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-ABSTRACT
This study examined four causal attribu‘iors
¢t (atility, effort, task difficulty and luck) for success and failure
in achievemert and affiliation contexts across five countries (U.S.,
South Africa, Japan, India, and Yugoslavia) in. three subject majors:
teacher training, social science, and science. Fach 5x2x3x2 analysis
of variance assessed the effects of five-coun*riés, both sexes, and
+hree academic madiors repeated acrcss toth success and failure ~
situatione. Plthough there was some support of earlier studies of sex
differences and western-eastern country distractions, the findings
are nore ccmplex than previously determined using a single dimension
and only one ccntext, Resul®s suggest more similarities than
differences among subfects from +he five nations studied. They
telieved(their failures mainly due to lack of effqort. Females
~attributed their achievement significantly less to contextual factors
than did males. Fducation majors attrituted more to context than did:
social science mators. Social affiliation was attributed more to
, ability than to other causes, and more so by females than by males.
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‘Attribution of ‘causality and locus of control of reinforcement are

rela}ed concepts that have generated a voluminous xesearch literature as

cnaracterized»by several syntheses (deCharms, 1976; Lefcourt, 1976,

Phares, 1976; Welrex, 1979). ﬂocue of control refers to the attribution .
' ) . . ¢ - d v
of causality to elither external forces or internal forcee. External '

~

forces are task (fairly stable) or luck (unstable); internal forces refer

to abilityﬁ(stable) or effort (unstable). Causal beliefe precede and

. » B .
<? partly accountrfor subsequent action (Weiner & Sierad, 1975).

© A number of\fesearchers (Boorx, 1976; Parsons & Schneider, 1978) . - }‘

Remains, 1977) have examined locus of contrql crose-culturally. Although

'
* Malikios & Ryckman (1977) suggested using a multidimeneional approach in

) future cross~cultural personality research, no subsequent etudy could be
. < N - ' - R ‘,,
dlocated th followed their advice, except another study-by Ryckman, Posses

& (ulbe /(1978) . Most cross-cultural stud&é: have used Rotter's (1966)

) . locus of control scale or a variant‘of it. Research (Weiners, Heckhausen,

Mayer'&'Cook, 1972) have indicated that the locue of-control and stability
\ .

) dimensions have been confounded in the locus of contral litereture.' Inter- ° '

an unstable dimension (luck). : : O
‘ : ) . \h' _ .
Y . ¥ .
' v repared for preeentation at the annual meeting of the American Educationel
Research Aesociution, Boston, April, 1980. - o ¥
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Studies by Dweck (1975) and Dweck & Repucci (1973) found that

internality per se was not as powerful a predictor of goal directed be-

" haWor as the more specific causal attridbution, Based upon this, Lefcourt

(1978) has argued for goal specific measurements for both achievement and
,' - .
affiliation rather than only for the former.

The purpose of this investigation was to enlarge the locus of control

regaarch cross~culturally by ‘using both a multidimensional (achievement

and affiliation) and a multiattributional (ability,.offorw, task, and

¢

luck) approach for both success and failure,

S . ’ METHOD / ( . X

]

.During the summer of 1978 profesdors in a nimber of universities

. " 1
thraughout Yéur continents w&le conghcted; The following countries were

Y \

represented: -Japan, South Africa, U. S., Yugoslavia,\and India. Appro-

e

priate translatiéns of Lefcourt's (1978) Multidimensional-Multiattributionar\

Cansaiity Scale (MMCS) were made gnd.validated. In order to standardizcl
. ' R

.

thé administration and'obtaig compardb}e~sdmp1es, the collqborators were

given the following guidelines: a) age rénge: 19-24; b) approximately

4

equal number of males and females; q? currently enrolled fyll time in the

university or university preparatory institution; d) a minimum of 40 stu-
. i . ) : \

" dents in each of the following: social sciences (e.g., psychélga? or »
. A .

sociology), education (ﬁeacher traininé), sciences (élg., chemi¥try, biology,'
. !
or physics); 3) administered in class as a groui_in Octobexr qr November.

A

k The 48 item 5-point Likert formated‘MMCS-qonsisted of'24 items tapping

£ —

the achievement domain‘andHZA'items tapping the afffliation domain, yandom-

ized. wWithin each'domaip there we}q\six itens for each of the attribup}ons .

z
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(ability, effort, task, 'and luck) randomized equally across success and

failure items. In a series of experiments Lefcourt (1978) has demonstrated

N -

adequate discriminant validity and acceptable reliability.’

o et

¢ | RESULTS o
A set of aix unweighted four-way analyses of var}ance with one re-:
. peated measure was performed for bogh affiliation and achievement attribu-
tions, Each 5x2x3x2 analysis of-variance assassed the effects of five
‘countries, both sexes, and three academic majors repeated across both

success and failure situations. Each of the four causal attributions,

» ~ .

ability, effort, context, and luck served as dependent variables. In

addition, two composite indices were also used as dependent measures. An
' \}

\ y index of overall internality was obtained by .summing tRe attributions for

-

L ' o -ability and effort (both internal) and subtracting those for context and )
. o

< luck (both external).‘ Similarly, both stable attributions (ability and

§ ' context) wlre swnmed while both variable attributions.(effort and luck)

! -~ .

