
Attributions, Affect, and Distributive Justice: 

Toward an Explanation of Allocation Preferences 

by 

Peter Danial Villanova 

Thesis submitted to the Faculty of the 

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 

in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of 

Master of Science 

in 

Psychology 

APPROVED: 

C. M. Peterson, Chairman 

J. A.. Sgro 

September, 1984 
Blacksburg, Virginia 

S. J. Zaccaro 



ATTRIBUTIONS, AFFECT, AND DISTRIBUTIVE JUSTICE: 

TOWARD AN EXPLANATION OF ALLOCATION PREFERENCES 

This study 

by 

Peter Danial Villanova 

Chairperson: C.M. Peterson 

Psychology 

(ABSTRACT) 

explored the convergence between 

attributional egotism and felt injustice, and the 

consequences of these two constructs on subsequent reward 

allocations. Drawing from the work of Crosby (1984), Heider 

(1958), and Snyder, Stephan and Rosenfield (1978), it was 

contended that individuals who felt that they are victims of 

injustice use causal inferences similar to those 

characteristically employed for ego defense. This 

hypothesis was evaluated in an experimental paradigm which 

induced feelings of injustice and attributional egotism. 

Undergraduate participants (N=l53) were provided with 

one of three descriptions of an experimental task. They 

were told that the task was used to assess the cognitive 

abilities of high school sophomores (a low prestige 

referent), college juniors (a high prestige referent), or 



merely that it was a standardized achievement test 

(control). Following this expectancy manipulation, subjects 

were given implicit success or failure feedback by being 

given an easy or difficult JO-minute task. When the 

30-minutes had elapsed, subjects were asked to imagine that 

they were to provide feedback in the form of rewards to 

hypothetical students who had completed the same test the 

subject had just taken. Following the reward allocation 

exercise, subjects provided causal accounts for their 

performance and responded to a number of measures designed 

to assess their perceptions of the test and self-affect. 

Analyses revealed that the manipulations were 

successful, but that the attributional egotism and 

deprivation induction were of modest magnitude. Allocation 

policies across the six different conditions varied, in some 

cases supporting predictions, in others not. These findings 

support the contention that attributional defensiveness and 

deprivation are similar, but surprisingly show that 

enhancement biases and relative gratifica~ion can operate 

simultaneously. Discussion centered on the explanation of 

these findings and the implications for future research in 

this area. 
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Attributions, Affect, and Distributive Justice: 

Toward an Explanation of Allocation Preferences 

Recent efforts in distributive justice research 

have been aimed at developing a theory of allocation 

preferences (Leventhal, Karuza, & Fry, 1980). Such a 

theory must acknowledge the breadth and complexity of 

motives that underlie such preferences. The present 

study was devised as a modest effort in this direction. 

Several constructs that may prove useful in explaining 

allocation preferences are examined in the following 

pages. 

When allocation judgments are made, the allocator 

assesses individual attributes and decides what reward 

assignment is appropriate. Justice, egocentric, or 

social motives may guide the decision 

by an allocator (Mikula, 1980). It 

scheme employed 

is now widely 

recognized that allocators employ different decision 

rules (such as equity, equality, and need) to suit a 

given situation or satisfy a particular motive 

(Deutsch, 1975; Leventhal, 1976a; Sampson, 1975) and 

that other biases (egocentric, politeness) also operate 

to influence subsequent judgments. Social scientists 

have just recently begun to grasp the psychological 

1 
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forces that act on these decisions. This study was 

intended as an extension of recent efforts by focusing 

on the influence attributional bias and relative 

deprivation have on allocation decisions. 

Allocation Preferences 

As noted by Leventhal et al. ( 1980), "Allocation 

preferences are attitudinal responses to specific 

features of an allocation situation" (p. 175). As such, 

the study of allocation preferences must deal with the 

allocator's aquisition of attitudes as well as the 

consequences of holding such an attitude (as might be 

reflected in an allocation decision). These 

preferences can be manifested in either or both the 

procedural systems of the allocation decision and the 

distribution actually generated (Deutsch, 1975; 

Leventhal, 1976; Nozick, 1974; Rawls, 1971). 

Attitudes may dispose an individual to favor one 

allocation procedure over others. Some of the 

components of the allocation procedure that could be 

subject to attitudinal variation are: the extent of 

information sought and used by the individual, the 

structure of the allocation decision-making process, 

the establishment of appeal procedures, and the 
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flexibility of mechanisms of the allocation process to 

change. The components of 

shape the distribution 

procedural preferences may 

of rewards but may not 

necessarily result in the intended distribution. In 

many cases, the individual may devote his efforts at 

ensuring a desired distribution without attending to 

the means by which such a distribution is achieved. In 

other cases, the procedure may be an established 

routine and due to the lack of comparative systems, the 

individual invests little effort in assessing the 

features of the current system. In the latter case, 

procedural components may have resulted in a particular 

distribution, whereas in the former, the procedural 

aspects are ignored by the individual. In either case, 

the individual is less concerned with allocation 

procedures than with something else (achieving an 

equitable solution, finishing the task). Procedural 

preferences, then, may or may not result in preferred 

distributions. 

Distributional preferences reflect attitudes 

what the consequential distribution should be. 

embody a direct concern with the end-product 

of 

They 

of 

allocation decisions. However, these distributions are 

causes as well as effects; they have cognitive and 

behavioral implications for the recipient of the 
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reward. These implications may affect the allocator as 

well. For example, given a situation in which an 

employee feels underpaid and exploited, he might feel 

resentment toward the employer and sabotage some aspect 

of the organization. Thus, the consequences of an 

inequitable distribution bode ill for recipient and 

allocator alike. 

Let us assume, that a job is performed by two 

different individuals: A and B. Individual A has found 

the job to be difficult, and to require substantial 

effort to perform. Individual B, on the other hand, 

has found the job to be easy, and to require only 

modest effort to perform. Could these two different 

perceptions of the same job later affect these 

individuals' allocation policy when deciding to 

evaluate others performing this job? There is current 

research indicating that individuals' causal 

attributions for others' job performance may result 

from their own success or failure on the job (Mitchell 

& Kalb, 1982). It could be that these differing 

perceptions lead to different reward strategies. 

If we can equate allocation decisions with 

performance appraisal decisions, then yet another 

consequence of prior experience can be illustrated. 

Let's assume that individuals A and B both supervise 



employees who perform 

previously performed. 

the job entailed differ 

Will their appraisal 

5 

the job they themselves 

Individual A's memory of what 

from those of individual B. 

of a common incumbent's 

performance be different as a result of their different 

perceptions of the job? 

The above paradigm is not the exception but the 

rule with regard to supervisors' performance appraisal 

of subordinates. In most cases, supervisors have at 

one time occupied positions currently filled by their 

subordinates. If we assume that this experience may 

later affect supervisors' evaluation of their 

subordinates' performance, then the current employment 

of inexperienced and detached raters in performance 

appraisal research seems misguided. The present study 

is intended as an initial exploration into these 

matters. It tries to explain allocation practices by 

invoking two explanatory constructs: attributional 

egotism (Snyder, Stephan, & Rosenfield, 1978) and 

egoistical relative deprivation (Crosby, 1976). An 

attempt is made to show how these constructs may 

converge to 

experimental 

interest to 

explain 

paradigm. 

the present 

allocation policy 

allocation decisions in an 

Generally, the question of 

study is as follows: ~ 

individual decide 
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appropriate for other individuals who have succeeded Qi;: 

failed at the same task at which they perceive 

themselves .2:..§. having succeeded Qi;: failed? 

The present study seeks to assess the extent to 

which biased causal ascriptions (indicative of 

attributional egotism) and felt resentment and 

perceived bias (indicative of felt relative 

deprivation) influence subsequent judgment policies. 

Allocation Paradigms 

Research in the area of social justice has 

witnessed the emergence of three dominant experimental 

paradigms. In one paradigm, subjects work 

competitively or cooperatively (individually or in 

small groups), and are provided with information 

regarding each members contribution to the attainment 

of voluntarily or experimentally set objectives. 

Subjects are then asked to allocate rewards (money, 

credit points) proportionally to themselves and the 

other participant(s). These allocations are compared 

to the operational standards which define recognized 

justice policies (i.e. , equity, equality, need) to 

determine subjects adherence to any one or more of them 

(Leventhal, 1976a). 
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In a second paradigm, one used to assess the 

consequences of distributive practices, subjects work 

on a task alone or in small groups. The experimenter 

usually distributes rewards in a predetermined manner 

designed to elicit subjects' perceptions of, or 

reactions to, the existent distribution rule. This 

paradigm is frequently used to test for the operation 

of psychological constructs such as perceived inequity 

or relative deprivation. These constructs are usually 

operationalized as feelings of resentment and anger in 

the case of inequity or relative deprivation, and 

gratitude or contentment in the case of relative 

gratification (for reviews see Cook, Crosby, & 

Hennigan, 1977; Walster, Berscheid, & Walster, 1976). 

The third paradigm is used less frequently, and 

best represents the convergence 

in the present study. This 

of perspectives sought 

paradigm may employ 

individual or group participation, and has subjects 

allocate rewards to themselves, others, or both without 

necessarily invoking social comparison as a referent 

standard. This approach tends to focus on both the 

that "historical and contemporaneous information" 

contributing to the operation of an internal standard 

(Messick & Sentis, 1983, p.63). 

research using this paradigm assumes 

In many cases, 

that individuals 
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possess an internal standard of justice (Pritchard, 

1969), aspiration level (Weiner & Kukla, 1970) or some 

other individual difference (Greenberg, 1979; Lerner, 

1975; Stake, 1983) that explains allocation 

preferences. An added benefit of using the historical-

internal standard perspective is that an individual's 

past justice history or acquired comparative standard 

(learned, but either personally preferred or socially 

mandated) can be used as an explanatory construct 

(Pritchard, 1969). 

Personal accounts for events, established 

standards of acceptable or expected performance, and 

reactions to violations of these standards have an 

experiential basis; they are grounded in one's personal 

history. Thus, at the heart of every allocation, 

personal history and the success or failure to realize 

established expectancies exert a psychological force 

upon the allocator. Personal history and the violation 

of established expectancies may explain the acquisition 

of attitudes that are later manifested as allocation 

preferences. What 

how these forces 

remains to be illustrated is just 

come to bear upon the allocation 

decisions of individuals. 
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Attributional Egotism 

In their 1980 review, Kelley and Michela offered a 

general model to characterize the research in the 

attribution field. Kelley and Michela divided the 

field into two broad categories: (a) attribution 

theories which 

event and (b) 

explain how people infer cause for an 

attributional theories which explain the 

consequences of causal ascriptions. Since this study 

concerns itself with the consequences of attributions, 

a brief overview of this area and discussion of the 

proposed convergence with felt injustice follows. 

A well-documented phenomenon in attribution 

research is the tendency for individuals to provide 

causal ascriptions that portray themselves in a 

positive light (Greenwald, 1980; Harvey & Weary, 1984; 

Zuckerman, 1979). ~ndividuals accept responsibility 

for a positive event, and refuse responsibility for a 

negative event. This phenomenon is usually attributed 

to the operation of self-serving or egotistic biases. 

These biases are believed to stem from the need to 

protect and the desire to enhance self-esteem (Weary-

Bradley, 1978). 

Miller and Ross (1975) were not convinced that the 

motivational interpretation could 

from rival hypotheses. Their 

withstand challenges 

review showed that 
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several studies used designs which casted doubt on the 

validity of authors' infe=ences. They argued that 

these results could be more parsimoniously explained 

by the operation of information-processing factors and 

cited several such interpretations: (a) individuals 

intend and expect to succeed more than fail and so are 

more likely to make internal attributions for success, 

(b) the covariation between response and a failure 

outcome may be discounted by individuals who have 

experienced a pattern of increasing success, and (c) 

individuals possess an expectancy-confirmation bias 

that discounts the occurence of events discrepant with 

established expectancies. 

The Miller and Ross paper led to research aimed at 

resolving the issue (for reviews see Snyder et al., 

1978; Tetlock & Levi, 1982). By 1979, evidence 

generally favored the motivational explanation. 

year, Zuckerman stated: 

"When all of the above is considered 
together with data from those experiments 
specifically designed to rule out 
nonmotivational explanations (e.g., Miller 
1976; Sicoly & ~oss, 1977), the self-serving 
hypothesis receives strong support. However, 
at this point, it would be wrong to conclude 
that motivational factors are the sole 
determinant of self-serving attribution, or 
that the available evidence is firm proof of 
motivationally-based distortion. It may be 
contended, however, that insofar as the 
evidence reviewed is concerned, the 

That 
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motivational explanation is more effective 
than any of its informational alternatives 
(1979, p.276)." 

Research on attributional egotism has recently 

been extended to the role of misattribution for arousal 

(Gollwitzer, Earle, & Stephan, 1982) and to its 

external validity (Peterson, 1980; Smith & Manard, 

1980). Research currently suggests that attributional 

egotism may be an adaptive mechanism that facilitates 

personal adjustment (Storms & Mccaul, 1976; Weary, 

1981; Wortman, 1976). Also, recent evidence suggests 

that self-presentational biases may mediate egotism 

(Weary, 1982).The adaptive benefit of egotism is 

subject to social and environmental constraints. 

Attribution and Affect 

Authors have also investigated what affective 

consequences attributions may hold for an individual 

(Weary, 1980). Research in learned helplessness 

pioneered the discovery of causal relations between 

causal attributions and behavioral consequences 

(Peterson & Seligman, 1984), and extensive research has 

now been conducted to extend these findings to 

achievement contexts (McFarland & Ross, 1982; Weiner, 

Russell, & Lerman, 1978, 1979). Weiner at al. have 
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pursued a systematic program of research on 

attributions for achievement-related tasks. Their 

research showed that there are outcome-related and 

attribution-related affects. They suggest that general 

positive and negative affects are associated with 

success and failure respectively, independent of the 

causal account for the outcome. However, self-esteem 

implications stem from the attributions for these 

outcomes; ability attributions for a successful outcome 

elicit feelings of pride and competence, whereas 

ability attributions following failure elicit feelings 

of incompetence and inadequacy. Weiner et al. (1978) 

also found that with the exception of luck 

attributions, which yield reports of surprise and awe, 

other causal attributions for success and failure yield 

opposite reactions like those found for ability 

attributions. For example, attributions to effort 

following success elicit feelings of pride, whereas 

these same attributions following failure elicit 

feelings of shame. 

Of particular importance for the present study, 

Weiner et al. (1978) found that given a successful 

outcome attributed to the intentional acts of others, 

subjects reported feeling grateful and appreciative. 

On the other hand, given a failure attributed similarly 
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subjects reported they felt revengeful and aggressive. 

These reactions parallel those postulated by Utne and 

Kidd (1980) for the attribution of injustices inflicted 

on the self and perpetrated by others. Their 

contention was that given attributions of intentional 

injustice, the individual would experience affect that 

was more negative and intense than if the injustice 

were perceived as unintended or beyond the personal 

control of the agent. They also make the point that 

attributions to the intentional actions of external 

agents are necessary for one to refer to an outcome as 

unjust; self attributions for an outcome imply that it 

was deserved or intended, thus inconsistent with the 

definition of injustice. 

The attribution of responsibility (or blame) to 

others is congruent with the dimensional composition 

and purpose of defensive attributions (Weary, 1981). 

Forty years ago, Reider's insight led him to a similar 

conclusion: 

Scapegoat behavior often is not simply 
release of aggression but includes blaming 
others for changes which, if attributed to 
the person, would lower the self-esteem. 
Cantril says that one of the functions of 
scapegoat behavior is that "it exonerates the 
people themselves from any blame for their 
conditions" (1944, p.369). 

Extending the similarity between perceived 
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personal injustice and defensive style, might there be 

a continuum of "defensive arousal", with the degree of 

defensiveness a resv 1 t of the causal accounts that 

constitute it (Fiske, 1981)? As illustrated in the 

findings of Weiner et al. (1978), when an individual 

provides a 

circumstances 

causal 

(luck), 

ascription to fortuitous 

the associated affect is 

undifferentiated between success and failure outcomes. 

Such ascriptions, then, lack intensity or direction due 

to the absence of a specific causal locus. Failure 

attributions implicating the efforts of others engender 

feelings of resentment and anger directed at a specific 

causal locus - the task, the perpetrator. Sometimes 

these attributions are the result of correct 

inferences, and sometimes they are biased by the 

motivation to protect one's self-esteem. It could be 

that the greater the threat to self-esteem, the greater 

the need to construct "protective illusions" (Freud, 

1917) that identify a specific causal locus which in 

turn contributes to the experience of enhanced affect. 

Defensive attributional style and the perception 

of injustice both may elicit the projection of blame 

and engender hostile feelings. 
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Affective Consequences Q.f Felt Injustice 

The relative deprivation concept (Crosby, 1976) is 

similar to the notions of defensive attribution. When 

people feel relatively deprived, they attribute 

responsibility for their situation to external agents. 

