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Abstract 

Numerous studies have shown that internal explanations are preferred to external ones. After taking into consideration 
that this emphasis of the actor’s importance resulted from a bias, it was argued that it was rather the proof of a social 
norm: the norm of internality. Nevertheless, research tending to highlight the existence of this norm seems, in the case 
of certain authors, to be accompanied by a methodological bias that invalidates them. However, to confer on an object 
the status of a social norm means to assign a value (in terms of desirability and utility) to that object. This study aims to 
verify once more the existence of an internality norm, by employing a novel procedure of examining the value attributed 
to internality. One hundred and seventy employees were questioned on the desirability and utility they would confer to 
a future work colleague. They had to assess the social value of a future co-worker on the basis of the answers given by 
this colleague to an internality / externality questionnaire. The results show that the internal individuals are almost always 
preferred to external ones, both in terms of desirability and utility, regardless of the future status (peer vs. subordinate) 
of that collaborator. But it should be emphasized that this preference for the internal individuals is solely a function of a 
predominance of the positive judgments passed on the internal individuals, and not of a negative evaluation of the 
external ones. This means that the external ones are not stigmatized. 
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1. Introduction

The internal/external dichotomy is known for 

a long time and it is used for two purposes: to 

explain the sanctions received (i.e., Locus of 

Control, or LOC, Lefcourt and Rotter, 1966), 

and to explain the behaviours adopted (i.e., 

causal attribution, Heider, 1944, 1958; Jones 

& Davis, 1965; Kelley, 1967). In terms of 

LOC, this dichotomy leads to the conclusion 

that a penalty, positive or negative, can be 
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explained either internally (the receiver of the 

sanction is said to be the cause of it, due to his 

personality or behaviour), or externally (in 

which case the cause invoked is an element 

external to the receiver of the sanction, such as 

circumstances, chance, luck or bad luck, fate, 

or Acts of God, etc.). Similarly, in terms of 

assignment, a behaviour may be explained 

either internally (“I wanted to adopt such a 

conduct”), or externally (“the circumstances 

pushed me to it”).  



Initially, the research in this area was 

carried out within the framework of 

differential psychology: it has lead to the 

conclusion that certain people are, due to their 

personality, internal (therefore with a 

tendency to use internal explanations), while 

others are more external. However, it was also 

found that individuals were more frequently 

internal than external. The work conducted on 

this dichotomy has shown that when trying to 

determine the causes of a certain behaviour, 

success or failure, there is often the tendency 

to look at the actor, with the tendency to 

overestimate the influence of internal factors 

at the expense of external ones. Therefore, the 

individuals generally believe (and assess) 

themselves to be more responsible for what 

happens to them (Lerner, 1965; Lerner & 

Simmons, 1966; Langer, 1975) and for what 

they do (Ross, 1977; Jones, 1979), than they 

actually are.  

Since childhood, and especially at school, 

the pupils learn that to be well seen they have 

to show themselves interne (Dubois & 

Poultier, 1991; Py & Somat, 1991). 

In the organizational environment, there is, 

also, a valorization of the interns, whatever the 

style of management and the hierarchical 

status of the evaluator (Beauvois, Bourjade & 

Pansu 1991). An internal performer is 

preferred to an external performer, internality 

being more important than the performance at 

work. (Pansu, 1994).   The social work 

institutions judge more positively the interns 

and attribute them a better success in obtaining 

a job (Beauvois & Le Poultier, 1986). 

Generally, internal individuals are more 

valued by society compared to external ones, 

they are more recruited, more praised, more 

appreciated in their work, as the external 

individuals are rejected, even if they are 

performing. 

The overestimation of the actor’s share has 

long been interpreted as an involuntary error 

due to failures of reasoning. This was the case 

in the 19th century, when Nietzsche spoke of a 

“fundamental error” (Nietzsche, French ed. 

