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Attribution of'causality ind locus of control of reinforcement are

related concepts that have generated a voluminous isearch literiture as
4

characterized-by several.syntheses (deChares, 1976; Lefcourt, 1976;

Phares,, 3.975; Weiner, 1979). Locus of control refers to the attribution

of causality to either.external forces or internal forces. External

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

to ability(stable) or effort (unstable). Causal beliefs precede and

0:

0 partly account for subsequent action (Weiner & Sierad, 1975).

r

A number of\researchers (Boor, 1976; Parsons & Schneider, 1978)

Remains, 19774 have examined locus of Control cross-culturally. AlthoUgh

Malikios & Ryckman (1977) suggested using a multidimensional approach in

future cross-cultural personality research, no subsequent study could be

'located tht followed their advice, except another *study.by Ryckman, Posses

AF

Albs (19733). Most cross-cultural studies have used Rotter's (1966)

-A.
locus of control scale or a variant of it. Research (Weiner, Heckhausen,

st

Mayer &,Cook, 1972) have indicated that the locuslof-control and stability
. \ /

dimensions have been confounded in the locus of conrol literature. Inter-

nality has been"liiiked to A stable dimension (Ability) and externality to

4

an unstable dimension (luck).

A

Prepared for presenation at the annual meeting of the AmOrican Educational

Research Associertion, Boston, April, 1980.
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Studies by Okeck (1975) and Dweck & Repucci (1973) found that

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

-hal/tor AS the' more specific causal attribution, 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
1

research cross.culturally by'using both a multidimensional (achievement

and affiliation) and a multiattributional (ability,,effore, task, and

lucV Approach fot both success and failure.

404. (METHOD

41

During the summer of 1978 profesiors in a number of pniversities

1

throughout Tbur continents wike contacted; The following countries/were

6
represented: 'Japan, South Africa, U. S., Yugoslavia, and India. Appro-

priate translatiOns of Lefcourt's (1978) Multidimensional-MultiattribUtional.

Causalityscale(MMCS)weremade 4nd validated. In order to standardize
4.

the adminietraiion and' obtain compardb1e-semples, the colliborators were

1 given the following guidelines: a) age range: 19-24; b) app7ximately

equal number of males and females; c) cliYrently enrolled f 11 time in the

university or university preparatory inititutionl, d) a minimum of 40 stu-
.

.- dents in each of the fo4owing: social ,dtences (e.g., psychOlof or

sociology), edudation (teacher training), sciences (e.g., chemittry, biology,

or physical; 3) admihistered in class as a grou .in OctObfr Qr. NoveMber.

The 48. item 57point Likert formated.MMa.gonsisted of 24 items Wping

the achievement domain and,24.items tapping the afftliation domain, random-

ized. Within each.domaip there we41,,,zix items for each of the attribuy.ons

I.

3
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(ability, effort, task, And luck) randomized equally across success and

failure'items. kp a series of expetiments Lefcourt (1978) has aemonstrated
4e

adequate discriminant validity and acceptable reliability.

RESULTS

A set of six unweighted four-way analyses of variance with one re-.

peated measure was performed for both affiliation and achievement attribu-

tions. Each 5x2x3x1 analysis of variance aisessed the effects of five

'countries, both sexes, and three academic majors repeated across both

succesa 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

index of cliierall internility was obtained by.summing tWe attributions for

.ability and effort (both internal) and subtracting those for context and
/7

luck (both external).
1 Similarly, both stable attkibutions (ability and

context) 4re summed while both variable attributions,(effort and lu)ç)

Were subtracted to provide an overall stability index.

