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: ABSTRACT ,:

In recent years, psychologists have examined the ways in which

~ human beings attribute causation. One focus of -their research has been
the.consideration of ‘the manner in which people assign causation for
other persons' successes.and failures. Two pro lems have arisen in -

-this area. First, most studies- have restnictéd thémselves to

- o ..'_v.

laboratory investigations.~ There .are, as yet few studies that have

tested attribution theory propositions in more natural settings.

\

Second ‘there have been few attempts to determine whéther relatively
stable cognitive,predispositions of the attributor influence.the
assignments of causation for success or failure. This dissertation

'attempts to address both of these issues. , , :
oL ' : ”
‘ After reviewing the - theoretical roots and major statements
v G

 the attribution paradigm, a selected review of the literature is

resented. Attention is focused-on four pOtential cprrelates of the
. ' T f o i : : o L
I} .. - . . . - N N
- attribution of causation: .judgments of an actor's success-or failure,
‘ 5 \ acror s o +ur
~the attributor's appreciation of the actor, the attributor's locus'of7

- control orientatibn, and his degree of psychological differentiation.:

\

‘»Additionally, the potentia1=effects of.selected interactions upon .?_

v '\ N

causal assignments are consideredm The result of this discussion is &

‘the generation\of eleven hypothesed.;

In order to test these propositions outside the laboratory, a -+
samp le of university students was exposed'to a motion,picture3 After
viewing-the film, each person was interviewed. 'The’subjects were

asked questions/which were designed to measure their affective
X

[ [

: c;?' i R R
. R



reactions to a character in the film, their judgments of that actor's

" - . ) ‘ Y
success or failure, and their attributions of.causation for}the

- character's 'achievement. Each subject also completed wests of locus .of

‘control and psythological differentiation.’

5

* The- results of the investigation indicate that . the attribution

-~

) theory predictions that were tested d8 obtain outside the laboratory

- ) '
S

In turn, this suggests that it may be fruitful to test other

v attribution principles in non-experimental settings that are less

i -
o maan - . )

artificial T L

LR

The data also suggest that in ambiguous attributional settings,

f\
an individual s locus of control and degree of psychological

differentiation may predispose him to structure in some manner the

- , . ) . . s ‘- ‘ . .
information dérived from his conceptions of the situation. '-Since little
attention has been paid to the impact of psychological differentiation

upon the attribution of causation, this represents an interigiing e
" contribution. : . CT .
i , ) ¢ . '

; : In addition to these re8ults, the data indicate that an

A

individual 8 judgment of an actor's success. and his appreciatibn of that

o

, actor may overlap As well, the'relationship between locus of control |

and psychological differentiation is examined While these two
I .

constructs are not correlated linearly or curvilinearly, there is . I

evidente- to suggest that these variables, in interaction, may affect

14

the assignment of causation. o ' ulwv‘

,:'-_«f
4 3

The dissertation concludes with a discussion of the implications

of this researeh The issues of/concept fragility, instrument‘fragility, é

q

and trait-situation}interactions are considered. Additionally,*it is .%3”



-

~

argued that there. may be hdvantages in testing~attribution theory in

more natural settings.
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CHAPTER 1

_THE ATTRIBUTION OF CAUSATION

Many of our«attempts at explaining the world and,acting~upon <

Lo -
\

those explanations agsume that some things cause others to occur. In

the physical world, we try to account for spontaneous combustion,=’

i

the solidification of water, and day and night._ In the medical world

v

we search for the causes of cancer heart diseases and the gommon cold
, “

In the sOg;Al world, we,still,assﬁﬁe causation when we think about BRI

people'stbehavior.__Thus, we look- for causes of—crime,xCOnfﬁict,,;?f;;
success, and fatlure. ' ff_”~‘. . | N s f‘ . 3‘;'4
l Psychologists have identified two . interrelated, but separable

sources of the assignment of causation. Many have argued that sbme ?"
\ \ i

causal relafions can be directly perceived (Tolman and Brunswik 1934

Michotte, 1963 \Attneave\ 1974 Mackie 1974 Harre and Madden, 1!75)

JTﬂ/t is, they assert that the human organism has the capacity to sense.

'causal.connections "intuitfvely» and "immediately. This has suggested

Y

S - 5

to: some. psychologist& that “the’ assignment of causation on this: level

AN ! . -

.’

may be built_into our physiologies.‘

K1



. Tep e ) :.\ o
However, there are situations in which we Jré\unable to directly

:
2

! ‘\ \
‘perceive causal relationships. As we“are removed froth 56n§1Q§\SuCh
: ' L -

AN N~

relationships,‘there is consegsus that we\cognitively assign causES\to

actors .and actionsgﬂ -

‘o
st ’

have assumed ‘a perspective sinilsr to Hume's.

L4 I3 . . - \ i R .
‘ causation as an attribution rither than as,somethingvthat is dir
; —_— ) .

'; perceived. .o

_ For Hume, the initial human experience is the\impression....
RN From these impressions the individual derives simple
i idess which: exactly represent, and which are always
: preceded by -their corresponding impressions. Since.

~"sdmi ar ideas and impressiqns are in constant conjunction,

he’ concludes th, Lt one may.come to believe that ' there.

s> ds a connec on tween . our many ideas and imptéssions Lo
“»iwhich cannot a e\‘>om chiance and, therefore, ‘that
_. .there is a: dependen@{\aa\weli ! Thus, the perception of o
.,slcause and’ effect is ancho\“' in the psychological Ve oo
.e’inature of the organism.. (tﬁ ) 1969:13- 14) R

thsc.actempts;qo order ‘the e

~"“735::‘\‘.V'I'here is n:a’a considerable liter'

) ways in: which individuals attribute ¢ausation. f':.,i llows is a 4 .7 ¢
B 1~ : Y W . oL - . 7 i

‘ summary‘of'the theoreticaljrootsaand major premise"Of att&ihbtion thebry;ﬂ

A..;-‘?mEovconcz'RT OF,,COGNITION' TP o ._"x\\.\ N

-/(iii The meaning of the term, cognition, is ‘vague; that is, it\has ,'u~‘
L : _\ ~ ny
\ .
.

msny referents ~‘A sur\ey of‘the literature in cognitive psychology N .

indicates that many students use the terms __gnition perception and

conception as synonyms while ochers consider these to be separate

\

psychological processes.. tht followg 1s a discussion of the vays in E »

h

. which these terms have been used and a, specification of the way 1in

which they will be employeﬂ in this dissertation. ' . f . K



In Chaplin's Dictionary\of Psychology' (1968:87), cognition is’

defined as . ' . -
..a general concept embra\i all fqrms of knowing.

It includes perceiving, imags\ing, reasoning, .and

judging. Traditionally, cognition was contragted with 3

conation or willing and with affection or Yeeling o

psychologis In«his cognitive psychology text, Neisser (1967:4)

- All the protesses by which the sénsory‘input'is ‘ : _\\\\
transformed educed, elaborated, stored, recovered, - R
and u\ed It is concetrned with these processes even . .
when. they . operate in the absence of releyant stimula— 7f‘-“z}

- tiom, as in™ images and hallucinations?’ *Suchlterms L o
' as sensation, perception, ifmagery, retention, recall,'
problem—solving,'ahd thinking, among many‘others,
refer to hypothetical stages or aSpects of cognition B

Neisser notes the breadth of this de}inition and suggests the possibility

that eVery psychological phenomenon is a cognitive one.” He cOnceives

-\ -
-

cognition to be the structuring or c0nstructing of auditory and visual

3

imulus information. Thus, for Neisser, cognition also involves the

Lutil .ation of higher mental processes such as memory and thinking.;_l 51Lf'ﬁw

9

9.
n,,,r . .

?//' . Seems, th‘refore, that cognition is an omnibus term It subsumes a host
of human ptocesses that enable the individual to function in reaction to

/ : the world around him.'f S

Many psychologists have argued that.cognition has become an
" obsolete termv They have 8uggested that it is more fruitful tokdzscuss

<

cognitive behavior in terms of mbre specifically defined processe .fﬁ’fﬂ

,For example Cgrdiner (1973 v) has argued that.

The twd‘terms perception and. thinking are not cagnate——"\ ’
B perception refebs to'a’ product, whereas thinking refers‘
e “i - 'to’a process. ”‘Starting with ‘the- standard procedure/of :

R trying ‘to define my bJect ‘matter, I found -that" "perceiving
S “+and ""thinking" have Lany meanings and that those: meanings"’f .4:~v

S 7:,,“f of\enrover-lapped. It finally occurred to me . that I had LT e

DT succumbed along with most - of my colleagues, to the fallacy -

< 5 . X .o )

b . i p

. N



N

. Nettler (1974d 3) has suggested that: ‘ RS
‘

\  that, Tf a word exists, there exists a phenomenon
corresponding to it. {1t gradually dawned on me, too,
that "perceiving" and '"thinking" (as well as their near-
synonyms "cognition,” "higher ment&l process,” and so on)
are simply blanket terms for the complex processes of the
nervous system that we do not yet understand....

v ! . . o

!

* / : R
Liké other psychologists, Gardiner views cognition as a composite of

other psychological protesse¥: perce’ {ng and thinking. In g similar

vein, George (1962) considers cognition to be.composed of perceiving,

‘learning, thinking, reasoning, and remembering French (1963) argues

that 1t is important for the cognitive psychologists to distinguish

4

perception from inference.

.

« - A reading of'Neisser, Gardiner, George, and French suggestsithat

there is concensus concerning the role of perception as an antecedent of

~
-~

b?higher—level" cognitive processes. Beyond this agreement, thére'is also

is generally ronsidered to refer to the organization of senSations that

\‘ ~ -

impinge upon our sensoria.' At present, a large segment of the research‘f

literature in psychoiogy consists of studies ‘that document the existence
L i

of’ vardous perceptual_pri7cip1es (cf. Krech et al , 1969).

ot e

. Howevar, a problem arises in designating a,parficular term that
describes cognitive behavior that is not siley perceptual Following

l \ y

Nettler (1974a-h), we have chosen to use the term, conception, to refer

to these processes Chaplin (1968 99) defines conception as the.process

s
' / r -
of forming an idea or: a: meaning dn this sense, conception is often.”
" \ \ .
mediated by the manipulation of symbols and signsy however, it is “also
+ ) \

possible to think of conceptions that have no perceptual referentsF P
\

(
s '(We can conceive of human action as involving a gradient J

‘ _ of behaviors from those totally perceptual (i.e., no -~
o dependent upon the intervention of concepts) to those N

totally conceptual (i e., involving solitary meditation,

/ - e

some convergence of thought concerning the nature of perception Perception

-



\f\“" . W
o * | i o \
. symbol-manipulation, without referrjng the symbols to - N
, ‘anything empirical). Any particular class of human actionwy\
between these extremes may be the consequénge of a. o
running mixture . of perceiving and conceiving. .As one's :
skills. become habituated——in sport, for example—they become \j
i less concept-based and more perceptually—rooted In the (
o course of a game we may think of tactics, between plays in |
particular, but in the heat of the action thinking had ) \ . g
bettet take a back seat to the proceeding and the other-. - \
doing. Thinking (conceiving) can obstruct pérception and
reduce the efficiency of habituated actions—ras per the
sad story about the thoughtful centipege o !
For any behavior, then, there will be a dﬁfferential mix of perception and-.
B \ r \ /t

\

conception. For-example, riding a bicycle or playing tennis mayrinvolve

\

~

more perception than conception. On the other>hann” answering a test or;’j'

. . . .. . . T
" T N

writing a tern—paper is prinarily a“conceptual task; the only perceptual
> - o .
<, - ‘
referents may be the symbols'thatfgne encounters while reading and
e

contemplating the task. This notion.of conception stbsumes other proﬁessés'*

4 -

such as learning, thinking, imagining, and infefring. Each of these types

T Y ~

of cognitive processes will vary in the pereéptual conceptual mixture v' I
N S { b0
dépending upon the particular task confronting the individual. B S

N LS
i . ' - .11.. “ . . ,
’Distinguishing conception from perception\is-important in this

\]

-~

dissertation. As we have mentioned earlier, some psychologfsts have
. A

2R s o

- demonstrated that certain causal connectiohs as known on the gnrely

percpetual level, others have argue& that many of man's causal assignments
~ - ~ AX il : 7 \!
\\ are inferred or attribpted; That is, the }dentlfication of causal
LN

¢ +

\relationships involves conceptual processes. ‘ P : , PN
) - C e . 3

Therefére, it is~essential that Veﬁuse the terns perception and A/'
, . conception with care. 1In one se;se,-those psychologists who study socia& ;f'{pi
; i R 7
\ perception or person perception have been imprecise in the use of terminology.
This is not to say that they are«necessarily unaqare oé the distinctigpa
between‘thesestwoéconcepts. For exadpla, Secord and Backman £i964 :49) note

< ) \ //

~—

%

Lo



Person perception focuses on the grocess by which
impressions, opinions, or feeiings about other ’
persons are formed. Although ‘the term has come into
common usage, Eercegtion...ibplies the use of direct |
sensory informatior, and hence it is ‘not completely
appropriate in the present context [the assessment of
others?lintentions and motives, etc. J. - often an

o . opinion concerning the other person is not based on S N
\ direct, observation of him but on Statements by others’ N o
,or-on;knowledge of -who he s Moreover, opinions, .., J\W.<(;--
evaldations, or fée&ings involve subjective judgment ' '
and nference that go beyond the kidd of direct . ‘ .
" gensory impressions that charaqterize perception. o S e
Because of its wide acceptance, however, we will e . Ty
continue to use the term-person perception to tefer ' :,} :
to these dive&se phen?mena. ) \ N o ol L
s = s e, Y
_ ! o . g NAPEEPEEER
It would seem, then, that much of person. perception is a . ° N
) oL - ™ -
mixture of perception and conception. While the exact proportions . v”\~"
RN y b e R
* of this mixture are indeterminate and ,may vary from one situation to~ /f/
- N \! 4 ‘o 3 . ))‘\
anbther, much of what we call attribution, Social juﬂgment » -and
. — N . P~
e T S I . . N "'« ) - , ,,, e
. inference is conception+ v < e . . T 1 g
* 4 oo ’ M “1?\ ~
ot w
. The impqrtance af this perception copceptioq distinction stems ‘
o D . v VS P
- from our earlier observations that some capéﬁl relationsﬁgps may be_. -
i . ) N LN o . 4 w ~ 7
. N ~ - K3
pereeived intuitively and immediateff\while‘otvers are.cognjtively \ .o L
B ™ ) . “f.
assigned ~.that is, they are conceived * In subsequent sectiotls of this - ,° *‘13

-t

i > 41’\

~< X n N 't . R,

chapter‘\we intend to review critically Fhe vardous hypqtheses e
’y “ \ -

- | PN B

advanced by SOFlal psychologists on the conception of causal relatiqhships.\
s RS ‘ﬂ / .. v N

\ Many of these ré%eéichers use perceiver synbnomously with “attributor,
s v - }

"jhd&ea" or ”obsefver."\ Strictly speakipg, this 1mplies a contradictlon P
to the notion of the cognitive q§signment of causation. 1In the \\\4 o
\ N ! ;\_&Q
interest\pf av01ding this dffficulty, we shall emp loy only the ‘the 1atter“ '
A= v e vnn e : Y R A
three terms synon%mously with "conceiver." - N e T .
A S Ty e 4
\ ) N 5 ‘\ \ ‘"
. \ Ny - ’ X .
N . ®
g N o =
\ B

b
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B. THEORETICAL PRECURSORS OF ATTRIBUTION THEORY « .

. v ' ! ! T st
The idea of.causation as an‘attribution or a cognitive

,nassignment is not new to social psychology. . While Jones «and Davis (1965)

_ ‘and Kelley (1967) have attempted to deVelop a comprehensive explanation
\\\

_"Zof the attribution of causation this subject haS‘concenned “social
. v Rt =w A
psychologists for years Indeed the development of social psychological -
.. {
' theory has been marked by attempts -to explain particular segments of

Py am

the process by which causation is conceived What Kelley, Jones, ‘and
) - \ / : ..i
“ou Davi§ have acpomplished is a synthesis of\these various perspectives. i

= o

i - .Jones et al. (1972: x) have argued that
N ~

,,"A ~ .:\<
, e Attribution th%ory grows »out of a number of converg;ng‘ Ar e
- .\ lines of inqui y in 50ci%l psychologyu*fThe re% earch -

P T -

Tt . along these lines can be® roughly' classified according
> . . to emphasis on cértain broad cﬂncerns S N(

.y

o [l] The factors motivating the 1nEﬁ§idual to obta}n’ ”‘[ r

i 'causally reievant 1nformation, '

[23” the factors determining\what cause will be ‘

o R E . _ _- assigned for a -given event, and . T
’ ... 7 {3] .the- consequences ‘of making one tausail atttibuti

=

rather” than another.. ‘ S N g‘,u' Coe

e L P

N Festin\er s (l954}~social comparison theory is the major SOurce of\

P
~o - L ]w
f literature on motivating factors This perspective xepresents an

e - Ry “ [

\-

o expansion of , sSgme of .the ideas expresseﬂ by Heider. (1958) in Ei v

.itheory of iﬂterpersonal relations. Heider (1944 1958) analysis of

/- ~ -
f —ﬁaive psychology and Eﬁeory of interpersonal felations focus on , o
- . _ . N e N

"attribution and "balance" 55 these relate to the assessment of ff;imf°f

§ < \

T ability, intention,. and task difficulty It is his work which’ forms

.

< K > . 4 "N e

PO ~

' the foumdations for much of the thenry that explicates how particular Jff;b

m} Lausés are assigned for ar given\event. Fi\ally, attribution.theorfsts

+ — i

“have borrowed considerably frum the realm of cognitive dissonance
X >

I



,f(Festinger, 1957;”Brehm‘and,Cohen, 1962; Aronson, 1969) in developing
. _ " .

hypotheses about the cognitive ramifications'of atEributing{eausation,l“

N \ . W _ -

~What- follows is ‘@’ crithal examination of the theoretical L

4 w
B PR “ // 3 RS ’

roots of attribution theory.- Given the classifﬁcatory scheme \,,_?“" o~

A el

Y
-

‘;:i suggested by Jones\et al,, We propose tO'assess the various contribu—
o ¢ . ‘{';{/ /\‘-.‘” .
| : /

tions to the study of motivators, determihants, nduconsequenCes,df_

Ve g s

B

\(Pf\ N . -
F“r'causal‘attribUtions. SuCh a tev1ew will not nece sitate a detailed

. (

R B /’\

‘ .‘,l

i~ (N "y L ‘ _
.m" s

'that relate directlYWto the attributiow .of causationl ; ’ i
I v T
o “\“‘ ‘\ o ' -y R b ! R P L
e , : T o - T PRV ‘ » N
T s N . S EE "
et - E ( - ; PO
|

.. The Determinants of Causal‘Attributions - \"%~

= R ' o
‘@ Of - all the’ contributions\to attribution theory, Heiger s has _
BN . . : L
- .
beert the most important Heider s intef@st 1n the attribution of . \ \ .

N

( causality is expressed in/ his paper, tiocgal Perception and Phénomenal
| S / <} i N

/
Causality" (1949) in Which he argues that pripciples,of perceptgal ‘ ./ PR

s
e

I > ,M 7 . . e
L. . - -1 N \:,'4.\1-‘1
& organigation may be applied to the study of social behav1or. His -
R ) .
=, argument centets'onithe thesis that human beans seek to attain an. =TT ¥
. P N ’ e
orderly view of the world They do é% through ihe use of/ 'naive
. , o ‘
g psychologyg" he attrihption of variable or transient behaviors to <o
. : - . A
» g - 4 ST i
fnvaxiant underlyihg condiffbns. Thus, one's success ot failurg;at a '
R : o & /\ - : .
particular ‘task would be understood in terms of greater/or lesser ¢ S
. " Re K} A ' — ~ Y , v
C bility orf effort relatlvely stéble dispositions of the ‘actor. For X ] “f~
-- > . . R s .
A3 K T
o Heider, the attribution of a cause for a particular behavior represents " EEE
o~ .~ oF ’ } v
7-a unit relation.' Thﬁé, the invocation of causal unit—relations makes, . »
[ JR—— ) . * /“ ‘J
‘the world intelligible -~ the conceiver. o '
= ’ N /\‘ N N, . {
] [l v \ .
’ . . y
o : ) / o - 4 o \2 -
\ s 1 EN v -~ \\ — '
R . - = A / -
. RER 7 - - 4

N, * '
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Heider argues that personsjcommqnly conceive of social situations
»

‘as caused by the dispositions of involved individuals " 'This is more‘n

T

)

likely to occur as the similarity between an action and a person 1§ R

greater. Thus’ bad behaviors are frequently assoc1ated with bad

Wh - WO o RO

'-actors. As an example, Héider (1944 364)»observes that\" .a joke made

_ 'fﬂ by an individual consifered siily will uSually seem silly while the P?};m

. same joke made by a personv;'th tne reputbtion bf being witty w}ll
arouse laughtert In this :xample,ﬂthe“eyaluatign:of~the individual's

i disposition influences tﬁé assessment of\the act. ‘lhe/converse may';lso

Y4

occur: a person whé tells a silly\joke may be conceived of as silly.

\r\‘ " i A-"‘\ ‘ %

\\Inferences about! one’ s.diaposition are made from one s act. Heider

‘ T h e

"\ argues thap/these inferential tendencies are to be’explained asy
h pY g 7 S
instances of the perceptual predisppsition of . Pragn anz: perception |
) .

S

(

o2

~ 4.7 1s!directédftowaxds minimizing the differences between stimuli (the

i 1

vact and the disposi{ionQ “or, beyond some. threshold of disimilarit¥,

8 :
. . L. s Y e 5_’
; , sl . i

maximlzing themrT;f S “ -

P o Lo - Lo P “ L
. T‘. Heider argues that the organizatién of/acts and dispositions

- _r,into causal unitrrelations s of\great importance to the individual. f/

' A

"- F \ :
BRRER If _an individual iS\tO attach meaning\tb changes that occur in various

T '_ ) ! ~,

'": social relationships, he _is assisted if he makes causal inferenees.

A .
weo® - )/ ~ . oo Ty .
Lo i , .

from aFts to dispositions and vice—versa.r O

S . S - N

- “.“ﬁf, . | Given thaﬂ individpals live‘in a ‘social environment that is in o
e : B re o R e Y

. constant flux, Heider (1944 372) concludes that o Moo . S L

" ) - P 5)* . ’ \ ﬁ A RV -
'fhzf-“ ' ...a change in the environment ains ifs meaning from o e
. ‘ the sourge to which it “is attii uted. This causal RN

-~ tintegration is of major importance 4n’ the organization R
of the social field. It is résponsiblé fof the forma- .,
-~ tion o; unifs which consist of persons and, acts and :

#’ which follow the laws of perceptual unit formation. - -
\ [y N - . 2
. B 7 oo, E R
{ /v S st ) : 3 B
5 ' ™~ ~ T - e
t ' Y T e e R !
¢ \\ - O o x > N 4 ,"
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e

’causal integration

~ o

Similarity and proximity favor the attribution of

- acts to persons,‘and‘established person-act units

make for assimilation or contrast'between the parts. M
‘Tensions within the person can influence this social

.
Fs

" J\

'ouc of his concern with the ways in which individuals ake

relat%ons In &articular, we are interested 1n how this theory

Y \

. causal nnferences, Heider (1958) developed 4 theory of. interpersonal

/
4 £

)
I

*explains the process by which an individual attaches meaning to a

.y ~

s

"

.-,

e heteronomous event, an ‘event. that 1s open to more than oné interpretation

‘.k . by- the conceiver.'
RN

A

\

ER : ,J

o »

X at a particular task the observer may explain that success as a Q

function of the task's simpliclty ornthe gctor s skill‘

“»

[y =5 N

For example, if a person is wdeWed to be successful

A significant

.

portioﬁ of Heider s theory of interpersonal ‘relations seeks. -to . devélop "

'a framework for examining this type of contingency\

M

X

L \' .

v

’ 5

P

combination of environmental forces and personal forces. For Heider,

the obJect of his theoretical exercise ds to explain how individuals LA

Y

W

s N ¥ \

> g ")

chooSe between personal and envixonmental‘causes. Dispositional

l

(personal) propérties are composed of two distinguish\ble dimepsions:

ability and effort. N

-

b

g

-

«

Yo : v

< | . B ~ ) .
2 ~ - k'S

A~ " o4 ~t . 1

N
Whether a person tries totdo samething and whether he
has the requisite abilities to accomplish it ‘are so i
significantly different in the affairs of everyday * = °

re

life that naivérpsychology has demarciited-those facrors - b4,

still further by regrouping the constituents of action .
in such a way that the power factor and the’effective e
énvironmental force ‘are combined into the concept "can,?
leaving the motivatifpal factor [referred to 3% grzing

by Heider] clearly" separate and distinct (Heider,

"~ 1958: :83- 84Y. e -

% p < =

Can implies that there is no environmenfal.foroehsufficiently

ST -y

¥ . hY -
great: which.could prevent the completion of an actpattempted by an

~

. w — S a
X { k4 s . © tYog N N
i '. 7 - ) ~ - . .

< @y ot

e
AT \

According to Heider, any action may be thought of as a /:5k

4

<10

.
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\

. .
individual It inco porates characteristics such as ability and power !
and is viewed by Hei ér to beé a dispositional concept

Trying is at |once a direetional and a quantitative concept
A

That 1s, ‘it entails ionsideration of what the actor is trying tg, do R

:(
(Intention) and how hard he is trying (exertion or effort) At is

this concepp of: trzing that propels action in a particular direction.
! N ‘
As.a motivational factor, 1t cﬁbodies the notion of personal’ causality
o o B . R 4

when it is uséd in a dispositional. context.. . o / -
AR M > LT
— / N

. ' > . . ’ 5
“The synthesis‘of effort and ability as. the fundamental components -

e N . o T . L

— N '/ | : ; .
of personal force/is central to Heider's theory. ‘RurpOSive action,‘by L
" . \ - T

definition, cannot ocecur w1thout the existence of these two dispositions

1 L

Thislnotion‘iq of utmost impbrta%ce for the theory of interpersonal

relations because L ﬂﬂ .

{ A

o . «the fact implic1t in naive psychology [is] that can

. andltgy ‘are the conditions of action. Thus, our reactions

*  will be different 4ccording to whether we think-a person
failed'primarily because he lacked adequate ability or =
primarily because he did not want to carry*out the A ‘

attion In the first case, we will expect him o

. succeed as soon as the condifion,"can" is fulfilled.

Moreover\ we may bring this condition about byamaking RN
~+- the task easier, by reﬁoving obstacles, by teachin34 '
the,person re&uisite skills, ard so on, In the " second ..
case, however, we will ot expect the person to perform
. the action even when Such changes are realized (Heider,
1958 123). - : EaS

N ’ /

-

Thus,, our conceptiqns of whether oggnot an individﬁal'has ability and

P ~

exerts some effort\will influence our iaferences about him. These' "
: : P : 4 . 3 v A
inferencesxmay, in turn, have significant impact upon our behavior
. ! NG FER
AN ~Th R

N

_tdwards him. CooN

g -,
3 Having deseribed.the\ ersonal forces that may be attributed,,,'

Helder turns to a'discussiom_of;environmentaA ones. He specifies two

o — “ 5

~

types of environmental forces: task diﬁﬁicultypand;luck. Task .
. . . EA e ————(

[ . i T T - L w



\ difficulty is assesgsed throogh knowledge of group performancef if

probably not so hard’ after all. Only our rational V\‘;

o o “ . knowledge abouyt - "what it takes" checks us £rom tpis
o A tempciné\xonc usion we modify our 1nterpretation AP
N -and Say ~looks so easy. - o

LAY

iR

N . 4

can successfully perform a. task, ‘‘the concelver is
~ \

‘1ike;ybto conclude that it 13w fficolt_and that the spccessfuli

petformers have consi e;hble ability.‘ 1f many can suéceed, the:

aispositionsu‘._.-~

” . -
- - ) r “ \
' - Luck and opportunity’refer to -less permanent conditions ef+ .

: N _ X
the énvironmeﬁt} For Heider (1958:91), S

~r

L%

ALt T .when the success is attributed to 1uck or .~
T - - oﬁportunlty, two things are implied: First, that 3
‘ - environmental conditions, rather than the person, - C o
i . are primarily responsible fer the outcome, and second,: \
=4 ~ that these environmental~conditions are the product " N \

of chance; at least, this is true for "luck:" y
As for task difficulty, knowledge of performance is the key to whether
. / \e
the attributor assigns\the cause .of an act to luck or opportunity. |
b ol . \ \

.

- If a persdn fails-at the seme’task over repeated trials but succeeds
N . . N
o once, that.success is likely to ﬁe‘attributed to luck. From Helder's
viewpoint, it 15 eLsier te make tgigkkind'of judgment than to change
oneie assessment of another's a@ilit;ﬁon the basis.of oné occurrenceﬁ

~t
s
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Other conditions contribute to the likelihood of such assignments of .

-~

causation. Any success by an individual judged to have little

.ability will usually be attributed to luck "AdditiOnally, indiViduals

“for whom the conceiver has positive sentiment will be judged unlucky

when they fail; disliked actors\will be attributed luck when_they

succeed. o : ' o ' \

\

Having described some of the key concepts in Heider' s‘theory, N

. two comments are in order. First, it¢shou1d be ndted that the

underlying model of causal attribution is a variation of J S Mill's ,

»

utheory of-interpersonal”relations; hiS'theprybof soclal comparison

" attributional tendencies is embedded,in a context that stresses
: “ N N, o, . . .

'through Heider s notign that iqdividuals tend to adhere to their

' examp le,

notion of\cognitive balance;”’He defines a balanced state as

method of difference "...the effect is attributed to «that condition

which is present.whensthe'effect is present and which isuabsent,when
. _ ‘ -

the effect is absent" (Deutsch’and Krauss, l965:3l). Such a model in

this context often tequires that social comparisons be made.. Helder
X . . . o

(1958:152;f55) provides énly a skeletal description of this process.

"

-

It was Festinger!s_(lQSA) work that elaborated this part of the'

v
»

. \
processes will be d13cusse@ in subsequent sections of this chapter

The second point tq 'be made is that Heider s description of

S .n

- v

stability and‘balance. The element'of'stability is emphasized _ 3\ -

judgments of others dispositions. That is, bnce a pafticular Low
> A s

_disposition’has been inferred (for eiample, ability), the causal

- [ o

) explanation of actions ‘that are discordant with thaf'disposition (for

example,'failure)%will appeal frequently to'environmental loci (for C
K . oL ' y . - . . ) ' . A\
bad luck). In turn, this amplifies Heider's concern for the

"...a

'8

i” C s J‘{ ' \\\\\\ ,//// : N o f
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harmonious state \one in which the entities comprising the

\  and the feelings about them fit together without stress (Heider S .
\ .

Ay

! 1958 180) Cognitive balance is illustrated using the p o—x system

\ AN
‘ . ' . o

. where p‘is a person who evaluates and reacts toward d,.another person, ﬁ?

5
| .

and xr somelobject assqcfated with o. If'p 1ikes o and approves of x, . {ﬁ”

X \. and o produced x, the system is balanced‘ ' balance Eould occur if p I

RS “

\ likes o and Approves of X but b failed to prpéuce K As an exampge, g i

let us assume that Teacher p llkes Student o, however, 1f Teacher p

v ‘ o .
v . ,~ B e N v

. fffj;sees that Student ) failed an Examination X, there may be cognitive j’j?'-lsuf'

'imbalance fdr the teacher. In order to rectify thi\ Teachar p,may

Ly \" .
~ L 2 Srre Rt 2

R
,attribute the poOr performance of ot udent o to bad 1uck or other

- . ", B RS SRR N
S i ; .

'ysqin whic human be

ZPgs organlze ﬂ; fiaw'

_menvironment by appropriate cause—effect assignments e
CIn his. {nfluential~ Psychology'of Interpersonal helations .
B $(1958), ‘the' naivé analysis \of . adétion,. intention, .

g”ability, and environmental roperti sﬂls more“




i

in treating it as a. general theomy of interpersonal relations. ' .

A o ]

Heider s main thrust is toward describing factors that influence our
judgments<or conceptions of the social world As-ﬁhew‘and Qostanzo

(1970 150) mote: S e T

1 . '
. “ N

i— Although Heider noted the relevance of these

;:rﬂt_fV perceptions and interpretatipns for interpersonal i ..
R behavior, he failed'to. consider: in’ detail the e
'f;55¢'¢~>‘connections among perceptions, attributions and

interpersonal behavior. o e R
' ,”- RS ‘.' T ",

i JOR

:Indeed his;major goal has been to analyze verbal behavior.,rwegare =

~

remiﬂded by various sOcial psycholqgists (Deutscher, 1966 Acock and

'~”DeF1eur, 1972) that the correspohdence between what one says and what

one does is not necessarily perfect. lt seems, then, that our actions

' may bélié our conceptions under some circumstances.‘ This lack of

~ i o

correspondence may undermine the utility of Heider s formulation as a
/ e

- =f

- predictor of behavior. While Heider s theory may funotion adequately

f:upor sehavier:.. o bk

f,individuals consistently make use of the method of differences. There

P I

.\..":

N

as an exgpost facto explanation of how we conceive our social world

I
- . .
4 AY

Tbere areyother difficulties with Heider s formulation. He

-

frpm the data that reaches them. Specifically, Heider proposes that

N Lo~

3 *

'iare at 1east two problems with this assumption. First, the method’is

L R B et
‘nx,t‘ - S 7 .

. nat . specified adequately nor is its formulation experimentally 3

formulated (Deutsch and KrauSs, 1965 33) In particular Heider fails

“to provide a satiefactory explanation for the operation of the method

&L

assumes that peOple act consistently in inferring causal unit relations

' we would’ do well to be cautious in considering the impact of attributions

of differences when an individual has insufficient information. As we'~

15

o

L
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shall see shortly, the integration of Festinger's theory of social

comparisons with Heider's .partially-solves this problem.
[0 .

The second diffitulty'nﬁth Heider's assumption is that it may |

* underestimate the'impact of emotions. While Heider describes the

“method of differences as a subjective judgment that precedes causald

) 0 ..
. inference, the process is described as a systematic, rational’analySis

of information whereby data is evaluated. However, calling a-method
subjective" does not- explain away. the influence of emotions lsuch as

extreme'like or dislike, fear, or happiness. Such effects may alter

-

an 1ndfvidual s evaluation of a particular datum and therefore, need

to be considered within the context of the method of differences

e

It is somewhat ironical that Heider doesqnot devote much consideration

to these possibilities given that later chapters of his book focused
explic1tly on the effectSnOf sentimentsdon interpersonal relations

More recent: research has consxdered these influences, those’ studies

that are germain to *our problem will be éxamined later. Sl

Y

Summary. Heider hasﬁdeveloped a theory that attempts to describe how

1ndrviduals identify an underlying causal network that makes sense of

the world. By means of his naive analysis of action," Heider discusses

.the ways in which causal unit relations are” developed. One-of.his-prime

1

-
'

concerns is to- explain how(people come_ to attribute causation to *
7

personal rather than. environmental loci. In so doing, Heider ‘maps the/‘

e S

relationships among concepts Such as ability, power, “intentioh, and

Y
A

)

16

effort' he attempts to demqnstrate how these are assessed by the conceiver'\'

—_ \‘ 7
through the methoed of differences. . Additionally, concepts relating tov

e
v o
< - i B
— H . N
. ‘ ST, g :
A~ e .3



external loci of causation, task difficulty and luck, are ir:roduced .
into the paradigm. : h_;“ : ' .

- .
TR

iy
N

. The Motivatidén to Attribute Causation =~~~ " 47;:

While'Heider describes how.we infer Causation'in sdcial,

situations he has failed to provide a convincing answer as to ' y~we R
_ do;so. To say that we do s0": in order to make sense of the world VM,h RN
'may Se?true;;however it 1s ‘not- enlightening. In attemptlng to answer'

this‘question attribution theorists refer us’. to Festinger s (1954)

theory of social comparisons and to Schacter g (1959) extension of ";; "fi"
' tbisxviewpoint ta; the evaluation of emotions. {;**v'fnn’; L

The" Theory of Social Comparisons Festinger s (1954) perspective is

underwritten by che 1dea that indiv1duals possess a dxive to evaantej

’ heir own abilities. Attribution researchers have accepted this ;,y :

! . . \

. E ! - .

;nassumption and appear to’ have expanded its scope They imply that Sl
- : \ ) ‘ S J S A
"2 people~are also driven to evaluate others abilities or that they

- 4,assess others' merits when examining their odn 5 f i“ﬁ' ~:i'fifl'7“n}j,{<;'
o * A person may assess his ability‘in two ways. by appraising oo Y

‘ifthe "object reality" of his performance or by evaluating 1ts social‘f”afhi~'u5’

S S Tl Lo S E
kVi'rea]i“y The former occursyin 51pUations where there is an obv1ous irt ;x ‘
C W £ e,
q;;means of directly assessing abi}ity - Thus, an iﬁdividual can evaluate o
his &bility to sprint-’ by timing h1mself ﬂn a one hundredFyard dash ‘ ;f .
e / o N R
: there is an obJective realfty: . Omn the other hand -an appeal to :¢§,i %:ﬂ_{

"social reality' occurs in cases where the ability to be assessed

s “ AR =N

/ carnot be objectively evaluated ' Instances in which this may occur -,;// =

ke

f'téiate_to the evaluations of abilities such as musidal-creativity‘prAa;f:j

~ il . G ¢ ' L e . B s
o 5 . R - R
] ) ' ! . Yt
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N
T
-

/-" 3 .
- widespread norms that éncourage 1ndividuals to do better. At the same

N\

to the assessments of one’s opinions or characteristics. The "social -

reality" criteria are, in essence, the opinions of others about the

—

relative merits of the individual seeking-evaluation.

G ' ‘
" Festinger asserts that objective means are used for evaluation

B 13 - 'l. + =
whenever possihle; however; when this cannot occur, individuals

édjhdicate their abilities and opfnions by cpmparing them with those
. N o o A T ~ :
of other peopler_ Thus:'subjeétive evaluations of oneself will be

" unstab}€ when neither objective nor social bases for comparisons are ,

—_— -~

H -2

~.

,available.

Of the possible people with whom an individual might compare
P |

. L N

himself, Festinger hypothesizes that the tendency will be to look

. ) o N b

toward srmi{ar persons, As the discrepancy Petween an indiwvidual's
' o /s ’

ability and gnother4person's increases, the probability of comparison

7 .
for evaluative purposes will subsequently decrease.(tﬁere, thére is

~
‘

an underlying assumption that greater accuracy of evaluation will..

B
\

~accrue when tﬁe differences between indiViduals arg small.

While Festinger argues that the basic comparative processes

are similar for attitudes and opinions, he fiso notes that there are
L /- -
-critical_distinctions. He helleves,that individuals possess a "

"unidirectional drive upward" regarding their.abilities,~d\tendengy

that is not so with opinions “By this, he means that‘there are

time, there_are‘hon—social restraints that limit,a person's latitude
; ‘ ) "
7 i~ .

in altering his ability. Ty

\

"push" to improve runs counter to the need for precise evaluations of

o

These cdﬁditions(create an apoarent conflict. The normative

.
i~

one's ability Yhich is achieved by making comparisons with others who

18



are similar to oneself. According to Festinger (l954:125)& ,
The resolution of these two préSSures, which act
simultaneously, is a state of affairs where all the ¢
members [of a comparison group] are relatively N
~ close together with respect to some specific ability,
but not completely uniform The pressures cease ° -
; acting on a person if he.is just slightly better
than the others. It is obvious that not everyone. in
a group can be slightly better than everyone else.
The %mplication is that) with respect to the !
“evaluation of abiﬂities, a state of social ‘quiescence
is never reached - \
. } ) "
Thus, competitive bebavior emerges and the need to/fe—evaluate‘occurs
once more. . ” N : S,
. / - /' /

. N .
_ to attribution theory are twofold. First, he provides us wigh some -

& . RN ~
‘insights into why people seeg\to attrib@te causation- for their‘own.
B - \ . , d ’ .
(and others ) behavigrs o A

T4

- the sittation in which he exists and his appraisals
N of what he is capable of doing (his evaluation of zés

abilities) will together have bearing on his behavior. }
The ‘holding of inc0rrect opinions ‘and/or inaccurate - t

i ' appraisals of one's abilitdes can be punishing or
even, fatal in many situations (Festinger, I954/117)

.y e
Thus, the evaluation Sf one's abilities has survival value. Foq

3 N

. { - '
attributionm theorists, Festinger's perspective*describes how abilities -
L
» -, B Rl X ] . * .
so often become a “central concern of an‘individual. Such evaluations

occur in response to the need to survive and. the tendency to compete.

¥ ) ) h [
This Jdrive" to assess one s ability through social comparisons

/ . =
motivates persons to attribute causatiop. It is at this point' that ~ -
° ' .

