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ABSTRACT _ & ) . "
Research has associated high levels of private .

self-consciousness (PSC) with accurate self-knowledge and with
behavior consistent with one's attitudes. A, study by Buss and Scheier
reported that privately self-conscious persons are more susceptible
to attribution bias, the self-focus of such persons leading them to
attribute their positive and negative outcomes to intermal causes.
Three studies, each a hear exact or conceptual replication of that
research, were conducted to examine this hypothesis. In the first
tstudy, undergraduates who tested high (N=40) or low (N=40) in PSC
were asked to imagine themselves in eight hypothetical situations
whose outcomes were either pasitive or negative and to estimate the
degree of personal respon§ibility they would assume for the outcomes.
In the second study, high PSC (N=56)“and low PSC (N=62)
undergraduates completed the zktributional Style Questionnaire while

~ imagining themselves in a number of different success or.failure

> sgituations and then while imagining another person experiencing the
positive and negative outcomes. In the thixd study, a conceptual
replication of Buss and Scheier was conducted with high (N=55) and
low (N=46) undergraduates using an actual rather than a hypothetical

- outcome. situation. In none of these studies did persons high in PSC

make more internal attributions for events than those low in PSC.
Various replication statistics were conducted, each showing that the
attributional bias’ phenomenon reported by Buss and Scheier could not
be corroborated. (NRB) oo ‘
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“ . | Abstract R
Thekcléér picture th;t emerges from studies of private self—consciousnesgr
- is that this varigple is associated with detailed and accurate self;knowledge. 4
High levels of érivate"self—consciousness also lead to beha@ior that id
consistent with one's atﬁrtudes In light of this characterization of the *
privately self—oonscioué person, it is surprising that one etudy reporteg that
such persons are more susceptible to an attributional blasl‘iBuss,and Scheter
-;(1976) suggested that the habitual self-focus of privéie' gelf-conacious
persohs would léad them to attripute their positive and negative outcomes tQ
internal causes, and their data support -these predictions. Th;s' potentiél
contradiction in the literatgre waé examihed in three studies. Fach study was
a near e;act or. conceptual replication of the experiment of Buss and Scheier.
‘ none of the studies did persons high in private self—consc:lousnetss make
_more internal attributions for events than those low in private self—
“¢onsciousness. V;;ious replication statistics.were conducted, each showing
-that_the attributional bias phenomenon reported by Buss and\Schéaer cannot be

/ - r ' - .u
corroborated. -The theoretical implications of 'these findings wére discussed.
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@ . { ' Another Look at the Relation Between Private ) \ I\

‘ Self%ConScioueneee fnd'Seif-Attribution N . - .
In 1975 Fenigetein,’s &ser, and Buee introouced a pereonality scale  to
v measurg habitual tendencies o focus on.one's internal thoaghts feelings, and
) motives Since that time, studiee have identified a number of cognitive and ,‘
behavioral differencee between “those scoring high and low on this private
self-consciousness (PSC) scale. Several gtudies, for example, have found that -
| high PSC individuale listed more adjectives when deecribing themselvee than
did low P“C persons (Franzoi 1983; Turner, 1978a) These data suggest that'-

_the high PB3C individual has a more detailed self—understanding than a person ’
< g .

RSt AV : .

who typically does hot self-reflect, the low PSC person.
Research has also.ehown that the correlation between eelf—reporte' and
_ subsequent behaﬁior 1s suhetantially greater for high than for low PSC
subjects (Scheier Buss, & Buss, 1978; Turner, l978b) This body of reeearch
indicates that high PSC individuals have a more accurate ag%f—understanding,
one that apparently affecte their behavior rather directly. Other research
has shown that one consequence of” this more acburate selfkunderstanding is. ~
’ that high PSC persons are less susceptible to nisleading suggeetione
conc\ernihg their internal bodi]\}r etatee.‘ Scheier, Carver, and Gibbons (19’79)_
" found that those high in P3¢ were less affected by suggestions .abont their é'
taste reactions ahd‘ more accurate in reporting their actual internal state
' than were subjecte low in PSC Finaliy, habitdhl private self-attention also
appears to result in a closer match between self-evaluations and evaluations
by others. In a study inveatigating self-concept differences, Franzoi (1983)
found that while the self—evaluations of high PSC subjects did not differ from o ‘

those of their cloee friends, there was a Bignificant diecrepancy between

4




[ .) Al
o

— evaluations made by the low PSC Bsubjects and’ their friends. épe general

picture that emerges from.tﬁ%se and other studies ds that private self-
conpciousness is positively assooiated With ‘a more detai}ed and accurate
knowledge of internal self;aspects, -ag well as with a seli’concept that is

;'more_in line with external‘{eality“(i.e\, others' perceptions).

¥  Standing in sharp contrast to this characterization of PSC individuals

~ are the findings of an influential self-attribut10n~study conducted by Buss'
«—. and Scheier-(1976) Interestingly the results of this study suggest that

'high PSC persons% are more 1ikeLy to engage ir an attributional bias when

'accounting for their own behavior than are, individuals low in PSC. . In -fhis 1J
. - e
study, subjects were ‘asked to Jimagine themselves in sqveral positive and (O
| ' ) . ) L }"’c ﬂ: 0
- negative hypothetical situations. These subjects then estimated the degree of - ‘;ﬁ&:

.' \\*Bersodﬁl .responsibility that- they w. d assume for the eyents'if’they had S:t - j
actuslly hsppened: Buss and Scheier's - findings indicated that nigh ‘fSC
subjects_.yere vmorehlikely to sttribute responsipility to tnemseﬂbes for both

positine qnd negative outcomes than' were subjects 1ow' in private gelf— .
consciousness.! The buthors pdinted‘Oot that'thein_resdits, using a measure of
. , ,

habitual perate self—swareness (P3C), wé:: consistent with Duval and )

Wicklund's (1973) research that 'finvestigated the effects of situstional™

. e -
private self-awareness (SA) on selfpattribution bias. Duval -and Wicklund

(1975) asked their subjects t3 respond to these same hypothetical sjtuations
while self—&ttention had been aroused tem'prarily by” the presence of a mirror.

~ Their data showed- that -subjects were more 1ikely " to make an internal
. \ e ' .

) ‘ attribution for. both positive and negative outoomes than subjects whose self- b
» 2 . .
awareness hsd“not been aroused. . i ’ 3 (
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The apparent*congruence ‘of this "situationdl? self-awaréness study - (see

self-conecioueness inveetigation (ﬁﬁﬁe & Scheier, Y976) make, ‘it tempting 2o
conolude that similar effects are. theoretically consietent There are,

however, several reasons why drawing such a eonclusion~ie‘problematic.' Firsir

“also, Arkin & ,_Duval, 1975y Duval, ﬁﬁval & Neeley, 1979) with the habitual

some ettidies have been unable to, r:ep-licate Duval end Wicklund's (1973)

attributional biasing effects of situational self-awareness.” Federoff and

Harvey (1976) "and Nadlet (1983), for example, found that the internal

attribution effect due to temporarily- induced _eelf—awarenees oecufred only

after success and not after failure Thig asymmetrical efféct of success and

failure may suggest that eelf—awareness makes one more aware of the need 10

enhance self-esteem via a self-serving bias effect (cf. Arkin, Cooper, &-
Kolditz, 1980, Weary-Bradley, 1978 Zuckerman, 1979). Regardless of the

interpretation of -these studies, the .effects reported would of course,

preclude a gener internality “attribution bias due to situatlonal self-

awareness (SA).

