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Research suggests that one's Deliefs about why good and bad th17é/

happen has 1mportant 1mp1ications for: whether one will a*tempt certain activ*ties.

PeOple who feel they can do well ia, school if they. try are more motivated to

perform well than someone who believes thet cverythlm7 is the result of luck

(eg., Weiner, 1972). We hypothesize that aporte partic1pation is alao dependent

“upon certain belief patterns. If girls are socialized to believe that girls
can't perform well at sports, they will be less likely to participate. Similarly,
if boys believe that good performance is !he result of nattral talent, they

may be less likely to become involved in athletica than if they feel effort

ia also imporrant.

The causal e#planations given for'everydaj everts have been invep*igated -
within a body of research known as attribution theory. Attxibution theary
deals with causal- explanation, hcw paople answer questions beginning with “why"?
(Kelley, 1973). anstions‘about why events occorrpd are asked nnd answered daily

in all aspects of everyday life; they are especially important in sport

aituations because of the coﬁgltitive component, the w ' osing aspect of

games., -Attributicn tl. ., focuses on both the process .

. inferences, and implications of making one or_another attribution. The

N
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.
,attributioa~one ﬂakes 18 sgeen as haviag oehavioral and emotiongl consequences.
Causal etttibutione affect expectancies for the future, and individual’s choice
of future pcrformance, the pride or shame on experiences, &nd cne’'s subsequent

performance levels (Weiner, 1974). For example, assume that a runner feels

that shelloét the race because she had a bad start. She feels shame in her

/

‘failure, bu. also faels that she couid win a subeequent race. She may spend

extra time nractioing or exert more effor* in training to insure a better

performance in the next race. Attribution theory is a common sense &nalysis
g _
.euch daily situations; however, it is also a aystematized and scient :ic

investibation of cogni..ive aproces::es. ' .

. Although much of the research relating to attribution theory has foeused
on academic success and failure, che basic principles and concepts appeer to
‘be applicable in a wide veriety of settings (Carroll & Payne, 1975; Elig &

Frieze, 1975).

Attributing the Causeé,of Success and Failure . ) ,

Weiner and his associatee (e.g., Weiner, 1974; Weiner, Frieze, Kukla,
Reed, Rest and Rosenbaum, 1971) “have done extensive research demonstrating -
the importance of attributions of beliefa.about‘why success or failure occurs
in understanding achievement-oriented behavior. Most'of this research concerns
the attributione made by an individual about his or hcr own succesoes and
failuree and how these attributions influence emotional reactions, future ';
expectancies and subsequent achievement strivings. It is assumed that peOpie
will be more likely to attempt taqka whero they feel Lhoy have a high oxpcctancy
of doing "ell ahd that they will’ desire to maximize positive feelin"s about .

-

success and minimize neggtiv. feel‘n& about failure. Eoth sffer - and expectancy

are determined by the, .41 attribution madc - rticular

‘event was a succes: or failure.

[N
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A diagrem of the attributional process is shown in Figure 1., The attrib=
utional process beginsvyith a particular win,or loss. After the outccme is
established, the atﬁlete utilizes aveilable.informatidn, such as his.or her
expectaacy for'success et this task, past history ef sncces;es and.knowledge e
of how well nther people did, to determine the cause of the outcome. Peopie -
have well-established patterns of makiag causel attributions in 'famiiiar
gituations 83 that extensive information processing is not netesserf (see Frieze,-
in preas-a). Thus, for exampla, a’highly comnetent male\ﬁey gee his high
abilitiea as responsible for his achievement guccesses withput having to considar

the particular circumstances of any one event (Fiieze, in press;a\ Suﬂh patterns

e

may well. exist in athletic events buf’they have not been empirically demonstrated J

Ingert Fipure l about here

For any sitdation'there.are manjjpossible reasons'why‘a narticuler
succass or failure might occur and, therefore, many causal attributions
lwhtgh can be made .(Heider, 1958)~ The four most studied ceuses of achievement
‘outcomes are ability, effdrt 1uck and task ease or difficulty (Weiner, et. al,
1971). Thus, a person may succeed at an exam because of his or her high
ability, tr)ing hard, good 1uck and/or the fact that, the task was relatively
eaey. .Failure may result froem low. ability, naot trying ssﬁficiently hard, - i;‘/,'

bad luck and/or task difficulty. bee receut work (Elig and Frieze, 1975;

s

7 .