1968, p.163), and more recently Heider (1944, 

p. 361) and Ross (1977), who used the term

“fundamental attribution error”. This analysis 

in terms of error and bias was nevertheless 

challenged during the 1980’s, when the 

concept of a norm of internality was 

introduced; first by Jellisson and Green 

(1981), through the causality of 

reinforcements, then by Beauvois (1984), in 

terms of explaining both reinforcements and 

behaviours. This new analysis means that the 

overestimation observed in terms of actor’s 

share would be the consequence of a social 

valuation of such internal explanations. This 

internality norm was more precisely defined as 

the “(social) valuation of explanations of 

psychological events (behaviours and 

reinforcements) that accentuate the share of 

the actor as a causal factor” (Dubois 1987, p. 

175). Many then attempted, using various 

procedures, to demonstrate the existence of 

this norm. The judges’ paradigm has thus been 

used, which entailed the establishing of a 

prognosis of academic or professional success 

for a target known for their more or less 

proven adherence to internality (Beauvois, 

Bourjade & Pansu, 1991; Bressoux & Pansu, 

1998; Desrumaux, 2005; Dubois & Le 

Poultier, 1991; Pansu, 1997; Pansu & Gilibert, 

2002). The paradigm of self-presentation was 

also used, where the participants are invited to 

give the best image versus the worst image of 

themselves to an evaluative authority, the 

internal responses being considered to be 

related to the right image and the external 

responses to the wrong image (Bressoux & 

Pansu, 2003; Dompnier & Pansu, 2007, 2010; 

Jouffre, Py & Somat, 2008; Pansu & Gilibert, 

2002). Similarly, the paradigm of 

identification invites the participants to expose 

their judgements in their own name, and then 

as they believe that other people would, with 

answers being more often internal for oneself 

than for others (Beauvois, Gilibert, Pansu, & 

Abdellaoui, 1998; Pansu, Tarquinio, & 

Gilibert, 2005). 

However, other studies demonstrated the 

non-systematic nature of such valuation of 

internal explanations (Cueillens & Castra, 

1998; Dagot & Castra, 2002; Lecigne, 2008; 

Louche, 1998). More fundamentally, the 

empirical works of Gangloff (1997) and 

Demas (2009) have shown, consistently, that 

the studies meant to demonstrate the existence 

of such a norm were biased, and that such bias 

was likely to collapse “the greatest part of the 

underpinnings of the internality norm” 

(Delmas, 2009, p67). Gangloff (1997) pointed 

out that the research tending to prove the 



existence of the internality norm jointly varied 

the valence of internal and external items. He 

has shown that by reversing this valence we 

arrive at a norm of externality rather than 

internality. Similarly, based on several 

questionnaires classically used to study the 

internality norm, Delmas (2009) has 

demonstrated that the internal items 

systematically had a more positive valence 

than the external ones. Evidently, this does not 

mean that the existence of such a norm should 

be avoided, but rather that it can only be 

considered as a hypothesis. It is in this context 

that we find ourselves. Taking into 

consideration that assigning a norm status to 

an object means that said object has value 

(Dubois, 1994), if internality has value, this 

article the questions the value assigned to 

internal and, respectively, to external 

explanations, on the assumption that the 

former will be attributed more value than the 

latter. The validation of this hypothesis would 

then support the existence of the norm of 

internality and confirm that there are indeed 

biases in the previous studies which led to the 

reversal of this validity. 

Let us begin by recalling that to assert that 

an object has value means that the object is on 

the one hand desirable and, on the other hand, 

useful (Beauvois, Dubois, & Peeters, 1999). 

Desirability is oriented on the agreeable, 

attractive, pleasant character of the and on 

their relational value, while utility would refer 

to the faculty of the object assessed to achieve 

its objectives (Peeters, 1986, speaks of 

“profitability for oneself”), or to allow the 

society as a whole, to achieve its objectives 

(Beauvois, 1995, speaks of “social utility”). 

Therefore, at least in terms of utility, there 

would be one differentiation on the conceptual 

level. However, this differentiation would not 

be found on an empirical level: according to a 

study by Cambon, Djouary and Beauvois 

(2006), the characteristics profitable for 

oneself would be equally useful for the 

society1. Based on this, Cassignol-Bertrand 

and Constant (2007) have thus asked teachers 

to indicate the utility and desirability that they 

would attribute to pupils defined as 

1 As to the relationships between desirability and utility, they remain unknown: Le Barbenchon, Cambon and Lavigne 

(2005) underline that the results obtained based on such relationships are contradictory, some showing positive 

correlations, others negative correlations and yet others the total absence of correlations. 

intrinsically or extrinsically motivated. 