~

- The second reason’ one may want to exercise  caution in dfawing-conciﬁsions

about similarity of attribution effecte between situational eelf-awarenese and

~ habitual PSC relates to the way that the fbr@pr s operationalized.
g Situatlonal or temporary self—awarenees is often aroused by placing mirrore in

" front of subjects while they ﬁrform_a task. It is generally assumed (_e.gj,
t

Carver & Scheier, 1981)

awareneas.' It is,quite poasible, however, that sh a mahipuletiéﬁ could
. . 1o - -

arouse public self;awarenese in addition to the private form.? Since private

self—coneciouenees is theoretically and empirically distinct from public

it mirror manipulat¥on induces private sdlf=

arbem

self—consciousnese (Qf anigatein et al., 1975), self—awareneee manipulamed
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by a.m1rror coulg confound these two types of self—a&areness | ”hus,. possible .

A nonequivalence of temponary and ‘*habitual self—awareness manipulatiohs in N
'addition to. ths incqlbistent effects of self~awarenessron attributions,‘ make_-
the close scrutiny of Buﬂs and Scheier 8 study important. '

Our ‘survey of the litenature reuealed that Buss ajd ucheier 8 study of
the attributional biasing effects of PSC is the .only one of 1ts Kind. Despite-
this" fact however, the results of the study have not ‘gone .unnoticed.. Buss

' and Scheier's study has been cited” in & wide variety of publidations,

- | including social ychology textbooks (e 2., Sherrod 1982)," speciality books

" and chaptefs (e.g., Buss,-1980; Carver & Jcheier, 1981, Harvey,‘Ickes, & Kidd,

1981, Wegner & Vallacher,_1980), angxin man&‘journal articles (e.g., Brockner,
Gardner, Biernan; Mahan, Thomas, Weiss, Winters, & Mitchell, 1983%; Gibﬁ%ns;”

Carver, Scheiér,:& Hormuth, 1979 Scheier,.Buss, & Buss, 1978). On this basis

alone; therefore; it deserVes repeating eince replfcation is itself a basic

tenant of scientific advancement (e. g., Aron?on & Carlsmith 1968; Campbell &

Jackson, 1979) and also because replication is a topic of recent interest

A
among personality researopers (cf. Schwartz & Dalgleish 198?)

Yo Perhaps the most important reason for replicating this study, however, is o
a theoretical one. K\s we have ghown earlier, we hgve much reagon to expect K
that persons high in private 8 f;consciouanese should not 111ustrate an
attrlbutional bias of the sort described by Buss and ucheier (1976) These

- researchers suggested that because of their habdtual self—focus, high PSC

\\ o persons should be biased toward more 1nternal causal ascriptions foy the1r

outcomes than those low in PSC. The research that we have reviewed, however,

indicates that those high in PSC have a detailed and accurate understanding of
their behavioral tendanciesggand thus should not be susceptible to a self- -

7
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. * -attribution bias. . SN L
o / ngus{ f?r theae r?asons we Co bevéfel’repliéatiens of?the Buss and

. : - - ,
Scheier study. ‘pne possible qut _ _\our studies is that we could replicate) %,

the Bugs and Scheier results 1npd\uarieﬁy of settings If this is the case,

-4 then ‘researchers sbould be aware fhat the chsiderable self-knowledge amassed

- by high PSC persons~can gometimes be'biaS}ng in 1its effects ?of Franzoi,

ol -{ -
o

‘ 198%, Gibpobs, 1983; Seheier et lai.,. 1975;‘Seheier et al., 1979; Turnet,“
| ‘1978b). Alternatively:rrepeated inaﬁility to teplidéte tte results of\ Bues»- '
. ~and Scheler (1976) would lead us. to conclude that the attiibutionsl bias
" phenomena is not ropﬁet, and hence the Buss and Scheier study would not

"contradict the general characterization \ET tﬁelhigh P3C individual in ‘the

. literatute. _ o N

w

Study T - N v

s ¢

N A

In this first study we conducted a.conceptual repligation of Buss and
Scheier ‘(1976). Usiﬁga the sgmé/ methods and_proceéures employeé by these.
authors to study private self-conseiousﬁess effectgt\We sought to replicate .
' the attributional bias phenomenon that they reported. Subjects differing in “

_levels of PSC were asked to imagiée themselves in a “number of different ,

hypothetical situations whose outeoqe .was 'eithef sitive or negative.

',Followiné‘froe)Buss and Scheier,.we expected to find tZS;'persqns high in PSCi;

would moke more internal attributions than would indiilduals low in PSC,
regatdless of qituational outcome. o ' . _‘ )

~ Method ' | . | %’{’ :

. -~ . =
¢ " Subjects. Several weeks prior to  the . actual experimea!g 450

«

undergraduate volunteers frcm the Univereity of California at Davis were

’ administered the Self-Consciousness Scale (Fﬁiigﬂtein, et al., 1975) s in.

I //’73 . j
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y, Buss ang Scheier, the private Belf-consciousness eubecaiefdof the larger

A

_ P o - . o
inventory was used to select subjects The highs (n = 40) were. randomly

seiected rfrom ‘the top third of fhe d;stribution of P3C scoreg(gnd the lowe (n

d >
= 40) from the bottom'third. ‘A one-way analysis £ variance erealed that

thes® two groups of subjects represent two distinct levels of self-

consciousness (F"(1 78) = 646.60). | _ | X -

v v

Procedure. All sibjects were tested individually Subjects arrived at

v the 1lab" and were geated at a desk and given . .8, Tresponse sheet ihe
experimenter explained to subjects that they would be asked ‘to .respond to
“elght hypothetical situationse In each situation, they were esked to imagine.
themeelvesA as a participant and to. estimate the degree of -peréonal
responsihility they®would assume for the outcome, from O to 100%:2[As in Bues
and Schejer, eight sityntions were employed in the 1study, four descriﬁing

\ '
" pbsitive outcomes and four describing negative outcomes. The eight‘situations

. L were presented in a. random eordqr. ' ﬁ%if_y N
- Results and Summary. . ' ’ '
Subjects made attributions for four positive and four negative- g
}\y;;ot‘hetical situations. A pegitive and negative attribution index wad formed ‘g
ﬁy summing and averaging the respective scores. These ind;;ba were analyzed ]
. usingy a .2;way repeated measures analysis of variance (eée\:able 1). The
between—subJects factor was ;private self;cer801ousness (low/h ) and the ;
" \ within—subjects factot was situational outcome (positive/negative) The onLy ].

eignificant effect to emerge from the ANOVA was a main effect due to outcome N
(F( 1,8) = 93.57, p < .001), Attributions for~positive outcomes (M = 64.78) -

were more internal then those made about negative outcomes (M= 44.39). The' ,_' |
effects due to both PSC (F = ,13) and the interaction efféet (F = .12) were - .ip

3
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! Thie'sfudg,represented a conceptual replica@ioa (cf. Cémpbel;.& Jaéksbn, -
197?; ﬁoiqnthal, 1979) of Buss and Scheler (1976)f Based on their findings, _ -
. we éggaiﬁﬂhaye found that persgons high in P3C atfributed the cause of events .

more ’interna{iy than individuals low in fSC._ Qhr data, however, provided no

. _ ™
v support whatsoever for such a contentibn. No significant- effects dinvolving
. { . )

~

' ' ’\\_PSC were found. We did,: however, replicate the-self-serving bias.effect
A ’

. (Arkin et al., 1680; Weary-Brad &, 19783 Zuckerman, 1979) found in the - -

ya

literature. That is, regardlesa\?f their level of private self-conacioysness, - N

subjects assumed more pe¥sonal Tresponsibility for -positive  than negative
P ' .

outcomes. ' O ) _ ' o
Study 2 N T
(1976) .in - "

N . * " "'1\_3 > .
We wg;q ble, to corroborate the results of Buss and ‘Schefer

our’ first..study. As a conceptual replication of their dgiign;'this,firsto /

stu&y coufgﬁgﬁ%iously reduce the c02§idepée in the Bubs_éhd : héier:§results.'
’ C IR . ) o ’

Before embracing such a conclusion, Jowever, sevé{gl ékplanétions‘of)the

-

_ \ ‘ n
inability to.corroborate the internal attribution bias effect must be ruled

LY o

out.

s

One such explanation is the reliability and validity of - our ‘attribution

A

meaéure.' The attribution scéle used by Buss and Scheier was a subset of a -

somewhat larger scale used by Duval & Wicklund (1973) for their study of the .
effects°.of self-awareness on attributions of causality. To our knowledge, -

f . {
« this form p‘uthe scale has

not been used by other"researchera to study’
attributiong;.reactiona'due to PSC. Thus, one explanation of our 1nability to
replicate Buss and Scheier’is thét the validity of the attribution measure 1is .
unknown and ggrhaps éueétionable. Indeed, -in uéing this acale Buss and

S > .

