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Abstract

While many studies have been done on the attributional styles of individuals in the North America

and East Asia, few have been conducted in Islamic cultures. The present research attempts to both

correct this neglect and to replicate the results that have been obtained concerning East Asian

samples. We investigated the attributional thinking of Turkish (n = 61), Japanese (n = 94) and Chinese

(n = 71) university students. All three samples believed internal causes were more potent than external

factors for both success and failure, and for the Chinese and Turks, internal factors were more potent

for success than for failure. For the Japanese external factors were more potent for success than for

failure, but for the Chinese and Turks external factors were more potent for failure than for success.

While it has been argued that the normality of self-enhancing bias might be applicable only to Western

cultures, we suggest that a different sort of bias may be operating.The students in the present samples

seem to be neither particularly self-enhancing nor self-effacing. Rather they even-handedly accept

both credit for their successes and blame for their failures.

Many studies have been conducted on the attributional styles of both well-adjusted and ostensibly

maladjusted individuals, primarily within the United States (see Weiner, 2001 for a recent review) but also, in

recent years, in East Asia, primarily Japan and countries with large Chinese populations (see Crittenden, 1996,

and Hong, 2001, for reviews). Few studies have been conducted elsewhere (primarily in Africa, summarized in

Smith & Bond, 1998), but very few, if any, in Islamic cultures. Part of the purpose of this study is to redress that

neglect by investigating attributional patterns in a non-North American and non- East Asian group. At the same

time, we have attempted to replicate the results obtained in previous East Asian samples. Hence, the present

study examines attributional patterns in Turkish, Japanese, and Chinese samples of university students.

Individuals in Western samples often take credit for their successes while rejecting blame for their failures
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(Schneider, Hastorf, & Ellsworth, 1979; Smith & Bond, 1998). Typically, East Asians do the reverse (Heine &

Lehman, 1995; Kitayama, Takagi, & Matsumoto, 1995; Kurman, 2003;Shikanai, 1978, 1983, 1984, summarized

in Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Western samples also rate themselves as consistently above average in positive

characteristics, and below average in negative characteristics (Brown, 1986;), while Japanese samples tend to

rate themselves in the opposite way (Kobayashi & Brown, 2003). In Western clinical practice, it has been

observed that depressed individuals and others suffering from poor mental health have more balanced

attributional patterns compared to well-adjusted individuals (Taylor & Brown, 1988). Japanese patterns resemble

those of depressed and low self-esteem Westerners. To the extent that high self-esteem is both a desideratum and

a norm in America, one could say that normal Japanese resemble abnormal Americans. Yet it cannot seriously be

maintained that the majority of the people in a country of 164 million are pathological. The East Asian pattern

has been explained in terms of modesty or moderate response styles (Chen, Lee, & Stevenson, 1995; Kurman &

Sriram, 2002). Japanese, for example, have been described as suffering from “illusions of averageness” (Heine

& Lehman, 1995). Some relevant studies have been conducted in Chinese ethnic communities (Crittenden,

1996: Farruggia, Chen, Greeenberger, Dmitrieva, & Macek, 2004; Kurman, 2001; Spencer-Rogers, Wang, &

Hou, 2004; Tafarodi, Lo, Yamaguchi, Lee, & Katsura, 2004; Yik, Bond, & Paulus, 1998) although very few in

China itself, but those that have been suggest that Chinese college students tend to think more like Japanese

college students than like North American college students. What has sometimes been overlooked, however, is

the possibility that the Western pattern is the exceptional case. To ascertain whether this is in fact the case, one

would need to collect data from a wide range of cultures. The present research is one step in that direction.

METHOD
Participants

Participants were 94 Japanese (60 male, 34 female), 71 Chinese (8 male, 63 female) and 61 Turkish (28

male, 33 female) students attending universities in Chigasaki, Japan, Beijing, China, and Ankara, Turkey,

respectively. Males and females did not differ with regard to age within each national group, but the Turkish

students, at 20.7 years, were on average approximately two years older (F (2,223) = 131.37, p < .0001) than the

Chinese and Japanese (whose mean ages, 18.7, and 18.5 respectively, did not significantly differ). Sex ratios are

clearly unbalanced in two of the three samples, but we found no significant differences due to sex. Participation

was voluntary and no student declined although five male Turkish participants filled out the questionnaires

inappropriately (using the same response for all items). These were not analyzed and not included in the sample

size above.

