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,351 | . Abstrgct . .
A study was' conducted to examine the impact of outcome (successhor
failure) and atiribdﬁion information cues (ngﬂl, intefnﬁi. exterth)
on affective and Eéquioural reactidsns- to perfqrmance feedback.
Following the thﬁorizing of w?iner,hkusséll. and Lerman (1978, 1979)
and Liden and Mitchell (1955),~‘it was predicted thai the outcome
manipulation would determine a global affective reaction and that the
attribution information cues manipulation would pola&iz these
réggtions. Sixty uni?@rsity‘ undergra%ua}e students were ::hd
assigned to success or failure on a practice and final‘creat;vity tégf
and werg induced to attribute their performance to nternal or
externa} caﬁse; depending”on attribution inﬂ;rmatlon type conditjon.
The results indfcated that succes§fu1 participants reported”grea@er

" positnve affect; evaluated the task, the feedback, the exper imenter,
1 " :

and the experiment more favourably;‘ and expressed a greater“

willingness to attempt more problems and part1?ipate n future
psychological stﬁdies thaﬁ did unsuccessful participants. However, in
some 1instances, these effects were modirated. by the type of
informaf1on prﬁ@ided, with the feedback. Thus, the results indicated

that there are both outcome- and attributwn-dependent'%ffects on

affective and behavioural responses to outcomes.
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The Impact of Evaluative Feed}aék on
Affective and Behavioural Reactiohs

, Feedback, ~a topic of intense interest in evaluative and

. performa‘ncew‘nted settings, has been the focus of extensive
* research in the last 10 years (G?é]lgrﬂ& %Fro1d, 1975). Feeabackgnay

simply be regarded as information received by an individu® "about

.

R 4 N
" previous behaviour. The information - conveyed concerns the .
Ll -

~ correctness, accuracy or adequécy of the.individua

behaviour (Ilgen, Fisher, & Wmylor, 1979). Feedback is ¢ ﬁsidgred to-

be both motivational and directional in nature by informing

individuals  of behéviours that are expected or by 'pro;idlng
infbrmation about outcomes (Ilgen et al., 1979; Matsui. Okada. &

Inoshita, 1983). Matsui et al. (1983) asserted that feedback 1s

progress. They asserted that goals ~and feedback are 1mportant.1n
improving performance and enhancing motivation. ' In their work ,
participantd giVen feedback halfway through a problem solving task

reported being more involved 1n the task i1n the second half- and worked

s

faster than participants who had received no feedback. Greller and
Heron  (1975) argued that evaluative feedback 15 central to
performance, motivation, and satisfaction. / .

In spite of the extensiye research literature on the impact of

.

feedback on performance, motivation and satisfaction, Iigen et al.,

bl

’ (L&tg) commented that very few generalizations about the“nature of

feedback may be made due to the complex’nature of the‘constfuct. the

< ~ ’

- L

responses or

+
cfitical in situations in which individuals have made unsatisfactory

o

9

R
e
:



+ *

Affective and Behdvioural Reactions

< . n N 2

-

few attempts to relate feedback to psychological processes and the

general lack of empirical rigour. These researchers’ asserted that due -

to the treméndous$ importance of feedback in interpersonal iﬁteractions
.- - - F 1

and" in performance-oriented organizations, it is necessary to explore,

the a}ea'more fully. This viewpoint was echoed in the more recent

S

research of * Lidén and Mitchell (1955). Liden and Mitchell (1985)
recognized the abuhdaJce of research done on the topic but asserted
that there is a general lack of research dealing with Etffftive and
behaviog?al consequences of‘supervisor feedback fram a subo?ﬁinate's
point *of vrew.‘ It is of critical mportance to-understand the
influence of feedbaék. %§pecially in evaluative setgingg such as
schools and businesées,_ because of 1t ék?ab}ished impéct* on

pefformancé. motivation, persistence and 1ts_ potentially tremendous
k4

impact on the relationship between the evaluator and evaluatee.

One of the more successfﬁidmodels used. to understand the impact
of feedback on affééfive and behavioural :;actions is Weiner:s model
of* achjeQementwmotivati%d and emotion (1985).° The basic premise of
the model 1s that individuals w11l attempt to déte?mlne the causes of
their successes or failures (e.g.. Graffon, Combs., land. & Comgf.
f’1983: Lefcourt, Martin, & Ware, 1984a;§e1ner. 1979, 1985). With reg;rd
to feedback, 1nd1vidﬁals will attempﬁ to determine the‘c;uses of their
successful or unshccegsful feedback for a variety of reasoq:i

Forsyth (1980) suggested' that these causal searepes have three
functions: explanation and prediction, egocentric:-and'interpersonal.

¢

L ‘ ' 4 -
Caugsl beliefs reinforce a sense of personal control, 1n that they
‘ g ’ .
- .

S
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\s‘ previde an expTanatfon o? behaviour and outcomes ~ and they ease

ph@dvctlohdz? future behaviours and outcomes. Causa]vbeliefs hate an
1“egoezenntr-if: function: in that they may protecé, maintain, or extend
_beliefs about the: self or the —environment. Aftributions‘
interpersonal function lJes in their potential to explajn or describe
reasong for other people's behaviours. Andrfws and Debus (1978) and
Forsyth and McMillan (1981) conten&ed that causal beliefs have
im:jiﬁant consequences for subsequent behaviours, expectancies,
confidence, motivation, and affective (gg;tions.l A substantial amount
of reséarcﬁ has Leen done tg support thelrjcontentions (e.qg., Leftgurt
- et af.. 1984: McCaughan. 1978, 1983: Pancer, 1978; Pancer & Eiser,

1977 Rowers & Rossman, 1983;: Valle & Frieze, 1976).

Weiner's model qf achievement motivation‘qu emotion (1985) can
be summarized by suggesting that individuals will attempt 10 explain
the causes of their:succeﬁses ‘or failures. A vériety of factors (not
Yiscussed 1n the preséﬁt paper)v will determine what kinds of

— _ __-——attributions will be made in a giveg situatid®.  The causes to which
most outcomes are attributed are ability., "typical/stable effort,
immediate/unstable effort‘ mood, task difficulty, teacher's bras,

unusual help from others. and lwck "1n  an academic achievement
g L

situation. These eight causes may be classified along three

-

‘\\L_f* dimensions: locus of causality, stability, and controllability. The
three dimensions are quked specifically witﬁaaffective réactions,
expectancy and pers?étence, (iand interpersonal judgements.

respectively,s In addition, there are predicted secondary linkages

-~
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between the dimensions and psychological effects. The secondary

1inkage of primary interest 1in ‘this paper 1s thag of the social

context of the evaluation.

Weiner's model of achievement,motivafion and emotion (1985)
> é‘ -

_represents a successful attempt at identifying under 1ying similar

~

characteristics or dimensions of these possible causes and at
determi&ing the possible psyéholégica1‘ reactions to ihose dimensions
{(e.g.. exbéctations; affective  reactions, and “Interpe}sonal
judgements). A substantial amount of evidence has been found to

e

support Weiner's contention§ and the links between lhe dimensions and

y
¢

psychological reactions (e.g.. Andrews & Debus. 1978; Griffon et al..
1983: Frieze & Weiner, 1971; Lefcourt et‘ al., 1984: MgCaughan, 1978,

1983; McFarland &>§uss. 1982; Weiner, Heckhausen, Meyer, & Cook. 1972;

Weiner. Nierenberg, & Goldstein, 1976).

Weiner's attrlbﬁt1onal approach to feedback pc6v1des a model for
understanding and dealing effectively with evaluative feedback 1n both
academic and _business settings. Brown and Weiner (1984) suggested
that, "an understanding of the emotional consequences of these
ascriptions [attributions] would provide 11nformation about common

occurrences 1n life, especially 1n educational settings, where success

* E

and failure dre so common” (p. 146).

~» The purpose of the present research is to examine the mpact of
N > o

feedback that provides information (or cues) that 1s expected to

elicit ?%ternal or external attributions on affective and behavioural

reactions to that feedback. A deta1led examination of Weiner's model
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of achievement motivation and emotiog (1985) provides the structure

for the study. -

The examination of Weiner's model of achievement motivation and

1
(™

.embpmon in the present research takes the following form: each part
of thé-model is examined and evidence is provided to support that part
of the model. Specifically, an examfnation of Weiner's causal
attributions, classification of the causal attributions, the effects

of the classification, the affectfgg‘:eactions to evaluative feedback,

o

S

the self-serving bias in attributional  inferences, and the

generalization of Weiner's model are presented along with a discussion

of supportive research.
The major contributions of the present study lie in the extension
of Weiner's model (1985) towards understanding the impact of feedback
Y »

on the social context of the eva]uaiion (1.e., the relationship

between the evaluator and evaluatee). an expansion of‘the knowledge of

the effects of feedback on affective and behavioural reactions to that _

feedback, and the use of a morg(reaiistic exper imental methodology.
Ny .

Weiner’'s Causal Attributions

Extrapolating from Heider's postulations (1967), Weiner., frieze.

Kukla, R&id, Rest, and Rosenbaum (1971) originally asserted that there
were four predominant causes to which people attribute their successes

or__failures: ability, effort, task difficuity and/or luck. £ffort

was later delineated into typical/stable effort and immediate/stable *

effort.. The four causes have grown to encompass mood, teacher's bias,

and unusual help from others. The attributions now used in Weiner's

- y ——— ey -

R
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model (1985) are ability, typical/stable effort, immediate/unstable
. effort, mood, task diificulty. teacher's bias, unusual help from
others, and luck. These edight causes represen% the greatest
percentage of those cited in attributional research and are¥the most
predomiﬁant in academic settings (Weiner, 1979, 1985). The eight
causes may be seen in a positive or negative light: Far- example, an
ind{viéual may attribute his or her success to higg ability, or strong
effort or good luck and attribute his or her failure to low abirlity or
_weak effort or bad luck. Support for these causes has been found by a

nimber of researchers (e.g. Forsyth, 1980: Frieze, 1976; Frieze &

Frieze (1976) examined causal attributions for success -or failure

~——Weirer—1971Weiner et al=<1976)+—— ‘ - - -

in academic and nonacademic settings. University students read

vignetteé describing a uariﬁ}y of situations involving a success or
failure outcome. They 'wbre asked to report why they thought a
.particular outcome ocﬁfrred. The basic assumptions of We;ner‘s mode
(1985) were supported. The majority of students attributed success or
failure 1in both academic and nonacadémic situations to abi1l1ty,

-

effort, luck or'task difficulfy. Frieze's sfudy (1976) supported the
ﬁvalﬁdity of Weiner's model and previously employed causal categories.
In‘ a more realistic experiment, Elig and Frieze (i979} led
students-to believe that they had succeeded or failed at an anagrams
task. v“ The studérts were then asked to complete three different

measures of attributions: open-ended questions, unipolar 9-point

. \
structured rating scales. and percéht&ge ratings. The majority of

W
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attributions were represented by ability, task difficulty,  -luck,
typical/stable and immediate/unstable effort, and mood. _ Some of the
other cited attributions in this study were interest and mofivation.'
Gr;ffon et al. (1983)’provided‘ additional suppqrt for Neiner;s
model (1985)Hin their }esearch on attr;butions 5} university students.
Average and advanced university :;udents were asked to evaluateutheir
performance ‘on midterm examinations and explain their performance.
The ﬁajority of attriputions were represented by ability and effort.
In summary of the research daone in the area of attribuiions in
academAc settings., one één say' that the rese;fch is‘kupportive of the
attributional model proposed by Weiner (1985). -Support for the eigﬁt

causes has been found using a variety wof exper imental methodologies

and 1s considered to be quite experimentally robust.

W

Classification of Causal Attributions -

In qrder to generalize beyond specific tauses, Weiner (1979)

@«

developed a classification schema. The classification schema .

identifies the basic underlying characteristics: of the causes and
classifies them according to three dimensions: locus of causality,

stability and controllability (see Table 1. Weiner, 1979). .

Locus of Causality | o (

¢ Llocus of causality was originally derived from Rotter's concept

of locus of control (1966. as cited by Weiner, 1979). Locus of

- L “ “ - *
control refers to an individual's perception of personal control over

the environment. Intgrnal locus of control reflects the belief that

L -
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Table 1
“ ‘ .

/’

o -

Weiner's Causal Schema of Af%rfﬁﬁtions (1985)

Internal External

Control Stable Unstable . Stable Unstable
Controllable Typical ?ﬁmediate ] Teacher Unusual helé
’ Effort Effort Bias From Others
Uncontrollaple Ability Mood Task -~ Luck
Difficulty
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~an individual controls his or her own behaviour, has control over the

renvironment, and rewards and punishments are contingent on his or her

behaviour. External 1locus of control reflects the belief that an

individual does not have any control over his or her life, and rewards

o ig? punishments are indicative of 1luck or fate. weiher§§ locus of
F - o (] .

o= , . . .
causality dimension reflects Rotter's ideas; however, the dimension

specifically distinguisHes- -causes on ghe basis of where they lie

(within the person or outside of the person) from the idea of -

]

: volitional control. Rotter's locus of control is also different from

' Weiner's locus of causality 1n that locus of control reflects a stable

dispositional personal1ty'characteristic. whereas, locus of causality
reflects ~a transient situational-dependentgichapacteristici Also,
Weiner et al. (1971), suggested that locus of causality is a
backwa;d-looklng belief; locus of control refers to typical behdviour _
across Situatidns. The four ; internal causes are ability,

typical/stable effort, immediate/unstable effort, and mood. The four

external causes are task difficulty, teacher's bias, unusual help from
others, and luck.

