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ABSTRACT.

‘The primary purpose of this study was to test the attribution theory of motivation Cross-
- culturally by comparing performance and attribution patterns on inductive rule learning in two
~ different cultures (Canadian & Korean) within the framework of collectivism vs. individualism. '
Two hypotheses were formed: 1)~ Korean and Canadian students-would show differences in
attribution patterns following success or failure outcome due to different cultural emphasis.
2) Given the effort attribution of failure, Korean students would perform more accurately on'the .
reasoning task than 'Canadian students, and given higherability attribution of success, Canadian
students may perform better or ‘at least equally as well as Korean students. |
A Total of 120 grade seven students (60 Canadian and 60 Korean) from a middle-class
‘community from Korea and Canada parti.cipated in the COmputerized ekperimental tasks. The
| research des1gn 1nvolved two culture groups (Canadran and Korean) and three outcome feedback
(control failure, and success).as 1ndependent variables, and the number of 1nstances response
rate and accuracy on the 1nduct1ve reasoning tasks as dependent Varrables v
Findings of th1s study indicate that Canad1an culture may not be deﬁned as more -
indiv1duahst1c than Korean culture. The study.results d1d not prov1de a clear cut distinction of
; "collect1v1st1c vs. individualistic cultures between Korean and Canadian cultures : : |
In terms of attrrbutron patterns, both culture groups showed similar patterns but d1fferent
' 'from Weiner’s theory of motivation, not only effort but also ab111ty attrrbutron 1nﬂuenced
pos1t1vely the accuracy of performance on the subsequent task upon recelvrng farlure feedback
Grven failure feedback Korean grade seven students performed better, wh1le Canad1an
.'counterparts performance level on the subsequent task deteriorated with failure feedback

Further research on cross-cultural study of attribution theory has been suggested along w1th

educational implications.
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COMPARISON OF KOREAN AND CANADIAN PREADOLESCENT’S CAUSAL

'.ATTRIBUTUIHQ PATTERNS AFFECTING INDUCTIVE RULE LEARNING

CHAPTER I. ANALYSIS OF RESEARCH ISSUES AND PROBLEMS

- The primary purpose dfvthis study is to idéﬁtify>and explain
eiemenﬁs of the cultural differencés in a specific psycholbgiéal
domainlby‘comparing cognitive performance in_inducti&é reasoning as
reléted té causal attrigution patterns of children from Korea and
Cénada. quefﬁlly, the present stgdy caﬁ'generate embirical.evidéncq
bearing on‘validéfipg'the"éﬁtribution Eheory of motivation cross-
culturally in the context of cohdi#ional rule iearning within the

framework of individualism vs. collectivism.
A. Cultural Factors on Human Cognition and Motivation

‘Reagoning is a universal ability.'HoweVer, according to the

sociocultufal perspectiVe espoused by Vygdtsky (1978), people in

different cultuﬁal contexts reason differehtly because of different




sociocultural milieu,‘including social languages apd cultural tools
such as strategies for processing verbal.info;mation.

Culture influences the waylhumans select, intérpret, process,‘
and use -‘information. Culture shapes what we talk about and the
meaning of what we say, the way we categorise the world, the way we
move about in it, and above all, our motives énd intentions in doing
gso. It is time that culﬁure has a place in psychological theories of
cognitioﬁ and learning (Strauss and Quinn, 1991).

Social scientists have proposed various defiﬁi£ions of culture
which differ in impértant ways, but agree in that 'culture is both
learned and shared (Triandis, Bontempo, Leung, & Hui, 1990). In this
study, culture is defined‘as a set bf human-made objective and
subjective elements that in the‘paét have increased the probability
of survival and resulted in satisfaction for the participants in an
ecolégical niche. Thus, it becomes shared among those who could
communicate with each other, because they.have é common language and
they live in the same timé and place (Triandis, 1994) 

According to Triandis, multifaceted “cultufe" cén be broken
down into two parts, i.e., subjective cultu;e and objective culture.
Subjective culture includes elements such as éétegorizations,

associations, evaluations, goals, social norms, roles, beliefs and

¢

values, while objective culture refers to things (e.g., tools,




roads, and radio stations). These subjecﬁive culﬁural elements
include a widé range of topics, such as family roles, comﬁunication
patterns, affective styles, apd values regarding personal control,
individualism, collectivism, spirituality, and religiosity

- (Betancourt and Lopez, 1993), and such as causal beliefs in the
environmental events.

Triandis (1989, 1994) defined three diménsions of cultural
variation: a) the individualistic vs. collectivistic dimension, b)
the tight vs. loose dimension, and c¢) the simple vs.lcomélex
dimension. He posited that cultural wvariation in basic values shape
the process by which certain basic aspects of humanvfunctioning
develqp. A review of the literature shows that one.of the most
bromising dimensions identified to. measure cultural:variaﬁions is
individualism vs. colleqtivism. Triandis (1989) made a good contrast
~of attributes of people in C6llectivist and individqaliétic
cultures. Individualists give priority to their persopél goals over
the goalé of collectives,(e;g.; family, co-workers), tend to bé high
in disténce from in—groupé, think themselves of as aﬁtonomous,
independent of in-group members, tend to be low in familylintegrity,
and like to challenge authorities. In contrast, collectivists are

willing to subordinate their personal goals to the collective goals,

tend to share resources with in-group members based on equality or




,need-rather than equity, feel interdependent with in-group members,
tend to have tight family tie, get_involvea in the lives of in-group
members, and tend to obey authorities. |

Somencultures impose more norms, rules and constraints on
sociallbehavior,xwhile others are rather loose in imposing such
constraints. Therefore, the first kind of cultﬁres (tight cultures,
e.g., Japan) tend to socialize their chiidren by emphasizing the
expectations of the geﬁeralized other and little deviation from
norhative behavior is tolerated, while the latter (logse cultures,
e.g., North Americans) either have unclear nbrms or tolefate
deviance from norms. In é tight‘culture, children-are encouraged to
behave properly; by doing what everyéne else is doing, while
children in a loose culture are encouraged toibexautoﬁbmous;and be
“themselves”.

Associated with highér complexity of culture are urban
settigment, many levels of political integrétién, high population
density, numerous levels of social stratifiCapioh, religiOus and
aesthetic_pétterns, and téchnicél specialization. Theféfore,
information and industrial societies tend to have &ore complex
"cultures than agricultural societies, and»hﬁﬁting and food~gathering

societies, in that order. According to Triandis’s classification of

culture, Canadian culture can be defined as individualistic, loose,




énd complex, while Korean culture collectivistic, tigﬁt, and also
complex.

Iﬁ collgcﬁiviétic cultures; the self is defined in terms of
membership in in-groups which influence a wide fange of social
behaviours. Emphases'ih collectivistic cultures are on proper
behaviqur (i.e., acting appropriately to other people’sieyes),
conformity, obedience, discipline, reliability, and persgistence.
-Conversely,'individualists are emotionally detachea from their in-
groups énd emphasize self-reliance, self-actualization,
independehce, pleasure, achievement and the pursuit of their own
happiness (Triandis, 1994). Thus, the study of causal béliefsvfrom
individualistic perspectives can heip our understanding of
achieveﬁentjrelated processes cross-culturally, so that a more
compréhensive grasp of the dimension of individualism vs.
éollectivism can be facilitated.

Hofstede (1980)‘found that‘individualism is Very high in the

United States and the English-speaking countries in general, as well

as in Northern and Western European cultures, while collectivism is

'high in the countries of Africa, East Asia and Latin America.




B. Background of Attribution Research

Motivational‘research has been of conﬁinuing interest to
educational psychologis;s. Ball (1984) did a coﬁtent analysis of
articles published in the Joufnal'qf Educationél Psychology from
1910 to 1980 and found that, every second decade, motivation ranked
in the top half of categories commanding attention.

In the 1960s, with a more general shift in psychology away from
mechanistic behaviors and.toward cognition, motivational researchers
began to coﬁcentrate on human rather than on‘infrahuman-behaviour,
dealing with issues asspciated with success and failure and
achievement strivings (Weiner, 1590),

By early 1980s, there was an increasing range of cognition
documented as having motivational significance, such as causal’
ascriptionl(Weiner); more attentién»has been paid to attribution
theory. Many reséarchefs foéused on ﬁhe issues associlated with
achievement.motivation, anxiety about failure, self-esteem and
perceptiéns of conﬁrél.

Weiner-(i990) identified some constructs in motivational

research in the 1990s as important, including the cognition of

causal attributions, self-efficacy, learned helplessness, the

individual differences of need for achievement, locus of control,




and attributional style. Eyen though-a lot of attribﬁtion research
has been done ‘in the past, it was not unﬁil,two decédes ago that
attribﬁtion was studied in cohjunction»with cognitive‘éerformaﬁCe. A
bésic assﬁmption of attribution theorists is that individuals seek
_to-understaﬁd why events have occurfed.fWQingr{ 19865 before fufther
engagementvin achievement contexts. This helps individuals_deterhine
fheir relationé to those events and theif expeétations about future
events. Overall, the'findings suggest that people assume caugal
responsibility more for their pbsitive perférmandé‘outcomes than.for
negative outcomes.

The theory of.attribﬁti;nvwas first propoéed by Heidér (1958)
who did systemaﬁic analysis of causal stfucturé, ciaiminé that
peéple make sensé out of é‘sequence of ~events by éttfibuting_them to

. T , | , | .
certain causes, that is, factors underlying the events in the wor}d.
There are almultitudé‘of_perceived causes of:success and féiluré;
Among them,ia.féw are dominant, inéluding'aptitude‘and acquired
abilitiés, motivational_factors such as long-term aﬁd immediate
effort or attention ‘andréoncéntration, the ease oridifficulty'of
the paSk, help or hindrance from others,.luck; and mood (Weiner,

1986) . Inasmuch as the list of conceivable causes of success and

failure is infinite, it is essential to create a classification

\

gscheme or a taxonomy of causes (Weiner, 1979).




Rotter (1966) And his colleégues propdsed the first dimension of
internal-external cléssification of causélity, which he labelled
locus of control; causes were either within (internal) or outside
(external to) the acting individual.

The second dimension of causality was suggestea by Weinerxr and
his colleagqes (Weiner, Frieze, Kukla, Reed, Rest & Rosenbaum,
1971), to be stability; the stability‘dimension degcribes causes as
either stable (congstant) or unstable (variable) over time.

The third dimension, initiélly labelled as intentionality, was
re-labelled as controllability by Weine£ since causes could be
either volitionally controllabie (altérable),'or uncqntrollable
(unalterable) .

Weiner (1979) presented a theory of motivation based upon
attributions of causaiity for success and failgre by identifying the
three central dimensions of causal percepﬁions: locus of control,
stébility and controllability. A fourth charagteristic of céuses,
initially proposed by Abramson, Seligman,.ana Teasdaie (1978), has
been suggested; globality or cross-situational gene;a}ity, but its
status as a basic dimeﬁsion remains in doubt (Weiner, 1986).

Researchers (e.g., Lee & Lee, 1983) found that in achievement-

related contexts the causes perceived as most responsible for

‘success and failure were ability (internal, stable and




uncontrollable),'effort (internal; unstable and controllable), task
difficulty (external, stabie and controilable) and luck (external,
unstable and'uncontrollable). Particularly many investigations have
yielded evidence concerning the contrasting-‘consequences of ability
versus. effort attributions on performance evaluation;

Recently, Weiner (1994) provided a conceptual analysis of the
voluminous literature exploriné social motivation and'personal
motivation in'an effort to integrate them in a unifying theory.
Weiner euggested that failute petceived.by a student asAcaused‘by
lack of ability or'aptitude (*I cannot”) resulted.in performance
decrements, wheteas failure ascribed to the abeence of effort (“ I
did not try hard enough”) provided performance increments. Baeed on
the findings frontMeyer’s (1970) study, Weiner advanced that given
failure, the higher the attribution of failure to low ability, the
werse‘the future performance, wnereas the nigher the effert
ascription, the greatef the enhancement of performance. That is,
lack of effort (internal, controllable and unstable} has mote
positive effects oneachievement striving than does lack of'ability
(internalh uncontrollable andlstable) as the perceived cause'of
failure. In a broader term, causal controllability and.instability,

which are substantiated by lack of effort, generate better

performance than do causal uncontrollability and stability, which




’

are embodied within low ability (aptitudé); Weiner concluded that
, \ t .

