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The quarterly cost of enlisting 40,000 people tor the active forces of the
U.S. Army in 1981 wvas estimated by the Army Audit Agency to be $145 million,

o
- -

; with an average cost of $3,600 per recruit. Direct personnel costs for field
: recruiters in the period studied were $20.8 million, with additional indirect
’ costs (e.g., training) of $11.7 million. Based on these Army Audit Agency

. figures for FY81, an efficiency increase in production recruiters sufficient
:b for a 1% decrease in the number of recruiters would have saved $1.3 million in

FY81.

G X

Responsibility for the management of the day-to-day productivity and ef-
ficiency of field recruiters lies with recruiters themselves and with their
immediate supervisors--station commanders. For both recruiters and station
S commanders, the maintenance of a high state of efficiency and productivity is
important in meeting recruiting goals. Because of the potential for attribu-
tional analysis to aid in the understanding and improvement of recruiting, the
performance attributions of 173 Army field recruiters and 53 station commanders
were studied.

.‘.

-

>y il

The purpose of the research reported here was to investigate--for the first
time in a field setting--applications of attribution theory to job performance
in superior-subordinate situations. This research can further the development
of attribution theory while having application to the management of the recruit-
ing force.
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ATTRIBUTION DIMENSIONS, SELF-SERVING BIASES, AND ACTOR-OBSERVER
DIFFERENCES IN WORK PERFORMANCE ATTRIBUTIONS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Requirement:

To improve the efficiency and productivity of Army field recruiters through
improved management and leadership. In particular there is a need to understand
(1) how subordinates (recruiters) self-monitor performance, (2) how supervisors
(station commanders) monitor the same performance, and (3) how differences in
perception of supervisors and subordinates can distort the causal attributions
that each make for the subordinates' performance.

Procedure:

The literature on the attributional model proposed by Weiner and his asso-
ciates (Weiner, 1972, 1974; Weiner et al., 1971; Weiner, Heckhausen, Meyer, &
Cook, 1972) was reviewed. This model has generated extensive research over a
wide range of events that can be classified as success or failure. Recently,
the concepts of attribution theories have been used to describe how work per-
formance is evaluated and managed. Some models are concerned with the cognitive
processes in a manager's attempt to understand workers' behaviors, to predict
the degree the behavior will recur in the future, and to control the outcome of
future work periods (e.g., Mitchell, Green, & Wood, 1981; Valle & Frieze, 1976).
The concepts of attribution theory have also been applied to the worker's self-
evaluation as well as to the manager's evaluation (Birnberg, Frieze, & Shields,
1977).

The applicability of attributional models to work performance was assessed
in a field study of (a) the dimensions hypothesized to underlie attributions,
(b) the self-serving biases hypothesized to affect attributions, and (c) self-
other differences that result in divergences between attributions made by
superiors and subordinates.

Causal attributions for performance as military service recruiters made by
173 Army recruiters and their superiors, 53 station commanders, were studied.
Seventy-three of the recruiters also judged the 58 possible attributions on
dimensional-scales of internal-external, stability, actor control, and other
control.

Findings:
Dimensional ratings by judges are found to be strongly correlated, although

dimension-specific variance can be tapped as a residual of the common variance
in the data and used in further analyses of performance attributions.
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As expected, attributions for successful performance are more internal and
more stable than are attributions for failing performance. Consistent with a
motivated biasing model, Internal and Stable ascriptions are much greater for
success than failure. Attributions having a positive impact on performance are
more internal and stable while attributions having a negative impact on per-
formance are more external and unstable. Self-other differences are also con-
sistent with a motivated biasing model. Support for a motivated biasing model
fails only on one key comparison with an information processing model.

Utilization of Findings:

The purpose of the research reported here was to investigate--for the
first time in a field setting--applications of attribution theory to job per-
formance in superior-subordinate situations. This research can further the
development of attribution theory while having direct application to the man-
agement of sales forces.

The attribution models developed in this research will be utilized in the
development of training modules for new recruiter refresher training.
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INTRODUCTION

Attribution theorists make a basic assumption that gaining knowledge of
cognitive events is an essential part of our attempt to understand and pre-
dict human behavior. The traditional focus of attribution theorists (e.g.,
Heider, 1958; Jones & Davis, 1965; Kelley, 1967) is the individual's percep-
tions of causality for everyday events. These theories are concerned, first,
with the process by which inferences of causality are made, and secondly with
the individual's responses which are mediated by these inferences.

A model of motivation which includes attribution is important; it pro-
vides an alternative to mechanistic stimulus-response models by positing a
cognitive process, causal attribution, as an intervening variable between
stimulus and response. Thus we have a third general area of concern for
attribution models. That is, what attributions are made and what properties
of attributions form the linkages between prior events and subsequent
achievement behavior. My research adiresses this question.

The achievement event studied is the job performance of members of a
very large direct "sales" force. There are approximately 6,000 U.S. Army
recruiters involved in everyday efforts to "sell” employment-service con-
tracts. The interface between these recruiters and some 2,000 others in
management or support activities are the front line sales managers, the re-
cruiting station commanders. Station commanders supervise from one to eight
Army recruiters. This research context allowed me to study the way a funda-
mental evaluation process is experienced in an active sales force by the
sales personnel and their immediate supervisors.

One of the most important aspects of this fundamental evaluation process
is the extent to which it is biased by self-interest and a potential source
for conflict. I test hypotheses concerning the motivated biasing of attri-
butions, including the effects on casual attributions for recruiting perform-
ance of the performance outcome and the disparate viewpoints of the actors
(recruiters) and involved observers (station commanders). The assessment of
the dimensional sealing of the possible causes for recruiting performance is
an essential step to correct measurement and interpretation of self-serving
biases.

Applied Attributional Analysis

In the area of attribution-based theories, the major mark of the matura-
tion and continuing vigor of the attribution perspective is the ongoing de-
velopment of a general theory of motivation based on attributional analyses.
Weiner (1979) has worked to develop such a theory. Specifically, he devel-
opved a detailed theory of achievement motivation in a classroom setting.
While the process of making attributions is not ignored by Weiner, his focus
is on the consequences of attributions: given an attribution, what are its
implications for motivation, persistence, and affect? Indeed, Weiner's
framework provides the most detailed and general discussion available of the
consequences of attributions (Carroll & Frieze, 1979).




1o
o
;G By far, the largest portion of attribution research is related to the
fhe 2 attribution-based approach epitomized by the Weiner framework rather than
‘ being related to the attribution process theories of Kelley or others such as
_ Kruglanski (Kelley, quoted in Harvey, Ickes, & Kidd, 1978).
o Ad
%
h. The Weiner Model
! Weiner's theory (Weiner, Frieze, Kukla, Reed, Rest, and Rosenbaum, 1971)
. is particularly pertinent to applied areas such as the supervisor-subordinate
. interaction. Weiner et al. (1971) propose that individuals utilize four main
:x agents for explaining and predicting outcomes of achievement-related tasks.
p The four causal elements are ability, ef fort, task difficulty, and luck, and
! are seen as representing two major dimensions: stability and locus of con-
W trol (see Table 1). Two of the factors, ability and effort, represent an
internal locus of control, in which the person is seen as being responsible
) for the action. Task difficulty and luck are externally controlled. How~
xn ever, Weiner (1979, 1983) has reported problems with the original categories.
*Q For example, the classification of ability as stable and effort as unstable
) is not exact. Lack of effort may be unstable (i.e., due to fatigue), or it
gk may be construed as a stable property such as laziness. In response to this
| ambiguity, Weiner (1979) proposed a third dimension, a controlla bility Ji-
'~ mension. Within his new classification scheme, Weiner allows for both abil~
oY ity and effort to vary along the stability dimension. Also Elig and Frieze
¢ (1975, 1979) and Frieze (1976) used open-ended questions to ascertain peo-
S ple's naturally generated causes for success and failure. They suggest that,
- while Weiner's categories account for most of the attributions, two addi-
tional factors, mood and other people, were also important. It should there-
t: fore be noted that, while much of the research literature on job-performance
‘S attributions focuses on the original four categories, the situation is still
4'2 relatively unclear about the exhaustiveness and completeness of this 2 by 2
A system.

Classification of attributions is an important step in determining the
A dimensional properties of attributions which mediate between the outcome and

ﬁ( the situation, and the consequences of the outcome.
N
3
. Table 1
. y Weiner et al.'s (1971) Early Classification Scheme for the Perceived
;{ Determinants of Achievement Behavior
3
v Stability
! Stable Unstable
'E Location
. Internal Ability Effort
'3 External Task Difficulty Luck
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Causal ascriptions have been shown to influence emotional reasctions and
future behavior across widely Jdiverse areas; many of these motivational im-
prlications of attributions can be related to the Jdimensions along which
attributions vary. For example, if a recruiter who experienced poor perform-
ance last month attributes that performance to an unusually low amount of
effort that month (an unstable internal cause), we can expect this recruiter
to feel more shame, be less likely to expect continuing poor performance, and
be more willing to try in the future, than if he/she had attributed last
month's performance to what he/she believes is an impossibly hard task (a
stable external cause).

Applications of the Weiner Model

The attributional model proposed by Weiner and his associates (Weiner,
1972, 1974; Weiner et al., 1971; Weiner, Heckhausen, Meyer, & Cook, 1972)
dealt specifically with the inferences made about the causality of success
and failure outcomes (see Frieze & Bar-Tal,1979). This model has generated
an extensive amount of research over a wide range of events that can be clas-
sified as success or failure. While the vast majority of research and appli-
cations based on the Weiner model has been centered on academic success and
failure, this model has been applied to such diverse areas as criminal jus-
tice Jecisions (Carroll & Payne, 1976, 1977), loneliness (Peplau, Russell, &
Heim, 1979), professional journal editorial Jdecisions (Wiley, Crittenden, &
Birg, 1979), alcoholism (McHugh, Beckman, & Frieze, 1979), social behavior
(Elig & Frieze, 1975), an! depression (Anderson, Horowitz, & French, 1983;
Diener & Dweck, 1978; Sweeney, Shaeffer, & Golin, 1982). While details have
changed, a decade of research in diverse areas has indicated the basic
strength of the Weiner model.

Weiner's work appears to offer the best framework for applied research.
Carroll and Frieze (1979) cited attributional researchers as following the
trend in social psychology of finding that aocial problems outside the labo-
ratory are both additional tests of their theories and good sources of new
approaches and ideas. The direction of attributional theorizing made neces-
sary by applied interests is explained by Carroll and Frieze (1979):

Applied attribution research has of necessity expanded beyond the
classic concern with when and how perticular attributions are made.
Aprlied research complements the interest in the antecedent of
attributions with a focus on the consequences of attributions--we
must know how casual attributions mediate behavior. For this rea-
son, much of applied attributional research is based on Weiner's
framework as the most detailed and general discussion of the conse-
quences of attributions (p. 391).

Carroll and Frieze cite several instances of new theoretical advances
within attribution theory arising from the more stringent testing of the
theory in natural settings rather than just in laboratories.
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Applications to Performance Management

Y o e

Americans are coming to perceive low worker performance (productivity)
as a significant social issue (Mitchell, 1983); it is therefore not at all
surprising that attributional models which have proven so useful in under-
standing academic achievement motivation are being applied to work productiv-
ity and management (Latham, Cummings, & Mitchell, 1980). Recently, the
concepts of attribution theories have been used to describe how managers
"W evaluate workers (Green & Mitchell, 1979; Mitchell, Green, & Wood, 1981;

0'Leary & Hansen, 1983; Valle & Frieze, 1976). These theories are concerned
y with the cognitive processes in a manager's attempt to understand workers'
‘ behaviors, to predict the Jdegree to which the behavior will recur in the
future, and to control the outcome of future work periods (Mitchell, 1983).
N The concepts of attribution theory have also been applied to the worker's
. self-evaluation as well as to the manager's evaluation--with appropriate
note taken of the likely divergence of attributions made by workers and man-
ager§ (Birnberg, Frieze, & Shields, 1977; Shields, Birnberg, & Frieze,
1981).
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%2 AN ATTRIBUTIONAL ANALYSIS OF JOB PERFORMANCE
i MOTIVATION AND SUPERVISORY CONTROL

AV
. After reviewing the broad outline of an attributional analysis--based
(v on the Weiner mojel of attributions for success and failure events--1 de-

: velop and test specific hypotheses Jesigned to indicate the applicability of
il attributional analysis to service-recruiter motivation and first-line manage-
5 ment control.

" In my review I first consider the centerpiece of attribution theory--the
f causal attributions people make and the dimensions which seem to capture

» significant aspects of the causes. I then consider how these attributions

< may be biased to preserve self-esteem.

" Commensurate with previous attributional formulations, I share the per-
. spective that gaining knowledge of cognitive events is an essential part of
™ our attempt to understand and predict human behavior and that the lay per-
N son's epistemic encounters with the world are basically rational. At the

9; same time, I argue that self-serving biases not only exist but introduce

3: important Jdistortions into the process.

32 Overview of Attributional Models of Supervisory Control

:

<. Attributions made for the causes of performance merit study because of
.i their major role in mediating responses to performance outcomes and to behav-

iors affecting performance (Figure 1). While organizational policy and regu-

. lation will normally exist for exceptional behavior or performance,
;': supervisors still make the decisions on how and when to implement policy.

;3' Nonexceptional performance is also likely to be scrutinized at regular inter-
N vals. And while organizational or personal policy may favor certain actions
(= to increase normal performance level, individual performance attributions are
e likely to influence which possible action(s) are taken. Thus, the attribu-

. tional consequences in Mitchell's consolidated model (Figure 1) define a

e major reason for studying the attribution process. To use our knowledge of
'j the consequences of attributions we need to understand what attributions
:j are made and how they are linked to the antecedents and consequences.

A

d

X The dyadic control system model of Birnberg, Frieze, and Shields (1977;

Sheilds, Birnberg, & Frieze, 1981) takes into explicit account the attribu-
‘S tionsl process occurring in the subordinate as well as the superior (Figure
) 2). These models (Figures 1 and 2) are equivalent in tracing a path from
; antecedents to attributions to consequences. By making the dyadic interac-
; tion explicit in the model, however, we gain an additional perspective on the

" importance of attributional processes in understanding the subordinate's

- reaction to the supervisor's actions. While Mitchell's model emphasizes the
- consequences of a supervisor's attributions, the dyadic control model ¢mpha-
o sizes information processing antecedents of the (possibly) divergent attri-
N butions and thus consequences of supervisors and subordinates.

N

' Each of these approaches represent the merger of a Jdifferent discipli-

nary knowledge base with the psychological literature on the attribution

:z process. Mitchell et al. draw on the organizational behavior literature on
i
3 5
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management response while Birnberg et al. draw on the behaviorual accountant
literature on performance measurement. These Jiffering orientations lead
to some Jdivergence in the emphasis given to the Jevelopment of antecedents
and consequences in the models.

Attributional Consequences in the Models

If supervisors employ an attributional process in analyzing performance
then that process will have implications for their behavior. Among these
behaviors are: (a) rewarding and punishing subordinate performance, (b)
closeness of sypervision, (¢) expectations about the subordinates future
performance, and (d) aspirations the supervisor might hold for the subordi-
nate (Mitchell, Green, & Wood, 1981).

The perceived causes of a subordinate's performance have been shown to
have clear implications for how a supervisor rewards or punishes that per-
formance (Hargrett, 1981; Heilman & Guzzo, 1978; Mitchell & Kalb, 1982;
Mitchell & Wood, 1980; Valle & Frieze, 1976). Regardless of ability, causal
attributions to effort appear to be primary determinants of how performance
is evaluated and the nature of subsequent rewards or punishments (Weiner and
Kukla, 1970; Omelich, 1974). When success is seen as accompanied by effort,
it is most rewarded; when failure is seen as due to a lack of effort, it is
most severely punished (Knowlton & Mitchell, 1980; Pence, Pendleton, Dobbins
& Sgro, 1982). On the other hand, where the causal explanation for a subor-
dinate's performance was an external cause (e.g., task difficulty or luck),
the supervisor is not likely to reward or punish performance.

In general, we would suspect that internal attributions will result in
the supervisor focusing his or her response on trying to change the subordi-
nate. Effort attributions might result in punitive actions such as repri-
mands or Jdocking of pay, while ability attributions might result in training.
On the other hand, external attributions should prompt the supervisor to
focus change efforts on the situation. If the task is too difficult (or not
difficult enough), then task redesign or job enrichment may be in order.
These predictions have been supported in several studies of a supervisor's
reaction to worker performance (Hargrett, 1981; Heilman & Guzzo, 1978; Ilgin
& Knowlton, 1980; Mitchell & Wood, 1980; Pence, Pendleton, Dobbins & Sgro,
1982). However, Valle & Frieze (1976) measured the stability as well as the
location Jdimension and found supervisory reactions to be related as much or
more to the stability of attributions as to the location of the attributions.
This points out the need for careful measurement and interpretation of
attributional dimensions.

The closeness of supervision used by a supervisor is also affected by
attributional processes. Kruglanski (1970) and Strickland (1958) have shown
that when & supervisor attributed a worker's earlier performance to the sur-
veillance of the supervisor, the supervisor was more likely to continue close
supervision. On the other hand, when the supervisor attributed that perform-
ance to the worker's own efforts, supervision was less close.

]
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Just as overt supervisory behavior is affected by attributions, so, too,
are expectations about future performance. When forming expectatic :, the
stability of the causal explanation seems to be a crucial factor (weliner et
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al., '972). If a subordinate's performance 1s attribuited to stable factors
le.g., ability or task diffioulty), the supervisor 1s lilkeiy to expect &
similar level of performance in the future (Weiner, Nierenberg, and
Goldstein, 1976; Frieze and Weiner, 1971). GExpectancies about future per-
formance based on unstable causes (e.g., effort), however, are more problem-
atic and not as predicitive of expectation (Weiner and Kukla, 1970). Given
higher expectations, the supervisor should also provide more achievement-
related opportunities for that subordinate.

Characteristics of Existing Research on Performance and Management

Attributions

To date, most of the research applicable to job performance and manage-
ment attributions has in fact not been Jdone in the context of Jjob performance
or management. As I discussed above, most of the basic theory and research
as well as much of the applied research has focused on academic performance
(see Weiner, 1979). There are as yet relatively few studies in which the
setting and antecedents/consequences are such that I consider them to be job
performance and/or management applications of the Weiner attribution model.
Studies which I consider to be Jdirect applications to work performance are
catalogued ipn Table 2. For methodological reasons, these studies need to be
considered as a set as well as being integrated with other applicable re-
search, These studies show strong support for the usefulness of applying
an attributional analysis to job performance. However, they are primarily
laboratory simulations where the subjects are college or MBA students; the
exceptions are field studies by Mitchell and colleagues--in which experi-
enced supervisors evaluate critical incidents (Mitchell & Kolb, 1982) or
researcher supplied scenarios (Mitchell & Wood, 1980)--or self-evaluations
by college students of their part-time work (Porac, Nottenburg, & Eggert,
1981). Thus many of these studies lack the credence of field studies of real
job performance where the subjects are the workers and their actual supervi-
sors.

Understanding of real life attributions and management decisions would
be enhanced by an attributional analysis of the long-term performance of a
real sales force. It is only in the converging of results from tightly con-
trolled laboratory studies and the less controlled but more realistic field
setting that we can hope to establish generalizability (Fiske, 1971; Campbell
& Fiske, 1959).

Causal Factors in the Model

Although there are many specific causes of events (attributions) which
may be cited by people from different cultures and for different kinds of
achievement outcomes (Bar-Tal, Goldberg, & Knaani, in press; Elig & Frieze,
1975; Triandis, 1972), there appears to be a rather small list from which the
main causes of achievement events are repeatedly selected (Weiner, 1979).
Within this list ability and effort appear to be the most salient and general
of causes (Weiner, 1979); however, mood, luck, health, fatigue, interests,
task dificulty, and help~hurt from other people are also potentially impor-
tant causes (Elig & Frieze, 1975, 1979). As Elig and Frieze (1975, 1979)
point out, one of the most important first steps in applying attributional




_ -
£}
¥/N :$Bduanbasuo)
xS ey
0} PBINQIJIIIL SEB] S| puUR ‘UOIJEALI}OW *yant
pue Ajifiqe 0} pajynglJiie ssow &1 (P) pue ‘AJTNDL451p YseE} () ‘UOI}EAL}Om
BunTie; 0} PAJIECWOD EEBIING €U} JSuly uQ Ji1sutajul (q) ‘AjLTiqe buyyew-uoisiId8p () 03 "SUOIS L 38p
a[qeInqii3It seM BOULWIO} 480 Yo ym O3 BBIbBp TRIOURUL) S0 }BE € UO NIOM
*6$823ns 03 pajel s303(qQns ‘[e1J4) Yoe® Iy :SUOLINGLAJRJY 4184} JOj SUOIINQLL}e Bpew
BUN]IT; WO PASEBIDUL SUOIFNQIJIJIE 403,08 pue s3deiqns se pajedidijaed
3 pue Ajitiqe  :s5820ns AQ PAMO[T0O3 BuNTIRy "E6820NS _aJny ey S3uspn3s buijunoddy
‘82Nt 184 -.66822N6 4nyptej_oangiey
‘eungiey ‘ESBIINE.ESBIINE : [BPOW BALJRWIOU
0} €S830NS WOJ) PBEESIOBP SUOIFINQLII}E e 0) paJsedwol Bdutwyoj.sod buijedpus ydeqpoey 1861 “1I1IHOLIM UL pBY1D)
Ajiriqe  :Bunfiey AQ pAMO] (03 £8322n§ poa1ed8a 6328{Qns Te1a) 2 J8AQ :GjuBpBIBIUY TI13HILIW 3 *¥31S5023Q *¥3IINOS
‘eanseaw
p }38j4€ ue &€ DOSN Sem ABAUNG Di1jsoube.g
Qaf (%(b1) S, wWeYPTQ PUE UCWHOEH O BIEIEqQNS
UOL}ILFS 1IEG YIMOUH BY| :88duBNbISUO)
34038 0} SUCIINQIIIIE YFIn S
pPBIC]BII0D ATBALIEDBU pPult ARINDL3 1P RSECY ‘sadnjiey ai1ayy Atejeaedos -
p 0) SUOIINQIJIFIE YR iM PIYE[BII0D AJSAar1} 1800 puU® EBSEBIINE JHIBYY 03 BIQLIEUOCCERI BIDM
SCM UOIIOLHE1ICE YIMDID ‘SBuUNjI®y IOy (N2N] pue ‘AJTNDL441P NSEY ‘JJI0348 ‘A3i111qQF)
s8sned B[Qi660d SN0 Jey} JUBIXD BYyY c48dedsMau BY} UO NJOM JLBY)
4 ‘UOI)IL S LICE YIMOUD ®)EILPUI 0) PBNSE BUBM ABY| :SUOLINGLIJ}Y Inoqe pBABAING BJIBM sadedsmBu
YIIM POICTOIIO0D A[BAI1J1600 BIBM YOIN] pue 8bay(od By} UO Gwi) jued
340448 YIO0Q 0} SUOIINQIJIIIE ‘GOSEBIONE 4Oy *Ata00d qof pexyJom oym sjuspnis ebatio)
418} suop pey ABy} UBYM GUOISEDDI0 pue Buop
\ T(2L61 ‘IBUIBM) IDB) P BOUPWID, IBO A, ubew uesq WAry PINOD 31 &€ JTom se qol a8y} pIp
SUBIINQILIIIE [CUIBFUL FPY) S 188y 0dAYy ABY)} UBYM SUOIEEDIDI0 JNoqe SWIB) Teususb u. (1861)
] BYyj) J40) ji0ddns PeNiwm PAPLAOIU ejeQ HUIY) O) PONSE BJIBM SJUBPUOCHSSY :SJUBPBIBJIUY 183993 T ‘ONNENILION ‘IVi04
NOTLILNYTEL LY 47138
sbuipuiy SjuswainE ey pue SuotjeTNdIUL) JueABTlL Yy buijeg pue Apnyg

I%3YU6Y JUBWILEGEY TO CTAUTEAY ¥ UT AJGYJ USTYAQTITIV SUTATEAY GITESTEy JOTER JO KIiTuwht
Z ®lqey

TR  RIRNEAN
- o

RUH  AIOORE VNN JPVIRRY SIS ) RN ARATRERS 4

+ J




W vy

54

VO

"EUOISUdWILE

UG ILINGILIFIE O} PILTIL Afjuedrjiubis

JOu ds8M sJi0}3EIiIpUl Ajijenb pue

Ajijuenh 30 Ajinbique ¢y ApN3§ 03 3ISeJIjuod
U]  :SJ0)3ED1PUL BIUEWJI0HIBD jO A31nDiIquy

"§J403€A130W DISULIIND pue yse) BY) 0)
pejeTdls SeM BOUCW.L04 43T J00d ‘AT JIBAUOD
‘paseasoul STTINS QO S ,Bjeuiplogns
8y} O0) SUOLINGIIIIC ‘'paSEIIDUL
BJUCWIO0IBd Sy :BWOIIN0 BDOULWIOHIBY

‘suotynqisyie
a[QeE3IsuUNn put BIQE}E 0} SUOLIINQLIs}}e
BjeuiIpJoqns pue J0LJIBANS UL Punoy
SEM BOUBIBIIP OV ‘) APNIS OF FISLIFUOD uf
‘$J40123dNnE PIP UCY) SUOIINQIIFIC [EUJIBIXD
Biow BpEW SHIEUIPIOGNE (SIICULIPIOQNS
PIP UBY} SUCIINGLIIIFE [EUIBIFUL BuOW

Spew §101J80n§ :SUCIINQLAFYIY JBYID-H]8S

‘jusbusaip aae

Ayiiend pue Ajijuend usym uey} e[qejs pue

TCUJBIUL BI0W BJIC SUOLINGLIIFIC JUBIEISUOD

SJe £403€31pUL AjiendD pue Ajijuend

UBYM JeY) BIEIIPUL SBJOJ JBAO PAULQWOD
ejyed :$203€IPUL BIURWI0HI8d j0 A} inbiquy

‘81qe3s pue jeudsjuy
Si0w 0JBM SIPUIPIOGNS BYJ 403 SuUOIINQIAIE
‘PIeVIPIOQNE © 0} PRIETdWODd JOLaddnS
e pakeld B[0J $308(QNE uUBYyM J8YY MOYS PIp
SUCIINGLIFIT BY) 30 SDULIES JRUGISUDWIP
TJBABMON ‘SBT0J BIEUIpIOQNE pue
408 1A00dns ul pasn EFTIO0OJES uoijnqlijje
U1 8JUBIB, 1P Ou burjedspul (100 >9d) S8°0
SeM £01000)83 UOIINGLIIIIE 40 SH1DUBADLEIY
€303 40) UOIFET2440D NURS URWSJIEIDS
SF04-I8JU] SUOIINQLAIIY JBYIFP-4 (DS

‘pBINqLa3Ie 8q 03

S1 BOUCWJIO0)I0d BEOUM BIRULIPIOQAE BY) jJhoqe

048M %22 pPue ‘JBNIOM BY)} FnOqe B84dM (2

‘UDIICWIOHUL NEE€Y JO) BJBM %PC ‘SIsBNDIL

UOLJEWIO UL BIQRISISESE]D BYY 30 -buixndas

UCIITWIOHUL EBITUIPIOQNS Pue J0LIDTNE

40 Ajrdejiluwis J0) punoy sem (/0" :=d

“BLC0 30 UOIILTELI0D WURL & urwarddg)
}J000ne jeuibaey :Duiydes uoijewaoju]

¥/N :%82uanbasuo)

“(GL61) 828124 § D1]] YjtM dduepaoIdL UL
pPawJsoj 3.13M SUOIIPUIQWOD [EUOISUBWLIP JEBUL)

‘$$8202d

FUBWBINSEBW UOLIINPOAD By} O AJipLiea

pue ‘AJ1TL1Qe CABNIOM ‘JU044D ,CIDNIOM

‘U0 13TIBCTN0D JBNIOM-DICUIPIOQNE ‘EBALJOW
JISULIIXD ‘UDLIEAIJON DISULJIJUL §,830uiIpIOgnE
‘AjiTiqe builyew UOS D8P & ,83CuULIpJOqQnt
*Ayr111Qe diysSJapes] &, ,8jcuipiogns

1340330 $,33CUIPIOOQNS ‘YSE} :BOUEWIOH 40D
BOITUIPIOGNS BY} JO) BEED YIED UL PIIEL

Q48M SUDIINGIIFIC [EENED UBD]  :SUOIINGIIFIY

"2 UeY} JOYIES SIBAR] §--DOURWIOSIBY

$0 Ajijuenb (D) pur (BAOqQe SE--8OUCWI0).Bd
30 Ajrienb (q) ‘eacqe se..810s ()

1SABM BBJYY) UL PBIJCA SBEE) :6JUIPSIBJUY

¥/N :S®3usnbesuo)

“(GL61) 8Z81ig ¢ D113 AQ padolaadp dwaYOE

8y} UO paseq uoiIsSuUdWIP pue Asobajzed .oy
POPOD BJ3M SUOCIINQIIFIC AJEUHiTdId *( (96}
‘SEnNe4}S § JBSe[9 BDS) SBLa0DBIED UOLIEWIO UL
8y} JOj POSN SEM UOIjED I3 iESE[D Jusbidwgl

cAeM S 1Y) Ul POWJIOHIRD (JABYFO/)1086)
IULNOGY Aayy Aym (q) put Bduewi0j4dd

BY} O (S)BSNED BY) SEOSEE 03 pIpLdY

GEM UGLILWIOJUL JBYIO JEYM (€) Fhoqe payse
B4BM SUCIISEHND PAPUB uBd) EUCIINQLIIIY

‘BJuewJs0443d § 038U IpIOQNE

€ J0) PBAIIDL[E BIIM CIUSNSEIEEL-JBY}IO

‘P04 JOLABANE BY) UL (PBJIIDLTE

BJ4BM SJUDWEEESSE-4IBE ‘BT0J BJEUIPIOQNE BYY
U] 40140006 §,4061AJBONE BULT-JUOIS By} SEN
OYM J0S 1AJIBANE UOIJINPOIE © CBM J01JIBUNE BYY
1EXJOM U0 )IIDONPOIC JO SH0SIAIBANE BU)IT-JUOLy
84dM sdjeuipdoqng ‘MOl 40 ybiy--BIuewsoya0d
30 Ajijuendb (2) pue 'mol 40 ybiy--8durwaojadd
$0 AjLIenb (Q) ¢(@jeuipiogns 40 JOLaBANG-_B]02
(€) :8ACH ¢ Ul PALIEA SBSE) :SJUBPBISJUY

Lyt

5

o
.