\Frieze, in press-b) has indicated that other causal factors are frequenrly
employed to explainfthe success and failures of others as well as for oneqelf;
These include btqbln cffort or a coudrsttnt parLcru oL diligcnco or larzinecus,
other people who may.aid or interfere with performance, mood and fatigue or
sickness, having a good or poor gersonality_and physical appearance ( ee Elig -
and }rieze for-a mcre. ccmniete definition of tbese causal elements in achievemean

" and social aftuations).

[:R\(: Dimensions of Causal Attributiona

(5
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Cavsal a*trlbutions in achievemeut settinss can te clas fied along
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thraé?dimensions. incernal-exterral, btable-unstable, and intcntional-untent-.
donai (Elig and Frieze, 1975). Ability, erfort, mood, personality
'a:ﬁ,knowledge are causesg originating within or. irnternal to the individual,
while task éifficulty, other people 4 help or hurt and luck are causes within
the envixonment or external to the individual. This internal- versus external
a dimension of causality (the I-V dimension) has been widely invesriga ed,
’especially in terms of individual differences in stable tendeuciﬂs ‘to make either
intarnal or external attributious (sne reviews by, Rotter, 19665 Throop and
| Macponald, 1971). This dime:sioh‘has been. shown to be-particularly important
A fé& affect. More pride or satisfactioh is reported by people who attribute |
s their successes internglly tnan if the attrioution 13 made to an external
| 4cause (Weiner, Heckhausen, Meyer and Cook, i972, Weiner, 1972). Tnese same -3
o studies have ghown that 1nteinally attributed failurea lead to more shame or '
| dissatisfaction after,failure. Wa erpect that apparevtly internal.attributiens
such as trairing, crying hard at a game, having a good team cr being a good
athlete or.being/upvfor the game will affect pride in a similar way as compared
to more external causal ca&egoties such as luck, the coach, the other tean

3

: R
or the referees. Table 1 showa our hypotnesired classification system et
W “. . &
N Insert Table 1 about here ’

. A secend dimension along which the various causes may ‘be differentiated
B
is in their stability. Abilit], training, or the coach, are relatively ‘stab’

st

causes, waile,trying hard ~t a‘partlcular game, mood and lugk may be highly

changeable ovcratime.

If success at a particular'type of sport was due to a person's high ability,
one woulﬂ anticipate continoea;success for that_person in the sane gport, o
‘Similarly, if a failure was dgé to lﬁck ofiahilitj, continued failure would
‘be anticipated. vConpersely,;-ehrable.caqsea 1ead to'ackhowledging the }“%tb

A
U
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A

il‘cy of change. Pailures attriduted o tad luck or lack of trying.may result
s in expectations for evenfual sﬂccess since bad luck might finally chauge oT
crying narder uignt lead to future success. B 3
In acnievemant settings, thﬁ stability of the causal attributions has
been fouzd to relate to expectancies for the future (2. Bes Hcﬂahan, 31973;
Valle andiF:ieze, 1976; Weiner, Heckhausan, Yeyer and Cook, 1972}. Stable

attriButions lead to expectancies for continued success or failure cousist:nt

with the last outcome experienced. Unstable attritutions lead %o expectdtious
oy ——
for changing outcomes.

o The two dimensions of iutérnality and atability were first conceutuagizEQ‘
by Wciner'et-al., (1971). Rosenbaum (1972) éuggcsted that a third dimensipu,'
- intentionality, might be addnd to the two-d imeansional system to differentiate .
. between effort and ~mood a3<well as to more fully understand all the ‘various
causal attributiona. An attribution is considered to be intentianal to.the

degree that the person is perceiwed to bave control over his oxr her actions,:

hd &

Thus, ability and mood are factors within the person over which that person
has little coutrol, and events ettributed to these would be unintentioral.
KRowever, the athlete is pertei§ed to have .control over the effort he or she‘

exerts so that attributions to effcrt are inteutional (as well as being

internal). The intentionality gimensicn appears to be related to raward and
punishment, with hﬁét reward and punishment given for performances attributed
to internal, '?Qtentioral causes althuugh further research is needed to clarify

thcse rr!c\tiouhhipn, u,p(cltﬂy In sports sttoationn. ft wonl(l appear that
. R = l\
successes attributed to really wauting to win and trying hard (intentiounal)

would result in pride, and rewaralor reinforcemcnt'from the coach an&;others. "A\