- failure due to lack of ability gave rise to affective reactions

(shame and embarrassment) which led tovperformance decrements, while
failure due to lack of effort raise guilt and improves performance.
Whether this integrating théory of motivation can be applied to
Korean subjects as well as to Canadian subjects is po be evaluated
in this study.

What leads individuals to adopt partiéular attributiconal style?

“What underlying beliefs abouf oneself and the world would prime. an

individuél to interpret.events-in»particﬁlar way (Dweck, & Leggett,
1988)7? In an‘attempt to identify the source of attributionai sfyles,
Dweck and Leggett suggest that individuals have implicit theories of
their attributes which orient them toward particular goals (e.g.,
performance goals vs. learning goals), and illustrate how these
goals set up different patterns..I afgue that cultural eleﬁents,

such as social values and beliefs, might be a source of different

attributional styles along with many other factors responsible for

different attributions among people.



'C. Performance Tasks for Attribution Research

Attribution Has been studied in a wide range of‘cognifive
performance tasks sggh as reédihg'(Chapin and Dyck, 1976), :
'arithmétic (Dweck, 1975), éﬁd anagféms'(An@few and Debﬁs, 1978) . But
"these tasks may. not provide a}good testing ground for the
attributionai theory. It is difficulﬁ to ‘'measure motiVational
 proceéses that affect success on thesé tasks. In mytopinion; tasks
in attribution research should be‘cpmplex learhing tésks, such»as
reasoning Whiéh’pro&ide.subjects'with‘enough bpportgnities to make
efforts and to'réveal some'tréctable achievemenﬁ motivationai
processes. waeyer, as-far'ag ilknowf oﬁly few attributiongl studies
have beep-aone using'reasoning tasks, even thoﬁéhlit is”frequently
~such an important‘parﬁ'of our daily activities as Wéll as in
scientific affairs (Lipe,A1991)w

Reasoning is a fundamehtal:function of human mind.which iéAa

universal ability across ail cultures. The study of rgasoning has

distinguished between two basic kinds of reasoning: deductive and
inductive reasoning. Deductive reasoning involves reaching a
conclusion based upon assumptions (premises) that are known to be

true.!In contrast, inductive reasoning is the process by which we

draw a conclusion based upon specific happenings. Thurstdne (1938)
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defined induction as finding a rule or principle. An induction is
something tﬂat is likely to be true on the basis of past experience,
but there is no guarantee that it willlbe absolutely true
(Pellegrino, 1985).

Of ﬁhe twé types of reasoning processes, more tedious .and
cognitively demanding is the inductive learning task, in which the
chance of obser?ing motivationalvéttributioh processes 1s greater
than in the deductive reasoning situation. In line with this
-thinking, inductive tasks are chosen for learning tasks in this
\study. Almost all of ?he studies concerning reasoning werevqonducted
in only one culture, resulting in no consideration of cultural
elements into the studies (Haygoqd & Bourne; 1965, Lée, 1984,1985,
Margolis, 1994, and Medin,\1989)._Viewing from socié—cultural
perspective, human reasoniné is affected by individuals’
sociocultural contexts. Thereforé, théugh reasohiﬁg is a basic

universal function of the human mind, it is affected by it’s

environmental contexts.
D. Developmeht of Hypothesis

As we have seen, the influence of culture is obvious in social

behaviours, however, "mainstream" social psychologists where the

12




majority are from the “West” have largely neglected cultural factors
reflected in beliefé, values and norms in their research and

theories (Betancourt, Hardin, & Manzi, 1992), despite the fact that

| 70'percent of the world’s population lives outside of Europe and

North America. As Triandis (1994)has claimed, one of the important
benefits from cross—culturai;studies is thatlit is possible to
differentiate the universal,‘and the culture-specific aspects of .
psychological phenomena. Bond (1983) has érgued thatlthe testing of
attribution models in difﬁerent cultural milieusvwill either support
claims for universal social and cognitive p?oceséesjor suggest
cultural factors that must be introduced to generalize the theories
beyond a single culture.

Some reSearchers have investigated the generalizability of
attribution theories to non-western cultures (Crittenden, 1991;
Stipek,.Weiner,‘& Li, 1989). Stipek et al, based on their study
using coliege students as subjects, reported that there was little
difference in attribution behavior betweenlthe suﬁjeéts from the
People’s Republic of China and the United Sfates. That is; the
subjects from both culture groups emphasized abilit?‘and effort as.
important factors for success. In failure situaﬁions, Chinese

college students still recognized ability as well as low effort as

important factors, while American college students attributed their




failure only to low effort. The scant research on attribution‘in
non-western cultures suggests that Western models may require
modification’if they are to be useful in other cultures (Bond,
1983) .

Recently, there has been an'increasing number of cross-cultural
studies based on attribution theoryl Bgtancourt and Weiner (1982)
examined the cross-cultural generality of an attribution theory of
motivation, using subjects frém Chile and thg United States. They
.féund'that the relationship between the perceived'stability and
expectancy of success was similar for béth groups. But the
perception of control and the effects of causal conérollability were

/
found to be culturally determined. Important elements of the
culture, such as values, social beliefs, and norms were suggested to
be(résponsible for influencing perceptions of controllability,
‘causing cross-cultural differences (Beﬁancourt et al, 1982, 1992).
Therefore,bthese cultural elements should be considered in studying
attribution proceéses.

Many of the cross-cultural studies have been conducted on
attribution that contrast mainly Americén with Chinese or J;panese
subjects (Blinco, 1992; Chiu, 1986; Crittenden, 1991; Hess;’Chang, &
McDevitt, 1987; Holloway, 1988; Holloway, Kashima & Triandis, 1986;

!

Kashiwagi, Hess, & Azuma, 1986). Despite the use of subjects from

\
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diverse cultures all éround the world aslthe result of é recent
growing intereét in cross cultural studies on éttribution,.very few
investigations'can,be found in the psychologicalzlitérature that
deait with either Korean culture or Canadian culture (Bae, 1985;
Baé, 1991; Bae & Crittenden, 1989;>Kiﬁ, 1980; Crittenden & Bae,
1994; Schuster, Foesterlung, & Weiner, 1989).

Literature‘review reveals that péople in collectivist culturés
(e.g., those of Chinese and Japanese) tend to .attribute success to
external factors (e.g.,. help from others) and failure to iﬁternal
factors (e.g., lack of effort). On the.other hand, people in
individualistic cultufes (e.g., Americans) afe mostvlikely to
ascribe success to internal (e.g.; ability) and failure to external
faqtors‘(e.é., task difficulty, and luck) .

Although most attribution research ddne in Asia has been
couched in a giobal contrast between Eastern and Western dulﬁure,
Asian cuitures should ﬁot be viewed as a unitary whole. Asian
societieé do.exhibitAcultural similarities, particulérly in contrast
with the United Sﬁates, but not surprisingly, given their range of
sociopolitical histories and circumstances, they also Qary
gignificantly (Crifteﬁden & Bae,'l994). Therefore, in order to
establish the generality of the.findings\about aﬁtribﬁtioﬁ theory,

researchers should investigate them across different cultural

15



settings, i;e., different cultural groups from colleqtiVism as well
as;from individualism.

Accordinglto Hofstede (1980), Koreans are characterized as
collecti?ists along with Japanese and Chinese, while Cénadianslas
individualists. Triandis (1989), aiso took Korea as an example of a
very collectivistic cglture}in his argument . However, cultures areA
constantly changing andrin most cases, the change is slow (Triandis,
1994) . Korean culture is currently one of the fastest'changing
cultures in the worid, owing to rapid'industrializgtion and -
globalization. Korea ﬁséd to be relatively isolated from other
cultural influences, until she openednup her dcoor widely to the West
~after the Korean War. Rapid change and progress in economic. growth
and technology, increased world-wide trade and travél, and open
market policy from the USA introduced Korean people‘to an enormous
exposure to western culture énd iife'style change.‘This éxposure to
western culture has been even more dominant espedially.in the laét
10 to 15 years resulting in more tfade'and travel and more western
(i.e., Américan) entertainment in Korean culture. For example, the
mass media in Korea are introducing American cultural elements to
Korea as much as, if not more, to the rest of the globe nowadays.
Western (mainly American) movies, sports eyents (NBA, NFL, Major

League, PGA and Etc.) and pop music are'readily'available almost at

16




the same time as in the country they ofiginate‘ffom. The younger
genefation, in particular, seems to prefer western music over
Kérean,.western’foods such as Mcdonald’s burger and KFC’s chicken
over traditional Korean énapks. There is a new word in Korean called
“Shinsedae”, which means children of new generatidn. They tend to
think and behave differently than the ffaditional ways, as well as
to have different moral and social values.

One cannot help wondering whether Korean culture is in a great
transition period thréugh leaning more toward individualistic
culture, although Hofstede (1980) and others classified‘Kofea into -
very collectivistic culture. It may be worthwhile taking intb
consideration that Hofstede'é surve? data were collected in 1968 and
1972, nearly 30 years ago (i.e., one generation ago). Triandis
(1989) arguesvthat the greater the affluence of a society, the more
‘financial'independence can be turned into social and emotional
independence. Thus, as societies become more complex and affluent,
they also can become more individualistic. These two major
anteceagnts of individualism appear to fit the description of ever
so rapidly changing Korean society.

It seems that Korea is fast becoming individualistic,
nevertheless Korea still has collectivistic tendencies, and Céﬁada

is somewhat less individualistic and more collectivistic than the
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United States - (Lipset, 1990). However, in this‘study I will use the

existing classification of Korean being more or less collectivistic

and Canada being relativeiy individualistic, which has-been
documented by many researchers. If this cultural distinction is
valid, the noticeable differences in attribution patterns‘as well as
in performance should be obseryed from samples in the two different
cultural contexts. It would be of interest to see whether the
findings from other collectivistic cultures (i.e.; Japenese and
Chinese’ and individualistic cultures (i.e., American) can be'found
in Korean culture and Canadian culture, respectively.

Korea 1is a culturally homogeneous society whefe’modesty,

respect for authorities and elders, duty, order, in-group harmony,

concerns for correct action and social approval, hard work, self-

.

discipline andvpersistence are highly valued, resulting from

traditional Confucian teachings. On the contrary,'Canada is a

culturally diversified society“where self-assurance, self-reliance,

‘self-actualization, independence, pleasure, achievement,

competition, creativity, originality, freedom and the pursuit of
individual happiness are hiéhly valued.

Relatively little research on Korean's attributional styles has
been generated by attribution theory and its findings are

inconclusive. Kim (1980) found Korean adolescents to be as internal
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as their age.peers in Canada. Bae & Crittenden (1989), found an -
attributional style that is internal and neither self;serving nor
self-effacing in‘théir study of Korean univefsity sﬁudents.

However, Crittenden & FugitaA(1987) have reported that Korean
studénts are more self—effaciné and pessimistic in their
explaﬁations of the evehts that happen to them. Yet in another
cross—cu}tural study-of five nations (Belgium, West Germany, India,
South Korea, and England) with.two different social class groués
(tax drivers and civil servants), Schuster et al. (1989) éuggest that
four of the five nations (the indian sémplé being an exception) did
not differ from one'another in their ratings of specific causes on
the causal dimensions. It would not be appropriate to generalize the
findings of these subgrbups to the general populations 6f the same
culture.

