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making causal attributions for success and failure. It

- - Abstract

Men are sometiries more self-serving than women 'ﬁsh»

may be that lonely men différ from lonely women in the

_ amount of self-serving bias they. show when muking

causal attribuuon- for 1nr.erpenona1 lucceu and \ /
faxlure.- A -slf-utving biqs bcale was ccn-:ructed.

Along with the jucra Lonalineau Scale, it was

adminxuterud to 74 male and 136 female undergxaduute-.

Loneliness was related to .amount of -elt-_ux_'vlhg bias.

> * > N
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Lonely respondents tended to be, less self-serving than

. non-lonely tnpond‘ann, ;ep-ucatingpr.ovioul research.

" Neither gender nor other dm@riphic information was

related to self-serving bias.. Insensitivity of the
self-serving bias scale and true lack of gender

differences in the situation ‘studied are both discussed

as possible reasons for failure to find gender

difference.
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,how some evidence exists for a gerider diffe

Introduction |

This paper concerns a ponible unk between :he

o

results of. research into self-a.ttributions for success ~.

“or failure and the xesu{u of reueatch into loneliness.

Causal attributions are usually ‘made by peop].e decidlng
why evem—.s happen and why\ acheu act as t.hay do.
Causax attributions are aluo n\adavto explain pauonal
success and failure in man different situations.
Depending on the sicuagion, en aq‘d women differ
somewhat in the ‘factors ‘choue‘n to“ekplain personal
success and fa}-lure. ’l'he-].onely ?‘Lao seem to identify
the causes of their lonelineu aﬂif they were
explaining a personal failure; am‘i seem to chooaa
aifferent factors than the non-1§ne1y 6 explain social
success agd failure. . If the lone\';\.y ar‘e making such' -
causal attributions for peraonal Eanure, it is
\possible that the gender differen'~és in causal
attrxbutions will also be found in attributions mac}e by-
-

the 1anely for theLr loneuneas.

In thf_‘paper I will first :hvi‘awfeaearch on

gender tlé.fferencas in qelf-netvﬁ; biases in causal
a:e:iburfions. I will then discuss what ‘is known about
cognitlonn asaaciat.ed with Lunounenn and what the
1onaly/parmn percelve- to be the|cause of his or her
loneliness. I will then show how these perceptions are
similar r.o__g_exf’—d_eprecnting causal n:tribuuinl‘, and

ence in
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attributions made by lonely ﬁeoé&e.

Self-serving biases in attributions
e S
» : ~

x / People Mki\atgributiouu of the causes
B i

and other people's behavior iq a consistent fashion!
These- attributions can be classified as internal or
- : i

» i external and-temporary-or stable (Weiner, Héckhausen

o cause for weakness might be a' case’ of the flu.

f '{/ " might also make attributions to external temporary,

'social infc thon is ¢ . 8y

¥ ~ wqrth and' personal failure to axternul. or temporary

5 . faEco‘rsy In other words, one takes credit for success

blan, in which one ascribes personal sutcess to

1nternu1 stable facto:s such as persanal ability or

1979)., Thus, a high score on a test might be

A mibht be, attributed-to an urffair test (an, external

factor) or ill health (a temporary factor).
|

4
‘which may or may not be entirely

of events

| and Meyer, 1972). For \e—xamplg..an interqu»cempor‘ary

‘\external stable, and internal Btnble causes of success

or failure or other behavior. As a result of the way..

3 occur in the factors to which people—:ctribute cause.

One oi the more coﬁaistenf_ biaueu is the self-serving

+ anjd shifts the:blame for failure to others (Zuckerman,

att:l‘ﬁuted to intelligence and skill, while a low score

listic, serve to maintain cne's self-esteem and to

Page 2
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failure is due to.a temporary factor or an external one- .
- _which can be aveila;l in 'fugg_re, then one can hope ‘ior .
£ntuz‘e success (Zuckerman, 1979). T )

An exception to the nlf-nrvi‘ng bias occurs when
.tuking the credit or shifting the blame would be
inconsistent with a poor self-image.  There appean to
be-a tendency among people with a 1w lelf-:lf.eem to
¥ -exhibit a "le!.f-dapucating bias" in whlch uucceu is

attributed to external or temporary £acto:q,wh1u

- fai.lura is b].nmed on i.nterna]. stab. é factors

(Zuckerman, 1979). A person with/low self-esteem who

gets a high score on a ‘test migl} attribute-it ta an

Overgenerous scorer or to a p7/ticu1ar burst of affox’t.
= ) For instance, he or she migh;. say, "I studied very hard

for thh particular ;u:.'/ﬂe or she cannot anticipate

futire suc as p: / are based on such -

unstable foundations.

- atcributiann made .by males and by females. A tendency _

. exists for/men to make.more self: erving attr!.buti’on-
than ‘women and Eor women- to make more self-deprecating
accrupxc/ion'- than men (nichoxin'. 1975, Deaux, '1976).

- N /These differences may be partially due to attempts :

to to g ate roles. Since subjects
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in a study of causal attribution must inform the
g

.experimenter of the attributions ‘which they are making,
it is possiblé they may alter their responses in order

- to‘ present what they believe are the gendet-apgropriate

cnes. %his self-p‘_!’esentation effect might account " for

the yéender differences in reported causal att“.rlbutlcns
’ (GO\;Ild -and Slone, 1982). Although the act‘t}?l

attributions being mi;se may be the-same foz“bohh‘
genders, females may be more likely to avoid taking
cﬁadit for. suj":ess on masculine tasks to cemply with-
appropriate norms. Gould and slone (1982) suggest that

|

. men do not care w'h‘at others think of them and therefore

i tcz’edit for F seens - appropriate’ for males;
A ilike fémalgs, t‘hey may be altaring t\leir taspcnaeu to
\preuent the appropriate ones. Thus, self-preaantatlon
‘might be altering the responses of both gendeu.
Zucketn\an (1979), who interpretu the self-serving bias
ns rasulting from a mctive _to maintain ‘one' s

“ k| la!f-euf_ , posits that mlle self-serving bins may be
dua to higher male self-esteem in general. He th!.nks
that there is a real difference in attributions because
":i;lalea ha‘va’ high;r self-esteem than fenm!.en and try to

Tnidﬁuin thh self-esteem chrnugh a greater

i
séalf-lerving bias than females. *
i

kS
3 » The tendency for men to have a greater
i [y

8

ou-urvln'g biu_ seems to deﬁend on the situation.