Thus, the study Jf causal’dttributions has been'showu to have iﬁpdrtant 5
]
implications for undcrstau*ing achievement-oqiented behavior. Certain causal |-

\

| attributions (high ability ot effort) lead to maximcl pride in success and- high’”
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pectanciea for future success while *?h;ra (luck) mean little pride and un~
certein future expectancies. Pailures‘éttributed to low ability produce shame

" and little expectancy for success in the future. Poor scores attributed to °

Y

lack of effort, however, may be seen as chaagesble in the future snd'efiort \

attributions are therefore motivating (eg., Prieze, 1975; Weirer, 1972).

1

Athlete Attributions

A number of studi;p have 1ooxed at attributions made by athletes,
Their results do tend to replicate scme of the general find.nga from | -
academic settings. For example, a geperal finding of attribution research
has been .that sucbess;is ettribhted more to ability atd effort while
failure is attributed more to luck and the difficulty of the task (Frieze
and Weinér, 1971). This tendency ﬁas also been demonst¥ated in sports
'eituations. Roberts (l975) reports that)Little League players rated efftrt \ ~
) and'ability higher when winhing'and luck higher when losing. In a‘study By
‘! : Iso—Ahola (1975) intermal attributions (ability and effort) were glven for
[ both clear—uin and bare-uin baseball games. However, clear losgsses were
[f " attributed to task difficulty'and effort.
| A,question that has beea emphasize& Sy ettributional reéearch dealing -

-with sports attributions has been the- use>of team attributions as compared

. with the Jse of the individual attributions more typical of the academic

\\

\ | i
=
achievement attributional research. Jna sports situation, the individual often-

experiences. success and fallure together with teammates. Oonly a few studies - /
hnve addressed this quustion of how group and qelf attributions differ, and

to what extent group outcomes are atttibuted to individual factors, and indiv-

~ [

idual outcomes to group factora. Shaw and Breed (1970) reporﬂ that when

7’

members are accused by others for group failure, they . tend to underevdlua“e -
| group abilities. Dustin ( (1966),alsp found that team members reatteg to ‘the -
\ a ) ' '

| team's poor perforﬁances in a manner that prevented deelines in their own ego

\ -

l\)‘“ ' - . 8 - . ) . \7 .
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levels. Other studies have demonatrated a tendency on the part of group

members to overevaluaté group products (Blake 3 Houton, 1962)Q and that this /
-overevaluatiOn ia increased vith competition and increased importance of the
situation((Ferguaon & Kelley, 1964). o

In a. study utilizing both team and individual attributions for game wins /_

and losees, Roberts (1975) found few differences for team versus individual

- . A’

»causal attribution choicea. However, there was a significant interaction

between individual and team effort attributions and outcome indicating that
wvhen the team lost, players considered the team effort lower than when win?ing;

however, thdividuals considered that they tried just as hard when the team
: . p |
- lost as whén the team won. This may be viewed as a self enhancing type of

attribution, or may be seen as resulting from direct knowledge of ome's

" ‘own effort, while other's effort is inferred.

o
&
g r

Iso-Ahola (1975) also found that team and individual attributions were
B

&

used in simi;ar ways. In this study, players relied on tcam outcome ,to assess =

I;& pereonaL ability and ef fort, jpther than basing these self attr*butiona on

-~

estimateE ‘of . their own perfornance. That is a'tributions about otie's' own
ability or effort were based on whether the team won or lost. Neither objectiye :

, or’ edbjgén‘ve estimates of individual performance significantly affected
' 3 »~ .

the attributions of the players. .