To date, no research attempt has been made to compare
attribution patterns in the ¢ontext*of cognitive perfo?mancés cross-
cultu;ally, although interest in cross-cultural studies on
attribution has been receiving increasingly mofe attention. Thﬁs,
the focus of the present study is on comparing attribﬁtion patterns
on inducﬁive conditiQnal ru1e learning in.two differeh# cultures,
 (Korean and Canadién) within the framework of collectivism versus

individualism. This is to determine whether and how cultural values,
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affecf motivational processes thérefore,lleading to influence
cognitive performance in reaéoning. Learning tasks in this study are
presumably based on inductive rather than deductive processes. The
tasks iﬁvolving inductive reasoning will be culture-fair tasks by
using geémeﬁric figures of different colors and shapeé, which entail
classifications of rule instances into defihing positive or negative
instance categories. These research issues can be put ahd

illustrated as shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1.: Diagram of Research Issues for investigation

Culture
(Canadian vs. Korean)

(Other’'s and One’s
own Performance)
Outcome Feedback
(Control, Failure,
& Success)

Inductive Reasoning
Performance
(Conjunctive & Conditional
.Rule Learning)
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E. Summary of Statements of hypotheses

According_éo Triandis’s. (1989, 1994) and others’ assértion, it
is assumed thaﬁ’péop1é in_individualistic cﬁltures tend to give
primacy tb peréonél goals over‘in—gféup goalé,-aﬁtribute their
éuccess Eo‘their bwn ability and emphasize‘equgty in the
distribution of resources. In qbntrést, people in collectivistic
cultures subordinate their personal goals to the goalé of in-groups,
ascribe their achievementbto help from others than‘their own ability’
and are williﬁé to share resources baséd on equality and need.
Therefore, it would be necesséry to examine the validity of phe
.aésumption. Describtivély,;Canadian subjeétslére éxpected to show
interest in pérsonal goals.and achieveméntS’in contrast fo Korean
subjects who would bé concefned Qith goals aﬁd achievements of their
in-group (e.g.,-famiiy, sociétyj, under the assumption that Canadian
is anvindividﬁalistic whilé Korean is a collectiviétic cul;ufe.

For conjunétive inductive reasonihg task, prov;ded that the two
culturé'groups are represehté;ive_of respective populations at
similar levels of schooiing'éﬁd.sociofeconpmié méke—ﬁp.of
neighbourhooa (i.e.,'both being ;he uppér—middlle class))’there'may

not be any significant difference in the performance level between

Korean and Canadian students. It should be the case in view of the




fact that the task involved is a culture-fair task dealing with oniy
geometric figures whiéh qarfy little or no cultural biases.

Based. on the;iiterature review of atfiibution theory and:
.'differeﬁt'cglturél céntexts, it was hypothésizéd ﬁhat Korean and
'Canadién.subjects;wéuld show diﬁferéncgg_iﬁVattribution patterns
Afollowing successAéf.féiIUre situations examinéd in the stﬁdy
because of the different cultgrél valueé; norms and causal beliefs 
Specifically, in,Korean context, cultural emphasis is placea on hérd
work, éelf—discipline,‘persistence, social abbroval and traditional
inward 1ookingvof oneself When evaluating the‘cénsequences oﬁ'
'behaviours and perfbfmances. In cdntraSt,4in‘Canada,

‘emphasis is placéd on ability, iﬁdependenée‘and'COmpefiﬁioh;

On the bagis éf the hypotheses sgated*ébOQeﬁ,i£ was ﬁredicted
that: 1) Koreén subjects wouid.iikely attribute»their éuécess as
well as failure in induétiﬁe reasoning-taéké asvdgfined earliefL to .
internal, controllable.factOrs (e.g., éffort), and that 2) Canadian
' subjects wOuld‘iikely asqribe their‘success to internai factors 
(ability, effort)land failure to external faétoré (tésk difficulty
or bad lucﬁ).;Mofe'séécifically, given in_ﬁhe éonﬁext of reééoﬁing
perﬁofmaﬁce{ﬁhat requires_subﬁects dealing with the influeﬁce of
ability, effort, task difficulty and other uﬁcontrollable factors,

Koreans would attribute their low level pefformance as well as their
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high level performance to lack of/ making lots of efforts. In
contrast, Canadians would aseribe their’low level perfermance to
tesk difficﬁlty or bad luck.and high level performance to ability.
.Also, because of ﬁhe‘different'cultural values and cultural emphases
between Korean and Canadian cultures, it was predicted that the
shifts in causal attribution from others’ performence (objective-
attrlbution) to oee’s OwIl success or failure (self attribution)
performanceAmight occur.

Further; it was hypothesized that the Korean students who
attribuee their low performance (failure) to lack of effort
(controllable), would perform more efficiently than the Cenadoian
seudents who attribute the low performance.to other factors than
effort (e.g., ability, the task difficulty or bad luck), Qheh-
performing on the cenditional criterion task after getting a
manipulated feedback on their own performance. It was also
hypothesized that when a.subject ascribes success to higher ability,
his/her subeequent'performance WOﬁld not be affected much. However,
a subject who attributes success to making effort would likely
perform better on the gubgequent reasoning task. Therefore, it was
predicted that'given the effort attribution of failure, Korean

subjects would perform more accurately on the reasoning task than

Canadian subjects, and that given higher ability attribution of




success, Canadian subjects may perform better or at least equally as

P

well as Korean subjects.
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CHAPTER II. METHODOLOGY
A. Subjects and Design’

Subjects : A total of 120 Grade. 7 students from two culture
groups (Koréan and Canaaian) were identified in a suburban
community. Each cultural group consisted of 60 childfen, with equai
numbers of male students (30) and female studeﬁts (30) .

Canadian subjects in public schools were drawn from a middle-
class community in Delta, British Columbia. Korean counterparts.were
sought ffom a public school in a middle-class suburban area éélled

Jam-sil of metropolitan Seoul. Even though it is extremely difficult

‘to ensure the same degree of manipulation of the independent

variables, attempts were made to maximize similarity between two

cultural groups With respect to cbmparable charactéristics of school

[

populations such as socio-economic status, as well as to maximize

homogeneity of each group. However since all the subjects were

randomly selected from school, and all the experimental tasks were

carried out in a natural classroom setting to prevent students from
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perceiving heightened pressure to make extra efforts, there were 2

Canadian students of Asian origin.

ResearCh Design : The present study has two factors, culture
and_outcomé feedback. The first can not be manipulated but were
based on the sampling scheme to be used. The second factor is the
treatment of performance outcome feedback in terms of success,
failure and control following the experimental subjects' comple£ion

of the first task,; which could also function as a.warm—up task. In

.addition, the culture factor has two‘levels,'Canadian and Korean,

and the outcome fegdback fagtor has thréé levels; success, failure,
and control.

’To'test the hypotheses formed in Chapter I, altogether 5 sets
of tests and tasks were utilized. Thesé tasks were provided in two
phases; the first phase beirig pre—experiméﬁtél tests such as

objective attribution test and culture type classification test, and

" the second phase being two experimental inductive learning tasks

(conjunctive and conditional) and self attribution test. All the
tests and tasks were computerized and the subject’ responses and
response. time were automatically recorded by computers.

Sixty students within each group were delivered randomly to one

of the three treatments, "success", "failure" or “control” outcome

POPE—
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feedback upon completion 'of the  warm up task of inductive reasoning -

based on a bi-dimensional conjunctive classification task (i.e., Red

Circle).

The outcome feedback, success or failure, was given with no

contingency on the performance on the first reasoning task (to be

elaborated upon below) .

Therefore,.this’research design‘can~be(described as-'a 2 .

(culture: Canadian- vs. Korean) x 3 ( feedback condition: success,

failure, control) factorial design. The experimental design layout

is shown in Table 1.

Table

Experiment

Desi

Phase I Phase II
Pre-Experimental Tasks Inductive Reasoning Tasks .
Culture |Objective Culture Conjunctive | Self Conditional
attribution | Type Task | Non-verbal |attribution |Non-verbal
task ‘ ‘ Task (Task2) | task Task (Task4)
Canadian 60 60 60 Control | 20 Control | 20
Failure |20 | Failure | 20
Success | 20 | Success | 20
Korean 60 60 60 Control | 20 Control | 20
Failure | 20 | Failure |20
Success | 20 Success | 20

Dependent Measures =

(a)number of instances to criterion
(b) response rate

(c)accuracy
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B. Test and Task Materials

Pre-experimental Measure (Objective causal attribution test): In
order to identify each student's attributional orientafibn and to
check whether Canaaian and Korean students have different
attribution patterns on’other'people’s success or failure
situations; aAnew scale of causal beliefs which was developed and
construct—vaiidated by Lee & Lee (1983) was used prior to the -
presentation of the experimental ﬁasks. This scale was ofiginally_
written in English and was translated into Korean along with all the
other tasks in this study, in agreement with three native Koreans
including the researcher. Back translatipn was not necesséry dﬁe to
the straighffofward nature of the tasks to be'translated intb
Korean. It is thought that students' iﬁdividual differences in
attribution pattern would aid our uﬁderstanding of the effect of
si£uational performance outcome feedback, when thgy are performing
on inductive‘réasoning tasks. The scale asksuch consisted bf 12
items (situations), 6 of which provided the context pf success
scenarios and the other 6 provided that of failure scenérios.AThe
half of the items (6) were genératedrfromlwpmen and the other half

from men as agents of each situation to prevent gender biases from .

occurring. Students' attributional patterns could be revealed by the
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paired comparison method . (Torgerson, 1975), from which each

student's score on the perceived four causal factors: ability,

effort, task difficulty and luck could‘be derived.'For each :
situatioﬁ, four causal stateménts were provided cérrespbnding to
these four salient causai factors.

For example, in one of the six Success scenario,

Q. Sally did wvery well on the spelling test. Why do you think this
| happened?
a)'Shé is good at Spelling.(ability)
b) The spelling test was”easy.(test difficulty)
c) She studied a lot for the test.(effort) !

d) She was lucky. (luck)

These four.alternatives wereApresenfed pairwise in all possible
combinations yielding six pailred comparisons for each'situation,
altogether amounting to 72 pairs of statements. The 6 pairs were
randomly sequenced Qithin each situation in order to minimize any
systematic responsé‘biases, and the sucéeés and féilure situations
were alternated in order of presentation.(Lee & Lee, 1983).
Subjects’ task was ﬁo choose one of each pair of four response

alternatives (i.e., a, b, ¢, d above).

¥

Culture Tvpe Classificati T Selected Features (Goal Pursuit,
Success Attribution, Resource Sharing): To help confirm the validity
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of the assumption based on literature review that Korean>culture is
collectivistic while Canadian is individualistic, a culture type
classification questionnaire was administered to the subjects of
both_cultural groups. Three gritical features (goal, attribution,
"and resources) of culture were selectedhfrom Triandis’'s (1994)
culturél elements: to make up 3 questioné of the questionnaireﬂ Each
guestion hasvfour response alternatives mat;hing 4 cultural level
conétructs of egocentricity representing the exclusive—self of
individualism (Lee, 1994),.individual, family and society. For each
question.item 4 response altefnatives were paired in.ali possiblé
combinations yielding six pairs. Sﬁbjects were asked to make
preference judgéments over 18 paired comparisohs by ‘choosing one
from each pair.

The following is a question on Goal pursuit.

1. Jack is 19 years old and is selecting his major at UBC. He wants
to go to medical school ‘and become a doctor. Why do you
think Jack wants to be a medical doctor? o~
a. Jack wants to live a comfoftable life in the future.
b. Jack wahts to be somebody. ‘
c. Jack wants to bring glory to his family.

d. Jack wants to help those less fortunate in society.
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This test was designed in English first and translated into Korean
for Korean subjects. All the nouns (e.g., Jack, UBC) were replaced
with appropriate Korean pronouns.

)
.

Conjunctive Inductive Reasoning Task: As mentioned earlier, all the

| learning tasks involved inductive reasoning rather than deductive

reasoning. The reason for this was that inductive reasoning was
thought to be cognitively more demaﬁding than deductive reaéoning so
“that it gave a better chance to obéerve motivational attribﬁtion'
processes. Also, learning tasks in this study were culture-fair
tasks using geometric figures, which can be carried out without
translation. The iny text that needs transiation was the
instructions which were provided with redundancy and contextlto
maximize linguistic equivalency between English and Korean.
The’first inductive rﬁle learning as a reaséning task was

.conStructed by the use of tri—dimensional geometric designs. It Was
eggentially a rule-learning variant of ﬁhe Brunerian (19565
conceptual rule formation task, where two dimensions of color and
.form, each wiﬁh 3 attribute valued, (i.e., color: red, yellow, blué;
form: circle, square, triangle) geometric'fngres on a design would
be made relevant ﬁo classifying each figure into positive (Yes) or

negative (No) rule instance group. Subjects were asked to find the

A
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rule by means of classiinng the-insténces into two categories. The
rule involved was a conjunctive (AND) one of color and férm (i.eLf
Red Circleiwas a positive instaﬁce, while all the other colored:
. shapes were negative). The rule instances were displayed
. continuously in a set of 18 colored shapes on computer screen on at
a time with a rectangular border afound each design. As soon as the
subject.made a responée choice on each instance, the feedbaék was
provided automatically on.the screen whether they made a correct
choice 6r not. Subjects continued to work on the task at her/his own
pace untii s/he reached the mastery criterion, i.e., 18 consecutive
correct answers. The number of trialsband the total time taken to
master the rule were recoraed by the computer.