Results are rpported first for attributirs fok achievement and then.

for affiliation. Scheffe multiple comparisonl,were performed followihg

signiAcant ANOVA effects to assess the significance of difference among

individual.means% Simple effects (Winer, 1971) were assessed for signifi-

cent interaction effects.

it Achievement Attribution

The results reported'inTable 1 for all achievement attributions

indicate that subjects Across ill countries attributed their'achievement

more to their Own effort 44 11.32), than to their ability (4 1.1%9.50),

luck 4M 8.74), and the.context (M -8.47). Overall, Oublects attri ted
.-

7
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4
-than did the Americans, although subjects from all countries attributed

.s

A

4

their achievement more to themselves than'to external factors (M 4.66),

it

and more to variable& than stable causes (M 3.15) .

7

Insert Table 1 About Here

Differences'among the countries were significant for attributions to

ability, conteit, and luck, alp !Or the stability composite (p. <.001 in

all instances). Differences among the countries for effort attributions

and overall internality were not statistically significant.

Individual Scheffkcomparisons indicated that subjects from both

Japan and Yugoslavia attributed their achievement to their ability signi-

ficantly less than subjects from flouth Africa, tho United S4ates, and

India. South Africans ettputed achievement significantly more to

context than either Japanese or Yugoslavian subjeCts% Americans believed

that luck contributed to their achievement significintly less than did

Indians, 4apanese,/or South Africans.

Finally, both the Japanese and Yugoslavian 'subjects telieved the

causes of their achievement were more -subject to change (i.e. vakiable)

I. ,

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

final signAicant difference among countries waa stronger beliefs in'-

uhstablerattributions by the Japanese

In flummery, these results sugges

n by the South Africrs.

many more similarities than dif-

ferences among subjects fromi:the five nations Studied.

Success/Failure

"There were significant differences between the succsss and failure

conditiogs, as well as significant country X-euccess/failure interaction's,

.
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for all four attributioni, as well as for both composite measures.

Inspection of mean scores reported in Table 2, attributionssfor achievement

succeisses, .and Table 3, attributions for achievement failures, indicates
.4

that subjects across all countries attributed their successes significantly

more than their ;enures to ability, effort, luck, and overall internality.

Conversely, they believed their failures more thantheir successee were

the result of the context and more variable%causes .

Insert Tables 2 &.3 About mere

Subjects from all.countries bn the everage attributed successes first

to tAeir effort (M 121), than to ability (M . 1147), luck (M 9.40),

and context (.M 1.2 7.99). For achieyement.failUres, lack of effort (M 12.20)

was again.the s rongest attribution;4?ollowed by context (M 8.94), bad

luck (M 8:09), apd finall lack of ability (M ' 7.53). Subjects reported

M)

,

a higher average of personal responsibility for succeeses (M 6.62) tha0..!,,

for failures (Kim 2.70). ile they telieved the factors contributing to

both success and failuie were more.variable than steble, this average was

significantly higher for failures.

0Country X Success/Fail u IhteractiOns

The interactions were statisticaliy significant for all four attribu-

tions and both.composite indices. Mean results repoited.in Tables.2 and

3 are depicted graphically for all four causal attributions in Figure 1,

and for the two:composites-in Figure 2.

Insert Figure 1 About Here
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'Inspection pf Figure 1 indicates that the Japanese were closest to

attributing both success and iailure equally to ability, Wale subjects .

from 'the other countries more strongly believed their successes were more

the reSult of their ability thhn their failures %.rere caused by lack of

%

ability. Attributions of effort for success and failure were generally

close across all five nations, as were context attributions, except

for Yugoslavia and to a lesser degree Soutn0frica. Subjects from both

these countries believed that their fAilures more than successes were due

to contextual factors more than subjects from the other three c.ountries.
4. I'

Finally, subjects from all' countries excillpt Sndia consistently believed

that luck contributed More to thnir success than to their failure.- Indians,
A

on the other hand, reported luck as contributing equally to success'and
A

.failure.

Insert Figure 2 About Here

(

On the composite indices depicted in Figure 2, subjects from all

countries except Japan assumed more personal responsibility for their

achievement successes than fot their failures. Subjects.from all countries

except Yugoslavia attributed their failures more than succe9ses to' causes

Imare subject to chandi-(i.e. unstable) than to more stable causes.