~




Scheier were themselves‘unable'to replicete the’eelf eerving"bias effect the;
geeins to be quite rohuét (Arkin, et al., 1980, Wea —Bradley, 19783 Zuckerman,
1979). In fact, instead of a self-serving bias effect, whereby'people accept
gore reeﬁonefhility for positiwﬁ‘ over negative events an exactly opposite~
.effeft wag goundl,(These inveetigetore reporyed that /subjects gave mgre
.internal ettributions" after failure. rather+{than after euccess Buss and
Seheier themselves (1976; p- 466) sPeculated tha the construct validity- of -
the scale could be prdblematic in this regard Thus, either our ;ull results' Y
’//or the significant results of Buss &nd Scheier's might be a chance finding due "
to the queetionable validity of the attribution scale. In addition, the -

- reliability of their internal attribution scale is not known. 4 It 1is clear
that if the scale has low reliability, this shortcoming duld dccount for the
discrepant results acCross gtudies. To combat thesi .po ential problems, in
Study 2 we employed a frequently used scale, the Attributional Style |
Questionnaire _(ASQ; %éterson, “Semmel, von Baeyer, Abramson, Metalsky,
Seligman ‘l9§2).' This scale has respectable reliahility (Golin, Sweeney, &

v . Shaeffer, 19813 Peterson et al., 1982) and some good validity data (Petereon

s

et al., 1982; Sweeney, Bailey, & Andereon, 1984 ). - . .
, Qésecond'reason forfghe'inability to find an"internality, attribution o
| effect due to P3C might be due to the repeated-measures design employed by
. . Bugs and Scheier (1976) and our first study. Perhaps ‘the subjects in our
gtudy experienced a carry-over effect (cf. Keppel, 1973, Pp. 395;400) that .
made them gware of our particular attributional hypoth ses. Although ;this
explﬁnation is 'not very likely, this effect in combinafion with other desaﬂn
featuree could have produced thv/nuil results we found n Study l Thus, in

Study 2 we made story outcome on the ASQ a between—subjecte variableL3 | -

. ’ i e ‘ . A ) . ' . . - i . - ) o v
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"K 0 S e en s o ’/ -

» - > , Lo L ,'ELLI . K . : . .\ . Sy .. L D



“»

——"

_ attributions than low privately self-conscigus individualg. In, eddition,

o In(egditionv Btudy é-included.eeverﬁl new dependgné:variahieethEt could -
be seen ae fefling witiin a.‘}ogical exteggion ,0f th/ Bﬁhg and Schlier
argument. These anthore suggested.that‘ since thg p ivetely pelfzgonecioua
person hahitually attends to inner thoughts 'pfens, an? motives, they should’

as a/reeult be biaeed toward in;ernal explanations of their behavior. A small

extension of this argqment could apply to ratingé)of Lonsistenqy or stabi{ty _

of causal attributions. If Buss end Scheler's argument is correct theee
habitually -self-focused persons should alsd be biased ‘thward etablé
explanations of their-behavior Since, by defipition, Khey habituelly eefk-‘

focus and supposedly as a result offer coneistently internal explanatione of
}

their behav1or high PSC persons 3pould also make more stable attributions for

—

v

their behavior as well.
A final extension of the Buss and Scheier fargument deals, with
’ »

attributions made about another's behavior. In particuiar: {nj,:' -attributional

differences between low and high PSC persons resulte from the habitual  self-

. i -
focus of the latter group, then these différences should not extend td’f/

attributions about othere' outcomee *

To examine the above ooneiderations,’we had subjects comp&ete the ASQ in.

14

two different ways. }Firet subjects: comptﬁfed the scale while being asked to
imagine themselvea in a number .of different epccess or failure eituations.
They -were also asked to complete.: the acale while imagining another person
experiencing the poeitive‘or negative ‘outéomes. If° the Buss and Scheier.

i

»

(1976) analysis is correct; we should}find a main effect for private eelf- ‘

consciousneea, with high private self-conscious persons meking ‘more internal

!

4
\_~ interaction»between self—conscioueneee and eelf—other outcomes ehould~ fe

P : | _12 N

< e
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N E found euch that the attributions of high privatee for eelf bq; not others'

ogtcomee would be internal in locue'"df cansality These eame predictions

‘Q‘, ?

" would apply to the second - dependent _meaeure, the’ stabiiity of the causal

A}

. factor: . . s
- Method,
- - Subjects. One hundred and ninety three students from en~§inirodnctony

peychology_ course at ‘the University of Pittsburgh received class credit for

. their participation in' this study. As in Study 1 and Buss and Scheier (1976),

L j . * . . - . -
the private self-consciousness scale was used to select subjects for ‘eventual

enalysis. The Highs (n = 56) were those subjects in ‘the £0p third df the ~

gistributioQﬁ of private éelf;conqgiousness scores and the Lons'(n'a 62) were

" «in the bottom third. A one—way analysis of variance revealed that théee_.two

represent two distinct levels of self-conséiousness

’, r

£ - " groupe-,of sub je
(F(1,116) = 569-96,
Procedure.' “ubjegje—part101pated !in small " groups of ten ' or fewer.
Subjects were asked to complete a;packet of several short qneetionnaires.
{Tneee questionnaires incladed: (a) tng.Self;ConeciousneBe eoaie ,}Fenigstein
en al, 197%), (b) the Attributional Style Questionnaire (AéQ;“Peteyson et al,
1982), and (c) a modified version of tne ASQ that asked eubjects' to make

L

attrlbutlons about another 8 behayior The Self;Consciodeness Scale was

A\

: descrabed in Study 1. BriefLy, the ASQ involves short descriptions of 12 -

L

sitnations,.six describ ng gopd outcomes (g, "You do a projecb that is highly
~ v praised") and eix deec}-bing bgd,outcomee((e.g., "You have been looking for a
job .unsuccesefully‘,fof, some time"). Each Subject is asked to'write doﬁn a
major.cause of‘eaoh outeome and fhen.&ate fne cauee, using:'7lpoint scales,

. . - ¥
along internal-external (1=totally due , Yo me, .7=totallyadue'to thé other
\; ; .‘ _w. _ . | _

) . s . . . .. N X .
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person orzcircumstances) and,unstable~stable (1=will never again be presenfiir\' :
- =wili“ aluays “be present ) dimensions. In this study, however, subjects were o
'\\\ randomiy presénted with either ©positive or negative outcome descriptione.
Finally, the ASQ was- mquified eo. that subjects made attributions about‘a
common target person (cf Sueeney,.éhaeffer & 6Golin, 198?) The order of the
questionnaires was counterbalanced among subjects in a latin Square design by =~
- ' employing thre\/different test orders.

