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‘ Abstract

"Most of the research’ in the areas. of attribution and

: &»f ~
. .

locus of control has focused on ach1evement conformity, and

compllance.,The relatlon of locus of control to other

- behavior, such as transgression has been neglected. Heider's -

4 .
(1958) .concept of assimilative projection prédicts that

peoplelwill form attributions about other people that are -

-~

» cons1stent w1th the1r own - bel1efs when the others are

-percexved to be 51m1lar. The purpose of this study was to

delxneate the nature of the relatxonsh1p between locus of

control and causal attrlbutlon for transgre551ve behav1or as

= »

predzcted by the concept of a551m1lat1ve proyectlon.

As 1dent1fled by the Rotter Locus of Control Scale,
twenty externally controlled and twenty internally \
controlled undergraduate un1verszty men ‘were asked to

{
perform a throwing task In order to manzpulate perceptlons

'of controk, part1c1pants performed the throw1ng task either

[thh thelr eyes open or wlth the:r eyes closed After

complet1ng the task part1c1pants were told that some peopLe

in the eyes closed cond1t10n had cheated and’were asked to

The exper1menta1 manlpulatlon of control was

Successful Attr1butlonal measures revealed that the
‘responses were pr1mar1ly 1nternal in causatlon and that the

' .degree of 1nternal causa11ty dlffered as a functxon of the .
' i

'fhxndiv1dual dlfference y5r1ab1e, locus of control such that

l‘jattr;butxons for others transgre551ve behavtor were

. ol -

; iv | AT
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opposite in nature t6=one's-own beliefs in.control. The

possibility that atzr1but10ns for transgress1,€ behaviors

‘may be dszerent from attrlbut1ons for prosocial behaviors

P

-was dlscussed Also, the results were dlSCUSSEd in terms of

Su;s (1984) unlqueness and Heider's (1958) contrast (\\
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I. INTRODUCTION |

In social learning theory it is posited lhat behavxor
1s goal dlrected People strive to attain or to avoid
certain goals in their environment. As a result, people's
behavior is guided by their reinforcement expectations.
Whether‘people expect their behavior to.resblt;in either a
reward or a punishment will affect how they behaue; The
effect of arreinforcement is dependeut-upoﬁ-wuether people
perceive a causal relationshipxto exist hetween a behavior
and its reinforcement. Rotter (1966) assumed th;t -
1nd1v1duals differ in the degree to whlch they attribute
reinforcements .to thelt‘own actlons. Rotter (1966) developed‘
the-construdt locus offcontrol “to descrlbe this proceés.

J Locus of control as defined as an 1ndzv1dual S

generalized expectancy regardlng which factots control
reinforcements 1nfsoc1al situations. Ind1v1duals‘who

.perceiveﬁéginfo:cement to be contingent  upon.their behavior
AR Nl ‘ . i . ,
~are said to have a belief in‘internal control (Rotter,

&

1966) . Ind1v1duals who do not perce1ve relnforcement to be
,malnly cont1ngent upon the1r act1ons, but perce1ve . -
re1nforcement to be the result of luck chance, fate, or to..
. be under the control of powerful others are sa1d to have a
belief in external control (Rotter, 1966) Belief 1n
personal control (or lack of 1t) is a generallzed attxtude
or. expectancy«regard1ng the nature of the causal

relat10nsh1p betueen one' s own behav;or and 1ts

consequences. It should be noted that although Rotter (1966) :



-

5: v . . . .
assumed a general tendency for people to be 1nterna1 or
external with respect to many claSSes of event\\fhe also
Astlpulated that- expectanc1es w1th1n 1mmed1ate situations

must - be assessed. He belleved that even though people have
genegalizeg beliefs_in‘control, situational factors could

influence peopls;s perceptions of control for a given

situationﬁ Thus; the distinction can be made between locus
-4

of contnol wh1ch refers to general1zed expectanc1es and
‘ percept1ons of control which refers to specific

expectanc1es.

Attrlbutlon theory is concerned with how ‘people explaln

-

“and predlct their\own and other people s behav;or. Thus, ‘

attribution refeé% to 1nferences about motlvatlons which

4

' ‘underly behav1or and theorles of attr1but10ns are

N

*essentlally psychologlal theorles of causat1on. Several
: L g

- researchers (see Locke & PennlngtOn, 1982 for a rev1ew)

* have attempted to dlStlﬂgUISh between cause and reason-‘

1

?fhowever thls 1ssue Js qt present far from resolved Cause

refers td emplrlcal regularltles between behav1or5° these

l

“‘regular1t1es result 1n automatlc or 1ﬁev1table outcomes. As

o

fsuch, ﬁause prov1des "explanatlon Rea on, on the other
“w7=hand,«tefers to those aspects of thq 51t at1on, the person,
'7?ﬁh1$sactlons,or 1ts conseguences that per‘uaded the person t°;‘

4a»behave in a partlcular‘fashlon (Locke & Pennington, T982

o

‘Ive trled to determ1ne-mhether cause and xeason represent

yg1gally dzst1nct forms of explaﬁht1on on whether reason 1sfd“

“ E
S - . :;-‘» el . . : Sl ) .
. a o Lo T ) AR e



’merelp one type of cause. The putpose of this thesis was to
" examine the locus: of cansality for the attributions that
were generated fcr'transgressive behaviots. Whether these
attributions were explanations for, crujustifications of;
the transgressive behavior was not the purpcse of this.
studf. Therefore, the»distinctjon between cause and reason
was not made. oo * : hl.~ |

The effects of locus of control on attrlbutlons of
success and failure have been studled exten51vely iA the
literature (Phares, 1957; Phares, 1962; Davis & Davis, 1972;
Sobel, {974; w%inerr'Nierenberg, & Gcidstein, 1976; Kahle,
1980). In suchvstudies, locus oiucontrol 1s assessed using
an individual difference locus et control measure such as”
the ﬁottef Internal-Egternal Locus of Control Scale or the
howicki-stricklahd'Internal—External Locus of‘ﬁontroi Scale.
Part1c1pants plac1ng w1th1n the upper and lower percentlles
"on the locus ‘of" cont:ol scale are ass1gne§~§o the external
iand 1nternaltgroups-for the experiment respect:vely In many
studles, part1c1pants are presented WIth some’ type of
»performance‘task and are either Lnformed ptlor to’ the task
that the. eask is one of Sklll or of chance (Phafes, 1957; -
James, 19§7, thter, leerant v& Crowne, 1961' Phares;nge
11962), or 1nformed of the;r success or faqure after ‘the
task has been completed (Dav1s & Dav1s,:1972 Sobel 1974)}

In studles of performance that manlpulate the

sk1ll chance varlable, the ma§h1tude of expectancy change )

follgw1ng success or fallure was 1nfluenced by the perce1ved

RN

]



locus of control of the task. Phares, Wilson, and Klyver

(1971) studied attributions of blame for poor versus

successful perfo;mance_as a‘function of locus of control.
Internally controlled persons were less‘prone to blame
forces outside themselves for task-failure than were
externally controlled individuals. In these studies,
self~attributions‘differed as ‘a functioh of locus of
control. Peoble tended to make causal. attributions fef their
‘behaQiers that were consistent with their beliefs in

control.

Studies of locus of control and‘attribution have also

been conducted examining attributioné for other people's
' behaviop. Evidence auggests tha; perceptions of control
apply not oniy;to a person's selffevaluatfon but also to the
"individual's percept}on of other egopie (deCharms 1968
 deCharms,.Carpehter & Kuperman, 1965; Phares & Wllson,.1972-
fSosie,41974) Phares and Wzlson (1972) ‘and Sosis (1974) used
an automoblle acc1dent paradlgm where severlty of acczdent
-and drlver s 1nten;~were manlpulated In both studles,
1nternally controlled 1nd1v1duals attrlbuted more personal
respons1b111ty to the driver of the car than d1d externally '

"controlled 1nd1v1duals. =

Phares and Lamlell (1975) had part1c1pants with

”'1nterna1 and external c0ntrol bel1efs deC1de upon the amount

'e'of help and £1nanc1a1 a' 1stance to glve to hypothetlcal

-cllenps 1den;1f1ed.as an . x- conv1ct a wvar veteran, and a -

-
¥

welfare retipieqt._lnte;nally cOntrQlIedeinaividuals were .



Significantfy less willing than externally controlled
indiyiduale to provide clients with help, money,
understanding, or synpathy. PhareE‘and Lamiell'concluded
that people with internal control beliefs were less prone
than were people with external control beiiefs to regard
people in need as deserving of assistance. f |
Kaiser (1975) examined the causal attribut%ons of
people who were high, medium, or low in perceived internal
control on Rotter's Locus of Control écalel Participants
judged tne degree to which they thought three grades on a
ciassroom enamination (their own, the highest_grade in the

“

class, and the lowest grade in the class) resulted from
*

L fort and ab111ty (1nternal factors) as opposed to type of
and luck (extérnal factors). Kaiser found that causal

attnibutions were similar for one's own and for otgers' exam

.vresults along the locus of control dimension, Ind1v1duals
‘w1th internal control beliefs made causal attrlbutlons for
‘themselves and for others in a manner cons1stent w1th the1r
beLiefs. Indlv}duals wlth~externa1 control bel1efs v
attrlbuted their own and Othefs' exam resuite to external
tactbrsc Ind1v1duals with mediTﬁ*internal external locus of
control scores were found to make internal-: attr1but1ons at a“

"level between 1nd1v1duals with 1nternal and external control‘
-bellefs. Thgs, part1c1pants attr1but1ons for their own and
others exam results were congruent with thelr be11efs in

vcontrol As a result one can conclude that causal

fattr1butlons for academlc performance vary as a functlon of



the individual difference’variable, locus of’control.

