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ABSTRACT

The present study was conducted (a) to study attributions of developmental
athletes in a team environment, (b) to replicate the resuits that ied Mark, Mutrie,
Brooks, & Harris (1984) 1o their reformulation of the self-serving bias, (c) to
compare altributions (within a team environment) made from a team perspective to
those made from an incividual performance perspective, (d) to employ the revised
Causal Dimension Scale (McAuley, Duncan, & Russell, 1992) in a field setting, and (e)
to explore possible gender differences within a comparatively equal competitive
situation. Two separate studies were conducted to examine attributions made by males
and females as winners and losers involved in elite Jevels of developmental volleyball
competition. The CNSII was administered to 76 females and 71 males in study 1 and 65
females and 78 males in study 2. Attributions obtained from outcome, team and
individual perspectives were analyzed according to the four dimensions identified
through the instrument. The results obtained indicate a high degree of similarity
between winners and losers of both genders relative to the locus and personal control
dimensions. Winners and losers were found t~ Hiffer significantly as to their
attributional patterns pertaining to the stabili{, dimension. The results were discussed
relative 1o the support provided for the reformulation of the self-serving bias. The
possible implications of results obtained on the new personal and external contro!
dimensions were also explored. Performance perspective was found to have had an effect

upon the formulation of causal ascriptions. No significant gender differences were

indicated.
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ego involvement:

outcome perspective:

individual perspective:

team perspective:

objective grouping:

subjective grouping:

seif-fulfilling bias:

LIST OF DEFINITIONS

Equated to the importance of the match as measured by
responses to a 9 point Likert-like scale.

Classification of causal ascriptions based upon objective
result, win or loss.

Classification of causal ascriptions based upon personal
contributions to achievement outcome.

Classification of causal ascriptions based upon each
individual's evaluation of the team's contributions to
achievement outcome

Based upon objective win/loss results.

Based upon each participant's evaluation of achievement
outcoime relative to performance goals. Measuredon a9
pt. Likert-like scale.

The tendency for individuals in achievement situations to
formulate causal ascriptions favoring self-esteem

protection or support.



INTRODUCTION

Purpose

To facilitate the development of a practical understanding of the link between
attributions and behavior, it continues to be important to study attributions in the
competitive field setting. Practical knowledge concerning the formulation of causal
attributions by athletes involved in real situations can contribute to an understanding of
how athletes come to derive meaning from their sport experiences. In an applied sense
this information can then be utilized by coaches to guide their athletes in formulating
causal ascriptions that have the potential to contribute to performance enhancement.
This understanding must be available to coaches of individual as well as team sports and
mus* be applicable to both male and female athletes. Although factors such as team
dynamics, collective efficacy, and group cohesion add to the complexity of attributional
research involving team sports, it is important that studies attempt tc apply
attributional theories equally to team sports as well as to individual sports.

Mark, Mutrie, Brooks, and Harris (1984) suggested a reformulation of the
self-serving bias as it may exist within a sporting context involving racquetball and
squash athletes. The self-serving bias had been previously described as the tendency for
athletes, motivated by a desire to protect self-esteem, to ascribe the cause of losing
outcomes to externa! sources, winning outcomes to internal causes. Mark, et al., have
suggested that, due to norms existing within sport, athletes in losing situations are
discouraged {rom assigning blame to outside sources. Their study indicates that,
following losses, athietes are more inclined to alter their causal ascriptions along the
dimensions of stability and controllability. This reformulation has yet to be exarnined
by studying attributions made by athletes involved in team sports. Although a recent

study (Grove, Mcinman, & Hanrahan, 1991) did provide support for the reformulaticn



suggested by Mark et al., there is some confusion as to whether their results shculd be
interpreted from an individual perspective o* from a team perspective. To provide for
consistency in orientation to the classification of causal ascriptions, Grove et al.
combined the team and personal orientations into one. In this regard, it is unclear as 10
which interpretation may have been dominant during any given response. This study
represents an initial attempt to clarify the picture by allowing each athlete to respond
from each performance perspective.
Previous research (Bird & Brame, 1978; Bird, Foster, & Maruyama, 1980;

Taylor & Doria, 1981) has examined differences between attributions made from an
individual perspective and attributions made from a team perspective. Evidence has
emerged from these studies that indicates that these differences in otientations can lead
to differences in attributional responses. Since the early 1980's, no attempt has been
made to examine this area utlizing subjects as active agents in the classification of their
own attributions. This approach was made possible with the introduction of the Causal
Dimension Scale (CDS) by Dan Russeli in 1982. With a newly revised version of the
scale, the Causal Dimension Scale Il (CDSII) (McAuley, Duncan, & Russell, 1992) now
available, it is important to once again reexamire attributions made from these two
perspectives.

Although evidence for the reliability and validity of the CDSII has been provided
by the authors (McAuley et al., 1992) the instrument has yet to be tesied in a
competitive field setting. This study is an initial atiempt to do so.

The purpose of this study is (&) to examinie attributions in a team environment,
(b) to compare attributions of winners and losers competing in a championship
tournament at an elite levei of developmental volleyball (midget level, 14 -16 years of
age), (c) to utilize a team sport to replicate the results that led Mark, Mutrie, Brooks,

and Harris (1984) to their reformulation of the self-serving bias, (d) to compare



attributions made from an individua! performance perspective with those made from a
team performance perspective using an instrument that allows the subject to be an
active agent in the classification of his/her causal ascriptions, (e) to explore possible
gender dif.arences within a comparatively equal competitive situation, (f) to employ
and test the newly revised Causal Dimension Scale (CDSII - McAuley, Duncan, &

Russell, 1992) in a field setting involving tournament competition.

Sianifi { the Stud

Attribution research involving competition and sport has been very popular
throughout the past decade. Typically, in this research, attributional statements are
obtained following achievement outcomes. These statements have been compared on the
basis of winners versus losers, individual sports versus team sports, and males versus
females. The results of these comparisons have not been consistent between studies.

That findings from these studies have been equivocal may be largely the result of
differences in the methodological approaches taken by the various researchers. These
differences may be grouped into five main areas which have possibly confounded the
results: (1) confounds introduced through a variety of strategies used to transiat2
causal attributions into causal dimensions, (2) confounds introduced by comparing
attributions of athletes involved in individual sports to those made by athletes involved
in team sports, (3) confounds introduced through failure to recognize the distinction
between attributions based upon perceived outcome and those based upon actual outcome,
(4) confounds introduced by assuming consistent atiributional patterns between males
and females, (5) confcunds introduced through possible discrepancies within the
controllabitity subscale of the Causal Dimension Scale (Russell. 1882).

In addition to the above, the meaning an achievement situation may have to an

athlete can be a contributory factor in the type of causal attributions made by the athlete



(Luiginbuhl & Bell, 1989; Luiginbuhl, Crowe, & Kahan, 1975). It is therefore
difficult to make accurate comparisons of attributional patterns obtained across a wide
variety of situational contexts. Intuitively, artificial or imagined situation would be
less meaningful than those real-life events typified by participation in compestitive
sports. Due to possible descrepancies in the level of ego-involvement, it does not make
sense to compare attributions obtained in a laboratory setting with those made in a field
setting. Nor, following a similar line or reasoning, does it make sense to compare
attributions obtained from physical education classes with those obtained from athletes
involved in collegiate competitions. To allow for comparisons of causal attributions to
be made across differing perspectives and gender, it is important that all subjects be ego
involved to a similar level. This can be accomplished through the measurement of
attributions made during a common competitive envircnment such as is provided
through tournament competition in the sport of volleyball. By selecting specific
matches from within a championship tournament (such as matches from the first round
of play, and matches from the first round of playoffs), a similar level of ego
involvement for all athletes can be expected.

This study represents an intital attempt to satisfy these concerns.
Statement of the Problem

The self-serving bias, as evident in the internalization of success and
externalization of failure, has not been demonstrated consistentiy in competitive
sporting situations (Grove, Hanrahan, & Mcinman, 1991; Mutrie, Brooks, &
Harris,1984). This may be due to the existence of norms operating within the sport
environment that work against the manifestation of this bias (Scanlan & Passer,
1980b).

The drive to explain the events contributing to specific outcomes or to protect

one's self-image within the context of competitive sport might lead t¢ he expression of



this bias along dimensions other than the locus of causality (McAuley, 1985; McAuley
& Gross, 1983; Riordan, Thomas, & James, 1983; Scanlan & Passer, 1980a). Recent
studies (Grove et al., 1991; Mark, Mutrie, Brooks, & Harris,1984) have provided
evidence that the self-serving bias emerges when attributions of winners and losers are
compared relative to the stability and controllability dimensions.

The Causal Dimension Scale (Russell, 1982) utilized in the above studies has
been shown to have had shortcomings in the controliability subscale (McAuley & Gross,
1983; Russell, McAuley, & Tarico, 1987; Vallerand & Richer, 1988). Coniusion
pertaining to the assignment of ascriptions to the controllability dimension might have
had a bearing on the results obtained in these studies. McAuley, Duncan, and Russell
(1992) have recently revised the Causal Dimension Scale in an attempt to rectify this
problem.

Further research is required to establish the consistency of the self-serving
bias as reformulated by Mark et al. (1984) across a variety of situational contexts as
may exist within athletic competitions. This study is an attempt to utilize the revised
Causal Dimension Scale (CDSIl) in a competive field setting to replicate their results in

a team sport environment.

Objecti { the Stud

1. Evidence has been provided that suggests that the self-serving bias as manifested
through the internalization of success and externalization of failure does not
exist within the competitive sport environment. Hypoihesis 3. Itis
hypothesized that both successful and unsuccessful athletes will attribute
oulcomes to internal causes.

2. Evidence has been provided for the reformulation of the self-serving bias along

the dimensions of stability and controllability. The CDSIl (McAuley, Ducan, &



Russell, 1992) has been designed to clear possible confounds introduced through
the controllability subscale. To allow for expectations of future success,
athletes involved in failure situations must see the cause of this outcome as
changeable. Athletes are encouraged to assume personal responsibility for their
performance. Hypothesis 2: It is hypothesized that successful subjecis will
attribute outcomes fo causes that are stable and personally controllable,
unsuccessful subjects will attribute outcomes to causes that are unstable and
personally controiiable.

Evidence has been provided that supports the existence of a team-serving bias
within team sports. This bias in faver of the team serves to subordinate
personal needs to team needs. Hypothesis 3: Itis hypothesized that attributions
made from an individual performance perspective will not differ from those
made from 2 team performance perspective.

Evidence has been provided that supports the consistency of attributions between
gender among athletes involved in personally meaningful activities. This is
especially true in situations of ego involvement. Hypothesis 4: Itis
hypothesized that the attributional patterns of males and females will be

similar.

Delimitati

[

The scope of the study was delimited as follows:

The study was restricted to the team sport of volleyball.

The sampling of subjects was delimited to athletes from provincial volleyball
teams as selected to represent the four Western Canadian provinces (British

Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, and Manitoba) for study 1 and athletes trom



4A' highschool volleyball teams qualifying for the provinical final tournament

for study 2.

3. The study involved 14-18 yr. old (midget and highschool level) athletes only.

4. The study involved male and female athletes (N = 147 study 1 and N = 144 study
2).

Limitati
The following will be limitations of the study:

1. Existing teams were used for the study and no attempt was made to select teams at
random. All teams registered in the tournament were used in the study.

2. Subjects were net randomiy assigned to groups.

3. All responses to the CDSII were accepted as given. As with any study using some

form of questionnaire, the results will be relevant only if the items are

answered honestly and sincerely.

1.

High schools with a student population of over 800 students



REVIEW OF UTERATURE

Introduction

In an attempt to establish an order to life, individuals are seemingly compelled to
explain past behaviors and events. The perceived causes of these events &:3 used to
explain experienced outcomes and as such provide opportunities to interpret the reasons
for behavior. These perceived causes (attributions) are used to help interpret, react to
and interact with the events experienced by an individual (Brawley, 1984).

Reflection on past events leads to the formulation of attributions which may
impact on future behavior. In particular, those atiributions we make in achievement
situations involving success and failure affect the effort and persistence we devote to the
activity as well as our thoughts and feelings about our performance during the event
(Gili, 1980). This is of prime concern to those iavolved in athletics.

Following performance, an athlete is likely to engage in reflections relative to
the outcome of that performance. These refiections have both cognitive and emotional
aspects which are likely to impact on subsequent effort and performance. The reasons
for success or failure contemplated immediately after an event tend to reflect
motivational states. In this regard, attributions furnish clues as to an individual's past
success and failure as well as providing indications as to the quality of effort expected in
the future. Individuals having experienced feelings of pride and accomplishment as well
as expectations for future success are encouraged to continue participation in the
activity. Motivation is thereby provided to exert the effort required to improve
performance levels. Individuals experiencing feelings of shame coupled with low
expectations for future success might experience a decline in performance levels or
even choose o discontinue participation.

Coaches, in their post game debriefings, often draw upon their perceived causes



of the outcome in an attempt to positively influence future performances. It is the
responsibiiity of the coach to encourage athletes to be realistic and honesi in formulating
post performance attributions. By influencing athletes to assume responsibility for
their own performance and to assume control of those performance aspects within their
means, coaches can contribute to increased confidence after successful performances and
increased optimism for turning failure into success after unsuccessful performances.
By contributing to an increased understanding of the attribution process, research can
make an important contribution towards defining those effective coaching behaviors that
may be linked to performance enhancement. Of particular interest are those coaching
behaviors practiced during post-game debriefings. It is at this time, when there
continues to be an emotional connection to the event, that causal ascriptions are most
powerful. Self-talk is initiated, arising from the performance evaluation undertaken
during the debriefing. Input to that evaluation is being received from many sources.
Feedback from coaches and teammates along with each athlete’'s own self-evaluation all
contribute to the formulation of causal ascriptions. The potential for these attributions
to influence subsequent performance is likely at its peak during these debriefings.
Appropriate coachk-ng ‘medback in leading the post-game analysis is essential to achieve
the desired impact or. siayer attitude and behavior. Through increased understanding of
attributional patterns demonstrated by athletes involved in competitive sport, coaches
may be better equiped tc direct post-performance debriefings.
Attribution Tt

Weiner's (1985) reformulated three dimensional model provides the conceptual
framework for much of the attributional research applied to achievement outcomes
within sport (McAuley, 1992). Fundamental to the model is the premise that following
a competition, athletes will engage in a causal search to determine why a particular

outcome occurred. These causal ascriptions (causal attributions) - ability, sffort, luck



and task difficulty - vary according to three causal dimensions: locus of causality,
stability, and controliability (Weiner,1985). The dimensions as described in Weiner's
model are seen as being the critical theoretical considerations not the specific
attributions themselves (Brawley, 1984; Brawley & Roberts, 1984; Rejeski &
Brawley, 1983).

As summarized by McAuley (1992), the locus of causalily refers to whether the
cause of the performance outcome is perceived to reside within, or is external to, the
attributor; the stability dimension concerns the relative variability of the cause over
time: and the control dimension determines whether the cause is deemed to be
controllable by the attributor or not controliable by the attributor. The locus of
causality dimension encompasses such attributions as ability and effort (internal) and
task difficulty and luck (external). The stability dimension includes the original
attributions of ability and task difficulty (stable), effort and luck (unstable). The
controliability dimension includes controllable attributions of ability (stable and
internal) and effort (unstable and internal) and uncontrollable attributions of task
difficulty (ability of others [stable/externai] and effort of others [unstable/externall),
and luck (unstable/external)(Cratty, 1989). Recently, it has been advocated that the
controliability dimension be further subdivided into a personal control dimension and an
external control dimension (McAuley, Duncan, & Russell, 1992). They reason that
distinction among dimensions can be argued on both empirical and logical grounds.
Logically, a respondent might very well have difficulty classifying a cause as to the
controllability dimension that falls ambiguosly in the area of being both uncontrollable
personally and yet controllable by others. Take for example, a closely contested match
during which the coach substitues a bench player for one of the starters. Subsequently,
following the match, if the starter attributes the loss to the substitution, he/she couid

conceivablly classify that cause as either uncontrollable by him/herself, or controliable
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by the coach, depending upon which is the mast salient cause. A division of the
controllability dimensior, would allow a respondent more options and thereby improve
the accuracy of the classification of each ascription. The internal consistency of the
controllablity scale has been expressed as a concern among several researchers
(McAuley & Gross, 1983; Russell, McAuley, & Tairco, 1987; Vallerand & Richer,
1988). McAuley et al. (1992) provide empirical evidence that supports the division of
controliability into personal control and external control scales.

Weiner (1985) has suggested that emotions play an integral role in linking
causal dimensions and future behavior. Affect and expectancy are determined by the type
of causal attributions made about why a particular event was a success or a failure. The
locus of causality (internal/external) and controllability dimensions contribute
affective reactions to success and failure (McAuley, Russell, & Gross, 1983). They
have found stronger feelings to be associated with in-ernal attributions than with
external attributions. The stability dimension is intuitively related to future
expectations. Attributions reflecting stability can be postulated as contributing to
increased expectations for similar outcomes in the future whereas unstable attributions
can be seen as contributing towards expectations of changeable outcomes. Therefore,
stable attributions after success contribute to expectations of continued success in the
future and as a result, persistence in those behaviors perceived as contributing to
successful outcomes is reinforced. Unstable attributions for failure allow the attributor
to expect different results in future performances and thereby increase the subjective
probability of success (McHugh, Duguin, & Frieze, 1978). The controllability
dimension also affects behavior in that what is perceived as being within personal
control is more apt to solicit responses that impact on maintaining or improving effort
and ability.

Interpreting atiributions for success and failure may have imporiant
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implications in the understanding of behavior in achievement settings within the sport
environment. From this perspective, several issues have emerged in the current
literature: self-serving bias, attributions of individuals in team sports, gender

differences, and methodological concerns.

Self- ing_bi

Several studies have examined differences in the patterns of attributions made by
winners and losers. A number of these studies have reported a tendency for winners to
make more internal attributions (take credit for good outcomes) and losers to make
more external attributions (deny responsibility for bad outcomes). This tendency has
been labeled the self-serving bias. Attributional responses to success or failure that
reflect this bias may be based on motivational (to protect self-esteem) or on cognitive
processes (to make sense out of events). Although the exact mechanisms underlying this
phenomenon are open to debate, there does exist a general acknowledgment of its
existence (Tetlock & Levi, 1982; Weary-Bradley, 1978; Zuckerman, 1979).

Research on self-3erving bias involving competition and sport has provided
results that are equivocal. Some studies have found that a hedonic bias exists only after
the success condition, in that winners have been found to make more internal
attributions for success than losers do for failure ( McAuley & Gross, 1983; Riess &
Taylor, 1984; Riordan, Thomas, & James, 1985; Spink & Roberts, 1¢80). Others
have found that both winners and losers make internal attributions (Gill, Ruder, &
Gross, 1982; McAuley, Russell, & Gross, 1983; Zientek & Breakwell, 1992). The
extent of ego involvement generated by the activity and the situational constraints (such
as peer pressure and society norms) associated with participation are two possibilities
for this discrepancy.

Luginbuhi, Crowe, and Kahan (1975), suggested that self-attributions for



success and failure may vary as a function of the importance of the task to the subject.
Luginbuhl and Bell (1989) tested this possibility in a study involving male
track-and-field athietes. Their rasuits suggest that the degree of ego involvement
generated in the achievement situation may well be a factor in the type of causal
attributions formulated. Losing athletes who were highly ego involved demonstrated 2
tendency towards externalization of attributions. Athletes similarly engaged in a success
situation made internal afttributions.

