DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 320 056 CG 022 551

AUTHOR Tang, Thomas Li—-Ping; Reynolds, David Bryan

TITLE The Effects of Self-Esteem and Task Perception on
Goal Setting, Efficacy, and Task Performance.

PUB DATE Apr 90

NOTE 29p.; Paper presented at the Annual Convention of the

Southwestern Psychological Association (36th, Dallas,
TX, April 12-14, 1990).

PUB TYPE Reports - Research/Technical (143) —-
Speeches/Conference Papers (150)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PCO2 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS =Athletics; =*Competition; xPerformance; Recreational
Activities; *Self Efficacy; *Self Esteem

IDENTIFIERS *Goal Setting; xTask Perception

ABSTRACT

This study examined the effects of self-esteem and
task perception on goal setting, efficacy, and task performance in 52
recreational dart throwers who were members of two dart
organizations. Task perception was manipulated by asking each dart
thrower to compete against self, a difficult competitor, and an easy
competitor on the same dart game. Subjects were divided into high and
low self-esteem groups using a median split. Results of 2 X 3
(self-esteem X task) analyses of variance r~howed that the efficacy,
ability attributions, and task satisfaction of subjects in the low
self-esteem group, but not of those in the high self-esteem group,
were affected by task perception. These findings support Brockner's
(1988) notion that individuals with low self-esteem are more easily
influenced by external cues than are individuals with high
self-esteem. Subjects in the low self-esteem group had lower goals,
efficacy, and task performance than those in the high self-esteem
groups. Subjects set high goals and had higher performance in the
difficult condition than in the easy condition. (Author/NB)

KRR R R R AL R R R R R R R R AR R AL KR LR R R AR R R R LR KRR R KRR XX R XXX RRK

% Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

x from the original document. %
EEEEEEKEEKEEEEREEREEEERE R KRR R LR R LR R R R R RRRR RS R XX EERE IR R REERRRERERK




-
3]
n
QY]
3
<o
0
&

Self-Esteem
1

The Effects of Self-Esteem and Task Perception on

Goal Setting, Efficacy, and Task Performance

Thomas Li-Ping Tang
David nyan Reynolds

Middle Tennessee State University

Running head: SELF-ESTEEM

The authors are grateful to Steven A. Reynolds for his

assistance in data collection and to Theresa_Tang and K. Y. Tang

for their support.

Portions of this study were presented at the thirty-sixth
/(

Annual Convention of the Southwestern Psychological Association,

Dallas, TX, April, 1990.

Address all correspondence to Thomas Li~-Ping Tang, Box 516,

Department of Psychology, Middle Tennessee State University,

Murfreesboro, Tennessee 37132,
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Ott:s of E I R and Impr t
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTERIERICY
J This document has been reproduced as
recerved from the person or orgamzation
ong nating it
Q Minor changes have bean made 10 mprove
reproduction quahty

BEST COPY AVAILABLE " g ey

OER! position or pohey.

S

A\

“PERMISSIGN TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED 8Y

Emms_LL-ﬁ'gjgnﬁ

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC).”




Self-Esteem

2
Abstract
Task perception was manipulated by asking each recrestional dart

thrower to compete against (1) self, (2) a difficult competitor,

and (3) an easy competitor on the same dart game. Subjects were

divided into high and low self-esteem (SE) groups using a median
split. Results of 2 x 3 (SE x Task) ANOVAs showed that low SEs’
efficacy, ability attribution, and task satisfaction were
affected by task perception, whereas high SEs’® were not. These
results support Brockner’s (1988) notion that low SEs are more
easily influenced by external cues than high SEs. Further; low
SEs had lower goals, efficacy, and task performance tkan high
SEs. Subjects set higher gcals and had higher performance in the

difficult condition than in the easy condition.
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The Effects of Self-Esteem and Task Perception on
Goal Setting, Efficacy, and Task Performance
For the past several decades, there has been an increasing
concern and application of goal setting and efficacy in sports
(Browne &'Mahoney, 1984; Géuld, Hodge, Peterson, & Giannini,

1989; Locke & Latham, 1985). Locke and Latham (1984) stated

that "competition is a special form of goal setting in which the

performance of some other person serves as the goal' (p. 112).