Stability

The stability dimension _was introduced in Weiner's earlier
attribution research, the argument being that within internal,and
external causes, some of these éauses are subject to fluctuation or
changes over time. Stability denotes the perceived 'variability of

causes over time (Weiner et al., 1972). Stable causes may be seen as

- -
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constant and inv;riant and unstable causés may be seen as changing and
variant. In fhe classification schema, the four stabie causes are
abilitylsriﬁical effort, task difficulty, and feachervbias. The four
unstable causes are mood, immediate effort, unusual help from others

and luck. ~
controllabilit

The third dimension, controllability, was introduced to
distinguish  between causes that are under volitijonal coﬁtrol
(cont}ol1able or uncontrollable). Locus of ?ausallty and
controllability are closely 1linked: however, their distinction ar1se§
fng* the -perceived degree of volitional control nvolved in the
controllabitity dimension” versus the 1location of the cause in the
locus of causality dimension (internal/external). An examination of
specific cﬁuses may illustrate the  distinction. Ab1lity, mood,

typical effort and immediate effort may all be seen as being internal;

. however, ability and mood are quite distinct from typical effort and

immediate effort due to the amounf of perceived volitional control.
JBoth typical effort and immediate effort can be seen as being more
hcontrolIable than‘ability and mood. The,ngr controllable causes are

typical effort, immediate effort, teacpé; bras and unusual help from
. Csone
others. The four wuncontrollable causes are ability, mood, task

o
difficulty and luck. =~ -

In an eva]uative situation, individuals will attempt to find an

understanding of the cause of successful or unsuccessful feedback. In

‘
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 the greatest percentage ‘of times, .individuals will attribute their

performance to one éfv eight causes. Qeiner's attributional model
(1985) is an attempt to deal with multiple causes by classifying the
eight{predominant causes according to similar characteristics. Weiner
(1979) suggested that while individual placement of thf causes may
vary from persbn io person, the underlying chardcteristics remain
constant. Multidimensional scaling and factor analyses perfo;hed on
free-form attributional questiénnaires have provided strong support
for“the attributional model (e.g., Meygr. 1980; Meyer & Koelbl, 1982;
Wimer & Kelley, 1982). : »

The fundamental purpose of developing a classification schema for
causal attributions is to be able to generalffé beyond specific causes
and understand the impaét of attributions on affective and behavioural
reactions. Jhat is, instead of determining one person's reactions to
an ability attribution and-another -pergon's reactions to an effort
attribution and so on, the attribution researcher becomes -more
interested in the underlying characteristics of these .attributions,
e.g. internal attributions versus external attributions, stable
attributions versus unstable attributions, = or < controllable
attrjbutions versus uncontrollable attributions. Since Weiner's
earliest work in the area. the main focus of research has been oﬁ the
effect of the causal dwmensions on psychological reactions (Weiner,

1979).

4
P

Effects of the Caunsal 6imensions

Weiner's proposed three causal dimensions have been linked with
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different psychological reactions: stability wiggf expectations aﬁ&
persistence, llocus of causality with affective reactions, and
controtlability with interpersonal behaviours and judgments (ﬁuksell.

“McAuley, & Tarico, 1987; Weiner, 1979, 1985)i'\

-

The stability dimepsion has been closely linked with expectations
for future success or failure. Andrews and Debus (1978;7contendéd
that perceived stability is c}itical in é;pectandy of success.
Performance out;omes that are attributed to stable causes are expected
to recur because they are seen as -onstant and Vinvar1ant. Hence,
repeated success is exbected if success is attributed to stable causes
and repeatéd failure is expected if faiture is attributed to stable
causes. Performahce outcomes that are attributed to unstable causes

are not necessarily expected to recur because they are seen as variant «

* -—— .
-and changing. Nence, neither success nor failure is expected to recur
, . N

if attribhted to unstable causes. Weiner et al. (1972) suggested that
“individuals have a tendency to discount outcomes that are attributed

"to unstable causes and their future expectancies- for success regress

’”;“f3Wards ‘the mean. Using a variety of experimental methodologies, a

’ v
tremendous‘*q'ount of research has been found supporting the-link

between stability and expectations (e.g. Andrews & Debus, 1878;
Fontaine, 1974; McMahan, 1973; McCaughan, 1978, 1983: Medway & Venino,
1982; Pancer, 1978; Pancer & Eiser, 1977; Weiner et al, 1971; Weiner
et al, 1972). ™~

- -
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Valle and Frieze (1976) examined the impact _of the stability of
attributions on expectations for future performance. In both of their
studies, participants were asked to imagine themselves as managers of

S

a life insurance compancy. They were asked to read a summary sheet of

. an  “interview with an applicant. The summary sheet provided

information concernidﬁ the sex and competency of the applicdnt, and
th;‘average performante of the company's employees. Participants we{g
lthen asked to indicate their desire to hjre the applicant and their'
expectations for the app]icant'k potential sales performance. In thg‘

second phase of the study, participants were given a summary of the

~ applicant's above average performance at the end of three months. 1In

i

the first stuéy, participants were asked to give their explanations

for the applicant's performance and their expectations for the
app[icant‘s future sales performance; while 1in the second study,

L

performance and they were asked to indieate their expectations for the

" applicant's future sales performance after each explanation. Strong

support  for the 1link between stability of attributions— and
expectations was found 1in both studies. Also, by manipulating
explanatyons for performance, Valle and 'ﬁr1eze (1976) were able to
manipulate participants' expectatygns for the applicant's future sales
performance. Valle and Frieze (1976) concluded that stable
attributions elicit strongep expectations of future success following

success than do unstable attributions.

*

v - o
" I
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Locus of Causality : !

HLoELs of causality h;s been lin;ed with affective reacﬁiﬂhs to
performance Bvalugtioh<and feedback. Riemer (1§75) manipulated causal
cognitioﬁ% to examg%e the impact of locus of céq;gldty on affective
réactions to Success on a music practice task.h Students were led to
believe that they had succeeded on the ‘' task due to ability, effort,
luck or task difficulty. The stability of attributions was linked
with interest and persistence. Perceived -locus of causpl%ty was
linked with positive affect.ﬂ Internal attributions (ability and
effort)- resulted 1n greater °positive affect than did exte;nal

N £ .
attributions’(lpck and task difficulty). ("’

Forsyth and ﬁcMillan (1981). 1in a more reali;tic evaluative
setting: examined students'ﬁ reactions to outcomes from midterm_
examin}tions. Students reported higher positive affect.in'shcceﬁsfu]

outcomes accompanied' by internal attributions than students who

experienced sdccegs accompanied by external attributions. Students

who experienced failure accompanied by internal attributions'reported;J

greater negative affect than students who experienced failure

. ~
. accompanied by exRernal attributions. Greater positive affect was

reported by those participants who felt they had controlled their
successful outcomes. The gréatest positive affect was reported by
;tudents whé attributsa( their performance to internal, stable, and
controllable causes.:

McFarf;nd and Ross (1982) replicated these results in thgir'study
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examin?ng th!’impact of outcome (success or failure) and attribution

(internal or external) on affect in an achievement setttng.
Y

Partici%ants were induced to believe they haif%ucceeded or faifed on a

bogus social accuracy test and were also induced to make internal

attributions or external attributions. . This attribution manipulation
was done by varWing information given about the perfﬂ?mancerf qther
un1versit¥ students on ghe tésg;(that is, the consensus information).

(%]
Participants in the success/

fhternal information condition were told

e

that other students had not/done as well as they had on the test while

participants in the sucgfss/external information condition were told
that other students hAd 5150 done well on the test. Participants in

the failure/internal. information <&ondition were told that other

amen

students had done better than’ they had on the;;é%}»whiféwggfticipants
in the failure/external condition were told that oﬁﬁ@r students had
also done poorly on"the test. Greater pos;t1ve affect was repo;ted by
participants n the success/ internal information condition than those
in the success/externg) information conditien. Greater negative

~y
affect was reported by participants in the failure/internal

information condition tﬂgn those in the failure/external information -

condition. Further support for the link between locus of causality

i ‘ )
and affective reactions may be found by examining the research of Lao

and Bolen (1984), Lefcourt et “al. (1984), and Weiner, Russell, and

N

Lerman (1978, 1979).

e ]

L3
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Control!abi1ity + is most closely linkeq' with® interpersonal
judgments, helping, evaluation and sentiments. In ‘his‘}ev%ew’of the
l1te;atufe. Weiner (1979) found that 1nd1v1dua1s were most likely to
provide ihe]p. to othérs when the need for help was seen as
uncontrollable. Also, it was ;uggested that individuals are rewarded
or punished more for thein;good ;r bad behaviour if the behaviour is
seen as being under volitional control. In the same?vein.zindividualsr
;ho are lonely are 1liked less if they are seen as belpg ﬁer%oha]ly
responsible for their loneliness (Weiner, 1979). - 1u.

‘ o o

The fo]low1ng séctions deal with affective reactions to success
and failure, the self-serving bias in attribution formation., and the
hypo{Besized generalizability of Weiner's model to understanding the
impact of outcome and ~attr1bUtli:i_¢9n the social cqptexﬁ of the

. v , J - . _
~evaluation. «~. y ©

N o

»

Affect1ve Reactions to Evaluative Feedback

The recent focus of  Weiner's work in the attribution field has
been on the affective reactions to succes; and failure.  JThe high
valué placed on success and the notion that an individual's self-worth
is tied up with hjim or her performahpe supports the%1déa . than an
individual will respond in an affective manner to success or failure
feedback. . . .

Research by Netner and h1s associates, Russell and Lerman (1978,

1879) demonstrated that there are qgwo distinct typ.& of affective

LM
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reactions to performaﬁce‘outcomes and evaluations. The first type of
affective reaction is termed outcome-éépeﬂaeﬁ% affect and the second

type of affective reaction is termed attribution~dependent affect
(Weiner‘et al., 1978, 1979).

Outcome-dependent affect is associated with the global general
positive affecéive reaction following a successful outcome and the
global general negative affective reaction following an unsuccessful
outgfme. wé1ner (1979) contended that the experienced outcome-

1
. 0 .
dependent affective reaction is the initial and possibly the stronJgst

{
reaction to a. performance outcome.

Attributions for a successful or uhsuqcessf&i outcome mediate the
positive or negative affective’ reactions. xAttribqﬁions ahd their
associated causal dimensions intensi1fy or polarize the general global
affective response. These affective. responses are termed
attribution-dependent affect. Weiner (1979) also argued that
attribution-dependent affect may be long lasting and the affects most
relatgg to locus of causality are most significant. For a sample of

someaattribut1on-dgpendeﬁt affects, see Tabie 2.

- Weiner ‘et &al. {1979) examined the 1mpact of attributions on
affect{ve reacttions. In Epe first of two studies. students were asked
to reéort past successful or wunsuccessful | outcomes and tﬁree
experienced affects. Internal attributions _for success were closely
linked with pride, competence., confidence, and satisfaction and

external att;ﬁbutions * were closely linked with gratitude,

W
[

w thankfulness, surprISe;’Bnd quilt. With failure, internal %4& .

B -
4

e
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Table 2 .
- = /"jﬁj
Attribution-PDependent Affects ’
™ Affects
-n,
Attribution Success Failure
Unstable effort Activation Guilt
»"%;  Augmentation Shame
Y f‘\ Relief Fear_. . -
’ sSatisfaction .
Stable effort Relaxation Guilt -
Contentment Shame
Ability Competence Incompetence
Confidence Resignation
Pride Unhappiness
Personality Self-enhancement Resignation
Others Gratitude Aggression
! Thankfulness Anger
Excitement
Luck Surprise Surprise
Guilt Sadness
Relief Stupidity
Note: Attribution-dependent affects are based on the research of

Weiner et al. (1978, 1979) and Russell and McAuley (1986)’
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attributions " were linked with feelings of incompetence, resignation,
and guilt; while with ;xternal attributions the affects reported were
anger and surprise. In the second study, participants read vignettes
describing an evaluative academic situation. The situation described
; studeﬁ£ who had experienced a specific affect following a pésitive
or negative evaluation. Participants were then asked to infer the

cause of the outcome from the given affect%ve reaction. The results

suppdrted the link between attributions and their related affective

reactions.

Additional support for Neiner‘; mode! of attributions and
affective reaciiéns was provided by Russell and® McAuley k1986). In
their first study, participants were asked to imagine themselves as

[

the student in ‘e1ght different achievement-oriented ignettes. The .
vignettes provided both thé outcome and the attf?gutioé'for the
~outcome. Aftér reading each vignette.‘participants were then asked to
" complete an affective .rating scaleLJané the Causal aimension<5caié
(Russell, 1982). It was found thfi} in successful outcomes, positive
affect was the highést given intermal and éontro1]able attributions.
Also. in successful outcomes, ability and effort attributions enhanced
positive affect and feelings of competence: while, g{gtitude and
feelings of low competence were 1linked with'attriﬂiilons to help from
_ others, luck, Tow ability, and unstable effort. In unsuccessful
outcomes, anger was most closely linked with attributions to help from

others, and low attributions to ability and effort; guilt was tinked

with lack of effort;”and surprise was linked with attributions tb luck
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and task difficuTty.