Cann
>0

"EBLI0}G Iy BeED
USBIX IS O} PIPUOTERL SJuUBPNIE

5

oYy ubisep sinsedsw pajzedday hﬂ”
e Ul wesboud ygu Aep € 40 A
JOJIEBWRE ISE] J184) Ul ApNys Lﬁn
By} Uy pajediIdiIJed SIUBPNLS e

A Sy

2 APNIg ‘(1861)
323144 3 ‘DHIANAIN °SC1IINS

L

. .l r »
.",i.

o
Y [l ]

¢

11

‘spoob siqesnp 30 sBun}ICSNUCE
® JO EBIIOE LY BEED

3yb 18 03 pspucdsea SuBpPNIS
Yy} ubiSep sincedu pPrITICEL ®
ul -wesboad ygy Ouiueas ue o0
JOISBWEE ISC] S84} Ut Apnys
Y} Uy pajedidijJied SHUBPNRS

L APNYS “(1861)
3231384 9 ‘O¥IENVIY *SAIIINS

sbuipuiy

sjudwalinsesy pue suoije[ndiuel JueAdTay

buiy3eg pue Apnig

(PSnuLjuod) 2 s1qe,




3se€d yS€) ‘AINT ‘340338 ¢ AFLTIQY  :eLjus}Oyg
ased
SR} ‘NINT ¢ 340338 ¢ AJLTiIqQy  ;uOLjowouy

ssed xys€} ‘AIN] < 340338 ‘AJLTIQY  :BS1ey Aey
SUO L} LPUGD UOLINGLIFRE

POJIBPIO  :Dutjels sSOUBICLIdoadde uedy

THUOIINGLIIFIE NSEY Y IM PASEBJIOUL

PuU® SUOIINGLIFIE [EUIBJUL Y} IM PBSEBJIDBP

SpooYLIaNiI] FUBWAOECTId-AL08 1A430NE

pue *snuoq ‘butliiy :84ntiIey

404 'SUOIINQIIJIC NSEY ) IM PASEIIDIP

PUL SUDLIINQLIFFIC TEUIBIUL Y IM PISEBIDUL

CPoOOYI[aNI] JUBWaDIL]T-AL0S1AI3ONS

pue buiasiy :$8823N% J04 CAjITeuLdIUL
AQ paijiubew B.3M SPINSEBW [eI0IARYDIY

‘oS8 AYIND ISP

yS€) 03} SS8] pue (340338 pue AFIT1QF yj3oqQ

03 ) A[Teusdjul diow PBINQLIIIC SEM Bunjiey
0) PIICJdWOD €SBIING  :BWODIN0 BIUCWJIO0)JI8Y

‘Mol Adoa 03} ybiy Asea wouy pejey

sen [e13us30d juawdbeuew.do) (EEPUS}EIdOIdde
J0) pajes BIsm (BEi1es Aed Y} im)

voijowoJsd pue Aed Ul Bsiey :s8duUINDASUD)

c(owiy ybiLa e sded

IYbLa) NONT ‘ssduiIses yEe} ‘(buinsom-piey)
340443 ‘AjLTIQe  :  BBAO[dua, ydED J40j
Pa1]ddns SUOIINGLIIFE § JO BUD :SUOLINGIII}Y

*(Afuo S£823NG) :SJUBPBIBJUY

*J0S1ASBANE € Se pederd

buieq jo PooYITANI] (I pue ‘snuoq e buthed
$0 pooyilantl (q ‘bButaiy 30 pooytaniy (e
;SUOISUDWIP 8314y} UD S3dA0[dus BAL}dadsoud

40 [etjuajod passesse £3d8(qng :s8duBnNbasuo)

‘A ITRUIBIUL $O BINECOW

1eqQoIb © Jo; PBWWNS BIBM FJ0))8 pue AjITiqy
‘o[eds 8bejusdadd € U0 (NINT Pue ‘AJTINILSH P
Nse} 340338 ‘Ajijiqe) suoiIngiiye

4n04 P3IES 63281QNG  :SUOLINQLIJJY

‘sbuipaodes sdey pue

sBpITs AQ POIUBSEID BOuURWJIO}I8d € ,B8A0 dwe
BA13dads04d Swd}l Aj[ney 0C,22 40 Q0f/R

30 UOIIEDI31IUAPI JODIIOD AQ pejeIndiuew sem
}E8} JudWAO[Owd ue S€ SBJA0[0wd dAljdadsoud
uaaib Alpasoddns yse)} JOJ4juod_AjiTend

€ ul BUN[IL/ESBIONG :SJIUBIPIISJUY

SA0SIANMILINS

‘SuUO I} 1S00

juswdbevew Buiuuibaq

uy JesA | Jay3je buipesdons
9481 OyM SBBAO[dwA o

403 UOIS 18P AJOS LAJRONE Spcw
UOI}CTNWLIE € Ul SIUPNIS g

(8¢61) 022N ¥ NVWIIIK

‘®duewa0) s0d

€, 00ACTCUE BAL}OUSOId

e buipsedds suoinNqQLJaye
{esned spew put PIAIISQO

ABY] ‘S4033€y SjJe0 AsBuiydew
e ul Jobeutw € 30 BSOY} 0OY
Snobofeul SUOIE 1DdP FJUBWAD [Jud
spew sjuspnit sdejlo)

(4861) 113¥0UVK

A8 SNOIINSTN1lLY

sbuiputy SUBWAINE LB Pue SUOIJETNTIULY JueADTEY buyjjeg pue Apnyg
(PONuULjuU0d) 2 e(qe)
TR P AL K \.\‘A "o T g O ANV .M'snlrllllll xg ' x A.YHJM 'y .n-l\ A ) AL o o

12




T v

-40pJey N4OMm O} PIO) BIBM 340338
03 pajNqLij}e $3antiey 8] 1yM pabesnodua
Sem 300338 03} PBINQLIIIE 6£58I0N¢
“Ajyiriqe 03 ayqejnqiulye aanjiey pue
$6833N§ J40j [enbDa B.43m ,}340)38 BSRAIDUL,
pue  juswdbesnodul, :uUOLIITFUBLIIOC [E4BUBY

c(SJ48Wa03 430 buipsadins
ueyy BJow SITIys BJainbOe pue paey
N40M YR0Q 0} PTO} BJIM EJ8WI03JIBC DuITLILY)

*8wod3no
PuUe UGLINQIJFIE 4O UOIFICIBRUL AQ PBIIBYHD
Afjuedijiubis FOU SeEm (SUOLILIDBAXD

03} AJ0J3U03) NIEQPBSS PBJUIIJC TTENS

‘sangiey
peynqiizje-Aji11qe ury) BINTIE) PBYINQLI}E
-3404)8 J0) 203e3.b pue €%32INE pAYNQLIIIE
340348 40§ uey} S6I2DnE pBINQLa)e.AjiITLIqQe

403 J8)CB4D SEM ROLQPBI) uoijEALIOW
‘PBIOBCNE By 1 NICQPEBH PAIUBLIO0 UDEICALION

“Ayirige
UeY) J4BYICI FJ0448 O} SuUOIINQLIRRE AqQ
POIjIUDCW OS[€ S4BM SUOIIEN[EAD BIUTWIOSIBY

T N§oeqpddj

BA1D 03} PRBU 40 SiEME JOU SEM JDYEU

ay3 LsyM uey) ROeqpasy st peseddsd uaym

Jseybiy 8IdM SU2wi0)4dd MOT JO SuUOLIENTEAD
‘PBIIBFUXS By :SUDIIEN]EAS BOURPWIOD}IBY

*juswabeanosus saeb sn(

40 340430 PIZISEYAWS SBYJLD YD i1yM JUBWIJERE
AJewwng OM} S0 8210yd (O pue 340338

onoudui 03 pue SIlIYS ®AOcJduL 0} sSudijoe Joj
SUOLJCPUBWWOIBS (Q 'BINTESW BIUCWIOHIBD WBR L
RIS € (€ 4O PIYSISUOD €3J008S PUE SUDLIIENTEA)
‘§43WI0y3 080 BY} 03 udAb ®q 03 Sjs0dda
¥IeqPss ) BOULWI04 480 dardaad 03 peNEE Bidn
UBY) PUE BUOILIENTEAS BIUCWIO 400 [ELJUBPLUDD
spew 3s41) S308iqQhg  :$82UBNDAGUO)Y

©340448 Mo[ ‘Ajiiiqe

sbessae (p pue 340338 by *Aji171qe sbesane
(D :340338 sbeasae ‘Aji1qe MO (q {34040
sbesdae *AJLTIGE ybiy (& :sdnoab anoy

S(DB ‘BT NIOM ‘UCEICIFJUBIUOD ‘WEE ISNAYIUD)
S2N) [EUOIARYIQ PUE NJOM U] SREIIQ

40 JDQWNU §,83EJ18pBJUOD AQ pPBjEINdIuUew 350433
‘3ISB| [SUUOSIB4 I TJBPUOM UO S8L0DE AqQ
pajerndiuew jabaey 30 A34]1Gy  :SUOLINQLINIY
‘EDICLIBPOJUOD OM)

48430 By} 0} UOS I1JEJWOD AQ PBULBP sEM Jabaey
0 B2uEWJI03 480 MOT pue ybiy SIUSPBIBIUY

"edIQeLaea

[1e 404 (sbesdrr} By02

SE0Q B PIPLADGAD S8ICIIPIJUOD
2 48430 By} (E0JICIBPBHUOD

€ 50 Suo cem jadiey - ysejy
Su1IPOD BJiIRULOLIISEND € uo
SIUCWI0HJ80 ,SJuBpNIE sbat oD
J8430 404 sbusjes Asosiasdans
spem sjuspnys sbeyjo)

(0Q6L} NOLIMONX ¢ NIO1I

buijieg pue Apnyg

sbutpusy

SjUBNBINGEBY PUE SUOIIETADIUEY JUBADTDY

o T T T T TR TR -

(Psnutjucd) 2 eiqey

13

CHTATR” 87 M A M. ol e o e e

-

>,
f\

W
LY

"
.

<
o
P

s
e %
AN

Y

4

-
o

'\' 5'. ﬂ\""\\'f v\"'-n

<

"

VAT

-
)

AN

o,
f%

W

s
G

T e !
A
Al

.

UK AL

o
‘..d".i
AL

Ca 0. o~
Pl s
WO QIARY

bW

e

P
.

e ':\

l’

R
Cd

{&{{fﬁf

&
-A‘-&'. A

-
')

T

.‘

s}

v 47,

o

A




Sakalial Sak Bak Sak Aet Sal &

“MOY SeM AJITIQE UBYM uBY} MOT SEM }I0432
uaym JAMO] PBICI SEM BIUCWI0HJIBT MO]
pue ybiIy sem Aji1119e uaym ueyy ybiy sem
340338 uaym adybiy Pdj3eL SEM BdUCWIOjI8d
Ub iy adABMOY SUGLIEN]EAD BDOUCWIOLBd
uo 3jdedwi 3sabbiq By} pey BIuUCWIOy Jdd
tenydy  "SU0IJIPUCD Ajijiqe o) pasedwod
SUCIICNTECAD BJUCWJIO0HJBT pBLjIubew 340333

*60noJ4b TrE® UL uoijerndivew
Y} PBYDItW SUOLITBIIBD 340433
uoijerndiuew 8y} JOU ‘BdUCWJIOIBd By}
paydjew AjiTiqe 40 uO13J8d4Bd &, 208 1A280NE
3y} ‘SWODIN0 WOJ43 PBJIBYIP AjiTiqe
pajeindiucw usyMm NG °PBICBIDE 8JBM
BOULWIO0H BT Y IM JUBISISUOD SuOjeTNdIuew
ALIT1QE JeY) PBMOYS &3IBYD uoljeindiuey

*juspusdapseiul

JOU SBJCLUIPIOQNSE BIUCWI04 28D MOT

0) PBILAWOD UBYM--Y}IM HJOM O} SsBUbULITITIM

108 1A80NE PUC ‘PaNI0p DUISq ueYy) JBYjeI

snuoq pied buiaq ‘butuiesy 40) paau ‘juaom

$0 AjitTendb ‘Ajifiqe ut Jaybiy pajes buiaq

Ed}PUIPIOONS BIULWIOSIBD MO] JO £3D03,8
YEUTOJEG 0) ped] Aed 30 sduapuddapaaijv]

‘peajlodes jou
B848M $23UBNDASUOD UOC GUOLIINQIJJIE 40 Foedu]

T(W3NT pue AF[NIe454P

NSE} UD UBMO] pue 340338 pue Ajifiqe

uo Jaybiy pajes spwiosaad ybiy ‘b8
pajadxe se sd.nsCaw []€ PAICdw! SDUCWJIO0HJIBY

‘9d3uewdoy sad

qol j0 uoijen(eEAd (3) pue ‘apnjiije qol

(B) *'sdi1ysuo)je]ds buinaom (p) ‘abpagmouy qol
(2) ‘q4o0M 30 Ajruend (q) *NJom jo Ajifenb
(®) :50[EI% FJINL] JULODd./ Xi% uo 3dalgns

AQ pajeniead d.am £23CI3PAHULDY  :SIDUINLASUO)

'340338 MO ‘Ajiliqe BbeudAe (P) 340438 ybry
cAjiriqe obeudae (2) 340448 Bbesdare ‘Ajijiqe

MO (Q) (340443 sbrudae ‘Aji1iqe by
() :(BINTIE},6632INE UL PBISOU) Sdnosb Jnoy

‘poJnsedu

osje Baam AjiTiQe pue 340338 S, B)EIBRSJUCD
$0 SUO1}AIDIBD JOGLAJBUNG  °*(D}D ‘BICI NIOM
fUOIJICIJUBIUCD ‘WEISNYJUB) SBND [es0LARYBq
pue SyE3.Q Y4O0M JO JBQENU ,EBICIBPBHUCD

Aq pajerndiuew GBM 3U0453] “IES)

T28UUOEJBY I 1JDOPUOM UD SBI0IE AQ pejendiuen
seM Jobaey O AFITIQY  :SUOEINQIINYY

T (SB)CIVPBIUCI) SIBNJIOM

oM} 4BYJO0 B8y} O} uUOos tJedwod AQ Ajirend

pue Ajijuenb y3oq ui pajendiucs sem jsbuey
40 BIUEWI04480 MOT pue ybIY :SJUSPBIBJUY

‘(oreds Aed ®6ieJ pue ‘shucq Aed

*A138012 ydjem *buiuiesy 8atb) suoiyde qof
(Q) PUC (BININ UL BICUIPIOGNE IS 1AIBANE--0)
SSB3UbUITTIM pue..j0 EEBUUCSEDTT)
BILULPJIOONE DES PICMO) SBPNJLIIFIC () J1dYY
INOQEe PONSE BIBM S40S LAJIEDNG EBIUBNDISUO)

‘$JOS LASBANE jO

pPaySEe OKS[E SEM BOUBYD PUE NINT O} UOLINQLIJ}E
1esne) " xse} YIim ARTNILI34IP PUR ‘40338
‘Ajr11IQe  :SEB[ 40 ‘YdNw S€ ‘BJow BIEUIpJIOQNS
yoes 03 dbuijnqiajje Aq sOuLes BALIRIEdNOD
POPIACIT SIO0K 1AIBONG :SUCEINQIIFIY

cApnys u) Buijyedidijaed

sdnoab tre jo %0 dO} ul POWw.Ojadd

dNoJ4d uosSJ8d ¢ By} I BREULIPIOGNS YyYded pue
406 1AJ8dNS 03 pied SNUCY g8 (Q) 40 SIBNIOM
T1e jJ0 %03 903 VI PBWIOSIBT OyM EBEUIPIOGNE
tenpiLaiputl 03 buiob snuoq 0y (®)

404318 AQ pajeIndiucw SeM SBIEUIPIOQNE pue
€401480dNS 30 BIUIPUNTBPIBIU]  “EJ0S1AIBONS
udAaib sejdues NJOM Jed2140(2 Ul pejEINdiuew
Bs0M BIUCWIO0;48d MOY pul ybIN :EJuUBPEIBFJUY

‘sepqQeliea

{te 404 (8besdae) djeu

8SeQ © PAPIACICD SBICIBPBUOD
oMy JBYI0 By} SDICIOPIJUOCD
SBJIY) $0 BUO Sem jebue) ‘nse)
Buipod ssieuUUCIISEND € uwo
POURWI0 40D ,ESRUBPNIE DB OO
48430 403 sbuijes Asosiasadans
spew sjuBpnls sdatt1o)

(0861) T13IHILIW T NOLINONX

‘(oqqey

TSIy} Ul PBIZIICWUNE J0U €1
YoJeesed sy) 40 sseyd sy} pue
«S8JrULIPIOQNS, WOU) PBIIB][OD
S48 e3EP JRUOLIINQLIFE

ON ‘Ss¥#jeuiIpIoqns

e Apn3}s sy} jo eseyd

esjesedes ¢ u} pajyedidijied
s3UPPNIS ADOTOYIAST-0uu]
:BJ0ON) "s8jeuipaoqns

SBIY} WOy uBRE} ATQISUBISO

SO [OWeS YJOM 0} pPej}desJ

PUR PBIOIS--6J0S 1AIBDNE SC
Butjdoe-.sjdeiqne 8sOYyL ‘(sNOY
480 Cg) BALUBIUL Aseduow

e AQ &85.4Nn0) juswdbeuew
10ABT-48d0N WoJ) PBYINIDBI
9J8M SJUBPNIE BDETTO)

) NOSAIINIQINS

961
‘113HILIW °HI9II

(1
any

sbuipuiy Sjuduwainsedy pue suoijefndiuey jueasisy but33eg pue Apnjs
(Panu1juod) 2 Biqe}
P R !;‘l- ,\.i.;-\.v.hun‘ ., - - \ﬁ“ft‘ L ~ ‘.,\ n. “.-H \»,\;\‘-\”N,G. ..l . Q". n,%‘ PR - E -‘

14

. -.}.fnf»-v 4 8, X

1 "% Y Ty -



T(2C=N) % pdje[osI0D
uot1INqlijje TeuseIxs pue sdusisedxs qor

‘SuUDI}NQIJI}FE [eUIBIXD
1e48udb yItM ((H2:N) §1 - Pue (2P:=N)
61° (S9:N) §i° PIIE[22403 UCLIIISOD UL Buyy

‘ejeranyew yeey snjduis
POPUBNWOIBS §J0E 1ALIBDNE PAJUBLIBTXAUOU
ST 1YM JUBWUGIIAUD NIOM JUBIBSJ 1P

€ POPUSWNOIDI EJOE 1AIBONE PIIUILIBTX]

cA3111Qe ®aow yjim widoad
841y 0} JO SJBpERIH004d Duryiey UIEI} 03
$UO 1 ICPUBWWOIBS UL PUNDS BIBM EBIUBJIBHFIP ON

“S 108 1AIDUNS

PBIUB L IBIXNBUCU PIP Uy} B[GIEUCTCAS

240w ATuEI1j1ubIS &€ SUOL}IPUOD
buiysOM MEE $JOE1AIBINE PAdU|IBUX]

“A3INd1p31p ye€) 4O cAyiliqe ‘340338
0} SUOLINQGLIJ}E UO }DB3338 OU PEY BOUBLIBUX]

V/N :S93uanbasuo)

S(ATINIT Ajawdaxd) ¢ 03 (Afayl] jou)

| woujp P3[EIG L, wa[q0Jd By} 0 asned dyj
saam - © 3L000ns ybnpoua jou ‘juawubisse
ybnoy € S& YONS S40}32€) [RUIBIXD oY)
BAB]8G NOA Op JUBIXD JEUM O}, :SUOLINQLIIIY
T (®OuB | JBUXS

30 S301) § O} (83U LIACKE OuU) | Wwaly

a[ess 340024-3188 :bDuiop sem sjeuIplOgnE
qol 30 B8dA) UL BIUBLJBAN] :EJUNPBIBJUY

¥/N :585uBnbasuo)

*SIUBPIOVL BOULWIO)I8T0 JODD 404

SUOLINQIIFIE [RUIBIXD [EIBUBY :SUDIINQLIFIY
‘uoL}IS0d JUBIIND Ut Bwl] SIUNPRIJUY
‘4s O 00°S

woJlj PBSEBIOVP 8q Aed SJBPLBJSO0JT Dujties
PINGYS (B PUE ‘TEIIDIZW IBDISED UD YJOM
$48pedJ300.4d PIAOYS (P *JUBWUDJILAUD JUBIB)HHIP
Ut BUCP 8 N4O0M PIACYE (D *‘JBPESIJ00ID
buiTiey ueyy Ajifiqe sJom y3yn s{doad

04y (q ‘4BpPEDIJO0ID DurTiR) JO) buguiesy
8i0w (€) 40) SUDIICPUBNWOIDL SJOG I AJIBUNE

8y) PIINSEBW SWBYE DALY :ESIUBNDASLOY

T(O3}® ‘6B {UMBUAYI.-SPE {OU BD1})0

padey pue buiAe[d OIPEI) FJUBWUOSIAUR NJIOM pue
((STetsajew 50 A)ixd[dwod) AFINdij4ip A€}
(SRS Jowweab Jo buifrads Jood) Ajifiqe
{(8}CIFUBIUOD },UpiP ‘PIEY A1} 3, UPIp)

340338 :BOUCWIOSUBD 4000 BY)} 4O sEEnEd e
PR}CI BU4BM SUOCIINGLIIIC NG  SUSIINGLLIIIY

‘€406 tAJOANG

buisq 81038Q BOUBI1JBUXE NJIOM JNOY

| pauieb jley JBYIO By} (SuUO(}iS0d XJom UBYY}
SU013 1500 AJos1AI3dNE 0} paubisse Afwopued
BJ3M £323(QNS BY3} $0 (€Y :SJUSPAIBUY

‘ajeuipaoqns ut
8DUCW404 400 4000 30 SHUBPLIIUL
Je€d13142 (2 S3wi)}BwOS

40) BUO INOQE PAIMILAIdJUL
8481 $4831340 Away JOoLuUN[

€ APN3S (2861 IV T 1IIHILIMW

(0864
‘pooM § TTI®YIIIL) SJ0SLAsBINS
buisnu jo0 SB[CwWEE oMy pue
(1861 ‘vapi]) sadbeuew jyueq
woay eIEP Pis1; PdZAjrUEdy

2 APNn3S *(Z961) SIVAE ¥ TI3HOLIMW

pue ®outwWI0y48d buiyaon
buiies Joj) SUOLIINQLIYIE

*U0 1384403
104 GUO|}CPUBWNOIBI

15

spew APy} SJOGL1AIBANE SY
‘£JOE LAJRANS PuUC §JBPEBIH0040
Y10q se Naom prnom
pue 831aJ8% bDulpERsy004d © 40y

Apnys Ay1g

1sea) e uy

yaed

buiney sJien Adyy POy Badn
ABy) UOISSES By} 3}y
fea14813 Swi} }Jed (ahoy Jod
€$) Pied J0y Spe AQ pe)iniddl
®J48M S3UBPNYIE BDATT0)

T W40

1 APn3IS (2861) QIVYX ¥ 113IHILIM

sbuiputy E3UBWBINEESL PUE SUOIIETNGIURY JUBABTRY bu1338G put ApnY}S
(PBNULUOD) 2 BIQe|
%, .’-.F”:\-“-.-o\.li ‘“.“n\v a-w P A-nJU..OJ. e Ku.-!\\-P~. .“-“Q“WH.'O’A._ ,.-.l&..bi.\-..-.i-.lp IR

3

o
Ca¥a

-

adalia iada’atla

o«
e

[F. W W



Sl <2 |

TUOLDeABJUL 40 AR 1aBADS

J0) IDB33B OuU Y IM__BIULWI04AT pAYNQLIY}E

Alleusd)xd Biow 403 dje1Idos0Ue BuOW SE
USAE GLBM UOIICNJIS YT € PBIDBUIP SUOI}OY

T320333 UOIJICIBIUL OU YIIM.-BIUCWIO) 4D

POINGLIIYE AJ[CUIBIU( Bs0m JOj pue

$3W0I3N0 BIIASE B40W JO) SeLJdosdde BdIOW
SC UBIE BJBM BEJUNU BUY} IE PBRIDBJLIP SUOL}IY

S(UOIIENYIG IO BSINU PIEMOY)
SSUOUEdS O UOLIDAIIP Y}IM PBIETALL0D
®54R00 JO SEM UOIINQIJIFFC 3O UOLI}EI0T

‘8W0I)N0 SNOLIBSUOU puE AJO3S 1Y N4OM poodb

pip uey) sjeadoadde Si0w v uses buiaq

BEANU BYY} T PIJOBLLIP SUOIIIE UL PRI[NSEL
BWOD)INO SJIBABE € pue AJU0}E 1Y NJIOM 4004

-BwW023N0

SNO1I8SUDU PuUt AJ0}S 1Y N40M poob pip

uey} SU0IINQLIFIC [EULBJUL Bu0w PaINpOad
SWOIIN0 JOABE ® pPue A0S Y NJOM 4004

‘@ouersen buruiejdxa

Uil [njsormod 840w Ydnw bui1dq As038 1y yaom

YIIM (SUOLIICIBIUL OU) £3DB)8 BAIFIPPE
peyY BwWOIIN0 30 A} 1J3ABS pue AJDj3S 1Y NJOM

‘3 ApN3S Ul Sy  :£33UaNbasuo)

TEUDIINQLIARRE

(didy ou ‘puem Asnq ‘b-®) JeuasIxd 40 ([i1e}33p
03 uoIjuUdIIE ‘U038 ‘D @) [eUsBIUL POPLAOID
Jeiiajenw Sted [CUOLILIPPY :SUDLINQLIJIY

‘PBPIAOID SEn AJ03S LY
NJIOM ON “(BAOQE EE) BWOIJNO0 30 AJLIBADS
pojendiucw s8I0 1Y BEC) :SJUSPBIBJUY

‘uoijoe

ou buiyey 40 paem 8y) BuiacLdWL € PBIIBIP
B8u8M SBASUOOSDJ JBYIQ "BSJINU JB PBIDBJILP
Suol3de (buldsunod BpiAc.d *-b-8) Pliw pue
(UOLJCUIWIB} Bieipduwt D D) DIBADS PBPNIDUL
SBSUOdS 8y ‘ESBUBCLadoJdde S0y pBIEJ

BJOM SBSUCDSEJY AJ0S 1AaBd usy :s besuo)

A0 1ARYEG BY) JO EBENED S€ UDLILNJIE

() By} pur S313614830€s0yd Jeuosasd

$,08J0U (€) BY) J40) pPeNEE OS[E BIOM SUOLIEBND
Asewuing OM| "B} {600N0D TRULDIND uUP JO)
PONWNG BIBM (€38 J400ANE JNOYJIN pJen Asng
U0 paNJoM BSaNU ‘D D) SUDLINQIIIYE [RUIBINS
JN0) BT1YM 83 1600W0D JRUIBIUL UE JO) PIWWNE
BJOM (3404318 "0 B) SUCIINQILIJJE JRULBIUY
4N04 (1) BEnEd> AleNifun AJBA 0) (/) BEned
AtoaNt] Adba  :6BJeOS JU-/ UO EUD|INQLIJRE

8 PPILJ GJOSIALBANG :SUOEINQLILFIY

*40440 €14y Guyyew

WOPIBS S€ PBIUBCHID BIABM SBSINU JBYJO BT IYN
Ised By) Ul REE} S1Y)} UO pue SNEE}H JBYIO0 uo
400d €€M BIUCWIOJIBD € ,064NU By} :ENEUSSUOD
MO] PuUC ‘ADUBJIGISUOD YD IY ‘SSBUBALIOUILISIP
MO pBMOYS AJ036 Iy NJOM JOOD 8y|

‘yse) By} uo AJTNDLip buiaey se pajuessud
BJUOM SBSINU JBYIO BT IYM YSE) BwWes By} 404
SOWI) JBYIO T PUR SNEE) JBYIO LD poob sem
8Juew40)Jdd & ,8640U BY) :SNSUBSLOD ybiy pue
FAJUB YIS ISUOD MOT ‘GSBUBALIIIULISIP YDy poaroys
AJ036 1Yy %I0M poob BY| °(BIQEJLICA® JOU IO
‘peq ‘poob) AJO3S Iy %IO0M Put (IS8JJE deipaed
40 JJ03WO0IS 1P Pliw ‘"D 'B) BWAIIN0 O AJLIDARS
poYeINdiIuCw SB1J036 1Y BSE) :6J3UBPBISJUY

| Apn3g Ut sy

2 Apn3g *(0861) GOOM ¥ 1IINILIM

16

*(buisanu

40 §403204tp 40 BJOuEEDITD

€ Wosy €7030304d 404 PIICIBUSD
®40Mm S8SE)) ‘patn (ejidioy

® U0 S8R JINU HO BIURWIOH4DD
J00d 4O GBI 4036 1Y BSE€D
POMBIABL SJ0G |AIBANE DUIkINy

3 APN3IS ‘(9861) GOOM § TT1IHILIW

sbuiputy

SjuswIINSEBy pUe SUC(IE[NdIULY JuCAR]Ey

bui3Ieg pue Apnyg

(POnu1juC3) Z e(qey

Bl o o & A LEEE RN S A A e




TSBUNT IR JO UDIJTIIIEE [RUIDIXD
pue SBEEBIINE SO0 UOLFAIIISE TRULBJIUL YR IN
POIBIBII0D AIOAL}ISOD GEM B4y O} UO161D8(Q

uoi1jdefes

1483301 ®[qesoaeyun
uoi13d8iaa

148338 [ei3nay
['LYREI IR P

;B3N] BlqQesoaty

PaPLBWWODIDI $2/42
PAPUBWWOIRS §2/C)
POPUBWWOINI §2/2)

;U013 1puod
493301 AQ 3d0i®a Jo By 0} uOisIDag

cATTeuJsBuUL ERBT PBJNQLIIIE SEeM
1$493}39] sjqesoacun 0) peasedwod
:SUOLYIPUOD Bunfiey

sunttiey
$J283318] 8[QRIOAR) 4B}

cAlteuJsajut Saow
PEINJILIIC G2 EEBIONE ‘IBIIB] S[QLIOAR UN
Yy} 0) paJedwad £4833IB] [e.}nau

puUC BIQLI0AR) JBJJY :BUOIFIPUOD SEBIING

340339 ¢ AjITiIQe < NIN] ¢ AYINIipp1p

yse] :uol3de oN
340438 ¢ wINT ¢ AJINDI441P
we€y ‘AJ1T1QY Yyt waom
AyINdip41p
WSEY 340338 ¢ wIN{ ¢ Ayiriqe  :Qol abueyy

N < A3[Ndipp
ne®y} ¢ Aj111Qe ¢ 3403438 :UOLIDE BAL1DINO)

SUOIFIPUGD UOIINGI T

TUOIS1DBP S IYY UYL

B2UBPLJUOD J13Yy} pue juedifdde syl 3de8ldas so
B4iy PINOM ABY] j1 pOASE BIBM Os]Ie $323[qnE
13diJosuRL} Y0 By} 4By  :632uBNDASUO)

‘suoiyngrijje

{eUJBJUL 404 PBINCWOD &EM BJIDIS Alewmns y
*Aji1jeuosaad sjuedijdde Byl jnoqe buiyjswos
pue ‘ajdosd 48Uy} $0 BOUBNTIUY ‘AJINDiS4 P
NG} ‘NINT ‘340338 ‘AJLTIQE  :BIAM

PBICS SUOIINQIIIIY “O[EIE BDejuadINd ® UO
BWODING BY) JOj SUOLIRINGLII}T 9§ pees s3I8iqQnE
B8y} ‘ydesosSue )} YOEN JBFIY  :SUOIINQLIJIY

*s3diaosueny

buituiewds ay) Uil PEUBEEID SBWOIINO

BUNTI®Y YN § pue ‘9 ‘g ‘g ‘g S3dISO6ULL}
Ul PAJUISSI] BIDM SBWOIINOC BAL}ISO4 -Ised
SJueditdde ay} Ul SIWOIIN0 PEIETBI-NION

40 (euoi3edNPd BIDULIS YIIM JTCEP-MBI1AISJUY
ue 40 UOISSdJIboud Ted100] B8y uy pesbuesse
pue wsoy enbojeip ui--S)diIosuUCS) Q) 40
SBLUBE ¥y  S}UIIISULI) MBI IAIBJUY By} Duspesys
®4048Q Aduejdadxa [eJaINdu € JO ‘BIQRIOARUN
ue ‘B8[qQeJoACy € JBYJI® BIEBID 0) pESEN

BJ40M BIUBIBYBI O CIBIIB] BAIYL EJUBPBIBJUY

TUDLIIDE OU ‘BBAOTCWS Y} IM NJOM
‘qofl Jayjoue 0} BAOCW ‘YSIunyg :CBEEELD § 0)
pszAteure si0)dey ‘ssdusjeisdoadde 403 pejed

SUCL}IE BALIDIBII0D UBARLF :S8IUANDASUD)

T NINY

peq ‘AFIND13)ip ASEY ‘(SSBULIZET) 40448 30
yoey tAjijiqe jo yoey : 8sA0ldwa, yoes 40y

P21100NE SUOIINGIIIIC § JO BUD :SUOIINQLIIYJY

‘U0 I EPUBWNOIS I

Buiaiy spew pue sjuel[dde

Y} PRILS 5)1O8(QNS SBT15 BEBYy) U0
pPBSEQ AJIEIBAIUN ® J€ ([8AD]
6,40)68w) U0} ISOU B ID08SE
YJ4e0684 € 403 SB[y Juedjdde
peas sjuepnys sbatjo)

(6461) 3IM0ON ¢ ¥3NINL

17

‘6UOL3iI60d

juswebeuew sojes butuuibeq

Ut JesA | adjje Duifie) Biem
Oy £80A0[dWe ¢ 40) SUOIS IIBP
AJOS LAIBANE BpCW UOLIT[NWIE

e ui sjuepnys ebejto)

(2861) O¥9S

Pesspio  :buijes sssusyeisdosdde uedy V/N  :SjudpBdsjuy 3 ‘SNIGS0Q ‘NOLIIVANIJ “IIN3J
sbuipuiyg SjuBWAINS e pue SuOLIe[NAIURY JUCADTIY buijjeg pue Apnyg
(PONULI3U0D) Z B(qQey
=0 &\-.-q-vln'--\) PRI R M o - -
a s I - P X XS PR Xy "t atn e TR IR oW , ’ . a
PR G DTS GRRR RRA  TOUORS DAAOAR [ALEARSY A [Srns
- - .- hadle X0 A Ad ol = 2 Y T ] L.

d

1]
v
My

\
-!!-F

N

i‘
o



T ReYoRY

T — T

-18339Q AlowsJdixs jou Inq p2321p240
uey) 4833dq JeYrdWos Sem a85urwa0jadd
UBUM PBJINDI0 BIUEWIO0)UBd [N3ES8IINE

48)je s81d5UERIIBIXB Ut Sabueyd Tew i xey

-¥3n] pue EBJE Y}im PBIE]RII0D AldAljrDAU

pue (asdueseadde pue ‘abpafmouy ‘340333

eTqels ‘Ajifiqe) suoijnqrijle BIQERS yjiM
pajea3440d A13atjisnd sem sjowoud 03 Aduspus|

‘uoseds By3} pue HONY

$0 SUOIINGLIJIE BTGEFSUN I iM pajeeqs0d

Alsarjebau pue (adue.esdde pue ‘pbpaymouy

“A)L11euoSJad ‘3403308 BIqQEYS *Ajir1iqe)

SUDIINQIIIIC BIGEIS Y I PdIR[BII0D
AJ®A1} 1600 sem souewa0)I3d BININS PBIILIPANY

*¥ON{ Ppue edse 103 PUNOy
848M SUQL}E(BII0D BaLjcbau rabpaimoun
®d3A0(O0wWd pue Aj1{CUOSIDd *34043D
a1ge}S YIIM PUND) @JBM SUOLIJETBIIO0D
BAI}ISO4 °SEIIONE J04 SUBIFNQLIIIE
30 A3111QE}S By} 0) Pd}E[dI osje B8.dM
sjewiysa coyes (euibiso pue BJLY 0} Aduapud}

‘688683306 ,Sjuedljdde

A5u838dwod-MOT 8JBM ULY} UOSEdS BY} put

¥JN] 03} S8 pue Ayi1euosadd pue 34044

ajqe)s 0) PBAINGII}IE BIOW SEM $68IINS

,$3juedijdde Aduadjaduwod-a3Esdpow pue -ybiy

SBouUPW.0} B0 JN)SEIIDINS JO3 SUOIINGLIYRE
30 A31[1GQe3s By} 0} PIITIIL sen aauajadwo)

cuofjowosd €

403 PAAOICdWA S14y) JBpISUOD pInom Adyj} J8Yyjeym
pue syjuouw § IxBU Y} buianp BAOTOWS 14} Aq
spew pinomM ey} SBlEE JO JBGUNU BYY sjewiise
03 paxse usayy olam s3o0(qQng :S8D2UBNDASUO)

- anAojcus

oy} AQq epew sa{es O Joqunu Ay} ButuiminIap
Ul (UOSESS By} pue ‘@durieddde ‘BIURINAGUL
8311 30 sbpatmouy ‘Ajijeuos.ad pood

xON] POOD ‘buINIOM SeMm (BYS) BY YD iym Ul
goJe poob By} ‘SyUOW BIIYY ISJILH BYY buianp
34044@ yby AprENSNUN }J03}B FUBYIE ISUOD
cAji11qe sajes [esausb) sio3del SNOLIEA

0 ®3ue}aOdwt Oy} PAJEL UBYY s328fqns By,

‘{18M 0% pawlojJed pey saAojdus
ayy 3ybaoy) sdalqne Byy Aym jnoqe payse
S€M UCI}SOND PEaPUB_UBDO uY :SUCLIINQLIIIIY

‘saAojdwa abessae By} sAOQE [[OM ‘Syjuow
€ 3S41) 8y3 uy SBTEE 02 Bpew pur paJly
sem juedifdde sy} ey} POy SJIeM s3o8lqgng

“(gL 3 ®oAojdua

sbesdAe Ue 404 B}IEJS BSEQ ® UBALD) SYjuUOW

€ IS413 B8Yy) uy BReW 0) jues jdde sy} }ladxa
pinom Aayy sates Auew moy pue juedt [dde
8y 221y PIAOM Ady} 3\ pojyse daem s)deiqng

AJRWNNE MBIAIBRUL
ue ul paje(ndiucw BIBM (MO] ‘Wwnipdw ydry)
85uUD}ACWOD pue xds Jued([ddy SJUBPBISJUY

18

‘PIUSWLI0) 400 $0 SyJUOM € IBJLY
sy} pejenieas Asy) ‘pIpsadIns
Gey pue PeJiy ser Jued. jade

S 14} Y} voteWmIOjuL

uo peseq usy) pue juedy [doe

ue uo uasi1dep Butay

e spew 38 13 Asy) ‘Apmys esseyd
or) ® Ul Adusbe BIUEINEU)
®ji] © )0 Jsbeutw DY) BSJdn
ABy) Sutbew! 0) PONSE BIdBN
£358(qQns By| "EEE(3 BIUBLIIS
fesovaeysq € buisnp Apnis 8y
uy paqedidiysed wesbosd a0sbsp
DULUBAD ue U SJUIPMS YW

L APNIS (981) 3231434 % INIVA

sbuputy

sjusuweinsesy pue suoijeindiuey Jueasioy

butyyes pue ApAyg

(peNnuUIjued) 2 etaey

DA PR ot ARLE




‘uogjedoy
0y @40w ING ‘SuUOLINQIIIIE JO A}[LQEIE
pue UCLIEIO] Y}0Q 0} PBIETEL GEM UdL}OWCIy
"Ayir1Qe)s 03 ®4o0w INQ ‘sU0LINQlIIE
50 A}111QE}S puE UOIREDO] Y30Q 0} pajIeial
seM sajes PaidIpBly :SBlJewwns Jeuoisuswig

‘SpuUBLI) 40 WINT 03 SuGLINGLII}E

104 J83MO] pue 340)38 8[qEISUN JO

©340338 B[qe}s ‘Aji[iqe o} Sem uoiInqiiije
sy} udym Jaybly sem @jowouad 03 Aduapusy

‘ePuUBiLIy $O SIUBNTHUL

10 ‘xON] '340))® B]IQEISUN 0) pajeja.