Gangloff and Mazilescu (2015) have asked 

employees to indicate the utility and 

desirability that they would attribute to a 

colleague according to said colleague’s degree 

of belief in a just world. Mazilescu, Gangloff 

and Auzoult (2011), as well as Mazilescu and 

Gangloff (2012), have questioned students on 

the utility and desirability that they would 

attribute to a person according to said person’s 

responses to each of the Big Five traits. 

Studies have also focused on the utility and 

desirability attributed to obtaining information 

on an individual’s personality traits (for 

example, Mazilescu, Abdellaoui and 

Gangloff, 2012) or to obtaining information 

on the degree of internality/externality of a 

person (e.g., Gangloff, 2010). Evidently, we 

are directly interested in this study on 

internality. More precisely, the study dealt 

with indicating if obtaining information on the 

degree of internality of such a colleague was 

perceived as enjoyable or useful. And it was 

observed that even if such information might 

be unpleasant (which proved to be the case 

especially when such information revealed an 

external positioning of the future colleague), it 

was generally considered useful (particularly 

because it allowed, within the framework of 

future interactions with such a colleague, to 

anticipate their reactions). On the other hand, 

it also appeared that such judgments (which 

attested the independence between desirability 

and utility) varied according to whether the 

target to be evaluated was a future subordinate 

or a future peer (with especially more strict 

judgements of desirability and utility when 

they regarded a subordinate than when they 

regarded a peer). However, a limitation of this 

study is that it excluded the study of the value 

attributed to internality: its objective was only 

to examine whether it is enjoyable or useful to 

know that we will be working with an internal 

vs. an external colleague (and not to examine 

whether working with an internal or external 

colleague was perceived as enjoyable or 

useful).  

In fact, to our knowledge, only three 

studies directly address the value attributed to 



an individual’s internality/externality. They 

are presented by Grimault (2015) as part of his 

doctoral thesis.  She asked a group of students 

to indicate the value they attributed to some 

candidates for employment according to the 

degree of internality / externality of these 

candidates. However, in two of these studies 

(which are similar, except for the job title 

used), the results are contradictory: if, in terms 

of utility, the internal candidate is judged 

positively and the external candidate is judged 

neutrally, on the other hand, in one of these 

studies, the internal individual is judged as 

being more useful than the external one, 

whereas in the second study there is no 

differentiation between them. As for 

desirability judgements, no significant 

difference was observed between the 

candidates, each of the two judgments being 

either positive (within one study) or neutral 

(within the second study). Finally, in the third 

study the students were asked to judge 

candidates according to the latter’s responses 

to eight situations (four positive and four 

negative) and the results showed that the 

observed differences between the two targets 

are more attributable to the valence of the 

situations rather than to the internal/external 

variable. The internal individual is more 

valued than the external one (both in terms of 

utility and desirability), only in positive 

valence events. This valuation comes from a 

predominance of positive evaluations for the 

internal individuals and a predominance of 

neutral evaluations for the external ones. 

Moreover, for events bearing a negative 

valence, the external individual is considered 

more useful than the internal one (with a 

negative appreciation, as compared to a 

neutral judgement for the internal individual, 

while the external one benefits from a neutral 

judgement) and in terms of desirability, the 

two targets are not distinguished, both of them 

being devalued as compared to a neutral 

judgment. Therefore, the third study 

demonstrated once more, but by using value as 

a dependent variable, the methodological bias, 

related to the valence of the items, previously 

proven by Gangloff (1997) and Delmas 

(2009). However, the deceptive results of 

Grimault (2015) may have stemmed only from 

his tool for measuring value. 

In fact, several instruments can be used. 

The four scales developed by Le Barbenchon, 

Cambon and Lavigne (2005): two scales of 

utility (participants were asked whether a 

target characterized by a certain adjective “has 

everything they need in order to succeed in 

their professional life” vs. “has nothing they 

need in order to succeed in their professional 

life”, and “has a high wage” vs. “has a low 

wage”) and two of desirability (participants 

had to indicate whether the target “has 

everything they need in order to be loved” vs. 