- S . ' {,
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Sex differences in Attributions - ’

g ud -

e Within the existingliteratufe. certain sex differences in attributions

”

- r

] [y

. | e
“have bcecen prcdictcd and investlgnted. In pener \l women and plrils have tow
beliefs in their own ability; and lower expectat on& of sucaess than males dﬂ‘
(see Frie;e, Fisher, Hanusa, Mcﬂugh and Valle, in press). Ato‘ibueional patterns
f'... of(yomen have been predicted given theae low expectancies of gomen in geﬁéral v
\ . R L \ h — . ,

‘llC (Peacher, 1965 l’ri‘h;‘nd Weiner. 1971\2 Aocording to the attributional
1 . - Q o .
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Trdel, if a woman expects to do poorly, but succeeds,-she is likely to attribute

.
-

;be outcome fo an unatable cause such ‘as luck. She then would not increas
her expectancie for success, and would feel little pride in her\succesu ch
{see Figure 2). When arfemaie with low‘expectancies faila on a task, ghe
teddg\to attribute it to lack of ability'resulting inﬂa high-egreee of shaneﬁ

and'low expectancies for future success. Thus, low expectancies may be self

perpetuating when they lead to attributions which maintain their accuracy.

.

Insert Figure 2 about here

o

 As discussed by McHugh, Duquin and Frieze ﬁinipress), a pattern parall

to the pattern for women in general may “be predict%d for women athletes. .

Based on women's internalization of beliefs in their own phyaical inferiority

g i .
- (Neal & Tutko,.1975) female athletes may attribute success tq external factors
~ B ~ ] . N .

»

such as luck, and failure to low abilitv. However, the female that consistently
attributes her failure in sport to her oyn ‘inability, would probably dis&ontinue
her sports participation in favor of some more rewarding activity. And a

femJlelathlete that attributes her success in sports to luck would probably

) not develop the intern%} confidence needed forxhigher Ievels of sports experience

- (Neal & Tutko, 1975). Thus, this pattern may be found: in young girl athletes

J »
or women in general, but the female that makes this type of aLtributions would

probably not be found in advance athletic programs.
. . U ; ' p §

Alternatively, these societal attitudés that allude to females' natural
inability in sports (Tyler, 1973 Allen, 1973) nay produce a pattern of external
attributions. . The combination of the attitudes that females must overcome
physical handicapa in orfer to -uccned, and the ddea of sport as demanding-
and dangerous, may result in females emphabizing tnsk difficulty in thnir

attributions. When they do, aucceed, the ‘task” must have been easier than most~

] A A I

sports'eventa, perhaps becuase Of equally unskilled cOmpetition. And when ,
~ 7
girls are led to believe that sport is too rough and tough an activity for them,

4

then female. failur:'in sports becomes® understnndable and acceptable because

10 J . v

. .~
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"the task is viewed as too difficult for them, Thua, like wonen in,other
"masculine" ar;;E, the female athlete nay have a tendency to make ere eg;ernai

attributions than male participants. External attributions liae task difficulty

-and luck decreage the responsibility one admi a for outcomes. women are
discoutaged from seriously pureuing sports excellence (GRlbert & Williamson,
1973) and serious par icipation in competitive gport is viewed as unfeminine.
Thus, - the female athlete that reports playing just for funm, and winning by

luck or task ease conforus more to society's vijﬁ-of feminiuity than the female

who admittedly tries very hard.

A third prediction of female achletes' » attributional patterns could be '\\

/

made based on the fact that female athletes have been .found /to be’ _generally

e " self confident, autonomoa%, persevering, and achievement oriented (Cerber,

Felshin, Berlin, Wyrich, 1974; Tyler, 1973) The prediction based on these

54

.Studies might be that the attributlons of the female athlete would reflect
- the attributional patterns of the achievement orientcd women in general.
- Preliminary studies have suggested that highly motivated women employ more ”
7!1 effort att ibutions for both success and failure than low achievement oriented o
women (Feld n-Summera & Kiealer, 1974 rrieze, 1973) Baroal and Frieze
i (1976) also found that high-achievement mocivation was related to higher estimates

of ability for both male.and—female subjecta, but that the finding was stronger
’ t / '
fbr men. Greater use of effort attributiona by female athletes might also

\

be expected on the basis of the additional barriers to participation that

-

they must hurdle in additien to the standard demands of athletic endeavors”

I

Ncal and Tugko (1975) dibcu's the way in whlch women athlccc do not. rctciyc

1

positive reinforcement b/ way of social approval and encouragement in the pursuit

[

of physical excellence, receive inferior and less’ training, lack equipment and

v

)\adequate facilities, and receit//less financial aidﬂand backing. Thus it seems

.
)

likely that uqccessful pnrticipatidn doea require more effort on the part of

o women. _Neal and»Tutko~(197S) algo auggeet that beliefs ebout female unguit-

\‘l* - . . . ‘ . - 0 " - . B ,"" T
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.abiiity present a psychological bacricr to shysical performance for women.