Alaaijebsu pue ysel 8yj 4O “340438 8(QE3S

*Aji1iqe 40 $.0}d€) B[QE}S 0) pIELAL
AlBAa1} 1500 SEM @IUEWI03J48d BuN3N} PAFIIPBI

"UOSJIBO MBU B BUBM 3} 3} BE
asned yoes 404 | ApNIg Uil Sy 1695uBNbesUC)

‘soue}sikse JO0 8q 03 Ouidsy ec@aljeldl

pue €pusiij 0} BIEE (4) pue ‘Iwiy bl

sy} & edejd jybia 8yl Ui 8q 03 buiuaddey
iyonty 8and (8) ‘(1AM op caBA0(due JS0W BIBYN
eaJe sajes Asea ue (p) ‘qol meu e uo [lan

op 0} ucijeaijow e o3 8np paAe]Us 1P 40430
ea3xad 8y} (2) ‘SAe(ds¢p sAem[e 8dA0Tdwe Sy}
340348 €.3xd pue HIO0M paey By} (Q) cAyit1qe
sajes (esnjeu () :8JaN S8ENCI asOYy|
*JOS | AJBONS (J48Y JO) S1Y AQ saAojdwa Bjesedas
e 403 Pprw SEM 31 }1 S€ pBIBPIEUOD BQ O} Sem
UO13NQII33E YOEd (8dUCWI0448d [NFEEEIINE BYY
J0 BSNED S€ UIPISUOD 03 3}d3IqnE By} O3 usab
B43M SUCIINGIIFIE X6 $0 Yael SUGLINQLIIIY

‘pesn
®JdM S3jUEd | [ddE BOUBBCWOD NOT PUE WA IDdW
AJuo jey} }dadxa ‘| ApN3g Ul sY : S juBpedeIuyY

‘v Apn3ys uy sY

2 APNIS ‘(9¢61) 323134 T 37IWVA

sbuiputd

SjudwsinseEdy Pue Susctie[ndiuey jueAB(BY

buijaeg pue Apnisg

(Panutjuod) 2 e[qey

19



‘@%J4NU pJeMO} uoLl}OE
Aueu) (diLIs 1P bui13d8Jsip jo0 ssbBudjeladosade
YiiM §G° P3C[84I0D BSINU 0)

108 1AJ80Nn6 AQ ARITIQISUODSBL 40 UOLINQLIFFY

"UO IR IA4BANS

850(2 ®J4n3Ny 30 SSIud}RIdosddE Bdy)

£€ [[®M S€ BSiuNU BY} 3IC PB}IIBIIP SuUOL}DE

Aseul]diIdS 1P 8)31S00W0D pue D13133d8 403

punoj ®Jam S3UNOIIE JEULBIXS pue Abojode

30 €323333 “((0° = M) FuUNOIDOE JeEUIBIXD

ue pue (21" = M) Abojode ue 403 yI0Qq J8MOT

ATIUED 1 1UDIS EEM JUBWMUDGJIIAUS By} JOU

pue BSJNnu BY} € BSUSDESBL € DULIIBIIP IO}
uD13SaND AJeuwns Byl :Suoijde AJeutTdiostg

‘eangrey

@in3ny 30 €UCI1}E}IBAXD PAISMOT OSTE BINYN,

a8y} UL 48338q buiop 30 BS1wosd PDIJOw}

ue yyiM s81bofody SjunoddE JEUIBIUL PLP

ueyy 3unfiej dun3ing 40 SuocijEd8dnd JBMOT
03} pea] SIUNOIIE TEULBIN] :Sd|JuUe}dadX]

‘suoijnqiajje

AJ0E 1AJBONS BDUBNTJUL J0U PIp sdiboTode

‘pB3I28TdXS Sy SJUNCIIE [eusdJuUL PP

ueyy} $J0s81As8dns AQ uOLINGLIje TELVIBJUL

4BMOY € Ul PAY}INSBI (SBSNINI) SJunodde
(euJsd3Ix3l  :A3111Qisvodssds 30 buijunoasig

K FLET
Ul UOIS1AJBONE BSOT3 0 [2AB][ put BE4nu

By} pJemol suoi132e bui}dasip jnoqe payse udyy
®45M SUOLIISAND Asewwng ‘sjeuiwasey () pue
‘butjiam Ul puew udds (1) *Af[tJ0 puew)ided
(4) ‘3335 2d9Yy30 woJsj jJuoddns abueaue

(b) ‘jje3s [euoi}ippe 8p1A0Id (}) ‘PeOT Nylom
BaINpaydIses (B) ‘SPJIEPURIS NIOM LUO [BESUNOD (P)
‘bututes) 8314188 .UL BPLAOID (D) ‘uoiIeNIis
By} 403 1U0W J4BYIJINS (Q) ‘uoL1}de ou (e)
;SsauadjeLsdosdde 403 PdIEJ OGTE BIBM SUOL}DE
AJeue[dia61p UB| "PANSE SEM BIUCWIO4Idd

400d Buniny 40j Aduejsddx3l :68d5udnbesuo)

W jusIxd jesld e 03, pue ,[le e

jou, AQ peJoyDUE SEM puUE ‘,iJUBPIDdUL BYY Ui
PBQIJISBP BDUCWI0} BT By} 403 BIQISUOUSBI Sem
(sweu §,85.4nu) ey} [B33 NOA Op FJUBIXB JeyMm
03, :83}28(QNE_JO0SIAJBIANE BY)} O pajEe sen
UCLIEBND UO1IINQLJI3Ie BTDULE ¥  :SUCLINQIIJFY

T(NIIE BuOY
juam oym spie ue pue jybiu Asng e) jJuspiduy
8y} 40y S8SNED [euasIXDd PAppE jey} JuUsPIdul
8y} 0 JuNO3IDe UE sEM BSNIKA BYy| ~Abojode ue
40U BSNIX® ue JBY)LIBU (p) 40 ‘Abofode ue (I)
‘asNOX3 ue (q) ‘Abojode ue pue BENIXE ue (e)
AQ ubisap 2 x 2 ® Ul peluedwoddOE SEM BShed
‘ajepawwy ISom 40 ‘Asewiad &1y| 340438

340 Woe[ Jay 03 Bsinu ay3 AQ pBINqLUI}e

SEM JUAPIDU| BIUEWJIO0)IBd YOBJ EJUBPBIBJUY

c(buisunu 40 §4032841p

$0 sjdwessud € woJj pdIeIBuUAD
B4BM S886€)) pdem (e IdSOY

€ U0 S8SJNU 30 BDuCwJIOj8d
4000 40 68140361y B8EED N0y
POMB I ABS SJ0CIALRONE Duisany

t APNYS ‘(1864) 113HILIW ¥ QOOM

sbuipury

SUBWHINEESBY PUE suoi}e[Ndiuey JueAB(ay

bui338g pue Apnag

o Wy N > - - - - -

(PBNUIuUO3) 2 BlQe}

20




‘@sJnuU paeMo} uoijoe
AJeui(di1ds1p buiL}destp 30 SEdudjelJdosdde
Yyim 127 P3IIE[8II0D ¥SJINU 0}

408 1AJ0dNE AQ ARLTIQISUODSDES JO LOLRINGLIFIY

‘uo13ISONd Asewwns

By) UL 8SJNU BY} € PBIIBUILP UGL}IE BINPBI
ATjuedijiubis pPiIp I} ybnoyl ‘uoisiasadns
i860[2 404 padu dy) JOU $PSUODSSL BA)}IUND
30 ®)isodwod BY) Afjuedijiubis 08349

30u pIp Abofode Uy “UOLSIAJBONE BEO]D JO)
pasu PAALISDIAC §E3] put (BINEEIW B} IS0C0WDD
U0) UOL3DE BALFIUND S8BT 0) pedl pip

31 ybnoyy ‘asasnu 8y) e uoi}Ide buijdadip
JO UDL}ISAND Asewwns Oy} JOj SIuedtyiubis
yoeas JOU PIp JUNOIIE [euIBIX]

:3089x8 ‘| ApPN3§ Ul SY SUOL}DE AJeuy(didsi(

‘@anT1€) BINJNS 40 SUOCLIEIIAIXD

,6328{qns UL ‘BSEIIIBP € uey) JBYIEI
‘8EEBIOUL UE Ul PBJNEIS SIUNGIIE [BULBIXND
848y ;| APN3G O} LOI}IDIBIP B Is0ddo

Ul SEeM SIUNOIDE 40 3IBH3B uLlEy “PunDy Sen

saibojode ;0 3D8338 Uiew ON :SBIduUE}IIAAIN]

]

Apn3g ut sy :A311Qisu0dsds jo buijunods g

'y APRYIG Ul By (EBDUSNDIEUD)
*4 APN3g Ul SY  :EUCIINGIIIRY

‘5308343 JuEd1H1uUbIE OU pey 3}t BIUIE ‘SI[NEBJ
u) PASENISIP JOU SEM BWODINO O SSOUSNOL14AG
‘poje(ndiuew SEM BWOI}NO O EEBUSNOLJIBE
jdaoxe ¢y APN3I§ Ul Sy :EIUBPBIBJUY

Ul uty) J8yjes edejospia

AQ pojusss.d sseM ceibo]ode
pue sjunodae ey) pue psAoldwa
sem ubisep 3defqne udenmlaq

® Jey) 308dxe ¢ Apmyg uy Sy

‘CI866) V13IHILIW T QooM

21

‘butyiam

sbutputy

S judwsinsesy pue n:o_oa—aaocnt Juerniey

buijyeg pue Apnyg

i e NG G TG -

(PBNuIU0D) Z BIqE)

- e - - > oS



9, a T el ) b W T v -—-w‘—-—-z-‘--—v——v—-——-—-r-wT

L)
o
bﬁ analysis to a pnew area is a systematic empirical Jeterminatior of the impor-
- tant causes unique to that area. It is unfortunate that more of the ol
. performance studies (see Table 2) have not gone beyond the original four
-1 causal factors (the exceptions are: Shields, Birnberg, & Frieze, 1981;
3 Mitchell & Wood, 1980; Mitchell & Kalb, 1982; Tucker & Rowe, 1979; Valle &
T Frieze, 1976).
},’\:
;;' Tucker and Rowe (1979) considered two causes, the influence of other
people and the person's personality, in addition to the four basic causes.
o Mitchell and his colleagues have used unipolar scales of either both internal
,4, and external causes {Mitchell & Wood, 1980) or just of external causality
hed (Mithchell & Kalb, 1982).
B
O Only Shields, Birnberg, and Frieze (1981) have reported results of the
critical first step of systematic empirical determination of important causes
¢ in a new area. In this study the coding scheme developed by Elig and Frieze
o (1975) was used to categorize open-response attributions for production yer-
) formance.
e
:;; In the most relevant of the work performance studies, Valle and Frieze
e (1976) found the following attributions useful in a study of life insurance
vi sales performance: (a) natural sales ability, (b) the hard work and extra
‘:& effort this employee always displays, (c) the extra effort displayed due to a
'}' motivation to do well on a new job, (d) an easy sales area where most employ-
N ees do well, (e) pure luck, happening to be in the right place st the right

- time, (f) sales to friends and relatives trying to be of assistance, (g) good
) personality, (h) knowledge of life insurance, (i) appearance, and (j) the
A season. While sales to the recruiter's friends and relatives cannot be ex-

- pected to be a major influence on success in selling military service con-
- tracts, the other causes relevant to life insurance sales are also likely to
I be relevant to recruiter performance.

CAS

Dimensions of Causality

{Ei The contributions of an attributional analysis go beyond a mere cata-
{j loguing of causes which are known to lay individuals and which constitute a
A naive psychology of action (see Heider, 1958; Weiner, 1979). It currently
' appears that the various perceived causes of success and failure in numerous
D situations may be most usefully grouped along three dimensions (Elig &

:f Frieze, 1975; Frieze, Bar-Tal, & Carroll, 1979; Weiner, 1979). As we shall

SO see, these Jimensions are not merely a heuristic device for classification;

;:3 they appear to mediate important motivational consequences of performance.
o

=5 Weiner et al. (1971) proposed that the four causal factors of ability,
) effort, task difficulty, and luck could be located on two separate orthogonal
N dimensions: 1locus of control and stability. Following Rotter's (1966) dis-
jﬂ tinctions between internal and external control, ability and effort are seen
’{: as being causes internal to the actor, while luck and task difficulty are

Prat seen as environmental factors that are external to the person.

The second Jimension of causality is labeled stability. The stability
dimension Jefines causes between limits of stable (invariant) and unstable

A
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{variant). Ability and one's usual level of effort would be considered rela-
tively stable while effort in & specific situation, mood, and luck are typi-
cally considered more variable. It must be recognized that the perceived
properties (e.g., stability) of a cause may vary in naive psychology. First,
for example, there are idiosyncratic variations. Some people do consider
luck as a stable entity, as in “"she's a lucky person” or "those are my lucky
dice”. Second, stability may be judged from varying perspectives of time and
Jomain (Elig & Frieze, 1975). Difficulty of a sales territory is stable over
time for the same territory but is temporally unstable for predicting a
salesperson's outcome in a new territory and is unstable for predicting suc-
cess as a manager of salespersons since the performance domain is different
(Valle & Frieze, 1976). Stability must also be judged on whether the cause
is global to many tasks or is task specific and whether it is variant in a
spec%fied time frame (Elig & Frieze, 1975; Abramson, Seligman, & Teasdale,
1978).

The original 2-dimensional Weiner model was further elaborated by
Rosenbaum (1972). This elaboration has influenced the introduction of the
model into the behavioral management literature (see Mitchell, Green, and
Wood, 1981). Rosenbaum proposed that a third orthogonal causal dimension,
intentionality, be added to stability and locus of control. This dimension
discriminates between causes that are under control of an individual (inten-
tional), and those factors which an individual does not control (uninten-
tional). Thus, further clarification was brought to distinctions that can be
made between various causal factors. For example, both effort and mood are
internal unstable factors, but they have different implications as causal
factors. Ap individual is able to regulate his/her effort but the individ-
ual's mood is not under her/his control as perceived by everyday people.

Weiner (1979) retermed this Jimension as a control dimepsion. Labeling
this Jimension as intent would imply that when there is a lack of effort
there is an intent to fail. Weiner (1979) clarifies the distinction between
two ipntuitively different causes, effort and mood, by saying that they differ
not in desire or want but in the degree to which they are subject to voli-
tional control. The major issue in this reterming is that it properly re-
turns the focus to the attribution (cause) as an entity separate from the
outcome (effect). To classify a cause on the control dimension a judge must
focus on the degree of control individuals have over the cause, while a clas-
sification on a dimension of intentionality often leads a judge to ponder if
the outcome was intended or not.

In Table 3 we see how the causal Jdimensions can be used to classify
eight possible causes of a recruiter's performance over an extended pericd of
time. Of course, not all questions have been answered about such classifica-
tions of causes. In the three dimensional classification presented here, the
external cause of mission assignment is presented as controllable. But does
an external controllable :ause have the same meaning as an internal controll-
able one? At present there is little evidence on this subject.

A model of three orthogonal dimensions is an elegant heuristic device
for the Weiner model. It is, of course, an empirical question whether this
model adequately explains and/or predicts Jata.
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Table 3

A Three-Dimensional Reypresentation of the Perceived Causes
of Recruiting Performance

Internal External
Stable
Controllable Usual efforts to Paperwork and administrative
get job done burden
Uncontrollable Natural sales ability Number and quality of young
people
Unstable
Controllable Unusual efforts to Mission assignment (for
get the job done the month)
Uncontrollable Being ill or Luck

particularly healthy

Empirical Studies of Dimensions

The Jdimensions of causality have been described as independent ortho-
gonal Jdimensions through logical analyses. A number of investigators have
also employed various empirical techniques to discover the dimensions of
causality: (a) multidimensional scaling (e.g., Passer, 1978), (b) factor
analysis (e.g., Meyer, 1980), and (c) dimensional ratings by naive judges
(e.g., Wiley, Crittenden, & Birg, 1979; Russell, 1982).

Passer (1978) asked students to rate the similarity among various causes
for success and for failure in an academic situation. Using multidimensional
scaling, he found clear dimensions of location and intent (or control) but
found no evidence for a dimension of stability. Also using a multidimension-
al scaling procedure, Michela et al. (1982) analyzed 13 causes of loneliness.
In their work two clear dimensions--location and stability--emerged ani evi-
dence was found for a control Jdimension among the internal causes.

In a multidimensional scaling of the causes of negative interpersonal
behavior in a marriage, Passer, Kelley, and Michela (1978) found that for
people induced to take the perspective of the perpetrator of an offense
against his or her spouse, there emerged the dimensions of positive versus
negative attitude toward the partner and intentional versus unintentional.
For people induced to take the perspective of the slighted partner, the same
first dimension (positive vs. negative attitude) was followed by that of ac-
tor's traits versus circumstances or states. Thus Passer et al. find in one
study an intentionality dimension and in another study an internal-stable
versus external or unstable dimension. The positive versus negative impact
Jimension has also been found by Wimer and Kelley (1982).
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Meyer (1980) factor analyzed subjects' attribution ratings of nine pos-
sible causes of success and failure outcomes. The factor analysis of these
ratings yielded the three dimensions suggested in Table 3. In a similar
study, Meyer & Koelbl (1982) factor analyzed attributions made by high school
students for performance on an exam in their French course. Principal comypo-
nents analysis with Procrustes rotation found that a substantial portion of
the variance in students' attributions can be accounted for by factors resem-
bling Weiner's theoretical Jdimensions. Two problems emerged in this study,
however. The first problem--also found by Meyer (1980)--is that some
loadings were inconsistent with traditional categories. Most notably, test
dJifficulty loaded in the unstable direction, luck loaded in the internal
direction, and ability had a near zero loading on the location factor. An
other problem was the presence of a fourth factor which seemed to contrast
two Jdivergent explanations of failure: mood and anxiety vs task difficulty
and luck.

These studies offer promising results for the dimensional analysis of
attributions as in Table 3, through it appears that which dimensions emerge
depends in part on the empirical procedure that is used. Multidimensional
scaling is based on similarity ratings of causes made by subjects while the
factor analytic approach is based on similarity in the use of causal attri-
butions by subjects. Each approach depends on the researcher’'s interpreta-
tion of the statistically defined dimensions; these interpretations are not
always clearcut. For example, the anomalous findings by Meyer (1980; Meyer &
Koelbl, 1982) could require more flexibility in the theoretical definition of
the Jdimensions. Though inconsistent with the traditional categorization
(e.g., Weiner, 1972), it is reasonable (a) that test difficulty could be
perceived as changeable (unstable) from test to test (see Valle & Frieze,
1976; Frieze, 1976), (b) that luck can be seen as an attribute of the person,
and (c) that ability is judged as mediate--as in “I have the ability for this
test” (see Flig & Frieze, 1975). These anomalous results, however, could
also be methodological: Meyer factor analyzes causal attributions which need
not covary only by dimensional properties.

There are sound reasons for expecting that certain attributions differ-
ing on one or more dimensions, may covary in use. For example, task diffi-
culty may covary with unusual effort expenditures. Factor analysis
techniques applied to causal attributions may find this type of causal chain
factor and on the basis of this association force dimensionality equivalency
on disparate causal elements (see Elig & Frieze, 1975, 1979). Elig and
Frieze (1979) reported two "achievement factors” in their factor analysis of
causes for performance on an anagrams task. One factor consisted of interest
in the task, motivation to do the task, and effort on the task; & stable
achievement factor consisted of motivation to do things well and stable ef-
fort as well as ability.

The empirical base for causal dimensions is strengthened by evidence
from more phenomenological studies showing that naive-psychologists a la
Heider (1958) are able to systematically rate the dimensional qualities of
causes, and that the dimensions are not just in the mind of professional
peychologists. The strongest evidence for reliable and valid measures of
causal dimensions is provided by Russell (1982). Two studies reported by
Russell (1982) Jdescribe the development of a measure designed to assess how
the attributor perceives the underlying dimensionality of the causes he or
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she has stated for an event. His Causal Dimension Scale assesses the three
causal Jdimensions Jescribed by Weiner -locus of causality, stability, and

o controllability. Each of these three subscales (each composed of three

« 9-point scales) were found to be reliable and to have discriminant validity.

W A three-mode factor analysis confirmed the three-dimensional structure of the
" Scale.

o

& Wimer and Kelley (1982) also had subjects rate dimensional aspects of

causal attributions--in one study the rater made the attribution while in a
second study the researchers supplied an attribution. Wimer and Kelley had
oN subjects rate attributions for 12 different situations; each attribution was
rated on 44 different scales. The researchers found evidence for the three
’ dimensions in factor analyses of the scales, though they also raised some
i questions. The internal-external dicotomy was found in separate factors of

. The Person and Other People. Wimer and Kelley interpreted The Person factor
to be psychological internality, not literal internality since the rating
i scale for the attribution being "in the person's body" had no loading on The

. Person factor. Stability~-or temporal properties--of attributions were
‘N divided between factors of Enduring Vs. Transient and Unchangeable vs.

N3 Changeable. The former was loaded by sceles measuring the persistence of the

Zl‘ cause affecting the person while the latter reflects the more traditional

!g aspects of the cause changing over time. A single Motivation factor was

- found to be loaded by both intentionality and control-lability scales. Wimer

o and Kelley's findings on the dimensional placements of the traditional four

R causes are consistent with Weiner (1974) with the exception that task diffi-

: culty was found to have as transient an effect on the person as luck. As
with previous findings, effort can be either stable or unstable (see Weiner,

- 1974).

> Bar-Tal, Goldberg, and Knaani (in press) had subjects rate 24 causes on

e stability, location, and personal control. They also found that task (test)

g difficulty was unstable and that the stability of effort is uncertain.

- Studies have not always reported good discrimination of dimensions.

n%; Using a somewhat different procedure Wiley et al. (1979) had a group of sub-

::ﬁ jects indicate the degree to which each of eleven possible causes of profes-

o sional journal review outcomes are "internal to the author of the paper"”,

‘:~ "stable over time", and the degree to which the author is "in control”. The

= judges’ ratings were highly correlated and showed a clear cluster of varia-

; ble, external causes beyond the author's control: chance factors, editorial

;: judgment, availability of journal space, and editors’ choice of reviewers.

’ There was also a high degree of correspondence among causal factors placed at

SN the other end of the pole from this cluster (e.g., "presentation or style”

N and "effort expended on this paper” were among a cluster of relatively sta-
A ble, internal causes under author control). Wiley et al. interpreted their
?‘; results in terms of generally controllable versus generally uncontrol-lable
:3 causes and hypothesized that this dimension ies related to authors' percep-
N tions of predictability. One problem with this study is that the controll-
W ability measure is nested in internal attributions--i.e., they obnly measured

X author's control and measured no type of external control. Russell (1982)
?‘ reported similar problems with controllability measures that were explicitly
e measuring personal or others' control. Further research is needed to Jjeter-
5 mine if these results are peculiar to particular outcomes, causes, controll-
’:E: ability measures, or perhaps to the methodology employed.

L.
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Frospectus and Hypothesis

The evidence is growing that the perceived similarities of causes can be
interpreted as the three Jimensions in Table 3 (Passer, 1978; Michela et al.,
1982) and that these dimensions may be reproduceable from the correlations of
causal attributions (Meyer, 1980; Meyer & Koelbl, 1982). These dimensions
can be used reliably and show discriminant validity when used by subjects to
rate their causal attribution for an event (Russell, 1982; Wimer & Kelley,
1982; Bar-Tal et al., in press). However, there is also mounting evidence
that the dimensional properties of a cause should not be assumed a priori.
For example, task (test) difficulty has often been found to be unstable
(Meyer, 1980; Meyer & Koelbl, 1982; Wimer & Kelley, 1982; Bar-Tal et al., in
press). The other basic Weiner causes (ability, effort, and luck) have also
been found in certain studies to differ from the all too often assumed dimen-
sional properties. As pointed out by Weiner (1983) the two or three dimen-
sional models were never meant as fixing dimesnsional properties of causes
for every situation.

A number of studies now include direct dimensional measures rather than
just relying on a priori dimensional categories (for example, Arkin, Kolditz,
& Kolditz, 1983; Bar-Tal et al., in press; Forsyth & McMillen, 1981; Mitchell
& Wood, 1980). These studies relate antecedents and/or consequences of at-
tributions to the subjects ratings of the dimensions rather than to a
researcher imposed dimensional interpretation. Studies of this type can pro-
vide a firm third leg to anchor the tripod of empirical evidence for dimen-
sional analysis of causes--the other two legs are the interpretability of
similarities and the reliable and valid dimensional ratings of causes. (Stud-
ies of antecedents and consequences are discussed below).

Care must be taken in interpreting subjects' ratings since certain rat-
ing scales may be too highly correlated to show good discriminant validity
(Russell, 1982; Wiley et al., 1979). Particular care must be taken when
authors do not report the intercorrelations of the ratings. For instance, I
found that the mean dimepnsional ratings reported by Bar-Tal, Goldberg, and
Knaani (in press) are significantly correlated--in particular, the per
sonal-control measure they used for controllability is highly correlated (in
two samples of Israeli grade-school children,lz'a of .69 and .65,‘2 < .01,
two-tailed) with their stability measure and is moderately correlated with
internality (r's of .49 and .60, p < .01, two-tailed)--stability and
internality are not significantly intercorrelated (g's of .33 and .34,

p = .10, two-tailed).

While there is evidence for a model of independent dimensions, it would
be useful to compare a factor analytic approach (such as used by Meyer, 1980)
with subject ratings such as those used by Wiley et al. (1979). This
approach should be fruitful, particularly in clarifying the control dimen-
sion. Research by Wiley et al. (1979) would suggest that personal control is
at least highly correlated with internality and may, in fact, be identical to
it. Michela et al. would suggest that control is only applicable to internal
causes and is not orthogonal to location. My analysis of data from Bar-Tal
et al. as well as results from Wiley et al. indicate that personal control
may also be correlated with stability.




While research has not directly addressed whether control-by~actor is
separable from control-by-others, the Weiner model would suggest that these
are convenient labels to talk about control of internal and external causes
respectively. Furthermore, the literature on this model could suggest that
any Jdifferences in consequences of internal and external controllable causes
result from interactions of the orthogonal control and location dimensions.

I intend to examine

Hypothesis 1 that: A clear three dimensional structure underlies
causal attributions. These dimensions are location (internal-
external), stability (stable-unstable), and control (control-
lable by person or others versus uncontrollable by anyone).

I also intend to examine an alternative

Hypothesis ta that: The model is two dimensional (location and
stability5 with subdimensions of control-by-actor and control-by-
others nested respectively in internal and external causes.

Judges' dimensional ratings of the location, stability, control-by-actor
and control-by-others of potential causes, as well as causal attributions
made for continuing job performance, will be examined for this hypothesis.
Evidence for the usefulness and contruct validity of the dimensions also
depends on testing the hypothesized relationships of causal attributions with
antecedents and/or consequences. Of course, the construct validity of ante-
cedent and consequence lipks to attributions also depends on a clear under-
standing and measurement of the dimensional structure of causal attributions.

Motivational Determinants of Causal Attributions

Of primary importance for understanding the attribution process is the
investigation of the variables which affect the type of attribution made.
Weiner et al. (1971) described what they believed to be the antecedents of
the various types of attributions. Attributions to ability were seen to be a
function of the amount of success the performer displayed in the past at that
particular task and others like it. The performance of others at the task or
the social norms for success at the task were postulated to be the informa-
tion on which task difficulty attributions are based. The more variable the
pattern of successes, the more likely luck will be seen as an important de-
terminant of the outcome. Attributions to effort were seen to be related to
incentives and physiological signs such as muscular tension as well as the
outcome and patterns of performance. Several studies have been conducted to
empirically test these suggested antecedents of the various attributions
(Frieze & Weiner, 1971; Fontaine, 1974; Kun & Weiner, 1973).

There are a great variety of information cues a supervisor might attend
to and process in forming attributions about poor performance. The theorizing
of Kelley (1967, 1972a, 1973) suggests that there are three primary informa-
tion types which a supervisor might use. Those types are what he terms
distinctiveness, consistency, and consensus. For any particular subordinate
behavior, the supervisor tries to determine if the behavior was distinctive
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in response to a particular entity (task), i.e., did the behavior occur on
this task but not on other tasks. Similarly, the supervisor uses information
concerning the extent to which the subordinate has behaved this way in other
situations or contexts or at other times. That is, how consistent is this
action with other actions (consistency)? Finally, the supervisor estimates
the extent to which other subordinates also behave the same way; is the be-
havior unique to this particular person (low consensus) or common to many
members (high consensus)? In an analogous manner the subordinate is
theorized to analyze his or her own behavior (see Kelley, 1973, for a more
complete discussion). It is unlikely that people routinely form an attribu-
tion from purely cognitive information processing whether from the cues
specified by Weiner or Kelley. For example, people may lack both the time
and the motivation to make the multiple observations which are required
(Kelley, 1973).

Furthermore, evidence suggests that the attributional process is compli-
cated by issues of multiple causation, actor-observer differences in informa-
tion processing, and positivity biasing.

In general, the perception of multiple causes results in a discounting
effect where the role of any given cause is discounted if other plausible
causes are also present (Kelley, 1973; Ajzen and Fishbein, 1978; Fischoff
and Lichtenstein, 1978). Furthermore, if multiple causes are embedded in a
schema, the nature of that schema can affect the types of information a per-
son feels he or she has available to him or her. For example, if a person is
using a multiple sufficient schema, a number of causes are seen as sufficient
te produce an effect, e.g., success at an easy task could be caused by abil-
ity or effort. In this case, someone observing success in the presence of
effort by the actor is unsure about ability attributions. On the other hand,
a8 multiple necessary schema can be in effect (e.g., both effort and ability
are needed for success). Now, someone observing success in the presence of
effort feels more certain that ability is also present. Similarly, causal
chains complicate the process when attributions Jdrawn from immediate causes
may be drastically changed by introducing a contradictory prior cause
(Brickman, Ryan, & Wortman, 1975; Elig & Frieze, 1975).

Another complication to the basic attribution model has been character-
ized as the actor-observer difference (Jones & Nisbett, 1972; Jones, 1979).
This phenomenon is essentially represented as the tendency of observers to
explain other's behaviors in dispositional terms or as internally caused,
whereas actors attribute their own behavior to situational or external fac-
tors. One of the most plausible of the possible explanations for this phe-
nomenon (Monson & Snyder, 1977) is that the actor and the observer process
different sources of information. This information processing approach ar-
gues that the environment is the central focus of the actor, while the actor
is the central focus of the observer. More specifically, we, as actors, are
aware of and focus on the environment around us. People observing us do not
have direct access to our awareness or perceptions. Instead, they focus on
what we do. As a result, observers are likely to report that other people’'s
behavior is caused by something about them as persons--internal dispositional
characteristics such as effort or ability. This tendency to see internal
causes for another's behavior may cause the supervisor to choose inappropri-
ate responses when dealing with poor performance in a subordinate. Also, the
actor-observer discrepancy between the leader's explanation for a behavior
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and the subordinate's explanatisn for that same behavior may be a source of
conflict.

Self-serving Biases

However, an alternative to a purely information processing model exists.
For instance, an actor may seek self-enhancement by taking credit for success
and explain away failure as externally caused. That people distort their
perceptions of causality to protect their self-esteem has been suggested by
many (Hastorf, Schneider, & Polefka, 1970; Heider, 1958; Wolosin, Sherman, &
Till, 1973). Thus, when actors attribute failure to external factors and
success to internal factors, it is often seen as implying a self-serving bias
in attribution (Arkin, Gleason, & Johnston, 1976; Beckman, 1970; Bradley,
1978). The existence of a self-serving bias has intuitive appeal, though
several writers have questioned its empirical support (Ajzen & Fishbein,
1975; Kelley 1971; Miller 1978; Miller & Ross, 1975). Zuckerman's (1979)
review of the evidence offered by Miller and Ross (1975) indicates, however,
that there is sound empirical support for motivated biasing (also see Snyder,
Stephan, & Rosenfield, 1976, 1978).

Zuckerman's (1979) review of the literature on this issue of different
attributions for success and failure indicated that of 38 studies of indi-
viduals working alone or in pairs, 27 (71%) found subjects taking more re-
sponsibility for success than for failure, while only two (5.3%) found
subjects making more internal attributions for failure than for success.
Research on attributions made by members of groups of three or more people
also have found that members of successful groups assume more responsibility
for the group's performance than members of groups that failed (Forsyth &
Schlenker, 1977; Schlenker, Soroci, & McCarthy, 1976; Iso-Ahola, 1977).
Zuckerman (1979) concluded that the available evidence suggests that for both
individuals and groups, performance outcomes yield self-serving attributions.

A Jdifferent approach to attributions in this context rests on evidence

that people in general are biased toward favorable evaluations (Greenberg,
Saxe, & Bar-Tal, 1978).

Positivity Bias

""-.:/.;f .;{ 4 ‘.5"

Frieze and Weiner (1971) have suggested that people are biased to at-
tribute behavior with good corsequences to internal factors and behavior with
bad consequences to external factors. Several studies, in fact, have found
this pattern among observer's judgments (Feather & Simon, 1971; Frieze &
Weiner, 1971; Froess, 1978; Ruble, 1973). Because the pattern was found for
both experienced and observed outcomes, it was seen as a general bias toward
positive attributions, rather than as a self-serving bias (see also Taylor &
Koivumaki, 1976). It has been argued that & positivity bias is based on
attributors’' assuming that actors "intend" success; ascription of intent then
leads to ascription of responsibility (e.g., Ross, 1977). It has also been
argued that such findings may simply reflect a misperception of the nature of
contingency (e.g., Miller & Ross, 1975). More specifically, this argument
holds that positive instances of co-occurrence of behavior and Jdesired out-
come are perceived by subjects as implying personal control (thus yielding
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internal attributions), whereas negative instances (i.e., failures) sre
treated as being relatively uninformative (thus yielding neither stable in-
ternal nor stable external attributions; cf. Jenkins & Ward, 1965). Miller
and Ross (1975) regard such a tendency as being simply an unmotivated cogni-
tive distortion (see also Brewer, 1977, for discussion of the role of expec-
tancy and perceived contingency in attribution).