Tﬁis task served two purposes: (a) as a warm up task. and (b)
as the basis of delivering.outcome\feedback (success, failure or

control) for subjects’ self attribution.

Self Attribution Test: One third of the subjects was given “success”
(better_than the average) outcome feedback, another third “failure”
(below the average), and the final third “control” (just the
average) outcome feedback at raﬁdom with no contingency on their

actual performance on the first inductive task (conjunctive rule

finding) .
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Upon delivery of outcome feedback, a questionnaire of post-task
attribution asking the subject to identify his or her own reasons
for the performance outcome was administered.  Specifically, four

options corresponding to four causal factors for each "success"/

"failure" were provided.

‘ ~a) I am always gobd/bad at this kind of gaﬁe (ability) .
b) The game was easy / difficult to me (task difficulty).
¢) I have made my best effort/very little effort working on this
game {effort) . » .
d) I’just happened to have played this game véry well /have a bad
luck with this game today(luck). |

J

As for control group, in which each subject received a average
feedback (i.e., your score is just abéﬁt‘thé‘éverage) with no
contingency on the performance on the conjunctive inductive task, a
differént questionnaire was given to control for the,effecﬁ of*
outcome feedback of success or failure on the consequent performance

task. Specifically, four options for control groﬁp'Were as follows.

a) I like this game wvery much. ,
b) I 1like this game somewhat.
c) I like this game a little bit.

d) I like this game very little.

Inductive Conditional Reagoning Task: The second inductive reasoning

task was constructed the same way as the first induétive,reaSoning
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by employing two tri—dimensional‘geometric designs which vary in
terms‘of color, form the figures except for that the rule students
haa to find was a conditional one ( IF..., THEN...) instead of
conjunctive one . Therefore, the task was defined as a conditional

rule learning task by making color and form as relevant (i.e., IF it

is Red, THEN it must be Circle). It was presented as classification

of varying geometric designs into two response categories, positive
(Yes) or negative (No) instance groups by the conditional rule. Each
student performed on the task until s/he found the rule to helb
her/him get lé correct responses in a row.

All the instructional materials fot the experiment were

originally written in English, then they were translated into Korean

~for Korean subjects.

C. Apparatus

All four tasks were computerized using Microsoft QuickBasic

Version 4.5, and presented to subjects with color computers. For .
Korean data collection, a computer lab equipped with 30 PC terminals
of 486 IBM compatibIe at the public school site in Seoul, Korea was

used. As for the counterpart Canadian school, a computer lab at the

elementary school site in Delta,‘BC, equipped with 15 operating
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286 IBM PS 2 computers was used for the experiment. Also paper and
pencil was provided to aid memory in mastering the first and the

second inductive rule learning tasks.
D. Experimental Procedure

The same ekperimental procedure was usedbin each eulture.‘As a
class of ‘students arrived at the computerAlaeratory at each school
gite, the research, and tﬁe experimenter of the same ethnic groqp
using the same language as the subjects welcomed the subject;s
participation in ;he project. And the experimenter gave a short
description of the proeess to the subjects and ensured that the
subject had computer keyboarding skills and understanding of the
task precedure in terms of concrete ections on each of inductive
tasks. Prior to running experimental sessions, the new scale of
causal beliefs (other-attribution) was given on computer screen
individually to both cultural groups. Sixty students in each
cqltural groups were aeked to make prefefence judgements over 72
paired comparisons by choosing oneifrem each pair. This attribution

test was followed by culture type classificétioh test. No feedback

was given for neither tests.
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After completing the culture type classification test, each

student was allowed to go on to the next task, the conjunctive rule

 learning task. A short instruction for the first inductive task

(conjunctive rule learning task) was given just before displaying
rule instances, one at a time on computer screen in their native
languages, respectiveiy. Subjects were told the numbéf of dimenSions
and attributes of each dimension,'and they had to develop the
éonceptual rule by themselves (Lee, 1985). Each subject operated the
computer at her or hisAown pace whiie getting a feedback on each
rule instance oﬁ thé‘éOmpgter screen whether the answer they gave
for the particular instance waé the correct one or not. This
procedure was continued until the subject reached the mastery
criterion of i8vcorrect answers in a row. Subjects were encouragea
to fespéﬁd as.fast as they couid although there was no limit in time
to complete the task.

Upon completion of.the conjunctive rule learning task, studeﬁts

were provided with a feedback on the performahcé, i.e., above the

average, below the average or just the average (success, failure or

control) in a random order of three conditions. Shortly after the
feedback, each subject was asked to answer a questionnaire of causal
attribution on her/his own performance (self-attribution) by

chooging one of four statements, each of which represented four
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dominant causes of attribution (e.g., abilit?, task difficulty,
effort, and luck).

Finally, students were given another inductive learning task,
very simiiar to the‘first one, except that this time the rule they
had to find to arfive at the mastery ;ritgrion was a conditional one
instead of a conjunctive one. Almost ideﬁtical instruction as.the

one for the first inductive task was given with a caution saying

)

that this is a slightly different and more challenging task.
. ‘ 1

Subjects were notified of thé términal performance‘criteria, i.e.,
18 consecutive correct responses on the second inductive task as
well as on the first inductive task. Subjects’ response time dn all
the tests and tasks was recorded on the computer autoﬁatically with

built-in timing device.- The time for completing the experiment

. ranged from 12 to 53 minutes. Most students took 20 to 30 minutes

and the average time for finishing the experimental tésks was 24
minutes.

‘Subjects were also provided with a sheet of paper and a pencil
to aid them‘in terms of memory, while trying to find a rule dealing
with geometric figures in the first ana-thé second inductive

reasoning tasks.
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E. Measurements and Analysis

The primary dependént variables included the numbef of

. instances required for the mastery‘of the'cohjunctive reasoning task

and the conditional .reasoning task as well-as résponse rate and‘_

accuracy.

Subjectfé objeétivé.attfibution'respbnsesiwere‘obsérvéd gsing~
the new scéle of'causal béliéfs,<and-post—task self—attributiOg
responses were described.and\co@pared across two culture groups: The
efféct Qf objective causél;attribﬁtién patterns on conjuncfive rule

learhing (Task2), andlthe"efﬁect of conjunctive»rule learning,and

self causal attribution paﬁterns on conditional rule learning

(Task4)~wére analyéed by the anaiYsis of variance, combined with the

analysis of interaction between causal .attribution scores and

inductive reasoning performance, and finally analysis of covariance.

Data_collected‘énd'stdred'in 3.5” diskettes.were_downloaded into 486

‘IBM computef for analysis. SPSS for Windows Version 6.0 was used to

carry: out the analysis.’
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CHAPTER I RESULTS

The results of this sﬁudy are presented in this chapte? in six
- sections: (a) culture type differenbes'of Canadians-and Korééhs grade
7 pread¢les¢ent, (b) pfgdictivé‘relations betweeﬁ'the cauéal
attribution and inductive fegsoﬁing, (c) éultural group differences
. in objective causalvattribuﬁion in pétte?hs and simple rﬁlé
inductive reasoning perforﬁanqe) (d)’shiftsfin'causal aﬁtribution
frqm 6bjective to éélf peffdrmanée attribution, (e) interaétion‘
analysis of self attributionion'reasoning, and (f) outcoﬁe:feedback
and culture grogp effects pn reasoning. As stated in Chapter I, the
primaryapurpose of this étudy-was to identify énd explain»eleménts of
the duitural diffefencés in;a specifi¢ ps?dhoiogicél domain'by
comparing cognitive perférﬁénée iﬁ~inductive reasoning és réiated'to
 causal attribution patterns of children from Korea and Canada.-
'Allfstatistical tests were carried:out_using the data cqilecfed
through édmputeriéed learﬁinglprogram a£ thé:cOnvenﬁioﬁal Type T
error ofl0.0S. Criterion measureé;uséd were‘éheAnumbér of instaﬁceé
to the mastéry (Inst), résponsg‘rate (Resrat: measured by dividihg

the total amount of time to reach the mastery by total numbér of
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instances), and adcu;acy (Accura; measuféa by dividing the number  of
cofrect responéés by fdtal numger_of inéfan;es). Before the*ahéiysis“
wéé made, the number of instanceé~(Inst):aﬁdAResponée rate (Resrat)
werevtransformed‘using the poWer funCtioh of “—.Oll"f apd 7-1.318",
respectively, to stabiliée.héterbgeneous variénces'across two”
\culﬁural groups- There were no génder‘differéncés in terms.of simple
conjunctive task and conditioﬁal tésk. Therefore, gender'was dropped
in the final daté‘énalysis:‘-

»

A. Culture Type differences 9f1Canadian and Korean Grade 7 Students

,'In‘chapter i;«based_on tﬁe“cﬁthré.claééificatioh theory
'proposed by Triandis et al..(1§§8) and Hofstéde,'the assumption was
madé‘that Koréanlculture Was collective'as compared to Canadian
Acultﬁre, which waé'presuméd tdsbéirelatively individualisﬁic. To
'ﬁeip determiné if.the presumed §ifférences‘in gﬁe cultufe type
' between'Korean and Canadian duiturés, a‘cﬁlture classification test
was administerea.'The tést contained three critical constructs .of
.‘cgltﬁre (goal pﬁrsu%hg; suéce$s-éttribﬂtign, and fesources(sharinéy
as identifiedAbvafiéndis (1994). Each'of ﬁhelfhfee'constructs'was
converted into a;queStion:Wiﬁﬁ-foﬁf choice statements,‘eaéh'

répresenting‘fdur cultural levels: egocentricity, individual,
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fsﬁily, and.s5ciet§. Tﬁégfour éhoiqeé for eaéhfégnstruct‘dﬁestion
were presented:iﬁ all péssible pairs”prdducing'six pairs of choices
for each.quesﬁion. Tﬁe Task was télchodse.oneiof the two statements
‘from each pairfjWithin‘ééch coﬁsffﬁdt iﬁem;,fbr any oﬁé‘df,the four
givenAcﬁltura; ievels[the maxihuﬁ‘number of‘cHoiées a sqbﬁect'could
'_make was 3 and the minimym numbefu6f choices Qas 0. ThérefofefAthé
scores;aéroéé the four leQeléifqr éach”cOﬁétfuct‘are ipéative;'

Table 2»shows'thé ébserved meénAscores §f the three cultural
constructs (goal pursuingrbattributioﬁ of sﬁccéssy and rééource
sharing) by four cglﬁufaiilevels;

As can’be seen fréﬁ»Table 2 - and Figﬁre 2, there were
differences betweenvCanadian anduKQf¢an_subjects in terms of the
thrée critic;i.cuitural constructs (goal pursuing, success
"‘attribution, aﬁd_resourqés.éhariné)'on the fourcﬁlture lévels
(egocentricity; gself, family,,and,society).‘ANOVA test.fesults show
that Canadian;and Korean subjecté”differed'significantlyAin each of
'the three critical cultgral constructs on all four cuitural 1evels.

Specifically,‘KofeénASUbjééts'are ﬁorehegééentric fhan Caﬁadian :
subjects invéil three cuiturai conétfﬁcts,Li[ef,.in.goal pursuing
(1.53 vs; 1.43), resource sharing 20.97 vs. Q.83),‘and>particularly |
;n,suCceés aﬁtrib#tiqn(l,87.vé; O.Séf,.quw = 62f344,w?;;000‘ |
(MSé=.7925); However, Cénadiaﬁs:are mbre.individualistic than

-
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Koreans in goal pursuing (1.70 vs. 1.08), quw=l3:3b4, p<.000’

(MSe=.857), but Koreans are more‘iﬁdividualistic in resource sharing

(1.43 vs. 1.78), Fuuw=4.989, p<.027 (MSe=.737), while both culture

groups remain the same in success attribution (°2.30 vs. 2.22).