4 . The gender difference in attrihutions was first noted

feal frée to take crédit for success. However, taking .
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on’ analytical tasks (Deaus; 1984), which sex »‘ e,
. a‘tex"eocypes pu‘:_tray as something at whivch men are

'innately s;xper'ior. Invéstigatian .1nto this effect has
found.that,the. difference in the aglf-sérylné bias is . -
related 3 an interaction of gender and situation, \
rather than either situation or éender.alone. (ndeed,.

there may pot be anything peculiar to any given - ¥ S

situation, it may be just the label which is dpplfed to

‘a situation which-is critical. When sex-neutral tasks

were lakelled as sex-typed, males were.more . 7 s
sel&—uervir;q than females on "masculine® labelled
tasks,” while there'was no gender differenge in i

: self-serving bias on "feminine". libelled tasks (Deaux:,

b and Farris, 1977). ~A*stmidar outcome was found when

’u'sing queationé about real-world outcon;es in o
scereptypically muu;:u].ine areas (i.e., academic
s’uccess) and stéreotypically feminine areas (i..?., "
_social cempet*nce and sennitivity) Self-serving - . . .
-biases were more evidenr_ for males on masculine

T duestions and for females on feminine queutlons . e o

(Mirels, 1930). Thus, if male and female, ac:ribu:lona b '
for success and failure are compared on a task which
happeiis to be maaculina, males are ukel.y to look Jore

" self-serving than females (Rosenfeld and Stephan, ;
197‘8)- ) On the othe} hand, a.stereotypically female -
task may show Eemnles as more ul.f-urving than mlu

PR (Rouenfa!.d and Staphan, 1978, or may* lhaw no -
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. ! In contrast to zuckarnum 8 mot!.vationa]. ‘
- ';,!« explanation for the self—aerving biaa, an alternacive » >

\' ! explgnaf_ion for differencea in self-setving biases is

3 . aLtuntion-ppecific (Deaux, 1984). ’, Males may expect to

do better than {e)l\a!.as expect to do on many tasks. If

a mnl?lu eeds, success is conaistent with .

expectnticnl and is a!cn.bed to internal stable

f,uctora. Failure, being inconsistent wlth : >.

axpectatiqna. J.eada to.a search, for the external factcr’

‘ L. whieh\gaused it or to an attempt to auc:iba it to

"+ something temporary. . If,-as previous research AL s
1ndicateu, a woman Zpects to'do poorly, failu:e is

ctations and is ascribed to’

. ‘i:’cnal'ute'?t with exp
internal ata’bli factors, while success is inconsistent
with expectations and must be caused~by some external

. . X or ten\pgrnry factg;’\ This would suggest tfiat one can

fchange_ attributions®by using tasks on which nﬁles

expect to do poorly, and on which females expect to do

+ well. Rosenfeld and Stephan (1978) did just ,thaf‘_.

h ‘cThiy_, & 2a a ‘glor ic ent task to males S
" i and ‘females. . Half were told that thia was an analytic "'ut"‘.
. task, Telated to inteu&gence and engineering sku.ls.
' . ., *© and that ‘males were better at such a task than females.
The other half were told that this was a sensitivity \\ ‘
gt task, :elat?d to the ability to pick up subtle cues in. 7/ e

e social settings and .that Eémn%sq were better at sufh & é §
WL task.In the masculine-task condition, the researchers
found that males .expected to do better than females did -
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and had a stronger self-serving bias when explaining ;
* > . their sicceases or failures on that task. In the
female-task condition, the opposite occuzredg Females
expected to do better than males™and exhibited a ’

stranger self-serving bjas. This is ln. contrast.,to the

Deaux.and Farris (1_977)'5f.ud_y described above, which
found ho.difference in self-serving bias on feminine
tasks, i

In summary, most of the research indicatgu‘;hat in

N most situations studied, males will be more’

self-serving 'than females. Howe; r, reseuch hau also

a};wr\ that in some situations femalea may be *more
" S . _self-serving than males, or may be no different from
e » males in self-serving attributions.
5 3 I will now turn to a rdyiew of loneliness research

with a wiew to linking some of it's findings to the

attribution resedrch described aboye. . : .

[ N : w

Loneliness . i |
A - O .
Loneliness is an aversive .expetien_ca, a disturbing
" or persistent sense of separateness (Rook, 1984)f, For
some, l.cn:elineu may arise from repeated disappointment .
L of hu;d-ng' to forego activities which depend on another
peruon, while others' mny identify themselves as lonely
.because they have fewer friepds than they desire ° N .

-- (Peplau and Perlman. 1982) . No researcher doubu that
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:.he lonely peu?n is aware of being :'lcn'e.l'y. \,pet.ecf_ion
R v is ucniéhcfor'waza, Weiss (1973) suggests simply
asking, "Are you lonely?" Several paper-and-pencil
) instruments’ exist for its de‘tection and measurement
( (see for example, Loucks, 1980, Russell, 1982, or
| Asher, Hymel aid Renshaw, 1984). A widely used scale
is the UCLA Loneliness -Scale (Russell, Peplau and .
' cutrona, 1980). 5B
i It is possible to.distinguish between state and '

trait loneliness. State loneliness is .

situati and may ch ize the newl)‘(
o " relocated or the newly divorced. It is t’emporary and
ends with the resumption of adequate social
; ' relationships. Trait loneliness, on the other hand,
characterizes the person who is lonely all of the time,
even though he or she may not diff;r from the rest of .
thé population in terms of number of social. '
1nteraz£tions per day rer othe‘z' objective measures of
= social isolation. The rem'aipdgr of this paper will
concern itself primarily with the traiLloneiy.
Loneliness is associated with'depression, sadness,
anxiety, boredom and even anger (Rnnk: 1984). B
Researchers often find chroM:: or !ta‘f,a loneliness .
associated with low sa_lf-;utaqm and a poor Vsalf-im—ﬂa
(aona-,_'waz, Anderson, Horowitz undi Fre\f\ch. 1983,

Moore and Schultz, 1983, Schultz and Moore, 1984). The

very lonely.tend to see themselves as unattr’acuve,

boring, lacking in #octal skills and even unlovable.
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i This may, in’ part, be realistic. The very ‘lonely seem
to have poorer social .akilla than $he non-lonely
(Jones, 1982). However, this harsh view of the self
/goes.faz' beyond what an observer would think of the
* lonely person (Jones, 1982).
Trait loneliness seems to overlap with the
definition of clinical depression: ‘-H\arowiu,.n:ench
and Anderson (1982), after noting that people de&cnbe, B
. atlonely persoh in t};e same way that they de;c:ibe a
;é?ne{?se'd person, subsume loneliness entirely under
‘ depression, Hovever, Horowitz et al. | aid not
determine tl';e traits which the\lonely and the depressed

actually have and thus have shown only that in the

popul‘ar imagination loneliness is a subset of - o
‘depression. On the other hand, Bragg (1979) ¥
ldis:inguiahea between the depressed 1oneiy and the
non-ﬁepteas‘ed’lonel&. He has found the depressed
lonely to be di’ssathﬂed with both social and
non-gocial aspects of their lives and more anxious than
the non-depressed lonely. The non-depressed lonely are
characterized by social motivation and ardusal (also