Scanian and Passer (1980b) emphasize the uniqueness of achievement situations
within the sport environment. They have suggested that there exists within sporn,
norms and situational constraints that do not allow individuals to externalize failure. As
explained by the authors, these results may be indicative of an athlete's efforts to
balance a desire to protect self-esteem on one hand and act within situational constraints
on the other. This atiributional dilemma described by Scanlan and Passer may
encourage athletes to adjust their attributions along dimensions other than the locus of
control. A self-serving bias within sport might therefore be manifested along either the
controf or stability dimet:sion or perhaps in some combination of these two dimensions.

Several studies comparing attributions of winners and losers have found that the
self-serving bias has been evident along the stability and control dimensions (Grove,
Hanrahan, & Mclnman, 1991). In research involving non sport situations, Russell
(1982} and Vallerand and Richer (1988) have found success attributions to be more
stable and controllable than those in failure situations. Mark. *.ui .e, Brooks, and
Harris (1984), found that in racquetball and squash competition winners made
attributions to more stable and more controllable causes than losers and used this as the
basis for their reformulation of the self-serving bias. This reformulation has found
recent support from a study involving basketball players (Grove et al., 1891). The

authors explain that by altering attributions along the stability and control dimensions



rather than the locus dimens.i: 2.uetes are able to present themselves acceptably
irregardiess of outcome. Winners can attribute the results to relatively stable factors
which are under personal control thereby maintaining persistence and intensity and
contributing to an expectancy of future success. Losers can maintain self-esteem by
making attributions to less stable and less controliable factors. By making attributions
that are high in locus of causality and low (relative to winners) in stability and
controllability, losers are able to focus on chang’ng those behavioral characteristics
that may enable them to expect a more positive performance in the future. This action
reflects both the motivational aspect of the self-serving bias (ie. to protect
self-esteem) and the information processing aspect (ie. to satisfactorily explain
outcome and adjust expectations of future performance).

In studies employing Russeli's Causal Dimension Scale (1982) to measure
ascriptions according to Weiner's (1985) three dimensional classification of
attributional dimensions, two major trends can be identified. First, athletes generally
tend towards more internal and controllable attributions than external and
uncontroliable. Second, wirnners tend towards more stable attributions than losers
(Grove, Hanrahan, & Mcinman, 1991; Mark, Mutrie, Brooks, & Harris, 1984;

McAuley & Gross, 1983; Tennenbaum & Furst, 1985)

Attributi { Individuals in T S

Studies have found evidence supporting the existence of the self-serving bias
when examining attributions pertaining to individual performance from within a team
environment (Bird & Brame, 1978; Bukowski & Moore, 1580; Roberts, 1975). Bird
& Brame report that after successful outcomes, athletes internalize attributions for
both self and team. However, after failure, athletes rated individual effort higher than

team effort and their resultant attributions tended to focus blame on the team as opposed



to on themselves. These results concurred with the earlier work of iso-Ahola (1977,
[cited in Bird & Brame, 1978, p. 261]) and Roberts (1975).

in his study, Roberts concluded that attributions made from a team perspective
were more inclined to reflect a cognitive approach as players made their ascriptions in a
rational information grocessing manner. However, attributions made from an
individual perspective were more inclined to protect self-esteem. As he describes it,
players involved in his study seemed capable of disassociating themselves from their
\eam according to the way they perceived outcomes. [f the outcome was perceived as
unsuccessful, athletes tended to minimize their contribution. On the other hand, if the
outcome was percieved as successful, the tendency was to maximize their role.

Results contrary to this were obtained by Gill (1980). In her study of teams in
a laboratory setting, she found results that can be interpreted as reflecting a
team-enhancing strategy or norm. Attributions obtained from the subjects in her study
reflected a tendency for winners to assign responsibility for the success primarily to
their team. Members of losing teams accepted primary responsibility for the loss
themselves. Other studies (Bird, Foster, & Maruyama, 1980; Taylor & Doria, 1981)
also support this team-serving bias. In a field study irvolving intramural volleyball
Gill, Ruder, and Gross (1982) determined that athletes, when given the opportunity to
reply to open-ended attributions, choose overwhelmingly to select attributions
reflecting the team point of view. This again reflects the significance of the team concept
in team sports.

Evidence has been provided indicative of the existence of certain social
constraints and norms within the group situation which serve to align an individual's
attributions for him or herself with those of the team (Scanlan & Passer, 1980). This
would tend to confound the comparison of results obtained through research involving

individual sports with resuits obtained through research involving team sports. With
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the introduction of an additional factor - team cohesion, comparisons of attributions
made by athletes involved in individual sports with those of athletes involved in team
sports becomes more difficult. In a study of collegiate basketball players Bird, Foster,
and Maruyama (1980) found that the degree of team cohesion did not affect the
consistency between self and team attributions. Cohesion did however have a significant
effect on the operation of the team-serving bias. Under the failure condition plays’s on
highly cohesive teams, as predicted by the team-serving bias, tended to make team

attributions to luck and task difficulty (external dimension).

Gender Differences

Studies of the attributional patterns of male and female athletes have also
provided discrepant results. McHugh, Duguin, and Frieze (1978) have suggested that
generally females tend to make more frequent use of externality in attributions after
both successful and unsuccessful outcomes. They go on to qualify this statement by
explaining that they would expect this difference to disappear among elite level athletes.
Croxton and Klonsky (1982), found that after successful outcomes, gender differences
were less likely to occur providing that task involvement was equally meaningful for
both males and females. This observation is supported in several other studies (Scanlan
& Passer, 1980; Gill, 1980; Spink & Roberts, 1980).

Gender differences have been reported in other studies (Bird & Williams, 1980;
Riordan, Thomas, & James, 1983; Tennenbaum & Furst, 1985). Bird and Williams
found that during adolescence males may be more internal in their aftributions (ascribe
performance outcome to effort), and that females may be more external in their
attributions (ascribe performance outcome to luck). In a study involving adult
racquetball players Riordan et al. (1983) found that both males and females

demonstrated an internality bias after wins; however after losses, females were more
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external in their attributions and males were more internal. Tennebaum and Furst
(1985) describe an overall tendency for males to be more internal than females.
Frieze, McHugh, and Duguin (as cited in Croxton & Klonsky, 1982, p. 400) provide

evidence that males tend towards more stable attributions than females.

Methodological Issues

The results pertaining to attribution theory as applied to achievement situations
within the sport environment have been inconsistent. This may very well be explained
by the lack of consistency within the various methodological approaches taken in the
various studies. Comparisons of the results of studies in this area is difficult for three
reasons. First, in some cases individual sports were used, while others used team
sports. Second, some studies relied upon objective outcomes as the basis for causal
ascriptions, others emphasized subjective outcomes. Third, some studies have relied
upon investigators to classify attributions as to causal dimensions, others have utilized
the subjects as active agents capable of classifying their own atiributions.

It is difficult to compare attributions obtained from participants in individual
sports to those obtained from participants in teams sports due to the confounds
introduced in a group environment. Situational constraints and norms exist within a
team that encourage the suppression of individual goals and objectives in favor of team
goals and objectives. Also, athletes from individual sports are more directly accountable
for their own behavior. They are neither responsible to anyone nor are they reliant
upon anyone for their performance. In this regard, individual athletes are more limited
than team athletes in assigning attributes to others or to the environment (Tennenbaum
& Furst, 1985). This may well account for the fact that these authors found individual
athletes to have a tendency to be more internal in their attributions of outcomes

following unsuccessful performances than athletes involved in team competitions.
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The second concern mentioned above deals with distinguishing between perceived
outcome (subjective) and win/loss outcome (objective). The assumption that successful
outcomes are reflected only through wins and unsuccessful outcomes are reflected only
through losses might well be unsupportable. Depending upon poals set in relation to
achievement situations in sport, individuals might perceive their performance to be
successful even after losses. Individual and team goals that reflect performance as
opposed to outcome can be achieved within such a scenario (achieving personal best,
achieving personal goal). Likewise, athletes clearly superior to their opposition might
well consider their performance to be unsuccessful even after a win if they were unable
to attain previously determined goals for that competition (personal worst performance,
failure to achieve personal goal or team goal). For these reasons, success and failure
might best be conceptualized as psychological states rather than as being indicative of
objective levels of performance as refiected in win/loss statistics (Maehr & Nicholis as
cited in Spink & Roberts, 1980, p. 237). Spink and Roberts were able to find support
for this contention through their study of physical education students involved in
racquetball competitions. They go on to suggest that perceived success is as important as
are objective outcomes in the formulation of causal ascriptions. Roberts and Duda
(1984) explain that an athlete's perception of outcome (successful or unsuccessful) is
based upon a variety of factors such as opponent difficulty, long and short term goals elc.
and is therefore not necessarily limited to objective win/loss results. McAuley
produced further support for the importance of perceived outcomes in his study of
gymnastics. He found that an athlete's perception of the outcome (successful or
unsuccessful) was actually a more accurate pradictor of causal attributions than were
actual performance scores. Several studies have supported the expansion of the outcome
category from the limiting perspective of win/loss to a more open perspective of

successful/unsuccessful (Brawley, 1984; Leigh & Prapavessis, 1989; Rejeski &



Brawley, 1983; Scanlan & Passer, 1980; Spink & Roberts, 1980). However, Leigh
and Prapavessis do add a qualifying statement in description of a possible tendency among
glite athletes 1o view objective and subjective outcomes as being the same. Bird, Foster,
and Maruyama (1980) in their study of intercollegiate athletes also report a strong
relationship between actual team outcome and subjective outcome as determined through
self-report of perceived outcome.

The third area of concern relating to methodological issues pertains to the actual
classification of causal attributions. Measurement has been a factor contributing to the
inconsistency of the results in attributional research (Brawley & Roberts, 1984; Mark
et al., 1984; McAuley, 1992; Rejeski & Brawley, 1983; Roberts & Pascuzzi, 1979;
Russell, 1932). Although there has been general agreement as to the importance of the
need to classify attributions according to the causal dimensions identified in Weiner's
(1985) model, the method of doing so has been left up to the individual researcher.
Some collect responses to open-ended statements and then have these classified by the
researcher and assistants. This procedure has led to what Russell (1982) has termed
the "fundamenta! attributional researcher error”. The subject's perception of an
attribution need not necessarily agree with that of the researcher. A response such as "I
was not as good as my opponent” might be classified internally (my ability level is low)
or as externally (my opponent is better). Russell suggests that the only method of
ensuring accurate classification is to allow the respondent to record his or her own
perception of the causal attribution in terms of causal dimensions. Consequently,
athletes are allowed to interpret the meaning of their own causal statements and in doing
so become active agents in the process of classification. Russell (1982) designed the
Causal Dimension scale to allow researchers to facilitate this approach and quantify the
data collected. Several authors have recently incorporated the CDS in their research

(Grove, Hanrahan, & Mclnman, 1991; Mark, Muirie, Brooks, & Harris, 1984;



McAuley, 1985; McAuley & Gross, 1983; Tennenbaum & Furst, 1985). As reported by
McAuley, Duncan, and Russell (1992), the reliability and validity of the CDS has been
supported by several authors. Although evaiuation of the psychomaetric properties of he
CDS have been generally supportive, concerns relative to the controllability subscale
have been raised (McAuley & Gross, 1983; Russell, McAuley, & Tarico, 1987;
Vallerand & Richer, 1988). Concerns pertaining to the controliability dimension itselt
have been presented in the literature for some time. Gill, Ruder, and Gross (1982)
have suggested that controllability be re-categorized to narrow goniroligble to mean
under the control of the attributor. Uncontrollable was suggested to reflect either no
control or control exerted by someone other than the attributor. Although supporting
the psychometric properties of the CDS, Vallerand and Richer (1988) also
recommended changes to the controllability subscale. They suggested that controllability
be subdivided into external and internal components. McAuley, Duncan, and Russell
(1992) have acknowledged these concerns and have incorporated these suggestions into

their newly revised version of the CDS, the CDSII.

Summary

After engaging in achievement situations, individuals typically reflect upon the
experience and in doing so attempt to explain reasons for the outcome as it had occurred.
This reflection consists largeiy of asking a series of "why?" questions. Answers 10 these
questions (attributions) are used by individuals to organize and provide meaning to
those events in which they are involved (Tetlock & Levi, 1982). Attribution theory
deals with interpretation of answers 1o "why?" questions.

According to Weiner's (1985) three dimensional model, attributions can be
interpreted along three causal dimensions: locus of causality, controllability, and

stability. Recently, McAuley, Duncan, and Russell (1992) have recommended
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subdividing the controllability dimension into a dimension of personal control and a
dimension of external control. Atftributions made by individuals in relation to outcomes
they have experienced can be classified as to one or the other of these four dimensions.
Through the classification of an individual's explanations for outcomes experienced in
achievement situations, a researcher is able to garner information relative to the
attributor's perception of the event, and his/her interpretation of both self-behaviors
and the behaviors of others. Because of the mediational role attributions play between
perception and behavior, an athlete's subsequent behavior might well be influenced by
the type of attributions formulated during competition.

Through an understanding of the attributional process, coaches can develop skills
to be used in helping athletes to interpret their performance in a positive manner
regardless of whether the outcome was successful or not (Rudisill, 1989). Athletes can
be encouraged to attribute success 1o internal, stable, and controllable causes and failure
to internal, unstable, and controllable causes. Through attributional training, coaches
can influence the type of aftributions chosen by his/her athletes. Rudisill goes on to
suggest that by selecting the appropriate attributions, athletes can positively affect
future expectations of success, persistence behavior, and performance levels.

Studies have indicated that the formulation of attributions may be subjected to
the influence of several factors. Firstly, to maximize positive feelings about success and
o minimize negative feelings about faiiure, the formulation of attributions may be
influenced by what has been termed the self-serving bias (Tetlock & Levi, 1982;
Weary-Bradley, 1978; Zuckerman, 1979). This bias is manifested in tne
predominance of internally classified attributions during success and externally
classified attributions during failure. Although results from the sport domain have
yielded equivocal results (McAuley, 1992) recent studies have supported the existence

of the self-serving bias in a reformulated form (Grove, Hanrahan, & Mcinman, 1991;
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Mark, Mutrie, Brooks, & Harris, 1984). The existence of this bias as generalized
across a variety of different sports is yet to be established.

Secondly, the dynamics of the group interactions occurring within the team sport
environment may serve to align an individual's attribution for self with those made tor
the team. This makaes it difficult to compare attributions made by athletes involved in
individual sports with those made by athletes involved in team sports.

Thirdly, gender differences in attribution formulatiors have not been
conclusively decided. Some studies have indicated a general tendency for females to make
more use of external attributions than males regardless of outcome (McHugh, Duguin, &
Frieze, 1978). Others have indicated that differences, if any, are subject to
developmental stages (Bird & Williams, 1980). Some have indicated that there are no
differences (Scanlan & Passer, 1980; Gill, 1980; Spink & Roberts, 1980) and yet
others have indicated that ego-involvement is an important factor in these results
(Croxton & Klonsky, 1982).

A further issue has been identified as impacting on attributional rese2ich.
Methodological approaches to the formulation and classification of attributions have
varied throughout the various studies exploring attributions in sport. This fact makes
the comparing and generalizing from the results difficult (McAuley, 1992). It is only
through the utilization of a valid and reliable instrument which allows the attributor to
actively classify his/her own attributions based on perceived outcomes that the
necessary conditions for generalizability and comparability may be met. Wwith such an
instrument, research involving actual competition is capable of returning information

applicable to practitioners in the field.



METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Athletes participating in the 1993 Western Canada Midget Elite Volieyball
Championships held in Egmonton, Alberta served as subjects for study 1. Athletes
participating in the 4A High School Provincial Volleyball Championships also held in
Edmonton, Alberta served as subjects for study 2. Ninety-three percent of the total
possible athletes available in study 1 volunteered to participate in the study (N = 147)
as did eight-three percent of those available for study 2 (N=144). It is assumed that
these numbers reflect an adequate representation of the hypothetical population of all 14
- 18 year old male and female athletes participating in developmental volleyball as
organized by provincial volleyball associations and high school athletic programs.

The Causal Dimension Scale Il (CDSII) (McAuley, Duncan, & Russell, 1992) was
administered twice; once after each team's first match in the tcurnament, and again after
each team's first match in the play-offs. Due to problems experienced in study 1
associated with administration of the questionnaire during the play-offs, the second
administration of the CDSIl was dropped from study 2.

Upon conclusion of the identified match, the participating athletes were directed
to classrooms near the gym in which they could work undisturbed. The players were
then asked to complete the questionnaire prior to any post-competition debriefing
directed by the coaching staff. Coaches were permitted to quietly observe their athletes
during the completion of the questionnaire; however, they were instructed not to take an
active role other than to help clarify instructions. [t was felt that their presence
supported the importance of the study and ensured the quality of responses obtained from
the athletes. Coaches were briefed as to the role they were to play in the administration
of the questionnaire during the coaches’ meeting held prior to the commencement of

competition. They were permitted to clarify instructions only and were asked to refrain

.23 -



from assisting in the responses made by their athletes to the various items on the
questionnaire. Coaches were also asked to record any difficulties encountered by the

athletes during the completion of the CDSII.

lnstrument

The Causal Dimension Scale ! (CDSII) is a 12-item instrument developed and
validated by McAuley, Duncan, and Russell (1992). It contains four subscales each of
which has three items that are designed to measure locus of causality, stability, external
control, and personal control. Subjects in each case are asked to complete the twelve
CDSIi items in relation o their response(s) to an initial open-ended lead. In the lead,
each player is asked for the outcome of the match (win/loss), his/her goal(s) for the
match (team/personal), to subjectively evaluate his/her performance
(team’individual) in relation to these goal(s), and to provide a reason(s) explaining
why he/she (or their team) was successful/unsuccessful in attaining the goals set prior
to the match.

Using this response to guide the completion of the remainder of the
questionnaire, subjects actively classify their attribution(s) by responding to each item
which represents one of the four different subscales. Each item guides the athletes to
make judgements about the degree to which the cause is "inside of you" (locus of
causality), "stable over time" or "variable over time" (stability), "over which others
have control* or "over which others have no control” (external control), "manageable
by you" or "not manageable by you" (personal control).

Each response is made by selecting aiong a 9-point Likert type scale ranging
between verbal anchors such as those listed above. Subscale scores are then obtained by
summing the subject's responses to the three items on each of the four subscales. Scores

for each of the subscales can range from a low of 3 10 a high of 27. A midpoint of 15 was
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selected tc mark the division between extremes on the scale. The higher numbers
represent attributions that are more internal, more stable, reflect more external
control, or refiect more personal control.

The CDSII was specifically designed to aliow subjects to actively classify their
own atiributions according to a modified version of Weiner's (1985) three dimensional
model of causal attributions. The psychometric properties of the scale as reported by
the authors (McAuley, Duncan, & Russell, 1992), support its reliability and validity.

Cronbach's coefficient alpha was calculated to provide an internal consistency
measure for each of the four subscales. As reported in the study above, these were;
locus of causality: .67; stability: .67; personal control: .79; and external control: .82.