In Russell and McAuley's second study‘(1986).astudent§ were
asked to report their appraisak of their evaluated performance on a
midterm examiqgtion, their att;;butions for their performance, and
their expectatf&ns for future ;uccess. Successful students were more
‘1ikely to make ability and effort attributions than unéuccessful
students, and unsuccessful students were more likely to make luck and
unstable effort attributions than successful students. Also, higher
ratings of competency were made by successful siudents who made
cohtroilableb attributions. In the case of unsuccessful students,
?nger was ~ reported with greater frequency. by students whovattribuped
their failure to task difficulty . than to other attributlions. Both,
studies indicate that there are distinctive attribution-dependent
affective  experiences. The results strongly suggest ihat the
indviidual's eﬂ%tiona] response to successful or unsuccessful outcomes
can be influenced by the individual's attribution for that outcome.
Also. the pattern of attributig?s made by the participants in Russell
and MéAuiey‘s‘ study (1986) suégest that individuals are more willing
to take personal responsibility for their successes than for their

] [ 4
failures.

e

In summary, Weiner's hypothesized outcomé-~ and attribution-
dependent affective reactions have been confarmed by a number of

research methods and designs. Thus, it can be said that Weiner's

K ‘g}tributional model (1985) is indeed quite useful i1n understanding and

predicting the impact of  successful or unsuccessful outcomes on
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affe'cntﬂive and behavi;oura]',, reactions. Smith and Kluegal (1982)
suggested that Weiner's model provides a promising starting point for'
the investigation of the relations between cognition and affect.

suggested

information about comwon occurrences

(1984)

and Weiner that research in this area

Brown

provides valuable in .our lives;

A “
as well, the ability to identify potenti'rf] affective reactions to both
outcomes and attributions gives justification for further research on
affective reactions; and justification in promoting or attempting the

use of particular attributions in deating with successful or

Further, Brown and Weiner (1984) contended

«

that, “the behavioural consequences of emot ions may constitute one of

unsuccessful outcomes.

central effectiveness of

the unstudied elements determining the

158). Therefore, one may conclude

achievement-change programs" (p.

that there 1s sufficient justification to continue research in the
area of affective and behavioural reactions to evaluative feedback.

A review &f the discussed literature may léad‘ the reader to ask
if causal judgements are more seIf-protec‘tive than strictly trut::ful.

That 1is; 1s the model suggested by Weiner (1985) and others a strictly

" rational *pro&ess from beginning to end with individuals carefully

weighing the merits of the different causes 1in deciding on an

-,

attribution for an outcome and then reacting to the final pe.r"ceived

Evidence would suggest that this is not the case. The next
section deals with the very strong possibility of a self-serving bias

- L .
1n causal judgements.

<

.
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The éélf—serqdng Bias in AttriBugiona{ Inferences

The pattern of attributions in the research literature has
demonstrated the tendency of individuals to attribute succe;s to
personal dispositions and failure to situationai factors. ‘ This
persistent tendency has been 1abe11ed‘.ﬂselflsgnggg\gjjf;'(Qrgdley.

1978; Harvey & Weary, 1984; Kelley & Michela, 1980; Zuckerman, 1979).
McF:f]in and Blascovich (198&) argue& that individua]s seek to
maximize their self-esteem and view themselves in a posft%ve light and
that they will respond in, a manner consigéeht with their self-esteem.
Their motivat?on‘isvto enhance their feelings -of Qorth. competence and
satisfaciion.j Success, highly regarded 1n.thé North American cu1turelr
has positive implications for the in&1vidua1 1f he or she 15 seen as
personaljy responsible; failure has . negative 'implications if the
individual 1is persénally responsiﬁle. Oufcomes may indeed influence
the esteem in which the person is heldvby'others and that Gn.whicg‘he
or she feels for himself or herself (Snyder, Stepham, & Rosenfield,
£978). Self-enhancing attributions (high se]f-attr1bution§) for
sucbess are mediated by and serve io enhance self-esteem and';;sitive
affect. Self-;rotgctlve attfibutions (low self-attributions) fqr
failure are mediated by and serve to protect self-esteem and reduce
negative affect. Simply 'put.ugp individual may enhance his or)per
self-esteem by assuming personal responsibility for positive outcopes
and protect his or her self- esteem by denying responsibility or by

projecting that responsibility to an external source (Harvey & Weary,

1984; Kelley & Michela, 1980; Snyder et al., 1978: Weary, 1980; Weary
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& Arkin, 1981). &“

A seif-serving bias wil{ cause individuals to assume more
responsibility for their success than for their failures. This b‘ias
has been &emonstrated by Larson (1975). Students were told that their
performance was above average, éverage, or below average on a problem
solving task with ano}her student. When asked to raté the extent to
which th;ir perfofhanggawas due fo their ability or partner's ability,
their effort or partner's éffort, ' luck or task difficulty,
participants consisténtly assumed personal respons{bility for success
and projected external responsibility for failure. There was :a
signifjcant decrease in assumed responsibiiity for failure outcomes.

To further examine the impact of a self-serving bias on
attributions, Miller (1976) extended the generalizability of Larson's
findings (19?6) by manipulating task mportance. Miller (1976)

predicted that by increasing the importance of the experimental task

for. the participant, there would be greafér likelihood of finding a

bias 1in attribugions. In his study, partiéipants were led to believe
they had succeeded or failed on a bogus social pe(ceptiveness test.
Half of the participants were told that the test was a valid test of
social perceptiveness and the other haif were told that the test was
faulty.‘ Hence., for half of the participants the task was important or
ego-1nvolving and for the other half the task was qpimportant or
nonego-involiving. When ‘the test was described as being wvalid,

partitipants assumed more personal responsibility for the success and

rated the test as more valid than students who failed the test. When

w

s
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the tesé”§hs described as being faulty, the self-serving bias was
*
still present but noticeably reduced. Participants consistently

assumed more responsibility for their success thaﬁ\

for their failure.
McFarland and Ross (1982) and Pyszczynski, Greenberg, and Holt (1985)
both found similar results in their studies using a similar
experimental paradigm. " | -
s In order to verify that the self-serving bias would generalize to
realistfc settings outside of the laboratory, Arkin and Maruyama
(1979) asked students t; complete a questionnaire cﬁgcerning their
attributions for their own ﬁe(formance at university and that of the
average university student. Consistent with the self-serving bias,
students ;ﬁsumed ﬁpre personal responsibility for their’sdccesses than
failures and they were more willing to aftribute the causation of
other's successes to external attributions and other's :failures to
internal attributions. Class ratings and teacher evaluat16ns were
positively related to internal attriBution for success and external
attriputions'for failure. That 1is, students evaluated their teachers
more favourably when they attributed their successes to themselves or
when they attributed their failures }o outside circumstances.

Forsyth and McMillan ~(1981) suggested that “"attributions about
failure and success become important because they provide the means
through which students can isolate themselves from the negative
1mp1icat?bns of the performance” 6r take advantage of examination

information that may have a-positive impact” (p. 440). Further, in

his review of the 1literature, Zuckermaﬁ‘(1979) concluded "Overall, the
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a&$1lable evidence suggests- that for both indiv{huals,and groups,
perférmance outcomes yield self-serving attributions” (p 225).
The importa;;e of research of the self-serving bias phenomenon
Ties in its logical explanation of consistently found resuits in past

research (e.g., Forsyth &-McMillan, 1981; Lao & Bolen, 1984; Weiner et

al,, 1978, 1979). Also, it provides a way of predicting the manner in
which Weiner's . model of achievement motivation and emotion may

generalize to the social context of performance outcomes.

Generalization of Weiner's Attributional Model (1985)

Previous research has demonstrated that attrfbutions may have a
significant impact on performance, motivation and persistence. and
affective reactions. It is of further intereﬁt to examine its
potential igpact" on evdluator anﬁ evaluatee relations. That {s, can
the affective reactions to feedback be generalized t6 the social
context of the evaluation? ‘

Some initial support has been found for the generalization of
affectiv? andhbehav10ural reactions from feedback to the evaluative

setting. Lliden and Mitchell (19853 provided the initial support from

theirﬁ'study on the imbact' of feedback that provid{s attributional

1nforma;1on on reactions to the feedback and to the evaluator. Kelley

(1967) Lsuggested that individuals make use of three types of
information 1n making causal inferences. Thes® three types of
information are- consistency, distinctiveness, and consensus.
Consistency information deals with -the individual's past ‘performance

on similar tasks; distinctiveness deals with the individual's past
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'performaﬁce on different tasks; and consensus iﬁformation deals with
the past performance of others ‘on similar tégks. Kelley (1967)
asserted tpat,specific patterns of consistency,'distinctiveness. and
consensus ;nformation would Tlead to specific typeS of attributi;;s.
High consiste;cy, lgw distinctiveness, and low consensus information
3Q6u1d elicit internal atfributions; whereas, low consistency, high
distinctiveness, and high  -consensus would elicit external
attributioﬁs. Liden and Mitchei] (1985) suggested, additionally, that
feedback that provided informational cues for causal atzribut1ons
(specific feedback) would be preferied to feedback ‘ﬁhat provided no
informational cues (nonspecific feedback). They argued that specific
feedback would ,be preferred beéause it would appear more valuaﬁle to
the recipient in assessing the eValuation.‘ Liden and Mitchell (1985{
ﬁfedicted that, in "light of overwhelming self-serving Jbiasi in
attributjob styles, participants would rate both the professgr and
feedback’as more fair and helpful Qhen the students were provided withg;
information }hﬁﬁﬂe%fcited external attributions for failure.
In their study, university students were given vignettes to read. -
Each vignette described a student receiving an unsuccessful test

evaluatien from a professor. The feedback was manipulated, by varying

the jevels of consistency, distinctiveness, and consensus information,

each at high, 1low or none. The students were asked to answer ten
questions; threeoquestiong deiif wjth the participant's percepfions of
‘the information manipulation¥ and six questions dealt with the

particfpants' perceptions of the feedback and of the professor.

[l



°~

Affecfive and Behavioural Reactions
o o 21

: ’ . ;

As predicted, participants rated the specific feedback more
positively than -nonspecific feedback. ‘Feedbaqk thaf provided external
attribution information was rated more posityve]y .than feedback that
provids@ internal attribution information. Also, professors in the
vignettes that provided external attribut;onu information were rated

more positively than 'those in the vignettes that provided internal
]
attribution information.

Several criticisms may be leve::d against Liden and Mitchell's
study. The first major criticism, as with many others in the
attribution field, is the use of vignettes in examining th; impact of
feedback on affective reactions. Weiner's model is arguably quite.
logical in its predjctions: therefore, i; a vignette study, one must
question if participants are reacting in a true fashion or ;implj in a
‘manner thgx deem to be logical. Also, one must question the true
impact of an imaginary successful or unsuccessful experience on an
inq1vi ual. Sure1y{ it can be - argued quite convinciﬁgl;‘that to. read
about| an imaginary outcome is not the same as having experiéﬁced a
true buccess or failure. A’second major criticism of therr study lies
n thejr measuremént'of their information manipulations. Using only

one qyg;%jop to determine the 7inpernality of causal responsibility

) leaves a great number of doubts in terms of .reliability and validity
S , ) .
of the measurement and results. And, finally, one must raise serious
. -
questions about the completeness of their questionnaire on reactions
3

to the feedback and professor using only six questions. ~

In a similar study, Bogles, Kitching, Lea, Pancer, Pawson, and

” | 2
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A Robins (1986) examined the effects of success or failure feedback

given for a creativityﬂtask from an expert or nonexpert. The effects
were examined with respect to affective and behavioural reactions. In
their realistic experimental : design,. Bogles et 'al. (1986) gave
university students a creativity task to complete. At a later date,
participants were led to believe they had received successful or

uﬁsuccessful feedback frém an expert or nonexpert. They were then

asked to complete a questionnaire concerning their reactions to-the—

feedback, their wevaluations of the _task, the feedback, and the
-

evaluator. In successful feedback %onditioqs, the expert was rated

more favorably than the nonexpert. However, 1in the unsuccessful

feedback ‘conditions, the opposite effect occurred. The nonexpert was

[
]

rated less negatively tﬁan the expert. The results indicated that the
reIptionship between the evaluator and evaluatee may be affgctgd by
tqﬁ affective G;actionﬁ to success and failure.

In order to determine the specific effects of outcome and
attributions on affective and behaviouraj reactions, Kitéhing and
Pancer (19533 examined the impact of feedback that explicitly provided
attributions ‘for the evaluatee's  performance. University students
read v%gnettes describing an academic evaluation oécurr1ng between a.

professor and a student. Unlike the Liden and Mitchell ki§§§fistudy.

both a success and failure condition were included and, more
importantly, the feedback provided explicit attributions rather than
informational cues from the professor. The students were asked to

complete the Causal Dimension Scale (Russell, 1982), an affective

i
N

o
N
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ratings scale and a questionnaire concerning their evaluagtion of the
- ‘ J

professor. The results provided strong-support for Weiner's schema of ' ‘

causal attributions as the studjsgs saw the attributions along the

= same dimensions. ,Evaluations of fhe professor and liking of the -
professor were much higher in the success conditions than -in the ’
failure conditions. Greater positive affect was reported whe&
attributions were given to internal and;or controllable causes in i

—

successful outcomes. . Also, in successful outcomes, evaluitions of the

professor and liking of - the professor were highef when attribuéions

were made 'to internal and/or controllable causes. Thu%x evaluations

and liking of the evaluator consistently remained outcome depenJ;nt;
. .

however, they may be moderated by attributions.