Sex Differences

There was a significant difference between males and females on

attributions to context, but not to ability, effort, or luck. Females

(M-ms 8.20) attributed their achievement significantly less than males.

(4 sm 8i-73) to contextual factoill. Thus çemales (4 5.20) were signifi-

cantly more internal overall than.males (4 4,12). There was no signi-

ficent differeAce between the sexep on the stability dimension.
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In addition, there were several significant interactions involving

sex. Figure 3 illustrates mlignificant ordinal sex X success/failure

interaction for ability attributions (P <.02). Both males and females
4

Insert Figure 3 About Here
4.

Attributed their successes to ability (gale M 1...11.521 Female 'M 11.42)

more than failures to lack of ability (Male M 7.20, Female M .., 7.86).

F 3, thowever, were slightly higher for he failure conditioft, while

males were slightly higher for successes.

Significant country X sex ( p ,008) and country X sex X suecess4

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

in Table 4.

A

Ins'ert 4.eble 4 About Here

Figure 4 depicts this three...way interactipn. 'There ig little,dif-
v

ference between males and females for sugcess.and failure attributions

to context for both'Japanese and AmeriCan subjects. Larger differences
-

exist for subjects from India (succAssful fema3let lower than the others).

South Africa (differences betweeh males and fel;mtles for sugceSs condition).

/-
and Yugoslavia (failure attributions greatex.than success attributiont

and males higher than-tamales for both success and failure).

Insert Figure 4 About Here,

In addition, there was a significant sex X success/fail.ure ordinal

interaction on the stability dimension (p .(.007), with attributions for

failure, higher than for succiess for .both sexes.(see Figure )., However,

1

4

9
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females (M 2, attributed achievement successes tà variable

causes more than males (M 2.00), whilelmales CM... 4.03) attributed
(

failurcas to more unstable causes than females 04 3.60).

),

1
In ert Figure 5 About Here

Academic Malor

There were significant differences between students majoring in-
. 4.

/

education, physical science, and social science on,attributions t context

luck (.p .03), and on the internality composite (p 4.001).
`

( p 4,001),

Dyferences for ability, effort, and staigliti'were not Aignificant.

Scheffi contrasts indiCated that education major's 04 8.97) made

significantly higher attributions than social-science majors (M 11.02)

to context, but that physical soJ,.ence majors (4 18.41) did not differ

significantly from-either group. While the mein effect for luck attri-
,

butions.was significant (p<.03),.the more conservative Scheff4 compari-
.

sons failed to yield signifiAnt dgferences among education (M 9.11).

, 7
physical.science (M 8.72), or social science (M- 8.40) majors. SCheffe

contrasts did indicate, however, thatsocial science (M 5.90) majors'

were significadtly more internal than education majors (M 3.55), but

notAignifichntly different than physical science majors (M

In addition, Allerevere significant country X major, country X major

:X success/failure, and cquntry X major X sex S success/firaure inter-

4

1.0

actions for

The country

Tables 5 and 6 summarize thi.informat(ion.

both effort attributionsPand for the stability dimension.

N
X sex X major interaction foi stability was also significant.

N/
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Insert Tables 5 and 6 About Here

Affiliation Attributions

Thetresults for affiliation attributions summarized in Table 7

indicate that subjects across all countries attributed their social affil-

iationa about equally to their effort (M 9.97), ability (M 9.82), and

the situational context (4 4. 9,75), and less to luck 04 7.841,. Overall,
.

subjects attabuted their Affiliations more to themselves than tO external

factors (4 414 2.20), and more to stable than variable causes (4 1.75).