A confirmatory factor analysis using the LISREL VIl computer program provided
a chi square test goodness of fit index of .958 (values of .90 and better indicate that the
model accounts for the data well).

The CDSII as used in study 1 was modified to reflect the rerformance perspective
to be taken by the respondent. Participants were asked to complete the questionnaire
twice. First they were asked to formulate their atiributions from an individual
performance perspective, and then they were asked to use a team performance
perspective. The wording of the individual items of the CDSII were adjusted to reflect
these two different perspectives (Appendix A-1 and Appendix A-2). For study 2, an
additional outcome oriented perspective was included and the athletes were asked to
respond to the various items using each of three different performance perspectives
(outcome, individual and team). Also, slight adjustments were made to the wording used
by the questionnaire in an attempt to clarify the intent of each item (Appendix C-1,
Appendix C-2, and Appendix C-3). All participants weie asked to formulate and classify
causal attributions from each of the performance perspectives. Participants were also

asked to rate the success of their own and their team’s performance on a 9 point
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Likert-like scale. A rating of 1 was indicative of an unsuccessful performance, a 9

indicated a successful performance.

Statistical Method
Statistical analyses of both study 1 and study 2 employed the S.P.S.S. (version
6.0) computer program. The data were initially analyzed using an analysis of variance
with repeated measures on the perspective factor. A conservative regression approach
was undertaken using an analysis of the various factors based upon scores unique to each
factor. The syntax file used in the analysis is provided in Appendix A-4. A further
analysis was conducted based on the subjective groupings of successful/unsuccessful as
opposed to purely objective groupings of winners/losers. Because athletes were able to
rate their individual performances differently from their team’'s perfcrmance, grouping
as to successful/unsuccessful was not necessarily consistent between the two different
perspectives. Subsequently, an ANOVA without repeated measures was utilized.
Significant differences were accepted at the alpha level p is less than 0.01, where p is

the probability that no difference exists between means.
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STUDY 1

Design

A two gender by two outcome (winners, losers) by performance perspective
(individual, team) design was used in the study.

The Causa! Dimension Scale 1l (CDSIl) (McAuley, Duncan, & Russell, 1992) was
administered twice. Once after each team's first match in the tournament, and again
after each team's first match in the play-offs. Demographic data including name, team
and province was collected from each participant to facilitate matching questionnaire
responses from match one with those from matchi two. Each athlete was also asked their
gender, position, degree of personal involvement in that particular competition, and the
degree of importance of the competition. To determine the latter, each athlete was asked
to respond on a 9 point Likert-like scale (see Appendix A-3). Confidentiality was
maintained by sealing the completed questionnaires in team envelopes and storing them
securely until data analysis began after the tournament had been completed. To ensure
anonymity, once the completed questionnaires were matched, personal names as well as

team names were removed.

Subjects

Athletes participating in the 1993 Midget Elite Volleyball Championships held in
Edmonton, Alberta served as subjects for the study. The tournament involved mal. and
female athletes from the midget age category (14-16 years old). The selection process
for these teams varied somewhat from province to province however the two teams from
each province represented the top level developmental athletes participating in that
province's volleyball program.

The eight teams in each of the male and female divisions were divided into pools of
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four teams, one from each of the four western provinces. One of the male teams and one
of the female teams decided not to participate in the study. Both coaches indicated an
unwillingness to impose further on their athietes during the competition. This reduced
the total possible participants to 82 females and 76 males. Of these, 76 (93%) of the
females and 71 (93%) of the males volunteered to participate in the study.

During the playoffs, a coach from one of the female teams withdrew his/her team
prior to the second administration of the CDSII. A delay in the tournament schedule
which compounded the time constraints imposed upon his/her athletes, made it difficult
to continue in the study. Also, two additional male teams withdrew from the study. This
reduced the total participating teams to six female (72 potential subjects) and five
male teams (54 potential subjects). Of these, 63 (88%) of the females and 48 (91%)

of the males volunteered to participate in the second administration of the questionnaire.

Procedures

An explanation of the purpose of the study along with its associated
administrative details was distributed to the participating coaches through the various
provincial sport associations. The final administrative details were provided at the
preliminary coaches meeting held prior to the tournament in Edmonton. During this
meeting, the instructions for completing the questionnaire were discussed along with the
procedures to be followed during its completion. Coaches were introduced to their role
and questions were answered clarifying their expected involvement beginning with
receipt of the questionnaires and ending with their return to the research assistant
assigned to their team.

Research assistants handled the distribution and collection of the questionnaires.
The coaches themselves administered the questionnaires to their athletes and were able

to answer questions pertaining to the completion of the CDSII. They were also asked to
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supervise their athietes to ensure that they worked independently while completing the

questionnaire.

The players were asked to complete the questionnaire immediately following the
conc usion of the identified matches prior to any post-competition debriefing from the
coaching staff. Upon the conclusion of the match, the participating athletes were
directed 1o rooms near the gym in which they were able to work undisturbed.

Research assistants sealed the completed questionnaires in team envelopes which
were then returned to the principal investigator. This same procedure was repeated
again after each team's first playoff match.

The CDSIl was modifiecd to reflect either an individual performance perspective
or a team performance perspective (see Appendix A-2 and A-1). During both the first
and second administration of the CDSII, each of the participants was asked to respond to
both forms of the questionnaire. Participants were asked to use the individual
questionnaire to formulate and classify causal attrioutions from an individual
performance perspective. They were then asked to repeat the process irom a team

perspective using the team questionnaire.

Besuits

The data collected from the round robin matches and the playoff matches were
analyzed independently. Following competition and prior to responding to the CDSI!,
athletes were asked to indicate the significance of the match on a 9 point Likert-like
scale with anchors of 1 (not important) and 9 (very important). In both instances,
athletes of each gender felt that the matches were important to them. For the round
robin matches, both males and females indicated an average importance of 7.3. For the
playoffs, males indicated an average importance of 8.4, females an average of 8.1. These

results were taken to imply a high level of ego involvement during the competition.
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A univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) with repeated measures was used to
analyze the data obtained for each of the four causal dimensions as grouped according to
objective outcome (win/loss). The design was a2 X 2 X 2 factorial, with gender (male
vs. female), match outcome (win vs. loss), and performance perspeclive (team vs.
individual) as the independent variables. Each of the four subscales of the CDSII; locus
of causality, stability, personal control, and external control served in turn as the
dependent variable. Performance perspective served as the basis for the repeated
measures. A similar univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) was also used to analyze
the data as grouped according to subjective outcome (successful/unsuccessful).
Howevaer during this analysis, repeated measures on the dependent variable couid not be
used. On occassion athletes would rate performance outcome as being successful from an
individual perspective and unsuccessful from a team perspective or vice versa. Due to
differences in subjective evaluation that occurred between individual performance
perspective and team performance perspective and the effect these differences had on
groupings, repeated measures based on the performance perspective was no longer
possible.

Ths data obtained from the round robin matches were analyzed separately from
the data obtained from the play-off matches. Only those respondents indicating either an
average or a major amount of court time were included in the data analysis of responses
from the individual perspective. All responses to the team version of the questionnaire
were included in the analysis. The raw scores of all subjects involved in the study are
presented in Appendix B.

The tables presented illustrate the differences in means found to exist for each of
the dependent variables (the four causal dimensions) based on compariscns determined
by the various groupings of athletes (independent variables). The significance of these

differences is also reported in the tables that follow. Unless otherwise stated, 0.01 has

- 30 -



been used as the level of significance for any significant differences.

Locus of causality
Round Robin
Tables 1 and 2 summarize the analysis of variance for locus of causality
measured between groups after the round robin matches for objective outcome and
subjective outcome. Significant F's were obtained for outcome and perspective.
TABLE 1

ANOVA FOR LOCUS OF CAUSALITY ROUND ROBIN
OBJECTIVE OUTCOME

Between-Subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

Variation Squares Freedom Square F_Ratio
WITHIN 3176.42 104 30.54

GENDER 12.88 1 12.88 0.42
OUTCOME 265.40 1 265.40 8.69°
GXQO 0.37 1 0.37 0.01

F's of 6.90 (D.F. of 1,104) were required for significance at the 0.01 level
* Significant at the .004 level

Within-subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

Yariation Squares Freedom Square F Ratio
WITHIN 1520.50 104 14.62

PERSPECTIVE 266.92 1 266.92 18.26°
GXP 51.70 1 51.70 3.54
OXpP 12.95 1 12.95 0.88
GXOXP 2.27 1 2.27 Q.16

F's of 6.90 (D.F. of 1,104) were required for significance at the 0.01 level
* Significant at the .001 level
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TABLE 2

ANOVA FOR LOCUS OF CAUSALITY ROUND ROBIN
SUBJECTIVE OUTCOME

Between-Subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

Yariation Squares _E

WITHIN+RESIDUAL 5081.94 247 20.57

GENDER 48.38 1 48.38 2.35
OUTCOME 169.20 1 169.20 8.22 °
PERSPECTIVE 384.14 1 384.14 18.67 °
GXO 3.40 1 3.40 0.17
GXP 79.65 1 79.65 0.50
OoXP 0.17 1 0.17 0.01
GXOXP. 122.83 1 122.53 8.

F's of 6.76 (D.F. of 1,247) were required for significance at the 0.01 level
* Significant at the .001 level
Table 3 summarizes the combined group means that were obtained from the data
collected after the round robin matches for the locus of causality dimension for both
objective and subjective outcome. Means returning a significant effect are in boldface.
TABLE 3

SUMMARY OF LOCUS OF CAUSALITY COMBINED MEAN SCORES
ROUND ROBIN PLAY

OUTCOME GENDER PERSPECTIVE
Winners Losers Males Females IndividualTeam

ANALYSIS
Objective 20.63 18.39 19.82 19.37 18.48 20.74
n= 82 65 71 76 108 147

Subjective 20.25 18.87 19.83 18.87 13.00 20.71
n= 91 586 71 76 108 147

Note: Means returning significant differences in boldlace

The results indicate that winners differ significantly from losers in attributions
made pertaining to the locus dimension. These results were consistent between the
objective and subjective outcome approaches. Although a significant difference was

found to exist between winners and losers, the combined means, as iliustrated in table 3
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above, indicate that both winners (M = 20.63 [Objective], M = 21.47 [Subjective])
and losers (M = 18.39 [Objective], M = 19.26 [Subjective)) favored attributions of an
internal nature. Significant effects for performance perspactive were also returned
from each of the analyses. These effects indicate that attributions pertaining to the
dimension of causality ware made ditferently from an individual performance
perspective than they were from a team performance perspective. Athletes tended to
attribute more of their performance outcome to internal causes from a team perspective
(M = 20.74 [Objective], M = 20.71 [Subjective]) than from an individual perspective
(M = 18.48 [Objective], M = 18.00 {Subjective]).
Play-olfs

Tables 4 and 5 summarize the analysis of variance for locus of causality
measured between groups after the play-off matches for objective outcome and
subjective outcome. Significant F's were obtained from the subjective outcome analysis.

TABLE 4

ANOVA FOR LOCUS OF CAUSALITY PLAY-OFFS
OBJECTIVE OUTCOME

Between-Subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean
Variation Squares  Freedom Square F _Ratio
WITHIN 3045.52 67 45.46
GENDER 0.23 1 0.23 0.01
QUTCOME 3.02 1 3.02 0.07
GXxQ 305,66 1 305.66 6.72

F's of 7.04 (D.F. of 1,67) were required for significance at the 0.01 level

Within-subjects cffects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

Variation Squares Freedom Square F Ratio
WITHIN 835.13 67 12.46

PERSPECTIVE 59.58 1 59.58 4.78
GXP 49.05 1 49.05 3.98
0) 4 0.21 1 0.21 0.02
GXOXP 20.70 1 20.70 1.66

F's of 7.04 (D.F. of 1,67) were required for significance at the 0.01 level
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TABLE §

ANOVA FOR LOCUS OF CAUSALITY PLAY-OFF
SUBJECTIVE OUTCOME

Between-Subjectis effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

Variation Squares Freedom Square F_Ralio

WITHIN+RESID. 4602.72 174 26.45

GENDER 1.68 1 1.68 0.06

OUTCOME 346.14 1 346.14 13.09 °

PERSPECTIVE 279.88 1 279.88 10.58 °

GXO 5.97 1 5.97 0.23

GXP 14.62 1 14.62 0.55

OoXP 74.88 1 74 .88 2.83
P .56 i 0.56 0.02

F's of 6.76 (D.F. of 1,174) were required for significance at the 0.01 level
* Significant at the .001 level
Table 6 illustrates the combined group means for the locus of causality
dimension for objective and subjective outcome obtained from data collected following

the play-off matches. Means returning a significant effect are in boldface.

TABLE 6
SUMMARY OF LOCUS OF CAUSALITY COMBINED MEAN SCORES
PLAY-OFFS
OUTCOME GENDER PERSPECTIVE
Winners Losers Males Females IndividualTeam
ANALYSIS
Objective 21.03 20.99 20.33 20.81 19.62 21.52
n= 59 52 48 63 71 111
Subjective 21.47 19.26 19.98 20.99 18.42 21.52
n= 66 45 48 63 71 111

Note: Means returning significant differences in boldface

The results from the play-off matches based on a subjective evaluation of
performance outcome were ccrisistent with the objective and subjective results from
round robin matches. Winners (M = 21.47) scored higher than did losers (M = 19.26)

and attributions from a team perspective (M = 21.52) were rated higher than those
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made from an individual perspective (M = 18.42)

Stability
Round Robin
Tables 7 and 8 report the results of the analysis of variance conducted on the
raw scores collected for the stability dimension. Significant F's were obtained for the
outcome effect.
TABLE 7

ANOVA FOR STABILITY ROUND ROBIN
OBJECTIVE OUTCOME

Between-Subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

Yariation Squares Freedom Square F Ratio
WITHIN 3694.19 104 35.52

GENDER 64.63 1 64.63 1.82
OUTCOME 990.40 1 990.40 27.88°
GX0O 14.53 1 14.53 0.41

F's of 6.90 (D.F. of 1,104) were required for significance at the 0.01 level
* Significant at the .001 level

Within-subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

Yariation Squares Freedom Square F Ratio
WITHIN 1204.96 104 11.589

PERSPECTIVE 44 .41 1 44 .41 3.83
GXP 0.84 1 0.84 0.07
(0) 42 49.23 1 49.23 4.25
GXOXP 17.15 1 1715 1.48

F's of 6.90 (D.F. of 1,104) were required for significance at the 0.01 leve!
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TABLE 8

ANOVA FOR STABILITY ROUND ROBIN
SUBJECTIVE OUTCOME

Between-Subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

Variati

WITHIN+RESID. 5930.63 247 24.01

GENDER 38.91 1 38.91 1.62

OUTCOME 1092.47 1 1092.47 45.50°

PERSPECTIVE 124.02 1 124.02 5.17

GXO 47.98 1 47 .98 2.00

GXP 23.76 1 23.76 0.99

OoXP 84.64 1 94.64 3.52
P 42.81 | 42.81 1.7

]

F's of 6.76 (D.F. of 1,247) were required for significance at the 0.01 lev
* Significant at the .001 level

Table 9@ summarizes the combined group means that were obtained from the data
collected after the round robin matches for the stability dimension for both objective
and subjective outcome. Means returning a significant effect are in boldface.

TABLE 9

SUMMARY OF STABILITY COMBINED MEAN SCORES
ROUND ROBIN PLAY

OUTCOME GENDER PERSPECTIVE
Winners Losers Males Females IndividualTeam

ANALYSIS
Objective 14.37 10.39 13.24 12.52 12.13 13.63
n= 82 €5 71 76 108 147

Subjective 14.48 9.91 12.63 11.77 11.43 12.97
n= 91 56 71 76 108 147

Note: Means returning significant differences in boldface
Results pertaining to the stability dimension indicate that winners and losers
perceive the stability of performance outcome in significantly different ways. This
difference was consistent from both an obiective and a subjective point of view.
Winners (M = 14.97 [Objective], M = 14.48 [Subjective]) credited their performance

to more stable causes than did losers (M = 10.39 [Objective], M = 9.91 [Subjective]).
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Play-offs
Tables 10 and 11 summarize the analysis of variance for the stability dimension

measured between groups after the play-off matches for objective outcome and
subjective outcome. Significant F's were obtained from the subjective outcome analysis.
TABLE 10

ANOVA FOR STABILITY PLAY-OFFS
OBJECTIVE OUTCOME

Between-Subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

Varigtien Squares  Freedom __ Square F Ratio
WITHIN 3279.38 67 48.95

GENDER 0.01 1 0.01 0.00
OUTCOME 73.17 1 73.17 1.49
GX0 27.19 1 27.19 0.56

F's of 7.04 (D.F. of 1,67) were required for significance at the 0.01 level

Within-subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

Variation Squares Freedom Square E_Ratio
WITHIN §23.52 67 7.81

PERSPECTIVE 20.24 1 20.24 2.59
GXP 29.73 1 29.73 3.81
OoxXP 1.51 1 1.51 0.19
GXOXP 4.76 i 4.76 Q.61

F's of 7.04 (D.F. of 1,67) were required for significance at the 0.01 level
TABLE 11

ANOVA FOR STABILITY PLAY-OFFS
SUBJECTIVE OUTCOME

Between-Subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

Yariation Squares Freedom Square F Ratio
WITHIN+RESIDUAL 4810.44 174 27.65

GENDER 35.74 1 35.74 1.29
OUTCOME 298.65 1 298.65 10.80"
PERSPECTIVE 6.00 1 6.00 0.22
GXO 44.68 1 44.68 1.62
GXP 12.01 1 12.01 0.43
OXP 2.74 1 2.74 0.10
GXOXP .09 1 0.09 0.00

F's of 6.76 (D.F. of 1,174) \;/ere required for significancé at the 0.01 level
* Significant at the .001 level
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Tabie 12 illustrates the combined group means fc: the stability dimension for
objective and subjective outcome obtained from data collected following the play-o¥

matches. Means returning significant effects are highlighted in bold print.
TABLE 12

SUMMARY OF STABILITY COMBINED MEAN SCORES

PLAY-OFFS
OUTCOME GENDER PERSPECTIVE
Winners Losers Males Females IndividualTeam
ANALYSIS
Objective 13.72 12.35 12.89 13.07 13.31 12.71
ns 59 52 48 63 71 111

Subjective 13.90 10.92 12.93 11.90 12.62 12.20
ns 66 45 48 63 71 111

Note: boldface indicates significant difference
The resuits obtained from the play-off matches based on a subjective evaluation of
performance outcome are consistent with those obtained from analysis of the round
robin matches. Winners (M = 13.90) described their performance outcome as being
more stable than did losers (M = 10.92).

External conirol
Round Robin

Tables 13 and 14 report the results of the analysis of variance conducted on the raw
scores collected for the external control dimension. A significant effect was obtained for

the outcome effect from the objective outcome analysis.
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TABLE 13

ANOVA FOR EXTERNAL CONTROL ROUND ROBIN
OBJECTIVE OUTCOME

Between-Subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

__Yariation
WITHIN 3064.32 104 29.4C
GENDER 51.93 1 51.93 1.76
OUTCOME 271.42 1 271.42 9.21°
GXO 34.69 1 34,69 _ 1.18

F's of 6.90 (D.F. of 1,104) were required for significance at the 0.01 level
* Significant at the .003 leve!