Questionnaires

The questionnaire contained 16 items concerning attitudes toward the general sources of personal success

and failure and a variety of related issues and was adapted from the existing literature. The eight relevant items

for the present research were: (1) “When I fail at something I try to do, it is usually because of lack of ability,”

(2) When I fail at something I try to do, it is usually because I didn’t try enough,” (3) When I fail at something I

try to do, it is usually because it was too difficult”, (4)“ When I fail at something I try to do, it is usually because

of bad luck,” (5)“When I succeed at something I try to do, it is usually because of my ability,” (6) “When I
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succeed at something I try to do, it is usually because I tried hard,” (7) “When I succeed at something I try to do,

it is usually because I was lucky,” and (8) “When I succeed at something I try to do, it is usually because it

wasn’t difficult”.1 The response options were provided in a six step equal-appearing interval Likert-type format,

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree), in the appropriate languages. Items were intentionally

written to have high face-validity and were interpreted straightforwardly. Although there are merits to using

multi-item scales, there are also drawbacks (Robins, Hendin, & Trzesniewki, 2001) and the authors felt that for

the purposes of the present research, the most highly face-valid approach would be preferable. Thus a score of 6

on the item “When I fail at something I try to do, it is usually because of bad luck” reprersents a high degree of

endorsement of the efficacy of the particular external factor of luck in producing failure outcomes, while a score

of 12 on the two items “When I fail at something I try to do, it is usually because of bad luck” and “When I fail

at something I try to do, it is usually because it was difficult” represents a high degree of endorsement of the

efficacy of external factors generally in producing failure outcomes.2

The questionnaires were first written in English and then translated into Japanese, Chinese, and Turkish by

bilinguals who were ignorant of the research objectives and then, following procedures outlined by Behling &

Law (2000), back translated into English to ensure accuracy. They were then pilot tested with small groups of

demographically comparable students in each of the three target countries and revised for clarity when

necessary.

The questionnaires were administered in groups ranging from 20 to 30 students between December 2001

(China), and April 2002 (Japan and Turkey).

Results

One-way ANOVAs indicate that in none of the three groups did male and female means differ for any item

at p = .05 or higher. Consequently we conducted no further within-group, between-sex analyses.

Within Groups Analyses

We conducted single-sample t-tests against the hypothetical scale midpoint of 7 to ascertain whether the

three groups rated internal factors as more potent than external factors in the two outcome conditions. As Table 1

shows, the Japanese endorsed effort, ability, and luck, and rejected task, as causes of success. They also endorsed

effort and ability as causes for failure, but rejected both luck and task.

The Turks endorsed ability and effort as causes of success and rejected luck and task. They endorsed effort

as causes for failure and reject ability. They rejected luck as causes of failure and were ambivalent about task.

The Chinese students endorsed effort and ability as causes of success and rejected luck and task. They

endorsed effort as a cause of failure, rejected ability and luck, and were ambivalent about task.

All three groups endorsed effort and ability for success and rejected task. They agreed that failure is the

result of lack of effort. Neither the Chinese nor Turks endorsed lack of ability or task as causes of failure (they

rejected ability and were ambivalent about task). Only the Japanese endorsed lack of ability, and rejected task, as

a cause of failure. None of the groups endorsed luck as a cause of failure, but the Japanese endorsed luck as a

cause of success (although not to a high degree).

Effect of Locus on Outcomes

We used paired sample t tests to examine the relative importance of internal versus external factors on
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success as opposed to failure within each of the three samples. The Japanese students rated internal factors

higher than external factors for both success (t (94) = 6.74, p < .0001) and for failure (t (94) = 11.53, p < .0001).

Internal factors were not significantly higher for success than for failure (t (94) = 1.58, p < .12), but external

factors were higher for success than for failure (t (94) = 6.61, p < .0001). The Chinese students rated internal

factors higher than external factors for success (t (71) = 11.64, p < .0001) and marginally so for failure (t (71) =

1.89, p < .07) . They rated internal factors higher for success than for failure (t (71) = 3.93, p < .001) and rated

external factors higher for failure than for success (t (71) = 5.29, p < .0001). The Turkish students rated internal

factors higher than external factors for both success (t (61) = 12.06, p < .0001) and for failure (t (61) = 4.86, p <

.0001). They rated internal factors higher for success than for failure (t (61) = 6.40, p < .0001) and external

factors higher for failure than for success (t (61) = 2.99, p < .01).

Between Groups Analyses

We conducted one-way ANOVAs followed by Tukey pairwise contrasts. In view of the unknown

propensities for scale use among the samples, we set alpha at p = .001, rather than the more conventional .05 or

.01 levels. The results reported are significant at p = .001 or greater.

The three samples disagreed as to the effect of external factors on success (F (2,223) = 29.46, p < .0001),

the Japanese rating external factors as more important (M = 6.926, SD = 1.68) than the Chinese (M = 4.89, SD

= 1.85) and Turks (M = 5.26, SD = 2.02). There was consensus on the extent to which external factors affect

failure (F (2 223) = .33, p < .72; see Table 3 for means and standard deviations). The Chinese and Turkish

students differed with respect to the effect of internal factors on success (F (2,223) = 6.57, p = .002; Chinese (M

= 8.04, SD = 1.78) Turkish (M = 9.08, SD = 1.46). Japanese (M = 8.65, SD = 1.69). The Chinese (M = 6.86,

SD = 1.85) and Turkish students (M = 7.52, SD = 1.49) rated internal factors lower in failure (F (2,223) =

17.65, p < .0001) than the Japanese students did (M = 8.31, SD = 1.37).