In comparing theie attributions with those for achievement reported itt

in Table 1, several distinctions merit noting. Effort'and luck appeared

to pfay a larger role in achievement than in affiliation, while context

was attributed more mportance for affiliation. Ability attributions for

both achievement and ffiliation were very similar. While subjects indi-1,1

ieca.ted higher Isttributions for personal responsibility than fomternal

causes for both, perceived personal contrOl was,highex for achievement

(M 4.66) than for affiliation (M 2.20). Strikenly, affiliation was

perceived as controlledipy more stable causeS (M 1.75), while achieve-

ment by more unstable causes (M 3.15). -

,

Insert Table 7 About Here

4

Therd were significant differences fmong countries for ability

(p <.001), context (p <.003), and luck.(P <.001) affiliation attrib6tions,

butlpot for effort. There were also:significant main effects forcoiptry
\-

on both the internality (p< .003) and stability (p <.001) 4mensions.

. a,
st
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Individual Scheffe comparisons indicated that Indiana atfibuted

their social affiliations significantly (p <:01) more to ability than:did

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

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

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

lerences amon(A coitries were reported. Indians, Japanese, and Yugoslavian

lbsubjects fal attributpd- affiliation more to luck than did Americans

<.01),'while Indians and Japanese also attributed more to luck than

did South African subjectit (p <.01).

On the internality compOrae, the only significant difference was

between Americans and Japanese, wil.h Americans believing their affiliations

were more subject to their Personal cantrol than did the Japanese (p <.01).

South Africans, however, believed the catises of affiliation to be sigAifi-

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

(P .05) subjects, while Americans also reported higher stable attributiqns

for affiliation than did the Japanese (p <.05). Means for all these com-

parisons are reported in Table 1.

In summary, these findings suggest many more similarities among t(7

subjects from these fiOe countiies than differences.

'Success/Failure

There were significant differences between attrib4iions for success-

. ful affiliations and unsuccessful affiliations for all four causal attri-

/.,

butions included in the study, as *ell as for the internalitA dhd stability

composites. In addition, significant country X success/ ailure interactions

oCcurred for both composites and for all attributions except context.

A

44
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A comparison of-tOtal attributions-for affiliation successes reported

in Table 8-with failures reported in Table 9,'indicated that attributions

for subjects across all countries were-higher fOr ability, effort, and

context and lower for luck for affiliation successes than for failures

(p ,(.001 in all'instances). In-additiOn, all subjects reported signifi-

cantly more internal attributions than external (p <.01) and more stable
\J

than unstable attributions (ip .aol) for success than for failure..

Inne4 Tables 8 and 9 About Here

Affiliation sucesses were attributedyiost to the situational context

(14 P. 11.34) while failures were attributed most o lacio_yeffort (M . 9.14).

Ability, effort, apd context were considered more important ale luck less

important for `SlIccess than for failure.

Country X.SuccessiVailure Interactions

These two-way interactioal were statistically significant for ability,

effort, and luck attributions, and for both the internality and stability

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

action for.,context was non-significant in as*mugh as subjec6s from all
4

countries attributed context consistently-higher for the stiCcess than tfie

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

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

both composites.

a.

. Insert.Figure 6 About,Here

A.

12
11.



C

4..

12

Inspection of Figure 6 indicates very little difference for Japanese

subjecta for success /failure.ability attributions,with larger Lferences for

the other countries. Differences were greatest for Japanese and American

subjects for effort attributions. The interaction for attributions for
.

luck appears to be )11pre complex than for the other causes, with virtually
4

.

no difference between success and fairure for the Yugoslavipns, while the

Indians, South.Africans, and Americans attribute luck as playing more a

role for failure than success, while the opposite na true for the.japanese.

Insert Figure 7 About Here 1

Figure 7 indicates that only the Japanese perceived more personal

control for failures than successes, while the-Yugoslavians attributions

vary approximately the Same for both conditiona,.

Sex ell.;hrences 4

Females attributed social affiliation significantly more to ali:aity,

Ar
.effort, and overall internal causes than did males. No aignificant dif-,

ferences ocCurred for context,luck, or overfall stability. Means,ere

reported in Table 10 for both sexes.'

\.