Zuckerman counters Miller and Ross' (1975) arguments that (a) people are
more likely to attribute expected outcomes to internal factors, and that
people expect success; and (b) that people are more likely to perceive
covariation between increasing success and their behavior than between con-
stant failure and their behavior. Zuckerman argues that (a) it is unclear
that people expect success in the usual psychology experiment (Bradley, 1978;
Kanouse & Hanson, 1971); (b) unexpected outcomes may be more attributed to
unstable causes than to external ones; and (c) that since experiments based
on one outcome show the bias, the bias cannot result in these studies from
observing covariation in a series of outcomes. In addition Zuckerman disa-
grees with the argument that success is more internally attributed than fail-
ure because success is intended while failure is not:

Although this explanation may account for success/failure effects on
effort and luck attributions, it cannot account for differential ability
attributions. Unlike effort, ability is not under inten-tional control and
therefore cannot be considered a more potent cause for intended relative to
unintended outcomes (p. 257).

Self-enhancement and Self-protection Components of the Self-serving Bias

Miller and Ross (1975) questioned whether the so called self-serving
bias effects reflect enhanced responsibility for success, avoidance of re-
sponsibility for failure, or both. They had noted the answer to this ques-
tion depends upon studies which compare success and failure outcomes to a
neutral outcome. They argued that people infer internal causes from the
co-occurrences of their behavior with positive events (success) and ignore
the co-occurrences of their behavior with negative events. Specifically,
"positive instances of the co-occurrence of the response and the desired
outcomes (i.e., success) induce perception of self-control. Negative in-
stances (i.e., failure), on the other hand, are less informative and, hence,
yie%d neither stable nor environmental attributions” (Miller & Ross 1975, p.
218).

The essential element of this argument is that "the self-serving bias"
only operates for success, not failure, and that the effect is not a bias but
only the result of information processing. If we grant that an information
processing approach could explain the "self-serving" effect of greater inter-
nal ascriptions for success than for failure by way of a seemingly "self-
enhancement bias” for success, & "self-protection bias" is ruled out by the
information processing approach.

If there is a self-enhancement bias, it would appear to lead to a
greater internal ascription for success than for neutral outcomes and a
greater internal ascription for neutral outcomes than for failure outcomes.
Miller and Ross argue that the same pattern of results can be explained by
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information processing and that this effect alone leads to greater internal
ascriptions for success than for failure. If there is a self-protection
bias, it would appear as greater external ascriptions after failure than
after neutral outcomes and greater external ascriptions after neutral out-
comes than after success.

Zuckerman reviewrd several studies that included a neutral or no-outcome
condition and concluded that such studies "are as likely to show differences
between attributions under success and under a neutral condition as they are
to show Jifferences between attributions under failure and under a neutral
condition (Zuckerman, 1979, p. 256)."

Zuckerman bases this conclusion on a review of studies by Fitch (1970)
and Larson (1977) in which subjects received no information about their per-
formance outcomes and on studies by Kuiper (1978), Lefcourt et al. (1975),
Schlenker and Miller (1977), Schlenker et al. (1976), and Wolosin et al.
(1973) ip which subjects received information that their performance was
average.

Miller and Ross (1975) had questioned whether, even if there are data to
support the concept of self-serving attributions, there might be nonmotiva-
tional interpretations of these effects. Three studies (Miller, 1976; Sicoly
& Ross, 1977; Stevens & Jones, 1976) were reviewed by Zuckerman which are not
easily interpretable in nonmotivational terms. Zuckerman also offered con-
vincing logical challenges to Miller & Ross's arguments for a nonmotivational
interpretation.

The present research should lend itself to testing onme of the weakest
areas of Zuckerman's argument: that there are both a self-enhancement bias
(greater internal attribution of success than of neutral outcome) and a
self-protection bias (greater external attribution of failure than of neutral
outcome). Zuckerman only reviewed one experiment by Wolosin et al. (1973)
and the Schlenker et al. (1976) study as evidence of both biases. Other
studies he cited were supportive of only one or the other of the biases. 1In
the present study a full range of performance outcomes should be available to
test for both of these biases.

Hypothesis 2: I expect to find a self-serving bias that an
actor's attributions are more internal for success than failure.

I also expect to find evidence that this effect is a motivated

bias that has two components, self-enhancement and self-protection:

Hypothesis 2a: An actor's internal attributions are greater
for success than for neutral outcomes and are greater for neutral
than for failure outcomes.

Hypothesis 2b: An actor's external attributions are greater
for failure than for neutral outcomes and are greater for neutral
than for success outcomes.
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Expectancy-protection Bias

) Zuckerman (1979) reviewed evidence that positivity biasing effects the
stability as well as the location of sttributions. That is, people tend to
view their successes as effects of stable causes and their failures as ef-
fects of unstable causes.

ey
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McMahan (1973) and Valle and Frieze (1976) have developed formal models
of expectancy shifts based upon the concepts of causal stability. Valle and
N Frieze postulate that predictions of expectancies are a function of initial
expectancies plus the degree to which outcomes are attributed to stable

4 causes. These models also contend that it is the stability of causal attri-
butions that determines the amount of expectancy shift following a perform-

: ance. Outcomes attributed to stable causes are expected to recur, while
outcomes attributed to unstable causes are not as likely to be expected to

) recur. Outcomes attributed to unstable causes have little effect on changing

L{ expectancies from what they were prior to the outcome. This linkage of sta-

,$ bility and expectancies is well supported (Fontaine, 1974; McMahan, 1973;

'; Rosenbaum, 1972; Valle & Frieze, 1976; Weiner et al., 1976; Elig, 1977).

'y

If in fact it is true that the stability of attributions has such a
prominent place in determining expectancies in the future, it is possible

D that the stability of attributions may be biased in order to achieve Jdesired
\ expectancies for the future. Thus it would be reasonable to hypothesize that
- attributions for success would be biased toward stability while failure would

be attributed to unstable causes, in order to be consistent with the Jdesired
direction of expectancy shifts.

¢ Ruble (1973) reported that both actors and observers attributed success
X to more stable factors than they do failure. Elig (1977) tested the rela-
tionship of success versus failure outcomes to both the location and stabil-
ity of attributions. Results of this study strongly support & proposition
that people make both more internal and stable causal attributions for suc-
cess outcomes than they do for failure outcomes.

-

In the present study a full range of performance outcomes should be
available to test:

3t a K

Hypothesis 3: An actor's stable attributions are greater for
\ success than for failure outcomes.

e

| R

Actor-Observer Effects for Self-serving Biases

Zuckerman's review of the literature provides compelling evidence for a
motivation interpretation of the observed effect of outcome on the location
of causal attributions. The current study should strengthen the case for
both a self-enhancement bias to attribute success internally and a self-
protection bias to attribute failure externally. A rationale has also been
provided for an expectancy-protection bias of attributing success to stable
causes while failure is biased toward unstable ascriptions.
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As noted by Zuckerman {1979), for some investigators (e.g., Ross et al.,
1974; Regan et al. 1975; Snyder et al., 1976) the crucial test of the motiva-
tional explanation for self-serving biasses is a compsrison of attributions
about one's own behavior and the behavior of others. Zuckerman compared the
results of studies employing two different paradigms. Self/other paradignms
use a within-subjects Jdesign to compare an sctor's attributions for his/her
own behavior and that of another person. Actor/observer paraligms use a
between-subject Jdesian to compare actors' and observers' attributions for the
actors’ behavior. Zuckerman concludes that while studies employing the ac-
tor/observer paradigm have not consistently supported the self-serving hy-
pothesis, experiments employing the self/other paradigm have, particularly
when the self and other were competing (Snyder et al., 1976; Stephan et al.,
1976). Zuckermsn uses a variety of explanatory variables in his efforts to
explicate these paradigmatic differences in results. The major differences
in the paradigms can be related to the extent to which they invoke self-es-
teem or other needs. Competitive self-other designs may arouse self-esteem
neels more strongly than noncompetitive self-other designs or the relatively
neutral actor-observer paradigm:

Furthermore, competitive subjects cannot be too generous about the
other person because the more credit they give him, the less fa-
vorable the comparison is for them. In contrast, observers in the
actor-observer paradigm can afford to be generous, as they do not
perform the actor's task and consequently do not compare them-
selves with him. (Zuckerman, 1979, p. 273).

To the extent that the observer's generosity matches the actor's self-serv-
ing bias, no actor-observer differences would be evident.

The notion of observer genmerosity or positivity has been invoked by
various investigators (Regan et al., 1975, Zucker, 1976) and is supported by
studies (e.g., Millier, 1975) showing that actors were evaluated more favora-
bly by observera than by themselves. As Zuckerman points out, the usual
actor/observer study allows observers to become involved in the actor's task
and consequently empathize with the actor. Gould and Sigall (1977) examined
observer-observer differences of observers instructed either to empathize or
not to empathize with a target male who either succeeded or failed to make a
good impression on a female. Gould and Sigall interpreted their results in
motivational terms: "The empathic sharing of emotional experience leads to
sharing of self-enhancing outcome attributional biases" (1977, p. 490).

The design employed in the present study is a between subject, actor-
observer paradigm. Actors attributions for their own performance can be
compared to attributions for their behavior made by their immediste supervi-
sor. Op the basis of Zuckerman's review of results we might be led to expect
po actor-observer Jifferences or perhaps that observers will be more generous
than actors. However, we cannot expect supervisors in a real world situation
to be as generous as a college student assigned as an observer in a typical
laboratory experiment. In work organizations, it seems likely that both the
subordinate and supervisor can fall prey to self-serving biases. Supervisors
may attribute causation to themselves for successful ventures and attribute
failures to external causes, perhaps their subordinates. Or when faced with
a poor-performing subordinate, the superior may be more likely to see the
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caise as something internal to the subordinate (for which the leader cannot
be blamed) than something about the task (which might be scen by some as an
indication of poor supervision). When one combines the actor-observer Jif-
ference with the self-serving biases, it seems that leaders are likely tc
make mistakes in the direction of attributing subordinate poor performance to
internal causes.

To the extent that realism is maintained in the study and supervisors
are functionally in a supervisor role rather than a perceived role of a re-
search participant, they are not expected tc be empathic and share the self-
serving biases of the actors. Of course, this depends on the assumption that
Army Recruiting Station Commanders identify with a supervisory role (identi-
fying with command concerns) rather than having an empathic identification
with recruiters. I am predicting:

Hypothesis 4. Supervisors will be biased toward their own-self-
enhancement and own-self-protection to the detriment of the
performer's enhancement or protection.

That is, supervisors will not exhibit a positivity or generosity bias match-

ing or exceeding the performer's self-enhancement and self-protection biases
of ascriptions for performance outcomes.

Summary of Motivational Determinants of Causal Attributions

The foregoing discussion of biased causal ascriptions has outlined a
motivational model of self-serving biases. I propose that people in general
tend to make causal ascriptions which are biased to enhance their self-image
in a manner which is adaptive for continuing task performance. The core
biases are: (a) self-enhancement (internal ascription of success); (b) self-
protection (external ascription of failure); and (c) expectancy-protection
(stable ascription for success and unstable ascriptions for failure).
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RESEARCH DESIGN

Overview

Because of the potential for attributional analysis to aid in the under-
standing and improvement of recruiting, the performance attributions of 173
Army field recruiters and 53 station commanders were studied.

Data for this correlational study of causal attributions were collected
as part of a large scale data collection effort conducted in August, Septem-
ber, and October of 1981. This research was conducted by the US Army Re-
search Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences (ARI) and was spon-
sored by the US Army Recruiting Command (USAREC). Surveys were administered
by 5 ARI researchers in 50 recruiting stations (about 2.5% of continental US
Army recruiting stations).

Each of the 173 field recruiters in these stations who had at least one
month's experience in recruiting are included in a total recruiter sample.
(Eight other recruiters in these stations had too little experience to be
useful subjects). Recruiters in the total sample were asked to complete the
1981 Recruiter Survey, in which they were to rate their own performance for a
six month period, and make attributions for this performance.

Two recruiters in each station were evaluated by their immediate super-
visor, the station commander, using the Experimental Recruiter Performance
Report. For this Main Sample of recruiters, station commanders rated the
recruiter's performance for a six month period, and made attributions for
this performance.

These attribution self-reports and supervisor reports are the major data
for this study. Supplementary data were collected from the 73 recruiters who
were not in the main sample. These recruiters in the Secondary Sample rated
each causal attribution on two dimensions. Each recruiter in this subsample
of recruiters rated each attribution on the location dimension. The dimen-
sions of Stability, Recruiter Control, and Control-by-others were rated by
26, 24, and 23 recruiters respectively.

The remainder of this chapter describes in detail the sampling plan, the
obtained samples, and data collection instruments and procedures.

Sampling Plan

The sampling plan for this data collection effort was designed to mini-
mize travel costs and disruptions in recruiting operations while still ob-
taining a sample which would meet as many of the primary goals of the re-
search as possible. Recruiting stations were chosen as the primary sampling
unit, rather than individual recruiters, in order: (a) to reduce travel
costs, (b) to cause disruptions in fewer stations, and (c) to meet the gen-
eral research needs for this data collection effort. For reasons unrelated to
the analyses to be reported here, there was a need for data from both male
and female recruiters.
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Sampling recruiting staticns also allows the estimation of variance
components at three major levels of the chain of command in the US Army Re~
cruiting Command. Two stations were sampled in each of 5 District Recruiting
Command's (DRC's) in each of the 5 Regional Recruiting Command's (RRC's).
This is a sample of 2.5% of recruiting stations in the nation, 25 of the 56
DRC's, and all 5 RRC's.

DRC and Station Selection

Five DRC's in each region (RRC) were selected randomly. I made the
initial station selection in each DRC for ARI using the Recruiting Station ID
(RSID) file, which lists recruiters by name in each recruiting station. For
each of the 25 DRC's, lists were made of recruiting stations which appeared
in the RSID to have at least one female recruiter and one male recruiter in
addition to a station commander. The order of stations on the lists was then
determined by a table of random numbers.

These lists of stations were sent through the Army chain of command to
the 25 District Recruiting Commands. Determination of statiopn suitability
had to be made by the DRC's since it is the highest level of command in
day-to-day touch with events in recruiting stations (e.g., when recruiters
will be on leave, will be on temporary detached duty (TDY) for schooling or
are still assigned at particular recruiting stations). Every possible at-
tempt was made to reduce sample biasing by DRC's. The letter requesting
research support from the Recruiting Command (Appendix A) attempted to reduce
the DRC personnel's motivation to bias the aample (see paragraph 4) while
reducing their options to bias the sample (see paragraphs 2 and 3). I worked
closely with ARI's point of contact at USAREC to insure that station selec-
tion would be minimally biased.

Some DRC's were not able to provide ARI with two stations each of which
had both a female recruiter and a station commander with experience at their
current station. In order to cause fewer disruptions in the Command, in
these cases it was decided with our point of contact at USAREC not to try to
change DRC's. If a DRC could not provide two stations with a female re-
cruiter we accepted the first station on our list which would meet the re-~
quirement of having two male recruiters and a station commander with experi-
ence at that station; if stations on our list were not suitable, DRC
nominated stations were accepted.

Subject Selection

Selection of individual recruiters to be subjects for the Main or Secon-
dary samples of this research was made by the researcher when he arrived at
the recruiting station. The researcher had to select from among the recruit-
ers present the two recruiters most likely to provide a full set of useful
information to be Main Sample subjects. The first criterion for a full set
of information was that the recruiter had been a recruiter for at least six
months and had been at that station for at least three months. The second
criterion was that from among recruiters meeting criterion !, one male and
one female recruiter would be selected. If there were no females who met the
first criterion, then two males who did meet this criterion were selected; a
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maie not meeting the first criterion was not, however, substituted for a

female whco also did not meet the first criterion. The third criterion to

- reduce the pool of eligibles was to eliminate Army Reserve recruiters if an
Active Army recruiter with the experience and of the correct gender to meet

. the first two criteria was present. Selection from among Active Army re-

cruiters (Criterion 3) with the necessary experience (Criterion 1), and of

the correct gender (Criterion 2) was by the flip of a coin.

e A e

The Samgle

The sampling plan just described resulted in a sample which may Jdiffer
in some ways from a typical cross section of recruiting command personnel.
However, the samyple is arguably representative of field level personnel in
the Command.

As intended, women were over-sampled and account for 19.3% of the sample
(5.8% of commanders, 33.3% of the main sample recruiters, and 5.1% of secon-
Jary sample recruiters®' while they account for only about 5% of recruiting
command personnel. Other Jifferences were not intended.

Table 4 was drawn from the Army's Enlisted Master File as of 1 August
N 1981 and shows selected demugraphic characteristics of USAREC personnel in
grades E5 through E7. This population of USAREC personnel, though it con-
tains one-sixth support staff, can be compared to the sample of recruiters
and station commanders. Percentages are tabled for all USAREC personnel, the
obtained sample of field personnel, and the sample weighted to show a 95:5
ratio of males to females. Chi squared tests were done to compare the
weighted and unweighted samples to non-sampled USAREC personnel.

Unexpected differences were found in that the sampled personnel held
lower rank, were slightly better educated, were less likely to be married,
and were less likely to be white than the population of USAREC enlisted per-
sonnel. And while there is no difference in mean Armed Forces Qualification
Test (AFQT) percentile scores between sampled (M=61.1) and non-sampled
(M=58.3) personnel, t(6043)=1.56, p=.12, the personnel are distributed
somewhat Jifferently by category.

[ o S vy

:“ While chi squared tests are still significant for the weighted sample

ol because of inflated sample sizes, the sample weighted for male-female ratio

- is much more like the population than is the unweighted sample. Oversampling
& of females is probably the sole cause of differences in marital status and a
i major contributor to the other differences.

These sample-population Jifferences may also have resulted from unin-
tended effects of the sampling plan. The sampling plan favored selection of
larger stations in larger population centers in that it required the ypresence
of 2 experienced recruiters, and the oversampling of females. Because new
recruiters are usually sent to a larger station for onsite training, the
sampling plan actually favored the selection of less experienced recruiters.
This trend was reinforced by the assignment policy for most experienced

: recruiters who are not commanders to be either in one person stations or in
management and support positions. 1In fact, the sampled personnel have less
experience ip recruiting than do the non-sampled personnel (ﬁ's are 29 and 38
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p Table 4
"“
A Demographic Characteristics of Selected USAREC Personnel
: E5-E7 Sample
£ USAREC = = =~ = ~ = = = = = = = = = = = =~ = = -
A Personnel Unwelghted Weighted
: 4 g x*ar p< £ x*dr p<
b Gender 85 1 0.0 5 1 0.5
K~ Males 95.1 .7 95.5
n Females 4.9 19.3 4.5
&
) Ethnic 24 3% 0.0 194 3 0.0
" White 74.0 60.8 60.4
M Black 20.5  28.7 27.7
" Hispanic 3.6 5.5 6.5
i Other 1.9 5.0 5.4
. Rank 19 3 0.0002 23 3 0.0
o ES 14.2 23.8 17.8
9 E6 45.0 44.2 45.5
, E7 40.7 32.0 36.8
;: AFQT Categories® 7.6 4 0.1152 4 0.0
) LT 3t (IV) 19.6 12.2 14.3
‘ 31-50 (IIIB) 19.4 20.4 23.6
3 51-64 (IIIA) 22.5  22.1 22.5 !
65-92 (II) 33.7  40.3 36.3
2! 93-100 (I) 4.8 5.0 3.3
a
Education 111 6 0.09 3% 6 0.0
Postgrad 0.3 1.1 0.8
BA/BS 4.2 6.1 6.1
AA 5.7 5.0 5.4
> College Credits 28.2 27.6 29.0
N HSDG 43.0 45.3 43,2
’ GED 18.5 14.9 15.5
i NHSG 0.1 0.0 0.0
" Marital Status 27 5  0.000f 74 5 0.0
{ Single 6.5 11.6 5.5
)] Married 87.4 80.1 87.8
Separated 0.2 1.1 1.3
: Divorced 5.9 7.2 5.4
@ Widowed 0.1 0.0 0.0
<
¥ . Note: Based on information in the Enlisted Master File as of 1 August
> 1981, N s for USAREC personpel and sample (unweighted and weighted for
male/female ratio) are 6626, 181, and 2149, respectively.
}: 8,FQT (Armed Forces Qualification Test) is presented in the percentile
b categories usually used in military research.
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”§ months respectively, t(196 6, unequal variance) = 4.7Y, p<.0001) and fewer
‘ years in the Army (M's are 10.4 and 11.6 respectively, t(6624) = 4.12, p <
.0001). These differences in experience lead directly to differences in
rank. Differences in AFQT distribution and education level are also follow
since less experienced recruiters entered the Army and the recruiting force
under stricter quality standards.

*
[ 4
a"eals

‘ Minority women over-enlist compared to white women at a larger rate than
K minority men over-enlist compared to white men. Because 34% of female
recruiters are black compare. to 20% of male recruiters, the sampling plan
also lead to oversampling of large city recruiting stations where non-white
recruiters are more likely to be stationed. Thus, the large Jdifference in
ethnic composition of sample and population may have resulted from several
factors: (a) the oversampling of less experienced recruiters drawn from the
large minority enlistments of the late 70's, (b) the oversampling of stations
in larger population centers, (c) the oversampling of women, or (d) other
factors undetected.

"o

e

K ol ol

To the extent that the population of interest is defined as the junior
D (E5-E7) NCO's in the Recruiting Command as of August 1981, the sampling plan
AL has lead to Jdistortions in the sample. However, the population the sample

. was compared to contained about 1500 NCO's in higher management and support
[ positions in addition to field recruiters and station commanders. Thus it

' can be argued that the sample is fairly representative of field recruiters
and station commanders, with certain limitations, most notably the intended
‘W oversampling of women. Also, the sampling plan is likely to have resulted in
L oversampling larger stations in larger populetion centers. This may have
contributed to an oversampling of non-white recruiters.

To the extent the population of interest is defined as station command-
ers and the recruiters they supervise on a day to day basis, the sample is
representative. This population excludes the attributional patterns of
recruiters in one person stations under no day to day supervision, as well as
senior NCO's and officers in management positions. To an unknown extent the
5 attributional patterns of these other groups may differ from those of the
) studied sample.

Station commaenders and recruiters differed from each other, as is to be
L expected. Station Commanders are older (M's of 34.3 vs. 30.7 years, t(140) =
F 5.24, p < .0001), have more experience in ' the Army (M's of 13.5 vs. 8. .8
o years, t(140) = 9.02, .0001), and have higher rank (modes of E~7 vs. E-6,
i M's of 6.8 vs. 5.7, t(238 unequal variances) = 12.71, p < .0001). Station
: commanders, however, are only marginally more experienced in recruiting than
are recruiters (M's of 22.8 vs. 19.7 months, t(71, unequal variances) = 1.07,
A p = -2862). This is not unexpected since station commanders must have the
- higheat rank in the station and tend to have entered the Recruiting Command
with higher rank than recruiters (modes of E-6 vs. E- S,jCR ) = 29. 3, p <
.0001). Station commanders have more education than recruiters (48% have at
least some college versus 27% of recruiters,M)&5) = 11.2, p = .047), though
station commanders scored lower on the Army entrance test (M percentile
scores of 53 vs. 68, t(131) = -3.87, p < .0002). In summary, station com-
manders differ from recruiters in being older, more experienced in the Army,
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and having attained higher rank--in part because of more education and expe-
rience--than recruiters before entering the Recruiting Command. Recruiters
and station commanders do not differ in ethnic group nor length of experience
in the Recruiting Command.

Instruments
Data for this study of performance attributions was collected using five
instruments. Relevant portions of these instruments are at Appendices B, C,

and D. The 1981 Station Commander Survey is not reproduced here since it
contained the same biographical questions as the 1981 Recruiter Survey.

The 1981 Recruiter Survey

Recruiter demographic information was collected in Part II of the 1981
Recruiter Survey. (This instrument is reproduced in Appendix B). In this
instrument recruiters also rated their performance for the past six months
(Part III) and rated the extent to which 58 possible causes for their per-
formance affected their own performance negatively or positively (Part IV).

Multiple performance measures were included in the survey to allow a
full exploration of the many possible performance criteria (see Elig, Gade, &
Eaton, 1981). Four of these performance measures are of particular interest.
Questions 1 and 17 are both subjective measures of job performance. Ques-
tions 6 and 7 are both objective, and measure the bottom line of performance:
how many contracts did the recruiter achieve and was the objective met. The
remaining performance questions can also be divided into categories of sub-
Jjective judgment (questions 13 thru 16) or objectives measures of performance
in "making mission" (questions 2 thru 5 and 8 thru 12).

The attribution measurement style adopted for this study is similar to
the method used by Meyer (1980). Meyer had subjects rate 9 possible causes
on 9-point scales ranging from -4 to +4. Scales were anchored by the direc-
tion of influence, e.g., good luck and bad luck. In a similar way, subjects
in the current study judged each attribution on a 7-point scale from having a
large positive affect to having no affect to having a large negative affect
on performance.

The 1981 Experimental Recruiter Performance Report

Each station commander used this instrument to evaluate two recruiters.
This instrument (reproduced in Appendix C) includes performance questions
(Part I) and attribution questions (Part II) which are parallel to those
contained in the 1981 Recruiter Survey.

The 1981 Recruiter Comments

A -
vla‘ o!l. h ' l‘.ﬁ I;‘ hlﬁi ‘&' n A "'\-"‘\"‘H‘ ""\- “~"'

This instrument includes measures of the dimensionality of the perform-
ance attributions. This instrument is reproduced in Appendix D. Recruiters
completing this instrument rated the 58 possible causes of performance on
whether the location of each cause is: (a) "Internal (in a recraiter)”, (b)
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"Both the recruiter and the environment"”, or (c) "External {(in the environ-
ment and other people)". Three other attributional Jimensions were each

) included in one of the 3 alternate forms of this instrument. Forms (which
‘ were randomly given to subjects) contained 9-point scales for stability (1 =
k- Unstable, 9 = Stable), Control-by-recruiter (1 = Uncontrollable, 9 =

Controllable), or Control-by-others (1 = Uncontrollable, 9 = Controllable).

Instrument Pretest

- The 1981 Recruiter and Station Commander Surveys and the 1981 Experimen-
2 tal Recruiter Performance Report were pretested with 15 recruiters and five
- station commanders in five stations--one station was randomly selected for

- the pilot sample from each of the five USAREC regions.

Data collected in this pretest were not analyzed, except as needed to

Q clarify instructions and questions. One recruiter performance measure was

- clarified at the suggestion of the pilot sample; this item asks for the per-
N centage of mission objective obtained by the recruiter in the last six

a months. Also at the suggestion of subjects in the pilot sample, one attri-

y bation, command decisions, was split into three attributions representing the
A major levels of command: (a) USAREC (national), (b) Regional, and (c) Dis-

. trict. This Jdifferentiation was important to several subjects in the pilot
P~ sample.
L.

h The attributions used in the pilot sample were intended to be an exhaus-

tive list; that only ope attribution had to be further defined tends to con-
firm that the list was exhaustive to field personnel. The original set of
attributions were developed from the Elig and Frieze (1975) framework and

& supplemented by attributions used by Valle and Frieze (1976) and by sugges-
tions from subject matter experts at ARI and USAREC headquarters.

Procedure

At each recruiting station, the researcher first met with the station
commander and then individually with each recruiter. Each station commander
and recruiter was briefed on the general purpose of the research and given a
copy of a letter of introduction from the Recruiting Command (see Appendix
E). This letter and introductory briefing stressed the confidentiality of
) the data and were designed to encourage their cooperation while reducing
their anxiety.

X The station commander briefing continued with an overview of the

= researcher's schedule at the station and sample selection. On the basis of
information received from the commander on station personnel, recruiters were
assigned by the researcher to be in the Main or Secondary Samples. Station
commanders were then given the 1981 Station Commander Survey, and 2 Experi-

. mental Recruiter Performance Reports for each of the two Main Sample recruit-
ers.

= After the researcher started the station commander on these instruments,
: he individually briefed each recruiter on the purpose of the research and
. presented a copy of the letter of introduction. As discussed above, the

!
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briefing and letter tried to engage honest and willing cooperatinn. All
recruiters were asked to complete the 1981 Recruiter Survey. Secondary luam-
tle recruiters were also given the 1981 1981 Recruiter Comment questionnaijre.

AR

Each recruiter and the station commander worked at sepuarate desks. The
only corroboration allowed was on past performance measures 2 thru 12 and
only in stations where these objective performance measures were available
only in a station record book maintained by the station commander.

LA A, A,

Instrument completion was self-paced and could be interrupted as neces-
sary for phone calls and appointments with applicants. The only time limit
imposed was that station commanders and Main Sample recruiters were asked to
complete their instruments before their scheduled interviews. (These inter-
views are not related to the present study).
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RESULTS

Dimensions of Causal Attributions

I hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 1: A clear three dimensional structure underlies causal
attributions. These Jdimensions are location (internal-external),
stability (stable-unstable), and control (controllable by person or
others versus uncontrollable by anyone).

I also intend to examine

Hypothesis 1a that: the model is two dimensional (location and sta-
bility5 with subdimensions of control-by-actor and control-by-others
nested respectively in internal and external causes.

Two sets of data are used to test this hypothesis. The first set is
recruiters’' ratings of 58 attributions on 4 dimensions. The second set is the
causal ascriptions made by recruiters for their own performance and by station
commanders for the recruiter's performance. As noted above in the development
of Hypothesis 1, this comparison of methodologies should help clarify differ-
ences in the literature where only one or the other method has been used.

Hypothesis 1 is tested by analyzing the correlation matrices of (a) the
dimensional ratings of the 58 attributions and of (b) the causal ascriptions
(self and other); and by (c) correlating the dimensional ratings with the
factor loadings for the 58 attributions.

Of the 3 dimensions, control is the most problematic. The rating scales
used by Wiley et al. (1979) have built into them the positive correlation of
internality and control-by-actor. Michela et al. (1982) found evidence (using
multidimensional scaling) for a control dimension only among internal causes.
To explore these Jifferences and to further clarify the Jdimensional structure
of attributions I also separately factor analyze internal and external attri-
butions.

Judges' Ratings of Causal Dimensionality

Recruiters' judgments on dimensional scales of location, stability, con-
trol-by-recruiter, and control-by-others are presented in Table 5, the attri-
butions ordered from internal to external by the judges' ratings of location.
Note that the Control dimension was not rated by recruiters; rather it is the
average of ratings given for control-by-recruiter or control-by-others. Thus
a high control mean for an attribution indicates it is perceived as controll-
able by the recruiter and/or others while a low mean indicates a perception
that neither the recruiter nor others are perceived as controlling.

Before examining the dimensional scales represented by the means in Table
5, it is necessary to examine the quality of the ratings from which the means
were computed.
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Table 7 :

Summary Statistics for Dimensional Ratings i

. Coefficient

. Dimension M SD of Variation Range

o

: Location 1.84 0.42 0.23 1.18 - 2.61

Stability 6.13 0.68 0.11 4.54 - 7.46

. Recruiter Control 5.11 1.72 0.34 2.40 - 7.96
> Other's Contral 5.03 1.76 0.35 2.00 - 8.27
. Control 5.16 0.95 0.18 3.18 - 6.77

Note: N=58 attributions.

Reliability. Recruiters showed considerable agreement in rating the 58
causal variables on the dimensions of location, recruiter control and control
by others (Table 6), but were less able to distinguish among the attribution
variables in terms of stability. While standard deviations are not markedly
Jifferent for stability (Table 5) compared to the other 7 point scales the
variance components for stability are different from the other ratings. Table
6 presents expected mean squares and variance component estimates from two-way
ANOVA's (Winer, 1962, pp 124-131) for each dimensional rating made by recruit-
ers. In these ANOVA's variance is partitioned for sources between attribu-
tions, within raters, and for the attribution by rater interaction. From these
variance estimates several reliability estimates can be generated from
intraclass correlations (Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda & Rajaratnam, 1972; Kass,
Elig & Mitchell, 1982; Tinsley & Weiss, 1975).

The generalizability estimates' for stability are markedly lower than for
the other 3 dimensions and would be predicted to be bettered only moderately
by more raters. In particular, generalizability estimates for stability rat-

) ings made by a single individual are markedly lower than the estimates for the
\ other dimensions.

Rater variance in proportion to total variance is almost nil for all di-
mensions except stability. Thus, except for stability, the reliability for
4 the ratings to be applied to the raters only (raters fixed) is only slightly
- higher then when the ratings are to be applied as attribution Jdimension scale
+ scores for people other than the raters (raters considered to be a random
‘2 effect). When rater variance is removed by averaging over raters to produce
average dimensional ratings for each variable (Table 5), much of the variance
in the original stability ratings is removed (Table 7).

1Generalizebility theory is an analysis of variance approach to inter-
Y rater reliability. This theory has been explicated most completely by
’ Cronbach et al. (1972). Brennan (1977) provides an amplification of
the basic principles and procedures, while Kass et al. (1982) provides
a detailed application. Instead of using a correlation coefficient as
an estimate of interrater reliability, a generalizability coefficient
is reported.
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Interyretability. Even though recruiters made reliable Jdistinctions among
caisal variables on three of the Jdimensions, the Jdimensional ratings are
highly correlated (Table 8). Principal components analysis of location, sta-
bility, recruiter control, and others' control yielded a solution of 1 factor
which explains 71% of the variance with acceptable communalities (Table 8,
Solution 1). Extracting a second factor (solution not tabled) increased vari-
ance explained to 87% and increased communalities for recruiter and other
control to .93 and .91, respectively. However, this solution was unstable and
had a factor pattern loading greater than 1.

Substituting the control Jdimension for separate recruiter and other con-~
trol ratings gives a more interpretable pattern. Solution 2 in Table 8 is for
a principal component that accounts for 59% of the variance but has a low
communality for control. The 2 component oblique solution (Table 8, Solution
3) is more satisfactory in variance accounted for, 89%, and communalities,
.83-.97.

Recruiters' dimensional ratings have at most 2 principal components,
location and control, which correlate to some degree (r(58)=.22, p<.10).
However, when control is decomposed into recruiter and other control, the
ratings are unidimensional with poles of internal-stable-recruiter-controlled
and external-unstable-other-controlled.

Recruiter's Jimensional ratings thus show a large common variance for
location, stability, and actor-control as did the dimensional ratings reported
by Wiley et al. (1979) and Bar-Tal, Goldberg, and Knaani (in press). However,
peither of these studies included measures of other's control nor general
control that could have allowed the finding of a separate control dimension.

The large common variance found in the dimensional ratings do not support
a narrow interpretation of Hypothesis 1. That is, stability ratings are not
easily separable from internality, although general control by the actor
and/or others does form a separate factor from the location/stability factor.
However, it can be argued that the common variance represents a general factor
of the covariation of a set of attributions as they are used to in making
attributions. The existence of a general factor representing real world
covariation does not preclude the usefulness of extracting specific (ortho-
gonal) factors for the variation of the dimensions. That is, a three dimen-
sion model of attributions is still useful if specific-dimension variance
remains after the removal of common variance, and if the specific-Jdimension
variance is useful in understanding and predicting antecedents and conse-
quences of attributions.