The above studies support the notion that affective reactions to
feedback may generalize to the evaluator in the feedback situation.
This generalization of affective reactions to the ri1ationsh1p between
the evaluator and evaluatee may be supported and digcussed through an 1

examination of cognitive consistency. Proponents of this model

~maintain that individuals will strive to achieve consistency and

coherence amongst their cognitions.. That is, individuals w111'3ttempt

———— ——— e

to maintain the sgme positive or Aﬁégatlve relation between their

- beliefs. A new belief will be assimilated 1f consistent with past

beliefs or attitudes. However, if the new belief is i1nconsistent, an
o dnbalanced state is created and stress 1s produced. In order to

reduce the stress, an individual will change the belief requiring the

‘lr‘ least effort to achieve‘balance or consistency (Heider, 1967; Sears,

™
L4
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Freedman, & Peplau, 1985, pp 140-143; Wrightsman & Deaux, 1981, pp
340-342) . ” | f. e

In an ’evalyative ‘situation, indfvjduals receive Su%cess or
failure feedback‘concerning“tﬁfifd performance on-a task. With regard
to the evaluation, there are three components to their belief %r
attitude ab;ut that evaluation: the individual's attitude towards his
or her work; the individual's attitude towards the evaluqtgr{}and the
evaluator's attitude towards the“individuaijs work. . 1In light of the

literature investigating the self-serving bias, one can‘assume that

4dndividuals will most likely hold a positive attitude towards their

own work. Therefore, one can also assume that in the majority of
cases, the attitude most likely to change is the individual's attitude
towards the evaluator. e

In a success outcome situation, one can assume the following

three cognitive components: (1) the individual's pogitive attrtudes

towards his or her own performance; (2) the evaluator's positive
atttitude towards the individual's per%ormance; and (3) the

individual's attitude towards thp evaluator. Giveﬁr that .the

-

individual and the evaluator ‘hold positive attitudes towards the
performance. the 1ndividual will generalize his or her positive

att{tude about the performance to the evaluator i1n order to maintain a

cognitivé balance in the att1tude’*triad. In this case, all three

components are balanced as all att!tUQas are positive.

-

In a failure outcome situation, one can assume the foilowing

three cognitive components: (1) the 1ndividual's positive attitude
o

——— e

\
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towards his or her owiépgeéformance; (2)-the evaluator's pegative
s. attitude towsrds the indiyiduq]'s performance; and BKS) the
individual's attitude to;aldflihe evaluator. In _this situation, the
individual will change an existiné positive attitude towards the
evaluator to a negative onenor maintain an existing negative attitude.

‘Therefore, one can say -that the outcome-dependent affect may
generalize to an individual's assessment of the eyaluator,”and to any
behavioural ;:actﬁons towards the evaluator. This generalization is
consistent with the literature supporting cogni&ive consistency Se. g.

Heider, 1967; Sears et al™ 1985; Wrightsman & Deaux, 1981). The

previously discussed studies ingicate that this generalized affect may‘?

be strongly affectgd by the attribution made for the performance (e.qg.
Bogles et al., 1986; Kitching & Pancer, 1987; Liden’&LMitchell. 1985).
Thaf is. 1n success outcomes, internal attributions ‘may intensify the
individual's pésit1ve affect and, as a resu1t; intensify the positive
affect ”felt towards the evaluator“much more so than external
attributions. In fairlure outcomes.r internal attributions may
intensify the individual's negative affect and, as a result, intensify
the negat:vé—*qfféct felt towards the evaluator much more so than
external attributions. This* dynamic relationship s fu;ther

investigated in this study.

: The Present Study
The preseni.resedrch examined the effects of feedback that
—"provided atfributional cues on affective and behavioural reactions to

the feedback, the task, and the evaluator. The research examined the

@
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e
potential of generalizing Weiner's model of achievement motivation and
emotion (1985) to the®™ relationship between the evaluator and

evaluatee. Initial support has been found for the notion that outcome

and‘attrié;pion dependent affect experienced by the evaluatee may be

“ )
generalizéd to the evaluator (Bogles et al., 1986; Kitching & Pancer,

1987; Liden and Mitchell, 19855. Additional support is necessary to
lend further credence to the generalizability of the model. Also,
validity-and reliability of experimental results was enhanced through
the use of a realistic experimental design, in sharp contrast to the
popular vignette style design- used in attributional research (Weiner,
1983; Zuckerman, 1979). Liden and Mitchel] (1985) asserted that
additional researé; examining the impact of feedback on affective and
behavioural reactions is necessary because "heifher féedback nor
organizatiohaf} behaviour research has examined to any degree the
impact of feedback that provides attributional cues on affective and
behavioural reactions..." (p. 291) and that "little actually 15 known

about "the reactions of observer's causal judgments for their own or

others' beha%goural outc&mes" (pj 292).

The research was b%sed on leer“and Mitchell's study (1985) and
criticisms leveled at tﬁeir study{,71notonyrast to their work using
vignettes, the’ipresent study involved Ya more realistic evaluative
situation. University students participated in a realistic one-on-one
test situation. quticibants were asked to complete a préctice and
final test involving ambiguous creativity problems and received faise

success or failure feed¥ack. Two evaluative outcomes were included 1n
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the present research in order to examine possible interaction§gbq¢ween

feedback, attributions, and affective and behavioural reactions. The
success or failure feedback also contained information concerning
consistency, distinctiveness, and consensus. Unlike the manipulations
of Liden and Mitchell's work (1985), only three conditions were used
for the feedback manipulat1oni In one level, particiﬁants were given
feedback ihat provided high consistency, low distinciiveness. a&d low
consensus information, in order to elicit intérnal at%riputions. At
andther levei, nparticipants were given feedback that Brovided low
consistency, hiéh distinctiveness, and higﬁ\consensus 1nformation. in
order to elicit external attributions. Finally, tgivpl]owk?zr a
control condition.bparticipants in the third level didj%ot receive any

4 - )
information concéfning consistency, distinctiveness and consensus.

were asked to complete the Causal Dimension Scalf (Russell, 1982) 1n

Also, 1n contrast~to Liden and Mitchell's study121985). participants
arder to assess their perceilved resSonsib{lity of fhg&r performance.
Also, participants were asked to complete an affective rating scale
and:'a general reaction queftionnaire to allow for a thorough
understanding of affective and behavioural reactions to evaluative
feedback. '

The wuniqueness of the present rfésearch lies in the use of a
realistic experimental design, rather than the popular vignette style
design; the use of an* established reliable and valid causé] dimension
measure, rather than one or two items on a ;imp1e»q&estionnaire; the

I
!

use of expanded measures of affective and behavioural reactions, to
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allow for a thorough understanding of possible reactions: and in the
manipulation of antecedent information (consensus, consistency. and

distinctiveness) to allew for an understanding of{the specific effects

e 3

A R _
of the locus of causality dimension on affective and behavioural

reactions to evaluative feedback.

Hypotheses

‘Based on the work of Liden and Mitchei (1985), it was
hypothesized that feedback that provided high consistency, low
distinctiveness, and low consensus information would elicit more

internal attributions for achievement than feedback that provided low

consistency, high distinctiveness, and high consensus information as

measured by the locus of causa‘ity subscale of the Causal Dimension
Scale (Russell, 1982). ——

With regard to the research on affective reactions to outcomes

!

and; specifically, the work of Weiner et al. (1978, 1379), 1t was

hypothesized that: in general, participants in the sucéessful

li

conditions would report greater positive affect than participants 1n

*

the failure conditions. -

Also, with regard to the researclwilf-serving bias (e.
g.. Arin & Maruyama, 1979; Bradley, 1978: Sn¥er et al., 1978), 1t

was hypothesized that : = participants in the success/internal
information condition would report greater positive affect than
participants in the succéss/externaI information condition; ‘and,
participants in  the failure/intérnal information condition yould

L3

report greater négative affect than participants in the

-

]

a
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failure/external information condition.

Based on the work of Liden and Mitchell (1985);5 it was
hypothesized that feedback that provided attributional information
(specific) would be rated more positively than feedback that does not

-tie

provide attributional information (nonspecific). Also, based on the

‘research on the self-serving bias and Liden and Mitchell's work

(1985), . itnwas predictgd that participants in the success/internal
information condition you]d rate the feedback more positively ihan
participants in the success/external information condition; and
rticipants in the failufe/internal information condition would rate
the feedback _more negatively than participants in the failure/external
information c%hditionL |
With regard to the suggested generalization of‘'Weiner's model to

the social context of evaluative feedback and the work of Liden-and
Mitchell (1985), Bogles et al. (1986), and Kitching and Pan¢er (1987),

it was hypothestzed that: participants in the success/internal

- information condition ' would rate both the experiment and the

- ¢

experimenter more positively than participants in the success/external

1nforma§1on conditron; and participants in the failure/interﬁal
information condition would rate both the experiment and the
expé;1mpnter more nggatlvely than paﬁt1cipénts in the failure/external
information condition.

It was also predicted, on the basis of research done on the
generalizability of Weiner's maodel, that pariicip;nts in the suécess

conditions would evaluate the task more positively than participants
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in the failure conditions.
_\‘Fina1ﬂy, with regard to Weiper et al.'s work (1978, 1979), it was
predicted that participants in the successful conditions would report

they were more stronglyumotivatgd while doing the creativity tasks

than participants in° the unsuccessful conditions. Also, successful-

participants would report a greater willingness to attempt more
problems and participate = in future studies than unsuccessful

-

participants.

Method
Design:

b
The experiment. utilized a 2X3 factorial design. There were two

levels of outcome: success and failucre. There were three levels of
feedback information: .none, feedback implying internal. causation
(high consistency. low distinctiveness., low ciﬂsensus), and feedback
implyjng external causation (Tow consistency, high distinctiveness,

high consensus).
Participants:

Sixty undergraduate Wilfrid Laurier -University students
participated individually. Participants were taken from the
psychology department'sﬂparticipant pool list.‘ ANl partic1pants»were
randomly éssigned to experimental conditions. Thirty’participants
were assigned to the successL outcome condiiion and 30 participants

werg assigned to the failure outcome condition. Ten participants were

N
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assigned to each of the six experimental conditions. Twenty-four
L N

women and 6 men were assigned to the success condition, & women and 2

men per condition. Twenty-four women and 6 men were assigided to the

failure condition, 8 women and 2 men per condition.

——

Materials:

Participants were‘giVen a package of materials thatjwas comprised
of the following: a practice test, a final test, the Causal Dimension
Scale (Russefl, 1982), an affective rating scale, and a general
reaction questionnaire. ”

The practice test and the “final test weré composed™ of sample
creativity test problems taken from the Aptitudes Research Project
(Anastasi, 1982) (see Appendices A and B). Due to the nature of the
research design (using bogus feedback) it was necessary to utilize a
task of an ambiguous nature in order tg;lend credence to the success
or /failure feedback. The practice test‘was composed of ten sample
creativity items. The test was iCompoged of ‘one type of problem taken
from the practice test. The variety of items on the practice test was
necessary in order to‘?anipulate EBnmstency (performance on similar
problems) and distinctiveness (perfb?mance on different problems).

In  order to assess the eﬂféct1veness of the feedback
manipulation, a questionnaire designed tow measure the participants’
perceived attributions forwgheir performance was necessary. Elig and

Frieze (1979) expressed their concerns over the general lack of

reliability and validity of attribution measures. In their study,

5
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thfee different measures (open;ended. structured scale ratings, and
percentage ratings) were taken from university students)‘after
m;hinylated success or failure at an anagram task. The participants
demongirated a marked preference for structured scale ratings. .The
sfructured scale ratings demonstrated a much better fit with Weiner's
motivational model and higher response reliabilitjes,‘conxergent and
discriminant validities. The Causal Dimen;ion Scale was designed to
enhance the measurement of aftriﬁutions and to increa;e replicability
of studies due to 1mﬁroved reliability and validity of an attribution
measure (Russell, 1982). Researchers have found this measure to be of
good reliability and validity (Russell, 1982; Russell, Lenel, Spicer,
Miller, Albrechfs & Rose, 1985; Russell et al., 1987).

The Causal Dimension Scale (Russell, 1982) was d;signed toJ
measure individuals' perception of the stability, locus of c;usality.
and ‘%ntro]lability of causal-attributions. The scale consists of
nine questions, three questions per dimension. Each quéstion is
placed along a 9-point rating scale (see Aﬁpendix C).

For the study, one composite afféctive rating scale was designed
based on the research of Forsyth and ﬁ:M1llan (1981), Lefcourt et al.
(15@4). Russell and McAuley (1986). and Weiner, et al. (1978, 1979):,
The bipo!ar affects- listed on the scale have been found to be
rgpresentative of both outcome- égd attribution-dependent affects
(e.g. pleased/displeased, .positive/negative, calé/tense). Also, the
affecfive scale represents an amalgamation of previouély'used positive

and negative affective scales in the research of Russell and McAuley
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(1986) and Kitching and Pancer (1987) (Sﬁe Appendix D).

