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Each individual must attribute his/her performance to something, and 

it has been noted that whether he/she attributes a success or failure 

to an internal or external cause is to a large degree dependent 

upon his/her sex. A theory based on four factors known as the .~ 

attribution theory has been extensively studied. The four factors 

are ability, luck, effort, and ease of task. It has been suggested 

that in general females attribute their failures to lack of ability, 

while males tend to credit their successes to their ability and their 

failures to luck. (Basow, 1980) The attribution theory was 
• 

origin~lly started and intended as a tool to aid social psychologists 

in understanding how individuals interpret and predict the 

outcome of achievement related events (Weiner, 1972). Based on 

many studies, three major attributional theories have been formulated 

by researchers to account for women's lack of traditional success 

in the past. All three of the theories serve to explain a pattern 

of attribution that would decrease a females continued striving. 

These theories are; 

1. EXTERNALITY AND FAILURE 

. This theory was based on and formulated by Feathers 

in 1969. She concluded that women tend to attribute success 

to external factors more than men do for two reasons; 

the first being a greater fear of success and failure, and 

the second being that women and other "low status" groups 

tend to have less control over their lives. (Frieze et. ale 

1982). Therefore, women remove themselves from the 

responsibility of either. 
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2. SELF-DEROGATION 

Based on the theory proposed by Nicholls in 1975 that 

people attempt to maintain a const~nt belief about them

selves and because women attribute their success to 

external factors (i.e. luck and ease of the task) and 

their failures to internai factors (i.e. ability and effort), 

females cannot increase their self confidence because 

they take no credit for their success. Also, because they 

take personal blame for their failures, females can only 

decrease their self confidence further. They feel they 

are not capable of success due to effort and ability and 

so do not use these two factors to their advantage in 

getting ahead in the business world. Women wait and 

hope for luck to pull them through (Frieze et. ale 1982). 

3. LOW EXPECTANCY 

Women have low expectations about achievement situations 

which leads to unstable attrubution for success and 

stable attributions for failure. This theory was proposed 

by Zuckerman in 1979. These low expectancies are continued 

since successes are considered non-controlable and thus, 

do not increase expectancies for future tasks, while failures 

are internalized and thus serve to lower a womens' 

tuture expectations for success (Frieze et. ale 1982). 

Recently. problems have been discovered in all three of these 

postulated theories. A review of the literature done by McHugh in 
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1975, a study conducted by Deaux and Ferris in·1977, and a study 

conducted by Zuckerman in 1979 suggest that these theories would only 

be true in tasks in which a women is unfamiliar. Tbey based these 

conclusions on studies done, which put both men and women in 

competitive sex appropriate tasks, and resulted no sex 

difference in attribution (McHugh, 1982). If this were true, it 

would quickly explain women's apparent lack of success in the 

working world from which until recently, women have been excluded and 

thus are unfamiliar. 

Researchers such as Maehr (1974) and Nicholls (1979) have 

suggested that a stlldy be done on situations in which the "sex 

appropriate" response (that response which is traditionally expected) 

is not clear cut (McHugh, 1982). This is to avoid some of the 

problems of unfamiliarity with a task that may have led to biased 

results in previous studies. McHugh also suggests a study using 

free response measures is needed. This would provide more information 

on which to base conclusions and build theories. 

Another factor currently being researched is that of men's 

and women's views of the meaning of the word luck. It has been 

suggested by Sohn (1982) and McHugh (1975) that men view luck 

and control as dipolar (opposites), while women consider both 

factors to be internal as well as external in nature (i.e. women 

feel that they do have some control over an event that they would 

attribute to luck, while men attribute a success or failure to 

luck only when they feel they have absolutly no control). This 

theory is based on the fact that women explain successful as well 
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as unsuccessful outcomes more often to luck then men do (Sohn, 1982). 

If this were true it is quite apparent that women would attribute 

successes to luck much more frequently then men. 

It has been suggested by McHugh (1982) that the study of 

only the four original factors of luck, ability, effort, and 

ease of task is too limited a number. It is possible that the 

real attributions for success or failure were never touched upon, 

and thus the subjects were forced to respond to questions that had 

no real relation to their true attribution of success or failure. 