. noted by Peplau and Perlman, 1982). Social motivation ~
is the sotive to engage in social intdraction and end
-ona's social isolation. In addition, the noﬁ-dapraned
lonely are dissatisfied with their social lives, but
nv;u: _t.ha non-social aspects of their lives. The UCLA
Loneliness Scale does not qistingulsh between ‘tha

depressed and non-depressed lonely. Samples selected
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using this :cal.; may contain both depressed and
non—depn--ed. lonulny people. ¥ -
B It has been found that the lonely rate other
pcoﬁa more negatively than the ndr{-lonaly do
{Hanley-Dunn, Maxwell and Santos, 1985). Using a = -
\ : . sample of lonely and non-lonely females, l‘(anléy-Dum et
al.  (1985) presented subjects with a hypéthetical
story,written with the subject as t\l\e central B ‘
jcharactar. A'queltionn_aire about .the lt:o;:y aaked. the
subjects to ci\éonu possible reasons for the words
o ) llpoken by each cha;acte: in the‘stoty. The researchers
_:fcund,éha: lonely females gave more negative :
into;-pi‘etauon- of these interpersonal interactions
than did non-lonely females. For example, lonely
females were more likely to endorse such statements as,
“The neighbour thinks she is ‘too good' for Mrs. ’
Jones ." anoztnnatal’y. the ren‘auchen did not ex)anlne

males, so no of gender di nces could be T

& made. Others have found that lonely males but not

lonely females have a slight tendency to rate other

o2 People negatively (Jones, 1982). These studies seem tO
,. contradict each other, as Hanley-Dunn et al, did find -

lonely females rating others mora'negntiva y than

\
: nqn-lonely females did.. & ’ -
" ro

Attributions made by the lonely

Peplau, Miceli and Morash (1982) note that those
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+
who identify themselves as lonely can point to factors -

which cause or maintain their loneliness. Reaearafhas
found that some lonely people see them!elQea as
socially awkward, poor company, or unliKeable (Jones,.
1982). These attributions for loneliness and sn_ciu( :
isolation are often ~ir&erna1 and stable factors u’nd
“occur so often that Horowitz et al. (1982) make such. .
aé;;ibutlonu pa;t ?f their definition of loneliness.
Self-perceptions of social awkwudneu‘u ma'_y help ;.h-a
lonely to explain their perceived deficiency in 36c131
réfatlonshipe and thus m?y Eunétien as causal IS
attributiond for personal ‘failure.
. ome . consequence of the attribution of one's
ioneliness to internal stable cQuse;, such au:personal
traits or abilities, is that the loneliness is likely
to continue. The lonely, seeing themselves as I
unlikenbie. aﬁoid othéru to avoid avticlpa;ed
rejection. This maintains their social isolation which
maintains their loneliness: - A ;elk-perpatuating cycle
_of avoidance, continued social isolation, continued
loneliness ;nd conéinued poor ;elf‘imagn—occurs. .
Because the lonely pernon_av;ids social- contact for

fear of rejection, his or her poor self-image may be

sufficient to maintain the deficiency of social

" relations. i 1

In reality, th!:ionely do interact with othe:

(Rook, 1984) and others do not judge the lonely e

Page
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non-lonely.

auccenq‘ (for’' example, positive feedback in the fg_l.:m of
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\ &
umil!_.ng‘{ attentiveness, and so on) must occur and the

contradicts his-or her
people stay lbnely for
mentioned above ir{ the

loneliness. - It may be

low self-image.

However,

long periods of time, as

«person éhould eventually receive 1n£armauon/wh1ch

many

discussion of trait and state

that these lonely people

interpret social information to be consistent with

their self-image. That is, interpersonal successes are

attributed to external or temporary factors, such.as

attributed tolinternal factors.

In response to written hypothetical Lnterpersonal

successes and failures,
——

Horowitz et al.

“luck or pity, vhile interpersonal failures are

(1982) found

this pattern of .intérpretation of interpersonal

successes and failures in the lonely but not the

"You have just gone to a‘party for new students and

failed to-make any new friends."” Subjects could respond

An example of a hypothetical failure is,

by picking one of six alternative attributions (for

"I donot have the

“example, "I did not try very hard to meet new people"

meeting new people").

lity traits

'M..f.hough he found that the

lonely were more likely to attribute interpersonal

to 1 or

interna) stable

b4

and failure to_

non-interpersonal problems (i.e., "You havejust

8, the
different efpa- of problem.

with

-In a set of hypothetical

y for

Page 12
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misplaced your watch."), he found that the lonely and
the non-lonely did not differ in their responses. ' It
would seem that this bias is not a global response to

the world (as it would have been for the clinically

depressed), but’applies only to interpersonal
.~ . _s’ituat‘ions. we ;
Theae attributions resembie the self deprecar_nry
biaa dmscusued earlie:. _Bnc‘auue thg aelf—deprecaﬁory W
bias seems to be a special case. of t.he self-serving
bias, one might expect to ﬂnd some gender differences,
" when compan.ng uttributicna made by Lonaly males with

those made by lonely Eemales.

N

Gender differences in loneliress

Gender differences in lcn_e].iness are seldom
mentioned in research xepo'rt's. One study (Horowitz et
ai.. 1982) does not even report how man‘y males and
fsmales make ‘up its sample, just the totu number of
aubjects. The UCLA l.anel:.ness Scale does not
differentiate between typen of loneliness _which'can ‘be
% identified, such as depressed and non-dapreuad

loneliness (Bragg, 1979). Similarly, it may bé that
the scale doen‘ not giuinguia‘h between males an?
females, 'who may differ in 1on‘al.1nauu ,. as’ S:f\u;tz and
_-Moore (1986) u’uggesf_. Its deu‘gnen admit that one of
_t.he!r samples showed males to havo.highnt scores 0;1 the

UCLA scale but ascribe this to a sampling problem.
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g Males returning to university in the fall were more
likely to be lonely than males sampled at a different
f;ima' of year (Russell, Peplau, and Cutrona, 1980). A
recent study (Schultz and Moore, 1986) which found
males to be lonelier than females does not report the
time ¢;f year that measures were éaken. Howexfer.
researchers genel"—nl—l; £find t.l?at l.one].ine‘ss, as measured
by vtha UCLA loneliness Eca:lefis the same for both
sexes, although women may be more willing to explicitly

« label themselves as lonely when asked' (Borys and

Perlman, 1985). .
» Gender differences in attributions made by the
lonely are also seldom reported. Part of the
deﬂnition used by Horowitz' et al (1982) st*.ea that
‘ ;he lonely are characterized by a cluster of p;oblems
“in so/c"ializln_g,i that the lonely person's interpersonal
problemu reflect a real lack of interpersonal

i compstenca. and that the lonely person is aware of this

l.ack. . This definition has the consequence, they

5 l{lggest, that .the lonely person will attribute

1ntérpersuﬂa1 failure to a lack of ability and not to

:; external or temporary cause. This definition
suggests that a lonely person, @5\?.\)1,{'/ male or female,

cannot be self-serving. It is not surprising that

Horowitz é_t'al.. do not report a gender difference in
X P " self-serving attmibutions. ’

" e Some studies have found suggestions of gender

rd!.fhrom:' + 'As noted above, lonely males but not
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»

)

lonely females had a tendency to rate others negatively
(Jones, 1982). If this was to take the form of an

. o
attribution for interpersonal failurel to an external

source (e.g., "pecple are basically rotten") it could

be regarded as a self-serving attribution.

| -
In another study, socially anxious males, given

|

the opportunity, used shyness as ah excuse for poor

per formancedwhen making a prea‘ncation‘; before a group
(Snyder, Smith, Augelli and Ingram, 1985). A gender
; 3 |, .
difference was observed, in that social‘.ly anxious

females. were more likely to attribute the cause of pQor

- = |
performance to a lack of ability than to shyness. The

* authors interpret the male attribution 'to ghyness as a

self-serving attribution because the al.‘t.ernat_ive
attribution (to a lack of ability or lack of worth)
would be to a more stable and internal factor. This is
not a seif-serving bias as defined above, but seems 5
similarly defensive, in that it seems désigneq to allow

hope ‘for success in the future. Altlough loneliness =

‘' was not studied, the sodially anxious probably share )

characteristic aa_l'f—perceptior’m with ;}ie'lonel.y and
may, indeed, be socially isplated.