“has nothing they need in order to be loved” 

and “has many friends” vs. “has few friends”). 

These scales were summarized by Grimault 

(2015) in his third study. However, certain 

authors (e.g., Gangloff, 2010) have considered 

these scales to be somewhat reductive by 

taking into consideration, for example in the 

case of utility, only useful versus useless 

behaviours, that is, forgetting about the 

harmful behaviours (which Beauvois, 1976, 

called “perverse” conducts).  Thus, “having 

everything they need in order to succeed in 

life” seems to be as much the opposite of 

“having nothing they need in order to succeed 

in life” as “having everything they need in 

order to fail in life”. And similar reasoning can 

be offered for desirability (for “has a lot of 

friends”, one could be suggested not only “has 

few friends”, but also “has many enemies”; 

not to mention that one could at the same time 

have many friends and many enemies). Other 

authors (for e.g., Gangloff, 2010; Gangloff & 

Mazilescu, 2015; Mazilescu, Abdellaoui & 

Gangloff, 2012) proposed more direct and less 

reductionist scales employing “pleasant, 

indifferent or unpleasant” (for desirability), 

and “useful, uninteresting or annoying” (for 

utility). 

Therefore, it seemed relevant to examine 

once more the value attributed to internality, 

but having as participants employees and 

using the following question: Is having to 

work with an internal (vs. external) colleague 

considered enjoyable and useful? More simply 

put, the question is about knowing if an 

internal colleague (vs. an external one) is 

considered to be an enjoyable and useful 

colleague. Moreover, taking into 

consideration that Gangloff’s results (2010) 

varied according to the status of the target to 

be evaluated, we have also considered that the 



value granted to internality may vary 

depending on whether the target was a 

subordinate or a peer.  

2. Method

We asked 170 employees (only men), which 

we contacted at their workplace, to provide 

answers individually and voluntarily for two 

items (on desirability and on utility). They had 

to assess the social value of a future colleague, 

in terms of desirability and utility, based on the 

answers given by said colleague to an 

internality / externality questionnaire. 

Specifically, 89 respondents were 

supervisors (50 were asked to analyse the 

profile of a future internal subordinate and 39 

the profile of a future external subordinate) 

and 81 respondents lacking a hierarchical 

responsibility (40 were confronted with the 

profile of a future internal peer and 41 with the 

profile of a future external peer). 

The questionnaire, presented in the form of 

paper and pencil, to which this future 

colleague was supposed to have answered is 

the LOC questionnaire created by Gangloff 

and Sourisse (1995). It includes 24 items (12 

internal and 12 external): to annexes 1 and 2. 

These were the instructions given to the 

respondents: «In the following questionnaire, 

you are asked to imagine that you will soon 

have a new work colleague (vs. a new 

subordinate). You have very little information 

on this person: you do not know if they are 

male or female, or their age, etc. In the 

following pages you can however read some 

answers this person has given to a 

questionnaire, during a skills assessment. You 

learn, for example, that this person has said: “I 

am a dynamic, ambitious person, who loves 

challenges”. You will then have to indicate: on 

the one hand if you consider that it will be 

pleasant, indifferent or unpleasant for you to 

work with this person, and to explain why; and 

on the other hand if you believe that person 

will be useful, useless or, on the contrary, that 

they will interfere with your work, and explain 

why.»  

The responses given by the future 

colleague and afterwards the questions on 

desirability and utility followed: 

“1. Do you think that if you would work 

with this person, you would find them... 

- pleasant:  

- somebody who leaves you indifferent:  

- unpleasant:  

Why? -------------------------------------------

--------------------------------------------- 

2. Do you think that if you would work with

this person, they would be useful to you, or 

useless, or that they would interfere with your 

work?  