Whitley and Frieze (1982) found that attributional findings 

depend upon the way'the question is worded. Some studies directly 

ask how much each of the various attributional factors was a cause 

of the event. These are labeled "causal wording". Other research 

asks how much ability, effort, and luck the person had and how 

difficult the task was. This second way is called "information 

wording" because it is asking for information about the situation 

and is only indirectly an assessment of the underlying cause of 

the performance (Whitley and Frieze, 1981). They found that the 

strength of attribution for success and failure varied as a function 

of the attributional wording used in that failure was attributed 

to the task much more for causally worded attribution as compared 

to success while ability and task attributions were stronger for 

informational attributions than causal attributions. 

Finally as is always possible, there may in fact be no difference 

in attribution between men and women as suggested by Frieze after 

a literature review (1978), and Sohn after a study (1982). 
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Since the data has not been consistently interpreted and new 

studies are beginning to point to the importance of attributional .4 

factors other than the original four, it was felt that a new 

study was needed that would work out as many of the flaws as 

possible in the realm of a single study. My study is an attempt to 

do just that. Early studies on attribution were set up in such a 

way that they were scored and interpreted incorrectly. In this 

study each individual was allowed to choose his or her own situat±on 

eliminating the problem of unfamiliarity with a task. Also, 

instead of using only the original four attributional causes, 

twenty possiblities were given hopefully allowing for each subject 

to better explain feelings accurately. For each of these twenty 

possible attributional causes, the subject was able to rate its 

contribution not on an all or none basis, but rather on a scale 

from one to seven which also provided the experimenter with a more 

accureate view of the subjects feelings. 

METHOD 

Subjects: 

The subjects for the study were sixteen male and twenty-seven 

female Ball State Undergraduate students. Volunteers were taken 

from a volunteer subject pool consisting of lower level psychology 

students, who received extra credit for their participation. 

Stimuli: 

Four written questionnaires ~ere provided which contained 

twenty questions. The questionLaires were identical except that 
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that one dealt with the subject in a rough condition where he/she 

performed well, a rough condition where he/she performed poorly, 

a gentle condition where he/she performed well, and finally a 

gentle condition where he/she performed poorly. (See Appendix A). 

The subjects were asked to recall an incident from his/her past and 

then to make a causal attribution as to why he/she succeeded or 

failed. The questionnaire provided twenty different attributional 

causes, and also allowed the subject to show the degree to which 

he/she felt each factor attributed. The rating scale was one in 

which subjects were allowed to rate the factors on a scale from 

one to seven, with one being not at all important, and seven 

being of the utmost importance. Among the twenty attributional 

causes on the questionnaire are the original four, plus sixteen 

others, eleven of which are currently being researched and in the 

literature (Oster and Pope, ~982, McMahn, 1982, Rholes, ~982, 

McElroy and Downey, 1982, McHugh 1982, Frieze, 1982, Weary, 1982), 

and five provided by this experimenter. These five are automatic 

behavior, evaluation of the situation, guilt, God's grace, and 

having been in the other's shoes. 

The subjects were tested in small groups of three to six 

people in a class room in North Quadrangle. They first received 

and informed consent statement explaining to them all of their 

rights including their right to leave at any point during the 

experiment, to question the procedure at any time, to withdraw 

their data at anytime, and to b~ fully informed.of the results 

of the experiment after its completion. The subjects were told 
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that all data would be kept strictly confidential and anonymous. 

The subjects were then asked to sign the form at which time the 

experiment began. 

The instructions "Think of a time in your life in which you 

were called on to be gentle (roughl and you did it well (poorly)" 

were given, both verbally and in writing, and time was allowed 

for the subject to do so. The subjects were not asked to disclose 

the situation that came to mind. They were then asked to what 

extent each of the twenty presented attributional causes provided 

on the questionnaire was responsible for how well or poorly they 

did. "As previously mentioned each subject filled out separate 

questionnaires, one for each of the four possible combinations. 

The entire study took each subject between fifteen and thirty 

minutes. After completion of the questionnaire, the subjects 

were told the purpose and nature of the study. 