Within-subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

_Variation Squares Freedom Square F_Ratio
WITHIN 2603.77 104 25.04

PERSPECTIVE 130.76 1 130.76 5.22
GXP 0.04 1 0.04 0.00
OXP 5§1.22 1 §1.22 2.05
GXOXpP 33.41 1 33.41 1.33

F's of 6.90 (D.F. of 1,104) were required for significance at the 0.01 level

TABLE 14

ANOVA FOR EXTERNAL CONTROL ROUND ROBIN
SUBJECTIVE OUTCOME

Between-Subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

Yariation Squares re F_Ratio
WITHIN+RESIDUAL 7087.47 247 28.69

GENDER 5.58 1 5.58 0.19
OUTCOME 0.07 1 0.07 0.00
PERSPECTIVE 21.54 1 21.54 0.75
GXO 59.78 1 59.78 2.08
GXP 1.16 1 1.16 0.04
OXP 98.85 1 98.85 3.45
GXOQXP 15.68 1 15.68 0.5%

F's of 6.76 (D.F. of 1,247) were required for significance at the 0.01 level

Table 15 summarizes the combined group means that were obtained from the data

collected after the round robin matches for the external control dimension for both
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objective and subjective ouicome. Means returning significant effects are highlighted in
bold print.
TABLE 15

SUMMARY OF EXTERNAL CONTROL COMBINED MEAN SCORES
ROUND ROBIN PLAY

OUTCOME GENDER PERSPECTIVE
Winners Losers Males Females IndividuaslTeam

ANALYSIS
Objective 12.62 14.94 13.27 14.09 13.11 14.25
ns= 82 65 71 76 108 147

Subjective 13.70 13.74 13.56 13.88 13.40 14.04
n= 91 56 71 76 108 147

Note: Means returning significant differences in boldface
The results from the analysis of the external control dimension indicate that

losers (M = 14.94) see external factors as having a greater degree of control over
performance outcome than do winners (M = 12.62). This was true only for those
attributions made from an objeclive perspective.
Play-offs

Tables 16 and 17 summarize the analysis of variance for the external control
dimension measured between groups after the play-off matches for objective outcome
and subjective outcome. No significant effects were obtained.

TABLE 156

ANOVA FOR EXTERNAL CONTROL PLAY-OFFS
OBJECTIVE OUTCOME

Between-Subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean
Variation Squares Freedom _Square F_Batio
WITHIN 2686.27 67 40.09
GENDER 0.27 1 0.27 0.00
QOUTCOME 4.72 1 4.72 0.12
GXQ 42.70 1 42.70Q 1.07

F's of 7.04 (D.F. of 1,67) were required for significance at the 0.01 level
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TABLE 16 Cont.

Within-subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

__ VYaration ________Squares Ereedom _ Square F_Ratio
WITHIN 1971.41 f7 29.42
PERSPECTIVE 22.68 1 22.68 0.77
GXP 24.00 1 24.00 0.82
OXP 1566.65 1 156.65 5.32
GXOXP 1.44 1 1.44 0.058

F's of 7.04 (D.F. of 1,67) were required for significance at the 0.01 level
TABLE 17

ANOVA FOR EXTERNAL CONTROL PLAY-OFFS
SUBJECTIVE OUTCOME

Between-Subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

Yariation Squares Freedom Square F Ratio
WITHIN+RESID. 61983.18 174 35.59

GENDER 3.93 1 3.93 0.11
OUTCOME 26.38 1 26.38 0.74
PERSPECTIVE 16.56 1 16.56 0.47
GXO 0.65 1 0.65 0.02
GXP 18.16 1 18.16 0.51
oxXP 2.46 1 2.46 0.07
GXOXP 6.36 1 6,36 0.18

F's of 6.76 (D.F. of 1,174) were required for significance at the 0.01 level
Table 18 illustrates the combined group means for the externa! control dimension
for objective and subjective outcome obtained from data collected following the play-off

maiches. No significant effects were obtained.

TABLE 18
SUMMARY OF EXTERNAL CONTROL COMBINED MEAN SCORES
PLAY-OFFS
OUTCOME GENDER PERSPECTIVE
Winners Losers Males Females IndividualTeam
ANALYSIS
Objective 12.56 11.85 12.34 12.53 12.11 12.79
n= 59 52 48 63 71 111

Subjective 12.92 12.03 12.64 12.30 12.1
n= 66 45 48 63 7
Note. boldface indicates significant difference

2 12.82
1 111
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The significant outcome effect on the external control dimension that was determined
from the objective analysis conducted after the round robin matches did not materialize

in any of the analyses performed after the playoff matches.

Personal control
Round Robin
Tables 19 and 20 report the resuits of the analysis of variance conducted on the raw
scores collected for the persona!l control dimension. A significant effect was obtained for
the main effects of ocutcome and perspective from the objective analysis and for the main
effect of perspective from the subjective analysis.
TABLE 19

ANOVA FOR PERSONAL CONTROL ROUND ROBIN
OBJECTIVE OUTCOME

Between-Subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

Variation Squares Freedom Square F _Ratio
WITHIN 2847.79 104 27.38

GENDER 44 .91 1 44 .91 1.64
OUTCOME 457.21 1 457.21 16.70°
GX0 2.21 1 2.21 0.08

F's of 6.90 (D.F. of 1,104) were required for significance at the 0.01 level
* Significant at the .001 level

Within-subjects effecis

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

Yariation Squares Freedom Square £ Ratio
WITHIN 1726.04 104 16.60

PERSPECTIVE 218.66 1 218.66 13.17°
GXP 0.08 1 0.08 0.00

OCXP 29.46 1 29.46 1.78

GXOXP 0.20 1 0.20 0.01

F's of 6.90 (D.F. of 1,104) were required for signiticance at the 0.01 level
* Significant at the .001 level
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TABLE 20

ANOVA FOR PERSONAL CONTROL ROUND ROBIN
SUBJECTIVE OUTCOME

Between-Subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

Yariation Squares Freedom Square F Ratio
WITHIN+RESIDUAL 5389.51 247 21.82

GENDER 4.35 1 4.35 0.20
OUTCOME 68.00 1 68.00 3.12
PERSPECTIVE 284.00 1 284.00 13.02 °
GXO 59.93 1 59.93 2.75
GXP 3.80 1 3.80 0.17
OXP 0.27 1 0.27 0.01
GXOXP 27.95 1 27.95 1.28

F's of 6.76 (D.F. of 1,247) were required for significance at the 0.01 level
* Significant at the .001 level

Table 21 summarizes the combined group means that were obtained from the data
collected after the round robin matches for the personal control dimension for both
objective and subjective outcome. Means returning significant effects are highlighted in
bold print.

TABLE 21

SUMMARY OF PERSONAL CONTROL COMBINED MEAN SCORES
ROUND ROBIN PLAY

OUTCOME GENDER PERSPECTIVE
Winners Losers Males Females IndividualTeam

ANALYSIS
Objective 22.41 19.63 21.42 20.81 20.03 22.21
n= 82 65 71 76 108 147

Subjective 21.53 20.39 21

.10 20.39 19.79 22.12
n= 91 56 71

76 108 147
Note: Means returning significant differences in boldface
As illustrated above, a difference between winners and losers was also indicated
on the personal control dimension. This difference was only evident when subjects were
using an objective point of view. Winners (M = 22.41) rated the cause of performance

outcome to be more personally controllable than did losers (M = 19.63). Despite these
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differences, all means for personal contro! fell in the upper third of the 27 point scale.
Both objective and subjective analyses returned significant perspective effects along
this dimension. In each instance, attribuiions made from a team perspective (M =
22.21 (objective) and M = 22.12 (subjective)) were scored higher in terms of
personal control than were those attributions formulated from an individual perspective
(M = 20.03 (objective) and M = 19.79 (subjective)).
Play-otfs

Tables 22 and 23 summarize the analysis of variance for the personal control
dimension measured between groups after the play-off matches for objective outcome
and subjective outcome. A significant outcome effect was determined from the subjective
analysis.

TABLE 22

ANOVA FOR PERSONAL CONTROL PLAY-OFFS
OBJECTIVE OUTCOME

Between-Subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean
Varigtion Squares Freedom Square F_Ratio
WITHIN 1894.12 67 28.27
GENDER 23.091 1 23.09 0.82
OUTCOME 28.26 1 28.26 1.00
GXO 165.58 1 155.58 8.50

F's of 7.04 (D.F. of 1,67) were required for significance at the 0.01 level

Within-subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

Variation Sguares Freedom Square F_Batio
WITHIN 755.32 67 11.27

PERSPECTIVE 0.20 1 0.20 0.02
GXP 38.05 1 38.05 3.38
OXP 1.34 1 1.34 0.12
Grru’P 16.72 1 16.72 1.48

F's of 7.04 (D.F. of 1,67) were required for significance at the 0.01 level
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TABLE 23

ANOVA FOR PERSONAL CONTROL PLAY-OFFS
SUBJECTIVE OUTCOME

Between-Subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean
WITHIN+RESIDUAL 3443.25 174 19.79

GENDER 5.05 1 §.05 0.26
OUTCOME 180.41 1 180.41 g.12"°
PERSPECTIVE 13.28 1 13.28 0.67
GX0 15.30 1 15.30 0.77
GXP 4.21 1 4.21 0.21
OXP 0.12 1 0.12 0.01
GXOXP 3.74 1 3.74 0.19

F's of 6.76 (D.F. of 1,174) were required for significance at the 0.01 leve!
* Significant at the .003 level

Table 24 illustrates the combined group means for the personal control dimension
for objective and subjective outcome as obtained from data collected following the
play-off matches. A significant effect was obtained from the subjective analysis.

TABLE 24
SUMMARY OF PERSONAL CONTROL COMBINED MEAN SCORES
PLAY-OFFS
Winners Losers Males Females IndividualTeam

ANALYSIS
Objective 23.26 22.56 22.52 22.63 22.52 22.63

n= 59 52 48 63 71 111

Subjective 23.51 21.19 22.54 22.15 22.03 22.66
n= 66 45 48 63 71 111

Note: Means returning significant differences in boldface

The results indicate that winners (M = 23.51) interpreted their performance as
being more personally controliable than did losers (M = 21.19) when subjective

evaluation of performance was utilized. This is consistent with results obtained from

the objective analysis of round robin data.
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Di .

The purpose of this study was to examine attributions in a team environment in
an attempt to clarify some of the outstanding issues pertaining to the application of
attribution theory (Weiner, 1985) to developmental elite athletes engaged in
competitive volleyball. The attributions of 76 female and 71 male athletes competing in
an interprovincial elite championship tournament were analyzed on the basis of
performance outcome (win/loss), performance perspective (individual/team) and
gender. Statistical analyses were calculated on each of the four causal dimensions
identified by Weiner's Theory and measured by the Causal Dimension Scale Il (McAuley,
Duncan, & Russell, 1992).

Self-servir.,g Bias

Ho1: Attributions made after a competitive outcome will be of an internal nature for
both winners and losers.

Performance outcome had a significant effect F (1,104) = 8.69, p < .004 (Table
2) on the degree of internality expressed in attributions made by winners and losers
from both the subjective and objective point of view after round robin matches. After
play-off matches, a significant difference was found along this dimension only during the
subjective anaylsis. This indicates the possible existence of a difference in the way
athletes formulate causal ascriptions following performances at different levels of
competition. This difference may exist in the manner in which winning and losing is
interpreted. During preliminary (round-robin) matches, athletes are able to clearly
discern a difference between a win and a loss. During play-offs, as competition
intensifies with the equalizing of ability levels, this difference becomes less distinct. As
a result, athletes might be more inclined to evaluate performance outcome on the basis
of team and individual performance goals as opposed 1o strictly on the basis of win

versus loss. It follows that differences in attributions could therefore emerge from the
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subjective point of view rather than from the objective point of view.

With this in mind, winners tended to make attribitutions that were more
internal in nature than were those of losers. This appears to contradict the results
reported by Mark, Mutrie, Brooks and Harris (1984) which indicated no difference
between winners and losers along this dimension. Aithough the present study found a
difference to exist, the nature of the difference appears to be one of degree rather than
one of direction. The combined means obtained for both winners and losers (in the
upper third of the 27 point scale) reflect internal rather than external scores. This is
supported by previous research which also found that both winners and losers make
internal attributions (Zientek & Breakwell, 1992). The self-serving bias as described
as the tendency for winners to make internal attributions and losers external
attributions can not be supported by the findings of this study.

Ha2: Winners attribute outcomes to causes that are stable and personally controllable,
losers attribute outcomes to causes that are unstable and personally controllable.

The self-serving bias has also been expressed along the stability dimension. In
the present study, athletes consistently reported causal attributions to be stable after
successful outcomes and unstable after unsuccessful outcomes regardless of performance
perspective. This effect was found to be signficant from both the objective point of view
(F (1,104) = 27.88, p < .001) and the subjective point of view (F (1,247) = 45.50,
p < .001 (Table 8)) following round robin matches. Following the play-off matches, a
significant effect along the stability dimension was found when subjects were grouped
according to subjective outcome (F (1,174) = 10.80, p < .001 (Table 16). These
results may well be indicative of the emergence of the self-serving bias along this
dimension. As athletes involved in competitive volleyball appear to internalize the cause
of performance outcome, self-estaem needs must be satisfied in other ways. Athletes
participating in this study clearly indicated differences between successful and

unsuccessful situations in their attributions pertaining to the stability dimension. This
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finding is consistent with results reported in previous studies (Grove, Hanrahan, &
Mcinman, 1991; Mark, Mutrie, Brooks, & Harris, 1984; McAuley & Gross, 1983;
Tennenbaum & Furst, 1985). By describing the causes of a particular performance
outcome as being unstable, athlates can direct effort towards changing those aspects
contributing to the loss and thereby increase their expectations of being able to
positively effect the outcome of subsequent performances. By making ascriptions
relatively low in stabiiity, losers can allow room for improvement and increase
expectations of a positive outcome the next time around. Winners, seeing the cause of
their success as being more stable, maintain their expectations of success. Winners are
encouraged to continue those practices seen as contributing to their success. Losers are
encouraged to make those adjustments necessary to improve their performance and
increase the likelihood of successful outcomes in future competitions. The indication
that winners make stable attributions, losers unstable, comes across clearly in each of
the various performance perspectives, and is consistent for both male and female
athletes.

Mark, Mutrie, Brooks, and Harris (1984) using the original Causal Dimension
Scale (Russell, 1992), found indications of the self-serving bias along the
controllability dimension. Problems associated with measurement of this dimension
utilizing the CDS led McAuley, Duncan and Russell (1992) to revise the scale. The
recently revised version, the CDSII, used in the present study, subdivides the original
controllability subscale into a personal control dimension and an external control
dimension. Intuitively, the self-serving bias would be refiected in the personal control
dimension with winners making attributions indicative of greater degrees of personal
control. Losers would score lower on this dimension. As for external control, again a
self-serving bias would be indicated if winners scored lower on this dimension; losers

on the other hand would score higher.
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Winners in this study did return significantly higher ratings of per~onal control
than did losers when data was interpreted from an outcome perspective (F (1,104) =
16.70, p < .001 (Table 10)) after round robin competition and from a subjective
perspective (F (1,174) = 9.12, p < .003 (Table 18)) after play-off matches. Despite
these ditferences, the combined averages from both trials indicate that both winners (M
= 22.68) and losers (M = 20.94) make internal attributions that are well within the
realm of personal control. In doing so, both groups clearly assume personal
responsibility for their performance. By assuming control over such fa~tors as skill,
effort, and mental preparation, winners and losers can enhance their expectations of
future success. Contrary to what would be predicted by the self-serving bias, the
results of the present study indicate that it is unlikely that losers are motivated to use
the personal control dimension soley for the protection of their self-esteem.

A difference was found between the attributiordl patterns of winners and iosers
as pertaining to the external control dimension. This difference, found after round robin
matches and significant (F(1,104) = 9.21, p < .003 (Table 12) only from the
objective point of view, indicates that external factors were judged to be more
influencial in their impact on the actual outcome of competition than they were in their
impact on the quality of either individual or team performance. Earlier indications of
the self-serving bias along the controllability dimension reported by Mark, Mutire,
Brooks, and Harris (1984) may well have been due to external control factors. The
results from the round robin matches indicate that losers (M = 14.94) attributed
performance outcome to external factors whereas winners (M = 12.62) were more
inclined to select internal factors. This supports the contention that the self-serving
bias may be manifested along the external control dimension.

Differences in attributional patterns were detected along the personal control and

stability dimensions between ascriptions coliected after round robin matches and those
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coliected after play-off matches. Following round robin matches, differerices were
found between winners and losers along both dimensions from both objective and
subjective viewpoints. Following play-off matches differences indicative of a
self-serving bias materialized only from ascriptions made from a subjective
perspective. Apparently, as athletes emerge from preliminary matches and enter the
final stages of tournament competition, the differences between winning and losing
become less distinct. As indicated in the present study, athletes seem to interpret their
attributions more critically when judged on the basis of performance success rather
than on the basis of performance outcome. Qualification for play-offs may acknowledge a
commonality in team and personal ability that may no longer be differentiated soley on
the basis of win versus loss. If this were true, it would become easier for members of
losing teams to evaluate their performance as successful despite a losing performance.
However, the percentage of athletes in this category remained fairly constant. During
the round robin competition 28 (550%) of the athletes from losing teams rated their
performance as being successful after unsuccessful outcomes. During play-off matches,
this number remained fairly constant with 20 (87%) of the athletes from losing teams
rating their performance as successful. Obviously, a number of extra factors are
introduced through inherent differences that exist between the nature of preliminary
and play-off competition. The impact of these factors makes the comparison of causal
ascriptions between performance levels difficult. From the present study, differences
between winners and losers are clearly discernable from analysis of preliminary
competition.

Individual vs. Team Attributions

Has: Attributions made from an individual performance perspective will not differ from
those made from a team performance perspective.

The main efiect of performance perspective was found to be significant after

round robin matches from both objective and subjective viewpoints for the locus of
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causality dimension F (1,104) = 18.26, p < .001 (Table 2), F (1,247) = 18.67, p <
.001 (Tavtle 3) and the personal control dimension F (1,104) = 13.17, p < .001 (Table
10), F (1,247) « 13.02, p < .001 (Table 11). After play-off matches this difference
was significant only for the locus of causality as derived from the subjective analysis F
(1,174) = 10.58, p < .001 (Table 6),

Athletes tended towards attributions that were more internal in nature when
formulated from a team perspective (M = 21.13) than when formulated from an
individual perspective (M = 19.01)2. This would indicate a willingness on the part of
the athletes involved in the study to subjugate their individual performance to that of
their team. A high degree of team cohesion could be a contributing factor in this result.
With several of the provincial teams training in team camp envrionments, individual
athletes are more likely to develop the bonds with teammates required to allow them to
place team goals ahead of individual goals. Team environments without this degree of
control may well produce different results. Intuitively, it is easier to project higher
levels of internality from an individual perspective than from the team perspsective.
The generalizability of this effect needs to be evaiuated across differing competitive
situations as well as across different sports.