- useful:  

- useless:  

- interfering:  

 Why? ------------------------------------------

-----------------------------------------------” 

3. Results

The judgments of the desirability and utility 

made by 170 employees starting from the 

answers that a future colleague was supposed 

to have given to a questionnaire on 

internality/externality were presented in terms 

of occurrences in following tables: 



Table 1. Distribution of answers obtained (occurrences of the positives, neutral and negative 

judgments) 

Desirability Utility 

+ 0 - total + 0 - total 

Internal Peer 16 12 12 40 24 8 8 40 

Sub 23 9 18 50 36 6 8 50 

Total 39 21 30 90 60 14 16 90 

External Peer 3 22 16 41 9 16 16 41 

Sub 4 21 14 39 4 25 10 39 

Total 7 43 30 80 13 41 26 80 

Total Peer 19 34 28 81 33 24 24 81 

Sub 27 30 32 89 40 31 18 89 

Total 46 64 60 170 73 55 42 170 

The answers were analysed on SPSS, with 

Anova and d of Cohen (using: .0 to .35 = 

negligible effect; .35 to .65 = 

intermediate effect; > .65= notable effect). 

3.1. The effect of the status 

It appears first of all, both in terms of 

desirability, as well as utility, that the 

judgments passed on a future subordinate are 

identical to those passed on a future peer, with 

one exception in what concerns the judgments 

of neutral utility passed on external targets: 

their frequency is significantly higher for 

subordinates (M=0.64) than for peers 

(M=0.39), F(1.78)=5.23 ; p=0.02 ; d=0.51.  

3.2. The effect of internality 

Nevertheless, our main interest is the possible 

effect of internality. Therefore, our results 

show numerous significant differences, the 

judgments on internal collaborators being 

almost always more favourable than those 

passed on external collaborators.  

On a global level (Table 2), the internal 

individuals are judged more favourably than 

the external ones, both in terms of desirability 

(respectively M=2.10 and M=1.71) as well as 

utility (respectively M=2.49 and M=1.84).  

Table 2. Means and effects of internality 

Subjects 

target 
Desirability Utility F (Snedecor) and d (Cohen) 

Internal External Internal External 

global 2.10 1.71 - - F(1.168)=10.62; p=.001; d=.51 

global - - 2.49 1.84 F(1.168)=31.74; p≈.00 ; d=.89  

subordinates 2.10 1.74 - - F(1.87)=4.33; p=.04; d=.45 

subordinates - - 2.56 1.85 F(1.87)=23.46; p≈.00; d=1.05 

peers 2.1 1.68 F(1.79)= 6.55; p= .012 ; d=.57 

peers 2.4 1.83 F(1.79)=10.55 ; p=.002; d= .72 



In terms of desirability (Table 3), these 

differences come from more positive 

evaluations passed on internal individuals than 

on external ones (respectively M=0.43 and 

M=0.09), as well as than from a low frequency 

of neutral judgments passed on the former 

(M=0.23 versus M=0.54). On the other hand, 

there is no significant difference concerning 

negative judgments (M=0,33 et M=0,38; ns).  

Table 3. Means and effects of internal/external desirability 

Subjects 

target 

Level of 

internal desirability 

Level of 

external desirability 
F (Snedecor) and d (Cohen) 

positive neutral negative positive neutral negative 

subjects 

global 
0.43 - - 0.09 - - F(1.168)=28.81; p≈.00; d=.85 

subjects 

global 

- 
0.23 - - 0.54 - F(1.168)=17.34; p≈.00; d=.65 

subordinates 0.46 - - 0.10 - - F(1.87)=15.21; p≈.00; d=.86 

subordinates - 0.18 - - 0.54 - F(1.87)=14.35; p≈.00; d=.8 

peers 0.4 - - 0.07 - - F(1.79)=13.80; p≈.00; d=.82 

peers - 0.3 - - 0.54 - F(1.79)=4.81; p=.03; d=.49) 

As for the results on utility (Table 4), they 

follow an identical pattern, with differences 

coming both from more positive evaluations 

of internal individuals, as opposed to external 

ones (respectively M=0.67 and M=0.16), and 

from a low frequency of neutral judgements 

passed on the former (M=0.16 versus M=0.51) 

and also from a low frequency of negative 

judgments passed on the former (M=0.18 

versus M=0.33).  