We next looked at the four separate factors in both success and failure outcome conditions, again using one-

way ANOVAs with post-hoc Tukey contrasts. The Japanese students rated effort higher than the Chinese

students did (F (2,223) = 5.23, p < .006), while the Turkish students rated ability higher as a cause of success

than the Japanese and Chinese students (F (2,223) = 13.82, p < .0001). The Japanese rated luck higher as a

cause of success than the Turkish and Chinese students (F (2,223) = 36.16, p < .0001). The Japanese also rated

task higher as a cause of success than the Chinese students - (F (2,223) = 8.86, p < .0002).

There were no significant differences among the three groups as to the effect of effort on failure (F (2,223)

= 2.75, p < .07. The Japanese rated ability higher as a cause of failure than the Chinese and Turkish students - (F

(2,233) = 20.21, p < .0001). The Japanese rated luck higher as a cause of failure than the Turkish students (F

(2,223) = 5.99, p < .003). The Japanese also rated task as a more important cause of failure than the Chinese and

Turkish students did (F (2,223) = 9.47, p < .0001).

Response Styles

Response style effects can occur on the cultural level and can complicate interpretation. Individuals from

one group may gravitate toward one part of the scale, systematically preferring, for example, the middle or the

extreme ends, or may avoid one part of the scale altogether (Behling & Law, 2000; Brown 1995; Chen, Lee, &

Stevenson, 1995; Choi & Choi; Johnson, Kulesa, Cho, & Shavitt, 2005; Mahler,1976; Paulus, 1991; 2002; Reid,
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1990), or may systematically understate or exaggerate their actual beliefs and sentiments (Heine, Lehman, Peng,

and Greenholtz, 2002). Hui & Triandis (1989: 298), for example, argue that in Asian cultures use of the

midrange of the scale is an expression of “modesty,” while in Mediterranean cultures (such as Turkey), extreme

responses are more “sincere” . Similarly, it cannot be assumed that the translation equivalents for “slightly” and

“strongly” carry the same connotations in Japanese, Chinese, and Turkish 1. We hypothesized, however, that

while individuals might understate or overstate their degree of agreement with a statement on the questionaire,

they would not respond in a direction opposite to their true sentiments. Accordingly, we reduced the interval data

to categorical data, thereafter treating the response options 4-6 as “agree” and 1-3 as “disagree”. This vitiates the

measure’s sensitivity, as Paulhus (1991, p. 49) notes, but it does render between-group comparisons more

meaningful.

Categorical Analyses

We first conducted a series of omnibus chi-square tests to examine internal versus external attributions for

both success and for failure. In view of the improbability of the student samples endorsing attributional beliefs

that are directly the opposite of their true sentiments, we set alpha at the more conventional p = .01 level. (As

before, in the interests of brevity, the calculated values for the pairwise contrasts are not reported, but are

significant at p = .01 or greater). Despite an apparent preference among the Japanese students for more moderate

responses (abundantly documented elsewhere: see Brown 2003c; Chen, Lee, & Stevenson 1995; Choi & Choi,

2002;Reid, ), particularly compared to the Turks, the results were generally consistent with the ANOVA results

reported above.

The distributions of endorsement to rejection differed for all four causes in both outcome conditions. Chi-

square scores ranged from a low of χ2 (2, N = 226) = 10.16, p < .006) to χ2 (2, N = 226) 55.80 ( p < .0001).

We then conducted follow-up pairwise chi-square tests where indicated. With regard to the role of ability in

success, the tendency to agree differed within the three groups, with the Turks agreeing more readily (χ2 (2, N =

226)= 15.40, p < .0005). With regard to the role of ability in failure, the Japanese differed from both Chinese

and Turks and in fact, actually endorsed the item by a ratio of more than 2 to 1 (χ2 (2, N = 226) = 34.49, p <

.0001). With regard to the role of effort in success, χ2 (2, N = 226) = 12.06) was significant at p < .003),

primarily due to a large difference in the tendency of the Japanese to endorse the item compared to the Chinese.