Orthogonal scale development. The Jdimensional ratings made by recruiters
can be interpreted as factor patterns, that is as weights to be applied to
factor scores (of the theoretical dimensions) to reproduce a set of attribu-
tiop variables. When viewed from this perspective, the principal component
analyses just described are equivalent to a second order analysis of first
order factors. It is therefore expected that these analyses would show re-
duced rank (Gorsuch, 1974). When the dimensional ratings are viewed as factor
patterns generated by raters the appropriate question is whether there is a
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set of rotated factors which exhibit simple structure and fit the data equally
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:: well. Because Jata were not obtained for a set of variables to be reduced to a
R set of factor scores and factor patterns, analytic techniques for factor rota-
tion are not available in standard statistical programs. Noting the basic
;(\ model similarity of factor analysis and regression techniques (Gorsuch, 1974,
'O pp 12-32), regression analysis was used to develop sets of residuals which are
,ja analogues §o orthogonal and oblique rotations. Table 9 ypresents the R® and
‘:; adjustedlg for the regression of each rating on all other sets of ratings.
- This table also presents the intercorrelations of the ratings and of the rat-
ings with all residuals. (See Table F! in Appendix F for the intercorrela-
> tions of all ratings and residuals). As would be expected from the correla-
i*{ tions, the smallest residual variances are for removal of the common variance
ﬂ; from all other ratings. The largest shared variance is between location and
N recruiter control. Note the low squared multiple R's for control. Control
o has little common variance with location and stability. Since control is a
summary of recruiter and others' control, there were no resijuals for control
‘}: of recruiter or others' control computed.
N
e The rank of the rating and residual correlation matrix (Table F1) is 5
- with eigenvalues of 12.73, 8.44, 7.60, 7.19, and .03. Principal components
X analysis was performed on the generalized inverse of this matrix. Four fac-
L tors were retained and rotated. The factor pattern indicate factors of Oth-
. ers' Control, Recruiter Control, Location, and Stability (Table 10). This
:- analysis indicates that the essential structure of the ratings are not de-
-~ stroyed by creating scales of residuals. The use of residual scales at the
e same time reduces the intercorrelations of the estimated dimensions signifi-
Y cantly (Table 11). However, because the correlation matrix is singular and a
generalized inverse was computed for factoring, selected sets of residuals
:ﬁ representing the dimensions were developed (Table 12).
<
-}ﬁ In a process analogous to diagonal factor analysis the rating of each
o dimension in turn was taken to be the first factor in a set of residuals
v orthogonal to that first factor (Gorsuch, 1974). Set 1 (Table 12) is the
- diagonal analysis for location. Residuals of the other ratings were chosen to
i be orthogonal to location and have minimal correlation with each other. Note
*: that there was no attempt to minimize correlation of control with either
e other's control or recruiter controi. In set 2, stability was taken as the
7 first diasgonal factor. In sets 4, 5, and 6, the diagonal matrices are respec-
w tively contrnl, recruiter control, and others' control. Set 3 is a special
; case where three diagonal factors of ratings for control, recruiter control,
rj and others’ control are extracted first; residuals for location and stability
,$ were then extracted to be orthogonal to each of the three ratings and to each
v other.
N
{ In this way, sets of dimensional ratings are developed where the rela-
tionship of each attributional Jdimension with the antecedents and conse-
o quences of attributions can be tested. Each attribution dimension can be
A tested orthogonally--independently from tests for other dimensions. Each
ot dimension can also be tested when it includes the common variance in the
x; set of ratings and when the common variance is removed.

- The Jdiagonals in Table 12 are the correlations of the residuals with the
- original ratings. When squared the diagonal represents the portion of vari-
N ance of the original ratings represented by the residual--the variance unique
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ok Table 9
“;$ Correlation Matrix of Ratings with Residuals
oY
N AD%
o R R L s RC oc c
L
(L)ocation 1.00
"y (S)tability -0.62  1.00
KRN (R)ecruiter (C)ontrol -0.82 0.59 1.00
o (0)thers' (C)ontrol 0.57 -0.60 -0.43 1.00
2&; C)ontrol -0.37 0.11 0.65 0.40 1.00
RO
i L(RES)idualR0O .74 .13 0.51 -0.09 0.00 -0.00 -0.02
o LRESSRO .74 .73 0.51  0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.02
I LRESSC .48 .46 0.72 0.00 -0.38 0.47 0.00
O LRESS .40 0.78 0.00 -0.58 0.25 -0.38
g LRESC .13 0.93 -0.66 -0.63 0.77 0.00
¥y LRESR .68 0.57 -0.24 -0.00 0.39 0.30
:'; LRESO .33 0.82 -0.3¢ -0.70 =-0.00 -0.72
&N SRESRO .50 .48 -0.06 0.7t 0.00 -0.00 0.0
e SRESLRO .50 .48 -0.00 0.70 0.00 -0.00 0.01
e SRESLC .41 .38 0.00 0.77 0.16 -0.21 0.00
o SRESL .40 -0.00 0.78 0.10 -0.31 =0.15
o SRESC .01 -0.59 0.99 0.52 -0.65 0.00
o SRESR .35 -0.17 0.81 -0.00 -0.43 -0.34
4 SRESO .36 -0.35 0.80 0.42 -0.00 0.44
f} RCRESL .68 -0.00 0.14 0.57 0.08 0.62
o RCRESS .35 -0.56 -0.00 0.81 -0.09 0.73
RCRESO .18 -0.64 0,37 0.90 0.00 0.91
o RCRESLS .69 .68 -0.00 0.00 0.56 0.13 0.66
) RCRESLO .68 .66 -0.00 0.17 0.57 =-0.00 0.55
2 RCRESLSO .70 .68 -0.00 0.00 0.55 =-0.00 0.54
g;% RCRESSO .36 .35 -0.54 0.00 0.80 -0.00 0.80
K
- OCRESL .33 0.00 -0.29 0.05 0.82 0.74
KX, OCRESS .36 0.25 0.00 -0.09 0.80 0.58
e OCRESR .18 0.24 -0.38 -0.00 0.90 0.75
.. OCRESLS .42 .40 -0.00 -0.00 0.10 0.76 0.74
i OCRESLR .33 .31 -0.00 -0.31 0.00 0.82 0.69
i OCRESLSR .44 .42 0.00 -0.00 =-0.00 0.75 0.63
N OCRESSR .37 .35 0.18 -0.00 0.00 0.80 0.67
)
438 CRESL 3 0.00 -0.13 0.38 0.65 0.93
o CRESS .01 -0.30 0.00 0.59 0.47 0.99
VY CRESLS 16 .13 -0.00 0.00 0.40 0.61 0.92
4

Note: Residuals are named D(imension) RES(idual of) D(imension)
:pg so that LRESRO is short for L(ocation) RES: :4dual of) R(ecruiter
control and) J{thers' control).
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Table 10

¢,

Principal Components of Residuals and Ratings

. FACTOR FACTOR FACTOR FACTOR
: 1 2 3 4

-

ks (L)ocation 0.973

i LRESC 0.399 0.314 0.846

. LRESO -0.458 0.856

o LRESR 0.882 0.433

o LRESRO -0.290 0.902 0.429

" LRESS 0.863 0.425
o LRESSC 0.300 0.410 0.745 0.419
' LRESSRO -0.257 0.884 0.447

4 (S)tability -0.479 0.880

\ SRESC -0.263 -0.425 0.886
e SRESO 0.416 0.886
) SRESR -0.250 0.929
b SRESRO 0.284 0.942
» SRESL 0.953
. SRESLC 0.264 0.951
E: SRESLRO 0.251 0.953
'y (R)ecruiter (C)ontrol 0.422 -0.884

' RCRESL 0.966

. RCRESLO 0.984

o RCRESLS 0.948

- RCRESLSO 0.979

A RCRESO 0.355 0.449 -0.754

k. RCRESS 0.488 -0.745 -0.371
: RCRESSO 0.490 -0.723 -0.339
:; (0)thers' (C)ontrol 0.869 0.473 -0.284
X OCRESL 0.975

. OCRESLR 0.97

: OCRESLS 0.995

! OCRESLSR 0.990 -0.259

, OCRESR 0.937

N OCRESS 0.945 0.302
[ OCRESSR 0.960 0.262
o (¢)ontrol 0.682 0.374  -0.507

‘ CRESL 0.781 0.463

2 CRESS 0.707 0.371 -0.456

B, CRESLS 0.768 0.500

. EIGENVALUES 10.791 8.529 8.202 8.113
& Note: Residuals are named D(imension) RES{idual of) D{imension)
g 80 that LRESRO is short for L{ocation) RES(idual of) R(ecruiter
. control and) O(thers’' control).
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-;_ Tarle 1
O
- Correlations of Frincipal Components of Residuals and hkatings
. FACTOR FACTOR FACTOR FACTOR
N 1 2 3 4
¥0
‘—‘
’ FACTOR 1 1.000
W FACTOR 2 0.154 1,000
N FACTOR 3 -0.065 -0.025 1.000
s FACTOR 4 -0.025% -0.007 0.041 1.000
.
A
e}
i to that rating after the common Jdimensional rating variance is removed. Note
{ that in each set of intercorrelations in Table 12 the unique variance for one
o variable is as low as 25 to 33% while all other ratings are represented by at
O least 50% of its original variance.
‘. Summary. Dimension ratings by judges were found to be strongly corre-
' lated, as they were by Wiley et al. (1979) and Bar-Tal, Goldberg, and Knaani
’3. (in press). However, general control is not as strongly correlated with
.. location and stability as is actor's control. The common variance of a gen-
[ eral factor for the set of attributions rated is particularly large for loca-
tion and stability. However, dimension-specific variance can be obtained as
[s residuals of common variance.
i% The hypothesized three-dimensional structure of attributions is not
. directly supported by my data nor by Wiley et al. (1979) nor Bar-Tal et al.
o (in press). However, dimension-specific variance is obtainable from judge's
ratings which provides indirect support for the three-dimensional model. The
’ strength of this support rests on the usefulness of the dimension-specific
" variance in understanding and predicting attributions and their antecedents
': and consequences.
v
o
) Performance Attributions
- Performance attributions were made by 173 recruiters for their own per-
o formance; station commanders also made performance attributions for 103 of
X5 these recruiters. Performance attributions were made on the same set of
" causal variables judged on dimensionality. Table F2 (Appendix F) is the
correlation matrix for the performance attributions of all subjects (102
% commanders and 161 recruiters) who rated every performance attribution varia-
L, ble.
b
: To identify the dimensions underlying subjects' performance attribu-
A, tions, the Jata were subjected to factor analysis. Principal components'
< eigenvalues for 14 components exceeded 1.00, though as can be seen in Figure
R 3 the rocts of the components drop off sharply after the first few. Direct
¢ quartermin rotations for 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 11, 12, 13, and 14 factors were
b examined. Selection of the 3 component solution as the basic solution was
e based on four criteria: (a) the scree test, (b) interpretability as general
«
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Table 12

Intercorrelations of Residual Dimensional Scales

+ o o

Set 1 L
(L)ocation 1.00
CRESL .00
RCRESL -.00
OCRESLR -.00
SRESLRO .00
Set 2 LRESS
LRESS .78
CRESLS -.00
RCRESLS -.00
OCRESLS -.00
(s)tability .00
Set 3 LRESRO
LRESRO 51
(c)ontrol .02
(R)ecruiter (C)ontrol .00
(0)thers' (C)ontrol .00
SRESLRO .00
Set 4 LRESRO
LRESRO .51
) -.02
RCRESO .00
OCRESR .00
SRESLRO .00
Set 5 LRESR
LRESRO .51
CRESS -0
RC .00
OCRESR .00
SRESLRO .00
Set 6 LRESRO
LRESRO .51
CRESS -.0t
RCRESO .00
ocC .00
SRESLRO .00

CRESL

.93
.67
.74
.01

CRESLS

<92
.
.81
.00

c

1.00
-91
075
001

c

1.00
091
<75
.01

CRESS

.99
.59
080
-.07

CRESS

.99
088
-47
-.07

RCRESL

57
-.00
.00

RCRESLS
.56
A7
.m

RC
1.00
-043

'w
RCRESO
.90
.43
.00

RC
1lw
-.00

.w
RCRESO
.90

.00
.00

OCRESLR

.82
-.00

OCRESLS

.76
.00

ocC

1.00
-.00

OCRESR

.90
-.00

OCRESR

-.00

oc

1.00
-.w

SRESLRO

1.00

SRESLRO

.T

SRESLRO

.M

SRESLRO

.1

SRESLRO

N

Kote: Residuals are named D(imension) RES(iduael of) D(imension)

so that LRESRO is short for L(ocation) RES(idual of) R(ecruiter
control and) O(thers' control). Diagonsl elements are correlations
of the residuals with the original rating.
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factors, and (c) convergence of solutions from different samples. By the
scree test (Cattell, 1966) there are clearly at least three factors before
the drop in the size of the roots begins to flatten (Figure 3); while the
angle at 14 factors suggests itself as the upper limit of the number of fac-
tors. This upper bound is also set by the roots > 1 criterion. The inter-
pretability criterion applied here has 2 parts. The 3 factor solution is the
highest solution where all factors appear from previously unrepresented
variables. Secondly this solution is the highest root where all factors are
general in pature. Starting with the four factor solution, factors which
appear are composed of subsets of variables which previously loaded on one of
the first three variables. These subsets of variables are usually specific
in nature.

The final criteria is convergence of solutions from station commanders
and recruiters. Starting with the fourth factor, as the more specific fac-
tors begin to emerge they differ in order of emergence and to some extent in
composition in the solutions for the two groups factored separately.

The three factor solution for all subjects is presented in Table 13.
With the exception of one attribution, all attributions with their highest
loading on the first factor are clearly internal. The one exception is Army
guidance counselors which also loads on the second factor. No causal varia-
ble with its highest loading on the second factor is internal. The highest
loadings on the third factor are causal variables that are neither clearly
internal nor external; these variables are at the intersection of the re-
cruiter and the task environment. Loading at less than .50 on this factor,
however, are 3 attribution variables which represent task Jdifficulty in a
recruiter's zone: (a) number of youth; (b) quality of youth; and (c) pro-
pensity of youth to serve in the military. These variables a“so load on the
second factor, External Causes, where the other task difficulty variables
load (e.g., going-to-college rate in zone).

The separate analyses of recruiters and station commanders reveal no
notable divergences. The clarity of the Internal factor is apparent in both
groups. Smaller loadings on both the External Causes and Intermediate Causes
factors do show some cross over between the two analyses but these do not
call the interpretation of this solution into question. These differences,
however, do lead to factors emerging in different order and with somewhat
different variables in solutions of more factors.

In the five factor solution variance-accounted-for increases to 55% from
the 42% accounted for by three factors, and increases to 60%, 64%, 68%, and
70%, for 7, 9, 11, and 14 factor solutions, respectively. In the five factor
solution private life variables (i.e., marital status, dependents, and
friends and family life) are split from the Internal Causes factor. The
External Causes divide in this solution into generally helpful and generally
unhelpful variables. For example, one factor has loadings of .5 or greater
for advertising, help from other recruiters’ PR events, help from other
recruiters, station commander helyp in sales training, hometown recruiter
aides, and guidance counselor. In the same solution, an External Difficulty
factor has high loadings for paperwork and administrative burdens, all 3
command levels, all 3 distances, local cost of living, and negative climate
caused by other recruiters.
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The clearest solution with nonspecific factors 1s the 1! factor solution
(Table 14). Note that while 14 factors meet the maximum scree limit and the
root > 1.0 criterion, solutions of 12, 13, and 14 factors have at least one
factor with only one loading above .50 and the 14 factor solution has an
additional factor with no loading above .35. The 11 factor solution best
shows the end process of clustering the causal variables with no factors
being unique for a single variable.

In the i1 factor solution presented in Table 14, the Internal factor is
still very strong with only 2 splinter factors: (a) in the five factor solu-
tion a factor for private life variables had entered and (b) the only addi-
tional group of variables to separate from the Internal factor (in the 11
factor solution) are those variables related to physical health and appear-
ance. JSimilarity is also a very strong factor. In contrast, the External
factor which split into 2 components in the five factor solution, becomes 6
components in the 11 component solution. The External Difficulties factor in
the five factor solution has separated into components of Administration,
Local social climate, Local geography, and Changes in locale (components 4,
7, 9, and 10, respectively). External help is represented at the station
level and at higher levels (components 5 and 8). The last component to ap~
pear in this solution is Luck, which in lower rank solutions had only minor
loadings on other factors. The presence of Hometown recruiter aides on the
luck factor is not surprising since the recruiters and station commanders
complained about the assignment of aides being purely chance (Hertzbach,
Elig, Gade, Siebold, Eaton, & O'Hara, 1982).

Factor correlations. Intercorrelations of the components are generally
positive and range as high as .39 in the 3 factor solution and .36 in the 11
factor solution (Tables 15 and 16). Second order analyses of the first
order solutions point to 2 general factors with additional factors loadings
only on limited subsets of variables.

Table 15

Correlations of Three Principal Components

FACTOR FACTOR FACTOR
1 2 3

ALL SUBJECTS

FACTOR 1 1.000

FACTOR 2 0.394 1.000

FACTOR 3 0.314 0.250 1.000
STATION COMMANDERS

FACTOR 1 1.000

FACTOR 2 0.32% 1.000

FACTOR 3 0.299 0.279 1.000
RECRUITERS

FACTOR 1 1.000

FACTOR 2 0.270 1,000

FACTOR 3 0.377 0.265 1.000
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Three second order factors with eigenvalues of 2.67, 1.20, and 1.04
exceed the rcoot > 1.0 criterion in the analysis of elever factors. The two
component solution has two general factors and accounts for 35% of the vari-
ance. While three components exceed the root > 1.0 test and the third compo-
nent increases variance accounted for to 45%, this component is a specific
factor. The purpose of higher order analysis is to account for maximal vari-
ance with general factors. The factor patterns for the second order princi-
yal components analyses with 2 and 3 components are shown in Tables 17 and
F3, respectively. The orthogonally rotated pattern for reproducing the
attribution variables from the second order analysis is presented (Gorsuch,

o 1974).

4 - -
28 s A s 03

R ek Al N

. The second order orthogonal components of performance attributions con-
tinue to show the strong pattern of internal and external attributions load-
ing on separate factors. In this analysis, however, the attribution
variables which are intermediate in location load on the internal factor
rather than on a separate factor. In the 3 component analysis (Table F3)
there is a general external factor (Component 2) and a specific external
factor (Component 3).

P Factoring variables clustered by location. I cannot interpret on the
basis of face validity either the first order nor second order factors in

- terms of stability and control. Before exploring whether the judges ratings
are useful in further interpretation of these factors, I find it useful to
explore whether control and/or stability is nested within location. Michela
et al. (1982) found evidence (using multidimensional scaling) for an actor
control Jdimension only among internal causes. Actor and other's control
--and stability as well--may only account for relatively large amounts of
variance after accounting for the much more salient location dimensions.

While differing in details, first order analyses thus far support the
existence of internal, intermediate, and external clusterings of performance
attributions. Ip order to resolve the details of how attributions cluster
within these three major groups, I examine separate principal components
N analyses of 3 sets of performance attributions. Sixteen attributions with
mean judgement ratings of location within .15 of the grand mean of location
a ratings formed the group of intermediate attribution variables. Internal
[- and external attribution variables are those with location mean ratings
below 1.70 and above 2.0, respectively (see Table 5). These cutoff points
where chosen to be symetrical on either side of the mean while capitalizing
on seemingly natural breaks in the distribution of location ratings.

DO Nl Y

e, Ay

Four components of the internal performance attributions have eigne-
values greater than 1.0 and yield an interpretable pattern for 66% of the
variance (Table 18). As would be expected from previous analyses, private
life variables and physical appearance/health variables form separate compo-
nents. A new group of variables to separate from the core internal attribu-
tions also appears. This fourth component has high loadings on recruiting
ability variables and personal qualities thought to be associated with re-
cruiting ability (see Elig, Kass, Gade, & Eaton, 1981),
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Table 17

Second Order Orthogonal Components of Eleven Primary Factors

COMPONENTS
1 2
Intelligence 0.768
Physical appearance 0.737
General health and stamina 0.736
Education, experiences 0.694
Gender 0.687
Personality 0.666
Natural sales ability 0.661
M to help young people 0.640
Age 0.639
Interest similarity to youth in zone 0.628
Usual efforts 0.628
Sales skills Jeveloped/trained 0.627
Comfortableness with people 0.626
Number of youth in zone 0.618 0.310 :
M to do everything well 0.616
Friends, family life 0.608
Educational similarity to youth in zone 0.607
Money handling ability 0.590
Comfortable with people in area 0.586 0.257
M to do a good job for Army 0.565
Work on public relation events 0.563%
M for rewards, approval 0.556
Propensity for military service in zone 0.521 0.427
Ethnic similarity to people in zone 0.516
Dependents 0.508
Marital status 0.502
Army guidance counselors 0.498 0.308
Unusual effort in last six months 0.473 0.351
Likes living in area 0.464 0.352
Similarity to people in zone 0.460 0.276
Recruiter's opinions on Army life 0.457
Help from other recruiters 0.446 0.279
Being i1l or particularly healthy 0.434
Quality of youth in zone 0.412 0.398
M to get out with good record 0.388 |
National advertising 0.369 0.321
Hometown recruiter aides 0.365 0.256 |
Closeness to area where grew up 0.319 0.265
Luck 0.248
Regional Command 0.636
Paperwork, administrative burden 0.624
District Command : 0.621
Distance to Army presence 0.577
Ef Going-to-college-rate in zone 0.557
v USAREC Command 0.348 0.513
b
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: Table 17 {continued)
.’l
. COMPONERTS
o 1 2
L~
\:- Local opinion 0.372 0.508
. Distances for testing and processing 0.271 0.501
N Station commander performance 0.258 0.492
- Local cost of living 0.281 0.482
¢ Sales training from station commander 0.452
e Local ad’ertising 0.358 0.449
e Disruptions from rezoning 0.447
= Distances for contacts in zone 0.384 0.429
o Help from TAIR (Army PR events) 0.289 0.412
i Negative climate from other recruiters 0.407
Help from other recruiters' PR events 0.398 0.399
) Local unemployment 0.323 0.356
i Disruptions from PCS (relocation) 0.25%7
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There are also 4 components of the intermediate performance attributions
with eigenvalues greater than 1.0. These four components account for 60% of
By the variance (Table 19). Each of these components is clear and has been seen
) in previous analyses: (1) Similarity, (2) Help from others, (3) Hurt from
=, others, and (4) Luck.

. Five principal components of the external performance attributions have
o eigenvalues greater than 1.0 (Table 20). These components account for 61% of
b the variance. Compared to prior analyses, the major difference appears to be
that this analysis isolates smaller groups of very similar attributions.
Disruptions from rezoning, which was isolated in the analysis of intermediate

*
‘ : attributions would probably load heavily on component 4 in this analysis. A
) recruiters’' work on PR events may also be misplaced in location and only load
" where it does because the zone variables are “"located" closest to the re-

cruiter among the variables in this analysis.

The loading of the recruiter's work on PR events with area fertility
variables (pumbers, quality, and military propensity of youth in zone) may
also be explainable as a mixing of causes and effects from a causal chain
(see Elig & Frieze, 1975). For example, performance is affected by zone
fertility which is affected by the recruiter's work on PR (as well as other's
recruiters PR work and the Army PR program) so that attributions of perform-
ance to any one variable in the chain is often accompanied by attributions to
other events in the chain. Similar reasoning fits the placement of the
variables which do not load uniquely on any one of the 5 principal components
of external attributions. For example, local opinion on military service is
influenced by both the local economy and advertising. This reasoning, how-
ever, cannot explain the placement of going-to-college rate. Attributions of
recruiting performance to the rate of youth going to the competition (i.e.,
college) is not associated as expected with attributions to youth quality or
military propensity. This may be because while high-quality aides recruit-
ing, & high going-to-college rate depresses recruiting performance. As seen
previously in the 5 and 11 component solutions for all attributions, a major
clustering rationale after location may be whether the attribution variable
aides or impedes performance (cf. Wimer & Kelley, 1982).
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Two component solutions for each group of attributions is also of inter-
est. Two component soclutions suggest themselves as indicators of the major
distinction made after location in the use of performance attributions.
Eigenvalues also suggest the appropriateness of two factors for the internal
and intermediate variables (Table 21). In each of these cases, components 2,
3, 4 of the 4 factor solution are collasped into one component of the 2 fac-
tor solution. Internal attri butions are grouped as the Person and Personal
Life. Intermediate attributions are grouped as Impersonal and Help-Hurt
Interactions. External attributions are grouped as the Task Situation and
Help-Hurt From Others. In each case one component can be interpreted as
controllable (the Person, Help-Hurt Interactions, and Help-Hurt From Others)
and the other as less controllable (Personal Life, Impersonal, and Task
Situation) although this interpretation is not as clear as were interpreta-
tions of previous factor solutions.
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Table 21

tUnrotated Component Variances for Grouped Performance Attributions

INTERNAL INTERMEDIATE EXTERNAL
ATTRIBUTIONS ATTRIBUTIONS ATTRIBUTIONS
CUMULATIVE CUMULATIVE CUMULATIVE
COMPONENT  ROOTS  VARIANCE ROOTS  VARIANCE  ROOTS  VARIANCE
1 10.10 0.46 5.12 0.32 6.70 0.33
2 2.12 0.56 1. 0.43 1.62 0.42
3 1.24 0.61 1.37 0.51 1.53 0.49
4 1.01 0.66 1.3 0.59 1.24 0.55
5 0.79 0.69 0.93 0.65 1.19 0.61
6 0.72 0.73 0.81 0.70 0.97 0.66
7 0.66 0.76 0.73 0.75 0.85 0.7
8 C.60 0.78 0.68 0.79 0.75 0.74
9 0.5% 0.81 0.60 0.83 0.73 0.78
10 0.52 0.83 0.54 0.86 0.59 0.81
" 0.50 0.85 0.48 0.89 0.56 0.84
12 0.49 0.88 0.43 0.92 0.53 0.86
13 .45 0.90 0.40 0.94 0.45 0.89
14 0.40 0.92 0.33 0.97 0.42 0.9
15 0.37 0.93 0.30 0.98 0.38 0.93
16 0.30 0.95 0.26 1.00 0.38 0.94
17 0.28 0.96 0.34 0.96
18 0.25 0.97 0.29 0.98
19 0.21 0.98 0.24 0.99
20 0.19 0.99 0.23 1.00
21 0.16 0.99
22 0.12 1.00

Interpretability of Attribution Components

As we have seen, the components of performance attributions are easily
interpretable in terms of location. Interpretation by whether the components
are loaded by variables helping or Jepressing performance are also readily
made, as are interpretations made in terms of logical association in causal
chains. While interesting, these interpretations do not support a three
dimensional model of location, stability and control.

Interpretations in terms of the control and stability Jdimensions are not
as readily made by sight inspection. Though interpretations of certain com-
ponents readily suggest themselves in terms of personal or impersonal agency,
these interpretations are best reserved until after testing the components
for association with personal control ratings. Interpretations of the compo-
nents of performance attributions are tested by correlating each component
tested by correlating each component pattern with the original and residual
dimensional scales from the juiges' ratings of attribution dimensions.
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Interpretacviiity of genera. fauctors. Table 22 presents the correlations
: of the dimensional scales with the component patterns of the 3 principal
. components {first order analysis with all subjects) of all performance attri-
butions (Table 13). On face appearance these components were labeled Inter-
f ral, External, and Intermediate. The first two components indeed have
X opposite correlations with the dimensions. Based on correlations with the
original scales, the first component is loaded by attributions which are
internal, recruiter controlled, uncontrolled by others, and stable. The
second component is loaded by attributions which are external, not recruiter
controlled, other controlled, and unstable. However, these first two compo-~
nents are not uniquely correlated with any one dimension. When the common
variance is removed from the original scales (in the residual scales) the di-
! mensional correlations tend to disappear, though component three is asso ci-
ated with the resijual location Jdimension. This component which has its
highest loadings on intermediate variables, correlates significently with
externality. This correlation is perhaps the result of two internal varia-
bles (marital status and dependents) which load negatively on this component.
When these two variables are removed, correlations of Component 3 with the
location and stability dimension scales are shrunk, correlations with loca-
tion (L), location-residual of recruiter and other control (LRESRO), and
stability-residual of location, recruiter and other control (SRESLRO) are,

4a 8 i

p repectively: r(55) = .18, p = .17; r(55) = .24, p = .07; and r(55) = .204,
; r - .13,
!
K
K.
Table 22
s Correlations of Dimensional Scales with Three Principal Components
- SCALE FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3
(L)ocation -0.822%* 0.764%* 0.259*
LRESRO -0.195 0.218 0.275*
K (C)ontrol 0.323% -0.128 -0.202
: CRESL 0.023 0.164 -0.115
o CRESLS 0.070 0.112 -0.059
v CRESS 0.244 -0.047 -0.216
P (R)ecruiter (C)ontrol  0.793%* -0.669%* -0.172
. RCRESL 0.206 -0.071 0.072
- RCRESLS 0.159 -0.013 0.010
RCRESO 0.596%* -0.425%% -0.197
N f0Ythers' (CYontrol -0.596%+ 0.665%* -0.015
E OCRESR -0.284% 0.420%* -0.098
% OCRESLR -0.173 C.286* -0.206
OCRESLS -0.051 0167 -0.072
1 (S)tability 0.733%% -0.733%* 0.113
: SRESLRO 0.197 -0.225 0.285%
' Note: N = 58 first order component patterns. Residuals are named
D{imension) RES(idual of) D(imension) so that LRESRO is short
g for L(ocation) RES(idual of) R(ecruiter control and) O(thers' control).
y ®p < .05, <00,
)]
Kl
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N Thus the three component solution presents us with & structure of 3
Bty clusters of performance attributions: (a) internal, stable, recruiter con-
S trolled, and not other controlled; (b) external, unstable, other controlled,
el and not recruiter controlled; and (c) intermediate on all dimensions. No
;nj: cluster is uniquely and strongly associated with any one dimenaion.
£;j- Table 23 presents the correlations of the two components of the second
b order analysis of performance attributions (Table 17) with the dimensional

scales. In the second order analysis, the Intermediate component of the
first order analyses has been folded primarily into the first component. The

’q‘: components in the two component solution correlate with Jimensional scales
N much in the same way as the first two components of the first order, 3 compo-
! nent solution. However, in this analysis the second component does show

‘f ; unique associations with Others’ Control and Location which persist when

. common variance is removed in the residual scales.

o Since no correlation of a dimensional scale and the second order compo-
§:¢: nents varies by more than .03 when obliquely rotated components are examined,
e the dimensional structure of the general factors of performance attributions
:fﬁ do not seem to be related to the rotation method used nor to a moderate de-
i;’ gree of nonorthogonality (r = .235).

% : The dimensional structure of general factors of performance attributions
jﬁ in these analyses is separate clusters of (a) Stable, Internal, Recruiter

,: (and not Others') Controlled attributions and (b) Unstable, External, Other
e

o Table 23
h\‘
12{ Correlations of Dimensional Scales with Second Order Components

~%

Z;J SCALE FACTOR 1  FACTOR 2

= (LYocation -0.665%F  0.787%*

o LRESRO -0.030 0.3t0%

(" (C)ontrol 0.174 ~0.017

CRESL -0.075 0.292*

oy CRESLS -0.019 0.284%

CRESS 0.099 0.044

Py (R)ecruiter (C)ontrol 0.679** -0.609%*

::j RCRESL 0.232 0.066

-5 RCRESLS 0.174 0.080

e RCRESO 0.454%* -0.330%

;E (0)thers' (C)ontrol -0.628%* 0.728%+

" OCRESR -0.374%% 0.518%*

‘;ﬁ OCRESLR ~0.325% 0.335%

A OCRESLS -0.186 0.337%+

N (s)tadbility 0.684%%  -0,548%*

'3? SRESLRO 0.195 0.053

.‘,%

L Note: N = 58 second order component patterns. Residuals are named

- D(imension) RES(idual of) D(imension) so that LRESRO is short

e for L(ocation) RES(idual of) R(ecruiter control and) O(thers' control).

e ®p .05 ** p < .01,

.
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(not Recruiter) Controlled attributions. In the first order analysis a sepa-
rate cluster of attributions intermediate on this Jimension is also found.
When Control is used instead of separate Other and Recruiter Control, the
separate aspects of Control cancel each other out and the clusters are de-

! fined by location and stability.

W When more specific factor solutions of performance attributions are
Wl examined, this clear structure is less apparent. More specific factors tend
" to have unique dimensional associations,

i Interpretability of specific factors. The clearest interpretations are

;: possible for the components of the separately analyzed groups of internal,

> intermediate, and external attributions. Because much of the variance for
location has been removed by separate analyses of variables grouped by loca-
tion, it is not surprising that the location dimension shows small, generally

K nonsignificant correlations with these components. From the two component
j: analysis of internal attributions (Table 24) we can see that the primary

& distinction among internal attributions is whether they are stable-controll-
» able or unstable-uncontrollable. The first component of the two and four

component solutions are nearly identical (Table 18) with high loadings op
personal characteristics of the recruiter. Note that these loadings corre-
late very highly with control-by-others even when location, stability and re-
-~ cruiter control are removed from the measure of other's control. Variables

Table 24

‘

o oaA AT

Correlations of Dimensional Scales with Internal Attribution Components

2 4 FACTOR SOLUTION 2 FACTOR SOLUTION
» =sssscoocosssssssosssoasscossscsessasmean | | O Sesessssscsosmsesssss
SCALE 1 2 3 4 1 2
s (L)ocation -0.102 0.191 -0.022 -0.409 -0.223 0.082
'S LRESRO 0.208 0.057 0.033  -0.546%* 0.103 -0.084
W (C)ontrol 0.731%* _0.508% -0.072 -0.479* 0.692%* -0,67T**
“ CRESL 0.702%* -0.472*% -0.073 -0.523% 0.649%% 0, 652%%
2 CRESLS 0.733%* _0.517* -0.068 -0.504% 0.691%% _0,690%*
. CRESS 0.705%* _0.472* -0.075 -0.498% 0.656%* .0.647%*
~ (R)ecruiter ¢ 0.573%* -0.304 -0.021 -0.418*% 0.535%* ~0.441%
> RCRESL 0.487*% -0.196 -0.030 -0.577** 0.396 -0.373
-, RCRESLS 0.425*% -0.121 =0.032 -0.590%* 0.321  ~0.301
‘N RCRESO 0.691%* _0.416" -0.081 -0.509* 0.633%% .0,597%*
(0)thers' ¢ 0.655%*% .0,482*% -0.176 -0.492% 0.578%% .0,.684%*
= OCRESR 0.720%%* -0.493*% -0.151 -0.537%* 0.645%* .0, 701 *#
% OCRESLR 0.748%% _0.620%* -0.198 -0.347 0.715%% -0,793%*
~ OCRESLS 0.848%* _0.716"* -0.151 -0.370 0.837%% .0,882%*
‘ (S)tadbility 0.560%* -0.584%* 0,013 0.028 0.654%% _0,584 %%
SRESLRO 0.689%* _0,713%* _0.044 -0.073 0.763%* -0.760%*

Note: N = 22 internal attributions. Residuals are named D(imension)
RES{idual of) D(imension).
.£< 0050 ..2< .01,

B
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loading on the second component in the 2 component solution form the 2nd,
3rd, and 4th components in the four component solution (Table 18). While all
correlations for these latter three components are negative with stability
and control, the correlations are not uniform. Personal affair variables
(Component 2 of 4) are markedly more unstable and more uncontrollable by
others than are the other internal variables not loading on this factor.