Cultural Level - Egocentricity Individualism ~ - Family - Society * .

Context . G S. R G S R G S R G .S | R

Canadian 1.433 | .583 .833 1.700 | 2.300 | 1.433 | .867 1.483 | 2.150- [ 2.000 | 1.633 | 1.583

Korean 1.533 | 1.867 | .967 1.083 | 2.217 | 1.783 | 1.100 | 1.050 .|.1.917 | 2.283 {.867 | 1.333
Aggregated Mean Scores by Four Culture Levels within Each Group (Rank order of Aggregated Mean Scores)

Canadian 2.849 (4) 5.433 (1) 4.500 (3) - - 5.216 (2)

Korean 4.367 (3) " 5.083 (1) . 3.967 (4) 4.483 (2)

Cultural constructs:

. Numbers in parentheses are

G=Goal Pursuing; S=Success attribution; R=Resource Sharing.

rank orders within each culture group.

Egocentricity . Individualism
' o 1.87 B -
2. 143 153 : 3 1232217
1.5 : ' . 1.78
2 1.43
1 ‘
0.5 | 1
.0 : 0. :
G
| ocan  wkor | OCan W Kor
Family Society
. . : , 25. o 2283 ‘e . v
2 A - : 5 ,
087 1 1.05 . ; 0.87
104 Ean | - 0] —L .
a G ‘s R - G s R
OCan _ ®Kor OcCan - B Kor
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In additioﬁ, Canadians tended to be more family-oriented than
Koreans in.succeés attribution (1.48 vs. 1.05),.quw518.212, p<.000
_ ﬂ%Se=.626), while bqth fémainihg about tﬁe éame in goal pursuing.
"(1.10 vs. 0.87) as well as in resource sharing (2.15 vs. 1.925.
Similarly, Canadians are more society-oriented than Koreéns in\
success attribution (1.63 vs. 0.87), Fuus=12.446, p<.001

(MSe=.820), while both Koreans and Canadians remaining aboﬁt'the‘
same in goal pursuing (2.28 vs. 2.00) and in resource sharing (1.58
vs. 1.33)

'Findings from the culture claésification test showed that
Canadian subjects were more individualistié in pursuing goals and
more family-and society-oriented in attributing their succéss than
Koreans, while Koreans were more egocentric in attributing their
success, and more individualistic in sharing resources than their
counterparts. As can be seen from the aggfegéted mean scores of
Table 2, Caﬁadian and Korean subjectsiwere, overall,-similarvtb each

other in terms of individualistic and society-orientated culture

levels, with Canadian subjects being more so than Korean subjects.
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' B. Predictive Relations between the Causal Attribution and Inductive

Reasoning

‘A question was poeed as to whether students’ pre-task causal
attributions of other’s hypothetical performance outcomes (snecess
or failure),affect:their perfermanee in inductive reasoning. In
‘order to answer this question, an interaction analysis was made of
Conjunctive Rule Learning (task 2) performance (trensformed,
transformed Resrat2, and Accura2 as dependent variables) as a
functibn of Culturelgroups as an independent variable, and 6 causal
attribution scores (2:dropped to deal with the ipsative nature of
the scores).

" The results of the interactionVanalysis showed that none of the
four success and four failnre causal attribution scores
differentially predict (interact with) Task 2 performances in terms
of Inst2, Resrat2, and Accura2. Therefore, it was decided to see if
‘objective attribution sceres of others’ succese and failure
situations could be used as statist%cel control variables
(covariates) . To this end, ANOCOVA was perfermed on transfermed
Inst2, Resrat2, and Accura2 as dependent meaSnres, with culture
- groups as the independent facter, ﬁhé 6 attribution scores (ability,

task, and effort for success as well as for failure situations) of
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each student as covariatgs. Univ. Fa,u2 tests of all regression

coefficients indicated tﬁat none of the 8 attribution scores
. 4

predicted simple.inductive_reasoning performance.

On the baéis-of thé aptitﬁde treatment interaction analysis as
weil as ANOCOVA analyses, it can be concluded that students’ pre-
‘
task objective causal attfibution of othefé’_success and failure
outcomes‘influence‘neither Canad¥én-nor Korean students’ simplé
inducﬁive reasoning pefformanqe; Accordingly, students’ bbjective
causal attribution:@scores aﬁd conjunctive rule learning (Task2)
performance measures were'subjected to separate ANOVAs in order fo

determine culture group differences between Canadian and Korean

children. Thesé differences are addressed>in the following section.

. - ,
C. Culture Group Differences in Objective Causal Attribution in

Patterns and Simple Rule Inductive Reasoning Performance

Cultural Group differences in Objective Causal A;triputign;

To determine individuals’ causal attributional orientation and to
check to see whether‘Canadian and Korean students have different
attribution patterns on other people’s:perfOrmance,situations, a

causal attribution task was administered before the experimental

tasks.




It was. hypothesized in chapter I that Korean students wouldlbe
more likely attribute their sudcess as well as failure to internal,
contfbllable factors, such as efforts, due to the cultural emphasis
on hard work,;self—disciplineAand persistence: In contrast, Canadian
students would ascribe their success to internal. factors éuch aé
ability or effort, and failure to external factors such as task
difficulty or bad luck.

The Objective Causal Attribution Task (i.e., attributing other
people’spsuccess or failure Situatioﬁs) which was composed of 12
hypotheticalrsitpations (six success and six failure), was
administered to all the subjects. For each situation, four causal
choices corresponding to the perceived four‘causal factors (i.e.,
ability, task difficulty,'effort and luck) were presented pairwise
in all possiblercombinations, resulting in 6 paired comparisoﬁs. A
total of 72 pairs'fOr the 12 situation items were given for students
to choose one out of»éachfpair. Therefore, the maximum number 6f
choicés a student could make was 3 and the minimum number was 0 for
each situational item. In other wbrds, the maximum number of answers
a subject could choose for any one of fpur given causal factors was
18} and the minimum was 0 within the six success situations (this

was the case for the six failure situations as well) . The observed

means of 8 bausal attribution scores derived are shown in Table 3.
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Table 3. Observed Means of Aggregated Causal Attribution Scores by

Culture Groups ) o , A , o ¢
Causal Factors
Situations | Ability ,' Task Difficulty Effort T Tuck
Canadian ( N=60 ) Success . 11.167 Lo ‘ 6.417 ) . 13.867 ~2.550 ‘
| | Failure ' 9.633 .. 8.933 13.067 4.367
Korean ( N=60 ) Success 10.750 . 6.'267- 14.950 4.033 |
Failure - - ‘ 7.833 - 8.700 . 14.367 4.600

AN ANOVA procedure was run‘with culture group as the.
independent variable and'thé eight types of aggregated attributioﬁ.
scores (abilit?, taék difficulty, effort and luck)‘as dependent
variables._

As can be seen from Table 3, fest results showed thét Canadién
and Korean subjects differed in cauéal attributions of others’
success or failure situaﬁions. Spécifically, given success
situations, Koreans attributed others’ suéceés more to effort (14.95
vs. 13.87), qum%4.44b, p<.037;(MSe=7.930)‘Ehan Canadians. Two
culture groupsvdid not;differ significantly in ascribing others’
%igh‘performanqe to ability, task, and luck. On the otﬁer hand,
given failufé situationsg, Koreans perceived lack of effort as the
cause of low performance hore than Canadians did (14.87 vs.713.07),

Fuue=10.574, p<.001 (MSe=9.192), whereas Canadians attributed

a7




failure to low ability more often than Koreans (9.63 vs. 7.83),
“Fu,u0=8.930, p<.003 (MSe=10.883).

‘Simple Rule Inductive Reasoning Performance

Simple rule inductive task (Task_2)>was a cuifure—fair 1éafning
task. The mastery criterion was 15 coﬁsécutive correct-responseSQ'
The result of this analysis will test the hypéthesis formed in
Chapter‘I regérding‘the first'inductive Task; it Was predicted that.
thé?e‘would bé no éignificant:difference'in the perfo;mance lévei-‘
between Canadian and Korean students;since the'tésk involved waé a.'
culture-fair task. Td test this hypothésis, ANOVA was made on thé
basis of data on Task'2'with‘the number ofAinstaﬁdés_(IpstZ),
response rate_(Resfat2), and accuré¢y'(accura25 aé the dgpéndent
variable aﬁd culture group as’the independent variable. Summary.&ata
;n‘terms of means and SDs are presented in Tablé 3a. Transformed
,data values afg.presented in the;parentheses due to‘the
heteroéeneity of dbserved'wiﬁhin—group Qériance.‘

,It‘was found from'Table 3.1 and Figure 3 that Canadian subjects
tried‘fewer instancés (43723 vs. 69.08), and spent’ more time on each
ins;anées (4.50 Vs._2.34 secoﬁds) than Korean éubiectéfin order;£é

learn -the culture fair rule.
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Table 3.1 Means and SDs of the Total Number of Rule Instances, Response rate,. .

| Response rate

Performance

No. of Instances
‘ to Mastery (Inst2) (Resrat?2) Accuracy (Accura2)
Group Mean ' SD " Mean . SD - Mean SD
Canadian 48.233 . 26.068 4.501 “4.135 |  .854. 077
= (.960) . (.006)" (.442) | (.507) : 3 e
Korean 69.083 43.940 2.341 1.705% .862 .072
(.957) | (.007) (.607) | (.578) '

Figure 3: Culture effects on Coniunctive'Rulé Learning Performance

0O Canadian ‘@ Korean| - |

INST2

w0, 69.1 - RESRA it e

60 1. 48.2 i 086 0.86 7
40 3 - 0.855

20 i " oss-

0] 04 © 0.845 4

.ANOVA résuit;iindicate that theAdifferencé‘intEhe numper of
ﬂinstapCeS'is étatistically signifiéaﬁt, Fwnm=8.011,‘P< .005_
(MSe;.OQOO4);'the‘sigﬁificancé_of the difference in'responseVrate
Qas on the borderline, Univ. Fuue=2.761, P<.b99 (MSe=.2§55). Thése'
o) values‘were,somgWhaﬁ r?duced ffom;.oqz, and .OOO for ﬁhe
untranéférmed original-datavofylﬁstz'and ReSréE2,,fés§ecﬁively, when
trgnsformed daﬁé for Iné£2 and.Résratz wéré.used.'ln térms of
accurécy,Athére wasino difference betwgen ¢anadian and<Korean

subjects. inZCOﬁclusion, both‘cultufe grdups showed more~or;less:the“
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gsame accuracy of response in the performance on non-verbal inductive
reasoning task, while Canadians tried fewer instances and spent more

time per rule instance than their Korean counterparts.