This literature suggesterthat internally controlled
people perceive other peoplefto be more responsible for
their plight than do externally Eontrolled people. Hopwever,

~because researchers have used a correlationa; design (loops
.of control or perceptions‘of control were not manipuiated),
a causal relationship between causal attribution and locus
of control cannot be inferred. The proposed research wi}l
clarify whether people's beliefs in control have a causal
effect on the attributions they generate. ' - .
‘Heider (1958); through his concept of assimilativ;9$%<

" projection, provided a rationale for examining causal
attribntions'asra functignwof individual differences. He .
proposed that peopievbelieve that whatever conditions affectl’
one 1nd1v1dual must also influence others. Thus, although

people may explain the1r own behav1or as a response to

' S1tuat1onal factors while explalnlng the behav1or of ‘other’

.

ipeople as 1nd1cat1ve of thelr d1sp051t1on (Jones’ & lebett

| 1972), the research cited prev1ously (e.qg. Kalser 1975),

.’-has revealed that people do not always make s1tuat10nal

. attrlbutlons to themselves and dlsp051t1onal attr1but1ons to
].dthers. Rather, attrlbutlons are made in a manner con51stent
lw1th the 1nd1v1dual attr1butor s bellef in control
‘Ind1v1duals with an 1nternal locus of control appear to make

1nternal causal attrxbut1ons for the1r own and for other

‘

: people s behav1pr. leeW1se, 1nd1v1duals w1th aﬁ external
[ : & :
" locus of control appear to make external causal attrlbhtlons



"’A i ;

for their own and for others' behavior. o,
“ Much of the research in the area of attribution ~and
locus of-contrg%_has focused on conformxty, compllance and
achieveménht, which are soc1ally acceptabfe behav1ors.'
However, early research with locus of control st coneerned
with the stqdy of>deviant behaviors and‘aeviant populations;
for example, prison populations (Seeman, 1963"Lefcourt &
Ladwig, 1966; K1ehlbauch 1967/ These studles were
concerned w1th the relationship between 1dcus of control hn‘
prlso&grs and their degree of alienation while in prison
(Seeman, 1963), and with changes in perCepnions of control
during incarceratipn (Kie?lbauch, 1967). Theastudies .
examining locus‘of control in deviént‘popuiations did not.

explore th gimplications of these beliefs for. attribution

theory. Thus, one unanswered question‘is whether Heider's
(1958) cor cept of. a551m1lat1ve prOJectlon appiles to
transgres ive behav1or. | . A

The’ purpose of this study was. toﬂexamine whether
nts' percept1ons of personal control affects thezr

partici

percept ons of and attrlbutlons for, the control other

» a

‘Q‘people have ‘over the1r own behavzor. Moreover, 'I w1shed to‘

examl e thlS quest1on in. the context of transgress1ve g

- chea 1ng behavior. . £

~ P ’ ' S ' .
/A modlf1ed ver51on of Jullan, L1chtman, and Ryckman st

’(1968) throw1ng task was used to man1pulate partlczpants

exper1ence of control 1n elther an 1nterna1 or an externalu

| d1rection. They b11ndfolded part1c1pants to manipulate- the'

7]



degree of their control inﬂf dart throwing task. In the
present study, pre- and post-measures of perceived control
were recorded so that both generalized and spec1f1c control
beliefs could be assessed and partlclﬂants wete requ1red to
‘attribute causes to the cheating behav1brrof hypothet1cal

‘participants.

According to Heider's (1958) notion of assimilative
.

projection, people will project their beliefs onto others if

they perceive the others as similar to themSelves. If this
is true, then how we perce1ve control for a given 51tuat10n,
that is, whether we do or do not believe that we have
control~over our behavlor in the 51tuat1on should be
projected onto others ff-we perceive them to be similar. It
we perceive ourselves as hav1ng control 1n a given s1tuat10h
then we should percelve that°others would also have control
.in the- same 51tuatlon. Based on this 11ne of reasoning'and '
assumlng perceptlons of s1m11ar1ty to exlst it follows thet
the,attr1but1ons for other people s cheatzng should be
con51stent with the attrlbutor s perceptlons‘of cohtrol for
- the throw1ng task/)Thus, part1c1pants attrlbUtions werei
expected to dlffeé as a funct1on of the throw1ng cond:taon
to wh1ch they were a551gned (the throw1ng cond1tlons were
de51gned to affect percept1ons of control not’ generallzed
bel1efs in control) and as. a functlon of the 1ndlv1dual
d1fference varlable, locus of control Thus, if people

<

'perce1ve that they have control over the1r throw1ng

performance,‘they-should be more l;kely to assumevthatfother7j'
DI they , more ¥ RO & * |



%

1

people also have conttol over their thrdsing performance.ﬁlt
follows that.if people who have a great deal of control over
their throwingkperformance-cheat at the task, others should
assume that the cheatlng was influenced by some personal
charactergstlc rather than some situational 1nf1uence. The
reverse is also belzeved to be true. Thlsaf1nd1n§’would not’

b

only_substantiate'the importance of situational factors fot?

the construct of control, but would also address the role

e %

‘played by situational and dispositional factors in the

formation of attributions.

Hypotheses /

' ThevpurpOSe of the present'study wa;\tg,sest Heider's
concept ot‘assimilative projection as it pertained to
control beliefs and causal attribution for other people's

tramégre551ve behavior. The fzrst hypothe31s addressed the

. role of 1ocus of control in the causal attr1but1ons made to

'other people's behavior. Based on Helder s¢;oncept of
‘ g

a551m11at1ve prOJect1on, it was expected that the

attrlbutlons for the-cheating behavio{;of othef people would

z

‘ba made in a manner that was consxstent w1th the

attrlbutor s be11ef 1n control Ind1v1duals with 1nternal

vvcontrol be11efstwere’expected to ascribe 1nterna1 causes to

;’other‘peopléﬂs cheating..similarly, individuai}i with

i

external control bellefs were expected to- ascr1be~external

causes to other people s cheatlng

Perceptlons of control were’ expected ;o change as a

eI

..result of s1tuat1ona1 manlpulatlons. When part1c1pants vere

| o

S
R B



- 10

placed in situetlons where the locus of control ‘was external
"to them (i.e., situations where luck is a primary factor as
in the eyes closed condition), thelp perdept;ons of control
were expected to shift to become more external. Simllarly,
when part1c1pants were placed in 51tuat1ons where the locus
of control allowed for 1nternal control (1.e.,'51tuatlons
where skill and ability copld be exerted as in the eyes open
condition), perceptions of control were expected to shift to
become more internal. Furthermore, because internally
controlled people ere hore likely than are externally
controlled people to view the outcome of events as
self—releGant (Lefcourt, 1976), they should be more
sensltive to the corditions under which their behavior is
.and isrnotfreinforced. Therefore, it was predicted that‘
internally controlled‘people would be more‘ihfluencedkb;
.situational manipplatiOns'oficontrol than would externally
_controlled people. Hence,'interactions were‘enticipated f
between.the indlviduelfdifference variable;flocus of
control, and the manipulated control throwlng condltlons.

'Theéeddiffenences An perceptlons of control were expected to

.be reflected in the causal attrlbutzons generated for other

people s behav1or. Internally controlled 1nd1v1duals in the
ieyes open throw1ng condltlon were expected to generate the,

greatest number of 1nternal attr1hut1ons while 1nterna11y

fcontrolled 1nd1v1duals in the eyes closed throw1ng cond1t1on*

‘ fwere expected to generate the greatest number of external

¢
,

ﬂattrlbutlons. IndLv1duals w1th external belaefS‘Jn controI



were expected to generate causal attributions with a locus

of causality between the two internal groups.

L
4
! . [3evs
X
W
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_I1I. Method

A. Participants and Design <::;4/

Forty male students enrolled in Introductory Psychology
at the University of Alberta participated in this study in

partial folfillment of optional course credit. From the 158

oo

participants mho responded to the Rotter Locus of Control
Scale (M=9.4, range=0-20), 20 participants were selected
from the lower and upper thirds of the distribution
respectively. The mean locus of control score for {nternally
controlled participants was 4.4 (range=2-7) and'the mean
locus of control score for the externally controlled
participants was 14.4 (range=12-19). i
A 2x2 factorial design with two levels of locus of

control (internal and external) and two levels of throwing
condition (eyes open and eyes closed) a591gned between
subjects was utilized. Part1c1pants were randomly assigned
to one of the two’ekperimental conditions under the
constraint. that there be ten 1nterna11y controlled. and ten
externally controlled part1c1pants in each condltlon ‘Four
., dependent measures were employed: performance on the

tnrowing task, a»questionnaire pertainino to perceptions of
- one's own and others' performance, and two measures of
causal attr1butzon for other people’s. cheatlng beﬁav1or. :
—Materlals S o - - ‘{

- All participants were pretested with the Rotter Locus

of Control Scale which is presented in Appendix 6. Two

12

~
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additional gquestionnaires were useG. The first
qguestionnaire, referred te as the gerpeption Questionnaire,
consists of 20 seven-point Likert“scaled items designed to
measure participants' perceptions of their own and other
participants' performance. Ten of the 20 items pertain to
the participants' own performance; the other ten items
pertain to the participants’ perceptions of other people's
performance. The guestionnaire measures perceptions of
control, achievement, motivation,.interest, level of
difficulty, task anxiety, level of frustration, and desire
to terminate participation. The items.are presented in
Appendix 7.

The second questionnaire, the Causal Attribution
Questionnaire, consists of six attributional statements.
Participants were asked to use a 7 point scale to 1nd1cate‘
the 11ke11hood that each statement explalned the real reason
for people’ s-cheatlng on the task. The scale ranged from (1)
very likely to (7) very unlikely. This queetionnaire is
presented in Appendlx 8. | |

Norms for the. locus of causallty for each statement in

this guestionnaire were obtained from nine independent

-

raters. The raters were asked to rate each statement for its -

locus of gausality sing a7 point scale. They were told -

that some of the statements reflected a person s attempt to

-gain control over a s1tuat10n and as such reflected a trait,

‘a dlsposit1on, or a characterlstlc of the person. Scores

’)

ranged from 1 (dlsp051t10na1) to 7 (situational).
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Participants were encouraged to use the full scale of
\

.scores. An example of each typé of response was provided to

standardize the scoring.

The norming data revealed ;hat statement 4 (X=1.2) and
statement 5 (X=1.1) ré?lected an' internal locus of
causality. The reason for the cheating presented in these
two statemeénts reflected either the cheater's attempt to
gain control over the task or some persdhal characteristic
of the cheater; Two~of ihe remaining four statements
(statement 6, X=5.2; statement 2, X=5.0) were found to
reflect an external locus of causality that is either a
situational demand or a chance occurrence.‘The remaining twe-
statements tended towards an external locus of causality
(statemen£ 1, X=4.8; statement'3[ X=4,8) and were not used
in subsequent data anaiyses. For all analyses, the scale was
reversed for the two external items; these statéments were
scored with‘lﬁrepregehting an internal response and 7
representing an external response.

.Other méferiais used included a stopwatch,la 17" by 24"
Masters of the Universe foam dart board with two vélero
throwing balls, and wriéing materials,

BT'Procedure - 20

At the beg1nn1ng of the study. part1c1pants were

,1nformed of the ostensible purpose of the study an

exam1nat10n of spataal accuracy as.a function of memory

decay. Participants were told that the investigator was
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inteffStﬁg in the effects of memory decay on one's ability
to recall accurately and react to the spatial environment.
They were told the following:

"This study 1s designed to measure the effects of
memory decay or forgetting on people's ability to recall
accurately and react to tneir spatial environment. In
order to test this, a throwing task is being used. Al)
participants are assigned to one of two conditions. Some
participants are asked'to perform the task with.theig |
eyes open. This will provide a baseline from which
comparisons nirl be made. Other part1c1pants are asked
to. perform the task with thelr e;es closed Thxs
provides a measure of ability to recell and reatt to‘tne
spatial environment based on memory for or mental
representation of the.environment.

’

In order to:get a repres‘ntiiize sampllng of memory
decay or forgetting, you willbe asked to “throw two

e

It is well known thé; forgett1ng occurs over t1me.

balls,’one at 3/4 m1nutes ahd the other at 2 m1nutes. 1
B will call out when it 15 time for you to throw each

ball 'Until that. time, it is. 1mportant that you "

: concentrate only on the throwxng,task v
KiE i .
In order to man1pulate perceptlons of controi a ball .

throwlng task was used Part1c1pants who performed the task
“with the1r eyes closed were. ass1gned to the external COntrol

throwlng cond1t10n' partIc1phnts who performed the tésk thh

@
their ﬁyes open were a551gned to the 1nternal control .