RESULTS 

The data obtained was analyzed by using a two-factor analysis 

of varience for each of the twenty questions. A rather stringent 

.01 significance level was used. Our analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

included two within-subject factors: 1. whether an individual 

perceived he or she acted well or poorly (performance), and 2. 

whether they perceived the action as gentle or rough (gentleness). 

A description of the results of each of the twenty attributional 

factors is made here. 
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For questions including attributions to luck, past experience, 

having been in others shoes, mood, shame, and difficulty or ease 

of task, all main effects and interactions are nonsignificant. 

Analyses for those questions which yielded significant effects 

are discussed below (tables of means are presented in Appendix B). 

For the questions involving automatic behavior, there was an 

interaction between roughness and performance, F (1,41) = 8.97, 

£ = .0046. This interaction reflects the fact that there was little 

difference between poor and well answers in the rough condition, 

but a higher attribution to automatic behaviors when considering 

gentl~ behaviors done well, as compared to gentle behaviors done 

poorly. A main effect of performance was also obtained, again 

suggesting that automatic behavior was considered more important 

when behaving well then when behaving poorly, F (1,41) = 6.87, 

~ = .0122. 

In considering natural ability a large difference was seen 

when comparing the well and poor conditions in a gentle situation, 

where a good performance was much more likely to be due to natural 

ability. A much smaller difference was seen in this well to poor 

comparison in the rough condition, where the poor condition led 

to stronger attributions. The performance X gentleness interaction 

resulted in F (1,41) = 10.24, ~ = .0027. An overall difference 

between well and poor behavior was suggested. Individuals made 

higher attributions to natural ability when performing well than 

when performing poorly, F (1,41) = 25.38, ~ < .00001. 
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In questions involving attribution to evaluation of the situation, 

individuals rated their well-done performances higher than their 

poorly-done performances, F (1,41) = 14.15, E = .0005. 

For questions involving effort, there was a difference between 

how well or poorly an individual performed. Individuals considered 

effort to be more involved in a good performance than a poor 

performance, F (1,41) = 44.49, E < .00001. 

A main effect of performance was obtained in questions 

involving learning from others, F (1,41) = 39.57, E < .00001. 

Good performances were more highly attributed to learning form 

others than poor performances. 

Attributions to guilt, although considered to be unimportant 

for both good and poor behaviors were rated lower for a good 

performance than a poor performance, F C~,41) = ~5.93, E = .0003. 

In considering questions involving attributions to a search 

for personal gain, well-done behaviors were more highly rated 

than poorly-done behaviors, F (1,41) = 7.70, E = .0083. 

For questions involving God's grace there was an interaction 

between roughness and performance. This interaction reflects 

that there was little difference between "poor" and "well" answers 

in the rough condition, but a higher attribution to God's grace 

when considering gentle behaviors done well as compared to gentle 

behaviors done poorly, F (1,41) = 7.37, E = .0097. A main effect 

of performance was also seen where God's grace was considered more 

important when behaving well than when behaving poorly in the 

gentle condition, F (1,41) = 16.37, E = .0002. 

--.~.....- ..... ,.-~-
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Competitive instinct questions yielded a main effect of 

gentleness,F (1,41) = 17.06, E = .0002 suggesting competitive 

instinct as more important as an attributional factor for roughness 

than for gentleness. 

Differences in identification of attributional factors were 

found in several areas when considering fear of rejection by 

peers. Attributions for actions considered to be rough were more 

highly rated than those considered gentle with this factor, 

F ( 1,41) = 16.20, E = .0002. Also, poor behavior was more 

likely attributed to fear of rejection by peers than well behaviors, 

F (1,41) = 4.88, E = .0328. 

Individual$ i~ the test group considered their good performances 

to be more likely accounted for by feelings of responsibility than 

their poor performances, F (1,41) = 25.56, E < .00001. 

Attributional questions involving pride were found to be 

lower rated for a poor performance than for a good performance, 

F (1,41) = 16.84, E = .0002. 

When considering personal expectations, the study shows that 

individuals attribute well-done behavior more to this factor 

than poorly-done behavior; F (1,41) = 17.86, £ = .0053 . 
. 