Bearing in mind the gender differerces found in
other act:it;ur.i'oq z‘e’senrch, the characteristic
actributiung made by the in‘nel&, and the suggestive
evidence for.gender differences in the 'LEnaLy, it is

possibfe—that a gender difference in attributional

styles exiut; in the lonely.  The direction of the o . e
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gendér difference qannot be predicted, as social
interaction may be one domain where females expect to
do better than males (due to@;rlytaocializat.ion- to be
sensitive to others). A gender difference may help to
explain some Of the variability in lonely people's

social cognitipn'.

Page 16
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Method

A survey instrument, consisting of demographic

questions,..a set otinalytxcal problems, the UCLA
Loneliness Scale, atg,_,u specially constructed
.. . self-serving scale, was administered to 210 unl.versl.(:.y
\7 students (74 male, 136 female) at various places on a
university campus, during the Reriod 21 February to 21
4

Construction of the Self-Serving Scale

~ March 1986.

The objeétive was to arrive at a "self-serving
bias scale" which consisted of descripticqs of ten
. social situations, each of which had a numhel_f of
plausible possible reasons why the situation took
‘pkace..
Undergraduates (8 male, 11 female) ina ¢
s’econd-year psychology course’ for majors were asked to

generate a number of specific social situations, both

1 ones .and 1 ones,_which might"’

- . happen to undergraduate students. All of the generated
\ . situations were collatéd and returned to the class.

;A'hs students were told about attributions and the wide
range that attributions can take, but not about
systematic biases in attributions. They were then'

instructed to select, "A good range of situations which
I -

students will identify with most readily.” These




MacQuarrie/Attributions of Lonely B " ~

instructions did not ask for parucula;- types of
situations or reasons in o;:der not to restrict
responses. \'l.‘hey were asked'to give reasons they or
other studentdfmight use to explain ho.w each situation
occurred. Eigh.r. of t‘he nineteen stpdents compl:ted
this second 'phase. - From this'sampla, the twelve most
pqgular eituacions were selected for the remain ler of"
the scale construction. N .y l}

A method” of scoring’ the scale was then developed.
The twel.va situations, along with all of the :eusons
given for each one, were given to another 'group of

e:.ght. undergraduates (5 male, 3 female) on an

. indlv_idual_baai.a- Each was given a brief description

of self-serving reasons and what it meant to be
o
self-serving, and instructed to rate each reason on a

7-point scale for how self-serving that reason for ‘that

. _ situation would be. vaiously. sufhserving reasons

_£or pe success. were to be different from .
self-serving reasons for personal failure. Reasons __
which had the widest variance in ratings were

eliminated. Four reasons were' selected for each

situation, two of which had-consistently high

self-serving ratings, and two of which had consistently

low self-gserving ratings. . i

In order to eliminate the awkward constructions of
"him or her",“a guy/girl, etc.’, " which had Peen used
for the developmernt of the u;ula, amale ‘;e‘rslon and a

2 .
female version were constructed, substituting the

Page 18 -
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gender—appropriate pronouns and nouns, l;ut otherwise
keeping identical wording. One situation which was too
genﬂur—_txged to be translated into equivalent male and
femals forms was eliminated. One situation which could
not easily be classed as a success or . Eauurc was also
ehminaced, leaving the scale with ten descriptions of
situations, five successes and' five failures (see
Appendix A).

Each self-serving answer was scored as 1, each
non-self-serving answer was scored as, ’0. Thus, a
person could obtain a score ranging from 0 to 10, wh.h
higher scores indi%ating a higher cendency to uelect
self-ser_ving alternatives as reasons for success anrl

. '
failure.

Construction of the remainder of thé ihstrument c. .

A covi ) sheet as.l;ing :ge, year at univa}alty,

= gender, pro Aram of study,. ané type-of living
accomodations (e.g., residerce, apart}nent, boarding
house) was constructed. Tha ucrLa bonelineaa Scale vas
included to obtnin a.reliable and vau.d/maasuze of |
1onel.:.nen. Because it was possible that £illing out . i ,
something labelled "UCLA Loneliness Scale" might %
/ . infl‘uence.a respondent's thinking about social . 5

suuationu. the order of presentation of the UCLA
" mnuuneu Scale and tha self-serving bias lca).‘o \’vu

. ' . countetbalanced.
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Vi - »IJ; ex;;-'cteq' differences in attributions :‘.or
interpersonal success and failure wer? found, a
comparison set of attributions for’.nc;n-intengrsonal » o
) _~Buccess and failure waJld b3 necessary. Therefore, to ) ’
all?w/ a comparison with previous studies of . . o
attributions for success and failure on
I E non-Lm.erpe:sona\l tasks if needed. a set of analyticax
. tasks were added (for example, "Unacx‘amble t.he letters i
ADRIOto form a word.")s These had been pilot s ¥
% e tested (n=10) to ensyre that f.hey could be done quickly V
and relatively easily. After completing the suzvey, .
i vxespcﬁdenrfs were as);ed the most lil;ely reason wh;" t}!éy'
had ubtnneg the score they did on these tasks. |
The complete inutru‘mar‘mf (see Appendix A) consisted
of a demc;gra.p);xics cover ahjic a page of ‘analytical
/ ¢« problems, and the UCLA Loneliness Scaie and the’ ’
) / self-serving bias scale (each of which alternated .as
_the third and fourth parts of the survey).
. - - | Data collection w5 . :