-

They'aoggest that women tave no concept of their own abiIitie; since theﬁ'

Lhave been indoctrinated witn a view of tnemsel;es as havt ing limited potential.
These tactora 3ay undermine the ability attributions§of female athletes, caueing
them to rely on effort as an explanation of thelr successes and tailurea.

. /
Predictiors for Athlete Attributions

~

Ccllege athletes appeéar to us to be highly motivated to perform well
. ’ "s s 12 v !
in sports. Thus, ¢they should resembie those wi€n<high achievenent notivation
for academic situations in their attributicnal patterns for sports success

‘and failure. In actord with previous acadeni: rasgearch, a_hietes*of botﬁ geXeS
/

were expected to attribute successes more to theft abilities and effort and their
¥ H

failureﬁ to lack of effort as compared fto a group of noa-athletas. Athletes

- « _ ‘ - ‘ g C
were expected to. be more motivated to pefform.well 1n/sports and to have"

o . . L3

igh estimates in their own sports abilities This ptnsumably would make
» - .

them eimilar to achievement motivated students and BhOhld then result ’n
.their showing the high motivation attribution patterns. If the sutcessfnl

4’ ', athlete attributes his or her success to natu al sports abiliry and tzaining,
I ’ 3
" he or she will be- confident of future suctesses and feel proud of wins. s

’ If he or she beiieves losses are the resuit of not try&gg hard enough, he or

i

she&ll be motivated to trainf’harder tand try harder at the next event.

@

Another agea of concern was group or te;m attributions. The studies

which have investigated team attributions in sports. situations have uSed all

-

' male subjects. There is evidence from scademic situktions that males and

«

/
females'm1kc diffcrontial usce of team aud Individual dtLrLbuﬁlonq. in a

2 ”,
. classroom sbtting, Zander, Tuller and Armstrong (1972) found thnt male sybjects
indicated more pride in the group when it_Succeeded and had;high ability, .

and moré shame in the group when the group failed and had low ability.'-Eenaleé

on the-other hand, -expressed more ghame in self_when the gtoup-failed and had
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2 _3;.expended low effort;‘ In this etudy then, males attended to ability cues

A

.more than femalgs, while females sttenued more to effort cues., And foz the :

. -

fmales. grOup'ability affectei group pride and shame, but for th€>females, z‘ -

’

’aroup effort’affec.ed perspnal or self pride and shame. Differeptail use Qf
~ '

\
/‘ team and individual attributione were also enalvzed But no sbacf%ic predictions

- . - {; L o ( .
L. X . o
. . 9 . " & -

.’

. were made in this area. Co .
In dtder to test these predictions, a group of college athletes were testee
to see how thay would attribute their success or’ failure in ei her a swimminp

meet or ‘a basketball game.. These sports were chosen as sports where men and _
_ women do actively partitipste and wn}ch are. not-stronle\sex~typed. A grOup
“of introductory psychology students served as a comparison group. 1t was
predicted that women from an introductory psychology - c‘ass would mnke attrib- ¥

3utions about sports aFalogous to the low echievement quterh for exam situations

while men. from psthology would more’ resemble Lhe high ach evement pattern. '-‘
. ; - a,,‘x

| Method - - ' <¥ 4@’
A group of 50 male college athletes and . 33 female college{ithleres

e

were administered an attribution questionnaire during an“evening dining

¥ v

period for college athletes. Thirty seven male, and 17 female psychology students
e completed questionnaires as part of an experiment.psrticipation requirement T

‘ for an inttoductory psychology class.‘ S - - T | f °

/

’ Swimming and basketball forms were randomly assigned. Each.person’

responded to a orfes of ntt’ribu(ion questions :ﬂmut A nueccens and i I".‘l‘lhlro.
v T

. i : . . . 4

T g
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-.' Results were snalyzed in two ways. First, male dnd fémale athletes .
’ - . f . i l/ . _— .

were conpared with & series of t-tests.for each'caueal actyibution rating..