Also, when relatively deprived, people perceive their 

situation as unjust and harbor feelings of resentment 

toward the object perceived as responsible for their 

current plight. Both reactions can be used by 

individuals to deter the negative consequences an 

undesired event may have for self-esteem. Relative 

gratification, however, is not congruent with self-

enhancement with regard to the directionality of 

affect. 

When one feels relatively gratified, affect is 

directed outward toward an external attitude object in 

acknowledgement of the assistance provided, or pleasure 

obtained from the prevailing circumstance. On the 

other hand, the enhancement hypothesis predicts that 

individuals will assume personal responsibility for a 

positive event and deny responsibility to others for 

bringing it about. In this case, the person is not 

grateful; the person alone is responsible for the good 

event and has no reason to be grateful. Thus, while 

they converge with regard to the affective state 
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experienced by the individual, they differ with regard 

to the perceived cause. 

Previous conceptualizations of relative 

deprivation made it difficult to demonstrate its 

convergence with attributional egotism. For example, 

Crosby (1976, p.90) offered a model of egoistical 

relative deprivation that consisted of five necessary 

preconditions: 

1. wanting some object or condition 
2. seeing that Other possesses the wanted object or condition 
3. feeling entitled to the object or condition 
4. thinking it feasible to obtain the object or condition 
5. denying personal responsibility for failure to possess 

the object or condition 

Crosby felt that if any of the five preconditions 

were absent, then relative deprivation does not occur 

(p.91). However, since her 1976 paper, she has offered 

more modest requirements for the induction of relative 

deprivation. In 1984 she stated: 

... the system proposed in 1976 makes 
strong demands: five preconditions are a lot 
(p.61). On the basis of (new evidence), I 
have proposed a new model of deprivation 
(Crosby, 1982). It features wanting and 
deserving as the two preconditions of 
resentment, grievance or deprivation (p.67, 
italics in original). 

This new model specifies that relative deprivation 

is experienced when people perceive (1) "a discrepancy 

between actual outcomes and desired outcomes and (2) a 
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discrepancy between actual outcomes and the outcomes 

they deserve" (Crosby, 1984; p. 68). This revision 

facilitates the inducement of relative deprivation in 

the laboratory, as well as the assessment of its 

convergence with other concepts. 

The term "relative deprivation" has been used in 

two different ways. One use of the term is derived 

from the concept of reference groups as developed by 

Hyman (1942), Merton (1957), and Stouffer et al. 

(1949). This use focuses upon the discrepancy between 

the individual's attainments and the attainments of 

others whom he uses as comparative referents. The 

second usage is derived from Lewin's level of 

aspiration theory (Lewin, Dembo, Festinger, & Sears, 

1944) and emphasizes the discrepancy between the 

individual's aspirations and his attainments. These 

two uses are not contradictory, and indeed, Lewinian 

discussions of the iactors determining the level of 

aspiration explicitly acknowledge the role of groups 

and social referents in establishing personal 

standards. 

Consonant with recent applications of the Lewinian 

usage (Deutsch, 1974,p.28), I will use the term 

"relative deprivation" to refer to the "perceived 

discrepancy between what a person obtains and what he 
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believes he is entitled to obtain in the distribution 

of the opportunities, conditions, and goods which 

affect his welfare". Apparent in Crosby's earlier list 

of necessary preconditions is that a social standard 

(i.e., comparison with Other) 

occurence of felt deprivation. 

is necessary for the 

In her 1984 paper, 

Crosby stated that social comparisons are no longer a 

necessary precondition. Rather, they may serve to 

augment the feeling of injustice. An individual has 

over the course of his/her personal history acquired a 

standard of acceptability with regard to expected, and 

deserved outcomes. This internal standard can also 

function as a source of comparative information that 

when discrepant with actual information may cue 

feelings of contentment or disappointment. As noted by 

Clark (1982,p.285): 

... unexpected positive (or negative) 
events ought to be more likely to produce 
ongoing positive (or negative) feeling states 
than should expected positive (or negative) 
events. 

The basic assumption underlying this contention is 

that a distribution of expectancies for particular 

events is generated during a person's life, and these 

later serve as standards by which current information 

is evaluated for its suitability and desirability 
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(Miller & Ross, 1975). These expectancies also 

generate hypotheses for future outcomes and promote 

biased confirmation of these hypotheses (Snyder & 
Gangestad, 1981). 

What seems to be a more plausible explanation of 

comparison processes is that people use an internal 

standard comprised of established expectancies as well 

as socially generated standards. For example, a 

college freshman is likely to possess personal 

expectations of doing well on an exam commonly used to 

test the academic proficiency of high school 

sophomores. This college freshman may also use 

socially engendered expectations or "oughts" (Heider, 

1958) to assume that he/she would succeed on such an 

exam. Heider (1958) provides a discussion of the power 

of such "oughts". 

standards that 

He refers to them as impersonal 

indicate what should be done or 

experienced. They are independent of individual wishes 

or desires and stem from social values and 

expectations. As noted by Asch (1952, p.357; cited in 

Heider, p.219) ought is: 

Action that fits the requirements we 
judge to be appropriate or right; to fail to 
act appropriately we experience as violating 
a demand, or being unjust. 

Returning to the example cited earlier, there is a 
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social "ought" or expectation that the college freshman 

do well on this exam. We can assume that his/her 

success would be "appropriate or right" and that 

failure would be a violation of the student's and our 

own expectancy and "unjust". How might this later 

affect allocations to (similar) other students who may 

have failed or succeeded on the test, 

not, and who are high or low in ability? 

biases then come into play? That 

tried hard or 

Do similarity 

is, do these 

intrapersonal processes then impact on interpersonal 

evaluations? 

Let us assume now that 

exam suited 

the student, instead of 

for a lower status expecting an 

(educational) reference group, . anticipates taking a 

test suited for 

reference group). 

college 

In 

juniors ( a 

this case, 

expectancy to do well is more modest. 

higher status 

the student's 

Here, the 

personal expectancy engendered is lacking due to the 

absence of experience with a higher status exam. The 

social ought, on the other hand, is operative, and it 

represents a vector in the student's environment that 

reduces the student's expectancy of success. But the 

student finds that his/her performance far exceeded 

initial expectancies. As above, do referent cognitions 

and causal inferences then influence the student's 
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evaluation of others? Will certain person attributes 

be more highly regarded, attended to, and rewarded? 

The present study uses such a paradigm to induce 

feelings of justice and injustice, success and failure. 

Students are provided with one of three descriptions of 

an experimental task. They are told that the task is 

used to assess the cognitive abilities of high school 

sophomores (low prestige reference group), college 

juniors (high prestige), or merely that it is a 

standardized achievement exam. Students indicate their 

expectancy and certainty of success on a pre-test 

questionnaire. They are then given a test that is 

either easy (implicit success) or difficult (implicit 

failure). Following the test, students are asked to 

imagine that they are responsible for providing 

feedback to other students who had just taken the same 

test. These hypothetical students vary in terms of 

four attributes (sex, ability, effort, outcome). After 

the assignment of rewards, students provide reports of 

their causal attributions for their performance on the 

test, perception of the test, experimenter bias, and 

self-affect. The following hypotheses are offered: 

Hypothesis ill: Defensive causal attributions 

(i.e., attributions to luck and task difficulty) will 

be employed more by subjects in the low prestige-
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difficult test condition than subjects in any other 

condition (other conditions should be approximately 

equivalent on this attribute). 

Hypothesis JU..: An enhancement bias will be more 

characteristic of attributions given by subjects in the 

high prestige-success condition. The latter subjects -. 
will make greater attributions to ability relative to 

subjects in other conditions. Again, other conditions 

should be similar in the extent to which they self-

enhance. 

Please note that this is an imprecise 

operationalization of attributional egotism. The 

present experimental design does not preclude the 

expectancy interpretation offered by Miller and Ross 

(1975). Rather, it capitalizes on the perceived 

discrepancy between one's actual and expected outcomes. 

Ideally, the prestige manipulation should follow the 

outcome manipulation (test difficulty). Such a 

strategy was used by Miller (1976) and makes for a 

stronger motivational interpretation of attributional 

biases. Since, in the present experiment, information 

describing the nature of the task precedes subjects' 

performance, the measure of attributional egotism will 

be imprecise. 

Hypothesis fl: Relative deprivation 
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(characterized by feelings of anger and resentment 

directed at the test or experimenter) should only occur 

for those subjects perceiving they have failed on a 

test suited for a lower status reference group (i.e., 

high school sophomores). Relative deprivation, then, 

is predicted to covary with defensive externality. On 

the other hand, relative gratification would, according 

to the justice literature, be present among subjects in 

the high prestige-success condition. Note that the 

enhancement hypothesis predicts that subjects would 

provide internal causal ascriptions for their success 

on this test, whereas the gratification hypothesis 

predicts that subjects are "grateful" to the efforts of 

others and thus entails ascribing causality to external 

agents (luck, ease of the task). 

Predictions for the role of biased causal 

ascriptions and feelings of deprivation and 

reward allocations are not so gratification on 

straightforward, 

specify exactly 

nor is there available literature to 

how these constructs should influence 

allocation policies. 

Hypothesis if!±: The magnitude of allocations (as 

represented by the average allocation) should be higher 

among subjects who are given implicit failure feedback. 

However, the magnitude should be even greater amongst 
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those who fail at a test suited for high school 

sophomores. 

hypothesized; 

Thus, a main effect for test difficulty is 

simple effects should show that this 

difference is even more pronounced among subjects in 

the low prestige condition. These subjects will have 

had great difficulty in completing the test, and they 

would share common beliefs with lower status students 

who must take the test. They will perceive the test as 

quite difficult and so elevate their allocations above 

those of other subjects. 

A policy-capturing approach is used to assess the 

extent to which the change in value of each cue is used 

by subjects in their decisions. A multiple regression 

equation, using each of the four cues as predictors 

(sex, ability, effort, and outcome of the hypothetical 

student) and the composite allocation as the criterion, 

.is generated for each subject. The standardized 

partial regression coefficient (Beta) calculated for 

each cue will represent the extent to which the cue can 

be used to paramorphicaly portray subjects' 

distribution preferences. Also, the squared 

standardized partial regression coefficient provides an 

index of the amount of variance in the criterion 

attributable to each cue. Summing these, a coefficient 

of determination is obtained that represents ~he extent 
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to which subjects' overall allocations are predictable 

(i.e., can be explained by the value of the cues). 

Hypothesis fi: Given that subjects have just 

completed the test, their experience with it should 

remain salient during the allocation exercise. 

Subjects who feel deprived and who would have a 

defensive attributional style (low prestige-failure) 

may weigh the ability cue more heavily than those not 

having perceived themselves as having failed. Those 

subjects who perceive themselves as capable of success 

believe they are high in ability, but who perceive 

themselves as having failed "unjustly", may in turn 

reward students high in ability more, relative to 

subjects in other conditions. Since the weight of the 

ability cue in the judgment strategies of the other 

conditions should be equivalent, an interaction between 

prestige and test difficulty is predicted for the 

ability cue. 

Hvpothesis 1/..Q_: Subjects who feel deprived (low 

prestige-difficult test) and who self-enhance (high 

prestige-easy test) are predicted to weight effort cues 

more than subjects in other conditions. Subjects who 

feel deprived and make defensive causal ascriptions are 

apt to reward one more for the exercise of an attribute 

over which they have control. These subjects would, 
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due to their unfavorable situation, wish to encourage 

the efforts of others to overcome the unfairness to 

which they were previously subjected. Effort cues 

would be weighted heavier as well by subjects who self-

enhance. These subjects may attribute their own good 

fortune to their self-directed effort. In turn, they 

wish to reward others like themselves who overcame 

adversity by working hard. In this case a disordinal 

interaction between prestige and test difficulty is 

hypothesized. Self-enhancing and defensive subjects 

(as defined by their attributions) would weight effort 

cues equally, but greater than the remaining 

conditions. 

Hypothesis ill.: Outcome on the test would be 

weighted most heavily by subjects who perceive that 

they succeeded at a high prestige (easy) test. This a 

product of their tendency to self-enhance. These 

subjects of course succeeded and so might assume that 

the most meritorious attribute one can possess is 

success. Subjects in other conditions would weight 

outcome similarly but different from subjects in the 

high prestige-success condition. Again, an interaction 

is predicted between prestige and test difficulty. 

Note that no pr~dictions are offered with regard 

to the effects of gratification. As noted above, the 
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from gratification are contrary 

the self-enhancement hypothesis. 

The author's preference for the latter is based upon 

the large volume of literature supporting the occurence 

of such a bias (see Zuckerman, 1979). 

Hypothesis~: The final hypothesis regards the 

extent to which subjects will use the cues provided to 

base their judgments. Research in the judgment 

literature has led to a recently offered hypothesis 

regarding the influence of positive affect on 

subsequent decision schemes. Isen, Means, Patrick, and 

Nowicki (1982) hypothesized that positive affect may 

lead to a hurried and simplified judgment process. 

They argue that an individual in a positive affective 

state will find a single, minimally satisfying, or 

"satisficing" criterion (Simon, 1976) rather than 

attend to and use all the information available on 

which to base a decision ("optimizing"). Preliminary 

support for this hypothesis has been obtained by Means 

(1980), and the underlying process has been likened to 

the inclination of employing simplifying heuristics 

(Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). 

Clark (1982) recently offered a compelling case 

for the simplifying effects of arousal on decision 

processes. She feels that the effects of arousal on 
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judgment are usually mediated through automatic as 

opposed to controlled processes (p.283). This implies 

that individuals may seldom be aware of the effect that 

arousal may have on their decisions. 

Given this line of reasoning, then, subjects who 

are either positively (high prestige-success) or 

negatively aroused (low prestige-failure) will use a 

simplifying heuristic in their judgments. This would 

result in policies indicating reliance on a small 

number of cues on which to base their judgments. 



Method 

Overview 

Subjects were provided with one of three 

descriptions of an experimental task. They were told 

either that the task was used to assess the cognitive 

abilities of high school sophomores (low prestige), 

college juniors (high prestige), or merely that it was 

a standarized achievement test (control). Following 

this expectancy manipulation, subjects worked on a 

30-minute problem-solving task that provided implicit 

success or failure feedback. When the 30-minutes had 

elapsed, subjects were asked to imagine they were to 

provide feedback in the form of rewards to hypothetical 

students who had completed the same test the subject 

had just taken. Four characteristics of the 

hypothetical students were orthogonally varied in the 

vignettes (gender, ability, effort, outcome). 

Subjects' causal attributions for their performance, 

and measures 

followed. 

of test perception 

29 

and self-affect 
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Subjects 

153 undergraduate students enrolled in 

introductory psychology classes at Virginia Polytechnic 

Institute and State University participated in the 

experiment for extra credit toward their final grade. 

These students were largely freshmen and sophomore 

students. However, each cell did have one student who 

was a junior in college. Since the experiment was 

conducted at the beginning of the academic year, and it 

was believed that the prestige manipulation would still 

be effective, their data were included in subsequent 

analyses. 

A 3 X 2 ANOVA design was used with three levels of 

educational prestige for whom the test was allegedly 

suited (college junior, high school sophomore, 

control), and two levels of test difficulty (easy, 

difficult). Subjects were somewhat unequally 

distributed among the six cells of the design as 

follows: low prestige-easy (n=24), low prestige-

difficult (n=27), high prestige -easy (n=29), high 

prestige-difficult (n=23), control-easy (n=25), and 

control-difficult (n=25). Approximately 25 subjects 

participated in each experimental session in which one 

level of prestige information was provided. Both test 

difficulty levels were present in each session by 
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randomly assigning the two test forms within each 

session. 

Procedure 

Approximately 25 subjects were run in each of six 

experimental sessions. Upon arrival to the experiment, 

subjects were asked to sit as far apart from one 

another as possible. They were asked to do this "since 

we are interested in obtaining a true measure of each 

individual's ability". The experimenter began each 

session by saying that since the subjects had consented 

to participating, he should perhaps provide them with 

some information about the test. In the low prestige 

( i. e. , high school sophomore) conditions the 

experimenter described the test to subjects as follows: 

"The test booklet before you is called 
the Diagnostic Achievement Test. It was 
recently developed and is being used in a 
number of high schools to assess the 
cognitive abilities of high school 
sophomores. Scores on the DAT are used by 
guidance counselors and highschool students 
to plan course curriculums for the students' 
junior and senior years." 

Subjects in the high prestige conditions (college 

junior) were told: 

"The test booklet before you 
the Diagnostic Achievement Test. 
recently developed and is being 

is called 
It. was 

used in a 
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number of colleges to assess the cognitive 
abilities of college juniors. Scores on the 
DAT are used by student advisors and college 
students to plan a course curriculum for the 
students' senior year''. 