Insert Table 10 About, Here

In addition, there were significant counity X sex arid country X

success/failure interactions on the internality composite. These

results are summarized in Table 11 and Figure 8. For subjects from

Insert Table 11 About Here

India, little difference between success and failure was repOrted by

SS.
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'.'Americanimales and females attributed success more tha
',

I'-%

nal causes. Yugoslavian females' intSrnal'attribution

13

females, while males assumed more personal responsibility for successes

than failures:. For Japan, both malei and females attributed failure more

than success to_internal causes, while females were comparatively higher

for both conditions. Fox South, African subjects, females took compara-

tively more responsibility foi. success and males for f ilure. Both

failure to inter-
% ,

ware slightly

highpr ror failure than for successcwhile the 'opposite was reklorted by

males.

,4

Insert Figure 8 About Here

Academic Major

The only significant main effect for academic major was on the

internality compOsite. None of the differences for the four causal attri-

A

bUtions nor for the stability dimension were significant. While social
114.

-science majors (M 3.00) attrituted affiliation more internally than did

either education (M 1.82) or physical science (4 1.77) majors, the

I.

more. conservative Scheffe-comparisons did not reach stqistical signgicance.

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

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

Tables 12.ana 13% The Only other.significant int ractirons involving
Ii !

Iniert Tables 12 and 13 a1but here

. ,

academic major were a three-Way couritry X major X success/failure apd a

four-way country X sex X major X success/failure interaction for effort

attributions. These results are'sUmma0.zed in Table 14.

Insert Table 14/About Here
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DISCUSSION

4

By not limiting4foss-pultural comparisons to the internal-external
.

-gdimensionilbT locus of control within only the achievement context, this

st0dy provided mote possibilities for comprehending the complexity of

causel, attributions, For example, some studies:showed no ax differences

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

ovefiti achievement contexts there were no Aex diqerences on the stabil-
,

. y

ity dimension. But when one examines only the succeSs variable fergales

, .
. . \ .

\
in comparison to males attribute to unstable causes

..

frequently. With failures the pattern is reversed:

unstable causes significantly more frequently. Although th finding

si4 ificantly more
V

malék attribute to

lends same support to the self7serving or ego-defensive hypothesis for

ma1e:5'(if one fails it is.a resulteof unstable causes whereas if one

sucoeeds it is due to stable causes), for females the fear of failure way

ft

lead to a sense of surrender since stability ascriptions offer little

hope for personal intervention. But since females were significantly

isore internal thah males and attributing less than males do to contextual

factors; the differences are alPparently attentuated for females in'the

lack of causal ascription predictability fot success events. By contrast,

in the affiliation damain io which traditional females have typically

excelled more than males, the pattern is less clouded. In comparison to

males, females attribute affiliation significantly more to internal causes

(effort and abilityi, which may part,' ly explain the female edge in af-

filiation. The sex differences seem o center on the ttabiliti dimension

in achievement and On the internality dimension in affiliation.

410
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In part these findingp svpport other studies which fOund Oriental

countries mo're external than Western countries. However.% these studies

failed to distinguish attruions for s4ccess and failure. Such a

distinction becomes apparent with the Japanese..In comparison with the

other tour countries in this study, the Japanese are the most internal

in causal Itecriptions for failures and the least itrnal tor succespes

in the achievement domain. (The latter was similar also in the affilia-

tion domain.) This pattern may be a reflection of socialization patterns
\

where honor and duty ,re at stake. Success may reflect on duty J4

family.and the laver social structure, external to the individual. In

contrasti,ill failures there may Lu greater personal burden which might be

-Teflective V the high degree of dependency observed in, the Japanese.