In competition, some people find it more satisfying to beat
another person than to beat an impersonal standard (Locke &
Latham, 1984). People with high efficacy will set high goals,
persist in the pursuit of those goals, and set even higher goals
when the original goals have been met (Bandura, 1986). Goal
setting can contribute to athlete’s self-concept and the
enhancement of self-efficacy (Locke & Latham, 1985).

Tang and Baumeister (1984) stated that a task label mey
shape the interpretation of a task, but the evaluation of that
task depends on both that interpretation and the personal values
of the individual. In the presents’study, task perception was
manipulated by asking each recreational dart thrower to compete

against self, a difficult competitor, and an easy competitor on

an identical task. Individual’s self-esteem was also examiied.

Self-Esteem

Self-esteem (SE) is "a global evaluation of the self"”

|
l
k (Baumeister & Tice, 1585, p. 450; Coopersmith, 1967) or a sense
l
l
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of worth or value ( Landy, 1989), and is based on an assessment
of the gualities that count (Rosenberg, 1979). People will
develop attitudes and behave in ways that will maintain their
level of self-esteem (Korman, 1976).
Brockner (1988) further suggested that liow SEs are "more
behaviorally ’plastic’” (p. 6) than high SEs. Low SEs’ work

\
motivation and performance are more susceptible to influence by

external cues than are high SEs.

Self-Esteem and Goal Setting

It has been suggested in the goal setting literature that
"self-esteem was one of the most promising individual difference
variables" (Locke, Shaw, Saari, & Latham, 1981, p. 125) and that
"self-esteem and related measures such as self-efficacy should be
studied further" (Locke & Latham, 1990, p. 216). Moreover,
aggregating measures of goal setting behaviors across repeated
observations on a particular task, and across diverse tasks
should be investigated. 1In the present study, Brockner’s (1988)
notion of self-esteem was tested across three repeated
observations using an identical tagk.

Difficult vs. Easy

It has been suggested that difficult goals will produce
higher performance levels than easy goals, (e.g., Locke & Latham,
1984, 1990; Locke et al., 1981). The more demanding the

perceived demand characteristics (PDC) are, the greater amount of
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mertal effort will be expended (Salomon, 1984; Tang, Tollison, &
Whiteside, 1987, 1989).

In the present study, task perception was treated as a
wichin-subjects variable. Based on the suggestions related to
low SEs' b;havior (Brockner, 1988), efficacy and goal setting
(Bandura, 1986), and difficult goal and performance (Locke &
Latham, 1990), the following hypotheses were proposed and
test;d:

Hypothesis 1: High SEs would have higher goals, higher

efficacy, and higher task performance then low SEs.

Hypothesis 2: Subjects would have higher goals and

higher performance in the difficult condition than in the

easy condition.

Hypothesis 3: Low SEs’ efficacy and attributions would be

affected by task perception, whereas high SEs’ would not.

Method
Subjects

Subjects were 52 recreational dart throwers from the middle
Tennessee area who were familiar with the game of darts and were
members of two dart organizations, They compete in weekly
leagues, hold monthly tournaments, and participate in national
competitions on the professional dart circuit (American Darts
Organization). The average age of subjects was 31.47. They also

have &n average income of 32,400 with 14.48 years of education.
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Further, they have an average of 42.75 months of experience
throwing darts.

Experimental Task

Subjects played three identical dart games of 501: against
themselves (self), against a difficult competitor (difficult),
and against an easy competitor (easy). The object of the dart

game 501 is to reduce the score of 501 points to exactly zero.
Each of three darts thrown scores a value on the .board.