D. Shifts in Causal Attribution from Objective to Self Performance

Attribution

Two causal attribution tests were administered. The first one,
objective attribution test (i.e., attributing others’ performance
outcomes) was given to all the subjects in both culture groups
before Task2 (conjunctive rule learning). The second one was given
only to the subjects in success and failure conditions as soon as
the'subjects received their outcome feedback, which was given to the
subjects, independent of their actual performance levels on Task2.
The subjects were asked to choose one of the four causes for their
success or failure (ability, task difficulty, effort, and luck). The
purpose of administering these two tests was to determine whether
there was any difference in éausal attribution patterns between
Canadian and Korean students, as well as to see whether there was
any shift in attribution patterns from when attributing others’

performance to when attributing their own performance.
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A cross-tabulation of the responses to the Objective Causal
Attribution test with the responses from the Self-Attribution test

was shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Pre- vs. Post- Perfo ce al Attribution Patte Culture Grou
Canadian Subjects’ Causal Attribution Pattern
Other people’s | Personally Experienced Success Other people’s | Personally experienced Failure
success failure
attribution situation
Ability | TaskD. | Effort | Luck'| N Ability | TaskD. | Effort | Luck [ N
Ability 0 1 2 15| 3.5 Ability 0 0 0 0 0
Task Difficulty 1 0 0 0 1 | Task Difficulty 1.5 0 0 0 15
Effort 1 2 9 2.5 | 14.5 | Effort 25 1 9 6| 185
Luck 0 0 0 0 0 | Luck 0 0 0 0 O
N 2 3 11 4 20 [ N 4 1 9 6 20
Korean Subjects’ Causal Attribution Pattern
Other people’s | Personally Experienced Success Other people’s | Personally experienced Failure
success failure
attribution situation
| Ability | TaskD. | Effort | Luck | N Ability Task D. | Effort | Luck | N
Ability S5 0 0 2| 25| Ability 0 1 0 0 1
Task Difficulty 0 0 0 0 0 | Task Difficulty 0 1 1 1 3
Effort 35 0 10 4 17.5 | Effort 0 2 10 3 15
Luck 0 0 0 0 0 { Luck 0 0 1 0 1
N 4 0 10 6 20 | N 0 4 12 41 20
Table 4.1 Shifts in causal attribution from Pre- to Post- performance

Pre-Task Attribution Pattern (Other’s Performance)

Canadian Students | Korean Students | Canadian Students Korean Students
Situation Success Success Failure Failure
Expected Cause High Ability Lots of Efforts Task difficulty/bad luck | Lack of Efforts
Observed Primary Cause Lots of Efforts Lots of Efforts Lack of Efforts Lack of Efforts
Observed Secondary Cause | High Ability High Ability Low Ability Task Difficulty

Post-Task Attribution Pattern

(One’s own performance)

Canadian Students | Korean Canadian students Korean Students
Students
Situation Success Success Failure Failure
Expected Cause High Ability Lots of Efforts | Task difficulty/ bad luck | Lack of Efforts
Observed Primary Cause Lots of Efforts Lots of Efforts | Lack of Efforts Lack of Efforts
Observed Secondary Cause | Good Luck Good Luck Bad Luck Task difficulty/bad
luck
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In table 4 and 4.1, subjects’ objective attribution patterns were
derived from using their most prominent choice responses in the
test.then a subject’s objective attribution scores had a tie
between two scores (e.g., 12 for effort, and 12 for ability), 0.5
was given to both attribution scores instead of choosing one over
another.

Subjects’ self-attribution patterns turned out to be different
from those in the Objective attribution test. Under success
conditions, Canadians (11/20) as well as Koreans (10/20) attributed
their high performance ;o making effort. Similarly, under failure
conditions, Canadians (9/20) as well as Koreans (12/20) held lack of
effort as responsible for their low performance. The differences in
attribution patterns between the two culture groups were too little
to require any statistical test.

It was found that subjects from both culture groups attributed
their success or failure differently from when attributing other
people’s performance. Specifically, after experiencing successful
performance on the Conjunctive rule learning task (Task2), Canadian
students’ objective causal attribution score of effort'(14.5/20) was
somewhat reduced (11/20), partly giving away to good luck (4/20) as

a secondary cause of success. Similar to Canadians, Korean’s effort

attribution (17.5/20) of others’ successful performance was reduced




to effort (10/20), and good luck (6/20), only more so compared to
Canadians. After experiencing personal failure on the Task 2,
Canadians’ predominant effort attribution of others’ failure
situations (18.5/20) were spread out across effort (9/20), luck
(6/20), and ability (4/20). While Koreans’ attribution patterns had
changed similarly to those of their counterparts, it was only to a
lesser degree, i.e., objective effort attribution score (15/20) was
reduced to (12/20), and luck (4/20) as well as Task difficulty
(4/20) emerged as secondary causes of their personal failure on the
Task2.

In sum, both Canadian and Korean children predominantly
believed that effort was the primary cause to the performance
outcome when attributing other people’s success or failure. However,
after experiencing personal success, Korean subjects gave credit to
their good luck as a secondary cause more often than Canadian
subjects while maintaining making effort as a primary cause to their
success. After experiencing personal failure, Canadians blamed
having bad luck more often than Koreans while both culture groups
believed lack of effort was responsible for their failure in the

gsimple rule learning Task.
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E. Interaction Analysis of Self Attribution on Reasoning

In order to answer a question as to whether students’ post-task
causal attributions (i.e., attributing their own performance
outcomes (success or failure) affect their performance in the
subsequent inductive reasoning, An analysis of Conditional inductive
reasoning (Task4) was made using Culture g?oups and their
attribution of performance outcome (i.e., ability, task, effort, and
luck)as independent variables, and transformed Inst4, transformed
Resrat4, and Accura4 as dependent variables.

The results of the interaction analysis showed that none of the
success and failure attribution choices differentially predict Task4
performances in terms of Inst4, Resrat4, and Accura4. In other
words, Univ. Fu,ss test results indicated that neither two way
(culture group* attribution, and feedback condition* attribution)
nor three way (culture*condition*attribution) interaction was
significant. Observed means of conditional inductive reasoning
performance (Task4) were presented in Table 5 with transformed
scores in the parentheses.

Combined adjusted means of success and failure for culture

groups showed that the difference in response rate between Canadian

and Korean (3.641 vs. 2.175 seconds) was significant, Fa,76=10.41,




p<.002 (MSe=.00145). That is, Canadian subjects spent more time on

each instance than Korean subjects in order to learn the culture

fair conditional rule.

Culture Group | Task4 Control Failure Success

Canadian Inst4 48.800 (1.719) 86.750 (1.860) 63.700 (1.798)
Resrat4 3.910 (.935) 3.970 (.937) 3.313 (.929)
Accura4 .818 .743 .803

Korean Inst4 80.750 (1.845) 63.250 (1.785) 62.900 (1.793)
Resrat4 2.020 (.964) 2.050 (.965) 2.302 (.955)
Accura4 .725 .812 .776

Therefore, it was decided to see if self-attribution scores of
success and failure situations could be used as statistical control
variables (covariates)i ANOCOVA was used, with culture groups as
the independent factor, 3 attribution choices (ability, task, and
effort) of each'student as covariates, and transformed Inst4,
transformed Resrat4, and Accura4 as dependent measures. Test results
showed that attribution choices influenced the subsequent task
performance in terms of accuracy, Fu,m:=2.804, p<.046 (MSe=.007).
Specifically, regression analysis results indicated that effort, and
ability attribution choices predicted Conditional rule learning

(Task4) performance in terms of accuracy of responses; beta
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coefficient=—.294;_tmw=—2.24, p<.028, beta coefficient=-.243, tou=
-1.97, p<.053, respectively for effort, and ability.

On the basis of the ATI analysis as well as ANOCOVA analyses,
it can be concluded that students’ post-task causal attribution of
their own success and failure outcomes influence neither Canadian
nor Korean students’ subsequent conditional inductive reasoning
performance under different outcome feedback conditions. However,
regardless of culture group (Canadian and Korean) or treatment
condition (success and failure), their effort attribution and
ability attribution influence the accuracy of performance on the
subsequent task. That is, students in both cultures who attributed
their high or low performance of the preceding task to effort
(internal, controllable) or ability (internal, stable) performed

more accurately on the conditional reasoning task (Task4).

F. Outcome Feedback and Culture Group Effects on Reasoning

We have noted that subjects’ self-attribution did not influence
differentially their subsequent task performance under different
feedback conditions. Knowing that, separate ANOVAs were made using

transformed Inst4, transformed Resrat4 and Accura as dependent

variables, and culture groups and outcome feedback conditions as




independent variables, to see whether there was any interaction
between culture group and outcome feedback. First, main efféct of
culture group (Canadian vs. Korean; 3.73 vs. 2.12 seconds) was found
highly significant, only for the response rate, Univ. Fung=15.089,
p<f000 (MSe=.00152). No main effects of the.outcome feedback
conditions were found significant. As can be seen from Figure 4,
while there was no significant interaction of culture group with
control vs. success outcome feedback, there was a significant
interaction of culture group with control vs. failure feedback, for
the number of instances , Univ. Fu,10=8.259, p<.005 (MSe=.0244), and
for accuracy, Univ. Fuaus=16.689, p<.000 (Mse=.0078).

Based on the test results, it can be stated that Korean
subjects spent significantly less time per each rule instance of the
conditional reaéoning task than Canadian counterparts. The outcome

feedback had a differential effect for Canadian and Korean subjects.

Figure 4: Joint E cts of Culture a OQutcome Feedback on
Reasoning: Control vs. Failure vs. Success
INST4 —— (Canadian
. - - @ - -Korean ACCURA4
100 a 0.85
Dt P 0.8 Y T
50 0.75 S
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04 ! 0.65 .|
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Specifically, given failure feedback, Koreans completed the
inductive reasoning task with significantly fewer trials and better
accuracy, as compared to the performance of control feedback
condition. In contrast, Canadians needed significantly more trials
to reéch the mastery and their accuracy rate decreased under failure
feedback compared to control group.

To examine the predictive relation between Performance on
simple rule learning (Task2) and performance on conditional rule
learning (Task4), ANOCOVA with 3 covariates (Inst2, Resrat2, and
Accura2) was used. Regression analysis results showed that only
Resrat2 of the conjunctive task (Task2) was the significant
predictor for the conditional rule learning performance (Task4).
Therefore, another ANOCOVA was run with transformed Inst4,
transformed Resrat4, and Accura4 as dependant variables, and the
earlier response rate (Resrat2) as a covariate.

Regression analysis results indicated that response rate of
Task2 predicted Conditional rule learning (Task4) performance, beta
coefficient=-.337, tw»=-3.73, p<.000 for the number of instances to
the mastery of Task4, beta coefficient=-.562, tw»=-7.310, p<.000
for response rate, and beta coefficient=.181, twu= 1.99, p<.049 for
accuracy. After being adjusted for Response rate of the conjunctive

rule task (Task 2), the interaction effect of culture group with
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control vs. failure feedback condition onvconditional reasoning
performance {(Task4) remained still significant, for the number of
instances, Fuaun=7.854, p<.006 (MSe=.0218), and for accuracy on
Task4, Fuun=16.167, p<.000 (MSe=.0077). This means that Canadian
students needed more rule instances with lower accuracy under the
failure feedback condition, relative to the control group; while
Korean students needed fewer instances with higher accuracy under
the failure feedback condition, relative to the control group. Also
the main effect of culture group (Canadian vs. Korean; 3.14 vs. 2.71
seconds) for the response rate was reduced, Univ. Fu,u3=4.206,
p<.043 (MSe=.0010). Nevertheless, culture group effect was still
gignificant for Response rate. No main effects of the outcome
feedback were found significant most likely due to the significant

interaction between culture group and outcome feedback condition.

G. Summary of the major findings

1. Culture Type Classification: Canadian students and Korean

students are similar to each other in the individualistic and
society-orientated culture levels, with Canadians being more

distinctive than Koreans. In the respect of egocentricity and
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family-orientation, the two group are opposite in that Koreans are

more egocentric and less family-oriented than Canadians.

2. Relations between the Causal Attribution and Inductive
Reagoning: Both Canadian and Korean pre-adolescentsg’ objective

causal attribution patterns, given others’ success and failure
situations do not influence their simple inductive reasoning

performance.

3. Cultura Diff ces i ausa ttribution and Simple
Rule Inductive Reagoning Performance: First, Canadians and Koreans
differed in causal attributions of others’ success or failure
situations. While both Canadians and Koreans perceived exerting
effort was the major cause to the performance outcome, Koreans
attributed other’s success to effort more often than Canadians and
other’s failure to lack of effort more often than Canadians. In
contrast, Canadians attributed other’s failure to low ability more
often than Koreans.

Second, the two culture groups differed in terms of Conjunctive
inductive task (Task2) performance. Canadian subjects reached the
mastery criterion with a fewer number of instances (Inst2) and

slower Response rate (Resrat2) than Koreans, but not differently in
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terms of performance accuracy. That is, Koreans needed more rule
instances to master the inductive reasoning task and responded

faster than Canadian counterparts.