L ‘ were subtracted to provide an overall stability index.

° 'Resuits are rgported first fo;lgytribuF%?ns for achievement and.then_“ -
for affiliation. §chef£é multiple compafiaong,were_perfoxmed following <
signi!ipant ANOVA effects to assess the significance of difference among

o individual means. Simple effects (Winer, 1971) were assessed for signifi-
- : 9

cent interaction effects. : . ° .
o~ 1

o j@g Achievement Attribution -

.

The results reported’ in.Table 1 for all achievement attributions '

indicate that subjects across all countries attributed their achiqvement _
_ N | v
more to their own effort (M - 12,37), than to their ability (M = 9,50),

S luck (M = 8.74), and the context (M = 8.47). OferalL subjects éttri%g::d ' ;;//’
- . ' ’
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their achievement more to themselves than’to extefnal factors (M = 4,66),

and more to variables than stable causes (M = 3,15). o

P
Insert Table 1 About Here

-

Rifferences among the countries were significant for attributions to
ability, context, and luck, a‘a for the stability composite (p <.00l in
all instances), Differences among tﬁe'countries for effort attributions
ind overall intgrnality were not statistically significanﬁz

Individual Sehafté'compaxisons indicatcd that subjects from both
Japan and Yugoslavia attributéd their achievement fo their ability sfbni—
ficantly less than subjects from South Africa, the Uni%ed States, And
India. South Africans 3£;§ibuted achievement sign%ficantly more to
context than either Japanese or Yugoqlavian‘subjecsin Americans believed
that luck contributed to their achievement significantly less than did
Indians, Japanese, @t South Africans. .
Finally, both fhe Japanese and Yugoslavian subjects believed ﬁho

causes of their achievemenf were more subjéct’go change (i.e. variable)

than did the Americans, although subjects from all countries attributed

~ -

achievement on the average more to unstable than stable causes. The

final significant differenée among countries was stronger beliefs in -

' uhstabl&'attributions by the Japqnesé an by the South Afric%na.

» -

In summary, these results sugges{ many more similarities than dif-

férencea among subjects frcg:the five nations studied. R

A3
. . ‘

Success[Failure o _ .

‘There wexe significant qifgerences betwesn the succgss and failure

conditions, as well as significant country X .success/failure intexactions,

» -

1
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for all four attributions, as well as for both composite measures,

\ Inspection of mean scores reported in Table 2, attridbutions’' for achievement
ro-
succdeees,.end Table 3, attributions for achievement failures, indicateas
C e

— that subjects across all countrtes attridbuted their successes significantly
} .

more than their\feiluree to ability, effort, luck, and overall internality.

Conversely, they believed their failugee more than—tieir suéceeeee were

the result of the context and more variableicauaee.

Y

i 4

. Ingert Tables 2 & 3 About Here

o

* Subjects from all countries on the average attributed aucceseee first

x  to their eftort M= 12 i:), than to ability (M = 11.47), luck (M = 9,40),
’ N

- and context (M - 7.39). For achieyement.failures, lack of effort (M = 12,20)

was again the 7}rongest attribution;‘?ollowed by context (M = 8.94), bad

) luck (1 = 8309), and finally lack of ability (M  7.53). Subjects reported

i.

a higher average of personallresponsibility for successes (M = 6.62) thadg

/
for failures (M = 2,70). 1le they believed the factors contributing to

., - N - ’

both success and)|failure were more variable than stable, this average was

significantly higher for failurea.

. ‘ Country X Succesa/Failgyl Interactions )

\. . The interactions were etatisticel}y significant for all four attribu-
tions and both .composite gndicee. Mean resulte reported in Tables 2 and
3 are depicted graphically for all four causal attributione in Figure 1,

and for the two composites in Figure 2. : e

N
L]

Insert Figure 1 About Here
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nspection of Figure 1 indicates that the Japanese were closest to
attributing bothAaucceas and failﬁre equa%éy to ability, while subjects .
from the other countries more strongly believed their successes were more
QLe resuit of their ability than their faillures ﬁgre caused by lack\of
ability, A£tributionu of effort for succeas and failuie were generally
éloae acroas all five nations, as wort‘context attributions, exéept
for Yugoslavia and to a lesser degree Soutn\pfrica. Subjectq from béth
thése countriea believed that their failures more than successes were due
to coﬂtextual fa;tors more than squecﬁa from tpe other threer;ountrié;.

+

. ' Finally, subjects from all countries ex&pt india consistently believed

that luck contributed more to their success than to their failu;e.-\ln?ians,
on the other hand, reported luck %9 contributing equally to success” and

- f&i lure . . . /
v ) . °

'v/

Insert Figure 2 About Here

2,

-

On the cdmposite indices depjcted in Figure 2, subjects from all- v

countries except Japan assumed more personal responsibility for their

achievement successes than for their failureg. Subjecté'from all countries

f . ’ R
except Yugoslavia attributed their failuree more than successes to causes

.