Results and Summany R N

A 3-way repeated measures analysis of variance was computed on the
internal attribution measure (1 = internal, 7 = external). The two oetween— ".q‘”
subjects'factors were PSC (low or high) and outcome on the: ASQ (positive or .
negative). A third ~factc;. in the ANOVA was a within-subjects variable; y e
.attribution type (seif_or- other attribution). rThe only significant wmain ‘e
effect ~to 'emerge from the ANOVA was due to outcome (F(1,114) = 29;10, p < : f{
.0001); Attribusions about positive outcomes ( M = 2.15) were more internal |
than ‘those made about negative outcomes (M= 3.34), thus replicating Study 1
and the reliable aelf-.,serving bias effect (see Table 2). .Tl-ne“hain effect. due -
to ’eelf-other attribution showed a borderline but nonsignificant‘effect
(F(1’114) = 2.29, 9.4"14)' The main effect due to private eelf;consciousness g
was not significant (F(1 114) ; .41); Finally, the oniy interaction effect to
: _approach significance was due to an attribution type (self/other) by outcome .;;;
effect (F(y 144y = 1.78, p < .19) 4 |

A 3-way repeated measure ANOVA was also computed on the stability -é
attribution measure (1 = unstable, 7 = stable) As with the internality *:E
measure, the only significant main effect to emerge from the ANOVA was due to- ‘

outcome (¥ (1,114) * 129 39, p< .001). Thié effect shows that attributions R
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about positive outcomes ( M = 5.05) were more s;abie than attributions made

about negative outcomes ( M = 3.10). The main effects for both self-other

lattribution.(F(1,114) = .32) and private self—conseiousness (F(1’114) = .56)

were not significant. The only interaction effect to produce significant
results was.due to an attribution type X outcome effect (1'(1 14) = =9.32, p <
.OOT). : Apparently, this interaction effect -was due to a 1arger difference in
the stability attributions fOr othera' positive and negative outcomes ( M's =’_s
5. 23 and 2. 86 respectiveiy) than for attributionsﬁﬂxnn;positive and negative/
self-outcomes ( M's 4 88 and 5 56 respectively). C a
Based on these analyses, it was again ooncluded that we had fagi/; te
corroborate the findings of Bu;s and bcheier (1976) On all of -the
attributional dependent measures, individuals who were low and high on private
self-consciousness scarceiy differed: In ;act, in no case did an F value due
to private self-consciousness exceed one. This resuit ocpurred even after
building into the design what we thougnt were several methodological
improﬁements over the other studies; 'including a {ell—validated scale of
attributional style and the addition of sevbral new dependent measures. LOur
design alsbrfncluded a factor that assessed subject's self—attributions and
their attributions about outcomes of othérs Using the Bussg*- and cheier
argument we reasoned that ch biased attributibnal style found for high P3C
persons would not extend to their attribﬁ&ions for others outcomes. Thusg
usingptheir argument we expected an* interaction between self-consciousness

and self/pther ‘attribution. . Although’ we did find some effects due to

self/other attribution, ‘this variable did not interact with private self-

. consciousness.
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K Study 3
y ' ‘ -~

Our third ggudy represénted a replication of the design of Buss and

Scheier (1976) under somewhat different condiéiohs. In Study 1 we conducted a

- conceptual replication (cf. Rosenthal, 1979) of Buss an@ Scheier's design with'-

disappointing results. With Study 2 we again duplicated the design of Buss

and Scheiery while including several methodological improvéments and some npew,

A
[

but conceptually similar dependent measures. Once again,nhowever, we did ngt.

. .
find that high private self-conscious persons are prone to an attributional

bias oﬂ?_the sort \described by Buss and Scheiér, In'Stuéy 3 we souéht to
extend the eérlie; designs to a.conéeptually similar situatioh, a setting tpat
would address yet anpther, reasonfoffered for our inability to replicate in
both Gtudy 1 and 2.

It should be noted that in the first two studies, we _ employed
hypothetiéal outcomes’ in order to assesg subaects"attributional reactions.\
It could be argued thaf such an .uninvolving task’ is 'likely to produce
unreliable résultsﬁ 'Variables“like the powgr and preseﬁée of the experimenth)
are.important factors in such' a situation, and ones that can alter the
stréngth of the resulting effects. If, fogﬁéxample,ia motiéating’experimenter

can increase the subject's interest, involve.ment, and perceived importance of

the_ experiment, a hdre favorable result’ egould occur. = A less diligent

o

experimenter may not obtain such res:ults in an otherwise uninvolving paradignm.

- . "-. - N . ' '.
This 1line of argument suggests that in uninvolving situations like the ones

employed in Buss and Scheier and Jtudies 1 and 2 of the -prese paper, an
inéonsispent pattern of éffects across sxudiés may be expected (cfn Federoff &
Harvey, 1976). Tnus, before accépting fhe_conclusion that the attributional’

bias 'effect for PSC persons .is not'a robust phenomenon, we sought to rule out

-

subject interest/involvement as a possible mediator.

'y o ' '

16 0 .
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To =address this question of subject 1involvement, we undertook a

conceptualg replic;tion of Buss and Scheier using an actual instead of
hypothetical outcome situation. After receiﬁing ‘fqupaCK “about | their
performance on & midterm examination- in "an intro@uctory college course,
student's judged how, well they did. on the exam and then were asked to ‘make
attributibne about  their pﬁrfdrmanoe;ﬁ Presumably, most subje%ts_ wére y
relatively ego—involved in this outcome situation, The results obtained from <
this study, therefore, éould direétly adgress thé lack of subject involvement -
~argument pbsea aé(gp explanation of the inability to réproduce'the-results of
Buss and Scheier (1976). . i i )
| Tne definition of a positive or neégtive outcome 'on_ the, attributional
scales used in Studies 1 and 2 was determined 1ndepeﬂdént of the subject. In
this fhi;d study, hbwever; we used. two different methods for asceftaining‘
_outcome on the m}d@erm exam. First, éubject'g objeétive standing ‘relative to

their classmates was used to define a positive or negative outcome. Second,

the éubject's own subjective est%maté qf how well they did was usgd to define
the twoﬁlevels of outcome. If Both Méasures~prodﬁced results similar to thoSg
&studies 1 and 2,‘Qe would have further e&idence“against an.attributional bjas
@ ();n the part of high PSC persons. If our results support those of Buss 'and
Scheier's, using either dgfinition of outcome, - %hen an agsessment of the |
boundary condifions,of this atfributional bias gffect woﬁld be 1ﬁ order, We
N .-'cbuhd perhaﬁs conc¥?dé thaf the internal a%triﬁut#on bias could more reliably
' be found in personally involving situations than in hypothetical situations.
in addition to the above design 1mpfovemenf,Awe ;gain addéd the sfability
atmributioh question to_tﬁé interna; attribution_deﬁendent_méasure. If Buss
and Scheiér’é hypothesie is tenable, théﬁ th?:e éhbuld be differgnéeé bet&een

a
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PSC groups ,in the stabillty of their ascribed outcomes. IFinally, we inciuded
saidifferent but logically similar way to assess internality of attribution in .
this study. That is, in addition to directly assessing the internality of a

subject's attribution, we also asked them to make a judgment of control over

-

their exam pertormance.(cf. Petersonﬁ’l979). Once again, if high PSC persons
are biased to make internal ‘ektributions for ‘outoomes, they ~should alsh\
. ) »

perceive themsslves as having more eentrol'bver those outcomes than low PSC

4

persons.