These values are added together at the end of each turn (three

_darts) and subtracted from the previous score. The last dart of

the game, i.e., the dart which causes the score to be reduced to
zero, must land in the double ring of the board (two times the
value of that segment on the board), thereby, the score prior to
the last dart must be even.

Although this game does not require an opponent, two players
may take alternating turns while reducing the score of their own
game. When one of the two players has reduced their score to
zero, th.s player has won and the game is over. Thus, tle level
of perfurmance for any game of 501,is defined by the rumber of
darts required to finish the game, i.e., the few:r number of

darts, the better the game.

Procedure

A questionnaire that measured self-esteem (SE) (Rosenberg,
1965) was completed by subjects two weeks before the trials.

Subjects were divided into high (n = 25) and low SE (n = 27)
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groups based on a median split of the SE scores (median = 17).
The mean and standard deviation of the SE measure were 18.79 and
7.49, respectively and were compatible to the results of previous
research (cf. Tang, Liu, & Vermillion, 1987). The experimenter
was unawaf; of the subjects’® SE scores.

The cxperiment was conducted in a local establishment where
regular competitions‘were held. Subjects played the same 501
gam; in the self. the difficult, and the easy condition. In the
self condition, subjects were instructed to compete against
themselves. The major purpose of this condition was to establish
the baseline for the subjects in a less threatening condition.

The self condition was the first for all subjects, but the
difficult and the easy condition alternated second and third for
subjects in order to counterbalance the ordering effecit. The
difficult competitor was definec as "a dart thrower who is a
professional as well as recreational player whe will throw the
game in no more than 18 darts". The best dart thrower who was
the president of one of the two dart organizations (from which
the subjects were recruited for the’study) served as the
difficult compet tor in the experiment and performed successfully
in the experiment as defined. The easy competitor was defined as
"someone who is neither a professional nor recreational player
who will not finish the game in 45 darts". A volunteer was

recruited for the experiment who served as the easy competitor
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and performed as defined. Thus, each subject competed against
the self and against two real dart players.
Prior to each game, subjects were instructed to answer a
short questionnaire which measured their self-set goal (i.e., the
number of darts for the 501 game), efficacy (i.é., certainty in

completing the goal from 0% to 100%), and task difficulty (on a

9-point scale with vé}x easy (1), medium (5), and very difficult

(9) as anchor points). Subjects ther threw the 501 game.

Task performance was measured by the point per dart index
(i.e., the number of points scored divided by the number of darts
thrown). After each game, each subject had the knowledge of
results (KR). Subjects again completed a measure which tapped on
their task.perception, attributions (ability, effort, task
difficulty, and luck), and other items using a 9-point scale.
After the final condition, each subject was debriefed and
requested not to reveal the nature of the study.

Results

-The mean, standard deviation, and correlations of variables
are presented in Table 1. The effidacy measures for the self,
difficult, and the easy condition are labeled as Efficacy-S§,
Efficacy-D, and Efficacy-E, respectively (see Table 1). The
results of this study were analyzed using 2 x 3 (SE x Task)
ANOVAs with the three types of competition as the within-subjects
variable.

Manipulation Check
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Subjects rated the taskrin the difficult condition as more
difficult (M = 8.14) than they did in the easy condition (M =
3.31) [F /2, 50) = 128.44, p < .001]. Thus, the manipulation of
task perception was successful.

v

Goal Setting

A low score indicates a high level of goal. Self-esteem had
a significant impacf on self-set goals [F (1, 50) = 6.29, p =
.015]. High SEs set higher goals (M = 26.39) than did low SEs
(M = 31.17). Hypothesis 1 was supported.

For the identical 501 game, subjects set different goals
when they competed against themselves, a difficult competitor,
and an easy competitor [F (2, 100) = 12.75, p < .001]. 1In fact,
dart throwers set higher goals when they competed against a
difficult competitor (M = 25.77) than when they competed against
an easy competitor (M = 31.33). Thus, Hypothesis 2 was
supported. When they competed against themselves, they set a
moderate level of goal (M = 29.52). Further, the interaction
effect was not significant.