In considering attributions to a desire to behave like a lady 

of gentleman, a very large difference was noted when comparing 

well-done performances for a rough and gentle actions. A lesser 

difference was seen between roughness and gentleness questions in 

the poor performance condition. This was reflected in an interaction 

between performance and gentleness, F (1,41) = 15.81, £ = .0003. 
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In all analyses, remaining main effects and interactions, 

including those involving sex, failed to reach significance at 

the £ < .01 level. 

DISCUSSION 

~ was noted in the introduction, there are three very 

prominant theories for differences in the attribution among the 

sexed, but evidence from this study failed to support any of 

the three and in fact found no differences in attribution among 

the sexes at all. Several factors nay be held accountable for 

such _ :results and wi il be disscussed, 

'Ihe externality and failure th-oory stressed the fact that 

women attribute both success and failures to external factors, 

thus because they have no control over thier destiny, they remove 

themselves from responsibility. One need only look at the 

responses given by females to questions that are considered 

external in nature to realize that this was not at all the case 

for this study. Those questions considered to be external in 

this study include luck, God's grace, and the difficulty or 

ease of the task. Among these questions, no sex difference was 

found suggesting that women do feel they control their destiny, 

Thus, women would most certainly not feel the desire to remove 

themselves from positions of responsibility due to lack of control 

over iheir liv.es as suggested by this theory . 
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The second theory mentioned, that of self-derogation, is 

based on the assumption that people maintain a constant belief 

abou t themselves and because women have a low opinion of 

themrelves due to attributing successes to external factors and 

failures to internal factors, cannot succeed. If they were to 

sucreed, they would maintain this constant belief about them

selves, attributing this success only to luck. As was already 

discussed in the previous paragraph though, are the findings 

that women and men do not attribute successes or failures to 

external factors in a different way. For those factors considered 

to b~ internal including automatic behavior, natural ability, 

personal expectations, evaluating the situation, learning from 

oth~s, guilt, a search for personal gain, competitive instinct, 

having been in others shoes, fear of rejection, mood, feelings 

of responsibility, pride, shame, past experience, and a desire 

to behave like a lady or gentleman, again no sex difference 

'Or interaction between sex and performance was found. Thus, 

The externality and failure theory is based on incorrect data, 

and W)uld not hold true. 

The low expectancy theo~ suggests that women have low 

expectations about acheivement. It also suggests that women 

see success as being accounted for by unstable factors, and 

failures accounted for by stable factors. These two factors 

combined would serve to further lower womens' expectations.

Factors considered unstab1e in this study are luck, evaluation 
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of the situation, effort, guilt, God's grace, fear of rejection 

by peers, mood, and feelings of responsibility, with no sex 

differences being found. For attributions to factors considered 

stable which include automatic behavior, natural ability, past 

experience, learning from others, having been in the others shoes, 

and difficulty or ease of the task, again no sex differences or 

interactions between sex and performance were found. These 

results would appear inconsistent with the idea that women 

expect to do poorly. 

Nbt yet mentioned or discussed is the reason this experimenter 

chose' to experiment with questions involving roughness and gentleness. 

It was thought that roughness is generally a male character~stic, 

while gentleness is generally a female one, and that if women 

felt they only did well in questions involving gentle actions 

and males only felt they did veIl in rough actions, then there 

would have been evidence that previous experience and $ender

spectlic expectations had an influence on success and failure 

attributions. This was not f rund to be true. No interactions 

between sex and gentleness were found at the .01 significance level 

for Sly questions in the stud y. 

-" 1he fact that there were no sex differences found is interesting 

but ntt surprising. Frieze et. ale recently published their 

findings that suggested that fuere are no strongly supported 

sex d tlferences in attribution, and that none of the previously 

discu S3ed models were supported. (Frieze et ~ al. " 1982) . This 

same oonslusion was reached by Parson et. al. (1982), suggesting 



- that any differences found in the past were due to methodology 
. 

used. Perhaps this experiment, through careful study of 

suggestions made by p.revious research already mentioned was able 

to avoid data contaminating methodology. 

