


second solution within 1 min. This guaranteed that the
subject always completed the first practice configuration
before the confederate did and that the confederate
always solved the second practice configuration before
the subject did. This matching of outcomes was done to
convey the impression that the two people were roughly
of equal ability.

Following the practice session, the experimenter ex-
plained that because it was important that the two par-
ticipants work independently during the performance
session, one puzzle solver would remain in the experi-
mental room, and the other would relocate next door.
The experimenter showed the participants a pair of
room assignment cards and asked the participant to
select one. Both cards had the experimental room num-
ber on them, but the confederate feigned drawing the
next-door room assignment. After taking 20 s to seat the
confederate in the adjoining room, the experimenter
returned to the experimental room. The experimenter
could see the confederate through the large window and
could communicate over an intercom, although the
subject was positioned so that he or she could notsee the
confederate.

Experimental inductions for the five conditions be-
gan after the pair had been separated. In the one no-
competition condition, the experimenter asked
participants to work individually, “just doing your indi-
vidual best.” In each of the four competitive conditions,
the experimenter asked participants to try “to outper-
form the other by solving your puzzles faster than the
other person.” In one competitive condition (the pres-
sure-to-win condition), the experimenter added that “it
doesn’t matter how fast or slow you solve each puzzle,
and it doesn’t matter whether you figure out how the
puzzle works. The only thing that matters is which of you
wins the competition. So, focus all of your attention
on being the winner.” Further, at the beginning of
each separate trial, the experimenter reminded the
participants either to “do your individual best” (the no-
competition condition), “solve your puzzle faster than
the other person” (the three competition conditions),
or “focus your attention fully on being the winner” (the
pressure-to-win condition). .

In two conditions (the no-competition and the com-
petition-no-feedback conditions), the experimenter pro-
vided no comparison feedback after the trials. The
experimenter simply allowed the allotted 4 min to elapse
on each trial and then invited the pair to begin the next
" trial. In three conditions (the win, lose, and pressure-to-
win conditions), the experimenter did provide (bogus)
performance feedback to the participants by announc-
ing the competitive outcome at the end of each 4-min
period. For the lose manipulation, the experimenter
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announced at the end of each separate trial that the
confederate had won (e.g., “Pat, you won that trial”) and
that the subject had lost (e.g., “Chris, you lost that trial”).
For the two win conditions (the nonpressuring-win and
the pressuring-win conditions), the experimenter an-
nounced that the subject had won each of the four trials.
After the four performance trials, the experimenter
said that the puzzle-solving phase of the experiment was
over and that he or she would like to interview each
participant. The experimenter always selected the
confederate for the interview first, thereby leaving the
subject alone in the experimental room for a 5min
free-choice interval during which an observer recorded
the amount of behavior in each of two categories of
free-choice activity (viz., playing with previously en-
countered configurations and playing with new con-
figurations). The experimenter then reentered the
experimental room, administered the postexperimental
questionnaire, and debriefed the subject.

Experimental Task

The experimental task was a spatial-relations puzzle
called Happy Cubes. Past studies with college students
solving the Happy Cubes puzzle indicate that partici-
pants find it to be a highly interesting activity and persist
at it during free-choice periods (e.g., Reeve etal,, 1986,
1985, 1987). Participants were provided scaled wooden-
block models of the six configurations they were asked
to reproduce and three others that were available as new
puzzle-solving opportunities during the subsequent free-
choice period.

Questionnaire Measures

Participants completed three questionnaires during
the course of the experiment.

The preperformance qliestionnaire, which was given
after the induction but before the four performance
trials, included 1 item (patterned after Harackiewicz
et al., 1985, and scored on an 11-point scale) that as-
sessed competence valuation (“How important is it to
you that you perform well on these puzzles?”), and 11
filler items.

The postperformance questionnaire, which was given
after the four trials but before the free-choice period,
included 3 items (scored on 11-point scales) that served
as manipulation checks (“How competitive did the at-
mosphere feel during the puzzle-solving?”; “Do you ap-
praise your performance to be a success, a failure, or
something in between?”; and “How would you compare
your performance to that of the other participant?”).
The postperformance questionnaire also included 20
items (scored on 7-point scales) that measured intrinsic
motivation and potential mediating constructs. The fol-