Participants we:f asked to rate{on a 9-point scale how strongly

-they felt -on 19 bipolar affedgive Ezgles (e. g. competent/incompetent,
happy/unhappy, resentful/grateful, calm/tense, astonished/not
astoniShed)f They were a];o told’to indicate if they did not feel a
.particular emotion or affect by circling NA, indicating not
applicable. For example; participants were asked to rate the extent
to which they felt competent. An answer of 1 would indicate the
.participant feit very competent whereas an answer of 9 would ﬂﬂ?ﬁcaté
the participant fe[ﬁ very incompetent. However, an answer of NA would

indicate thqt the feeling of competence did no% enter into the

participant's mind.

*,

The general reaction questionnaire was 'designéd as a further
" measure of the participant's affective iand behavioural reactions to
the feedback. Participants"were asked to evaluate the task on three
9-point bipolar adjectives (interestinb/borihg. good/bad,
easy/difficult) and the experimenter on six 9-point bipolar adjectibes
(like/dislike, positive/negative, warm/cold., not ' angry/angry,
good/bad. pleased/displeased). Participants were also asked to
indicate their motivation 1level and their overall rating of the
feedback, the experiment, and their willingness to work on more
problems, willingness to participate in a future study, and work with
the experimenter; Three manipulation check questions were asked to
assess the participants’ pergeptions of the information conveye# in

feedback and information conditions. These questions asked
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aparticipants to rate on a 9-point scige how they thought they d{d

relative to other students on the test agd how they thought they did
P o
on the the test relative to the the same |and different items on the

practice test (see Appendix E).

Procedure:

L

Participants were <contacted through the Wilfrid Laurier
University participant pool. Participants were contacted by telephone
b& the experimenter to schedule an appointment.

When contactéd by the experimenter, participants were told that
the study was concerned with creativity and they would be asked to
complete both a practice test and a final test on creativity.
Participaﬁingere told-that the pfactice test was to warm thém—up and
the final testjwould be composed of five problems similar y to one of
the type of problems from the practice test. They were also told that
the experimenter would score their aaswers and give‘them feedback on
their performance. Participants were told that they would be asked to
complete a questionnaire concefgiﬁé their reactions ﬁo the siudy.
F1Ba]1y, participants ; were géld that the study would take
approximately 3? m1ﬁutes of their time. Participants were also
assured by the experimenter that their ‘participation in the study was
compietely voluntary and that they should feel free to withdraw at any
pﬁint during the study; they were als; tolq,that‘any information
generated from their participation would be held .in complete

confidence and only be seen by the experimenter.

s
e

[ I



Affective and Behav‘qural Reactions
» _ a1

Participants participatéd individually in a‘ﬂ@boratory setting.
Participants were greeted by the experimenter and shown to a study
rooﬁ, The participants were asked to seat themselves comfortably at
the provided sgai and table. The experimenté} ‘re%terated the basic
purpose of the study, the voluntary nature of their participation, and
the confidentiality of their participation. Participants were aisd
asked if they had heard of fﬁe experiment from any ofltngq: fellow

students.

Participants were given the practice creativity tests The
experimenter i;;ormed the participénts that they should work through
fhe practice test as efficiently as possible and not feeléthat they
had }o write numerous ~answers down for each question because

<“creativity was a qualitative characteristic, not a quantitative one.
Upon completing the practice test, participants were given the final
creativity test and were told that the test was composed of one type
of problem from the practice test and there would be five of them.
Again, participants were told tﬁat they should not feel that they had
to write . numerous answers down_for each questioﬁ and to work throughu
the test as efficientl*ﬁas possible.

After completing both the practice and final creativitydtest, the
experimenter toid partlcipants‘that sheé would score their answers in
another Mom and would return in approximately eight minutes mi:Ltes
to give them their feedback. Participants were told that they could
look atitheir'ownyschoolwork. if they brought any, or ]dok at provided

magazines, The eiﬁerimenter then left for approximately Eighté
) .- »
3

. %

|
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In the scoring period of eight minutes, the exper imenter randomly

«

assigned the participants to one of the six experimental gonditions.

Upon returning, the experimente: gverba]Ty gave thehparticivants
their pre-determinea feedback specified by that condition.

Inv the success/no information condition, participants were only
given -their score of 42 out of 50 on the final creativity test (sep
Appendix F). In the success/internal information condition,
pariicipants were given their score on the final creativity test of 42
out of 50 and were told the§ had done equally well on the sam; and
different practice test items, and_ithat tﬁey had done better than
other wuniversity stude;ts. This information corresponded to high
consistency, low distinctiveness, andlr1ow consensus information (see
Appendix  G). In the success/external information condition.
participants w;re given their scére on the final creativity test of 42
out of 50 and were told they had not done as well on the same and
different practice test items, and that most students had 9one as we:l
as they had done.. This.gnformation corresﬁ&nded to. Tow consistency,
high ;;stinct1venes{.yand,high consensuys 1nformation~(see Appendix H).

In the failure/no information condition, participants were only
givenuthelr score of é3 out of 50 on the final creativity test (see
Appendix I). _In__the failure/internal _information condition,_
participants were given their score on the final creativity test of 23

|

out of S0 and were told they had done equally poorly on the same and

»
different practice test items and that other university students had



Affective and Behavioural Reactions

43

done beffer than they had done. This. information corresponded to high
consistency, low distinctiveness, and low consensus information (see
Appendix J). In the failure/external information condition,
participants  were given their score of 23 out of 50 on the final
creativity test and were told they had done better on the same and
different items on the practice test items and that qtherAﬁﬁ{versity
students had done as poorly as théy had done {see Appendix K).
Participants wer{ﬁ“:hen asked to complete a three part
’ questionnaire and they were to1q tﬂat the purpose of'the questionnaire
was to assess their reactions to the study and fﬁ atlow the
experimenter to learn from the study. Participants were told that
there was no way they could be linked with a specific questionnaire by
ixiiéw)giggzjmenter becausé the participant's” name would not appear
an}&ﬁére on the questionnaire and the questionnaire would be placed by
the participant ian an envelope with other participants’
qhest1onna1rés. Partip%gant; were ésked to bé as honest as they

wished and that the experimenter was expecting both positive and
' L

" negative reactions so \they needed not feel shy about indicating

negative reacttons. \

After the questionnaire was completed, participants placed their
questionnalreu in. an envelope. The experimenter then proceeded to
exptain—thetrue natureof the study and to give a thorough debriefing
(see Appendix‘ L); Participants were thanked for their participation
and were told'if they were inte}ested in the results of the study,

they could speak to the experimenter or look for posted results on a

-
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feedback b6g$:f It was also emphasized that the participant should
not discuss the true nature of the experiment winghgfellow students.

Results
Thq/‘t;a were analyzed in a 2 (success or failure—outcome) X 3
(no information, internal information, or external 1nformation)
between-subjects analysis of variance. A1l measures were scored such
that the more positive the response, the higher the rating. Post-hoc
analyse§ between conditions were carried out using Fisher's method of
least significant differences and are simply reported as being

significant.

Manipulation Chech

To determine the effectiveness of the experimental manipulations,
four manipulation gﬁgcks,were conducteds A “locus of causality score
was detgrmined fo} each participant from adding circled responses on
questions 1,5, and 7 on the Causal Dimension Scale. Also, three
separate qppstiohs were asked io detefming_ the participants'
perceptions of the information given to them in the feedback.

It was predicted that participants 'in the -internal information

-

conditions would have Blgher internal locus of causality scores than

L—»' 1‘

would those participants 1n the external i1nformation gondition. There
was a s?gnxficant main effect for information, this effect ind1gated
that participants in the internal information conditions perceived the
outcome to be more internally caused than those in the no information

conditions, E£(2,54)=3.89, p<.026. Contrary to pr@dictions. there was

Y
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ne significant differenE; hetween the two information conditions. A
main effect of outcome revealed that pafticipants in the success -
conditiqgs perceived the outcome to be more internally caused than“
those 1 the failure conditions, E(1,54)= 18.41, ) <.001. There was
no interaction between outcome and information type (see Table 3 for

‘means) . - = .

It was expected that 1ndividuals given low consensus information

would indicate Lheir performance was better than other university .
students in the success condition. or that‘thqufﬁg}formance was worse
than other untiversity students in the failure condition. It was a%go
expected that ndividuals given high consgnsus information would
indicate their performance was the same ’gs other university studeénts
in both the success and failure conditions. The manipulation*Eheck on
the consensus tinformation askedrpartimpant#‘to indicate how weﬂ"they
perférmed relative to other students from 1 {(very poor} to 9 (very
well). As expected, there was & signif%céﬂ& outcome by 1nformati&n>
interaction, [(2,54)= 12.28,  p¢.00l.- Participants in  the
success/internal informaglon condition saw their performance as better
than other university students to a larger degree than those in the

"

success/external information ;€2n51t1on. Pa(t1cipants 1h ‘the
fa11ure/fﬁterna1 information condition saw thgy'performance as’ worse
‘§§h§ othéf uﬁﬂversity students to’ a greater extent than those in the
f&glure/external in}ormation condition (sge Tahle 4 for means).

It was exnccted thaf successful participants given high

~consistency informatidn (internal information condition) would see

©
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Table 3

-

Means for Locus of Causality

Control Internal  Eaternal  Querall Mean

Qutcome
Sucéess M=19.0bc M=24.1a M=20.6ab M=21.23
Failure M=14.2d M=16.4cd M=18.5bc M=16.37

!

‘\ha Note: The higher the score. the more internal attributions ___ -
?
made. Means carrying different letters are signifacantly

different at the .05 level. .-

£ .
- * - ., . N

~
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Table 4

Means for Consensus Information Manipulation Check

R

o formoes it ion -

¢

Control Internal External Qverall Mean

~

Qutcome
Success M= 6.0b M= 7.9a M=5.6b M=6.5
Failure M= 3.5cad = 3.0d M=4.3c M=3.6

-

Note: The highér the score, the more positive the perception of
the performance as :jyﬁared to other university students.
Means t;rry1ng dif{ rent letters are significantly
different at the .05 level. _—

t
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their performance on ;he same items on  the practice test as betﬁgr
than successful participants' given ltow consistency information
(external information condition). Also, it was expected that
unsuccessful participant; given high consistency information (inte(nal
information) would see their performance on the same items on the
practice test as worse than unsuccessful participants given low
consistency information-/(external information). The manipulation
check on the consistency information aske® participants to rate how
they performed on the test relative to the same items on the practice
test from 1 (very poorly) to 9 (very well). As exp;cted. there was a
significg}E outcome by information interaction, E(2,54)= 9.84, p¢
.001. Participants in the success/internal information condition saw
their performance on the same practice items as much better than those
in the success/external information condition. No differences emerged
between the failure information conditions (see Table 5 for means).

) “Finally, it was éxpected that successful participants given {oQ
distinctiveness information (internal information coqg&}ion) would see

their performance on the different 1tems on the practice test as

better than successful participants given high distinctiveness

informationi (eiternaf idéo?ﬁét{BE’ cbndit1on). Also, 11t was é;pécggd
that wunsuccessfyl participants given low ?istlnctiveness 1nformat$on'
(internal information condition) would see their performance on the

different items on the practice test as worse than unsucéessful

participants given high distinctiveness information (external

information condition). As expected, there was a s¥gnificant outcome,
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Table 5 o (
- . ‘
Means for Consistency Information Manipulation Check “
Inf i Conditi
T Control Internal External Qverall Mean
. »
Quicome _
Success M= 5.4bc M= 8.2a M= 5.9b M= 6.50
Failure ‘J' M= 4.6¢cd M= 3.5d . M= 3.6d M= 3.90

Note: The higherathe'score. the more pos1tlv€*the perception of
performance on the same practice test items. Means carrying
different letters ard significantly differeht at the .05

level, ¢ «
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by information inte&gftjon, E(2.54)= 12.17, p¢ .001. Parﬁicipants in
. the success/internal~Tﬁ?ormation condition saw their _performance on
the different practice test items as better than those in the
success/external condition. No differences emerged between the

failure information conditiéns (see Table 6 for means).

Affecti ti n g

It was predicted that ind;viduals in the success conditions would
_ report greager positive affect than those in the failure conditions.
It was also predicted that participants in the success/ internal
information condition would report greater positive affect than those
in the success/external information condition. As well, participants
in the f%1lure/internal information condition were expected to report
less positive affect than those 1n'the failure/external information
condition. Responses on the affective measures were scored in the
following manner: the more positive the affective end of a scale, the
higher the ﬁating it would be given and responses .of non-applicable
were recoded as 5. Non-applicable responses were “given a score of 5
as it was thought tﬁ%s score would represent a‘neutra1 response by the
participants.

E&klntercorrelations amongst the ;9‘bipolar affective scales used to
determine  affective reactions were factor oénalyzed. The factor
ﬁ\analysis revealed only one fa?tor with an eigenvalue of greater than
! one, accounting for 37% of the variance, All measures that loaded

greater than .5 on the factor were kept for further analyses.

Participants’ resﬁonses on these measures were then standardized aﬁd,a

)
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Table 6

%Means for Distinctiveness Information Manipulation Check

!
4
»
Inf t c it i
Control Internal External Qverall Mean
Qutcome A
‘ Ve
Success M= 4.8bc M= 8.2a M= 5.7b ‘M= 6.23
Failure M= 4_0cd = 3.44d M= 4.0cd M= g.go
Note: The higher the score, the more positive the perception

#

of pe?formance on the different practice test items. Means
.,
carrying different letters are significantly different

at the .05 level. : L )

~

4
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summary Score was created by summing these siandardized scores (see
Table 7 for factor loadings). .