‘ ¢

t

Tha results of these analyses are eummarized in Table 2. Siénificance

levels and t—values are not repeated in the text for the seke of brevity.
Secondly, a series of anelyaes of variance were done ‘to compare malas and
famales and athletes and non—athletes. F-values and significance levels
are referred to in the text. Complete analysis of variance tables are

availao%e ‘from the authors. _
o ¥ S LT oL -
~ Athletes. C S B .
The factor most frequently rited as a cause.of success by both sexes was

- ."trying very hard" as can be seen in Table 2. Other highly rated causes for

' success were/gaving a good ceach, having good team members, the team trying

o
<

hard, your training hard, the team wanting to win:and the team being up\gor

¢

the meet or game. Thus, the majority.of attributions made were team attributions

' 4rather than individual ones even though botlr types of causes were provided.
Not training enough, not trying and the team neot wanting to win and not being up
“for the meet, were most highly rated as causes of failure. Thus, there seemed

‘to be more indlvidual blsme for failure rather than blaming the team..

\' ' A n Ingert Table 7 about here . ‘-i _ : T

‘The athlete attributions aiso tended to be unstable with~nrent use of

i effort and mood attributione. Thug, dthlLtLF appear Lo see thedir wins and losses

L4

Y

) as c'hangeable’.‘ This may be a neceesity for& college atl-rlete who gencrally
experiences s good number of wins and losses‘ Stable sttriButisns may be.more
'typicsl of aoademic situations where people do show more consistent patterns

';;'of doing well or poorly._

Sty
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Sex Differences. There were relatively few statistically significant sex -
" - w .
diffiferences in attributions, As expected, males saw their\ ability as a cause

o - - . \

. s c . s % .
of Buccess more than females. Males also saw their'wins as more influenced by
v : . .

rraining hard thén did ferales. Those are two internal.attributions that

‘ehould result in prido and high expectations for t malea. The greater
t . R ] ’

use of abilitj attributions by malee is not surprising in view of the previous ;

discubsion of societal attitudes, and the fact that Lhie result has commonly

P

( .
- been found in other areas of achievement:~ Houever, males also rated "the other

team. played poorly " and "your team was lucky," higher than females. These‘

attribtuional factors are erternal aud unstable, and have often been predicted

.o

‘as a female patteru because bf their implications for 1ow future expectancies.
¥ ) A possibie/explana*ion of these external attributions of males for success
may be that in teachinv male’ athletes to make defensive external attributions '
for failure (Neal & Tutko, 1975), coaches may be inadvertantly undermining
the males usual assumption of responsibility for success.
Females rated the erncouragement of their teammatev ‘higher than males did.
This finding.may be related to earlier findings that female athletes have

a strong affiliative motive for sports participation (Gerber, et al., 1974),

Following" failure there was a trend for males to make more detensive_r

types of attrihﬁtions including "the other team had the home court advantage s

1

the crowd was on the other tecam's side, " "you were unlucky,_ and there
"~ are few nood players on you team. heal and Tutko (1975) suggest that berause
'females are not inhibited in thoir exprcsgion of emotion that thoy can hnndlc '
failure better than maloa. Dcfcnhive attrxbutions%auch as blaminb the couch,

. v ™~
other players, or the referees result from unexpressed sarrow and frustration
b
at losing. They also suggést tbat the- male coach often serves to perpetuates s
defenses against defeat by“training athletes to respond in this way which

may be damaging physiologicnlly.
Q. L B : e
ERIC - T . o
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This.study.euPports the preii;tion that female ethletee attribute : f; -
their outcomes diffe;ently than male athletes. Honever, there is little eridence4
that supports the prediction that attrihutiongfof female athletes mediate
llow ekbectencies or undermine their pride’in euccess. .Contrgry.to some
predictions, theseufemale athletes appeared to make slightly more internal
attribntiéns than male athletee for both success and failure, although females C
rated ability attributicns loﬁer. The demonstrated pattern, of female attributione,
then,“is'most similar to that of the achievement motivated female with effort
ueing the most important causal factor. fhis pattern is viewed as more desirable
in terms of its implications for pride and shame and future expectancies than

the external attributions demonstrated by the male athletes.