N

- '.
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thgbwing condition. All participants threw two balls, at a

target which was located ten feet away, at delays of 3/4 and
2 mlnutes %:om thé beglnnlng of each trlal.,Three trials
wvere given and the. results for each attempt were recorded.

- P
Throw1ng‘acg§z£cy was-SCOred as a function of how close .

v o, E

{ to the center of*fheﬁMaste;s of the Universe taréet,the hﬁll

was, thrown. If the. target wds completely mlssed ‘a score of

<

-0 was g;ven otherw1se the followlng scorés were applied{l

. - . Table 1 .
- ‘ ‘ Scoring Cogde ' o

. Area : ~Score
blue area _ - 10
blue/yellow border 15
yellow area . 20 .
ngfyellow/red border 25 - Dy
‘7 red area - 30 ﬂ
- red/orange border 35 oo
. orange area - 40 - R .
orange/center border - 45 ; :
center, : 50 :
1

:Folthing'the"comﬁletion-ok.the‘throwing ta§k
part1c1pants were. asked to comp.éte the Perceptlon
’,Quest10nna1re.7Part1c1pants were told that the quest10nna1re
_ was be1ng adm1n1stered 1n an attempt to account for some of
the varlance that may occur 1n the performance of the
’throh1ng task _ | EE M
“v ﬁ?ter completzng ‘the Perceptlon Quest1onna1re,
ae;ﬁpar§1c1pants were 1nformed that thé reSearcher had been |
y ‘:eﬁpérzenc1ng dlff1culty wzth the study and wanted to sol1c1tha

”%the1r help. Part1c1pants were told that a number of people
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in the eyes closed condition had opened their eyes and had
peeked wkile performing the throwing task. Partigipants were
infqormed that this‘had serious consequences for the study-
because the data either had to be discarded or used in an

"after the fact" fashion” The researcher emphasized that

0

discarding the data was not a favored option becadse the
researcher;s time and effort would have Been wasted.
Partipipants were told that the researcher preferred to
include the results from the people who cheateérin the data

analysis since their performance might be expected to-fall.

-

between participants in the eyes open and the eyes closed
‘ ‘ t

conditions. However, this third group was not part of the

3

design of the study and a rationale for their peeking was

®

- needed if their data was to be included.

Participants"were informed that the researcher had

\

tried to generate a number of her own explanations for

. people's peeking during the task. Because she was able to
generate dhly“a few plausible reasons, participants‘were
’belng asked to help the researcher and to explaln why other

people had peeked

4

Part1c1pants were asked if they could thxnk of reasons .

o

why people would peek whrle perform1ng the throwlng task As

!
responses-were generated the researcherﬂlnformed
'part1c1pants that the responses were being wr1tten down S0
‘ _that the researcher would be able to look at them at a later

date,pwhen writing up-the results. After the free,response

causaljattributioQSfﬁere'eIicited;'the researcgher ‘asked DRI
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[

participanté to complete the brief Causal Attribution

Questionnaire. Participants were told that the questionnaire

was being used because the researcher had been uncertain as

to whether people would have been able to generate reasons

-

for people's peeking.,

. After completing the questionnaire, participants were
ques&ioned for suspiciousness, fully debriefed, thanked for
their participation, and dismiséed. Three participants
expressed suspicions abodt the cover story of the study.
Their results were replaced with the inc{usion of three

”

niave participants.



[ ‘ II1I. Results

Manipulation Checks

Perceptions of Control

Qﬁestions 2 and 9 from the Perception Questionnaire
were combined into one score and were entered into a 2
(locus of control) x 2 (throwing condition) between droups
analysis of variance to determine %hether the manipulation
of control was effective. A main effect of throwing-
condition was found, F(1,36)=5.06, p<.05. Participants in
the eyes open throwing condition perceived themselves to
have more control.(M=7.05) than did participants in the eyes
closed ﬁhrowihg condition (M=8.60).

A significant interaction between locus of control and

throwing condition, F(1,36)=5.06, p<.05, was also found.

~

This interaction is presented in Table 2. People with
internal control beliefs who were assigned to the eyes open
‘conditidn perceived themselves to havé more céntrol than did -
.péq;le‘with ihtgfnal control beliefs‘ﬁho were assigned to
the eyes closed condition.'People‘with ektérhal control
beliefs did not differ in their perceptions of éqntrdl.

AN

19
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Table 2

L

Mean Ratings of Perceptions of Control for Oneself
(Q2 and Q9 Combined Score)

Condition

Open Closed
Locus of Internal 6.40a 9.50b
Control External 7.70ab 7.70ab
.Note. A response of 1 indicgted lots of control; a response
of 7 indicated no control.
Means with different subscripts differ szgnlflcantly at

p<.05 by Neuman Keuls post hoc analysis.

From these results, one can conclude that the throwing
conditions were effective in manipulating participants’
perceptione of control even though the instrucdtions may have
biaseo barticipants' perceptions of the task. The
inStruetions were that "This provides a measure of ability
to recall and react to the spatial environment based on
memory for or mental teptesentation of the environment". .
\
Nonetheless, as hypothes;zed people w1th internal bel1efs Y
in control were found to be more sensztlve to the |
51tuatlonal manlpulatlon than were 1nd1v1duals with external

14

beliefs in control.

MajOf’Dependent Measures

Perceptions‘ofvSimilarity

|

Heider's (1958) " concept of a551m1lat1ve progectxon is
based on the assumptlon that people percelve s;m11ar1ty |
between themselves and the others about whom attrlbutlons

are be1ng made. To test th1s assumptlon and determlne



‘results indicate that;ﬁhere,is a significant po?itive

21

whether participants perceived other people as similar,
participants were asked for their perceptiqns of their own
and other participants' performance. Questions on the
Perception Questionnaire relating to perceptions of the task
fér both oﬁese;f and for others were eiamined.along the
dimensi&%s<of éé?ree of skill, perceptions of‘performgnce
achievement, ;ey‘l of motivation, degree of interest, level
of task d%fffgzlty, degree of anxiety, degree of
frustration, perceptions of control over throwing a;curacy,
and desire to terminate task participation. Each measure
examined’a different dimension of perceived similarity
between the participants themselves and the other’
participants in the study, and was~collééted before the

participants were made aware that several people had cheated

.on the task.

[ 1 . ‘ . . . - '
The measures for each dimension were correlated with

.each other and with the exception of the questions that

dealt with pErcepfiqns of individual‘perfofmance‘on the task
(questions 3 and 13, r=.17), the correlations varied petygen_
.42 and .75 (p<.01). Seé Table 3 for the correiapiongz;%heée’
N
relationship betwéen participants’' percepﬁﬁons of their own

and other participaﬁtsﬁ performance.
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Table 3

)

Correlations for Perceptlons of Self and Others on Each

D1men51on

Dimension Correlation P
skill-luck .49 <.01
performance achievement : .17 © <10
motivation .63 <.01
interest. ' .75 '<.,01
difficulty .69 <.01
anxiety © .49 , <.01
frustration L .73 _ <.01
control over accuracy - .42 <.01
desire to terminate ) » ,

participation " .73 <.01

&

-

To determine whethar;the differences in participants'
'oerceptions of their oﬁn acd others' performance differed
s1gn1f1cantlynﬂ?ﬁ&&igerence score for each dimension on the
Perception Que tionneire was calculated by subtracting ‘the
score for perceptions of others from,the‘score for
perception of self.‘The difference scoredfor each dimension
,lﬁas then entered:into separate 2 (locus of control) rTZ
(throwing condifion) betﬁeen-groups'analysis.of variance.
.This serles of analyses revealed a significant locus of
control X thrOW1ng cond1tlon lnteracr;on, F(1 36) 4.57, e
-g< 05, for part1c1pants' percept1ons of. control over
jthrowlng adcuracy. As Table 4 reveals, 1nternally controlled
1nd1v1duals 1n the eyes closed throwing cond1t1on tended to
percelve a larger dszerence in the degree of control over
accuracy between themselves and others than did 1nternally
| controlled people in the eyes open condition, Externally-

‘controlled'individuals in the eyes closed conditioq'tended
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to perceive that they would have more control over their
throwing accuracy than would others.
Table 4 r

Mean Difference Scores (Self-Other) for Control over
Throwing Accuracy

Throwing Condition

Hpen Closed
Locus of . Internal 0.20a 0.90a

Control External 0.70a -0.50a

Note. The difference score was calculated by subtracting the
other person scores for control over throwing accuracy (Q19)

- from self scores (QA)

Neuman Keuls analysxs indicated no szgn1f1cant)ﬁ1£ferences

between means at p<.05. ‘

The analyses of the difference scores of perceptions of self
and perceptions of others for skill-luck, performance
achievement, motivation, interest, difficulty, anxiety,
'frUStration, and desire to‘terminate'participation, revealed
'no significant differences amongfconditions.

‘ In this study, part1c1pants rece1ved§V1sua1 feedback
about their throw1ng performance althougﬁJthey were- not toid
whether they performed well or poorly in relatlon to other
people. Nonetheless, their own performance may have
influenced their'oerceptions of the task. For ourposeS'of
. ‘pnalysis, participants were, d1v1ded into groups of - h1gh
:scorers (total throwlng score was greater t;an or equal to
200), _medium scorers . (total throw1ng scoré was: greater than

- 100 and less’ than 200) ~and low scorers (total throw1ng

score vas less than or equal to 100). The self-other
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‘perception difference scores were then entered into separate
3 (throwing performance) x 2 (locus of control) between
groups analysis of variance,‘one for each dimension on the
Perception Qdestionnaire.

These analyses revealed a main effect of throwing
performance on perceptions of task an;iety, F(2,34)=2.31,
p<.05. Participants who performed fairly well perceived that
t?ey would be more anxious than would other participants
(Mean Diffefence=-1.00; t(34)=-10.32, p<.05) and perceived
the greatest degree of: difference between their own and
others level of anxiety. Part1c1pants who performed very
well perceived that they would also be more anxiogs than
would other‘participants but to 5 lesser{degree then
participants who performed fairly well (Mean
“Difference=-0.45; 5(34)=-3.41, p<.05). Participants who
performed least«well.perceived that they would be less
ahxiouS’than they thought'other participants would be (Mean
D1fference 0.57; t(34)=5.49, p<.05).

A locus of control X throw1ng performanceéinteractlon

5(2,34) =3.44, 2<.05 vas revealed for the d1fference measure

of participants desxre to terminate thelr part1c1pat1on in

~

~ the task As Table 5 reveals, w1th the exceptlon of BN
externally controlled 1nd1v1duals who performed fairly well

: and 1nterna11y controlled individuals who performed very
b'well all part1c1pants percelved that other part1c1pants :
would want to termlnate thelr part1c1pat10n in the task more

~ than theycthemselyes dld.,The externally controlled medium



achievers perceived that they would desire to terminate
their participation more than others would while no
differences in perceptions were found for the internally and
externally controlled high achievers.

i

Table 5

Mean Difference Scores (Self- Other) for Desire to Terminate
Participation 1in the Task

&N
F :
. \b Ach1evement ,
Lbw Medium High
Internal 0.43# 1.00=% - 0.00
Locus of *

Control External 0.43% -0.63% ‘ 0.20

Note. The difference score was calculated by subtracting the
score for |perceptions of other's desire to terminate
participattorn from the score for one's own desire to
terminate participation.