With regard to the role of effort in failure, χ2 (2, N = 226) = 10.16 was again significant (p < .006), with the

difference primarily due to the Japanese tendency to endorse the item compared to the Chinese. With regard to

the role of luck in success, the groups again differed, with the Chinese and Turks rejecting it, and the Japanese

actually endorsing it by a ratio of more than 2 to 1 (χ2 (2, N = 225) = 55.30, p < .0001). With regard to the role

of luck in failure, χ2 (2, N = 226) = 12.83) was significant at p < .002), with the Japanese rejecting the item to a

lesser degree than the Chinese and Turks. With regard to the role of task difficulty in success, χ2 (2, N = 226) =

10.53 was significant at p < .006) due to the Japanese tendency to endorse the item to a greater extent than either

the Chinese or Turks. Lastly, regarding the role of task difficulty in failure, the groups differed (χ2 (2, N = 226)

= 25.20, p < .0001), with the Japanese more likely to disagree.

Finally, we counted the number of endorsements and rejections within each factor (ICS, ECS, ICF, and

ECF). Any score of 1-3 was counted as a rejection of the cause and any score of 4-6 was counted as an

endorsement 2. Participants were free to endorse both, either, or neither of the two factors in each of the two
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outcome conditions. Thus the “endorsement score” (the total number of endorsements) could range from 0 to 2

for success and 0 to 2 for failure. The total number of possible attributions for each outcome condition would be

188 for Japan, 142 for China and 122 for Turkey, depending on whether the subject endorsed one, both, or

neither of the factors, for the outcome condition in question. Since the data in reality are interval level, they can

be analyzed either with chi-square or one-way ANOVA. These results will be essentially identical, but the

ANOVA is more illuminating in that it provides a more perspicuous data summary (mean number of

endorsements per cause and outcome) and allows us to identify the source of the distributional differences by

way of Turkey post-hoc contrasts.

As Table 2 shows, the Chinese students were less likely to endorse both internal causes for success (F

(2,233) = 9.14, p = .0002). The Chinese students endorsed 1.31 causes (SD = 0.69), compared to 1.64 (SD =

0.62) for the Japanese students and 1.74 (SD = 0.53) for the Turkish students. The Japanese were more likely to

endorse both external causes for success (F (2,233) = 25.31, p < .0001). The Japanese endorsed 1.11 causes (SD

= 0.78) while the Chinese endorsed .35 (SD = 0.56) and the Turks endorsed .52 causes (SD = 0. 77) causes. The

Japanese were also more likely to endorse both internal causes for failure (F (2,233) = 22.59, p < .0001). The

Japanese endorsed 1.58 causes (SD = 0.58) while the Chinese endorsed 1.0 (SD = 0.63) and the Turks endorsed

1.20 (SD = 0.48). There were no significant differences in endorsement of external causes for failure (F (2,233)

= 1.70, p = .1842). The Japanese endorsed .68 (SD = 0.71), the Chinese endorsed .78 (SD = 0.66), and the

Turks endorsed .88 (SD = 0.71) external causes for failure.

Discussion

All three samples of students endorsed internal causes for success more than external causes. The Japanese

and Turkish samples also endorsed internal causes more than external causes for failure, while the Chinese

sample showed a clear trend in the same direction. The Japanese students attributed success and failure equally

to internal causes, while the Turkish and Chinese students made more internal attributions for success than for

failure. The Japanese students were more likely to make external attributions for success than for failure,

compared to the Turkish and Chinese students.

Assuming that the paradigmatic, “normal” attributional pattern is self-enhancing, it appears that the

Japanese, Turkish, and Chinese students are “abnormal” at least in the sense that both success and failure are

attributed internally. Moreover, the Japanese showed a distinct self-critical pattern, attributing failure less to

external than to internal factors. The Chinese showed the “normal” pattern, with external factors being held more

responsible (approximately twice as much so) for failure than for success (although still substantially less so

than internal factors). The Turkish students also showed an “abnormal” pattern of attribution, although only

slightly, with internal factors more often endorsed than external for failure and less often endorsed for failure

than for success.

If there is a Chinese cult of effort, as Smith and Bond (1998) claim, it apparently is not unique to China,

because the Japanese subscribe to it as much as the Chinese, if not more (see also Heine et al., 2001). Nor is it

uniquely East Asian: The Turkish students endorse effort as causative of both success and failure as strongly as

the Japanese and Chinese students do. Smith and Bond speculate that a tendency to make effort attributions may

be a characteristic of all collectivistic cultures, which Japan, China, and Turkey have since at least Hofstede

(1980) been assumed to be. In fact, effort attributions may not be unique to East Asia or even to collectivistic
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cultures. One respected researcher (Weiner, 2001) claims that internal attributions, and in particular effort

attributions, are “intimately” linked to Protestantism (p. 26) and thence to individualism (p. 29). If internal and

effort attributions are the norm in both collectivistic and individualistic cultures, that would appear to suggest

that they are the universal norm. If this is the case, deviations from the normal attributional pattern may still be

diagnostic of individual level differences in, for example, self-esteem, but are not likely to be of great value in

explaining cultural differences.