Festinger s work interfaces with Heider's. Haviﬂg compa;atively

. assessed one s ability foxr lack of it), it is a logical step to
- 4
explain this eva}uation by reference to personal or environmental
. / . .
i ’ N
sources of causation. \

7

- { - | R ' - :
e A person s cognitlon (his opinions ard beliefs) about ;

~



»

-

Festinger s second contribution to attribution theory stems

from a\consideration of 8wo of h'is premises. His*hypothesis of a- ‘"-

t

"unidimensio&%l drive upward" with respect to ability implies that

successes are more likely to be considered due to competence. This
- {
occurs because abilities Judged in the present portend future -

1
\ . v

improvement a-culturally desirable condition In the case Qf failure, }-
} vl

A : - <
~ . \ N .
the normative pressures to improve are nob\met Festinger}suggesES" h
w , .
-t —

-~

implicitly that an’ individual might escape from this apparent/violation .

of betteﬁhent by appealing to more éhangeable conditions Such as -

- R 4"

>

.motivation, task/?ifficulﬁy, or luck. It is at this point that .

Y - A
Heider's analysis of the ‘assignment of cEusation becomes meaningful
/N -
A N (“/ 1 ° . . ) | R v ,‘“ i . )

4 : : o~
. y o

\ S
Criticisms of Festinger.- There are at least four questionable ideas

,,,,,

\ ‘ /
in Festinger's theory of social comparisons. The first reldtes to
1 | 9 R . s 3
Festinger s vagle use of the term fgrive ", It is‘not clear whether
/ ! S|
one should take this® concept to mean a biologically determined

EAN

~e . e—s

predisposition’or to interpret ft' és a normative ‘pressure due to'-\

. N - A

socialization. Furthermore, even if a definition of this term was -

» N

further specified 17 is not clear that Festinger s hypothesis that__
X

.t ¥ - . .

individuals possess a driv% to evalua\e theiT abilities is a\testable
. .7

s \

one. N ~ ' Y o |
Deutscl and Krauss (1965) (have Yaiskd"two important criticisms.
o " ‘ B A N

They Argue that i ’ d

at A

—

...there is no reason to believe that a praishl

of one s opinions, abilities, or emotiéns 1is 1likely - . pﬁv

to be’ more accurate if one's knowledge is confined

to comparison with others who are similar. Self- N
location on a_scale of ability may be aided by L
knowing something about; the extreme pos tions on” the

scale as well as knowing where one stands relative

5

Q.



J

" by which individuals judge the similarity of others nor “does he

et

- theory. - \ o ‘
A ] - el >~

’

¥

“abilities or“opinions drimulates social comparison»prodesses. .

’ relationship may apply equally , b

{ ~
r compared socially within a'group (

to ‘others who are s1m11ar (Deutsch and Krauss,
1965: 67) L .

It should also be added that Festinger does not elucidate the means

Y

.

'

consider the implications:of a misconception of simiiarity for hds

vt ~

~ -

A third criticism that may be dirqcted troward Festinger s

' . P N o

assertion that the need/for an objective assessment oOf éne's ~
-

" o~ -I\
-/ €

b

Deutsch and Krauss (1965 65) maintain that the opposite\causaf £

v

- P p ~ N

/ ] - . . ‘ <. ) B
(- - i \ ;

Hr =y

~ bd
}“ Thus, it may be because opinions a d‘abilities\are

V &functionally useful- for the group to
tasks in terms of the comparativeé abilities of its

members) that a ﬁers?n needs to evaluaté his opinions~"

o ',.or abiIities - L , PR ‘:
RN . 4 . i ; A
. ‘ . N 5 - P . N )‘/

N - . PR
taken with Festinger's'assumption that"*

) N Last,'issue héy be

N POy P -~

‘objective peans, of eva}uation are used whenever possible This -

.
\« ,-.

W
- ' —

Yo
PN -

v

denies that human .beings are often ﬁore concerned with what ought to be

‘han wiﬁh what is There is a considerabie body of literature that

describes the tendencies for some people to,sacrificexobjective viewp

\\\' N /

of the world in’.favor of subJective enses thaé paint pictures in .a

mdre satisfying (thou’h\less accurate) hue (Gabgr, 19§I Av1son and

Nettler4 1976 Avison, ﬁprthcoging)

A~ .
i -
.

ﬂ‘:As we shall see’ shortly, attribution theorists haye avoided4

R >~
By~ fOcusing

. most of these problems in their use of’Festingen s Ldeas

P \‘\,1 M
on the actual‘process of caysal attribution. through soc1al comparisons,

~ l PR Y N ~

they do not nee& to consider whethér this process is the Tesult of
\

P
"drives." Furthermore many students of attribution have examine&'the
— / \ -y .
- /c.. . ; A .

ot
. /
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”

process of social comparison and ca

usal assignment in contexts where

comparisons with similar othershavenot‘been possible. They do not

.

rake for granted Festinger's assump
results from comparisonjwith simila

theorists do- not afsume that the ne

tion that greater accuracy-of appraisal
r P :
¢’ persons. Finally, most attribution
o, N 5
ed for an assessment of one's
N -

abLlities leads to social comparison processss;'rather, they have N

¢ )
viewed these two processes as being
/ A

t.} .
corre la’teg:‘ without assuming-any . .,
. ;

R ') ’

~

cm§alowkr. = / - - ’
- In- general, the main contribution.of Festinger s theory of. é

. ) LR

Fd 2 ., . "

social comparisons lies in its- $pecification of the nature of such .

.-/

comparative assessments. His fnamewqu also genérates some predictions
. Y !

that are similar to thoseﬁthat may be deduced from Heider'sli

~~ ‘,\ \ -

’

< perspective. Thus, the int@gration

attained with no 1ogical contradict
- A . ’

.o -

nof‘these twOMapproaches“is- ‘.

“ s ]
ions. P -

' / -

)Q

Bt .
.o : vy
v, . 5

Summa .# Festinger S theory describes how' people evaluate their

S >~

~ ° . /

abilities or *opinions via social comparisons. Given normative

\

-

5oy

3 pressures‘to -do - bétter~and nonvsocial 1imitations pn the malleability

of ability“ competition and the desiﬁe "to re»evaluate oneself occur

\ /

. ki
\

repeatedly. Despite.some\criticisms oi this pefspective (which

N

J ; 4 -
attribution theorists haVe.been careful to avoid), Festinger provides N

N
an analysis thgt supplements Heider'

\ ,causality in social situatigns.

—

— ; 1, ) 2 : vy
. Sy .

J}‘

A L ot ! 7

b .‘, N- ¢

s description of the assignment of

. ‘_,:‘ - R « - N b

N

.
- -
e { DA : %

AY
RO N
/

y 4

(APTIE

The Consequentes'of Cansal.Attribution e -
i . 7. AN

> The third line of thoughtﬁthgt has contributed to the &evelopments”
. LA N . .

Lo . L v
of attribution theory is represented by Axonson's (1969) essay on R
. . . 5 4

.
r -/

-

A

\

- ' . l , =o/
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cognitive dissonance theory in which the major statements ‘of Festinger

(1957, 1964) and Brehm and Cohen (1962) are summarized. For students

/

of attributlon, cognitive dissenance theory has import_in explaining
q »
PR

4
the consequences of making causal assignments Once causal atttibutions

‘v
4

are made, these conceptions may. have: consequences for the attributog s
\\/

s\hsequent cognixions or behaviors. Thus, the major intersectioh of\

s - : ~

~attribution'andfcpgnitive%dissonance"theorief'occur’with‘respect'to

) > ! . ! Y N

post-decisional Fffects. In this sense, then, our concern with
Ca / . - : 3
dissonance is restricted to those cases in which causal assignments
. A

- . ’

lead to conceptions that Are cognitively“inconsistent for the conceiver. ¢

. N ”* . ) o
Such post-decisidfial inéonsistency may lead to (1) reconsideration of
-~ o c

conceptions that arE"at odds with the attribution or (2) re—attribution o

] / : ! S~
of causation so that such/assignments arenin accord with other b
. \ . * N '
conceptions. Cognitive dissonance\theory is used by attribution.

1 . X

theorists to, des;ribe the’ dynamics leading‘to such reconceptionS\

\7,.\

’

»_ Dissonapce theory rests on the assumption that human beings’
ic) .

are rationa1121ng animals. They strive to reduce the inconsibtencies

or contradicgions among‘tﬂeir various conceptions ‘The core notion

in»dissonance‘théory is that A S _ N
Y : . 5 _ _
we dissonanc is a negative drive staqe which occurs A
> whenever an individuaf,31multaneously holds two
A cognitions ‘(1deas, beliefs, opinions) which are
psychologically inconsistent. Stated differently, R
two cognitiGns are dissonant ff, considering . -
', these two cognitiong alone, the opposite of one
v . follows from the other..r Since the occurrencefof o a -~
. dissonance is presumed to be unpleasant, individuals, '
strive to reduce it by adding "consonant" cognitions
or by-ch nging one or both cognitions to make them i 3

o

*: it together" betterj i. e., so that théy become

more consonaqt with each other (A}onson, 1969:2-3).

y-



o

.

contradiétory.
, .

This statement of the perspective requires elaboration. First,

“ .
'

the term,'negative drive state" is .vague., A reading of the«iiterﬁ%ure

- N .

‘in»cognitive

N - ~

state experieaced by“a person: the individual is °
A [ Y

-~ ~ N . .. » L . P }_'

disconcerted orl\uncomfortable because he holds ideas that are

. ) . .
" ‘

state’ 1is an

Yto a§particula

\ N

) ) - Y
n this sense, the 'lnegative drive

[N \ .

affective state that imduces,aniiﬁdiviaual to redgpe the ,psychological"
VR . v

AN 4

~ \ . - /N .
« " ' t
~ _ inconsistency which he experiences. . SR .
\ - - e s i
. LYo 3 ) . © g
> . The other vague concept) in cognitive dissonance is the térm
i 4 -

I N -V

\ P ;
"psychological inconsistency." Fest&nger H1957) is imprecise in
’ - . ! \

. }
describidg what. he means by‘this term. ‘%s Aronson (%969:5—6) h&s

aréped, t@f boundaries of what is tB be considéreéffnconsistedt re

\ . / » " B .
not well-formulated becauser Festinger deals with psycholpgical, zot
) ‘ Y Vo
simply ldgical, chonsisféncies: ¢ LA,
- [ ".\ . S .- N o
: . ~ . Y . s LTy
'It would pe ‘easy to specify dissonqﬁt situations if the °
theory were limited to, logical incpnsistencies. There
Y exiéE‘relaﬁ&vely‘unequivdcal rulesg- of logic which canl
be applied without ambiguity-or fear of contradictiéii:
) But tecall that the inconsistenty_that produces ‘
dissonance, although it can be logical inconsistency, PR
1s not necessarily logical. Rather, it is

psychological inconsistency. While this aspect of

r * the theory increases its power, range, and degre¢ of
irfterest, at the same time it also causes some serious
; +  problems. ' -, ~, C o~

el .
{

~ ' =~ "\'
Festinger (l957){del&neates(fourftypes of situations in which

- L {
dissonance may-occur: . o D

Yoo v i

/ X . RN — { N\ . . '
(1) Logical inconsistency? T@p conceptions are Hdissonant when thgﬁ_
) con ‘

~ - N

/ . N . - -
conceiver notes that they are contradiﬁtory in}termé of Yogic. This
: N - S 1 .
may occur when,syllo@iétic-reaébhing/"breaks down." For example, #f
. » . P

~

e . s [ e
PN ’ ‘ i
‘man, will never,die, dissonance could arise. 'Of course, this depends
>~ oo ' : < '
PR A~ ~
s = S . ) )
p o . . ‘{' . ‘\

'Y - ’
issonance leads one to conclude that this phrase refers . « -

¢

‘ : 5
a person believes that all men are mortal but also holds that he, as.a

-



<.

Ay

.dissonance may-resu%t. In anothgr/sense, Eestinger\implieswthat

/

upon the individual's ability to grasp the prindiples of logic. That

7

s, there are 1nd1viduals who cannot, think logically and, therefore,
would not experience dissonance in analoggus situations

o~

(ZI‘Cultnral mores: If an individual acts in a manner that is at’r

e

adds with his conception of his society s normative standards,

B

’

»l
N\ - ,'{ . Fal
deviant‘or'inaperpriate behavior‘may yield dissonance.

o
,,‘4

(3) Inconsistency between a conception and a more encompassing one:
. o

- ¢

_If a person believes that it is also preferable to telllthe trn&h”butv

~N « ! . e ”
(I ! ; L
finds himself in a situation where lyingifo his wife about-his extra-

. . . .
N — N .

/marital involvements is advantageous, dissonance.may obtain. 1In such

a case, the _more encompassing'idea (truth-telling is preferable) is at

Ay

*odds with a more specific notion (lying to the spouse may avoid

.kinds of situations ih which dissonance can occur, is not always

7

conflict).

(4) Past ex erience: If one's’present conception of a situation is
Xp P 1 .8 )

s
4 ’
LS

not in .accord with his past experiences of similar occasions,.

.

inconsistency or dissonance might arise. If one tells akjoke to a
o : , .
<

group of people rand they are not amused, digsonanCe_might occur if,

in the past,; the same joke had provoked langhter. ol
\ : —\ : v ' ' 7 ~

~In essence, Festinger is; suggesting that cognitive dissonance

v .
- . -

~ - i
may occur when two conceptions are in disagreement.’ However,
I N - t e :
Aronson (1969:7) 1is correct in noting that "...a knowledge of the
} ‘\ - - Fdl

~ o~

useful in determining whether dlssonance does ogcur.' /An important

question, then, is "What are. the signs of cognitive dissonance7"

“

Festinger (1957:31) argues that "...behavior changes; changes of .~

(BN e : .

25
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" these social nsycholo

‘that attempts to map reality may motivate

causation in social situatioms.

,\\
’ |

cognition, and circumspect exposure to new informa®ion snd new - o

opinions are indLFative of post- decisional dissonance \\

-

Given these vague indicators of cognitive dissonénce\\\
Festinger (1964) takel the position advocated by Brehm and Cohen (1962)
that commitment 1is necessary for the expe ience ‘of inconsistency,

/.
. /
that is, a particular decision will not engender dissonance unless

the individual 1is committed to that decision. However, ‘the definition

of "commitment' creates even more difficultigs. Festinger (1964)

A rson is. committed when he:has decided to do or not
do a\certain thing, when he has chosen one (or more)

’ tives and thereby rejected one (or more)
alternatives, when he actively engages inga given
behavior\or has engaged in a given behavior.

Deutsch and Krauss Y1965)\ appear to be correct when they interpret

sts to be sayingqthat a person. is committed to

a decision when he makes decision!

Despite the 1ack of specificity that plagues cognitive
-

dissonance theory, studénts of\ attribution attach impontance tb it as

o

a means for conceptualizing some\ of the possible consequences of
: . s 4

asSigning causation in soclal sit tiqns.b Someﬁattributions may
produce cognitive dissonance which
alter or recon31der his attributions that consonance may be
obtained. Thus, attribution theory is co¢ncerned here with the notion

urther ‘endeavors to assign

n turn, may lead the conceiver to -

26



Conclusion

€N v N . "
' There are several nciiaus 'which are shared by the three

theoretical perspectives thar we have reviewed. The théories'off

interpersonal relations, social comparisons, and cognitive dissonance

are all concerned with the issue of psychological consistency. Each

of . these theories 1is in ,some way'interested in the processes by ' s
. . .
which individuals conceive their environments and themselves in a ‘.

N

manner that produces “the fewest contradictions. “A1l devalop from : l

\

‘the- premise that human beings need to know.'

> ) ’ . .

Beyqnd the particular contributions that these three -
perspectives have made . to attribution theory, they have been integrated
to provide a means by which attribution notions may be applied at all

. points in the temporal sequence of c0nceiving the world. Attributi\hs .

1

made at any point in time, Tj’ are explained in the attribution theory
! .

framework using ideas derived from Heider's theory of interpersonal’

[

.relations. Attribution theory, however, attempts to consider what
~

factors motivated the conceiver to search for tausally impor tant

information This serach is assumed to have occurred previous to the.
. ¥ o, .

*assignment of causal unit relations, i.e., at time TJ 1 ‘Festinger's"

theory of social comparisons is of utility in accounting for the

conceptual process at this stager Concern with the consequences ot -
' N . oY

RN
.

causal attributions refers to events that must occur at Tj 1
Cognitive dissonance theory provides a vague framework for considering

this segment. If dissonance occurs, one consequence may be the ) T

{

re—evaluation of the situation. Thus, we come full-circle in the

process (see Figure 1). “In this sense, attribution theory offers a .

T v . . Coe )
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dynamic approach for describing how people make’ tausal inferences

~
\

N
i

about their sbcial wrold - | J", R S
. R \ . -

.r.f' Additionally, these three orientations "provide’ a focusefor -

R ) ' I

1 N
~theoretical elaborations and empirical evaluations of the attribution :
] - \ o > . N \\ ' 174_ ) ‘ ;, iy

approach N '\- < . : é ,' * ' : ) w‘vv .L" e
v -*. ‘, * T J N "

- At a very general “level, [these}’lines of work

N The individual attempts to assign a cause for id'h”;'
. impottant: instances of his behavior afid ‘that of R
‘dthers; when necessary, he seekS/information that - .F:”f‘;‘

3

enables him to’ do so. . v A e e

) II. His assignment of causes is determined in a
“ systematic manner . *

. III ' The particulan\cause that he attributes for
s a given event has«important consequences for his . °
' subsequent feelings amrd behavior « The ' meaning" of
- the eyent and his subsequent reactipn to it are
determined-to‘an. important degree by its assigned

cayse (Jones et al 1972.xi)

AR ..
¥

It is these three assumptions thatkare -expanded upon in attribution

theory through a synthesis of the theories which we have ékamined

F ‘ A‘p

ar

*Q::f; The ‘most important\statements of attnibutiqn theory have

"
o S K

£
RN

\come from two sources Jones and Davis (1965) ave developed a theory.

»

of correspondent inferences while Kelley (1967) ha_ constructed a

theory Qf external attribution. While both theories attem

?

\describe how people make caUsal 1nferences, they ask different but

-~

related questions. The theory of correspondent inferences is cbncerned

L
»

with how people attribute causation to other people; the theory of .

[ + 7
-

hexternal attribution attempts to describe how people assignxcausation

n

P’

to- external qQr environmental conditions " In Kelley's (1967 209) terms,

< o~ “

» f. Yy . L . -

are based dn %ﬂree assumptions . T “ "’»fff”ﬂ ,r-'f
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.the observer's focus in the two cases is esseutially
at opposite ends of the person-environment polar:ty.
In my earlier analyses, dealing respectively with the '
gelf efivironment and the other-environment problems, - : ‘\
Aths’%géson is concerned about the validity of an -
e " atttibution regarding the environment. He applies o
the several criteria in an attempt to rule out >
person-based sources of "error'" variance.  In the :
problems specified by Jones and Davis, the observer
" has exactly the opposite orientation. - He is seeking
‘for person-caused variance (that caused by the
particular actor under scrutiny) and in doing so, . _
he must rulé out environmental or situation-determined o '
causes of variations in effects. : “
[
' Dgspite this major differegce, attribution theorists view these two

perspectives to be compleméntary rather than compétftive pgrspeCtives.
What follows, is a discussion of theitr respective)contentsi o _ N
N P . ' ;" : . \\‘,. .

a . L . A . ‘

Jones_and Davis' Theory of Correspondent’ Inferences -
: = L - : o

Within,their theoretical framework, Jones and Davis_(1§6§:
222~ 223) aim

.to construct a theory which systematically -
.accounts for a perceiver's inferences about what an )
actor was trying to achieve by a particular action. . Y
. In achieving this purpose [they] view the actién as
occurring within a particular situational context which
defines, in large part its meaning for the perceiver.
- In particeular... the meaning of an action—its inten-
tional significance—derives from some con51deration
of the alternative - action possibilities availablesto .-
but foregone by the actor. As perceivers of actionm,
we can only begin to undefstand the motives prompting
. an act if we view the effects of the act in the frame-
o work of effects that other actions could have achieved.

w - L

K

Correspﬁﬁdence.v The cornerstoné of thisstheory is the notion of

¥

correspondence. . This refgrs_to the degree to which an inference:
'}u B ) « o
Simultanéously describes an actor and his behavior. Thus, if an

observer infers that another person 8 humorous behavior is a reflection

PR . . T

[



R N
fy o For'Jones and .- is, correspondence is dependent upon the

imbedded in the n&tion ofrtﬁ

ﬁatsdin ordér JoneSvand Davis useﬁthis'word.inta.vague-manner.

of his‘intent to be‘funny (which is itself indicative of a person's

N ! ! .

humorous disposition), this inference is correspondent. The idea of
correspondence is, therefo‘e, ddentical to Heider“s concept of a =
Hunlt relation between an-act and/a disposition N -

-
8

judge s evaluation of intention. If an act is noc conceived to be R

?

committed intentionally, its correspondent dispositional quality will

n . o a

not be attributed to-the actor ln terms of our example, 1f the SRR

humorous act-is not. conceived to be committed 1ntentionally it is |

unlikely that the, actor w1ll be Judged to have a humorous disposition

._‘

Further, if. the 1nference of 1ntentionality is held with only _ .'_ 1j;v

moderate conviction, the infere\ée of,a dispositional quality cannot

LENA RN

be\held with any greater convicnion Thus, the theory of correspondent

| b
inferences fpcuses on Heider S. concept<wf intentionaligy, .as 1t is

-~ lr_v,

e e i s e
At this p01nt, a comment on the meaning of the term "disp051tion

-
)

A PP - . .
NG . . G

Disp051tionsuare commonly referred to by social psychologists as _‘,f.:u,

A - - -

] traits or enduring tendencies to behave im a particular manner (CRM 1974,\

v Hollander, 1971) Heider 01958 30) defines dispositional properties

N o L

-as invariant impressions that are formed of other people.. The subtle_

difference between the former and latter definitions is important

» YA ‘_, .\ ’,_‘.

because one might ask the folldwing question: ’“If an individual has a

4 +
- 7

humorous disp051tion why would he have to ~£y,to be: funny; that is,

e~ . .

-

h gould.he not be naturally funny’" S ‘f'iﬁ /,\:4;.{,;i R
' ~ o SRR o s
- Neither Heider nor Jones and Davis provide a direct answer to f

this query Rather, a reading of these authors provides us wrth an

AN
o e NS o L ;.
‘ N se” e T ‘ S g
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implicit answer that further clarifies their meaning of "disposition."

Heider seems to suggest that a disposition.is e‘quality of .an
iindivinual; that is, as he uses it“in n;s naive analysis of action,
it.describes the personality. Thig is at odds with the notion of a
' disposition as a behavioral tendency. Heider, then, wishes to
separate the dispositlon of an indiv1dual from that nerson“s behav1or
Indeed, in an example that Heider\(1958 33) cites, words~such as

sentiments," "wishes," "abilities," and "emotions" are used to describe
X .

e

s

.dispositions. Note that no reference is made to overt behavioB}

Jones and Davis appear to take a similar view on, the definition

’ 4" . .
of "dispositien." In s6 doing, they assume that people desire to act

L . ’
in accord with their Qispositions (an assumption that can be derived

™

1ogice}l§\from various consistené;‘theories). fs Jonesland Davis

(1965 221~ 222)‘argue . : o
...an actor cannot achieve his objectives solely by ]
desiring to achieve them. He must have the capacities '
or skiil to move -from his present condition of @esireﬂ
to a subsequent condition of attainment and - .

- satisfaction: When a person's actions have certain
consequences, it is important for the perceiver to
determine whether" the person was.capable of producing
thesé™ consequences in response to his intentions. ...
[The actor's] knowledge angnability are preconditlons ’ N

/\) for the assignment of intentions. Each plays A -

\similar role in enabling the perceiver to decide whether

an effect or consequence of action was accidental. The Ny
assignment of intention, in turn is a precondition for
inferences concerning thoie underlying stable

— characteristics toward which the perceiver presses in

attaching significance to action. ™

—

{
The particular manner in\wpich,dones and Davis have used the term -

/ {

h"disposition" is, therefore “important because it highlights the key
N

p
role played bf\intentions in the attq}bution process.
/4 ,

- R e
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According to these theorists, the . invocation of a causal

- v

/
explanation for an action or behavior\involves the specification of an

intention which implies an unherlying disposition or attribute of, the
. N

~ \

- \~‘ . : Iy — .
actor. This relation between act and attrib&te is denoted an
Q. .o -

7

attribute—effeet linkage:

“ Given an attribute-effect linkage which .is offered . -
to explain why an act occurred, correspondence . ~
—increases as the-judged value 6f the attribute
departs from the judge's concéption 'of the average
- person s standing on the attribute (Jones and Davis,
}965 :224). 3

—

¢ “Stated in proggsitibnal forms, ‘this fo@mal definition Bf
, . : e . ' ‘ -
correspondence implicigly includes notions derived from Festinger's

-
P

social cbmparfsons theory. In Jones and Davis: formalation, evaluation

~

involves the comparison o% thre lactor %ath others. In thi§ sense, r

there is a fdeparture ffdm Festinger: wh FeSthéer argues that,

peeple have a propensity for selﬁ}evaluation, es and Davis alfer
\ j ’

this initial assumption to suggest that there is a tendency for judges

\
Kto evaluate an observed actor by comparlng him with ether actors.

‘'That is, they seem to assume a propensity for evaluating others by
\ ' < ~ 0! ‘ ' /

comparison. . . -

. J

S

. - \ A ' ’
The Inference Process. Having outlined the naéure of Jones and

: : ( ~
\ S~
Davis' notion of correspondence; we can now examine their explanation

-

of 'how correspondent infeteneea a;g derived~from/the oﬁsertatio;’of'
act;. Tﬁe; begin féeﬁ j?é poinz,at wﬁ;eh an act is observed and;
effects oé v;}ious kinds oceqr.ﬁ . ’ 7
~ An\act is coaceived ef“as a moiar response wLich

. Nreflects some degree of personal choice on the: part

~ of the actor ;if only between..action and inaction,
- o . ) .

b
Lo~

33
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. ) & .
' though more typically between alternative courses of
action) and which has one.or more effects on the Ty
! v environment or the actor himself. Effects are~ ) .
distinctive ?or potentially distinctive) consequences . '
of action. Stated in the broadest terms, they are 5 R
discriminable changes in the pre—existing state of .
, affairs that are brought about by actién (Jones and . p P
/ _ Davls, 1965:225). \ o o .
Fo; any act, there may\be more than gne effect. It ig-~ ,
. . - l\ \
‘assumed that some effects are myre desired or Vblued than others by the
— o X ‘

# A&ctor. Valued\effects sheé more light on the intentions of” ‘the actor.

’ ™ Al
From the observer s perspectlve, if an actor's behavior leads to a_ N -

J

desirable effect, that th‘will be regarded as the latter's most - \

, likely intention M”\ R ‘ . : ' A 7
= ( . .
‘ This hypotheSIS is significant/ It suggests that the\"frame

of“reference“ that a Judge brings to a situatlon will have quéntlal /

g .
impact upon the evaluatlve context in which an achr s behav1or 15\ *

I = - ¢

Tt conslderad “ An eXample may clarify this idea. 1If a JUVEnile has been

2 charged w1th vandalisﬁ for breaking windows, his delinquent friends ‘ ] ,

: may view his behav1or

P \

exc1t1ng that galne? him some measure of rebutation‘as a trouble—

as de31raﬁle inasmuch as he did something AN

J = x

maker. If this is their conéeptlon of the situation, then the ‘ _

~ \ N L

'deiinquents are likely to 1nfer tQat the juvenlle broke tbe windows
£
for fhat’purpoée. that is, ne intended th act in g way that brought
.7 y A 5 .
him positive reaction from his friends. On .the other hanyd, a social - JﬂEﬁ?,”* o

~w N \ o '_ ~

" worker might' view his behavior as undes;;able\beéﬁuse-it leads to._

"

trouble with the au%hpg}ties. This persou\may then conélude that the -

SN ’ LT . R . Ve N\ i
juvenile did noe}intend to break the windows; rather, tqe.sgcial ' i
. . § \ , X AN '
worker may conclude that theyboy's\behavio} was due to over-exuberance, -
a loss of temper, or a‘simple mistake. Ay . ‘ S i
. . A . ) f

e
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Thus, differential judg@ents by observers of the-desirability

of* another's behavior mdy result in different inferences regarding
e - . L
~ / . ~— J r
intentions. ~Jones and Davis do not specify what contributes“to
. - O .
. : }
such differential assessmehts One can,r however, hypothe51ze S

\
o

possible determinants,gf thése differential judgments cognitive

S

stylesh different socialization eXperiences, ideologieSw—all may

BN k4

-
. contribute Lo observer differences in assessing the desirabiiity of

Ve

an act. These possibilities will be pursued later in the dlssertation
i ‘

\Beturning td the relationship between desirability and_
\ - ! \

It

N _\\ / . . i —
eorrespondence3 N :
d B Al N . » - )
.it is...clear that attribute—effect' linkages “ /
based on universally deﬁired effedts are not Ty

informative concerning the unique charﬁcteristics )
the actor. To learn that a fnan makes thé ;o
: conventional”choice is to learn only that.he is
N\ like most other men. By the definition of corres-°
N pondence ., an inference must characterize the
actor's standingTas high or low 6n an attribute __
relative to the average person, in order to !
qualify a$ correspondent: If a choice is explained

on the basis of effects in the thoice area which- - —

XS

aﬁxone would like to produce and enjoy, an_ ’ N
at&;ibute inferred to account for that choice will N
.be low in. correspondence. In general we learn

“more about uniquely identifying intentions and X .
dispositions when the effects of a choser action o
are no more universally desired than the effects ‘'of = ~
~rg nonchosen action (Jones and Davis, 1965:227). ’

For\any action, the possibility:exists thathmore than one
. N . - . .

. oo 1 ) .
effect may occur. Jones and Davis argue that some of these outcomes
,/

are unintentional on the actor s part and thét the attributor seeks
Ve

—

to know which/effect was intended To do so, they propose that the
\ ~ 7/ A
judge implicitly assigns probabilfties of intentionality to each -
-

observed effect. This probability'will be a direct function of the;

dgbirability of theuoutcome«and an inverse! function of the'number
- ) / -

“- b .

R M . .
v - g ~, . @

-
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. : \ .
likely tg lead to confident, conrespdndent inferences because Yt

J : ' i B
of other effects that could have been intentional. (referred to as

4 AN
N

\ : s -
_. Y

In adoition to this basic inferential process, Jones and

»

noncommon effects)

. \ N
~ Davis hypoth7size that other factors may affect the observer's .

N }

=~

decision to begin the attribution process by'§0cusing on a particular

~

a—

: . . A o :
- mgy lead the former to impute his own motives to the latter. Also,

e /. [ /
prior information abdutlthe actor's past behavior: may influence

' Tk \

—

N

by Jones gital (1961) which suggests that in—role behavior is less}
;o , \ '-eﬁ .

!

. \ - ! )
exhibits multiplef effects, all of which are desirable. i /

) T S B
S o

Hedonic'Relevance; The authors eléborate~on the basic framework of

~ ‘ / . ) ' . n \

the fheory)bx\discussing how personal ipvolvement may influence the

/ ) ) -

inferende SE?CESS\. ‘ ) / B /\
The theory of action implied in the discussion .
'thus far obviously assumes that the actor is’ conceérned
7. "with the consequences of his action. It is the
very fact that his actionm choices have motivational
significance for him that makes .these_choices
informative.. for the | perceiver.,  But a special’
, ~and enormously important,ifeature @f miny person
R perception settings is that the choice of an actor
", ..~ has significant rewarding r punishing implications
e for the perceiver (Jones end Davis, l?65 :237).
S o N £

“* Here, the concern is with the concept of hedonic redlevande:
7 N

. w

¢

thaoesqa pantiﬁﬁlar actioa—sequence exhibitedfby an actor gratify or

7f.affectively will hEve_hedonic/relevance,for Nim. Thus, there will -~

— N / - "

"be .a wide\fhnge of noncommon effects that will be qonsidéred by the-’

effect. Perceived similarity between the.pttributor and the actor
' " = . /’ N

x

_ the attributions made. Specifically, Jones and.Davis refer to research

o

’fdiegppoint the attributor? Any %ffect to which the observer reaats -
S - L . Yoo

“36
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judge. However, Jones and Davis argue that the number of noncommon

, PR

effg%ts are reduced due io "ass}mi1a£idn to the predominané Hédonic*
‘value.'" That is, efﬁfcgs Ehat'a;e néutral to tWe attr??ugor/ére
viewed-;n the-light of the pertinggtxfff;cF which had\yedonic.
relévancé. This process of gégerélization, devefoped frém a cognitive

—

AN

. \ | 4 . , N
donsistency perspectivé, magnifies.the diffefences between an actor's
chosen and nonchosen actions. An increase’in. hedonic relevance,

]
&

T A .

5

/ < : ) . SN
thén, 1is Jorrelated with an increase in correspondence between an

\

act and a disposi?ion. //' J \A ‘ . ’ y \ ) . >

- *Johes and Davﬂé go oq to descripé'the joint infduencq of

hedonic:relevanégrgnd‘corréSpondence on‘fhé observeris 3yaluatibnj

They’predict)that aﬁ'individuai wfllkbe‘more likelyf?o/at;ribute

dispdsitional qualigies to”an actor gs a jbiﬂt fanctjion of iﬁcéeasés
. .

I3

J—

o /..
of these \two vériables: Y .
) " s N ~
o PSR SN S

/ -~

- N ; -
~Since relevance ihcreases correspondence, and since /o
-\ relevance and correspondence affeEt\evalu§tionL;it ,/

might seenm rgﬁéonable to link: relevance directly SN

to evaluation. However, relevanqe‘gay.well affect /
i only one, condition of \correspondence—the gommonality
of effécts. For this reason it is pqssip'é'tz have\ -
- high relevancE and only moderate correspondence : : p
S (jgpes and bavi§: 1965:239-2407) . - '
: 4
. . ' T e of
% Several ﬁnstances of empirical research support this hypothesis of
_ . \ ' T B N .
interaction. ' s ! *
ot . : , _
A P

. E : —
| . M';{ /\ — o N

;,Persohalismf Anqther aépect gﬁ péréonai invglvemen@, fhe_idea Sf
personaiism, is aiéb di;cuséed by Jopes and DaQisav Any hedbnically.

‘réIéVant effect of tﬁé actorﬁs bepa;iox ﬁhy‘ge_consei?éd'b§~hﬁs

‘evaluator as personal or impersqhal. Personalfs; distinghiéhea‘,

~

N A X . . . P EIEN

- - | SN

» o - > \ :
iQ correspondence and hedonié Pelevance. They stress the interactjon '

. -
RS B . 7
- v
[

J
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i

between effects that were the result of acts influenced by* the presence

~

of the Judge and those that were not. If the attributor believes that

\
_the actor was aware that his ,actions would affect the observer, we
l BEEEN )
are confronted with a case of personal hedonic relevance. Such -
- S - L SRS

personalismlls llkely to lead to a strenger inference that the actor”

- ¥

.was attempting some nature of good or bad action toward the observer
L ¢ >— b . ¥

et

s Thus, it is likely to have a strong impact upon any evaluations and

\ /

. = ‘further ififererices about the actor. 'Various conditions such as <

o, ~ -

~ > ’ . !
proyocation afd ingratiation are alsopshgges&ed by Jofes and Davis
v : N .V 4 “ ’ N
1as'variab1es that may influence the degree of»personalism_imputed to
s ~ ' .
S e , : o - .
{anY‘actf R ¥ - o T
_ - e AN \
s X ! , : ~ 4 -
1 - : \ . i » )
Summary. Jones and Davig analyze the process og inferring another
ke . - /

N\

A\ }
tndividuaf's intentions from his.actions.' They argue "that the °
.\\r

identification of 1ntentdons provides the attrlbutor &ith information

-\

concerning the. actor's’ disposiuaons. To the extent that‘behaviors

< 2 - S vl

{effects) are 1ntended and may be descfibed in termﬁ simliar to the
| Ty
actor s presumed’ dispositlons, correspondent inference obtains. The.

o 2 « . o .

major hypotheses are that (l) correspondence increases as the numbert™ ?f>

M

¥ unique knoncommon) effegts increase énd (2) correspondence increasés N

/ { A k
as these effects deviadte from the attributor ‘s eyaluatlon £
o =Y s
\desirability In other words, the\@ewer the dlstinctiVe reasons .a 4+
) 7
person has for*acting in a particular nhnner and the more unusuai'

N

b - /

~
N v

.

action provides more infbrmation:to the attributor concerning the )
4 13 ) \\
actor s characteristics. This doef not mean that the social

¥ b

3

desirability of dhkggtion/is irrelevant. T3'the<cohtrary, if behaviors
\ . .
! -

3 k { . . - o ¥

-

these reasons, the greater the-cerrespondence. That is@ the? articu%ar

)
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of an hctor'gratify or disappaeint the attributor (have hedonic

relevance for him), affectively neutral“behaviors tedd to be Judged ) L‘

[N —_

in the same.waybas these.affgctively loaded ones. Thus, a variation

of jthe halg effect is postulated. Jones and Davis' theory of corres%\v
- J\ -t
! 7 . ‘ -~
pondent inferences there{ore represents -an attempt tS describe.the A
Y : X > .

ways in\yhich individuals are influenced in pheirﬁaasignments of

N dispositional causés for actiond. T
- ! ¥ - . - : \ . _ //
\ R ) - Ay
{ : ¥ Yo N 4 o
Kelley's Théory of “External Attribution ' e “ "
~ » Keily il967) attempts to describe the progessef through-which

P J

. L ~
- people make attributions about "environmental" causes of dvents or ¥

X

-

behavioEF In observing a«behavioral effect, a person is frequently
} - = :

~ ~ : 4
confronted with a decision " He must ascertain whether its cause is,
v -

&attributable to the 1ndiv1dﬂal or to -external, environmental soorces
Kelley's apprbacﬁ stresses the elimlnation of personal causes of Y
\ Voo
~ events,whiie Jones and Davis describé\the process bx,which individuaIs
Yoo J Y N > .
;account for‘them.

A
“ L

» }

\ While Kelley emphasized the problem of aséigning the causes of

- . -

~tr
A\

an event to"'the environqent versus oneﬁelf he does not lidit his —
\ ~

e

A

par%digm to this'particular problem,/ He explicitly statéSﬁthat his
. , 0 / |

Ty ~ . N - N
>pe;spective is capable of descxibing the processes that Gperiate When
$ . ' ) -
\ ’ o
- P .
one stt select’between environmental versus other people as the causal -

4 Y !
\

agents. This is important in so far as it makes possible a direct:

/

Q oo
dbmparison and synthesis/of his approach with Jones and Davis model.

/
“Kelley (1967 184-185) describes thé attributidnal process thus:

- e -~ . 3 .
The »inference as to where to locate the disposf;ional KZ
R properties,responsib}e for the effeet is made ) o~
N . ’ e ‘\ °
/ ’ -
! ! \ - ' RA
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by.interpreting the raw data [one's conceptions]
~ 1in the context of subsidiary information from
experiment—like variations of conditians. A naive
vexsion of J.S5. Mill's method.of difference provides
the basic analytic tool. The effect is attributed
{ ~to that condition which is present when the effect
~* 1s present and which 1s absent when the effect is y }
absent. This basic notion of covariation of cause -
. and effect, is used to examine variations in effects
(responses}\sensatigns) in relation to variations \
. over (a) entities..., (b) persons.:., (c) time.
" ‘and (d) modalities of interaction with the entit e
The yattribution to the external thing ratfier than N
to the self requires that dI Trespond differentiallz . o
to the thing, that I respond consistently, over time .
and modality, and tLat I respond in-agreement with p R
a consensus of other persons' responses to it..d. N
If these conditioms are not met, there is indicated . .
» “an attribution to the self...or to spme juxtaposition - {
of cifcumstances.... o L /. -

A b

Thus, in'Kelley's terms, valid kn5h1edge\3bbut’€he causes o{}eventsAwfll~ IN
. N ’ . . S~

{

~- be a function o{ distinctivenkss of respbnse 1in concert with consistency
o . - Ay < ! b, )

d n .
\gn cmmesrs | L _ N /4 - / - ~
The validity of this knowledgé is subjectively deterfiined.

\ =~ ~

The proplem at hgnd for any attributor is fo ascertain whether {?s B

<

Y / : : o .
.impresnion\i20ut an ébjgct is accurate or whether he 1 projecting hiﬁ
B ) | e \ : {

--nwn chara?ée istics onto the object. Tn; notionS/df d{stinctiveqess, SN

y; cons‘sizgtency\T gndiconiensus-déﬁermine tne extent to\wﬁifh the fnserver
attributes the cause of the effect to some é;tefnal, environmental.‘ h i
source. i ’ ( %‘ — 4 \ r 4 ?' \

! > , :

{7 In the case of self versus environment attxibutions,

\ * - ~ J .
distinctiveness refers to whether the object's presence covaries with

- -\ .- - 4
e N ) ; g
the existence-of the obsérved effect.  Consistency over time deals with
) D R o~ \ ~ /
whether the same reac?ion‘bccurs on the part of the attributor every _ -
’ : e \
- »

time.