The physical health and appearance component (Component 3) is not correlated
with any dimension. Component 4 with high loadings on age and gender is
negatively correlated with recruiter control.

Components of the intermediate location variables (Table 19) are not as
distinguishable by dimensional differences (Table 25) as were the internal
attribution components. Similarity of the recruiter to the zone (Component 1
of both the 2 and the 4 factor solution) is less controllable by others’ and
may be more stable than are the intermediate variables with low loadings on
this dimension. Help from other recruiters and the station commander (Compo-
nent 2 of the four factor solution) is markedly under others' control.

Others' control is also strongly correlated with each component in the
two component solution of external attribution variables (Table 26). Varia-
bles with high loadings on the second of two components are more under oth-
ers’' control than are the external attributions which do not load this
compopent. However, when this component is disaggregated into the first 2
components in the five component esolution (Table 20), the disaggregated
components are differentially related to the attribution dimension scales.
Variables loading on the firet of five components (e.g., advertising and
guidance counselors) are more controllable by others than are the external
variables not loading on this component, while the second component is corre-
lated with the stability dimension rather than the control dimension. Re-
cruiting commands (Component 2 of 5) are more unstable than are the external
attributions as a group.

The first component of the two component analysis of exterpal attri-
butions has a high negative correlation with others' control (Table 26). 1In
the 5 factor solution the 3rd, 4th, and 5th components are loaded by the same
variables as the first component of the two component solution. The direc-
tion but not the magnitude of correlation with others’' control is mainteained
in these more specific factors. Variables loading on the third and fifth
component are significantly less controllable by others than are the other
external attributions. However, they may differ in being respectively more
and less recruiter controllable than are the external attributions as a
whole. Component 4 is notstrongly correlated with any dimensiop; distances
and disruptions which load most highly on this component cannot therefore be
said to differentfrom the other external variables on any of the dimensions.

Components of performance attributions grouped by location before factor
analysis are most clearly distinguishable by others’' control. In the two
component solutions for internal, intermediate, and external attributions,
one component is always controllable by others while the other component is
uncontrollable by others. Among internal causes, stability is also strongly
related to the components. Also, the components of the largest solutions
supported by the eigenvalue > 1.0 rule are usually but not always associated
vith others’ control. Some of these componentes also correlate with the sta-
bility dimension of attributions. Recruiter control is leas correlated with

mvﬁ




Table 25

Correlations of Dimensional Scales with Intermediate Attribution Components

: 4 FACTOR SOLUTION 2 FACTOR SOLUTION

Ll e e s s oy o o 0 0 o P R AR S S A D T A R S SR . e AP Al S AP Sm G WD An B D e WD W

f SCALE 1 2 3 4 1 2

' (TYocation 20.040  <0.394  0.501% <0.010 0.121 =0.415

4 LRESRO 0.375 -0.227 -0.521% 0.228 0.322 -0.173

i (C)ontrol -0.410  0.547* 0.166 -0.184 -0.474  0.517*

‘ CRESL ~-0.428 0.531% 0.216 -0.191 ~-0.480 0.498%

! CRESLS -0.323  0.555% 0.140 -0.270 -0.401 0.508*

: CRESS ~0.465 0.526% 0.214 -0.141 -0.512%  0.502%

(R)ecruiter C  0.051 0.248 -0.402 0.054 -0.064 0.273

RCRESL 0.050 0.174 -0.331 0.065 -0.038  0.199
RCRESLS ~0.082 0.165 -0.242 0.152 -0.143 0.204
RCRESO ~0.245 0.477 -0.075 -0.098 -0.340  0.469

b (0)thers' ¢ -0.560% 0.493% 0.548% -0.282 -0.545%  0.432
OCRESR ~0.531%  0.557* 0.411% -0.259 -0.551% 0.505%
OCRESLR ~0.565* 0.541%* 0.509* -0.289 -0.566*% 0.481

i OCRESLS ~0.348  0.624%* 0.339 -0.474 -0.413  0.534*

4 (S)tability 0.597% 0.113  -0.494% -0.378 0.444 0.055

; SRESLRO 0.439 0.267 -0.215 -0.580% 0.303  0.164

' Note: N = 16 intermediate location attributions.

Table 26

Correlations of Dimensional Scales with External Attribution Components

¢ 5 FACTOR SOLUTION 2 FACTOR SOLUTION

. SCALE 1 2 3 4 5 1 2

)

! L -0.398  0.043  0.002 -0.190  0.726%% 0.395 -0.339

0 LRESRO -0.170 -0.309 0.579%* -0.332 0.432 0.318 -0.215

. c 0.772%* 0,088 -0.177 <~0.287 -0.516* ~0.815%¢ 0, ,803%*

‘ CRESL 0.790** 0.102 -0.193 ~0.342 -0.464* -0.838%% (,833%*
CRESLS 0.848% 0,010 -0.189 -0.345 -0.395 -0.843%*% (,848%+
CRESS 0.742%* 0,132 -0.181 -0.294 -0.533* -0.810%% 0,795%+
RC 0.444% -0.218 0.349 -0.266 -0.319 -0.352 0.390
RCRESL 0.331 -0.244 0.430 -0.430 -0.000 -0.219 0.297
RCRESLS 0.335 -0.135 0.397 -0.446% -0.113 -0.284 0.349

- RCRESO 0.673%* -0.054 0.054 -0.282 -0.474% -0.655%% 0,662%%

K oc 0.704%* 0,300 -0.555"%* -0.140 -0.485% -0.843%% (O, 785%%
OCRESR 0.773"* 0,200 -0.386 -0.210 -0.537% -0.868%% (.828%%

) OCRESLR  0.667** 0.268 -0.511% -0,045 -0.576%"*  -0,795%* 0.726%*

. OCRESLS 0.815%* 0.072 -0.530% -0.035 -0.448% -0.829%* O.776%*

) S 0.049 -0.605%* 0,127 0.212 0.433% 0.288 -0.245

: SRESLRO  0.197 -0.454* -0.198 0.224 0.405 0.078 -0.063

Note: N = 20 internal attributions. Residuals are named D(imension)
RES(idual of) D(imension).
* * L <.05. ** 3 <.00.
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t the components than is others' control, though the difference is less among
K the internal attributions than among the intermediate and externsl attribu-

tions.

The first, third, &nd sixth components of the eleven component solution
are internal on face appearance (Table 14). Each of these components in fact
4 have the expected negative correlation with location; however, in each case
the correlation with the location residual is nonsignificant (Table 27). The
! first Component (Personal Characterisitcs Variables) is correlated with the

rating and residual scales of both recruiter control and stability. Personal
characteristics are more stable and recruiter controlled than are the at-
P tribution variables which do not load on this component. Ipn contrast, Per-
sonal & Family Affairs Variables which load on Component 3 are more unstable
and less controlled by others than are attribution variables not loading
! Component 3. Physical Health and Appearance Variables (Component 6) is not
associated with any Jdimension. These associations for the first, third and
sixth components are similar to what was found for the equivalent components
in the analysis of internal variables alone (Tables 18 and 24). The one
exception is that Personal Characteristics which are more controlled by oth-
ers than are the other internal variables (Table 24) are not associated with
others' control when compared to all other attribution variables (Table 27).

i Intermediate variables define the second, fifth, and eleventh components
(Table 14). The Intermediate factor (Component 3 of the three component

: solution) showed no association with any dimension. This is also true for 2

; of the 3 intermediate components of the eleven factor solution, Recruiter/zope
similarity (Component 2) and Luck (component 11). Others' Help (Component 5)
is more under others' control than are the attribution variables not loading
on this component. With one exception, this pattern of component-dimension
associations was also found when intermediate attributions were analyzed sepa-
rately. In that analyeis, recruiter/zone similarity was found to be less
under others' control than were the other intermediate attribution variables.

-

. External attributions load on five of the eleven components. When these
variables are combined to define a single factor in the three factor solution

(Table 13) the combined factor defines a dimensional pole of unstabdble, exter-

nal, other controlled, not recruiter controlled variableas. This combined

. factor had no unique single dimension characteristics. The specific factors

Y in the eleven factor solution, however, do have unique dimensional identi-
ties. One component is uniquely under others' control, Advertising (Compo-

ﬂ nent 8). Distanceas in the zone (Component 9) has high correlations with not
; being under recruiter control, while Disruptions (Component 10) is most asso-
h ciated with being unstabdle. The Local Economy (Component 7) is more external

than the attribution variadbles not loading on this component.

Of these 5 external components, only the eighth Component (Advertising)
has the same dimensional association as its equivalent component in the ex-
ternal variables only analysis. Commands (Component 4 of 11) is most asso-
ciated with being under others’ control while the equivalent Component (2 of
5) in the exterpal attributions analysis is most associated with being unsta-
ble. Note however, that in the eleven component solution the association of
others' control with Commands (Component 4) disappears when stability is
partialled out of the residuasl OCRESLS. This component thus appears to be
both unstable and other controlled, but not uniquely either. Local Economy
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(Component 7) is uniquely external compared to all other variables (Table
27), but when compared to just external variables (Component 5, Table 26),

is better Jefined as not being under others’ control. Conponents 9 and 10 in
Table 27 (Distances and Disruptions) are not-recruiter-controlled and unsta-
ble respectively; when combined as Component 4 in Table 26, however, they
have no association with the Jdimensions compared to the other external
attridbutions.

It is to be expected that differences in recruiter control and others’
control that are large enough to differentiate components among internal and
external variables analyzed separately may not be large enough to differentiate
them when all variables are analyzed together. For example, Personal
Characteristics are other-controlled compared to the other internal attri-
butions (Table 24) but are not associated with Others' Control when all
attributions are analyzed (Table 27). It is also understandable that a com-
ponent such as Commands can be near the centroid of external causes on oth-
ers’' control and thus uncorrelated with others' control in the analysis of
external variables (Table 26), but still be far enough from the centroid of
all variables that it does correlate with othera' control when all variables
are used in the analysis (Table 27).

Do the Data Support the Three Dimensional Model?

Data provided by judges dimensional ratings for location, stability,
actor control and other's control of 58 causal attributions are strongly
intercorrelated. The ratings are explainable as one factor with opposite
poles of internal-stable-recruiter (and not other) controlled and external-
unstable-other (and not recruiter) controlled (cf. Wiley et al., 1979; Bar-Tal
et al., in presa). However, dimension-specific variance can be untangled.
First of all, general control--controllable by the recruiter and/or others vs
pot controllable by either--is a separate factor from location/stability.

More importantly, location and stability can also be disentangled.

Dimension-specific variance can be tapped as a residual of the common
variance in the data and the dimension-specific variance can be used in further
analyses. It remains to be seen, however, how useful this dimension-specific
variance will be in understanding and predicting antecedents and consequences
of attridutions. Aas we have seen, the residual dimensional variance is useful
in interpreting clusters of attributions used together in performance attribu-
tions.

Data on attributions made for six months of performance yield 3 major
clusterings defined by the location dimension: internal, intermediate, and
external attributions. Separate factor analyses of the internal, intermedi-
ate, and external attributions were interpretable in terms of controll-
ability: separate clusters of controllable and uncontrolladle attributions
were found among the internal and the external attributions and perhaps among
the intermediate attributions (cf. Michela et al., 1982). However, these
factors are in some cases also correlated with stability. Apd only among
internal attributions was a factor found that uniquely correlated with sta-
bility.
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3&’ Interpretation of factors representing the covariation in the attri-
Wy butions made for performance were aided by the Jdimensions of location, sta-
. bility, and control, as well as by the dicotomy of helping or hurting
1 performance (cf. Wimer & Kelley, 1982) and the concept of causal chains (Elig
D) :— & Frieze, 1975). Factor analyses did not yield factors for the three dimen-
., sions as did the analyses of Meyer (1980).
‘;E
" Motivational Antecedents of Attributions
1
:#ﬁ Data were collected on performance attributions of recruiters and are
;:i analyzed for evidence of motivated biasing. These results are analyzed in
s part to test the construct validity of the dimensions hypothesized to be at
W the heart of the attribution process of antecedents --> attributions -->
consequences. That is, I am testing whether I have isolated dimension-spe-
sy cific variance which is related to the performance outcome and the attributor
*{a role (actor-observer) as the theory predicts. This will provide omly a first
?ﬁ step, of course, since I am not testing the important linkages of attribu-
{j tions --> consequences. It is, however, a very important test for understand-
v ing the subordinate-supervisor relationship.
é‘g It is an important question whether people's understanding of why they
\gn succeed or fail is biamsed ipn self-serving ways. It is equally important to
Cﬁ know whether or not immediate supervisors share similar biases. Apn under-
:- standing of potential biases is a necessary step in understanding performance
> management.
, Before examining the data for evidence of the hypothesized biases, I
X first analyze the performance attribution and performance outcome data and
uﬁﬂ develop summary measures for each.
N
R m".1
: Dimensional and Summary Statistics for Performance Attributions
‘W The results discussed above indicate that neither general nor specific
"‘ﬁ: factors of performance attributions are uniquely identified with the dimen-
Xl : sions hypothesized to underlie causal attributions. General factors are
“H5Y either correlated with all dimensions or no dimemsiovns. While specific fac-
B tors may be uniquely correlated with a single dimension, they are not
L uniquely representing all of the dimensional variance in all the attributions
,‘b the person makes. This is evident in the fact that two (or more) specific
: , components may correlate with the same dimension. For example, Components 1
o and 9 each correlate with Recruiter Control in the 11 factors solution of
L performance attributions (Table 27), while Componente 3, 5, and 8 each corre-
) late with Others' Control.
b e
::f These results, however, do show that the grouping of sete of attribution
o variables commonly used in concert as causal explanations can be explained in
Jf terms of the dimensions hypothesized to underly antecedent and consequent
f'f relationships of casual attributions. Groups of attributions used in concert
;;ﬂ do ipn fact differ from other attributions in patterns clearly associated with
%ﬁ_ Location, Stability, Recruiter Control, and Others' Control; though no group-

ing uniquely represents all of the dimensional variance underlying a re-
cruiters’' performance attributions.
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Thus, neither general nor specific components of performance attribu-
tions can be used to test the adequacy of the hypothesized Jimensions as
explanatory factors of the antecedent and consequent relationships of causal
attributions. Nor would separate tests for each of the 58 attribution varia-
bles provide an adequate test in and of themselves.

Bipolar attribution scores. Dimensional summary statistics of performance
attributions were derived to test the adequacy of the hypothesized dimensions
as explanatory variables. As previously Jdiscussed the 58 attribution variables
have been scaled to represent the original and residual variance in judges
ratings of Location, Stability, Recruiter Control, Others' Control, and Control
~-the sum of Recruiter and Others' Control (Table 9). These scalings can be
used to weight performance attributions to represent dimensional variance.

Wiley et al. (1979) used the simplest possible weighting scheme of unit
weights where a general control attribution score was the difference between
the average attribution to 5 geperally controlled causes and the average
attribution to 4 generally uncontrolled causes. In the present study scaled
values were used rather than unit weights in order to analyze the separable
effects of the dimensions possible with residual scales. However, the logic
of constructing dimensional attribution scores in this study is the same as
in Wiley et al. (1979).

The dimensional attribution scores used in this study are the differ-
ences between attributions to variables loading positively and negatively on
each original and residual dimensional scale. Note that since the original
mean dimensional ratings have been standardized as are the residual scale
weights, the weights for each scale have a mean of zero. Positive weights
indicate degrees of external location, increasing stability, and increasing
control while negative weights indicate degrees of internal location, in-
creasing instability, and increasing uncontrollablenesa.

As can be seen in Table 28, summary dimensional attribution scales were
derived for total (T) performance attributions as well as for performance
attributions of positive (P) and negative (N) influences on performance.
Each scale is a weighted sum where the weights are the Jdimensional ratings
(either original or residual, as indicated in Table 28). The T attribution
scales are weighted sums of the attributed influence of all performance
attributions made whether in & positive or negative direction. The attri-
bution metric for each attridbution variable for T attribution scales ranges
from 0 to 3 and is sum of the absolute values of the differences between 4
(No effect for the variable) and the attribution made on the 1 to 7 scale (1
= large negative effect, 4 = no effect, and 7 = large positive effect). For
the P and N attribution acales the attribution metric also ranges from O to 3
and is the same absolute difference but is summed over performance attribu-
tions made only over positive and negative influences respectively.

The metric of the dimensional attribution scales derives sign and the
meaning of its anchors from the weights. Thus a negative value for a Loca-
tioo attribution scale indicates that the person’'s attributions were more
internal while a positive value indicates that the attributions were more
external. The magnitude of the dimensional attribution scales derives from
both the dimension weights and the performance attribution metric.
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™ Table 28
o Summed Dimensional Attributionasl Scales
. Scale N M SD LOW VALUE HIGH VALUE
\ TL 276 -5.68 5.66 -28.23 10.07
i~ PL 275 -6.98 6.38 -28.53 11.69
' NL 250 1.41 4.43 ~24.72 13.70
a T LRESRO 276 -0.67 1.85 -5.62 4.72
P P LRESRO 275 -0.64 1.82 -5.53 4.65
G N LRESRO 250 -0.04 1.38 -4.38 4.43
) T LRESS 276 -1.60 3.77 -17.19 9.40
> P LRESS 275 -1.69 3.70 “17.43 9.42
‘ N LRESS 250 0.09 2.90 -13.41 8.98
N TC 276 9.13 11.18 -19.82 49.27
'y PC 275 11.92 10.78 ~15.93 48.18
N NC 250 -3.03 6.77 ~30.20 16.87
s T CRESL 276 4.45 9.48 -19.78 37.66
% P CRESL 275 6.16 9.02 -14.91 36.86
he N CRESL 250 -1.87 5.91 -25.01 18.20
" T CRESLS 276 5.75 9.59 -16.80 38.84
N P CRESLS 275 7.96 9.20 -15.66 38.20
- N CRESLS 250 -2.41 5.70 -24.54 18.12
.-, T CRESS 276 7.51 10.72 -21.05 46.41
' P CRESS 275 9.81 10.15 -17.77 45.28
i N CRESS 250 -2.50 6,60 -30.42 16.29
“ T RC 276 24.65 22.63 -37.48 107.48
N P RC 275 31.48 25,20 -50.19 108.98
~ N RC 250 -7.41 17.02 -58.64 87.20
: T RCRESL 276 5.67 8.64 -19.09 29.75
P RCRESL 275 8.14 8.53 -14.97 34.38
o N RCRESL 250 -2.70 5.18 -21.40 12.73
o T RCRESLS 276 4.11 8.13 -17.52 28.13
;j P RCRESLS 275 5.99 7.90 -15.88 30.74
", N RCRESLS 250 ~2.048 4.82 -19.68 12.45
T RCRESO 276 20.04 19.62 -30.38 81.26
r P RCRESO 275 25.91 20.24 -19.84 82.47
- N RCRESO 250 ~6.38 12.87 -52.44 50.58
. T 0C 276 -11.07 19.51 -79.65 37.74
. P OC 275 -13.36 22.15 -82.20 72.87
: N oC 250 2.47 17.23 -87.90 56.92
o T OCRESLR 276 1.67 14.19 -34.98 47.01
. P OCRESLR 275 2.14 13.97 -33.40 54.35
b N OCRESLR 250 -0.52 11.75 -47.36 33.96
, T OCRESLS 276 7.36 13.92 -28.22 51.00
" P OCRESLS 275 10.04 13.64 -24.82 50.46
) N OCRESLS 250 -2.93 10.08 -40.72 34.20
r. T OCRESR 276 -0.29 16.60 -51.96 46.59
0 P OCRESR 275 0.41 16.91 -47.86 61.12
K N OCRESR 250 -0.77 12.95 -54.51 39.80
y
s.

------
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Tadle 28 (continued)

- -

Scale N [ SD LOW VALUE HIGH VALUE

i

: TS 276 10.49 8.78 -17.39 35.03
‘ PS 2175 13.63 9.81 -28.27 37.61
b NS 250 -3.41 6.38 -22.86 29.14
, T SRESLRO 276 4.49 5.06 -9.12 20.99
_ P SRESLRO 275 6.16 4.75 -8.69 20.99
i N SRESLRO 250 -1.81 3.14 -14.71 15.10

Note: These scales are weighted sums of the influence of performance
\ attributions where the weights are Jimensional ratings. The attribution
influence metric contains a zero. T = Total of all attributions made.
P = Positive Impact attributions only. N = Negative Impact attribu-
3 tions only. Residuals are named D(imension) RES(idual of) D(imension)
- so that LRESRO is short for L(ocation) RES(idual of) R(ecruiter control
. and) O(thers' control).
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Unipolar attribution scores. In adldition to the bipolar dimensional
attribution scales already described, unipolar scales were also computed.
Where the bipolar scales are, for example, the Jdifference external minus
internal attributions, unipolar scales are separate measures of just internal
attributions and just external attributions.

Summary statistics. The final set of measures developed for attribu-
tional tendency are nondimensional (Table 29). These measures were developed
to summarize the intensity of attributions and may thus indicate the cer-
tainty with which attributions are made. The mean of each person's mean
attribution is 4.75 (SD = .79) indicating an overall tendency to rate the
attribution variables as helping performance. The mean intensity of all
attributions (4-pt MEAN) is 1.32 (SD = .54) where O = No effect, 1 = Some
effect, 2 = Moderate effect, and 3 = Large effect of the attribution variable
on performance. This indicates that the average attribution variable is seen
to have some effect. This may be misleading because of the number of attri-
butions seen as having no effect. The mean intensity of attributions having
some effect (3-pt MEAN) is 1.96 (SD = .45) where 1 = Some effect, 2 = Moder-
ate effect, and 3 = Large effect. This indicates that for the variables seen
as having at least some effect, the effect averages as Moderate. Thus while
the attributions made are intense enough to indicate some degree of certainty
was felt in making them, the strength of the attributions is diverse enough
to allow differences to be detected.

Table 29

Summary Statistics of Performance Attributions

X ¥ D
T-pt MEAN 276 4.75 .79
4-pt MEAN 276 1.32 .54
3-pt MEAN 276 1.96 .45
3-pt MEAN ~ positively affected 275 1.98 .49
3-pt MEAN - negatively affected 250 1.65 .52
Number of Attributions:
No Effect 276 19.71 11.00
Positively Affected 276 28.93 12.94
Negatively Affected 276 9.3%6 8.54

Note: Metric for 7-pt MEAN is 1 = large negative effect,
2 = moderate negative effect, 3 = some negative effect,

4 = po effect, 5 = some positive effect, 6 = moderate
positive effect, 7 = large poaitive effect. Metric for
4-pt MEAN is O = no effect, | = some effect, 2 = moderate
effect, 3 = large effect. Metric for 3-pt MEANS is

1 = some effect, 2 = moderate effect, 3 = large effect.
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‘\_ Development of Performance Measures
"y ——

)

A Performance attributions were made by recruiters and station commanders

for six wonths of performance. Recruiters and station commanders rated the
" recruiters’' performance on 17 measures (see Appendix B-Part IIT and Appendix
2N C-Part I).

Recruiter and station commander preference for the performance measures
is presented in Table 30. Such a wide Jdiversity of outcome measures wvere
"y included because of the ambiguity currently inherent in Army recruiter per-
3 formance indicators (see Elig, Gade, & Eaton, 1982). Elig et al. (1982) found

4*& little agreement on how performance should be measured:
eﬁw There were sharp differences between recruiters and
‘ station commanders on what recruiters can and should be held
o responsible for.
.
. xﬁ The respondents choosing an applicant processing measure
O emphasized in their comments that the recruiter lacks control over
ﬁ{} the quality of the people he/she processes and over whether an
b L individual will contract. However, the largest number of residents
. X chose "total contracts” or "contracts as a percentage of the
N contract objectives” as the best measure of recruiter performance
A because, as many of them commented, it is "what the job is all
o about”.
R
' While many recruiters communicated a concern with the issue of
i "quality” recruits, only 4% of the recruiters choose a quality
SO indicator as the best measure of recruiter performance. The 28% of

~“=? recruiters who chose subjective indicators of enlistee quality may
- be unconvinced that the objective measures {education level and
:fﬂa AFQT percentile) are better predictors of applicants' Army perform-
i ance than are the recruiters’ own evaluation. We cannot know to

! what extent thie preference is self-serving. (p. 8).

R ™

of{?

et Performance rating summary statistics are presented in Table 3t. Note
e that the DEP loss (Items 8-9), recruit processing (Items 2-5), and recruit-

IR quality (Items 10-17) measures have been converted to percentages of recruits

contracted. One reason for using percentages for DEP loss and recruits qual-

e ity is that many subjects originally reported these as percentages of signed

o contracts. More importantly, as percentages, these items are pure measures of
-E- quality of recruits; the variance of quantity of recruits ia reserved to Item

.:& 6. Processing items were converted to percentages to conform to Recruiting
:E Command policy on performance management. USAREC considers a succeasful re-

P cruiter to be one who achieves mission (quantity and quality) with an effi-

: cient conversion in processing applicants to be signed recruits. Note also
Yo that Item 1 was rescaled to have 5 = Excellent and 1 = Poor, so that the
higher the number, the better the rating.

0
i

o
;*? Each item was also standardized to the mean and variance of the item over
,’ past performance and future expectancy. Standardized items were combined to

g form a limited number of performance scales based on factor analysis of the

A :
i ﬁ= performance measures. It ie impractical to consider separate analyses for each
\

of the 16 outcome measures, many of which are atrongly correlated.
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Table 30

Percentage of Respondents Choosing Each Measure as the
Best Measure of Performance

Station
Measures Commanders Recruiters
n = 49 n =103
Overall Ratings
1. 5-pt scale 6 4
17. T7-pt scale 0 5
Applicant Processing
2. Contacted for at least 20 min. 16 17
3. Tested 4 5
4. Sent for physical 0 1
5. Sent for contracting 8 4
Contracts and Mission Objective
6. Contracts 32 24
7. & of objective 20 21
Delayed Entry Program (DEP)
8/9. Number of DEP losses 0 2
Objective Quality of Enlistees
10. High School Diploma Graduates 6 0
11. AFQT I thru IIIa 2 0
12. HSDG and AFQT I thru IIla 4 4
Subjective Quality of Enlistees
13. Quality service for term of
enlistment 8 17
14. They are right for Army 4 1
15. Army right for them 2 5
16. Become quality NCOs 4 5
1163 1158

Note: From "Role ambiguity and conflict in reactions to performance
measures” by T.W. Elig, P.A. Gade, and N.K. Eaton, 1982. Totals do
not sum to 100 because of multiple responses.
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The intercorrelations of the performance outcome measures are presented
in Table 32. Note that when raw measures are used rather than the percentage,
converted measures, recruit quality items are more highly correlated with
recruit quantity.

The first column and last row of Table 32 show that the overall subjec-
tive performance measures are most related to the quantity of recruits and
percentage of mission accomplished. DEP loss and applicant processing as
percentages of quantity recruited are generally  negatively correlated with
the other indices of performance. Subjective recruit quality measures
clearly form a closely related set of nmeasures.

The orthogonally rotated principal components of the performance meas-
ures (Table 33) support the logical grouping of the measures. Separate com-
ponents are odbtained for: (a) objective quality, Component 4; (b) subjective
quality, Component 1; (c) objective processing flow, Component 4; and (d)
sales loss, Component 5. Only Component 2 with loadings for both objective
production quantity and subjective overall ratings diverges from a logical
categorization measurea. It is not surprising that these measures do load
together on Component 2 since the Recruiting Command traditionally placed
such a heavy emphasis Op quantity production. In fact, the high inter-
correlation of the bottom line production measures (Items 6 and 7) and the
overall ratings (Items 1 and 2) indicates that these measures are the best
measures of recruiter performance. As noted above they are the measures
most likely to be considered important by recruiters and station commanders
{(Table 30).

Based on the logical grouping of measures and the correlational analy-
ses, six performance measures were developed to preserve as much aa possible
a separation of objective and subjective measures of performance. Overall
subjective performance is the mean of the subjective ratings in Items 1 and
17. Quantity production is the mean of the objective outcome measures of
pumber recruited (Item 6) and the accomplishment of mission objective (Item
7). Objective Quality and Subjective Quality are reapectively, the means of
measures of recruit quality defined by the Recruiting Command (Items 10-12)
and by the recruiter's personal evaluation of the recruits (Items 13-16).
Processing is the mean of the objective processing-~flow, Items 2 through 5.
DEP Loss management is the mean of an objective measure of number already
lost (Item 8) and of a subjective measure of additional loss expected (Item
9). Before averaging over items, each item was standardized to provide uni-
form metrics and equal weighting of the items in the combined measures. The
objective measures are based on the numbers provided by the station comm ~der
since he or she in all cases used the official record, which recruiters in
many cases did not do.

As can be seen in Table %4, these measures do not provide independent
measures of outcome. However, each measure does contain a large amount of
unique variance. As expected, the Quantity and Overall measaures have the
higheat correlation though they only share 25% of their variance.

The odjective Quantity and subjective Overall measures can be expected
to provide the best test of attribution theory since their lIntercorrelation
is an indication of concurrent validity and their selection as good measures
by recruiters and station commanders is evidence of face validity.
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Table 33
}: Orthogonal Principal Components of Performance Measures
I 1 2 3 4 5
:: 15. Army right for them 914
N 14. They are right for Army .905
13. Quality service .826
K 16. Become quality NCOs .761
' 17. T-pt overall rating .889
; 1. 5-pt overall rating .835
. 7. % of objective .703
6. # of contracts 677
K 3. Tested 776
4, Sent for physical .768
K 5. Sent for contracting . 721
Y 2. Contacted .681
! 12. HSDG and upper AFQT .936
' 11. Upper AFQT .827
10. HSDG .561
. 9. Expected DEP loss .845
8. Number of DEP loss .679
!
'
N EIGENVALUES 3.042 2.724 2.443 2.078 1.339
)
K
§
L3
K.
)]
X Table 34
'
Correlations of the Combined Performance Measures
¢ Objective Subjective Squared
DEP Multiple
Proces. Quantity Quality Quality Overall Loas Correlations
,t Processing 1.00 . 305
X Quantity -.43 1.00 356
B Obj. Quality .38 -.11 1.00 170
:. subo Qu&lity -003 015 -002 1.00 0084
"~ OVQrall -.30 051 -017 027 '.w 03'3
DEP LDSB nO‘ ".07 "-11 “010 -.00 1ow 0029
'I
4
N Note: N = 97.
)
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Self-serving Biases

Data on recruiters’ attributions for six months of performance are ana-
lyzed to test a motivational model of self-serving biases. I propose that
¥ people in general tend to meke causal ascriptions which are biased to enhance
o their self-image in a manner which is adaptive for continuing task perform-
bl ance. The core biases are: (a) self-enhancement (interpal ascription of
o
o

success); (b) self-protection (external ascription of failure); and (c) ex-
pectancy-protection (stable ascription for success and unstable ascriptions
for failure). My specific hypotheses are:

.3 Hypbthesis 2: I expect to find a self-serving bias that an ac-
o tor’'s attributions are more internal for success than failure. I
‘ also expect to find evidence that this effect is a motivated bias
that has two components, self-enhancement and self-protection:

Hypothesis 2a: An actor's internal attributions are greater for
success than for neutral outcomes and are greater for neutral than
for failure outcomes.

Hypothesis 2b: An actor’'s external attributions are greater for
failure than for neutral outcomes and are greater for neutral than
Ny for success outcomes,

-~ Hypothesis 3: An actor's stable attributions are greater for
y success than for failure outcomes.

Results are presented first that show that the traditional self-serving
bias of greater internal attribution for success than failure was found. 1
then present the results of tests to show that this effect better fits a
motivated bias model rather than an information processing model.

General attributional effects of performance outcome. A series of one
way ANOVAS were performed with the recruiter sample to test the effect of
. outcome on attributions. Dependent variables were the bipolar dimensional
: attribution scales of location and stability--based on both original and
residual scales--for Total attributions, Positive Impact attributions, and
Negative Impact attributions (see Table 28). These bipolar scales provide a
test of the existence of the self-serving bias for internal relative to ex-
- ternal attributions and of an expectancy protection bias for stable relative
to unstable attridbutions.

o Each of the six performance measures described above (see Table 34) were
% tricotomized and used as a blocking factor in this first series of ANOVAs.
Two of these measures, Quantity and Overall, show the best concurrent and
face validities as I described above. They are tested for predictive valid-
- ity in this first set of analyses. The other four measures (Proceasing,

2, Objective Quality, Subjective Quality, and DEP or sales loss) are used only
in this first set of analyses as a test of the impact of relatively minor
performance outcomes on attributions.

Table 35 presents the F tests for this first set of analyses. It can be
quickly seen that three of the minor performance outcome measures have no
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X Table 35

F Values for Bipolar Dimensional Scales for Six Qutcome Measures

?» Objective Subjective Mixed
G
b Analysis Processing Quantity Quality Quality Overall DEP Loss
5 Total Impact Attributions
7 (L)ocation <1 -4.03*  1.88 137 5.27*"*
& L Res S <1 1.37 -3.68% 2.36 3.39% <1
L Res RO <t 2.11 2.08 2.22 1.81 <1
¥ (S)tability <1 -4.03* < 3.95% <
S Res LRO <1 2.32 4 <1 4] <1
¢ af: 2, 100 2,100 2,100 2,95 2,100 2, 100
" Positive Impact Attributions
B e e e e ® e e e m e e o m m w e w m e e e mm m w o > e o e @ w W =
) L <1 2.01 <1 1.11 5.46% <3
: L Res S < 1.69 <1 2.68 2.93 <
L Res RO <1 1.27 1.11 1.86 2.45 <1
g s Q 2.49 < < 5.86%
’; S Res LRO < 2.79 < 2.28 1.29 <1
. df: 2, 99 2, 99 2, 99 2, 94 2, 99 2, 99
- Negative Impact Attributions
L <1 <1 2.29 <1 <1 <1
L Res S <1 <1 2.69 <t <1 <1
L Res RO <1 <1 <1 4 <1 1
q S <1 <1 <1 <t 1.74 <1
S Res LRO <1 2.19 4 1.16 <1 {1
D daf: 2, 100 2,100 2,100 2,95 2,100 2, 100
_ Note: Residuals are named D(imension) RES(idual of) D(imension)
¥ so that LRESRO is short for L(ocation) RES(idual of) R(ecruiter
3 control and) O(thers' control).
: *p ¢ .05. **p < .01,

101

BA AR SRR T s v O E AR e s o e



. T W T W W W W P I W W -y

significant impact on attributions, while the fourth, Objective Quality, has
only one minor significant effect. At the time that these data were collected
the Recruiting Command had been emphasizing Objective Quality for a short time;
80 it is to be expected that the Objective Quality outcome measure would be
more important to the recruiters than any measure except the long-established
Quantity and QOverall measures and therefore more likely to be defensively
attributed. However, since the emphasis on quality was still new--recruiters
had been missioned on quality for only 9 months at the time the data were
collected~-and very controversial (see Elig, Gade, & Eaton, 1982), it is not
surprising that Objective Quality has less impact on attributions that do the
major measures of Quantity and Overall evaluation.