Athletes Compared to Nonathletes . ;

Athlete and non athlete data was conpared through a 2X2 (athlete/nonathlete
.X sex)-analysis’of variance for each attribution} iQenerally the groups»were
eimilar in their nses of_causes. Nonathletes blamed the low ability of other.v
tean‘members and the high abilit&-of the other team‘more for lossesv(Fl, 115=
7.38, p4 .0l and F= 4.76, p< .05). AthJ:etes'were more.l'ikely to attribute
failure to favortism in the judgee and bad luck (F= 4. 30, P& 05 and Fs 7.75,
p:(.Ol reSpectively). There were no significant dif‘erences for success although
there was a trend for athletes to rate training higher (F= 3. 08, p<’ lO)

and for nonathletes to rate the poornesq of the other team (F= 522, p<. lO)

_ and 8°°d team luck (F= 2. 35, p < .15) higher. These differences %ould su&gest
that collegc athlotcs are morc loyal té their teams Lhan the nonxthletea
would be. ,
fhe meior difterences which'emerged from this‘sct'of analyses were sex
- differences. = When all males and Iemales (hoth athlstes and non—athletos) were
.combined. eeveral results reached aCceptable significance levele or indicated

definite trends,




/ .
For success, males rated their ability, (F= 5.95, P <i05), the poorness og t;e
other team (F= 7.06, ps<}01), team luck (F=/6.52, p <.05) and hard trainiug:5
(F= 3.31, p < 10) higher than females. Femalea rated the tean trying hardvi :
(F= 3 61, p <.06), God wanting a win (aﬂ 2.95, p<.10) higher. Thus, males
«used more stable causes for success whiie females. again valued tesm encouragement.
vThese trends were simllar to those for the athletes and suggest that sex
differences in attributioual.patterns for eports override'the factor;of being
an athlete. Similar results were found for failure. Males rated team low
ability (¥= 4.32, p <.05), the other teama' home advantage (F=4.71, p~< 10)
aho bad team’luck (r= 3.86{’p'<.05) higher than females.
Conclusio1a
Results suggest that college athletes do not have streng differences
from other college students in’ the way they view sports. Rather, the major
differences are between men and women. This may reflec* differential socialization
for sports giVen to thé two sexes. For boys and men, 'SPOLts participati:n is
part of . their maleﬁfole and they are expected to perform well. Sports, either
(////; in the form of direct participation or watching others perform, is a ccmumon
" ; activity for males of all ages in our society. Girls ahd women are not as
exposed. Coaches and teachers discourage their participation or view it‘
as only recreational and therefore uninportant. If women and’girls are to .

+

have equal opportunity, changes in such attitudes are clearly needed (see

.

McHugh,‘Duquin and Fric"e, in press) o

More research is ncedcd tu undcrstnnd how attributlonal pntterns inhibit

or eucourage sports participation for men and women.

. . ' a '1"' ) .
O ‘ . . ’ o ’ : '-'. S . o L X ’ . ’ o _'“".A
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: v """ Table 1. A Dimensional Analysis of Sports Attribution 1

¢
|

i

4a

TNTENTIONAL © L L
STABLE - . UNSTABLE 'f
’INTERNAL training” , , trying hard
practice unfair play
continuing desire to win - desire to win a particular event
_ _ p B N
) ‘
E§2§RNAi coaching . . . . fan support
: continuing teammate support ‘ teammate support during event
opponent's training , opponent's effort
¢ : : . B official's\bias
- UNINTENTIONAL . v \
' . ' STABLE ' . . : UNSTABLE
INTERNAL natural ability ' ' fatigue
characteristir- “at i ' ncrvousness -
make a good cu.uoetitor , mood or being » yched up
’ * ‘( ~ ' , * L
EXTERNAL opponent's ability | _ home court advantage
task difficulty T -luck
s : , officiating errorg .
C : . situational factors
‘opponent's mood

" 1. Froa McHugh, Duquin and Frieze (in preqs), based on the dimensional
analysis of Elig & Frieze (1975)

-
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' . Table Two . . -

Mgie-and.FemaIé‘Athleté Responses ’
' "Mean Scores

Attribution o ;‘ - Male Fema%g ’
Success ' ' -

t-value -

s

You have a good coéch.........(.4.0....3%.0.....,.........f... ’
You tried hards.........,..f..;.4.61....4.5...........\...;P.d .
There are many good swirthers ' ) .

g (players) on your team..3.......4,2.....4.2...2......L........