*more subject to changé (i.e. unstable) than to more stable causes.

Ssex Differences v

) .
- There was a significant difference between males and females on

-

| attributions to context, but not to ability, effort, or luck. Females ’
_Q‘ ' | (M.= 8,20) attributed their a;hievement significanﬁiy less than males
(gpn 8:73) to contextual factork., Tﬁus females (M = 5.?0) were.signifi-
cantly more internal overgll than males (ﬁ = 4,12), There was ng signi-~

ficent difference betwaen the sexes on the stability dimension.

AT
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N In addition, there were several significant interactions involving

sex. Figure 3 illustrates a\aignifiéant ordinal sex X auccoas{failure

-

" interaction for ability attributions (P <,02). Both males and females
4
N :

AN ) . ' . ‘ .
' Ingsert Figure 3 About Hexe

&

attributed their successes to ability (Male M =~ 11.52; Female M = 11.42)

more than failures te lack of' ability (Male M = 7,20 Female M = 7,86) .,

F s, however, were slightly higher for &he failure conditiop, while

males were slightly higher for successes, N

+

Significant country X sex ( p <,008) and country X sex X successl

failure (p <.03) interactions for context attributions are summarized

in Table 4. . _ o ‘

T

Insert Table 4 About Here

Figure 4 depicts this three-way interactign. 'There ip little dif-

f

rd

ference between males and.famalgs for sugecess.and failure attributions

to context for b;th‘&apaneae and Qperiban subjects. Larger differences
exist for subjeéts from Indiﬁ‘(;ucoésaful.femakeg lower than the ptherg),
South Africa (differences betweeh males ;n& females for aug;esa Eonditi;n).

/‘\
~and Yugoslavia (failure attributions greater than success attributions

* |

~ ‘and males higher than females for both success and failuré). . -

)~ ‘g
Insert Figure 4 About Here

—
. I S
In addition, there was a significant sex X auccqss/fai}ure ordinal

interaction on the stability dipénaion (p <.007), with attridutions for

L3 .
. ~

failure higher than for success for both sekés.(see Figure j).e However,

7 .
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females (M = Z.QSQ attributed achievement succegses to variable

’ ‘
. causes more than males (M = 2,00), while males {M,= 4,03) attributed
/ . .

tailuﬂgs to more unstable causes than females (M = 3,60).
v . . Iﬁffrt Figure 5 About Here }

Academic Major { ’

There were significant differgrceé betweeg students majoring in-

) . Lo

« . education, physical sclence, and soclal science on,attributioﬁ;ftbwcontext

. ( p ¢<.001), luck (p <.03), and on the internality composite (p «.00l),

D%fferencea for nbility, effott; and atability were not significant.
5cha££é centrasts indicated that education majors (M = 8.97) made .

aignificantly higher attributions than social. science majors (M = 8.02)

to context, but that physical sc}pnce mgjors (ﬂ -,8.41{ d4id not differ

significantly from either group. While the main effect for luck aétr1~

butions'was s%gnificant (p~<.03),;the_more con;erQAtive Scheffé coméari-

sons failed to yield si&hifiehnt differences among.;ducation (M =’9.1})[ x

P 4

. ) . L4 L /‘ 12
physical .science (M = 8.72), or social science (M= 8.40) gajors. ,Scheffé~

-

contrasts did indicate, however, that.social science (M = 5,90) majors‘

. <

were significaﬁtly more internal than education majors (M = 3,55), but.
mot‘gignificantly different than physical science majors (M = 4 54) .
) 7' « . In addition, there were significant country X major, country X major
' fox success/failure, and cquntry X major X sex S success/%pilurq inyer-
. aqtioA; for.ﬁoéh effort attributions* and fd; the stability dimenaién. s

’ v . ’ N )
The country X sex X major interaction for stability was also significant.

Tables 5 and 6 summarize thig information.




' Insert Tables 5 and 6 About Herxe \\\
. Y ) .

-

Affiliation Attributions ' .

——
.‘

The, results for affiliation attributions summarized in Table 7

indicate Ehag subjects across all countrxies attributed their social affil-

iations qbdut equally to theix effort (M = 9,97), ability (M = 9.82), and
\ .
tha situational context (M = 9,75), and less to luck (M = 7,84)1. Overall,
- ~ » ~

subjects attributed their affiliations more to themselves than to external

factors (M = 2,20), and more to stable than variable causes (M = 1.75),

]

In comparing these attributions with those for achievement reported

in Bable 1, several distinctions merit noting. Effort and luck appeared
. . . ) .

to pIay a 1ar§er rolg in achievement than in affiliation, while context

was attributed more Xiportance for affiliation. Ability attributions for

" both achievement and hffiliation were very similar. While subjects indi*/

Lt ‘ .