It is noteworthy that attributional differences in location and stabil-
ity are significantly related to the measures that have the best face valid-
ity (see Table 30). In a sense this is a "manipulation check" that location
and stability differences in attributions are related to the more important
aspects of the outcome rather than to unimportant or random aspects of the
outcome.

Table 36 presents the means of the performance attribution bipolar
scales for the major performance outcome measures. Self-serving biases are
seen in the analyses for the subjective Overall Outcome measure but not for
the objective Quantity outcome measure. Total and Positive Impact attribu~
tions are more internal and more stable for subjective success than for
subjective peutral or failing outcomes. The stability difference, however,
does not show up when location is partialled out.

Contrary to the expected pattern, there are no significant differences
in the location and stability of attributions for success and failure accord-
ing to the objective performance measure; rather, neutral outcomes by the
objective measure were attributed significantly more to internal and stable
causes than to external or unstable causeas than were successful or failing
performance.

An information processing model a la Kelley (1967, 1972) could be ex-
tended to fit the data for the objective outcome measure. If average objec-
tive performance is the norm, then by covariation it could become associated
with stable internal attributes, while unusually high or unusually low per-
formance by objective criteria could be attributable to shifting, unstable
aspects of the situations. Furthermore, this peed not contradict an infor-
mation processing basis for the subjective outcome results. Using self-de-
fined criteria, sbmeone objectively average in performance could be as likely
to consider himself or herself as successful as someone who objectively was
above average in performance. This is particularly true of these data since
the average or neutral objective outcome includes people who made 100% of
mission objective with the misaion objectives being set so that the average
recruiter working hard can achieve objective. These average recruiters work-
ing hard may in fact feel a great sense of accomplishment and consider them-
selves as fully successful if not more so than someone achieving 150% of
objective but who expects more of himself or herself.

Similar reasoning can reconcile results for both the Quality and Overall

outcomes to the motivated biasing hypothesis. The essential Jifference is
that the results are not explained as covariation but as motivated self-serving




Table 36

Means of Bipolar Performance Attribution Scales by Outcome

Quantity Outcome Overall Outcome
Bipolar
Scale Success Neutral Failure Success Neutral Failure
Total Attributions
(L)ocation -3.95a -7.12b =-4.18a -7.38a -3.84b -4.02b
L Res S -0.81 -2.11 -1.20 -2.51a =0.57b -1.03p
L Res RO -0.46 -1.33 -0.78 -1.23 -0.431 -0.94
(S)tability 8.09a 12.93b 7.67a 12.55a 8.41b 7.71b
S Res LRO 4.14 5.91 3.59 4,86 5.00 3.78
D= 34 36 33 36 36 31
Positive Impact Attributions
L -5081 "8058 -6056 ’9059& -5058b —5-67b
L Res S -0.67 -2.09 -1.87 -2.60 ~0,.66 -1.33
L Res RO -0.39 -1.11 -0.78 -1.07 -0.20 -1.06
S 13.26 16.72 12.08 18.02a 12.€7b 11.19b
S Res LRO 7.01 7.83 5.36 7.38 T.10 5.73
n= 34 36 32 36 35 31
Negative Impact Attributions
L 2.11 1.50 2.25 2.48 1.68 1.65
L Res S -On"r -0001 0066 “0.09 0.08 0030
L Res RO -0.08 -0.22 =0.02 -0.18 -0.25 0.12
s -5086 -3-90 "4016 "6.15 -4.13 -3048
S Rea LRO -3024 -1098 "1066 -2083 -2002 "1-95
n- 30 35 32 32 34 31

Note: Planned comparisons of means were performed if the F was sig-
nificant. In these cases, means sharing the same letter are not sig-
nificantly Jdifferent at the .05 level. If the F was nonsignificant, no
letters mark the means. Bipolar scales are anchored at the positive
end by External for Location and Stable for Stability. Residuals are
named D(imension) RES(idual of) D(imension) so that LRESRO is short for
L(ocation) RES(1dual of) R{ecruiter control and) O(thers' control).




bias. Thus, the recruiter who is just average by objective criteria may

feel the most need to holster his or her self-image by labeling the perform-
ance as successful and by attributing it to stable and to internal causes.
Another recruiter who achieves unusual success by objective standards need
not expect the exceptionally good performance to last in order to atill feel
successful; that is, a more usual outcome of average performance will still
mean successfully making mission. Recruiters with the lowest performance
compared to the average objective performance and/or by self-evaluation would
be motivated to protect self-esteem by biasing their attributions to more
external and/or unstable causes.

As expected, the bipolar attribution scales fit the information processing
and motivated biasing hypotheses equally well--or poorly. I pext examine the
results of analyses of the unipolar scales.

Unipolar scales of performance attributions. Miller and Ross (1975)
questioned whether self-serving bias effects reflect enhanced responsibility
for success, avoidance of responsibility for failure, or both. They had
noted the apswer to this question depends upon studies which compare success
and failure outcomes to a neutral outcomes. They argued that people infer
internal causes from the co-occurrences of their behavior with positive
events (success) and ignore the co-occurrences of their behavior with nega-
tive events. Specifically "positive instances of the co-occurrence of the
response and the desired outcomes (i.e., success) induce perception of self-
control. Negative instances (i.e. failure), on the other hand, are less in-
formative and, hence, yield neither stable nor environmental attributions"
(Miller & Ross 1975, p. 218).

The essential element of this argument is that "the self-serving biaa"
only operates for success not failure and that the effect is not a bias but
only the result of information processing. Even if we grant that an informa-
tion processing approach could explain the "self-serving"” effect of greater
internal ascriptions for success than for failure by way of a& seemingly
"self-enhancement bias” for success, a "self-protection bias" is ruled out by
the information processing approach.

Unipolar scales for Internal ascription and External ascription are
exanined for evidence of self-enhancement bias and self-protection bias as a
test of an information-processing versus a motivated biasing explanation of
greater internal ascription of success than of failure. In a similar manner,
unipolar scales for Stable ascription and Unstable ascription are examined
for evidence that the stability effecta found above result from both greater
attribution to Stable causes for success and greater Unstable attribution for
failure.

Table 37 present the F tests for the impact on each separate unipolar
attribution scale of the major outcome measures, objective Quantity and sub-
jective Overall self-evaluation. The Quantity outcome measure has no sig-
nificant effects on any unipolar measure. However, every unipolar scale of
positive impact is significantly influenced by the subjective outcome which
also significantly impacts the Internal and Stable unipolar scales for
Negative impact and Total Impact (Table 37). The means for each unipolar
scale by both outcome measures are presented in Table 38.




Teable 37

F Values for Unidimensional Scales by Outcome Measure by Direction of Impact

. Total Impact Positive Impact Negative Impact
:f Analysis Quantity Overall Quantity Overall Quantity Overall
. Location
); ...................................
o (I)nternal 1.41 4.24% 1.66 T.5THR (4 4.01%

o I Res S Q 2.99* 1.29 6.45% 1 2.13
fj I Res RO <1 2.15 <1 5.18%% <1 1.56
(E)xternal A 1.65 1.52 4.47% 1.16 1.38
N E Res S <1 < 2.21 3.71% 2.22 2.56
& E Res RO <1 1.97 <1 5.16%%  1.41 2.94
b
&
k= Stability
‘ ___________________________________
: (s)table 1.64 4.04% 1.95 7.29%%% (4 5.84 %
‘ S Res LRO 1.03 2.18 2.63 5.23%% 2.51 4.24%
' (U)nstable <1 1.80 <1 4.54% <1 <1
U Res LRO <t 1.22 < 4.79* 4] 1.17
= Note: Residuals are named D(imension) RES(idual of) D(imension)
X 80 that LRESRO is short for L{ocation) RES(idual of) R(ecruiter
> control and) O(thers’ control).
- *p < .05. ®%p < .01, ®®%p < ,001.
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i: Table 38
.
o Means of Unipolar Performance Attribution Scales by Outcome
:i Quantity Outcome Overall Outcome
= Unipolar
‘: Scale Success Neutral Failure Success Neutral Failure
25 Total Impact Attributions
- (I)nternal 15.56  17.4t 14.72 18.27a  15.67ab 13.54b
. I Res S 9.82 10.63 9.24 11.07a 9.57ab  8.65b
I Res RO 5.86 6.09 5.75 6.48 5.89 5.26
L (E)xternal 11.61 10.29  10.54 10.88  11.84 9.52
- E Res S 8.58 7.84 7.67 8.12 8.56 T.27
o E Res RO 4.69 4.10 4.37 4.56 4.76 3.73
5: (S)tadle 24.49  26.86 22.26 27.79a 24.85a 20.62b
- S Res LRO 16.11 16.63 14.44 16.88  16.36  13.75
)
o (U)nstable 16.40  13.93  14.59 15.24  16.44  12.91
N U Res LRO 12.25 10.98 11.10 12.30 11.64 10.20
" D= 34 36 35 36 36 31
,i: Positive Impact Attributions
e (I)nternal 13.74  15.31 12.04 16.93a  13.59b 10.21b
y I Res S 7.38 8.1 6.44 9.05a T.24ad  5.44b
& T Res RO 4.30 4.64 3.86 5.14a  4.25ab  3.30Db
.~
P (E)xternal 7.93  6.735  5.68 7.34a  B.17a  4.54b
E Res S 6.37 5.67 4.36 6.11a 6.23a  3.88b
e E Res RO 3.38 3.00 2.72 3.53a  3.51a 1.91b
- (S)table 22.45  24.49  19.08 26.64a 22.36a  16.46b
5 S Res LRO 14.17 14.74 11.18 15.35a 14.20a 10.24b
. (U)nstable 9.19 7.77 7.37 8.62a 10.05a 5.27b
.. U Res LRO 7.41 7.12 6.16 8.21a  7.50a 4.71b
- n - 34 36 33 36 36 34
|
. |
»
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b Table 38 (continued)
Tudns
i) < e
. Quantity Outcome Overall OQutcome
e Unipol
¢‘ ' polar
g; : Scale Success Neutral Failure Success Neutral Failure
1y é
’l c!‘ A . .
Negative Impact Attributions
w37, 1 S e e e o e e
l.'. ;

i (I)nternal 1.82 2.1 2.68 1.34a  2.08ab  3.33b
BNV I Res S 2.44 2.23 2.80 2.02 2.33 3.21
::. I Res RO 1.57 1.45 1.90 1.34 1.65 1.96

- (E)xternal 3.68 3.56 4.86 3.54 3.67 4.98
x-.-.: E Res S 2.21 2.17 3.31 2.04 2.33 3.38
- E Res RO 1.31 1.09 1.65 1.03 1.25 1.82
) Sl )
o
n"-“u
= (s)table 2.04 2.38 3.18 1.16a  2.49ab 4.16b
Saaee S Res LRO 1.94 1.88 3.26 1.53a 2.16ab  3.51b
[ (U)nstable 7.21  6.16  T.22 6.62  6.39  7.64
j::-jl;. U Res LRO 4.84 3.86 4.94 4.09 4.14 5.49
- D= 30 35 32 32 34 31
;j-::j- Note: Planpned comparisons of means were performed if the F was sig-
[C:j-f nificant. Ip these cases, means sharing the same letter are not sig-
- nificantly different at the .05 level. If the F was nonsignificant, no
y letters mark the means. Residuals are named D(imension) RES(idual of)
") D(imension).
o
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Manipulation check. The means for Positive and Negative Impact and the
the associated F tests in Table 37 are in one sense a manipulation check.
That is, when outcome is defined by the subjective Overall measure, Positive
Impact attributions are greater for success than failure while Negative
Impact attributions are greater for failing performance than for successful
performance. However, when outcome is defined by the objective Quantity
measure there is no significant effect of outcome on any unipolar scale.
These results when combined with the preceeding set of analyses indicate that
the objective Quantity measure may have an ambiguous meaning for recruiters.

Tests of the hypotheses. The means in Table 38 give mixed support for a
motivated biasing model of attributions. Total Internal attributions are
greater after subjective success than after subjective failure (Ms of 18.27
vs 13.54) with the neutral outcome in between (M = 15.67) as predicted for
self-enhancement. Total External attributions, however, showed no signifi-
cant differences for the performance groups. This supports an information
processing explanation rather than a motivated biasing explanation.

Expectancy protection biasing was found for Total Stable attributions
with Stable ascriptions being higher after subjective success (M = 27.79) or
neutral (M = 24.85) outcomes than after failure (M = 20.62). However, no
differences were found for Total Unstable attributions. Furthermore, the
effect for Total Stable ascription is nonsignificant when Location is par-
tialled out, though Total Internal attributions remain significant when sta-
bility is partialled out.

The Positive and Negative unipolar scales--which are combined in the
Total scales--show a similar pattern of results for the outcome consistent
causes. Outcome-consistent scales are Positive Impact scales for success and
Negative Impact scales for failure. Examining the outcome-consistent means
for outcome defined by subjective overall ratings in Table 39 we find that
Internal attributions for success are greater than Internal ascriptions for
failure but External ascriptions for success are a“so slightly greater than
External ascriptions for failure. Likewise, Stable ascriptions are greater
for success than are Stable ascriptions for failure but Unstable ascriptions
for success are also marginally greater than are Unstable ascriptions for
failure.

Figures 4 and 5 display these outcome consistent unipolar scales for
location and stability, respectively. These results support the info.mation
processing model of Miller and Ross (1975) who argue that "self-gerving bias"”
of greater Internal than External ascription of success is the result only of
differences in Internality for success--which is explainable by information
processing models. The marginal effects for External (and by extension of
the model, Unstable) ascription are consistent with Miller and Ross' model
and Jdirectly contradict Zuckerman's (1979) argument that External ascriptions
for failure would be greater for failure than success.

However, my results may be affected by truncated performance measures.
My performance measures are tricotomized measures from a basically success-
ful group of recruiters. The "failure" group probably contains few true
failures -- notable failures are removed rather quickly from recruiting duty
and therefore be less likely to be in my sample of "failing performance” than
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o~ Table 39

B ¢
j- Outcome Consistent Unipolar Scale Means and F Values
':.', Quantity Overall
-f-. Positive Negative Positive Negative

s Unipolar Impact on Impact on Impact on Impact on

Scale Success Failure F(1,65) Success Failure F(1,65)

§

N (I)nternal  13.74 2.68 56,23 %% 16.93 3.33 T3.00%*#%
N, I Res S 7.38 2.80 23,25 % e 9.05 3.21 33,75 %44

N I Res RO 4.30 1.90 18.98%nue 5.14 1.96 3.08

N (E)xternal 7.93 4.86 5.79* 7.34 4.98 3.71%
s E Res S 6.37 3.3 11,4200+ 6.11 3.38 9,26%%
; E Res RO 3.38 1.65 10.83%% 3.53 1.82 <1

: (S)table 22.45 3.18 T6, TR 26.64 4.16 87,76 %#4%
) S Res LRO 14.17 3.26 62.28%%"% 15.35 3.15 66,49 %aR
S

' (U)nstable 9.19 7.22 1.15 8.62 7.64 <1

: U Res LRO T.41 4.94 3.50% 8.21 5.49 4.37%

‘ n= 34 32 36 n

::: Note: Residuals are named D(imension) RES(idual of) D(imension) so that
» LRESRO is short for L(ocation) RES(idual of) R(ecruiter control and)

» O(thers' control).

oY *p < .05. %%p < .01, ®%*p ¢ ,001. ®##¥%p < ,00001.
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of Stability.
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s would marginally acceptable performers. This truncation in performance may
f be associated with three times as many attributions being made for Positive
N Impact (M = 28.93, SD = 12.94) than for Negative Impact (M = 9.36, SD = 8.54).
L. Therefore, Zuckerman's critical test for a motivated biasing model may fail in
N my Jdata because of truncated performance outcomes that lead to deficient
. ascriptions to Negative Impact variables. As can be seen in Figures 4 and S
.. there are in fact marginal effects of External ascription for failure exceeding

<35

Internal ascription for failure, and Unstable ascription for failure exceeding
Stable ascription for failure. More extreme failure could magnify this

‘2 difference and reverse the trend for more External and Unstable ascription for
s success than for failure. This possibility can be examined by separately
analyzing Positive Impact and Negative Impact attributions.

h{ If in fact the small number of Negative Impact attributions in my data
results from the truncated range of low performance, then tests for motivated

e, biasing of attributions for success and failure outcomes need to be tested

N separately among Positive Impact and Negative Impact ascriptions, respectively.

%é Any tests of motivated biasing that mix Positive Impact and Negative Impact

:5 attributions could fail because of the truncated range of performance outcomes
g leading to few Negative Impact attributions.

i@ The results of separately analyzed Positive Impact and Negative Impact

S attributions are in fact consistent with & motivated biasing model. Table 40
- presents the means for comparing Internal with External and Stable with

- Unstable ascriptions. Internal Positive Impact attributions are greater than
:- External Positive Impact attributions while External Negative Impact attribu-

tions are greater than Internal Negative Impact attributions. Stable Positive

" Impact attributions are greater than Unstable Positive Impact attributions

’l: while Unstable Negative Impact attributions are greater than Stable Negative

.j\ Impact attributions.

i

g Summary. The results of analyses of bipolar scales are as expected for

Wy the subjective butcome measure. Attributions sre more internal and more

_jg stable for subjective success than for subjective failure. However, results

:;Q for the objective outcome measure show an unexpected pattern of more internal
Cu and more stable ascriptions for the neutral outcome than for either succeas

e or failure. Information proceseing and motivated biasing models explain

. these results equally well br poorly.

Ly ™,

'QE The results of directly testing the hypotheses using unipolar scales

b seem to fit an information processing model., That is, Miller and Ross (1975)
e offer an information processing explanation of greater internal ascription

o for success than failure that depends on perceptual distortions leading to

. Internal ascription of success compared to failure but no effect of failure

F: magnifying External ascription. This argument can be extended to imply Stable
" ascription of success but no effect of Unstable ascription. My results

v}: are consistent with this model in that subjective ocutcome effects were found
:\ for Internal and for Stable ascriptions but not for External or Unstable

N ascriptions. (These effects were only for the subjective outcome measure; no
L. effects were found for the objective outcome measure).

o However, truncated outcome variance could account for the lack of findings
N for External and Unstable ascriptions. Since the sample probadly contains few |
N
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o Table 40
K
_': Mean Attributions by Direction of Impact on Performance
. Positive Impact Negative Impact
5 Unipbdlar
h Scale [ F(1,100) [ F(1,100)
. (I)nternal  13.74  145,17%kes 2.20 21,54 us
- (E)xternal 6.79 4,02
N I Res S 7.34 30,01 #4es 2.48 3
0 E Res S 5.48 2.55
A
] I Res RO 4.27 46, T4 Wnns 1.34 4.68%
Ky E Res Ro 3.04 1.63
3
! (S)tabdle 22.08  244.58%wws 2.52 54 , 95 -+
R (U)nstable 8.11 6.85
k'
& S Res LRO 13.41 220,41 Hnns 2.35 48,22 %%
3 U Res LRO 6.91 4.53
f: Note: Residuals are named D{imension) RES(idual of) D(imension) so that
' LRESRO is short for L{ocation) RES(idual of) R(ecruiter control and)
0(thers' control).
{'i .2 < 0050 .".2 < .00001.
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true failare, the poorest one third of the subjects are mainly marginal per-
formers rather than true failure. This could explain the fact that relatively
few Negative Impact attributions were made. Therefore a better test of the
models for my data is a comparison of attributions within impact segregated
attributions. Either information processing or motivated biasing could explain
greater Internal or Stable ascription among Positive Impact attributions.
However, the motivated biasing model would also predict greater External and
Urstable ascriptions among Negative Impact attributions while the information
prbcessing model would not predict a Jdifference. Consistent with a motivated
biasing model, differences are found among the Negative Impact attributions in
my Jdata.

Thus, while my Jdata do not support Hypothesis 2b and thus failed a key
test for motivated biasing, I believe that this test failed because of
truncation of the performance range. Results on ascription withipn negative
impact are consistent with a motivated biasing model.

Self-0Other Differences

The Jdesign employed in the present study is a between subject, actor/
observer paradigm. Actors attributions for their own performance can be
compared to attributions for their behavior made by their immediate supervisor.
To the extent that the observer's generosity matches the actor's self-serving
bias, no actor/observer differences would be evident (Zuckerman, 1979).
However, we cannot expect supervisors in a real world situation to be as gen~
erous as a college student assigned as an observer in & typical laboratory
experiment. In work organizations, it seems likely that both the subordinate
and supervisor can fall prey to self-serving biases. Supervisors may attribute
causation to themselves for successful ventures and attribute failures to
external causes, perhaps their subordinates. Or when faced with a poor-
performing subordinate, the superior may be more likely to see the cause as
something internal to the subordinate {(for which the leader cannot be blamed)
than stmething about the task (which might be seen by some as an indication of
poor supervision). When one combines the actor-observer Jifference with the
self-gerving biases, it seems that leaders are likely to make mistakes in the
direction of attributing subordinate poor performance to internal causes.

To the extent that realism is maintained in the study and supervisors
are functionally in a supervisor role rather than a perceived role of a re-
search participant, they are not expected to be empathic and share the self-
serving biases of the actors. Of course, this depends on the assumption that
Army Recruiting Station Commanders identify with a supervisory role (identi-
fying with command concerns) rather than having an empathic identification
with recruiters. I am predicting:

Hypothesis 4. Supervisors will be biased toward their own-self-
enhancement and bwn-self-protection to the detriment of the
subordinate's enhancement or protection.

Before testing this hypothesized interaction effect of outcome and
self-other differences, I look first at the basic actor-observer difference.
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Self-other Jifferences in the attributions. Table 41 presents the
attributions made by the recruiters and station commanders for the recruiters
performance for a six month period. Mean effect on performance (1= Large
negative effect, 7= Large positive effect) is reported in this Table. Station
commanders in general rated the variables as having a greater positive
influence opn performance than 3id the recruiters. For seven attributions
this Jifference was significant at the .01 level: (a) station commander per-
formance, (b) sales training from station commander, (c) help from other
recruiters’ PR events, (d) distances for testing and processing, (e) recruiter
likes living in area, (f) recruiter's education is similar to youth in zone,
and (g) recruiter's unusual effort in the last six months. Four of these are
external while three are intermediate and depend oo the recruiting area; the
only internal attribution is unstable effort. Recruiters rated only 8 of the
58 attributions as having a more positive influence than did the station
commanders, though only twd of these are significant at the .05 level: (a)
motivation to do everything well and (b) motivation to help young people. The
other six attributions seen as more positive by recruiters are the recruiter's:
(a) usual efforts, (b) motivation to do a good job for the Army, (c) iptell-
igence, (d) motivation to get out of recruiting with a good record, (e)
personality, and (f) comfortableness with people. It is significant that
judged by the face appearance of the attributions, recruiters reversed the
trend of attributing less positive influence than station commanders for the 8
variables Jealing with stable internal characteristics of motivation and
personality. Station commanders were more likely to see the recruiters’
performance resulting from external and less stable causes than were the
recruiters.

These results are typical of the results found in competitive situa-
tions. The station commanders do not appear to be acting as uninvolved or
generous observers: "competitive subjects cannot be too generous about the
other person because the more credit they give him, the less favorable the
comparison is for them. In contrast, observers . . . can afford to be gener-
ous, as they do not perform the actor's task and consequently do not compare
themselves with him" (Zuckerman, 1979, p. 273).

These results should be interpreted somewhat cautiously since they are
based on the face appearance of the attributiopns. Also, in testing 58 pairs
bf means, three significant differences at the .05 level could be expected by
chance--and the probability of at least one difference at this level juat
being by chance is near certain. However, note that most of the differences
reported are significant at levels well beyond .05 and that the pattern of
results is consistent across the 58 teats.

Self-other differences and positivity bias. Results from analyses of
individual attributions indicate that on the face appearance of the attri-
butions, station commanders make more external attributions than do the
recruiters; this is contrary to the usual actor-observer difference. Dimen-
sional summary scales are analyzed to further test these results. In the
same set of ANOVA's, I test Hypothesis 4 that recruiters, not station com-
manders, will attribute success to more internal and more stable causes than
they attribute failure.
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¥ Table 41
s
- Performance Attributions by Sample Group
2 MEANS SD PROB t
= SC  REC SC__ REC _ 2 TAILED
2.
] M2 to Jdo everything well 5.54 5.94 1.56 1.43 .0341
SN Usual efforts 5.62 5.84 1.60 1.35
> M to do a good job for Army 5.44 5.83 1.72 1.41 .0647
~ Intelligence 5.52 5.59 1.33 1.34
Vo M to help young people 5.38 5.72 1.53 1.23 .0459
, Sales skills developed/trained 5.72 5.53 1.32 1.29
Recruiter's opinions on Army life 5.64 5.61 1.59 1.68
. M to get out with good record 5.32 5.60 1.55 1.46
= Personality 5.26 5.50 1.75 1.49
'i Comfortableness with people 5.26 5.58 1.79 1.40
o Station commander performance 5.73 5.22 1.15 1.70 .0028
¢ M for rewards, approval 5.42 5.17 1.67 1.44
A Physical appearance 5.23 5.14 1.57 1.40
AN Education, experiences 5.17 4.99 1.30 1.42
; General health and stamina 5.26 5.07 1.48 1.47
L Unusual effort in last six months 5.42 4.82 1.67 1.58 .0102
=" Help from other recruiters 5.31 5.14 1.15 1.33
') Sales training from station commander 5.50 4.88 1.10 1.42 . 0001
Natural sales ability 5.14 4.89 1.77 1.79
" Comfortable with people in area 5.18 4,95 1.60 1.43
N Number of youth in zone 5.06 4.87 1.44 1.22
Age 4.85 4.86 1.38 1.39
N Army guidance counseldrs 4.95 4.7 1.28 1.51
e Local unemployment 4.88 4.83 1.17 1.27
National advertising 4.62 4.83 1.06 1.27
- Gender 4.8t 4.60 1.31 1.49
" Educational similarity to youth in zone 5.00 4.53 1.20 1.24 .0069
! Interest similarity to youth in zone 4.76 4.68 1.33 1.2
b~ Work on public relation events 4.65 4.70 1.39 1.30
A Ethnic similarity to pebple in zone 4.84 4.47 1.45 1.37 .0324
A Local advertising 4.70 4.55 1.08 1.27
25 Likes living in area 4.90 4.3 1.70 1.87 .0078
:j Similarity to people in zone 4.76 4.43 1.56 1.53 .0876
) Luck 4.62 4.54 1.04 1.12
" Help from other recruiters' PR events 4.79 4.35 1.08 1.17 .0079
232 Distances for testing and processing 4.87 4.40 1.27 1.19 .0013
& Help from TAIR (Army PR events) 4.56 4.35 1.14 1.18
" Distances for contacts in zone 4.61 4.42 1.32 1.30
e Being 111 or particularly healthy 4.49 4.44 1.13 1.49
I Quality of youth in zone 4.70 4.34 1.64 1.62
s Local opinion 4,52 4.18 1.32 1.47 0713
- Hometown recruiter aides 4.55 4.22 1.24 1.25 .0308
e Propensity for military service in zone 4.58 4.19 1.46 1.43 .0553
<. Closeness to area where grew up 4.41 4.18 1.48 1.45
- Money handling ability 4.22 4.16 1.58 1.38
-
.
= 116
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Table 41 (continued)

MEANS SD PROB t
’ SC REC SC REC 2 TAILED
s
" Local cost of living 4.35 4.2 1.54 1.60
District Command 4.34 3.97 1.33 1.70 .0750
> Friends, family life 4.19 3.98 1.50 1.45
, Marital status 4.03 3.81% 1.4% 1.44
- USAREC Command 4.10 3.9 1.59 1.81
A Dependents 3.84 3.77 1.35 1.32
Regional Command 3.87 3.83 1.14 1.23
Disruptions from PCS (relocation) 3.85 3.91  0.73 0.94
o Disruptibnrs from rezoning 3.94 3.77 0.96 1.16
) Going-to-college-rate in zone 3.94 3.67 1.41 1.5
j Distance to Army presence 3.89 3.62 1.41 1.44
4 Negative climate from other recruiters 3.73 3.64 0.93 1.10
Paperwork, administrative burden 3.56 3.22 1.64 1.81

- D - D W TS - T W D - e P e . D W R TR R B A S S S e D A S = S S W D - -

Note: Attributions were rated on a T-point scale of affecting performance:
1=To a LARGE extent NEGATIVELY, 2=To a MODERATE extent NEGATIVELY, 3=To a

. SMALL extent NEGATIVELY, 4=To NO EXTENT, 5=To a SMALL extent POSITIVELY,

j 6=To a MODERATE extent POSITIVELY, and 7=To a LARGE extent POSITIVELY.

. Probabilities < .10 (2 tailed) for correlated t-tests are reported. N = 103.

8Motivation is abbreviated M.
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A series of ANOVA's were run with between subjects' factors of ocutcome
and attributor role. In each ANOVA the attributor's role contrasted recriit-
y ers’' with station commanders' attributions for recruiter performance. Per-
formance outcome was either the trichotomized Quantity or trichotomized
N Overall measure. The Jdependent attribution measure was one of the set of
N bipolar scales for Total, Positive, and Negative Impact attribution. Table
;} 42 presents the F values for the self/o6ther factor and for the interaction of
. self/other with outcome.
This set of dimensional analyses confirm the reversal of the usual
o self/other Jifference that was seen in the individual attributions. Attri-
- butions having a Positive Impact were on the average more internal for
o recruiters (M = -7.02) than for station commanders (M = -5.86). Attributions
” having a Negatlve Impact were on the average more external for recruiters (M
! = 1.93) than for station commanders (M = 0.64) and were more unstable for
recruiters (M = -4.59) than for station commanders (M = -2.01). This indi-
- cates that recruiters were more influenced by self—serv1ng biases than were
3 station commanders.
. Table 42
X F Values for 2-way ANOVAs of Outcome and Self/Other Differences
' Total Impact Postive Impact Negative Impact
. Bipolar
Scale Quantity Overall Quantity Overall Quantity Overall
- Self/Other
(L)ocation <1 <1 4.05% 3.87% 4.80% 5.29%
L Res S <1 <1 <1 1.36 Qa <1
. L Res RO 9.79%*% g, 11%% 5.49% 5.49% <1 <1
L~ (S)tability <1 1.87 2.01 1.23 9,75%% g.45%%
k- S Res LRO 1 <1 2.40 1.15 3.90% 2.70
v df: 1, 200 1, 200 1, 199 1, 199 1, 183 1, 183
LY
- Self/Other x Outcome
i
A L 3.20% 3.93% 3.7* 8.08%%# <1 3,32%
L Res S 2,01 1.06 3.29% 3.88% A1 1.82
L Res RO 2.54 <1 1.72 <1 A <1
S 1.89 5.62%% 2.04 g,32%ne 1 2.95
S Res LRO <1 3.33% a 4.37% g <\
4arf: 2, 200 2, 200 2, 199 2, 199 2, 183 2, 183

- Note: Residuals are named D{imension) RES(idual of) D(imension).
" *p € .05, ®%p C .01, %%, ¢ 00!,
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:\ Cell means for the interaction effects are presented in Table 43. The
N significant interaction effects (listed in Table 42) for these means indicate
. that station commanders may be slightly more generous for success but are not

generous for failure.

" Figures 6 and 7 display the Positive Impact attributions by outcome for
. recruiters’' and station commanders’' attributions scaled by location and sta-
. bility respectively. Station commanders see Positive Impact attributions for

success as slightly more internal than do recruiters, but in the case of
failure see Positive contributions to the performance as less internal than
; recruiters. Recruiters still give themselves credit for positive contribu-
- tions to performance even when the performance outcome is relatively poor.
% Likewise recruiters see the Positive Impact on poor performance as more sta-
- ble than do the station commanders.

Figures 8 & 9 display the Negative Impact attributions by outcome for

o recruiters’ and station commanders' attributions scaled by location and sta-
aj bility, respectively. A major difference here is that recruiters see the
;j Negative Impact causal agents of failure as more external than do station

commanders. In fact, station commanders see Negative Impact in less external
y and more internal causes, the poorer the performance (see Figure 8). Re-
3 cruiters in general see Negative Impacts on their performance &s unstable |
while station commanders see less unstable Negative Impact attributions as
having an effect on the recruiters' performance (see Figure 9).

Summary. These results indicate that recruiters compared to station
commanders make self-serving attributions. This set of supervisors do pnot
show a positivity or generosity bias by making enhancing attributions for
< subordinates.

- The usual actor-observer difference is reversed in these data with the
obaervers (station commanders) making less internal or dispositional attri-
butions than the actors (recruiters). This is contradictory to the informa-
- tion processing explanation of self-other Jdifferences, that others focus on

. the actor in the field of perception. The reversal of actor-observer differ-
ences in my data is consistent with a motivated bias model. The Jata fits
expected patterns of attribution for a "competitive” situation where blame

a and reward may be assigned by higher levels of supervision.
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Table 43

Means of Bipolar Attributions by Attributor Role and Performance Qutcome

Ripolar Scale Quantity Overall
and Attributor
Role Success Neutral Failure Success Neutral Failure

Total Imypact

- e wm e wm = m e m o e m e e e e e e m w e e e ae e e e e e e e o em e = =

L (0)ther -6.70 -5.78 -3.31 -7.79 -5.69 -2.43
(S)elf -3.95 -7.12 -4.18 -6.27 -3.67 -4.80

L Res S 0 -1.99 -1.11 -0.48 -2.01 -1.06 -0.42
S -0.81 -2.11 -1.20 -1.43 -1.23 -1.44

L Res RO 0 -0.46 -0.06 0.29 -0.49 0.16 -0.22
S -0.46 -1.33 -0.78 -0.97 -0.56 -0.94

S 0 12.15 12.05 7.28 14.91 11.92 5.18
S 8.09 12.93 7.68 12.48 6.30 8.64

S Res LRO O 5.12 5.17 3,16 6.653 5.08 1.93
S 4.14 5.92 3.59 6.043 3.08 3.94

n = 34 36 33 41 23 39

L 0 -7.68 -6.63 -3.15 -9.64 -5.89 -1.88
S -5.81 -8.58 -6.56 -7.70 -6.12 -6.84
L Res S 0 -1.92 -1.05 -0.21 -2.49 -0.58 0.13
S -0.67 -2.09 -1.87 -1.36 -1.59 -1.72
L Res RO O -0.46 -0.15 0.13 -0.59 0.13 0.12
S -0.39 -1.1 -0.78 -0.88 -0.55 -0.77
S 0 14.84 14.37 7.58 18.44 13.69 5.16
S 13.26 16.72 12.08 16.33 11.67 13.19

S Res LRO O 6.54 6.62 4.21 7.90 6.69 3.13




t .
. ble 43 (continued)
'c‘ Table continue
R
’ i Bipolar Scale Quantity Overall
S and Attributor
,,:‘( Role Success Neatral Failure Success Neutral Failure
;:1
‘N
W Negative Impact
oy L 0 1.19 0.95  -0.16 2.23 0.24  -0.56
"y S 2.10 1.50 2.25 1.58 2.55 1.92
13 o)
(
W L Res S 0 -0.08 -0.06 -0.28 0.58 -0.59 -0.55
S -0-17 -0-01 0-63 -0007 0038 0024
73 LRes RO 0  =0.00  0.09  0.17 0.12  0.03  0.10
ey S -0.08  -0.22  -0.02 -0.09  -0.01 -0.19
l.\
s 4 S 0 =3.27  -2.61  -0.31 -4.26  -2.14 0.02
) S -5.86 -3.90  ~4.16 -4.26 -5.61 -4.32
4 -‘J
-
-{: S Res LRO O -1.72 -1.62 -1.09 -1.50 -1.95 -1.20
409 s -3.24  -1.98  -1.66 -2.51  -2.26  -2.02
)
- n= 28 32 32 34 19 39
<
:}} Note: Bipolar scales are anchored at the positive end by external for
- Location scales and stable for Stability scales. Residuals are named
R D(imension) RES(idual of) D(imension) so that LRESRO is short for
Oy L(ocation) RES(idual of) R(ecruiter control and) O(thers' control).
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

8 8 o 5

In brief, the analyses of causal Jdimensions did not lead to direct veri-
¢ fication of a three dimensional mpdel of causal attributions. However, the
results are supportive of the usefulness of the dimensional concept in under-
standing and interpreting causal attributions. Dimensional analyses were
essential to understanding the self-serving biases found in performance
attributions.