. Method - - | o ’
ke 3ub jects’ .One hundred end forty five dtudent volunteers 'from an
introductory psychology course at Indiana University served as subjects. As -,
/J in the first two studies, the private self-consciousness scale was nsed to
sélect subjects for eventual analysis. As before, the highs %: = 55)‘were'
those sub jects in.tne top-thi?d of the distribution of PSC scores and ‘the lows
(n-= 46) were in tne bottom third. A one-way analysis of variance revealed
\thai theseetﬁe groups o{ suﬁjects represent two distinct levels of private.
self-consciousness,_g (1,99) = 444.62.
Proéedhre._ Prior to.'participating ;in the study, students received
feedback regarding their'”performance on al psychology midterm exam fhat
o accounied for 25% of‘their con}se_grade. During the next , class meeting,i as
part of both an informal course~evaluation_and a‘VOIpntany class.exercise, fg
studenis.completedfa qnestionnéire. This form included items that asked about
" the students ‘ general /perception of their performancel on ﬁhe exam and
“attributions‘for tneir particular ouicpmes.? The questionnaire also included
‘severel standard personality scales, including the private self4consciousness

acale. Prior to completing the questionnaire, stﬁ{ients wers\ assured that :
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their responses would not be scrutinized in an“individual way. Students were

asked, however, to place their social security numbers on the’ answer sheepe_

This procedure - allowed us “to provide feedback to those who requested their

scores, and it #llowed us to match questionnaire. responges to exam scores

PO .
—’ ~ow® .

without compromising tonfidentiality.

Results _ B |

Objectively Defined Outcome. In our initial analyses of the data, we

used the subjects' exam scores to define success and failure. This procedure

is roughly equivgient to the method of defining success and failure used i?
Bugs and Scheier and Studies 1 énd 2, and is quite common in classroom studies
of atFriBhtionalrreactions‘to exaq&natién feedback (cf. Yreize, Francis,” &
Hanusa; 19é2; Simon & Feather, 197%; Sweeney, Mbrelaﬁd, &.Grqger, 1982). The
scores on this SQ poin£ exam rahgéd from.a low of 27-to a high of 48. | Uéing
the’ mean exam score'(M'é'38;48), wé separated into groups thosé subjectsswho
scoréd above the mean (poaitive_outcome, n = 4?) and thbae who scored bgiow
the mean (negative outcome, niQ 52). . ’

-

Using the groupings specified above, a‘ééries of 2 (lbw/high “fsd) x 2
. : B ’ >

(positive/negative outcoﬁe) analyses of variance were perférmed. Fifst,

subjects' responses to the .internality attribution question were analyzed

("Think - for a minute about why iou scored fhe way you did on the exam. Then,

rate those reasons on the follc scale: 1 gomething due to me, 5 =

something due to the environment or other persons"). No signifitant effects

. ) -~ ’ . .
were found on this dependent @easureT?EQe Table 3).- The F-values for the PSC,
outcome, and interaction effects weres .91, 1.71, and .04, respectively. '

A second 2 x 2 ANOVA was computed on the ‘subjects' ratings of their
_ S S " _

personal control oVer”ﬂu;fmamfoutoome (1 ;.somethihg that I could control, 5

. #
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= gomething that was beyond my control). This analysis reévealed a near
v
conventionally significant effect due to outcome (F (1 97) : 3.45, p < .06).

oubjects in our positive outcome group (M = 2.09) ‘tended to perceive more
personal control over ' that outcome - than eubjects in the negative outcome
condition (M =2.64). Also, although the effect due to PSC did not reach
signifioaﬁce a tendency toward significance was nofed (F (1 ,97) = 2 29,
14) This effect however, was in the opposite direction to that reported by‘

Buss and Schefer, Lith low PSC persons (M = 2. 21) reporting having more

/
. control over the examt outcome than high PSC subjects '(M =" 2, 49) The

A’ A
interaction effect for this perceived control Aneasure  did not approach

significance. k

A third ANOVA was conddcted on subject's rating of the stability of the
cause for their iam performance (ranging from | = something likely to happen

in the future (stable), to 5 = something unlikely to happen in the future_x

’(unstable)). The ANOVA computed on thie dependent measure revealed oply one

significant effect, that qué to outcome (F 22.46, p- < .001).  Subjects

(1,97) =
in the positive outcome condition (M = 2.61) saw the cguse of their outcomes
as more stable thdn Subjects in the negative outcome condition M « 3, 81).
The effects due to PSC (F = .04) and the interaction (F :'.44)5yere not
significant.” : o | >

v

Subjectively Defined Outcome. In the analyees reported thus far, success

- and  failure were determined solely by the etudents' actual scores on the e

examination. Thie objective meaeure, however, may not correspond exactly “to
the students' ‘own ‘perceptions of their performance (cf. Frieze et al, 1982).

In order to 1nve§;1gate the effects of subjective success and failure on th@_ |

performance attributions of privatively eelflkonecioue EE,Q_
- . Ik

S
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geries of analyses was carried'ont. \In these analyses, we uéed the subjects'’
own perceptions of success or fadlure to determine levels of outcome ("Do you
consider your exem‘performance ; succeas?" 1 = not at ell, to b = very ‘mach) .
The mean score for this variable across all students (M = é.46) was used to
divide them into'pqeitive outcome (scores >3, n=45) and negative outcome
' (scores < 2, n = 55) groups.§ .
ering' the above groupings, ‘a series of 2 (low/high PSC) x 2 o

(positive/negative outcome) analyses Of_variance were performed (see'Table 3).
Again, we first analyzed theé internel- attribution -dependent. measure (1 =

' gomething due dug to me, 5 = something "due to the environment or other,

persons) and found no significant'effects. —The F-values for the PSC outcomh

-

»

/..._./"\
~

_;u,
A second 2 x 2 ANOVA was computed on the subject' ating of their |

and interaction effects 'were 1.75, -94, and 30 reepectlvely - m‘”
. / *

\

'personal contdol over the exam outcome (1 = something I ;;id‘cnntno},s =

.
i gsomething that was beyond mw control), a -measure highLy. related to they

: 5 - . .
internal attribution question This analydis re ed a signifiggﬁt main

: <

effect due to outcome (}(1‘96) = J p < .01). That 1is,” subjects who

. y - . . v

¢ interpreted their exam score as a)positiGe outcome (M = 2.09) perqeived re
1 N '

personal control over that outcome than subjects in our negatiye outcome (M \g

2.72) group, apparently replicating ‘the self-servingzbias efféct. No otheis.

7z R
qlthough a tende‘cy for 16w PSC (M

\ : 31gniflcant efifeets emerged from the ANOVA}
- 5 2. 26) to judgg that they had more contro ové} their exam Outqome thanqhigh

PSL, persons (M 2. 58) was noted F (1,96) = 2.47, .p. < kl‘j, The PbC'x Sat'co:‘ne- ' '§

[ Y

interaction was not significant (F = .§2). : ' .

]

The third and final dependent variable was the sgebil1ty attribution

measure '[1 somethlng likely to happen in the future (stable), 5 = something

,
\ . ‘. R -
-1
. » R
h [y
B . . I
e = et v




' \
- ‘ . ‘. Ilk 19

unlikely ‘to happen in the future (unstsble)]. The -ANOVA computed on this
« - - .
measure revealed only ohe ﬁignificant“effect, that due to outcome, F (1,96) =

13.98, p < .001. This effect shows that subjects who perceived their exam

performance - as a positive event (M :\2.72) made more stable attributions than

o

‘ subjects who perceived their performance as a negative outcome (M = 3.70).
v The effect due to PSC (F :-.23) and the inte;gctién effect (F.= .14) were not
significant. 2 s .
. Summ§PYQ9£.ReBults - | ; o T . }
‘Z N . Aéro?s the ob%?ctsve aga subjectiyé definitiqns of‘succesg. and failune,_‘
f' we obtaiheg surpﬁggingﬂy similﬁr effects.” In paytfégla;, f?gardless,of hoq»yg\ﬁ\
,gah» def&hed out in this thi?d'expériment,twe dig‘th %{Ed-any evidence of ‘an _ v
P . éttribuﬂi’. bidé\éf?écp due;to levels of pri&ate self—ésnsciouéness. Across )
: PR ,

