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CHAPTER 1
THE RESEARCH FRCBLEM
Yntroduction

Teachers expend a large proportion of their efforts and
time in the making of decisions (Good & Brophy, 197 «
Decision-makinc is reflected in virtually every aspect of
the school environwent created by the teacher; tasks
assicned to stucents, grouping for instruction, pupil evalu-
atfon, @nd discipline strategies are examples. Given the
wife-ranging implications for school chilcdren of those deci-
sions, the processes by which they are made have been 1nve§—
~tigated extensively. Individuals have been shown to vary
creatly in the amount anc kind of information they wuse in
making decisions (Corro, 1977). It has further been noted
that individuals are selective 1in consiéering anc remember-
ing information about others; they attend to that informa-
tion wost salient to their purposes (Jones & Nisbett, 1972).
-Consequently, one area of concern, as Indicated by the sheer
quantity of the relevant literatute; has been that of the
types qt irformation used by teachers in their decision-mak-
ing 2nd the possible sources of error in that decision-mak-

ing rrocess. Prolific anc potentially fruitful tas been



reseazrch in the area of teacher expectancy (Rosenthal &
Jacobsor, 1968)Y. Pesearch in that area is distinctive, pri-
marily due to the lack of agreement among authors as to the
efficracy of 2 teachter expectancy ioéel in the interpretation
of student achievepment-related outcomes. Friend and Y¥ood
(19723) have noted the lack of an underlying theoretical
framework for investigation in this area. They have also
pointed out the effectiveness of attribution theory (Heider,
19583 Kelly, 1973; Weiner, 1974, 1976) in the interpretation
of the considerable body of research on the effects of
induced expectations {in teaché(s that kas developed since
the classic study by Rosenthal and dacobsop (1968). Attrib-
utfon theory, as noted by Friend angd Hood}(1973), provides
that theoretical framéuork for making more definitive state-
ments about expectancies. Causal attribution theory consid-
ers any combination ot bPigh anc low wvalues of ability,
etfort, task difficulty, and luck in the interpretation of
the ceuses ¢f betavior. That 1is, an individual observing
the behavior of another (or their oun behavior) seldon
accerts that behavior at tace vélue. Rather, 1in order to
hetter understand that behavior, the individual attributes
to it certain underlying causes. The four causes proposed
by Heider (1958) may be viewec &s varying on two dimensions:
locus of control and stability over time. Ability and
effort may be seen as internal to the 1ndividual while task

difficulty and luck may be seen as external. Additionally,



ability an¢ task difficulty are _vieaed.as‘telatively,stable
over time, while effort and luck are far more subject to
fluctuation over time.

Numerous authors (Barnett & Kaiset, 1977; Corro, 1977;
Fyans & Maehr, 1977) havé demonstrated the applicability of
cgusal attribution tteory to tte field of ecucation. Teach-
ers® attributions of differing causal factors to achieve-
ment-related behaviors have been investigated as they relate
to student séx, race, ciagnostic label, and performance.
while studies indicating the the presence of effects due to
stucent sex tave been inconclusive, the rzce of the student
has been shown to affect teachgr attributions. Effects of
the child's ciagnostic label on attributiens to different
causal factors, e.g. 1ﬁck‘versus ability, have also‘been
demonstrated and become especially significant with the.Pub-
lic Law 94-142 mandated placement of exceptional learners in
~ the "least restrictive enviroanment®. in many cases the
dppropriate least restrictive environment for a child previ-
pusly contined to a seit-contained special class is the reg-
uiax classroom. As such, Trtegular class teachers are nosw
charged with making decisions concerning kpupils heretofore’
beyornd the scope of their experience. A further body of
research exists that describes the relationships betueen
cne*s attritutions for one's own behavior and one'?s attrib-

uticrs for trte behavieor of anctter.



Errors and biases on the part of the teacher in the
educational decision-making process impact upon the class~

room environment and the opportunities provided each student

(Barnett & Kaiser, 1977; Brophy & Good, 1970). To the

extent that the teacher's decisions concerning a student
reflect stereotypica) projections of the student®s race or
diagnostic label, or of the teacher's oun personality char-
acteristics, those decisions are subject to error (Metzner,
1971). |
gar-Tal (1978), 1in his recent review of the literature
in ttis area, reports numefous studies which examine the
impact of student characteristips on teaphet perceptions.
Hanes (1978), in his_revieu‘oi related research, substanti-
ates 'the conclusions derived from Bar-Tal (1978). “The
effects on teachers® perceptions of and resulting behaviors
towérc chilcren of varying races, diagnostic 1labels, and
levels of achievement have been well documented. Also well
docurentec is the area of the interrelation of attributions
made tor oneself and others. Unrepresented, houever, are
research efforts attempting to integrate the ettects of bétb
teacher and student characteristics. Therefore, the
research in this area allows only piecemeal, sketchy inter-
pretatior of the interaction betueen characteiistics inher~
ent in the teacher and intrinsic or imposed characteristics
of tte student, anc the effects of those wvariables on the

teacher's perceptions of both the succeeding and failing
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student. Consequently, 1little help is available from the
literature which facilitates the scund development of pres—-

ervice or inservice intervention strategies aimed at mini-

mizing a recognized problem.
Statement of the Problen

No previous investigation has attempted to examine
simultanecusly the effects of race, diagnostic label, andg
performance outcome on teachers? berceptions of student
attributiors. Further, no investigatiorn bhas included witk
those variables an examination of tha relationship betuseen
the attributions made by teachers for their oun performance
anc¢ their perceptions of the the studenfs' attributions.
Thus, the comparison of the relative impact of those varia-
bles was heretofore precluded. A prob]eﬁ, therefore, exlists

in the attempt to inteqrate the previous research findings.
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this experiment was to attempt the inte-
gration of previous efforts by the simultaneous investiga-
tion of the eifects of stucent race, dizgnostic label, and
performance outcome on teachers® perceptions of the attrib-
.uticns made by students for their pettdtlance .to.ditteting
causal agents: while examining those perceptions in the
light of their celationship to the attributions made by

teacters for thteir own achievement relatec behavior.



The specific guestions for which ansuers were sought in
the present research are: What are the effects of student
race,.diagnostic label, and performance outcome on teachers?
proje&tiens of student‘atttibutions to cifferent causal fac-
tors? How do teachers* attributions of causes to their own
échievement-fe!ated behaviors (self-attributions) relate to

their projections of students? attributions?
Significance of the Study

"The present stucy of variables affecting teachers' per-
ceptions of students is significant in that it could lead to
the development of greater sensitivity on the part of teach-
Cers  and teacher-trainers to those factors which lead to
misinterpretation of the causes of student behavior. The
researchk cetziling tte significant, concommitant alterations
'in  teacher behavior toward students to whom differing
attributions of causality have been made 1is presented in
Ckapter Il. An intecrative analysis of thcse'perceptionéal-
tering variables could allow more unbiased decision making
and enhance teachers® prospects of improving each student's

actievement and fostering continuing, etfortful'scholarship.
Tefinitions of lerms

Definitions of terms anc concegts important te the pur-

‘poses of this study are presented below:



Stucept(s) were defined as the ficticious student{s) rated
by tte teackers.

Student race (race) was defined as the race assigned to each
ficticious student 1in the cescriptions proviced the teach-
ers. As such, it was further divided into American Ihdian
{Indian), black, and white levels.

Student diagnostic label (label) was defined as the previ-

ousy speciai or regular class placement indicated for eacth
ficticious student in the descriptions provided the teach-
ers. The categories of Mlabel™ were learning disabled, edu-
cably mentally bandicapped, emotionally éisturbed, and nor-
male | |

Slugepnt perfogsance guicone (perforsance) ;as definec as the
ficticfous students' stated success or failure when placed
 in tte regulac classroom; @also as indicetec in the descrip-
tions provided teachers.

Jeacrer self-stiributiogpns were cefinec as the subjects?
(teachers?') scores on the four basic attributional factors
(abality, tesk, effort, ard luck) whken attributing causes tg¢
“their own achievement~related behavior. Scores were
obtained through the use of ¢the Achievement Attribution
SelE-Report (Feugquay and Buil, 1979); analogous to the Indi-
vidual Achievement Ffesponsibility questionnaire (Crandail,
Ratkovsky, & Cranrdall,1965) ceveloped by Weiner and Potepan
(1970).



Hypotheses

while rrevious research provides & relatively sounc
basis for predicting the effects of the independent varia-
bles, both in isolation and paired, the hypotheses are
stated in the null cdue to the complexity of the three uay
interactions investigated in the present research. The spe-
cific hypotheses which were investiqateﬁ.in this experiment
are listed below: | |
Hol: Teachers* attributions of student performance to the
ability of the student will not be affeéted by

a. the students diagnostic label,

b. the student®s race, ‘

c. the student's performance, or

de. interactions of student label, race and per-
formance. . w

Ho?: Teachers' attributions of student performance to the
effort of the student will not be affected by:

d. the stucent's diagnostic label,

b. the student®s race,

c. the student®*s performance, or

Ce interactions of stucent label, race and¢ per-
formance.