An analysis of variance was performed on the summary scores
derived from the above-procedure. A main effect of outcome revealed
that participants in the dsuccess conditions reported greater positive
affect than those in the failure conditions, E(1,54)= 84.57, p<.001.
Also, a significant outcome by infermation interaction emerged,
E(2,54)= 3.80, ‘Q<.029. As predicted, participants in the
success/intevhal informatfoa condition reported greater positive
affect than those in*Zhe success/ external condition, and participants
in the failure/internal information condition reponted less positive

affect than those in the failure/ external condition (see Table 8 for

means).

JEvaluation of the Feedback ,

Participants were asked to indicate how helpful they found the
feedback in understanding the reason(s) for their performance outcome
from 1 (very unhelpful) to 9 (very helpful). It was predicted that
participants in the infBrmation condit ions wouldv rate their feedback
as more helpful tﬁgzrthose in the no information conditions. It wad
also predicted ;@at participajgts 1n the sdccess/internal information
condition would.rate their erZLack as more helpful than those 1n tng

success/external information condition. Also, it ;as predicted that
participanfs in the failure/internal information condition would rate

their feedback as 1less helpful than those in the failure/external

information condition. As predicted, participants in the 1nformation
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Table 7

Varimax Rotated Factor Loadings

Eactor 1
Competent/Incompetent * 7126
Pleased/Displeased * 8621 .
Satisfied/Dissatisfied * 7317 A
Happy/Unhappy *,7599
Guilty/Not Guilty .0516
Adequate/Inadequate *.,7360
Confident/Not Confident *.7320
Shame/Proud .4023
Content/Discontent * 6551
Resentful/Grateful .0719
Surprised/Not Surprised .0917
Positive/Negative * 16
Relieved/Not Relieved .2086
Good/Bad *. 8168
Angry/Not Angry .0262
Calm/Tense .3334
Astonished/Not Astonished .0307
Furious/Not Furious L0723
Depressed/Hopeful - L2077

Note: A1l loadings marked\ by ah asterisk were kept for further
analyses. Factor 1 has an eigenvalue of 6.94 and
accounted for 37% of the variance.
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Table 8
- Standardized Means for Affect -
* I[ !a ; Ialn
Contrel . Internal  External Qverall Mean
e
Outcg -~
Success M= .80c M= 9.08a M= 2.16b M= 4.01
Failure M=-12.72de M=-13.8le M=-11,38d M=-12.64
Note: The higher the affective score, the greater the positive

Means carrying different letters

are significantly different at the .05 level.
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conditions saw their performance as more helpful than those in the no

information coﬁditions, E(1,54)=" 5.01, p<.029. Also, a significant

interaction of ~outcome and information emerged, [F(2,54)= 12.33,

p<.001. Specifically, participants in the success/internal
information condition saw their feedback as more helpful than those in
the success/external information condition, and participants in the
failure/internal information condition saw their feedback as less
helpful than those in the failure/extef;al information condition (see
Table 9 for means).

Participants were also asked to indicat; their overall rating of
the feedback, The same effects as 1in the perceived helpfulness

»

measure were expected. As “predicted, participants in the information

condition;uévaluated the feedback more fav;;;ablj—than those in the no
informatiqn conditjons, E(1,54)= 8.19, pc<.006. A significant
interaction of outcome and information emerged, F(2,54)= 11.52,
p<.001. . Specifically, participants in the failure/internal

information condition rated the feedback less favourably than those in

 the failure/external information condition. - No significant

differences were found between the two success information conditions

(see Table 10 for means).

Evaluation of the Experimenter any Experiment

The preliminary focus in the analyses of the evaluationof the
experimenter was on developing a summary score of the measures.
Intercorrelations amongsgés bipolar adjective scales (like/dﬁslike,

positive/negative, cold/warm, angry/not angry, good/bad,

»
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Table 9

ot -

<

Me;ns for Helpfulness of Feedback

Inf tion Conditi

»

Control Interpal External Qverall Mean

Lnu;&gmg | ) 3
Success | M= 2.6c M= 7.1a M= 6.4b M= 5.37
Failure _ M= 23c M- 2.3c M= 6.4b M= 3.67

Note: The higher the score, the more positive the evaluation of -

helpfulness of the feedback. Means carrying different
%

letters are significantly different at the .05 level.

.
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k‘:}ble 10 . ’ x
Mean Scores for Ovérall Rating of the Feedback
@ ‘I’ E Is E l-.! -
Contrel =~ Internal External  Qverall Mean
Quicome
Success . M= 3.8¢c M= 7.8a M= 6.8ab M= 6.13
Farlure ' M= 3.0c M= 3.0¢ M= 5.5b M= 3.83
Note: The higher the score, the more positive the evaluation of b
” , 7

the overall quality of the feedback. Means Earrying different

'

letters are significantly 'different at the .05 level. |

by
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- pleased/displeased) and one general question (wiilingnes; to work with
the experimenter) were factor analyzed. ' ‘ '

The factor analysis revealed only one factoc with an eigenvalue

of greater than one, accounting for 65% of the variance. All measures
loaded greater than .5 on wthis factor, which was interpreted as 3 .

general evaluative factor (see Table 11 for factor loadings).

Participanfs' responses on all 7 measures were then standardized and a

summary score‘yas cfeated by summing these standardized scores. )
It was predicted that participants in the sucgess/iéternal

information condition would evaluate the experimenter more positively
than those in the success/external information condition. Aiso, it

‘was prediéled that participants jﬁ the failure/internal condition
would evaluate the experimenter more negatively than théié in the
failure/external informat%qn condition., As predicted, a significant

interaction of outgome and information emerged, F(2,54)= 6.25, p<.004.

Participants in the failure/internal information condifion evaluated

the experi;;nter more negatively than those in the failure/external

\nformaijon° condition. No d1fferences’ emerged between the two

"infgrmat1on conditions 16 9fﬁe success outcomes r::ee Table 12 for

means).

‘7Part1c1pants were asked to indicate their overall rating of the
experiment. The same effects as in evaluation of the experimenter
measure were expected. As exgected, a significant main effect of;
outcome indicated that participants in the success conditions saw the

expériment as better than those in the failure conditions, E(1,54)s

¥

b
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Table 11 »

Factor Structure of the Evatluation of the Experimenter 1 ’
}}

i . o | ‘ .

' |
Evaluations Eactor 1 ) y
Like/Di<like .85303 }
‘Positive/Negative 87516 |
: 1
Cold/Warm . .88942 ‘i
Angry/Not Angry * : © 59430 ' |
Good/Bad ' .85898 l
Pleased/Displeased .76558 |
w with Experl:menter .51598 - i

Note: ‘All measures were kept for further analyses. Factor 1 has

an eigenvalue of 4.23 and accounted for 65% of the variance.

&



1\ <
Affective and Behavioura) Reactions
60

Table 12 o) T

Standardized Means for Evaluation of the Experimenter

. vt

rmation Conditi

Control Interngl External Qverall] Mean

Qutcome
‘Success M=-1.21b M= 5.61a M= 4.25a M= 2.88
Failure =-3.§9c M=-5.41c M= .4bb M:=-2.88

“

¥

Note: The more positive the score, the more positive the evaluation
4 ¢
of the experimenter. Means carrying different letters
are signi%icantly different at .05 level.

Lo
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19.09, p¢<.001. Also, participants in the information conditions
evaluated the experiment better than those in the no information
conditions, E(1,54)= 9.69, p<.001l. No other differences emerged (see

Table 13 for means).”

Evaluation of (Creativity Tasks

Participants were asked to evaluate the creativity tasks on two
9-point bipolar scales: interesting/boring and good/bad. A separate
analysis of variance was performed‘ on both of the bipolar scales. It
was predicted that participants in the success conditions would rate
the task more positively than those in the failure conditions.

As Qred1cted, a significant main effect for outcome indicated
that participants in the success conditions saw the task as ﬁore
interesting than fhose in the failure c?nditions, £(I.54)=12.3é.—
p<.001. 'No other differences emerged (see Table 14 for means).

As predfcted. a significant main effect of outcome indicated that
participants in tﬁe success conditions saw the task as Better than
those in the failure conditions, F(1,54)= 4.87, p<.032. No other

differences emerged. (see Table 15 for meant).

Behavioural Measures
Several measures were assessed to indicate behavioural reactions
to both the - outcome and information maﬁﬁpu1ations. Motivation,

willingness to éttempt more problems, and willingness to participate

#n future psychological studies were measured on‘9-po1nt scales with

1

higher: s¢cores indicating more poéitivg responses.
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© Means for Evaluation of the Experiment

*

Inforpation Condition
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Control  Internal  External  Overall Mean

A
) \
Qutcome 3
Success M= 5.2cd ~ M= 7.5a . M= 7.0ab M=
Failure = 4.5d" M= 4.6d M= 5.8¢ M=

6.57
4.97

Note:

The higher the store, the more positive the evaluation of
the experiment. Means carrying different 1étters are

significantly different at the .05 level.
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Table 14

Means for Evaluation of Creativity Task (Interesting/Boring)

)

-

afornation Cangits
m_u_g( Internal .Ex;grngl Qverall Mean
.
Outcome \

7.5ab M= 6.63

=
i

Success M= 5.9b¢ M= 7.9a
4.9c//”' M= 5.1c M= 5.9bc M= 5.30.

fl
([}

Failure . M

(2
=

Note: The higher the score, the more positive the e\iguation of
the creativity tasks on the interesting/boring dimension.
Means carrying different letters are significantly

different at the .05 level.
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Table 15

Means foraEvaluation of Creativity Task (Good/Bad Dimension)

I E !‘ E I.!.
k4

-
¥

Control  Internal  Failure  Qverall Mean

Q“tgg'm e “
Success M= 5.5b = 7.131‘ M= 6;93 M= 6.50
Failure M= 4.8b M= 5.2b M= 5.9ab M= 5.30

* @ - /hﬂ-

Note: The higher the score, the more positive the evaluation of

the creativity tasks on the good/bad dimension. Means

&

carrying different letters are significantly different

A\

Y

at the .05 level.
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Participants were asked to indicate how motivated they felt they
were when completing both the practice test and final test. It was :\
predicted that participants in the success conditions would report
feeling more motivated than 'those in the failure conditions. As
predicted, a significant main effect for outcome indicated that
participants “in the success conditions saw themselves as being more
motivated than those in the failure conditions, E(1,54)= 7.30, p<.009.
No other differences emerged (see fable 16 for means).

Participants were also asked tg’ indicate 1f they wereﬁwilling to
attempt more creativity problems. It was predicted that pa¥ticipants
in _the success conditions would be more willing to attempt’more
problems than those in ;he failurqﬁcoqditions. This hypothesis was
confirmed by the data, F(1,54)= 19.95, p< .001. No other differences
emergeqj}see Table 17 for means).

With regard to participating in future psychological studies, it
was pfedidted that .participants 1in the success conditions would
expréss a greater willingness to partic{pate in future studies than
those in the failure conditions. Again, this hypothesis Qas confirmed

by the data., E(1,54)= 9.39, p<.003. No other differences emerged (see

Table 18 for means). =

Geperalizability of Affggglyg_ﬂﬁinﬁnéﬁi
One of the critical -assumptions of this study was that the
affective responses to successful or unsuccessful outcomes would

generalize to the feelings towards the task, the feedback, the

exper imenter, and the experiment. The test of this assumption

~
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& Table 16

Means for Motivation -

Control Internal External  QOverall Mean

Qutcome
Success M= 6.3ab M= 7.4a M= 6.8a M= 6.83
Failure M= 5.7ab M= 4.4b M= 5.9ab M= 5.33

Note: The higher the score, the greater the reported motivation
for the tasks. Means carryﬁng different letters are

. significantly different at the .05 level.

-
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Table 17

Means for Willingness to Attempt More Problems

IE !. JE I.!.‘

Control Internal External Qverall Mean

Qutcome .
Success ’ = 7.5a M= 8.2a M= 8.0a M= 7.90
Failure M= 5.5b M= 5.4b M= 6.6ab M= 5.83

é

Note: The higher the score, the greater the willingness to
attempt more problems. Means carrying different

letters are significantly different at the .05 level.
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Table 18

Means for Willingness to Participate in Future Psychological

Studies
(o o1 Condit i
Control Internal External Qverall Mean
ltcome | \
Success M= 7.2ab M- 8.0a M- 7.6a M=J;.so
Failure ¥ . M= 5.9bc M= 5.5c M= 7.2ab M= 6.20
A

Note: The higher the score, the greater the willingness to
participate 1n future psychological Qtudies. Means
carrying different letters are significantly different

at the .05 level.

68—
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involved a regression analysis with the bositivelnegative affect, as
the pre?jctor variable, predicting evaluations of the task, the
feedback% the experimenter, and tie experiment. |
It vwas expected that the positive/negative affeci would be a
critical gpredictor of evaluations of the task on the evaluations of
the task {méﬁsures. With regard to the interesting/boring dimension,
the regression analysis produced a significant E(f}58)=17.65, p<.001.
Thus, theﬂgffective measure was a significant predictor of evaluations
of the interesting/boring dimension. - This corresponded toug R squared
of .23 indicating that the affect%ve measure accounted for 23% of the
variance .on the 1interesting/boring dimension. With regard to the
ood/bad. dimension, the regression analysis produced a significant
E(1,58)= 17.91, p<.001. Thus, the affective measure was a significant
predictor of evaluations of the good/bad dimension. This corresponded
to a R squared of .24  indicating that the affective measure accounted
for 24% of the variance on the good/bad dimension. 0
It was expected that ithe posi;ive/negative affeci would be a
significant predictor of ; aluations of the feedback. As expected,
the regression analysis for the positive/negative affect on
helpfulness producéz a significant F(1.58)= 17.83, p<.001 and for the
positive/negative affect on quality of feedback a significant F(1,58)=
29.86, p<.001. Thus, the positive/negative affect was a significant
predictor of helpfulness and quality of feedback. This corresponded

to R squares of .24 and .34 respectively, and indicated that the

affective measure accounted for 24% of the varianceyen the helpfulness

»
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of feedbaék measure and 34% of the variance on the quality of feedback
“Mmeasure.