Attribution Dimensions

3 a"a"a

Dimension ratings by judges were found to be strongly correlated, as
they were by Wiley et al. (1979) and my analysis of data reported by Bar-Tal,
Goldberg, and Knaani (in press). The ratings are explainable as one factor
with opposite poles of internal-stable-recruiter (and not other) controlled
- and external-unstable-other (and pot recruiter) controlled (cf. Wiley et al.,
. 1979; Bar-Tal et al., in press). However, dimension-specific variance can be
’ untangled. First of all, general control--controllable by the recruiter
) and/or others vs not controllable by either--is a separate factor from
« location/stability. More importantly, location and stability can also be
‘ disentangled.

s
-

N Dimension-specific variance can be tapped as a residual of the common
- variance in the data and the dimensiopn-specific variance was used in further
analyses of performance attributions and their antecedents.

. The residual dimensional variance was useful ip interpreting clusters of
attributions used together in making performance attributions by recruiters
' and station commanders. Data on attributions made for six months of perform-
" ance yield 3 major clusterings defined by the location dimension: internal,
¥ intermediate, and external attributions. Separate factor analyses of the
internal, intermediate, and external attributions were interpretable in terms
3 of controllability: separate clusters of controllable and uncontrollable
] attributions were found among the internal and the external attributions and
' perhaps among the intermediate attributions (cf. Michela et al., 1982). How-
ever, these factors are in some cases also correlated with stability. Only
among internal attributions was a factor found that uniquely correlated with

stability.
L
; Interpretation of factors representing the covariatioo in the attribu-
{ tions made for performance were aided by the dimensions of location, stabil-
j ity, and control, as well as by the dichotomy of helping or hurting perfor-
5 mance (cf. Wimer & Kelley, 1982) and the concept of causal chains (Elig &
a Frieze, 1975). Factor analyses did not yield factors for the three dimen-
>, siops as were found in the analyses of Meyer (1980).

Implications of Dimensional Results

My results add more weight to Weiner's (1979, 1983) warning that:
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the relative placement of a cause on a Jdimension is not invariant over
time or between people. For example, health might be perceived as in
internal ("I am a sickly person”) or an external ("The flu bug got me")
cause of failure. Inasmuch as attribution theory deals with phenomeno-
logical causality, such personal interpretations must be taken into
account. (1979, p. 6)

Moreover, we peed to consider more carefully in our research and models the
phenomenology of causal chains and an additional dimension of good-bad (or
help-hurt). Inherent in the factor analysis derived organization of perform-
ance attributions, causal chains and a good-bad evaluation of help or hurt
seem to be important facets of how the supervisors and the subordinates
ascribed causality for recruiting performance.

An additional consideration for future development is that both the
dimensional ratings of attributions and the factor analyses of performance
attributions indicate that there is a natural association of attributional
location, stability, and, perhaps, control. Dimensional ratings were a&lso
strongly correlated in quite different outcome areas in studies by Wiley et
al. and Bar-Tal et al. This is not to say that these resulte challenge the
usefulness of separable dimensions of location, stability, and control. Argu-
ing by analogy, the fact that pressure, temperature, and volume covary in the
real world does not preclude the usefulness in the real world of the Ideal
Gas Laws developed in artificial environments in a physicist's laboratory.
However, we do need to take a look at the usefulness of the laboratory de-
rived contructs ip real world settings. Thus contruct validity in a field
study involves the concept of utility of the contruct in understanding the
situation being stulied.

Utility of the Dimensional Constructs

Superiors’ and subordinates’' attributions for the subordinates' perform-
ance were analyzed for evidence of motivated biasing. The results of this
analysis support the construct validity of the dimensions hypothesized to be
at the center of the attribution process of antecedents --> attributions -->
consequences. The dimension-specific variance I isolated in the judges'
dimensional ratings was related in meaningful ways to the performance outcome
and the attributor role (actor-observer). My results are, of course, only a
first step since I did not test any of the important linkages of attributione
-=> consequences.

These results are important for testing our understanding of the dimen-

sional implications of performance attributions of both supervisors and sub-
ordinates ip a field setting.

Motivational Antecedents of Attributions

As expected I found more internal and more stable attributions for suc-
cessful performance than for failing performance. Consistent with a motivated
biasing model I found a strong-effect of Internal and Stable aacriptions being
much greater for success than failure and that attributions for Positive
Impact on attributions are more internal and stable while attributions for
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Negative Impact on attributions are more external and unstable. Self-other
differences are also consistent with a motivated biasing model., Support for a
motivated biasing model fails only on one key comparison with an information
processing model.

Self-serving Biases
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The results of analyses of bipolar scales are as expected for the sub-
jective outcome measures. Attributions are more internal and more stable for
subjective success than for sabjective failure. However, results for the
objective outcome measure show an unexpected pattern of more internal and
more stable ascriptions for the neutral outcome than for either success or
failure. Information processing and motivated biasing models explain these
results equally well or poorly.

The results of directly testing the hypotheses using unipolar scales
seem to fit an information processing model. That is, Miller and Ross (1975)
offer an information processing explanation of greater internal ascription
for success than failure that depends on perceptual distortions leading to
Internal ascription of success compared to failure but no effect of failure
magnifying External ascription. This argument can be extended to imply Sta-
ble ascription of success but no effect of Unstable ascription. My results
are consistent with this model in that outcome effects were found for Inter-
nal and for Stable ascriptions but not for External or Unstable ascriptions.
(Effects were found only for the subjective outcome measure; no effects were
found for the objective outcome measure).

However, truncated outcome variance could account for the lack of find-
ings for External and Unstable ascriptions. Since the sample probably con-
tains few true failures, the poorest one third of the subjects are mainly
marginal performers rather than true failures. This could explain the fact
that relatively few Negative Impact attributions were made. Therefore a
better test of the models for my Jata is a comparison of attributions within
impact segregated attributions. Either informetion processing or motivated
biasing could explain greater Internal or Stable ascription among Positive
Impact attributions. However, the motivated biasing model would also predict
greater External and Unstable ascriptions among Negative Impact attributions
while the information processing model would pnot predict a difference.

The results of separately analyzed Positive Impact and Negative Impact
attributions are in fact consistent with a motivated biasing model. Internal
Positive Impact attributions are greater than External Positive Impact attri-
butions while External Negative Impact attributions are greater than Internal
Negative Impact attributions. Stable Positive Impact attributions are great-
er than Unstable Positive Impact attributions while Unstable Negative Impact
attributions are greater than Stable Negative Impact attributions.

Thus, while my data do pot support Hypothesia 2b and thus failed a key
test for motivated biasing, I believe that this test may have failed because
of truncation of the performance range. Results on ascription within nega-
tive impact are consistent with a motivated biasing model.
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Self-Other Differences

The actor-observer Jdifference (Jones & Nisbett, 1972; Jones, 1979) is
essentially represented as the tendency of observers to explain other's be-
haviors in dispositional terms or as internally caused, whereas actors at-
tribute their own behavior relatively more to situational or external
factors. One of the most plausible of the possible explanations for this
phenomenon (Monson & Snyder, 1977) has been that the actor and the observer
process Jifferent sources of information. The environment is the central
focus of the actor, while the actor is the central focus of the observer.
More specifically, we, as actors, are aware of and focus on the environment
around us. People observing us do not have direct access to our awareness or
perceptions. Instead, they focus on what we 3o0. As a result, observers are
likely to report that other people's behavior is caused by something about
them as persons--internal dispositional characteristics such as effort or
ability.

The results presented here Jdirectly contradict this information process-
ing model and are better explained as motivated biasing, as I hypothesized.
Specific attributions for performance are on face appearance more external
for station commanders (observers) than for recruiters (actors). Note that
the two causes internal to the observer and external to the actor--station
commander performance and sales training from the station commander--were
seen as having a significantly more positive impact by the observers than the
actors.

The dimensional analyses confirm the reversal of the usual self/other
difference in the individual attributions. Attributions having a Positive
Impact were on the average more internal for recruiters than for station
commanders. Attributions having a Negative Impact were on the average more
external for recruiters than for station commanders and were more unstable
for recruiters than for station commanders. This indicates that recruiters
were influenced by self-serving biases compared to station commanders.

The interaction effects of outcome and attributor role indicate that
station commanders may be slightly more genmerous than recruiters for success
but are not gemerous for failure. Station commanders see Positive Impact
attributions for success as slightly more internal than do recruiters, but in
the case of failure see Positive contributions to the performance as less
internal than recruiters. Recruiters still give themselves credit for posi-
tive contributions to performance even when the performance outcome is rela-
tively poor. Likewise recruiters see the Positive Impact on poor performance
as more stable than do the station commanders. Results of the Negative Im-
pact attributions are complementary. Station commanders in a sense give
recrujters credit for succeeding in spite of external Negative influence but
attribute the Negative influence less externally if the recruiter performs
poorly. Recruiters see the Negative Impact causal agents of failure as more
external than do station commanders. In fact, station commanders see Nega-
tive Impact in less external and more internal causes, the poorer the per-
formance. Recruiters in general see Negative Impacts on their performance as
unstable while station commanders see less unstable Negative Impact attri-
butions as having an affect on the recruiters' performance.
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:: These results indicate that recruiters compared to station commanders

N make self-serving attributions. Supervisors in this study Jdo not show a
. positivity or generosity bias by making protective attributions for subordi-
" nates experiencing performance deficits.
)

o
. The usual actor-observer difference is reversed in these data with the
:: observers (station commanders) making lesa internal or dispositional attribu-
\: tions than the actors (recruiters). This is contradictory to the information
v processing explanation of self-other differences, that others focus on the
. actor in the field of perception. The reversal of actor-observer differences
e, in my Jdata is consistent with a motivated bias model. The data fits expected
e patterns of attribution for a “"competitive" situation where blame and reward
.: may be assigned by higher levels of supervision.

(L

Impact of Anticipated Evaluation

> Snyder, Stephan, and Rosenfield (1978) have suggested that self-enhance-
‘: ment and self-protective biases are likely to be limited when they are likely
~ to be contradicted by other's explanations. If an individual's self-serving
ascriptions for performance are proven false by others, then he or she may

A lose all benefits of enhanced self-image.

4
b/ Zuckerman (1979) reviewed studies which examined the prediction that

. people who anticipate some form of future evaluation may employ counterdefen-
,;: sive attributions for their performance. In two studies cited by Zuckerman,

(Regan et al., 1975; Zucker, 1976), actors were found to derogate themselves
and use counterdefensive attributions as compared to observers under condi-
tions of anticipating future behavior. In a third study where the future

Y

. evaluation manipulation was future performance, Wortman et al. (1973) found
. counterdefensive attributions. Subjects anticipating taking a social percep-
" tion test made more external attributions, regardleas of outcome on the sam-

ple test compared to subjects not anticipating taking the test.

A The concept of strategic self-presentation (Bradley, 1978; Weary, 1979)
v --which is supported in these studies of anticipated future behavior or con-
o tinuing evaluation--offers an alternative explanation of my results. I can-
; pot rule out that my test of the information processing model versus the

2 motivated biasing model failed because recruiters were motivated to be coun-
terdefensive for low relative performance rather than being self-protective.

I In anticipation of my comparing their sttributions with their supervisors

v attributions, the recruiters may have moderated defensively attributing fail-

» ure to external and/or unstable causes, though they still were more external

AT and unetable in their attributions for low performance than vere the super-

- vising station commanders.

. Care must be taken in extending the results of this study to other per-

- formance situations since the eifects of strategic self-presentation may

- moderate extreme self-protection and self-enhancement biases. Strategic

: self-presentation may, in fact, be a key ingredient in moderating conflicting
attributions maie by super isors and subordinates. We peed to know more
about the attridbution process in continuing performance sjituations.
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Generalizability of the Results

As poted in the chapter on the Research Design, there were sample-popu-
lation Jdifferences that resulted Jdirectly from the sampling plan, notably the
oversampling of women and recruiters in larger stations. To the extent that
the population of interest is defined as the junior (E5-E7) NCO's in the
Recruiting Command as of August 1981, the sampling plan has lead to distor-
tions in the sample. However, the population the sample was compared to
contasined about 1500 NCO's in higher management and support positions in
adldition to field recruiters and station commanders. Thus it can be argued
that the sample is fairly representative of field recruiters and station
conmanders, with certain limitations, most notably the intended oversampling
of women. Also, the sampling plan is likely to have resulted in oversampling
larger stations in larger population centers. This may have contributed to
an oversanpling of nop-white recruiters.

To the extent the population of interest is defined as station commani-
ers and the recruiters they supervise op a day to day basis, the sample is
representative. This population excludes the attributional patterns of re-
cruiters in one person stations under no day to day supervision, as well as
senior NCO's and officers in management positions. To an unknown extent the
attributional patterns of these other groups may Jiffer from those of the
studied sample.

Care must be taken in generalizing results to populations other than
U.S. Army recruiters., Military training emphasizes the peed for and efficacy
of a can-do attitude and maximum effort. Basic training consists of pushing
trainees beyond what the trainees had always considered to be patural limita-
tions. Trainees are taught that they have the skills and the ability to
overcome the environment that includes natural barriers, hostile enemies, and
a command structure that may pot always support them. These lessons are
reinforced throughout the solliers career in required courses such as the
Primary Leadership Course and the Advanced Leadership Course.

Recruiters are selected from a pool of service members who have worked
successfully and advanced in this environment, and are then put to work in
the demanding field of direct sales. This selection is often involuntary and
always involves personal and family disruptiopns from geographic moves.

For these reasons, Jdirect generalization of results to other populations
must be made cautiously.
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APPEXNDIN A

Coordination of Recruiting Research Data

Collection with USAREC

PL3I-RP

SILJELT: Coordination of Recrufting Research Datsa Collection for USARIC

tajor George Thompson
V' RCPAE-RE
Fort Soeridan, IL 60036

1. The purpose of this lettar is to request that you coordinate recrviting resaarch
data collection efforts referenced 1ip a lettor dated 18 May 1901 (attached).

2. PTlease votify the Repional and District Recruiting Cotmands of our require
cents to ecllect data from téa stations {n eact region; two stations 4in each of
five DRCs. In each DRC, we poed to collect data froc the first two stations

wvuick peet the attaci.d criterfon checklist., 4lso attached 1s & 1list of Josired
statiozs within each of 25 DRCs. VWe would l4ke to visit the first tvo stations
listed under each DRC, provided they meet the Tequirements of the criterion chack-
list. If either or both of these stations canrot meet these requirements, the next
820210z on the 1ist”to be used until the requirements are met or the list exhausted.
Since we vast to eeixxz data fronm recruiters at sll levels of production, substitute
selections froo other than tbe first two statiors listed need to be mininigzed.
Obviously, substitutions fer s station vi.ere production 48 lov or kbdere a recrutter
is about to be relfeved are not adequate reasons, Lhere DRC substitutions are
ade, ve would ajprociate £t Lf the reasons for suck substitutions could be
provided.

3. Tlease notify me, Dr. Cade or ¥r. Elip (AV 284-8275) by 13 July 1981 of the
coraal's responses. TEC's vhich have twve acceptable stations are askad to
provide us with POC's at the DRC snd at each of the two statfons. DRC's which
do not have two acccptalle stations froz the 1ist are asksd to give us the nenes
of otber statfoss ip the ORC which 4o meet the criteria. Ue will then either
select stations to be sufveyed fros aaog; these DRC provided stations or choose
ap alternate froz the same region.

4. As ve have sjreed, Planse comsuricate to all involved tlat while the project
is Izmportant to the Recruitiag Cormand, reports will pot identify Individuals,
stations mor District Recruiting Comuand. All cowmands, down to the otation
commander, sbould Loowv that while the Tesearch 1s fullysupported and epoasored
by USAREC, the data vill Le mafptained by 4RI and vill oot be savalladle to
USARIL for nansgement decisivos repgardiag particular individuals, stations,

or DECs. Ounly data without individual or unit fdeptificarion belov ReZioo level
vill be reported,




PLRI-RP
SUAJLCT: Coordination of Recrufting Research Data Collection for USAREC

$. Wc are planriof on spending 3 days 1o each DRC (1.5 days at each of 2
stztions). We wvill survey all mil{tary persocoel at each statfon (in pre-
testin; surveys vere coopleted in 30 to 60 =ioutes)., We vill also interviev
the statfon co=uander, ome maole and One ferale field recruitear (in pretesting
tbcse interviews took 2 to 2.5 hours). Ve also will frterviev any hometown
Recruiter Aldes assignad to the stations (less then 1 bour in peetesting).

$1C.>
3 Inc) ¥ZWIll K, EATON, Ph.D,
as Chief, Soldier Recrultoent and
Retention
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CRITERION CEECKLIST
N POR STATION SELECTION

"
; -yi Zach of tbe folloving personvel must be available for intervieving
(oot on leave or on IDY) on the dates (ndicated 4in the scheduls.

r. <. 1) Statfon Cozmasder vho has been {p comand
S of the station for at least 3 months.

N 2) Ope male recruiter.

L 3) One female recruiter.
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1981 Recruiter Survey
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Part I: Job Appraisal Self-Report
Part 1I1: Job History and Status

- Part III: Recruiting Performance Self-Report
oy Part 1IV: Factors Affecting My Performance
& Part V: Reactfions to Past Performance

e, Part VI: Recruiting Trend Report
u ®
1%

a

_‘.l\

4': The Army Research Institute is conducting research on
) experiences in Army Recruiting. Your honest ansvers
:- will help us to make Army Recruiting better for you and

wiy for those following you. Your answers to this question-

. naire will be kept confidential and will not in

any way become a part of any file maintained on you.

v
A
-

- July 1981
>,
",

K "
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AN U. S. Army Research Institute
~ 5001 Eisenhower Avenue
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OATA REQUIRED BY THE PRIVACY ACT OF 1874
(SUSC 8580/

A L1 PRESCAIBING DRECTIVE
1981 Recruiter Survey AR 70-1

Y AUTHORITY y

10USC Sec 4503

2 PRINCIPAL PURPOSES)

The data collected with the sttached form are to be used for research purposes
ounly.

3 AOUTINE USES

You are being ssked to participate in research conducted by the Army Research
Institute. The research vill determine the extent to vhich personal data and
behavioral factors and environmental factors relate to performance in Army
recruiting. The results will be used for research purposes only and will not
in any way become & part of any Army personnel file. When identifiers (name or
Social Security Number) are requested, they are to be used for administrative
and statistical control purposes only. Full confidentiality of the responses
vill be maintsined in the processing of these data.

For the research to be successful it i necessary that we obtain information
from you (including your Social Security Number).

Data collected will be handled ip strict confidence and used for statistical
purposes only. We cannot obtain sll the i{nformation necessary unless we have
your permission. If you agree to participate in the study, please complete
the following pages.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION.

4 MANDATORY OA VOLUNTARY DISCLOSURE AND £ PECT On INDIVIDUAL NOT PROVIDING iINFORMATION

Your participation in this research {s strictly voluntary. Individuals are
encoursged to provide complete and accurate information in the interests of
the resesrch, but there will be no effect on individuale for mot providing
sll or any part of the information. This notice may be detached from the
rest of the fors and retained by the individusl 1f so desired.

FORM Privecy Act Statement - 26 Sep 75 |
OA Form 4368—R, 1 May 75
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5 APPENDIX C

i 1981 Experimental Recruiter Performance Report

Pare 1: Performance Report for Last Six Monchs
Part 11: Factors Affecting Performence

. "',
T Part J11: Expectations
Part IV: Recommendations and Coumments

At
ixjm The Army Research Institute 1i¢ conducting research on

> experiences in Army Recruiting. Your honest answers will

. help us to make Army Recruiting better for you and for those
.. folloving you. Your ansvers to this questionnaire will be

- kept confidential. The results vill not in any vay become

° a part of your personnel files or the personnel files of

the recruiter you are asked to rate.

Wy
July 1981

[ '
.::* U. S. Army Research Institute
Py 5001 E{senhover Avenue
Alexandria, VA 22333

Pr-5437
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DATA REQUIRED BY THE PRIVACY ACT OF 1974
BLULSC §5%0:

Tl ol Foam TALICA S AT O RICT VT |
_198) Experimental Recruiter Performance Report I AR 70-1
t ALT=OAITY -

10USC Sec 4503

b — —

TR acPavLRrOBIN

The data collected with the attached fore are to de used for resesrch purposes
only.

3 BOuTing USES

You ate being ssked to participate in research conducted by the Arsy Research
Inst{tute. The resesrch vill detersine the extent to which personsl dats snd
behavioral factors snd environmentsl factors relate to performance in Army
recruiting. The results will be used for research purposes ounly ond will not
4o any vay become 8 part of any Army personnel file. When 1dentifiers (name or
Social Security Number) are requested, they are to be used for sdninistrative
and statistical control purposes only. Full confidentiality of the responses
will be maintained in the processing of these dats.

For the research to be successful it is necessary that we obtain informstion
from you (including your Social Security Number).

Dsta collected will be handled in etrict confidence and used for statistical
purposes only. We cannot obtain all the {information necessary unless ve have
your permission. If you sgree to participate im the study, plesss coaplate
the folloving pages.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION.

NDIVIDUAL NOT PROVIDING 1NPOAMATION

Your psrticipation in this research {e etrictly voluntary. 'Individuals arve
encouraged to provide complete apd accurate information 1o the iaterests of
the veseatrch, but there will be no effect on individusls for mot providing
all or suy part of the {nformation. This notice say be detached from the
rest of the form and retained by the individual 1f eo desired.

FOAM Prvaty Act Sutoment M Sap 78 |
OA Form 4360-R, 1 ey T8

5o 172
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APPENDIX D

1981 Recruiter Comments

Part I: Couments on Inventory and Survey
Part 11: Factors Affecticy Performance
fart 111 Performance Influences

Part IV: Research Needs

Your ansvers to this guestionnairve are totally confidential.
You ars not to put any personal 4dentification of any type

on this survey, and under the Privacy Act of 1974, no personsl
sdentification way be added Dy snyone else.

July 1981

U. §. Arwy Research Tastitute
5001 Efsenhower Avenue
Alexandris, VA 2233
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Part 1

Comments on Inventory snd Survey

The question formats used in the Self Evalustion Inventory and the
1981 Recruiter Sutvey are the best possible formats to efficfently collect
information from & large number of individusls. Hovever, these formats
do not alvays allov people to express everything they vant to express. Ve
vould like to give you an opportunity to make vhatever comments you would
like to make on the Inventory and the Survey. If you nsed to, you may use
the back side of this page, and/or add other sheets of paper.

A. Comments op the 1981 Recruiter Survey:

2. Couments on particular parts or questions {n the 1981 Recruiter
Survey (be sure to {dentify by number the part(s) and question(s) you
comment on or clarify):

180
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) C. Comments on the Self Evaluation Inventory;

’
a D. Comments on particular parts or questions in the Self Evaluation

3-_‘ Inventory (be sure to {dentify by number the part(s) and question(s) you
f comment on or clarify):

-
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Part 11

Location of Factors Affecting Performance

)

, Part IV of the 1981 Recruiter Survey asked you to rate the extent to
A vhich several factors sffected your performance in the last siz months. We
need more information from you {m order to correctly interpret what recruiters
believe adout factors wvhich asy influence their performance.

iy Please use the following scale to rate for each factor where you think
h that factor s located. Internsl factors are lecated in individual recruiters
» and 81ffer frowm recruiter tH recruiter. External factors are located im the

enviromment (4ncluding people other than the recruiter) and differ from
: situstion to sfituation. Some factors that {nfluence performance msy be located
i both the individual recruiter and the particular eaviroument.

1 = Internal (in a recruiter)
5 2 = Both the recruiter and the environment
O 3 = Externsl (in the environment and other

people)

There may be tizmes vhen more than one ansver vill seem appropriste;
please choose whichever response you feel is best.

W

K) Plesse put your ratings in the blanks numbered 1 thru 58 (Columm ))

« on the folloving two pages. (Column II - blanks oumbered 359 thru 116 - will
be used 1o Part IIl1.)
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Parc 111

Stability of Factors Affecting Performance

Please go back nov and rate esch factor on the extent to which it has
a stable, continuing effect on performance in field recruiting. By stable
ve mean that the factor has a continuing impact that vould last from the
past oix months through the first two quartars of FY82; unstable factors
are ones vhose influence would be variable snd change fros time to time,

UNSTABLE 1 2 3 4 35 6 7 8 9 SIABLE
LY

There may be times vhen more than one ansver will sess appropriate; please
chocse vhichever tresponse you feel 1s best.

Vrite your ratings in Column Il (numbered 59 thru 116) on the preceeding
tvo pages.
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Part IV

Research Neads

x

; We would like to give you an opportunity to guide us §n out continuing

4 efforts to aid the recruiting force. Plesse take o fev moments to {dentity

) for us fssues which (1) you think are relevant to fwproving recruiter effect-
gueness apd the quality of 1ife of recruiters and (2) which are not covered

i{n the survey or this comment section.
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1981 RECRUITER COMMENTS

Part I: Comments on Inventory and Survey
Part 11: Factors Affecting Performance
Part 111: Performance Influences

Part IV: Research Needs

Your answers to this questionnaire are totally confidential.
You are not to put any personsl ddentification of sny type

on this survey, and under the Privacy Act of 1974, no personal
identificat{on may be added by anyone slse.

July 1981

U. §. Arsy Research Institute
5001 Elsenhower Avenue
Alexsndria, VA 22333
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Part I11
External Control Over Factors

Affecting Performance

Please use the scale that follows to rate each factor that you indicated
wvas located in the eavironment or i{n both the recruiter and the environment.
are asked to go back and rate these factors on vhether they are controllable or
uncontrollable by people Rher than the recruiter. A controllsble factor 1s one
that an individual can decide to change and then cam actuslly change. An un-
controllable factor is one that cannot be changed vhen an individual wants to
change it. Llook at each factor which you just rated as & “2" or "3" on location
and rate each of these factors on the extent to which other people can (if they
decide to) change the factor ir a way which would influence recruiter productivity.

You

Uncontrollable 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 Controllable
By Others By Others

There msy be times when more than one answer will seem appropriate; please
choose vhichever respoanse you feel is best.

Write your ratings in column II (numbered 59 thru 116) on the preceeding two
pages.
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1981 RECPUITER COMNENTS

Port 1: Couments on Inventory and Survey
Part 1I: Factors Affecting Performance
Part 111: Performsnce Influences

Part IV: Research Needs

Your suswers to this questionnaire are totally confidential.
You are not to put any personal {dentification of any type

on this survey, snd under the Privacy Act of 1974, mno personal
tdentification may be added by asnyone else.

July 1981

U. $. Arsy Research Institute
$001 Ef{senhover Avenue
Alexandria, VA 22333

PT-5643C
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Part II1

Recruiter Control Over Factors Affecting Performance

Please use the scale that follows to rate each factor that you indicated
vas located in the recruiter or in both the recruiter and the environment. You
are asked to go back and rate these factors on vhether they are controllable
or uncontrollable by the recruiter. A controllable factor is one that an
individual can decide to change and then can sctually change. An uncontroll-
able factor is one that cannot be changed when an {ndividual wvants to change
1t. Look at each factor which you just rated as a "1" or "2" on location
and rate each of these factors on the extent to which the recruiter cen (if
he/she decides to) change the factor in a way wvhich would {nfluence recruiter

productivity.

Uncontrolleble 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 Controllsble
By Recruiter By Recruiter

[

There may be tizes vher more than one answer will seem appropriate; please

choose whichever response you feel is best.

Write your ratings in columm II (pumbered 59 thru 116) on the preceeding
two pages.
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APPENDIX E

Letter From Recruiting Command to Research Participants

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

HMEADQUARTERS UNITED BTATES ARMY AECRUITING COMMAND
FORY SHERIDAN ILLINOIS 60037

B SARCPAZ-RE 1 3 AUG i53;
SUBJECT: Participation in Recruiting Resesrch

ALL RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS

1. You are being asked to participate in research efforts to improve

the utilization of US Army Recruiting Command (USAREC) perscmnel. This
Tesearch 4s deing conducted for USAREC by the Army Research Institute (ARI).
After veading this letter, plesse ansver the sttached Questionnaire(s) as
fully and as hopestly as possible. ARI personnel may also interviev you

cn other topics which are not covered in the questionnaire(s).

2., ARMI $s & field operating agency of the Deputy Chief of Staff for
Personnel (DCSPER) that conducts much of the Army's personnel management
tesearch and development. The mission of ARI fs to conduct behavioral
and social science vesearch vhen requested by sponsors in the various
Arsy coumands. ARl provides Lts sponsors vith statistical results and
interpretstions from ite research efforts. ARI also develops research
products such as handbooks and training courses. Information on
individuals s not provided to anyone wvho 4s not an ARI researcher. The
information you provide will be used only by qualiffed resssrchers to
anslyze and interpret groups of dats and to develop handbooks and training
courses. Your supervisors will not have access to this information, nor
will it sppear in any of your personnel records. The information being
gathered vill remain completely confidential, so try to be as sccurate as
possible in your snsvers. Your social security nunber and part of your
last oame are being used for accuracy in dats collection since several
different questionnaires are being used. As soon as all the informstion
from the questionnaires 1s put intc an ARI computer file all personsl
identification associated vith these daca vill be destroyed,

3. USAREC has asked ARI to produce resesarch reports concerning field
recruiter and recruiter aide training snd utilizetfon. Reports to USAREC
on this resesrch effort will be statistical in pmature. Results will be
Treported in percentages and averages for different types of recruiters
{(s.3., Bale or female), types of recruiting stations (e.g., rural or
urban) or geographic sreas.
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SUBJECT: participstios in Recruiting Research
[ aistribution jist for o report o0 results
4 return 1t tO the

put ov

£411 out the {nclosed forz an

14 like to be
arch, please
1 4t to ARI.

sure to be as complete and accurste as
% the researcher questions at sny time.

4. 1f you wou
from this rese
resesrcher oF aai

¢ ovn pace and be

s, Work at you
feel free to as

90ll1b1¢. Please
FOR THE COMMANDER:

4. B4

1 Incl WRENCE A. BELL
Colonel, GS
Acting chi

of of staff
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DISPOSITION FORM

Po woe of thig larm, soe AR 34015, g goupanont sgenar is TACCEN,

Lt aCull OR Q02 :CQ MmO, [ R34
Request for Report

™ cpR, ARI T oatt Tcat
ATTN: PERI-RP (Mr. El1g)

Soldier Recruitment amd

Retention Tean

5001 ESsenhover Avenue

Alexandria, VA 2233}

1., Please put me op the distribution list to Teceive 8 report on ARI‘'s research on
Recruiting Cozmand personnel utilization.

2. I understand that publication of this report is projected for the 4th quarter of
1 82.

3. My address is below. I understand thst it {s my responsibility to see that »
forvarding order is left for this address and thst 1 might have to psy for forvarding

of 3rd class mail.

Address:

L]
m RCF.ACLI DD FORE I8, DuiCw 13 OBSOLETE U8 850 U0 10m '
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APPENDIX F

Supplementary Tables
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]
A
o

N Table F3

N
o lhree Second Order Orthogonal Components of Eleven Primary Factors
A

¥

+

é COMPONENTS
g t 2 3
é Intalligence 0.782

g General haalth and stamina 0.710

'

: Physical appearance 0.709

E Personality 0.702

3 Fducation, expaeriences 0.687

t Natural sales ability 0.675

3 Gerder 6.661

3 M =0 do everything well 0.658

Waral efforta 0.650

% Comtortableness with people 0.640

§ M to help young people 0.632

) Friends, family life 0.625

. Age 0.621

g Sales skills developed/trained 0.617

g Money handling ability 0.597

‘a M to do a good job for Army 0.587

E M for rewards, approval 0.564

? Dependants 0.561"
:E Work on public relation events 0.559 0.255
QE Marital status 0.557
‘ Interest similarity to youth in zone 0.5646 0.388
X
:
:
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;#
z Table F3 (continued)
b
; COMPONENTS
gj 1 2 3
S Unusual effort in last six months 0.538 0.334
3 Number of youth in 2one 0.537 0.6406
\ Comfortable with people in area 0.526 0.368
1 Educational similarity to youth in zone 0.523 8.318
3 Baing i1l or particularly healthy 0.508
N Recruitaer's opinions on Army life 0.505
:: M to get out with good record 0.481% 0.308
N Ethnic similarity to people in zone 0.452 0.336
Distances for contacts in Zone 0.434 0.279 0.362
- Llikes living in area 0.626 0.382
‘: Similarity to people in zone 0.615 0.339
] Closeress to araa where grew up 0.317
1i Regional Command 0.625
'E Help from cther raecruiters’ PR events 0.623
; Local advertising 0.621
.? District Command 0.618
2
B Local opinion " 0.259 0.610
Propensity for military service in zone 0.407 0.572
; Sales training from station commander 0.562
v Local cost of living 0.5¢4¢7
B Halp from TAIR (Army PR evants) 0.542
;
3
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Table F} (continued)

COMPONENTS

1 2 3
National advertising 0.516
Quality of youth in zone 0.311 0.5164
USAREC Command | 0.302 0.496 ,
Station commandaer parformance 0.691
local unemployment 0.6487
Help from other recruitars 0.314 0.485
Army guidance counsaelors 0.384 0.6483
Hometown recruviter aides 0.451
Going-to-college-rate in zone 0.650 0.337
Distanca to Army presence 0.292 0.568
Disruptions from rezoning 0.5644
Paperwork, administrative burden 8.415 0.483
Distances for testing and processing 0.332 0.298 0.45¢0
Negative climate from other recruiters 0.6461
Tiaruptions from PCS (relocation) 0.361% 0.388
Luek -0.272
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