Efficac Certaint a

High SEs had a higher level of efficacy (M = 81.89) than had
Jow SEs (M = 57.42). The significant difference [F (1, 50) =
19.94, p < .001] supported our Hypothesis 1.

Efficacy under the self (M = 75.65), difficult (M = 54.71)
and the easy condition (M = 77.19) were also different [F (2,

100) = 27.14, p < .001]. Further, the interaction effect between

16
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SE and task was significant [F (2, 100) = 8.63, p < .001]. The
mesns of the interaction effect are presented in Table 2.

The results of simple main-effects test showed that low SEs’
efficacy differed among the three conditions [F (2, 100) = 34.35,
P < .001], whereas high SEs’ efficacy did not [F (2, 100) = 2.64,
P > ,05). Thus, Hypothesis 3 was supported.

Moreover, when %hey competed against themselves, and an easy
competitor, high SEs had a significantly higher level »f efficacy
than had low SEs [F (1, 50) = 14,06, p < .001; and F (1, 50) =
4.56, p = ,038, respectively]. High SEs in the difficult
condition showed a higher level of efficecy than low SEs [F (1,

50) = 24.46, p < .001].

Task Performance

Task performance was calculated based on the points per dart
index. Thus, a high score indicates a high level of performance.
High SEs had higher task performangé& (M = 19.06) than had low SEs
(M = 16.44). Hypothesis 1 was supported [F (1, 50) = 4.56, p =
.038].

Further, subjects in the difficult condition scored higher
(M = 19,79) than they did in the easy condition (M = 16.57) and
the self condition (M = 16.75) [F (2, 100) = 59.78, p < ,001].

This significant result was also predicted by our Hypothesis 2.

11
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However, the interaction effect was not significant.

Attribution

Abilitv. The main effescts of self-esteem and task on

abilit;, attribution failed to reach significance. However, the
interactio£ effect was significant [F (2, 100) = 5.37, p = .006].‘
The means of the interaction effect are presented in Table 3.

Again, high SEs did not change their ability attributions
when they competed against themselves, a difficult competitor,
and an easy competitor [F (2, 100) = 2.01, p = .138], whereas low
SEs did [F (2, 100) = 3.96, p = .022). Thus, Hypothesis 3 was
again supported.

Under the difficult condition, high SEs felt that they had
more ability than did low SEs [F (1, 50) = 4.72, p = .035]
supporting Bandura’s (1987) proposition. Under the self and the
easy condition; high SEs did not differ from low SEs on their
ability attribution.

Task Difficulty. High SEs did not differ from low SEs
concerning the attribytion on task difrficulty. The main effect
of task perception reached significence [F (2, 100) = 128.44, p <
.001). The subjects felt that the task was more difficult in the
difficult condition (M = 8.13) than in the easy condition (M =
3.31). In the self condition, they made a moderate attribution

on task difficulty (M = &.21), The interaction effect was not

significant.
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Effort. High SEs claimed that they had exerted more effort
in performing the task (M = 6.67) than did low SEs (M = 5.73) and
the difference was significant [F'(1, 50) = 6.87, p = .012]. In
the difficult condition, people rated high on the amount of
effort exertea (M = 6.94)., In the easy and the self condition,
the subjects gave lower ratings on effort (M = 5.73, and 5.87,
respectively). The hain effect of task reached significance [F
(2,’100) = 15,90, p < .001]. The interaction effect failed to
reach significance.,
Luck. No significant effects were found. Thus, subjects’
attribution on luck was not affected by these factors.