cated higher httribution; for personal responsibility than fofr;xternal
causes for both, perceived pexsonal control waa‘highaf for achievement

(M = £.66)'than for affiliation (M -~2.29). Strikenly, affiliation was

1 Y
perceived as controlled by more stable causes (M = 1.75), while achieve-

-

ment by more unstable causes (M = 3,15). -

. \

o - Insert Table 7 About Here\‘
. ° .
* »

Therd‘were dignificant differences among countries for ability

(p <.001), context (p <,003), and luck (p <.001) affiiiation attrib(tions,

-

. but 'xot for effort, There were also. significant main effects for cou&xtry

on both the internality (p <.003) and stability (p <,001) d@mensions.'
. i

i o

]



10

Individual Scheffé comparisons indicated that Indians atf;ibuted
< . .

- their social affiliations significantly (p <.01) more tb ability than -did

. subjects from other countries, who did not differ significantly £rom

4

e

each other. Americans attributed affiliations significantly less (p <.05)
i L

to contextual factors than did Indians, while no other significant dif-

‘ferences among coi%triea were reported. Indians, Japaneao, and Yugoslavian

ubjocga 41l attribus/d'nftiliation more to luck than did Americana

<.,01),* while Indtans and Japnneao also attributed more to luck than

did South African subjectg (p <.01). ~
) On the intarpality cémpésiée, the only ai;nificant difference was

between Americans and Japanese,lwth Americans believlng their affiliations
vere more sﬁbject to their personal c&ntrol.than aia tﬂe Japénese (p <.01).

South Africans, however, believed the causes of affiliation to be si&ﬁifi-

.cantly more.stable than did either the Japanese (p ?.01) or the Yugoslavian

(p <.05) subjects, while Americans also reported higher stable attributions -

for affiliation than did the Japanese (p <ﬂ055. Means for all these com-

pagisons are regorted in Table 1.

In summary, these findings suggest many more similarities among téf

rd

subjects from these five countries than differences.

"Success/Failure

There were significant differences between attribqfions for success-

ful affiliations and unsuccessful affiliations for all four caueal attri-
(--‘ ‘ . ’

butions included in the study, as well as for the ;ntérnqli &hd stability

‘composites. in addiéion, significant country X success/failure interactions

occurred for botﬁ composites and for all attributions except context.

L

N

. ® 11 R c ' a
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A comparison of -total attributions. for affiliation successes reported

- 3 \ .

in Table §-wi£h fdilgrqe reported in Table 9, indicated that attributions
for subjects across al} coﬂntriea were- higher for ability, effo;g, and
context and 13;;§;Ior 1uék for affiliatlon successes than for failures

(p <.001 in all instances). In-addition, all subjects reported signifi-

cantly more internal attributions than external (p <.0l) and more stable

than'unatible attributions (p <.001) for success than for failure.,

-

g

Insext Tables 8 an§ 9 About Here

e .

Affiliation sucesses were attzibuted‘ﬁoat to the situational context
(M = 11.34), while failures were attributed most to 1ac%,i£/ef£ort (M -—9.14).
Ability, effort, apd context were considered more important apd luck less

important for 'success than for failure, : ,

Country X-Success/Failure Interactions

« 0

———

These two-wa} interactiofh were statistically significant for ability,

effort, and luck attributions, and for both the internality and stability ,
N t .

indices (p <.001 in"all instances except for effort, p <.005). The inter-

action for context was non-significant in as'much as subjecfi from all
¢ _ :
countries attributed context consistently-higher for the success than the -

L

failure.situation. Means reported in Tables 8 and 9 are summarized graph-

- L 4

ically in'Figure 6 for all four causal attributions, and in Figure 7 for

both composites. ’ - ' . . \

. Insert Figure 6 Aboup_Hére




’ .7 Inapection of Figure 6 indicates very little difference for Japanese

subjects for Bucceas/failure ability attributfons, with larger ASfferences for

- i the other countries., Differenceas were greatest for Japaneée and American
‘ subjecta for‘eff‘ort attributions. The interaction for attxidbutions for
Y - ;,?\ - luck appears to bejﬁpre cémplex than for the other causes, with virtually \
no difference between success and failure for the Yugoslavians, while the

In?iana, South Africans, and Amerjicans attribute luck as playing mora a

role for failure than success, while the opposite is true for the Japanese.

Insert Figure 7 About Here . v

\‘:) ’ ‘
A - Figure 7 indicates that only the Japanese perceived more personal
. \ .

R control for failures than successes, while the -Yugoslavians attributions
I '

A vary approximately the same for both condition#.

’ Sex v{;?érences .‘ 4 -

// Females attributed social affiliation significantly more to aQi&lty,

R 4

.effort, and overall internaf~causes than did males, No gignificant dif-,

. ferences occurred for context, luck, or overhll stability. Means ‘are '
L3 .

reported in Table 10 for both sexes.’ . . ~~

\

‘_4.4' 3 A ' Insert Takle 10 About Here
A ‘(,\. _

o "\." Y ) ' o . . .,
In addition, there were significant countfy X sex and country X

. rs
LI

-~

success/failure interactions on the internality composite. These
: -

‘“?5maults are summarized in Table 11 and Figure 8. For subjects from

BN .
LU . . . ,
. .