% _ +The survey was administered to students (20 male,

s
I . 5
£ 23 female) approached on a haphazard basis ‘as they

“entered the Student Union cufatstia- Each was told

f . 4
that a survey of student life was being conducted which

was éomplately anonymous. Each was given an’

opportunity to refuse.to participate (46 of the 50

students approached agreed to take part). ¢
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After 46 surveys had been done, it was noted that ™

respondents seemed reluctant: to take time to give a
verbal answer to the question about why they obtained
the score they did on the analytical tasks. Some were
simply leaving after completing the survey and others
seemed to be giving a few ntock answers, usually
N vaxiatien’ on, "I don't km“'"'“ The procedure was
changed so that two written questions aimed at
attribucions‘?ox ;ucc_eus or failure on the analytical
problems werW inserted in the survey ,immediately ‘after
‘t};e analytical problems page. The first question aakéd
respondenta why .they had obtained as many (or as few)
problems right as they d:.d and the second asked the
respondents to estimate theh— score on the anaxyncal
problems. Pi\jng of this £orm of the survey (3 male,
3 female) showed a wider range Of responses -and good
understanding of the intent of ‘the questions, wl.thout.
adding much to completion time (tea Appendix A for the
. final version of the survey inscr;xment).
It was also noticed t;ﬁt student‘u entering the
- Student Upion cafeteria w‘exe not- representative of the
student pépul;:tion, Pr_eun{inary analysis indicated a
significant gender differ‘ance in rlonelin‘euq' (see
RESULTS uactlo;l).. As the standardization information
available shows no gender vlifia'iem_:ey in ‘loneliness
scores (Ruuel‘l, Peplau.and éuctona, 1980), this seemed

to indicate “that -el.f--eleuuon may have been

eccurting. To avoid this, s in an 1 Y

N

21
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psychology class (31 male, .63 female), and students in
" a second-year psychology class (23 male, 50 female)
were asked to fill out the questionnaire, for a total

sample of h‘male and 136 female undergraduates.

Page 22
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. ’ Results

Characteristics of the respondents in each
* B location can be seen in Table 1. As c‘an‘;:m seen from
the table, t}‘le firs’t-year‘class was ma‘de up of younger
# students and the second-year class‘, of older students,
with the cafeteria sample Ealli;'ng in between. The t’wo

™, classes had about twice as' many females as males. .

\; Insert Table 1 about here -

J
' _ Two forms of the survey were administered in order

to counterbalance the ordex: of presentation of the UCLA. .
Loneliness Scale and t‘he-s_el‘f-se‘rvin-g bias scale. As ’
can be seen from Table 2,—nei.ther loneliness (£(208)=
0.825, p> .05) nor self-serving bias (£(208)= 0.268,p>
.Q5) differed signlf}cuntly between forms. The

- teliability of the Self-serving bias scale was iuund{t_o

be .418 (alpha).

o Insert Table 2 about here

. The mean lmieunen' score of the entire sample waa ™~ —_

36.4, with a standard deviation of 8.9. As a
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'
comparison, the c’tandaxdizu;ion group reported in

Russell, Péplau and Cutrona (1980) had ‘a mean of 35.1 .

.-with a standard deviation of 10.3, and a population of

students drawn six years ago from the same university
as the pteae;lt sample (Ross, 1979) had a_rme;n of 35.8.
The mean self-serving bias score of the sample was.8.6,
with a standard deviation of 1.3.. .-This indicates a
nqutiveiy' skewed distribution with most scores
clustered at the high end ‘of the scale. As the three '

1ocutionl were not n\atched groups, UCLA 1oneuness .

" scores’ and aelf-serving bias acores will be x‘pported by

location (Table 3)

Infert Table 3 about here .

. +
An Snalynis of variance using gender and location ¥
. 7 %

as predictors of lor.xeliness and ‘selg-serving bias was

conducted. A significaf\t interaction of gender by

lgcatien was found (F(2,204)= Vi.746, p<¢ .05), although

neither gender nor location predicted lcr;elinenn as a

main efféct. Duncan's Multiple Rnnge‘ Test indicated .

that, male r ' from the cafi ia, first-y

males and firlt—yiar femaies were significantly.—
lonelier than second-year males. (see Table 3). In
addition, it indicated, that males from the cafeteria
and nut-ycaz. fvmlu were ligniflcant\ly ‘lonelier than 'ﬁ"b
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femr;les from the cafeteria (p <.05). 1In terms of e
self—ser‘;ing bias scores, the means are quite close
Ltogether- Neither location, gender, nor an interaction
was related significantly, to self-serving bias scores.
Thus, there were differences in loneliness but no_ _
) differences in seli;uerving bias scores depending on
where and from whom the data came. ,
The .grcups differed in place of residerice (see .
i jab!.e 4). ‘People‘ sampled in the cafeteria were more
. likely than the othe‘r two groups to live at home.’
second-year';tudents were mr; likely to live in
apartments (either alone or with roqmates) than the
other groups, and first-year students were more likely

to live in residences than the other groups. ¢

Insert Table 4 about here
e 4

Principal analysis

Multiple regression analysis showed a relationship o #

between: loneliness scores and self-serving bias scores. - -

Rather than arbitrarily choosing a point on the UCLA
scale to distinguish. lonely from non-lonely, loneliness
was preserved as a contlnuoqu ;rnrinble, and the
principal anulysis completed on the entire sample. A

‘, *  stepwise multiple rqgralsicﬁ' was performed, using
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.
loneliness, age, gender, place of residence, year and

all two-way interactions of these to predict the
self-serving bias score. The gender by loneli:ness
i;n‘.erncticn f.erm‘ would havé provided support for ‘the
'hypoihegii, but was not found‘ ;:o be significant. As:v
the expectaéioﬁs of a gender difference were not )
.confir‘med, responses to the non-interpersonal problems
were not analyzed.' A relationship 'of loneliness and
u‘elf-sutving bias was found (R= -.2146, F(1,208)=
10.04, p< .001). The correlation was negative, meading
that high loneliness ;cdres were associated with ‘lw e
self-s.;rving bias scores. -No other predictor was
related to 16neunesa‘ or aelf-sérving bias aéo:es.
Although’ the dorrelation betwéen self-serving bias
scores and loneliness scores is negative overall,
corkelat’xonu__vary' depending on the source. As can be
seen in Table 5, the correlations are negative when
“'broken down by location and by gender, except for male
respondents in the first-year c_lagss',_'}!here \the
correlation is positive (r(30)= .35, p< .05). In —
fi’rut-y’aa; males, high 1oneline§u scores were

associated with high. self-serving bias scores.

v " Insert Table.5 about here

Page 2%
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Tables

Ui = 2
Pirst-year 5 Second: ye:r.

e b - class —
Gender (n). b4
; 4
Male " '
‘ Female 63
X Year . (%)
First 978 - ..
Second 3 )
Third
Fourth
Other
Age
Mean 18.7
s.D. 1.1

Table 1

class

73*
23
".50

22.2
4.5

Demographics of the samples

Cafeteria
sample
43
20
23

19.3

1.4

ok

Page 27 -

Total

53%
22%
7%

Be

20.1
3.7 .
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Table 2 .
Lorieliness and self-serving bias scales by test form

o %

Loneliness Svelf-setving bias
i ~ "Form 1 (n=102)
' Mean . 36.9 ) 8.6 {
§.D. v B-i 1.4
. < .
Form 2 (n=108) . «
: - Mean g 35.9 . 8.7
B . ) §.D: ' 9.5 1.3 3
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< Table 3

b s

sample sample
M T F - M F
Loneliness
Mean 39.2 37.3 32.7 35.8
~ - s.o. 8.9 . 9.4 6.8 9.0