Task Satisfaction. A low score represents a high level of

satisfaction. The main effect of self-esteem was significant [F
(1, 50) = 9.40, p = .003]., Thus, high SEs were more satisfied
with their performance (M = 3.75) than were low SEs (M = 5.22).
The main effect of task was not significant. The interaction
effect reached significance [F (2, 100) = 3.30, p = .041]. The

means of the interaction effect are presented in Table 4.

e e e e e e
Insert Table 3 and 4 about here

Further analyses showed that low SEs’ task satisfaction
ratings were different under the three task conditions [F (2,
100) = 5.58, p = .005], whereas high SEs’ were not [F (2, 100; =

.93, p = .398]. Again, Hypothesis 3 was supported.

13
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In the difficult condition, high SEs were more pleased with
their performance than were low SEs [F (1, 50) = 19.63, p <
.001]. Under the self and easy condition, the differences
between high and low SEs’ satisfaction were not significant.

>

Correlation Data

The results of Table 1 showed that SE was significantly
correlated with age,'income, and also correlated with efficacy,
ability, effort (in all three conditions). Self-esteem was also
significantly associatecd with task performance in both the
difficult and easy condition.

Discussion

An identical task was used in all three experimental
conditions in the present study. The only difference was the
perception of the task. The recreational dart throwers practice
the dart games regularly, participate in weekly leagues and
competitions, have several years of experience, and have
demonstrated a given level of proficiency. Thus, the dart games
of 501 may be considered as a very well learned task and the
difficult competitor may be considered as a "challenge" rather
than a threat by the subjects.

Subjects were competing against someone, with the assumption
being that (in at least the difficult competitor condition} the
competitor will perform well, thus, only with a higher goal will
the subject succeed. Thus, the situation is similar to real

competitions in sports. It appears that perceived challenge or

14
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perceived demand characteristic (PDC) (due to real competitors in
the game) may lead to a high level of arousal which may cause the
stubjects to irvest a high level of mental effort (Salomon, 1984)
and to prepare themselves psychologically and mentally before the
start of the actusgl activity (i.e., mental readiness ana positive
expectation) in the form of self-set goals and efficacy. Our
data showed that difficult goals will produce higher performance
leveis than easy goals which supported the goal setting
literature in industry {(cf. Locke & Latham, 31990; Locke et al.,
1981) and in sports {(cf. Locke & latham, 1985).

High SEs not only have higher self-efficacy than low SEs,
but they also set high goals and have higher performance than low
SEs. Thus, high SEs, with proper experience and skills relateld
to the target task, try to cultivate talents and maximize
successes in order to excel (cf. Baumeister & Tice, 1985). High
SEs may also have vositive attitudes and strong beliefs that they
have "what it takes" to achieve their goal (cf. Bandura, 1986,
Landy, 1989). Tang, Liu, and Vermillion (1987) suggested that
this is probably caused by the fact,that high SEs emphasize their
abilities, strengths, and good qualities (Baumeister & Tice,
1985) and think that they are very good (Rosenberg, 1965).

The three significant interaction effects between self-
esteem and task on efficacy, ability attribution, and task

satisfaction shcs that high SEs have strong beliefs concerning

their qualities, therefore, they are not easily affected by
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external cues or factors. Their ratings are positive and stable
regardless of the task perception. However, low SEs are more
behaviorally plastic than their high SE counterparts (cf.,
Brockner, 1988). Iiow SEs’ ratings are affected by .task
perception. In the difficult condition, high SEs have higher
ratings on all these three variables than low SEs. The results
of the present study‘further extended the proposition provided by
Brockner (1988) and Bandura (1986). Finally, the experiment
reported in the present paper supports the notion that the
subjects’ self-esteem and task perception have played a very
important role in their behavior in the study (cf. Tang, 1986;
Tang & Baumeister, 1984).

In our society, we all want to be winners and have positive
self-esteem. Therefore, help employees build up their self-
esteem or organization-based self-esteem (e.g., Pierce, Gardner,
Cummings, & Dunham, 1989) would be an important task for
managers. More extensive research in this area is definitely
needed.