Scores foi personal control were significantly higher when attributions were
made from a team perspective (M = 22.21 [Objective], M = 22.12 [Subjective]) than
when they were made from an individual perspective (M = 20.03 [Objective], M =
19.79 [Subjective]). Athletes in the present study apparently consider the team as a
unit to be more capable of controlling factors contributing to performance outcome than
they are themselves as individuals. Intuitively this can be expected in that control over

compaetitive outcome in a team sport is more easily attributed to the team than it is to

2. Combined means reflecting both round robin and play-off data
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influence on this result in that it is very difficult in volleyball for a single athlete to
dominate and control the match. Each play requires the coordination of a team effort. It
is quite likely that this difference in performance may be indicative of the specific
nature of the sport studied rather than of a general pattern existing across team sport.
Gender Differences

Hot: The attributional patterns of males and females will be similar.

As was expected no significant gender differences were found in the analysis of
the data obtained through the present study. However there was an indication that
females participating in the study were more willing to evaluate subjective performance
as being successful in losing situations than were males3. Ego involvement has been
identified as an important factor in comparing attributions between males and females
(Cronxton and Klonsky, 1982). Data collected from the questionnaires distributed to
the athletes indicate that the level of ego involvement was similar between the two
genders4. With opportunities for involvement in elite sport existing equally for males

and females and with the competitive environment being similar for athletes of either

gender, it is not surprising that attributional patterns of males and females are simiiar.

3. A combined average of 20% of the males and 33% of the females involved in loses
evaluated performances a being successful despite t!'~ loss.

4 For the round robin matches, both males and females indicated an average

importance of 7.3. For the play-offs, males indicated an average importance of 8.4,
females an average of 8.1.
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G | Di .

Some evidence has been presented supporting the reformulation of the
self-serving bias along the stability and external control dimensions. There has also
been evidence presented indicating the performance perspective taken by athletes in
formulating their causal ascriptions as to the personal control and locus dimensions is
an important determinant of the type of attributions made. Athletes do appear to
describe the causes of performance outcome differently from an individual perspective
than from a team perspective. The main effect of gender did not prove to be significant
in the formulation of causal ascriptions.

Aithough significant differences were found between winners and losers on all
four causal dimensions, these differences need not indicate that winners and losers
necessarily explain performance outcome differently. For both locus of causality and
personal control dimensions, winners and losers differed significantly only in the
manner of degree not in the manner of the direction of their responses to the CDSII. Both
winners and losers made attributions that where indicative of internal causes that were
personally controllable. However, on the external control and stability dimensions, the
significant differences obtained indicate a difference in the perception of the causes of
performance outcome. Losers gave more credence to external control, rating it towards
the higher end of the scale, whereas winners rated external control towards the iower
end of the scale. The significant difference obtained on the stability dimension also
indicates a difference in the way winners and losers perceive performance outcome.
Attributions made by winners indicated that they perceived their performance as having
a more stable cause. As can be expected, due to a narrowing of the competitive
differences between teams that occurs during play-offs, scores returned by winners on
the stability dimension were lower after play-off matches (M = 13.72 [Objective], M =

13.90 [Subjective]) than they were after round robin matches (M = 14.97
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[Objective], M = 14.48 [Subijective]).

Contrary to expectations, attributions made from an individuai perspective
ditfered significantly from those made from a team perspective on the locus dimension
and on the personal control dimension. Scores on the locus dimension were generally
higher from the team perspective (M= 20.74) than they were from the individual
perspective (M= 18.48). This indicates that athletes acknowledged their teams as teing
more responsible for performance outcome than they were themselves as individuals.
The personal control dimension also returned higher scores from the team perspeclive
(M= 22.21) than from the individual perspective (M= 20.03). This indicates that
athletes in the study saw the team as possessing more control over performance outcome
than they were able to exert as individuals on those teams.

The results obtained from the analysis of data from the play-off matches did not
return any significant differences for any of the main effects when the data was analyzed
on the basis of objective outcome. This did not hold true for results based on analysis of
the data grouped according to subjective outcome. Results employing a subjective point
of view were consistent with those obtained from the round robin matches. During the
play-offs, the distinction between the attributions of winners and those of losers
appears tc lessen. This may indicate that perceptions based upon subjective
performance outcome may become more dominant as competition progresses to
subsequent levels. The resultant blurring of the win versus loss distinction utilized to
initially classify participant responses reduced the degree of difference found to exist
between the two groups.

The indication that females are more likely 1o subjectively evaluate a losing
performance as being successful despite the loss was unexpected and warrants further
examination. Anecdotal evidence collected from players and coaches following the

completion of the questionnaires indicated a possible area of confusion relating to the



differentiation between objective performance outcome, team performance outcome and
individual performance outcome. Additional comments from coaches and athletes

relative to questions concerning the interpretation of items from the CDSI! indicated that
some of the athletes may have experienced difficulty responding accurately due to the
vague nature of the wording of the items themselves.

To answer the concerns expressed during the administration of the CDSIl at the
Waestern Canadian Midget Elite Volleyball Championships, it was determined that a
second study be conducted. A second study would allow an opportunity to adjust the
wording of the CDSII and thereby clarify those issues raised by the athletes involved in
the the first study. As well, the distinction between objective outcome and performance
outcome which proved difficult for the participants in this study could be rectified in a
follow-up study which wouid allow an opportunity to clarify the intent of each form of
the questionnaire. A second study would also provide an opportunity to determine if the
findings from the present study would replicate with different athletes of the same age

group participating in a similar sporting environment.
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STUDY 2

Design

A two gender by two groups (winners, losers) by performance perspective
(outcome/individual, team), 2 X 2 X 3 factorial design was used in this study. Because
of the problems associated with the administration of the questionnaire during the
play-offs and the complications encountered in comparing round robin data to play-off
data experienced in Study 1, this study was limited to responses gathered from athletes
after their first round robin matches. To further clarify the distinction between malch
outcome, and team and individua! performance, athletes were asked to classify their
attributions specifially in relation to match outcome, team performance, and individual
performance and the CDSII was adjusted accordingly (Appendices C-1.C-2, C-3). Al
subjects were requested to complete all three aspects of the questionnaire. Because the
questionnaire was only administered once, demographic data collected was reduced o age,
gender, amount of court time, and match significance (Appendix C-4). All other

procedures were identical to those employed in Study 1.

Subjects

Athletes participating in the 1993 high school 4A Provincial Volleyball
Championships held in Edmonton, Alberta served as subjects for the study. The
tournament involved maie and female athletes registered in Alberta high schools
(15-18 years old) whose teams had previously qualified for the tournament.
Competition took the form of a two pool round robin tournament for each of the male and
female divisions. The top three teams from each pool of four qualified for the play-offs.
Only one of the female teams opted out of the study prior to the commencement of the

tournament. The coach explained that time constraints between matches would make it
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difficult for his/her team to both complete the questionnaire and properly prepare for
the next match. All of the male teams participated in the study however one set of
completed questionnaires was inadvertently retained by a coach and subsequently lost
before it could be returned to the principal investigator. The total potential subjects
competing in the tournament were 87 females &nd 87 males. Of these 66 (78%) of the

females and 78 (90%) of the males volunteered for the study.

Besulls

As with Study 1, each athlete was asked to indicate the importance of the match.
Because responses were being requested from both an individual and from a team
perspective, each athlete was asked to report the level of importance he/she felt that the
match had first of all for themselves and then for their team. Athletes of each gender felt
that the matches were important. Females (M = 8.0) seemed to place more importance
on their individual performance than did males (M = 7.3). Responses indicative of
match importance from a team perspective were very similar for both males (M = 7.8)
and females (M = 7.7).

A univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) with repeated measures was used to
analyze the data obtained for each of the four causal dimensions as grouped according to
objective outcome (win/loss). The design was a 2 X 2 X 3 factorial, with gender (male
vs. female), match outcome (win vs. loss), and performance perspective (outcome vs.
team vs. individual) as the indefp andent variables and the four subscales of the CDSII;
locus of causality, stability, personal contro!l, and externa!l control, as the dependent
variables. As was done in the first study, the responses to the questionnaire from each
performance perspective were treated as repeated measures for the data grouped
according to win versus loss based on objective outcome. When the grouping was changed

to successful versus unsuccessful on the basis of each athlete’s subjective evaluation of
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their own and their team's performance, repeated measures were no longer used. Only
those athletes indicating an average or above average amount of court time were included
in the individual perspective analyses and as such became the delimiting factor in the
number of subjects included. The raw scores of all subjects involved in the study are
presented in Appendix D.

The tables presented illustrate the differences in means found to exist for each of
the four causal dimensions based on comparisons determined by the various groupings of
winners/losers, males/females, and individual perspective/team perspective. The
midpoint (15) of the 3 to 27 range used by the CDSII is taken to represent a shift
between the extremes of each dimension. The significance of these ditferences is also
reported in the tables that follow. Uniess otherwise stated, 0.01 has been used as the

level of significance in each of the analyses.

Locus of causality
Tables 25 and 26 summarize the analysis of variance for the locus of causality
dimension measured between groups for objective and subjective outcome. Significant
F's were obtained for outcome, perspective, and gernder.
TABLE 25

ANOVA FOR LOCUS OF CAUSALITY
OBJECTIVE OUTCOME

Between-Subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

Yariation Squares Freedom Square F Ratio
WITHIN 1185.44 87 13.63

GENDER 141.97 1 141.97 10.42 **
OUTCOME 250.20 1 250.20 18.36°
GXO 1.27 1 1.27 0.09

F's of 6.96 (D.F. of 1,87) were required for significance at the 0.01 level
* Significant at the .001 level
** Significant at the .002 level
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TABLE 25 Cont.

Within-subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

variati S Ereed S E Rati
WITHIN 1343.56 174 7.72

PERSPECTIVE 92.38 2 46.19 5.98°
GXP 19.51 2 9.76 1.26
OXP 16.64 2 8.32 1.08
GXOXP 5.94 2 2.97 Q.38

F's of 4.75 (D.F. of 2.1745 were required for significance at the 0.01 level
* Significant at the .001 level

TABLE 26

ANOVA FOR LOCUS OF CAUSALITY
SUBJECTIVE OUTCOME

Between-Subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

Yariation Squares Freedom Square F _Raltio

WITHIN+RESID. 2278.50 226 10.08

GENDER 75.87 1 75.57 7.50°
OUTCOME 61.24 1 61.24 6.07

PERSPECTIVE 44.78 1 44.78 4.44

GXO 41.55 1 41.55 4.12

GXP 4.94 1 4.94 0.49

OXP 9.75 1 9.75 0.97

GXOXP 4.68 1 4.68 0,46

F's of 6.76 (D.F. of 1,226) were required for significance at the 0.01 level
* Significant at the .01 level

Table 27 s ummarizes the combined group means obtained from the data collected
after the round robin matches for the locus of causality dimension from both the

objective and subjective points of view. Significant effects were found in each analysis.
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TABLE 27

SUMMARY OF LOCUS OF CAUSALITY COMBINED MEAN SCORES

OUTCOME GENDER PERSPECTIVE
Winners Losers Males Femaies IndividualTeam

ANALYSIS
Objective 23.58 21.52 21.92 23.25 23.32 22.37
n= 77 67 78 66 91 144
Subjective 23.33 22.07 22.00 23.40 23.24 22.34
n= 95 49 78 66 91 144

Note: Means returning significant differences in boldlace

The results indicate that winners (M = 23.58) and losers (M = 21.52) diffar on
their attributions pertaining to the locus of causality. This ditference was found only
when measurements were analyzed from an objective point of view. Winners (M =
23.58 [Objective], M = 23.33 [Subjective]) and losers (M = 21.52 [Objective], M =
22.07 [Subjective]) each attributed causes of performance outcome to be largely
internal in nature. The results of the subjective analysis also indicate that athletes
were more internal in their attributions from an individual perspective (M = 23.32)
than they were in their attributions from a team perspective (M = 22.37). Gender
differences were also detected. Females (M = 23.25 [Objective] and M = 23.40
[Subjective]) were more internal in their attributions than were their male

counterparts (M = 21.92 [Objective] and M = 22.00 [Subjectivej).

Stabili
Tables 28 and 29 summarize the analysis of variance for the stability dimension
measured between groups for objective and subjective outcome. Significant F's were

obiained for outconre and perspective from the objective analysis and for outcome from

the subjective analysis.
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TABLE 28
ANOVA FOR STABILITY - OBJECTIVE OUTCOME

Between-Subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

—VYariation
WITHIN 4476.57 87 51.45
GENDER 140.04 1 140.04 2.72
OUTCOME 2859.12 1 2859.12 5§5.87°
GXQ 1.39 1 1.39 0.03

F's of 6.96 (D.F. of 1,87) were required for significance at the 0.01 level
* Significant at the .001 level

Within-subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean
Yariation Squares Freedom Square F Ratio
WITHIN 2068.54 174 11.89
PERSPECTIVE 396.93 2 198.46 16.69°
GXP 37.32 2 18.66 1.57
OXP 92.51 2 46.25 3.89
GXOXP 3.41 2 1.71 0.14
F's of 4.75 (D.F. of 2,174) were required for significance at the 0.01 level
* Significant at the .001 level
TABLE 29

ANOVA FOR STABILITY - SUBJECTIVE OUTCOME
Between-Subjects effects
Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean
Yariation Squares Freedom Square F_Ratio
WITHIN+RESID. 6361.46 226 28.15
GENDER 22.61 1 22.61 0.80
OUTCOME 1924.21 1 1924.21 68.36"
PERSPECTIVE 121.40 1 121.40 4.31
GXO 15.50 1 15.50 0.55
GXP 49.05 1 49.05 1.74
OXP 4.46 1 4.46 0.186
GXOXP 0.52 1 0.52 0.02

F's of 6.76 (D.F. of 1,226) were required for significance at the 0.01 level
* Significant at the .001 level

Table 30 summarizes the combined group means obtained from the data collected
after the round robin matches for the stability dimension from both the objective and

subjective points of view.

- 61 -



TABLE 30

SUMMARY OF STABILITY COMBINED MEAN SCORES

OUTCOME GENDER PERSPECTIVE
Winners Losers Males Females Individual Team

ANALYSIS
Objective 18.18 11.13 13.85 15.82 16.26 14.02
n= 77 67 78 66 91 144
Subjective 17.25 10.19 13.34 14.11 14.61 12.84
ns=s 95 49 78 66 91 144

Note: Means returning significant differences in boldface

Winners differed from losers in the pattern of attributions pertaining to the
stability dimension. This difference proved to be consistent regardless of whether the
data was analyzed from an objective or subjective point of view. In each instance,
winners (M = 18.18 [Objective], M = 17.25 [Subjective]) attributed the outcome of
their matches to more stable causes than did losers (M = 11.13 [Objective], M = 10.19
[Subjective]). Perspective differences were also returne:! from the objective analysis.
Athletes rated the causes of their personal performance to be more stable (M = 16.26)

than the causes of their team's performance outcome (M = 14.02).

External control

Tables 31 and 32 summarize the analysis of variance for the locus of causality
dimension measured between groups for objective and subjective outcome. No

significant effects were obtained.
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TABLE 31
ANOVA FOR EXTERNAL CONTROL - OBJECTIVE OUTCOME

Between-Subjectis effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

_ Variation Squares Freedom Square E Ratio
WITHIN 5234.14 87 60.16
GENDER 41.78 1 41.78 0.69
OUTCOME 62.94 1 62.94 1.05
GX0 24.81 1 24.81 0.41

F's of 6.96 (D.F. of 1,87) were required for significance at the 0.01 level

Within-subjecis effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

Variati S Freed S E Rai
WITHIN 2998.69 174 17.23

PERSPECTIVE 9.92 2 4.96 0.29
GXP 1.18 2 0.59 0.03
OXP 98.52 2 49.26 2.86
GXOXP 142.47 2 71.23 4,13

F's of 4.75 (D.F. of 2,174) were required for significance at the 0.01 level

TABLE 32
ANOVA FOR EXTERNAL CONTROL - SUBJECTIVE OUTCOME

Between-Subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

Variati S E S E_Rai
WITHIN+RESID. 7843.42 226 34.71

GENDER 119.17 1 118.17 3.43
OUTCOME 152.49 1 152.49 4.39
PERSPECTIVE 2.50 1 2.50 0.07
GXO 9.94 1 9.94 0.29
GXP 4.35 1 4.35 0.13
OXP 6.46 1 6.46 0.19
GXQXP 3.14 1 3.14 0.09

F's of 6.76 (D.F. of 1,226) were required for significance at the 0.01 level

Table 33 summarizes the combined group means obtained from the data collected
after the round robin matches for the external control dimension from both the

objective and subijective points of view.



TABLE 33

SUMMARY OF EXTERNAL CONTROL COMBINED MEAN SCORES

OUTCOME GENDER PERSPECTIVE
Winners Losers Males Females Individual Team

ANALYSIS
Objective 11.22 10.14 11.15 10.20 10.84 10.58
n= 77 67 78 66 91 144
Subjective 11.19 9.20 11.08 9.32 10.33 10.07
n= 95 49 78 66 91 144

Note: Means returning significant differences in boldfacy

Personal control

Tables 34 and 35 summarize the analysis of variance for the locus of causality
dimension measured between groups for objective and subjective outcome. No
significant results were obtained for any of the main effects, however a significant
interaction effect was returned for gender by outcome by perspective during the
subjective analysis.

TABLE 34
ANOVA FOR PERSONAL CONTROL - OBJECTIVE OUTCOME

Between-Subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean
Variation Squares Freedom Square F Ratio
WITHIN 1912.01 87 21.98
GENDER 45.56 1 45.56 2.07
QUTCOME 112.29 1 112.29 5.11
GX0O 9.24 1 9.24 0.42

F's of 6.96 (D.F. of 1,87) were required for significance at the 0.01 fevel
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TABLE 34 Cont.

Within-subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degrees of Mean

Variation Squares F_Ratio
WITHIN 1532.52 174 8.81

PERSPECTIVE 61.55 2 30.77 3.49
GXP 22.40 2 11.20 1.27
OXP 6.14 2 3.07 0.35
GXOXP 71.31 2 35.65 4.058

F's of 4.75 (D.F. of 2,174) were required for significance at the 0.01 level

TABLE 35

ANOVA FOR PERSONAL CONTROL - SUBJECTIVE OUTCOME

Between-Subjects effects

Source of Sum of Degress of Mean

Variation Squares Freedom Square F_Ratio
WITHIN+RESID. 3138.15 226 13.89

GENDER 57.57 1 5§7.57 4.15
OUTCOME 72.54 1 72.54 §.22
PERSPECTIVE 37.08 1 37.08 2.67
GXO 30.85 1 30.85 2.22
GXP 31.26 1 31.26 2.25
OoxXP 2.99 1 2.99 0.22
GXOXP 211.59 1 211.59 15.24°

F's of 6.76 (D.F. of 1,226) were required for signiiicance at the 0.01 level
* Significant at the .001 level

TABLE 36

SUMMARY OF PERSONAL CONTROL COMBINED MEAN SCORES

Winners Losers

ANALYSIS
Objective
n=

Subjective
n=

OUTCOME

23.44
77

23.35
95

22.03
67

21.98
49

GENDER
Males Females

23.30
66

22.28
78

23.27
66

22.05
78

Note: Means returning significant differences in boldface
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PERSPECTIVE
Individual Team

23.24 22.57
91 144
23.15 22.17
91 144



The results from study 2 did not return any significant differences for any of the
main effects as examined relative to the controllability dimensions (personal
control/external control). However, a significant interaction effect (F (1,226) =
15.24, p < .001 (Table 35) was determined for the personal control dimension. This
effect was returned only from the subjective point of view. From a team perspective,
females indicated a greater degree of personal control under the success condition than
did males. Unsuccessful females considered their performance to be under less personal
control than did their successful counterparts. On the other hand, from an individual
perspective, female athletes having lost their matches continued to make ascriptions
indicating a higher degree of personal contro! than did the males. Also from this
perspective, male athletes in the success group rated their attributions higher on the

personal control scale than did male athletes in the unsuccessful group.