Self-serving bias
Mean 8.6 8.4 8.7

S.D. 1.4 1.3 1.7

8.8

1.2

Loneliness and self-serving bias by source

Page 29
Cafeteria
sample
M F
“
39.0 32.9
9.5 6.2
‘8.7 8.9
1.3 1.2
.
.
~
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g Y - ’ Table 4
7 Place of residence of the respondents by sample
; ¥ . -
¢ First-year Second-year C‘fet\er‘ia
: E sample ' sample a/mpxe
B ‘o F M F / F

P Z

Home | 58y 43t 88 228 758 65%”

Apartment 208  21% 228 sos 208 9%

o o -,Univarllty. 138 14% 9% 128 .0.‘_ o3

; .residence ) 2 B

Boarding .6\_— 8% . 43 .2\ 5%- 13%
- ) house i ’
S ' other 38, 148 178 148 0% 43
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Relationship of self-serving bias and loneliness

(Pearson correlation)

First-year

sample
Male T 4.35
(n=) - ’ (31)
Sy
Female -.21
~ = (63)
18

Second-year

sample

-.25
(23)

-.48
“(50)

Cafeteria

.sample

—.'43
(20)

-.24
(23)

Page 31
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Discussion
e The results of the present research do not support

the expectation of a gender difference. The regression
equation constructed used gender and lonkliness, as
well as place of residence and year, "to attempt to
- prédict self-serving bias. ," was found that only

loneliness was significantly related to self-serving
. i

bias.: A significant negative correlation between
loneliness (as measured by the vera scale) and
sélf-serving scores was found in th?gﬂncipal

& analysiS. The more lonely a person was, the more
likely he or she was to have a low self-serving bias
score. -This relationshlp replicates research discussed

earlier, although with a diffeérent instrument. Thus, 4™

this is an éffective conceptual replication of previous ; \

research. : . . -

This tendency of the lonely to make more

self-deprecating attributions for interpersonal success .
and failure, which has been noted by Horowitz et al..

(1982) among others, has important 1mpucationa. The™

al.y person's attributicnu for success to external or. Yo

Srary causes (such.as "I am being pitied.") and

failure to internal stable causes (such as "I am
. : z 1
; unlikeable") perpetuates his or her poor self-image. &
This poor salf-iinage, in turn, may lead the lonely €5 -

expl!:c rejection, which, they avnid by avoiding social

1ntnrncf_1on' The resulting i-o.l.au.on would maintain
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’

- - the loneliness, and a self-perpetuating cycle is “& t

up. Ban‘ing external intervention, the prognosis for =

the lonely person is bleak. .
% Although related te loneuneg,a,, sélf-serving bl.u
scores were not relgted to gender or to an interaction
~ @ . ©of gender-and 'lcpeuness, which wéuld have been 3
significant . if lonely males differed £fom lonely 4

females. Also, males djd not differ from females in'

self-serving bias scores overall. This. fuuux"e_ to £ind

% . .
a gender differgnce among the lonely does not support

\ the original expectation.
~ Possible reasons for failing to find a gender effect €
- LSS ]

. The failure co\lﬁ,nd a significant effect for E #
" gender may be expiidable in two ways. Either the .
hypothesizsd effect_—waa 'very small and could not be

.\', : observed because of lack' of sensitivity of the

i /v . ’ self-serving bias scale or there is no gender v : I
differencg for this type of task. _ The former, seems

\'~ méte likely, as other researchers have found gender .
»dLE‘f_erencan i.p very similar tasks (Dgaux, 1984), but

-‘ both poseibilities uhouid be considered.

# Q Previous research has frequently touk that gender
doesn't account for much variance (often less than 5%),
either as a main effect or in 1nf.etacclon with the %

' » sit_uation (Zuckerman, 1979). Pou‘ib].c- noun:u of error

whic\.ﬁ might have hidden a small ‘gendel effect includei
. )
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. vhere the xesponses "You're good company" and "l:la/-he‘ .

E T N .

a) the low variability and/or the negatively skewed "
distribution of self-serving bias scores on the survey
(pcsliblj dua‘to a soci;l—desitubuity or other _' =
self-report epfect); b) the posnbux:y of different -
items enciting different types af responses; and c)
problems in compari respondents from different
samples in the anal{sia of the data. /

JLow variance in the -elt-serving ;Dtas scczeé means
that the ucale may not have had l’ch discriminaft -
validity. Thus, the. hypotheeized minor gender :

difference, if ig existed, might not be detected. This

" Yow vaziance could have arisen because the scale items =

lent"themselves to soeially desirable regponses. As
stated in the'Method section, the four alternatives for

each situation in the sal’i-lerving bias scale were

chosen for their self-serving bias rating, not their

social desirability. There may be some confounding of

sociai~desirability and ‘self-serving bias, in tnat .

X self-serving \answers may be particularly socially

acceptable or unacceptable.% For example, '1t‘may be 3
socially unncca’ﬁcab].e to Punish oneself by 'z'afusi'ng tl
take the credit for a personal success. In udditior_A,
relpoﬁdan‘tn"mﬁy have responded to opportunities to
favourably present themselves. The construction of the
scale was such that highly ;lesltable answers wvere s
uomt_lmu paired with highly undesirable answers. -One

example occurs in situation seven (see Appendix A),° .
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likes you" are presented as alternatives to "He/she

feels sorry for ygu". No respondent chose the latter
answer as his or her attribution. Such juxtaposition
of answers, coupled with the passibility mentioned

above that giving uelt-serving reaucns may be sociauy
desirable, miqht have led to a self-presentation bias
in responses. L .

The low reliability of the scale (alpha=.418)

“suggests ithat peoplé we‘re_ responding to some items .

dlifferently than others in the scale. Some items may .

have elicited the self-pr tion effect di d
previously, while othets elicited sélf-aer\{ir‘lg .
attributions oridenigration of others' (i.e., "That
pei’son is inconsidegate:'). That different people
respond %o different' things in the scale is suggested L N
. by the Atexationship of loneliness scores to
selfrserviﬁ\;\ bias scores, in the various samples.”
Although an q\vsnu. negative ®orrelation exists for
# . most subsets of\t\he total sample, a Qignificant
positive °°"°1‘1§Q’}“ found in first-year male I

L psychology stude; " i

\ts. In this group, the Ionelier the ’ B
jrespondent, the more self-serving he is found™to be.