Based on Bandura’s (1986) prop&sition of efficacy and the
results of this research, the present authors suggest that in
order to reach a high level of success, people need to (1) have a

high level of self-egteem (i.e., believe that they have the

necessary ability and skill to achieve a goal) and set a

difficult and challenging goal, and (2) exert effort (with given

15
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ability) and have a high level of performance on the task. Thus,
self-esteem and effort are the two key ingredients for success.
It takes a high level of confidence in yourself, i.e., self-
esteem, to persevere and succeed. It also takes a lot of effort
and hard work to build and rejuvenate the self-esteem. One can

not have just one without the other. This proposition should be

tested by future research directly.

A
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Table 1

Mean, Standard Deviation, and Corrélations of Variable

g o

[J} o~

3

& Variable M $ 2 3 -4 5 & 7 8 9 10 1 12 13 ¥ 15 16 17

o

S
1. Age 3147 7.99 =15  68%ek 20 SBRR-IBk -Shitk 25%  SAkk 2Bk 3]k 25% Q7% —O7%  —4SkEk Jghk 45k
2. Sex (Male=l, Female=0) 0l -38% 08 10 07 0L 22 O 10 -02: 06 -18 -93 -09 20
3. Incae'(1,0000 3240 17.06 20k Yk 4oRKRSPOOR J7% 3Lk 2Bk 40K ~26% —26% 3Bk 4Dk 3Bek
4. Education 1448 2.69 0 -06 -23 13 0% 11 30% 3% 01 -19 -26t: 07 -05
5. Experience (Mo.) 42.75 32.78 06 46Kk Uk Jgikk 4OKkk 2Pk 15 =35kk 4RIk —44kkk 28k G8ikk
6. Self-Esteem 18.79  7.49 Ikk SOMKE-20 32k <31k 43K 5K O 20 ~75k-33kk
7. Goal-Self 29.52  7.27 L LHA-G5RIk LRk 300k 30kk G4k 14 5ok oG]k
8. Efficacy-S 75.65  20.96 4Sikk  SPikk J5k  LGRIK4IR-SRRE 30 Gk 43k
9. Performance=S 16.75 ~ 4.79 B3k 17 2% —SkAG4ikk STk 30K BGkkk
10. Ability-S 5.62 169 23 43hg GRSk Okik 36RE Gk
1. Task-S 5.1 1.45 8% -0 -10 -21 %% 15
12. Effort-s 5.87  1.69 -19 -39k <12 45kk 26
13. Luck-S 2.63  2.03 16 20% -35%k —5okHk
l4. Satisfaction-S 3.83 2.5 g6k O] -S5Ok
15. Goal-Difficult 25.77  9.20 A L
16. Efficacy-D .71 35.3% 43k
17. Performance-D 19.79 4.70