4
Indians, oi the,other hand, had attribution patterns completely opposite

0,, _

to the Japanese,' )rhey Were'tkle leasi internal for attributing failures and 4,-
the most internal for attributing .sqccesis in both the achievement and at--

\filiation domains. Perhaps thi is reflective of the immobility of the
v el

g to Veiner'l (1979) theou of moti-
1

caste system. Nevertheless, acc

vation, this is the mos itive combination for personal success and-
411"

self-satidfaction. Interestingly, all countries, excePt Japan, took more

re'sponsibility for achievement successes then failures. Japan was also

one of two exceptions in the affiliation domain as. well./ All countries

(except Yugoslavia) attributed achievement failur6s.more than successes
ft

to unstable causes. This suggests that when oxle fails kt is not due to

.\ oneself or exiernal variables but due to uncertainty or lack of stability.
. 4

The Japanese attributed achievement failures more to laCk of effort

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

6
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countriea. an contrasts in affiliation all countries were consistent in

higher effort attributions to success than to failures.' Context attribu-

00

tions tor all countries were higher for failure than suCcess. JUst the

opposite was the case for the affi1iation domain. This could reflect the-I

poSsibility Of changing one's performance and the difficulty of altering

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

.WAs similar in both achievement and affiliation domains, i.e. *higher ability

. .

,

,

attribtitions for success than for failure. This tends to support the ego-
,

\

t r

1

enhancing hypothesis. Finallye.in the case of luck attributions only with

l

1

!.
ths Japanese there is consistency across both achievement and affiliation,

1

attribute luck for successes more than in the case of failures, which*

supports the finding of,the Japanese being most internal for attributikm

failures.. .

It is surprising that the significant difibrendes in4causal &scrip-

,

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 causality

to internal variables (effort or ablliy). in comparison to education

students, who were more likely to at:tribute to Context (*xternal stable

Variable); Hence, onehmight assume that education students would take

less peraonal responsibility for change in the achievement domain. .0n
. * it , .

.0'' .
the other hand, in the affiliation &Mein there were no significant dif-

ferenges Among the three majors. It indeed we would expect to see greater.;

.,.,

differe ces among the three academic majors in achievement, then it seems

reaso able to assume differences in causal ascriptions for success/failure

in achievement. Affiliation ascriptions, however, may tend to'be distri-

buted randomly regardless of academic major.
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Table 1

Mean Attribution Ind Composite Scores for Achievement

-1 Ability. Effort/ Context
l`
Luck Internality Stability

Indig
I.

10.26 12.84 8.93 9.55 4.63 -3.20

Japan 8.46 12.23 7.80 9.27 4.13 -4.74

S.,Africa . 9.74 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 9:50 12.37, 8.17 8.74 4.66 -3.15
1

.

)

#

0

4
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Table 2

Mean Attributidn and Composite Scores for Achievement Successes

Country Ability Effort ConteXt Luck Internality

India 13.16 . 13.33 8.30 9.59 8.59

Japan 9.89 11.77 7.59 10.11, 3.97

S. Africa 11.82 12.47 8.43 9.67 6.20

USA 12.36 12.83 8.66 8.24 8.28

Yugoslavia 10.11 12.29 6.97 9.39 6.04

Total 11.47 12.54 7.99. 9.40 6.62

Table 3

§tabilitY

-1.46

-1.89

-0.05

-4.61

-2.48

Mean Attribution and Composite Scores for Achievement Failures

Internality Stability'Country Ability Effort Context Luck

India

Japan

S. Africa

USA

..

Yugoslavia

'Total

7.37

8.03

7.67
4

7-.35

7.14

753..

,12.36

.

. 12.69,
.

12.37
,

,
11.80

11.79 y .

12.20

r

9.56

8.00

9.82

8.70

8.63

8.94

9.50

,

8.44

8.06

'6.93

,7.49

8.09

.0.66

4.28

%

2/.25

3.52
.

2,80

2.70

-4,93

-5,10

- 2,85

-2.69

-3.41

-3,82 ,

?0
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Table 4
Mean Context Attributions fo'r -

Country X Sex and Country X.Sex X Success/Failuxe
interactions for Achievement

Country

Success
Male

Failure Total
)44ale Female Female Male Female

1thdia 9.80 6.80' 9.99 9.13 9.89 .7.97

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

Yu$oslavia'. 7.31 6.63 8.96 8.30 8.14 7.47
I.