T ' \ ' ‘Insert Table 11 About Here

*

India, little difference between succesa and failure was reported by

) » . . . ] [y
' ' . . . . ' - \’ ' -

. - ’ t- - .
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13 .
. SO
Y -
females, while males assumed more personal responsibility for successes:
* s .
than failured. . For Japan, both males and females attributed failure more
. ) .

than success to internal causes, while females were comparatively higher

for both conditions. For Soﬁth‘African subjects, females took compara-

x\;’ tively more responsibility for success and males for failure. Both

\\ [ . LY ~
“‘Americaramales and females attributed success more than failure to inter-
* /. . i ) v o ' !
nal causes. Yugoslavian females' internal attributiona were slightly

higher for failure than for aqccess(\while the ‘opposite was reported by

males, . . -

. : * Insert Figure 8 About Here .

LI

Academic Major

The only significant main effect for academic major was on the
internality composite. None of- the differences for the four causal attri-
butions nor for the séabiiity dimension were sigqificant. Whi e aoQial

'ﬁsé { vaciénce majors }M = 3,00) attributed affiliation more internally than did .
either education (M = 1.82) or physical science (M = 1.77) majors) the
more‘conservaﬁive Scheffé-qomparisons did not reach ata;isticgi eignificance:

There were also significant two-way country X major and sex X major

interactions for internality (? <.04 for both). Means are reported in

WL .
Y

Tables 12 and 13¥. The Only other .significant insfraquOns involving

e

1& - "  Insert Tables 12 and 13 ut here

.
*a

academic major wers a three-way country X major X success/failure apd a

-

four-way country X seax X major X succeas/failure interaction for effort ‘

attributions. These results are summarized in Table 14.

Insert Table 1¢/About Herse _‘ o
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DISCUSSION

By not limiting‘aaoss-pultural comparisons to the internal-external
«ci‘imension.f locus of control within only the achievement context, this
‘study provided more possibilities for compreh@nding the complexity of

- causal, attributions, For exaﬁple, some apudieé,showed no ;am differences

Al . .

and others differences. However, in this‘study it was clear that in

overall achievement contexts there were no sex differences on the stabil-
. ‘ . N N \
ity dimension. But when one examines only the succedg variable fenpales
\ - \ N\
in comparison to males attribute to unstable causes siéuificantly more
: t

] ' frequently. With failures the pattern is reversed: malel attribute to

unstable causes significantly more frequently. Although tﬁ
lends some support to the self-serving or pgo-defenaive hypothesis for
maleb”}if one fails it is.é result.of ﬁnstable causes whereas 1if 6ne
;sucoe;ds it is due to stable causes), f;r femaléé;the fear of failure may
" lead to a sense of‘surrender since stability ascriptions offér<aittle
""hope for personal interventiéh. But since females were s}gnificadtly
Wore internal thah males aﬁd attributing legs than hales do to contextual
factorxs, the differences are agparently attentuated for females in the
lack of causal ascription predictability for success events. By contrast,
in the affiliation domain in which traditional females have typically '
exéglled more than males, the patt;rn is less clouded. In comparison to

' males, females attributb affiliation significantly more to intefngl causes

\  (effort and ability), which may partiglly explain the female edge in af- i

A

. filiation. The sex differences seem to center on the stability dimension

in achievement and on the internality dimension in affiliation,
o
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‘reflective §P the high degree of dependency observed in, the Japanese,

. ) \ -

‘ /\ . . .. 15

Y
In part these findings sypport other studies which found Oriental

countries more external than Weatezn counﬁriea. Howeven‘ these studies
failed to diatinguish attxfbutions for syccess and failure, Such a‘
distinction becomes apparent with the Japaneae..\xn comparison with the
other foyr countries in this study, the Japanesefa;e the most internal
in causal agcriptiona for failuges and the least iﬁ‘?rnal for succesgeé
in the achievement domain. (The.latter was similir also in the affilia-
tion dcnnai.n.)‘Q This pattern may be a reflection of sociaiization patterns '
where honor and duty 7?3 at atake. Success may reflect on duty go \
family-agd the 1aiﬂer social structure, external to the individual. Iﬁ.
contrast, . iq failures there may Lu¢ greater personal burden which might be

"
Indians, oR tha other hand, hnd attribution patterns completely opposite
to the Jhpanese. &hey Were' tbe least internal for attributing failures and
tﬁe most internal for attribuﬁing.s%fcggf in both the achievement and af--
filiation d.maina.- Perhaps thil\is reflective of the immobility of the

' :

]
caste system. Nevertheless, acc g t0~Wéiner'! (1979) theogzy of moti-

vation, this is the mosb\gg?itive combination for personal success and-
- _

self-satisfaction. IntereStingly, all countries, except Japan, took more

responsibility for achievement successes thén failures. Japan was also -

on;'of two exceptiona in the affiliation domain as'weli./ All cbuﬁtriea
(e;cept Yugoslavi;) a;tributed gchievemént failufas.ﬁore than succe;sea
td‘unstable causes. This suggests that when one :alla it is‘not due to-

oneself ox exﬁégnpl varlables b;;—;;a to uncaflainty or lack of stdiility.