It was also expected that the positive/negative affect would be a
critical predictor of evaluation of the experimenter and of the
experiment. The regression analysis concerning the evaluation of the
experimenter produced a significant E(1,58)= 3?.34. p<.001. Thus, the
affective measure wa's a significant predictor of evaluations of the
exper imenter. This corresponded to a R squared of i36 indicating that
the affective measure accounted for 36% of the wvariance on the
evaluation of the experimentgr mé%sure. Witb regard to evaluation of
the e&per1ment. the regngssion ahal}sis produced a significant

E(1.,58)= 30.41, p<.001. Tﬂu?. the affective measure was a signifigant

i3

predictor of evaluations of the experiment. This corresponded to a R

squared of .34 indicating that 34% of the variance on the‘sé!'uat1ons

L

*w

of the experiment measure. . ‘ﬁ

Discussion

An examination of the analyses of - the manipulation checks
revealed mixed results. There were no significant differences in
tocus of causélgiy between the internal conditions and the external
conditions for ;?fher outcome level. Individuals were mos:'igkely to
assume the same level of responsibility regardless of" type of
information giv&% to them. However, succcessful individuals were more
likély to make internal attributions- than those 1n the failure

conditions.

Examination of the consensus, consistency, and distinctiveness
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_manipulation checks again produced mixed results. *Individuals saw the
consensus 1information exactly asig?gficted: those in the success/
internal information condition 52w“£heir performance as better than
the average universi€§ student to a larger degree than did those in
the success/extérnal information condition. Individuals in the
failure/internal information condition saw their performance as worse
thqn the average university student to a greater extent than did those
in thequfai1ure/externa1 inférmation ,condit;on. In terms of the
consistency and distinctiveness information, the manipulations were
inconsistent. Participants 1n the success conditions saw the

information in the expected manner; those in the success/internal

-information condition saw their performance on the same and different

items on the, practice test as better than those in the squgs;/
external information condition. However, in the failure condition.
there were no differences in how the individuals saw their performangé
on the same and different problems. A ’

These results, while in some instances inconsiﬁtent with
predictions may be reaQin explained in terms\of self-serving biases.
The titerature on thefself-serv1ng biases ndicates that individuals
will consistently assume greater personal responsibility for their
successes than for their faitures (Snyder ei al., 1978). These biases
‘were confirmed by the results. Higher internal locus of causality
scores were reported in the success conditions than in the failure

conditions. Also, with regard to the inconsistent findings with the

consistency and distinctiveness 1nformat%on, these may be explained by"

11
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what. ;yszczynski et al. (1985) termed, g“a bias in 'information
evaluation” (p. 1f§). That is, individuals will interpret information
in ways that are consistent with their seIfzgﬁ?ving bias. .
S}evens and Jéﬁes (1976) manipulated the distinctivenéss of *
failure on problems. Participants were led to believe‘they had failed
at only one task from a multitude of tasks (high distinctiveness) or
they had failed at a multitude of problems (low dist'inctiveness).
Stevens and Jones k1976) hypothesiégd that participants receiving high
distinctiveness information would make external attribut1oqj'for their
failure while those receiving low distinctiveness information would
make internal attributions for their failure. Their results revealed
the opposite Eattern. Stevens and Jones (1976) interpreted tﬁéir
results in terms of a sglf-serving bias and contended that “such
attributions seem to be motivated by the desire to make as weak as
possible a se1f-at¥ribution when the pattern of outcomes points the
blame at self..." (p 105). Snyder et al. (1978) concurred with this
analysis in their review-of the literature on attributional egotism.
The imeactuof the consistency and distinctiveness information may
be understood 11n the same manner. In the success conditions,
participants interpreted the information as expected. However, 1n the
failure conditions, there was no d1fferen{g between the internal and

‘external nformation conditions. Thus, when it suits, individuals

will interpret information accurately; however, in cases of failure,
the self-protective bias promotes a distinct bias in information

" evaluation,
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. An examination of the affective reactions to the success or
failure and information conditions revealed re;u?ts c;nsistently in
lTine with predictions. Individuals in the success conditions reported-
greater global positive affect than those \ifft;? faildre conditions.
Also, there wa% a significent difference in affective regctioqs
depending on outcome and information type. That s, individuals in
the success/internatl informatioé condition )reportég greafer posit{ve
affect vthan those - in the success/external information condition;
individuals -in the failure/internal information condition reported
less positive affect than those, in tﬁé failure/external information
condition.

A closer look at individuals® reacti9ns to feedback revealed that
pgrce%ved helpfulness and 6vera11 fating of the feedback depended
qutite cons1de§ably on both outcome and information type. Individuals
reported the feedback as more helpful and general]y—better in the
success/1nte(pal information condition than those in the
success/exte%ngl information condition. Also, individuals 1in the

5

fgxlurelinternal information condition reported the feedback as less

he]pful than those? in the fai]ﬁre/external ﬁnformation conditon.
Inierestingly _enough.l participants in the "success/ no information
é§ndit1on, f§11dre/no information condition, and failure/internal
inﬁbrmaglon condition sgﬁ fhé feedba;k =as equally .unhelpfuj and
gener,al’ly~ negative. It would seem individuals prefer t0‘?eceive
feedback 'wiﬁh information concerning their perforMance oﬁ other

similar and . dissimilar - tasks and information concerning the
.ove : [4
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performance of similar others.  Therefore, the results strongly
suggest that propér feedback may moderate the impact of negative
feedback and the perception of the quality of the feedback. These
results are also supportive of the researgh done by Greller and Heron
(1975), Iigen et 51. (1979), Matsui et al. (1983), and Liden and
Mitchell (1985). '

The results with regard toa the evaluation of the exXperimenter and

the experiment were mixed. Although, the analyses revealed a

significant interaction of outcome and information., a closer

examination identified the true differences as 1ying between the the

%
evaluations of the experimenter in the fai]ure/interna1 information

——cme .

condition and the failure/external information condition.
Participants in the failure/internal information condition evaluated
the experimenter less favourably than those in the fatlyre/external

information condition. There were no differences in the information

conditions in the successful outcomes. In their evaludtions of the

experiment, = successful participants were more favourable than

L. o ¥ .
unsuccessful participants. No differences emerged between information

conditions.

&

-Successful participants also eﬁalpated the cteativity tasks more
. favourab]& than unsuccessful participants. Also, successful

‘participants reported being more motivated than thode who were

unsuccessful. fFinale, successful participants  reported g,gneater
: .9

v T

willingneés to attempt more problems and ‘bartlcipate in3ffugggg

; LY
psychological studies than those who were unsuccessful.

\

- - -
w
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These results suggest some important implications and extensions
of Weiner's model in understanding the impact of outcome- and
attributions on the relationship beiween the evaluator and evaluatee.
These iesults,also lend further credence to preQiOJS‘research done by
Liden and Mitchell (1985), Bogles et al. (1986), and Kifching and
Pancer (1987). This study found support foé Weiner's contéztions of
the strong impact of the positive/negative affect on affective and
behavioural reactions (1979, 19&5;.’ Main effects due to outcome were
consistently found throughcut the affective and behavioural measures.
Successful participants reported gréater internal éttributions than
unsuccessfuyl ones; Gréater posit La affect was reported by successful
pgrtic}pants than those who were ﬁnsuccessful. Evaluations of;the

feedback, the creativity.tashs, the experimenter, and the experiment
were consistently better in the success conditions than in the failure
canditions. %inally, the: outcome-dependent affecthv;kreaction proved
to be a significant predictor of evaluations ggfthe“ feedﬁack, the
creativity iasks. the experimenter, and the experiment. ‘Thus, one may
suggest iat the .hypothesized generalizability of Weiner's model
(1985) can be justified. The positive/negative affect may be regarded
asb one af »the critical preddctorsa of individuals’ percepiions of
prominent objects in the social context of an evaluative feedback

situation. ‘
. Theré was also evidence that the kinds of attributions made for

the outcome experienced may have a profound influence on one's

reac@ions to the feedback and the evaluato}. Thus, one can say’that"
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the relationship between eva]uatbr' and evaluatee may be strongly
influenqu by the kind of feedback that is provided for the task
performéﬁce. )

Both evaluations of the helpfulness and overall qd%lity of the
feedback were étrongly influenced by the type of information provided
with the feedback. Particieants in the success/intérna? information
conditién evaluated the feedback more faQourably than those in the
success/external information condition. Participants in the
failure/internal information condition ~evaluated the feed;ack less
favourably than those in the failure/external information condition.
Also, -evaluations of the experimenter differed significantly in the
failure condition depending on information type. Those participants
in ‘the failure)interna] 1nformat13n condition evaluated the
experimenter much Jless favourably than those in the failure/external
“ information condition. Thus, perceptions of the evaluator may be
strongly influenced by the type of attribution inherent in the
feedback. ' '

Thus, the results strongly suggest Vthaty there are both
outfome-dependent ‘ effects and attribution-dependent effects on
evaluations of the feedback. the task. the ‘experimenter, and the
gxpériment. fhese results have implications for those individuals in
evaluative positi#ns in both academic and business 5ett1ngs. In tgrmsu
of providing motivational 'and correctional feedback for successful
performancii%~£he evaluator need not worry about potential detrlmenta?

effects on the social contéxt of the evaluation. .- However, in terms of

{a
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providing motivational and correctional feedback for unsuccessful

performances, the evgluator should take into consideration the results

L4

of this .study and Weiner's model of achievement motivation and

o

emotion. In order to prevent negative affective and behavioural

reactions, the evaluator should take into account the detrimental

—
—_—

. . T :
impact of internal attributions for unsuccessful performances on the

part of the evaluatee and the much less negative impact Of\§7teF&&l—~h_\\“\\\>

attributions for% unsqccessful performgnces on the part of the
evaluatee. By this assertion, one 1is not suggesting to provide false
feedback to subordinates or evaluatees, but, in cases of internal
attributions for unsuccessful performances to take into account the
probable negative reaction and deal with it during the evaluative
exchqﬁge. Hence, the advice to the evaluator with regard fo negative
feedﬁéck is to keep-the feedback accurate and to attempt to avoid
poss%ble defensive reactions on the part of the evaluatee.

In summary, the present research was based on the study of Liden

and Mitcﬁelf\(1985) and the criticisms laid by the present researcher

against % he study. As in their study, antecedent attribution

“ .
-

information (consensus, consistency, and distinctiveness) was

~

. manipulated. Unlike their study,. only three types of information

‘condition were included: internal information. external information,
‘ - ‘
and no 1information. - Also, unlike their study,- two levels of outcome

were included to examine .possible differing affective and behavioural
reactions to' success and failure feedback. Also, a stronger .

:manipulatwonkcheck was used to ex%m{ﬁe the participants' perceptions‘

T
»
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of the locus of‘causality via the Causal Dimension Scale (Russell,
1982), and pafticipants'were asked to complete both an affective and

>

behavioural reaction questionhnaire. ~

Thé Bcontribution of the present study then s its extension gf

Liden and Mitchell's result§ to succéss and failure conditions within
a much more real{stjc feedback situation. The study shows that
reactions ‘to chcess; and failure are different Vgiven different

A N 5 X
antecedent information and, hence, attributions for performance. It

also shows that feedback éituations‘canw adequately be created within

an experimental setting and can be studied in that manner.

4

The present study has a number of shortcomings. The first
shortcoming deals with the saliénce of ‘the infor;ation provided with
the feedback. .One may logically ask 1f the participants evaluated
their performance in terms of the consistency and distinctiveness
manipulations or if the only salient informgzibn was the consensus
information and the score given. If‘the latter, then the inconsistent
results within the maqipu1atjon checks can be explained. Perhaps, a

more distinctive task or tasks could be used to more effectively

" manipulate the distinct1vene32{and consistency of the performance, If

the former, then the results are 1nterpretablé as dlscusséd previously
using the self-serving bias approach. The second shortcoming is the
fact that th éxperimenter wés not blind to the participants' feedback
condition. The criticism could be made that the exper1men%er may have

inadvertantly biased the results of the final questioqnai}es.

However, in support of the reiearch_ the experimenter practiced

L3 ] i

s

- , .
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delivering the feedback durinéw {hfgrmal p;e-gest situations.
Participants of the pre-test found no differences in the delivery of
the tjbes of feedback. Finally, one-may question the inherent value
of creativity'to the participants. Perhaps failure onqa creativity
task is not as inherent’y. negative as fai]ure on a um5dterm
examination. Low levels of“;ﬁporthhce of the tasks may have affected
the strength of the results. Future research mayuwant to investigate
the varying effects due to task importance.