He3d: Teacters® attributions of student performance to the
difficulty of the task will not be affected by:

a. the student®s diagnostic label,

be the student's race,

c. the student®*s performance, or

d. Interactions of student 1sbel, race and per—-
formance.

tod: Teachets',attributions of student performance to luck
will not be affected by:
a. the student®s diagnostic labelp

b the student's race,
te the s_tudent'c rerformance, c¢r



d. Iinteractions of/student label, race énd

performance. . j

Ho®:  No significant tqiationship will be found between the

attiibutions teachers ﬁake for their own perfctmance and the

attributions they make for the performance of students.



CHAPTER 11
SELECTED SURVEY CF THE LITERATURE
Intrecuction

This chapter includes a selected review of the litera-
ture relevant to the purposes of this study. Included are
sections éealind with teacher expectancy, attitudes of
teachers toward exceptional children, causal attribution
theory, factors impinging upon causal attx&butions, instru-

wentation, and educational implications.
Overview of Teacher Expectancy

The now-classic study by Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968)
.in the area of teacher expectancy generatec a8 tremendous
amount of interest and controversy, the result of which has
been a large body of conflicting research. The controversy
is by no means resolved.  However, it is safe to say that,
under some circumstances, teachers deveiop expectancies
(expectations) for certain stﬂéents. Further,. those exgec-
tations result and are reflected in the teachers' behavior
‘toua[d their studfents. The stucents perceive those behav—

iors, interpgret them, and often resbond_accotdingly.

10
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in ttre original research by Rosenthal and Jacobson
(196%), teachers were told that a rsndomly selected group of
their pupils swere "late bloowers™ as indicated by previously
completed testing. In relation to their control-group
peers, for whom no information had been provided the
teacter, the experimental group showed significant gains in
measured T.0. This was iInterpreted: as indicating that
teachers communicate their expectations to their students
ané zlso alter tte learninc envirorment in such a way as to
provide the students for whom they have positive expecta-
tions with enhanced opportunities for intellectual growth.
In their examinatior of the 'behaviotal‘concomnitants of
teacher expectancy, Erophy and ¢ood (1970) conclude that the
expectations of the teacter tunétion as self-fulfilling pro-
phecies and indicate some of the intervening behévioral
mechanisms involved in the process.
The teachers demandec better performznce fron
those children for whom they had higher expecta-
- tions and were more likely to praise such perform-
ance when it was elicited. In contrast, they uere
more likely to accept poor performance from stu-
dents for whom they held low expectations and sere
less likely to praise ¢good performance from these
students when it occured {Brophy and Good, 1970,
p‘ 365)0
Barber, Calverly, Forcione, McPeake, Chaves, and Bouwen
(1969) provide an analysis of self-fulfilling prophesies
whict allows a closer examination of the situational compo-
nents intr1nsic to a transwitted expectation. Those authors
‘broke self-fultilling prophesies into seven necessary compo-

nents.,
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The teacher must attend to, comprehend, and retain

the expectancy; '

the teacher must transmit the expectancy to the

students; . ~ :

the student must attend to, cosmprehend, and act

upon the expectancy (Barber 51131., 1969, p.123). |
Foster and Ysseldyké (1976) and Salvia, Clark, and Yéseldyke
(1973) have demonstrated the efficacy of the Barber, g1 al.
(1969) model in the examination of self-fulfilling érophe- a
sies. The results of thev Foster ané¢ V¥sseldyke (1976)
research will be more closely examined later in this chap-'k
ter.

Sociology prolessors Sexton an¢ Ftiedénburg, as
reported by Fetzmer (1971), have stated that teachers reward
~stucents without reference to fheir true achievements, capa-
bilities, and potential.  Rather, siudents are rewarded by
middle-class teachers on the basis ef how closely the s#u-
dents adhere to middle-class standardse. It can be easily
argued that many characteristics of students, in additioh to
treir socio-economic-status (SES), inpinge upon _.the
teacher®s perceptions of‘those students. Hosever, the work
of Brophy ané Goed (1970) inclucec the statistical control
of the differences in teacher expectancy attributable to the
chiléren ttemselves. Even withk that adced contioll those
authors,‘as previously noted, suggest that teachers Systemﬁ
aticzlly discriminate in favor of hiqh—échieving studenfs
over !ou~achievin§ students 1in denénding and reinforcing

quality performance. A related tlnding by VMedway and Baron

(1977) 1incéicates that, in the area of cross-age tutoring,
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tutors with high expectancy - for tutee suCCess are B®ore
effective teachers.

while many student characteristics wmay be observable
and ray be legitimate input to decisions about the student,
Hofer (1978) concludes that teackers ané schoolmates selec-
tively attend to a student?s attributes that are relevant to
tte teachers' and students® rolese. Other attributes are
perceived to the degree to which the student being observed
is important to thes. In addition to the impact oI'selec-
tive attending on teachers* perceptions, Ffoster and Salvia
(1977) have reported data indicating that teachers manufac-
ture student behavior to fif thgir expectapcies. In a'study
of teachers® responses to children labled learning disabled,
tkose authors founc that teachers asked vto rate the fre-
quency of undesirable behaviors exhlbited by 2 child wvere
willing tc rate in tte absence 6f observable behaviors. It
should be noted that the teachérs in this study indicated
the presence of fewer undesirable behaviors in leatnihg dis~
abled children when they were asked to be objective. Houw-
ever, they still noted more devience in the learning disa-
biec children than in the norwal childrer. This finding is
exaéerhated by Foster and VYsseldyke®s (1976) report that
‘teacters meintain their negative biases‘ even in the face ot
conflicting evidence. Research carried out by Therrien
(1976) provides a pessible interp:etation‘tdr the findings

reported by Foster and Ysseldyke (1976).  Therrien (1976)
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found tbat teachers?® estiﬁates of student ability indicate &2
significant overall primacy effect. She notes that: ™"Pri-
macy effect errors could result in a teacher never reéogniz-
ing the leacrning ehich 1s taking place (or perhaps not tak-
ing place)  (p. 213)." that study, wherein sﬁbjects rated
stucents reportec to have either ascending or descending
success, fndicated that a child who gives the impression of
being a "slow starter" rmay néver be able to shake.'tbe
_impression; neither with their current teacher nor sith sub-
vseqUent’teachers to whom records and infotnal information .

Adre passecde.

Attitudes of Teachers Toward Excéptional

Chiléren

Bryan and wheeler (1976) have noted:

The relationship of teacher expectancies, labels,

and outcomes for children is a controversial and

unresolved issue (hackillan, Jones, and Aloia,

1974). 1t is likely to remain so urtil se study

the interactions which comprise adult relation-

ships with handicapped chfldren (p. 41).

In crcer to better understand those relationships this
section examines research which summerizes teacher attitudes
tovward exceptional students, students exceptionzl by race
anc €iagnostic label.

Numerous authors have investigated student characteris-

tics that may alter the teacher's expectations. A portion

of tte expectancy research is devoted to thte biasing effects

of speciezl education, diagnostic labels. 7The sork of Foster
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and Vsseldyke (1976) demonstrates that classroom teachers
hold negative expectations towards «chiléren Lableé.deviént;
specifically those labled' learning disabled, ewotionally
disturbed, 3and educably mentally retarded.  The educable
mentally retarded label was reportéd,tﬁ_qenérate é greater
degree of negative bias than the labels of learning disabled
or eémotionally disturbed. Gillunq and Rucke: (1977) confirs
that regular education teachers have lower éxpectations for
chiléren wto are latled than for chiléren with 1dentical
behaviors who are not labled. ihbse authors found essen-
tially the same results for special education teachers hav-
ing seven or more yéats of expe:ience.
Yoshida and Meyers (1955) | provide data representative
of researct conflicting with the ccnceptvdf teacher expect-
ancy. Their.vfinding that the educable mentally retarded
(versus reqular class) label éid not lower expectancy scores
is interpreted as indicating that the teacher®s reliance on
labels may be reduced by the availability.of othet'cues for
making evaluations. In their research, thke other cues con-
sisted of a videotape of a child actor. 4 problem with
fheir methocology can be seen in their providing teachers
with written case descriptions containing info;nation:con-
tradictory to the child's obsé:ved petfotlance. | Addition—
ally, the sole videotagec chilé uwas black, thereby foster-
ing, but disallowing interptetat;on of, a possibly

significant, confounding race by label interaction.  More
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sound was the raesear ch by MacMillan, Jones, and Aloia (1974)
wherein, after viewing four vldeotéped-sessions of children,
neither teachers of classes for"the tduéébly mentally
retarded nor regular class téachérs " were found to héve-dité
ferences irn expectanc1§s for children labled educabiy mnen~
‘tally retarded and normal. These findings uere offered as
evicence ttat observations outuweigh stereptypes.
According to Foster and Ysséldyke (1976), isminent in

the purview of sctool psychological services remains a

Binet-like rationale~the 1dentitication of children uho

can't learn. Those authors state that this is partly to
'eliminate the blame placed on teachers t?t child failure. -
Labels are said to’ptovide an excuse fbr Q systen'svfailure
to teach children adequateiy. For labelé-to so function,
teachers must accept their accﬁracy and aSsulevcertain defi-
nitive child characteristics to be associated uith those
labels. |