Relevance and Implications for Foreign Language Education

Japanese, Chinese, and Turkish students do not apppear to believe that their learning outcomes will be

limited by their inherent abilities (and in Japanese students at least, this belief develops, or is taught, at an early

age (Yoshida et al., cited in Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Proficiency in English is one type of learning outcome.

Since effort is the key to success in learning English, what clearly matters is how the effort will be applied.

Language is multifaceted, with both declarative and procedural components, but as MacWhinney points out,

“the single biggest task facing the language learner is the acquisition of new words” (MacWhinney, 1996, p.10).

It seems reasonable then to focus efforts where they are most likely to yield maximum gains. Communication is

the ultimate goal of most students (Brown, 2004) −although a few simply want to pass tests (Gan, Humphreys,

& Hamp-Lyons, 2004), but communication is, to put it conservatively, enhanced by productive and receptive

command of a stock of lexical resources adequate for the encoding and decoding of the sort of messages that

language users customarily wish to exchange, as well as the accomplishment of various transactional purposes.

The English lexicon is possibly the largest among the languages of the world, and estimates of the size of a

typical literate native speaker’s vocabulary ranges from several “tens of thousands” of word families at minimum

(Nation, 2001) up to “more than 60,000 words” (Bloom, 2000). However, studies show that a considerably

smaller vocabulary of perhaps 2,000 words is sufficient for reading general purpose texts (Nation) and for basic

oral communication in a variety of situations. Japanese, Chinese, and Turkish are typologically and genetically

unrelated to English, and so students are obliged to learn numerous words without appreciable benefit from

complete “cognate mapping”, which occurs when a word in L2 closely resembles a word with the same meaning

in the learner’s L1. Learning a word requires learning a (potentially new) meaning, learning a new form, and

establishing a “retreival cue” that will associate the form with the meaning, and vice-versa (Keenan &

MacWhinney, cited in MacWhinney, 1996). Fortunately, English loan words are abundant in Japan (Blair, 1997;

Daulton, 1998; Hogan, 2003; Miller, 1967; Sellner, 2004, June; Tomoda, 1999), and Turkey (Bozer, 1990),

although less so in China where there apparently are political and cultural imperatives to avoid intrasentential

code-switching (Gumperz, 1982) between native Chinese and foreign vocabulary (Gao, 2000). In Japan at least,

hundreds, if not thousands, of English words are partially known to most college age students, albeit in forms

that a native speaker of English may not recognize. Nevertheless, even in this modified form, these words

provide some of the learning benefits of “analogic mapping” (MacWhinney, 1996, p. 11), hence can effectively

give even beginning students a connsiderable vocabulary with minimum effort (Daulton, 1998). Students can

easily be taught the most productive word formation processes, thereby augmenting their vocabulary by as many

as a half dozen new words in addition to the already familiar gairaigo form, which could serve as the retreival

cue.

The key to learning success, as students believe, is effort, and effort can be operationalized as “time on
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task”. In other words, the more the newly learned vocabulary is spoken, read, written, heard, or mentally

rehearsed, the more firmly it will be encoded in memory and the more efficiently it will be retrieved when

needed. MacWhinney estimates that 50% of learner variance can be explained by “effort” (time spent on the

relevant learning activity). MacWhinney also remarks that, as teachers already know, success is rewarding. For a

student whose ambition is to be able to communicate in English (Brown, 2004a), simply being able to

understand and make him or herself understood can be reinforcing. Thus, it may be advisable to reward the

student’s effort spent on learning new vocabulary by providing opportunities to use the vocabulary in actual

communicative situations. In a classroom situation in the students’ native country, the most available

communicative situation is the classsroom iteself. This being so, new vocabulary to be learned should be

selected by the teacher and should be used soon and at regularly spaced intervals. Nation (2001) recommends

selecting vocabulary to be learned according to three criteria: (1) frequency lists, (2) immediate need, and (3)

learners’ interests. How this can be done however, is the topic for another paper.

Limitations and Future Directions

Among the limitations of the present research are the discrepancies in age between the Turkish and the

Japanese and Chinese samples. Sex ratios are also unbalanced between the samples. No between-sex differences

were found within the samples but this may have been a consequence of the small sample sizes. The samples

also differed with respect to their representativeness. Relatively more Japanese than Turks and Chinese graduate

from four year colleges (State Education Commission, 1996, cited in Li, 2002; Status of Education, 2002), and

the three universities differ considerably in national prestigiousness. The Turkish university in particular was

highly prestigious, in a country where few people attend universities. The Japanese university was not known as

one of the premier universities in Japan, where relatively many people attend universities. Thus, conclusions

drawn from comparisons betweens these samples must be highly tentative.

Unfortunately, access to the Chinese and Turkish samples did not allow replication of these results, but

corroborating data derived from more extensive measures and different but demographically comparable

Japanese samples have replicated the results reported herein (Brown, 2004).