A raw score of 1 indicated very much want to stop; a raw
score of 7 indicated did ndt even consider s stopping.

Neuman Keuls .analysis indicated no significant dlfferences
between means at .05.

* indicates that the mean difference is 51gn1£1cantly
different from zero; smallest significant t(34)=2.15, p<.05.

A locus of cohcrol‘x throwingrperformance intcraction,
F(2,34)=3.81, p<.05, waé revealed for the drfference measure
of'participants' perceptions of the degree of control cver
throwing accuracy. As Table 6 reveals, intcrnally controlled‘
low and medium achievers and externally‘controlled high
échievérs'perceived that others had more control over their
thrdwing accuracy than did they. No differences in
percept1ons of control over throwing accuracy were found fqr

the internally controlled high achzevers -and the externally

controlledllow and“med1um achievers.

y e
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Table 6

Mean leference Scores (Self-Other) for Degree of Control
over Throwing Accuracy

©

+ Achievement

Low Medium High

Internal 1.00% 0.86%* -0.33

Locus of . N
Control External -0.29 -0.25 _ 1.20%

Note. The difference score was calculated by subtracting the
score for perceptions of other' s control over throw1ng
accuracy from the score—for one's own degree of control over
throwing accuracy.

A raw score of 1 indicated lots of control; a raw score of 7
indicated no control.

Neuman Keuls analysis indicated no significant differences
between means at .05.

* indicates that the mean difference is significantly
different from zero; smallest significant t(34)=3.07, p<.05.

A 2 (locus of control) x é (throwing condition) x 2
(self/other) analys1s of variance was also completed to
further clarlfy the nature of part1c1pants perceptions of
similarity between themselves and the other participants.
The Perception Questionnaire items were entered into this
analysis for eack_factor and the results are reported below.
A main effect of self/other was found CF(1,36)=10. 91, p<. 01
for level of,task interest. Part1c1pants percelved
themsé;bes to;be:more‘interested in the task (M=3.55, where

1=very interested) fhan_they/§€%ceived others to be

(M=4205) A main'effect of self/other was“fonnd ‘

F(1 36)=16. 61 p<.01, for degree of mot1vat1on. Partlczpantg
}

percelved themselves to 'be more motivated by the task

(M=3.10, whﬁre 1=very motivated) than they'perceived o6thers
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to be (M=3.78).

A main effect of self/other was found, F(1,36)=19.60,
p<.01, for perception of performance achievement.
Participants believed that other people would perform the
throwing task better.(M=3.78; where l=very well) than did
they (M=4.83). |

A main effect of self/other was found, F(1,36)=5.92,
p<.01, and a main-effect of throwing condition was found,
F(1,36)=8.37, Q<;01, for perceptions of how much skill vs

luck influenced the throwing'performaﬁCe. Participants

PRk
.5

perceived that their own performance was less influenced by
skill anf more influenced by luck (M=3.80, where 1=skill)
tﬁan'they believed would be the performancebof other
participants (M=3f33).‘Further,'people in the eyes open
condition perceived there to be more ;kill involved in the
teSK‘(M=3.13) than did people in the eyes closed condition
(M=4.00). : ”

A significant thcee-way interactioc of locus of control
X threeiﬁc condicioﬁ‘x self/other was found, g(r,36)=4.57;\
p<.05, for perceptions of control overthrowing‘accuracxgjﬂ//
The~mean'velues are presented in Table 7. The Newman-Keuls
post hoc comparlson test revealed that internals ass1gned to
the eyes open and eyes closed cond1t1ons differed in their
,perceptlons of the amount of control they had over the1r
throwing accuracy Individuals with internal centrol beliefs
who were assigned to the eyes open condition perceived a

greater degree of control over their throwing accuracy'than'

! -

—,
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did individuals with internal control beliefs who were
assigned to the eyes closed throwing”ébndition. A second
diff;rence in perceptions of control over throwing accuracy
was also revealed by the Newman-Keuls analysis. Perceptions
of one's own control *differed betwéén individuals with
internal and external control beliefs who were assigned to
the eyes cl%sed throwing conditi%n. For people assigned to -
the eyes closed condition, participants with internal
control beliefs perceived themselves as having less control
over théir‘throwing accdracy than digd participants with
external contrpl beliefs. These findingg'suggegt that
internally controlled individuals are more sensitive to
situational demands than are externally cont;olled
individuals. |

Table 7

Mean Ratings for Degree of Control over Throwing Accuracy

Locus of Control

‘Internal External
. Self Other Self Other -
| Open 3.40a ' '3.20a  4.20ab = 3.50a
Throwing ' - : N

Condition .Closed . 4.90b 4.00ab 3.60a 4.10ab

Note. A response of 1 means lots of control . -
Means with different subscripts differ significantly at
p<.05 by Newman Keuls post hoc analysis. : .

. o ‘ '

In conclusion, the results of'these difference score
analyses in comblnat1on with the correlat1onal data that was
ptesented earlier- suggest that the overall perceptlons of

oneself and others with respeqt to the throwing task were
, N R



not dissimilar. » ' P

The Perception Questionnaire responses were recorded
before participants were aware that other participants had
cheated-at the task. Participants’ perceptions of the

’ * 1
hypothetical cheaters-were not measured directly. However,

once aware of the Cheating, several participants commented

L] S

on their surprise that people’would cheat on the task

because not only had they tﬁemselvgs not cheated, but the ®

~

thought of cheating had' not even olcurred to them. As a
result of the data analyses and these comments, the &xact

relationship between pergeptions of self and perceptions of
7 . G - ®

“

others pakxticularly %hose_hypothetjcal partickipants who

cheated cduld not be ascertained. N , 4

Causal Attkibution Questionnaire . o

The 'Causal ribution Questionnaire was péed to .
measure the locus o -causality in participants'’ attriﬁutiéps
for other people's transgressive beha?io}._This .
questionnaire cdnsisted of six attributional staﬁements. Two
of the statements were scored as internal in.gausélify, two .’
of the statements Qeké»écored as external.in causalitf, and
two'of'thelstatements vere neither élearly intqrnai nQrv
cleariy external in causalityb Tﬁese latter two~statemgdts '
vere exciuded.from ali analyses. In order to dete;mine the a
‘reliability of this measure, an iqtngiteﬁ correlational
analysis was‘computéd. Thevresuiﬁs oflthis analjgis are

presented in Table 8.
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Table 8

Inter-item Correlations for the Attribution Questionnaire

9 ‘ , Attributional Statements
1 2 . 3 4 5 6
V\\ i
b Statement 1
Statement 2 -.15
Statement 3 .09 .21 .
Statement 4 .42xx 15 .09
Staltement 5 .16 .34x% .24 .55%%
Statement 6 -.17 % .19 -.15 .12 .01

Note. ** indicates p<.01; # indicates p<.05.
- {

W ‘ | The inter—item reliabilities indicated\that the items»;e
in thelquestlonnaire were not correlated. For this reason;
separate é~7lbqus of control) x 2 (throw1ng condition)
analyses of variance were computed for each attr1but1qpaxp
statement as vell as a 2 (locus of control) X 2 (throwlng \

. cond1t1on) analys1s of var1ance for the summed causal
: attr1butzon questlons. These ana{yses revealed no
dlfferences 1n attr1but1ons as a functlon of the

) part1c1 ants perceptlons of control although the mean

values Qf the attr1but1onal ‘responses were in the;dlrect1on

@e*fl pred1cted; Table 9 presents the mean responses for the
- summed causal attr1but1on ana1y51s.‘ S “?v

T test analy5es vere conducted on. ‘the means of the
summed responSes to determ1ne whether they d1ffered
:sxgnlfroéntly from the medlan of the summed scale. All

B t- test analyses ylelded s1gn1f1cant d1fferences (smallest

t(34)--3 59, p<. 05). We- should however, only conclude that

there was’ a trend toward acceptzng 1nternal as compared to

B
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external causal attributions as“exﬁlanatioEs for other 0
people's transgressive ,behavior. Nonetheless, th.s tendency
to attribute internal (dispositional) explanations to others
has been addressed oy Jones and Nisbett (1972). Their
actor-observer theory pqstulates that people‘temd\to explain

©

their.own behavior in terms of the situation”and the

behavior of other people in terms of their dispositions. It

is interesting to note that given the low reliability of the

“

Attribution Questionnaire, the date (see Table 9) suggest
that the\role of individual differences, partioularly; locus
- of control, merits further investigation with‘respect to
attribution theory‘and the actor-observer difference.

\.,
table 9 /

AN

Mean Response on the Summed Causal Attribution Questions as
a Function of Throwing Condition x ‘Locus of Control

Throwing Condifion

" ..  Eyes Open Byes Closed
Locus of ' Internal 9.50 11.70

Control  External 13.60 - 12,20

Note. A score of. represented a high likelihood for an
internal explanatTon and a score of 28 represented a high
likelihood that the reason for cheat1ng was not an internal
reason.

All of the summed score means are 51gn1f1cantly different
from the midpoint of the scale- smallest 51gn1f1cant ’

_ t(34)=—3 59, Q< 05. C » 2 :

r 4

Free. Response Causal Attrlbutlons

‘d A free response measure of causal attr1but10n was‘also
collected Part1c1pants were asked why they thought other L
Avpeople hadipeeked whlle‘gerform;ng the throwing task.‘The
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; . . -
number of responses given by participants ranged from zero

to seven.

Responses were coded by three iﬁdependent raters
according to the rating system that is listed in Appendix 9.
All three’raters agreed on the coding for 61% of thev
responses. A code was assigned to each elicited attribution
on.the basis of intefLrater majority agreement. Majority
agreement accounted for 98% of the coded responses: Where
agreement was not possible, the response;was coded as
unclassifiable.

Three separate 2 (locus of control) x 2 (throwing
condition) analysis of variancesAwere computed for the
percentage ‘of the total free‘resbonse attributions; One
analysis was computed. for the free respodses that were coded
as external, a second analysis for the_respohses that werge
coded as intérnal, and a third analysis for the difference
score which was computed by subtrecting the percentage of
external attrlbutlonal responses from the percentage of
1nterna1 attr1but10nal responses. The data for these

analyses are presented in Table 10 and the ANOVA tables are

presented in Appendlx 4



T Table 10

Means for ANOVA of % Free Responses

-

(A) % Free Responses - External

Throwing Condition

Eyes Open *Eyes Closed
Internal .40 .40
Locus of Control ’
External .14 .21

‘v
. \
(B) % Free Responses - Internal

Throwing Condition
Eyes Open - Eyes Closed

\

Internal .38 ‘ .53
Locus of Control ' " C
External .70 L .61

- ,
\\ P ]
\\.

(C) % Free Responses - foferénce Scores

S

- Throwing Condition
. Eyes Open . Eyes Closed
 'Interna&' -.02 . 13

‘Locus. of Control . -
' ‘ ~~ External .56 N .40

¢ . - . . -

4

\

\\

A main effect of locus of.bontrol for the generation of

external causal'attributiohs waﬁ\found, 211,36)=5;8Q;'Q<¢05.7
Su;pfiSingly,‘peéple with an inté{nallocus of c6htfo1 |



'1nd1v1duals generated more 1nternal as compa

¢

‘}-
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generated a greater percentage of external causal

attributions (40%) than did people with an external locus of

“control(18%). A main effect of locus of control on the

difference score was also found, F(1,36)=5.30, p<.05.