The consistent finding of this study was that the effects of 

sex m attribution are nonsignificant. Also, despite the fact 

tha t roughness and gent leness were S9X typed areas, the effects 

of any interaction that did emerge were small, and did not involve 

attrlliutions felt to be of great importance. It is possibl~ 

that causal attributions are not as important as was believed 

in the past, in explaining differenres in male and female , 

achievement behavior.· 

-

-.-.--.-~-----
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APPENDIX A 
1. Think of a time in your life in which you were called on to be 

rough ~ and you did it well. 

2. To what extent do you believe- that each or thf'! fonowin~ r~ctors was 
rp.soonsible for how wf'!11 y~u ~i~? (Plp.~~p. cnnsi~pr An~ r"lte .,..IIch f~r.tnr) 

Not at Moderatly Totally 
all Responsible Responsible 

Responsible 

a. Luck 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

b. Automatic behavior 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

c. Natural ability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

d. Past experience 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

e. Evaluation of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
the situation 

f. Effort 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

g. Learning from 
others 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

h. -Guilt 1 2 3- 4 5 6 7 

i. A search for 
personal gain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

j. God's grace 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

k. Competitive instinct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Having been in the 
other persons shoes 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

m. Fear of rejection 
by peers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

n. Your mood 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

o. Feeling of 
responsibility 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

p. Pride 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

q. Shame 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

r. Personal Expectations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

s. A desire to behave 

- like a lady or 
gentleman 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

t. The difficulty or 
ease of the task 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



Qutstionnaire 

APPENDIX A (con't) 

1. Think of a time in your life in which you were called on to be 
rough ~ and you did it poorly. 

- 2. To what extent do you believe that each of th~ followin,; f,l\ctors was 
resoonsible for how wpll y~u ntrt? (Pl~A~~ c~nsirtpr ~nn r~te ~~ch f,l\ct0r) 

Not at Moderatly Totally 
all Responsible Responsible 

Responsible 

a. Luck 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

b. Automatic behavior 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

c. Natural ability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

d. Past experience 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

e. Evaluation of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
the situation 

f. Effort 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

g. Learning from 
others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

h. Guilt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1- A search for 
personal gain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

j. God's grace 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

k. Competitive instinct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Having been in the 
other persons shoes 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

, 

m. Fear of rejection 
by peers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

n. Your mood 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

o. Feeling of 
responsibility 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

p. Pride 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

q. Shame 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

r. Persona,l Expectations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

s. A desire to behave - like a lady or 
gentleman 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

t. The difficulty or 
ease of the task 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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APPENDIX A (con't) 
1. Think of a time in your life in which you were called on to be 

gentle and you did it well. -, To what extent do you believe that each or the fol1owin~ fnctors was 2. 
resoonsible for how ~11 y~u ~i~? (Plr.A~e cnnsirlpr ~nrl r~te eAch fn~tnr) 

Not at Moderatly Totally 
all Responsible Responsible 

Responsible 

a. Luck 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

b. Automatic behavior 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

c. Natural ability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

d. Past experience 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

e. Evaluation of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
the situation 

f. Effort 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

g. Learning from 
others- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

h. Guilt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

- i. A search for 
personal gain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

j. God's grace 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

k. Competitive instinct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Eaving been in the 
other persons shoes 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

~ 

m. Fear of rejection 
by peers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

n. Your mood 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

o. Feeling of 
responsibility 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

p. Pride 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

q. Shame 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

r. Personal Expectations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

- s. A desire to behave 
like a lady or 
gentleman 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

t. The difficulty or 
ease of the task 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



Qu~tion~aire 

APPENDIX A (con't) 
1. Think of a time in your life in which you were called on to be 

gentle and you did it Poorly. 