' You had' the home pocl ' , v '
(court)advuntage.u..............2.6.....2.7».,................
You really wanted to Wile eooeess2edeviseledecasseccasdonccesses
Your team tried Y . D S S . T R

You have a lot of natural =
ability,;l;;,.......,........,..3.3...&.2.9..............' 2.22 p<£.05.
The other team swimned , ' :
(Played) poorly...ossseseernsesss2e6eeaaelidurunenenaeiees 3,35 P <.001
Zour team was LuckyseseeeessesseZelocsailiSeeececroneceeee 3,35 P <,001
#  You trained very haTdeseessesoosbedeseesbo0icen. ceer. 1,99 p 4Z.06
The judges (referees) favored
" yoi.r team ...............;..;..2.1....{1.9....a.....[..u
Your team really wanted to win.sb.e2ieeecbilocesdioeccanccecees
Your team competed_unféirly.(...l.?;....1.7........J...........
You were Iucky....;1,g..,.......1.9..;..l.8........,...........
Your/team was reaity~p for -
the meet (game)..cevesdecoccnnssiel
God wanted you to win...........2.4.....2.9,..............-1.3?_p<ﬁ.20
- Your teammates encouraged you...3.8.....4.3;.......;......—2.1? p< .05

]

4.1......4.‘2.........'...........

’ / Failure . . . _ .
. You have a poor coach..o........3.0.....2,6................1.4& p<.29
 You didn't ETYeeccoerasesonsseeedeBaciiiIeToccnoianoneeonnenens
., There are few good swimmers .

‘(players) on your,team.;........3;3;....2.8..;.............1.87 p<.10 ¢
The cther team had the home ’ o ' '
pool (court) advantage.}........2.5.....2.1..}..........,..1.76 p<.10
You didn't really want to T T . N P L LT

Your team didn't tryeeeeesseceecdeSeesceIeBoccccccccconnneecnoce
You don't have 1 lot of mnatural : - v ,
' AbA1AtY . eesioseacorosasancosness2iBuiorecZiBennciocnecnonennenes o
 The other team swam (played) ' ‘ ? '
< very WellewosoonsonnonsonsasasssdghioecideTuseeciarernacacnccnns
 -Your team was LT s S A S B R .

———

You didn't train enough......5..4.2...‘.3.8,...I,..........1.39 p<.20
'The judges (referees) - favored . , . - «
the OLHOT £CAM.ussessssssrosssesZebiroes2ebuaataniocersnnccenees
Your team didn't really want . e

to win....;....;...............,3.8...;.3.7..€........;..;;;...;
The other team competed unfaifly2.b..cee2e5ccccsccrccccncmerness '

Yot were unlucky,..,;..,........2,2.....1.8............ﬂ...1.66 p ¢.15

Your team wasn't up for the - . o
meet (3nme)'..'.‘.'......._.'.......-L...3.5'@..:‘,3.6..'...v.......,u....... ,
God. wanted Ygu to 105€.ceceosese2eloceciZiZuccnnncranronacfecens i

Your teammates didn't encourage , 3 T

.1» youooodoooofdfttfitt,flo}wo.yopo3oo’oyo’361.oo....f.ooocogoooﬁfo

' Scales were from .l - least 1qportnnt't6 5= mégt iﬁpbrtant. Basketball variatio{
' . listed in parentheses. S ' o : e cL a0
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Figure 1. The Attribution,\ Proceéa _
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. Figure 2. Self Fulfi link'Prophec;es for Expectations
> . ’ ) . ., —\ ‘ ,
Initiat~Expectancy Performance Level usal Attributﬁon Final Expect'ncy
‘ . 4 . -
nrerl < HIGH -~ Aﬂilzcy, or oth°r HIGHER -
- - stable internal —

factora
ad luck

ack of effnrt, or HIGH
ther unstable factors 5 .
4

Good luck, or .
special effort, eor —_ LOW
other unstable faccora

" Blcu -~ LOW

L 2 -
¢ LW T HIGH -

/ ‘ Lack of ahiilcy, or

LOW ; LoW ;
. " other stable internal .

- | factors .
.‘/ |'l £ ’ ¢
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1. Associated J&th'males. ' ]
2. Associated with females. /

(From Valle & Frieze, 1976)
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