In the conditions in which any prestige 

manipulation was absent (control) subjects were told: 

"The test booklet before you is called 
the Diagnostic Achievement Test. It is a 
recently developed standardized achievement 
test similar to those you may already have 
had experience with. Scores on the DAT can 
be used by teaching staffs and students to 
plan student course curriculums." 

Subjects were then asked to fill out a 3-item 

questionnaire that tapped their perceived expectancy of 

success, certainty of attaining this level, and 

importance of doing well on the DAT. Each of these 

items were measured on 9-point scales. They will 

herein be referred to as the expectancy, certainty, and 

importance, measure respectively (these items are 

available in Table 1). When all subjects had completed 

the questionnaire, the experimenter gave the signal to 

begin working on the test and reminded the subjects 

that they had 30 minutes in which to complete it. As 

already mentioned, in each session, half the subjects 

worked on the easy test while the other half worked on 

the difficult test~ 

Subjects' test outcome perceptions were 
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manipulated by predetermined test difficulty. The easy 

test provided implicit success feedback to subjects and 

implicit failure feedback was provided by the difficult 

test. Test difficulty had been pre-tested on an 

sample of students prior to this independent 

experiment. From this pre-test it was found that on 

the difficult form (comprised of 45 items), students 

omitted an average of 10 items, whereas on the easy 

form (comprised of 33 items), students rarely omitted 

any items. Thus test length and time constraints were 

paired so that two tests of discriminable difficulty 

resulted. Also obtained through this pretesting was 

information regarding the average amount of time 

students required to complete the easy test (estimates 

for the difficult test were not obtained due to the 

time constraint). Most students completed all the 

items on the easy test by the time 25 minutes had 

passed, allowing them several extra minutes to check 

their answers. This extra information derived through 

pre-testing allowed the experimenter, once 25 minutes 

had elapsed, to make the following announcement: 

"If you have completed the exam and are 
satisfied with your answers, please place 
your answer sheet in the test booklet and 
close it." 

This announcement was included in the experiment 
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so that subjects given the difficult test (who were for 

the most part not near completion of the test) would 

take note that several of their peers had already 

finished the test they assumed was identical to theirs, 

making the implicit failure feedback even more salient 

for them. On the other hand, subjects taking the easy 

test (who were for the most part finished with the 

test) would notice that several of their peers were 

still working feverishly to complete the test. 

Once 30 minutes had elapsed, subjects were 

instructed to stop working, place all the test 

materials inside the test cover, and put this under 

their desks. Subjects were then given verbal and 

written instructions as to how the reward allocation 

form was to be completed. Briefly, they were told to 

imagine that they were providing feedback in the form 

of rewards (ranging from l=very poor to 20=very good) 

to students who had just completed the same test they 

had taken. This reward allocation form was similar to 

that used by Weiner and Kukla (experiment 1, 1970). 

The allocation form consisted of 32 vignettes that 

reflected all possible permutations of the four 

attributes (gender, ability, effort, outcome) and their 

levels. Two levels (high-low, good deal-little, or 90% 

answered correctly-SO% answered correctly) were 
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presented for three of the four student attributes 

(i.e., ability, effort, and outcome respectively). 

Gender consisted of two levels, but each was 

repeated in the vignettes a second time by using 

prototypic male and female names ( i. e. ' Sue-Kim, Bob-

Jim). Two different randomized orders of presentation 

were used. Thus, there were ( 4 X 2 X 2 X 2) 32 

allocation decisions for each subject. The following 

are two vignettes drawn from the allocation form: 

Bob is low in ability, put forth a good 
deal of effort on this test, and answered 50% 
of the questions correctly. 

Sue is high in ability, put forth little 
effort on this test, and answered 90% of the 
questions correctly. 

By providing all possible permutations, each 

attribute was ensured an orthogonal relationship with 

any other_ (i.e., correlations among the stimulus cues 

were zero). 

When all subjects had completed their allocations 

they proceeded to the next questionnaire consisting of 

perceived causal attribution items (ability, effort, 

task difficulty, luck), a social comparison item, and 

relative deprivation-self reported affect measures. 

Causal attributions and relative deprivation-affect 

were assessed on 5 and 7-point scales (item scale 

ranges are shown in Table 1) with approximately half of 
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the items reversed scored 

acquisition of response-sets. 

to attenuate subjects' 

The social comparison item asked subjects to 

indicate how well they perceive they did relative to 

members of the student population for whom they were 

told the test was suited for. They did this by drawing 

a vertical line through a 100 mm. horizontal line with 

one the following anchors placed at each end: 

"performed better than 
all (100%) other students 
who took this test" 

"performed worse than 
all (0%) other students 
who took this test" 

Also, the continuum was anchored by three 

percentage values (25%, 50%, 75%) to reduce scale value 

ambiguity. 

The questionnaire used to assess the magnitude of 

relative deprivation -self perceived affect consisted 

of the items listed in Table 1. Each item is followed 

by its maximum scale value (in parentheses) and the 

abbreviated term used to identify it through the 

remainder of the text. Upon completion of this 

questionnaire, the experimenter solicited self-

generated hypotheses regarding the purpose of the 

experiment from the subjects. It was apparent from 

these inquiries that subjects had no knowledge of the 

actual hypotheses being tested. The experimenter then 

debriefed the subjects as to the nature of the study. 
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Insert Table 1 about here 



Results 

For ease of presentation, 

tables, correlation matrices, 

all ANOVA summary 

and supplementary 

descriptive statistics are in Appendix A. 

Overview of Results 

Analyses performed to assess the strength of the 

manipulations revealed strong support for the non-

equivalence of test difficulty and the effect of the 

prestige manipulations on subjects' expectancy of 

success. Subjects given information that portrayed the 

test as suited for a higher status referent had lower 

expectancies of success on the test. Also, when the 

test was portrayed as suited for a lower status 

referent, subjects had higher expectancies of 

succeeding. 

Mixed support was obtained for the operation of 

attributional egotism and relative deprivation. Some 

measures indicated that the induction was successful, 

whereas others did not. Reduction of these measures to 

factor scores indicated that the induction appeared to 

be more successful than was revealed in individual 

analysis of these variables. Surprisingly, the causal 

attribution measures showed there was a tendency for 

38 
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subjects in the high prestige-easy test condition to 

self-enhance, whereas the relative deprivation items 

seemed to indicate that these subjects were relatively 

gratified. Factor analysis of the attributional and 

relative deprivation items showed that deprivation and . 
egotism converge, supporting the contention that causal 

locus is central to the definition of both constructs. 

Subjects' allocation policies were collapsed 

within each condition and each regression coefficient 

was transformed to a Fisher z-score. Subjects in the 

high prestige-success condition weighted the outcome of 

hypothetical students more than other conditions with 

the exception of those subjects in the low prestige-

failure conditions. This was the only allocation 

hypothesis that received support. 

Manipulation Checks 

A 3 X 2 unweighted means analysis of variance 

(ANOVA; Keppel, 1982) indicated that the prestige 

manipulation was effective in influencing subjects' 

expectancy of success on the forthcoming test 

(E(2,134)=12.52,2<,00l). At-test of the differences 

between the mean expectancy levels of the low prestige 

and high prestige conditions showed that subjects 

anticipating a test portrayed as suited for high school 
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students had significantly higher expectancies for 

success (mean=6.0) than those awaiting a test portrayed 

as suited for college juniors (mean=4.8; 

~(101)=5.14,E<.001). As shown in Figure 1, 

different test descriptions resulted 

the three 

in three 

discriminable levels of expectancy of success. 

Insert Figure 1 and Table~ about here 

In order to check the test difficulty 

manipulation, an ANOVA was performed on three 

performance measures. As Table 2 indicates, subjects 

given a difficult test omitted significantly more 

questions (I(l,151)=13.09,P.=·0004), and of those they 

attempted, a smaller proportion was answered correctly 

(I(l,151)=18.22,E<.0001). While subjects given the 

difficult test tended to answer slightly more questions 

correctly than those given the easy test, this 

difference was not significant (I<l). This anomoly 

could simply be due to the fact that the difficult test 

was comprised of more items. These results clearly 

support the non-equivalence of the two tests and the 

success of the perceived outcome manipulation. 

A third manipulation check, social comparison, 

followed the test. Subjects were asked to compare 
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their perceived performance with that of other students 

for whom the test was designed (high school sophomores, 

college juniors, students like yourself). 

Figure 2, there were main effects for 

(!(2,144)=8. 77,R<,001) and test 

As shown in 

test prestige 

difficulty 

(I(l,144)=12.96,R<.001) with no evidence of an 

interaction (I<l). 

These data show that given information about a 

forthcoming test that was portrayed as suited for one 

of higher status, not only were subjects' expectancies 

of success more modest, but so too were their self-

evaluations relative to members of the higher status 

reference group. On the other hand, when the test was 

portrayed as being suited for a lower status reference 

group, subjects' expectations for success and their 

self-evaluations relative to members of this reference 

group were inflated. Note that subjects given no prior 

information concerning a reference group for which the 

test was designed, yet given tests of different 

difficulty levels, have similar self-other evaluations. 

Thus, the manipulations were both effective in 

influencing subjects' initial expectancies, perceptions 

of test difficulty, and self-evaluations. 
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Insert Figure 2 about here 

Causal Attributions 

First, evidence for attributional bias 

(defensiveness, enhancement) was assessed via 3 X 2 

unweighted means ANOVAs. Table 3 indicates that 

subjects' reported causal attributions showed small 

differences across conditions. Only in the case of 

ability attributions did differences across conditions 

reach significance. The main 

difficulty (I(l,144)=4.32,2<,05) 

effect 

shows that 

for test 

subjects 

who took the easy test made greater attributions to 

ability for their own performance (see Table 3). The 

magnitude of these differences was disappointing. 

Effort, luck, and task difficulty attributions did not 

differ across conditions. Thus, at best, weak support 

was found for the first two hypotheses. 

Insert Table 3 about here 

Also analyzed were concomitant variables that may 

have been influential in minimizing the differences 

obtained with the attribution measures. Certainty of 
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attaining level of expected success correlated r=.35 

(2<.001) with ability, and r=-.21 (2<,0l) with luck 

attributions. Perceived task importance correlated 

r=.26 (2=.001) with effort attributions. Correlations 

between these two 

attributions did not 

covariates and 

exceed r=. 17. 

the remaining 

To assess the 

appropriateness of using certainty 

as covariates, a homogeneity of 

and task importance 

slopes test was 

performed in each case. Since violations of this 

assumption result in more conservative estimates of 

the effect (i.e. , power is lost; see Peckhman, 1970), 

the alpha level was set at 2=.20 (Kirk, 1968). None of 

the proposed ANCOVA models met this criterion, and so, 

no covariate analyses were performed. 

Test Perceptions 

Data from the dependent measures of affect provide 

evidence of negative affect and feelings of bias for 

those subjects who perceived themselves failing on a 

test suited for high school sophomores. For clarity, 

discussion of these variables is divided into two 

categories: 1) variables related to subjects' 

perceptions of the test and 2) variables indicative of 

affective arousal. 

Table 4 presents the means for the groups on each 
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of the test perception items. The 3 X 2 ANOVAs 

performed on each of these variables revealed a 

prestige X test difficulty interaction 

(I(2,144)=1.78,2<.05) for subjects' perceptions of the 

test as an accurate measure of ability. Analysis of 

simple effects for test difficulty at each level of the 

prestige factor showed that perceptions of the test as 

an accurate measure of ability varied as a function of 

perceived success or failure only for those subjects in 

the low prestige conditions (I(l,144)=5.53,2<.05). 

Subjects given implicit success feedback perceived the 

test as a more accurate measure of their ability than 

subjects given failure feedback. No differences were 

found the remaining test perception items. 

Insert Tables 4 and 5 about here 

Also, subjects told the test was for higher status 

students, and who then found it relatively easy, 

responded in a similar manner. If the need to self-

enhance had been stronger, the responses for these 

latter subjects would have been opposite those of the 

former. While these results were not as robust as 

expected, they provide modest evidence indicating that 

subjects in the low prestige-difficult test condition 
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were relatively deprived, as indicated by their 

responses to these test perceptions measures. But 

also, subjects who were predicted to self-enhance made 

similar responses to some of these items (i.e., the 

extent to which the test should be used for making 

decisions; the extent 

measure of one's true 

to which it was an accurate 

ability). In sum, limited 

support was obtained for the third hypothesis. 

Affective Measures 

As above, a 3 X 2 ANOVA was applied to each of the 

affective measures. A pattern of results similar to 

the test perception items emerged. That is, responses 

tended toward the hypothesized direction, but in most 

cases did not reach significance (see Table 5). Due to 

extreme heteroscedasticity (Hartley Test yielding a 

ratio greater than 10 to 1, 2<.0l) the item tapping 

blame directed at the experimenter was not used in the 

analyses. 

Subjects' feelings after the test differed due to 

test difficulty (F(l,144)=17.06,2<.00l). Subjects 

given the difficult test, but especially those faced 

with a difficult test suited for a lower status group, 

reported feeling less positive. This also resulted in 

a marginally significant main effect for test prestige 
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(E(2,144)=2.29,2=. 11). 

However, these main effects may be a statistical 

artifact of the type of analysis employed. For 

example, Bobko (1984) showed that a multi-factorial 

design can yield "unwanted" main effects when analyzed 

in a conventional manner (in this case a 3 X 2 ANOVA). 

That is, when the hypothesis of interest posits an 

ordinal interaction exists between two independent 

factors, the use of conventional analyses my obscure 

the theoretical interpretation of results. 

To cite an example, let us turn to the variable at 

hand: subjects' reported affective state. In this 

case there are six groups, but only~ is predicted to 

deviate from the remaining 5. The others are, 

according to hypothesis #3, predicted to be essentially 

equivalent. That is, the null hypothesis for 

differences among these five groups would not be 

rejected. The use of a 3 X 2 ANOVA in this case yields 

a main effect for test difficulty, and simple effects 

reveal that only subjects in the low prestige condition 

vary as a function of test difficulty on this variable. 

However, no conclusive statement can be made regarding 

the postulated relations with these analyses. On the 

other hand, Bobko (1984) proposes that to adequately 

test for an ordinal interaction (given it is predicted 
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by theory) one must determine whether the five 

conditions that are predicted to be equivalent do 

indeed demonstrate equivalence (i.e., no significant 

differences). One manner of doing so is to perform an 

overall one-way ANOVA on the (5) conditions predicted 

to be the same. If the null hypothesis is not 

rejected, the second step is to pool the equivalent 

conditions and test the difference between this pooled 

estimate with that of the condition predicted to 

deviate from the rest (Bobko, 1984). If the null 

hypothesis is rejected ( i. e. ' the conditions are not 

equal), then the appropriate test would be the 

conventional 3 x 2 ANOVA to discover where, if any, the 

differences lie. 

This above procedure is followed here. The 

earlier 3 X 2 ANOVA was mentioned so that the 

difference between the two methods could be illustrated 

better. First, the conditions (excluding the low 

prestige -difficult test condition) predicted to be 

identical were subject to a one-way ANOVA. This test 

showed that the difference among these conditions were 

marginally significant (?(4,119)=1.96,R=· 10) but not of 

sufficient magnitude to warrant abandoning further 

analyses. Second, these marginally different 

conditions were then pooled and tested in another one-
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way ANOVA against the mean of the low prestige-

difficult test condition. The t-test indicated that 

the predicted difference was highly significant 

(b(38.3)=-4. 14,R<.001). It can be concluded that 

strong support was obtained for the hypothesis that the 

condition predicted to be relatively deprived was 

indeed in a less positive mood. 

Factor Score Analysis 

The data were further explored by reducing them. 

Initial reduction was performed by subjecting all the 

pre-test, affective items, causal attribution, and 

perceived test quality items with the exception of test 

appropriateness (since this item was omitted in the 

control conditions) to a principal-components factor 

analysis with varimax rotation (see Table 6). Six 

factors emerged in the solution. They were interpreted 

as follows: 1) defensive externality, 2) expectancy, 3) 

test quality, 4) motivation, 5) experimenter bias and, 

6) task difficulty attributions. 

The expectancy and task difficulty attribution 

factors did not reduce data sufficiently to merit 

further discussion; the expectancy factor was comprised 
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of variables that had already served as manipulation 

checks, whereas the task difficulty factor was defined 

by only one variable (task difficulty attributions) 

having a loading of acceptable magnitude. The 

experimenter bias factor yielded extreme 

heteroscedasticity across groups. For these reasons 

they were not subject to further analyses. As for the 

remaining three factors, a factor score coefficient 

matrix was generated along with subjects' factor 

scores. 

Note the character of variables and their loadings 

on factor 1 (the defensive externality factor). This 

factor is comprised of both attributional defensiveness 

and relative deprivation items. Their loadings on this 

factor are also consonant with hypothesis 3, that 

attributional defensiveness and relative deprivation 

would converge. 