- 2. To what extent do you believe that each of' the followin~ fRoctors was 
rp.soonsible for how well y~u ~irt1 (Plp.A~p. cnnsirter Rnn r~te e~ch fR~tnr) 

Not at Moderatly Totally 
all Responsible Responsible 

Responsible 

a. Luck 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

b. Automatic behavior 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

c. Natural ability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

d. Past experience 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

e. Evaluation of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
the situation 

f. Effort 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

g. Learning from 
others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

h. Guilt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

i. A search for 
pers,?nal gain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

j. God's grace 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

k. Competitive instinct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Having been in the 
other persons shoes 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

m. Fear of rejection 
by peers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

n. Your mood 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

o. Feeling of 
responsibility 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

p. Pride 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

q. Shame 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

r. Personal Expectations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

s. A desire to behave - like a lady or 
gentleman 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

t. The difficufty or 
ease of the task 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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APPENDIX B 

Table 1: Mean Attributions to Automatic Behavior 

Performance: 

Task: 
Gentle 

Rough 

Males 
Well Poorly 

4.50 

4.56 

3.69 

4.13 

Female_s 
Well Poorly 

5.56 

4.37 

3.81 

5.00 

Table 2: Mean Attributions to Natural Ability 

·Performance: 

Task: 
Gentle 

Rough 

Males 
Well Poorly 

5.37 

4.31 

3.69 

3.50 

Females 
Well Poorly 

5.04 

4.62 

2.89 

4.48 

Table 3: Mean Attributions to Evaluation_ of the Situation 

Performance: 

Task: 
Gentle 

Rough 

Males 
Well Poorly 

5.68 

4.'94 

3.94 

4.63 

Table 4: Mean Attributions to Effort 

Performance: 

Task: 

Gentle 

Rough 

Males 
Well Poorly 

6.25 

5.56 

3.13 

3.88 

Females 
Well Poorly 

5.52 

5.33 

Females 

4.22 

4.19 

Well Poorly 

5.15 

5.26 

3.93 

3.74 
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Table 5: Mean Attribution to Learning from Others 

Performance: 

Task: 
Gentle 

Rough 

Males 
Well Poorly 

4.88 

4.56 

2.81 

3.50 

Table 6: Mean Attribution to Guilt 

Performance: 

Task: 
Gentle 

Rough 

Males 
Well Poorly 

2.44 

2.13 

3.56 

3.00 

Females 
Well Poorly 

5.30 

4.78 

Females 

3.11 

3.89 

Well Poorly 

2.70 

1.70 

3.41 

3.85 

. Table 7: Mean Attribution to A Search for Personal Gain 

Perfcrmance: 

Task: 
Gentle 

Rough 

Males 
Well Poorly 

3.75 

4.19 

3.19 

3.00 

Females 
Well Poorly 

4.11 

4.0 

3.04 

3.52 

Table 8: Mean Attribution to God's Grace 

Performance: 

Task: 
Gentle 

Rough 

Males 
Well Poorly 

3.69 

2.38 

2.19 

2.00 

Females 
Well Poorly 

4.93 

2.92 

2.59 

2.93 
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. APPENDIX B (con' t) 

. 
Tabl e 9.: Mean Attributions to Competive Instinct 

Males 
Performance: Well Poorly 

Task: 
Gentle 3.06 3.31 

Rough 4.81 3.88 

Females 
Well Poorly 

2.52 

4.81 

2.78 

3.93 

Table 10: Mean Attribution to Fear of Rejection by Peers 

Males Females 
Performance: Well Poorly Well Poorly 

Task: 
·Gentle 2.~4 3.64 2.07 3.46 

Ibugh 4.38 4.81 3.00 3.41 

Table 11: Mean Attribution to Fellings of Responsibility 

Males 
Perfo nnance : Well Poorly 

Task: 
Gentle 5.81 3.81 

lbugh 5.44 4.56 

Females 
Well Poorly 

5.44 

5.19 

4.56 

4.19 

Table 12: Mean Attributions 10 Pride 

Males Females 
Performance: Well Poorly Well Poorly 

Task: 
Gentle 5.06 3.25 4.37 3.19 

Rough 5.27 4.31 4.85 4.07 
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· APPENDIX B (c~n't) 

Table 13: Mean Attributions to Personal Expectations 

Performance: 

Task: 
Gmtle 

Rough 

Males 
Well Poorly 

5.13 

4.69 

4.00 

3.88 

Females 
Well Poorly 

4'.70 

4.37 

3.74 

4.44 

Tabl e 14: Mean Attributions to Behaving Like a Lady or Gentleman 

Males Females 
Performance: Well Poorly Well Poorly 

Task: 
Gentle 5.31 3.38 4.07 3.26 

Rough 3.00 4.75 2.59 3.70 
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