Table 4. Means and effects of internal/external utility 

Subjects 

target 

Level of 

internal utility 

Level of 

external  utility 
F (Snedecor) and d (Cohen) 

positive neutral negative positive neutral negative 

subjects 

global 
0.67 - - 0.16 - - F(1.168)=57.42; p≈.00; d=1.18 

subjects 

global 
- 0.16 - - 0.51 - F(1.168)=29.06; p≈.00; d=.81) 

subjects 

global 
- - 0.18 - - 0.33 F(1.168)=4.73; p=.03; d=.34 

subordinates 0.72 - - 0.10 - - F(1.87)=53.16 ; p≈.00 ; d=1.59 

subordinates - 0.12 - - 0.64 - F(1.87)=36.30; p≈.00; d=1.26 

peers 0.6 - - 0.22 - - F(1.79)=13.93; p≈.00; d=.8) 



More specifically, in what concerns the 

subordinates, the internal individuals are 

always better evaluated than the external ones, 

both in terms of desirability (respectively 

M=2.10 versus M=1.74) and utility (M=2.56 

and M=1.85) (Table 2). In terms of desirability 

(Table 3), this preference results from a higher 

frequency of positive judgments on internal 

individuals (M=0.46 versus M=0.10 for 

external ones), and from a lower frequency of 

neutral judgments on the former (M=0.18 

versus M=0.54). In terms of utility (Table 4), 

they come both from a higher frequency of 

positive judgments on internals (M=0.72 

versus M=0.10 for externals) and from fewer 

neutral judgements on the former, as 

compared to the latter (respectively M=0.12 

and M=0.64). With regard to negative 

judgments, there is no significant difference 

between internals and externals, neither in 

desirability (M=0,36 for internals and 

externals) nor in utility (M=0,16 and M=0,26; 

ns). 

In what concerns future peers, the internal 

individuals are always better evaluated than 

the external ones, both in terms of desirability 

(respectively M=2.1 versus M=1.68) and 

utility (M=2.4 and M=1.83) (Table 2). In terms 

of desirability (Table 3), this preference comes 

essentially from a higher frequency of positive 

judgments passed on internal individuals 

(M=0.4) than on external ones (M=0.07), but 

also from a lower frequency of neutral 

judgments passed on the former (M=0.3 

versus M=0.54). And the same can be said 

about utility (Table 4), where there are also 

more positive judgements passed on internal 

individuals (M=0.6) than on external ones 

(M=0.22). Once again, with regard to negative 

judgments, there is no significant difference 

between internals and externals, neither in 

desirability (M=0,30 and M=0,39; ns) nor in 

utility (M=0,20 et M=0,39 ; ns).  

4. Discussion and conclusion

Regardless of the level of internality, and both 

in terms of desirability and utility, it appears 

that the evaluation of the value of a future peer 

are generally identical to the ones made on a 

subordinate: there is no status effect.  

Turning now to our main question, 

meaning the effect of internality, our results 

highlight the numerous significant differences 

in favour of judgments almost always more 

favourable for future internal collaborators 

than for future external collaborators, in terms 

of both desirability and utility. We also 

observe that the results relate both to future 

subordinates and to future peers. In other 

words, future collaborators, whether peers or 

subordinates, are considered more useful and 

more desirable when they are internal than 

when they are external. 

In the introduction we mentioned several 

works that indicate that internality was 

sometimes considered to be a social norm, but 

also certain methodological critiques of the 

studies conducted in order to attempt to verify 

the validity of this hypothesis. However, as we 

outlined in the introduction as well, to confer 

an object the status of a social norm means to 

assign value (in terms of desirability and 

utility) to that object (Dubois, 1994). These 

results confirm the assignment of value and 

therefore the possible existence of such an 

internality norm. Thus, on a theoretical level, 

our results provide an incentive to continue the 

work meant to validate the existence of such a 

potential norm. But our results should also 

make us reflect, still on a theoretical level, on 

the possible absence of a corollary relation 

between valuation and devaluation. In fact, we 

emphasize the fact that the differences 

observed herein between internal and external 

individuals are usually the result not so much 

of more frequent negative judgments (as 

compared to neutral judgements) passed on 

external individuals, but rather of more 

positive judgments passed on internal 

individuals: therefore, there would not be any 

real stigmatization of external individuals, but 

rather a valuation of the internal ones. Indeed, 

on an applied level, it may be appropriate to 

see this as a preference (in terms of 

agreeability and utility) for working with 

internal collaborators, while considering the 

external individuals to be realists, which may 

lead to not rejecting them systematically. We 

mention again that for Beauvois (1984, p. 