Y the threeJ%}f rrent attribution measures be/%ound that in no instance did the

}\ \nigh ‘private

K ‘orm gescriﬁgaﬂby-Buss and\ Scheier (1976). Instead; we found only. . main

gelf—cbnsci us subjects-:illustrate an dttributional Bias of the-

" effects due torthe valence of the exam outcomé,- As in‘%tudizz, we foundsfhat ﬂ(y»

subjects were sigqificéntly more likely +to -attribute Z;?i ve outcomes'gto

cbntpbllablé \and' stable causes thag, negative outcome 7 These effects were -

*

/ ‘fq?nd in the context of a study designedw as a. strong test of, Bus® and N
. W K‘:Es‘\« gﬂ' ] - . o
_~ _-8cheier's attributional bias effect. We reasoned that in this involving
o u s \ ' _ - i

setting, wherein outcome was a real instead of hypothetical éﬁent, the

. ? B Ny,
attrigptional bias effect wasg, particularly likely to occur (see Eggeroff &

~

™,

'Harvey, 1976). Even under*these dnditiong, however, we were once .egain
‘ - N ) ) ’ ' > Ny 3
biag effect due to level of private self- ey

’ hnable to find -an- attributionsa

consciousgness. oL L
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Replication Statigtics ' . L . . <

Several procedures have been developed that will permit a more détailed
comparison of independent studies Eban ve have thus far conducted. So far we

have presented three~experiments whose results are not-in accord with those of

(L.
s

. Buss and Scheier (1976). We would now likes to more .directly cdnp_are our e

X

studies- with that of Buss and .Scheier- using some recently  developed
replication statistics. | | | ) o
First, Humphreys (1980) suggests a gignificance test that will allow a \
direct comparison of the results. of independent experimengg He points out
that researchers ;nterested in replicating an effect typically compute only a
null hypothesis test for data produced by their replication study .If this
testﬁegd the test in the ouiglnal‘gtudy are both significant, the researcher
concludes that the effect was replicated. If the secood study does not find a
sigﬁdficant difference between means, the researcher usually concludes thet
> the effect was not replicated. . Humphreys {1980) suggests that instead of
employing this strategy, the differences between means in the original “and
’ ‘geplication study should be compared directly witd each other. Thus, in our "fd

study we would calculate the difference in attributional reactions of low> and

high P3C persons ‘%n our first study and then subtract this value fnom“the"

difference between lowdand high PSC persons in the Buss and Scheier ’study"
This differeuce over the pooled estimate of the variance in the dependent
' measure is distributed as t. 1? this t ratio for the difference between the.ll
jf’* - .differences is-pot sufficiently large to reject the null hypothesis, there has .
| been no failute to replicate. If tue t-test ‘is signiffcant; the pattern- of
¥ mean differences across studies is different and ai%aiiure to rebiicate”will

have been noted (ef. Humphreys, 1'980)-"‘;i Ea - . L
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Usfngjthis test, we compared whether the pattern of ‘means found by Buss

and - Scheier was the same as our results found in our nearly'exact replication
®

of that study (our Study 1). The t—teet computed on the differences~ between

studies was significant, t (130) = 2.43. rhl‘*result’fgdicates that we indegg

4id not produce the same pattern of reeults presented by Buss and ocheier-

(1976).
In addition to the above cross—study comparison, we dlso conducted a
meta—analyeis Meta-analysis is a technique that permits a uentitative

summary of a research 1i'erature Fbr every study that provides a test of an

hypotheele of interest, the inferential statistic for that hypothesis test may

be converted to a.Z score. The Z scores are then aVereged across studies and -

the significance of this overall value can be -examined. A signrficant overall
Z,test provides one with evidence‘suggesting that the literatureh as a whole
supports a particular. reseerch hypothgbis (cf. Hunter, Schmidt, & Jackson,
1982; Rodenthal, 1978). ( |

Table 4 presents the results of a meta-analysis conducted on these -

studies of‘the internality attribution bias due to PSC. The second column of

-thlB table presents the'F—values reported. by each study for the main effect of

PSC on 1nternality attributions It should be noted that Study 3 of the'

present paper provides four differént teats of the attrlbution bias - PSC
link. Recall that outcome wag defined both objectively and subjectively and
. that attributional bias was measured with an 1nternal attribution question and

an egtimate of control megsure. Thus, Study 3 providee four separate entries

into our meta-analysis. Tne,metapenalvtig 7 test for this literature showed

that the ~overall effect was not significant,_ = —1 07. To provide a clearer

picture of the relation between the degree of internality 6{ one's attrtpution

: : ~ .t
‘. K A 3
. B ;_“ L *ia
. . Y +
.
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and level of P3C, an effect size for each test of the hypothesis was computed

(see cglumn 5 of Table 4). As these data sﬁéw, the correlations between PSC ¢
. , : X
and internality of attribution were generally small (average r = -.033, s.d. =

.158), with the exception of the value présented for the Buss and Scheier
. ‘ . ‘

study.8 In general, then, these replication statistics further oonvef\\Qg )

e

picture that we were unable to corroborate the results of Buss and Scheie

5 s
P i i * 3
(1976). N ' | " .
4 - ' "~ . ' General Discussion
/// The purpose of -this paper was to replicate the design of Buss§§5h Scheier

jl976), a sfﬁdy:whidh found an internal attributional'bias effect onsthe part
of peraons high in prf%ate self—cgnsciousness. Qk%?e argument - made in the
4§reeent paper was that.fhe Buss and Scheier findings seem to be inconsisteii‘
with a growing Body of research\which shows that high PSC individuals h?Vb a
reratively detailed and aceurate understanding of their thoughts, motives, and
behavioral tendencies. Because of fhis\'better self;understanding, it was
reasoned that high. P3C peggons would not be susceptiblq~t6 a self—related
bias, and therefore would égg consistently believé that they are . responsible N
-for events that occur to them. : . _ | i@gm'
Results of the three studies reported here show—zhap high private self-
{», cqnsciousnesé- is -hot associated with anﬂinternal attribution biag. In Study

4 . ‘
1, using similar procedures and questionnaires .employed by Buss and Scheier - B
! ;

(1976), we. fﬁ;led to find an atqff;:;;;nal bias effect due to'PSC.Q!In Study . ;é
Zﬁ.a conceptual replication was undertaken that employed a .standardized |  _§

measure -0% attributional style and several other methggological imprqgements,
*Once aghin, however, no effect due to private self-consciousness on

attributions was noted. "In addition to assessing:self-attributions, our study
. : g .
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aieo assgessed attrihutiona made:for:Zutcomee experienced by others. Buss and
3Scheier suggeeted that the habitual eelf;focus of high P3C nereons would‘p§%§> ; ;
them toward internal, sélf—focused attributions of cause:,_ Foilowingffthiex
logic, we reasoned that if the PSC effect is epecific to the eelf,\it ehould
not extend to the attributions made for others' outcomes This predicted
self/other attribution and PSC interaction was not found however, althoug!'we\
did find some borderline main egfects due to this attrlbution measure. In
A Study 3, we tested Buss and 'Scheier's attributional bias. effeet in an ;
involving "real world" Bettin;; one in which eubjecte' had "a good deal of |
inveetment in 'the outcomes for which they madi attributiona; In this.etudy} |
i’u o subjects varying in levels of .PSC made attributione:for~their performanée on 5'

midterm college enam. Yet even in this important and self—involving Q

£

LS

situation, no PSC. efiect was apparent
On the basis oi the inability to find the attributionai ‘bias effect due
to PSC in three separate Btudies, we suggested that the effect is not Tobust.