As mentioned previously, Barber g% 2l. (1969) have
noted seven components to a self-fulfilling prophesy. the
research of‘ Foster and Ysseldyke (1976) demonstrates that
deviancy labels meet at least three or‘thoselseven‘require—‘
ments for the establishment of a selt~tﬁltilling prophesy.
That is, teachers attend to deviancy labels, associateé nega-
tive expectancies with those labels, and retain their héga*
tive expeétancies even when conftdnted~uithfbehaviot'incon~

gruent with the label. The same suthors note that studies
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on labeling that investigate child behavior are dealing with
the sum effect of the'ﬁatbet, gj 31.‘ (1969)vklpae1. ‘That
is, the student acts on the ekpectanéy- v ‘ v
the conclusfons of Silberman (1969) are that teacherss
attitudes are gener2lly revealeé in their actions tdvaté
stﬁdents. Specifically, the attitudestot concerh, indiffet¥
ence,krejection, and attachuent uere inVestigated. ‘Silber-
man (1969) found that those four atfitudas were translated
into action in different ways, such that tedachers* expres-
sions of canern and indifference  uere more clearly
expressed than ;heit expressions of tejcctioh and attachf'
ment. ‘Futtter note¢ was the fincing that both the students
to whom the teacher behavioi was directed énd other students
in the class were auare of most of the behavioral expres- -
.sions of the teacher's attitudes. Silbersan (1969) con-
cluded that the teacher's actions both informed the students
of the teacter's feellngé towards thee and guided their
peers perceptions of and behavior toward thes. Helton and
Oakland (1977) report that the ability characteristics of
students, while related to teachers*® attitudes of attachment
and indifference, are most strongly related to teachers'i
attitudes of concerny the most cleaxly expressed of the four
attitudes examined by Silberman (1969). Helton and Oakland
(1977 further note that childrens® personality éharacte:is-
tics account for most of the variance associated with

‘teacher attitudes of attachment and rejection.
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The attitudes of teachers toward students have been
found to be related to the race of theIStudcnt- Exemplary
is tre‘uorﬁ of Zucker and Prieto (1977) wherein, irrespec-
tive of the sex of the chiid, teachers indicated that place-

ment in a class for thé educably lentally bhandicapped was

more appropriate for Mexican-American children than for

white children. Those authors- interpret their findings as
possibly due to the éthnocentrlcisl of teachers or ethnic
linkage with lower socioeconomic status resuliing in a con-
founcing socioeconomic status stetectype. Another inves;i-
gation (Jackson and Cosca, 1974) surveyed 494 classrooms in
‘the souttuestern United States. They concluded that, rela-
tive to uxeit'Fexican—Aneriéan'students, teachers praise or
encourage whites 35% more,v accepted or usec¢ the ideas of
whites 40% more, and directed 21% more questions t6 whites.
Rubovits and Maehr (1973) report findings for black versus
white students analogous to the Mexican-American vérsus'b
white findings of Jackson and Cosca (1974). Black students
were founc to be given less attention, were ignored more,
praised less, and criticized more than white students.
Nctéwortby was tte finding that, in relation to all white
studehts and black students of norlal'intélligence, it is
the gifted black who is given the least attention, 1is the
least praised, and the most criticized.

The relationship of race to téachets'”attitudes uas

furtter explored by Friend anc¢ Weo¢ (1973).  Those authors
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found a tendency on the part of teacﬁets to bglieve that,
across race ané SES, black, wmidéle-class children felt the
most pride and most shame upon success and failure, :espec-
tively. Teachers apparently believéd that those chiléren
were particularly motivated to achieve aﬁd, therefore, wore
affected by success and failUré. Alternstively, teachers in
the Friend and Wood (1973) research believed that lower-
class, black children felt the lezst pride for success and
the least shame for Iaiiure. This fincing suﬁgests that
teachers believe those children do not care about success or
failuré, | |

The differential behavior and attifuaes of teachers
havé also been iniestigateé in relation to the diagnostic
(céviance) 1abé1 of the stuéent.- AS descfibed by‘Btyan and
wheeler (1976), differences exist in the mays in which spe-
cial educators and tegﬁlar—ciass teachers relate to their
clésses. Teachers of children diagnosed as learning disa-
blec¢ or trainably mentally retarced relate to their pupils
primarily as 1individuals and elicit a high response rate.
Teachers of the multiply handicapped also relate to their
pupils as indiviéuals, but the communication is more in the
form of a solilogy--winimal responding on the child's part.
Markedly different from Bryan and Wheeler's 11976). special
educators, reqular-class teachers coninnicated primarily by
addressing the §roup as a whole. Panda and Bartel's (1972)

research incicates that varicus forams of exceptlonalitiasz.'
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are percelived dltfetently by teachers. As compaiec ‘to nof~
mal and gifted students, exceptional students Heré seen as
more dirty, ugly, a2né bade These characteristics were per-
ceivec to be more pronouncec in culturally deprived and emo-
tionally disturbed childten than in menta2lly retarded child-
ren. Accitiorally, wsentzlly retarded, emotionally
disturbed, and culturally deprived chiidrén sere seen 3s
vsmall, weak, anc delicate compared to gifted and delinqueht
children, witih mentally retarded worse than epotionally dis-
turbed and culturally deprived. A1l three of the above
types of exceptional stucents were seer as more passive,
duller, and slower than normal students, «ith the mentally
retarce¢ viewed as worse than the elotihnally disturbed.
The general conclu;idn of Panda and battei (1972) was that
exceptionalities lableé on sociopsychological grounds were
rated 1ouer than those labled in terms of physical impair-
ment. Confirmation of different teacher perceptions of dif-
ferent types of exceptional students is founc 1in work done
by Algozzine and Sutherland (1977). When teachers observed
a child exhititing destructiveness, fighting, negativism,
and disobediance, the behavior sample uas réted as  more
bothersomre and less acceptable when the child was thought io
be learning cisablec than when thought to be emotion2lly
disturbed. These findlnqs imply that.negative behaviors not
expected from a child having a given label eore considered

rore serfous than those bebaviors when expected.



21

in adﬁltion‘to different teacher attltudes being rela-
ted to certein labels, teackers believe chiléren kaving cer-
tain labels to differ in their §choolére1ated attithdes.
Children labled gifted (as opposed to their normal peers)
are seen és‘hoiding moce positlﬁe attitudes tomard tasks,
toward ‘their oun perforsance. Children labled mentally
rTetardec were rafed less taiorably on tte above two dimen—
sions and on theijr reactions to adults, rotor reactions, and
verbalizaticrs. The labels appearec to htave hac @ selective
rather thar pervésive effect on ratings of behavior.

Several studies report more¢ heartening findings for
lablec crilcren.  Exemplary a}e those by Condell and Tonn
(196%), and Jaffe (1666). 1In the first study, willingness
to teach mentally retarcec chilcren inctea;ed with the exng
rience of the teacher. The second sfudy indicates that per-
sonal experience with an exceptional child leads to a
qreatér perception of positiVE traits. Alsc promising are
the results reported by Fostet_and Salvia (1977), previously
mentioned, which incicate tkat a cesand for objectivity min-

imizes the label bias.
Causal Attribution Theory

a3 noted previously, friend and Hdod (1973) have
described causal attribution theory (Heider, 1958) as a pos4
sible framewdik for the waking of more definitive statements

about expectancies. *his “theory of motivation,"1as it is
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zalled by Rrophy and Good (1977), deals with the perception
of causes of, or explanations for, behavior,. specific%lly,‘
success anc failure in achievement-oriented situations.
Underlying the model is the assumption that beliefs about
the causes of success or failure meciate betuween the percep-
tions of an achievement task and the final performance.
'Considered are four possible cauées for success hr fatlure:
ability, effort, task difficulty, and luck. As noted in the
first chapter, the model views these causes as varying on
two c¢imensicns: locus of control ené stability over tige.
As such, causes internal to the individual are ability and
effort; external are task cifficulty and luck. Stable over
time are ability and task;difticulty;  more variable are
effort and luck. The fburvcauses ~are not meant to be con-
sicfered an exhaustive list of &l1 possible reasomns to whick
success or failure may be attributed. Rather, they ateipro~
posed as waior reasons. Rosenbaum (1972) has proposed ad¢d-
ing intentfonality as & third causal dimension. Hosever,
tittle support for this 1is eVidenced}in the recent litera-
ture; virtﬂelly 811 ct tte research has concentratec on fur-
ther analysis of the reasons‘originally proposed.