As self-serving bias-is associated with. high #
self-esteem and loneliness wh.h low uelf—altacm, there

appears to be a contradiction here. This may be

(axplainuble’ as a response to a very different demand by

, B
this group, e.g., for n1f--crving/a;ttibuuonl,)-.

denigation of others
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Differences in responses on the self-s’erving bias
scale may have occurred because of differences in the
.nmple. The samples may not be comparable for various
reasons. Data were collected.from three di'fferent
%oc;tionu and ‘in two diff‘erex.n-. ways (‘}\aphaiard
approaches and’ in-class recruiting). Location was
t}onfounded with :ot'.her variables which may be rglated to'
J.onelinaln or self-serving bias. For example, entry '
into a cafeteria is more likely to be influenced by
loneliness than is selection of a coufse. 'Latane and
Bidwell (1977) foupd that females tended to go to a
university cafeteria for companionship more than males,
who simply went there to eat, and that females seemed
to avoid being in the cafeteria by themselves. In our
sanple, males in the cafeteria were significantly |
lonélier than were females, which suggests that lonely
females may 'Qvoié the cafeteria. If females are
avoiding the cafeteria for reasons related to their
loneliness, the sample taken in the cafeteria is not %
comparable-to the other samples. In addition, the
other two -samples differ f'tom each 0?219: on a number of
dimensions. The first-year class is younger, and tends
to live at home or in .:enidonce more than the
second-year class. The cafeteria e:nmple falls in
&twasn (‘.;\O two classes in age, and vegpy few live in
residence (because résidence students ‘edt in a

different cafeteria). Both age and r enice have been
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linked to loneliness (Ross, 1979, Hanley-Dunn et al.,
1985), and may be related to experience with social |
success and fanurev. Older students have had more
experience with success and failure, and residence '
studentg may have had more interpersonal c.:ontaces than
students who live off campus. Although age and
residence did not ;:redict self-serving bias directly,
they may have had “an effect on ‘'the pattern of respcnles’

tained from the respondents. unfoztunaze}}. the ®
number of lonely people within each sample is too small
to detect significant differences due to gender, given
the other types of error vdriance discussed above.

The possih‘ility remains, however, that failure of

gender to be significantly rélated ¥o self-serving

ributions with rélation to the lofiely may reflect a

true lack of any gender difference. Lonely males and

~-lonely females may differ in the amount Of self-serving

bias they have when mkint‘;’causal‘ attributions for -
other t}pes of success and failure. Gender differencga
in self-serving bias seem to vary by type of situation
and may disappear nltagethertmin some domains (Deaux et
al., 1977). A;.tr;buti.ons for the causes of specific
social successes and failures may be one such domain
and the 5eaaoh why no difference an found in this
study is because none exists in the situations sampled.
This is explicable in terhs of axi‘sung models of
the self-gerving bias in attributions. Although males

may expect r’do better than females on many ca-k’:,

PN
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-
,females may have as much or more—social competence
# . (suggested by Deaux et al., 1977). This high
competence might be related to increased '
self-confidence incsocial situations. In terms of an
expectancy model (Deaux, 1984), this may have equated
expectancies of males and females for succgss and N
failure in social -situations and thus équnted 2
self-serving biases in causal attributions for success

and failure. L
-

Sus_ganions' for further research

There is enough reason to exéect a ger;der.
difference in causal attributions made by the lonely ‘ -~
axé‘enough identifiable measurement problems in this
study go warrant continued research in this area. The i
conceptual replication of p:evibus re;éarch wadng’
loneliness and self-serving l;iu sugge‘sts that the
method and instrument used in thig study could be used
further, with some refinements to ellmina.ta problems
1del:1t1£1ed during theBuraa of the study.

Another lalf‘i:;viqg bias scale could be
constn‘xcted in thé same way that the instrument used in i
this study was, with the additional ;cep'cf equating
i“o-po.nlal‘in terms of social desirability. Using a’
;umplc £from the target popu!.azion, mére. situations and
do-p'on es could be gnnetai‘.ad and rated in terms of .
. social desirability and self- 5rving bla?‘. _Using more

’ 2
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raters might allow the.derivation of a more precise

L4
se’l‘f-sexving rating for each answer, rather than the 0
or 1 used in this study. This, in ‘addition to an

increased *number of situations, might produéa a scale .

with more discriminant validity. Rel‘iabili‘ty data,
especially tegf-retest reliabiliiy, should algo ‘be
collected in the refining of the instrument. The goal
of the refinement would. be a renva.ble instrument g
sensitive. to variation in self-serving bias. Such an ‘ -
instrument would still be useful in the investigation
' of self-serving bias, even if no éendet difference
exists. . i .
The original expectations of a gendat difference -
in the lgnely were not,co}:firm:c‘l‘. However, the-study,
using a different method and very different instrument
than previous uud_i,ers.i obtained results providing a

strong conceptual replication of the link ‘between P
Ty !

loneliness and self-deprecating attributions.

w i N
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L- - \ Footnote

1. At the suggestion Of a reviewer, subsets of items’ were
dropped from the self-serving scale in an attempt to
raise its reliability. Marginal increas in scale
alpha, from .418 to .520 were found when items 8, 10
and 1 were dropped in stepwise fashion. No set of six
items could be found with an alpha more than .525, so
the seven-item gcale of items 2, 3, 4, 5,6, 7and 9
was retained. The principal analysis was rerun with
the seven-item scale with no change in the direction of
significant results, although a weaker.correlation was
found between loneliness and self-
-.1481, F(1,208)= 4.66, ps< .05).
or interaction predicted self-servingn
scale, just as when t? full ten-item scale was used.

It was noted thay the first two items which were
dropped (situations 8+¥and 10) described unpleasant
situations (see'Appendix A for wording of the items).
To see if the type of situation (pleasant, or
unpleasant) was eliciting different responses and chuu
lowering the reliability of the overall scales, two
alphas werg obtafhed, one for the pleasant situations,
and one for the unpleasant. These did not improve upon
the original ten-item scale (pleannc}”m alpha=.407,
negative items alpha=.244).

The low reliability of the self-servingness scale

_as originally constructed thus cannot be substantially
improved by post hoc analysis of subsets of items. .
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)\ppeﬂdix A

. Survey instrument used in

this -study.
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S

% Undergraduate Student Life Survey

Survey number__

This survey is a study of student life here at
| Memorial. The aspects we are most interested in are )
the intellectual life and the social 1ife of students.
Therefore, thereg-4re” two sections to this survey, an
intellectual and a-social.

We need some additional information to halp us
interpret the results of the survey. On this page,,:
thére argypa few questions about -you (please DON'T put

- ") your nam€ or number on this questionnairel). This

2 information will'be pooled with all of the data
collected. ior this survey, and there will be no way
that anyone' could identify your particular responses.

Bagkground: » .