(Table Continues)
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Table 1

Variable M SD 18 19 20 21 22 23 2% 25 26 27 28 29 30
. Age 23 05 06  —44Fkk 14 42k 31% S8k 30¢ -27% 00 -19  -2m -
. Sex 05 10 -01 13 07 10 02 14 06 12 15 10 05
Income 28 12 395k 20k 42k 38k 32k 450k 22 -10 18 ~17 -26*
. Education 02 21 14 -0 ‘ -10 -09 13 01 08 -0 6 -1 -17
. Experience 41%% 19 06  —40% -22 43Kk 45k TlRkk S5hkk 42kkk (09 -36%k  -30%k
6. Self-Esteem =50%k 15 63kt 28%  G5FRR  Spikk -7k Q7% -11 .15 <268 20 02
7. Goal-Self =43k 11 255 62k 36Kk GSKkk Bhkk —GQRkk ~4S5kkk 30k -25%  Slkkk 19
8. Efficacy-S S0 04 36%k =17 ~43%k -35kk Jg%kk 40kk 50Kk <24k 07 30Kk -3k
9. Performance-S S8xHE 06 17 500k -20%  5Gkik  SBikk  8Bkkk  GlRAE 4GhhK (OF  -5h4fkk 36Kk
10. Ak lity-S 82%%% 06 4%k -k 36k -Slikk GBkRK  SORkk  Bukkk ~31% 06 ~62%kk —32%%
11. Task-S 21 ) 23 20 01 28% =20 0 18 2% - 3% 16 oL -07
12. Effort-S 40%* 05 6654k —15  A3Jkkk 6k 31k 27k 3%k 11 33* =31 -05
13. Luck-S -~ 40rkk Yk -17 Sk 35k [okckk 58Nk TRk BkKk 48Rk -03 705Kk 3ydk
14. Satisfaction-S =27%  =35%% 21 01 11 05 ~42  -50kkk -53kkk  48kkk (8 36%k SRk
15. Goal-Difficult =30 -22 -08 38k 03 S5RRE Rk S53kkk 41%kk 2k 17 ek 400
16. Efficacy-D 5ziice <31k fTRKE ik ~Glkk —G4kkk 48k 35kk 23 03 40%%  -32%% 19
17. Performance-D 604 19 28k 47Nk 36Kk -SGkkk Sk Ak SOkKk —44kkk 08 -S7kkk 44k

(Table Continues)
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Table 1

Variable M 8D 19 20 21 22 23 2% 25 26 27 28 29 30
18. Ability-D 5.46 1.91 =02 4OFk ~33k —G5kkk ~5Qkkk  SeFkk 4Gk 75kkk -10 17 -52%xk ~07
19. Task-D 8.13 1.28 18 19 06 20 -02 21 13 -13 -02 13 -38%
20. Effort-D 6.9 1.70 -07  -56%k* -25% 19 5% 6% -02 455k ~16 02
21. Luck-D 2.83 2.03 28x G0k 31k 4Bk D4k 30k 4% 52%kk 10
22. o»atisfaction-D 4.93 2.71 40%c 336k -4k -7k 03 -26%  40%% 07
23. Goal~Easy 31.33 9.10 —-38%k 56kt -39k 13 ~16 Sh¥rk ~02
2. Efficacy-E 77.19 2.0 SOxkk GOk —48\*** =13 -6l¥k 3k
25, Performance-E 16.57 4.84 52k —43;‘** 15 4Pk —4Gkik
26. Ability-E 5.60 1.83 =38k Q7  -56%kk 40k
27. Task-E 3.31 2.12 15 4Okkk 4]Hxk
28. Effort-E 5.73 1.66 a8 13
29. Luck-E 2.46 2.04 28x
30. Satisfaction-E 4.79 2.99

Note, N=52. All decimals have been cmitted for correlations. *p < .05,

#p < .01, %kkp < ,00L.
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Table 2

Effects of Self-Esteem and Task on Self-Efficacy

Self-Esteem

23

Task
Self-Esteem Self Difficult Easy
High 85.76% 75.56% 84.36%
Low 66.30°°9 35.41° 70.564

from each other.

Note. For high SEs, n = 25, for low SEs, n = 27.

Means not.sharing a common superscript are significantly different




Table 3

Effects of Self-Esteem and Task on Ability Attribution

Self-Esteem

24

Task
Self-Esteem Self Difficulty Easy
High 6.083C 6.042 5.683d
Low 5.16° 4.93° 5,52¢d

Note. For high SEs, n = 25, for low SEs, n = 27.

A high score indicates a high level of ability.

Means not sharing a common superscript are significantly different

from each other.
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Self-Esteem

25
Table 4

Effects of Self-Esteem and Task on Task Satisfaction

Task
Self-Esteem Self Difficult Easy
High 3.523¢ 3.442 4.2824
Low 4.11°¢ 6.307 5.26 4

Note. For high SEs, n = 25, for low SEs, n = 27.
A low score indicates a high level of satisfaction.
Means not sharing a common superscript are significantly diiferent

from each other.
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