Une author (Bar-TYal, 1978), in reviewing research td
¢ate, nctes that the locus of control dimension influences
the affective reacticns of sheame or pride in the performance
outcomes. Tle stability cimension affects cognitive changes

in expectancy follouing success or failure. Thus, for exam-
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ple, an in¢iviéual percefving another®s success to be due to
ability or effort would be expected to infer that the other
tad¢ more rprice in tkre accdmplishkenf than @ person whose
success was perceived to be due to luck or the easiness of
the task. Additionally, an individual perceiving another's
success to be due to ability or easy tasks would expect con-
tirued success from the other; more than frosm another whose
success was perceived to be due to effott or luck. This 1is
supported, 1r part, by the work of Featﬁet anc¢ Simon (1971)
who found that, for both cneself and othgts, unexpected out-
comes were more often attributec to environmental factors
than were expected outcomes. This may be integrated with
the research of McMahan (1973), who found thet task attrib-
utions appear relatively 1hd¢péndent of éxpectancy discon-
firnation, and that the greater the disparity between ‘
expectancy &nd actual outcome,v tte greater weight civen to
effort and luck as causal factors and the less weight given
to ahility. Thus, luck is left as the primary inferred cul-
crit for unexpected outcones.

The two studies just mentioned fall within the purvies
of thé‘"consistency rodel" initially proposed be Frieze &nd
Weiner (1971).  Tthis mocel maintains that temporsl consist-
ency of success and failure leads to ability and task diffi-
tculty attritutions;, tempcerel inconéistency leads to effort
and luck attriputions. On the other hand, interpersonal

consistency leads to task difficulty attributions; interper¥
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sonal-inconsisténcy~ to abilty, effort, and 1luck attrib-
uticns. Interpersonal ccnsistency anc inconsistency refer
to.the degtee of congruence of the individual's behavior
(performznce) with that of his/her peers. ¥Frieze and Welner
(1971) nocte that tre effects of interpersonal comparisons
are mitigated by the degree of perceived similarity of those
to whtom conwgarisons are being mace. Those zuthors sugcest
this indicates the relative importance of ego-oriented
motives over consistency alone. The importance of ego-ori-
entec mptives §s substantiatec by Heduay, Lowe, and Baron
(167%) in their finding that subjects who saw their éun suc—
cess as Cue tg hiqﬁ ability (or task ease) c¢ic hot see their
own failure as due to low ability (or task difficulty).

Brarct, Haycen, anc¢ Bropky (1975);attet @ positive note
in their finding that:

The mbre a teacher interacts with z student, even

& ficticious one, thte more the stucdent®s apparert

performance and not the experiwenter®s ascription

of the student®s wotivation cetermines the

teacher's attitudes toward him. (p. 123)
Supportive of the ahove conclusions are those of Fontaine
(i197%), «&htc states that tte strong support‘for the tohsistf
ency model might be due, in part, to the minimal informwmation
usually received by subjects. Fontaine (1975) acds that in
real-task situations subjects look at‘botﬁ outcome and situ-
ational variables. Offsetting these positive incicants ate
the previously mentioned studies by Therrien (1976) and Fos-

ter and Ysseldyke (1976) which report a significant overall
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primacy effect in ability estimates, and that teachers qain-
tain their negative biéses even in the face of contliétinq
evidence. The conciusion of Corro (1977, p. 2) facilitates
integration of these.disparate findings, "Individuzls vary
q;eatly in the amount and kind of information they use to
make achievement attributions.”

Atkinson®e (1964) treory of achievement motivation has
been investigated extensively from a causal attribution per-
spective.  As noted¢ by Bar-Tal (1978), four types ot
achievement related responses are predicted from Atkinson®s
theory: free-choice behavior, persistence of behavior,
intensity of performance, and risk performance. That causal
attributions influence the direction, magnitude, and per-
sistence_ot‘ achievement-related behavior finds support in
the wuwork of Corro (1977). Specific interrelationships
repcrted by Bar-Tal (1978) include the finding that individ-
uals nigh in need for achievemenf are inclined to attribute
tteir successes to abi]lty'and effort, &anc tterefore experi-
ence pride or reward. Individuals low in need for achieve-
ment are predisposed to attribute success to luck or easi-
ness of tte task (external causes)y thereby experiencing
less pride for success. Using a path analysis procedure,
Omelich ané Covingtor (1977) contirm differences in attrib-
utions of success-oriented and failure-avoidant studentse.
However, their analysis indicates the ¢ifferences are not

causally imgortant to student performance.
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Anothér area thet Las received attention is that ot the
relation of an individual*s attributions of causes for his
or her own behavior to that idndividual's attributions of
causes far the oeravior of othets.' Barnett anc Kaiser
(1977) report findihq that the causes to shich children
attribute their own and anotter  incividuzl's intellectual-
academic outcome dewonstrate a high 1level of congruencye.
This finding, however, represehts g minority opinion. The
consensus is tFat there are important self-other (actor ver-
sus observer) differences in the attribution process (Jones
and¢ Nisbett, 1972). Specific cifferences, notéd by Bar—-Tal
and Frieze (1975), (include the finding t?at people experi-
encirg success or failure afe relatively mote likely to per-
cejve their outcomes as caused by extetnal‘factors (task and
luck). Conversely, people watching the perfecrmance attirib-
ute the cutcomes to internal factors (ability and effort).
Feather and Simon (1971) had pfeviously stated that the suc-
céss of Ahofhgr wag.nore often attributec to ability than
one's own SuUCCeSSe. Those authors consider this to be an
attempt on tte part of tte subject to aveid¢ beastfulness anc
communicate apnrova{ of the other. They 4go on to say that
another®s failure was more often asttributec tc baé luck than
was the subject?s oun fajlure. The rationale proposed for'
this finding 1is that those attribdtions 2llow subjects to
avoic makirg excuses for themselves an¢ criticisms of the

other. Wvedway, Lowe, and Baron (1975) extended the examina-
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‘tion ot self-otter cifferences in attributfoms by acéing
variation on an interpersonal dimension; the “other" was
eitrer likec or c¢islikec by the subjects, or subjects wuere
neutral toward the "other".  Successful neutral others were
perceived to be similar to successful likec othkers, suck
that ﬁore personal attribution was assigned to neutral and
liked others than to oneself, and more to oneself than to
dislikec otters. Unsuccesstul néuttal others were perceivec
to pbe similar to unsuccessful disliked others; more personal
attributiors for failure uére assignec¢ to cislikeé others
than to oneself and neutral others, and pore to these per-
sons than to liked others. Additionzl}y, subjects who
attributec the success of liked and disliﬁed others to high
effort (or task ease) dic not perceive the failure of those
perscns as cue to low effort (or task cifticulty). However,
for neutral others, to the extent that subjects attributed
success te¢ tien effort, task ease, enc ¢ood luck they
attributed failure to low effort, task difficulty, and bad
Tuck. In this research it is the "liked othter"™ concdition
that provides results corresponding to those of Feather énd

Simor (1971).
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Factors Impinging Upon Causal

Attributicns

Student Race, SES, apd Sex

As noted by Friend and Keale (1972) and reiterated by -
Bar—-Tal (1978), tendencies to form czuszl attributions are
learned, such that:

groups such as blacks and females and individuals

with certain causal perceptions may perform in a

classtoom below their abilities because of their

maladeptive patterns of attrlbution (Friend znd

Neale, 1972, p. 267)

Research by Friend and kood- (1973) indicates that subjects
saw black children as attributing to therselves a lack of
ability and explaining their performance in terms of lucke.
However, the children themselves ¢o not tctslly share the
biases of the Friend ané ¥Woaoc (1973) subjects. Black ané¢
white children, in a study by Friend and Neale (1972), 1were
found to attribute essentially equal amcunts of &bility anc
effort to themselves given success 2and failure. khile the
améunts of ability and effort were Jjudged equzl by the
ckiléren, . trey ¢éié confirm the biases of the adult subjects
in another area. %hite children were found to judge ability
and effort s a more important czuse for their performance
than task difficully and lucke The reverse tendency uas
found for black children. That is, white children xere

founé to rate internzl factors &s mcre important {especially

following failure) than did black children. Koss znd Salvis
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(197%) indicate the existence of another aspect to the
racial differences in attrlbutiohs, They found that, in
success conditions, both whites and blacks make attributions
to ahiiity. tiomever, this is true for blacks only when that
success 1is consistert witht their expectations. Berg and
Hyde (1976) report that whites attribute failure more than
success to luck. The same was founé for blacks when the
fatlure was unexpected; the reverse when the failure uas
expected. Those authors zlso report that tlacks have higher
grace expectations fcllowing failure, wher failure was unex-
pected. ' The interpretation made was that this finding sup-
ports previcus research indicating that b}acks tenc to tawve
unrealistic aspirations based Jn past performance. = This
'interpretation indicztes 5 possible lack of insight into the
study¢s three-uay intéraction, race Xx berfotnance outcome x‘
performance expectation. An alternative explanation is that
whites urreelistically base future expectations most heavily
on performance outcome rather than also using the reasona-
bleness of that outcome in terms of their performance expec—
tations. Aveilable geer group copparisons also impinge ugbn

the attribution process such that students in los-achieving
minority groups or schools are 1less likely to atttibutg.lqﬁ
graces to lack of ability than are students inm high-achieve-
ment schools. The subjlects in the Friend and %ood (1973)
study saw lower-class children &s using low ability and high

effort explanations; riddle-class children as using high
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ability en¢ low effort explanations. Thase subjects uwere
"more influenced by social class and tace of  the students
than were the students themselves.