-

-Consistené& over‘modaiities cpnéerns"si@ilaritief in the judge's

1 g L } ——

reactions even though modes of interaction with the externalj object

/

7

C -~ P /
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- \
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1‘?:,‘ . . o

may vary. Consensus is determined by reference to other people's
—_— . .

reports of their experience; to the extent that-there is agreement, )
) “ ) N I'd N /

consensus occurs. ' | . . ~ )

? : - e oo 1 A

.

\

A - . —
For the cause of other versus environment attributions of
o ]

4 B

v

RS ~ ,
causation,fthe definitions of these four concepts changes slightly. ..
N - S s

Distinctiveness'indicateg whether the/actorls\presence‘covaries with A
/

— { - »

. . ~ .
*a given effect. Consjistency over time and modalities.refers' to ( ~

-~ e

whether ‘the actor's 'behayior is conceived. to be unghanging across
. T, L e / .

different situational contexts. Consensus ﬂelateg‘to whether othﬁf
SN =3 ! - ' 3 ‘
. people would béhave\in/tﬁé's§me way:\ Thus,- if we recall |
~ \ +
_ - \ P . _ ° ,
Jones and’ Davis' formulation,‘Kelley's 1ast two detérminants relate.

— - Al

-

‘to the.concepts of noticommon effects and desirability. -
) ~ ! > - ‘
g : I

) ’ X 7 // v N~

! -

M -

1

Information Level. Kelley views the criteria ofldist}nctivenbss;
) \ . N e [ '

s . y
consistency,’ and consensus as determindnts of an individual's

. ~ 7 \
N N { . - A - / -

informatioﬂﬁlevel. Thatw}é, they indexufhé peésbq's state of

~

] ‘ B
information in terms of différentiatjon and stability of his\aétributions.

~ ~ . - ! ,

In other words, these/grit@rié~detgrmine whe%her;the atffibutor
~ Vo) .
-
conceives his assignment of causation to Eé relativel} certhin and — r~
B - ~ T / ,

acfurate for the particular situation under’ consideration., -
_ P .

\ ~ .
. . _ " < -
The concept of inforqation,lével suggests,to Kelley that those
« [ . el ) - -
peopleuwﬁo‘afe unable _to make sggble:'diséfhct astributions may be
~ . - . _ - R .‘ . N
informationally dependent on others: | ‘ - -
. T : \ i ’
: Anticipated iﬁformat;oﬁ‘aepengencé affords the.basis =
s for séeking informatjon....In‘this regard; it seems . .
r plausible to assume that persons.have tonceptions : P
2 of| the level of information’ they may expect to '
achieve .for various typgS.of problems, tasks, or [N N
-~ . phenomena (Kelley, 1967:199)... < N : T
_ / - , ~ . !
_ ] . L. . o
. . / :
N S

|
t
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K
e

:flevels" in the sense that they may search’for information if. their

Basing his considerations prim%;ily on Heider s: theéry'of”interpersoﬁal £

y

? potential affective consequences for the conceiver, and (d) the

42

In this context Kelley implies that individuals develop "threshold

¢ N -
v

4
ability to make distinct stable attributions does not mee their- Tt ~

v s

T prior expectationS': Kelley (1967 200) suggests the condiqions under o

/

which an attributor is likelyrto experience a’ low information level R o

»“ B} -

: Atpribution instability (and hence, susceptibility~
'y to influence) will bBe high for a person who has o
"“(a) little soctal support €b) prior*information ‘that -
coo is poor or ambiguous (c) prgblems difficult beyond N o
n””',:u his capabilities; - (d) viéws that have been disconfirmed
7' because of/ théir inapproprfateness, or non-veridicality
- and\(e)/other enperiences engendertng low self- .
5 confidence . o PN
R / . . \",f‘-t Y : . N E
This passage is 1mportant to the: general development of a

o~ N <0

J.

theory of attribution. Kelley expliéitly points to, the possibility o .
~ A 2 ot \ Tt "‘\‘
that certain social and psychological factors may influence an .-~ é

attributor’s aSSignments)of causation. Previous social experiences P . -

!
T 1

as well as psychoiogical characteristics of the individual are

P /// - L
hypothesized by\Kelley to Be instrumental in determlning the oL

e ”. .‘.‘,\ o

distinctiveness and stability of attributions. o Wﬂuz-h-f[fi'

"

\ Thé impact of these factors are reaffirmed when~Kelley . -

v
Y. 5

A a - ‘.
discusses the, conditions under which attributional errors may occur

I " I\ —

. ) 0

relations, he suggests four sources oﬁ misattribution (a) relevant
S \
(informative) 31tuational aspegts may be ignored,by the attributor, -

-
\

(b) egocentric’assnmptions -may be made when evidence of attribution is

kY

incomplete (c) attributions may be - biased as a result of their ,&

N
- ER NN A w . -

™

situational context may be misleading -
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In subsequent additions to his theory of external attribution,

Kelley (1972 1973) attempts “to eYucidate the notions first entertained

o

in his 1967 article Specifically, in these- later papers Kelley *focuses

on the process of schematic analysis" in attributdion whereby a
B v “ ) Bl W ‘\

. person makes cause—effect linkageS Kelley s concern with configurations\

- B

<

‘ of causes and effects is reflected in these articles and his discussion

is centeredmon-the cqvariance principle, as it influences the development
i o - - N B \‘

- o~ »~
, P s - N
\ \

of causal schemata, ot o ) ‘ ,

’ " These considerations entail an enumeration of the ways in which
~ A\ ‘
. attributors make observations and analyze informstion,~on the one. lrand,
1 Y

and relatetthese to any a priori causal beliefs that they may hold as

a result of their preconceptions. Again Kelley stresses the idea that T

"\

‘gpcial factors and psychological predispositions may effect attributions

s . " 47 v )
o causation. : : ‘. - .o -
. 7 e, . . ; ‘, - i
LT ’ ’ v SN i X
/ o . ; .
’)" > ’ r Q" v \ : :.
-, Summary. Kelley develops an explanation‘for the process by which

P - <\ . .‘\

peogle assign causes of events .to external or environmental sources

/ e # Ty
Attribution'to such external loci is ¥ funqtion of the extent to which
: }

s hY

' the Judge responds?distinctively and consistently towards an observed

- i€ -

: effect and in accord with others! responses to the same effect. /These .
. / ~ * . .
three criteria determine an-inddvidualys information level which in

A y N

turn, determrnes how stable and diStinct one's attributions*will be

LS
S (O P -

A - L s,
P P . e “

N\ ¢ . L #
A Critical Assessment of AttributionLTheories

VBoth Kelley s theory of éxternal attribution and Jones and
. Davis' theory of correSpondent inferences attempt to describe how :

< 3
RS

®

‘

- K 4 ‘, S T e



people cognitively assign causation. As we have noted, they have
. ‘

approached this problem from differert perspectives. Kellev‘develops

a framework for describing how persons attribute causatién to loci

~external to the actor while Jones and Davis focus on the processes

through which causes are attributed td.the person under‘observation.

~'Ihese perspectives can be regarded to be complementary to one another.
o
While both theoriesnare, for ‘the most part, internally )

v

- consistent and empirically verifiable, there remain some difﬁiculties

with each. One majoraproblem that plagues Kelley's }ormulation is the.”

\

notion of inforBation level.: By his own admission, Kelley is unable.‘

- ; N \

to define in operational terms what he means by this term. He simply

e,

assumes that other psychologists will develop such a measure By~ g

. failing to attack this inadequacy, Kelley weakens his theory in that

'many of his hypotheses regarding attributiqnal stability cannot be

/ ° 1

H tested forlack of a measurement technique. A

' Another questionable aspect of Kelley's formulation,relates\tosh‘ -

‘ itsfability to explain attributions where only a minimal amount bf

information is available., Individuals often make causal assignments 'f

B

hased oh single occurrences of events. Such inferences cannot be

expiaiﬁhd adequately }kfough invocation of Epe covariance principle.Av“i o

-

‘In such cases, we might infer 'that Kelley would tell us that there is

Tr Ny e e
b

a greater-likelihood of attrihutional error; however, this does not‘;&-ﬂié;'

0

improve the descriptive abilities .of his paradigm -One poseible _}*'

solution to this omission is to develop hypotheses concerning the - nse

of prior information, past experience, or psychological predispositionsf~

N

of the attributor aa determinants of attributions Such propositions’ i-"



’

might enable Kelley ‘to develop a thepry of external attribution that ’
holds for those situations in which the attributor has little information
to manipulate .

o ‘\u“fl s o
Turning to Jones and Davis'
& problems

R ~

formulation we can also loeatev
One particular difficulty that we have mentioned lS

Y

their imprecise use of the

4 N\
o

term,» dLsposition. - A8 we noted. earlier;
their use 6f this Concept. demands that\individuals &ct in'accord with
their dispositions if.accurate attributibns are to be made.
assumetoomuch oflummn beings. we

w

in cr1tic1zing Heider s formulation

- This may
We referred to this samc difficulty

\(
40

one correlation between what one

There may not alwéys be a ‘one- to—

|thinfks and’ what one does.;~hifdﬁlij i(: id?
e o~ s N L
consideration of this difficulty may be esseptial to'iMprove thedstﬁ o
i . N R -
predictive accuracy of the theory of correspondent 1nferences”il'"1f'f_?”ff
1; : L A more/importadt problem plagues this perspective. There’seemsi"ﬁ
N "tor exist an implicit/assumption ‘
J' ’ makingtattributions.

RS .
that” Human beings are consistent in oIt
all 0/ it ' ~‘\ e
That is glven two situations that,are similar";ﬂ"”
. N \
- 7
: in most respects (actots dnvolved behaviors, etc )

1
K
s

O ;
expect similar attributions to emerge on.,

Jomres and Davis Lii‘i:%;v
bofhloccasionSVK This 1éEaae;\‘
various transitory psvchological characteristics ;; the attributor | ,>?
that %hy.vary from situation to situatiout‘ lﬁ A

- ‘: MM’ ’
- !
TheSe difficulties with the two theories . of<
T a major omission by b?th

PRV
o
/

attribution suggest

PR
. .
Both theories focus - on, characteristics Qﬁ
- the situation\as the major determinants of attrib
RN -t

ution of causation.

g S
Given that these perspectives 5 are concerned with the
assignment of causation,

Wi s
.
w
o~

cognitive S NE
it is somewhat surprising that nefther paradigm

has considergd«
“~5‘i |

carefuliy the impact of’ the attributor S psyehological
i . / 3 EN , -~ r.\ \
b . /A ;N '

*
PR



\ ’ \ ) .
characteristics, both transitory and sfable, upon his causal
. - i X

inferences. -
,
~N ’ -

The“ppssibility that 4n attributor's cognitive style may

l Q

influence his.causal inferences has only been alluded to by Heider.

and Kelley« No specific hypotheses havq'been:gntertained by these
. < e

attribution theorists: As we, shall see in the next chap%g;, the

empirical research that has been_étimulated by these theorists has .led

most investigators to focus on situational elethents. Only a fex

v

studies have concerned them#elvgb with psychological states of the

attributor. ‘Thus, it appeérs that this might be a fruitful sdbject

/n
N . N

to: pursue. ! ' . /
L o S

o



{ . ) ‘.
&eveloped by Jones and Davis, and Kelley to\exaéine the assignment of

A -, ( CHAPTER 2 . \
T A y o Vo e ¥ Sy " v
K ATTREBUTING THE CAUSES OF SUCCESS AND FAILURE 4
N =~ Lo = /A \
\ C !
\w [ . — ‘ v o 3 ~t \
\ h i y ! § -

-Some psychologists\?ave used\ﬁttribution theory constru;ts\
- N Vv

-

} ', .

a causal locus for various events observed by the attributor.’ These -
e
YTy )/
investigators have been primarily conce#ned with mapping the conditions

. ,/ ')
under which attributors assign the _causes of their own (or others')
- \".ﬂ / \
behavdors to internai or external sources. \
. ( ' \ o~

: Using Heider's {1958), schena, many attribution researchers
Ly ~o . .

N el -

have assétﬁed that there exist’fohr'discernible elements whieﬁkpersghs-

.

_ commdnly conceive to be défefminants.of behabidr: effort, abilityf\
4 o RN .

rd

- ,
luck, and task difficulty. Some)investigators hav@ argued that
\' ™~

—

individuais/hse these properties ;o “decide where to locate the causal_
\ / o

onug for an event. For example, WeiQer et al. (1972:96) find that

t _

A ..two of the four components...(ability and effogt) \‘**
= . describe qualities of the person undertaking\the \
' activity, while the two remaining compofients (task
\ difficulty and luck) can be considered properties ’k
external to khe/person, or environmental factors. e

N ! . i

It is’tbetefore,possibie.to speak of attributing the cauee of any
v : .

i

obseryeﬁ behaviof: or event to gn external or internal locus. =~
NS . - - v, — . -
- ) |
3 g v J
\l \ ‘J\ ‘\' -~ - - M 4
"\ ) - . ’ 5/ / ~
- ' - 47 To- }
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'« Most empirical studies {n this area have investigated the
~N .

- ~

effects of one of three classes of independent variables upon the
1ocus of attributed causation. Oné body of research hals examined

the impact of various situational contingenciés upon attributions.
- R r
These explorations have manipulated characteristics suéh as task
o o
complexity, situational conﬂtraints, and situational outcomes (for |
y; .

examﬁle; Beckman, 19703 Jellison et al 1972 Johnson et al 1968;
éadny;and Gerard, 1974; Menapaéeband Doby, l97€) and/then noteér
' concomitant variations in the attributed locus of'causation. e
A second set of studies has assessedlthe impacthoi relatively

/
transitory psychological stabes of the individual upon his attributions

'These 1nquiries ‘have @anipulated the attitudes and opinions of
7 . N ~

attributors and then observed differential causal assignments to
v N

{
internal and external loci (Lerner, 1965, Landy and Aronson, 1969;
7 N .y
Jones amd Nisbett, 1971; Jones and Goethals,.l972).

4
N

~N

A

L . The third class of iesearch)on the attribution of causftion’/* b
,has considered the impact of stable individual differences in this™ o
brocess : thably, a large bopy of litejature in*tnis area has) » .
utilized Rotter' s (1966) construct of internal—external locus of . B f,v

: ) ~ J ‘ .
“ control (or variations on it). Most of the empirical 1nve$tigations\ //

~

_that havé employed this construct have reported that attributipns ar

~

frequently ‘made in a manner consistent.with the individual's control
\ v 4

orientation (Hochreich, 1972; Krovetz, 1974 Sosis, 1974{

)

2 - A growing rumber of empiriéal studies have' examined the impact |

;. J" - . b}
of these three factors upon the assignment of causation for achievementi

Previous research suggests that situational contingencies, transitory
< A oK

psychoIogical states, "and stable individual differences all affect the
: \

- ~
a -
~

N ,

48
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, \ _ . R
i 3 \ . ' . " B
\‘ . ‘ N . .

'attribution of causation for Success and fallure. While various

el

psychologists have examined the influence of these factors,, few

/
researchers have attempted to assess ‘simultaneously the main and

/

/‘interaction effeqts of all three conditions. At best,KEOme students

— >
haveﬂconsidered the interaction of two of these independent factor%. -
\

—_ -1

.\, 2
- e L

A.: A JELECTIVE REVIEW OF THE LIZERATURE N
. . v

-

-~ _ |
‘ - A - A
In this seCtibn, ye’intend to exafiine the inflwence of variou¥

X

factorSwon the attribution of causation for success and failure. First,
> S

the relationshib between situational outcbme (succesa veérsus failure)

—

. . —

K and\EOCi of attribution (internal versus external) will be' surveyed.

‘will be noted. Second; the impact of trznsitory péychological

~

. , / . —
<ﬂA@dition§11y, otHer situe;ional factors that affect this relationship

f

characﬁeristics of the attributor will be revié&ed to see how such

v .
‘variables interact with the outcome—attribution correlation Last, *-
the 1ite;eture that documents the influence of stable indiyidual —j o
differences on the outcome-attribution relationship will be considered

—~ - . \,\

/ \ T
\ \

~

\
Situational Effects

v

Most of th? research on the attribution of cadsation in
e ~ N I

achievement-related contexts 1is based on\@ premise derived from .

a7t

AN
Heih (1958) and verifiez{ by ‘Weiner et al. (1971)

;‘ It has been suggested that success br failure at T~
an achievement task primarily is attributed to four
causal factors: ‘ability, effort, task difficulty,™ { .
and/qr luck....That is, to:"explain" the owtcome of o

C : an achievepent action, an individual.assgsses his a

own or the actor's level of ability, the amount of
effért expended, the difficulty of the task, and
ghe magnitude and " direction of experienced\luck.

v
-

~

N e



-~

o

It is believed that values o

r welghts are assigned

to these causal sources, and success OT failure at

the task differentially assi
(Frieze and Weiner, 1971:591
0N f ‘
Thé first two factors are considered
’ e

or attributes of the actor; the ’latt

|
. these kactors may be classifjed as s

gned to the four factors i
Yy, : o g

to be internal characteristics

(3

er two 'aré external to him. Further,

tabIeléf‘unstap;e'(Weingi et al.,

[ ; \ /
1971). The ability of\the actor and'tpe*difficulty of the task are

R _ ‘ o
viewed to be somewhat more enduring

effort of his lUC%- Vo -

o o
S . [ '
! / —y

. K Y

Success-Failure.' A humbqr of empir
: . s

. VAN ~ . '
how attributors assign causes for éuccess\and failure. By far, the//
_ N N

- ¥
majority have examihed the process ©
N e

RS .

. /
this literature indithes that theye

T AN 4
or permanent thanjqre.the,actor's

\ .o«

L ¢
[f : b >

Sk

3 -t A e 'l (

ical investigations have examined -

\
f self—attributioni A review of

>
are two slightly divergent

éérspetti#es on this issue.® One viewpq{ht, the logical analysis, —

-

. . _ «
is basea upon Heider's (1958) naive
J

7
N . - :.\ - .
of Weiner et al.\£1971);<the,other,

analysis of action’and thé work
[ } * DR R

the defensivé hnalyéié, is ﬁérived

-

_ from the research of Feathef and Simpn-§1971), Fitch’(1970), and
o R |

‘Frieze and Weiner/(l971),

X N

—

/

- {nformation to draw logical conclusi

tal

7

"\ The logicai aﬁalysis_assume{iihét aggribu;ors use qvéilable\

ons about the causes of their own

successes and failures. Q}chulls'(19753379-380) summarizes this

N
\perspective thus: P
l This analyéié compares diffe

“ in terms of th¥ information

™ 2

rené pattérns of feedback. <j'
they provideyconcerning

the)operation of a given cig§al factor....It 18

+ further assumed that all.s

themselves as applying moderately consistent and \
high effort on the task. This assumption appears '
reasonable in the case of a brief experimental ,
task...which subjects see as moderately important.... -
>|;/ ’\. '.\ . . /\
. v _ P N ‘
‘_h\\,J / ‘ o
- y

jects apply and percef?;

AN

A

\

50
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Vi

e

t

/

/';' \\

L - I .
.different predictions.' The logical perspective argues that given

t

The logical analysis also applies to situations in

which subjects have clear information relevant to

task difficulty and to whid¢h task difficulty is , e

moderate....In such situations, task difficulty

provides a relatively unlikely explanation for \ .

either® success or failure [bechuse it rémains | /

b constant] .Thus, in developing the logical anhlysis

the major problem is to p¥edict attributions to .

ability, effort, and luck. / ) o ’
/ - o

"+ The defensive analysis is based on the premise that self- .

/\,

attributions are motivated by self_enhancement and apprpval—seeking

Such defen51veness leads to\the greatér attribution of successés td
. - A, o
‘internal factors fability or éffort) and failures to external \loci

‘ _ /
(task difficulty 6r luck). . : v

A

In the case of ability attributions; these two analyses make

moderate effort, attributors are .as likely to infer that high ability

~

caused their successes as they are to conclude that low ability

—

caused thelr'failures. A defensive analysis predicts that people will

B e

be “more likely to attribute Success to ability. Failures will more

often be attribdted to\external loc1 . L

"

Both these/analyses converge in their predictions about
“ § -
attributions to effort. If an individual tries and SUcceedsf he can/

conclude logically that his striv1ng was the cause of his achievement
\( ! ~- 1 -
However, if he trie§ but_falls, lack&ofﬁeffort cannot be the cause.

~ 3 A

-~ . \ -
This/inference is not Qn}y logical; #t also servesja defensive,
J . v / 4 - -

7 X ‘. \ \; . ,

- .

. ' ] c - -
In-asSigning the causes of success and failure'to luck, there .
-~ i o

-

A LSy

achievement outcome _ That 1é, success shduld be accorded the  Same N
.
N
- . . o . . A

L B . H
. N - 7 N

>

- K

self-enhancing purpose.~‘ 7 B S

-

} —

” should logically be-no differenceg in its attribution forithe

51
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degree of good luck that failure does bad luck; From a defensive

perspective, more attriﬁﬁtions to luck should be made for failure than
N .

\ for success. \ o
e : ' .

Thus, while there are sligh} différen@es in the attrihutional
3 N . >
|
predictions of ‘the 1og1gal versus the defensive analysxs” both
‘ -~

pﬁrspectives(convegge in their ekpectations that SUCCESS is more likely

\ ~ / \ I\ \:
A

—

T to, be assigned to internal factors than isvfallp;ai‘JA readlngrof - o

B Ve
.the empirical literature that tests this proposition reveals that

- ~ ’ - ) \
, : r /o 7 \
this(relationship has been confirmed in an overwhelming number of \
- L. 4
studies Among those investIgations-that affirm this hypqthésxs, we( |

i

note those of Fitch (1970), Kukla (1970), Frieze énd Weiner (1971),- ' \
B

Wolosin et al. (1973),/Wortman et al. (1973), andﬂ;uginbuh;“gg'al. . /

N , "
; ) y _ \

- .

(1975)3‘ ~ ‘ 5 " P

~

1SN

l
y If one rev1?ws She existing liﬁérature on uhé attribution of
L. [ > N \
\causation for othegqpersons ‘succesqss and failures, ane netes that

;- ~ \, 7

— A

there are fewer studies concefned with this phenomenon in comparison
N
to the number that deal with self-attribution. Fu;;hermore,‘the

o

» s < . EE

conclusiiés tha;,may be drawii from the§e investlgations are much more
I

BN

equivocal? Jones and Nisbett (1971) logicaldy derive from He%der/
f ' b
.. work a hypothesis tha} actors are more likely to a;tribute the caused -

) : : !
of their own behavier to sitdétional sourced while observersftqu to (
- ‘ . o

- 4 / .
view/;hg behavior as the product of dispositional characteristics oft -
. ' » ) N
the actors Nisbet et alv (1973>154—155) cite two reasons for this: b
S i - oS
The actor's attention at the moment of agtion is/ L
~ focused on situational cues...with which his behavior -~ '
c is voordinated. It therefore appears to the attor Y
, that his behavior is ‘\a response to these cues, that
s is, caused, by them. For the obgerver, however, it * '
/ 8 s not the situational cues that are salient but the . ‘
)behavior of the actor....The observeriis therefore -
/ ‘ ' '
- { : -7 .

—_— \ .
-

-~ 4 ~
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more .likely to perceive the actor's behavior as a
manifestation of the actor and to perceive the -
cause of behavior to be a trait or quality
R inherent in the actor.. A second probahIe reason
for the differential bias of actors and observers T
\stems .from' a difference in the nature and extent ' A
of information they possess. In general the actor . N N e
_knows more about his past behavior &rd his present e |
experiences than does tlie observer._ This difference,.,ﬁ
/ in information level probably ofteti’ serves to e \
prevent the actor from interpreting his behavioT P
in-dispositional terms while allowing the observer s
to make such- interpretations N ’
/ ‘ N
Ev1dence in support of this hypothe31s includes ‘the. research\of

Jones, and Harris (1967), Jones et/ al. (1968), Méﬁfthut (1972); and LN

\ T e~

. Cfe 2 o N
/ \ : y YT

-t

v . N

Nisbett et al. (1973)

\At odds with these resulfs are those of Frieze and Welner

/ A K
(1971), Regan gt.al. (197@), and Feather and Simon (1975)1 These oA
. y. ‘ e i A f
th;ee‘studies all report tendencles Yor observers to attribute R ‘

[ SR .. H
LR 5, -

\ L
actor's successes to internal .factors and their +failures to pxternals
~ \ . ¥ - - - .

-
sy

. . / . J
, lf'one examines t?e methodology of these\studies, a possible
‘7
explanation ofgthese divergent' conclusions emerges The three studies +

ones.
l

. that fail to confirm the Jones and Nisbet hypothesis all deal with N
| - - ;oL “ \ :
achievement gelated sitnations. Frieze and Weiner 1nformed their 4 NS
. _{A LN M
subjects of an actor's pefformance outcome on a specific task as dld o
;\\" — \‘( : '
Regan et al. Feather and Simon presented their SubJects with more ™
’ : { X N ~
j / Vogem A '
vague aéhievement_situatlons. The™attributdrd were prov1ded w1th )
e - X ¥ [N
- - . { :
statements indicating whether actors succeeded er faiY¥ed at various
! / Vs v ;oo T
accupations. Thexﬂreport that failures weremore likely to .be

o

attributed Lo task difficulty . ‘ -
A -~ . . .
It seems, then, that when attributors are alerted to the fact

v ’ ' S
/ s
that they are dedling w1th instrufiental behaylor, the’patterniof
| \ h 2 N
\ S . “ ot



assigning causes for outcomes shifts. This may be due to the fact

that attributors implicitly assyme that the actors are expending
\ ;

~

\effort in the achievcment—oriented situatton. If this is sd, then it

- literatdre on self—attribution and other—attributlon af causatlon for

~

is logical for the obsérvers to ‘conclude that failure cannot be due -

‘to lack of effort and tha: success is largely due” to hard work At

the Same time, there may be insufficient information for the attributors,

o
\

to draw inferences abodt the acgoy s abilit{es, theréfore, the assignsy

N oL /

ment of causation is limited to a choice between effort a§‘opposed~to

- - /4 \
‘ «external causes. This explanation is consistent with predictions
~ , .
. : - \ n \ » I W
made through the use of the logical analy;is of self-attribution
J N . L \
described\eanlier XN L0 ~ \ .

N Beyend.t . . 'hﬁL suggest a succe§s~internal,vfailurev,
. PR 3y 3 PN

~o

- N

t relad!pnships also provide indlrect

\

causation in ted
|

,,7.

ssupgort for this, correlé on. Beckman (1970) cpnducted an experlmenﬁ

in which observers viewed teacher-stndent interaetions.\ In cases’

\ .
where students'improved this advancement was attributed to the students \
. AN 4 \ * /
own abilities and efforts, where students performances declined the.

teacher was blamed. Similér results are eoted bx\Ross et al. (1974)

/},,\ nr

After ¢onsidering these varipus research findings, it seemg

-

possible to conclude that the achievement-related behaqiors of actors

influence the attrihutions ‘of observers. \More specificaldy; the

"

%

Y E L~
Success and fallﬁre suggests that there is a tendency\for 1nd1v1duals
Ly N N - "
to.assigniinternal factbrs (ability and effort)'as the- sources of - v
. B . . . , / N . ) Lo
sﬁccess and to attribute! failures to external loci (luck ahd task -
. - ] “ 7 A
difficylty). ! : .
I ’ . T ~ = ) _ { !
. N . l -
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The Nature of the Achievement Situation. Feather and Simon's (1975)

study of how individuals attribute the causes of other PeoplE's

- . ~ ~
N

. N \ \ . - N ] /
sdccesses andifailures in certain occuggtions suggests interesting

7/
A\

conclusious."IU is noteworthy\that this study differs from others y
in the type of situation presented tq the attfibutors Most invesfiga— -
Iy
tions of attribution,ﬁor aqhievement/outCOmes have involved scenerios
~ o«

in whlch actors,succeed or faili\at particular tasks \For e;ample,/ v oo
‘ Luginbuhl eb af (l97§) ‘had Subjeets attehht to reqognize various
;o / A oo

visual: patterns, ‘these individuals were then told how well they/had

55

-

’

performed.“ Iﬁ stu@iestuch as this,’attrihutors are confronted ylth
TN P PR

unequivocal rehults on very specific tasks. There 4s little&ahbighityf" N
~ , \ i - o

- ’ \
7

as'to‘ggethet the actor succeeded‘or failed. VI . N

A

The stimulus situatiou that Simon‘and Feather present to ;j b

~
~ - 1

their subJects varies from thlS standatd ‘ Participants in this study o
wete each/presented with a. statement such\as "After first term finals,
N /\/ - ’ N

'John finds himself at the top of his Med. Schooﬂ class.' bifferent
e

-

fprms of this statement, weré constrhcted in order to manipulate sex" of\

/ . . -~
the actonq(géhn verSus Ji11), success—failu;e (top”verSus bottom), and
. ' - -

[

occupationaf trainin@ (Med. School vetsustufsing'School versus

Teaeher s College) Whilé it - is cIear whether\xhe acths fa;l or - ' 3

sucteéed 'what«distiﬁguishes this study iqom others is the "breadth"

of the task under consideration! Whlle oth;t studies mamipulgte the,

0utc9;es of single tasksi Feather'ahd Simon's experlment involves an
N <~ J

.achievement coptext in which there»are ﬂany behaviors that could

- ; N ’ 1 —

Presumably contribute to an acto: s1suocess or failure. : ’ |
~ <

This is signifgcant inasmuch as the patterns\of attributions

of-cahsation.fér success and fa;lure in’a "vague' situation\replicate

. - ; . s . ) ~
. ' ~



o

\ f~ . Y

/ @
[ . . '
the' frequently repor ted patterrd in situations involving single tasks:

{ 1

o, S ] .
Success is more likely to be Attributed internally; failure is more
4

A - s

likely to~be attributed external}y.'rSuch results desgrve note in so

’.7'. expla,in the cﬁgses of ~SuCh' "'Ou.tCOmeS.

s e . . N . , . L - . P
. < T . . - . <

< a 4 (

"”they assess' the success !or failure of‘ahother person and seek to

RS ~

far as they suggest thiat the attribution paradigm may obtain outside
Y .‘ - \

the' labonatory where persons often find themselves in. posiﬁions where

- . A

- " '

-

Y N ; A
7
- o~ ,\ AL N

’ LR N

s:“Transitory Characterlstics of the Attributor . ’w;'f',\

aor

ot

d“variable'?'-f'_if“ - U \‘}f S o N L

2] to perceived task difflculty...as«well ‘as’ an-*

- = -

\There ista body of literature in attribution theorysthat

demonstrates that tran51tory psychological states of the judge have '
A el N b

- d
some impact upon his assignments of causation. These factors include

'-’ .\\

the attributor s expectations in a particular situation and the

A AN A (T

extent’ to which he is attracted'to the actor. In the following

-
/\u,

'discussion, we shall ttempt to demonstrate the ways in which these

- SR TN

factors 1nfluence the attribution of causation for 30ccess and failure.x

- . [ . e - ~
: E i \ PR A
-, g A N . T L - ',1-

L . . : . o h . = o \

. PLN N PN .
. Bl - N .

- . N «,

. ‘ \,

quXQectationsQ All invEstfgations of .the relationships hetyeén caysal

, =

~_‘:;.attri§butions and expectancy of’ success (also re&rred to in’ thé

\',«*" o -
/‘ \ ) Al

literature as inltial confidence) deal with self—attrlbutlon procesSes.‘

Y — [P

McMahan (1973 108) summarizes the theoretical argument regardlng this
o R > FOY - ~Q

Y .
\ . L
PO Y - N

. B v ?

s N

» , " ;
e Expectancy of success has been,regarded as\bexhg LN
) based upon "the agsumed Iével ¢f ability in’ rélation

et

) estimation of intended effort “and- anticlpated Tuck"
e [Weiner et al.,,&§71.2] Sitice estimates of sability L,
and task Hifficulty are considered to be relatively . 7
~fixed, they ‘tend to. influence the aﬁtributions of o; ?flt :

- causality made forJan outcome., Forlexample, a‘person v ) '

s

ETH



with a High estimate of his ability. to do a task
Cand whose, expectanpy of, success is consequently high .
- as well) is unlikely to attribute a failure.to lack -\
“of ability, becausg- such an attribution would e
-.‘entail altéring a relatively stable perception. TThis )
1ine of ", reasoning implies that an outcome that
disconfirms a subject's prior expectancy ten more
.7 ,to be attributed to variable“factors (effort ahd luck)" .
*© 'Y than to fixed factors (ability and task ﬂifficulty), .
" while an eutcome that confirms the subject's prior, B
expectancy tends. more to be attributed to: fixed

factors than to variable factors, N - v
. P ° "

 There is considerable Support"fof'this‘viewpoint; A:reading,

of Frieze and Weiner (3971) indirectly reinforces this position. .

-

They argue that consistency with past performances produCes attributions

°

-

‘ to abiiity and task difficulty while inconsistencies result in
effort and luckrassignment%as Inasndch as expectancies are no ddubt
a“function ot past perforngnce;uthe theoéetical argnmentiregardingia
initial confidence may be seen t;}be consistent with'Frie;e and

- ’ o v A T

Weiner's position.l o
Partial empirical support for this perspective comes from

Feather (1969Y and Feather and Simon (1971) - A more comprehensive-
&:w . ¢
onfirmation gs presented by McMahan (1973) ®Feather (1969) indicates

that subJects whose expectancies were disconfirmed tendéd to attribute

— 2

r”mtheir outcomes to 1uck. Feather and,Simon (1971) replicated "this
investigation and found that the causes of behav1oral outcomes were

'assigned to¥1ower ability and greater luck when 5ubjects 1n1tial

“‘ © - + -

confidenceslwere not reinforced. ?hey fouﬂd that such dissonfirmations

. - : ]
of .expectancies had no effect upon the attribution of effort or

task difficulty.- ' - .- o

While McMahan s (1973) study is not in complete accord with

".’the research noted above neither is it in complete opposzxion.

~

~ L

pu
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o » L
_ McMahan~reports that the disconfirmatlln of expectancies produces a
tendency to attribute the causes to effort agd luck more than to -
N ' ability. In so doing, he argues'that:this suggests that the contradic-
\\\":.tion‘of initial.conffdence nsy have“greater impact:on the attribution.
of causation to unstabie'factqiﬁ (effort and'luck) than to the
assignment to external factors“(luck and'taskjdifficulty). As he‘

notes, his results represent a partial confirmation of thxs idea b

They are equally supportive of the notions suggested by gther

©
7/

t

inVestigators that have been;aentioned, "' I o

A cOnservative interpretation “of these experiments suggests

v
x\ N . :\4

that‘there is suffiqgent evidence to justify the prediction that

attributors are more likely to assign the causes of behavioral

R

‘ outcomes to luck when their expectancies are ot Substantiated “As ,

S e \ o r
. well, they are, less likely to attribute such results to ability '
Do~ ! i \

oy

’factors.x However, it appears that mn e reaearch is required to - ’ e

. <.

: substantiate McMahan s assertion that attrih:tion to’ task diificujty

&

: '4' ! . S TE - . ;é"(.
R S - S Ty
.will also thain under such circumstances. . ' -QL e Voo
. ;y,.; o - ) ' - .2 ) ‘v . AN . S:}«"'" N
' - ~ E - S
N ‘ ' , . 4 [ } ) . ,\; . . o . ( »
Affective Reactions Toward Actors. ‘ Heider (1953) has sbggeSted tha@
we, expect good peoplép;o do~good things and bad people to perform ‘ G
. & \ S v
. bad  actions. When we ‘are confronted with such consistent concepthns, - L
L it becomes easy to establish causal unit relations and inferathat ?\
. S , iy o~ .
characteristics of the actor led to the bebavior. According to ,Q [ SEEN )
. S
~ 1}.‘. N

6 % Regan e:\g (1.974 386), T

N "‘-‘p = ? vy
e we provide an’ internal attribution...for suchu“jd — .
expected actions, as we regard them as typical of C e L
the actor, and we expect more of them in, she future. . 7’j T T
.However, when the action is seen'to be- oul—of- S e

character——whép good actprs do bad acts, or. bad R

’

° s v hECHU L “'/ S




Y
N

v,{"”

»

s

—

p -

\

external

L atypical of the actor, as caused by some external
' or situational factor, and do not expect similar J ] .
.- actions in the’ future. v AU o
' ) ' e ’ .
- X L e L
There are many theoretical sdurces of this hypothesis. We have * oL

Y 9

actors do good acts—we are unable to understand the
action as internally caused and instead provide an

attribution. We see the action as

> &+ ~ ' -~

noted that;Hieder has-addtessed this issue. This proposition can be N

N "

“

seen’ as an- instance’ of the integration of ﬁis cognitive- balance

! /

’

perspective and his naive analysis‘of action. Human be 1gs desire o

to maintain their conceptions in some atate of balance. or consistencyr RV

liking somepne aq

'\\

v N

A \

v (NN B

d- judging*them to have sucﬁgeded represents balance

/ J'r A X’

while d181iking -a Person and conceiving them to be successful\suggests'

)

< mbalmce.f ﬁ”n th

Nt

L. J-.,; ’{ ”‘:‘."" .

the%r succeﬁs to

”, _-;—‘

‘ derivedxfrom Fest

attributions ate

A
Ny

»
3,

ex%ernal attribut

N -
dissonance. -
- Kelley's

framework for de\

over time and mo
\l

fails, his actio

-~

from the theory

h \ g

failure will be e
s

!

/ 9 !\r" . t_ PN
xp lained. by referen%égto exterdal ™ cauées. S O
- % ﬂ ) ’ A ’ - " \’.I t J\. d
There are few direct tests of this hypothesis The most notable o
- N
té%actioh of achievement outcome and aﬁfective ’ {ﬁ‘-

<

=3

( W
e latteﬁecase,\the attribution of the causes of )

external loci (luck or ease\of task) provides a,.

< N

g”ff3 method\ﬁpt "making sense" of the imbalance. Similan arguments may be

“ﬂ N T e

inger s theory’oﬂ cognitive dissonance where ah

\.\ 4 BN ’__ l'"‘,, RN

l .
ion could represéht the means for accommodating S

-~ ! . Ao z FEEEEEN : .‘ -0
h N . - ! 1 % S,
theory of external attribution also provides a.
‘, /; S ” . .

iv{ng this gredictibn. He argues that extegnal s -
‘. } .

O r¢ 1ke1y to be,mdde”if an actor behaves ineonsistently

20
- ~

aliqies. When a persoq who has beem evaluated\positively~“~

s A

s may be sonsidered to be inconsistent° therefore, R v
i ~ \ i h v ‘I 1

f external attribution, we. would predict that d P S

» f‘\

evaluations of ’ the actor are.fhose condﬂcted by thi&fman and Wynne.(1963)
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o

’

-

(Y

- - \
. ] . \ -
RN . , . . : v -

5 . . o * ' L o .

(I : ) -

-~

+



N/

1)
-~

Therefore, if our expectancies do affect our assignmentsfof causation:’ / k

\
~ i N : ~

and Regan et al. (1974):. Regan et  al. report that people attributed

the tauses of liked actors' successes to characteristics of these

)

o

persons and made external \assignments for 'Su\ch persons’' failures.
/

~ -
S

A reversed pattern was apparent for disliked individuals successes"

¢ A)
were attributsed externally andnfailures internally - % : 1
D)
. Other studies pro ide indirect support of‘ this“ﬁroposit,ion;_j“;'—' ;

- Vi 5

. ~ . I . < ~ . R
S%Je have previously cited-studies that descrilie the correlationx;pgw

expectations fér achieveL 4and self-attribution,. It is pom.:.
’ “¥.