+
Further research in. the area of affective and behavioural

»

reactions to feedback is certainly warranted. One- may question the
differanc;s in information evaluatzon between those who succeed and
those ‘Qho fai1l. Results have consistently shown some kind of bias
toward noﬂacceptance or misinterpretation of info;mation in failure
conditions (e.g., Bogles et al., ;1986: Kitching . & Pancer, 1987;
Stevens & Jones, 1976; Stephan ef al., 1978). Fu:ther research should

investigate this phenomenon. —

-
i’

v

In the future, studies need to examine Weiner's model (1985) when
applied to more“eg;-involving tasks. One must dues?%on the 1mpact gf
laboratory‘ manjpulations‘on the internal reacfions of pa}ticipants.
These may or may not be the same as thogé found 1n real "lTife settings
{e.g.. reactions  to ‘midter;m ;xaminations. Job perfz‘r}ce

evaluations). ‘ .

In conclusion, Covington and Omelich (1984a)  asserted that,

e ¢ i ) y ‘ o .
."Weiner's contribution to our understanding of cJassroom,aphlevement

. »

‘phenomena can scarcely be éverstated...Today the -area of achievement

- el .
- (.‘ ’ N *

- X " N ‘ 9
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motivation is once again vital and prosperous®*thanks to Qeiner’s work"® -
. {p. 1210). pCovington and Omelich's comments on Nejner's work (1984a,
1984b) are strongly supported by the réséﬂts from this study. It .is
clear from the presént research tﬁétlweiner's model (1985) does hayesa
significant p]ace in the literature and in the inté}pretation of how
individuals react to feedback. The. . predictive power of our
attributions for performance cannot be qverﬂobked.“ What we do and how

we feel about our successes and failures seem.to be inextricably - ¢

linked to our attributions for those performances.
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Appendix A .

, Creativity Practice Test .
- .

The following items are taken from a standard creativity test.

~They represent a sampling of possible items. A sampling of items =~

was taken to familiarize you with types of creativity probiems. . »‘

P The test will be comprised of only one type of problem from the \
practice test. VYour job is to work through the items as efficiently as ‘
possible. You will have a separate piece of paper for your answers.

1. Write words containing the letter: “Q".

2. Name things that belong to the fo]lowingwélass: "Liquids that
burn®. @

3. MWraite words similar 1n meaning to the word: “"Hard".

4. vwrite four-word sentences. each yord to begin with a given }
letter: 2K-U-Y-I". =

5. List possible uses for coat hanger..

b. Lisl possible words you can derive from your name.

7. Complete the following simile in several dinereﬁt ways:
"A woman's beauty is 1ik§_the autumn;~it...".

-

3
8. Lrst pocsible jobs that might be symbolized by a light bulb.

9. List possib1evq5e§ for ggnewspaper. :
10. Write words containing the letter: "x*.

5%
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Creativity Final Test

k

Only one type of item from the practice test will be used for this

test portion of the study. VYour job is to answer the questions

as efficiently as pbssible on a separate piece of paper.~

1. MWrite words similar in meaning to the word: “Soft".

2. MWrite words similar in meaning to the Qgrd: "Cold". .
¥ [ i ’

3. MWrite words similar, in mgahing to the word: “Hot".

4. Write words similar in meaning to the word: “Wet".

5. MWrite words similar ig meaning to the word: “Talk".
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CO Appendix C . -

- ’
Causal Dimension Scale N
Instructions: Think about the feedback that you have' just been given. .

Consider all the information that was given in the
feedback you were given. .The items below are concerned
with your impressions or opinions of the cause(s) of
your performance. Circle one number for each of the
following scales. -

1. 1Is the cause something that:

Reflects an “aspect 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Réflects an
of yourself T . * aspect of the
. : situation

#2. Is the'cause:;‘ .
Controllable by you 9 '8 7 & 5 4 3 2 1 Uncontrollable

_or other people - - by you or
other -people
L]

~
¥
’

3. 1Is the céyse something that 1s:

Permanent 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Temporary

4. Is the cause something:

Intended by you or 9 8v 7 & 6§ 4 3 2 1 Unintended by
other people you or other
people

5. Is the cause something that 1s:

OQutside of you 1 2 3 4 5 8 7 8 9 Inside of you
. ’ . :
6. Is the cause something that 1s: zﬁ
Variable over time 1 2 ., 3 4 5 6 7 '8 9 Stabte oven
. time
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7. Is the cause: ig{ .
. , ¢ .
Something about you 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Something
. ‘ . : ~p 2bout others’
> 8. I's the cause something that isir -
Ci;angeab]e} . 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 '8 9  Unchanging®
&
— B g
9. Is the cause something for which:
No one is responsiﬁe 1 2 '3 4 5 6 17 8 9 Someone is
- responsibhle
. - }
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Appendix D : .

Affective Rating Scale

o

This questionnaire deals with your emotional reaction(s) to your-
performance feedback on the practice test and final test. The following
list of emotions may or may not have been experienced by you. Indicate
how strongly you experienced each emotion. If, however, you feel

that a specific emotion is not applicable to the>s1tuat1on, pPease
circle NA (not applicable). Read each emotion and circle the-
approprlate number from 1 to 9 or NA.

COMPETENT w1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 NA INCOMPETENT

PLEASED 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 9 NA  DISPLEASED
SATISFIED 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 8 NA%™ wNOT-

& SATISFIED
HAPPY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 NA  UNHAPPY

E
GUILTY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 NA  NOT GUILTY
ADEQUATE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 NA  INADEQUATE:
CONFEDENT 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 9 NA  NOT
t ”ﬁ u CONFIDENT

SHAME 1 2 3 4 85 6 7 8 9 NA  PROUD
CONTENT 1 2 3 4 5 6 -7 8 9 NA  DISCONTENT
RESENTFUL 1 2 3 4 5 597 8 9 NA  GRATEFUL

NOT SURPRISED 1 -2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 NA SURPRISED

FAY
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POSITIVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 NA  NEGATIVE
RELIEVED . 1 2 3 4 6 6 7 8 -9 NA  NOT RELIEVED
- .
600D 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 NA' BAD
' "
- ,
ANGRY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7.8 9 NA  NOT ANGRY
CAlM —° 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 NA  TENSE

ASTONISHED 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 NA NOT
“ ASTONISHED

NOT FURIOUS

!

FURIOUS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 - NA

S

DEPRESSED" 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 NA HOPEFUL

*.
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- ’ Appendix E : : .
General Reaction Questionnaire &

Think about the -feedback that ybu have just received concerning
your performance on the practice test and final\,test. The following
questtons are concerned with your opinions and reactions to ‘
the task, the feedback and the experimenter. Please read each ) A
question carefully and answer as honestly as possible.

»

1. Evaluate the task on the following dimensions: —t
INTERESTING &t 2 3 4 5 6 7 8,9  BORING
600D 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  BAD
DIFFICULT 1 2 3 4 5 7 8 9 EASY

2. ({nd1cate hoﬁ‘étgﬁngly you were mot1yated to try your best
on the practice and final test: -
< 4

NOT AT ALL 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 VERY
MOTIVATED B - MOTIVATED

3. How well do you think you did relative to other un1vers1f§
students taking the creativity test:

"
{

4
VERY POORLY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 VERY WELL ’
4. How was your performance on the test relative to the same
» items on the practice tests “
VERY POORLY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 VERY WELL

5. How was your performance on the test re]atxve to dafferent items
on the practice test: -

VERY POORLY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 VERY WELL

6. How helpful were the comments 1n understanding why you succeeded
or farled:

VERY | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 NOT -AT ALL
HELPFUL , HELPFUL
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Indicate how willing you would be to attempt similar_bproblems ) -
1f given anothep test: '
NOT AT ALL 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9 VERY . ’
WILLING ‘ . ‘ NILtING

oty

Indicate how strongly you feel toward; the experimentef onffﬁé
following dimensions: . - . »

" LIKE . } 2 3 -4 5 6 7 8° 9 . DISLIKE
NEGATIVE "1 2 3 4 5 6 78 9 POSITIVE
coLD 1 Qé 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 WARM ,/
NOT ANGRY ~ (1 2 3 4 5 &7 7 8 9 ANGRY
GooD 1 2 3 4 °5 6 1 8 9 BAD
DISPLEASED 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 o PLEASED
In general, th would you rate the feedback:
VERY GOOD 1.2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 VERY -BAD
In general, how would you rate the experimenf? ) .
VERY¥ 600D 1" 2 3 47 6 .7 8 9 VERY BAD

L4

Indicate how willing you would be to participate in another
study:

-

NOT AT ALL 1 2 3 4. 5 5 71 8 @9 VERY
INTERESTED 7 ‘ — INTERESTED

Indicate how willing you would be fo work with the experimenter
on a future study:

NOT AT ALL 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 VERY.
INTERESTED - INTERESTED




—

You did
“possible 50.

e Sn
.

)‘

.- ~ ’,

-

Affective and Behavioural

Appendix F

Success/No Information or Control Condition
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'
Success/Internal Information Cues Condition

!

-

You did really well on the test. Your score was 42 out of a

possible 50. It looks ;zllike\you did pret'ty much the same on this test

“

asi you did on the same and different items on the practice test.
Actually, most of the Mydents who “have taken this test have not

' o
scored mearly as well as you have. Let's see what your reactions to
-

the study are.- ¢
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Success/External Information Cues Condition
i -
\\ i ’ €

-

You did really well on the test. Your score was 42 out of a
possible 50. It looks 1like you did better on this test than you did
on the saﬂg and different 1tems on the practice test. Actually, most
s‘tddents: who have taken this test have also scored well. Let's see

what your reactions to the study are.

-
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Failure/No Information or Control Condition

P

I'm afraid that you didn't do

was only 23 out of a possible 50.

s

. ®

very well on the test. Your score
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Appendix J

% y

d’ 4
Failbure/Internal Information Cues Gondition

I'mafraid that you didn't do very well on the test. Your score
was only é3 out of a possible 50. It looks 1like you did pretty much
the same on this test as you did on the same and different items on
the practicé test. Actually, most students who have taken this test
havé scored bettgr than you have. Let's see what your reactions to

the study are.

X

~o
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Appendix K

Failure/External Information Cues Condition

I'm afraid that you didn't do very,well on the test. Your score

was only 23 out of a possible 50. It looks 1likecyou di1d much better

on the same and different i1tems on the practice test than you did on
A -
the final test. Actually, mo%t students who have taken this test have

also scored poorly. Let's see what your reactions to the study are.

Y y



*

Affective and Behavioura) Reactions

104
Appendix L

Debriefing

/\ ,”\ .

Thanks. Now that you've completed the study, I'd like to give

j

you a bit more of an explanation about what we're looking for in this
study. The thing that we are more interested 1n is how people react
to feedback - both positive and negative - that they receive on work

EY

they've done. Think of the times when someone has told you that
you've done really well at something}ﬁ How did it affect your fee{%ngs
about the person you gave you the feedback? Ho@ dia it affecf your
feelings about the person you gave you the feedback? Then think of a
time when someone told you that you hadn't dope well. .. How did that
affect you? So we are wusing ihis research to find out how people
react to positive and negative feedback. .

Now, 1n order to find out how people react to this kind of

feedback, we have to arrange it so that people actually get positive

or negative feedback on something they've done. That's why we gave
you this test and told you that you have done poorly (“well” for
success conditions) on it. Actually. the score that I gave you WAS
NOT 'YOUR ACTUAL SCORE. We used a random selection procedure to
determine who“would be told they had Jgne well and who wodld be told
they had done poorly. (For failure conditioﬁs: So you can rest
assured that you're actually much more creative than the test results
might have made you think). The reason we gavé you this false

feedback was to determine how you would react to the feedback. At
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this point, I'd like to ask you if you understand that the feedback
was false and had absolutely nothing to do with your<performance?

‘ We think this research is important, for a numbér of reasons.
/’ﬂ;irst of all, we would like to understand how this kind of feedback
affects people. The fesearch that has been done in this area so far,
indicates that people don't always react to feedback - especially
negative feedback - the way .we would 1like them to.‘ The reason
negative feedback 1§ given is usually t? improve the person's
performance in the future. vBut this isn't alwaj; what Happens.
Sabpose a‘feacher tells a student that s/he c¢id poorly on a test.
‘This oftén makes the student ‘feel badly. perhaps less motivated, and,
ag a result, even less likely to do well in the future. ’Ih1s teads to
another reason for doing this research. We would like to find ways'o}
giving people feedback so that it wouldn't have these kinds of
undesirab1eﬁeffects. e
So, I hope you can understand why we gave youra test scbre thét

was not your actual score, and wﬂy we think it's impé:tant to
understand how people react to this kind of feedback. How did YOU
sfeel when I told you what your score was on the test? (for those in
the failure cond3t1ons; Well, 1 hope you feel better now that you
realize that you. didn't receive your actual score, and that you're

-

likely a very creative person).

Do you have any questions or suggestions? Now, before you leave.

I'd like to ask you not to say anything to any of youF friends about
this study. If they ask you, you can just tell them that you did a

h]

-
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a

psychological test and .got some feedback on it. If any of your
friends did find out about the study. it would, of course, invalidate
the results, and may endanger thé entire study. Great. Thanks again
for participating. We'll be posting the resuits of the study on the
bulletin board 9q3the third floor of the Central Teaching Bui1dingu}n., %

mid-March, so 1f you're interested 'n seeing what the results were,

just take a look there. Thanksf;gain. Bye.

-
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