Externally controlled individuals generated a greater

"percentage of internal as compared to extermal causal

attributions (48%) than did internally controlled
I ] -

'lndividuals XS%).

Three separate 2 (locus of control) x 2 (throwing
condition) analysis of variances were computed for the
absolute number of free response attributions: one for

internal responses, a second for external responses, and a

third for the difference score which was computed by

-

subtracting the number of external causal attributions from
the number of internal causal attrlbutlons generated by each
part1c1pant The data for these analyses are presented in
Table 11 and the ANOVA tables are presented in Appendix 5.

A maln effect of locus of control-on the generation. ofv‘

1nternal causal attrlbutlons was found, F(1, 36) 5. 86 p<. 05.

Ind1v1duals with external locus-of control beliefs generated

{

el

.

than did the 1nternally controlled part1c1pants (M= 1 25)
_ma1n effect of locus of control was also revealed for the

o_d1fference score F(1 36)—9 40 p<.05. Externa ly controlled'

d to external‘

'causal attr1but10ns (M=1. 65) . than did 1nter'alli controlled

;nd1v1duals (M-O 0)



Table 11

Means for ANOVA of # Free Responses

’
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(A) # Free Responses - External
L
Throwing Condition
Eyes Open Eyes Closed
' Internal 0.90 ' T 1.60
Locus of Control
External 0.90 0.60
(B) # Fre%bResponses - Internal
Throwing Condition
Eyes Open Eyes Closed
| Internal - 0.80 - 1.70
Locus of Control .
External - 2.20 . 2.30
(C) % Free Responses. -~ Difference Scores
| - - Throwing Condition
Eyes Open - Eyes Closed
Internal = -0.10 | .10

Locus

of Controi .
: External ~ 1.30 ‘ 1.70




IV. Discussion

Peréeptions of ggﬁgggl

’ Most of the research inhthe areas of attribution and
locus of control has focused on achievement, conformity, and
compliance. The nature of the relationship between locus of
control beliefs and causal at;ributions for transgressive
behavior has not béen'ascertained. Nonetheless, it was
predicted that Heider's (1958) concept of assimilative
projection :6uld'apply for transgressive behaviors.

In this study we attempted to demonstrate that
perceptions of control could be altered by situational
‘demandé. The direct manipulation checks and supplementary
data (see Appendix 1) showed that the experimental situation
created the conditions of control that were inténded. This
study has replicated Julian, Lichtman, and Ryckman's (1968)
study thatvaemonstrated that perceptions of control could be
altered by situational demands. Changes in perceptions of
control were found to occur as a_funCtion of. the throwing
condition ménipu;ation; The control‘manipuiatidns (the eyeé
open and‘the_efes closed thrgﬁing conditioné) interacted
with personal §onﬁrol beliefs tojprbd0ce'$hifts in
‘ particibantS' perceptions of céntrél People witﬁ\internal
4"be11efs in control were more sensxt1ve to the s1tuat1onal
man1pu1at1on (as indicated ‘by 51gn1f1cant d1fferences J.ns
‘percept1ons of control as a functzon of throw1ng condltlon

and throwlng performance) than vere 1nd1v1duals with

'_external control belxefs.

36
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These results support Lefcourt's (1976) defensive
hypothesis. Internally controlled people believe that their
actions have some effect on whatever occurs and willingly
accept responsibility for their actions even when they are
confronted wi£h failure. Because internally controlled
peOplé believe that they have some control over and hence
responsibility for theif actions, Lefcourt (1976) has
hypothesized that peoplej%ith internal beliefs in control
are likely to view the outcome iof all events as
self—;eLevant. As a result, internally controlled people ére
likely to be sensitive to the conditioné under which their .
behavior is and is not reinforced. | '

Externally controlled people, on the'other hapd,
beligvevthat their actions have little effeét on whatever
occurs and are unwilling to accept responsibility for their
actions even when they are confrbnted with success. Because -
people‘with external beliefs in control.assume‘that their
behavioré haqe nd,effect-on outcomes, they are‘less likely
to be sensitive to the conditions under which behavior is
reinforced. Behavioral consequences are hot seen to be
self-relevant for extérnally controlled people. "

| As Lefcourt (1976) expiains:

If one commonly attributes causes.forvéutcomes to one's
personal characteristics, then outcomes are o
.self-relevant; that'is, one's successes and failu;esvare
meaniﬁgful for léarning abbut one's sélf. I1f one '
customarily’étttibutés causality to exferna} evenﬁs,

v
’
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successes and failures should be of little matter as far
as one’'s self-regard is concerned. Failures can be
explained away in terms of others, circumstances or
fate. For the exfernal, outcomes should be of little
relevance to self-evaluation since one's self is not
held responsible for those outcomes. Consequently, iE‘is
reasonable to, assume that externals will have little
need to'defend themselves against failure, but that
internals may resort to various subterfuges if they are
to reeain self-respect subsequent to failure
experiences. kp. 81)

Results of this study have confirmed this hypothesis.
Our measures of perceived control for self revealed that
beople with internal beliefs in control were found to be ’
more sensitive to the situational manipulation and to their
actual level of performance than were individuals‘with
external_b;liefs in control. This study therefore
démonsfrated that peréeptions of control are.more likely to’
be 1nf1uenced by 51tuat10nal factors if the person had an

!jkernal locus of control than if the person had an external

" locus of control

.Perceptlons of Similarity
" The assumption of perceived Similarity,islcrucial,to
Heider's (1958) cdncept'bf assimilative projection; The

correlat1onal analyses revealed a degree of 51m11ar1ty

between participants

o

-performance. With the exception of perceptions of control

“erceptlons of their own and others'
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.

over throwing éccuracy, degree of task anxiety, and desire
tb'terminate participation in the task, (these factors
differed as a function of locus of control x throwing
performance; the control over throwing accuracy factor also
differed as a function of locus of control x throwing
condition ') participants did not perceive .other
pqrticipantsAto be dissimilar. Heider (1958) addressed the
importance of both dispositional and situafionai factors to
the principle of assimilation:
... the lots.of P (the perceiver) and of O (the
observér) may refer to a variety of matters. It (the
lots) may refer to the general positive or negativé
state of the person. ... Or it may refer to events fhat
befall .them, as when P suffers bad luck énd 0 is
fortunate. ... Or it may refer to a more specific lot,
such as money, health or work. (p. 285)
However, the Peréeption,Questionnaifelwas slanted more
toward mea5uring,perceived_éimilarity between indiyiduals on
the task and less with measuring perceived similarity with
féspect to personality, traits. As a resqlt, one cannot make
conclusive stéteménts about perceptions of similarity
between the participants; personality and that of other
participants in ;he_study.vhlso, the questionnaire didﬁnot
directly measure parti?ipants' pérceﬁtions of the
transgressivevparticipahts. Nonetheless, the nature of the

[N

participants' spontanedbus comments leads.one to suspect that

————— - - ———— —— - —

'The supplementa}y analyses (Abpendix 1) suggest that
throwing performance orders the throwing condition effect.
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perceptions of the participants who hadécheated at the task
were’different from the perceptions oféiie other
participants (as measured by the Perception Questionnaire).

Following from these results and their limitations, one
can éautiously suggest that perceptions of dissimilarity did
not exist betweén;@gﬁﬁéhipants 1n general. However, the

: ” ,’(v& -
- - X

nature of the pg MH§§§6HS held for those participants who

chéatéd was not asceftained. As a result, whether
perceptions of similarity, Heider's basic assumption for his
notion of assimilative projection, influenced the
attribution process cannot be determined. A more direct
measure of similarity is required.

Causal Attribution

Analyses of the causal attributions revealed that the
attributional responses were primarily internal in
causation. This finding supports Jones and Nisbett's (1972)
actor—observér theory. According to this tﬁeory, for any
given behavior, people are lfkély té,form dispositional’
explanatjons for‘other people's behavior and situatiqnal“
explanations for their own behavior. A;though participants
did not cheat, ve could‘have_asked them ;o\§ene?ate ' o
‘hypothetical reasons fqr_wﬁy they might have‘cheated on the
fask to be able to compare reasons,for,tﬁeir cheating with
éhe reaséns.for ogheg people's cheating. However, we did not
‘do this and therefore we cannot compare differences in
explanainns'for self and others. As such, we weré,unable to
ditgctly tes; fo; the actor-observer difference. . \

. , . : | . ) o v

\ ’ ‘
[ \\ l ' R
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Nonetheless, our results indicate some support for Jones and
Nisbett's theory.

Although the attributional responses measured were
primarily internal 1in causality, the degree of internal
causality differed as a function of the individual
difference variable, locus of control. Participants
generated attributions for other people's transgr?ssi,
behavior which yere opposite in nature to their oud/é:jieés
in/control. Individuals with external beliefs in control
generated the greatest number of internal causal h
attributions when asked to generate reasons for why people
had peeked on the throwing task. Likewise, indiv}duais with‘<
internal beliefs in control generated the greatest number of
external causal attributions when asked to generate reasons
for why people had peeked on the throwing task.

Heider (1358) predicted that assimilative projection
occurs when others are perceived.to be similar to the
attributor. Although our measureé of percéived similarity
weré not as sensitive as we would have desired and allowed
us.only to éonclude that perceptions'of dissimilarity did
not exist, the attributional responseé.wére<0ppositevin
nature to the perceivers peréeptions of cén;rol. Thus,
Heider's notion of éésimilation was not supported.

However, based on Goldings"(3954) research, Heider
(1958) proposed two conéépts td-de5crﬁbe the nature of the
interaction between Qbéerver and acfor. Goldinés found that
very happy people tended to vieﬁ otheré as unhappy, that

S
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very unhappy people tended to view others as happy, that
moderately happy people tended to view others as happy, and
that moderately unhappy people tended to view others as

unhappy. Heider proposed the concepts of;contrast and

assimilation which he described as' follows:

N
Y

In evaluating one's own lot, O's lot plays the role of a

background or surrounding, which,\through the effects of

N

é?contrast, can serve either to enhance P's lot or to

N Y

- impair it. ... It is also possible that the background

provided by O's lot may influence the e&gluat{én of P's ~
- “ \ ) )
lot by a kind of assimilatory or diffussidh effect. (p.
. Uy
N \ *

*

285)
Thus, it would appear that our fihdings syupport Hgider'é

notion of contrast rather than assimilation.,BecaUSe'Hei@er
-

did not address the conditions under which contrast as’
opposed to assimilation would occur, research designed to

delineate these conditions is requig@hi - T
. ‘i\
A second explanation for these findings is proposed.

~

o |
Recall that most'of the attribution and control literatures
have explored helping -and achievement oriented behaviors. It

is possible that transgressive behaviors are treated

"differently from these prosocial behaviors. While we may

view someone who behaves prosocially as similar to

ourselves, we .may see someone who ‘transgresses as different

from ourselves. Further, we may deny our own transgressxve

thoughts and behaviors while we emphas1ze them in others.