The Japanese attributed achievement failures more to lack of qftoft

.than their successes ﬁo their own efforts in contrast to all the other

__1'6" o, .
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,

=

_ \l.e, attribute luck for successes more than in the case of\failurea, which*

c .

.

K
N

' buted randomiy regardless of academic major.

16

4

countrieas. In contrast, in affiliation all countrles were consistent in
higher effort attributions to success than to fallures. Context attribu-

tions for all countries were higher for failure than success. Just the ;ﬂ

\ .
opposite was the case for the affiliation domain. This could reflect the- ~

)

possibility af changing one's performance and the diff1cu1tf of ;ltering

one's social relationship and status. In ability attributions the pattern

was similar in both achievement and aftiiiation domains, i.e.‘higher ability

attributions for success than for failuyre, This tends to support the ago-

¢ [ 4

. enhancing hypothesis., Finally, in the case of luck attrjbutions only with

the Japanese there is consistency across both achievement and affiliation,

-

guéports the finding of the Japanese being most internal for attributing

Y
.

h [ . . -
failurea.. )

1

It is surprising that the significant difSﬁrendes in* causal asorip-‘

tions for achievement between majors occurred between social science and

education students, rather than with physical science students. Social-

science students were significantly more,likely to attribute cauaalit}
to internal.vgriables (effort or abiliéy)'in compgrison to education
students, who were more likely tq aﬁtgibuté to context (external stable
VariaSIG;.' Hence, one.migh£ assume that éducatiOn students wogld'také ..
less personal responsibility for change in the'achievamens dom::n. fOn .
the other hand, in the affiliation_dqmain thé:Q were no signifiéa;£ dif-" -
ferences among the thxfe majors. I(;indeed we would expﬁft to zge greateié
diffqre ces among the tﬁgbe academip majors in achievement, thgn it see@s
nzzle to assume diftcrenées in causal ascriptions for success/failure

¢

in achievement. Affiliatiop aacriptions, however, may tend to be diutri—

xeaso

. . . oo [N
» - . : . . .
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,Table 1
. $
' - - Mean Attribution and Composite Scores for Achievement
\ .
' . .y R J g )
Cg)u?gry Ability - Ef for Context Luck Internality Stability
e - -
7 Indid 10.26 \12.84 8.93 9.55 4.63 -3.20
- R 4 .
Japan 8.46 - 12.23 7.80 9.27 A.13 -4.74
\ * s.,Africa . 9.79 12.43 '9.13 8.87 4.23 -2.37
. . '
USA 9.85 12.32 8.68 7.59 5.90 -1.37
Yugoslavia 8.62 ‘12,04 7.80 8.44 . 4.42 -4.06
Total - 9150 " 12.37.° © 8.47 8.74 4.66 -3.15
- S
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Table 2

Mean Attributicn and Composite Scores for Achievement Successes

1

»