4. Shifts in Causal attribution from Objective to Self

Attribution: Both Canadian and Korean children predominantly
believed effort was the primary cause of the performance outcome
when attributing other people’s success or failure. However, in the
gself attribution test, after experiencing personal success, Korean
subjects gave credit to their good luck as a secondary cause more
often than Canadian subjects while maintaining making effort as a
primary cause of their success. While both culture groups believed
lack of effort was responsible for their failure in the simple rule
learning Task, Canadians blamed having bad luck more than Koreans
after experiencing personal failure. Therefore, it was concluded
that subjects in two culture groups showed by and large similar
attribution patterns in the objective and self—attribution tests.
While both culture groups recognized effort as the key to good
performance as well as to poor perﬁormance, after expefiencing
personal success or failure, Canadians as well as Koreans showed

reduced effort attribution and increased luck attribution. This was
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the case with Canadians, given failure feedback, and with Koreans,

given success feedback.

5. Qutcome Feedb nd Self attribution Effects on Conditional
Reasoning: Both Canadian and Korean children’s attribution of the
preceding task performance outcome (i.e., success or failure) did

not influence differentially their subsequent performance on the
conditional reasoning task. But, in general, their effort
attribution definitely, and ability attribution somewhat influence

the accuracy of performance.

6. Qutcome Feedback and Culture Group Effects on Reasoning: In

general, Koreans studied the examples of the conditional rule
significantly faster than Canadians. Further, Koreans needed
significantly fewer examples to mastery and their accuracy of
responses increased under failure feedback condition as compared to
that under the control condition, whereas Canadian needed
significantly more examples to mastery under failure feedback and
their accuracy level of performance decreased.

Koreans’ relatively faster (i.e., impulsive response)
responding mode was observed and originated from the initial simple

inductive reasoning task performance (Task2). Thus, when their
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.earlier response rate was used as a covariate, it significantly
predicted the number of examples to mastery, and response rate as
well as accuracy on the conditional criterion task (Task4). It means
that Koreans’ greater need for the number of examples to mastery
than Canadians stemmed from theif impulsive response mode, which was

evident in the preceding simple inductive task performance.
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CHAPTER IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

A. Summary of the Findings As Empirical Evidence

Culture type clasgsification: The findings from the present

study provided only partial Suppdrt for the assumption that Canadian
q » :

culture is relétively individualistic as compared to Korean culture,
which was assumed to be collectivistic. In general, Canadians and
Koreans are similar to each other inlthe individualistic and
society-orientated culture levels, with éanadians being more so.
Specifically, Canadian students showed a tendency to be more
individualistic in goal pursuing, and more society-oriented in
success attribution than their cdunterparts,.whereas Kéreans tended
to be more individualistic in resource sharing than Canadians. In
the egocentricity and family-orientation, the two culture groups are
opposite in Fhat Koréan students are more egocentric, and less

family-oriented in attributing their success than Canadian students.

Attribution patterns: Canadians and Koreans showed by and large

similar attribution patterns in the objective (i.e., attributing
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other peoplefs success or failure situaﬁipns), and self—attributioﬁ
(i.e., attributing their own expgrience of success or faiiure
. situations) tests.

When attributing.other people's.hypdthetical éuccess or
faiiure;‘both'éulture gfoups perceived exerting effort {an internal,
and conﬁrollable factor) was the. primary cause of the performance
outcome . However, Koreans attributed others’ success and failure to
effort more often than Canadians, while Canadians attributed others’
failﬁre to low ability (an iﬁternal, stable,‘and uncontrollable
factor) more often‘than Koreans.

After experiencing their personal succeSs or failure, while
maintaining effort as a main éauée of success and failure, Canadians
as well as Koreans showed reduced effort attribution'and increased
luck (an external, and uncdntrol%able faétor) attributioh. It is
noteworthy that this was‘tﬁe case with Canadians under failure.
feedback, and with Koreans under sﬁbcess feedback. These findings,
in general, support the predict}oﬁs regarding Korean students’
attributioﬁ patterns; bﬁt not about Canadian students’. It waé
expected that Canadians wduld attribute their success to an
internal, uncontrollable factorbiability),.and failure to.external

factors (task difficulty, or bad luck).
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Overall, both culture groups showed similar attribution
patterns in that they both believed effort was the main reason for
the performance outcome, whether it was others’ or their own

performance.

Attri uf' ome fe d inductiv easoning: Both
Canadian and Korean students’ pre-task objective causal attribution
patterns (i.e., atﬁributing others’ éuccess or failure performance
outcome) did not influence their simple rule.learning berformance.
Further, studgnts’ post-task causal attribution of their own success
or failure.outcomes did not influence.their subsequent coﬁditional
inductive reasoning performance under different outcome feedback.,
conditions, eithef. However, their effort attribution strongly"
influencéd the accuracy of performance, while ability attribution
somewhat influenced the accuracy of performance on the suﬁseéueh;
task.rIn'other words, students in both cultures who attributed their
good or poor performance of.the preceding task to effort (an
internal, unstable and controllable factor) or ability (an internai,
stable, and uncontrollable factor) performed more éccufately on the
conditionél reasoning task (Task 4). These findings, overall, lend‘

gsupport to the predictions made in Chapter I in that subjects who

ascribe their performance to effort would perform better on the




subsequent reasoning task. However, different from what was
predicted was that Canadians as well as Koreans ascribed their good

and poor performance to effort.

- . Culture effectg on simple rule reasoning performance: Canadian

and Korean étudents différed in their:performance on simple rule
léarning task (Task 2). Canadian subjects required fewer rule
instances and spent more time per rule ihstance than Korean subjects
in mastering a rule whose content was culture-fair. However, és
predicted, Eoth culture groups showed mofe or less the same level of

performance accuracy on the simple inductive reasoning task.

Culture effects on conditional reasoning performance: Both

culture groups’ performance on the conditional rule learning task
(Task 4) was éiﬁilar'tg each other, except for the response rate.
Koréan subjects‘spent much less time-(i.e!, impulsive response)vfor
each rule instance of the condigional reasoning task than Canadian
counterparts to acquife a conditional‘rﬁle.

Koreans' relatively faster (i.e., impulsive.résponSe) response
rate on the simple rﬁle learning task predicted the.numberAOf
examples to mastery as wéil as respoﬁse rate on the current

criterion task. In other words, Koreans’ greater need for more rule-
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instances to mastery than Canadians stemmed from their impulsive
response mode, which was more evident in the preceding simple

inductive task performance.

Joint effects of culture and outcome feedback on reagoning:

Joiﬁt effects of culﬁure and outcome feedback were found on
Canadian subjects as well és on Korean subjects who recéiyed failure
feedback. Under failure feedbackAcondition, Kofeans learned a
conditional rule Wifh'much fewer trials énd better accuracy,
rélative to the con;rol feédback condition. In qontrast; Canadians
required more trials to learn the gohditional rule and their
perfofmance became leSS’accﬁraﬁe after experiencing personal fgilure

7

as compared to that of the control group.
B. Discussion

The.results for culture type classification did no£ provide‘a
clear distinction between collectivistic ahd individualistic
cultures, as found in other typical cultures (Triandis, 1994). The
assumption that Canada is an individualistic culture and Korea is a

~

“collectivistic culture was not validated from the data collected for

this study. As expected, Canadians showed more individualistic




tendency in pursuing goals. However, different from what was
expected was that Canadians are more family-oriented, while Koreans
are as much individualistic as Canadians and more egocentric than
Canadians.

Considering that the.less difference was observed in cultural
orientation between Canadian and Korean than what was assumed in
this study, it was not surprising to find out two cultural groups
showed by and large similar attribution patterns in the objective-
as well as self-attribution test. Unlike the findings from cross-
cultural studies with typical individualistic and collectivistic
cultures (i.e., American vs. Jépanese), both Koreans and Canadians
recognized the importance of efforts in success situations as well
as in failure situations. Those findings from other cross-cultural
studies of attribution theory appear to be supported in this study,
only when we consider the secondary cause of performance outcomes.i
That is, people in individualistic (in this study, presumably
Canadian) culture tend to blame external factors for their failure
(i.e., bad luck), while people in collectivistic culture (e.g.,
Korean) attribute theirvsuccess to external factors (i.e., having
good luck). But the degree of difference in attribution patterns

between Canadians and Koreans was not significant.
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A few plausible explanations for the findings regarding the
similarities rather than differences in cultural orientation and
attribution patterns between Canadian and Korean students can be
sought. First, younger generations in Korea nowadays, are so much
under Western cultural influences that they share similar wvalues
with other Western cultures than with traditional Korean culture
which are more evident among older generations. Second, another
explanation for the similarities between Canadian and Korean
subjects i1s that grade 7 children have not yet internalized cultural
norms and values, respected more highly and as desirable in a
particular culture, quite as much compared to adolescents (e.g.,
college studenté) under the influence of more than reédily available
Western culture.

In terms of performance in inductive reasoning, data appear to
support the hypothesis that both culture groups would show the same
level of performance. Overall, Korean students’ rather impulsive
response mode seems to be responsible for the performance
differences in inductive reasoning tasks between Canadians and
Koreans. There also seems to be a trade-off between the number of
trials and response rate. It can be argued that Korean students’
faster response rate might be reflection of ever so rapidly changing

culture in modern Korea. Specifically, people in Korea tend to be
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very interested in getting quick results in everything nowadays.
They want to make big money quickly, become richer quickly, have a
country more industrialized, more globalized, and developed so fast,
that many traditional Values are deserted quickly, especially by
younger generations’who view these values as not more ap?licable to
constantly changing modern Korean society.

According to Weiner’s integrating theory of motivation (1994),
lack of effort (internal, controllable and unstable) has more
positive effects on achievement striving than does lack of ability
(internal, uncontrollable and stable) as the perceived cause of
failure. The findings of this study are compatible with Weiner’s
theory in that subjects who attributed their failure to effort,
independent of culture’groups, performed more accurately on the
subsequent task. HoWever, subjects who attributed their failure to
low ability in both cultures also performed slightly more accurately
on the subsequent reasoning task than subjects who showed different
attribution patterns.

Data also indicate that not only effort but also ability
attribution seems to have positive effects on the subsequent
performance whether performance outcome is good or bad (i.e.,
success or failure situations). It is not clear why ability

attribution somewhat improved rather than decreased performance on
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the subsequent task upon receiving failure feedback. There isg both
legs theoretical clarit? and less empirical evidence regarding the
effects generated when failure is due to causes that are internal
yvet uncontrollable, such as low ability (Weiner, 1994).

One possible explanation on ability atfribution having positive
effects on performance among grade 7 children can be sought out from
the findings of earlier motivation studies. Namely, the extent that
effort level influences ability perceptions among children can bev
different from young adults. It is certainly prominent among young
children that effort ié gseen as a cause for increases in ability
(Blumenfeld, Pintrich, Meece, & Wessels, 1981; Dweck, 1983; cited in
Covington & Omelich, 1984). Covington & Omelich further concluded
based on the fiﬁdings of other research that by the high school and
college years, students perceive ability as a relatively fixed,
immutable entity which is not increased by effort. In such a view,
since the subjects for this study were grade 7 children, it might be
argued that they perceived ability as not so fixed that it had the
similarly positive effects as effort attribution on their next task
performance. This argument, however, ﬁeeds further verification
through measuring perceptions of basic causal factors (i.e.,
ability, effort, task difficulty, and luck) with subjects of

different age groups.
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Régardless of attribution patterns that subjects showed under
failure conditions, Korean subjects exhibited better performance in
the conditional rule learning. In contrast, Canadian subjects’
reasoning performance decreased in terms of the number of trials and
accuracy, after failure experience. These findings provide support
for the prediction made in Chapter I, that Korean subjects would
perform more accurately on the conditional reasoning task, given the
effort attribution of failure. They also seem to indicate that
Canadian subjects’ performance in the subsequent inductive reasoning
suffer from failure outcome feedback on the preceding task, while
Korean subjects’ performance iével increased after receiving failure
feedback. An explanation for these differences in performance
between Canadian and Korean students after failure experiences can
be traced to different cultural values between the two countries.
While Canadian culture encourages children to be independent, self-
reliant, self-assured and creative from the very young age,
therefore, no strict sense of guidance or help from other people is
as ?eadily available as in Korean culture. In Korean cultural
context, children are encouraged to be obedient, modest, self-
restrained and self-controlled. Words related to self—con;rol such
as self-restraint, self-discipline, self-abandonment, self-

accusation, self-actualization, self-command, self-government, self-
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improvement, etc. are f?equently used across all the different
classes of Korean society, signifying how much emphasis is put on
self-control in Korean culture. Thué, it might be the case that to
Korean students, failure situations are perceived as more easily
alterable or improvable if they make more efforts. Maybe, this
highly wvalued concept of self-control in Korean culture can be’
accounted for the different performance between Canadian and Korean
students when they deal with failure situations, despite the fact
that both culture groups recognized effort as the main determinant
of the pefformance outcome. In other words, Korean students appear
to view making efforts, to certain degree, as more controllable than

Canadian children do.
C. Internal Validity Of the Experimental Findings

Whenever possible, tasks for the experiments were adapted from
existing tests with proven internal validity. For example, the
Objective Attribution Test was adapted from a task used by the Lee &
Lee (1983) in their study and was construct validated by the authors
with statistical analysis (multi-dimensional unfolding technique),

and the non-verbal (culture-fair) Inductive Reasoning Tasks were
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also adapted from tasks employed and validated by Lee in his study
(1985) .