Recall that our measure of perceived slm11ar1ty dld;not

«
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measure perceptions,qf similarity for the transgréssive
others. However, 1f it is the case that we perceiQe. -
transgressive behavior differently, then we‘méy perceive
ourselves as different from the people who transgress.’Suls
(1984) who put forth the belief that people tend to view
themselves as unigue when compared to othefﬁ, may have
explained our results.
Our results revealed that how we View other people‘is
“not necessarily the same amongst all individuals. This may
result from people's perceptions of their ‘own unigueness;
that is, when people perceive ogher people to be different
from themselves théy make attributions about the other
people's transg{gssive behavior that.-are opposite in nature
to their beligﬁé about themselves. People may wish to
perteive.them§?lves'a?:unique especially’hhen reference is
being made to\ﬁéqatiéé behaviors. In order.to substantiate -
this claim, research designed‘to distinguish betwéén Shl's‘
uniqueness and Heider's (1958) contrast concepts is
reguired.
Regardless qf wvhich concept is employed to interpret

these results, 6né fact remains undigputed, that is, this

-

finding is limited té the study of transgressive behavior. .
Whéther individual differences in'attribuﬁibns apply éoi - -

- other situations méritsxinvestigation, particularly withinu@ﬁﬁj
the'actoé;obsefver‘paradigm. Further, because an értificial‘

game playing situation was-used, tasks with more ecological ’

X

validity need to be examined. BT

»
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VI. Appendix 1

Inter-item Reliability of Perception Questionnaire

The Perception Questionnaire was designed to measure a
variety of factors which are believed to affect task
performance and to determine the effectiveness of the
paradigm.. To deterﬁine the relationships among these
factors, intep-item correlations were computed. The

individual correlations are presented in Table 12.
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People who found the throwing task to be interesting
were less likely to desire to quit, were,more likely to
believe that other participants would be highly motivated
and interested in the task, and were less likely to believe
thet others would desire to qguit. The more interested in the
task others-were perceived to be,‘the less they were
perceived to desire to stop participating in the task.

The more motivated participants were, the more
interesting the t”t was found to be, the more motivated and
the more interested other participants were believed to be.
Further, the more motivated participants were, the less they
wanted to quit and the less they believed that other people
wanted to quit. The more motivated'other partid¢ipants were
thought to be, the more interested in the task they were
aléo perceived to be;

People who tound the tesk to be'difficult were more
likely to believe that other people would also find the task
to be difficult. People who found the task to be eae&&fended
to. belleve ‘that others would also find the task to be easy.
Further, the less difficult people thought others would find
the task the less frustrated others were be11eved to be.

People who percelved that they‘performed wellﬂon the
throwiog taﬁk were'mOre'likely to perceive that they had a
“great deal of control over their throwzng accuracy, that "
other people s performance would be 51m11ar to their own,

and that other people's performance reflected their. throwzng

skrlls; People who perce1ved that they performed poorly on'
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-
the throwing task tended to perceive that they had little
control over their throwing accuracy,‘that others'’

performance was dissimilar to their own, and that others'

performance was the result of luck. The poorer others'

performance w perceived to be, the more difficult others

were expected to find the task. 3

- The more task anxious and frustrated people felt about
their own performance,'the more an;ious and frustrated they
tended to believe other people would feel. Further, the more .
people wanted to stop the tesk, the more they believed that
other people wanted to stop and the less they believed that
other people were motivated and interested in the task.
People who perceived their usual performance on
throwing tasks to be the'result of skill were more likely to
perceive that their performance on the task was the result
of skill, that they were performing well on the task, and
that other participants' performance was 51m11ar to their
own. People who - percelved the1r ggggl perfornance on
throwing tasks to be the result of luck were more likely to
vperoeivehthet their performanCe on this throwing task was
the result of luck, that they were performing poorly on the
task and that other people s performancgswas d1ss1m;ﬁnr to
' the1r own.
People who perceined their performance on this throwing
task .to be the result of skill tended to perceive that they
\

performed well that they had more control over their

,throwing“accuracy,_that others performance was the result
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of ékill, and that other participants had lots of control
over their throwing accuracy. People who perceived their
performance on the task to be the result of luck tended to
perceive that they performed poorly, that they had less
control over their throwing accuracy, that others'’
performance was the result of luck, and thaf other
!

participants had little éontrol over their throwing
accuracy. |

People who perceived their performance to ;eflect their
skills and abilities tended to find the task to be easy, had
little desire to quit, and‘believed that other participarnts
also would not want to quit. People who perceived that their
performance was the résult of luck tended to find the task
to be more difficult, had greatér desire to‘qdit, and
:»believed that other participants would want to. quit.
\\v/lThe more control people felt they had over their own
throwing accuracy, the more,contfol they believed other
people had. Furtﬁer, Ehe more that others’ throﬁing
performance was believed to reflect skills and abilities,
the more other people were believed to have control over
| theif throwing éecuracy. o .

" A number of supplementary variables were measured to

determine the effectiveness of the'throwrng paradigm. The
coherent and consistent pattern.of these results
demonstrates that th§ paradigm wésfworking as wﬁ&iexpec&ed.

The variables were not manipulated in a haphazafd fashion

nor in any undesirable systematic fashion.
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/
’

Perception Questionnaire Analyzed as a Function of Locus of

Control and Throwing Condition !

To determine the effects of the manipulat}on and
control beliefs on perceptions of the task, a 2 (locus of

/
control) x 2 (throwing condition) analysis of variance was

performed on the responses fo; each question in the
Perception Questionnaire;.Main effects of condition,
presented in Table 13, revealed that people in the eyes open
condition believed that they performéd better, F(1,36)=4.22,
p<.05, perceived the task to be easiérJ F(1,36)=5.54, p<.05,
and~perceived that other paftiqipants would find the task
.easier, F(1,36)=11.74, p<.01, than did people in the eyes
closed condition. ' ‘

Table 13

Task Perceptions as a Function of Throwing Condition

>

Condition

Dimension : Question# //Q ~ Open Closed
Skill-Luck 2 as 3.25 4.35
Achievement , 3 Lo\ 4,40 5.25 - ©
Task Difficulty 6 RN 5.35 . 4.30

6 5.30 3.95

Others' Difficulty "

Note. For the skill guestion, a response of 1 indicated
skill/ability and a response of 7 indicated luck. For the
achlevement question, a response of 1 indicated very well
- and a response of 7 indicated very poorly. For the

- difficulty.questions, a response of 1 indicated very
difficult and a reponse of inndicated very easy.

;Qfﬁl The 2x2 analysis of variance revealed a main effect of
. // ,’

P loéus of control for partigipahts'perceptions of others’

'

54
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Pl
task anxiety, F(1,36)=4.35, p<.05. Internally controlled

participants perceived others to be less anxious (M=4_95)
than did externally controlled participants (M=4.15).
Intultively, internally controlled people should perceive
themselves as having more controf over the situation and
therefore shou%d be expected~to feel leés threatened and
anxious than the externally controlled participants.

The 2x2 analysis ' of variance revealed a locus of
control x throwing condition interdction for peréeptions’of
other people’'s performance, F(1,36)=6.15, p<.05. The mean
scores are presented in Table -4. %here were no differences
among participants with internal control beliefs in either
the eyes open or the eyes closed conditions or-with
participants with external control beliefs assigned to the
eyes open condition. However, participants with external
control beliefs in the eyes clésed conditioh perceived. that
others would perfofm‘more poorly tﬁan did the other groups.*

B g'qé&/j v | . Téble 14 .

Mean Ratings of Perceptions of Other Peqpie's Performance as
a function of Locus of Control x Throwing Condition

Locus ‘of Control -

Internal External
‘ Open 3.20a 3.20a ‘
. Condition

L Closed - 3.80a , 4.90b
" Note. A response of 1 1nd1cated very well and a response of
7 indicated ver goorlz

Means with different subscrlpts differ s1gn1f1cant1y at
p< 05 by Newman Keuls post’/hoc analys1s.
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A significant interaction between locus of control and
throwing condition, F(1,36)=7.18, QQ3OS, was revealed for
responses to the guestion pertaining to the amount of
control participants felt they had over their throwing
accuracy. This interaction is presented in Table 15. People
with internal control beliefs who were assigned to the eyes
closed condition perceived themselves‘to have less control
over.their throwing accuraéy thén did people with internal
contrdl beliefs who were assigned to the eyes open
condition. People with external control beliefs did not
differ in their perceptions of degree of control.

Table 15

Mean Ratings of Perceptions of the Amount of Control over
One's Own Throwing Accuracy

Condition
o © Open Closed
Internal  3.403 4.90b
Locus of Control S ' ‘ -
External 4.20ab . . 3.60ab

Note. A response of 1 indicated lots of control* a response
of 7 indicated no control.

AMeans with different subscripts differ sign1f1cantly at

p< 05 by Newman Keuls post hoc analysis. -




VII1. Appendix 3

Perception Questionnaire Analyzed as a Function of

Achievement {

Locus of control has been studied extensively witﬁ
respect to tasks defined a priori to participants as either
one of skill er luck, or where participants are informed of
their achievement (i.e., suctcess or failure) on some task
upon i§s completion. In this study, participants received )
visual‘feedback of Pheir throwing pe;formance although tHey
were not told whether they performed well or poorly in
relation to other participants. Nonetheless, actual )
performance may have influenced participants’' perceptions of
thg task..As we can see from-Table 16, there were no low
performers in the eyé§ open cdndition and no high perférmers
{n the eyes closed condition.

Table 16 o

Frequency Distribution of Scorers by Locus of Control and
Throwing Condition

Throwing Locus of . Frequency of Throwing Peformance
Condition Control Low Medium' High .
Open ~ Internal 0 4 6
Open External 0 5 5
Closed Internal 7 -3 0

7 3 Y

Closed External

Fbr this reason, a Qne-way analyéis of vériancé for each

question in the Perception Questionnaire wés computed;aé a
vfhnction of‘pafticipants' throwihg accuraéy.'Main effects of
throwing perfo;mapce were found for perceptions of'throwing
ability; perceptioné of achievement, perbeptioné of task

- 57
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difficulty, perceptions of control over throwihg accuracy,
and for‘perceptions of others' achievement, others'
drfficulty, and others' control over accuracy (See Table
1777‘ |

° Table 17

Mean Scores for Perceptmon pns as a Function ofx ~

Throw1ng brinance
P . Throwing Performance
Dimension & Question " Low Medium . High
B ! . Number ‘ _ had
. Skill-Luck .2 ' 4.86a 3.53b 2.82b
. Achievement 3 - 5.71a 4,73b © 3.82c
- Task Difficulty 6 -4.07a ° 4.73a 5.91b
Control/pccuracy g . *4.93a 3.47b 3.64b
Others' Achievement 13 - 4,36a '  3.60b 3.27b
. Others' Difficulty 16 . 4.00a 4.60ab 5.45b
Others Control/Act.- 19 ' 4.57a 3.20b 3.27b.

'Note.'For the skill-luck quest1on, a response of 1 1nd1cated

skill and ability and a response of 7 indicated luck., )
For the achievement questions, a response of 1 1nd1cated
very well and a response of .7 indicated very poorly.

‘For the task difficulty questidns, a response of "1 indicated
very difficult and a response of 7 indicated véry easy.