133), “internality has at least as a virtual 

corollary the non-questioning of the 

environment [thus preserving social 

situations] of the perception that one may have 

of one’s arbitrariness”. In other words, the 



valuation of internality would be based on the 

absence of criticism of the social environment, 

and in particular on the absence of criticism of 

the hierarchy of powers: attributing their 

situation to themselves rather than to external 

elements, the internal individuals preserve in 

fact the environment of any criticism. On a 

practical level, for example, in what regards 

recruitment, this means that choosing between 

an internal vs. an external collaborator would 

then depend on the degree to which the 

organisational hierarchy is ready to accept any 

possible questioning of its management. This 

implies that future research should take into 

account the organisational culture and, in 

particular, its degree of openness to criticism. 

However, our results have certain 

limitations. In addition to not taking into 

account the organisational culture, which we 

have just mentioned, we have also not 

contextualized the job position held by the 

future collaborators. It is obvious that 

expectations may differ according to the type 

of position exercised by such a future 

collaborator, be it a future peer or a future 

subordinate. It would then be appropriate, in a 

later study, to refine this aspect and to vary the 

job position in order to operationalize the form 

of the independent variable. Another 

important limitation of this study is the lack of 

measurement of the internality level of our 

participants. It is not excluded that they 

themselves may have been more internal than 

external. If this were the case, they might have 

had the tendency to attribute more value to 

targets similar to themselves, that is, to 

internal targets. Shaver (1970) thus evokes the 

possibility of an attributive bias arising from 

the relevance of similarity between the 

evaluator and the evaluated target. It would 

therefore be necessary, in subsequent studies, 

to verify the correct distribution of the 

participants’ internality degree.  
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Annex 1: internal items 

Imagine that you will soon have a new work colleague (vs. a new subordinate), and that the only 

information you have on that person is that they said: 

1. If they have will, the unemployed people would definitely find a job.

2. When people get what they want at work, it is usually because they have really done everything

to obtain it. 

3. When we make some efforts, most of the times, we will find a job.

4. Most of the times when people fail in their work, it is due to lack of abilities, lack of work or

perseverance on their part. 

5. Most of the times when people do not get, within their company, the job position they want, it

is because they lack the necessary skills. 

6. Capable people who fail to advance in their career have not taken advantage of the

opportunities presented to them. 

7. Most often, the problems people encounter in their professional life come from errors they

have committed. 

8. Most often, people who fail to find employment owe it to their personality or their lack of

skills. 

9. If people have good results in their work, it is because of their personality or skills.

10. Professional success is directly related to an individual’s abilities.

11. In their professional life, if somebody is capable and hardworking, they will almost always

be able to achieve their objectives. 

12. People whose professional qualities are not recognized are those who have not sought to get

them recognized. 

Annex 2: external items 

Imagine that you will soon have a new work colleague (vs. a new subordinate), and that the only 

information you have on that person is that they said: 

1. Most of the people who are unable to find work owe it to purely fortuitous events.

2. During a job interview, having a head that pleases the person in charge with recruitment

strongly favours hiring. 

3. Most people who managed to advance in their career should thank chance.

4. Fate being what it is, if it’s a bad day, people who have a job interview have low chances of

being hired. 

5. In most cases, it is chance or uncontrolled elements that prevent people from finding a job.

6. Most often, when a person who responds to a job offer succeeds in getting hired means they

are lucky: they were lucky to get there at the right time. 

7. Professional success is related to the goodwill of the people we depend on.

8. If a work day starts well, it will be fine anyway.

9. Without luck, one cannot acquire new responsibilities in one’s work.

10. Most of the people who have an interesting job are lucky: they had the chance to get an

interesting job offer. 

11. The difficulties faced by people who are looking for a job are partly due to bad luck.

12. Numerous failures during job interviews are explained by a character conflict between the

job seeker and the person in charge with recruitment. 