Every attempt was made to control for extraneous sources of the
experiment. All tests and tasks were given on computer and all
subjects were provided with thé same instruction. All the subjects
were at the same grade level, i.e., grade 7 and they were randomly
assigned to three conditions (success, failure or condition).
Therefore, if there were any individual differences between groups
prior to the experiment, they should be randomly distributed across
three condition groups. However, since the experiment was carried
out in an actual classroom settings in two different countries,
there was a potential threat to the internal validity of the
findings. Differences in learning environments, such as classroom
atmospheres, classroom sizes, between Korean and Canadian groups,
might have affected students’ performance. In addition, 8 to 10
Canadian subjects had difficulty running the experimental diskettes
because of difficulty adapting computer disk operations to the
network operation environment, during the presentation of the causal
attribution task. Since the only initial reading of the first
attribution task was involved, no serious flaws crept into collected
data. This, however, might have affected the level of concentration

and enthusiasm for the subsequent tasks. The two samples were drawn
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from the two cultures based on the comparable similarities (e.g.,
middle ciass suburban community with small or no minority
populations in a metropolitan city) observed by the researcher.
However, we can not completely rule out background characteriétics
of students in terms of socio-economic level as causes of the .
observed group differences in reasoning performance between
Canadians and Koreans since we did not directly assess them in other

ways .
D. Generalizability of the Present Findings

The present cross-cultural study was conducted using grade 7
subjectg from two schools which served middle class suburban
communities, i.e., Delta, B.C. from Canada and Jam-sil, Seoul from
Korea. The ideal experiment would involve measuring the achievement
of children who are randomly assigned to Korean or Canadian schools,
while holding all other variables constant. Strictly speaking, there
is no way of getting such a representative sample of each culture.
Therefore, as Mayer and Tajika (1993) put it, until someone invents
a foolproof procedure, there must be room for a diversity of
methodological and theoretical approaches in cross-cultural

research. With this note in mind, the findings of this study can be
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generalized to a subgroup culture of grade 7 students from middle
class suburban communities in Canada and Korea. The findings of this
study are compatible with other research which reported that Korean
college students’ attributional style was relatively internal (i.e.,
attributing good and bad events to internal factors). Also it was
neither egotistic (i.e., internalizing their success and blaming
their failure on external causes) nor self-effacing (i.e.,
attributing good events to external, bad to internal factors) with a
slight tendency to offer self-effacing accounts after success (Bae,
1991; Bae & Crittendén, 1989; Crittenden & Bae, 1994). The findings
of this study are also similar to Kim’'s (1980) study in that Korean
adolescents were found as internal as their age peers in Canada.
However, Triandis’s (1989, 1994) conceptualization of individualism

vs. collectivism model was not supported by data from this study.

E. Conclusion

In the present study, data were collected to see whether there
is cross-cultural differences in attribution patterns of performance
outcomes as well as in inductive reaséning performance between
Canadian and Korean studen;s, due to different cultural elements

gsuch as values and norms within each culture. Several conclusions
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follow from the analysis of the results. First of all, the findings
of this study indicate that we can not claim Canadian culture is
more individualistic than Korean culture. In some aspects (e.g.,
goal pursuing), Canadians are more individualistic, but in others,
Koreans are more egocentric, as opposed to the prediction derived
from Triandis’s culture classification theory. This may be the
result of the strong Western influence in modern Korea.

Sécondly, both culture groups showed similar attribution
patterns, but, different from Weiner’s theory of motivation, not
only effért but also ability attribution influenced positively the
accuracy of performance on the subsequent task. It is not clear why
ability attribution somewhat improved performance on the subsequent
task upon receiving failure feedback in this study.

Thirdly, Korean grade 7 students performed better under failure
conditions, while Canadian counterparts’ level of performance on the
subsequent task deteriorated with failure feedback. I argue that
this might be caused by differeht emphasis on different cultural
values in the two cultureé (e.g., strong emphasis on self-control in
Korean culture) .

It is difficult to generalize these empirical findings to other
subgroups in the same cultures. Nevertheless, based on the

population from which I have drawn samples; I conclude that the
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findiﬁgs of this study can be generalized to grade 7 students from
middle-class suburban communities in a metropolitan city in two
cultures (i.e., Canada and Korea). However, since little is known
about Korean and Canadian students’ attribution patterns, more
research of attribution theory should be conducted using different
age groups of both culture groups.

As useful as Triandis’s individualism vs. collectivism culture
classification theory is, the theory did not provide a clear-cut
distinction between Korean and Canadian cultures. With rapid social
and economic changes around the world, especially in Asian
countries, cross-cultural researchers should incorporate measuring
current cultural levels of the particular cultures of interest,
rather than base their study on the existing distinction between
individualistic vs. collectivistic cultures. Because the cultural
distinction may not be valid anymore for the culture a researcher is
studying, especially not for certain subculture groups (e.g.,
younger generations). For example, we could have obtained quite
different results from this study, if the study was carried out with
subjects from older generations or in a remote rural area rather
than in middle class urban area. Also, if the culture classification
theory is to be useful for all culture, it may need some

modification or add some aspects which can capture newly created
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differences in values and perceptions across generations and across
societal sector with fast changing culture. It is noteworthy that
Hofstede’s (1980) data were collected in a multinational corporation
in about 30 years ago, and personnel of the multinational company
may not be representative of other members of the culture.

Further research on cross-cultural study of attribution theory
needs to be done in order to increase the generalizability of
attribution theory. It would be interesting to see whether similar
results to this study can be obtained from studying other
collectivistic and individualistic cultures (e.g., Vietnam vs.
Britain). In addition, further studies on the attribution theory
with different developmental age groups (preadolescents vs.
adolescents) within a culture or cross-culturally may shed some
light on clarifying and refining the generality of the attribution

theory of motivation.
F. Educational Implications

The causal attribution process appear to be a significant
determinant of learning and performance in the classroom (Weiner,
1972) . The findings from the study imply that failure outcome

feedback tends to deteriorate Canadian students’ task performance,
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while it has a positive effect on Korean counterparts. According to
Weiner (1994),.communications of anger and punishment from others
Will prove more effective than sympathetic feedback and the absence
of reprimand. Maybe, teachers in Canada can help students learn
better by giving negative feedback as well as positive feedback in
classroom depending on their performance levels, instead of
providing positive feedback on the performance all the time.

fhere are increasing demands on educators to produce higher
levels of literacy and mathematical skills for the children of
future high tech generations. Simultaneously, educators will have to
deal with the unprecedented degree of diversity in classrooms due to
globalization. Educators in B.C. face the same challenges now and in
the years to come. The findings from this study can help teachers
develop curriculum for the rapidly increasing number of Korean
children whose parents recently immigrated to Canada. Education is
valued as one of the most important things in life among Koreans.
When they immigrate to Canada, these recent immigrants feel
completely helpless as parents because of language barriers and
cultural differences. Informed teachers with the aid of culture-

sensitive curriculum, may help otherwise overwhelmed new immigrant

Korean children learn better in their new environment. .
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: Objective Causal Belief Scale

1. Sally did very well on her French spelling test. Why do you think she
did well? ' '

She is'good at spelling.

The spelling test was easy.

She studied a lot for the test.

She was lucky.

[oTHN 0 N o S )

2. Ken did very poorly on his math test. Why do you think he failed?
Ken was not good at math.

The math test was too difficult for everyone.

Ken was careless.

Ken just had bad luck that. day.

Q0T

3. Why did the instructor say Tony’'s work was very good?
He is a very bright student.

The homework problem was easy.

He worked very carefully on his assignment.

The instructor was in a good mood.

[OTRE o TR o N )

4. Anne got a poor grade on her report of modern history. Why do you think
that the instructor didn’t like her paper?

Anne isn’t very good at writing reports.

The assignment was too difficult for everyone.

Anne didn’t spend enough time working on the report.

The instructor was in a bad mood.

Q0 oo

5. Nancy solved a difficult math problem. Why do you think she solved it?
Nancy is good at solving math problems.
. The problem in fact was a very easy one.
She worked on it for a long time.
Just by chance, she found the solution.

anNn oo

6. Bill could not solve a new puzzle. Why do you think he couldn’t do it?
a. He is not good at solving puzzles.
b. The puzzle was a very difficult one.
¢c. He gave up too soon.
d. Some of the puzzle pieces were missing.
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10.

11.

12.

Why do you think that John is the captain of the baseball team?
He is the best baseball player on the team.

It is his turn to be the captain.

He practises a lot to improve his baseball skills.

The coach likes him.

QN0 oW

Kelly’s friend was climbing up a tree and fell down. Why do you
think this happened?

She is not good at climbing up a tree.

It was difficult to climb because the tree was very slippery.
She was not very careful that time.

It was an accident.

Q0 oo

Suzie’s college band won the first prize in the festival. Why do you
think they were the winners?

All band members are good musicians.

The other bands weren’t very good.

All the band members practised very hard.

The judges just happened to like the song they played.

Q00w

Scott’s hockey team lost their last game by a score of 12 to 2. Why do
you think this happened?

a. They are not a very good team.

b. The other team is the best in the league.

¢. They did not have enough practice before the game.

d. They had bad luck.

David’s college basketball team won a close game last week. Why do you
think they won the game?

The coach gave them very good training.

The other team was not a very strong team.

The team practised a lot before the game.

They were lucky. :

a0 oo

Jane’s college band played very poorly at the Christmas concert. Why
do you think this happened?

a. Most band members were not good musicians.

b. They were playing a very difficult piece of music.

¢. They did not practise enough before the concert.

d. Some of the band members were not feeling well that day.
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APPENDIX B: Culture Type Classification Test

Instruction: Before you work with a couple of learning games, we’'d
like you to answer some questions. Answering them will take you several
minutes to complete, depending on your response time. You will be asked to
express your opinion about paired statements. All you have to do is to
indicate your preferred choice by pressing a required key on the computer
keyboard. Are you ready?

Statement 1: Jack is 19 years old and is selecting his major at UBC. He
wants to go to medical school and become a doctor. Why do you think Jack
wants to be a medical doctor?

Jack wants to live a comfortable life in the future.
Jack wants to be somebody.

Jack wants to bring glory to his family.

Jack wants to help those less fortunate in society.

o TR TN o I )

Statement 2: Jane is a second-year college student majoring in journalism.
She was recently nominated as the Young Writer of the Year by the Canadian
Young Writer’s Association. What do you think is the most important factor
for Jane’s success?

a. Jane always wanted to defeat others and be recognized as the
best.

b. Jane spent a lot of time practising story-writing.

c. Jane’s family supported her.

d. Jane’s instructor did a good job teaching her.

Statement 3: John is a first-year student at SFU. His mother is working
two jobs to support his education. He just won $10,000 cash in a random
lucky draw organized by a major car company. What do you think John should
do with the money? ‘
a. John should keep the money to himself and spend it on what he had
always wished for.
b. John should open a personal bank account and deposit the money
under his name.
¢. John should give half of the money to his mother.
d. John should give half of the money to the Disabled Children
Society.
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