Response styles may have contributed to differences in the results. We attempted to deal with potential

response style differences by ignoring the gradations within the scale and analyzing between-group endorsement

and rejection dichotomously using appropriate non-parametric tests. The results of these tests generally matched

the results of one-way ANOVAs. Moreover, standard deviations were not terribly different among the samples

for any item or composite item. Together, this suggests that response style effects were not operative and that the

results obtained are valid. Further studies using convergent methods, and more precisely matched samples,

should be undertaken.

Finally, it should be noted that we did not measure individual level personaility variables such as self-

esteem, which is known to be associated with attributional thinking (Brown & Dutton, 1995) and persistence

after failure (Baumeister, Campbell, Krueger, & Vohs, 2003; Di Paula & Campbell, 2002), at least in North

America, if not necessarily Japan (Heine, Kitayama, Lehman, Takata, Ide, Leung, & Matsumoto, 2001). It has

been argued that students’ feelings and beliefs about themselves are important determinants of academic success

(see Valentine, DuBois, & Cooper 2004, for a review). Specifically, it has been observed that a “self-serving”

bias (success attributed internally, failure attributed externally) is related to persistence, which, judiciously
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applied, is a requisite for success in virtually any field of human endeavor, including even those, such as

gambling, in which random factors are deliberately designed in (Jake Jacobs III, personal communication)3. At

least this seems to be true in North America. Evidence concerning the motivational efficacy of self-serving

biases in other cultures is less clear. If success is rewarding and rewards are more effective than punishments

(MacWhinney, 1995), then what are we to make of the findings that Japanese students persist longer after failure

than success? (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Clearly, more work remains to be done. While we did assess certain

clearly relevant student beliefs, we did not look at outcomes. Therefore, the connection between student

attributional beliefs and achievement outcomes in Japan, China, and Turkey must remain, for the time being,

speculative. Further studies using convergent methods, and more precisely matched samples, should be

undertaken.

References

Baumeister, R. F., Campbell, J.D., Krueger, J.L., & Vohs, K.D. (2003). Does high self-esteem cause better

performance, interpersonal success, happiness, or healthier lifestyles? Psychological Science in the Public

Interest, 4 , 1-44.

Behling, O., & Law, K.S. (2000). Translating questionnaires and other research instruments . Quantitative

applications in the social sciences No. 133. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Blair, R. J. (1997). The role of English and other foreign languages in Japanese society.The Faculty Journal of

Aichi Gakuin Junior College,. 5 , 74-86.

Bozer, D. (1990) The place of English in Turkey. In D. Bozer (ed.) The Birth and Growth of a Department:

Department of English Language and Literature: 25th Anniversary , (Ankara, Hacettepe University, 157-67.

Retrieved February 6, 2005 from http://members.tripod.com/¯warlight/KONIG.html#Status

Brown, J.D. (1986). Evaluations of self and others: Self-enhancement biases in social judgments. Social

Cognition, 4 , 353-376.

Brown, J.D. & Dutton. K.A. (1995). The thrill of victory, the complexity of defeat: Self-esteem and people’s

emotional reactions to success and failure. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 68, 712-722.

Bloom, P. (2000). How Children Learn the Meanings of Words . Cambridge U. P.

Brown, R.A. (2004a). Motivation for learning English among Japanese university students. Information &

Communication Studies , 31 , 1-13. Department of Information Sciences, Bunkyo University, Chigasaki,

Japan.

Brown, R.A. (2004b). Self-attributions for achievement outcomes among first year Japanese college students.

Information & Communication Studies, 30, 13-26 Department of Information Sciences, Bunkyo University,

Chigasaki, Japan.

Brown, R.A. (2005a). Developing aural skills through extensive listening. Manuscript submitted for publication.

Chen, C., Lee, S., & Stevenson, H.W. (1995). Response style and cross-cultural Comparisons of rating scales

among East Asian and North American students. Psychological Science, 6 , 170-175.

Choi, I. & Choi, Y. (2002). Culture and self-concept flexibility. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28 ,

1508-1317.

Crittenden, K. S. (1996). Causal attribution processes among the Chinese. In M. H. Bond (Ed.), The handbook

文教大学情報学部『情報研究』第33号 2005年 7月

―9―



of Chinese psychology, (pp. 263-279). Hong Kong: Oxford University Press.

Daulton, F.E. (1998). Japanese loanword cognates and the acquisition of English vocabulary. The Language

Teacher 22 , 17-25.

Di Paula, A., & Campbell, J.D. (2002). Self-esteem and persistence in the face of failure. Journal of Personality

and Social Psychology, 83 , 711-724.

Farruggia, S.B., Chen, C., Greeenberger, E., Dmitrieva, J., & Macek, P. (2004). Adolescent self-esteem in cross-

cultural perspective: Testing measurement equivalence and a mediating model. Journal of Cross-Cultural

Psychology, 35, 719-733.