- For the control over throwing accuracy guestions, a response

"of 1. 'indicated lots of control and ‘a response: ‘of 7 indicated

. po control. . 3

- Means with different subscrlpts ‘differ 51gn1f1cantly at n

p<. 05 by Newman Keuls post hoc ana1y51s.~;

Tbe low scorers, as compared to the m:i;pm and h1gh
]scorers, percelved that the1r performanq as more the

d;result Qf chance F(2 37)-13 627, E< oty that they had lessf.

*dﬁfhcontrol over thelr throwlng accuracy F(2 37)=64 419\ Q< 01-~

éthat others would feel that they had ‘less control over the1r:?-r

‘ "7,throw1ng accuracy, F(z 37)=5‘413 Q< 01“§hﬁt they performed.

SR poorly,,F(z 37)=8 717 2< 01, and thag:others would also'h

<
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’perform poorly, §(2,37)=5.091, p<.05. The medium and high
scorers sha%ed perceptions on all of the above measures
except for their perceptions of their own performance where
high scorers perceived themselves to have performed better
than did the medium scorers. The medium scorérs'.perceptions
of their performance lay between ﬁhose of tﬁe high.,and low
‘scorers. Further, while the low éhd medium scorers perceived
the task to be equally difficult for themselves, -
F(2,37)=6.00, p<.01, the medium scorers thought that other
people would find the task to be .somewhat easier than did
‘the low scorers, 5(2,37)=3.75, p<.05. The high scorers
perceived the task to be the least difficult both for
.themselves and for others. S A
Even tbough participants did not receive verbal
‘feedback as to their level of‘perfomance on the throwing
task, the cbnSistent péttern of these fesﬁlfs.demonsf;atés
that perceptions about.task performance'were influenced‘by“»

‘actual.thrbwingvperEOrmance.;

a



) IX. Appendix 4

‘Locus of Control x Throwing Condition ANOVA for % Free

\

Table 18

Response Attributions

Analyses of the External Responses

Source of Variation ©S§S DF - MS F p
Locus of Control Y .49 1 .49 5.84 .02
Throw Condition - .01 1 .01 0.13 .72
LC X Cond .01 1 .01 0.13 W72
Error ©3.02 36 .08
Total 3.54 39 .09 40
.
’ -~
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Table 19

Analyses of the Internal Responses

Source of Variation ss DF MS F p
Locus of Control 41 1 .41 . 3.39 .07
Throw Condition .01 " .01 0.06 .80
LC X Cond : .14 1 .14 1.12 .30
Error 4.35 36 .12
Total 4.90 39 .13




Table 20

Analyses of the Difference Score Responses

62

MS

Source of Variation SS DF F p
Locus of Control 3.33 3.33 7.50 .01
Throw Condition 0.01 1 0.01 0.03 .88
LC X cond 0.40 ] 0.40 0.91 .35
Error 15.98 36 0.44
Total 19.73 39 0.51

Note. Difference score

is calculated by internal - external.

DT



X. Appendix 5
Locus of Control x Throwing Condition ANOVA for # Free
Response Attributions
Table 21

Analyses of the External Responses

Source of Variation SS DF MS F p
Locus of Caontrol 2.50 1 2.50 2.60 - 1R
Throw Condition 0.40 1 0.40 0.42 .52
LC X Cond 2.50 1 2.50 2.60 .12
Error ! 34.60 - 36 . 096

Total 40.00 39 1.03




Table 22

.

Analyses of the Internal Responses

64

Source of Variation SS DF MS F

p
Locus of Control 10.00 1 10.00 « 5.86 .02
Throw Condition 2.50 1 2.50 1.47 .23
LC X Cond 1.60 ] 1.60 0.94 .34
Error 61.40 36 1.71
Total 75.50 39 1.94




Table '23

Analyses of the Difference Score Responses

65

Source of Variation SS DF MS F

p
Locus of Control 27.23 1 27.23 9.40 .00
Throw Condition 1 0.23 1 .23 0.08 .78
LC X Cond 0.03 1 0.03 - 0.00 .93
Error ) 104.30 36 . 2.90 :
Total 131.78 391 3.80
)

Note. Difference score is calculated by internal -
external. :




X1. Appendix 6

The Rotter Internal-External Locus of control Scale

This is a guestionnaire to find out the way in which

) :
certaln important events in our society affect different
people. Each 1item consists of a pair of alternatives
lettered a brlg. Please select the one statement of each
pair (and only one) which y&u\more strongly belie¥e to be
the case as far as you're concerned. Be sure to select the
one you actually believe to be more true rather than the one
you think you should choose or the one\ydu would like to be .
true. This ig a measure of personal belief; obviously there
are no right or wrong answers.

Please answer these items carefully but do not spend
too much timg on any one)item. Be sure to find an answer for
every choicé. Edf éach numbered question make an X on the
line besidé@either a or b, whichever you choose as the
statement most true.

‘In somevinsfancés you may discover thét you believe
. both statéﬁenfs,qr neither one. In such cases, be sure to
.‘selecf the one you more'strohgly believe to bé the case as
‘far'as you're concerned. Alsb try to respond to each item '
independently when making your Jﬁoice; do nét be influenced
by YOurnprevipus cHoices. Remembe;.tb select the alterhative

wvhich you personally believe to be more true:’

66.



I mere strongly believe that:

1.

a.

b.

b.

—_——
) N

-

Children get.into trouble because their
parents punilish them too much.

The trouble with most children nowadays is
that their parents are too easy with them..

Many of the unhappy things in people's lives
are partly due to bad luck.

People's misfortunes result from the
mistakes they make. -
A A
[
One of the major reasons why we have wars is
that people don't take enough interest in

-politics.

There will always be wars, . no matter how
hard people try to prevent them.

In the long }un people get the respect. they
deserve in this world. °~

.Unfortunately, an individual's worth. often

passes unrecognized no matter how hard he
tries.

_The idea that teachers are unfa1r to
students 1s nonsense.

Most studegts don't realize the extent to

which their.grades are influenced by

accidental happenings.

Without the right bre‘s one cannot be an

effective lg@der.

Capable people who fail to become léaders
have not taken advantage of stheir )
opportunities.

)

&
- No matter how hard you try some pe ple just
don't like you.

People who can't g ' others to like them
don't understand h@ge to ?et along with
others. ST 0

Hered1ty plays the major role in determ1n1ng-

" one's personallty , -

4

It is one's experiences in life which

' determine what they're like. :



10.

11.

14.
15.

16.

'b.

68

I have often found that what 1s going to
happen will happen.

Trusting to fate has never turned out as
well for me as making a decision to take a
definite course of action. —_—

In the case of the well prepared student
there 1s rarely if ever such a thing as an
unfailr test.

Many times exam qguestions tend to be so
unrelated to course work that studying is
really useless.

Becoming a success is a matter of hard work,
luck has little or nothing to do with it.

Getting a good job depends mainly on being
in the right place at the right time.

The average citizen can have an influence in
government decisions.

This world is run by the few people in
power, and there is not much the little guy
can do about it.

- When I make ‘plans, I am almost certain that

I .can make them work.

It is not always wise to plan too far ahead
because‘many things turn out to be a matter
of good or bad fortune anyhow.

There are certain people who are just no
good.  -- :

There is some good in everybody.”

In my case getting what I wang has little’ or
nothing to do with luck

Many times we might JUSt as well decide what
to do by fllpp1ng a coin.

 Who gets to be the. boss often depends on who _
‘'was lucky enough to be in the right place

fxrst.

vGett1ng people to do the right thing depends

upon ability; luck has littlejor nothing to

"do with it.
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17.

19.

20.

22.

23.

25.

69

As far as world affairs are concerned, most
of us are the victims of forces we can
neither understand, nor control.

/
By takilng an active part in political and
social affairs the people can control world
events.

Most people can't realize the extent to
which their lives are controlled by
accidental happenings.

There really is no such thing as luck.

One should always be willing to admit his
mistakes. '

It i1s usually best to cover up one's
mistakes.

It is hard to know whether or not a person
really likes you.

How many friends you have depends upon how
nice 'a person you are.

In the long run the bad things that happen
to us are balanced by the good ones.

Méég‘misfortunes are the result of lack of
ability, ignorance, laziness, or all three.

With' enough effort we can wipe out polltlcal
corruption.

It is difficult for people to have much
control over the th1ngs politicians do in
offlce. S -

Sometimes I can't understand how teachers
arrive at the grades they glve.

There 1sva direct connect1on between: how
hard I study and the grades I get. :

A good leader expect3 peOple to decide for
themseAVes'what they shouid do.

A good leader makes it clear to everybody

what their jobs are.

' Many times I feel that I have little

¢

influence over ‘the thzngs that happen to me..

’
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27~

28.

29.
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It is impossible for me to believe that
chance or luck plays an important role in my
life.

People are JYomely because they don't try to
be friendly. :

There's not much use in trying too hard to
please people, if they like you, they like
you.

There is too much emphasis on athletlcs in
high school.

Team sports are an excelient way to build
character.

What happens 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 tKe time. I can't understand why
politicians behave the way they do.

In the long run the people are responsible
for bad government on a national &@§ wéll as
on a local level. .

Scale is a. 23-item forced choice QUestlonnalre w1th 6 filler

items adapted from the 60-item James Scale. It is scored in

the external direction, that is, the higher the score, the

more external the individual. ~



KII. Appendix 7

Perception Questionnaire

Performance is influenced by a variegy of facto@% such
as motivation and interest in the task. For this throwing
task, these factors interact with memory ab;lity and A
complicate an interpretation of the resul%é; In order to
"tactor out” some of these influenceseand Se able to ’
interpret the results of your performance as a fuﬁ ion of

memory, please rate your own and others performance

according to the factors listed below: €§ 'i

1. To what extent is your usual performance on throwlng
tasks reflective of your ability? e _

. skill/ability . ;ﬁ& gl luck
1 2 3 -4 5 6. 7

2. To what extent was your performance on the throwxng task

due to: : .
skill/ability - S oo . - © luck
1 2 3 4 5 6 T

h)

3. How well do you th1nk you performed on the throwxng
- task? -

very -well o : . very poorly 4

1 2 r3 4 5 ‘ 6

4. How motivated were you to perform the task7
very motivated ~ not at all motivated
1 2 - 3 . 4 -5 6 7

5. How interesting was the throwing task7

very interesting not at all 1nterest1ng
1 2 3 © 4 5 6 7

6. How difficult was the. throwing task? ;”
" very difficult ’ S .very easy

1 2 3 4 5 .6 7

71
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e a How well do you

1‘7. Hox anxious did _youy feel whlle throwing the balis in
s¢+# . this fask?, . \
? . very anxjous - not at all anxious
R 1 2 -3 ¢ 5 6 N /
._E». : . v
. 8. .How frustrated d1d you feel whlle performing the task?.
. very frustrated - not at,all frustrated
' B : 2 3 4 5 6 7.
9. How much control do you feel you had w1th respect to
your throwing accuracy? -
lots of copt?ol : ‘ ' no control
1 f .3 4 .9 6 : 7
‘ 10. Wh1le performlng the task, d1d ypu at anytlme want to a -
) ", stop? .
, very .much wanted to stop i dldn t even con51der stopplng
T 2 . 3 .4 . % 5, 6 ;
. v' . - , R .-I - v" ) Yo ‘ N -. ) .4‘ - },
_ : S - L ox . g L
11, Compared to otHer part1c1pants 1n the study, how 51m11ar
+ _was your performance? e _ ;
} very451m11ar e ; not at all. 51m11ar ,
e B P R S 5" . 6 . 1
o :"‘ B .,;’ A R . . . . - . . .:f. .~. ‘
o -12 To what extent ‘is. other people ‘s’ performance dn this. L
! _task-likely to. reflect their true ab111ty7 o <o
ab111§y/sk111AA~ et b T “;;esult of luck ‘
2 e 3 g ,;"~, 5;3 6. IR & -

tthW1ng task:

ot at all.interes£1ng




16.