Insert Tables 6 and 7 about here 

Factor scores were then weighted with respect to 

the proportion of non-missing values present in each 

subjects' data set. ~vidence for differences in factor 

scores between conditions was assessed with 3 X 2 

unweighted means ANOVAs. The mean factor scores are 
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listed for each condition in Table 7. The 3 X 2 

analysis conducted on scores for the negative 

externality factor resulted in a main effect for test 

difficulty (E(l,144)=10.58,R=·OOl). This effect can be 

attributed to the strong 

scores by subjects in the 

condition (see Figure 3). 

positive deviation from other 

low prestige -difficult test 

As above, the solution for 

analyzing ordinal interactions suggested by Bobko 

(1984) was applied to the data for this variable. The 

one-way ANOVA comprised of the five (excepting the low 

prestige-difficult test condition) conditions predicted 

to be equivalent showed that they indeed were the same 

(E<l). These groups were then pooled together and 

tested for any difference from the low prestige-

difficult test condition. The t-test conducted showed 

that, once again, strong support was obtained for the 

hypothesized difference (~(37.6)=3.81,R<.001). 

the 

Thus, 

others 

these subjects could 

on the basis of 

be distinguished from 

their scores on this 

defensive-externality factor. Their high score on this 

factor indicates that they made greater luck 

attributions and less attributions to ability, and 

attributed blame to the test for their performance. 

Also, they were more bitter toward the test and 

generally felt less pleasant. On the other hand, 
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subjects given the easy task, regardless of the 

prestige manipulation employed, attributed their 

performance to their ability, not luck, and felt more 

pleasant and less bitter towards the experimenter. 

This result lends further support to the idea that 

attributional defensiveness and relative deprivation 

converge. 

Insert Figure 3 about here 

As illustrated by the significant interaction in 

Figure 4 (f(2,144)=3.55,R<.05), the test was evaluated 

differently in each condition. Again, subjects who 

failed a test allegedly suited for a lower status group 

evaluated the test negatively. However, subjects given 

an easy test and told it was suited for a higher status 

group gave even more extreme negative evaluations. As 

shown in this figure, there was little difference 

between the two prestige control conditions. An 

analysis of the simple effects of test difficulty 

revealed that subjects in the high prestige condition 

differed as a function of perceived success or failure 

on the test. Surprisingly, subjects given the easy 

test evaluated the test significantly more negative 

than those given the difficult test 
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(E(l,144)=11.91,2<.00l). 

Insert Figure 4 about here 

The differences between the two test difficulty 

groups imbedded in the low prestige condition were 

marginally significant (E(l,144)=3. 73,2<. 10). Control 

groups did not differ (E<l). From these analyses then, 

the two prestige manipulations resulted in two outcome 

dependent opposite evaluations of test quality. The 

enhancement biases of subjects in the high prestige-

easy test condition were not as pronounced as the 

defensive biases of subjects in the low prestige 

-difficult test condition. 

Scores on the motivation factor did not differ 

significantly. For the most part, attributions to 

effort and perceived task importance, which comprise 

this factor, show no variance attributable to the 

manipulated factors. 

These results considered together then, show that 

subjects' perceptions of the test, cognitive 

evaluations, and affective responses were different 

across conditions. While the results are not as robust 

as had been anticipated, it remains to be seen whether 

these differences matter for subsequent reward 
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allocations. 

Reward Allocations 

Mean allocations and averaged within-group 

judgment standard de~~ations are presented in Table 8. 

Once again, 3 X 2 ANOVAs were performed, showing no 

significant differences in mean allocations. However, 

the plotted group means in Figure 6 show that there is 

superficial support (statistically nonsignificant) for 

the hypothesis that subjects in the low prestige-

difficult test condition tended to be more generous 

raters than their colleagues. Somewhat surprising is 

the discovery that average allocations differed among 

test difficulty levels in the low prestige condition, 

though this interaction was not significant. Also, the 

test difficulty factor did not result in any 

differences in the mean allocations of subjects in the 

remaining prestige conditions. For both the control 

and high prestige condition, there was no difference 

between test difficulty levels. 

Insert Table 8 about here 

To assess rater use of the four stimulus cues, 

Pearson correlations between each cue value and 
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allocation magnitude were computed. Since predictors 

were orthogonal, correlations were equivalent to 

standardized partial regression coefficients (i.e., 

Betas; Kerlinger & Pedhazur, 1973). Betas were then 

transformed to Fisher (1921,1970) z-scores. As noted 

by Fisher (1970), the transformation of correlation 

coefficients to z-scores results in a z distribution 

which "will in all ordinary circumstances be normal" 

(p.201). These z-values were then subjected to 3 X 2 

unweighted means ANOv .. · .. s. 

Examination of the extent to which subjects relied 

on the four ratee stimulus cues yielded some 

intriguing, yet unclear findings. For example, a near 

significant interaction between prestige and test 

difficulty in the extent to which subjects used gender 

of the ratee in their allocation decisions emerged 

(E(2,147)=2.98,2<.lO). To investigate this further, a 

Pearson correlation was computed between rater sex and 

the Fisher z-score of the sex of ratee cue. These 

variables were found to be uncorrelated (r=O), and so 

sex was not further considered as a possible covariate. 

What may have been operative was a bias due to sex-role 

orientation, which since not assessed here would remain 

undetected. 

There were no significant effects attributable to 
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the manipulations for ability Betas. This is in 

contrast to the hypothesis that subjects in the low 

prestige-difficult test condition would make greater 

use of ability information. Instead, group means for 

the ability Beta were largely indiscriminant with a 

tendency for subjects in the low prestige-difficult 

test condition to altogether omit this cue as an 

element of their allocation policy. 

Effort and outcome Betas on the other hand, both 

show significant prestige X test difficulty interaction 

effects (r(2,147)=3. 70,R<,05 and, r(2,147)=4.10,2<.05). 

Effort cues played a larger role in the judgment policy 

of subjects taking the easy test designed for a lower 

status reference group. To understand this better, 

simple effects for t~st difficulty were investigated. 

It was found that only subjects given a test portrayed 

for a lower status group differed in the use of effort 

cues as a function of test difficulty 

(r(l,144)=8.47,2<.0l). This result, too, is contrary 

to what was expected. A plausible explanation might be 

that these subjects also made greater attributions to 

effort for their own performance. However, this was 

not the case at all. The ordinal position of the 

conditions as plotted in Figure 5 are just the reverse 

with regard to effort attributions. It is possible 
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also that this condition may have been comprised of a 

disproportionate number of subjects high in some 

individual difference attribute. For example, Stake 

(1983) showed that subjects high in Protestant Ethic 

endorsement tended to place greater weight on effort 

information in their allocations. If such is the case 

here, then individual differences seem to have over-

riden the effect a brief 30-minute test coupled with 

status manipulations could muster. 

Insert Figures 5 and 6 about here 

The significant prestige X test difficulty 

interaction for outcome Betas provided partial support 

for my hypothesis (see Figure 6) but simultaneously 

provided contradictory evidence. As expected, subjects 

given an easy test suited for a high status group 

attributed more importance to outcome information on 

their judgments. This was also confirmed through 

simple effects analyses conducted across test 

difficulty levels. This analysis showed that subjects 

in the high prestige condition differed in their use of 

this cue as a function of test difficulty 

(E(l,144)=4.57,£<.05). However, this pattern was 

marginally significant in the opposite direction for 
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scores in the low prestige condition as well 

(I(l,144)=3.07,£<. 10). This latter discovery is just 

the opposite of what was predicted. Perhaps in this 

case, there was a tendency for subjects experiencing 

either euphoria at having succeeded at the test or 

disappointment and anger for failing to have less 

discriminating policies. It appears that these 

subjects may have simply latched on to the most salient 

cue and based their allocations upon it alone, or at 

best minimally entertained others. As shown in Table 

9, conditions were not equivalent in the extent to 

which subjects used the various cues. The allocation 

policies represented by these equations imply that 

subjects whose affect has been aroused positively or 

negatively, tend to utilize the diversity of cues to a 

lesser extent. This was further investigated by 

testing the difference in the percent of variance of 

each subjects' policy that could be predicted from the 

sum of the cues. 

Insert Table 9 about here 

A 3 X 2 ANOVA conducted on the coefficient of 

for suhjects' judgment policies showed 

overall judgment was better predicted 

determination 

that subjects' 
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with the established cues in the easy test condition 

(E(l,152)=3.09,2=.08). That is, differences in this 

measure correspond to the extent to which subjects did 

employ the available information and not something else 

in making their decisions. The more a subject used the 

multiplicity of information provided, the larger the 

coefficient of determination for that subject's policy. 

Of interest here is the finding that subjects 

experiencing a positive mood state did not tend to use 

short-cuts in their allocation decisions. Instead, it 

appears that test difficulty was most influential in 

determining the extent to which subjects attended to 

the cues. Note that these differences stem from 

initial cognitive demands placed on the subjects, and 

not from an aroused emotional state. 
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Discussion 

This study was intended to serve as a test of the 

similarity between attributional egotism and felt 

injustice. This convergence was alluded to in prior 

theoretical discussions (Messick & Sentis, 1983; Utne & 

Kidd, 1980) but has never been empirically 

investigated. The results of this study should be 

considered cautiously. The attributional egotism 

induced in this study was of modest magnitude and is 

not free of expectancy confirmation biases. However, 

while some measures were operationally imprecise, this 

exploratory endeavor illustrated general convergence 

between the concepts studied. 

The prestige and outcome manipulations, when 

considered seperately, succeeded in differentiating 

between levels of each factor. The effect of the 

manipulations appeared to be less powerful when tests 

for the induction of attributional egotism and relative 

deprivation were conducted. The mixed support obtained 

for the operation of egotism and deprivation was 

somewhat disappointing. Thus, the marginality of the 

differences found for subjects' allocation preferences 
' should be treated with caution. It is likely that 

these differences are under-estimated in the results of 

59 
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this study due to a task that may not have been 

particularly ego-involving for these subjects. The 

self-esteem threat posed by failure on the test may 

have been relatively modest when compared to more 

successful inductions of attributional egotism (e.g., 

Miller, 1976). Also, the present laboratory 

manipulationsdid not possess the "meaning" that real-

life events do. The task importance measures given 

following the prestige manipulation also indicate that 

subject involvement may have been low. Subjects 

generally reported that· success on the test was of 

But relative to what? Another 

graduating, getting a job? The 

moderate importance. 

experimental task, 

ambiguity of this item provides no firm indication of 

involvement. 

Likewise, the induction of relative deprivation 

seems to have been modest. Perhaps the assumed need or 

desire of subjects to succeed was overestimated. This 

could have diminished any felt injustice on behalf of 

the subjects and so resulted in less discrimination 

between conditions on these measures. Some measure of 

aspiration level, perhaps of a relative nature, could 

have been useful as a covariate in the experiment. 

This measure could have assessed each subject's 

acceptable or desirable level of performance relative 
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to the reference group they were told the test was 

suited for. In this way, subjects' expectancy 

disconfirmation would be made more salient and this 

could possibly have resulted in more intense feelings 

of injustice. 

Contrary to the above interpretation, subjects may 

have discounted the importance of the test and the 

implicit feedback that they were failing. If such were 

the case, then self-esteem defenses may have operated 

to distance subjects from the test and the implications 

of failure. However, the self-evaluation measure 

indicates that subjects did attend to both manipulated 

factors; if subjects hadn't attended to the explicit 

(prestige) and implicit (performance) information, then 

the results obtained would not have followed. 

Given that egotism and deprivation were operative, 

what were the implications for subsequent reward 

allocations? First of all, the hypothesized 

differences in average allocations did not emerge. 

Subjects in the different conditions were generally 

equivalent in terms of generosity. Though the 

difference was not significant, subjects in the low 

prestige-easy test condition did tend to employ more 

liberal allocation policies. Again, had the egotism 

and relative deprivation induction been more 
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successful, there is reason to believe these 

differences would have reached significance. 

There were no differences in the extent to which 

subjects used the ability cue in their 

This might have been mediated by cultural 

allocations. 

values that 

in our society augment the use of effort information in 

merit decisions and discount the importance of ability 

information (Weiner & Kukla, 1970). If, as mentioned 

above, the induction of egotism and relative 

deprivation were only moderately successful, then it is 

unlikely that such modest effects could overcome 

established cultural biases. 

ANOVA results for the other two cues reveal 

significant interactions attributable to the prestige 

and outcome factors. Effort cues covaried to a greater 

extent with the composite allocation of subjects in the 

low prestige-easy test condition. The covariation of 

the effort cue with the composite allocation was 

identical among remaining conditions. This result 

cannot be explained by the factors employed in the 

experiment. Rather, this may be due to an individual 

difference such as Protestant Ethic endorsement. There 

may have been a disproportionate number of individuals 

high on this attribute in the low prestige-easy test 

condition. If so, and since individuals high in 
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surprising. 
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Ethic endorsement 

factors, such 

Unfortunately, 

give greater weight to 

a result would not be 

since differences in this 

attribute were not assessed, no data were available to 

ascertain that this was the case. 

Outcome information was weighted most 

subjects in two diametric conditions (low 

difficult test, high prestige-easy test). 

heavily by 

prestige-

Recall that 

subjects in the high prestige-easy test condition were 

predicted to weight this cue most heavily. However, 

subjects in the low prestige-difficult test condition 

were not predicted to do the same. Why would 

individuals choose a criterion of merit that would 

place themselves, if they were the recipient, at a 

disadvantage relative to others? Also, why would they 

do this once havin~ been the victim of a prior 

injustice? It could be argued that the least ambiguous 

criterion was used by these subjects in an effort to 

ensure objectivity for subsequent decisions. 

this really a viable explanation? 

But is 

Rather, I offer the following reason: first, these 

subjects had just completed a difficult cognitive 

exercise (the difficult test), and second, they had 

just had their self-esteem threatened, and so were in 

an aroused state. Together, these two factors may 
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account for their weighting this cue so heavily. 

For example, subjects may have merely wished to 

maintain a favorable self-image; an image of 

impartiality and fairness. Perhaps their exercise of 

impartiality or adherence to an objective standard 

(outcome) reflected a need for them to recoup the loss 

their self-esteem had suffered due to their performance 

on the test. In this way, the allocation exercise 

provided an opportunity to prove to themselves their 

own self-worth. In a sense, it could be referred to as 

a "substitute activity" (Lewin, 1926) that fulfills the 

release of tension instigated by the achievement 

context, but thwarted by the failure to succeed. 

The results also indicate that the equations 

representing the allocation policies of subjects were 

less accurate, paramorphically, for those subjects 

given a difficult test. Arousal alone cannot explain 

this finding. Rather, a more parsimonious explanation 

is that subjects who had taken the difficult test were 

more fatigued from the 

problems and so spP~t 

effort required to solve its 

less effort in attending to 

information during the allocation exercise. 

The results generally support the contention that 

defensive styles of ascribing causality and the 

relative deprivation concept converge in the 
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explanation of events and affective arousal. This 

could foreshadow the development of more rigorous tests 

directed at discovering greater convergence between 

justice theories and attribution theories (e.g., 

Carroll & Payne, 1976). Also requiring more attention 

are the occassions in which they are divergent, such as 

relative gratification and self-enhancement. In any 

case, this has illustrated one instance in which 

attribution theory could be further extended into the 

domain of justice research. 

A finding with greater implications is that 

allocation preferences are not synonymous across 

individuals who have had different experiences with a 

task. However, unlike previous research (Mitchell & 
Kalb, 1982), no clear-cut pattern emerged among these 

consequences that facilitates recommendations of how 

organizationally undesirable allocation preferences can 

be avoided. What this study did illustrate though, 

was, that allocation preferences differ as a result of 

experience and may have implications for employee 

morale and consequently, organizational effectiveness. 

What this study did not reveal, though, was if these 

preferences can be reliably predicted. 

This last point illustrates the greatest limit of 

this study. The absence of results that contribute to 
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any clear statement regarding the effects of these 

manipulations jeopardizes the tenability of the present 

findings. On the one hand, it can be argued that these 

factors play no role in biasing distribution practices. 

On the other hand, even if supportive results had been 

obtained, it can be argued that the measures used were 

What is needed to solve this dilemma is a 

test endowed with greater experimental 

imprecise. 

more rigorous 

realism and a more conclusive design. 
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Table l 

Experimental Questionnnaire Items. 

Pr~-E~amination Items 

1. Relative to your past performance on such tasks, how well do 
you expect to perform on this test? (9) Expectancy Level 

2. How confident are you of achieving this level of performance? 
(9) Certainty of Expected Level of Success 

3. How important is it for you to feel that you have succeeded 
at this task? (9) Importance of Success 

Test Quality 

4. To what extent do you feel this test was of the appropriate 
difficulty for the student population it was designed for? 
(5) Test Appropriateness 

5. To what extent do you feel that a person's score on this 
test would accurately reflect their true ability? 
(5) True Ability 

6. To what extent do you feel that this test should be used to 
make decisions about students? 
(5) Decisions 

7. How unbiased was this test at measuring your ability? 
(7) Test Bias 
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Table 1 continued ... 