Gan Z., Humphreys, G., & Hamp-Lyons, L. (2004). Understanding successful and unsuccessful EFL students in

Chinese universities. The Modern Language Journal, 88 , 230-244.

Gao, M.C.F.. (2000). Mandarin Chinese:An introduction . Oxford University Press.

Gumperz, J. (1982) Discourse strategies . Cambridge University Press.

Heine, S.J., Kitayama., S., Lehman, D.R., Takata, T., Ide, E., Leung, C. & Mataumoto, H. (2001). Divergent

consequences of success and failure in Japan and North America: An investigation of self-improving

motivations and malleable selves. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 81, 599-615.

Heine., S. J. & Lehman, D. R. (1995). Cultural variation in unrealistic optimism: Does the West feel more

invulnerable than the East? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 68, 595-607.

Heine, S. J., Lehman, D.R., Peng, K., & Greenholtz, J. (2002). What’s wrong with cross-cultural comparisons of

subjective Likert scales?: The reference group effect. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82 , 903

-918.

Hofstede, G. (1984). Culture’s Consequences (abridged ed.). Newbury Park: Sage Publications.

Hogan, J. (2003). The social significance of English usage in Japan. Japanese Studies, 23 , 43-58.

Hong, Y.Y. (2001). Chinese students’ and teachers’ inferences of effort and ability. In F. Salili, C.Y. Chiu, & Y.Y.

Hong, (Eds.). Student motivation: The culture and context of learning (pp. 105-119). N.Y.: Kluwer

Academic/Plenum.

Hui, H.C. & Triandis, H.C. (1989). Effects of culture and response format on extreme response style. Journal of

Cross-Cultural Psychology , 20 , 296-309.

Johnson, T., Kulesa, P., Cho, Y. I., & Shavitt, S. (2005). The relation between culture and response style. Journal

of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 36, 264-277.

Kitayama, S., Takagi, H., & Matsumoto, H. (1995). 成功と失敗の帰因:日本的自己の文化心理学 Seikou to

shippai no kiin: nihonteki jiko no bunkashinrigaku (success and failure: cultural psychology of the

Japanese self.心理理学評論 (Shinrigaku Hyouron), 38 , 247-280.

Kobayashi, C., & Brown, J.D. (2003). Self-esteem and self-enhancement in Japan and America. Journal of Cross

-Cultural Psychology, 34 , 567-580.

Kurman, J. (2001). Self-enhancement: Is it restricted to individualistic cultures? Personality and Social

Psychology Bulletin, 27 , 1705-1716.

Kurman, J. (2003). Why is self-enhancement low in certain collectivist cultures? Journal of Cross-Cultural

Psychology, 34 , 496-510.

Kurman, J. & Sriram, N. (2002). Interrelationships among vertical and horizontal collectivism, modesty, and self

-enhancement. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 33, 71-86.

R. A. Brown, R.R. Gray, M. S. Ferrara: Attributions for Personal Achievement Outcomes among Japanese, Chinese, and Turkish University Students

―10―



Li, J. (2002). A cultural model of learning. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 33 , 248-269.

MacWhinney, B. (1995). Evaluating foreign language tutoring systems. In V. M. Holland, J. D. Kaplan, & M. R.

Sams (Eds.), Intelligent language tutors: Theory shaping technology. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

MacWhinney, B. (1996). Language-specific prediction in foreign language learning. Language Testing, 12 , 292-

320.

Mahler, I. (1976). What is the self concept in Japan? Psychologia,19 , 127-133.

Markus, H.R., & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the self: Implications for cognition, emotion, and motivation.

Psychological Review, 98 , 224-253.

Miller, R. A. (1967). The Japanese language. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Nation, I.S.P. (2001). Learning vocabulary in another language . Cambridge University Press.

Paulhus, D.L. (1991). Measurement and control of response bias. In J.P. Robinson, P Shauer, & L.S.

Wrightsman (Eds.), Measures of personality and social psychological attitudes (pp. 17-59). San Diego:

Academic Press.

Reid, J. (1990). The dirty laundry of ESL survey research. TESOL Quarterly, 24 , 323-338.

Robins, R.W., Hendin, H.M., Trzesniewki, K.H. (2001). Measuring global self-esteem: Construct validation of a

single-item measure and the Rosenberg self-esteem scale. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27,

151-161

Schneider, D.J., Hastorf, A.H., & Ellsworth, P. C. (1979). Person perception (2nd ed.). New York: Random

House.

Sedikedes, C., Herbst. K.C., Hardin, D.P., & Dardis, G.J. (2002). Accountability as a deterrent to self-

enhancement: The search for mechanisms. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 83 , 592-605.