In addition, “however, we conducted * geveral replication statistics tha&

e

compared our research gtudy with that of Buss. & Scheier (1976) Inferential

statistics that compared studies showed more directly that we were unable to ¢

corroborate the results preeented by Buss and Scheier. In a complementary ) R

way, we showed that the’ combined effect (defined in a variety of ways)
- on attributions is not-éignificant.' That is, the combined reeearch literature .
shows the'effect“of PSC on attributione to be unimportant. At least fbr the
present, then, the burden of proof 1ies with thOee who wish to contend that an _1;&
internality attribution bias effect due ,to- PSC .-is a viable . pefchological ahfi?é
phenomenon; Weu»feel that it 1is safe to conclude that euch a poeition is ot

' 1aoking emp1rical support. D C
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\The most restricted interpretation of our studies is that we have shown

that a' frequently cited effect appears to be nanexistent. Since Buss and )

Schef%r 's (1976) attributional biag effect appears to cohtradict a growing i

body ofﬁotherwise consistent literature, the data presented here are valuable.
Simply put, our * data show that the . attributional bias effect does not

represent an anomaly for self—oonsciousness theorv Instead, a likely

explanation.of the earlier finding {8 that the purported efféct may be due to .

sampring or other types of error. The conclusion that.high PgC persons do not
,exhibit an internal attributional bias is consietent with ~other research

v -?

demonstrating that the high PSC person possesses an abundance.of accurate and

usable self—relevant information ‘Qhus, the present study adds to the growing

o
oy

~ literature on self-cens/iousness theory " :

- -

We believe, however, that our data may " have implications that . extend

beyond " this empirical addition ‘to the diterature.

hese implications,

although admittedly speculative, have far-reaching effect

v

3 for the proposed
congruence of the self~consciousness and self;awareness constructs. ve
suggest that=dne reason the attributional bras effect received such acceptance

p
for. so long without close scrutiny was that it seemingly mirrored the effects

“due to situationally manipulated self-awareness (e g., Duvel & Hensley, 19{6;¢

Duval & Wicklund, 1975, and ‘others). Buss and Scieter (1976) themselves
expected similar effects of private self—consciousness (PSC) and self-
" awareness (SA) 'in  their study of attributions. We s st that researchers
- may i{.general be too quick to assume and expect similar effects due “to PSC
and SA. In'large part this is due to the éssumptions of prominent theorist
in the area. 4Sche1er, et. al. (1978), for -example, ‘state that "self-

~ conaciousneas theory predicts that private self;consciousness should have the

vli
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pame effect as mirror-induded self-awareness" (p- 135). A close eXamipation,
however, suggests that there may be fundémenfel differences.betueen~the

situational and personality construct. These dissimilarities could lead one
oy . _ Y '
to expect dif%erent effects of self-consciousness and self-awareness on

y !

certain varjables, oﬁ;tﬁey may lead one to predict similar effetts on other -

‘variables. Furthermore, even similar effects ‘produced by the two constructs
may result from different processes. ; ~

- First, consider the case where researchers could expect different effects
to be produced by PSC and SA. As in the present study of attributions, we

might predict based on previous research that the habjtual self-examination

of persons high in P3SC would allow for ‘quick and almos effortless uBe of this

3
.extensive self—knowiedge. High PSC individuals access to such an extensive :

and - accurate self-kuowledge_ base would lead ‘us to expect that increasing
. levels of PSC would not result in an internelity éttribution- bias, The
effe ts?due to temporary, situationalxy-iﬁduced'self;awareness,_however, might
‘be"expected to be different. Subjects forced by temporary, oituational

. circumstanges to self—reflect are engaged in an activity that is relatlvely’

unfamiliar to them compared to thoee high in PSC. Because.'of this presumed Q

fnexperience in self;reflection, these'persons/could be_fooled into believing-

o
ERS 4

themselves responsible for everts that occur to them while in this temporary

i
A

self-focused state. In eseence,atempOrary éelf-ayareness does not insure that ;
one will have accees to the”type of organized body'of aelfékqowledée that is = . ;;;
available to those high in PSC when making a self—attribu on._

As we also mentioned, there may be cases where PSC and SA can produce the.. é

-

same effects, but theae effects rnay be due to different processés (cf. Hull & -
Levy, 1979). Fbr example, in stuaiea of attitude—behavior consisteﬂ‘y
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Gibhons; 1983y Scheier, et. ;lé, 19785 Sherman'&kﬁozio, 1963),'porson§ high or'f
low in PSC and persons'whose ael f-awareness had or had not been temporarily .
‘manipulated Ee.g., by the presence of ‘a mirror) were: prObed about their -

attitudes on A oertain topic; .Later, in an ostensibly different experiment
thei\\behavior on the attitude-relevant topic was observed. Results typically,
showed that both high PSC and SA result *in a high attitu‘de—behavior
correlation:‘ .Does thia mean that PSC and SA are simply differént .
manipulations of the same ‘slelf—foou,s congtruct? Not necessa__rily. On the one
hand, it could be that simple’fbcus of attention is the mediating'variatle.ior
high attitude;behayior conoistenqy. In this case, no. differences ,would be"‘; ' ;
expeoted between P3C and manipulations of SAf since both‘!ie viewed simpiy;aon
different ways to operationalize self-focus. On the'otherhand, the content

of the seif4concept could be the crucial mediating variable between seif‘and

behavior_(or'othér dependent measures). Since self-concept is a 'crucial -// .

factor ‘in self-consciousness theory (where studies have found -that an

~ . ¢ - -
. , ot . N

extensive and accurate body of self-inowledge has been amassed by high PSC
' persons), it 1is the content of the self-concept, not self-foous per se, that - '_g
wonld account for an impressive attitude—behavior oorreiation. Since persons o
high, in P3C hgbitually self-foeus by definition, manipulation of attention to
the self of the e persons would not produce any additional efﬂect. Thus,- one
could predict that focus of attention may drive SA effects, whereas the degreo'_ “”5 E

zation of pereons varying in PSC. accounts for effects

These 1deas deserve examination +in an experiment that | ”&

P LN
PR > SR %

- C:k self-focus oonstruct.. Dependent mecsures 1like latency, " extent, ° and
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+

'orgenization of eelf—knowledge and deecription would be especially veluable in

 this regard (cf. Bu1l & Levy, 1979 Markus 4877, ’l‘urner, 1978a,b).

In any case, our data rqga;ding attributi
in levels oi PSC show no*eyetematic 1nternality bias due to this variable.

Solid: explanatione of how these results relate to stydies of attributional '

rns of persone varying

reactions: as ,a function of manipulated ‘self-awareness must wait for -

ki

experiments likeigthose suggested . above. Nevertheless, the present
inveetigation ~shodld serve to alert Jresearchers that the effects ,of
eituatiOnally manipulated eelf;focue (self—awareness) mSi not neeeesarily be
found (or expected) when studying disposition' Beif~focus (8elf-
consciousness). We heve argued that these variables are two different;\though
'related, psychological constructg and  that potehtial' eiﬁilaritiee and

diiierences should be Subjected to closer scrutlny by researchere studying the

effects of self—focus on.cognitions eﬁd behavior. L
K4
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Footnotes | \

Buss ‘and Scheier are presumably identifying some enduring characteristics
in the psychology of the high PSC persony that is, across time and most
situations, high PSC ipdividuals should attribute their positive and
negative- outcomes internally. If we can assume that any ome person does
not cause all of their outcomes, then it is probably safe to 1label this

effect as an attribution error. It is important, howevey, to distinguish
.between a bias and an error. Kruglanski & Ajzen (1983), for example have

suggested that bias may be defined as a subjective tendency to prefer one
cognition or cohclusion over possible alternatives. -They define an , error
as an inconsistendy between a hypothesis and one or more propositions so
strongly believed in as to be cofbidered as facts. Since we do not know
what the veridical attribution was in the -Buss and Scheier study, it
probably (more fair to chargcterize subjects' reactions as a bias instehd of
an error ‘cf. Funder, 1852; Harvey, Town, & Yarkin, 1981). Since
attributions are most commonly self-gserving in form (Arkin et al., 1980;
Weary-Bradley, 1978y Zuckerman, 1979), and since the attributions of high
P3C persons show a systematically different. _pattern, a biags appears to be
occurring. :

The ﬁossibility that a mirror bould induce public self-awareness has been
suggeated by Buss (1980, p.31). While he contended that only large mirrors
would induce the public self-aware state, the asgumption that the smaller
type of mirror commonly employed in self-awareness studies only induces

rivate self-awareness has not been empirically tested. Carver Scheier

1978) conducted several studies that they conclude validate the use of a

. mirror as a manipulation of "private". self-awareness. We do not ce

exception to these data; we do believe that a mirror induces a private form
of self-awareness. We also believe, however, that the mirror may produce a
public form of self-awareness (cf. Hull & Levy, 1979). Altho this
hypothesis was testable in the data produced by Carver & Scheier (1978),

guch an analysis was not conducted (their statements to the contrary’

notwithstanding, cf. Carver & Scheier, 1977). .