Total 8.31 7.67 9.15 8.73 8.73 8.20

r

111

.
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Table 5
Mean dort Attributions for

Country X Sex X Major X Success/Failure
Interactions for Nchievement

Country
,

Success
Education

Failure
Total Male

I
Success

Physical Science -

4iti

Total
Success

Social Science

TotalTotal Male Total
Failure

Total
Failure

Wale Female Female Female Malt Female 1 'Male Female Male /emale

IP
India

t

Japan

S. Africa

USA
.

Yugoslavia

13.00

11.91

12.10

.12.56

11.88

14.20

11.84

12.45

13.03

11.73

1

13.60

11.87:
.-

12.27

12.79

11.80

13.25

11.72

11.43

11.22'

11.25

)

14.27

12.61.

12.35

11.58

401:09

13.76

12.16

11.89

11.40

11.17

12.50

11;52

13.00

12.48

13.60

13.47

12.36

12:13

12.3

12.38

12.99

11.94

12.56

12.61

12.69

12.92

12.48

13.35

11.74

f0.0o

11.59

13.09

12.44
.

11.47

12.00

1

12.25

12.79

12.89

11.40

11.00

13.63

11.97
.

12.61

'13.60)

12.00

13.18

11.05

12.56

12.59

12.78

13.41

11.51

4058

13.10

12.39,

9.58

13.13

12..83

12.80

13.67

12.55,

13.10

11.88
..

12.00

12.72
.

11.06

13.12

12.35

12.40

13.19

/NM

r.

4

. . -

4
I*
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TAble 6.

Mean Attributions for Stability for
Country.X Sex X Major X Success/Failure

Interactions for Achievement

-Country
guccess

Education
Failure

Total Male

Physical Science
Failure

-Total
§..1.1.C.ELTA

Male Female

Social Science

TOtal'
Success

Total Total
Failures

Male Female Male Female Female Male Female MAle FemaleiTotal

....

-

India 0 -2.60 -1.30 -5.50 -6.07 -5.78 .33 -3.24 -1.45 -7.17 -3.47 -5.32 AD -3.27 -1.64 -3.58 -3.82 -3.70

. /

-7.21N.40Japan -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 -6.25

S..Aftica -1.52 -1.00 -1.24 -.90 -2.90 -1.90 -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 -.94 -.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 -5.43 2.33 -6.19 -1.93 -2.44 -1.89 -2.17 -5.89 -1.89 -3.89*

. .

ea

24
25



Table 7

Mean Attribution and Composite Scores for Affiliittion

o

Country Ability Effort Context

India

Japan
.

S. Africa

USA

Yugoslavia

Total

11.20

,...

9.42

9.64

9.29

.9.51

9.82

1-0.31

.

10.. 23

9.70

9.t9

9.91
,

9.97

.

9.78

10.25
.

1e10

9.29

9.31

9.75

Luck Internality Stability

8.90 2.84

MID

1.77

8.58 0.83 0.86

7:19 2.06 2,86

6.45 3.24 2.44

8.08 2.03 .0.84

7.84 2.20

.26



Table 8

Mean Attribution and 'Composite Scores for Affiliation Successes

Country Ability Effort Context Luck .Internality Stability

India 11)19 10.85 11.39 8.48 3.57 4.64
f

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

t

USA

,
Yugoslavia

10.49

10.54

10.87S

10.65

10.68

10.99
%

5.88

.8.14

4.80

0.2.06

4.42

2.75

TotA\ 10.73 10.70 11.34 7.59 2.60 3.68

Table 9

Mean Attribution anoeComposite scores for Affiliation Failures

CountryA Ability Effort

India 9.78
1.

./9.81

Japan 9.04 9.08

S. Africa 9.09 9.16

USA ! 8.09/ 8.50

Yugodiavia 9.18

46. No.

Total , 8.09 9.14

Context

.