while research by Berg ané Hyde (1976) reéozts no gen-
der differences in causal attributions following achievement
betavior, rmeny others do report suck differences. HWeiner g;
ale. {1975) report as being especizlly pronounced for
females the tendency for unattractive individuals to be seen
as having high}ahility and effort when successful, but very
low 2bility and effort wten they failed. W¥hile Brandt, Hay-
den, and EtophyA(197S) note differences in the ways males
anc¢ females assure responsibility related Jto their locus of
control, the sex of individuals was found to have no effect
on assignment of responsibility. Those authors conclude
that sex ¢ifferences are relatively unimportant in teachers?
attributions of responsibility. Adding further confusion to
this area Is Hanes* (1979) finding of @ three-way interac-
tion effect on attributions due to student sex x performance

x giftedrness uwittout signiticant pain effects for sex.

‘Diagnestic Caitegory (Label) apnd

Performance Quicome

As previously nmentioned, Foster anc VYsselcyke (1976)
note that labels provide an excuse for a system®s failu:e to
teact chiléren. The inverse may &lsc be true. Hanes (1979)

has described the impact of the gifted label. His analyses
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indiceted that labels may also provide a rationale for a
system's success in teaching children. In additfon to the
effects of labels, Bar-Tzl ané Frieze (1974) note that
attributions for oneself and others are strongly affected by
whetter the outcore was success or failure. Mecway and
Baron {1977) extend the findings of the previocus authors
with their report that tutors with bhick expectancies for
tutee success are more effective teachers. In the absence
of observahle behavior, teachers are still xilling to rate
ctiléren (Foster ané¢ Salvia, 1977); extrapolating fros
available obsecrvations and from conclusions deduced from
labeling, file-ftclcder information, and other sources.
Research in this area éenerally has Seen supportive of
both the augmentation and ‘disgounting princivles of Kelly
(1973), arc Frieze and Weinet's {1971) vprinciples of con~
sistency. Yeachers have been shosn to attfihute consistent,
hiok performance to chilé ability. Deteriorating perfo:m«I
ance may pe attributed to situational demands (for example -
task difficulty) 1in addition tc being attributed to ability
and effort (Beckman, 1970). However. on improvement in a
child*s perfermance, teachers assume responsibility thém—
selves (Jotnson, Genbaum, ané Weiby, 1964). Adcitionally,
teachers of successful students essign‘ more responsibility
tc themselves ttan co teackters of unsuccessful students

{Brandt, Hayden, and Brophy, 1975).
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une type of information shoun to be felated to teach-
ers' attributions is that contained in the child's file
folcer. For tte succeeéing_stnéent, teachers are more
likely to infer high student ability'andlof effort when they
are tolc pesitive file-folder idintormation. Given negative
file-folder information they are more likely to see the suc-
cessful student as héving good luck. Attributions te¢ abil-
ity were also influenced by how reliable the file-folder
information was perceived to be (Borko and Shavelson, 1978).

Low atility, a characteristic Implicit in the educably
mentzlly handiczpped lebel, causes the amount of effort
expencec to attain & Given measure of success to be per-
cefved to be greater than that expended b; a person of high
ability. 1he more successiul the outcome, the greater is
thke zmourt of Inferrec effort (Rest, Niererberg, Weiner, and
‘Heckhausen, 1972). Those authors alse state that, for a
successful student, perceivec hick effort and low ability
auoment rewards for achievement. The wmore successful the
outcore and the greater the perceived effort, the larger the
dispensed rewardse. This holds regardless of the perceived
difficulty of the task. However, perceiving failure to be
fue to Yow ability of tte studert causes a belief  that
effort cannot reverse the trend (Nichells, 1975). The
irplicatiors of these stucdies are that whkere the student?s
success is not consistent with the teacher's expectations,

resu’ting from label or file-folder informatien, the teacher
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will attribute theé success to the student's good_'luck or
tick effort. Censequently, while achiévement may be hichly
rewarded, there will be no teacher expectation for future
succgsé. ferceiving .a Student®s failure to‘ be consistent
withk the iabel or file~foléer incuced expectations leads to
attributions to low ability and, secondarily, task diffi-
culty (Jokrson, Feigenbaum, anc¢ Weiby, 1964); and the expec-
tation of continued failure. In marked contrast, perceiving
a success 2s caused by high ability results in a belief that
the succeeding trend could be maintained easily (Nlcholls;
1975). 1o the extent that teachers make attributions to
gbility, tlkey c¢an atsolve themselvés of Fesponsibility for

- their students' success or failure.
Instrumentation

Normative and ipsative, likert-type and forced choice
sceles bave previously been employed in the measurement of
causal attributions. The Intellectual Achievement Responsi-
hility scale (IAm) (Crandall, Katkowvsky, anc Cranc¢all, 1965)
and the aduit variant of the IAR (Weiner and Potepan, 1970)
are examples of the ipsative, forced-choice variety. Those
scéles yielc pétsonal attribution scores derived by summing
and aweighting equaily} ability and effort attributions
(excluding iters in whick ability and effort were paired).
weiner (197%) has indicated problems with the adult adapta-

tion stemminc from subjects® difticulties in determininc to
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which attritutional factor the item choices refer. A sore
rronising elternative to the YAR ard its variants has been
offered by V¥cV¥ahan (1973). That author*s forced choice,
ipsative scéle ewploys sinplistic responses, easily classi-
fiable as to their reference to ability, effort, task, or
luck. .By assigning one point to & factor for each time it
is checked as prefered, McMahan obtains scores for an indi-
vidual on each attributional fézctor. While ihe forced
choice fcrmwat, vproperly employed, 1s one meéns of control-
ling for social desireability of the responses, no mention
‘of zny attempt tc determine the relative sacial desirability
of the paired responses was found. Givgn Eduards (1957)
demonstration of a correlaiions of .80 to .90.betueeen the
frequency of a response and‘ its judged soéial desirability,
there appears to be at least one fatal flaw in the previ-
ousiy menticned scales. They arte furtter derogated by the
lirited normative comparisons resultinq from fheir ipsative
| narure.

Exempléery of attempts to cetermine causal attriputions
through the use of 11kert~ty§e insttuménts are -the aefforts
of ?rxend annd Wood (1973) and, more recently, Hanes (1979).
While these scales retain full access to the normative
advantages and leave no roomlior confusion as to which cau-
sal facter is being referencec by esch item, the possibility
of social desirability bias is still evident. As implied by

Fewercs (1957), tte effectiveness c¢f the scales in reflect-
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ing individual differences in achievement attrikutions is
inversely relateé¢ to the scale bias due to social desirabil-
ity.

Ideally, a scale would have responses on which there
was generdl agreement as to the attributicnzl facter ingi-
cated by each item. In order to minimize the impact of
social desirsbility, the scale uwould employ a forced choice,
ipsative forrat. Pairec¢ responses wWoulc¢ be matched on
social desirability in varying contexts, becth before and
after prelinpinary peirinc. While the imposition of norma-
tive interpretation on ipsative scales can lezd to confusing
interpretations, it has been successfully employed on the
Ecuards Personal Preference Schecdule {EPFS). Further, score
pattern znalyses =eappropriate to dipsative scores should be

employed in validation {(Anastesi, 1976, rp. 511-520).
Educational Implications

the conceptualization of causal percepticns as a
variable intervening betuween need for achieverent
and achisvement behavior...opens a possibility for
intervention by mocifying inc¢ividuals?® causal per-
ceptions of success and failure (Bar-Tal, 1978, p-.
264).
That indivicuals differ in their perceptions of the reasons
for their own and others?! successes and fzilures, and that
those perceptions.affect their bebhaviocral responses to a
given performance has been previously documented. Corro

(1977) has further noted that findings which demonstrate
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that causal perceptions can be manlpulated experirentally
suggest tte possibility that att:ibutional processes . are
‘trainable. Corro's (19775 report §ains SIQnificance in the
light of Dueck*s {197%5) conclusion that a change in stu~-
dents® maladaptive causal perceptions of success and failure
should improve their acadewic performance.  While Brandt;
Haycen, arc Brophy (1975) indicate that the experimental
studies in this area may make teachers appDear more self-
servinq and cefensive in ttreir attributions tkanm is actualiy
‘the case in naturalistic settings, data suggest that differ-
ing achievement levels in classes are relate¢ to the teach-
ers' expectations and performance demands~(8rophy and Good,
1970). The present reseafch exanines nbt only teachers?
attributiens for their oun:and students? perforﬁance, but
also the relationship betueen the tuo. |

Just &8s expectations of the students® future per-

formance serve to influence the teacher-student

interaction and subsequent academic achievement,

so might attribution incongruency play an impor-

tant role in the establishment and maintenance of

school-related Cifficulties (Barnett and Kaiser,

19717, p. 123).