S+ Year at MUN: First Second Third Fourth

2. Gender: Male * Female

Plgu/49

Fifth

' ' 3. Age:.”’ - ' /

4. What degree are you working towarda?
5. Where are you now_}ivingf i -
k a) residence alone
b) residence with roommate(s)
4 ©) at home with parefits
d) apartment alone
B e) apartment with roommate(s)
) £) with relatives
g) boarding house al!'l\e
a7 h) boarding house with roommate(s)
~ 'i)_ .Hcl\u].ey Hall alone >
j) McAuley Hau‘ with roommate
k) with husband/wife

1) other

N S oy R
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Page 46
4
B Problems
. : N
The first part of this questionnaire is a set/of [~ “
problems for yow to solve. There may be more|than one
way to answer some of them, but_ a single right answer
is sufficient. |
-y
1) Unscramble the lettexrs AD I .RO to form a worH
_2) Uanramb].e the letter's R E VDI to form a word
3) whaf. is the next number in the series 4 9 16 25...2
a) 26 b) 36 c) 40 d) 50 .
4) What. is the next number in the. aeries 2 4} 8 16
) 18 b) 21C) 24 4) 32
|
Yoos) Choose the phrase which me&ns the same as\ gezmane’
a) of or from Germany -
. b) closely related- 4 .
. t c) bitter—tasting o =
S 6) Choose the phrase which means the same as ‘
'chicanery" ’
a) poultry farming
b) beauty i
c) petty trickery y

7) Rich Mann, an eccentric millidnaire, offered a

.prize of a million dollars to the racing car driver

vwhose car came in LAST in a race. Ten drivers entered .
the contest, but were puzzled by the -canditiona.\ How -
can the race be rur dnd finished, without each one

golng ulo_war and slower until they all atop? b

8) Why are T9B3dollar bills worth'more than 195?
dollar bills? ? -

9) An old man keeps sorie psts for company. All of
them are dogs except'two, all are cats except two, and
all axre patrot' excapt +two. How many pets does he
own?

. J— e
_19) While an $cean lirer was anchoud, Mrs. Smifth
“Tfelt too ill %0 leave her cabin. "At noon, the en
porthole by her bed was exactly seVen meters above the
water line. The tide was rising at a rate of one
meter per hour. Assuming this rate doubles every
hour, hovw long will it take the water line t.o reach "
her porthole? & .
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Result -of the "Problems” test

Here are two questions about the problems you did on
the previous page. Please answer only one part of .
- -+ Questién 1, then'do Question 2 and continue. .

/ a1 Do part "at if you' think’ you did well answering the

‘ problems. If y6u don't think you did well, do part “b*

K .
instead. # . -

" #
. *  you answered that many correctly? 4

why you didn't answer that many\Zo}reé:uy?

. 4 '
" 2. .There were ten ‘problems:-on the previous page. *

Estimate how many you answered correctly.

E o » L. . d x
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. . Y
a) (If you did well) What is the most likely reason why -.
s — . .

‘ h) (If you;didn': do well) What is the most likely -reason

.-
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1

1

o
. ']

1
-1
1
k)
2

L
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"UCLA LONELINESS SCALE

s statement.

Indicate how often each of the tollowing ltltémen:s
describes you.. CIRCLE one mumber for each

Page 48

»” ’ NEVER RARELY SOMETIMES OFTEN

Jl. 1 feel in—tune with theé people atouid me ..

2. 1 lack companionship .eoefecesssncsscocsnnn
3.- There is ng one I can EUrD £O0 seveveccnsass
4. Irdo not teel alone .

5. 1 feel part oft-a group of triends seeussees

'

5 . 3
6. I'have a'lot in common with®the people,
around me c.cevesiies @ N

7. 1 2m no longer close to anyome siiscesicess

those around me veueereceodfos

8. My_ interests .and ideas are not phlred by f

9. I am an out -person

fedly lose ito) wnsianss

0. The‘e are pl

1. 1 feel left out eveueeceston

2. My social relationships are superficial .

3. No oneireally kfiows o Well +eeveeeeeacessd

4. 1 feel isolated from others ..

5. I can find companffonship when I waat it ...
6. There are people ’vno»reauylundur'lund me .

7. 1 am unhappy being 80 WM thdrawn eeseecscees

8. People are rtound

but got: with me .

9. Thexe are people I can/talk tO eeecescrenes

0. There are paople I can tUFD £Q essleeresssse

1
1

1

1
1
1

1
4

=

e v

4
4
4
4

4

& & & & > &

>
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« Situations e

.

Here aretshort descriptichs of ten possible
situations. Far\each one, try to imagine that the
situation is happening to YOU. Try to picture it in
your mind as if you were actually there. Take a
moment, put yourself in that sityation (perhaps
something similar has happened to you 'in the past) and
check the most likely reason for why the situation
would happen to you.

(the 'Female' form of the survey uses the-terms
Aisted in brackets, below.)

1. You have just gotten home when the phone rings.
8 a friend who-says "I'vVe been trying to reach you
1 week." d P

.
(a) He's(She's) been thinking of you all week.
(b)- You haven't been calling him(her) enough.

(c) He(She) 'is eager to talk to you and wants to
maké plans for the weekend.

(a) He's(spe's) only calling to borrow something,
again:

2. You walk into a crowded cafeteria where there are
no empty tables. You ask someone if you can share
their table’ and he says “"no".

-
) That person is noty very sociable.

) He(She) doesn't—iike the way you look.
(c) He(She) is ‘ipi/t.ing for someone.

) You asked in a rude-tone.

3. You pass a girl(guy) whose attention you would ¥
like to get, and she(he) says hello to you.

{a) She(He) has mistaken you for someone else.
(b) You look good that day.

(c) She(He) probably likes you.

(d) She(He) wants something from you.

4. You are:walking somewhere in the rain, and your
friend whizzes past you in his(her) car, without
stopping to give you a ride.

(a) He(She) didn't see you. - , =
(b) He(She) is inconsiderate.
(c) He(She) doesn't want you with them. ,
(d) He(She) doesn't want to:be friends anymore.

Page 49
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N ‘5. You ask someone you' like to 'be more than just
-+ friends with, fnto the ezeway and she(he) says
= “yes". _

) She(He) v’ant! something from you.
(b) She(He) would like to date you also.

) She(He) just wants-to go into the Breezeway.
) She(He) 117@3 being with you.

6. A person wio Was_supposed to show up to talk with
. - you about, what to do“for a ‘term paper fails to show
4 p.
* (a) Something unexpect&d .came up
¢ X - (b) He(she) doesn't consider your opinion
s important enough to show up for. .
(c) That person is undependable.
y (d) He(She) doesn't really want to be your partner
for that paper. \

7. An acquaintance asks 1£ he can have lunch with you
in the TSC.
(a) You're good company.
(b) \He(She) feels sprry:for you.
(c) You have some information he(she) needs.
(d) He(She) likes you.

coo0 .

. 8. You walk into a crowded bar and only recognize one
- ) person, who happens to be looking in your direction.
. As you start towards the person, he(nhe) turns away.

(a) Ha(she) doesn't want to talk to anyonq.
tonight.
(b) You aren't any fun.
(c) He(She) was momentarily distracted.
- (d) He(She) doesn't like you.

- ‘ \ -
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9. You are introduced tG a member of the oppouice
sex. She(He) immediately asks you for a date.

(a) She(He) took pity on you.

(b) You're looking very attractive today.

(c) she(He) likes your appearance and genu\nely

wants to get to know you better. °

(d) she(He) is desperate for a date for that

night.
10. You are standing at a counter wditing to be
served and the salesperson completely .ignores you but
continues’ serving others who came after you. (This
situation had the same wording in both forms.)

= (a) Because you're a student, ‘she serves the

‘adults' first.

(b) She hasn't noticed you yet

(c) she doesn't like.the way yuu ‘look.
(d) She is rude.
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