17.

18.

19,

- 20.

) very iauch want to stop _ won't even con51der stopplng -

73

How difficult would other people f1nd the throwing task?

very difficult o very easy

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8

How anxious would other people feel.while throwing balls

in this task? _ -

very anxious . not at all anxious

1 -2 3m,/j 4 5 6 ‘ 7

3

How frustrated do .you think other people would feel
while performing the throw1ng task? , .
very frustrated ) : not at all frustrated
1 2 3 s 4 - 5 6 : 7

¢

‘How much contro} do you think other people W1£xlfeel

they have over their throwing accucacy?

lots of control . - no control

1 2 -, 3 4 o5 6 7

L . -
. ‘ *
Do you thlnk that other people would want. to termlnate
their, part1c1pat10n in such a task?

12 3° .. 4 5



XIII. Appendix 8

Causal Attribution Questionnaire

Circle the number which corresponds to how likely you

think it is that the statement listed explains the real

' reason for people's cheating on-the task. 1 means that it is

very likely that the statement explains the real reason for

the cheating and 7 means that it is not at all likely that

the statement explains the real reason for the cheating:

N , i

Very likely that the- B - Not at all’ lzkely that
statement explains the J the statement explains the
real reason for cheating -~ real reason for cheatlng
R TS T
" o [
‘ o ¢ . “ .
1. It is a long time' for-people . IR
- ‘to~hgve to concentrate. People . 1 27%?“45—*5 6 .7
. peek to re-establish the1r R
__concentratlon.» . ‘ . o R L
'w2Y;‘The task demands that people ' ERCI - o
" keep their. eyes closed for- too S 1.2 °3 4 5.6 7
_“long oft'a-time period. It: CoA T .
..-hard to-kéep your eyes closed A » .
R ,for that length of t1me.‘ > \
-:B.dapeople peek while péfformlng the L rfdf@@v
" throwing task: bgcause they were - ..

~taught-to ‘keep.‘their eyes open _,“TTfé‘AB.d4‘-5}f6 ,7”}7_f£f
.when' they part1c1pated ins --w_;.,qﬁ;j- L e
?51m11ar act1v1t1es.'g1g;“ ST SNS B

'_order to perfOrm

'“sk mote: accurately;d:g1ﬂ?§“}3’“4115‘[§;f§;d75j§§



The task is boring and as a
result participants' minds wander
and they simply forget to keep
their eyes closed.

1

75



XIV. Appendix 9 -

Free Response Coding System \ /

Three indepen&@nt coders were presented with the

-
!

following }nstructions:

Your task is to classify each statement according to its
locus of causality. Some of the statements may reflect a
person's attempt to gain control over a situation and as
such may reflect a traft,.a disposition o; a

N characteristic of thefperson, In these*cases, code the
statement with a 1. Other statements may ‘rfeflect a
chance occurrenee, séme aspect of the 51tuatxon ""a .

"*demand characteristic. Code these statements with a 2

e

Further some statements may be vague in that you may - -

flndithat they could reflect e1ther the person s attempt
to gain control over the 51tuatlon or some 51tuat10na1

%demand In these cases, code the Qtatement wlth a. 0. For

- SR
)

5 example, a score of 1 would be - gaven to the followlng

'statement- people feel they could do better, they peek

 3?f,t§ do better. A score of" 7 would be glven to thls ['

"'ement' people open thelr eyes pecause the f'i f._ﬁ'

'"'fruct1ons ngen to them to keep the1r eyes closed .



XV. Appendix 10

Cover Story used to elicit Causal Attributions
Thanks for yeur cooperation and ,ass»istance. Just W
‘ before you leave, I would like to.rsolicit your help on \
‘ one more matter. I've been having a 13t of difficulty ‘.
with this study as a number 0of people in the closed eye‘t
condition have been openlng thelr eyes and peekxng whlle
performing the throwzng ‘task. This peek1ng presents me
with a problem because I am trying to study nemory, and.
if people are performlng the task after a.shorter delay
perlod than other people, L~can\not compare thelr
‘ . S
resultsJ L L,
. wihat I've thought: of doing is\te put the people who-
i peeked'into a separate grOUb for theprrpose of data |
‘anelyeiet‘Thié gronp will have Jéliéd'on'their memory ?
M'for a shorter per1od of time than the exper1mental group R
(eyes closed) and a. longer per1od of t1me than the "¢
control group (eyes open) However I dldn t plan ny
ﬁl_»study thzs way. Therefore, 1n order t0'1nclude thxs

’[third group, I need to expla1n why petple peeke. While

f@performlng'the‘throw;ng task_ipnly'th"h can I 1nclude

‘#thelr results yn my. wrxte ‘up.

s

I have been work1ng on th;s‘stUQy for such a long

:”f.Q,;t1me that I ‘am’ hav1ng a d1ff1cu1t321me»genﬁrat1ng

>r;¢ireasons fon people s peekzng I 'm hoplng that someone
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hoping that you'll be able to provide me with some
reason’s whyﬁpepble would cheat on the task. So, why do
you think people peeked while performing the throwing

task? .
N

}ﬁ | hftefffesponSes were given and recorded, participants

' were presented with the Causal Attribution Questionnaire

under the guiée that several reasons for people'S'peéking
were required and the researcher had been unsure of
. participants’ ability to generate:explanations for the

cheating.
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XVI. Appendix 11

Debriefing Questionnaire

I have a few brief questions 'for you before we go on.

1. First, was thefé"anything about .the procedure thaf was
pnclgaf»;o.ygu? | |

2. Did.anythiné about:thé~procedure puzzle you?

3. Could you fell me in your own words whatlyou think the
purpose of ‘the study'wés? '

4. Did it ever occur to .you that I might not have iold Qu

all there is to know about this study? (If answers yes, ask

' .

what.)
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_ B XVII. Appendix 12 -
Debriefing “ . ‘ . .

Initially I told you that I was interested in studying
the effects of memory decay on one's ability to recall
accurately and'?eact to the spatial environment. I later
mentioned that there were some difficulties with the study
as a number of participants had cheated while perfprming the

throw1ng task I then asked you to try to help me understand

[ this behav1or osten51bly so that 1 could use the results of
w

this study. However, I asked you for this 1nfo;mat10n'

because I am interested in studying how people explain other

Y

people S cheatlng behav1or. _
“oF oy

There exlsts a theory in soc1al psychology whlch state&'

;.

that people teﬂﬂ to explaln behaV1or in terms of elther
Sklll and ab111ty or chance and luck Thls bel;e{ that an

event 1s e1ther the result ‘of sk1ll or of luck 1s called

locus of control’ What I am 1nterested 3n know1ng 15 Whether

o~

: people expla1n obher people s behav1or, spec1f1cally

‘-!g‘

cheatmg behavmr, accordmg to their own bel1efs 1n ‘

ZCOntrol My hypothe51s 1s that part1c1pants who perce:ve

“ﬂdthe1r performance on the throwzng task to reflect their

3 skllls and abilltles w;ll 1‘12&y expla1n other people s

J];cheatlng 1n terms of charactenIStlcs of the peoplb who

Ay

;cheated:e ereas part1c1pants who perce1Ve the1r performance

;~_to be the

-“ﬁcheet1ng\1 terms of factors ngen by the 51tuat1on»wh1ch Qu

suggested cheatlng on the task ~ﬂf;;*j, f?f;;,ﬂf:fgwﬁi”

i

esult of chance or lugk w111 11kely explazn the :Q-F‘”'
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In order to test the hypothesis, all participants vere
assigned to one of two control cond?ions'. I earlier told
you that some people performed the hrouing task with their._
eyes open and that other people performed the task with

N

their eyes closed. Thus, some,people were assigned to an
5 _ .

.

internal control condition, that is, eyes open, while other
-
people were a551gned to an external control cond1t1on which
was eyes-closed. Therefore, the 1ndependent variable in this
study is the control cond1tlon (either internal or external)
in whqch-the thrOW1ngftask is performed. What I tried to do
in this study was to manipulate your perceptions of control
accordlng to the throw1ng condition to whlch you were
assxgned in order to see whether your control belxéfs'
concernlng §he task reflected in the attrlbutlons you made
vabout the cheatzng behav1er.;Therefore, the dependent
varlable in this, study is the causal attrlbut1ons wh1ch you
formulated that 1s, the reasons and the ratlngs you gave to
explaln the cheat1ng As 1 ment1oned ea.ller, what 'I am |
J’e&pectxng to have happen 1s that people who had more qontrol
'1n the\throw1ng task (eyes open/lnternal control cond1t10n)

. o

'_w111 tend to attrlbute the cause of the cheatlng to factors

’ Y - . - '
w1th1n &he cheater s. control L»kew1se, for people 1n the_ . ;‘3
vﬁexternal control cond1t1on, I ‘am expect1ng,them tb attrzbute

L 1the cause of the cheatlhg to factors out51de the cheater s

..—--.. -

;.control There 1sf$ne th1ng thab 1 shou_ tell you before we _9”*

-

contlnue That 1s, that there realry mése no other people

. Le T
: . y

who cheated on the taSk‘xﬂ~ L ‘”bi‘z-ufJﬁstijw, i 2é;w-:‘,y
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Now that you understand the real purpose of the 'study,
I'1l try to ekblain why I did not come right out and ask you‘
what you thought about people's cheating on a task, tor
instance,lcheatghg on an exam end why I used the‘throwing
task as a cover. First, I want to ask you.a question. I1f you
had known what I was really studying, would you have 3 -
responded djfferently? Well, most people ;imeﬁto please the
researcher anﬁ"therefore, they try to give thevahswer they
believe the researcher wants to hedr. I want €o know what
you'would-reaily think about somebody“s cheating on the task’
rather than what you may,tbink p want to know. Because of
this I-worked really hard designing this study to preven
all participants from. dlscoverlng the 1ndependent and
dependent var1ables. Is there anythlng that you want to-’ ask *
me about this study? , - '~] "

Just before yOu go, I am 901ng to ask you not to talk
to anyone\about thls study because 1f the real purpose ot
the study is known, the study won t work and my results will
be 1nva11d 1f some people do know the true\purpose of the

i

. study and others don t- Also, I want you to know that all of

_Q°your responsqs w111 be kept conf1dent1al I want to thank

'you for part}%lpatx gvxn th1s study ShOuld you have furtherJ"

/

::questlons ”bout thxs study after havzng read the read1ng on

[ 4

‘feron L1brary, ‘you may contact mé Janlce

'.reserve 1n'C

L Y
?{Lev1ne, tn room P537 B1o. Sc1. The part1c1pant was then

R s : " . .
. . . R o . - s
S : [

;;d1sm1ssed. f "7”v.,7vt.’-“ LT o

B e