7 R S
that individuals also have expectations of others outcomes in

achievement situatlons In part,, this\ may occud because we expect
A (1 N

- others to behave in accordance with our: a%fective evaluation of them. - %—
’«

Thus we >_(pec good people to achieve and,bad people to fail.” In, {
- “

this sense, we may be prone to committing a variation of the”’g\enetic
- " ‘
fallacy If one re- examines the quotation taken froergan et a'l Y - )

- - { T IS
(1974 386) (se@page 58), one notes that considerable emphasis ii -{ /"
/ < ) \
placed upon the atttributor's expectations of the actor's behaviors Ny P [
, '~..A

'; /(P‘, \

R ! -

for others' behavi‘ors in- thim: ways as. in self—attribution, the .
investig-ations oonducted ‘by Fea er (1969), Feather and Simon (l97l), T
ond McMahan (1973) suggest that successe@ﬁ disliked others and the I

failures of liked othérs will be ‘more likely attributéd’ to fxtemal g -

loci (especially to luck) because they disconfi% the attributor s

expectancies. - o : | . S o
i o . . .
It seems that any investigation wf the attribution of causatlon
/ _ \
for succe,ss and failure might be improved by taking into account the ’
¢ J

attributo{s affective evaluation or reaction to the actor. guch . h
‘ .
tran.sitory psychological states of the individual appear to have PRGN
A ST AN A : R b .



considerable impact on the assignment of causal loci through their

interaction with judgments of the actor's success or failure. A

~

) Ce

- - . -

[ ‘ J . 4 -
Stable Individual Differences. : \ . \ .
— - .
Ve ° ( '
/ We ﬁhve.nqtedtthat a substantial proportion of the-empirical - )
3 Ny : / P . -
. literature _that deals with the assignment of cgusa;ion for achievément

- - | < - LN , -
outcomes,has been concerned with self-attribution. This is also the

’case_yith'research that considers the, impact of stable characteristics

“of. the attributor-upon selection of causal loci. Most of the stuaies/ ' \

. —

in this area haée focused on either achievgment motivation (Welner.f
A . o

\ .
et al., 1971) or locus of control as relatively fixed dispositions ‘of ,p;' -l
, - o -
the attrrbutor i 3 ‘ ¢ - e N S N
oy N ' L o2
- >There is little~evidence to suggest that the former exer;d 3*~ D

y influence upon the individual when he\gakes attributions tcﬂ~}\h”ﬂ

explain other people s behavior, however, there is di&ect and

’
/

indirect probf'that locns of ¢ontrol may operate in this type of

|

-~ !l
—
v

context.

t
'
i
4
—
L

~Additionally, we shall argue that another chaﬂ?Cteristic of
T

the attributor, psychological differentiation, may alsoﬂ‘fluence

.the assignment of capsation for others' actions. While there Qs as 0

. , o
yet little*empiriéal evidence to justify this prediction, we intend u
. ‘ . ’ N .
N to\demonBFrate_t@at it isd; possible interacting factor. -
o R - ":, . . - / ) ~ . - N
o j ) W ‘ o B N oo
-~ Locus_of Control. Rotter (1966:1) defines the’ gomstruct of/ . Q\ re
% ,. s ' Lo
tinternal—external locus ofi:control as_ follows: ~ g ,f o, U
;‘ ' 4 - . . 5
S . . i ,- w
~ When p reinforcement is percelved by the ‘subfject as ). : .7 /
\following sountaction of his’ own bu't not being )
- ' entirely contingent upon his ac%%on, then, in our . o
. »L/ — — . . < .
\J o . Vi N

- ) - ~ O e
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-~

interactions occurred.

W
persons attribute the causes of’?ﬁeir~own-(and others'),sugcesses and
. - ¢ RN \ -

" external sources.

culture, it' is typically perceived as the result of
luck, chancE fate, &s under the control of powerfil
others, or as unpredictable because of the great
complexity of the forces surrounding him. When

the event is interpreted in this way by the -~
individual, we have labelled this a belief in
external control If the person perceived that the

event is contingent upon-his own -behavior or his ‘bwn
relatively permanent characteristics, we have ‘termed
this\a belief in internal confrol. -

\ i

: y . 5 -
A hypothesis that has been tested is that internally controlled . _

X ’ : ~

\«\‘\

' o . "~
failures to internal loci while externals assign caudsal onus

5

.\

to

A Mo

and Lackey (1968) (as reported in Gilmor and Minton, 1974) failed‘to

validate this prop@sition. o i

- somewhat contradictory

\

" AR
A

sy iy T

- X

More recent research has resulted in conclusions that are

PR . \u

{
Davis and Davis (1972) conducted an

RN

experiment in which male subjecEs pepformed tasks invo@vfng the

solution of anagrﬂms where théir scores. were - fixed in- advance

psychologists report that successful\individuals were more 1i

o

7

-~

/

' A

\

[

~
—

However, early research by Dies (1968), JFitch (1969),

62

These \ .

k;\yzto

attribute their outcbmes to/internal factors, than were subjects who

failed:

—~

)

ﬂhditionally, internallyvcontrolled participants demonstrated

a greater propemsity to make integnal attribufions for their outco s

than did_their externally controlled counterparts.

\

« 4

Besides these

ma1n effects, significant locus of control—achievement outcome ~

.

o
B

{ \ N

/o =

When failure occurred, internally controlled

~subjects ev1nced a greater: kendency to blame themselves than did

s-.
thoge whb,%ucceeded. Lefcourt et al\ (1975) record 51milar results

>

2
e€xternals; however

£ —

’o >

§ no differences in attributions were»noted among

{
with gZépect to ?g}n&effetts of success-failure and locus of:control.

N

A

'/<
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- \\ : 63
Additionally;” they report a pattern of interaction'similarm o that

noted by Davis and Davis. o o

;. LR A ’ J

! Other stpdies -have examined segmcn&s of the success-flailure,
\

‘locus of control joint distribution For example, Phares et al. (1971)

\ B
administered a test of mental ability to subjects but gave them

L 1\ AN . f:‘_’?df
bogus - information that they had all failed Theyvfound a posi@ive
_ N N s _ - o
correlation between subjects locus of cgntrol\and the locus of their§ Y
Al . ~ /,
cdusal attributiors. Hochféich (1974) devised an invebtigation in which
. LANEAN . ' —— ”

o

maleﬂparticipants were asked to assign causation for other a‘ctors'—
“achievements or lack of thém. When actors failed,'externally controlled
j .
respondents were more likely to attribute the outcome to external ‘ T b
\ :

‘sources than were internal subjects while no differences were apparent

4
~

under success)conditions. Thissintegaetipn was’more distinctive for
\ .
achievement situations (competing for a job, obtaining academicAsuccess)

than it was’ for non-achievement scenarios (getting a date, encountering ,

\ v

‘the police)% In attempting to replioate this study for females, ' S

- .
. R ~

Hochreich was'unable to duplicate her original results;i This suggests /

[y — “./
AL

that sex differences may have significan impact upon achievement— v

e
- A o

locus of control interactions.«. ) *@ s R ' - d
a0 ;",‘1“' TEL L
~ ,Hochreich's study is iﬁpqrtant ih another way. Tt 1ndicates ~

— e

\
that the Tocus of contyol—situational outcome interacfion may operate 14

v

in cases where ﬁudges assign cayses td\other people s behav1or s T

S

SN

‘Another iﬁ§estigation confirms this notion. Sosis (1974) asked male'3* "” e
A ’ »
»

and female sﬁbJects to assign Ctauses for a hypothetical character s s

\ Vi P .
P
aceident. She reports that internals‘were more likely than. externals T é%
=nt 3 \

. - \ -~ 4

SR
o. attach personal causes to the actor's accident.
: - 4
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In opposition to these investiﬁations, Gilmor and Minton (1974)
note a different pattern of interaction. They devised a study in

R

which\snbjects completed an anagrams test as a manipulation of
) N .
\success-failureh .Gilmor and Minton's results are in accord witht those

of Davis and Davis, ﬁochreich, and Lefcourt et al. in finding awmain
. . " T . “
bffelt of success-failpre uoon‘the locus of Jattribution. However,
R - N
’in\opp051tionyto*these other investigators, Gilmor "and Minton do g
\

not report a s1gnificant main effect due to locus of control. T

Addit;onallyf the interaction pattein’thatxthey observe is different

wfrom thoSecére:donsly repoftedc internaIly control}ed_subjects”were
morexiikalx/to attribute their suécesSes”to.pe;sonal causes'than )
were externally céhtrolled indivfdualsg‘hoY;ver, there were no
éttributional differences among those;who‘failed. - g
4 4 gilmOr arid Minton argue that the;;idifferences are the resnlt,
i .

of an exﬂerimental a;tlfact tha affected Davis “and Davis' research.

L 4 g s

IIn that*study, subeects wereaﬁpld that thelr performahpes*represented

-m~~.r'
~

specific levels of abllity. fhis emphasized the relationship between
% - .
performance outcome and abillty and therefore, may have 1nf£uenced
.') /_/ - z . 4
the subjects to respond in a more internally oriented n?nner AT

A
similar cue was gxyen to the participants in the stpdy conducted‘by
: \ . < . ~’

wﬁ‘x

v T

. . '-’ I} -
Pharés et al.; howeyer, no Such "biag" occurred in the research
et al. Wey
"

-

& >

-

! . “ 4

"design of Lefcourt et al Nevertheless, it seems’ adv1sable that

£
Al

\

AeA
. future research in this area should avoid the intrusion of such
~ N - = . 4‘

v N [N : T N . ~
v . ’ . N B - . . 2’ . :_)l
to these divergent findingsi —_— Y R & :
- é One speculation\foncernlng ‘these contrastlng results may beg
N - ST RVE »
entertained. It is noteworthx\that-all studi%s\reported here have used
N ) 7 .
~ ER - ~
e : - ~ . . A

T ¥ ¥
- ‘ : w‘ . e o . - . _

L A . N ) . s : B
3 artifacts; Beyond thls, 1t is not\clear as to what may have contrrbuﬁed

N

AL

N
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I
~

~

A e

the entire internal-external locus of control scale as if it were

s

\.I
‘a uni-dimensional measure. There are several psychologists who-have f\

suggested_that this may not be so. Gurin et al. (1969) vere able to
£

)
identify two dis&inguishable dimenefons via factor analytic methods

\

Wl

\
{ The first factor, '‘control ideology," indic%ies whether individuals
/
believe in the role of internal and external ﬁorces in affecting

;

success or failhre~in the culture.at large. “Personal-éontéol ,"" thej

P > A
secondlfactor refers to whether individuals see thegeelves controlled

-ﬂ&y'such’forces Mirels (lQ]Q) found two différent factors: one
7 N

reflected indfviduals sconceptions of the extent to which they were”

N - N
masters of theirﬂyorld; the other deJoted whether subjects thgught

-."'

they had any imapct upon politicaI‘instithtions In his review.of the )

, 7y 7

many stud;eg that have discovered various dimensionsi:5 locus of -
\ B .

control, Lefcourt (1976) has argued that these investightions suggest
e\ /o~

that researchers mightxprofitably use dffferent dimensions according
: ~

to the theoretical requirements of their reseérch. Rotter (1975:63)

concurs: - S ~ '
I’ . s
[Factor analyses of the lodus of control scale] may
be useful if i¥ can be demonstrated tHat reliable and /
logical predictions can be made from the subscales to
specific behaviors and that a particular subscale e

score produces -a significantly higher relationshiﬁg [

3 »

/ . thé? that of the score of the total test.d ;-
-« N \

Given these;findings and the position advocated b}\Rotter

and Lefcoure, it is pogsihle that the contrasting results reported év

GiTmor and Mlnton, and Davis and Davis may have been’produced by
/ vf’ rv ) ’
differentlal phtterns of response by subjeets to the total scale.

“That is, factor® analyses @ight show that The resgondenté in one study
~

—

.

answered the scale questions in a manner that highlighted oné dimension
. ) . -
/ -

—— .o . - .
) . . ) : -~

-

’

K
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/

\

while subjects' responses in the other investigation may have stresseq
a different dimension. If this were the case, then variations in

patterns of attribugion might be expected. This suggests that research
-7 " ' ’
into the interactiord of locus of cohtrol and situational outcome might
<

P -

« profit from considering subscales of Rotter's instrumént.

- )“' — /
l S
, ’ : Y o.ob
Psychological pifferentiation. ' It is possible- to think of Rotter}s
AN 1 : - —
7 locus’ of control construct as representative of a cognitive predisposition
~ ¢ .

to view the world in~a particular manner. As such thia concept may

“describe,-dn paxt how people organize their experiences so that human
S [ —_
. action "makes sénse.'" This view jof human behavior as being internaliy g

- . .

or externally controlled may be Qetermined\by how we perceive and

- K ) : | S

conceige of stimuli that Ampinge upon us. Thus, it is eaéy to imagine
. \ o

. N \
that ‘cértain c?gnitive styles may affect our views of the actions of |
N\ >~
others. o ' S \
= . . / . .

One orientation to cognitive style has been researched'by ]

) 4 ~

Witkin et al. (1954 19725 They develop the notion of psychologically
LS

A
differentiated cognitive styles in terms of a—field independent/field—

. dependent cpntinuum. Witkin et al. (1972'35) assert that ¥

—

.the person with a more field—independent way of
perceiv1ng tends to experibnce his surroundings

! analytically, w with objects experienced as discrete ~
\
frop their backgrounds. The person with a more SN /
field—dependent way of perceiving tends to experience . -
/ ‘ his surrpundings in’a relatively gfobal fashion, LT
passively conforming to the influence of the . o -
prevailing field or context. . ‘ . C
. 1 ~ ' o 4
These psychologlsts argue thét field—lndependence‘correlates with an
- ‘analytic style of 1nte11ectua1 functioning and the ability té structure
! . — K2 ~ . -
and articulate experience. They proceed to say that I >
- , R ! S
4 ' -/
l \ ( -

A . ‘ T ’ ' 0
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K \

‘ . : -~ ( -~
vafiahles\in a similar manner while being untelated to each other. A *

..psychological systems, like blological systems, are o <~
open, in the sense that they are in continuous commerce '
with the environment .With respect to relation with
the 5urf0undinh*field, a high level of differentiation’ | _
implies clear separation of what is identified as \ . ! \
belonging to the self and what is external to the self. .
The :self 1s experienced as having definite limits or '
boundaries. Segregation of the sé1f helps make.

AR possible greater, determination of functioning frOm ,
within, as opposed to a thore or less enforced ! ; “
reliance on external nurturance and support for e ' |
‘maintenance ;- typical of the relatively undifferentiated .
state (Witkin et al 1972: IO)r \ \ ~ ) _fﬂ}

This description of psychélogical differentiation has stimulated

~
7

~ N
Lefcourt (1972) to assert that one should expept some relationship
/
bereen Rotter s,locus of controI‘construct and field independence— ~
/
dependence. However, empirical ;ests of this hypothesized association C U

N

have;reported ‘zero-order correlations that were in the anticipated

- e ~

direction but non—significant (Willoughby,_l967 ﬁcIntire\and Dryer,
1973; ©' Le%r} et al., 1974). In\é)ursuing the notion that field - !
independende dependence. anﬂ locus of control are similar\ln sone :{ N
respecks: Lefc0urt {1972, 1976) cites unoublished research by Bax (1966), |
Deever ,(1968), and Sies (1968) that indicates that measures o£.locds ’

-

of'éontiol apd(psychologiqal_differentiation 5%ggict to criterion

~

. ) "
Lefcourt and Telegdi (1971) used indicators of field g —
- N ~

o W\ <

independence-deoendence and internality-externality-to\ﬁtedict
d1fference; 1n\coénit1ve acggvity. They define\this latter variéble - ‘
as the extent to. whiéh an\individdal is able to ".:.disce;n~the o
opportunltie;‘axailable of mean gs in a given situation"‘(Leﬁcourt and

Telegdi, 1971:54). Thus,ﬂcognitive aetivity/;efers t@ the tendency to ~ .

search for various poésibie interpgetations of a situation. Lefcourt _ _ 0O
7 ~~¥ . .

- = . ‘ . ’ / s
and Telegdi reportfsignificant-inzfraction effects such-that'‘field
s ‘ ~ : : ' o

: ' \ Y ¢ 5 e -

-),\f Y \



activity ‘tasks such as the e Associ
- i . S R '
measure of creatlvity Surprisi‘gly,’i ongruent subjects (field

-

AN
independent—externals or fiqld dependent- 1nter£als) scd?ed lowest on

~ |

- t
tests of cognitive performance Indebendenttpf_each other main
- ) y
eﬁfects of p§ychological differentiation and locus of control were

s

/ /
not signiffcantly related to the‘dependent variable. Othe? experiments ’

P i 1 4 N b N
investigating the impact. of these twa constructs on cognitive -

™~

) \ K foa : N
activity have noted similar interactions (Crego, 1970; Lefcourt et al.,

/

1973, 11974)."' -

t ~. N

‘e ~

- - / N
Lefcourt's (1972:14) conclusipn is: that'- .
- . ’ T - ) o

/ Y -
\ ...overall, the research regarding cognitive activity-

and I-E lends some support to the contention that -~ - I

persons with internal cantrpl expectancies  tend to -

e more cognitively active than those with external ) // e

‘ﬁ\' control expectanties....Nevertheléss, i-E itself o 7
“ explains enly a limited percéntage of the variance
. - in cognitive tasks./..The latter studies [referred ®
' to above] indicate that the power of fthe prediction
[ of cognitive activity is often. greatl; increased -
‘when I—%%and dlffenentlation are used in’concert

i g The reporteﬁ 1néeractions be%ween psycholqgical different1321on

‘ {
and locus—of contrél lend créﬁence to our contention that there is ~
. ;o ) v \

overlap beEWeen thesthwo construqts.‘\These tw0/concepts ‘may be

- Y ~

i : 2 _ N

thought of as dlmen51ons of a generalu constellatiop of variables
AN
\ A% ) .
. that éonstitute cognltive Style‘ Lefcoﬁrt qnd Telegdi (1971) suggest

~

that this may be the case: in‘their giscussion of congruent xfleld

independent—-internals or fieldﬂgependent:exterﬁals) ?nd incongruent
’ » - o s r
cognitive Styles: B . ?ﬁ
. . PN ) N . ’ pZ
N Perh&psfcongruent subjects are those- who have come
‘td better terms with themselves, having developed
self—estlmatlons(an&'Judgment§ that are more easily

o ) manageable’in view of the klnds -of perceptual skills ﬁ‘ -~

yo ) ‘ L : -
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at their disposal. Since such skills as those
. involved in béing field independent are stable and
*  senduring’ characteristigcs, the ‘perceived locus of /
control may act as a measure of the degree to which.
) one comes tq terms with his own abilities, and’it 15
"« .perhaps’this ' coming to terms!' with oneself as.a ' .
! field-dependent or*fieldJindependent person which‘ )

A amay produce the fluidity in thought processes noted
' ~ for congruent subjects #n this study (Lefcourt and -
¥ Telegdi, 1971 56) ; B )

69

~ < - - ' \ T \

- In a similar sense, congruency of cognitide style
. ‘ | S Lo '
in which perceptions i“fluence or condition conceptions of the world.

— \ , P . :

//{ * If this is so, we would Expect,yariationé'in cdmbinations of
'u,&‘ : [

\

may represent cases

-

t
| psyéhologicdl differentiation and locus of control to have A

B -
K N

- differential impact upon(the attribution of’causation'for success and

~ ~ - > - \

\failure. In light\of our prev10us suggestionrthat particular

-

A

S/
sﬁbscales of the locus of control construct may bettér predidt 9uch

\ / N ~
causal assignments, 1it, seems. rmpbrtant that an investigation of the

' > - -
.

e
- intercorrelations of psychological differertia- ion and these partialx

scales be conducted in Qrder to agsess better the ndLutc ot the
’ 4 - R —

: connection between these ‘two concepts. 'To'oﬁr‘knowledge, no such
L ~

"

’ inquiry 1}as yet been conducted - " , -t
. N Ve -~ - -
- N o P . ;. cLT
. . . . "
 ‘B. ISSUES AND HYPOTHESES ) N e e
AN T - - 7 R -
_ J / IR
N J
- ‘ The review of/ the literatune of this point suggests that*there

I - ~
\ ! A

are. —many issues in attribution theory\reseaxch that Yemdin uanSolved

Four concerns will be attended to in the research that will be éeported>

- N SN

~

in subSFQuent chapters. TWO of thesa 1ssﬁes are of crltlcal 1mportance
/

. tO the develOpment of the‘attrlbutlon theory perspect1ve,/the dther *two
\ ,

!

I

¢;4 uarerbf lesser 31gn1f1cance but—are nonetheless Qf con51derable 1nterest

AN

-



e ~ *
\%b‘een confirmed in laboratery studies also: withstand testing m more

Variable Aspects of the Attributional Setting or by Cognitive Traits
of’ the Attributor7

r we

° .
to social psychologists.\ Various hypotheses will Be generated in an.
\ °! :

-

attempt to answer these questions by means oﬁ empirical 1nvestigagiap

- /‘.l ". ‘A '. e ! n
N - e . EY .
~ - kY ‘ i o :
. \ ’ A «
The Issues “ Vv

(1) Do Attribution Theory Brédictions dbtain Outside the Laboratony7
b

Most of the research that’ we have cited has involved the
RN - z

o

eXperimental manipulation of. varifhlgs 1nka laboratory settihg An

~] :
most of these 1nve§tigations, the situational outcome is varied so

o
-

that judges observe\conditions in whiéhjactors have obyiuusly ¥
N ‘,_.

/ N

-
succeeded or failed at a very specific task such as solving a

i o A
) L

s
a »
T

\3

v

R 3 .
puzzle or answering a series of test quegstions.

Few attribution
s N ‘.
theorists have awsempted to study the assignment Qf causation for

-

oot
success -and failure i less’ stru/tured morgﬁtomplex, evéryday
situations.

No doubt, these types of . settings may often be more ., - f
ambiguouS'than laboratorstcenarios.

N o
- ,‘ B
IS

If.the hypotheses that have

e

\
.
3

natural" settings, this will speak well for the utility: bf attribution
* A e N . . L ) NN
Utheory. S Yo

2 R
e ‘.' TS { v

- PR )

N k L .

oV

In subsequent chapters a researchﬁaesign will'bé deyeloped 3
N\ . »
that enables us to approach condltiOns similar to everyday settings

\..

/

i '

“and”to test the accuracy of attribution hypotheses in Such 51tuations.
../ :

« "’
.o :
A

[ ~.
PR >
~ N ‘ )

Tl

; . : <
) . Sk .
~ (2) rAre CauSal Assignments -for Success and Failure Inflyenced More by
3

R

- i
ot .

o e
. . 3

d

Q‘“
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LJhas considered the impact of psychological differentiation””

\

(b) the attributer's appregaption for the actor. On the other handlf”i

b

psychological differentiation‘and locus of control may be comceived as g

,stable‘predispositionsAthat attributors bring'to the setting. Few :

L . . . s oy , .- ;o :
studies in attribution have attempted to assess which of these factérs

4

accounts for'a greater proportiOn of the variation in the assignment

‘of causation. Indeed as we have noted little research whatsoever

’ .;‘Q ¢

.
.

‘ . ~ -
< Lor R d W Yo

S
e In the study to be reported an assessment’ of the relative ,

A A N L.

\

™ - = . ’n\ -‘\ . \L".
also explore the nature of particular interactions of these factors-‘

‘ _/impact ofnthese variables will be'attempted.“ In so doing,'we'shallx

«that will be hypothssized to’ correlate witb the~attribution of

B N : - S
causation. O T S R oo .
v i s ‘ ! [ Ao

d A . . .
. . L ~ - v
. . - . . -rw P ; .

) . o, . .
' ot d N - . e
Y . - . . . - .

(3) What is the Nature of the Relationship Between Locus of Gontrol
- ’ o \ C / '\-
and Pszchologieal Differentiation? e -;x - -‘ §c~ L

o N N -

A

We have suggested that there may be a link between,ROtter's ,i:r'

. .
TNy - Ve ~
N

concept of internality—externality and Witkin 8 notion of fieid\ S

¥ .
o

independeﬁce—dependence.' While previous research indicates that

‘-there is nodsignificant finear relationship between thettwo, it may {."

a
.;.'_Q‘s .

be that an identifiable curvilinear association does.ﬁ Furthermore ;f
.‘ - V2RI

it nayibe that subscales "of the lotus of control construct cotrelate ‘f!\

- - - ..Y‘_

; with a measure'of psychological differentiatioh These possibiiities o

N
~

e

A . ’ . . . .o

‘re uire‘e irical c0nsideration. R I AN S

R N P T -y ~ N,
. ‘». I A CA a4
. - ] . e \- ~ s 3 R ‘\
= \ ™ . ‘ A\‘( .'A\ s v
A e “_ - : : 1 AN -
. + w - . ':' TR , §
3 1 - v -~ . . ,' s i .3:,\1 LI B




e

o

o
'

€3] Uhat is the Nature of . thu Relationship BetuéEh a Judgg ]

oy Wy e

Appréciacion bf an Actar ag!&ﬂis Judgments of | that‘Person 8 Success or ;33

-
: . . 1y

FaiJure? - ¥ . ,- ¥
S , R

o

'It is interesting that few psychologists halve considered the

.;, .u‘u‘

possibility that attrEEtTBh\Q: affect mdy be highly correlated w1th
i M } * . - “.\'
' the assessment of success. This naglect mhy be due to the basic ?ﬁ?%

experimental paradigm in. dttribution researgh that often maintains.mﬁdﬁ'

AT, .

”orthogonalityawith respect to these two - factors Furthermore as we
) ; PR -

s ~

have noted previbusly, the judgment of another perséﬁ}s success;or‘

L N

failure in laboratory experiments often requires little reflection

¢

. on the part of attributors. The task is simple and 1ts outcome obvious..‘

However, as we move to more complex situations such as we encounter in S

g, " SRR o

everyday ;ife, the attribution of aucceas and failure may become ‘more

difficult In part, tbis may beﬁs function of _Le mu ti-dimensionality

-

Y

‘ of tbe concept of success. Tgis has been suggest " by Nettler (1976) B
. Lh G q . ,JJ % s
and Ihorndike (1963) Ihere are many“criteria upon whichV ne might

' -
Judg; the succesa ‘or failure of another persqn iﬂ every :

»;h L IR

| If this 1s” true, thenﬁattributora mmy jhdge the success or, ~'¢~ f

o 9

failure of others in acal _th their approyal or disapproval of

o /
9 these actors. This has been a luded to in the literature reviewed
¥
previously. In a complexgbettingi %here it is diffituls to dECide

-

‘ whether an individual\haagSuccee d or=failed our attraction to or '
. Vel

liking of that person may cue or bias our judgments.‘ The basic‘
J

tenents of Heider 8 naive analysis 1ead us td predict that judging
oy e ‘
liked actors as successful and disliked ones as failures is a low

J N N ~‘_ R Kol

."i‘ y

sk



= . o cot - v A »Vl i:‘, ‘; o ‘:' : A < i -l . X :
- R - 0 “ e ‘ S . e ST
;:. \' . . . \\A . -.,- .. ‘ . kv . . B - .
. . - L ’ . C ! o . . - ' ap 2 ‘ - V~ »
* ddssonance behavior and, thus, likely to occur. _Th.B,pre‘diction will ;zP S e
' ‘.., B ) T N . ' o } e —
» be testred in the¢ research to be presented in the next chapters.

P - . ) . . T 4
. M

s N . -~ o S -

i R N - .

o .* ;73 , ' i} . .
£ . e . . Lo 2

The Hypotheses . o [ L N

. - ¥ o/ ‘\ ~‘

- | .
Ue are concex@sd with fOur independent variables judgments of ,

-

a*‘actoi' s succe&s or failure (S). judges like or disli{ce o fhe

\:’ ‘}_‘ ~'Q‘ ‘e\,.‘.
ACcor (L) J locus of Qpntrol (o, and t:heir fleld independence- ’

N -t
A\ .o N

r

| % dependence‘ WPWiThese four faét'@‘? Will be asaessed for théirv."effect\’ ot
. - uppn the depende“: variable: J\'jildlses attﬁibutimsﬁi oausatio;: (A)/. A /
. Givenft { variables, four possibl.e main effects and eleven gossible R

' intqraction ei:fects upon the degendent ':ra'ci&ble may be hypothe&ized/ o

“y ,l P 1\\,'2 "A" NPT r\'

.However, testable_'pro}%sitions 'will he % for~ only a: portion of } , 1'

W

43(

tﬂeael' for some effects.ﬁ chere is ne tneotetw, ' qs T
> h TN ae '\ K
' ev&dence t:hg such relattpnships, should obtain... . S .
‘ v Ve AN QQ; ‘ e
oer I @ : ) - N
o Hypothesized Main Effects. ' Forf\each Shﬁ:oothesis thﬁprﬁ@ed ) -
s T N R
f"relat‘ionship wiil be scated cheoteticaf’ rationale and Wrical evidence R
. NP R RO e o
' i;‘é : suggest;ing the tenability of th.e prop(og:jit:éon will be cited,- arrd & dummy ‘
.‘Q' ) . ~' s, A > '-J 4 '.‘t’ ‘. ).. .
-’?.‘, '. n will be displayed s
ﬁ'

of

J dges will attributxe the causes of an, gctor 8 succes%?o internal loor - :

B, Lo 3
..

t:he sources of his failure wili be assigned éxterrrally . V
This prediction is ‘derived from He“i‘der s naive agalysis of N \ a R
action concerni.ng‘the attribution of causation for ‘success and fallure ‘
‘ -"(page 50) and from the ‘work ofk.Weiner et al (197-1) ’ frevious research g
(Fitch 1970 Kukla, 1970 Frieze and‘ Geiner, 1971“ WOlosin et al - 1973‘;
e -‘.: - e . ».f’ T M
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. ‘ - £ ' ‘
o /‘, ( o | \

4 wortman et/ ai 1973 Luginbuhl et al , 1975) provides further

. substantia}?ifm of Lhis proposition.

.
=,

] chance, or oth:

~

(}) Ibare \lvill be. a2 main effect due to locus of control (C).

{l N

view reinforcene_ ts ag bei‘ng com:ﬂgent upon their own relatively -
».' A »u* /

~1ndividuals are
& L -

eé vm.ochreich (1974) and Sosis
g

' uncontrollabl ~Xa

i (1974) present e igie'nce that: ipdividuaﬁs may praﬂe*thqlr ?/wn :ﬁ?v EH
. ‘,;?‘

% N ¢

contrtﬂ orien,tat Dns when th% a&ribute causation for the,/a'ctions pf

p

. 3 .
e s ,"1?,"“" ¥

’ prothesized In etéc;r\relations Among Independent Variables

vt

¢

 While preViqns;; r;ese'ar‘E:h ‘:ind°icate‘s. that this relationship is unlikely '

\ - 2, . , N
(3) The!re w1ll be a posit .%telation between’loeus of-

- - ;
I ~ ~ N\

'7=coritr01 ) an psﬁ:hological differentiation (F) " As we havé noted"

/ / “

ee;rlier (page 6), Lefcourt (1972) has argued that ther\?is ‘sbme”
\ AN
theoretical basgis for predicting that these two consQructs will. whpe
-7 B

S

associated. A ditionally, Witkin (1972) suggests that field dependent’*

! .

persons tend tp be more reliant on external nurturance. This shares so;nez‘

]

common meaning, with Rotter's definition,of external locus of control.

% -~ T : . | B \ g '
! we . . )
Y 1S p / T . -9 -
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b - . o
to be found we hypothesize it because we intend to investigate the
: V4 % %
A .

possibil that 8ubscales of the internality—externality measure may

“r/ '

be correlated with psychological differentiation ) ‘ N

.

(4)‘There will be a positive‘correlation between judges'

~
\ o

appreciation of an actor- (L)’and their assessments of him as successful (s).
)y R ” ‘
Heider 3 theory of interpersonal relations represents the conCeptual~ n

justificntionfof this hypothesis His development of the notion*of

§
.balance (page 13) provides the basic princip&f underwriting this o

.

N ‘ ‘ r | .
prediction. ' N Sy S “ s .
N ’ . K b - ’ :f.l :\.". N ~_ i < r

/,

P hesized Interaction Efggcts. » . . o

R Y - At
.- - ‘(5) There will be 3 su¥dess-failure (sY by liking disliking (L) R
: / . v
\ interaction eﬁfect. Judges will make internal attributions of causation 3& Y
N g . / NN \ - . —‘ ~
\to explain the success of a liked/actor and external assignments fof hlS P
R ! I 53 " -~ ~l: -
failure. For a disliked actoﬁ,they wil® make éxternal attributions R &
t"\‘w" e v ‘ R e \ ! ,
-gﬂr fbr his success andqﬂmternal ass%gpments for. his failure.

L% - ‘ AL “
J‘,' Sl We have noted that the thegfeticig source o£ this predict

\ 4 Rk 2 N _
stems” from éh integration df Heider S naive analysis of action and hlS L \ \

- vt '

! e
|
)
_,li
|

’cognitive balance perspective (page 59) We have argued that Heider s.

~ \ o <

1deas suggest that external attributions of causation provlﬂe a means

‘

. for aébommojzting cognitive im%glance If an individual judges a liked - -
r -4 7 N

Y a N
failed or a disiiked actpr to have succeeded, cognitive\

| -
@ﬁﬁp actor to: ha

’ . R
;./ . 3 Al

inconsistency may result. Such an im%alance may then stimulate éxterual
(N s . . ST E ;oo P
‘~causal attributions ;Q§\&¢' . '«'g"" : ’ P ) .

-

- TA
" Additlonally, Kelley s (1967) theory of external attribution -
\& . . -'v .':\.’
provides some Justification for making this‘predictlon Kelley asserts
% -~ . C
that Judges are more likely to make extetnal causal attributions if they

. S

o SRR
R ».ye—‘“ifs . v & 4"f\‘x"-"1‘¢ m”ﬁ . - o 3
. - [
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conceive an actor to hehave inconsistently Thus, if a judge

appreciates‘an actor who fails, this may result .in an external assign— : Y

v

ment of causation. . ‘ v
< ‘ . "
0 » \ . . Bl

Research conducted by Schiffman and Wynne (1963), Feather (1969),
,Feather and Simon (1971), Mc@gﬂan (1973), and Régan’et al. (1974) D

R ; ! \ o - o ‘ - - }

.8upports this proposition y

=t‘p‘ (6) Theré,will be an interaction due to success failure (S)

b - N
; o . 9

and - 1ocus of COntrol (C) Internally‘briented attributors will be - -

. more 1ikely than e ternally orie ted,subjects_to assign the causes Of
, ?‘ w

d!hactor s failure to inuernal loci._ Whéh an~a%tor succeeds, no

. . R N ‘
differences in attribution due to 1ocus of control uill occur xv l
_t" R " P ’ LR e oo ) .‘g)h' - L .
}g' quider (1958 94) argues that i ‘.%r’”*W'- . YT L Cow
'-’. N w, T "_,,,',\ g ’ 5
o n;.the feeling of ohe s poWer ‘br lack of abilitx on ! a b A
particular ;ask may be connecteduwith pervasive A"-i. o ‘P“z.
(QE%"Q mood of. competenge in which one feels t at’bne can do™ ) "
i \i%. anything, or wighéa‘geSpondent mood in which one Lo .«

oy

*“'~deSP§ir5 of‘one s powers and abilities.-'

. These feelings affect the way in which an, 1ndividpal assigns causation.@

L N o @, ', 4 M 1""
-There are simiiaritfes betyeen tnis notion and Rotter“s concept of
- \. ., . v
" P
locus of control Internally ogiented people focus on their powers

'

1and abilities to act externally‘ riented 1ndiv1duals "do not.’ leen

7

W.Q e search (Hochreich-al974 Sosisg, l974f indiqating that Juiﬂgs

\z,

s itend to prOJeCt their control orientation.%o other actors, these

ideas may be.applicai;% to the a;;ribution of causation for others i ¢
4 . E

~actions 1t may be that internally oriented 1nd1v1duals'are more
[} i ) A .
! likely to explain sudcesses and failures by reference to 1nternal R

‘

‘attributions bedause this orientation is a’ pervasive feellng such’ as ,V
‘Heider has descrlbed On the other hand externgily controlled )

indlviduals are more llkely to assign the causes of .failure to external
1"

-
- - Y
’ S : .
. N L 0 N 7 i .
< Yo . . _ . ., .
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loci because such outdomes are consistent with their céntrol

' ' . . . r'“l“ A
orientation. In the case of success, however"ﬁeider asserts thaﬁ s
iiﬁ?g3ﬂ individuals are predisposed tQthtribute internally. %his tendency
AU .
‘.\ ; ,'_' o . N ] \
'\L. j may cause externals to abandom' their predisposed notions of congt and

& v
assign causation in.a manner similar to intepnally oriented persons.
In this'way, the hypothesized patternrof interaction would emerge. -
: . l~' . \'4 »
* Support for this hypothesis is also derived from previously cited
: . . L T S
.

. research on defensive externality. :faab_ ‘ ‘.; F, -
° 1\ ~ As we have noted with the, exception.of Gilmor and. Mihton s . o
/ (l97§) stﬁdy, all pther invesiigations (Phanes et al l97l' Davis, . o
f ,a;d pavis, 19723 Hochreich,tl974,,SOSis 11974 Lefcourt et al., 1975)" f% ;
gfﬂ;n have pre;ented data that;;%test to the yerity of this proposition A,i. r[

‘\1 @)) Psychological differentiation (F) and locussof control*(Cf

will have an interaction efféct upon. attributions of causation. Field
dependent judges who ar:i?nternally controlled will belmore likély tha§'). £

* I

: l5la£;’attribute causation 1nternally if'“"'“ o
Y : ' Ty Lo N
Vo s P :

dependeﬁt—externals wi“j ,Ibit a greater tendency to attribute

-field independent—in"

‘ 3 SN S : T
internally than will field independent—externals Regardless of degree '
>;‘ of ps&thologﬁtal differentiation, internally orignte? attributors will y'\”hj
] be morevlikely to Fssign causation.to 1pternal 1oci than mill externally
‘ oriented\persons "f.;;fii f’ “ N ol ¢ k- N
| Studies conducted by Crego (1970), Lefcourt and' Teleggi (1971), . .

and Lefcourt et al. (1973,‘19’

)_

.measured.

Remote Assoc1ates Test . There is ev1dence It Y

B
R e " S

to suggest that 1nd1v1duals who score well on’ the Remote Assoc1ates Tes%\_/
N .

are more creative (Baron, 1958; Mednick 1963 Mednick et al., 1964) and _ .

e
~ ¥ . °
“ ’ . .. [ ‘ '

s . N B . T I3 . -
EE con o R ) :
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'TABLE 6: DUMMY TABLE FOR HYPOTHESIS 6

(s) X (O \\ ‘ '
. i Success ' " Failure
. \>{~ |

C b=
Internal External Internal External .

e \" . X ) : .
,, Internal 60% ' 60% 60% 207 .
(A) Attribution B — ~ , . -
- External . :40% 40% 40% 80% ,
. W /.‘ a . ’ .
y ' ‘ Vo
“ N ) . :I‘ v
v 7 . ;
) . ’
_ . ,
/ - ©
TABLE"7: DUMMY TABLE FOR HYPOTHESIS 7
7 - . , :
T "}ii - L= "(F) X (C) .
- "‘ * Y UField Independent'. Field Dependent "
N ) Internal External , Internal® External .
BEN B .- e ot B P . . ~
S - Internal 502 2%,  80% ' 40%
o (&) Attribution == = L S L
< External - . 50% . 80% - 20% 60%
e U .

o ! I i ) s’ 7 .
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. » . .
therefore, are more often curious (Maddi, 1963; Maddi and Berne, 1964;
A Maddi et al., 1964, 1965). If this is the case, then we would expéect
' ) ‘ Al ~~( -
individuals' who are cognitively active tq search for information in order

to satisfy their, curi@kity ‘ ! ﬁﬁb(“ A - N

ﬂq,¢ut

'j“}ﬁf This provides us with some cluesy

g

'~."H 1 _ . \ — 1
‘of the\interaction -pattern proposed heres Givem that field independent-~ "

Kl
)

we'xternals have' been ¥ound to be the most cognitively active, we would'

. e . . . -
- expect -that they would'be‘most likely tOVsEatch’for information in order
- ’ : ‘ ' B !
4 N . - X ’
to‘attribute causation. If this is so, then they may be.as kkely to -
. \ ) . ’ ~

|
Ki find evidence/suggesting internal assignments”as they would .-to find )
2 ) v ! ' )

I Ay ’ ) - .
2 information suggesting external att;ibutionsf) Field independent-
\ externals,AhoweVe;, are among the least cognitively actiye.Subjects. - :

—

‘It is reasondble to expect that’ they Qill be unIZiely to engéée’in'

»1nformation search, rather, they ‘will be more 1i

..

accordancé wiﬁh their predisgosedtlocub of control to external,sources.

A} \J . :
For similar\reasons, field dependent internals are more likely to attribute

\Y

ly to-attribute 1n
. e .
L\ v

internally. -Qn‘ endent—exxexnals are only

-

o Ly’ T ; - »
g v + slightly 1eSS cognitively AR, Ve tha ?%eld indupendent—internels '

* '"VWe would expect them to be mapginally\predisposed to attribute4¢ausation
\ ~ ) . 1. ) .
to external sources. ‘ : RS T
. . - . . . Lt

]

~

(8) -There will be a tHree—wey interaction effect'among success; a;

~

. - ‘l» .
failure (S), llkinngisliking (L), “and locus of co§trol (C) . Where ' -
. ©» o - [
vcognitive balance'is experienced by Jud s,.extﬁﬁge 1nternal or externgi ?
. . ol

-t PN -~

attributions Qill Scedr. | This will depend upon the nature of . the )

. Cme o - ' o

balance conceived. Thus, if a liked actor succeeds or a disliked actgg‘
- S ¢

fails, intefnally controlled subjects will assign causatlon 1nternally

. However._i;nexte;nalIonriented subjeots'codzeive a\liked.actOr to have 7

A ~ \ - N
i % ‘ . o . Voo L . U ; NS L
. e . . . . 3



' oW
. P8
L.