Negative Affect 

8. To what degree is the test to blame for your performance? 
(7) Blame Test 

10. How much is the experimenter to blame for your performance? 
(7) Blame Experimenter 

11. How bitter are you about the test? 
(7) Bitter at Test 

12. How bitter are you about the experimenter? 
(7) Bitter at Experimenter 

13. How would you characterize your feelings after taking 
this test? (7) Present feelings 

14. If you were told that you had to take this test again, 
how happy or unhappy would you be? (7) Unhappy Anticipation 
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Table 2 

Performance means and standard deviations for the two test forms 

Omissions 

Percent answered 

Correct answers 

* = p<.001 ** = p<.0001 

correctly 

Difficult 

9. 0 
( 12. 3) 

43.-4 
( 13. 0) 

20.3 
( 10. 5) 

Test Easy Test 

2.2 * C n. 2) 

52.7 ** C 13. 9) 

18.7 
C 10. O) 



Table 3 

Group means and standard deviations for performance attributions 

Ability Effort Task Luck 

High Prestige 

Difficult Test 3.32 ( .95) 3.27 (.83) 3.23 (1.07) 2.45 (.74) 
Easy Test 3.55 (.69) 3.48 (.63) 2. 76 (. 74) 2.52 (. 78) 

Low Prestige 
00 .-

Difficult Test 3.42 (. 70) 3.15 ( .83) 3.27 (.78) 2.57 (.76) 
Easy Test 3.61 ( .99) 3.04 (.93) 3.26 (. 75) 2.04 (.77) 

Control 

Difficult Test 3.55 ( .65) 3.20 (.82) 2.92 (.91) 2.28 (.68) 
Easy Test 3.92 ( .57) 3.32 (.63) 2.92 (.95) 2.20 ( .65) 



Table 4 

Mean scores and standard deviations for test perception measures 

Test True 
Appropriateness Ability Decisions Bias 

High Prestige 

Difficult Test 3.27 ( .88) 2.59 (.73) 2.27 (.88) 3.86 (1.75) 
Easy Test 2.62 (.90) 2.38 (.78) 1.97 (.68) 3.48 (1.40) 00 

N 

Low Prestige 

Difficult Test 3.19 (1.09) 2.19 (.75) 2.12 (.77) 3.92 (1.22) 
Easy Test 3.17 (.83) 2.70 (.76) 2.22 (.88) 3.61 (1.44) 

Control 

Difficult Test 0.00 ---- 2.68 (.75) 2.20 (.58) 4.04 (1.31) 
Easy Test 0.00 ---- 2.60 (.71) 2.36 (.86) 3.80 (1.26) 

Note. This item was omitted from questionnaires used by control groups. 



Table 5 

Means and standard deviations of affective responses for each group 

Bitter at Bitter at Blame Blame 
Experimenter Test Test Experimenter 

High Prestige 

Difficult Test 1.27 ( .88) 2.09 (1.51) 3.77 (1.19) 1.86 (1.61) 00 
Easy Test 1.07 (.37) 1.90 (1.26) 3.44 (1.64) 1.45 (1.27) w 

Low Prestige 

Difficult Test 1.27 ( .83) 3.15 (1.71) 4.12 (1.28) 2.57 (2.30) 
Easy Test 1.43 (1.37) 2.13 (1.52) 3.30 (1.72) 1.96 (1.02) 

Control 

Difficult Test l.20 (.41) 2.08 (1.26) 3.52 (1.45) 1.72 (1.28) 
Easy Test 1.08 (.28) 2.16 (1.77) 3.28 (1.46) 1.20 ( .65) 



Table 5 continued •.. 

High Prestige 

Difficult Test 
Easy Test 

Low Prestige 

Difficult Test 
Easy Test 

Control 

Difficult Test 
Easy Test 

Present 
Feelings 

3.95 (.79) 
4.45 (1.09) 

3.38 (.94) 
4.30 (1.14) 

3.92 (.81) 
4.46 (1.19) 

Note. The 1 terns "Bitter at Exper inienfiff", and 

Unhappy 
Anticipation 

4.95 (1.42) 
4.95 (1.19) 

4.42 (1.70) 
4.38 (1.24) 

4.68 (1.19) 
5.04 (1.17) 

"Blame Experimenter" were omitted from the analyses due 
to extreme heteroscedasticity. 

00 
.t-



Table 6 

Principal-components varirnax-rotated factor matrix 

Factors 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Blame Test 75 11 02 08 -07 -13 
Present Feelings -73 -01 21 08 05 -29 
Luck Attributions 61 -27 -23 -08 -08 -13 
Ability Attributions -45 39 31 37 -13 04 00 Bitter at Test 69 03 -08 11 22 23 \JI 

Expectancy of Success 05 78 08 -10 -03 -11 
Outcome Certainty -02 72 12 15 -06 -01 

True Ability -13 01 84 01 02 -08 
Decision -14 18 76 00 01 14 

Effort Attributions -01 -09 10 76 -04 18 
Task Importance 10 26 -15 69 02 -08 

Blame F.xperimenter 29 20 -09 -36 52 14 
Bitter at Experimenter -05 -20 09 -04 77 -05 
Unhappy Anticipation 34 -43 15 -01 -48 -03 

Task Diff. Attributions 17 -19 13 22 04 80 
Test Bias 36 -23 15 24 43 -45 

Note. Decimal points have been omitted. 



Table 7 

Means and standard deviations of factor scores for each group 

Factor 

Defensiveness Test Quality Motivation F.xperimenter 

High Prestige 

Difficult Test .10 (.94) .62 (2.32) .27 (2.44) .44 (2.35) 00 
()\ 

Easy Test -.26 (1.10) -.33 (1.03) .17 (.79) -.29 (.61) 

Low Prestige 

Difficult Test .64 ( .92) .06 (2.14) .38 (2.11) .69 (2.30) 
Easy Test -.23 (1.06) .60 (2.23) .15 (2.45) .71 (2.36) 

Control 

Difficult Test .04 ( .80) .10 ( .99) .09 (1.10) .77 (.77) 
Easy Test -.29 ( .95) .27 (1.00) .15 (.70) -.29 (.58) 



Table 8 

Mean and standard deviation of allocations for each group 

Mean Allocation Standard Deviation 

High Prestige 

Difficult Test 13.44 1.51 
Easy Test 13.43 1.89 

Low Prestige 

Difficult Test 14.05 1.42 
Easy Test 12.94 1. 67 

Control 

Difficult Test 13.44 1.86 
Easy Test 13.21 2.25 

aThis was obtained by calculating a standard deviation for each 
subject and then averaging these within each condition. 

a 

00 
'-I 



Table 9 

Standardized coefficients of the multiple regression equation representing 
the average allocation policy of subjects in each group. 

High Prestige 

Difficult Test Y = -.022(sex) + .027(can) + .405(try) + .692(outcome) 

Easy Test Y = -.03l(sex) - .Ol2(can) + .428(try) + .815(outcome) 

Low Prestige 

Difficult Test Y = +.008(sex) - .025(can) + .405(try) + .804(outcome) 

Easy Test Y = -.013(sex) - .Ol7(can) + .650(try) + .696(outcome) 

Control 

Difficult Test Y = -.033(sex) - .007(can) + .552(try) + .695(outcome) 

Easy Test Y = +.Oll(sex) + .129(can) + .478(try) + .766(outcome) 

00 
00 
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Figure l. Plotted group means for expectancy of 
success. 
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DIFFICULT TEST EASY TEST 

Figure 2. Plotted group percentile means. for self• 
evaluation relative to targete~ reference 
group. 
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Figure 3. Plotted group means for defensive-
externality factor scores. 
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Figure 4. Plotted group means for test quality 
factor scores. 
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Figure 5. Plotted group mean Fisher z-scores 
for effort Betas. 
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Figure 6. Plotted group mean Fisher z-scores 
for outcome Betas. 
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APPE;';DIX A 

Key to Variable Labels Used in ANOVA Summary Tables 

Variable Name 

Independent Variables 

Prestige Manipulation Factor 
Test Difficulty Factor 

Dependent Variables 

Expectancy of Success 
Certainty of Success 
Task Importance 

Ability Attributions 
Effort Attributions 
Task Difficulty Attributions 
Luck Attributions 

Test Appropriateness 
True Ability 
Decisions 
Test Bias 

Blame Test 
Blame Experimenter 
Bitter at Test 
Bitter at Experimenter 
Present Feelings 
Unhappy Anticipation 

Defensive Externality Factor 
Test Quality Factor 
Motivation Factor 
Experimenter Bias Factor 

Hean Allocation 

Abbreviation in Appendix 

PRESTIGE 
TASK 

EXPECT 
SEFFMAG 
IMPORT 

ABILITY 
EFFORT 
TASKDIFF 
LUCK 

STUPOPAB 
TRUEABIL 
DECISION 
BIAS 

BLAMETST 
BLAMEXP 
BITTER! 
BITTERX 
FEELINGS 
UNHAPPY 

NEGAFF 
TESTQUAL 
MOTIVE 
EXPTR 

MEANALLO 

Standardized Partial Regression Coefficients 
· for Stimulus Cues Transformed to Fisher z-scores 

Sex of Hypothetical Students 

Ability of Hypothetical Students 

ZSEX 

ZCAN 
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Effort of Hypothetical Students 

Outcome of Hypothetical Students 

Coefficient of Determination 

ZTRY 

ZOUTCOME 

RSQUARE 



RELDEP ANALYSES 
FILE RELDEP (CREATION DATE= 04/30/84) PROGl{AM 

• * * * * * * * * * A N A L Y S I S O F V A R I A N C E * * * * * * * * * * EXPECT 
BY PRESTIGF 

TASK 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * • * * • • * * * * * * * * • * • * * * * 

SOuRC~ OF VA~IATION 
MAIN EFFtCTS 

PRESTIGE 
TASK 

2-WAY IN1EKAC1IQN~ 
PRESllGE TASK 

EXPLAINED 
RESIDUAL 

TOTAL 

153 CA~ES WtKE PKLICESSED. 

5UM OF 
$1,jUAtH:S 

28.665 
l8.569 

0.000 
1.699 
1.099 

zq.950 
152.935 

lbZ.885 

13 CASE5 ( 8.5 PCT) WERE MISSING. 

OF 
3 k., I 
2 K.-1 
1 't<-I 

2 (a.-l)(b-1) 
2 

5 
134 

139 n-1 

MEAN SIGNIF 
SIJlJARE F OFF 

9.555 B.372 0.000 
14.2~4 12.516 0.000 

0.008 0.001 0.934 
0.849 o.744 0.477 
0.849 o.74'1 0.477 

5.990 5.248 0.000 

1.141 

1.316 

I.O 
(X) 
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- - - - - - - - - - - - - ONE WAY PJJJVA - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

VARIABLE EXPECT 

BY VARIABLE PRESI'IGE 

SJURCE 

BETWEEN GROUPS 

WI'TIITN GROUPS 

total 

D.F. 

2 

150 

152 

ss 
37.907 

169.033 

200.940 

MS F RATIO PROB. 

18.85 16.82 0,000 

1.12 



RELDEt> Al..iALVSl::S 
FILE KE LUE._, (CKEAT1UN UATE = 0~/2~/U4) iJ Kt)GK AM 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0 N E w A Y - - - - - - -

VAKJA~Lt fXPECf 
~y VAKIAULt ._,Kt51IGt 

CONT~~ST CUEFflClEhT MATRIX 

CONTRAST 1 
CUNlr<.A!:>T l 

CONTRA~T 1 
CONTRAST l 

GKPCl GKP 03 
GI{ P02 

o.o 1.0 -1.0 
1.0 -o., -o.~ 

VALUF. 
l.1919 

-o • i044 

POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE 
S. EMMOR T VALUE O.F. 

0.2092 
O.lU30 

~.697 
-1.117 

150.0 
150.0 

T~STS FOK HOMUbEN~lTY Of VAKlANCES 

T P!WB. 

0.000 

0 • lbt> 

CULH~ANS C = MAX. VAKIANC~/5UM(VA~IANCES) = 
uAKTLETT-dUX F = 
~AXJMUM VARIANC~ / MINIMUM VAKIANCt = 

0.48~~, P = 0.013 (APPROX.) 
5.8~~. P = 0.003 
2.704 

.... 
0 
0 



RELDEP Al'Ml YSES 
FILE l<ELOEP (C~EATION UATE = 04/30/84) PRUG~AM 
* * * * * * * * * * A N A L Y S I S O F V A R 1 A N C E * * * * * * * * * * 

SEF-FMAG 
8Y PRESTIGE 

TASK 
* • * * * * * * * * • * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

SUM OF MEAN SIGNIF 
SOUKCE Of VAKIATION 51.JUAKES UF SQUARE F OFF ~ 

0 
~ 

MAIN EFFt:CTS 10.836 3 3.t>l2 1.468 0.226 
PKESllGE 10.815 2 5.407 2. t<n 0.115 
TASK 0.000 1 0.000 c.ooo 0.995 

2-WAY INTtRACTIONS 5.Bfl5 2 2.943 1.196 0.306 
PKESTIC>E TASK 5.B85 2 2.943 1.196 0.306 

EXPLAINED 15.972 5 3.194 1.298 0.268 

RES10UAL 32q.768 134 2.461 
TOTAL 345.140 139 2.487 

153 CASES WERE PROCESSED. 
13 CASES ( B.5 PCT) WERE MISSING. 



RELDEP ANALYSES 
FILE RfLDEP (CREATION DATE= 04/30/841 PHOGRAM 
• * • * * * * * • * A N A L Y S I S O F V A R l A N C F. • *· * * * * * * * * IMPORT 

BY PRESTIGE 
TASK 

* • * * * * * • * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * • * * * * * * • * 

SOURCt OF VARIATION 
MAIN 1:FFtCl!> 

PRESTIGE 
TASK 

2-WAV lNTERACTJON~ 
PRESTIGE TASK 

EXPLAINED 
RESIDUAL 
TOTAL 

153 CASES WtRE PROCESSED. 

SUM OF 
S~UARt:S 

11.95b 
6.543 
4.9~j 

14.265 
14.265 

25.014 
34b.3!:W 

371.395 

13 CASES C U.5 PCT) WEK~ MISSING. 

OF 
3 
2 
l 
2 
2 

5 

134 

139 

MEAN SIGNIF 
SQUARE F OFF 

3.985 1.542 0.207 
3.271 1.26b 0.285 
4.933 1.908 O.lb9 
7.132 2.759 0.067 
7.132 2.7~9 0.067 
5.003 1.935 0.093 
2.565 
2.b72 

..... 
0 
N 



RELDEP ANALYSlS 
FILE K~LU~~ ,cKEATl~N UAT~ = o~,c~,a~, 
* * * * * * ~ ~ ~ * ~ N A L Y S I S 

DMllTl:U 
li Y PK t S T I GE 

TASK 

Ll t= 

i->t{')l~KA1'1 

V A K I A N C !: * * * * * * * * * * 

• • * * • ~ * • • * * $ * ~ * ~- * * * * • * ~ * * • * • * * * * * * * * * • * * 

SOURCE UF VARIAfIUN 
MAIN EFfEC1$ 

l'r{l:ST Jl,f: 
TASK 

2-WAY lNlEKA(llONS 
PKl:SllGE TASK 

l;XPLAINtU 
KE51DUAL 
TOTAL 

153 CAScS WtKt P~OCtSScU. 

SLll-1 OF 
Sl/UAKFS 

2 .. 99.19!:> 
685.27.3 

lot>0.191 
63.93~ 
63.931. 

~5:H.l6b 
20100.604 
ld:..37.930 

0 CAScS I O.O PCT) W~Kt Ml~~!NG. 

l)f 

j 
L 
l 

2 
2 

5 
1-+7 

l !:i l 

MF.AN SIGNlF 
SOUAK~ !-= rn= F 

B.33.06!:> 6.09~ 0.001 
342.b37 2.50b 0.0~5 

lbt>0.191 12. 1 .. 1 0.001 
3}.96n 0.234 (). 792. 
31. 966 C.234 (). -, 9 2. 

507.453 3. 7 11 0.00:1 
lJo.739 
}4!:l.9..14 

,_. 
0 
vJ 



RELOE:P ~-l~AL '(!,:~ 

FJLE Kt;LlJt:P lCRiATIO~ ~AT~= 05/05/~4) 

* * * * ~ * * * * ~ A N A L Y ~ 1 ~ PERCENT 
8Y Pl{t:STIGt: 

TASK. 

0 t= 

PK.OGRAM 

V A H l A N C E * * * * * ~ * * * * 

* * * * ~ * * • • * * * * • * * * * ~ * * * • * * * * * * * * * * • * * * * * * 

SOUK.Ci: OF VAKlA TIU1...; 

MAIN EFFl:CTS 
Pt<t:ST11;t 
TA!iK. 