8.17

8.47

8.60

7.90

7.64
r

8.16

Luck Internality Stal4lity

9.31 2.11 -1.11

7.95 1.70 0.48

8.15 1.50 0.37

* 7.02 1.68 0.47
4

2.01 4,4 -1.07

8.09 1.80 -0.17

27



Table 10

Mean Attributions for Males and Females for Affiliation

Attribution Males Femalel p<

Ability 9.57 10.06 .02

ip Effort 9.76 10.18 .05

Context 9.83 9.66 N NS

Luck 7.99 7.69 NS
-

Internality 1.51 2.89 .001

Stability 1.65 1.86 NS

jl

4
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Table 11

Means for Internal Attributions for
Country X Sex and CounLry X Sex X Success/Failure

interactions for Affiliation

Country

Success Failure Total

Male Female Male Female Male Female

India 2.93 4.20 -.23 4.44 1.35 4.32

Japan -1.03 .95 0 .74 2.67 1.14 1.81

S. Africa 1.83 i y 2,04 .95 1.94 2..18

..::.

1110.

USA 4.50 5.10 2.46 .90 3.48 3.00

Yugoslavia 1.24 2.87 .61 3.41 '.92 3.14

Total 1.89 3.30 1.12 2.48 . 1.51 2.89

11.



Table 12
Mean Country X Major Affiliation Attributions

for Internality

N
Country

A \

Eaucation
Physical Social
Sciences Scieptes

A
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

30
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Table 13

Mean Sex X Major Affiliation Attributiohs for Internality

rajor Male Female

EducatiOn 1.81 1.84

Physical Science 0.49 3.06

Social Science 2.23 3.77

Total 1.51 2.89

4

IS



Table 14
Mean Effort Attributions for

Country X Sex X Major X Success/Failure
lnteractiona for Affiliation

Country

. .

Success
Education

Total

t

..

Success
Physical Science

Total

. -

Success
Social Science

TotalTotal
Failur

Total
Failure

TotDli
Failure.

Male Female Male Female Male Fewle Male Female Male Female Male Female

-

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 10.89

Japan 10.92 11.44 11.18 9.31 9.31 9.32 10.20 12.82 11.51 7.83 10.18 9.01 I1.17 11.75 11.46 9.00 8.85 8.91

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 10.76 10.97 10.87 8.65 8.131 8.73
0

10.68 11.14 10.91 9.59 8.14 8.87
)

9.85 11.81 10.83 8.31 7.52 7.92

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 1167 12.33 12.00 8.89 9.39 9.14

. .

32
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Figure 1. Country X success/failure interactions for four"achievement attributions.
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Figure 2. Country X success/failure interactions for internality and stability composites
for achievement.

36

USA , Yugo-
slavia

37



.

12

11

Ability 10

Attributions
9

8

0- , WPM,. o

Male Female

Success

Failure

_40

Figure 3. Sex X success/failure interaction for ability
attributions for achievement.
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Figure 4. Country X sex X success/failure interaction for
context attributions for,achievement.

4

39



Stability
-4
-3--

-2

0- ...
0 Failure

Success

I.

Male

Figure 5. Sex X success/failure idteraction for stability
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Figure 6. Country X suc ess/failure interactions for fout affiiiation.attributigns.
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.
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Figure 8. Country.X.sex X success/failure interaction for
internality composite for affiliation. .
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N

Achievement'Sample Size

Country Total
Country
Male Total

Education Physical Science Social Science

Female 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

,,

r`f
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Affiliation Sample Size

Country' Total
Country

,

Education Physical Science Social Science

Male Female Total, Male Female
.

Total 'Male Female Total Male Female

India . 72 36 36 17 4 13 25 13 12 30 19 11

S. Africa 126 67 59 42 21 21 39 23 - 16 45 23 22

USA 119 52 67 .+0 49 17 32 36 22 14 34 13 21
-- ,

Yugoslavia 98 20 1,. 78 53- 8 45 18 3 15 27 9 18

Japan 250 135 115 148 75 73 52 30 22 50 20
.

.30

Total 665 310 355 309 125 184 -176ts 91 79 186 94 92
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