. - M . .
P o e
®o , S

: TABLE 8i: Duidy TXBLES FOR HYPOTHESIS 8
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Dislike! = Success .. Attribution

/ _ . Tl WL Internal External

< | ..
¥ . e

'interqall; - Like SN ,“éu;cess, . 90% , 10% |

-~

/ I N —

Internal”™ —  Like -~ Failure

o 'ﬁnternal « Dislike - Success- - © SQZ 102N
@ /- R ——
Intérnal o Dislike .~ Failure - ; 90% .« 107%

!

- ~

Exﬁernal Like = Syccess N T 80% f‘ N ibz
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7

" External Like , , Fallure*. -~ 10% TV
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\

’of internal and extermal attributions.

e

+y

themselves in a dilemma.

~

| E o :
We predict that these individuals will b% as

likely to make:an-equal numberrof internal and e;ternal causal _

attributions.'

In>the case of externalljtoriented judges, the actions

-

liked actors who succeed will be;explained by idternal attfibutdons;
- } - L ~

£

N

~

~

. reasons stated earlier in Hypothesis 6.

" However, whem they observe ,

~ . e o ' ¢
the actions of disliked actord who ﬁail, they will make an equal number
4 N \

~

of the rqtionale presented for the fifth and sixth hypotheses

S

i

-

)

I

/

L

~

A

The justifications for this prediction stem from a synthesis o

/

.previous research has tested this interaction.

s
combinatibns of success-— failure (S),\liking—disliking (L),. and

r

-

4

j

No_*

¢)) There will\be an interaction effect due towspec1fic -

~a

L

8ubjec%§ will be less 1ikely than fieid dependent attributors ‘to make
>

or a disliked actor s faiLure.

will be 1ess likely than. field dependent subjects to make internal

A

~

\

B disliked others.

R

/
-

“This propositioniis derivedﬁfromeitkin etialxvcl972)‘6ho

%.

' psychological differentiation (F)

N {

(

WQ predict that field 1ndependent

.o

\’\

Furthermore
i :

field 1ndepende9¢ persons

"

Y

A

4

-

/

P

attributions for the failures of liked subjects an? the successes of

internal attributions of causation to explain a liksd actoras success

1

\

v‘.v -

83

ey

ut

a .
o e, |

argue that field independent people~are less likely to be 1nf1uenced

/

4

by characteristics of the,attor when making judgments about his A

behavior..

influenced less by their affective reactions toward a person who succeeds

.(.

>

A

»

[

If thlS is true, then field independent subJects should be

-

~

.
.

N,
E -

(W]



L)

or fails. 1In other words, the _previously hypothesized interaction of

-

success-failure and liking—disliking should be: atténuated for judges

who e)thibit a high degree of psychological differentiation. f For fleld

yon

dbpendent people, the two-way interaction should becOme accentuated “’c

because they will be influenced by their’appreciation of the actor.f

1. ‘.\’

"

(10) There will be,t Success failure (S) by locus of - contrqb (C)

by psychological]differenniatiqn (F) interaction effett.” Field

independent subjects who are'also internally oriented will be as likely

A to attribute internally as externally. Thib will hold for explanations

¢ ‘of an #ctor's success or failure. Field dependent-externals will behave

2 “In a similar manner. However field indepehdent—externais will be more

s
o e

o liRely to méke internal cau# assignments for an actor s success than
L] / {

RN

;ﬁ; , for his ??ilure.p The-sane prediction is pade for field dependent idternals."
1,_\, ¥ {'“. "‘ ‘. \r oy s %’ - .
L 'foF’L ThiS hypothesis may be deriv&d from a synthesis/gf_ghg/sixth\_«[
\ h”;) > - : .

»

6&%* andsseventh propositions é Gf#bn that*field independent-internals -and
1 .
f ?yj' field dependent—externals are, the most,cognitively agkive subjects;

~. e .

‘the }are more.likely4to develop reasons thab reflect both inte?hal and

L

»ex.aq al attributions. In this sense, they are 1ess‘likely?to,be

‘ .

(11) Then will be a foﬁr—way interaction involvingﬁall of'the
S T S g
) dependent variables. ~('S), (L), (C), and (F)Ql The direct,ion ofﬁthe “
) ’(. o

'“yfspecific interaction patterns cannot be predicted inasmuch as . there is o

- o~ . Y

4

no’ strong theoretical Teason for proposing this hypothesis.. 0¢§*1}“

pufpose here is to test this proposition in,order to be dertain that o -

br'_:'4 -_‘ ' . . R ) B J ] -
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‘1ower—orﬂer interactions are not unduly affected by this joint effect.
Cohen and Cohen (1975) note that the highef the order of<the joint effect,
the less likely is it to beistatistically significant. However, a test

of an’interaction comprised of all indépendent variables does pfovide

i

us with a prediction equation that includes all pos;ible lower-order

<

effects. This hypothesis will therefore be evaluated in order to

examine the influence of interactions of the same order upon each other.

% o 2

_The testing of these hyptheses will comstitute subsequent

chapters of this dissertation. The results obtained are expected to

t

assist us in responding to :he'{ssues thdt have been delineated. The

«

A )
will be considered on the basis of results pertaining to the first,

applicability of attribution theory outside of laboratory coﬁditiqﬂs' .«

second, fifth, ;nd sii;h“hypotheses. The rélative influence-of

\ variable aspecté of theiattributional setting and stableiindividual

differences upoﬁ the assigﬁmen{ of ¢ausation will be examined by

testin? khe 1a£;er,seveh propositions. Answers #Q quéstions

ﬁoncefning the interreiafionsﬁipsfaﬁoné'indeﬁendent vafiables may be.

deri?eﬂ frqm the results perta;niﬁg to the'third'and'foﬁrth-hyﬁétheses.
N .

The next chapter'Qescribes a research methd&ology that. provides

. ‘ : )
empirical answers to these questions. - . Lo

86



- CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOG*

'The_discussion to.;his’point.representsvan attehpt to-

[y

integrgte previously develbpéd'theoretiéal and empirical arguments
reéarding the natd;é\og\gttribgti;ﬁ of causation and sogé of .its
dqrrelapes.' To assess tgé acchacy of_gﬁr fprmhlation; the hypotheses
.propoéed require empifical testing."We proéeéd to desCribe‘the

procedures employed in this task. In so doing, certain methodological
. B o e . * M . . .
issues of special import to this Study will be considered in order to
. . s . oo R '
substantiate the course of action that was chosen.

o
\

! . : .-

A. METHODOLOGY

Irn the previous chapter, we suggested that there is a need for

tests of -attribution hypotheses .in less structured, more. complex,

N . 4’ ‘- - .
everyday githétions. In comparison with-laboratory settings, it is
‘likély that more realistic settings exact a price in ambiguity: -it

v ) - . ’
15 more difficult to ascgrtain what information the,attributgr uses’

to assign causation.>bHowever, it can bé‘argued‘that'the benefit of

-

¢ .
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N

~

vere unreliable or invalid.

&

testing the utility of,the attribution paradigm in less restrictive
conditions outweighs this cost.
Our first task entailed the development of a research design that

would enable us to assess empirically the various propositions in a -

‘more "natural" setting. Atﬁ}he same time, it was important to. devise

rigorous measures of our constructs since the advantages of more .

realistic tests of attribution theory would be lost if our indicators

R n .
\ o ' _

In this chapter, we shall describe the methodological design »

of our’ test. ln so doing, we shall‘report'the selection of an

attributional setting, the construction of operational definitions

of our concepts, the development of the data collection techni¢nes -

-and the collection and’ coding of dat?. o ' B |

N Y : v ) TR

- 0

Selecting,An Attributional Setting ¢l

-judges feelings towards ‘the achr and his behavior, and WOuld

‘a stary that the judge readior reacted to, or -a simple behavior that he

Given’ the variables of interest to us, it was important to
= [S &
develop a research design that would elicit attention from attributors,

that would have an\emotional 1mpact which stimulated a range ‘of

I 1

- contain stimuli allowing Judges to assess the successes and failures

of actors. Most research in attribution theory has utilized

AN

experimental or quasi—experimental designs in which’the stimulus was
observed. It can-be argued"whether such stimuli provided more than
a partial test of attribution hypotheses. If it can-be demonstrated

that relationships revealed by such partial tests of the attribution



of4causation also obtain in everyday situations, this would add to the

generalizing ability of the attribution paradigm

Two possible methods were considered to achieve our objectives

The first entailed the possibility of conducting a field experiment

% LI

. However, given that we.wished to.obtain scoressfrom attributors on

d

standﬁrdized psychological" tests, a field experiment did not appear to

be a: satisfactory method ,Furthermore, given our need for stimuli .

[cs]
that would vary on dimensions of 1iking—disliking and success failure,

the difficulties in designing a natural" experiment were great .
il LY

The second alternative that was considered appeared to be more
advantageous., If attributors were provided the opportunity to view a

\

'motion picture and were then given the chance to discuss it with an

'interviewer, it was conceivable that this might. approximate a

o

realistic attribution situation

One has but to note the frequency with which people discuss.

"films that ‘they have seen to Justify the idea that viewers often

people recount a. film story as if it had actually occurred in redl

1life. They seem to talk about movies in a manner similar to the ways

in which they discuss news items. -

Given this observation, we attempted to select a mo tion

picture that contained a plot in which there would arise some dehate,

likeable. or not. ‘Several appropriate films came to-mind:
g o

. o . S _ —
- over whether the protagonist succeeded or failed and whether he was B

' y ' v . aEasyi;y

Rider," "The Godfather,”,"The Apprenticeship of Duddy Krav1tz,

"Last ‘Tango in Paris," "Hombre, and "Hud." Selection of;the motion

-

become interested and involved in the plots. Many tﬁmes,~one hears L

-89



.

;picture was to be’ dependent on’ availability ‘and evidence in the

’ _pre-test that a range of responses could be elicited from-attributors.

\

_The,motion picture that.was selected initially.on the basis of its

: / o . ; - » ,
. availability was 'The Apprenticeship of Duddy Kravitz."
’ ' : £ e

P

Selecting,A Research Design

N .
\ In selecting this film it was anticipated that 5ubjects

would judge and make attributions about one character only,

Duddy Kravitz. Tﬁ use of a-single stimulus is typically disadvantageous

because such. targets rarely elicit a wide range of responses from g

- subjects across dimensions-that are of interest to the researcher.'

AHoweverl if the subjects in our study exhibited considerable

variati n in their judgments of- Duddy as suCcessful—unsuccessful and -
liked disliked, a cqrrelational research design using a single target
w0ul& satisfy our needs Justification for this course of action

is presented in subsequent paragraphs.

i - 3
i - . . TN

The basic differences between conrelational and experimental

research designs reside in the researcher s ability to assign subjects

- to experimental,grOUps_in the latter type of study. In. classi&al
. \ .. ) \ l 4 . N . N . r
multivariate_experimental research, factorial..designs are constructed

so"that the influence of more than one.independentAyariable (factor)
and their interactions upon thé dependent variable may be assessed. -

Such designs start with the cross-~ classification of factor values.

‘Thus;"ifiwe are_concerned with ‘two factors, A and B, each having
two values, we: develop a croSs-classification'of four combinations:

.~

. ~ . .
"high A-high B high A—low B, low A—high B and lcw A—low B, ' Subjects.

 are then randomly assigned to each of these groups In most cases,

r

90



.

-

]
these ’ factors or independent variables represent active manipulationsr

of the subjects by. the experimenter In correlational studies, no

such manipulation occurs. Rather, subjects scores on factor A are

\

based on their responses to items that attempt to tap the entire

range of the variable from "low" to "high;”-

.

In terms of - statistical analysis, experimental designs are

classically subjected to analyses of variance or covariance while

‘ correlational studies are analyzed by multiple regression techniques

These statistiCal methods are- functionally equivalent.

Given our desire to test attriHhtion hypotheses in more

'.realistic situations, the use of a correlational design has certa

advantages. Experimental methods that use a factorial design are

= of possible intercorrelations among independent variables For

’appreciation of ‘an actor and Judgment of his success.‘ While a’

structured so that independent variables are always orthogonal t

-~

each other In- this way, such designs do not allow for investigat}fns

o

example we have hypothesized that there may be a correlation b tween

v

factorial design does not’ afford ‘us the opportunity of testing this .

»association, a correlational approach did o

t
Second "1if we had constructed an experimental design in which

: :all four of the independent variables (like—dislike, success-failure,

' \)

. 1°CU9 °f COUCIOI, and PSyChOlogical differentiation) vere manipulaced
.'f8Ct°rially, the number of experimental conditions would»have been o

extremely high For example if. each factor was simply dichotomlzed

£

this- would have generated an experimental design consisting of 16 cel%s,

This w0uld have neccessitated a very large number of participating

. -

subjects Correlational studies are advantageous in their nequirement

91
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. of fewer. cases in order to undertake an -equivalent analysis. However, .-

sufficient variation in' each fgétor was necessary so that correlations .

/

were not attenQatéd aftificially. .

Eveh‘if a faétoriél’design;had_been%constrpcted for the o
crpsé—claasification'bf iike—disliﬁe’ana‘succesé—failure (leaving locus
Ef COntrql and psycholbgicaﬁ'differentiation as cd?ériates), there -
were other proBléﬁs. It\wésJﬁnlikéiy that a moéion pip;;re could

.&haQe been foﬁhd in whicﬁ thgre'werg characteré‘représenting each of
the foﬁrrcroSs—classiiicatiéns. -Indegd,:if such. a film had been
found, fhere,wouldvhave been qqéstions;whether each ch;raéter was
developed‘equally ;n the plot and wﬁgthef Qub}écts‘had the_samé amount -
_of.iﬁfprmatioh abéut each. That 1is, ﬁnco@trolled yariation‘in the

. stimulus targets'mightnhave entered the expérimental parédigm. This

‘'would have'represented’avﬁajo: source of criticism of the design.

al

Sihgle Versus Multiple Targets. These;cdncerns were related to

another,issué,thhat were thé advantages of using‘multible stimuli as
" opposed to»a,éinéle target in this study?
| Th;_usé;ofgmultiple targetsiin psycholog%galvrQSearqh achieQés.
‘:tvb goals. Firsf; @esigns that:use:mbfg fhah ong‘stiﬁulus do so iﬁ
.orger to ma*iﬁize variation,in'ghe independent Qér{ables‘of interest.
Sécond,:they provide'greater opportunitx~fouaés;ss thg generalizability
of the research results (McGuigan, 1960)."
With regard to the first goal, if a singlg stimulus can ,
elicit é'broédlrange°of requnses'from a ﬁool of subjects; tﬁen
ﬁﬁltiﬁie téfgets may Be.unwarfantedL E;f;he;more; thevintfpduction

" of multiple stimuli raises additibﬁél'mechodo;ogic31'prablems. The

.



reactions of judges may be affected by their reactions to other
stimuli-in the motion picture. Campbell and’ Stanley (1963) identify

such multiple-treatment interference,as a threat to the external'

»validity or generalizability of a study. The ability to generalize is,

of course, the second goal of multiple stimuli paradigms
In many studies, such interference can be controlled by

presenting stimuli in different sequences or_through the use of
& ~ . 3

Latin square designs (Edwards, 1968). However, in attempting to

approach everyday situations through the use of a motion picture, such

. manipulations yould.be‘imnractical for‘they‘would destroy_the plot of
the film. - -
l The(goal of generalizability is.an important one, however
ic is debatable whether our study would be significantly more
generalizable by the addition of multiple targets, Given that
:multiple treatment inference may obstruct our ability to generalize

it seems advisable to recommeénd that our study be replicated in

order to make inferences of broader scope.

There is also a substantive reason for using a single stimulus_

in our research design The hypbtheses that.have been.generated
focus on>determining whether cognitive traits of the attributor :

or. variable aspects of the attributional setting have more influence'
on the assignment of-causation. The use_of multiple targets diverts
us from the main thrust of the dissertation. It directsdour
attention to the»consistency of attribution,'an issue that is beyond
this studyis'scooe. *No hypotheses have been advanced that_predict

variations in attributions due to differential targets Such‘

propositions would require a methodological design that controlled ‘for
Y L-' '
Yy
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differences between‘targets. Additionally, 1f one pursued this 1ine
of inquiry, the research literature on information processing and
.psychological differences would have to be integrated into the present

) s£udy Clearly, the prospects of adding more variables to our

.investigation would ‘make for an extremely large, perhaps unmanageable,

task

All of these considerations led us to conclude that a )

a2

correlational study involving a single stimulus constituted a "fair"

-

test of our hypotheses The choice that we have made represents an

‘attempt to maximize two goals 'the construction of a more realistic -

1

. attribution setting and the development of a parsimonious, yet‘-v)
rigorous, methodological des1gn As we shall argue in the next

'chapter, the costs of foregoing a classical experimental design may .

4

,be alleviated to a great €xtent by the use of particular/statistical;

‘tools.

o . -
. . v

The Decision to Interview < e _' C ' ;

It was decided that interviews with attributors afforded the,
greatest advantage as a -data collection technique./ 'First, respondents
would be less likely to'be cued: to the purpose:of the researchvin'an
'open-ended.interview situation. Interviewers could begin.discussions
'.’of the film with the judgeshand seek answers to important\;uestions
v.-within the context of a casual dialogue about the motion plcture
In this way, respondents would be less likely to anticlpate thel
purpose of the interyiew;'thus, demand characteristics ofrthe

interviewer and the study would be minimized. .

-

Al
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Yo "\
A second advantage of such interviEws is that they wopld allow
{
subjects to express themselves/freely as opposed to other daga

\\/\

collection techTiques where responses are, often liﬁited Thus, if

lv(l

: - mw,g oo

the’ respondent did not undersgpnd fullyffhe q s{& 3%; to him, the
interviewer could rephrase theﬂque;z Add;ﬁﬁwéﬁily,' 'gerviewers

B T L

could make use of. probing questlonsggo obtain-

N .
unambiguous a response as possible y@j Y

A third desirable aspect of interviewing is that the questions ;

. &~
asked of the attributors: were not unlike those. -that one would ask inv.

everyday enéounters. Much of the 1aboratory research on attribution

theory. has used questionnaire items that ask attributors to rate their r

attraction’ to an actor on a.scale from one to ten or to estimate tov
what extent.(in percentage terms{ﬂan actor 8 success or failure was due
tl chance or luck versus ability or effort Open—ended interviews
afforded an opportunity to tap these’ assessments in a-less . contrived or,
artificial manner.

v'The interview schedule was organiaed so that»interviewers
.who were ignorant to the hypotheses in this study couldicarry on an
»informal conversation with each judge who had seen the’ fllm . B
“Interviewers were instructed t begin the discussions by asking each
subJect to give some biographical information From this point the ’
interviews were tape recorded with the perm1351on of the subJects |
fThen, the interv1ewers asked each attributor questions concerning.
their apprec1ation of the nain character in "The Apprenticeship of
‘ Duddy Kravitz,” their iudgments as to Duddy s success or fallure, and

L2

‘their explanations of his behavior.»

o
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Constructing Operational Definitions

N,
- .

’ . A.review of the hypotheses that have been generated indicages

<

.that there'are five variables that are central to this study ,(l)'locus
of control, (2) psychological differentiation, (3) judges' appreciation,
of the.actor, (4) judges ssessments of'the actor's success or
'failure, and (5) their attFibutions ‘of the causes for the actor s

success.or failure; Addit&onally, demographic ‘information about ‘each
' S | > :
attributor could also be of value in this study.
l 1
Given that the pre—test attributional setting involved the

©q

actions of a.particular actor, Duddy Kravitz,-some of the measures

used had to be tailored for the particular situation. ‘Specifically;

4

indicators of liking-disliking, success failure, and attributions

bhad to be designed to apply specifically to the motion picture
viewed by the participants. On the other handl .:‘easures.of locus df\
control psychological differentialion, and. demographic variables
could be attained through the use of standard tests and questions,

\

Demographic,lnformation. It was decided'that dataﬁon“sex, age;;

socioetonomic status, and identification with any particular ethnic’

-~

v 3

- or religious group should be csilécte\; It was anticipated that only

-—

one of these variables, sex, might be important in this study

: Witkin et al. (1972) report significant sex differences on various

[y

tests. of psychological differentiation Additionally, Lefcourt (1976)

"notes that some investigators have found significantly different

',scorés\on locus- of control measures that are due to sex. Identification’

with an ethnic or religious group was included in'order to conmtrol

]
a



‘ -It is easily administered ‘and. produces satisfactory reliability

for the possibility-that there might be differential judgments of

-

‘Duddy Kravitz who was Jewish.

. 4
’ 0 . . v

While,the sex of each attributor could be recorded by observation,
. N » o " - .

information on the other three‘variables would have to be asked of

. . L \
each participant. Glven that all judges were to be selected from \,

w

university classes, information on their educationalvlevei or present

occupation'would be meaningless. Therefore, socioeconomic background

was measured by. asking themsthe'occupation of their father. B . -

i 3 -

Locus of Control.. Several instruments have been used’to assess’
' internality—externality. Rotter's (1966) 23-item forced-choice

-, . . : N N
Internal-External Control Scale was selected for three reasons.-

First, Throop’and'Macdonaid (1971) note»that'this version:has'been

‘subjected to rigorous validations fqr adult samples éecond inasmuch' _

as part of this study is. concerned with replicating previous research ¢

I~ .
'

on attribution and locus of - control it affords the opportunity to

‘compare directly our results with thosé_oﬁ'other studies’. Third; this -
. scale allows us to explore the impact of dimensions of locus of control, -
a'possibility that we have interest in pursuing. )

;Ronter'S'scale-is.an additiué one.and it may be. treated as an

_interval variable in the interests of using all possible information;' .

.//‘

S . . A
""ﬁ\ .

‘coefficients (Rotter 1966), ’ , ,

vPsychological Differentiation. ~ There are numerous measures'of-field

E;independence-dependence Some tests (rod and-frame and tilting room-

e

tilting chair) require costly apparatus. Other indicators such as the



C

N -

«
Draw—a—Pereon Test prove to be difficult to score and often produce

lou inter-judge reliabilityscoefficients In respopse to these
,'difticulties,_several researchers have constructed embedded figures
tests to_measure psychologiZal differentiation. Qné such instrumentri
is the Cf-1 Hidden Figures Test (French et';l;, 1963). This is a

"group- administered form wherein the respondent 8 task is to decide

which one of five geometrical figures is located in an achromatic A r

-

‘stimulus complex ' The test is composed of two lO-minute segments,
each containing 16 items The number of correctly identified figures

vdetermines one's field independence score Ihis variable may be

‘q )

treated as an- interval one. Boersma (1968). reports thét this version .

‘ B .
/ /‘,»

18 likely to be the most commonly used group measure of psychological
: =

;differentiation because of its ease of administration and its

. ‘r" L 3

! ot .
- . . . ‘v
o

'demonstrable reliability ‘ N

o, . . o
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Judges' Like—Dislike of the Actor; There have beenﬂnumerous approaches -

1

';to the measurement of one person 's liking for another (Byrne, 1969

.o . o

Lott and’ Lott 1972); however, many of these attempts assess "liking

, with single indicators whose reliability and validity are questionable

A

One of the few attempts to develop a multiple indicator “liking.

scale has been conducted by Rubin (1970)

Rubin developed.a set of 70 items that were conceived to be %

indicators of "liking” and "loving N These were administered to a
4 @ ’ : [
gr0up of ‘198 students Each student was asked to. respond to every
: e
,item—\ith ‘reference. to his/her current romantic 1nvolvement or, in
' A
the case’ of 'hnaftached" persons, to a platonic friend Rubin r;y.ﬁ
. ° . c/k K “* e

A, -
e VI

.
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B ;
. L . .
.

conducted two separate factor analyses: one for subjects who responded

with respect to "lovers;" the other, for respondents reacting to

_ . \ :
frlends./’Those'items that loaded highest on the first factor for

"lovers" we;e taken to be love scaie items; tﬂose that 1oaded‘highe;t

on Ehé.first factor fof.ﬂriends were conceived to be indicators of

iiking. '~(‘ ' - o

Rubin'tﬂ;n proceeded to examiné both scales for discriminant

: validity.. He found tha; individual love scélé 1tems correlated
*highest with other items from the saﬁe scale and were uncorrelated\
@itb iFems on the liking sggle.\ He noted similar patterns éf
Qdiscrimihant véliéity {or the liking_scale. On.thebbasis of this
ﬁeak évidence'and because\the items:éxhibit face validity,‘it was -
decided té adopt this multiple;item scale and modif& it'for-our
:ﬁgrpOSés?\a ) e | |

* : ¢ o~

. Rubin's scale was altered, first, by adopting only the ten

of’his original thirteen items appliéable'iﬁ our research settihg.

. » Furthermore, Rubin's instrument was composed so that each item was

© phrased as a declarative sentence to which respondents could

indicate their agreement 6r‘disaéreement. For interviewihg pufﬁ@ses,

these items wev rewritten as questiogé so that respondénts could
' ?eply in whatever manne? they wished. In.a&&ition'(o thg 10 ifems.
<éhosaﬁ-fr&m Fubin's bétté}y, three 6fhe§ quesqibns we;c asked éf
each respondent. Tuhs, thirteén iteﬁsvwere set as an index.of a-
._respoﬁéeﬁt;s éppreciation of Duddy Kravitz.  Each respondent's answer
to every'qqestionvyas-éoded by';aters on a cgntiﬁpuﬁ from‘{_(extfeme.

disliking) to 5 (extreme liking). .Table 11 presents those indicators and

_their original Qording if they were takenforigin;lly from Rubin'§ scale.

< r
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"Judgments of Success-Failure, Judgments. of success-failure seem to

entaill at least three considerations by. the judge: a,conéepcioﬁ of

a standard of success, a decision as to which behavio}s are relevant
a

to the chosen criterion, | a comparison of the behaviors with thé

criterion.
. In the previous éhaptef,ﬁwe have noted that spccésé may be
a multi—dimenéional concept in so far as the;e‘are seve;a% sigﬁs’of
"making it." For e#ample; Nettler (1976) ,argues that weaith, -
séthrity, reputation, skill, and coﬁcentmept'are coﬁmon measures of
success. He suggests that "...these five criteria vary in ;he&f

impbrtance with each person's'experience, with the kind of work he

does, with individual ambition, and with elevation above mere sub-

1

sistence" (Nettler, 1976:197).

Once judges choose criteria of success, they seem to "scan"

‘the behaviors of actors for instanées that relate to these standards. 

We ‘assume that some underlying cognitive "mechanism" enables judges
to sift these actions and to select relevant bnes for comparison

,with the standards. This is the domain of psychologists who.are

-

interested in information processing.
The final step in ‘assessing success entials the estimation of
* : / c . L .

the extent to which behavior "measures up" to' the selected standard.

N

The greater the correspondence -of behavior to criteria, the more

succegsful is an individual.':Again} the decisién-making.proéess ,
involved,in'Such“compariSons may‘be complex.

G;ven this conception of the:jddgmenﬁ o{ subcesé, aqy attempt_
to measure this assessmént requires the development of'indiCatofs of

the criteria used, the behaviors considered, and the: comparisons made.

N o
(AR «

\

J/
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Verbal reports of the judgments of a person's:success reflected the
, , . \ .

comparison of acts to standards. Justifications of this\evaluatiqn | ¢
-provide specification of those behaviors deemed relevant By the judge
and divulge.clues'as to which criteria of success are-heing\invoked.
lngorder to compile data'on these aspects of success-failure,
open-ended, probing questions.wereiused to elicit-as man&~comments
as possible.from the respondents. .Thesanresponses were then used\to
place each subject's assessment,of'the actorls behavior on a continuum
'frdg'"total success" to'"total failure.” ‘ | )
' | Interviewers weré also instructed to encourage participants to
justify their judgments of success ‘or failure by asking them to
. refer to film seq nces that influenced their dicisions. Scenes in'the
film were’pre-coded wyth reference numbers. These comments by the = - \\:
'judges'were then?use to infer what criteria of success were being
1'invoked, These standards were categorized in a systematic fashion.
Nettler's (1976) list of five_success criteria were chosen for the
classification scheme . Each sign of success was defined operationally
.using the: following tentative indicators

{a) wealth - statements regarding an actor's economic gain or
’ doss; v > '

o

_(b) securitz'- Judgments suggesting that an actor need not worry
about . future survival; . ¢ : , :

. N * i
" (c) megutation - statements referring to an actor s resultanf/ L
: prestige, fame, or social position,f : o

(d) skill < references to an actor s ability or perfofﬁapce,
(e) contentment - expressions of an actor s resultant /

happiness, satisfaction, or sense of fulfillment.

- .
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’

Judges' Attributions of Causation. To stimulate judges to assign

Causation for the actorls success Or failure,, interviewers were

L R

instructed to. ask subjects why such behaviors occurred;' These

explanations were expected to provide codable information as’ to whether

attributors assigned the causes of the actor s successes or . failures

\
. » \
to internal or external lOCl. . R \

An internal attribution was defined as a phrase that accounted

for the actor's: behavior in terms of personality characteristics

«

bility, effort, or purpose. An external attribution was a ‘statement:

“~

that located the causes in characteristics, ability, effort, or

purpose. An external attribution is ‘a statement that located the-

causes in characteristics of the task undertaken, pressures from
i .

N

other actors, luck or chance. A- judge s attribution score was to
" be calculated as the percentage of all causal assignments that were
internal:

The Research Procedure

After operationally defining our major\concepts, the data
'y : - PN .
col}ection instruments were assembl‘d These»consistEH\Q£<§otter's'

Internal External Control Scale, the Cf 1 Hidden Figures Test>*and\an

interview schedule composed of four sections: questions about R

demographic characteristics items designed to assess appreciation

-

a revised version of Rubin s liking scale)) questions

.

for ‘the actok

about judgments of the- ector s success or failure, and questions

designed to elic1t attributions of - causation for the actor s behaVior.

-

- Copies of these materials are presented in Appendix A.

. . 3
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.

~Subjects were volunteers from undergraduate sociology classes
o ' AN ©, i
at The University of Western Ontario They were told that they were

' participating in a study of people s reactions to film themes
Volunteers were informed in advance that in exchange for the "free

.'mOVie,' they would be asked to remain after the. film for an interview

f

and two short psychological tests.

o

“Volunteers were then shbwn the film. At the end of the

. B ] \" . ‘ ‘.\ . . . ) ' E N ) .
screening, they were administered the. Cf-1 Hidden Figures Test.
Subjects  then made appointments to be interviewed as soon after,the

screening as possible. vInteryiewers who were blind- to the hypotheses. = |

. : o . .
discussed the film with the participané@.and asked them all iEems

'“that were‘included in the interyiew schedule. At the conclusion of

the interview, subJects completed the Rotter Internal -External Control

t

Scale Upon completion of this task, they were told the actual purpose -

of the study. o » 5

’

- B. ~PRE-TEST REPORT

_A pre-~ test was conducted to determine whether the film
"The Apprenticeship of. Duddy Kravitz, was a suitable one for our -
_research purposes.: As stated earlier, the‘film that would satiSfyA

©.our requirements would be one that (a) elicited attention from

 judges, (b) had an emotional impact that provided a range of subJects

feelings towards the actor, and (c) contained stimuli that allowed

judges to assess. the successes or failures of the actor. Additionally,

the pre-test was designed to assess the adequacy of 1nterv1ew 1tems

3

that tapped these dimensions. ’ " , S : -
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. S : .
Twenty-two volunteers were recruited from The University of 4,
4
\

Western Ontario to participate in the pre—t st Howéver, only fifteen
- P
provided complete data sets. The spbjects were shown "The Apprenticeship

&

of Duddy Kravitzﬁ and then adminis;ered the Gf-1 Hidden Figures Test -

immediately after the‘film”s“eonclnsion All subJects were interviewed

" within two days of the screening. ' At the- end £ the 1nterview each
subjeet.was asked to edmplete Rotter's‘Internal—ﬁxternal Control Scale.
)

N

Demqgraphie Characteristics - ‘b.vb' .

- The pre-test sample contained- four males and. 11 females

| ranging in ages from 19 to 28. When asked whether they regarded
'themselves as belonging to any- particular religious or ethnic group,'p
threegsubjeets_descrlbed themselves as Protestants,.one as Catholic,.
‘gand“fout as Jewish. The remaining, SubJeCtS did not 1dentify with
any teligious or.ethnic group. - As expected most participants came

from middle— or upper- class families
" 'Rotter's Internal-External Control Scale
- g - - [ ;

’

The mean score of the pre-test sample was 11.5 (standa;d-
deviation = 3;56) withiscores rangingifrom-7ltb 16 out of a possible 20,.
AHigh scores indiéate‘an external lqeus pf control. This disttibution
was similar 5ﬁ;hese reported;bv reseatehers vhe have administered this

test td’underg‘;caate college'samplesi(Lefcourt, 1976).

- ' . . .

"Cf-1 Hidden Figurc: Test R -

Results frem the assessment of psychplogical differentiation

hv)means of the Cf-1 Hidden Figures Zest prchded a mean aecuracy level
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. of 9.3 (standard deviation = 6.23). Pre-test scores‘ranged from

0 to 22 out of a possible 32 correct answers; high scores were indicative

of field independence. o

/

. Liking-Disliking of Duddy Krdvitz | | : .

There was considerable variation in subJects appreciation
of Duddy.Kravitz. Five subJects reacted negatively towards' the
‘character in response to all 13 items while four responded positively
to'all items. ' The remaining subJects were distributed between these'

v

two extremes. This 5uggested that the revised- version of Rubin s
. liking scale vas a suitable measuring instrunent
Those respondents who were not- consistently positive or
negative across’ all 13 items provided some important information in
the pre test.” As we have noted, an attenpt was made to utilizel
‘;indicators of liking of another person that had been developed by
-,Rubin (1970) It seemed, however, that some of the items suggested by
Rubin were not indioative of a respondent s attraction to Duddy Kravitz
‘Frequently, in the course of an interv1ew, subjects would express their
vgeneral liking of Duddy.Kravitz, however, when“asked specific |
vquestions that were reconstructlons of items from Rubin's scale they
would'respond w1thAexpre551ons of dislike ) For example,‘some subJects
stated that they liked Duddy Kravitz but did not think that he was
well—adJusted or mature aspects that Rubin had included in his neasure
of liking. -This pattern of responsesuggested the: need for a factor

analysis of. the thirteen items in the questionnaire schedule for the

- samp le of-respondents in the main test.‘ This would indioate whether the



1tems incorporated in the interview schedule form a uni—dimensional
or multi- dimenQional measure. |

Given the range:- -of responses,. it was decided that all 13 items
comprising the rewritten ver51on “of Rubin's iiking scale would be
'retained fOr,thebmain test of our'hypotheses. The data c0uld then be
faCtor anaiyzed in -the interest of.developing an index with high

reliability.

" Measuring Success-Failure

3 .
b

’

was considerable variation in the judges' assessments of Duddy Kravitz_

as a success or. failure. It appeared that .thejir responses could be_-
coded with high 1nter;Judge rellab;lity along two dimensions: l ‘the
) extent to which Duddy had succeeded or: failed and the crlterla used by
requndentsitq assess such outcomes;

‘Two approaches;to measuring‘the first dimensron seemed
possihle A separate panel of‘raters could’be asked to_listen to the

tapes of the Judges comments regarding Duddy's success'or~failure

and then attempt ‘to-place this evaluatlon on a f1ve p01nt contlnuum

ranging'from total,suecess‘ to "total failure." The mldp01nt‘of this

scale would represent instances when raters found that the judges

« . could notAmake a dicision. A second strategy would;entail eOunting

the number of phrases. uttered by the attrlbutors that indicated

[« -

judgements of success or‘fallure; A respondent s score on ‘this varlable

would then be qaleulated as the percentagerf success statements

based upon the total number of statements made. ' Both the "global"

st
/ ) %\,‘Lﬁ/

An examination bf the pre—test interviews Suggestedfthat there -
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rating and "statement" rating methods would yield interval scales.
 Both methods would be considered for the actual test.
We had also proposed to classify the judges' criteria in terms

;of wealth, security, reputation, skill, and contentment. We anticipated

'
BN

that the panel of raters wquld encounter no difficulties in coding

¢ o X \

this dimension.

A perusalyof responses in the interviews’ indicated that three
respondents Judged Duddy Kravitz to be a success in all respects, seven.
K expressed the opinion that he was either a partial failure or aﬁ
partial success; five Judged him to be a.failure in all respects There
were also indications that we'would be able to find some variation'in

©

the criteria of Success invoked by the respondentsi

' Attributions,of‘Causation ‘ oo

108

The procedure outlined eariier for classification of attributions .

as”internal or external appeared to be'a satisfactory method for
measuring thlS variable.g Our experienceldurlng the pre- test interv1ewc
suggested that the probing questions would be useful in stimulating
the Judges to reSpond at greater length |

- '0f the fifteen respondents, seven explained Duddy s behavior
as stemming from internal causes only, six articulated both 1nternal

and external attributions two made externai attributions only.- Again,

this Suggested thet there was adequate variation for Qur research

purposes.
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Evaluation of the Pre-Test Results L o

It appeared'that the selected’ film, "The Apprenticeship of

l-Duddv Kravicz," satisfied\our requirements” The extent to which- some,

" . f -

respondents dlscussed the motion picture -and 1ts major character

indicated that this film elicited attention from its viewers
Furthermore “an 1nspection of the pre- test data suggested that suitable

variation in judges' responses across all variables of interest was -

"being achieved.

The 1nterv1ew schedule appeared to require no alteratlons in

'-form or content. As well, the procedure.that was employed seemed to -
offer no . difficulties It was decided therefore, to repeat the_
research procedure for a second sample of volunteers in order to

-

increase the pool of data.,

C. ' THE MAIN TEST | o S

. . : \\

“A Second sample of volunteers was recruited in order to
increase the number of cases for analytic purposes Complete'data sets
were assembled on 25 participants in the main test.  The research

procedure that was conducted was identical in all respects to that

I'4

of the pre test " Given this, it was decided to merge the two samples

into a single one; thus, the combined total number of cases was 40

The small sample size was somewhat problematic 1n so far as it

reduced the power of our tests;- however, Blalock (1972:163) has argued-”

that - I .

" a factor that is large enough to produce ‘differences
that are statlstically 31gnif1cant in a small sample’ is...
much more worthy of one S attention than a factor that



produces small differences that can onlx be shown
to be, statistically significant with a very large‘
.sample . : '

In addition to this, the assumption of a conservative.posture in the
interpretation of the data'reduced'ouriconcern about sample size.
~Intervi_ews varied from 20 minutes_to 90 minutes in length;

;
most lasted about 50 to 60 minutes. This variation seemed to depend

upon how talkative and articulate was the respondent For SOme
subjects, no amount of probing seemed to stimulate further discussion

Variation in duration of interview was. uncorrelated with any variable
. 0

in the study.

Once the interviews were completed two raters who were blind

>3to the hypotheses 1istened to the tape recordings of each interview

Ve ‘.~

and independently coded the conversation A copy of the coding manual

o

is included-in Appendix_A.

In the neXt_chapter, inter—judge-reliabilities of'the cOding
“_are'presented Additionally, where indices were utilized estimates

.

'of item equivalence as measured by Cronbach's alpha and omega

1

reliability coefficients will be reported Then, the analysis of” the

sdata and hypothesis testing will be described . - ' r'
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. | CHAPTER 4 R
. /\ : . ,.'THE'DAT_A ANALYSIS ‘ '
S ~ , » \

! o ‘

After the data had been collected and ded, the next step

-involved the analysis of the information. Fout majot‘tasks COnfronted
us."First, inter-judge reliabfiity assessments of the liking-disliking,’
:“_suceessffailure,'and atttibution measures had to be examined. --Second,

univariate distributions required examination. _In the.caseé of the

I

liking, success, attribution, and‘locus'of controi indicators, this ‘¢b

>

involved the oonsqruction of indices‘through‘the use of factor

e

“analytic techniques. ;Oncé{these tndiées Were'developed and their:

reliabilities estimated, .frequency distributions forlthése ‘and all other

-variables were generated . The third ‘task entailed the consideration
- of selectea bivarlate relatlonshlps ,As we have ndicated, particular

,attentlon’was to be paid'to the relationshios‘bet een'locus of—contrbl

_ and psychologlcal dlfferentiatlon,‘between Judgments of success fallure
g

and I@king—disllklng, and between Judgments of success- failure and

. ! . .
crlteria of Success. The final task involved multivarlate analyses of

hthe data in order ‘that the various hypotheses of 1nteraction could be
. . o .
tested. T L _ o /

77"ﬂ" ., o ; EECERE
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A. - INTER-JUDGE RELIABILITIES

) . : ‘
Two graduate students were employed as judges to code the
. ? . 5 "

+!

content of the interviews. Neither judge had any previous essociation
with this_research project; therefore, both were ignorant of the

i . ' . - . ‘ ‘ .
hypotheses being,tested. The judges were trained in using the N

© coding manualt(see'Appendix A) by practicing on taped interviews that

. \

. .had been constructed- for this purpose. These interviews consisted of
conversations between the two interviewerS'about the film After the =
'training sessions, the judges proceeded to monitor the tape recordings

and code the data.