‘while McMahan (1973) reports the stability dimension to
he more salient in achievement contexts, the importance of
the locus of control dimension is made clear by Bar~ial's
(197€) recent review of the literature. A4 student's success
or failure being perceived to bLe due to unstable causes

(luck andé etfort) brings the expectancy of possible future :

changes in performance outcome. Expectancy for change is
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rinirizeé when performance is attributec to stable causés
(ability and task difficulty). 0f the two stable causes,
task difficulty attributions leave the teacher with the pos-
sibility of their enhancing student performance by modifying
the task. Conversely, should the teacher assume the stu-
cent's performance to be due to student ability, they may
absolve themselves of responsibility for noditving the envi-
ronnent. Bzrnett anc Kaiser {1977) indicate 2 possible way
~student and teacher attributions may interract. Those
authors give as an example:

@ student who attributes‘his or her own perforp-

~ance tc a lack of effort or to some external cause

is unlikely to be optimally guided or motivated by

a teacher who is unaware of the student®s percep-

tion and attributes the poor perforsance predomi-

nantly to low atility (pg. 16 & 17).

Reported to generalize across age, sex, and sociocul-
tural croups is the findinc¢ trat students from tifth througk
twelfth grades are 'likely to seek tasks compatible with
their attributions for succeSs.to ability, effort, ér luck.
This tendercy is relatively unaffected by the students® suc-
cess of failure on the chosen tasks (Fyans and Maehr, 1977).
Thus, knowlecge of 2 student®s attributions allous predic-
tions of their activity choices. Further, children who per-
sist in sgite of failure have been.toﬁnd to assume greater
personal responsibility for their éerfotmance; such that
they tend to attribute failure to lack of effort (Bar-Tal,
1978). Conversely, boys who accept little re5ponsibility

for their  intellectual-achieverent outcowmes have been
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reported to have louer- grade point averages, achievement
test pe;centile scores, and ihtelligence test scores (Bar-
nett and Kaiser, 1977)- These findings support Duweck's
(1975) previously rentioned conclusion that encouraging stu-
dents to make 1internal attributions for success and.
Yack-of-effort attritutions for failure offers the possibil-
ity of maximizing actievement behavior.

Specific attempts to opetétionalize these recommenda-
tions actuzlly precate the reconmendations themselves. DeC- -
harws® (1972) personal causation training was desighed to
train teacters to change children's self-perceptions. Ifs
use resulted in academic improvgnent of ?articipatinq‘stu~
dents. Similar success was reported by Chapin and byck
(1976). Tiose éuthoxs repdrt thét, afte:‘teceiving attrib-
ution retraining, children experiencing réeding difficulties
ceveloped ‘mere reacing gpersistence trar a control ogroupe.
Inciuding specific procedures for helping children deal with
failure is far more effective than skirting the issue by
“trying to ensure success or gldssing over failure (Dweck,
1973).

Several authors have made specific suggestions for the:
use of attributional information in scheols. Pursuant to
tis cun fircings, Dweck (1975) has suggestec that the stu-
dent's attributions could be used to determine which indi-
viéuals woulé fare well in a 1e$s~structured4 more self-

guiced environment and which should be given more structure
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an¢ feecback cesigned¢ to foster or enhance their self-reli-
ance. Thus, as Fyans (1976) conciudes, students who make
attributions to ability and effort woulé be placed in &
less~structured, more open-education environmente. Students
who attribute success to external factors and fsilure to
irability wouid be better place¢ in an environment struc-
tured to facilitate attribution retraining. Suggestions for
_curriculum development are offered by Corro (1977, pp. 4-71):

1) Instructional activities should be constructed

to emphasize the role of effort in successe.

2) Stucents should be helped to make accurate

attributions by attending to possible areas of

misattribution. 4

3) Instructional environments shoulé minimize tle

threat of failuree.

4) Students should be informed of their progress

~in instructfon &s it relates tc their past per-

formance and the performance of their peers

Attention to the attributions made by the child for bis
ot ter performance and, where applicable, attribution
retraining offers the possibility of enhancing the likeli-
tocc of each student achieving to their potential. This 1is
true to the extent that the child's_attributional system is
consistent over time and correctly identified. Serious con-
cerns may be voice¢ concerning incivicdualization based on
attribution to the extent that 2 teacher's perceptions of a2
chilcss attributions are reflections of the  teacher's ouwn

attributions, the student's race,}diagnoétié‘label, or past

pertocmance,



CHAPTER 1I1
HETHOD
Introcduction

This chapter details the subjects, procedures, and
materials used in this research. Also included are sections
on the instruments on which the subjects were asked to

respond and on the data snalysis procedures.

Subjects

instructors of mnine graduate classes in the Cklahome
State University Caliegerof Education were asked tc allowm
their pupils to participate in the present researche. Expe—
rimental packets, each designed to'tit one of the four eéexpe-
rimental conditions, were passed out by the instructors in
their classes. Instructors received en instruction sheet
wkict allowed them to resgondé to stucent questions anéd con-
cefns. The packets:had previously been placed in randos
secuence through the wuse of & random number table. Of the
200 potential subjects, 78 incicatec ttey were in profes—
sions other then teaching and were therefore excluded frowm
the subject pqol. Subjects actually incluéeé in the analysis_
were randowly selected from the remaining 122 until each

experimental condition included 20 teachers.

40
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Procedures

As indicated above, sSubjects were :ahdonly assigned to
one of four levels of the label treatment (educably mentally
handicapped, emotionally disturbéd, leétninq disabled, and
Ynormal®)., Within the assigned labei.condition each subject
was required to make attrib&tlons for students® performances
under both success and failure conditions in all categories
of tte race treatment (black, white, lnéian).(sée Figure 1).
Thus, with the repeated measures across performance and
race, eact teacter nade attrjbufions fot‘the performance of

six ficticious students.
¥aterials

Each teacher received a packet including: (A) Introduc-
tion, (B) Materials fo rate the six Students, and (C) a copy
7of each of the three forms of the Feuguay - Buil Achieverment

Attribution Self-Report (FAASR) (Feuquay end Bull, 1979).

(A) {piroduciigpn. The introduction uas in two partsv-— ,
~one reac¢ aloud to the class, anc one read¢ only by the teach-
er-subjects themselves. Fart one was:

This research is part of the effort to standardize
the enclosed scale. In order to determine the
situations and individuals the scale is suited
for, you are asked to provide information about
yourself and to rate both yourself and six diffecr-
ent children. Your responses uill remain anony-
mouse. Do not write your name op the forms.
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Label

Performance within Race
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Figure 1. Experimental Design

Part two varied depending upon the level of label beihq

gresenteé.

The basic formrat is

listed below;

gortidus'in

parentheses represent variations to fit differing stimulus

conditions.

Eact of the children you are askeé to evaluate has
been performing adequately in (the regular class- _
room; a class for the educably mentally handicap-
ped; @ class for the emotionally disturbeds or a
class for the learning disabled) for the last tuo
Recent testing has confirmed that these
students (belong in thke regular classroom; meet

all criteria for placement in the educably nen-
tally handicapped program} mget all criteria for

years.
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placement in the emotjonally disturbed program; or
meet 211 criteria for placement in the learning
disabled progras). However this yesxr (their
achfevement, as measured by a standardized
achievement test, has changed considerablys or the
placerent team detersineé that the 2ppropriate
least restrictive environment for these children
is the regular class. Since their return to the
regular class, their achievement, as measurec¢ by a
standardized achievement test, has change¢d consid-
erably).

Assume that you are the teacher of these
children. Using the information provided, you are
asked to determine the reasons each student sould

be expected to give for the changa 1n théir per-
formance.

(8) Siudent Materials. Three sheets were provided for
this section of the packet; one for each category of race
(black, white, indian). On each sheet the teacher was asked
to rate two students; one who hac succeeded and one who hac
failed. information abo&t each student wuwas provided
directly atove the response area in one of the forws belou.