Country Ability Effort Context Luck Internality qpability
\ “
India 13.16 .  13.33 8.30 9.59 8.59 ~1.46
. Japan \ . 9.89 11.77 7.59 10.1® 3.97 -4.39 °
S. Africa 11.82 12.47 | 8.43 9.67 - 6.20 -1.89
USA 12.36 \\\- 12.83 8.66 8.24 8.28 -0.05
Yugoslavia 10.11 12.29 ' 6.97 "9.39 6.04 -4.61
Total 11.47 12.54 7.99 9.40 6.62 -2.48
Table 3 . )
Mean Attribution and Compoéite Scores for Achievement Faillures
. . - | /
Country _ Ability Effort Context Luck Internality Stability’
India 7.37 12.36 9.56 2,50 T 0.66 -4.93
Japan '8.03 12.69- -~ 8.00 8.44 4.28 -5.10
s. Africa; 7,67 12.37 ,  9.82 8.06 _Iz}zs !  -2,85
uUsa 7.35 11.80 8.70 '6.93 3,52 -2,69 f
" Yugoslavia 7.14 11.79 8.63 .7.49 2,80 -3.51
‘Total 7:53° 12,20 | 8.94 8.09 2,70 ° . -3,82,
. .f . . ~ -
. RO 20 R
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: - Table 4 ' _ .
. Mean Context Attributions for - .
Country X Sex and Country X Sex X Success/Failure
- Interactions for Achievement
) Success Failure " Total
Country Male Female Male " Female Male Female
L Y R S
Ihdia 9.80 6. 80 9.99 9.13 "|; 9.89 17,97
Japan ‘ 7.65 7.53 8.23 7.77 7.94 7.65
. S. Africa 8.09 8.76 | 9.92 " 9.73 9.01 9.24
USA 8.72 " 8.61 .8.66 . 8.73 8.69 8.66
~Yugoslavia -. 7.31 6.63 "8.96 8.30 8.14 71.47
Total '8.31 7.67 9.15 ~8.73 8.73 8.20
\
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Table 5 - «
- . ¢ Mean Effort Attributions for ) 7/ ‘<
. Country X Sex X Major X Success/Failure (
Interactions for Achjevement ’
Education v Physical Sclence - Social Science
Success, Failure Success Failore & Success Failure
Country Mhle Female Total Male Female Total Male :Female Total Mal® Female Total | "Male Female Total Male Jemale Total
v ] ’ \ . .\
India 13.00 14.20 13.60 13.25 | 14.27 13.76 12.°50 13.47 12.99 12.92 11.59 12.25 13.63 13.18 13.41 9.58 12.55, 11.06
Japan 11.91 11.84 11,87 }11.72 12.6',{ 12.16 14:52 - 12.36 11.94 12.48 13.09 12.79 11.97 11.05 11.51 13.13 13.10 13,12
S. Africa 12.10 12.45 12.27 11.43 12.35 11.89 13.00 12.13 12.56 13.35 12.44 12.89 12.61 12.56 58 | 12.83 11.88 12.35
UsA J12.56 13.03 12.79 11.22° '12~.53 11.40 12.48 12.%3 12.61 11.74 11.47 11.60 } \13.60> 12.59 13.10 ] 12.80 12.00 12.40
Yugoslavia 11.88 11.73 11.80 11.25 Q).l.‘0‘9 11.17 13.00 12.38 12.69 10.00 12,00 11.00 } 12.00 12.78 12.39,| ¥3.67 12.72 13.19
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- Table 6° .
Mean Attributions for Stability for . - .
' Country. X Sex X Major X Success/Failure -
Interactions for Achievement . . . L ,
, Education Physical Science _Social Science
. Success Failure Success Failure Success Failures . ]
- Country Male Female ,Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female - Total Male Female Total Male Female Total
lndia 0 -2,60 ~-1.30 |-5.50 ~-6.07 =5.78 .33 ~3.24 -1.45 " |~-7.17 -3.47 -=5.32 <0 -3.27 -1.64 | -3.58 -3.82 -3.70
. ' . !
Japan -4.69 -4.95 -4.82 |-3.96 -3.64 -3.80 |[-2.86 -6.50 -4.68 |-6.17 -4.32 -5.25 |-3.50 -3.85 -3.68| -6.10 \\~6\.40 -6.25
S..Afxica -1.52 ~-1.00 -1.26 -.9 -2.9 -1.9 |-2.12 -2.13 ~2.12 }|-4.69 -4.06 -4.38 |-3.26 -1.32 -2.29| =-3.61 -.96 -2,28
" USA . .61 ~-.9 -.16:)-1.56 -.52 -1.04 1.39 -.07 .66 |-3.09 -2.20 -2.64 |-1.07 -.23 -=.65] ~4.73 -4.05 =4.39
Yugoslavia { -5.25 -6.22 =-5.74 [-5.88 -3.53 -4.70 (-5.67 '-6.19 -5.93 2,33 -6.19 -1.93 |-2.44 -1,89 -2.17| -5.89 -1.89 -3.89°
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Table 7

Mean Attribution and Composite Scares'for Affiliétion

= *  Country Ability Effort Context " Luck ‘ ;nternality Stapiligy
. _ - —
India 11.20 10.31 9.78 . 8.90 | 2.84 1.77
Japan " 9.42 10723 . 10.25 8.58 ~0.83 ‘ . 0.86
° S. Africa 9.64 9.70 10-10 7.19 2.06 ' 2,86
-~ UsA- "9.20 9.6 9.29 6.45 - "3.24 2,48
Yugoslavia 9.51 oo9.91 | 9.31 " 8.08 .'_ 2.03 0.84
Total 9.82 9.97 9.75 o 7.84 | 2.20 1.75.
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Table 8

’

Mean Attribution and bomposite Scores for Affiliation Successes

.

Country Ability Effort Context Luck .Internality Stability
India 15539 10.85 11.39 8.48 3.57 4.64
Japan 9.81 11.38 12.03 9,21 ~-0.04 1,25
S. Africa 10.20 10.23 11.60 6.22 2,26 ) 5.35
UsA 10.49 10.87 % 10.68 5.88 4.80 4.42
_Yugoslavia 10.54 10.65 10.99 = .8.14 ~2.06 2.75
Tota&\ 10.73 10.79 11.34 7.59 2.60 3.68
Table 9
) Mean Attribution anJ'Composite Scores for Affiliation Failures
@ )
Country * Ability Effort Context Luck Internality Stability
India g9.81 9.78 8,17 9.31 2.11 -1.11
Japan ) 9.04 9.08 8.47 7.95 1.70 0.48
S. Africa 9.09 9.16 8.60 8.15 1.50 0.37
USA { . 8.09 / 8.50 7.90 v 7.02 1.68 0.47
.Yugodiavia : ,z; 9.18 7.64f ‘\~§,n§” 2.01 ~1,07
. - . .r‘ ‘
Total , 8.09 9,14 8.16 8.09 1.80 -0.17