2-WAY INTF.F-;.1CTIUfj~ 
PKE:!>T H;F TA!)K 

EXPLAINb.lJ 
RESIDlJAL 

TOTAL 

1~3 CASES w~K~ PROCcS~t:U. 

!>UM llf 
Sl.iUAKES 

0.41/ 
O.OH~ 
o • .:rno 
O.OOd 
(). Oil~ 

o ... 1e 
~.649 

J.Oo7 

0 CAStS l n.o PCT) WtKt MISSING. 

l>F 

3 
2 
l 

l 
2.. 

5 
l't 7 

1~2 

MEAN SIGl'JlF 
StJUirH ~ (Jt- f 

n.111 7.c:~4 0.000 
0.041 2.212 0 .101 
0.30o lt>.9tl .. 0.000 
ll.()()4 o.~1, 0 • l' l 0 
n.004 O. 211 O.f.'10 

0.0~4 't.642 c.001 
O.Olti 

0.020 

.... 
0 

"' 



KELDEP Af~ALY'S!=!:> 

FILE l<ELDEP t,RFATIUN UATE = OS/O~/d4) 

• * • • • * * * * * A N A  L Y ~ I  S 
CDK1H:CT 

HY PRE:-STIGE 
TASK 

0 f 

PKOGRAM 

V A R I  A  N  C t * * * • * * • * t * 

• • • * * * ~ ~ ~ * * * * * * ~ * * * * * ~ * * ~ * * * * * * * • ~ ~ * * * * * 

SOURCE UF vAKIATJUN 

MAIN EFFECTS 
P tU:: S T JC.; t: 
TA !>t< 

2-WAY !Nl~kALTlUN$ 
PRtSTIGt. TA!:iK 

t:XPLAINt:U 

RESIUUAL 

TOTAL 

1S3 CASES ~~~ P~OC~SSlO. 

SUM OF 
!:>:.JUAKES 

3b6.669 
2eb.23B 
9.:!. 212 

43.4:>~ 
43.453 

42it.543 

15039.!:ilo 

16064. 059 

0 CASES (  0.0  PCT) WEHE MISSING. 

IJ F 

3 
2 
1 

2 
2 

!:i 

147 

152 

MF.ArJ SIGtJIF 
~ 'JUA ~ t F LJF F 

128.bl)O 1 • Z 1 1 0.30H 
143.119 1.~,.5 0. 2o't 
92.212 0.86'7 n.353 

2 1 • -, 2. ., 0.20'r o. n 1 t:, 
21.7'1.'1 O.~O't O.blo 

o-..909 0.  7 <JU o.,~3 
106.391 

105.68~ 

..... 
0 
l.Jl 



RELDEP ANALYSES 
FILE RELOEP (CREATION DATE= 04/30/84) PROGRAM 

* * * * * * * * * * A N A L V S I S O F V A R I A N C E * * * * * * * * * * RE:LSUC 
BY PRESTIGE 

TASK 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * • * * * * * * • * * * * 

SOURCE OF VARIATION 
MAIN t:FFt:CTS 

PRESTl<,E 
TASK 

2-WAY INltRACTIONS 
PKESTlGI: TA~K 

cXPLAINED 
Re:SIDUAL 
TOTAL 

153 CASES WeRE PROCESSE:D. 

SUM OF 
SQUAKE!> 

Q.212.961 
5730.801 
42?2.918 

417.BHti 
417.88J 

' 9456.254 
47051.3-.4 
5650., .598 

3 CASES ( 2.0 PCT) WERE MISSING. 

[Jf 

3 
2 
1 

2 
2 
5 

l 't't 

149 

MEAN SIGNIF 
!>QlJARE F llF F 

3070.987 9.399 0.000 
2865.400 A.770 0.000 
4232.918 l?.955 0.000 

208.944 0.639 0.529 
208.944 0.639 0.529 

1891.251 5.788 0.000 
326.745 
379.246 

..... 
0 
0\ 



RELDEP ANALYSES 
FILE Rt:LUEP (CREATION DATE= 04/30/84) PROGRAM 
* * * * * * * * * * A N A L Y S 1 S 0 F V A R I A N C E * * • * • * * • * * ABILITY 

BY PRE:STIGE 
TASK * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * • * * * * * * * * 

SUM OF MEAN SIGNlF ,_. 
SOURCE OF VARIATION SUl.JAKES OF SQUARE F OFF 0 

-...J 

MAHI Et=~E:CTS 4.034 3 1.611 2.770 0.044 
PKt:STlGt 2.405 /. 1.24/j 2.145 0.121 
TASK 2.510 1 2.510 't.315 0.040 

l-WAY INlERACTJONS o. 2 01 2 0.101 0.173 0.041 
PIU:STIGt: TASK 0.201 2 0.101 0 .173 0.841 

l::XPLAJNtD 5.064 5 1.013 1.741 0.129 
RESIDUAL 83.769 l4't 0.582 

TOTAL 88.832 149 0.596 

1~3 CASES WcRE PROCESSED. 
3 CAS~S C 2.0 PCT) WERE MISSING. 



RELDEP ANALYSE~ 
FILE RELUEP (CPEATIUN UAT[ = 04/30/04) 

* * * * * * :r * * * A N EFFORT 
f\ Y P R f S T I GE 

TASK 

ALY~IS 0 F 

PROGRAM 

V A k I A N C E * * * • * * * * * * 

• • * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ·* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

SOURCE OF VARIAT!ON 
MAIN EFFl:-CTS 

F'tH:STIGE 
1 A !:ir<. 

2-WAV INlERACTIONS 
PRt:STlGE: TASK 

EXPLAINED 
RESIDUAL 
TOlAL 

153 CA!:iE~ Wt~t PROCE~~~D. 

SUM OF 
SUUAKES 

2.250 
1.938 
0.199 
0.073 
0.673 
2.987 

tJ7. ~tl5 

90.372 

3 CASES C 2.0 PCT) WERE MISSING. 

OF 
3 
2 
l 

2 
2 

5 

l't4 

149 

MEAN SIGNIF 
SOUA~E F OFF 

0.750 1.2?6 0.299 
0.969 1.597 0.206 
0.199 0.329 o.5o7 
0.336 o.5~4 0.576 
0.336 o.554 o.576 
0.597 0.985 o.'129 

0.6'l7 
0.607 

,_. 
0 
0) 



Rl:LOt:P ANALYSt::S 
FILE RELUEP CCKEATION DATE= 04/30/84) PkOGRAM 
* * * * • * * * * * A N A L Y S I S O F V A R 1 A N C E * * * * * * + * * * TA!>KDIFF 

RY Pl<f:!)TIGE 
TASK 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
SOURC~ UF VARlATlUN 
MAIN EFFECTS 

Pl{l::STIGE 
TASK 

2-WAY INTERACTION~ 
PRESTlGE TASK 

EX~LA tNdt 
RE:5IDUAL 
TOTAL 

153 CASES W=RE PROCES!)fO. 

SU~ OF 
SIJUARl:S 

4.383 
3.257 o. 9'-tl 
1.792 
1.792 

t1.2t,tj 

103.403 

ll4.67l. 

J CASES l 2.0 PCT) WERE MISSING. 

OF 
3 
2 
1 

2 
2 

5 
144 
149 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 
MEAN SIGNIF 

SQUARE F OFF 
l.461 1.941 0.126 
1.628 2.163 0.119 
0.941 1.250 0.265 
0.8Q6 l.lQO 0.307 
O.H96 1.190 0.307 

1.2S4 1.666 0.147 
o. 7 53 

0.770 

.. ~ 
0 
\0 



RELDEP ANALYSES 
FILE KELOtP lCKEATION OATE = 04/30/84) P~OGRAM 
* * * ~ * * * * * * A N A L Y S I S O F V A K I A N C E * * * * * * * * * * LUCK 

BY PRESTIGE 
TASK 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ~ * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

SOURCE OF VARIATION 
MAIN Et=t=ECTS 

PKESTIGE-
TASK 

2-WAY lNTEKACTlONS 
PRESTIGE: TASK 

EXPLAlNl:tJ 
RESIDUAL 
TOTAL 

153 CASES WERE PROCESSED. 

SUM OF 
SQUARES 

L..678 
1.604 
1.254 
2.38b 
2.38b 
5.235 

77.038 
82.272 

3 CAS~S ( 2.0 PCT) WEKE Ml~~lNG. 

DF 
3 
2 
l 

2 
2 

5 

144 
149 

MEAN SIGNIF 
SQUARE F UF F 

0.893 1.668 0.176 
0.802 1.499 0.221 
l.2S4 2.344 0.120 
1.193 2.230 0.111 
1.193 2.230 0.111 
1.047 1.957 o.oe9 
o.535 
0.552 

,_. ,_. 
0 



RELDEP ANAL YStS 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • A N A L Y S I S 0 F 

TESTS OF Sl1>NlFJCANCE fOR ABILITY USING I.INIIJUE SUHS OF SCIUAKES 
SOURC~ UF VARIATlon 
WJTtt IN+ RES l llUAL 
CONSTANT 
SEFFMAG 
PRESTIGE 
USI( 
PilESTll>E BY TAS~ 
SEffMAG BY Pltl::STlGE + SEFrMAG BY TASK+ 
SEFFMAG llY PRESTl1>F. 8Y TASK 

SUM OF SIJUARES 
60.60615 
53.835h2 
10.807!>0 

.545:18 

.oq969 
8.05564 
8.115913 

05/21/84 PAGE 5 

V A R I A N C E • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

OF HEAN SQUARE F SIG. OF F 
130 .46620 

l 53.83562 115 ... 7722 o.o 
10.80750 23.18206 o.o 

2 .27269 .511492 .559 
l .09969 .213il4 o61o5 
2 4.0:.>782 8.6396b .ooo 
5 l.771R3 3.8005b .003 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
ESTIMATES FUR AAJLITY 
CONSTANT 

PARAMETER COE FF. STD. ERR. T-VALUE SIG. UF T LOWER .95 CL UPPER .95 CL 
l 2.1o7922549b0 .2.3071 l0.74t.03 o.o 2.02279 2.9356b 

St:FFMAG 
PARA Ml: lElt COE FF• STU. ERR. T-VALUE SIG. OFT LOWER .9'5 CL UPl'UI .95 CL 

2 .18458151175 .0.38.31o 4.111477 .ooo .10874 .26043 
PRESTIGE 

PARAMETEil COEFI'. STO. ERM. T-VALUE SlGo OF T LOWER .95 CL UPPER .95 CL 
3 -.3603162007 .3J90l -l.062dlo .290 -l.03101 .310!8 
4 .2786675420 o34l31o • ti lb .. 0 ... 16 -.39b62 .95396 

TASK 
PARAl'IETER COEFF-. STD. ERR. T-VALUE SIG. OFT LOWER .95 CL UPPER .95 CL 

5 -.10~687850" .23071 -.46243 .645 -.56312 .~4975 

..... ..... ..... 



Rl:LOf;I' ANAL'l'!>t!> 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • A N A L Y S I S 0 F 

ltST!, UF Sl~NIFitANCE FOR ~FFURT USJNG U~IUUE SUMS UF SUUARES 
~OURCE OF VARIAIIUN 
WITHlt.+RESJUUAL 
CONS1ANT 
l111'0RT 
l'kEST J<,f 
TA~i< 
PRESTJ<,1: AY TASK 
lHPORT ~y P~f~TJ<,1: + l~PnRT ll'I' TASK+ IM 
PORT"' l'RESTl~E f'Y TASK 

ESTI~ATES FOR EFFORT 
tUIIS TAN I 

PARlo"lf TER CllEFF. STU. 1:1<1<, 

2.'obl'>l .. OYb.l • l4 l l7 

IMPORT 
PAo<Al'ltTtR CUE FF. sro. t:RR. 

l .13261!<:230 .. .0391!8 

PRESTIC.I: 
PARAMEltl< CUI: FF. S10. ERR• 

3 -. 30ll72!164l • 3'oll75 .. -. 07 Z.:632 s n ,.35JJb 

TASK 

PARAMI: TER COl:FF. STU. ERK. 
5 - .46168915'12 .24127 

SUH OF ~QUARI::, 
1l.~'o7ll 
S 7. fl) 131< 

6.039;> .. 
.ll71:c'2 

1.11"7.34 
2.IJnH ... t,n~.,o 

T-IIALUI: 
10.2U'>l l 

T-VALUE 

3.321 .. 1 

T-VALUE 
-.llb3t7 
-.20 .. so 

T-llloLUE 
-t.91356 

05/21/114 PAGt 5 

V A R I A N C E • • • • • • • + • • • • • • • • • • • • 

UF 
133 

1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
5 

HEAN SUUARE 

• 54 54 7 
57. 70138 

6.0~924 
.41076 

1.119734 
1.44637 

.93708 

F 

105 • 7A34't 
11,07168 

.75305 
3 .66171 
2,65lb2 
1. 71794 

S JG. OF T LOWt:R • 95 CL UPPl:R 
o.o 2.00429 

SIG. OF T LOWFR .95 Cl UPPER 
.001 .05381 

SIG. OFT LOWE:R .95 CL Ul'Pl:R 
.3£,9 -.9910!1 
.838 -.77120 

SIG. OF T LOWER .95 CL UPl'ER 
.059 -.938Q2 

SIG. OF I' 

.95 LL 
2.1151l7'o 

.9'> CL 

.21155 

.95 CL 

.3bU!>4 

.62667 

.95 CL 
.01~5 .. 

c.o 
• Oil 1 .... , j 
.os~ .o·, .. .~ 

..... ..... 
N 



RELOt:P ANALYStS 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • A N A L Y 5 I 5 u I' 

TESTS OF SluNJFICANCE FOR LUCI( USINu UNiuuE SUMS OF SUUARES 

SOURCE OF VAlllAllUN 

WI ftHN+RESIUUAL 
CUNSJANT 
SEFF14A1, 
PRESll1>E 
USI( 
PKESTIC..1: 8Y lA~K 
SEF~HAG AY PRES11LE + S[ffHAC.. ~V TASK+ 
SEFFMAC.. BY PRlSTILF. BY TA~K 

SUH UF SUUARE S 

62.79082 
7le6 .. 759 

2.ll51't2 
.Ottb?'.' 
.lt>59~ 

4.7717~ 
7.lt1Y9 .. 

OS/21/84 PAC..E s 

V A R I A N C E • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

OF HE AN SIJUARE F SIG. OF F 

130 .48 307 
l 72.64759 150.38797 o. (\ 
l 2.e!i1 .. 2 5.Y0272 • 01 c, 
2 .04'tl2 .091.31 .ci 1 i 
1 .165'12 d't3't7 .559 
2 2 .311!108 ... 93901 :8~~ 5 1. 437<19 2.97618 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
ESTIMATES fOR LUC~ 

CONSTANT 

PARAMETER COE Ff• STU. ERK. T-VALUE SIG. OFT LOWER .95 CL UPPER .95 CL 

2.!179Y953c.'tl • 2Jlt1!5 12.26321! o.o 2 ... 1538 3. 34't6 l 

Sl:FFHAG 

PAIUMt: TLR COEFF. STU. ~RR. T-VALUE SIG. OF T LOWER .9'5 CL UPl'l:ll .95 CL 

2 - .09't010400't .0·3902 -2.42955 .016 -.11201 -.01761 

PRESTIGE 

PARA11E TEK COEH. STD. cRlt. T-VALUI: SJG. OF T LOWER .95 CL UPPER .95 CL 

3 .09795!11617 • 3't509 .2l'385 .111 -.5a .. n • 7806 7 .. -.l .. !!2476992 .3'tl .. 6 -. 42bb 1 .670 -.835b5 .5391~ 
TASK 

PAKAHE TER COE Fl'. STU. t:K.c. T-VALUI: ~JG. UF T LUWtll .c,5 CL UPPER .95 CL 
5 -.137b35020t, .23411!!1 -.58606 e!>59 -.60225 .32698 

.... .... 
w 



RELOcP ANALY~ES 
FILE Kt:LUt:P ((K~AT!DN DATE= 04/J0/84) 

• * * * ~ ~ 4 * * • A N A L Y ~ I S STUPOl'AA 
BY PRcSTlGE 

TASK 

0 f 
PKUGkAM 

~ A R I A N C E • * * * * * * * * * 

• * ~ * ~ * ~ ~ • * ~ • * ¥ • ~ ~ * • ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ * * * * • * • • * • * * * ~ 

SOuRC~ Uf VA~lAllON 
MAIN f:Ffl;Cl~ 

PKES1 !GI: 
TA!>K 

2.-WAY lNlEKACllUN!) 
P"EST !Gt: T A~r<. 

EXPLA.lfH: l) 

~ESlUlJAL 

lOTAL 

153 CA~ES WERE PRO~ES~EO. 

~UM Lf 
~.JUARES 

't.5b9 
l .3tH 
2.111 
2.460 
l.480 
1.30b 

84-.533 

Sl.839 

~3 CA~t~ ( 34.b PCT) wcKt Ml~~t~b. 