Di .
The purpose of this study was to clarify the ambiguities found during the
administration of the CDSII in study 1 and to test the replicability of the resuits obtained

through the initial study. To eliminate the complications found to exist in the initial
study in the comparison of attributions obtained after round robin matches to those
obtained after playoff matches, study 2 only collected attributions following the initial
round robin matches. The attributions of 66 female and 78 male athletes competing in a
provincial high school volieyball tournament were analyzed on the basis of performance
outcome (win/loss), performance perspective (individual/team) and gender.

Statistical analyses were calculated cn each of the four causa! dimensions as measured by

the Causal Dimension Scale Il (McAuley, Duncan, & Russell, 1992).
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Self-serving Bias

Ho1: Aftributions made after a competitive outcome will be of an internal nature for
both winners and losers.

The self-serving bias has been described as including both motivational
(self-esteem protection) and cognitive factors (expectations relative to outcome)
(Mark, Mutrie, Brooks, & Harris (1984). To protect self-esteem, losers are
motivated to attiibute causes of performance outcome to external factors. Although this
self-protective mechanism may be quite strong, several authors have suggested that
situational norms may well exist within the sporting community that encourage the
acceptance of personal responsibility for performance outcome and actually discourage
the externalization of failure (Mark et al., 1984; Scanlan & Passer, 1980). To protect
self-esteem and still present themselves acceptably, athletes experiencing a losing
performance may find an outlet along dimensions other than the locus of causality (Mark
et al., 1984). In their 1984 study, these authors found evidence that thié release
occured along the stability and controllability dimensions.

The results from the present study indicate that winners do differ from losers in
their attributions following competition. A significant difference, F (1,87) = 18.36, p
< .001 (Table 23), was determined from the objective point of view for the locus
dimension. That this effect did not materialize during the subjective analysis may have
been due to the the fact that 59% of the athletes from losing teams {27/46) rated their
performance as successful despite a loss. The addition of their scores to the analysis of
successful performances may have served to narrow the differences found to exist
previously in the objective analysis. As was found during the first study, the difference
between winners and losers relative to the locus of causality dimension appears to be one
of degree as opposed to direction. The combined means of both groups (M = 23.45
[Winners] and M = 21.80 {Losers]) fall in the upper third of the 27 point scale and are

indicative of a tendency for both winners and losers to internalize performance outcome.
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It is therefore unlikely that athletes participating in the studies were motivated to
formulate ascriptions along the locus dimension in order to either protect or support
self-esteem. As highlighted above, the results obtained fail to support the existence of a
self-serving bias as manifested along the locus of causality.

Heo: Winners attribute outcomes to causes that are stable and personally conirollable,
losers attribute outcomes 1o causes that are unstable and personally controllable.

The possibility of the manifestation of the self-serving bias along the stability
dimension was once again supported by the results from study 2. A significant effect for
outcome was determined for this dimension from both the objective analysis (F (1.87)
= 55.57, p < .001 (Table 26)) and the subjective analysis (F (1.226) = 68.36, p
<.001 (Table 27)). The indication that winners make stable attributions (M = 23.40)
and losers make unstable attributions (M = 10.66) is once again supported by this
study.

The controliability dimensions (personal/external control) did not indicate any
significant differences between winners and losers. The failure of these dimensions to
return significant effects for outcome goes against the results returned from the initial
study. The conservative ANOVA methodology used coupled with a stringent alpha leve! set
at p < 0.01 may well have been a factor in this discrepancy between studies. The main

outcome effect for personal control® (F (1,87) = 5.11 p < 0.03 [objective analysis] and

F (1,226) = 5.22 p < 0.02 [subjective analysis}) may indicate that similar ditferences
between winners and losers did in fact exist in both studies. Although both studies point
to a difference between winners and losers along the controllability dimension, this
difference does not negate the hypothesis as posited. Both winners and losers clearly

indicated a preference for causal ascriptions reflecting & high level of personal control.

5. Tables 34 and 35
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This result was not unexpected in that athietes are generally encouraged to assume
personal control of their performances regardless of the outcome of competition. In this
study, as was the case in the first study, winners (M = 23.40) and losers (M = 21.98)
rated their attributions well into the upper third of the 27 point scale. Both groups
apparently consider the causes of performance outcome 10 be well within the realm of
personal control. The result for the external control dimension was unexpected.
Contrary to study 1, which indicated that a self-serving bias may well exist along the
external control dimension, the evidence from study 2 indicates that winners and losers
do not attribute the causes of performance outcome diff 2rently along this dimension.
Both winners (M = 11.16) and losers (M = 9.67) rated their attributions relatively
low as to external control. Although this difference was not significant, it is interesting
to note that winners apparently perceived controliable exsernal influences to have had a
slightly greater impact on performance outcome than cid losers. A self-serving bias ac
was evident in the initial study, is represented by losers attributing a greater degree of
control to external sources than do winners, not the other way around. This reversed
pattern is consistent with the results obtained ater the play-offs in study 1. No
specific information was available from the questionnaires that would explain this
occurrence.

Individual vs. Team Attributions

Haa: Attributions made from ar individual performance perspective will not differ from
those made from a team performance perspective.

As was the case in study 1, athletes in study 2 indicated that they perceived the
causes of their performances differently along the locus of causality dimension from a
team parspective than they did from an individual perspective. However, unlike study

1, in the second study attributions from an individual perspective (M = 23.32) were
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more internal in nature than those from a team perspective (M = 22.37)6. Intuitively,

this makes sense in that as the perspective changes from outcome to team to individual,
the athlete him/herself increasingly becomes the focus of the performance result being
attributed. It therefore becomes more probable that internal causes of performance
outcome are identified as the athlete is asked to focus his/her attention more closely on
his/her own performance.

The stability dimension also returned a significant difference as to the main
effect of performance perspective. There appears to be very little difference in the
manner through which athletes viewed the stability of performance from either a strict
outcome perspective (M = 13.98) or from a team performance perspective (M =
14.02). In both instances, athletes rated performance outcome to be the result of
unstable causes. However, athletes did clearly indicate that their personal
performances were significantly more stable (M = 16.26). As with the locus dimension
discussed previously, this also makes sense intuitively in that the factors impinging on
the stability of performance decrease in number as the focus shifts from overall
outcome to team performance and finally to individual performance. Contrary to what
was hypothesized, athletes praticipating in study 2 classified causal ascriptions
differently depending upon which performance perspeclive was used. Indications are
that comparisons across groups (eg. winners/losers; males/females, requires a
common perspective base. This calls in to question, the generalizability of previous

research beyond the specific sport situation that was studied.

6. Results from the objeclive analysis
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Gender Differences
Hoe: The attribtuional patterns of males and females will be similar.

Unlike study 1, the second study did return a significant gender effect. From the
outcome oriented perspeclive, female athletes were more internal in their attributions
after a win than were male athietes in the same situation. This finding contradicts
results returned from a recent study of softball players (White, 1993) and might
indicate sport specificity as a factor to be considered in attributional research. Despite
the difference between males and females indicated above, the means returned from both
groups represent high scores along the locus dimension. Apparently, both males and
females look 1o internal causes when explaining performance outcome. A significant
number of athletes involved in losses were able to evaluate their performance as
successful despite that loss’. Taking this into consideration, it appears that athietes of

either gender are able to evaluate performance outcome on factors beyond a simple

win/loss statistic.

7. A combined average of 51% of the males and 70% of the females involved in loses
evalualed performances as being successful despite the loss

- 71 -



G LDi .
It is apparent from both studies that winners and losers both ascribe
performance outcome to internal factors. This finding is consistent with previous work
(Zientek & Breakwell, 1992). Winners and losers were also very similar in their
classification of causal ascriptions as to persorial control. Both groups scored high on
the personal control dimension (means ranged between 19.63 and 23.51). Due to the
high correlation between the dimension of causality and personal control, this result is
not unexpected. If situational norms, as described by Scanlan and Passer (1980b), do
exist to shape attributional responses in favor of internality, then these same forces can
be expected to influence the formulation of causal ascriptions in favor of personal
control. It follows that if norms exist which encourage the acceptance of personal
responsibility for performance outcome, then these same forces must also work to
suppress external control ascriptions. The present study is generally supportive of this
analysis. Only during study 1, after the objective analysis of the round rebin data, did
losers ascribe more external control causes than did winners. The remaining analyses
pertaining to this dimension failed to determine any differences in the attributional
patterns of winners and losers and in all instances, both winners and losers rated
external factors low as to causes of performance outcome. With both groups apparently
motivated to ascribe personal control factors and yet still able to acknowledge the
significance of some external contiol factors (eg. opponenis effori/luck), it is uniikely
that controllability scores can be expected to consisiently reflect a self-serving bias.
However, winners and losers did differ consistently across both studies in their
attributions classified as to the stability dimension. Only the data coliected after the
play-off matches in study 1, analyzed from an objective outcome peispective, did not
return a significant effect. In all cases winners scored higher than losers. This clearly

supports the contention that a self-serving bias may exist along the stability dimension.
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Unlike the dimensions of causality and controliability, there are no aspersions existing
to limit the use of this dimension to protect and support self-esteem. In fact, describing
a successful outcome as being stable encourages continuation of those behaviors deemed
to be contributory to that result. Interpreting unsuccessful outcome as being unstable
provides for the opposite response. Coaches can encourage positive change by
emphasizing the transient nature of a negative result. This can be done by either
directing their players’ attention towards continued effort in improving skill and
performance or towards improved effort directed at those objectives.

Results from both studies indicate that performance perspective can be a factor
in attributional patterns. In the first study, higher ratings of internality and personal
control attributions were made when athletes used a team perspective in formulating
their ascriptions. !n the second study, higher ratings of internaiity were obtained from
the individual perspective. From trat same perspective, higher ratings were also
returned in terms of stability. This discrepancy couid be the result of differences in
team cohesion. Conceivably athletes on teams with lower cohesion would be more likely
to formulate self-serving ascriptions, their counterparts on highly cohesive teams,
more team-serving. A measure of cohesion among the various teams invelved in each
study might have contributed valuable information in this regard.

Although study 2 did indicate females to be more inteinal in their ascriptions
than were maies, both genders consistently reported high scores on the locus scale.

It is likely that the attributional patterns of male and female developmental athletes
involved in the sport of volleyball are similar. The fact that females appeared toc be
more adept at judging their performances as successful even in losing situations might
indicate a greater willingness on their part to evaluate resuits on the basis of
performance goais as opposed to outcome gnals. This might weli be an area of interest

for further research.
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That the CDSII can be utilized to study attributions in a field environment
involving team sport is evident in the consistency of the results between studies and
with previous research. Athletes in developmental sport are clearly able to use the
instrument to classify their ascriptions. As such, the CDSI! can provide a valuable tool
for continued exploration of the nature of attributions formulated in a sporting
environment.

Attributional research can have direct application to individual and team spon.
Causal ascriptions arising out of post-competition debriefings provide the basis for the
self-talk that each athlete utilizes in an attempt to make sense out of his/her personal
contribution to a performance outcome. It is commonly acknowledged that positive
self-talk enhances performance. The nature (ie. positive/negative) of the self-talk
used subsequent to achievement situations, such as those in competitive sport, can be
seen to be a direct consequerice of the type of causal ascriptions formulaer 3y siudying
attributions as they are fcrmulated in a competitive environment ir the field,
researchers are better prepared to offer understandings that are of real benefit to the
practitioner. Further research needs to be conducted to establish atiributional patterns
as they may exist prior to any exposure to organized sport. Indications are that these
patterns may be acquired in the process of socialization as it occurs in the variou:
sports available to developmental athletes. If attributional pattersis conducive to
er ranced performance may be acquired through experiences associated with organized
sport, then similar patterns may well be encouraged in achievement situations as they
exist across a variety of different activities (eg. education, performing arts, the
work-piace).

The present research supports the existence f attributional patterns that vary
across performance outcome. Further research examining the link between these

patterns and the behavior subsequert to their formulation needs to be conducted.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The following conclusions are made relative to the hypotheses posited based on
Weiner's Attribution Theory (1985).

1. Attributions made after a compelitive outcome involving developmental athletes
participating in the sport of volleyball are of an internal nature for both winners and
losers.

2. Among developmental athletes involved in the sport of volleyball, both winners and
losers attribute performance outcomes to personally controllable causes. Winners
attribute the cause of performance outcome to stable causes, losers attribute the cause of
performance outcome to unstable causes.

3. Performance perspective (individual vs. team) influences atiributions made by
developmental athietes involved in the sport of volleyball.

4 . The attributional patterns of male and female developmental athletes involved in the
sport of volleyball are similar.

The reformulation of the self-serving bias as proposed by Mark, Mutrie, Brooks
and Harris (1984) was supporied in part by the findings of both studies. The tendency
for athletes to internalize performance outcome was evident throughout the various
analyses conducted on the data returned from each of the two studies. This weuld indicate
that self-esteem protection is not attempted along the locus of causality dimension. As
anticipated this self-protection mechanism was clearly manifested along the stability
dimension as winners and losers (based on both objective and subjective
interpretations) differ as to their interpretation of the stability of their respective
performances. Winners scored consistently higher on this dimension than did losers
across both studies and from each outcome grouping studied. Data supporting the

emergence of the bias along the controliability dimensions (personal/external) was
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equivocal. The self-serving bias as reformulated would suggest that winners ditfer from
losers by classifying causes of performance outcome as being more personally
controilabe and less externally controllable than losers. The presant study indicates
that both winners and losers perceive performance causes to be personally controliable.
This result is not totally unexpected in that personal controllability is closely related to
internal scores on the locus dimension. With both winners and losers scoring high in
internality, it follows that both groupings would also return high scores on the personal
control scale. However intuitively, differences are expected to appear along the external
contro! scale. Low scores were consistently returned from both winners and losers in
the present study. A single signficant effect was obtained only after the round robin
matches in study 1. That this aspect remains inconclusive may point to problems that
continue to exist relative to the measurement of attributions along the controllability
dimension. It is also possible that developmental athletes may not be able to clearly
discern the subtle differences involved in distinguishing between what is personally
controllable/uncontrollable and what is externally controllable/uncontroliabe. it is
also possible that the terminology used to describe the various endpeints utilized by the

CDSIi compounds this difficulty.
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APPENDIX A



Appendix A-t

CAUSAL DIMENSION SCALE I
(McAuley, Duncen, & Russell, 1902) TEAM

. Meteh: round rhin plsy-of (pleasse circle) 2. Outcome: win bes (plesse drcle)

What were your team’'s mgjor performance goals for this specific match? {piease lst)

How well did your team do in relation 1o the goals listed above?

sil gosis :0Me goels goals
met met not met
9 8 7 ] L) 4 3 2 1

Why was your team successfulunsuccesstul in reaching the gnals set prior to the match?

Instructions: Think about the reason or reasons you have writteri above. The items beiow concern your
Impressions or opinions of this cause or causes of your team's performanca. Circle one number for each of
the following questions.

is the cause(s) something:

1

2.

Thatreflects an aspectof your sam9 &8 7 &6 85 4 3 2 1 reflects an aspect of the situation

Manageable by your team e 8 7 & § 4 3 2 1 »% manageable by your team
Permanent e 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 temporary

Your team can regulate 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 your mam cannot regulate

Over which others have control 9 &8 7 &6 5 4 3 2 1 over which othars have no control
Within your wam 9 8 7 8 5 4 3 2 1 outsiie of your team

Stable over time 9 8 7 &8 § 4 3 2 1 variable over time

Under the power of other people e 8 7 & § 4 3 2 1 not under the power of other people

Something atoirt your team e 8 7 6 § 4 3 2 1 something about others

Over which the Win hes power ) 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 over which the wam has no power
Unchangaable e 8 7 8 5 4 3 2 1 changeabie

Cther peopie can regulaw 9 8 7 6 5 & 3 2 1 other people cannot regulaw

_Thaak you for completing both sides of this questionnaire



Appendix A-2

CAUBAL DINENSION SCALE W
INDIVIDUAL

1. Meteh: round robin play-of (please circieR. Outcome: nn loss (plesse arcle)

3. What were your personal performance goals for this speafic match? (plessa list)

4. How well did you do in relation to the goals listed above?

all goals same goals goais
met met not met
® ] 7 [] S 4 3 2 1

§. Why were you sucassshulunsuccesstul in reaching the goals set prior © the maich?

Instructions: Think about the reason or reasons you have writen sbove. The ftems below concem your impressions or opinions of
this cause or cauaes of your personal performance. Cirde ons number for each of the following questons

Is the cause(s) something:

1. That reflects an aspect of yourselt 9 [} 7 [} S 4 3 2 1 reflecs an aspect of thw . tuation

2. Manageable by you 9 8 7 [] s 4 3 2 1 rot managaable by you
3. Permanent 9 8 7 [} ] 4 3 2 1 temporary
4. You can regulate 9 8 7 8 L] 4 3 2 1 you cannot regulate

5. Over which others nave controi ] 8 7 8 S 4 3 2 1 over which others have e control
6. Inside of you ) 8 7 8 L 4 3 2 t oulsiis of you
7. Stadle over tme 9 8 7 [ ] s 4 3 2 1 variable over tme

8. Under the power of other psople -] [} 7 6 L 4 3 2 1 not under the power of other people

9. Something sbout you ¢ 8 7 [] 5 4 3 2 1 scmething abou! others

10. Over which you have power -] ] 7 8 5 4 3 2 1 over which you have no power
1 1. Unchangeable "] 8 7 [ S 4 3 2 1 changen

12. Other people can reguiaste ) ] 7 6 s 4 3 2 1 othar p-. inot regulete

Plesse turn over snd completa '“e lesm performarce guestionneire
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Arpandix A-3

Causal Attributions In Elite Volleyball

Directions: Please fill in the information as required below, then turn the page over and
begin the questionnaire. All personal ldentification shall be removed prior to any
data analysis. No attempt will be made to link your answers back to yourself.
The questionnaires will remain sealed and secured until date analysis begins
after the tournament Is finished. You are to work independently in responding to the
questionnaire. Your frank and honest responses will contribute to the significance of the
information obtained. Thank you once again for consenting to participaie in this research
project.

Personal id~ntification:

Name: Birthdate: / /
last first d m y

Gender: male female (please circle} Team:

Province: Position:

Court time:

Estimate the amount of court time you had during this match (please circle the number of the
description that best represents the amount of playing time you had in this match):

1. minor (did not get in or had a minimal amocunt of court time)

2. average (was a starter and was substituted after some court time or was a bench player
who was substituted in and received some court time OR was a reguiar substitute for
specially situations)

3. mazjor (either started and remained in for most or all of the match or came in from the
heach early and stayed in for most of the match)

Match significance:

Please circle the number that you think best represents the impertance of the match to you
personally:

very important important riot important
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

Please circle the number that you think best represents the importance of the match to your
team:

very important important not important
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
Please turn the page and complete both sides of the questionnsire
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Appendix A-4

SPSS Syntax File

MISSING VALUES ALL (999).
MANOVA LOCIPRS LOCTPRS BY GENDER (1,2) OUTCOME (1,2)
/WSFACTOR= LOCUS (2)
/PRINT= SIGNIF (AVERF)
/METHOD= UNIQUE
/POWER= APPROXIMATE
/DESIGN.
MEANS TABLES= LOCIPRS LOCTPRS BY GENDER BY OUTCOME.