P

v For each indicator of liking~disliking, success—failure,-and

.attribution of causation, the two judges independently scored
. . ' . ' : "
subjects' responses. In order to assess the inter-judge reliabilities

X

of each item, Rearsonian product—mOment correlations were computed. *f

These coefficients are preseﬁted in TableblZ.

~

r

v An inspection of these correlations indicates that there is
.substantial inter judge reliability. With the exception of Item 13,
all liking items exhibit reliability coefficients in excess of 0.70.

Indeed nine of these 1ndicators have coefficients greater than 0.80.

Acceptable resultsofor the indicators of succeSS failure a150 _§‘~
obtain. The global assessment correlation is 0.9231. Additionally, _ ' #
the statement/by—statement counts yield coefficients of acceptable
magnitudes., 0.9211 for success.statementsuand 0.8818vfor failure. . 7
In the case of the count of "nonjindiCative” statements, those in - : ‘\\

>

thch‘respondents indicated neither that Duddy was a success nor that

he was a failure, the correlation between judges' ratings ‘is only
e, | : 1 3s 1 Ly .



Table 12:

t

v:\
R

Inter—judge Reliabilities

!

Number of "non-indicative' statements

Description of Indicator b Reliability
. Coefficient
o " Liking=disliking Items:
 Item 1 0.9041
Item 2 0.8573
Item 3 0.8801
Item 4 0.7285
Je Item 5 0.7854
‘Item 6 ‘ 0.8341
Item 7 10.9374
Item 8 0.8796
. Item 9 0.8743
Item 10 0.8412
Item 11 0.9068
’ " Item 12 0.7848
Ttem 13 ° ’ 0.6841
‘Success—-failure Items: '
élobal~assgssment . 0.9231
: '\Number;of success/stétéments 1 0.9211
‘ ﬁgmber of failur?’statéments’l 0.8818
‘Number of: "non-indicative" statements 0.6087
+ Attribution Itemsfv (
Number'of-internal statements 0.9234
'Ndmber of extefngi statements'v Q.9007

0.7004

A

]
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‘ 0.6087."This lower reliability value is due to the coders'
difficulties in deciding when one such "non—indicative"lstatement ended
andlanother began. ' Thus, while one rater‘might count two statements
being uttered- the other might count only one. -While there were no

A systematic differences between coders, this problem certainly
contributed,to the low reliability for this indicator.

The reliability correlations for measures'of the attribution
bfbcausation'are also acceptable For the statement-by- statement
count of internal attributions, the reliability coefficient is 0.923%;
for\externa} assignments, it is 0.9007. A‘lack of reliability is
noted for the.counttof "non-indicative" statements. The depressed
correlation of 0.7004 may result from the same type of broblem as‘
occurred in tbe coding of "non~indicative" success—failure'statements;

- .Given these satisfactory indications oflinterejudge |

- reliability, there appears to be no reason for discarding any

indicators of our constructs with the -exception of the "non-indicative"

statement counts of success-failure and attribution. -However, the
elimination of these two variables'in no way obstructs'our ability
to proceed with the aﬁalysis The next step entails the generation
of univariate frequency distributlons of the variables: of interest to

k. b
us.

B. UNIVARIATE ANALYSES

f

i After assessing'the inter—judge'reliabilities of wvarious

indicators, we proceeded to examine the frequency distributions for
. » o _ : ) A

. each variable. In those cases where there existed multiple measures of

-114



tﬁe same cantrutt (1iking—disliking, 5uceessffailure,nlocus of control,
aﬁd attribution of causation),;indiceé or scaies were develbpedibefere
freeuency distributions were genera:ea. The,éonstyuctioﬁ of these
composite measuree and the assessmenes.of their inte;—item reliebilities -

are ‘also reported-here. ' ’ ) A .

Demographic Characteristics

N

Frequency distributidns of regpondents' sex, age, identification'

with religious or ethnic groups; andISOCioeconomic status are'presented

LN

in Table 13+ Socioeconomic status was measured by asking subfects
their father's. occupation This was then coded using the National

Opinion Research Center (NORC) occupational prestige manual. - This

T

method produces scores-with a potential range from 40~to 99; "middle

class" pccupations tend to range from'60 to 80 on this scale.

.

. An”examination of the table indicates that ouf sample is'iv
_composed malnly of young middle and upper class adults. Of course,
this is to be expected given the source of our sample - The only’

remarkabie characteristic of this sample is that females are over-

represented. in. the distribution.

Pl
b

Liking-Disliking - o ‘ o o ) v ('

——

Since high inter-judge reliabilities wefe-produced for most of

-

the thirteen liking items, a respondeﬁt's scope'oﬁ each item was
calculated by summing the‘rating of eech'coder and multiblYing that

‘sum by 5 so.that each indicator of liking would be a variable with

integer values ranging from lO.to'SO.
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Table 13: Demographic Characteristics
Variabig  Values' Frequéncy“' Percentage Statistics*
Sex
‘ Male 11 27.5
Female 29 72.5°
| 40 100.0
Age , ' ‘
' . 18-200 - 12¢ 30.0
S 21-23 - 19 47.5 | |
h 24-26 2 5.0 X = 22.88 -
27-29 : 4 110.0 s = 4.92
30 or more 3 7.5 '
' 40 100.0 f
NORC Occupational Score
. - 40-49 1 2.5
” 50259 6 15.0 ,
. T 60-69 .. 9 - 22.5 X = 72.15
70-79 11 27.5° x = 11.28
80-89 Co11 27.5 .
C90-99- 2 5.0 ’
| 40 100.0 -
 Religious or Ethnic Identifiéation ,
None . 21 52.5 .
Protestant . b; 22-.5 .
Catholic: 4 10.0 ~
f Jewish 4 10.0
‘Other 2 5.0 -
’ ' 40 - 100.0 He

T

f*StatistiCs are preéentgd for age and occupation since only these two
X and s symbolize the mean and
. N P2 . .

variables-are interval level measures.

the standard deviation, respectively.



& . _ S : ‘ - .
The correlation matrix of these thirteen items (Iable l&)v

providesvsome,clues as to which ones might be included!in a multiple—

indicator index._fltems 1 to.Z, 9, and 13 appear to intercorrelate;

however; it 1is impossible to know -whether they combine to form'a L

uni- dimen51onal scale. //—f\\ S S M‘j__,f/-
Factor analysis of these 13 items (Table "15) reveals two

distinct dimensions; The first. contains Items 4, 5, 6 and 13;

the second, Items 1, 2; 3, and 7. A reading of the items comprising

each dimension suggests that the first factor represents a measure

. of,subiects' condeptions of Duddy Kravitz as similar or dis31milar

to their own friends. The second factor seems to tap how much Duddy

" was 1iked.in absolyte terms That -is, it appears to measure "liking'"

Veindependent of Duddy's 51milar1ty w1ch friends of the respondents

This 1nterpretation makes sense intuitively. It seems likely

vthat people‘make use of soc1al comparisons in deciding whether they

like a person with whom they have had llmited contact Thus,‘if. |

‘person A is concefved to be similar to friend B, 1t is’ logical for him

to v1en A‘ln a .positive manner If this 1nterpretat10n is’ correct we

bwquld expect the two factors to‘correlate p051t1vely. .Indeed thls

[

_ is the‘case;.the correlation between the\"similarity” and "liking
Vfactors is 0.5502. ” | | ‘ |
,The discovery of two 1dentifiable factors 1nd1cates the need
to proceed with caution in testing hypotheses. ‘The pos51ble ex1stence'
of ”similarity“ and “absolute liking"_dimensions within our "liking"
' items suggestsjthatfany tests of hypotheses inyolying;the "liking”
construct “should be conducted twice: onceﬂmith the fsimilarity"

scale, once with the "absolute liking scale, 1If no differences

117
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L 3

. Table 15: Factor Analysis of Liking Itams

_Iﬁém , . -Facto% l*‘ | Factof 2%
b . Lasse7 ) 53309 ¢
2 o346 T - ;48;422
3 . . .-i8{85 T
oo 7083 26356
s fu 44046 .. .11212
e o lseses - o.asser s
A a8 ,'.67076 -
8 “,"  -fossis' o 13480 .
9 : 22869 .03664.
10 33698 - -.11039 - r )
11 . .0%449 21865 T -
- - " S : |
12 .08798 .. -.07002
] 2 | ,
13 U saees . .32775
R EigenQaiué - 3.77610 o 1.42649
—Percen;lof variance '5558 o : ..l 21.1

R . . " L . . - ]
*Underlined factor loadings are-those that were considered
to be 1arge:énodghvto warrént the inclusion of that item

in the index.



~‘occur between these Separate‘tests, this would indicate‘the legitimacy
of combing the two'dimenSionsiinto'a single scale.
In anticipation of these possibilities, frequency distributions

reliability coefficients were generated for the "similarity"”scale;

the "liking” scale, and the combination of the tyo; The data are
presented in Tables 16 and 17. |
For the "similarity" scale, the possible range is from 40 to 200
'with high scores indicative of greater conceived similarity, the actual
,range 1s from 60 to l9O The mean of the distribution is 125. 375
while the standard deviation is 28 338. Further analy51s 1ndicatesl
that the distribution of scores on thls scale approximates normality.
| The absolute "liking” scale has the same possible range; the
x’ actual rgpge is from 45 to 170. The‘mean of:this scale isillOAOOQ:
J h'while the standard deviation is equal to 38.397.
3
By combining both scales, the maximum possible range is from _.3
)‘ : 80 to 400 while the actual range is from 110 to 350 The mean of this
.distribution is equal to 235. 375 and the standard deviation is 58 948
Once again it is notable that the distribution approaches normality

B

"For each scale, two d1fferent measures of rellabillty_were

r

‘calculated: Cronbach's alpha and omega. Both coefficients are measures

3

of the equivalence of itéms comprising an index. Cronbach's alpha is

computed with the following formularﬁ
. . -

. ) Lo?
e Xi )
. a4 = .. -L ' l -
-\ p-1 /. 62

120



i 121.
\\
Tai)le. 1("3: . Frequency .Di"stribq'tkions . \
of "Similarity'" and . "Liking" Scale.;; .
. Simile;rity Liking
» ‘S‘ccire o Frec@ency : Percentage ,Frequenf:y‘ | .Pe;rcentage
40 - 60 0 | o.o v' 3. 1
60 - 80 : L3 s 8 " 20.0
80 - 100 4 S0 s
100 - 120 7 17.5 s 12.5
120 - 140 12 . 30.0 K 17.5° .
140 - 160 9 2275 5 L2.%
© 160 - 180° 4 10.0 6 15.¢
180" 200 1 2.5 0 0.0
Total 40 .100,0 : W 100.0
Mean L, 125.375 110.0 .
Standard DeQiapion‘/ 28.338 - 38.397



'lTéble 17: ICdmbined Likiﬁgﬁécaie
ffequency'Distribgmion‘ |

A Score ' "‘Frequenéy' ‘Percehtgge -

80 - 120 L 3 2.5 ‘t‘y; :
120 - 160 1 25

160 - 200 13 '_ 32,5

200 - 240 & - 10,0

240 - 280 10 25.0°
280 - 320 .7 17.5° o « :

320 5'350 | W, T 1000 |

360 - 400 . 0 0.0

_foca1~ e 40 (ﬁlO0.0  . | . §
" Mean ‘ ‘V235.375 '

Standard Deviation - . 58.948



where p i1s the number of items in the scale, Zcxi is the sum of
the variances of each item, and ox is the sum of the p by p variance-
covariancé matrixr Cronbach's alpha varies from zero to -one in range;

the coefficient indicates the probability of "a respOndent s answering

123

all indicators of the’ same construct in: the saiie way. - .Some statisticians

have referred to this reliability,coefficient as a conservative one
inasmuch as_it'can be Jggonstrated tnat it'apprOXimates the lower
boundary of ”true reliabilityf (Armor;'l974)n

g Omega is also a measure of equivalence;ohoweVer, in contrast

‘to Cronbach's alpha,-itvis.derived“from‘the factor'structure of a

group of inaicators rather tnan from theirecQVariance structures;"The
formula.for computingiomega ia:f ' ‘ . | : .

[N

$o? - fo?h
i, T

" LICov (x,,X:)
i h 1 J
where ioicié'the sum of the variances of each item, h? is the communality

of each item,vand Z?:Cov (x. ; xJ) is ‘the sum of the‘variance4covariance
matrix. Omega coafficients of rellability will always be greater

than their respective alpha counterparts unless items-are 1ntercorrelated
perfectly (in which case, alpha‘and-omega will be idéntical);

| ton

Thé "similarity, absolute liking,”fand combined -indices all
exhibit substantial reliability estimates. Cronbach's alpha is
. 0.7607 for the four-item I‘s1milar1ty”bscale while its omega is 0.8231.

' In the case of the 'absolute liking scale Cronbach's'alpha is 0.7915'

' omega is 0.8501. When these two scales are comblned to create an eight—

1tem index, the value Qf Cronb ch s alpha is 0.8315 while omega is 0.8952.
, ‘ _ -2



.1t may be argued that Rubin has isolated a dimen51on that 1s distinct

Co

ot

Discarded Items. An examination of the ffive items that do not load

on either factor-raises some'interestin questions. - All five

indicators are revised versions of item "selected from Rubin's

liking scale

\ n

for a responsible job?"

¢

l"§. Would you reccmmend Dudd

"9, How mature is ?’/_y?”

"10. " Do you think”that most people would react favorable
St to Duddy fter a brief cquaintance7" :

"11.° Would you vote'for Dudd in'afgrOUo or. class -

‘election7"\ﬂf

"12. Is Duddy thb: kind of person who qu1ckly wins
respect?" .
Earlier; we des/ribed the pro

ress by which Rubin validated
1 - ' ¢ o

“ .

‘his llking and’ lov1ng scales through iiScriminant assessments. While

°

from loving, it is possible that he has\attached an incorrect label to..

.~ . s . N

it. He assumes_that;these_items represent‘a‘liking dimension because
they were most frequently mentioned by those subjects who Qere,judging'

their friends Alternatively, it could be argued that'this‘dimension )

~

‘ . e . o ; -, . ~ :
represents some other construct: such a respect, admlratlon,-on'trust.

S

vThe facf that these items did ot 'load on either of the. factors‘

derlved frOm our analy51s suggests ano her 1nterpretat10n In Rubin s

study, respondents were asked to answer| the 1tems w1th respec to?

<>

.someone that they had alreadz befriende . Thesefresponses'may represent

0

-a rationalization of their friendshlp or -an efifort to avoid incon51stency
Judging a friend to be imbature, 1rrespo 51ble or unworthy of'respett

. questions the basis of such friendship.‘ Rubin's subjects may hage

[y

responded to these items in order to maxi ize consistent images of

»
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-

their friends.. In so doing, their’ assessments are reminiscent of halou
. /

i effects in social judgments

Fiven that thé Subje ts in our study were judging a stranger,‘

vthe criteria for determinin' attraction may'be‘substantially»different.

'Our-participants seemed to: Jocus on. Duddy\s similarities with other'

ons of. his intellf}ence and adjustment
N :
The discrepancy between Rubin's findings and our, own suggests

friends and thein concep

the need for research that attempts “to test systematically for
’ differences in the use of criteria that. judges use to aSseSS their SR

liking of another person. Specifically, it seems important that

social psychologists examine the possibility that the judgment of "liking

~may be analytically distinguishable from the Justification of such after

©

'friendships have been established .
et . T : ‘ ’ 4 t

B4

»Success—Failure

| Two measures of success4failure were computed; -The first
'indicator iS‘a'global one.A Two coders independentlyvrated each
respondent‘s comments. on a continuum from one (total failure) to
five (total success) | Given the magnitude of t?e inter—Judgk reliability
coefficient (O 9231) for this variable, a.respondent s global success
judgment was. computed by summing the rating of each coder. Scores
‘on this variable are therefore free/to vary from 2 to 10 An examinatﬁon
of the frequency distribution of this variable (Table 18) 1ndicates

:that the maXimum range is attained °the_mean of this distribution is 4.4,

with a standard deViation of 6.810. While the frequency distribution

\
'N

of this globalvmeasure is skewed, there nevertheless is conSiderable

variation in subjects'*judgments of.Duddy_s success—failure.

. -



Talhle 18: - Frequency Distribution of

Global Assessments of Success-Failure

«

kating* v frequeﬁcy i Percenﬁage
2 E 13 o 132.5
3 R 1705
oy L6 . 1 15.0
s . o 5.0
U 6 | Cou o 10.0
o L
7= 0 - 0.0
8. " o 3 L .' 7.5
10 R '_~2 | . 5.0
oral 40 100.0
ﬁeaigir‘ . .léia | - .
Sc‘g’ﬁfdarq Deviation 6.810

: *Calculated by summing each coder's assessment

j-(ffqm 1 to 5)¢ Thus, if a subject was rated

.

with a 4 from one coder and a 5 from the other, th

¢

'.subject'é)scoré would be 9.

heS

at

. ‘[
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The second measure of success-failure judgments was computed by

N

B ' '
counting the number of statements of judged success or failure made .

’

by each respdndent. Each' coder counted the number of success, failure,
and "non-indicative" Sggtements uttered by each subject. A respondent's

score was calculated by averaging the raters' counts and expressing the

v
v

number of success statements as a percentage of the frequency of

failure and success statements made. Thus, if a respondent made five
] 0 . *

comments indicating judgments of success and five indicating failure,
his score was 50 percent.. Given that the intérjudge reiiability
. . . o ‘
coefficient for the count of "non-indicative" statements was only
I : ' .

f 0:6087, a'tally of such statements was'not.inclqdegxin the computation.

Tﬁe fredhenci distribution that wés4generatéd for this vériable

-exhibits‘a‘mean Of‘35u660 with anstandatd.deviati6ﬁ’of 29.915. As with
the global measure, this distribution is ske&eé; nevert%‘lesg, there.

is considerable variation inijudgments of success-failure (Table 19).

-

Téking the global assessment of.success¥fai1ure as a rough

criterion measure, the' adequacy of our computation of percentage of |

-

.success statements may be evaluated by correlating the latter with the
U ¢ k - . i _ v

former. The association between these two measures is 0.8265. This
. . X ‘

Suggests that the latter measure of success-failure is a valid one and

. . B "\"“') o :
can be used in our subsequent analyses.
o :

»

o

""Field Independence-Dependence Scores

3

% The frequency distf}ﬁution of subjects' scores on the Cf-1 "

 Hidden Figures Test iévpresented in Table 20. An inspection of the-

. table indicates that maximum range is attained (0 to 32 correct answers)

with a mean’ score of 14.125 and a standard deviation ofv7.806.; These,



~

v

- Table 19: Frequendy Distribution

Percentage of Success Statements

Percentage of

Success Statements* 4Freguency .Percengage
0 - 10 7“ : s
10 - 20 ‘ 7. 11
20 - 30 9 - 2205
30 - 40 2 5.0
40 - 50 ™ 4 ) .  10.0
50 - 60 2 5.0
60 - 70 1 2.5
70 - 80 r 3 7.5
80 - 90 2 5.0
190 - 100 3 s
" oral 40 - . 100.0
~Mean 35.660
29.915

Standard Deviation

3

N~

*Calculated by expressing the number of success statements-as

as a percentage of success plus failure statements.

128
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Table 20: Freqpengygpiétribution of

, Field Independence-Dependence Scores

f S A o '
Score* Frgquéncx . Peréentagé
- 3o 3 . 7.5
“ 7 s 120
- b : :
'8 - 11 7 . 17.5 . -
12 =15 , iva _” 2000
i6-19 . 6 - . 15.0
20-23 . 6 15.0
éd - 27 3 | ‘ 7.§
1 8 . )
28 - 32 2 5.0 -
Total I 1000 ‘
Mean ;kﬂ‘ 14125 o
Stgndard_Deviaﬁioh . . 7.806 ;
*Tﬁé higﬁer the score, the 'more field‘indepen— T : T L
' dent is the'individual; < ! - |



statistics are'comparable to -results reported by Boersma (1968) in

-

his assessment of the reliability\of this instrument.

9 ../

" Locus of Control

.

The.distribution ofvscores on‘the Rotter Internal—E;ternal
Control Scale (Table Zl) is similar to those reported'by”Lefcourt
(1976) in.his review of the research on locus qf“control. The mean of\
.bur sample is~9.9;5 with a standard deviation of'5.010. | -

In the second chapter, we suggested thatethe investigation of

sub scales of Rotter’s instrument might be profitable in so far as

they might better’ correlate th other variables of interest to us.

In order to'develoonthesevsub—scales, a »23'items in Rotter's scale
were factor analyzedyusing an orthogonal var max rotation.‘ Nine S

.factors emergefof‘which only fahave eigenvalues greater than:l.O

‘(a rough indicator of each factor's statistical significance) | Of
these.S "significant factors only the first is substantively meaning~
ful. Four items load highly on this factor (QJestion 3, 12, 17, and. 22),
of these, the 1atter three appear to tap a sense of political control

As for:the remaining l9'items, none load unequivocally on any one

- factor. |

Since this dimension offbnolitical'control":has'little
theoretical interest for this dissertation we recomputed the factor

”analysis after eliminating _these four questions This resulted in the.

'generation of 8 factors, four of whlch had eigenvalues greater than

1.0. 'In thlS analysis, no interpretation of the pattern of factor

130"

' loadings was possible. No theme could be detected among the loading\\\kD

of items across factors.
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©  Table 21: Frequency Distriﬁution df

_Rotter's Locus of Control Scéle‘_

Score* - Frequency Percentage
02 C3 7.5 ~
B R T 7.
6 -8 12 ° 30.0
9 4-11}.* 3 o ‘}.5"
12 S o 275
| 15 = 17 6 . U 1s.0
18 —‘23 R 2 B - 5.0
Total® ‘,"“40 - | . 100.0
Mean . '9.975”
Standard Deviation _ _5.010

*The higher the score, the more exgernally o

jtontFolled is the individual.
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-In order to reduce further the "clutter" of variables, a

third factor analysis was run after eliminating‘those variables

*that loaded on- none ofyth; factors. Questionszé, 9, ll,l151 16,

18, and'il temained in the analysis;';lhe.reSUlts of thisusolution ate.

»displayed in Table-22 "”’. | - B
An examination oflthe data indicates that Qgestion 11 loads p.

equally well on both factors. gurthermore, this variable has the

lowest communality value (0.28702) of all seven 1ltems. It was

therefore decided‘to'recompute the factor analysis while excluding- this

item. =
: Table 23 presents the factor loadings for Questidns 6 9 15
16 18, and 21. Two factors again emerge; che first accounts for -1
81 0 percent of. the variance while the second accounts for 21 O petcent
‘.~ Questions 16° and l7 load(nithe ‘second- factor while the other items load
on the fi;st The elimination of Question ll has, indeed made the
distribution of items across factors more clear. |
“Given that no substantively‘different interpretations could
be given totthe two emergent factorsf all six’questions;werethmbined_‘
A to form'a single additive;scale . The frequency diSttibution of this
- sub- scale is shown in Table 24; the mean of the distribution is |
-2, 4500 with a standard deviation of 1. 7967 ‘ Reliability coefficients"

were also computed.'ielding a Cronbach s alpha of 0. 7}64 Aand_an

. omega of 0.8145.
| ‘_.An examination'of the items comprisiné this'sub—scale suggests
that its content represents the extent. to which respondents believe
in.luck or chance as opposed to ability or hard work ' When one - .

. considers the theoretical arguments that were~set forth earlier, this
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3

_Tabie 22:' Factor Analysis of

Selected Locus of Control Items

Item Factor 1 Factor 2
6 46325 34349
9 .53402 | .42056 |
11 .07949 .52981 |
15 72322 .1854?
| 16 ;,89513‘“" .16138
- 18 .29875 . 56884
21 .17812 72611
Eigenvalue 2.50600 }{67157 |
9 21.1

Percent of variance 78.




-

Table 23: Final Factor Analysis of

Selected Locus.of Control Items

Item: ' Factor 1.~ Factor 2

6 58104 . .29965

9 " 59070 | .17815

15 .24201  .75168

. 16 27774 '; 81587
) 18 sl 21348
o2t 57463 i' 15227
Eigenvalue 2.36145 55323

" Percent of variance 81.0 L 21.0
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Table 24: Frequency Distributiod:of

Selected Locus of Control Items*

\

Score ‘ Freqﬁency _ __Percengpage
o .. 6 - iko o -
: : , : " . S
1 ' 8 ' 0.0
2". ' 9 . 22.5
s s
4 s | “  12.5
s s - 12s
6 o 2 | L 5.0
Total = 40; o ',;100.0 v
‘Mean | < 2.450 o )
Standard Déviation 1.797

.*This scale was derived by adding subjects' scores
on Questions 6, 9, 15, 16, 18, and 21. The higher

the score, the moge éxternally controlled was the
Loy ) ' ) .

)

'
!

.sﬁbjéct.



sub- séhle appears to have greater: relevance for the testing of our
" hypotheses than does the" entire locus of control scale that included

indicators of a ‘sense of political control.

Attribution of Causation

. )
A measure of internal—external attribution of causality was .

: computed using logic similar to that employed in talculating success—‘

failure scores. Because the interJudge reliabillty coefficient for .

”non—indicative statements 1s only 0. 7004, these couhts are'nOt
bincluded in the: computation : The number of internal attributions
bdivided by the sum of internal and external a331gnments is eXpressed
as a percentage in order to provide a measure of this variable

rd

The resultant frequency distribution (Table 25)°is skewed with

‘a mean of 71.715 and a standard dev1ation of 26 233.: While this

o indicates limited variation the distribution nevertheless appears

'satisfactory for our needs. Restricted variation 1n the dependent
s .

variable can be coped with by a logarithmic transformatlon of its.

136

values (Cohen and Cohen, 1975)' if’ necessary Additlonally, restricted“'

variation generally reshlts 1n attenuated correlations with independent
vdriables. - In this sense conservative estimates are generated.
‘Thus,‘one is more likely to err in the direction of reJecting a .

hypothesis that is actually true. . These: possibilities will be

considered in our discu531on of the multivariate analyses.’

>
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N
" Score | . Freqpénéy' . Pércentage -
0 - 0 o 0.0 )
10 - 20 BT s 2.5 “ i
20 - 30 - 2 . 5.0 - . ¥
- . . . - N
30 -40 , 3 75
4-50 T, . -  510
50 - 60 | Cw " 10.0
&0 - 70 s 125
| (750\~ g0 RN S 125
g0-9 . . .3 s
90 - 100 15 . 37.5
Total o sw o 1000
Mean - | 71,715 | |
Sténdard Deviation , : ‘ . 26.233 ‘

. *The higher the‘éCOre; the 8reater the percentage of internél

_attributions.
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" C. BIVARIATE ANALYSES

Three sets of bivariate relationships of . theoretical 1nterest
were examined. ‘The first group ot associations represented tests of

the relatiopship betweenvlocus of control and psychological differentiation,
.The second set of bivariate analyses consisted of testing the hypothesis
that appreciation of an actor and judgmentg of his success are positively
correlatedr The third_analysis consisted ofvdetermining'whether various
‘criteria are. differentially eﬁployed by subjects in jndéing the success

or failure of'Duddy Kravitz. .

'Locns of Control and Psychological Differentiation
- Two‘measureswof locus bf.control were correlatedbwith psychological
differentiation to test Hypothe31s 3 i.e. that>there would be a positive
association between the two variables/ When the - coeff1c1ent representing
Vthe relationship .between the Cf- Hidden Figures.Test and the.entire
' Intérnal-External Control Scale is-examined,'a statistically in51gni£icant,
'negative correlation is observedl(r = —0;1687’ P ¥~.14§)' when the
factored locus of control‘scale (con51st1ng of Questions 6, 9 15 16,
.bl8,'and 21) is correlated w1th our measure of field independence—A' B
dependence, similar reshlts occur (r.= -0.1717, P =_3145). The signs
of théselcoefficients\arevinrthe‘predicted‘directioni 'increases’in
field independence scores are‘accompanied;by’modest increases,in
.internal contr014scores (the‘negative signs are.a function ot the
coding of Locus of.control'scdres); however, theselcoefficients are
not of sufficient magnitudesAto be statistically significanti

Therefdre,ewe reject Hypothesis 3.. - L -




139

1t should be.noted that these results are similar to those
reported in studies that were cited in Chapter 2. Of greater interest
to us is.the duestion whether sub- scales of Rotter s construct are
..associatedbmore highly with Witkin's construct, The.diﬁference in
magnitude betyeen the tuo‘correlationsA(O;OOBO)kis not great enough.
" in this inueetigation to warrant confirnation of this bossibility.
Additionally, there is no evidence suggesting any dlscernible
curvilinear relationship between psychological differentiatidn and
;either of the_locus of control scales. Figures 2 and 3 repreaent
the scattergrams of.theseorelationahips./'ln neither case ie there s
- any obseruagle.curuilinear'pattern. |

o

\
\

~ Appreciation for the Actor and Judgments of hig Success
- As we<mentioned.earlier our factor analysis of the liking

“items generated two distinguishable scales: a '"similarity" index
O o

and an- absolute liking” index. In.additlon, a"third_measure was
. . : o . ’
‘generated v combining these two 1ndices~into a. 51ngle scale. Each

 of these three lndices ‘was correlated with our measyre of successﬂ.
failure to test Hypothesis 4 that there is a positive‘association;between
- subjects' appreciation of an actor and ‘their judgments of his success.

Pearsonieiproduct—moment correlation‘coefficients were'computed
in each case. The association~betyeen ”similarity”“and the success-
failure measure’ is in the pfedicted direction andistatisticallyi_ ’ e
significant (r = 0;4455,'p ='.002)§ a similar correlation'is observed-d
between.the»”absolute liking” scale'and‘sucCeas-failurev(r = 0:4825, S
'p = .OOl)ﬂ"When_the two eub—ecales are combined to'form a single

measure of»subjects'»appreciation of Duddy Kravitz, this index
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-

§

correlated with success-failure to an even greater extent (r = 0.5285,

p = .Obl). Thus, Hypothesis 4 is confirmed: liking. an actor and

judging him or .her to be successful are tangled sentiments.

a, : ) .
" ,.

CPiteria %or’JudgidgVSuccéss and Failure

¢ . .

'
’

o Ap examination of the criteria inonedfby*subjects judging the -

A - . T : ‘
success or failure of Duddy Kravitz provided answers to two questions:

v ”

(1) Given the plot of the motion picture, what criteria were most
& _ A _ p

‘frequently articulated by ju&geé? (2) Were the criteria invoked by .
subjects who judged Duddy to be successful different from those o y

invoked by individuals who viewed him to be a failure?. .
Table 26 presents the bivariate tabulations of the relevant
520 . T T
: ) . . P Lo v . 8
data.. Six two-by-two tables represent the cross-tabulations of hy

" qudgments of success-failure with .the invocdtion of each criterion.
Igspectioh of the column totals indicates that subjects"coneeptiqhsf
of Duddy's reputation was the criterion most frequently articulated:

thirty—five‘subjects (87.5 peréen; of ‘the sémple) made reference to
) ﬁuddy's preé;ige, his social relationships with other characters; or
& ‘ : T
ftﬁe»extent to which he behaved admirably. The tiext most frequently

cited criterion related to Duddy's acquisition of wealth: fourteen
judges (35.0 percent) mentioned Duddy's financialmgains and losses.

.as justifications of their assessments of his success. or failure. |
Ten subjects (25.0 percent) ‘mentioned Kravitz' seéurity.(or " rk of

it) as influential in theirujﬁdgments_while a similér numbe. zeferred'

to his contentment as. determinants of their assessments of his -

siccess-fai'ure. Duddy's skill was invoked as @ criterion by five -
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respondents (12.5 percent)° only three individuals (7.5 percent)
referred to criteria that could not be classified in our coding scheme.
Given the plot of "The Apprenticeship of Duddy Kravtiz," it
is not surprising that the criteria of reputation and wealth were
those most frequently cited Much of the film story'consists of»
Duddy's attempts to secure a financial empire:baSed on realyestaté
holdings. At the same time, his extremely variable social relationships.

with other characters are also revealed For most viewers then, thej

[y

. plot focuses on the social costs of financial accumulation
An inspection of the cross- tabulations indicates that .there

. are statistically significant differences in the invocation of criteria.

<

.Adepending on whether Duddy was Judged to be a_success or a failure

Duddy s resultant reputation was more_likelyvto be used as a criterion -
by subjects who viewed him as a failure. The criteria of security
iand skill were more. often cited by Judges who deemed Duddy to be

successful, For the ' remaining desiderata, no differences were -

)

. observed between respondents. ' _ '
Those who thought Duddy was a failure tended to argue that he.
_could not be trusted, that he manipulated people, or that he had

lost all of his friends Those respondentscdho Judged him successful

. in terms of his security or sklll referred ofteL te Duddy's f1nanc1al

-

acumen in developing business contacts and providing z sound .

-

financial base for the future.

It is 1nteresting that no significant relationship obtains

between assessments of his succgssffailure'and the criterion of
wealth. A monitoring of the: taped 1nterviews reveals that those

subJects who' termed Duddy a success referred to his accumulaggon of

~



S

' real estate at the end of the motion picture;‘those individuals who

considered him to be a financial failure frequently noted his repeated

-

losses of capital in various business -adventures throughout the film.

'In'other words,,they seemed to question his.ability.to accumulate wealth

consistently. ' ) ' &

It is important to note, that many of the judges' comments
concerning the criteria of reputation and contentment contained ideas
that.were.inseparable from their affective reactions toward buddy

Kravitz. This lends further support to our earlier assertion that

-affect ‘and judgment.of success ‘overlap in complex situations.

require brief’discussion.

$
.

D. MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS TECHNIQUES e

In order to test the hypotheses of main effeCts (Hypotheses 1

and 2 pages 73-74) and those predicting interaction effects
> €

(Hypotheses 5 through ll, pages 76-85), several multiple regression
analyses were conducted The basic. principles of this technique

-

and their applications to the testing of'statisticalvinteraction

Principle of Multiple Regre351on

Nie et al (1970 175) describe multiple regre551on analysis

in terms’that are.analogous'to cross—tabular-analysis:
Multiple regression is an extensioneof-the bivariate
correlation coefficient to multivariate analysis.

The correlation coefficient, or normalized simple
regression coefficient, allows the researcher to

measure the linear relationship between a set of
independent variables. and a number of dependent

_variables while taking into account ‘the inter- - . = .
relationships among the independent variables. ‘

145
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Y

If the simple correlation coefficient is viewed as

the continuous analog of two-way. cross-tabulation,

then multiple regression is the continuous analog "
of a n-way cross-tabulation. ‘

Employing the principle of_ordinary least squares, multiple
"regression produces'a linear combination of independent variables

that takes the form:

' .=' ‘ ‘ ) :
Y= A+ BX) +HBX, F ..+ BX

N

" where Y' represents the éstimated values of Y, A is the Y-intercept,
" the X's are independent (predictor) variables, and the B's are their
corresponding regression coefficients.
Nie et al (1975:328) describe the generation of the intercept
* and coefficient values as follows
" The A and Bl coefficients are selected in such a way
that the sum of squared residuals I(Y - Y' )2 is ‘again
. minimized. " This least-squares criterion 1mplies that
any- other values of A and Bj would yield a larger.
CI(Y - Y' ) Selection of the optimum A and By,
coeffic1ents using the least-squares criterion also
implies that the correlation between the ‘actual Y
values and the Y' estimated values is maximized, while
the correlation between the independent variables and
the residual values . (Y -Y') is reduced to zero.
One can also compute standardized regre551on coeff1c1ents (B )
_ N
from the unstandardized partlal regression coeffic1ents GB ) These
‘are generated by multiplying the unstandardized.coefficient by the
ratio of the stahdard-deviation‘of»the independent variable to ‘the
"standard deviation of the dependent one. Thus, if Xi is an independent
“variable in the regression equation, Yj is a dependent variable in the

v same equation,. and Bji is the unstandardized partial regression



' o o
coefficient of the two variables then the standardized regression
coefficient, ji’ will equal (B ) (o /Uj) Standardized regression
coefficients will normally range from minus one to plus one except

in instances where multicollinearity.obtains, in which cases they

may exceed these limits,

Py . '

i

Testing for Statistical Interaction-:

’*In‘general,-it 1s assumed "in multiplefregression analysis that

the effects -of the various independent variables upon the dependent

one are additive. That is; the effect'of Xi on Y is the same across

. : : J :
different values of the other independent variables in the regression‘

~equation. In other words, the multiple regression technique assumes

a model in which there ‘is’ an absence of statistical interaction

Increasingly,'investigators whose data are.’ not amenable to

o

analyses of variance or covariance techniques have .become interested

in testing the statistical significance of interacting independent'
variables upon their dependent ones. Nie et al. (1975:373) note
_that:

The most widely used approach to the problem of
interaction is the inclusion of multiplicative terms
in the regression equation. As the.name implies, a
multiplicative term is the product of -two or more
other terms. It is a new predictor variable created
"by multiplying scores on one predictor by corre onding
scores on one Or more others . For example, th !
equation . ‘
Y''= A+ lel + B2X2 + B3X1X2
includes the two predlctors X1 and X2, and the
multiplicative term X1X, created by multiplying X1
.scores by corresponding Xy scores. While this latter
equation is still "additive" in form, the multiplicative
term represents the "joint effect" of Xj and X, over
and above the sum of -ByX; and ByXy.
. Y - -

1

&4
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It follows that the testing.of a three-way interaction

(B X)) will require that all main effects (Bl 1’ BZXZ’ and B X )

X %%3
and all’two—way‘interactions (BA 1.2,. 5 l 3, and d6X2X3) must ‘also be

f
i

included in the regression equation.

‘Nie gg_gl;‘f1975).and Cohen and Cohen (i975) note that the'
.addition'of multiplicative terms.toethe regression-equation always k\ .
increases the proportion of variance exolained.by the'equation (Rz);'
however, such an increase‘is_not always substantialr They suggest

. that the most'appropriate»test of the significance of anvinteraction

'effect is the hierarchical F test. The general formula for this test

A

of the significance of a variable Xk is as follows

2 e 2 .
. _ By, - Rz, k-0

x)

2 Y/(N - k - 1)

=R 2,0,k

with degrees of freedom 1 and N -k —-ld where k 1s the:number'pf
independent variables in the regression equation, the numerator is
the explained variance due to the addition of Xk, and.the denominator
is the‘unexplained variance'diVided by N - k - 1 degrees of freedom.
Inrtesting the hypotheses tnat have been‘generated, two
pieces'of_information are.of“interest:'hthe hierarchical F test of
‘significance and the sign of the7coefficient of the variable or -
interaction term being considered. The sign of-the coefficient in the
'case of interaction 1ndicates whether the hypothesized JOlnt effect is

in the direction predicted.»
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3

E. TESTING THE HYPOTHESES

In this’section data are presented that constitute tests of
each of‘the eleven hypotheses. For each proposition, the prediction
'will 'be restated and the evidence will be examined Since Hypotheses 3
and 4 have already been tested in Section C? these resultsg will‘be

reviewed briefly.

Some Preliminary Comments

Earlier in this chapter, the univariate analyses of the data
‘suggested to us that certain strategies might be pursued Specifically,
four analytic, p0331bilities were mentioned (1) The impact of
demographic characteristics of the subJects 'had to be assessed
(2) The effect of using the factored ”similarity" index the "absolute
_vliking" index, or the combined scale upon the results of the analysis
had to be determined (3) The differential influence of using the
-entire locus of control scale as opposed to a factored sub—scale
required 1nvestigation (4) The advantage of transforming the
dependent variable intola logarithmic function needed examination.
| Regarding the first 1ssue’ no differences occur due to demographlc
characteristics of the judges As we had noted earlier the only |
variable that was pgedicted to have any impact was respondents sex.
Sex differences are not statistically significant for any single
'variable or for the multiple regre331on analyses
Three - ‘multiple regre5510n analyses were computed u31ng each

"of the 51milar1ty " "absolute liking,' and combined scales All

\_,three computatlons produced similar results with respect to varlance

pey
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f
eiplained and the‘maghitude of the vefioue regreesioh‘eoefficients;
‘xGiven‘this“COnvergence of results, it was decided to use éhe 8—item_n\-
combined scale as Qur‘meaeure qf judgesf appreciation of‘Duddy Kravieg.
Similarly, the multiple regression results using the entire
Internal—External/Cohtrol Scale‘and‘the factored 6-item sgb—ecale

were almost identical. Because the sub-scale had substantive content

of greater Interest to us, we decided to use .this index as our measure

-

of locus of control. | _' 7?-
| Two mul;fple regression anaiyseéuwere undertaken using
variations of the‘depeﬁdenf variable, attributien of .causation. The-
"first computation included'the dependenh variable ih its ekewed
distributionel fohé. The results of this cqmpﬁtation were_comperedﬁ'
Awith a natural_logarifhmieghrensfqrﬁation of the same var@eble,~ Again,
the obseryatioh'that regreseioh coefficients ahd.eXplainedvvarience

femained'essentiéily the same led us to use the original, skewed

variable for testihg the hypotheses. L

Measures Employed - . 1 ‘ o ey

T

.the following (l) an 8-item index of liking, (2) a measure‘of
;espondentsﬂ judg@ents of Duddy Kravitz successffailure computed
.by‘statement'cdunts- (3).the 32—item Cfél'Hiddeh Figures Test ae a
"'measure of psychologlcal differentiation,.(a) a 6 item sub-scale
derived from a factor analysis of Rotte; s Internal- Exterhal Control

Scale, and (5) a measure of‘respOndents attributions of causation

- derived from statement courts.