LJf 

l. 
1 
1 

l 
l 

3 

~6 

<;'9 

MEAN $1Glil F 
$QUARt: F Ot- F 

2.295 l..t-Ob 0.079 
l.3Bl l.Sbb O.ll-+ 
2.1r1 3.1!>3 0.')79 

2.'tUO 2.011 0.097 
2.. '•~ 0 2.tH1 0.097 
2 .4::S~ ~. -lbb 0. Cl'tt> 

O.dbl. 

0.92b 

..... ..... .,,.. 



RELDEP ANALYSES 
FILE R~LDEP (CREATION DATE= 04/30/84) PROGRAM 
* * * * * * * * * * A N A L Y S I S O F V A R I A N C E * * * * * * * * * * TRUEABIL 

BY PRESTIGE 
TASK 

* * * * * * * * * ~ * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * • * * 

$UURCE UF VARIATION 
MAIN EFF[CTS 

PRt:ST1Gt: 
TASK 

2 -w A Y Itfl ER ACTIONS 
PRESTIGE TASK 

EXPLAINED 
fHS l DUAL 

TOTAL 

1~3 CASES WERE PKOCESSEO. 

SUM OF 
SCJUARES 

1.246 
1.061 
0.185 
3.565 
3.565 

4.980 
80.493 

85.4173 

3 CASES ( 2.0 PCT) WERt MISSING. 

DF 
3 
2 
l 
2 
2 

5 

144 

l't 9 

MEAN SIGNIF 
SQUARE F OFF 

0.415 o.743 0.528 
0.5~1 n.949 0.390 
0.185 0.332 o.566 
1.782 3.189 0.044 
1.782 3.lli9 0.044 
0.996 1.102 0.120 
0.559 

0.574 

..... ..... 
Ln 



R-ELOcP ANALYSE~ 
FlLE IU· LlJf::I' (CKtATION UATc = 04/30/8~) 

* l ~ * * ~ * * • • A N A L Y ~ l ~ 
OECI!>ION 

BY Pf<.t~TlGc 
lASK 

l) f 
P KOG1H,I'1 

V A K l A N L E * * * * ~ * * * • * 

* 4 * * • * * + * ~ * * • lw' ~ * * * * * ~ * ~ * ~ * * ~ ~ * * * * * * * ~ * =* * 

SuuR(.I: lJF VAKlAliUI~ 

MAJN l:FftCl!> 
Pn.i:.~ 1 Jl,£: 
TASK 

l-WAY 1NlEKACT10~~ 
PRE~T !Gt: TA~K 

EXPLA.lNc 0 
KE!>lUUAL 
lOTAL 

153 CA~ES WcRi PROC~S~tO. 

!>UM OF 
StJUAkl:.S 

0.6~7 
0.6"1t3 o. 0 ll) 

1.002 
l.60.l 

~.46~ 
-,9.6~1 

e2.100 

~ tA~ES ( 2.6 PCT) Wfkl Mi~~l~~. 

uf 
.;) 
l 
l 
>, 
~ 

2 

!> 

l'iJ 

l'-18 

Ml: AN ~lU,lf 
~QuAI-U: F Uf f-

0.232 0.4il7 0. ·,"' 1 
0. ::S.3 9 O.bOS' 0. s,.s 
0.010 O.Olti o.u93 
0.001 ~.•de o."-A--tl 
O.f!Cl 1.,t38 o.,41 
0.493 O.<li.35 0.'t93 
0.55., 

o.~55 

,_. ..... 
()', 



Kt:LDc:P ANALY5t:!, 
FlLE I{ I.; L Lit,, (CkEATlON uAT~ = 04/~0/o~, 

* * * * * • o ~ * • A H A L Y S I S BIAS 
LH' P'Kt:STIGl: 

T A!:il\ 

0 F 

P ttU(;,RAM 

V A K l A ~ C E * * * * * * • * * * 

* ~ * ¥ * • ~ * • * ~ * * • • * ~ * • * * ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ * * ~ * * ~ * * ~ * * # ~ • 

SOURC~ OF VA~lATlON 
MAIN EFFlCtS 

PKt5TIGt: 
1 A!>" 

l-WAY JNTERACTJUNS 
PKl:STlGl:. TA5K 

EXPLA.lNE D 

RESIDUAL 
TOlAL 

151 CASES hERE PIWCES:)f O. 

~UM Uf-
S1..UM<I:~ 

5. Yit: 
1.5:,7 
3.!>7U 
o.12~ 
O.l,'t 

5.~IH 

~t.10.tOu 

205.oHo 

~ CA!:i~~ ( l.~ PCT) Wtkt M1SS1NG. 

UF 

3 
i: 
1 

l 
'I 

' 
.5 

1.1:,3 

l'1H 

MEiN SIGtllF 
SQUAKi: f OFF 

l.]92 0.915 'J.435 o. 1·rn 0. 39·1 0. t,/3 
J.:>10 1.822 0.1-,9 

O.Ob2 0.032 O.t.lt.9 
O.Ot:il O.O~l 0.9b9 

1.116 0.570 0.72.3 

1.959 
l.9JO 

..... .... 

....... 



RELOEI' A1~AL ¥~l:~ 

• flLE RELUEP (CkEMT!ON DATE = 04/30/U.ltJ 

* • * ~ * • 4 • * * A ~ A l V ~ 1 S BlAMl:TST 
BY PRE!iTlGE 

1 A!>K. 

0 F 

PROGRAM 

V A K l A N L t * * * * * * * * * • 

* * * * * * ~ * * * * * • • ~ * * * ~ * * * * • ~ ~ * * * t * * ,.. * * * * * "' * 

~OURCf UF VAKIATIO~ 

MAIN Ei-flCTS 
PRi.:.STIGI:: 
1 A!>K 

l-WAY lNIEkACrlON~ 
PKt:ST!Gl: lA::,K 

fXPLAlNEO 
Rl:SlUU#-\L 

TOJAL 

153 CASES WERE P~OC~S~tU. 

SUM UF 
!>1../UAKl:~ 

10.430 
2. "tdl 
7.U22 
L.~.:lti 
2.::Ub 

12.U54 
3ll .• 835 

J24.6tl9 

J CA~~!> ( 2.0 PCl) WtKt MISSING. 

DF 

;) 

2 
l 

l 
L 

5 
l•t4 

1 .. 9 

HEt,N S1GN1F 
!>IJllA Kt: t· Uf ... 

3.4TI l.606 ().191 
1.2-..1 o.~13 o.~t>~ 
7. Hi:.> j. t., 12 0.059 
1.109 0.5't0 o.~U4 
1. lo'i o.~40 o.~b't 

2.s·n l.lfj7 0.318 
i.166 

2 .179 

..... ..... 
CXl 



~cLOl:P ANALYSi:~ 

F 1Lt: ru.LLc:P \CKtAT!UN D~T~ = 04/jQ/U4) 

* * ~ ~ * ~ ~ ¥ • * A N A l Y S 1 S 
BLAl'IF.XP 

BY PKl:STlGE 
TA5K 

ll F 

Pl{ul>l{AM 

V A R l A N C t * ~ * * * * * * * * 

* ~ • ~ ~ * T * ~ ~ * ¥ * ~ * ·¥~··· ~ * • ~ * ~ * ~ * ~ ~ * * • * * * '4 * 

SOUHCt: OF VAHIATlON 
MAIN EFf-,:CT!> 

l-'RES11Gl-
lASK 

,-WA'f lNH:l{ACTlUt.iS 
PRE!:iT1GE TASK 

t: :XPL A.l Nt: 0 

KESIDUAL 

TOlAL 

153 CASE~ WERE PROLES~ED. 

~UM uF 
S'-!UAKI:.~ 

2U.7J~ 
l/.43U 
l O. OU ·1 

0.2b0 
0.200 

29.067 

.3~4.098 

3U3.l6o 

3 CA~tS ( ~.O PCl) ~tKt Ml~~lNb. 

ui-: 

3 
l 
l 

2 
2 

5 

l 't 't 

l't9 

MEAN ~ H,Ni F 
!.iQUAIH. ~ Off 

9.595 3.902 0.010 
8.719 3.~'t6 0.031 

10.CJO? '•. Ob9 0.04b 
o .1.:w o.053 0.9~9 
O.l.30 O.OS3 0. '-/'-t 'I 

s.1H3 2.3o4 0.04) 

2.4!>9 

t..~12 

..... ..... 
\0 



Kt:LDt:P ANkL'f~t~ 

FlLE kt:LLJtP &tREATION u~Tt = 04/3C/8'tl 
• ~ * * * * ~ * * * A N A L Y S 1 S ttlllf~T 

BY PKL5T1bt ~ 
TASK 

LJ F 

PKu6k.Af1 

V A K I A N C ~ * * * * * * * ~ * * 

* ~ * ~ ~ * ~ * * ~ * • * * • * * * * • ~ * * * * * * * * * * ~ ¥ * * * * * * ~ 

SO~KCc UF VARlATlUN 
MA!N EF~LC1$ 

P~tSTlG~ 
lA~~ 

2-WAY lNlEkACTlON~ 
PRE~TlGE lA~K 

~XPLAJNtU 
~t~lUUAL 
TOTAL 

15J LASES W~RF PKOC~S~EO. 

~U1~ OF 
S1JU1-1KE~ 

ld.20't 
ll.o3U 
~ • .:iSl 

8.127 
0. ll., 

26.t.>?l 

329.t>'/4 

3So.3oo 

3 CA~ES ( 2.0 PCT) WERl MIS~lN~. 

L,f 

3 
L 
l 

£ 
l 

5 

l 't 't 

l"t<J 

Mi:AN SIGNIF 
SQUMU: F OF f 

b.Otli 2.b50 0.051 
5.lH 9 L.542 0.082 
5. 3!:ol 2. 3 ?,b o.12u 
"t.Ot,4 1 • ·11:, 0.173 
4 • 0(>"t i."17!> 0.173 
5.33't- l.330 0.0£t5 

2.290 
2.392 

.... 
N 
0 



~ELDcP ANALi~t~ 
Fll~ KtLU~P &CK~AT!UN UAl~ = 04/~0/~4) ~kUGKAM 
* • • * * * • ~ ~ * A N A L Y S 1 ~ 0 f V A k 1 A N C E * * * • • • • • * • 6ITTERX av PRt~TlGE 

TA~K • * * * • • ~ ~ ~ ~ * * * * * * 

SOURCt Uf VA~lATlUN 
MAHJ tFF-::CTS 

P~E!>llGE 
TA~I\ 

~-WAt INTthALllON~ 
PKEST!uE. TA5r<. 

, ,t P L A 1 i~ 6: b 
RESIUUAL 
TOTAL 

153 CA~t5 W~Rt PKOCESSEU. 

• * * * • * ~ * ~ 

SUM Of 
S..iUAt<~!:. lJF 

l.'t)t) 3 
1.292 l 
O.lOJ J. 
0.9.:'.~ 2 
0.9Li ~ 

;e • ~ .. a ::a 

b~.b33 1-t 't 

lj"f.173 l•t9 

3 LASE~ l l.O PCT) W~Rl MJ.~S!NG. 

• • * * * * * * * * * * * ~ * 

t-H:AN !>!GNlF 
S~uARE F Of ~ 

0.479 n.t.114 o.~tltl 
O.b4b 1.0<Jb O •. :B7 
0.103 0 .1 ·10 O.ti7b 

0.4o2 0. 784 O.ct59 
O.'to2 o. ·10-. O.'t!,;9 

u.'+bL' o.·194 o.~!i!j 

0.589 

0.505 

..... 
N ..... 



RELDl:P Al"Al l'Sf:!> 

FIL.I: R~Lut:P (CIU:Al 1UtJ DATf = 04/.JO/u,t) 

• • * • * • • * * ~ A N A L Y ~ l S 
FEEL!NG5 

BY PRtSTIGE 
TA~K 

0 F 

PKOGKAM 

V A K I A N C ~ ~ ~ * * * * * * * ~ 

• * ~ ~ * ~ * * * ~ * * * * ~ ~ • ~ * * ~ ~ * ~ * • * * * * ~ * * ~ * • * * • ~ 

SUURCE LlF VAklAfJON 
MAIN cft-1:Cls 

PKt:STH,t: 
TA!>K 

~-WAt 1NIERAC11~N~ 
l'Kc~TIGI: lASK 

tXPLA.l~t D 

t{E$l1JUAL 

TOTAL 

1S3 CA~tS WtRf PKOCESStU. 

SUM Of 
S~UI.Kl:S 

L3.'t.o1 
4.6tH 

lt.<tJ3 

1.1~:; 
1.155 

2Lt.3~0 

l"t1.ltt9 

1:,1 ... 99 

j LAStS ( ~.o PCl) wtR~ MIS~lNG. 

lJ F-

j 
l. 
l 

2 
2 

'.:> 

144 

1'19 

t-1E~N $ llif'H F 
~f..iUAf{E F t:.Jf f 

1. /'jt, "i. ~'10 0.000 
2 .. J40 L .. l90 0.105 

17.-+33 17.0t.,O 0.000 

0 .. 5 /U O.So5 0.569 
0.~7U 0.5b5 0.569 

4.~no 4.7bb 0.000 
1.022 
1.151 

..... 
t-.> 
Iv 



k E l O t t' ,U , ;.. L ) ~ l ~; 

F lL E: RI: LL1tP \ Ct-: i: A T 1 ll l'l l.l Id E = C 5 / 2 :.: / il ~ I . 

* * * $ $ ~ ~ ~ * ~ ~ ~ A L r ~ I ~ 
l/~1H1-<f-'l-'Y 

t•r ... Kl:~Tit,f: 
T i:..~I\ 

U F 

PkOl;KAN 

V  A I{ J A hi C t :t "" '~ * * * ,t, -11 * JC< 

* ¥ * "' :i,: :;. ~' ,;, :v ,, ~; ,,. * l\· ',< * 'Ir ,., ,;. :;, * * 4 ,;: ~ )i< .)< l\< :;:. .,:. ;. :c, ;~ ~' ~ )91' :i::: ,;, * * 

~UM 1Jf .~1E.1!.N ~lGNif 
S Uul-\C t: L• t: V ,\i,{ l /-. f l u t I SWUAh.!::5 IJ f S•JUA;<.I:: F OF F 

MAH. tfflCl~ o.9dl j 2. :1'!1 1.313 0.213 
P,,L~l lvt o. ~9 :'I 2 J.297 1 • u oO 0.1~1.; 
TA~r<. O.J.:>-/ 1 ll  • l ·:: ·, o.ot:e o.7c7 

2-wAr 11'. I l. K A C T H1 1'1 ~ L. 111 , l. Ot, 9 O.nl4 0  • ~,4 3 ... 
P " t: s r H· 1- ,. 1l . .:;. ;<,, 2. 11 ·, r, 1.  C 8 'I C.t,lto 0 • ~·4 J IL 

t: XP LA Hie. U Oo .. /'/5 !J 1.755 0 o C)';JQ D.'1Lb 

KE!:>lUU~L 2:il.7Jl l to 2 1. r, ,j 
TOlAL ivO.~Oti l £, 7 1. ru. 

l'..,J l.i-.~t:~ 1;u·.t: r',<rH.t!:>~r-.U. 
:> ~ ~~~ l ~.3 PCT) ~lKI:: ~1!:>~lN~. 