- 84 -



APPENDIX B

- 85 -



[Contal dwmenmione scale computaions W ae Round Ackm) ™ (Winnere) : I.
H B : H H indridudl avesages
WOND (P iz o) Joe (e o7 P9, JPICip)Y (P12 1p13 ipie fp1s Tp1e fov7 ipte 1pio [z [p21 Tpez [p23 [p2a [pzs ipow Jpe7 P29.-P78 (P30 (P31 1032 (932 ,p34 [p3S 1p36 1p37 “pd [p19 [p40 ©Toral responses <> 28
6 H H R . : H ‘locus of causalt
N I o 3 o = o o 7 el g s A 3 o 39 DI o [ i 20 2]
2 o 8 o Wy DI o o s of T ] T o 9 o o ! : 1 —
X @ 8 1 1 1 4 5 ] L b T # k. L, 1 5 X 8 L r. 7] 9] 7] 9 3 osternad conlrot
DR el T [ CHE L G r o} s| e ) 9 1
voox o sl o 4 s LG s o DI N ECNE R ERD RN |
O S S I D of o T e K o 7 [} )
LA O S £ S . 9.8 1.9 1.4 .9 ¢« 98 4|7 L I ST S [
X ¥ ) 4 i 3 4 s 6 & AL 2 2 A s N [ 4 7 $ 2 __ . ipwwonal cot ol
LA » & 6| 4 R 5 [ 5 8 7 4] L L) 7] 7. 7 7 L& 7] 7] 8 a 8| VMSM
P 2| e & 7 ) DK o2 o & o o K BED 2 [ T
2; 2 ] 3 L) B 1 1 E LS & ) L. 7 L 4 2] o IH l 9, 8] 7 5|
2 & 3 2] st o & L DI 2 N o4 8 1 4 58 ) 8 o2 3
2 24 18 2] of o i e o we] 25 of 220 1% 0 23 A v e 4 d 20 2 d 24« 23 23 22 ¢ 25 ( 29 ¢ d g
owievned
oww L L e e ul o of wof nf s o 20 e of ve 6l o o e )% d 4 d 3 4 d 7 e d g 0 8 d 8 ¢ cd d ¢
aadey i 171 of 2 1] o 13 el i 2 Ao 2z o a0 U TVE e L - O R
o <0 NE 2] W) WK A I Y T O I O O B B R R R B B d 25 21 d o 2 ¢ 1w d 29 1€ ¢ d d ¢
S Town avetages
TEAM Py P2 ipd pS Ip8 1p? o8 o8 Tpro pil ip12 1p13ipid {p18 P16 {p17 :p18 (019 {020 {21 ip22 623 (024 1p28 :p28 [p27 29 :p30 {021 §3I6 ip17 :r38 {pI0 |pad Towal respones --» 7!
*® X 7] L 8| 4 Ay A} 8 L] »: L 4] 2] 7 L & 7) & L o o ] o » P | L. " L | x < locus ol cavaaity
. n.el o A Ao o e e 7 e e . 1 o 6 o | o o L o e o € & 21 700
L) R ) S O S B I - e B e e 3 e T a7 & A4 1 €7 {
7 L 9 b H 7] 1] L. T 9 . [} » E] 7 T 7 5 | % k. L o o L] 7 o | Iy L o ¥z & : outernal control
- L 7] 1 3 k) LJ 7 »: 1 o S: N 4 5 & 2 | x k.| b 1| & ] n 2 6 8 | o £ I3 13 46
CHEEK . T S W . R O . B ERC R LK s d 4 7 7
o o O I S O S I . T B O I I S dd s 4 3 €7 1666
no 9 G/ . S S XS S S I B IO O, IO B OO . OO E E L O - o
> ) 8 S\ T e o o T o X N W 4 s & &8 o o 4 4 a S 8 4 € g personal control
% o 8 71 sl o of o o o & A o A 5 o 4 & 1 of & « o « CE ¢ d 4 ¥ 2 2384
L I ) ST I N W I A A A Y B B B O D d_ 4 v @ | § € @
e o c S e L SCENHNC A D RS B A O S Y T A 4 s v 3 4 €
e LI T WL (KT Y = B O R I D I D T I B B AV w24 2 2N W 3 25 o 29 25 2t 26 o= 26 4 d ¢
Y
Seovetnt — aan L i .
cantrel LA I O O T I T Y T T L .. S B LT I BRI B BTN CON BT BT ERT-SNT BT DT Y far
[oaneey : 11i el 1i[ T3] o C.o ST B O SLLHIN 3 ST T O 1 I I B T T T I - Tt 243 T T e q qd°%
* r—
owwet | 71 24 » =l x| ._,.38333235N,35_~.;13£33E§22223uwa g < i

APPENDIX B-1 RAW SCORES WESTFRNS
Male Round Robin Winners

- 86 _



'l!ou-'.ll!laop\q{lﬂz ".T.ﬂn..!.:! . o R S w ‘
SONG P! ] 3 P! 12 P13 pra jp13|p1e ) ¢ (P12 P21 P24 g3 36 p37 £38 X
8 R : : ! ;
! 5.3 ke ] L DL . B LA %t
B CE s s ] 7 AT LA ¥
> EOD ' D 4 5 & 1| d I ) N LR
Y LR 1 T o T AT € & o o & 7 77
g , T4 b v I I OSBRI T N I s
. LY » » » * N S8 ¥ = o E o & & N 2 o ———— e
2 o o & o D) N1 4 « o 3 € 8§ 7 Az w 39,
. L4 o . ', N O = IR R -
) P U s . o 8 & 5 & % i A e s o 7 -
L4 4 DI, o [ PEE NI L& 6 8 & 5 o 3 na
100 o CEE s} 1 ) & o o 4 o N % 4y D
[N 1 ] o 2] [ g o4 2 A o Z 4 W o o a0 Z
12 ks o 8 o 14 4 o4 ¥ & A& s o A s 9 @ 4 .
N [T 19l 17 of 19 P ) W % % 200 2 d 2 2o o 24 26 13 |z d q
,j. :
ol
[t 0f L, 18 o 12] 18 14 4 15| 1, 1y 14 7 a 1% 14 o A & 20 19 2t q g -
olainy R T o o o o] 1] ol E o r K
ESE RO SO S S RS B '
peresrna H
coweh ;21 2| 1 o 17 1", 270 180 1 21i 18l 25 Of 2& 17 24 24 26 1d ¢ 17 ™~
; 2]
TEAM Pt ps [pe @ {e Ip10ipns g1z 034 1015 |10 [p17 ip1e 1019 {020 1021 o2 023 {p24 [p25 ip2e 729 :p30 [p3t :
AN o 1l s s of o r ¥ 4 7 s & o i o & & of f &8 o T4 4 5 \
26 8 on o 4 u 9 & : L. LA RS s & 4 [
3 3 1 U 2] L) 2 1y S H 4 4 & H o [ i & 2 5 o 13 H
“ % » o of [ o s el s .8 8 & 4 1| N & x 4 @ 8 o A % w % o s 1
DG/ o 2| e sl o e s s 8 8 ¥ 3 o o 5 % 7o A 3y Nz v 4 4 e 3
“ 9 0 o o 7 3 s sl o T: oo o8 oA o e o & o & o 746 & & § LS. D OO O SO OO SO, AU N O
I & T Sow sl 4 el 4 & 8 T T 8 A v oA A A v 8 x & 24 9 3 1
DB A 0 o o o af s « O 4 &8 3 5 o A & d 4 & s 1 N &% ¢ o % K .
¥ 8 7 o o e b o s [} 8 8 8§ 7 S v 7 ¢ & s @ @8 o & ¥ ¢ 6§ & 5 4
[ o o e o 3 4 ¢ 7 8 5 S T s 1 A & 8 o o £ o A ¥ ¢ 7 o &« d 1.9
IR o3 A 4 e oA s v o7 o 7 % ¥ A s v o of o W2 § A d 3 1
12 ) & S Y o s o A s 3 s o ¢ 71 3 o4 & A & A4 A 5 6 | o 2 & 1] 1 K
o ;A 18, 24wl 18j 18l 10f 4] 18 280 47 18] 19] 18 20° ter W O 24 1 22| 200 24 27 24 25 25 17 14 2t ¢ 211 @ q
cauoaty
eneme
conret s 1) 19 16) 12 2 15| 16 % 14 7 o 27 2o o 1M 14 3 [k L q
siabbuy 16] o) 20 70 ¢ L) D) R T I B Y T A ) i e d -
{
oomeol 24 18] [EED 27 24 1 8l 2o 18 A 2] 2F 14 2 2327 d 1 d q 1

APPENDIX B-1

RAW

SCORES WESTERNS

Male Round Robin Losers



T . [
1 pie pi Jp20 [521 g2z e [ ' 234 15 [ Tpay pn 3o |
o € n oA DIERE 3 LR
3 o 7 o o | oY ! L )
A « K o B 3) .92
o e L C A7 LR [ LA )
DI K sy ¢ i dq CRENL i - s o 7
9| )] T. L A4 ol o o 4 8 7
= PR N WL/ S
3} 7 3 L4 2 B . 2 LI -
b D % i o e EIE 0 DN
» o o) 5 P L DECER 4 s 7 7
1 \J 2| 4 2 1: E, U L) A 5 3 ' 3 2
t DE: x ¥ o e S 8
o of of o ] 7 el 19 0] 21 % o of 2] & 14 [L [ q 2 18y
]
& 17 o of of 20 12| J v 03 o 1 - o 0 L, ¢ 23 g 1§ w o a 1Z 1% 11X 14 ] ¢ n G 1€ 1 Ll & > ( q 15 =
S0 ] o ) 8 1 L SN L ORI ST I AT T T O Y e a i LLET A IRY d qd &
o o o 1 | 72 L O L T O AT L R I I LT g € 2 d 1x 25 o 2 9.9 =« 2
Toam sveragee
Teamw iP1 g2 Tpy 0. 108 lo7 los loe lp1oipti Tpnz P13_ip14 1018 Ip1e [p17 1010 |pie [poo 021,522 1pT3 |p24 [p29 08 |27 |28 (o2 a0 [pot [p32 PI :pO4 006 (o8 ipd7? o PA2 1043 |pAd (043 ; Toaed mapones —» 4
N nos o o o Td LERNE M % @ 8 7 8 5 o AW A A s d A s d 8 8 4 E Eioomel caverlty
2 7 L I O OO I D B T o o 3.9 5. 0.9 8 * 1 4 o ¢ o d s 5 d o4 7 & L, ¢ d 4 € ¢ 2130
3 3 LS S s o N9 & « f 5 4 78 & 8 a4 ¢ 87 z i 4 L [ |
« ) 8.9 9 o o o A 7 T & 9 2.8.8..4.8 % ¢ o 4 & & d d ¢ 6 4 o 5 e A 8 8 4 € 7onwrommn
s » LR ) O LD 3.8 z 7 | 24 ¢ & d & 5 & A TV 9 L I - 13.40]
. O S OO . B CIC A e o v d s A e 7oA A & & d o F 7% L1E € dd  demmy
1. 9% 8 o s 7ol Td e CE 3 7 & 3 4 8 8§ 7 & 8 & A f e8I F £y T 15
LR NE N I T 7 3.1 N9 a9 s 3 d 5 &« 8 4 € 7 ENEE i £ 4 4 = ¢
o o A o o e o o o o S 9 o % &« & & 2 ATy E § 9 4 € =pemonal o
7. 9% o o o o o 3 L S 1% d o d & & A 8 7 % 4 9 s q 4 s [ & 4 d4 ¢ = 2240
o | 8 &4 s 9 o s 5 3 L S S . O O N O O N B e F L E
8 & A 4 A W A A0 3 3 v 2 4 d < dd & & 81 e 7 d . s o g 1 4 ¢ ¢
< . U N S N R A A I D T BT B A ] A e o AT H 23 12 % 8 = % 1§ 2 13
- - ‘ N S0 .
L MM vy 6 ez a] o W] d o o As W LLEELEE, N SR SRTRNT T B 00 B B SRT ST B it i
? f
K LT T KT D Tt 18] o] e vy N RN T 18 2] 73 e Ty R O T
— 5 . H
) 24 2 2] 2 v e N Mo 2 W W on ¥ 29 e 2 LR B =S A 2 a2 zZ x v =TT g €

APPENDIX B-1 RAW SCORES WESTERNS
Female Round Robin Winners

g8



Tomam (PG A, Loaes L ; P S S T . B . J { R
t ) VIS Eveipes
oo |p@ pt7 P18 io18 {020 [p2y p27 [P23 P8 Ip27 ipo8 p29 pIC D31 232 )Y mnr‘nb»“,vl p3? .v!,w.éwwl.«im!#ﬁ.l e ,lﬁ - N -
3 o 5 5 5 5 5 % St T s & i i I N U
IR S B O kS - e e BT - - t
sf LI A & T & & T i
4 1 L L Vo 1 3 8 & X i : e !
- B SOOI UL SR S S S PN ) U NP OFT Ry SO SOOI S0 . -
LI ATATA T A e T ¥ 6 & s Flg W ' !
o] ol DEE R : A s 3 u s o TS5 S8 x ok 8 2 i
- ‘ " s Yo S A eoe
o T 2 j L ¢ 5 X % € & 5 & : .
[ 1 P E : [ENE B 2 0 | s e 3 @& { ]
H . . -q. RSP P I (I SN - - .-
N - 54 9 L » ¥ XN 4 1 s o 7N ki 1 1 x 2 perecnal cortrol
HIC P PR K Y ) o 5 4 3 % % 3 & % & i j 17 7 i
P, E o 7 a4 s * e I a N 7 o ¥ 4 o 7 4 & & | i
2 \ o ) e i 2 s 9 1 7 4 ®w W v A A 4 T 3 = N !
3| sf o s s v b ¥ s s e ¥ T % & ® % T
G 2¢ o A o w ] 1 220 o o 0o o o 28 20 2 2 & | 8 77 ¢ g 'Y & » & 22 € € ¢ 4 ¢ ¢ g 4 ¢
.
o v o v of af 2 2f 3 0 o 0 o o 1 s o el 1] 1s a4 21 2R @ 7 1y c ¢ g ¢ c d 4 ¢
- - e I - R [P PO .
oo 3] o oA o nl )] s o: o 8 w0 g o LR 4 12 2 g a dq d ¢ d 4 ¢ o
- . . - - e e RN -
conyol 27 0 2 of s o el 2if 12} 15 C 0 O O O 2% 18 2 24 171 1% 5 A 2 & 1 2 13 15 1A ¢c ¢ g d ¢ c d
TEAM P pa. 1p6 18 [o7 lpm  [o@ 1p10ip11 :p12 fp13 ip1a [prs [p16 [p17 018 {010 [020 {21 ip22 {23 [p2a |p2s Tpoe 1027 [a2m 1p2w 1030 [p31 [pd2 1pdd ipda [pds (e ip37 ipds (3pe 3
[3 o o o o A e e T s s & A s A 4 4 = 4 o 6 & P
? CHE N 1l o) o o o 8 & 7 CEEANE 4 6 o 7 4 1 o 4 <
2 LR s 2 v AT T TE A 2 d AT P
! o 7] o o e st s 8 w s 3 N o & 7 7 o % o o 4 3 8 @ 4 g
[OOSR I D O O ) s 1 ¢ o 5 [ LEERE 8§ 8
. o o v o o 5 i e o GG AR s % @ s a9 s A
2 8 o e ] T4 e TN T s 8 s 5 3 8 2 o o i 2 A A
2 8 o DI e 4 s 1R 7 no [ §
s & 9 o 6 o 1 s CED &€ 3 & S o 4 3 o 5 4« 7
o & o LEERECEDN E 7 & 7] o = N4 4 3 2 o L RA
W4 e 2 of sl ) ) HIER BEERCEE o o 1 § 2 ERE:
12, 8 s 3 8 3 4 e s I M 1 8 & 3 3 o 4
W, a2 p] v 0] 20 ] 270 21 10 220 4] 19 24 7 ] 25 208 17 vl 20 74 a8 i 16 2 14 24 € ¢ d d € ¢ d d ¢
O i 18] 8 12f ta) vof 28) 7] s 2w 18 & o of 24 e ) 2] 17 F ] 2 74 1k A o s w8 0 2 ¢ € qd d € ¢ ¢
8 i ooy o wof nf o rgf e & r 7ol A o & & LD € 14y T 1 12 ¢ 06 d d c c ¢
12 2 7] 24| 21| 24 2y 2z b ari 27w e 2 2 o] 24 23 2 2 2y 1% 21| 4 KT 'S 2 ¢ ¢ d 4 ¢ ¢ d d ¢

APPENDIX B-1 RAW SCORES WESTERNS
Female Round Robin Losers

&9



90

Caneal JNmenesons scaks COMpaA aans. Mais (Payote} Winners VRS S W : H R R B B
..... TPAMNS ] j M : : : destiad svoragen
MOMID (P ip2 ipd Jp4 oo PI{P8_ 29 lp10:p11 [p12p1d ip1d |pts tpie Ipt7 tp1e love fp20 [p21 1022 (523 [p24 1625 1p26 [p27 1p26 1p2v p30 pd1 |32 p33 ip34 [p33 |p3e ip37 :poM 1@ (040 . Toud responies  » L S )
R e : : : Hocus of causally
\ R I B O | O RO S . A I R A R e e ; CAR
2 % o o o o o % 1 & # o o o & H
3 Nl o o o o & 1 & z A 4 & [ SThnal convrol
4 oo o e el e T e Y T e Y T T T 1293
b LY N s e ey e e o o 4 7 | 1 I el S
» o o o o o ] » TTRTETR TN un
7 SRR, SO GO SR DU L .. OO SN O L OO U O O O T O e
» L R O O O O I O B B ;parsonal cont:of
D N o o e s e 7 s 7 s o A & : 245!
10 o % % 9o o 7 o 1 o o ¢ o o
" 1 1 L, 1 4 3 3: 1 1 1 1 > J
12 oo o o o e 2 e 3 7 o & 2
o O G % 0] 24 2 df 24 e n i w1 [ 2 8 o of @ & d d d 6 d d o ¢ d d 6 6 d d ¢ ¢ d 4 ¢
n'l'—_
(it
ol o & of 2 9 TS 10 st vy a7 19 20f 12f 1 6 of f o ® A 4 d & o d ©o o 4 d o ¢ d d c ¢ d 4 ¢
P RN T K () T ST I N S T BT T ST S B - G S G- B B S ¢« ¢ d d c ¢ 4 d ¢
‘conarol o & o 2 2 2 7l 2 2l @ 2 2 2 e | 24 24 & d o o d d d d o «q d g d d G G q ¢
: H Teamn sveages
TEAM iPt ip2 ipd fpd Ips [pe Io7 o8 1@ [p10ip1t Tp12 ip13 ip1a [p15 [p18 [p17 1p18 IpVe [n20 |n21 ig2v {n23 |p2é |n2s p2e {27 28 (p29 :p30 [p3? [p32 :pA3 ip34 [p0S (026 p37 (p3A [IpP 1040 : Toral reepones --> U
v % & 2 of o o ol o el & 8 2 8 M @ & locus of caveakty
..... o o o oo o oo s W e & o o7 2300]
A s v o8 5 n o e 7 e e e 2 8 NN 4 |
6.5 . E.% o 9 A o of 7 8 9 o & o & o & griernal contiol
AT, L ) S ) R O A - B e —_— : 1088
e .5 % N o W o o 8 of & 9 o 7 o o A4 s  Stabiey
N8 ¥ & N oo o o e s s e 1 1 ] AN & ; 13189
.y EA N Y N o e s T o A M e B :
& 7 & & o o o o v o e o e e e oY jpersonsl corwrol
|10 & & N o o o o o sl o e 2 & 7 o o 7 ; 2441
" [ x ks 1 1 o 1 ) 7] \J L) 1 1 2] 1 2
28 r o o & f ] s i e 2 & 3 d 9 7
e M _n a2 a] A 2w w 20 s m o e ddd o 9 d 4 a d o o 5 g ¢ ¢ d d ¢ t 4§ d c
Commcer 4
——— - -
owws 13T 7 Ty o el H ool e e 2 ¥ ] e d o d ¢ o d d o d d o o o d ¢ a d d ¢ ¢ 'd c
e SR D N LT T CE THEC I N O DR I A O O I R O B B I I O O O - O
oowwl | 2 27 0 ] 2 2 1 ] ) 7 267 2 e 2| 2 2 o o oA o o A 4 a d d o ¢ d d a o a4 d ¢ ¢ o d ¢ T