Mean Attributions for Males and Females for ‘Affiliation

Table 10

\

Attribution Males Females p<
Ability 9.57 10.06 .02
Effort 9.76 10.18 .05
Context 9.83 9.66 NS
Luck 7.99 7.69 NS
Internality 1.51 2.89 .001
Stability 1.65 1.86 NS
-
3
-

»

/
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Table 11
Means for Internal Attributions for
Country X Sex and Country X Sex X Success/Failure
Interactions for Affiliation

) Success Failure Total
Country - Male Female Male Female Male Female
) , India 1 2.93 4.20 -.23 444 1.35 4.32
Japan . -1.03 .95 .74 2.67 7.14 1.81
. S. Africa 1.83 \ 2,04 .95 1.94 2.18
USA 4.50 5.10 = 2.46 .90 3.48 3.00
. Yugoslavia | 1.24 2.87 61 341 °f .92 3,14
Total 1.89 3.30 1.12 2.48 | 1.51 2.89
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Table 12 .
Mean Country X Major Affiliation Attributions
for Internality

-

30

N\ "~ Physical Social
i Country Eaucation Sciences Sciepres
4 —b- & '
India 2.28 2.90 3.32
Japan .08 .98 ‘\~\ 1.43
S. Africa 2.84 1.34 1.99
USA 3.52 2.80 3.40
Yugoslavia .39 .83 4.88

»
Total 1.89 1.77 3.00
———— Q
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Table 13

Mean Sex X Major Affiliation Attributiohs for Internality

Major . Male Female
. {
Education *1.81 1.84
, Physical Science 0.49 3.06
Social Science 2.23 3.77
\ .
Total T 1.51 2.89
"‘ \
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j / i Table 14 : '
* . . . Mean Effort Attributions for
Q ’ Country X Sex X Major X Succesas/Failure
Interactions for Affiliation
- S s
Education ‘. Physical Science . * Social Science
Success Failur ’ Success . Failure Success Failure.
w Country Male Female Total Male Female Total Male VFemale Total Male Female Total Male Female Totgl { Male Female Total
India 11.50 11.31 11.40 7.50 9.08 8.29 9.31 10.33 9.82 10.23 10.08 10.16 11. 36 11.27 11.32 10.05 11.73 ‘i0.89
% . Japan 10.92 11.44 11.18 9.31 9.33 9.32 10.20 12.82 11.51 7.83 10.18 9.01 I11.17 11.75 11.46 9.00 8.85 8.93
S. Africa |10.33 11.24 ’10.79 9.86 9.29 9.57 8.65 10.38 9.51 8.91 8.81 8.86 10.83 9.95 10.39 9.57 8.55 9.06
' USA 16.76 10.97 10.87 8.65  8.81 8.73 | 10.68 11.14 10.91 9.59 8.14 8.97 9.85 11.81 10.83 B.31 7.52 7.92
o
. Yugoslavi 9.25 9.69 9.47. 9.63 . 8.42 9.02 10.67 10.27 10.47 8.33 10.40 9.37 lﬁ.ﬁ7 12.33 12.00 8.89 9.39 9.14
\ e C
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- Figure 1. Country X success/failure interactions for four achievement attributionms. -
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Figure 2. Country X success/failure interactions for internality and stability composites
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Figure 4. Country X sex X success/failure interaction for
context attributions for -achievement. '
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lT-he country X success/fa\lure interaction for conmtext is*ot gsignificant.
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Achievement Sample Size
Country Education Physical Science Social Science

Country Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female
India 78 35 43 19 4 15 29 ° 12 17 30 19 11
S. Africa 131 70 61 41 21 20 42 26 16 48 23 25

-
USA 126 56 70 5 18 33 38 23 15 37 15 22
Yugoslavia 97 20 79 53 8 45 19 3 16 25 9 18
Japan 250 133 117 149 74 75 51 29 22 50 30 20
Total 682 314 370 313 125 188 179 < 93 86 190 96 96
\ A0 NG
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. " Affiliation Sample Size
. e : 1
Country - Education Physical Science ' Social Science P*
Country’ Total Male Female Total ~Male Female Total ~Male TFemale Total Male Female '
A L)
India 72 36 36 17 4 13 125 13 12 30 19 11 .
S. Africa 126 67" 59 42 21 21 39 23 - 16" 45 23 - 22 .y
USA 119 52 67 % | 49 17 32 6 22 14 % 13 21 \
Yugoslavia 98 20 & 78 53 8 45 18 3 15 27 9 18
: \ o
Japan 250 135 115 148 75 73 52 30 22 50 30 20
. N/ - .
" Total 665 310 355 309 125 184 -170, 91 79 186 % 92
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