Achievement this year: one grade level (above;

below) classmates

Race:(black; white; iIndian) _

Previous placement:(Educably Mentally Handicapped;

Emotionally Disturbed; Learning Disabled; Regular

Classroon) ' ‘

(C) EBAASRs- After completing their ratings of the
six ficticious students, thte teachers were asked to conpieté
the three forms of the FBAASR (FBAASR-S, school form;
FBAASR-I, interpersonal form; FBAASR-W, werk form). These
were completed in reference to themselves. The FBAASR isl*

described in the next section of this chapter, and méY”be

founc¢ in Appendices I, II, anc LIl.
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Tersinoloygy

As detalled in the matékiéls subsection ot‘ the Proce-
durés, teachers were asked to determine the reasons each
stucent wauld be expeﬁted to give tof the'chahge in the stuy-
dent's performance. Those ‘ptojectionslpercepfions'of 'the.
teachers ate also referred to in the text as, siaply, "the
attcibutions wmade by teacheré for students,® or similar
phrases. 1Those alternative phrasing are ewployed inter—

thatceably.
Instrumentation

The three forms of the Feuguay - Bull Achieveaent
Atteibution Self-Report (feuquay and 8ull, 1979) were devel~-
oped for use 1n this study as =a response to the déatth olv
appropriate, standardized 1nstruments. ‘AS previouSly zen-
tioned, copies of the three forss may be found in'Appendngs
I, i1, @2né IIl. Ttose copies, while accurate in content,
have been changed in their layout on the page to zllou their
inclusion tere. = The scale incorporates the forced~choice,
ipsative format developed on the TAR {Crandall, Katkovsky,
2nd Crandall, 1965) ané simplifiec by McMahan (1973).
| initially, Feﬁquay and Bull' (1979) generated 132
phrases they belfeved to refer to ability, effort, task éif-
ficulty, or luck. A thesaurus was used to develop alterna-
tive phrases. Ten individuals were asked to &ssign the

pnhrases to the attributional catagoxy to which they beliéved
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the phrases belonged. One hundred petcent agreement . was
founé¢ for 53 items‘refering fo.conditionﬁ'ofé&uéceSSfUprér-
formance; 15 to ability, 17 to eifort,‘ 12 té‘faSk.dittib
culty, ané 11 to luck. Alsa one hﬁndtéc.bércént agreement
was found for 40 items refering to_féiiute conditibns; 12 to
ability, 10 to effort, nine to task'diffi¢ﬁlty; ?nﬁ nine te
luck. | - |

Gne hundred, thirty-four individuals/uére asked to rate
the 93 items (53 success anc 40 failure) on a one to seven
point, likert-type, social acceptability scale. .ihose items
bighkly ccrre!ated anc showing no significant difference in
mean social acéeptability were gaired $u§h that six pairs
were created for success conditions and six were created_fot
feilure cancitions. The social acreptabiliiy of each-itenvin
the 93~itém set had been ascertained ih school, work, and
interpersonal situations for both males ané females. In cre-
ating the two sets of six pairs, items showing situational
nr 2cross-sex differences in mean social acceptibility Luere
excludeds.

The 24 remaining items (two sets of six pairs) were
~ presen{eé tc 137 individuals in their paired format anéwuete
again rated on soclial acceptébility. Ko 31§n1f1caht within- 5
pair differences in mwean social acceptability Were fohnd;
That pairing :uas retained in tﬁe final formse. 'The three
finzl forms differ in their question stems; describing

school, work, or intergersonal (social) situations. It
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should bé noted that all indéivicusls pacticipating in the
standardization process were pupils attending clasées in%thc
Oklahoma State Univétsiiy Coilege otbﬁducatién.

The sczle provides tuo basic sets oi 1ndl¢es, (1) abil-
ity, efforty, task difficulty, and luck indices in success
ané fatlure conditions, and, by aumuatian éétoss success andé
failure conditions, (2) ability, effort, task difficulty,
and luck Indices without reqérd to petfotnanéq,conditlons.
The range of each index of the firsf set is fros 0-3. the
range of each index of the Second set is 0-6. All indices
are additive as indicated by‘rukey's test for non-additivity
and Cronbach's alpha ranges from .63 to 783 for the first
set znd from .63 to .68 for the séccnd set. ‘Reliability ané
additivity data were obtained from the‘ao teachers who

setvec as subjects in this study.
Data Analyses

Given the ipsative nature of the scale employed, eackt
of the four attributional factors on which students wuere
rated was treated as tﬂe sole dependent variable in a Kirk
SPF-r.qr design (Kirk, 1968, pp. 296~307), i.e«, & tindquist
Type VI (Lindguist, 1953). These analyses were run under
release 76.6D of SAS (Statistical Analysis System; Baito _
toodnight, Sall, and Helwig, 1976) at the Oklahéaa State
University Coamputer Center. Significant program statesents

are included in Appendix iV. These analyses, where appro-
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priate, wege fecllowed by Tukey's sultiple comparison test
and F-tests for sinple effects. Procedures for the follow-
up analyses were acdapted from Kirk (1968).

The relationship between the attributions teachers made
for their oun performance and those that they perceived of
stucents was exawined using stepwise multiple regression of
each student attributional factor onto the set of teacher
self-attributions. A separate regression analysis uas per-
forwed for each student attributional factor due to the dic-
tates of the ipsative instrument. These analyses were per-
formed usirg version H, release 8.0 of SPSS (Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences; Nie, Bull, Jenkins, Stein-
btrerner, anc¢ Bent; 1978) at ihe Oklahona State University
Computer Center. |

Given previous research in this area, plethoric with -
claims of significant, but disbatate, findings, alpha wsas
set at .01 for all statistical tests 1in this research.
Apparent Type I errors in conjunctibn with incomplete speci-
fication of terms have led to considerable confusion in the
ares of expectancy research. Minlnizing the possibility ot
Type T errors may result in a wmore cohesive body of

research.



CHAPTER 1V
ANALVSIS GF THE DATA
Introduction

This ckepter includes a repcrt of the results of this
research as they relate to the stated hypotheses. Resultls
are rep#rtgd separately for each hypothesis, Also include¢
is a section on the explanatory power of the various inde-
pendent vzribles found to affect or be related to the

depencdent Fecsuresa.
Fesults

Hypotbtesis 1

Teachers® attritutions o¢f student performance to the
ability of the student will not be zffected by:
2. the student's diagnostic label,
b. the student®s race,
c. the student's performance, or
d. interacticens of student 1label, rzce, =nd performance.
Attributions tc gbility xere s&snalyzed: as the dependent
varizble in 3 Xirk SFF-p.qgr design {(Kirk, 1968); 2 three-way

analysis of variznce with repeated measvres on two factors

48
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(Bruning ahd Kintz, 1977). That analysis is detailed 1n 
Table I. As indicated in the table, the students® reported
performance had a significant effect on teachers® éttrib¥
utions to ahility.(Fi18.32; ¢£=1,76; p(0.00bl); Specifi-
cally, attribﬁtions to high'abilify in succeSS'COnditions"
(Meen=1.7458) were wace more frequently fhan ‘ﬁere attrib-
utions to low ability in failuté con&jtions {Fean=1.2917).

Thus Ho IC x3s rejected. vﬂypothGSes IA, 18, and ID uwere not

rejected.
TABLE 1 '
ANCV SUWEARY TjBLE FCR ABILITY
ATTRIBUTIONS
Source : §S af ks F
Petween subjects 135.998 79 o~ —
Label 1.540 3 0.513 <1
Sub} wW.croups 134.458 716 1.769 -
Within subjects 305.833 400 ——— —
Race 2.850 2 1.425 2.22
Label X race 4,067 6 0.678 1.06
Face X sub) we.groups 97.417 152 0.641 -
Performance 24,752 1 24,7152 18.32*
- Label X performance 1. 056 3 0.352 <1
Ferformance X o ' o
- "subj s.groups 102.692 7€ 14351 @ ~~=
kace X performance 14267 2 0.634 1.44
Label X race X : _
performance 4.850 6 0.808 1.84
_Race X performance X
subj s.groups 66.883 152 0,440 ---
Total 441.830 179 —-—— ——

s o T > T T - -

* p ¢ 0.0001
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Hyootbesis 1I

Teachers' attributions of'studeni pecrforsance to the
effort of the student will Aot.be affected byz |
a. the stucent's g¢iagnostic lzbel,
b. the student?'s race,
c. tte stucent's performance, or
d. interactions of student label, race, and performance.
Attributions ¢to effort wsere also anaiyzed as the
dependent variable in a Kirk SPF-p.qr design (Kirk,‘ 1968).
That analysis is detailed in Tabie I1. The students® per-
formance hec & significant effect on atttibutions to effort
(F=14.12; df=1,76; p<0.0003). Attributions to high effort
in success conditions (Mean=1.5125) were mace with more fre-
quency than were attributions to 1low effort in failure con-
ditions (kean=1.0956). The tabled results indicate that Ho
LIC uas rejected while Hypothteses 114, IIB,.and 11D uéte not

rejected.