APPENDIX B-2 RAW SCORES WESTERNS
Male Playoffs Winners



T
Couats Sermnanns s Oy Sung a9 (Poyote) Lowws S SN RS SR SRR ST (U QU SR S N . [
e 1 ? * - [ i u Nove e agee
MOVD P .wu owu pd 1 7 e lpropin p12 v_u, pre ‘n_u.hi m:.ov._-y .m v..d p21 g2 Y mvu. 76 ww,é fmomnvj!i Y ] a ~
- T - } . : . - ) : | - us of Cavmaty
DN N S N [ s 2 ¢ o « ] D Y R R S
R o o o s ¢ & ATy 1 ]
3 2 . S8 9 C 5.7 & & &4 oo 1 : 7l I B
Ty e T i C DA LI [ !
DAL o i T & 2 o o % 1 o X B . .
() R, . R : 4 .
¢ 4w s L [ ¢ Z no# A s o 3] L R
I Lk i s & 7N 3 & x 9 3 P
— Lo . - - iy IS O A B ) E . ~
* 1 t e o 0 1 P -1 F X T @ x 5
DI LD o T € 2 4 o & 7 A 8 !
AR CED D s & s 7 & 1 1 7 s
T o o] 2 5 7 & 21 X v ! 5 i
o2 v 4 9 WX U . . . X 8] :
o 15; ] of of 2 w o 27 222 & 170 & 1] 20] 1% 13 A o 14 & o 20 c o d ¢
omsmatny :
ernal ; i
cavare B & 15 o of 5] 4 of 3 w2 o 15 & 18 12 & q % & o d 3 17 15 1S € 4 g 6 o
. .} S - : b
' s o o o 24 & o 18 12z 1 1] 1y 4 ul o o s o s 7 & w5 g d g a
nnl o o nf » o 2 2 o w 26 8| 2 X d 1] 6 o 24 o 3k 2d ] s q q ¢ €
p3 [p2 Jpa Ips Jp7 P8 [ptoipi : P4 1p1S 1pVe [p17 (019 1p19 1020 o2t :p22 1023 1024 1023 :p26 [p27 [ (p2w ip30 [pd1 [pa2 1pa3 x
LR N O I LUK X 4 1 & 9 & o & o L 8 7 M ¥
£ o o o A DK € o o 71 T o &4 & 5 H 9 % o o e 71 71 & ¢
HE O - ) 2 % e vos o 4 ¥ 4« [y oo 55 o o8
* o o of o o 9 & o ® & 7 I CHERE & o ¥ 5; s b et
e 8 oy ¥ 9| S 2 W L & 1 8 & i o LRI 5 ® m Y v
£ o o of A 9 CICIG: £ 6 o N1 7 o of d 5 o 7 e sl o ¢ & o s o .
¥ A 8 7 s s s 2 1 & 7 4 8 ¥ 4 4 o & A O & 8 B &
s . .o % o) sl & o £ o A4 o s of o B ¥ 6 ¥ &
$ 7 8 N » 8 9 9 T8 6 K & o & o & o o L 5 8 ¥ & &
o of o 3 A S8 & o & s o o T oA o A ¥ A w CEDI e« o A 4
EE B sl 2 v & i 4 of §F | o D E! i 2 e & 1
t . S B B D 8 & 1 5 ® s o A & i oA s 7 o DN & 7 o & =z
0 2 8 2 2 of 27 2% 2r ;1% 6] 18] 22 20 z7] 24 27 16 26 18 o 2% 14 W = s A 2 1€ 18 [ qd ¢
LS I T A L B AR O R R N T B T T I T A IR T 3 12 X o g 2 € 4 g ¢
LA SLE) GLE) IR () S (0 AR TEET £ T T T T - BT T T B Y T G ST - o 1« 3 ¢ d g ¢
;24 28] 13 [ 277 o 24 21 18: 25 1] 20 27 v 25 13 9 o d 27 e zE 9 23 o e 18 ¢ d o

APPENDIX B-2 RAW SCORES'

Male Playoffs Losers

WESTERNS

91



=
:
8
®
®

T P PR BIC RIS prapId 1016

:p22 1p23 |24 |p23 ip2e vun“?: P38 [p30 |p40 ipa1 a2 [pdd

E 7 5 4 1 (% n [ 9 ! [ ¢ 3 7
el s » o o - 5 [ s DO
D] DRI 3 o 0 5 7] 2 o8 2
TR S ° 7 o Y o [ 7 o 5 o
NI 4 E) 3 o 3 4 3 . G
s ol Y B G » o a7 W 9] 5 o o
LS 7 5 9 7 & 7 ,- . 1 5| 5
o & 2 - 31 - . . E i i
s o 8 3 s o] 0 B 9 3 s| o 21
& 5 8 4 (3 9 L 9 ] 37 :
b 1 S| 9] 3 1Y [ 8 3, 3 LI :
E 5| EEE LX k' 2] Y 4 H 6 L H
1o v 1y o o 2o o 29 4] o o g oo 27 d ¢ o € ¢ v d ¢ 7 d § a7
= ol L S AT O T T ¢ o 14 O tq2r w 1) d ¢ ¢ 1 4 ¢ ¢ 1d 4 € 3 2 1§ C 14
14) LR RN ST B S R BT o o 14 o 1N s e W d ad ¢ A d ¢ ¢ dTdTETEE T e
M o ar o o o e 26 Al Aol o ol d o g 4 7 e 7. 4 d d& 2 d c & g d € 22 1] 23 ¢ 4
H H H _!’!.-nl
p3 e lot [ [o7 P8 1910 ip1) :p12 pt3 ip14 [p151p18 [p17 1pt8 {p10 [p20 et P22 1p23 |p24 | 528 ©p28 1n27 [029 :n29 p00 p31 |p32 530 'po4 Jp28 38 {3p0 [p40 pat (pA2 [pe3 Tokal reepones —-»
& B S N s o S o & s rond sl s A s d e a T 5 8 § % & o @ r 5 9 D o 5| ¢ ocus of cavaily
LA L W S S OO A O S O S . B B B - BT 4 &« 8 7 5 5 o w4 = d o 7 w7 » 20 64]
AL L S S A R O O I T S B W & 8§ A 7s 3 o § 5 ERE 3 IR i
L 5 n [ - [ J L, b, ®: * »; T: L} b4 > 7: x L o * L, o o L3 & L '] & o L T o 7 7| 9. 4] 7] 5 exernal conwol
I A W O B B O S S O B D S D S < & o8 ¥ % & 1 A Te ¥ Hd s T 1314
5 o o o d s RLEe & of o o o A o d s o o & 4 9% ¢ r o | & & A o s & 7 8
DO I T N B 0 e R O B ra LA N T . B O 7 1T 133
N T I DO O S B O O O . O B B O B S 8 9 » & 1 A & Z 4 3 4 HEENE
S S I Y O O S S I e e e R s o9 & 8 8 s ¢ o 4 FFTdTd 7 Sk personal cortrol
X8 s w 8 o & v e s 8 dd e o A A o X & o 5 6 W § 5 & o 4 6 o s e 214
" 2. 5 Y \ t 8 1 3 N X 1 1 & 3 2 54 1 n 7 L & L o X N 2 & & 1 L £ & ¥ 5 ] 1 3 1
vV« 0 s d S d s £ o 3 o s | A A &« 4 4 T on v & 4 § 5 2 4 4 s CEEEE
L <L ST B T R R O N e D W 77 ' N N 22 k28 o 20 20 1 2 C W d ¢ 7¢ w q & 38
!
. 23] ] e ) R R R R e Y 74 4 I IR ST IRT T ST I Y. (TS ST M7 ST M- R [ T T BT IRT
REXEE. ) S T BT BT AT S ek 9 vl v e T Al e K LSRR SY R RN T O T T - Y I O s
190 25 0 B e ¢ Y 14 AU S-S DD E 2% 21 2 70 27 2% 1% 0 24 7% @ 27 24 8 o 24 of 2 C d C 27 1§ Lic

APPENDIX B-2 RAW SCORES WESTERNS
Female Playoffs Winners



S e (Pay ofv Losey . R _ _ O llw‘ll..l,. 4 —
Py . . —= A s g
o7 18 1 lpio pr1 212 p13 Tpralersipve P20 [a21 1p22 723 24 PO 1o reuporaes > 112
- Laen? L 12 o
1,
. » « o 8 D o € ® o s z -
U AN U R S . d = L DU U, S A et
» n non oo : (3 L & o W o d
[ b . G O - R .-m Lk T e
vl . ¥ A § TR s : -&”
3 D IIRE : b o EEE DA i
A . .
. N o 0 4 : [ L, ¥ N s & 12 30,
. Do L ) .. ® COREE:- S S 1 ; - - -
2 . LR T A A g s : ull..._%.lnﬂ
DD T PN [ [ L : Mo
L) L » » [3 L o o o & : |
g +
1.8 2] 2 1 1 1 L d ) & : {
2. 2 b ks I ) \ 1 A Y v s i H
e - N c 2 o o 7 2] 18 D 0 O 2 0 O 27 O 2o 2 21 1% o 4 @ O o d a g d [
R anatind H
e T & 21 o o o o w16 ¢ O ¢ ¥ of of & o A J A7
ey e 1] o o 12| is] e 2] o of sl o A4
Lpo—
Towws * 27 0 23] of of 23] 24 28 23] 0 0 o 220 o o 27 o 24 24 27 I1%
TEAM P) 02 o3 [w |pb [pa [o7 (8 Ipe [p10iplt 014 {p1s {p18 [p17 [p18 {019 [p20 [o21 2t
Vs K & & oW X e e ® o 7 W 7 AW o s
2 4w o o o o o a 7 % o o o & & 1 o & >
D D O I . R O I 5§ X x o A
« ¥ & 71 o o o 7 e 1 e & o o o d &8 7 W ¥ &
s 7 ” 8 A N k. 4 st S & 2 ) 5 8 &« &* | &
- o % of o o 7 7 o o % ¢ & ¢ o ¥ ud €
Y sk 2 & f 7 o ey o & 2 D &
e ok 6 2 4 N I A 81 vonoa L L L
¥ & 1 6 N o o s 3 s e & o M o & o ®
10: 3 % o o & 8 o o 5 @ $ & o o o 9 N A 8§ s s
8 1 2 N H i 8 8 1 . . - . L. )
122 ¢ 7 o A 5 o o s s 1 s 1 M 2 3 & L &
e 1 @ ] 2 2] w el 2 ] 2 24 2 i ol o i 2 o 18 d 4 ¢ d d o ¢ d q ¢
camalby
EH
Cnatnnd s
coewwh | 18 2 17 6 1a) o i oie 200 3 T i 1 1) 4 2 & 2 ¥ 1F o o ¢ & d d G O q q ¢
watty i 12; i ol W ™ ol 7 e e sl e el 1o e e A ] nl € 5 d d o o 6 ¢ q c
] : A
owwo i 10 240 | 2| 21 e 24 2| vef 21 22 7w ;| | e o 2 o] 4 ' o d g o ¢ d G |

APPENDIX B-2 RAW SCORES WESTERNS
Female Playoffs Losers

93



APPENDIX C

- 94 -



APFENDIX C=71 PROVINCTALS PEMOHRAVHTCS

VOLLEYBALL QUESTIONNAIRE

Age: Gender: male female please circle)

Court timae:

Plaase circie the number of the description that bast reprasents the amount of piaying tmae you
had in this match:

1. minor (did not get in or had 8@ minimal amount of coun t:me)

2. average (was a starter and was subslituted after some court time or was a bench player
who was substituted in and recewved some court time OR was a regular substitute for
specialty situations)

3. maijor (either started and remained in for most or ali of the match or came in from the
bench early and stayed in for most of the match)

Match significance:

Please circle tha number that you think best reprasents the imponance ot the match o you
personally:

very important important not important
9 8 7 8 5 4 3 2 1

Please circia the number that you think best reprasants the imparance of the match to your
team:

very important important not important
9 8 7 8 5 4 3 2 1

The questionnaire consists of three parts: 1) outcome, 2) team performance. and 3)
personal performance. In esch pan, you will be asked 10 assess your perceptions as to the
reasons why the maich tumed out as it did. Please work indepandently in rasponding 1o the
various items on the questionnairs. Your ‘rank and honest responses wili contribute 1o the
significance of the information obtained. Once you have compieted the questionnaire, please
return it to your coach. Ha/she will seal the compleied questionnaires in the envelope provided
and return them 10 the principal Investigator. Your rasponses are completely confidential and
cannot ve iraced back to yoursel.

If you have questions ralating to the meaning of any of the specific tems on the
qusastionnaire, please fesl free 10 ask your coach for an interpretation.

Thank you for your contribution to this research project. Piease turn over and
begin the questionnsire.



Appendix C-2

CAUSAL DIMENSION SCALE i
(McAuley, Duncan, & Russell, 1992)

TEAM OUTCOME

Did your team win or lose the match? won lost (please circle)

2. Please provide a reason or reasons for this outcomae:

Instructions: Think about the reascn or reasons you have written above. Tha items below concern your
imprassions or opinions of this cause or causes of your team's performance. Circle one number for each of
the following questions.

Is the cause(s) something:
1. That reflects an aspect of yourteame 8 7 68 S 4 3 2 1 refllacts 2~ a3pect of the situation

2. Thatis manageable by your tsam 9 8 7 8 S 4 3 2 1 not manageabk by your team

3  That 1s permanent 9 8 7 6 S 4 3 2 1 temporary

4. That your team can reguiate 9 8 7 6 S 4 3 2 1 your team canno reguiate

5. Over which others outside 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 over which others outside of your
of your team have controi team have no control

6. That is within your team 9 8 7 8 5 4 3 2 1 outside of your team

7. That is stable over time 9 8 7 6 S 4 3 2 1 variable over time

8. That is under the power of 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 not under the power of cther peopie
other peopie outside of your team outsiie of your team

9. That is about your team 9 8 7 8 5 4 3 2 1 something about others

‘C. Over which your team has power 9 8 7 8 S5 & 3 2 1 over which your team has no power

11, That is unchangeable g 8 7 8 5 4 3 2 1 changeable

12 Other peopls outside of yourteam 9 8 7 8 S5 4 3 2 1 other people outside of your team
can regulate cannot regulate

Plesse continue fo the team performance questionnaire



Appendix C-3

CAUSAL DIMENSION SCALE i
{McAuley, Duncan, & Russell, 1992)

TEAM PERFORMANCE

\Wrat were your team's major perfermance goals for this specific match? (please hist)

2. How successful was your team in achieving the goals listed above?

successtul partiailly unsuccesstui
successtul
9 8 7 6 S 4 3 2 1

3 Why was your team successful/unsuccessiul in reaching the goals set prior to the match?

instructions: Think apout the reason or reasons you have answered in queston #3 above. The items below
concern your impressions or opiniong of this cause or causes of your team'sl performance. Ciicle one number
for each of the following questionrs.

'S the cause(s) something:
1. That reflects an aspect of yourieam9 8 7 6 S 4 3 2 1 reflects an aspect of the sttuation

2. That is mansgeabie by your tesm 9 8 7 8 5 4 3 2 1 not managesedls by your team

3. That is permanem 9 6§ 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 temporary

4. That your team can regulate 9 8 7 8 S 4 3 2 1 your team cannot reguiate

S. Over which others outside $ 8 7 6 S 4 3 2 1 over which others outside of your
of your team have control team have no control

8. That is within your team 9 & 7 6 5 4 23 2 1 outside of your team

7. That is stable over time 9 8 7 6 S5 4 3 2 1 variabie over time

8. That is under the power Of 9 8 7 6 5 & 3 2 1 not under the power of other people
other people outsie of your team outsKde of your team

9. That is about your team $ 8 7 6 S 4 3 2 1 something about others

10. Over which your leam has powser g 8 7 6 5§ 4 3 2 1 over which your team has no power
11, That is unchangeabie 9 8 7 6 S5 4 3 2 1 changeabie

12. Other peopile out sde of yourteam 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 other peocple oulside of your team
can regulate cannct regulate

Please turn over and complete the individual performance guestionnaire.



Appendix C-u
CAUSAL DIMENSION SCALE I
(McAuley, Duncan, & Russell, 1992)

INDIVIDUAL PERFORMANCE

1. What were your personal performance goals for this specific match? (please list)

2. How successful were you in achieving the goals listed above?

successtul partially unsuccessfui
succassiul
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

3  Why were you successfulunsuccesstul in reaching the goals set prior to the match?

Instructions: Think about the reason or reasons you have answered in question #3 above. The items below
concarn your impressions or opinions of this cause or causes of your personal performance. Circle one
numbaer for each of the following questions.

is the cause(s) something:

1. Thatreflects an aspect of yourseif 9 8 7 8 S ¢ 3 2 1 reflects an aspect of the situation

2. Thatis manageable by you 9 8 7 8 S 4 3 2 1 not manageabie by you

3. That is permanent 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 temporary

4. That you can regulate 9 8 7 86 S 4 3 2 1 you cannot regulate

S. Over which others have control 9 8 7?7 8 5 4 3 2 1 over which others have no control

6. That is inside of you 9 8 72 8 5 4 3 2 1t outside of you

7. That ix stabie over time 9 8 7 8 S 4 3 2 1 variable over time

8. That is under the power of 9 8 7 8 5 4 3 2 1 not under the power of other pecple
other people

$. That is about you 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 something about others

10. Over which you have power 9 8 7 86 5 4 3 2 1 over which you have no power

11. That is unchangeable g 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 changeable

12. Other people can regulate 9 8 7 6 S5 4 3 2 1 other pecple cannot reguiate

Thankyou for compieting this questionnsire.
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