Sellner, M.B. (2004, June). Remarks on language attitudes and language policy-planning in the Japanese

context. Retrieved January 8, 2005, from http://www.inst.at/trans/15Nr/06_1/sellner15.htm

Smith, P. B., & Bond, M. H. (1998). Social psychology across cultures (2nd ed.). Needham, MA: Allyn & Bacon.

Spencer-Rogers, J., Wang, L., & Hou, Y. (2004). Dialectical self-esteem and East-West differences in

psychological well-being. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 30 , 1416-1432.

State Education Commission. (1996). 1996 Educational statistics yearbook of China Beijing: People’s

Education Press.

Stevenson. H., Azuma. H., & Hakuta, K. (1986). Child development and education in Japan . New York: W.H.

Freeman.

Tafarodi, R.W., Lo, C., Yamaguchi, S., Lee, W.W.S., & Katsura, H. (2004). The inner self in three countries.

Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 35 , 97-117.

Taylor, S.E. ,& Brown, J.D. (1988). Illusion and well-being: A social psychological perspective on mental

health. Psychological Bulletin, 103 , 193-210.

Tomoda, T. (1999). The impact of loan-words on modern Japanese. Japan Forum, 11 , 231-253.

Turkish Ministry of Education. (2002). Status of Education at the Beginning of 2002. Retrieved on Feb 22, 2003

from http://www.meb.gov.tr/Stats/apk2002ing/apage118-129.htm#2

Valentine, J.C., DuBois, D. L., & Cooper, H. (2004). The relation between self-belief and academic

acheivement: A meta-analytic review. Educational Psychologist, 39 , 111-133.

Weiner, B. (2001) Intrapersonal and interpersonal theories of motivation from an attribution perspective. In F.

文教大学情報学部『情報研究』第33号 2005年 7月

―11―



Salili, C.Y. Chiu, & Y.Y. Hong, (Eds.). Student motivation: The culture and context of learning (pp. 17-30).

N.Y.: Kluwer Academic/Plenum.

Yik, M.S.M., Bond, M.H., & Paulus, D.L. (1998). Do Chineses self-enhance or self-efface? It’s a matter of

domain. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 24, 399-406.

Authors’ Note

Mark Ferrara is now at Department of English, Drake University, Des Moines, IA, USA.

We are indebted to Yoko Kondo, Kyungsook Park-Gray, Liangmei Bao, Ece Solak, Derya Dumlu, Ulas Karaca,

and Erman Topcu. for assistance with various aspects of the research, and to Francis McAndrew for

valuable comments on a previous version of this manuscript.

Correspondence concerning this article should by addressed to R.A. Brown, 1-2-22 East Heights # 103, Higashi

Kaigan Kita, Chigasaki, Japan 253-0053. Electronic mail may be sent via internet to RABrown_05@

hotmail.com.

Footnotes

1. Copies of the original Japanese, Chinese, and Turkish versions of the questionnaires are available upon

request from the authors.

2. These scores represent “either-or” endorsements of the items in question. There is no theoretical reason to

expect these scores to correlate highly.

3. Mr. Jacobs is a professional gambler, author, and lecturer, specializing in backgammon.
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TABLES

Table 2. Ratio of Internal vs. External Attributions for Success and for Failure.

Japanese (On =188) Chinese (On =71) Turks (On =61)

Internal External Internal External Internal External

Success 154 103

82% 55%

93 24

65% 17%

106 31

87% 25%

Failure 149 64

79% 34%

71 49

50% 34%

73 54

60% 44%

Table 1
Causes of Achievement Outcomes among Japanese, Chinese, and Turkish Students .

Japan China Turkey

M SD M SD M SD

Success

Effort 4.69 **** 1.16 4.07 *** 1.34 4.39 **** 1.17

Ability 3.96 **** 0.88 3.97 *** 1.038 4.69 **** 0.85

Luck 3.73 * 0.98 2.39 **** 1.13 2.59 **** 1.23

Task 3.20 ** 1.06 2.49 **** 1.22 2.67 **** 1.12

Internal 8.65 **** 1.69 8.04 **** 1.78 9.08 **** 1.46

External 6.93ns 1.68 4.89 **** 1.85 5.26 **** 2.02

Failure

Effort 4.52 **** 0.89 4.24 **** 1.36 4.67 **** 1.01

Ability 3.79 ** 1.06 2.62 **** 1.32 2.85 *** 1.44

Luck 3.17 ** 0.99 2.70 **** 1.26 2.59 **** 1.16

Task 2.81 **** 0.10 3.49 ns 1.41 3.56 ns 1.26

Internal 8.31 **** 1.37 6.86 ns 1.84 7.52 ** 1.49

External 5.98 **** 1.58 6.20 ** 2.08 6.15 *** 1.86

Note. Single-sample t-tests against scale midpoint (3.5), * p = .05, ** p = .01, *** p =.001, **** p < .0001.
Japan n = 94, China n = 71, Turkey n = 61.
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