This carry-over effect is not very likelﬁg since the attributional  bias
effect 'posited by Buss and Scheier explicitly disregards outcome of the
hypothetical situations. Nevertheless, 'we thought that experimental
manipulation of outcome valehce would eliminate this explanation of further

null results that may result, regardless of its a priori 1ow probability of -

occurrence.

We also uéed the lower and upper 10% of PSC scores to determine our low
and high PSC groups and found identical effects throughout. ‘ »

Other schemes were used to define a positive or negative outcome for
subjects, but these produced essentially the same results. For example, we
used the top and bottom third of the distribution of exam scores to define
a positive or negative outcome. The only difference between the analysis
using this scheme and the one reported here was stronger effects on the
dependent measures due to outcome. Likewise, similar effects were noted
when we analyzed the data using the top and bottom 10% of the exam scores

\ 35
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to define outcome.

One subject did not complete this question and thus was dropped from these
subjective outcome analyses. Also, once again, other schemes that were
used to define a positive or negative outcome for subjects produced the
game results. )

Even though the direction of the results for the internal dttribution

"measure in Study 3 followed the self-serving bias effect found in Study 1

and Study &, it did pot reach statistical significance®. The control and
stability attribution , measures, however, did {produce aignificant self-
serving bias effects. : ¢

We computed the z-test for the meta-analysis in several ways. Since study
3 provided four entries into this test, and since these entries were not

independent, we conducted a meta-analysis using only one entry for Study 3,

The four.separate entries were averaged together and this value was used as
the z-value entry for Study 3. The overall z-test, however, was still not

‘significant, 7 = .56. Furthermore, an argument could be made that Studies

1 through 3 are themselves not independent of one another since they were
all produced 1in our laboratory; this fact may produce non-independence of
studies (cf. Rosenthal, 1978; 1979). To address this criticiem, we
averaged all the entries into the meta-analysis from Studies 1 - 3 and used
this average as one entry into a meta—analysis. Even using this satrict
criterion, however, the overall 2-test for the meta-analysis was
nongignificant, Zz = 1.08.

~In drewing these conclusions we do not mean to. imply that all
dispositional variables are unrelated to attributions. Indeed, - the
influence of a variety of dispositional variables, including self-esteem

(Ickes & layden, 1978), depression (Golin et al., 1981), and achievement °

motivation (Bar-Tal & Frieze, 1977), has been documented. Furthermore, our
conclusions do not extend tq the  potential effegots of public self-
consciousness on attributions (cf. Buss & Scheier, 1976; Fenigstein, 1979).
Since public self-consciousness is the degree to which persons recognize
and are concerned about perceptions of others, such self-presentational
concern might make them more likely to exhibit a self-serving attribution
bias (cf. Weary-Bradley, 1978). This prediction deserves systematic
research attention. ' | _
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A
Table 1
’ Self-Attribution by Experimental Condition For Study One
Level of -~ ) Pogsitive Outicome Negative Outcome
PSC _
v : (Y
Low PSC (N = 40)
N M . 4 65.05 - 44.95
S.D. _ 11.78 17.22
High PSC (N = 40) A e
M 64.50 ' 43.83 S
5.D. _ 9.64 16.07

=

Note: M = mean,'S.D. = standard deviation. A higher number indicates more self-

attribution.

L 4
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'\\

Attributions bv Experimental Condition for Studv Two

Attribution y Low PSC High PSC
Measures . Fallure Success Failure Success
o N = 32) W=30 (N =30) (N = 26)
Internality Dimension N
Self-Attribution 3.59 2.12 3.47 2.19
(1.60) (1.17) (1.63) (1.06)
Other-Attribution 3.3 2.20 2.97 2.08
(1.64) (1:32) (1.56) (. 86)
/4—"

Stability Dimension

' self-Attyibution 3.28 4.83 3.43 © 4,92
- (1.22) (1.12) (1.33) (1.01)
Other-Atfribution 2.84 ' 2.87 5.35
(1.40) (.80)

(1.29)

Note: Standard devimtions appear” in parentheses. Scale endpoints are as

follows: Internality (1 = internal, 7 = éxterna{), and Stability

-

( 1 = unstable, 7 = stable).

>
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Attributional Reactions By Experimental Condition For Study Three

- Independent Dependent Variables
Variables Internality i Control . Stability
M S.D. » M S.D. M S.D
Objectively Defined"
Outcome
Failure
Low PSC (N = 27) 2,35 ' 1.03 2.39 1.08 3.96 1.11
. .
High PSC (N = 25) 2.42 1,.43 2.95 1.39 . 3.63 _ 1.38
Success
Low PSC (N = 19) 1.80 0.94 1.93 1.10 2.53 - 1.25
High PSC (N = 30) 2.25 1.18 = 2.18 1.29 2.64 1.34
. : ;/ .
Subjectively Defined _ :
Outcome
Failure .
Low PSC (N = 26) 2.30 1.03 ‘ 2.52 .1.09 . 3.74 1.23
High PSC (N = 29) 2.62 1.45 2.90 1.47 . 3.66 1.26
\ , __ : ‘,
¥ ' Success
Low PSC (Nw 19)  2.11 1.10 1.90 1.15 - 2.84 \ 126
High PSC (N = 26) 2.19 1.10 - 2.23 1.18 . 2.62 1.33

Note: PSC is an abbreviation for private self-consciousness. Scale endpoints’gre as follows: Internality (l=in%ernal,_
1 v ! .' " .

5=external), Control (l=controllable, 5=uncontrollable); Stability (l=stable, 5=unstable).

et - . 40
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! Table 4
Meta-Analysis of the Relation Betw&en -\7L\
ab‘ . ) Private Self-Congciousness and Selfzhttpibutién
: il ’ v :
"t Statidtics For Each Study.

Study Entry . ' - ~
in Meta-Analysis F-Rat{o ' df ) Z r

» o T -
Buss & Scheler (1976) ©10.30 49 +2.92 7 !
Study 1 .13 78 +0. 35 .036
Study 2 ‘ .41 114 T 40.64 L0600 L T .
Study. 3 (0,) L .91 ‘97 -0.95 ~.096 .

S - » ’ . ’

Study 3 (0,) 2.29 97 -1.5H . ~.152
Study 3 (S)) . ©1.75 T 96 -1.31 -.13%

L g : X * )
study 3%s,) 2,17 96 ~1.46 ~.149
" . : 2
! *7:-"‘ - : <

" Note: Srudy 1 - 3 refers to the research reported in the present paper™. Study 3
contributes 4 entries into the meta-analysie: two measures of internality.of
attribution (estimate of internality & contrdl) were analyzed for both °

~ objectively (Ol & Oz)ﬂand subjectively (S1 & S,) defined outcome. (Fobt—éS’\‘v )
note 8 presents the analyses of Study 3 a5 but 1l-entry into the meta-analy®is.)
. "R . ..