Thus, the variables used to test our hypotheses con51sted of %QYﬁ



" The Correlation Matrix

PR

Given four indenendent vériables (liking—dfeliking =
sutcess{faiiuref=15, internal-external locus of control = C,
field'indenendence-dependence = F); four.mainjeffectsnand eleven’
interaction effeets upon the dependent.nariable (internal-external

\..

attribution of causation = A) may be computed.‘ AS we have

discuesed;e: ' Khraction terms may be constructed by taﬁing the

‘multipifcatf ' . ‘the main effects entering the interaction
> %

Joint effect is represented by (L x S) and

ion amon liking, success, and 1ocus of: control

! o ”

a thrée:way“in

is: designated as (L xS x C).

.

Withlthe four main effects, 11 interaction effects, and the
dependent var}anlexla total of 16 Variables are possible entries in
the multiple regression'analysis.- The intercorrelation matrix .for

these variables 1is presented in Table 27 while the means and standard

deﬁiations are-tabulated_infTable 28. 1t ?hould be-noted that several .

of the means and standard deviations of the interaction terms are not

meaningful inasmuch'as these variables are‘products ofvmain.effectef-

Testing the Hypothesized Main Effects C , V\c

(l) There will be a main effect due to success- failure (s).

(2) There will be a main effect due to locus of control (C)

In order to test these two‘hypotheses, attribntion“cf
causation. (A) was regressed on the four main effect variables

(L, s, C, and FJ. The results of this analysis are presented in -

|
~ It

151
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‘Table -

/

‘Mean

Entered in Mulfiple Regression Analyses

28: Means and. Standard Déviations of Wariables

* Standard Deviation

E]

Variable

A 71.71 26.23
L 235.38 58.95
s 35.66 ° 29.91
c 2,45 1.80
F ‘ 164,13 7.81
L xS) 9302.11 9129.88 - .
(L x'C) . 564.38 444 .81
@xF 3234.00 . 1867.00
(S xc) 78.70 91.51 .
(S x F) = ' 490.28 '597.01,
(CxF) . o 32.;01 . 30.97
(LxSxc) 19392.84 | 23823.94
(LxSxF) ° 12719448 | 174018.94
(L'xCxF) ©7096.13  6744.21
(S x Cx F) 4975.35  1439.85
(L xS xCxF) " 233302.81 | 356507.19

153
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Table 29. An inspection of the data indicates that none of tﬁe

’
’

) main effects is related significantly to the dependent variable’

<

.

Although both the success- failure and locus of control variables are E -

[

associated with the attribution of causation in the direction predicted

-

'the standardized regression coefficients are miniscule. -On the basis of

b °

this evidence, we reject Hypothesis 1.

-, i . .
* . f

.To some extent, these data contradict previous research

results. . It will be recalLed (Chapter 2) that most investigatrpns of
the achievement-attribution hypothesis involve unambiguous situations

ll

where the. success or failure of an actor is cgear to the observer.

Feathgr. and Simon [ (1975) attempt to provide attributors witha .

o .
w Sy

vagueﬁsituation represents one of the few tests of this'correlation
’.that is;fihilar to the present study éowever, their findings i ' - -
concerning'the impact of judgments of success- ~failure on attribution 5 ’
‘are contradictory to ours. e L : S L

_f One reason for these divergent results may be the degree of
iﬁambiéuity with which our. subJects were confronted In the film,

5

,Duddy Kravitz exhibits a multivfaceted personality _Many of the
[ B

—ysubjects expressed difficulty in deciding whether Duddy succaeded or

failed and,’ having made a Judgment .they had problems articulating

‘the reasons. for hlS success or' failure. To use Hiider s terminology, .
s it seemed that_their abilities as "naive psychologists"’failed them
in‘the ambiguous'situation. The daﬁ? suggest that the evaluatlon of

>

an indiv1dua1 as a success or a Ebilure in a vague situation is not

sufficient in 1tself to 1nfluence an attributor sifausal Judgments

a

On the basis of the eV1dence we also reg

- (23
Most of the studies cited earlier in this disser; ion confirm the

v o

t- Hypothe31s 2




’

<&

. \\ ‘' Table 29: Multiple‘Régressioh of Attribution
of Causation on Main Effect Variables* '
‘ r3 T - EE .
Q . ;
-
| | . L, 3
Variable B i 8 . R -
'Suecess—Failure(S)‘ : 0.0%&7 o 0.0167 0.0143 o Dy
Live-Dislike(L) 0.0771 - 0.1732 + 0.0048 .
Locus of Control(C),, 0.9538 . -0.0653 . 0.0220 o
+Field Independence(F) -0.0203 -0.0060  0.0000
e Total R2 0. 0411 ‘ _ )
T o

*For this, an subseqdent multiple regression tables, B = unstandard&zed

. ¢
Rt
\ . : EE

regression coefficient,_ = standard"ed rogression coefficient and_

, - ;o . \ -
R7 = the proportion of -varflance ‘in the attributlon of causatlon ex— -

plained by each independe t variable An asterisk (*) indéraées ‘that
\

a standardized path coefficient is statisticallY’\Ighthicant (p = 05) Rt

l55.
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are in accord with those of Cilmor and Mdnton (1974) oﬁly.

. and dlnh a factored sub- scale In both cases

’ . - 156

¢

locus of control-attribution of causation ‘correlation, Our results

»
o

Unfortun-

A

'ately, the source of these contrasting ;Esearch results is not clear.

L]

Testing the Hypothesized Intercorrelations Amongilndependent Varidbles

"en locus of

N (3) Thére will be a p051tive correlation bet A ,
control (C) and psyghological différentiation (F)
. The resﬁltS‘of the statistical tegts of this hypothesis have |
J/

beeﬂ Lgpaazed in Sectfbn ‘C of this: chapter. Field independence—

-

d}pendende scores correlate with both the entire 10cus of control ‘scale

correlations are

'Statfstically in31gnificant bub in the predicted dlrection On the

’J

basis of this evidence, we reJect Hypothesis 3.

i - !
R . . |
. {

. !

(4) There will be a pdsitive cofrélation between judges'
/ — -

-

.’appreciation-of an actor'(L),ﬁnd their assessments of hiubas.snccessful»(S).

o ' e ’ /
> y

LR B
N !

/

U'_ o The‘statisticalctests'ofothis proposition have~alsoﬁbeen g
»reported earlier The‘COrrélations'between our . measure'of»snccess-
failure and the three scalés measuring 1iking are all statistically
[ ¥ , -
significant and. in theapredictedadﬂ&ection."Thns,

B .

accépt Hypofhesis 4.

.we tentaﬁiﬁély

.

»

ﬂ%}' s
A :
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v

"Testing: the Hypothesized Interaction Effects

v " (5) There will be a success- failure (s) by liking disliking (L)
‘a ,
interAction effect

- ' . .. \

L%

\v’f> . Y , Table 30;gresea > the multiple regreSSion test of the (L x S)
. @V
_{such

interaction effect. The nature of the hypothesized interactiqnﬁ
. “1i)|

that we expect the joiu. fect of liking ‘and success to be E&Fvgely-
. ’ B 2 . . R LI. "
associated with the attribution of causation. Inspection of €he data

indicates that this interaction term is significantly‘related to the

dependent variable in the-predicted.direction and accounts for 21.78 _ 'qé

'percent of the variance in the attribution of causation -

This analysis generates the following regression equation
. ; ’ - ' ) .
o - o e o
Adly 111.5040 - 2.2628(S) - 0.1632(L) + 0.0085(L x 3™ S
- ) ] ) 4 . ’ . ‘g..‘ .
' | ) . o . _ - '9

. By substituting various values of (S) and (L) into the formuld the

'pattern of interaction may be determined Two values of (S), one

o
.

i : indicative of a judgment ‘of success, the other of failure, .and two

»similarly selected values .of" (L) proviﬁe four possible combinations -

'l

"for substitution into the- regression equationﬂ (1?'3 liking—success
pair of values (2) a. liking failure pair,hQTS) a disliking success
pair, and (4) a disliking—failure pair The four predicted-values of

(A) derived from entering each of ‘these pairs indicates that subJects

n

_ who liked. Duddy Kravitz attributed his success to internal 10c1 and

is failure to external sources. Those who disliked him assigned the

¥ ‘

" causes- of his jsuccess. to external sources and his failure to internal

. ones. Given.this'information, we tentatively accept Hypothesis 5. v
L , L ' o » ‘ -
T : , :
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. N L] )
Table BQ:A Multiple Regreséion“Test
oy | : ‘rof ghe L x 8§ Interactiqn Effect’
R - L S

Variable | B 8 R
_Success—Eailure(S) '. -2.2628 -2.5804* . 0143

L;kiﬁgfnis;iking(L) -0.1632  -0.3667 . .0227

Interaction(S x L) = -0.0085.” -2.9671% . ;217é'  R

| o Toral &2 . [2548% o ’




. absolute value of one ind‘a.

: &
.ﬂinrdetermining the pattern ‘of interaction by substitution of values

159

This finding is in accord with most research on the'balancing

of appreciation of actors and attribution'of the causes of

their actions It corresponds to the results reported by Regan et al
|

-(1974) and Schiffman and Wynne (1963) and to the theoretical positions

of Kelley/(l967) and Heider (1957).'

‘Cautions. Two statistical notes must be made at this time.

First, the fact that standardized regression coefficients exceed an

’Jﬁg;:amgfe presence of multicollinearity

among‘independent variables. Multicollinearity refers ‘to high

&
intercorrelations (in the 0;8’to'l.0 range) *among independent variables.
In this particular regression analysis, theflikiné-snccess interaction

term and the success variable correlate at’O.9752.1 However, inasmuch

‘as the main effect of success is‘insignificant'in the regression 6%1

attribution op the four mainﬂeffects in-the previous analysis‘(see

'Ta@ge 29), the significance of the interaction effectlappears to be _ "

g

-

valid despite ‘the multicollinearity problem : ""v' _: _ - -

The second point to note is that no substantive interpretation

is possible of the main effect coefficients in a multlple regresszon -
-test of an.1nteraction. For example, in testing the liking—success
‘interaction; the regression coefficients for the constituent main

o ‘ ot B . .

v effects are-meaningless by themselvess Of course, they-are'important

Ty |

ﬁ”into the reggession equation However, the sole‘reason for entering

.

the main éfféEtS'with the interaction variable is to estimate the

ot

magnitude of tge-goint effect controlling for the 1mpact of the main

effectsu . 'T» ﬂgyialr

o TR
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v ) i

(6) There will be an 1nteraqtion effect due to success—

Y failure (S) ‘and locus of control (C)

\ E ' ' : ..' ok

", . ' ) g ";‘y\}‘,
" -

In order to test this proposition, attribution of causation was
Vregressed,on guccess-failure (S), locus of control '(C), and the

interaction term (s x C). The results of this analysis are summarized

in Table| 31. The data indicate ‘that the interaction term accounts
for a s gnificant proportion of the variance in the attribution of
on (0.13l5)._ However, an‘investigation of the pattern of

cau

racti n reveals that its character is considerably different from

in
th't found by previous researchers. The‘nature of the interactionlin
this study indicates that internallyvcontrolled subjects‘were more
likefy to attribute Duddy's success to internal sources.while
externally controlled respondents assigned causatlon externally.

* No differences are found between internals and externals who judged

Duddy to be a failure

?bis'observed pattern is‘siéilar'to that reported'byﬁGilnor
- and Minton f1974).‘ Indeed, when one recalls that Gibnor and Minton s
.investigation aﬁg our own reported an insigniflcant main effect of .
, vlqcus of. control on the attributlon of caustlon, this convergence'

is striking. The data suggest that 1nternals and externalS"conceptions

of the world'lnfluence their attrlbutions of causation for successful,

&

alat

outcomes but not for failures. While no conclusive explanation of .this

patternbis apparent, speculation is possible}
Recalling the tendency of subJects who Judged Duddy to be‘

. Successful to 1nvoke cr1ter1a related to concrete financial

advancément, one tentative explanation emerges. The conception on the -
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Table 31; Multiple Regresbsi.on ‘Test °
of the S x C Interaction‘E_ffect 7
Varisble . B | B g%
Succ;:ss;—FaiJTure(S) . (').45076‘ - 0.5788%* 0.0143 . ,’ h - . «
~ Locus of Cd};ltrol (c) 5.0634 | 0.3468 0.0048 -
.Interac\tion(S'x‘C) —,0.194‘90 _ . ;0.6797# ‘ 0.1315 |
| _ Total ®? = 0.1506
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part of some respondents that Duddy had madehauconcrete achievement in
terms of financial galns may have served to invoke closure on the
situation forithem. That is, these subjects may have conceived a
concluSion to the storyfin_theifollowingfmanner:v.the story.ofADuddy's.
financial success may.havehcontained information thatdencouraéed
B respondents to attribute‘causation in directionslconsistent-with their
‘own‘loci of‘contfnl. 'For-example, Duddyfs chance encounters with
wealthy businessmen‘may have been ample evidence for externally controlled
persons to assign the causes of his success.to good luck. Conversely,';}
Duddy s continual hard work and struggle to amass»laad may have o l
'confirmed internally oriented Judges predispositions; hence, they
could'attribute his success to effort. |
“ ‘In the cases of subjects who judged Duddy to -be a failure,
‘the conditions for making attributions may have been less clear‘
ClOSure may not have been experienced by these respondents at the
- end of the motlon picture A monitoring of the taped conversations

- oy

revealed that most subJects thought that Duddy § fallurﬁvwas manifest

.

in hlS ill treatment of friends and his abuse of trusting relationships.

however ' many subJects who made these kinds of judgments also .
indicated that it was exceptionally difficult for them to explain his
failure because of the many factors involved and - because buddy
. .showed potentialAfor successful,social relationships*that subjects
predicted to‘come.to fruition in the futurel Given thlS ambiguity,
~the lack of differentiation between 1nternally and externally oriented

individuals attributions of the causes of failure may represent a

“need for more. 1nformation " Without conclusive information, these



v

subjects may have vacillated in their attributions' of causation because

there was a lack of concrete evidence to confirm their predispositions.
Again, it is stressed that this is‘a.tentative ekplanation.

This suggests that future research which focuses on the availability

’ and clarity of information might .be profitable for analyzing this

particular interaction

- Returning to the assessment of the data that constitute the -

test of this hypothesis the existence of a success locus of control

interaction is confirmed although the pattern of the joint effect is

contrary to our prediction. Taking this into account, we tentatively

accept Hypothesis 6 with its attendant modifications.

(1) p chological differentiation (F) and locus of control (C)

will have an 1nteraction effect upon the attribution of causation.
Inspection of Table 32 reveals that the.(C X F) interaction
-term is statistically insignificant although it is in the direction
predicted _ This 5oint effect accounts for only 5 38 percent dﬂﬂthe
-variance in causal attributions Furthermore, the inclusion of thiS’
interaction variable and its constituent main effects accounts for an

insignificant 6.37 percent of the variance in the dependent variable

,Thus, we reject Hypothe51s 7-

163
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Table 32 : Multiple Regression Test

. of the C x F Interaction Effect

Variable | , | B - B - &2
© Field Independence(F) 12447 0.3704  _0.0010 -
Locus of Control(C) -  -7.6578 =0.5245 = 0.0089 |
Interaction(c x F) 0.ﬁ604 ; 0.5436 ; 0.0538 .

o ' ~ ' Total RZ = 0.0637

- . N«
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\

(8) There will be a three-way interaction effect among !

/

success-failure (S), liking-disliking (L), and locas of‘control (C).

4
i

The data used to test this hypothesis are tabulated in Table 33.
Consideration of the data leads°us to conclude that’ the (L x S xC)
interaction is not statistically significant although its coefficients
are in the hypothesized direction The data indicate that the success?‘
locus of control interaction (5 x C) and the liking—success joint
effect (L x S) account for the greatest amount of explained varilance
in the dependent variable (11.18 percent and 12 31 percent, respectively).

Y

Since considerable multicollinearity exists between the

success locus of control interaction and the three—way

[}

uted after . . .

(r = 0. Q%Sl) the multiple regression analysis was recor
deleting the former two—way effect. This is a standard procedure for o
'coping with problems of multicollinearity (Nie et al., 1975). _Theé
fresqlts of this analysis after the deletion are reported in Table 34,
When;this table is compared with its predecessor we note that the -
total proportion of explained wariance is’ essentially unchanged
jAdditionally, the (L x S X C) interaction does nqt account for
. significantly more variance in the dependent variable with the exclUSion

.~of the collinear term. Rather the elimination of the success—locu5a

of control interaction reSults in a substantial increase in the variance"

"explained by the liking—success interaction effect 'On the ba51s of this

evidence, we thereforeyrejeét Hypothesis 8. A
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e
féble 33: \Muiﬁiple Regression Tést
‘ _ Qf‘the L %ﬁs x C Intefaction Effect ;ﬁ
L . —

Yariabie | i B . B _ R2  ' . -
Succeéé-Failure(SSh ' -2.2122 - -2;5227A1‘ 0.0143
Likiﬁg~nisliking(L$ -0.1884 . ~0.4234 - 0.0227
Locus of Confrol(C) .  0.1720 ©0.0118 ¢ 0.0040 .

Imteraction(S x C)  0.0676 0.2357  0.1118
l-intggéction(L x¢) . 0.0122 C 0.2070 0.0002
Interaction(L X S) '0.0090 | ‘ 3.1274 0.1231 _
N Interaction(L x’S x-C)  -0.0005 o 40;4847 '.j.ﬁ 0.6020;_ %
|  Total R = 0.2781
' Tab1e 34iVmﬁaltiplelReg;eSSiop Test _ E
L xS x é’Interactibn'Effecf (s x C Déleﬁed)
i VariableA : 5 .B . . B : R?
éuccess—Féiiure(S)f -2.0271 ,.42.3116* '0,0143"
y LikinngisLikiﬁg(L) ' —0;1736 o Zo.e02 '6.0227
s:Loéus of Coﬁ;}ol(c) Colrsa 0.1216  0.0040
inééractiopr,x'C) .;0;0062 ‘ : 0.1048 » 0!0197_ i
intef;étidn(L X;S) ~ o0.0083 © 2.5035% 0.2038 |
Interaction(L x S x C) ~0.0003 -0;2684 - ‘0.0133v _ ° ’

" . Total R® = 0.2778




,two—way interaction effects were assumed to include the. explained

b'(see Table 35) reveals that the deletion of the three main effect

& "‘v

¥

(9) There will be an interaction effect due to specific

combinations of success- failure (S) liking—disliking (L), and

‘p‘ychological differentiation (F)

Three separate analyst were condu. =d to test the ninth
hypothesis. The f1rst multiple regression computation consisted of

regressing the’ dependent variable on all main effects and interactions

constitutiﬁg the three~way effect to be tested., Table 35 Presents the

\ 1

‘.relevant data. An inspection of thiSrinformation indicates that the

hypothesized interaction is %n the predicted direction however, its

standardized regression coefficient is statistically insignificant

Since the main effects of Success, liking, and‘psychological

differentiation proved earlier to be non—significant - we recomputed the

- multiple regression equation while excluding these variables.v The three

/
s

variance attributable to these main effects therefore, if. the tﬂfaz// '

-explained variance in this reduced model approaches that of the

Asaturated one then one can retest the (L x Sx F) interaction Whlle

these results cannot constitute as conclu51ve a test as the. one just

I3

reported it.can provide further clues as to ‘the nature of tH

interaction

. Table 36 displays the information required for examining this

P

j-three—way interaction. A comparison with the prev1ous analysis

[ L 2

S . o S : % :
" variance in attributions-of causation accounted for by’the three—way

. < , : -
interaction At the same time there is a 51gnif1cant, concomluant
: _ o N :
e . l',;?ﬂ

167



Interaction(L x )
" Interaétion(L x F)
Interaction(S x F) ~0.0963

Interaction(L x S x F) . Q0004

~°=0.0003
b"“_lok. 0035 ’ .—‘Ol; 2‘319 . ' O- OOlO ~ . '

<2.1921% ©0.0151

._ 2
o 3
. 8 _ _
Table 35: Multiple,ﬁegression Test e
v;of the L x S x F Interaction Effeét:
. ’ [N . e . - 27 B
Variable. ' "B R ) 'R
&yl L ) : ‘ ‘ .
Success-Failure (%) ~3.71224 ~3.7122 0 00143 AR
* Liking-Disliking(L) -0.2562 -0.5757". . 0.0227 n
» - \J - | : e , |
.Field Independence(F) : -1.7127 - ~0.5096 . 0.0000 !
Interaction (L x's)\ | 0.0109, '3.7888 - Q.2243
. P : 7 "a . - T . o ..“ ‘
Interaction(L x F) - 0.0021 0.1549 0.0271
Interaction(s x F) . 0.0384 0.8748 1 - 'mio170
Interaction(L.x 'S x F) =0.0001 - - -0.3817 ©0.0005 -
Total R? = 0.3059* @ .
" Table 36: Mulfifle Regression Test of the L x S x F -
: ‘ . — — T v
2 fnﬁeraction‘Effedt'(Main'Effect~~delet§d)J R
,,: ' - . &
“‘ 3-‘{ . h S : : L : Lot -;'-t ‘ 2
T Variable f._ . B £ ( LR -

'—0.277;" —f,gfjgﬁ:OAss

YR

2.7501% © . .0.3888

J

Total RZ = 0.2505+
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_ dec;ease‘in the proportioﬁwof variance explaihed'by;the liking—success, N
intefaction, The‘results of thisireduced multféie regression analysfhﬁ“'il_ ;

, suggest that the - (L b3 S X F) joint effect might have. significant impact/
‘in ‘a saturated model if: the collinearity between SUCcess failure and

the 5uccess—liking interaction were held to a minimum These data

PR T ,'\,1}_,; S N ',

:-indicate that the statistical insignificance in the saturated regressﬂbn

W' . @ .

model might bé the.result of a statistical artifact

- - f The third analysis consisted of regressiﬁg the: dependent

-

variable dn- the three tworway interaction effects, When the results”

'of this regre551on are compared with those reported in Table 36, 'no

significant differences in. the total explained variance occur between

- 9. the twoaequations This sﬂggests that the three—way interaction .

T (L X S x F) -may, be insignificant ' “ ’,'“

3

. "y S
Because Substitutian into the regres ouoequation for the
,-i . . o \; . e
- ’ saturated model results in"a configuration oY interaction similar to

. . o . R 5 - ' B
the one predicted there is some justificatibn for ac‘ ’ting this

. ‘ R v’ .' « ¥ © to~

hypothesis. The success~lik1ng interaction that ‘we Obseéved earlier ;;;Ef
: . PR S

luis stronger for field'dependent sﬁbjects than for field independent Bk
St ,

T !ones.' Nevertheless, the aQ§ual test proved to be statistically e

< 9

insignificant Therefggg, in the interesns of conservative interpretation’

of the data, we. reJect Hypothesis\Q with reserihtions..r ‘ J\

L e . . . el
~ . : .
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P

»(lO) There will be a success-failure (S) by locus,of eontrgl;(C)"

'%y psychological differéntiation (F) interaetion-effect.

B .. X - v 7 /‘ . B '
y ( : )
- “ : ' '

ZV; Table 37‘p§§%ents the data used to test this hypdthesis.

‘ ‘;. ’; &
\ ;;he\data di@ﬁte that the three-way interaction is neither statistically
.-i.‘h l«:* r

e L3

o sfgnifica} 2T n: the pregicted direction Attempts to reduce ‘ “
T b | N .

Lt f~mu1ticollinea§ity by the exclusion of various effects also fail to

alter uhe results such. that significance is obtaLneg 4 Given this

ey L
evide we réject Hypothesis 102;‘4.‘\' o . . S

i : ' WL = N S Sy
A i ' ey : W . . Ny,

S ‘ "Ly ) . - LT B -

(ll)”Thére W1ll be a- four-wayigaie;action effect involving

o

‘)‘ ,.',
fv\l [

. Ql all of tH& independent variables, (L), fsﬁ&;(é)
R o . .. ‘w\; ; .

¢ . ) ’ Q"'W- ; . . .
f}i "~ An examinafion of the stat? tical tgst of*th}s interaction
e . ke S 3&—" 1
o : » G
' 'effect (Table 38) reveals that it*is‘%ot related significantly to \
thecdependent variable. Furthé%mofe,rnd distinguishable patterns .

-

Withln the lnteractiOn can be reco'

; o S " FASED ¢ ¢
> JP‘Oth is 11. po e ) R
: & ' .0’ ’ 5 -t : 23 1{4’? 7
. o V"f} K3 ( v 'L B D \:' ‘k:’;& .

- ; R . . "Y, _ , , (. } . . - ] B et
*i : - «The data anal@sis that has been presentedg;eueals several e "‘}
- i ¥ e

interesting relationships ) The,results.of-our‘Investigation confirm

" the predietion thar onejs appreciation,of andactpr nay.not;be mutually :
”eXclusive:of one}s judgnenb.of"that actor's sheééés.. Furthermore‘ ,
R : . B
these two conceptions of the actor interact suchgshat attributors -
a . N
assign the causes of liked actors\ sgccessESato internal _sources’ while
L. ) . . . . ~N5§;_ -

. . | . ' - b
™~ . o . 5
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/ ﬁhble 3;- Multiple Regression Test .
S v Vof ghe SxCxF Interacsfon Effect
' v L i »
e, I A : : T ) 9
Variable % B # " B R

Success-Failure(S) + - 0.6716 . . 0.7658 0

Field IndependencefF) . »5,1 0496 -, 40.3123 . O

A}

°

N - s
< : st
: oo W+

Iﬁteradtion(s X, C)'* e0.3163

Intetpction(s X F) | »'0.0101"

0

’

Interaction(c XNF) ﬂ* - .0, 2182

[y

-“-v

lInteraction(SQx C X %)o“ 0 0085 g' 634645'“j &50;'p9Q .

H? a .‘v“;(; . L . ,
: ﬁ ‘ SR ﬁh “h Total R =),

.0143 -

0.
0,

<0539

.0006

"Locus of Comtrold@)s.. % 2. 5506 e £ 0.1562 ° '0.0056 .
: R »:«*i“" ? .

1355, .
. y

OQl}

2200

d(% : “f; . » A %
0\1 B '_‘A‘,.‘ . ) ‘gﬁfﬁe“u‘_ )

.
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4 (=4
Table 38« Multiple Regression Test
of the L x S x C x F Intera&tion Effeet
' : ' B 9 .
. H
Vari-ble B ) " R2
Succe= —Failure(s) v =1.4588 ‘ 0.0143 ;
Liking—Disliking(L) 0.0869 0.1954. 0.0227
.Field Imaependence(F)_ 3.9541 1.1766 O}OOOO
Locus of Control(C) . 35.7091 2.4458" " 0.0040
Interaction(S X C)F*- ~0.8035 -2.8028 , 0.1158 - |
Interaction(L x C) . > -0.1409 4. -2.3889 . 0.0000 o
Interaction(L x S) 6.0853 1.8366 - 0.1273 , *q@l
°Int’eractﬁon(L x F) ‘ﬁ( -0. 0232 \ 0.023;9
'..inceracékon(s x F) ﬂ-o.1395 o 050111
| Interaction(C_x\F) ¥ -2.1833 _ | 0.0932W§m .
ﬁ - - o - X !
. Interaction(L x £ x,C) 0.0021 . .1.8845 0.0063~
E : : .
__Intﬁgettion(L_x S x F) 0. 0005 3;2642:_ '_0.00Ql
Ifiterdction(S x C x F) 0.0579 . 3.1767  .0575 .
“Interaction(L x C x F) - . 95 2.4436 {0.0086 *
Interaction(L x § x C x F)° ~0.0002+"  -2,0492 . 0.0039
L. - Y . - . . ' d
4 ( S ) ,
. . Total R = 0.4886
- S 7 B - = R
~ N : |
. R - / A ¢
‘ . - "
,‘@'v,;' . £
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d’f R “onle- other significant re&gt@onship emerges from this

Aﬁvgglﬁ I o
%’ ‘ - ’ L
they attribuﬁe their failures externally. Conversely, disliked

actors' successes are attributed externallyi their failures, internally.

'There is also support”for the prediction that the atbribution

!
of causation is influenced by the interaction of an individual s e

locus of control orientation and his judgment of an actor's success

”~

or fallure. When an actor succeeds, people attribute causation. for

that outcome in a direct}on consistent with their own orientations
e §

.L

‘are undifferentiated =ﬁ.‘: -- I ' Cem

s

. 50 L. L .
Partialjconfirmation'df a joint effect of success-failure -

'_ Judgments, appreciation of the actor, .and psychological differentiation_..

exists. The data Suggest that fleld independent Judges are less likely

gE - o .
to be 1nfluenced by characteristics of the actor when making causal
X u‘.' ‘ P ]
attributions. ﬂ‘ N ﬁ *b&“' S ,u

v&I‘ -

-,

-

P 3 ”
investigation ?n exploration of the use of crlteria for Judging the

success ,or failure of Duddy Krav1tz reveals that such standards are ‘

2

invohed differentially The data indicate that subJects who viewed
- '(, ) .-

Duddy Krav tz “to be a failure were more Iikely to. remark about his ?.
. L3 .

reputation (his soc1al relatlons and~manipulat10n of other people)

Those who Judged him to be successful tended to focus on hlS skillJr
SN
as a businessman or the securitz that he'had provided h1mse1f for the
. - 5, -
future. - _-‘ : x0T ' o }{
The,relationshlps between the. attributlon of causation and the
N

.nymaxn,offects of locqs pf controlﬁaﬂd%success failure are statistically

\ - LT .
1n51gnifidant but . in the predicted ﬂirection Simllar results obtain a

. for the locus of control-psychological differentlation two-way

o .

w en an actor fails, internally an& externally controlled attributors'f

173
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interaction. As well,.the sucoess-liking—locus of control joint

[

=T

hypothesi ed dlrection : IR : ' .
three—way'interactiOn amonnguccess—failure, locus of

control, and psychokaiical'differentiatiqn and the four—way:&oint
. i _ - o ehe

¥

: Y *
A b ¥ - o
‘.beffect of all the independent variables are both statistically ' ﬁw_
A N .
" insignificanti and contrary in sign to the predictg€ns made . © g @

[

In‘tbe next chapter the questions posed 4n Chapter 2 will bepﬂ ,ﬁw,"

b . e

considered on th basis of theﬂgppirical ev1denCe that has been’ reported

~, weo.e ] ! 'g‘ e ' -
her§_ In. agiitio , 1@911catiohs of this researqh and suggestlons for
_ > g - woo e . s
further 1nvest1gations wiil benproposed S . ' R
* ~ L e e
& . Q ) \ . ¥
o A, = ):‘ &y .
kS ' ' T Y
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o IMPLFCATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS
B - - A L j“ T - S
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g
~In Chapter 2, we asked four qUestions~concerning the attribution :

1" U”u L LY o .. ’ 4"‘
paradigm In light of the investigationbthat haa been*reported here,‘v e

'

gﬁ ers to‘these eueries will be prov&ded ‘ Beyond these"epecific e
answers,_tﬁ&s reeeafhh hé? implicatigns fon the study of the attributlon
of causation and for coh;;derat;ens.oé ; hhfe‘éeneral nature.; These %h
e Tat TEe KON - .
~will.also bé*discySSed TR : :
.A. RESPONSES, TO OURVORIGINAL CONCERNS » '; " .
o u“ l;__Four qhestions were fqrmﬁlated:ét the‘outset of thié“dissertation.fﬁ
’ . Two'egatheeé”ere ot‘;{iticel inhrtance tb the devéiopment ef.thef
‘attribution.perspeetive;. One questioﬁ.concetns_the'génera%iZabiiity'of
| % 1eboraﬁoryhreseetch\reeglts to less resttieted3vmotevteelietie -
situations. »Afsecond‘qhestion eonce;pe the impacg bf‘cognitive
charecteriéﬁies.of.theuattribhtor upen.his causal aseighmente;'-Twov
E othe:;qhestioﬂe éte of‘secondary signif;canee‘to attributioh theoriete;:.f
o howevet,'they afe'ot-interest toieecialﬂpsychologiets ih-generalx- One.

.‘quer?-relates to the fe%atiOnship'between‘pSychological Hifferentiatiqn-"

-

MEELE o LTS

G
A
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and locus of control. The other concerns the association beﬂﬁ@en
. NI: ) : » /’

judges' apprec!gtion of an actor and their assessments of him as a

success or a failure.

‘

3
P

Do Attribution Theory Predictions ObtégkzOutside the Laboratory7 .

Our research partially replicates those laboratofy studies
dthatfhave investigated the correlations among appreqiation of an

actor, judgments of hig success ‘or failure, attributor s 1ocus of - - M 9

- control, and the asbrgnment of causation. Four of our hypotheses

represent tests concerning the generalizabiiity of experimental

findings to more natural situatioms. - .

Success—Failure;f‘jﬂ
have réported posi* ;rrelatlons between judgments of an actOr”s v
.success orlfailure andﬁthe‘attrihntion ofvcausation.' A considerable

é%mber of studies (see pageSO) have found t;at people tend to make L 'f:—h

internal attributlons of ‘causation to explain an actor's sucdess and
» ) : : o
external assignments ‘to account for his faiiure.

o
o . Ry

Our results fail to confirm this correlation. SWhile‘our data
. . ‘”}7"0 ) .. . .

yield a correlation in the predicted direction, the assoc1ation is

,rsl

»

.statistically 1nsignifncant,\' R lu‘ S . L -y

fUne poss1b1e explanatlon for these d1vergent results relatesﬁ

) ) . .
toathe;nature of the attributional sitnation. As we'have mentionede'
4preniously; most 1ahorator§:studies df théhattribntion of causation;fJa
for success and faiInre.have_consisted.of situations ﬁh which it.is
'vclear ﬁhethefhthe actor has succeeded'or;?aiied.'>£n.hnr stndy, thef
. . . ] v - . B

‘extent of the actor's achievement was moré ambiguous, as it often is



«

-passing‘an examination. In such tests, success- failure has a clear

- Duddy. Kravitz' mistreatment of his friends to be an 1nstance of

in "real life." Judges were presented with equivocal evidence

concerning Duddy Kravitz' success or failure. ‘Thus, their judgments

of his-achievement'mayihave.been made with_less.certainty. It is

BN

: . . - - . . . ‘
conceivable that such incertitude on the part of some. judges made

it impossib'le for them to make Q_al attributions that were distinctively
internal or‘external. This woul' account for-the low association

between judgments of success and the assignment of causation. @h"

o

-

A second potential explanation of qur inability to‘reﬁﬁﬁéate

‘previous research is associated with the natutre of the\adﬁievement

- situation. The maﬁority.of‘experimenta%‘SCudies.that we have:

reviewed have examined t&e assignment of causation for success or
- . L. f T

'failure at instrumentaliy—oriented tasks such aS'solving a puzzle orﬂ

-

. "
e -

‘irefefent. However; in 1life outside the- laboratory, and in our" study,

N
.

'there are indications that we use many criteria to assess the success

" or failure of an actor.” For example, some attributors considered-

[ .
B

failure. This ‘may be. interpreted as a socio—emotional desideratum

for judging an actor S success or failure. _ . ' .

y

It m be that_the bositive correlation between judgments of

success and internal causal attxibutions holds bnly for instrumentally-

v : : - S :
oriented,achievement situations. This explanation is speculative

.- P

inasmuch as no previous research has considered this dhestion. 'Our!' e

research prov1des no firm baSis for confirming thlS p6531bility

’ Lt

F: eqneﬁtly,,subjects in our study invoked various criteria to- Justify‘

their judgments of Success or failure. Since we had not’ anticipated

L . ) . . . . ) . ..

R

’ . : v —
V]

: ."-‘ : 4 .‘v, | s, 4‘ ) . ° ‘/‘"'\
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(A

"in-the attributlonal setting.
\ - : , . .

,‘, corre lations for ins trum&ally—brie'

s 1178
' :-,:'"”'«\" , ‘ s}*’

. & .
this possibflity, uo record was kept iggpoding the data to. indicate

whether the loci of their attributiondivélied according to the criteria"

that. were articulated.

‘These potential explanations of the divergence of results
between our inveStigation'and previous research suggest the need for
o 5 . : ‘
further research that addresses two problems. First, it may be

fruitful for students of attribution to investigate the correlatlon

-

. between judgments of success and the assignment of causation while

varying .the: degree of ambiguity in the achievement situation Second,_

this correlation should ‘also be examined to as rtain whether
"

-

different types of achievement situations influence the association.-

41

it
That is, studles should be designed that enable us to compare these

} achievement conditions with

4

s Py ‘ ,
thoselderived from SOCio"i;’tﬁgéal achievément settings. . &
S S o L
&;’V o Lo L Lo ) . N ‘? A

.Locus . of Control. " Laboratory studies of ‘the effect of locus of

‘have reported a positive correlation befween L§§ernal attributions of

tically inSignificant, positive correlation between ‘these two

~ control upon an individual's attribution of causation'for another

.
s

person s behavior have produced contradictory results While some. e

. E
M L
causation and internal control orientation, several 1nvestigations have
I

found the two constructs to be unrelated. Our data reveal a statis:)‘ o
A ) a

; .
variables*“ There is "no apparent explanatikh ﬁor.the variability in -

3 o N,
results concerniag this relationship. Unfqrtunately,\the gieSent SR P

-
]

study offers no‘flues for the solution of thls puzzle except variatlon .
fa - . - e

[
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Ihg Interaction of Success Failure and Likinngisliking With regard

‘

"
> .
-

to the interaction “of Success failure and liking—disliking, our. study

confirms thefresults ofvexperimental research (see page 156). Judges

‘make internal-attributions,to~explain the successes)of liked actors and

T the failures of disliked actors. They make external attributions

-

to account for the faillures of appreciated actors and the successes

of disliked actors. This provides a strong indication that anm'wu

'qffindividual's‘judgmentsAof an actor's success' or, failure, couoled with

'extlrnals do not differ in their attributions of " failure.‘_ﬁ ‘ o,

-

his or her appreciation of’that persdn, influenge the'attribution of

causation in a manner consistent with behawiﬁs that has been recorded h

IR il ng"

“in laboratory»settings ‘Here, there is compe’ning evidence that the

’)’\‘“

reSults of experimental»studies are genen%\'

‘ le to the ..re ambiguovs

179-.

w e e e A% v
conditions of everyday life SR SR _41:'1“_ J_; "
o R S \‘ X :'1-"’
f‘ O N . ey 5. '» ). . .
W " o * . 2
T : >

The InteractiOn of Success Failure and Locus of Control. Thevjoint'

R

effect‘%f an attributor s. locus of control orientatlo1

ot

. S
tJudgment of another person s success~or failure regli ates results -

a

documented by Gilmor and Minton (1974) Internally controlled~

‘subjects are more lifaly to attribute success to internal sources

‘,' o it

thgn are externally controlled individuals however, internaIs and

.

Whif‘ this pattern of 1nteraction is’ d1vergent from the one

- most commonly reported in prev1ods experimenfal studies (internals

make more internal attributions for failure than do externals, no 5,.
differences occur for success), we have Suggested (page 161) that BN ¢3§;;

situational context may sighificantly influence this interactive

N
3 \

"combination. Given'the attributional setting of our study, the resultant.;-/



“joint.effect is explainable Thus, it appears that the strong .
interaction of these two constructs has validity beyond the laboratory
Further‘research in more natural settipgs may enable students
o of‘attribution to ascertain whether certain features of the situation

FER

affect the interaction pattern.’ Again, such investigations might

profit from a'careful consideration of the type of success or’failurevf
~ being judged by the attributors.‘%
' R ) : ’ )

Summary. " Given these’findings we tentatively conclude that the

~.