I-' 

N 
LJ 



VAKIALLc c; ~ l '~L•f1i1U1',,\ L l TY 1= iJ Cl L;H '7 J l~I: tJV /J. LU l· PCT i.lf \'Al{ l. lJM p·: T 

1:X~!:CI J • '' ( ... ' ~,'. 1 .j. 101.' t''; 1 ':. ~ I " •,:. St:t- fM~,; l .nr;n,1:1 •' l. "(<i(.°'t ~ J 1. 2 :LI.~ 
lMPU:{l 1.~P.a,1, j 1 • ~ ~. :· ,~ " (). 7 t.C) • :\ 
THU E At\ 1 L l • ,.,~!'J·_I:: '+ l. 3r~4H;;'. ~.l o.+'-. 1 
EFFUtH 1 • nu Jvu ., 1.fl~t-57 t, • 9 ":" .") . () 
LUCK l • OL' fJO) ('· l.OOeH t .• 3 . } 

t: .(. • ·-AA1L11Y l • "'·'' 11/i.J 
-, c,. 111 ~ l '7 ~ . -, ()('. 0 I-' 

N TA!>l<.PlFt- 1. nntli:O ll 0. -, '-); .::. '4 ~. (I - ., () ""' I .,_ • ~ 

D ~ C 1 S l 1.11\ 1. Ol"'l1C"O ':- n. -;.,0~3 I; • 6 17.5 
Bl.A.S 1. J(i,)'~i..' I ,") 0. ,:-; o ·, l 't • 1 fs 1 • 7 
tlLAM.::l S l 1 • \.1C{hlL) l l 0 , t., .( t· l c ~, 0 ti5. ~ .... 
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RE LO E P A NA LY S ES 
FILE RE:LD~P (CREATION DATE= 05/08/84) 

* * * * * * * * * * A N A L Y S 1 S O F NEGAFF 
BY PRESTIGE 

TASK 

PROGRAM 

V A R I A N C E * * * * * • • * * * 

* * • * ~ • * * * • * * * • * • • * • * • * * • • * * • • * • * * * * * * * * * 

SOURCE OF VARIATION 
MAIN EFFEC1S 

PRE:STIGc 
TASK 

2-wAV INTERACTIONS 
PRESTIGE TASK 

EXPLAINE:U 
RESIDUAL 
TOTAL 

153 CASES WERE PROCESSED. 

SUM OF $(JUARES 
13.819 

3.194 
9.939 
2.249 
2.249 

16.087 
135.311 
151.390 

3 CASES ( 2.0 PCT) WER~ MISSING. 

DF 
3 
2 
1 
2 
2 

5 
144 
149 

MEAN SIGNIF SQUARE F OFF 
4.606 4.902 0.003 
1.597 1.700 O.l8b 
9.939 10.577 0.001 
1.124 1.197 0.305 
1.124 1.197 0.305 
3.217 3.424 0.006 
0.940 
1.016 

.... 
N 
0\ 



RELDEP Ar~ALYSI:::~ 

FILE KELDEP (CkEATlON DATE= 05/0~/84) 
* * • * * * * * * * A N A L Y S I S ·o -F TESTQUAL 

"tl'r' PkESTIGE 
TA~K 

Pf<OGRAM 

V A R I A N C E * * * * * * * * * * 

• * • • * • • * * * * * * * * * * • • ~ • • * * * * * * * • • * * * * * * * • * 

SOURCE OF VARIATION 
MAIN EFFcCTS 

Pt<ESTIGE 
TA$!{ 

l-wAY lNTtkACTION~ 
P~ESTlGE TASK 

EXPLA~NEO 

R ~SI OVA l. 
TOTAL 

153 CAS~S WERE PROCESSED. 

su .. 1 OF 
SUUAIHS 

2. l 6t, 
2.01:H> 
0.094 
1.010 
1.010 
9.65Ei 

1 .. 2 .. 130 
151.nrn 

3 CASE~ ( 2.0 PCT) WERE MI~~lNG. 

UF 
3 
2 
l 

2 
2 

5 

144 
149 

MEAN SJGNIF 
SQUARE F OFF 

0.122 0.731 0.53~ 
1.043 1.057 0.350 
0.094 0.095 0.758 
3.505 3.551 0.031 
3.505 3.551 0.031 
1.932 1.957 0.089 

0.987 
1.019 

( 

..... 
N 
-..J 



RELDEP ANALYSES 
FILE RELDEP (CREATION DATE= 05/0&/8~) 
* * * * * * * * * * A N A L V S I S O F MOTIVE 

BY PRESTIGE 
TA~K 

PKObHAM 
V A R I A N C E * * • * * * * * * * 

* • * • * * * • * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * • * * * * • * * * * * * * • • • • 

SOURCE OF VARIATION 
MAIN EFFt:CTS 

PRt:STl~E 
TASK 

l-WAY INTERACTION~ 
PRt:STlGt TASK 

EXPLAINED 
RESIDUAL 
TOTAL 

153 CASE~ WERE PROCESSED. 

SUM OF 
Sl.!UARl:S 

1.668 
1.577 
0.011 
2.452 
2.452 
't.027 

l't6.674 
150.701 

3 CASES ( 2.0 PCT) WERE MIS~ING. 

OF 
3 
2 
1 
2 
2 

5 

144 
149 

MEAN SIGNIF 
SQUARE F OFF 

0.556 0.546 0.652 
0.766 o.774 0.463 
0.011 0.010 0.792 
1.226 1.204 0.303 
1.226 1.204 0.303 
0.805 o.791 0.558 
1.019 
1.011 

.-
N 
(X) 



I 
RELDEP ANALYSES 
FlLE RELDEP (CREATION DATE= 05/08/84) 

* • * * * * * * * * A N A L V S I S O F EXPTR 
BY PRESTIGE 

TASK 

PROGRAM 

V A R I A N C E * * * * * * * * + * 

• * * * * * • * * • * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * • • * * * * * • * * * * * * 

SOURCE OF VARIATION 
MAIN EFfECTS 

PF<ESTlGE 
TASK 

2-WAY lNlERACTJONS 
PRESTIGE: TASK 

EXPLAlNcO 
RESIDUAL 
TOTAL 

153 CASES WERE PROCESSED. 

SUM OF 
SQUARES 

8.82'+ 
6.756 
1.61d 
0.618 
0.618 
9.404 

l't3.96l 

153.365 

3 CA~ES ( 2.0 PCT) WEKt MISSING. 

OF 
3 
2 
l 
2 
2 

5 

l '+'+ 

149 

MEAN SIGNIF 
SQUARE F OFF 

2.941 2.942 0.035 
3.378 3.379 0.037 
l.6lb 1.619 0.205 
0.309 0.309 0.735 
0.309 0.309 0.735 
1.881 1.881 0.101 
1.000 

1.029 

,_. 
N 
\0 



RELDEP ANALYSES 
FILE RELLJF.P (CREATION DATE = 04/30/84) PROGRAM . . . -~ 

* • * * * * * * * * A N A L Y S I S O F V A R I A N C E * * * * * * * * * * MEANALLO 
BY PRESTIGE 

TASK • * • • * • * • * * • * * * * * * • * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

SOURCE OF VARIATlUN 
MAIN EFFECTS 

l'KESTIGE 
TASK 

2-WAV INTERACTIONS 
PRESTIGE TASK 

EXPLAINED 
RE:~IDUAL 
TOTAL 

153 CASF.S WtR~ PROCESSED. 

SUM OF 
SQUARES 

7.771 
1.734 
5.980 
9.658 
9.658 

17.772 
470.904 
'+8U.677 

0 CASES C O.O PCT) WEKE MISSING. 

OF 

3 
2 
1 
2 
2 

5 

l'i7 
152 

HEAN SIGNIF 
SQUARE F OFF 

2.590 0.809 0.491 
0.!3o7 0.211 o.763 
5.988 1.869 0.174 
4.829 1.508 0.225 
4.829 1.508 0.225 
3.554 1.110 0.358 
3.203 
3.215 

,_. 
w 
0 



RELDEP Al'cALYStS 

FJLE kE:LLJl:P ltkEATlON OAlE = 04/30/d4J 

* • * * * ~ * * ~ * A N A L  Y ~ I ~ 
lSE:X 

~y PRl::.5llGE 
T~~K 

D  F 

PI-WbRAM 

V  A R I A N C c ~ * $ * * * * * * * 

• • • * • * ~ ~ * * ~ * * ~ * * * * * * * • * * ~ * ~ * * ~ ~ * * * * • * ~ * * 

SUJ~Ct Ut- VA~lAllON 

MAIN r:t-ft.CTS 
P~ESTlGf: 
1 ASI{ 

2-WAV INTERACTlUN~ 
Pr{ES1 J~l: J A!it<. 

E XPLA.li'JE LJ 

RESIDUAL 

TOTAL 

lS~ LA~tS ~~~  PKUCtS~~D. 

SUM OF 
S\.iUAKt:!> 

o.01~ 
0.015 
0.001 

0.031 
o. Qj1 

0.04U 

0.7b5 

0.813 

0 tA~E~ ( 0.0  PCT) kERE MlS~ING. 

LJF 

j 

2 
1 

'l 
2 

5 

l'• 7 

1~2 

ME:AN S1GNJF 
SQl!A~E F OFF 

0.005 0.9l.i4 0.40l 
0.001 1.-.3B O.L'tl 
0.001 0.158 0.692 

0.010 2.9b4 0.054 
O.Olb 2.984 0.054 

0.010 1.05-1 0.10!> 

o.oo~ 

0.005 

.... 
w .... 



KELD~P A~JLY~(S 

FlLE RELUEP (LRL~rlON ~Hl~ = 04/30/tl4) PKUG~AM 

* ~ ~ • ¥ • ~ ~ • • A N A L V S 1 S ~ F V A K l  A N  C ~ * * * • • * * * * * 
lCAN 

HY PRESTlGl 
TA~K 

* ~ * * * * ~ * • ~ ~ * • * * * * * ~ • * • * ~ * * * • 

SOUKCE OF VARlAllON 

MAh.t t:fFt:CT!:» 
PKt!lllGE 
TASr<. 

l-~AY lNIEKACTlUhS 
J>r{t.$1 IGE: lA~K. 

EX."1LA1 NEU 

RE510UAL 

TOlAL 

1~3 CA~t~ WtKE: Pr{OCtS~EU. 

!lU1"1 tJf 
SUUAK.:~ 

0.240 
O.l:'i4 
o.10~ 

O.ll'f' 
0.114 

0. :,,,~ 

o.02.l 

b.3U4 

0 ~~~ l  0.0 PCl) wERt Ml~SJNG. 

u1: 

3 
2 
l 

2 
£ 

,. 
:, 

l't7 

1~2 

* * * "' * * * * * * * * 

Mt:AN SI&NlF 
~~l)ARI: F UF  F 

o.o~n 2.021 0.113 
0.011 1.tn:> 0 .15 ·, 
0.104 2.535 0.11) 

0.0~7 l.J96 0.251 
0.057 1.:,li6 O.l51 

0.073 l. TIO 0.122 

0.041 

0.042 

I-' 
w 
tv 



KE LO f P II hi,1. L Y !. u. 
F.tLE t<t:ll.JU• lL.KEAT!ON llt-1[ : O'i-/::,0/b<t) 

~ • * :; • ·, ~ Ji, * ~' A I~ A L Y S l S 
Z 1 KY 

11 Y P IU: ~ T J t,E 
TA!>K 

0 F 

PRJGKAM 

V A k I A N C E • ~ ~ * * * * • • * 

* * * * ~ ~ * • • ~ * ~ * • • * • ~ ¥ ~ • * * * * ~ • $ ~ $ * • * * * * * * * * 

SU~kCf: Uf VARIATIU~ 
MAHJ ft=f-CC1S 

PKt.S 1 IGE::. 
TA ~t( 

2-WAY l~lEKACTlUNS 
PKE!:> 1 .1Gl:. ·r ASK 

EXl-'LA.lNt:lJ 

1H.it, I U u A l. 
TOlAL 

1~3 CA~ES W~k~ PROCES~~U. 

SW1 Or 
SQUAKES 

o.c;ot, 
0.7ttl 
0.30& 

l.21J't 
l .284 

l.2tiU 

.t!>e ~OU 

'[f. 77o 

0 tASt!> ( O.O P(.l) WEkt MIS~ING. 

11c AN !>IC,N l F 
L>f SQuAKE: F UF F 

3 0.329 1.894 0.13j 
2 0.3·10 2.1:,4 0.122 
l 0. ::Hl8 l.7"15 0.185 
2 o. 6lf2 3.701 0.021 
2 0.642 3 •. , 01 0.021 
5 0 • ..-.~4 2.bl4 o.o~-, 

1-.1 0 .1 ,,.. 

lS2 0.183 

...... 
w w 



RcL0d' AI\IALY51::~ 

FlLE Kl:LUEP ttk~AT!ON DATt: 0~/30/ti"t) 

• * • ~ ~ * * u ~ * ~ N A L Y S l 5 
ZUUlCOME 

t1Y l'kl~llGE 
TA~r<.. 

L) F 

PK.Ul.:iKAM 

V A R  I A N L t 4 ~ ~ * • * * * * ,~ 

* ~ * ~ * * ~ * * ~ * * * ¥ ~ * ~ * * ~ * * * * * * * * * * * * ~ * ~ * * ~ * * 

su~~c~ Of VAKlATlON 

MA11'4 tfFc.CTS 
f'RE:51 lGE 
lASK. 

2-~~y 1Nl~KAC110N~ 
Pt{E~lH,E TASK 

EXPLA.IIH::U 

~E::»llJUAL 

TOTAL 

l~J LA~tS WcKt PKOCES~EU. 

~U,1 Uf 
S~u~Rt:!;. 

0  • ..301 
o. 10 .. 
O.ltto 

1.916 
l.Ylo 

L..267 

3'+ • .:i6i! 

~b.t>LU 

0 ~ ~ ~ t 0.0 PCl) wFK~ M1~51NG. 

u..= 

3 
2 
l 

l 
l 

:> 

l'• 7 

152 
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PE.AR&:lN OORRELATION OOEFFICIEl't'TS - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

REI.SUC sn.JroPAB TIWEABIL 

EXPECT .41 .12 .01 
(153) (100) (150) 
p=.000 p=.123 p=.429 

SEFfl.IAG .29 -.06 .12 
(145) (95) (142) 
p=.000 p=.288 p=.070 

IMrorr.r .05 -.11 -.06 
(148) (97) (145) 
p=.291 p=.152 p=.247 

----------------------------------
mDRT wcr ABILITY TASmIFF 

EXPECT -.088 -.111 .222 -.139 
(150) (150) (150) (150) 
p=.141 p=.089 p=.003 p=.046 

SEF'fl.IAG .035 -.209 .352 -.018 
(142) (142) (142) (142) 

IMroRT .265 -.056 .147 .168 
(145) (145) (145) (145) 
p=.001 p=.252 p=.038 p=.022 
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PF.ARSJN CDRIIBLATION CDEFFICIENI'S-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

ZSEX ZCAN ZTRY WUIID.m 
SEX OF 
SUBJECT .007 -.048 -.067 -.024 

(153) (153) (153) (153) 
p=.465 p=.283 p=.205 p=.384 

-----------------------------------
z.cA.'-1 ZTRY zotJlID.,IE 

ABILI'IY -.094 -.118 .117 
(150) (150) (150) 
p=.127 p=.085 p=.077 

EFFORT -.043 .015 .040 
(150) (150) (150) 
p=.299 p=.427 p=.314 

llJCX -.078 .107 -.026 
(150) (150) (150) 
p=.171 p=.096 p=.369 

TASKDIFF -.092 -.005 -.021 
(150) (150) (150) 
p=.132 p=.477 p=.398 
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PEARroN OORRELATION OOEFFIC!Th'TS - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

ZCAN ZTRY WtJIID.!E 

DE'CISION .073 -.102 -.011 
(150) (150) (150) 
p=.187 p=.107 p=.445 

BIAS .133 .030 .009 
(149) (149) (149) 
p=.053 p=.357 p=.454 

ZCAN ZTRY 7.0UI'ffiJE 

FEELINGS .014 -.057 .041 
(150) (150) (150) 
p=.429 p=.245 p=.309 

UNHAPPY -.163 .015 .103 
(148) (148) (148) 
p=.024 p=.427 p=.106 
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PEARS:>N CDRRELATION CDEFFICIENI'S- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

~.IE'A~ ZCAN ZTRY 2'DUIID.1E 

NEGAFF .133 .053 .019 -.026 
(150) (150) (150) (150) 
p=.052 p=.262 p=.407 p=.374 

'I'ESIQJALITY .009 .107 -.087 -.008 
(153) (153) (153) (153) 
p=.454 p=.094 p=.144 p=.461 
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PEARroN mRRELATION mEFFICIENTS-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

~.mIVE .118 
(153) 
p=.073 

· .051 
(153) 
p=.266 

Z'IRY 

-.041 
(153) 
p=.306 

-.026 
(153) 
p=.375 
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ANOVA Tables for Simple Effects Analyses 
-only significant (p<.10) effects are listed-

~ Abilitv 

Outcome Effects 
LOW PRESTIGE 

Residual 

~ Quality 

Outcome Effects 
HIGH PRESTIGE 

LOw PRESTIGE 

Effort~ 
(transformed 

LOW PRESTIGE 

Outcomf> ~ 
(transfor11ed 

HIGH PRESTIGE 

LOW PRESTIGE 

:Residual 

Outcome Effects 

Residual 

to Fisher z-score) 

Ou tco111 e Effects 

Residual 

to Fisher z-score) 

Outcome Effects 

Residual 

outcome Effects 

Residual 

ss 
3.09 

80.49 

ss 
11.75 

151. 78 

3.6S 

151. 76 

ss 
1.46 

25.51 

ss 
1.07 

34.36 

.12 

34.36 

DP' 
1 

144 

DF 
1 

144 

1 

144 

DF 
1 

144 

DF 
1 

144 

1 

144 

MS 
3.09 

.56 

MS 
11.75 

.99 

3.69 

.99 

MS 
1.46 

.17 

r1S 
1.07 

.234 

.72 

.234 

F SIG 

5.53 p<.05 

F SIG 

11.91 p<.OO 1 

3.73 p<.10 

p SIG 

8.47 p<.01 

F SIG 

4.57 p<.05 

3.07 p<.10 
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