.

attribution theory;predictions that were tested de obtain outside the
e 7

laboratory _ We have suggested that the main effects of locus of
. .‘ .
control and judgments of success failuga\may be attenuatéd 1n-vague

J

atgributional contexts The p051tive, but in51gn1ficant, correlations'
'3 . .
of each of these constructs with the attributiéﬁ of causation indicaqe . &

'that there is reason to accept the validity of some of tﬁe princip}es\'
iy ; i

of attribution theory . Stronger support for %?is p031tion emerges-’_\t

from our success at replicating the sutcess—liking interaction that . |

has been found in experimental studies Additionally, our data,

- |

confirms the SUCCESS—lOCuS of control pattern of interaction reporté&»;f
i W L e, . B . - '
v o s

e Our results indicate the need for more research that tests
these.principles in non experimental settings that are less artificlal.

Such replicatlons may clarify the nature of the locus of control—success
Joint effect R 1‘:‘ \ T ' ,'fv S S" ‘ ,-\

«
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Are Causal Assignments'fgr.Success'and Faillure Influenced More bz

_Variable Aspeqts of'the'Attributional'Setting or by Cognitive.Traits

»ge',"
W'w

i Lo

3
L3

0 Vv

N

of the Attributor7 ' - .

Among some of the contingencies that vary across attributional

S
'

setxings, we have examined the impact ‘of (a) Judgments of an actor's

‘success oreéailure, and (b) the attributor s appreciation of the actor.

These Judgments are 1nf'1'\ced by the attributional setting in the

'sense@Q‘at actors, and therefore their actions and characteristics,“

o - Sy
vary from situatlon to sitUation" On. the other hand we have alSO'

’

. . y

_investigated the imRao¢ oﬁ%stable predispositionslof thgﬂattribﬁfbr L

. upon his assignment of causation. Specifically,dﬁe have been cdncerned

‘with Judges locus of control and degree.of psychological ddfferentiation

o : om>

issue, then,,is whether variable aSpects of the situation or. 3

le“cognitive traits of the attributor  are’ more powerful predictors
“of att¥butichal tendencies." o | e
LT s Y o ‘ o
. Analysis o? the results of our investigation prohibits a -
. K K ) A E .

i;the question posed Since the main ef fects of the~u .

\

'fvariables are, all negligible, it ds 1mp0351b1e to

say that cognitaye traits are more infludhtial than.:ariabfg aspectS'd
BN ) "

of the situation “or vice versa., Independent of ‘eaéh- other, neither

.of these two factors is suffic1ent to influence the attribution of

’

causation. Rather, consideratlon of interaction effects seems to

L— 4

"provide ‘the best answer to our question. \'4

v

P
In order to assess which interactions have the greatest

y , R ‘\

’ impact upon the assignment of causation, one must examine the

satur;ted" regre581on equation consisting of the four ma1n effects and

I
ol

. eIEVen;interactions. ThlS equation provides measures of the impact of

\

\

LY
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each effect, controlling for*all others in the regression. The data‘

indicate that three joint effects account for a ﬁreponderance’of ‘
- variance in the assignment of causation (see Table 39). The liking-
success‘interaction.explains;&i.73 percent bf the variance while_the'

success—locus of control and successepsychological differentiation

v

jb t effects accounk for: ll 58 percent and 9,32 percent respectively;f

'

These data suggest a tentative conclusion. In ambiguous -

T

_attrihutional.gettings -an individual s locus of control and degree .

) X ‘ :
pf pszchologiial differentiation may predispose hfﬁ to structure in"
i

. some niannere information de“rived from his conceptions of- the situation.

4. . . .
'In-other words, these stable tﬁaiis may ‘act as a’ cognitive filter of

'rtheqindividual s assessment of a vague situatioq, In the‘case of -vf‘?
hthe 10%55 of control trait the data suggest that attributors ;ssign »
the causes of success ;n“a manner consistent with their cognitiwe g i‘;;§
) o - . . e L
predisp051tions SN ST “Z: !’33'::‘ ‘.9"'r s

Regarding psychological differentiationr there is somelev1dence;
& .

;to indicate that field independent subJects are less influencen by

‘their affective reactions toward an actor than are field depeﬁéent —

- . ‘
i ” —

persons ThiSofinding conforms to Witkin e hﬂpothé!%s anf p%evious

-.,research results, Thus, these‘cognitive traits appear to $£51st

.

attributors in organ121ng their conceptions oﬁvother acto s in complex/ A

, situations when they assxgn causation for others?’ act1onf‘\-——~\e~~;

o
(

Av . ]
r ,,‘l

i The 1nf1uence of psychological differentiatio;/on the r ; 4‘3;,
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*attribution of causation has not been comprehensively exagined as yet,“’

+ '7»‘,
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the theoretical and empirical sr?unda for axpacting this pdﬁcapcdal‘.
yargayla‘ab affect such cognitiv? work as aaaignins cauaation,‘thia
lack of attat;t_ioa daaema wttention. Witkin and Goodenough (1977)
report that field dcp‘nacpt thdijiduala nake greater'uaa of external
social referents, but only when the aitaation\}s aabigaoua;: Iéeir

| aavicv éf the literature on this subject indicates that attribution
>Va£haor1ata:ai¢ht fiad-ififraitful.ta include this comstruct 1a.£hcif

[y

-research. ' -

»

What is the Nature of tha-xelationahiﬁ.netvccn Locus of Control and

Paychols.ical Differentiation?
* . rY

. Our investigation flils to find any significant linear or
. curvilinear ralationahip between thaac two coastructs. In addition.

factotad aub-acalaa of locua of control do.not appesr to be correlated
/

,vith paychologtcal differentiatioa. Ourvfindtng suggests that the

talationahip between. a perceptually based measure of thinking and

-

other cognitive operations need not correlate, depending on how

those operations are measured.

_While the tnteraction of theaa“gvo‘variablaa does\aot exert a
o

algnificant impact ubon the attributiqn of causation, the'fact that

~

the jotnt _effect is in thc direction g;adicted from our :beorecical v

r;q-anta suggests that thia -atita furthcr conaidetation It may-

be that the apecific nature of the attributional setq}ng in our atudy

. vas not of the aors’that night make differences in psychological : ‘c,

.

differentia;ion spparent. Asain,»ve advocate the developacnt of other

£

research atudiaa that atteqpt to docu-cqt the types of situations that .

elicit differences in attribucionalhbehavio:s from actors with varying

~
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N

dogreco of psychological differentiation. Witkin and Goodanough (1977)
review -nny experi-nntal otudiea that report differencea in behlvior

that are a function of field dependent people's tendencies to make

greater use of external social referents. Tﬁe similarity between this

- tcndeocy and characteristics of individuals with an exrerﬁal locus of -

4

_ control suggeots that it nly be informative to examine fur&hcv the

intoraction effect of | theoe two con-truccs s the attribution of

12 .
'

causation. - ) i . ) ‘ “

-

Hhat i{s the Nature of the. Relatioonhip Bctueen a Jkkgg;o Appréciation

.of an Actor and hin,Juqlpnnto of thnt Ptrlon 8 SucCell or Failure?

. eur\f:-earch strongly indignteu that one's liking or dilliking
of an actor in\tanslnd vith his judglnntl of that actor's success or
failure. The prcsont otudy ougsﬁqto that many individualo do not,
aMpmuNyamu.umnthujwpmn. J

There are two competing intorprgtationo of this correlarion.
‘.First, tt may berthat the, inutruunnto‘uocd torloaoure these two
‘conotructo could not: separate judg-on:o of—succe-o and foilure from -

-

opprociation of :ho'uctor. He\have noted in Chapter 6 that sone/
y

judaoo invokcd criteria that vere related to Duddy 8 sociability as

lnasurel of his failure. To this extent, collinearity between these

independcnt variables is not- surprising. This reflects\a chronic’™ . -~

problen experienced by social psychologists‘ the diffié_lties of

aocial psychological constructs. A more'detniLed

lcuaoion of this problem vill be presented later in.thia cHapter. - - |
A second possible interpretation of this correlarion is not

that the relationship is dpe to measurement error, but rather, that the

¢ . ' . . =



. ~ {
association reflects people’'s actual inab%}ity to differontiate betwnen

judgnents of success and ludgments of affectv_n when ev.luating‘others.
Tvo‘conoiderationa justifyathis,internretation. First, the.correlation
betveen these two measures is not so high as to conclude tRat both
instruments measure the same phenonenon. Hhile many of the oubjects

in this study liked Duddy Kravitz and judged him to be successful or
g : )

disliked him and viewed him as a failure, a significant nusber of

judges liked him despite his judged failures or disliked him although.

i

he was deemed to have Succeeded This suggests that our measures vere

able to distinguish appreciation from judgnents of success. N

/ A second reason for assuming that judges wmay not compartnentalize

. their appreciation_of an actor and their,assessnpnts of his achievenent
'is based on theoretical premises'. There is a considerablegpody_of ,

social psvchological.theory and research that confirns the operation of‘

"halo" ‘effects, tendencies tonard\cognitive'balance, and'attempts )

’
L

ﬂto'reduce cognitive diasonance. These perspectives contain‘prinCiplea

'that account for the positive correlation between these concepts. .
- Ironically, these explanations of the association between

apprecia;ion and judgment of success also point to a gap in our

social psychological knowledge They fail to account, for the cognitivev

hehavior of those individuals whose affective evaluations of a character

are not in concert with-their_evaluations of his achievement. For,.

example, they provide no reasonable‘explanation.for'the individuals

in our sample who liked Duddy Kravitz but nontheless thought he had

failed This indicates the need for research that examines the

. antecedents of such "out-of—balance" judgments. Such studies might

185

.



o | | - T
generate propositions that explain the overlap of these‘construct#

, . . Q
- in ambiguous social gituations.

;
s : i

B. IMPLICATIONS

¥ :
o

The fescarch'that haé‘beeh reported here has various imblicatiéna.‘

i

The nodcst ptedictive abilities of the locus of control and paychological_“
. f differentiation constructs raise some queations concctning their '

,utility in,accounting‘foc variation in the attributiqnipf causation.
. @ & o
Our success at replicating those laboratory studies that have examined

the associations among success—failure, Iiking-disliking, locus of
- \.

control, and the attribution of causation suggests that there 1s value

/in testing other attribution propositions in more realistic‘settingan
\
- Additionally, our findings have 1mp1ications for\other areas of

psychological iﬂyestigation c . o - -

'

L 4 . . .
Ry : LT : o : R

The Predictive Power of Ségble Tfaits’in Attribution Reﬁcarch'

We have ‘noted that psychological differentiation exhibits no
significant effect upon the attribution of caunation. Further, qur
data indicates that locus of control influences causal asaignim;nts

'only in interaction with judgmenta of sucfess-failure. Tﬁere?cre

) three possible explanations of these results: (1).These cohatructs
are inadequately measured, (2) The ccncepﬁ;,theﬁseiQea are hog well .
cchceivedv k3) Ihe'contcxt of the.attribucicngl'setting‘dctcfﬁices

» whethct ﬁhééé dispoéitions'hAVe'any.iﬁpact'upcn the atccibutioc of:

J ) ‘ . :
causation. ‘ " > 3

186



_expected to correlate in the ‘same way with different variables | .

W . . ) RO .. .
. - 1 . .
v

-

Instrument Frggility. In discueaing thp methodology of our atudy,

‘ve indicated that there exiet several different meaeurea of fiekd
\

' independence-dependence. tilting room-tilting chair, rod and frame

_teete. drau-a—pereon tests, and embedded figuree teeta. Hhile meny

‘ .peychologiete have argued that embedded figures teeta are valid

,meaauree of paychological differentiation. othérs have aeeerted that

- IO . el e

» theee inetrumenta may not be interchangeable.‘ Por exampIe, Vernon

P"

(1973) reports that pereonality and interest “test correlates of the
rod and rame teat are,quite different from thoee of embedded figurea

tests. Theee are different perceptual taaks and they need not be

Similar problema exiet for measures of locue of control.,w

There exist several variationa of Rotter's original ecale.» Hhether ‘
theee different inetruments ‘measure the same construct is debatable. A
This problem ef‘ meaaurement is exacerbated by the mny atteq:ts to :
derive sub-scalee of control by factor analyzing Rotter's originel

_inatrument. The fact that various reeearchers have been able to

extract different factors from the\eame scale suggeate that ‘the

measure may tap more than one dimension. A problem that plaguee

reaearch _on locus of control is, that there have been feﬁgreplications
n L]

of any atudies that have derived factored sub-scales. This situation

Fy

euggests that one ought to be cautious in relying on these meaeures

Thus, it may be-that the modest'correlationo.that we observe“

in our data are the reeult»of-inatrumont-fragility...That'is;'thef

/ .
constructs that are _proposed by Rotter and Hitkin et al. may be

inadequately measured. while there seems to be no. means of knowing }-

if this: ie the’ cae‘h it is a possibility thut researchers must coneider -

3
BER SN

e
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‘. ' ' ' * ‘/'. B
when interpreting results that fail to confirm their hypotheses /

The fact that there 18 _debate over the equfbalence of varions measures
‘of locus of control and psychological differentiation seems to sttest

to some psychologists -concerns . about: the- fragility of these "i

measurenent'instrumepts. o , T ‘,f . "-. L

- L

’
|

""Concept Fragi;ity.'> Consideration of the validity of the measure of

S S

- a construct is inextricably related to concern over the theoretical
‘mature. of the concept. As Fiske (1973 92) argues°

The empirical investigation of construct validity

assegses the validity of the integration of method

"with the construct, thaf is, the validity of that form

of the contruct which is seasured by the test. Hence,
- the empirical validatiqn of a personality constrict

C is possible, in principle, provided the investigation

' employs a measuring procedyre which has been linked

to the construct and its conceptual context. ’

LR T

'A'The status of psychological differentiation has been questioned
"‘on these grounds by various critics. Nisbett and Tenoshok (1976) have
'.noted that the data base of this construct consists mainly of tests

- that have a heavy spatial component. That 1s, while’ some researchers

Y

=1

-.188

v

. oL

:have argued that field independence-dependence is a significant predictor l

; _of concegtual differences, its neasures have referents that are purelz
‘pgtcegtua in nature.v In the same vein, Zigler (1963) hnd Sher-an (1967}

““hsve asserted that the use of this construct to account for conceptual*
differences is unwarranted both theoretically and eupirically. OfF s
~ course, there is no a priori reason vhy our perception of the- world '=

S o .

St o . ,&» i

ought not to correlate with our conception of it.",<-”£;-j’ . : vﬁﬁ
N o ’ . \A Lo

In response to these attacks, Witkin and Goodenough (1977) gﬁgy'.
- ,
K ‘docunent the impact of psychological differentiation on interpersonal

L

4( ’ i .-{ i

> .,
A

"

oo
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orientation, social skills, and cognitive analysia. Their

presentationvsuggesta that thesefauthora_have become sensitive to

' these earlier criticisms. As a result, they'place the concept of’

,field independence in a context ‘that stresses -a- direct association

between,perceptual_and conceptual behavior. Thﬂs their deacription
\ . . :

of the concept._ : R . o

Field dependence-iﬁdependence, conceived as an

xpression of the self-nonself aspect of differen-

tiation, has obvious implications for intetpersonal

behavior. Experience of one's own self as separate P o

and distinct from that of othera, and, with it, a

reliance on internal referents, are likely to make

for hutonomy in social reéelations.. In contrast, a

less delineated self and primary reliance on external
~referents limit personal autonomy. Whether .internal

or external referents are given greater emphasis .
affects, in turn, the individual's orientation’toward
“ the mafn source of external referenta~—other people.‘

-

Witkin end Goodenough cite numerous studies that substantiate

their claim that field independence—dependence is correlated with

)

»varioua classes of interpersonal behavior that is condeptual in

nature.. Therefore, it seems that there is little reason to suppose

A

‘that the modest associations reported in our investigation may be

-9

Aattributed to concept fragility. Rather, it appears that.our results

W,

may be a function of the fragility of the measurement instrument to.

which we. have already alluded. Alternatively, our inaignificant
: /

' ‘findings may obtain as/é function of the particular context- of the

attributional setting. This possibility will be assesaed shdrtly.
Turning to" the concept of locus of control a review of the

theoretical foundations of this'construct reaffirm ourvoriginal position:

we wouldvexpect this variable_to_have;a main effect upon the attribution

of causation, to interact with judgmentslof'succesq, and to interact,._

8
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with success—fai!ure and appreciation of an actor. While only the
second prediction is confirmed by our data, the results of the other

~

. two tests were in the anticipated direction but were statistically

and Goodenough (1977) report that conceptual differences due to field

‘insignificanti This suggests that our couceptualizations‘of these

o

relationships may have empirical wsrrant." As well, the explanatory
power of the locus of control construct in interaction with success-—

- failure is*considerable.-.Thusy the concept does not appear to.be a

-fragile one.

The Possibility of Trait—Situation Interactisnalm_hMAny psychologists

(for example, Fiske, 1961 Messick, 1973; Wyer, 1974) have argued

that the correlation between personality traits and behavior may be

affected by the context of the situation in 'which individuals find -

themselves. Mischel (1973) has suégested that such cross—situational
variability may be indicative of a refined. facil\ty for discriminating
among a variety of social settings. As Bem ‘and Allen (1974: 517)

assert, "...if ‘some of the people can be predicted some of the time from )

' personality traits, then some of the people can be predicted some

of the time from situational variables." o

This possibility has implications for our®- research. Witkin

independence-dependence seem to obtain only in ambiguous situations.
The issue then becomes one .of determining what constitutes ambiguity

for the conceiver. Presumably, this dimension is not a dichotomous one; -

‘that 1s, one would expect there to be degrees of vagueness. While we

have argued that the attriputional setting of our investigation was

an ambiguous one, it may be that it was not sufficiently vague to -
i ..
o



. \\ . A e .
elicit differential responses from field independent as opposed to

field dependent subjects, -
If chis 1s indeed the case, then' there is need for a systematic
,'investigatign of what constitutes ambiguity in social situations.

Knowledge of the nature of the interaction between situa@ﬁpns and

-

psychological differentiation is likely to enhance the paychologist 8

'abilififto’prediCE“the.behavior‘of individuals on various conceptual -~-

tasks such as the attribution of causation.:

Our study also indicates that the context of the attributional
‘”aettin§~interacts with locus‘of control. It is reasonable,to assume

k]

that one 's appreciation of an’actor and one 8 judgmenta of that actor 8

success or failure are determined,.in part, by the behavior of that

actor in the situation. As well we have also argued that such

judgments are influenced by the criteria thiat judges use to assess
another person 8 achievement. Since locus of control interacts with

euccess-gailure in our investigation, it ia logical to assume that the

-

nature of this joint effect is partially determined by the nature of)the
e ‘
situational contingencies. Indeed, the pattern of interaction between
locus of controlfand sugcess-failure_was explained'with-reference to

the nature of the attributional context (see page 161)._ T B
Once'again, thie suggests that there is merit inbattending to

the interaction of. relatively stable dispositipns ‘with aspects of the -

.

attributional conteit This is . by no ‘means, an easy taak PsychologiStsd

who undertake such a: responaibility will require some,type of

theoretical framework that can provide a systematic classificatiom

of various situatiqns. The major problem may be\the determination dY

191



192
.

‘what‘magnitude of situational difference leads to variability in the
impact of ‘these cognitive traits.: " - : _

\ - IERRTE

Summary. We have suggested three possible explanations % the modest ' .LI

NN

impact of relatively/stable cognitive dispositions on thé attribution
o J

L,‘
&t >

of causation ~ Our research cannot directly eVaiéﬁte’these interpretations,

rather, we can only make inferencleagwto=““*é
(J‘f

{ v”,"{ . kk SRR .
empirical grounds for discounting conce Wragi1ity as the source of

weak correlations between cognit e styles dﬁh the attribution o?
PR 2

causation. However, the predictive power of the locus of control and

v

psychological differentiation'constructs may be limited by instrument

fragiligy iven the criticisms of the various attempts to measure

cod

these stable predispositions, the utility of these concepts is
limited by their imperfect measurement. _ : '7 o .
- 4 - - ) - <.
The third explanation-for the low associations generated from

“our data rests on. the possibility that locus of control and psychological

.‘ t
differentiation have predictive power only in certain situations.‘ This

. argumént has been espoused by ‘many students of personality psychology.
Addi#ionally, we have argued that there is some evidence suggesting that

this is ‘the case for the locus of control-judgments of success

i eraction pattern that appears in our study

[
°

: TestAgg_?ttribution 4heory in More Natural Setti g

Our investigation repre&ents one of the first attempts to

-

test attribution hypotheses in more realistic situations. ‘By far the

majority of studies of the-assignment.of causation_have,used'an .
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' fthinking. 1 : » e

- )
experimental research design in the laboratory The research

° )
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presenthd here assesses the accuracy of selected attribution propositions

L I
in a situatiOn that approximat%s everyday life.. _ t' - .

. -

Our results indicate that\ in ambigLous conditions, attributors

assign causatipn for success and failure in a manner similar to those

'individuals who find themselves confr%nted‘with situations and

)

' A.information~that areilessAvague' As well,. the influence’of'situationalolff

\

.«contingencies on interactions among cognitive traits and judgments

of others has theoretical importance in the more vague context.-

o .

.Individuals may clarify their conceptions in nebulous conditions through

cognitive fiitering ‘on"the basis of their predisppsed ways of

S

Our investigation is important in 80 far as it points to the

need for further attempta to test attribution propositions in the field.

_Our research ‘has examined only a few hypotheses that have been

a®

generated by»this perspective. There are many more that could be

‘;assessed in more realistic settings. Such replﬁﬁations may add to- the -
‘validity of attribution theory as an explanatory paradigm in social

g psychology. While other theories such as cognitive dissonance and
Lcognitive balance havevbeen tested in field EXperiments-and\inarealistic

‘settings, little work of this kind has been initiated by researchers

»

'interested in the attribution process. Until more studies replicate -

paradigm may remain in doubt

e

laboratory results in realistic settings, the utility of the attribution u-'(V

e



Potential Applications ;,

Y

‘ researéh sugges

The possibility that cognitive styles interact with less

.

personal factors to influence causal attributions suggests that many

other judgmental behaviors may be similarly affected For example,

. there have been several attempts to examine jury behavior-in simulated

:N

settings. Most of these studies have considered characteristics of.

- 194

defendants ‘and jurors as determinants of‘verdicts CIE may be*profitable T

. for researchers to investigate whether cognitive traits such as locusf
of control or psychological differentiation affect juror 8 decisions. )
Additionslly, research might be useful if it were to examine whether '1
the impact of these cognitive styles varied with the content of the
situation, that is, ‘with the degmee of situational ambiguity, the

complexity of the issues, or the severity of the alleged crime.

‘ If, as we suspect, cognitive predispositions influence

' individuals judgements in vague situation, this suggests an_ interesting

~

possibility concerning people 8 conceptions of the world

,‘that the conceiver may interpret the situation in

accordance with his wn - cognitive predispositions If/this is so,

\. ..

then we may achieve a better understandingﬁof how people arrive at -
\ : ,
differgnt conclusions given the same facts. Thus,. one might do well to

;fpeOpleVs'divergent asSessments'of.the same information.

be cautious'about ‘the possigdlities of "objective" social judgments
v \ ! \
in our everyday encounters While we commonly ascribe disagreements

in judgme ts to difference in values, it may be that cogﬁitive

l

-predisposi ions;represent additional,_and less;malleable, sources”of'

.4

ty
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C. CONCLUSION =~ . -, -~ ' L ML

The. results reported in this investigation reinforce the : c

a

notion that our conceptions of the world are- influenced not only by

the stimuli that we perceive but also by relatively stable cognitive e

o

styles that "order "filter" those perceptions That is, ; R

conception ia determined by the interaction of perceptions and cognitive

§

predispositions. [EE A S T s

This idea is not new. Many social scientists have exsmined the

1 FE

joint effects of cognitive processes and situational characteristics

L4

- . . N
A

‘as determinants of various.behaviors. Our research implies that it

IS ok v

may be inadvisable'for soclal psychologists to-fOcus solely on ode .
PR N
of these factors to the neglect of - the other., - - N

]

The ways in which human beings assign causatian are complex.

.Such attributions involve the consideration of information that is,

W .
o~

in part, derived from t‘he individual's conceptions of the world. .

l

’ Students of attribution have been unable to document entirely the

dynamics of. this process. This dissertation represents'a contribution‘ K
o -w' : e

to' the solution of this puzzle. It advocates that researchers in
_attribution broaden their investigations to include greater consideration.

of the impact of more stable cognitive characteristics of. the individual o

‘.upon.his assignments of causation. y . ' R ri-- L

.
"

. ’ ' : : ’ L s - ‘ B R ) .
t-  As well » our investigation indicates that‘there;is merit in g fe T

x‘testing attribution propositions in more: natural settings. Our.research"
'results substantiate the’ validity of attribution predictions outside of

‘.fthe laboratory;.~This_suggests that»more research of this nature may-.

«zr . . o

o . s . i . :
i . ) .



. | . L S 196
‘ B’ ‘ ‘ I S »
further establish the utility of attribution theory as a perspective
for prgdictiﬁg and undernt;nding how people as.ijn caus;tion‘for
7 human'behavior- . | “

Attribution theorists oftcp-rcfcr to these lubjecti as
fnaive psychoiqﬁiétq." - The dttributioﬁ‘th.or;lt and the f?nive
Ps)'cholosist" ehsase 1::',_)\1-11;: -tasks: b;oth i;;q; to n;plgin_ th-
s;uréeﬁ of[otber‘éépﬁlefs behaviOri by‘refercnc- to internal sfateo”
of che’acto; or to situational contiﬁgcdcicl. In the same wvay that
the "naive psychologiét" often attends to charlctcritticl of the
actor, the student of attribution. may 1nprov¢ his prcdictivc povor
by considerinf correlatea of causal annignlcnt that are more personal
in ﬁature, Unlike the "na}ve psychologi-t." the lttribuclon theorist
often analyzes the deterninants of bchavior in a controlled,
laboratq;y enyironment. !Th1; dis-ertation suggcstl that the
generalizability of the attribution paradigm -1ght be enhanced 1if - the
reseatcher, %1ke his "naive" couﬂterpart, vere to cngasc in 1&cnt1fying
" the cbfrelates of cad;ai aﬁbignnentiin less controlled, more natural
settings. . | | |
This dissércatibn oéens.ncv pathn:tovardstthezﬁhder-candins of
ghe attribution of causation.” Futther investigation of thc possibilities

'Q ¢

suggested here will indicate uhether they are fruitful directions

o

for attribution theorists.
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APPENDIX A

DATA COLLECTION MATERIALS

e T T T .
' ’

Interview Schedule

_READTOSUBJECT | S

 The purpose of this interview is to find out your opinions and' e

v

attitudes about Duddy Kravitz. I'll be asking you questions(ahout
whether you liked or disliked.hin'and‘whether or not\yoo'thought'Duddy

was succéssful. We are going’to tepe record this“because‘it is much
ol
easier than trying to write down all your 'comments. These tapes will

then be ttanscribed and any reference to 'your name will be deleted.

lAfter we' finish this interview, I have a short questionnaire that I

would likebyou to answer. Then, I’ 11 tell you what this research

nroject isvall‘ahout.
. v
I. Demographic Information (Record.on'indeﬁucard)"
1. 'Reeord'snbject's sex. - (M or F)
2. HOW OLD ARE YOU? (Age in years) - .

3. WHAT WAS YOUR FATHER'S OCCUPATION9 (Record as detailed'as
‘ possible) -

4. DO You REGARD YOURSELF as BELONGING TO ANY PARTICpLAR RELIGIOUS:
" OR ETHNIC GROUP" g e o " |

Ve

**START TAPE RECORDER** -

207



II. Affect Questions . _; R .

1. IS DUDDY'THE KIND OF PERSON YOU ‘LIKE OR DISLIKE?

(WHY?)  (WHAT DID YOU ETKE/DISLIKE ABdUT HIM?) - ¥

2. WOULD YOU WANT TO BE SIMILAR' TO DUDDY?

(WHY/WHY NOT?)

“3. IS DUDDY THE KIND OF PERSON YoU ADMIRE? - -

- (WHY/WHY NOT?)

R —

4> CAN YOU SEE YOURSELF BECOMING FRIEDS WITH DUDDY? '
| ” _ | N

5. DO You HQVE ANY FRIENDS WHO ARE SIMILAR TO DUDDY?
/DIFFERENT?) (IS THAT A

(IN WHAT WAYS 'ARE THEY SIMI

oo
POSITIVE OR NEGATIVE ASPECT?) N o
. i ~J. : ) ' —

L.
A d

6. DO YOU LIKE BEING AROUND PEOPLE WHO RESEMBLE DUDDY? - T

Yes: (WHY7 /ﬁHAT IS IT ABOUT THEM THAT ATTRACTS YOU7)’)
”Ndﬁ_’ (WHY NOT? WHAT IS IT ABOUT THEM THAT YOU DON'T LIKE’)

7. DO xoU THINKJrﬁgx DUDDY IS,WEﬁl-ADJUSTED?“

9. . HOW MATURE IS DGQDY?
10.” Do YOU THINK THAT MOST PEOPLE onLD REACT FAVORABLY TO DUDDY

% AFTER A BRIEF ACQUAINTANCE? e . g

11, wou;b,you VOTE FoR DUDDY IN A GR UP'OR“CLASS'ELECTionz_

) L. ' ' S
. . : ¢ . . »

8. OULD YOU RECOMMEND DUDDY FOR A RESPONSIBLE JOB? e



N

4 -

-4 i \ ' \ . . K R
. 12, IS DUDDY THE KIND OF .PERSON WHO QUICKLY WINS.RESPECT?

13. HOW INTELLIGENT IS DUDDY?

4

I{I Success~Failure |
1o YOU THINK THAT DUDDY KRAVITZ WAS A SUCCESéFUL'PER§ON‘0R A
"+ FAILURE? J(IN WHAT RESPECTS,DID HE SUCCEED/FAIL? CAN You
" THINK OF EXAﬂéigé”F#pM>THE MOVIE?) .t . o
V. Attribution of Causation L N
1. WHY DO YOU.-THINK THAT DUDDY SUCCEEDED/FAILED? |
t J Succeeded: (HOW MUCH OF HIS SUCCESS WAS DUE TO GOOD LUCK?)
(DO YOU THINK DUDDY'S ABiLITIEs OR SKILLS HAD ANY

EFFECT?) . o T

(Td WHAT ’EXTENT WAS HIS SUCCESS DUE TO OTHER
. -~ o : - »
PEOPLE'S HELP?) ’

(HOW MUCH OF HIS SUCCESS WAS DUE TO HIS OWN EFFORTS?)
. : i 3.

. (IS THERE ANYTHING ABOUT HIS PERSONALITY THAT HELPED
n S : « |
HIM SUCCEED?) ; - ,
- :\f‘
0 . . . v . ‘.4 )
" Failed:  (HOW MUCH OF HIS FAILURE WAS DUE TO,BAD LUTK?)

(DO YOU THINK THAT HE MAY HAVE FAILED BECAUSE OF LACK

OF ABILITY?)
| (DID THE INVOLVEMENT OF OTHER.FEOPLE CONTRIBUTE TO
« | * EHIS FAILURE?) R _ ..

(DID HE FAIL BECAUSE OF LACK OF EFFORT?)

°(IS THERE ANYTHING ABOUT HIS PERSONALITY THAT LED.

& . -

. ' HIM TO FATL2) -



2.0 "

“x
§ -

. Instructions to Codcrn
| ' 3
| ~ « /7

. Affect Quéskions: Por each of the fourteen quca;ionl relating to

“affect; read the subject's response. Thcn.'atttnpt to plncc"hlo
respoﬁse on g‘five-pbint'continuun v&crc:
1= ekﬁremé dislike; résppﬁse;;thnt 1;dicité'only a vegative reaction
tohDuddy and that indicate soa;‘intensitﬁ of”rtné%ion
2 = moderale dislike{ re;Ponaeo that spnct;lly indic-te disapproval
iiof‘Ddddy; tﬁis ¢ode applies vhen subject 1ndica§pn that he
disliked Duddy nogt of th; tinc But saw one Or two pbsitivi
things about him; this code applies uhcn the degree of dtnllkn
is not strong ‘
3;- middle response; code is 3 if subject c;nnot oake a decinion
about lifing or disl%king or 1fAiubje;t expresses ;o aff.cﬁivt
*. ‘reaction whatsoever ° o
4 = moderate like. responses that’gpnerally 1ndicat¢ approval of
Duddy, this code applies when subject indicateo that he ltkcd
Duddy most of ;he time but sav one(pr :qo negative thin;g about
him; éhis céde,applies vhen the dcgree.of 1iking 18 not strong @

5 = extreme like; responses that indicate only a positive reaction

to Duddy and that. suggest some intensity of rcacctoqf,

Succeas-Failure‘Qnestious:‘ There are thrcq-ﬁ}oceduré: for coding

responses related to asseéshenti of Duddy's suqd%siffniluic;
A. Global rating: Read over all the subjcet'i rcnponiia relating
to Buddy as a success or failure. After reading these, attempt

to place the respondent's general reaction to Duddy on a

~
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five-point continuum where: / S o

1

1 = total failure; résponses that indfcate that Duddy failed in

‘all aspects

* 1in most prortant upects or that what ver successes he had
were of minor iq»orcanqe uhen compared to ‘his failures
3 = middle response; 1ndic-'etes that subject cbuld not make up his

un'd or cites as -nny succesees as fail'i'u' :
o ‘

b = uinly a -ucccse.‘ renponses that indicete uhat Duddy succeeded

ot -

| _
1n most 1qorunt upecu or that vhatever failures he had vere

of niuor u:porunce vhen coupared to hia succeues

5 = total lucceu. responses xthnt indicate that Duddy succeeded in

-

all upccu .

Statement ntxng: For each cthtenent :han the . respondent makes,

-

'ci-rchttcndubel it as: co .

F = a statement indtcating that Duddy failed
§ =.a uutemt‘indxcating thdc Duddly" succeeded
O =a ste;’e.ent that indicates nc.ither success nor failure
Afcer completing this, total up the"nmer of F's, S's, and Ov"n.
: | P
Implied criterion (a) of succec-'-‘»h/;_lgre: Each respondent has been

~.

-or’ic that substantiate his

asked to suggest examples from t
judpmt of .ucc.i.-'mm.. For| each example provided by the subject,

code, thc scene to which the respopdent refers. ‘nius. e¢ach example

will uceive a code of 1 to 23. Por each ex'a-plz given, attempt to .

classify it according to wvhat criterion of success-failure is being

c, ' . e
- .
— . v . © .
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implies by the reopondent:' : . Y
1 = wealth criterion: nuccess-failure is judged on whet;her Duddy
attained an economic gain or loss; this includes the acquisition
of land, money, possessions, etc. - \ |
2 - ncurity criterion: | huccess-failure ia judged on whether Duddy
!ul providpd for his future, this includes the saving of money, |
the -nking of long-tern investmnts. etc. .
3= reput'etion criterion: success-faillure is judged according to -
Duddy'. resultant prestige, status, or "goodness"' of character;
' . this includes uher.her or not he is loved, admired, etc.
| I. = gkill criterion: nuccees-failure, Budgments based on Duddy's
ability or performance in the aense of being able tn out-
huntle others or out-smrt them; this includes ‘his ability to
be a lhtevd businue-nn. etc. ¢ \ N ‘ o
5 - content:nnt critenion: | judgements of success-fa\ilure naseci on
vhether Duddy ie ‘contented, happy, satisfied or seems to sense
lf-fulfill-nt, etc.. e \3

-~ 6= other; any scetemnt of criteria that does not fit the above . ]

eche- .

- .
.

UD‘

3. Atttibution of éeuaation Questions. For the 'respenses thaf subjects

make in exphinlng vhy Duddy eucceeded/failed, ‘circle eaéh«statement

‘and hbal it as:

. ~
Coer

1 = a statement indicating that Duddy's success/failure was caused

by or due to internal sources. ., o .



For failure, these.mightvinclude: a) a lack of effort .
W b) a lack of ability

" ¢) something about his-
personality )

For success, this might include: a) that he workeddhard,
exerted effort

b) that he had ability or
was skillful

c) something about his
personality '

-

u

E = a statement indicating that Duddy s success/failure was cauaed

by or due to external sources. - -
v . . .
For failure, these might include: a) bad luck or chance
b) something about the-,
situation

c) other people made him fail

For success, these might include:: a) good luck or chadte

-~
\

b) something abgout .the
~sjituation (being in the .

. .right place at the right
time) .

c) other people helped him

3 , succeed

<

0 = a statement that attributes neither to external nor to 1nternal ‘

.

sources. . - : . ,

After completi@g this,_totaltq>thentmber of I'sidE'e,-and_O'e.

[
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' This 1s a questionnaire that is intended to find out your attitudes about

many things. Below, you will find 29 pairs of statements. For each

pair, circle the statement that best describes your opinioms. y
. . ) :
1. a. Children get into trouhle because their parents punish them!
too much,

b. The trouble vith most children nowadays is that their parents
are too easy with ‘them. ‘

2. a. Hany of the unhappy things in people 8 ‘lives are partly due to
\ bad luck. ‘

b. “People's misfortunes result from the nistakes they make.

3.. a. One of ‘the major reasons why we have wars '1s because people
don't take enough interest in politics. : .

b. _'l'here will always be wars, no matter how hard people try to ‘.
prevent them. : : .

4. a. In the long run people get the respect they deserve in this
world.

b. . Unfortumately, an individual's worth often passes unrecognized
no matter how hard he tries

5. a. 7he idea that teachers are unfair to. students is nonsense.

" b. Most students don t realize the extent to which their grades
~ are influenced by accidental happenings

6. a. Without the right breaka one°cannot be an effective leader.
- - - —TT \7 N
b.._Capable people who fail to become leaders have not taken
' advantage of their opportunities o A

7. a. _No matter how hard you try some people just don t like you.-

b. People who can't get othefs to 1ike them don t understand how
to get along with others.

[



- 10.

11.

12.

. 130

14,

16.
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Heredity plays the“major role in determining one's personality;/
It is one's experiences in life which determine what they're like.
lAhave'often found that what is going to haopen\will hapoen.

Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for me as making

T a deciaion ‘to take a definite course of action.

In the case of the wellk prepared student there is rarely. if ever
such a thing as an unfair test.

/ .
1

Many times exam questions tend to Be so unrelated to course uork
_that studying is really useless. , )"

~ Wb

. Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck has little

or nothing to do with it.

xGetting a good job depends mainly on being~in the right place

at the right time. |, o , -

The average citizen can have an influence in government
deciaions. , .

The" world 18 run by the few people in power, "and there 1is not,
much the little guy can do about it. .

When I make plana, I am almost certain that 1 can make them
work : v .

It is not always wise to plan too far ahead because mapy things

'~ turn out to be a matter of good or bad fortune anyhow

"Therefis some good in everybody.

There”are certain people who are just,no goodp

‘In: case getting what I want has little or nothing to do

wi uck ) 3 Kol

Many timea we might jJust as wvell decide what to do by flipping m@ o
a‘eoin. . : s

Who gets to be the .boss often depends ‘on who was lucky enough
to be in the'right place first. . : , _

\ ‘ N
Getting people to do the right thing depends upon ability, luck
‘has little or nothing to do with it.r.- ;

A



17,

18.

19.

20.

21,

22.

23.

24-

25. -

26.

- .bl.

;grades I get."

.People are 1onely because they don't try to be friendly.-
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As far aS\world affairs are concerned, most of us are the victims
of forces we can neither understand, nor control. -

" By taking. an actiVe part in political and aocial‘affairs the

people can control world events. '

Most people don't realize the extent to which their lives are

vcontrolled by accidental happenings.
There really is no such thing“as "luck."

. L J
One should always be willing to admit mistakes.

It ia uahally best to cover up m}atakes.

It is. hard to know whether or not a person really likes you.

I

How man‘ fnienﬁs“ybn have dependa on how nice a person you are.

"In the leng run the bad thinga that happen to us .are balanced

by the good ones.
\ 't
Most miafortunea are the result of lack of ability, ignorance,

laziness, or all three. , - ‘ } .

With enough effort we can wipe out political corruption.

It is difficult for people to have much. control over the things

~'politicians do in office.

Sometimes I can't understand how teachers arrive at grades they
.glve. ' i )

2

There is a direct connection between how hard I study and the

f

A good leader expects people to decide for themselves what they
should do. ' _ _ .

‘A good leader makes it clear to everybody uhat their jobs are.

Many timeS‘I feel that I have little influence over the things

-“that happen to me.

1t 1is impossible for me to believe that chance or luck plays
an important role in my- life. - '

v

There 8 not much use in trying too hard to please people,
if they like you, they like you.

) —

h
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27.

. 28.

. 29.

(‘-

There is too much emphasis on‘aéhletics in high school.
v . , \ .
Team sports are an excellent way:to build character.

What héppens to me is my own doing.

Sometimes - I feel that I don't have enough control over the
direction my life is taking.

Most of the time I can't underatand why politicians behave

" the way they do

In the long run the people are responsible for bad government

on a national as well as a local 1eve1..

\
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