Hypothesis IIi

Teachers® attributicens of stucent performance to the
difficulty of the task will not be affected by:
2. the student's diagnostic 1label,

b. thte student®s race,
c. the student's performance, or

Ce interactions of student label) race, ané performance.
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TABLE 11
ANOV SUMKARY TABLE FCR EFFORT
ATTRIBUTIONS
Source S8 df kS F
Retuween subjects 127.995 79 —-— ——
Label 3.892 3 1.297 <1
Subj we.groups 124,033 76 1.632 -
Within subjects 375.667 440 - —

Race 0.554 2 0277 <1
Label X race 1.596 6 0.266 <1
Kace X subj sW.groups 146.517 152 0.964  —=-
Performance 20.833 1 20,833 14,12*
Label X performance 2.067 3 0.689 <1
ferformance X :

subj w.groups 112.100 16 1.475 -
Race X performance 0.2179 2 0.140 <1
Label X race X :

performance 3.671 6 0.612 1. 06
kace X performance X : ‘ ,

subj u.groups 88.050 152 0.579 -——

503.592 479

D o o - i — . W s S D A D S iy VS P S0

* p < 0.0003

Attributions to task cifficulty uwere 2lso analyzed as

the (Kirk,

dependent variable in a Kirk SPF-p.gr design

1968). That analysis is detailed in Table III, The stu~

dents? pérformance had a significant effeét on attributions

to task difficulty (F=43.34; df=1,76; p<0.0001). Attrib-

utions to the easiness of the task in success conditions

(Mear=1.208) were made less frequently than were attrib-

utions to tre difficulty of the task in failure conditions
(Mean=1.808).

Thus, %o IILC was rejected while Hypotheses

I1TA, TIYIB, and IIID were not rejected.
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TABLE. III

ANOV SUMMARY TABLE FOR TASK ATTRIBUTIONS

Ly N e i S s W W N D ot Ay M A > Y AT iy S -

Source §S daf NS N

Retween subjects 108.633 79 -
' Label 12.150 3 4.050 3.19
Subj w.groups 96.483 76 1.269 —---
Witkin subjects 305.334 4¢0 :
Kace . 1'-904 2 0.952 1.50
Label X race 1.913 6 0.319 <1
kace X subj w.groups 90.517 152 0.596 —-~
Performance. 43,200 1 43,200 43.34*
Label X performance 56050 3 1.683 1.69
Ferformance X , ,
subj s.groups 75.750 16 0.997 -
Race X performance 3.462 2 1.731 3.3¢0
Label X race X ‘ v
performance _ 3.688 6 0.615 1.17
Race X performance X : : o
~ subj wegroups 79.850 152 0,525 @ ---

Total | 413.967 479  -==  ---

- o L i P S S Al o S U S e U ) T S s A o - -

* p ¢ 0,0001

Hypolbesis IV

TeaChets' attribﬁtions of student pério;mance. to luck
%ill not be aiffected by:
a. the student's diaqnosticllabelf
be. the student's race,
c. the stddent's petforﬁance, or

d. interactions of student label, race, and performance.
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As with the previous hypotheses, a Kirk SPF-p.qr design

wés employed in this analysis. Results can be found in

Table V.
TABLE YV _
ANOV SUMMARY TABLE FOR LUCK ATTRIBUTIONS
Source : SS af kS F
Retueen subjects 164.498 19 — -
Label 3.54¢0 3 1.180 < 1
Subj w.croups 160,958 76 2,118 ~--
Within subjects 363.833 400 -ee -—-
Race 12.188 2 6.094 9,30*
Label X race 5529 6 0.922 1.41
Race X subj w.groups  99.617 152 0.655 -_—
Performance 8.802 1 8.802 5.88
Label X performance 3.306 3 1.102 <1
Ferformance X _ :
subj w.groups 113.725 76 1.496 ———
Race X performance 10.879 2 5.440 Ba22%%
Label X race X : o
performance 9.238 6 1.540 2.33
kace X performance X
subj s.groups 100,550 152 0.662 —-——
Total 528.331 4719 -—— —-———

- M A . ~on A VS W T sy S v M 0 M S o .2 -

The student*s race had a significant effect on attributions
to luck (F=9.30; of=2,152; p<0.0002). Further, there was a

significant race «x petformancé>1nteraction effect (F=8.22;
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d£=2,1523 £<0.0004). The race x performance susmary table
(Table V) and subsequent simple eftecfs analysis (Table V1)
indicate ttrat, uhlle‘no ﬂitferences exist betueen racﬁs in
the success condition, in the failure condition attributions
to bad luck are made more frequently for blacks (Mean=1,731)
an¢ inc¢ians (Mean=1.825) than for whites (Mean#1.450).
Attributions to luck were not different for blacks and Indi-
ans. Thus, Ho IVB an¢ Ho IVD were rejeétéd, uhile Ho IVA ané

Fo IVC were not rejected.

TABLE 'V

RACE BY PERFORMANCE SUMMARY TABLE FOR
LUCK ATTRIBUTIONS

N, I —— - - - - - - -

Race Perfornance
Success Failure
White 122 110
Indian 129 163
black 117 ' 160
n=80

ﬂxéalhsﬁis ¥

No sicrificant relationstip will be founé betueen the -
'atfributions téachers make for their owun petfbt-ance and‘thé
attributions they make for the performance of students to:

2. the students?® ability,



TABLE VI

SIMPLE EFFECTS OF RACE AND PERFORHKECE
' CA LUCK ATTRIBUTIONS :

- 2 > -

Source SS éf HS' 3
begcl  0.9083 2 0.4542 <1
bR c2 22.1583 2 11.0792 16.83%*
grroc —— 304 0.6585 —

c @ bl 0.9000 1 0.9000 < 1

c R b2 73250 1 7.3250  7.80%

c ® b3 11.5563 1 11.5563 12.29%%
_Error — 128 0@9490"*~*—‘

bl = white - €1 = success

b2 = indian c2 = failure

b3 = black o

* p ¢ 0,005 % .p ¢ 0,001

be. thte students? effcrf,
c. the difficulty of the task, or
de luck. "

Incependent treatment of the q (outcome) variables
using stepuise muitiple regression was employed in the ana-
lyses of Hypothesis V. As such, four separate regressioné
were performed. o Neither the teéchets' perceptions of the
students? éttributions to effort . nor task difficulty were
sigrificantly related to the teachefs‘ Selt-éttributious.
However, related to the set of teacher seiffattributions
were their gerceptions of students® attributions tb ability
(F=12.78; d£=2,77; p<.001) and to luck (F=16.503; df=1,78;
p<0.001) . |
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Attributions tg studsol sbilily. tuo teacher self-at-
tributions were found to be related to their perceptions of
Student attributions to abilfity.  The teacher se1f4attrib-.
uticns were in the areas of 1luck and task:diitieu1115 the

Multiple R was .499 and R Sqﬁatéd equalgd »249. 1The regres-

sa = 17.744 ~ 0.3306{t1) -~ 0.1752(tt)
where: sa is student ability, tl is teacher self-
attribution to luck, anéd tt is teachker self-at-
tribution to task difficulty.
sion equatfon takes the form: That is, the less freguently
‘teacters attribute  their own performance to luck and the
difficulty of the task, the more frequently they perceive

the student to attribute pegtdrpance to ability.

‘Atiributions to lugke. ‘Cne teacher seif-attribution uas
found to be related to their perceptions of student attrbu-
tions to luck. That was self-attributions in the arez ot

luck. The Myltiple R uas .418 3ancé R Squaredé eQuaIed-.ITSa

sl = 5.004 « 0.2852(tl)

where: sl is student luck anc tl is teacher self-
attribution to lucke.

That regression equation takes the form: Thﬁs, the more
frequently teachers 2attribute their own performance to luck,
the more frequently they perceive the student to attribute

performance te luck.
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Explanatory Pouer of independent

Variables

This design allous for an indirect zxalinatida of the
explanatory pover of the race, labélfvandfpértdtianCe va:1a~-‘
bles, and the teachers® self-attributions in relation to the
variation in attributions teachers presuse -dt students.
Table VII lists each dependent ﬁatiablu’and‘thnse independ- |
. ent variables found to have a significant etféct upon or

relatjionshig with them. the shatad-.variancelvatiancc
.accounted'for in the case of the atfects’ of performance, .

race, and race by performsance is da:ived;fron the ratio of

the Sum of Squares associated uwith the specific effect and
‘the total Sum of Squares for the model including that
effects. In the case of the teacher self-attributions, the
shared variance/variance accounted for is equal to R Squaxgé
for the teqfession'involving.tha aﬁétOpkiaté déucndent vati~

able.



| TABLE VII
EXPLANATORY PONER OF THE INDEPENDENT

VARIABLES
Dependent Related independent ~ Sharedé varlance/
variable variable(s) ~variance acceunted for
Abfility Per formance :5.61
Teacher self-attributions - 24.9%
Effort Performance v ’ 4;1§ . |
Task Performance ' 16.45
" Luck Race | 2.3%
fRace x performance - 2.1%

Teacher Self-attributlans _,11.58

— g e -




CHAPTER V
SU¥MARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Introduction

This chapter presents a sunmary'of the present investi-
- gation, an interpretive discussion of the ma2jor findings and
‘conclusions, ané a section on recommendations. Includeé¢ im
the recommendations section {is a dichssich of the 11:1:5-

tions of this research. i |
Summary of the Research

This study examined the effects of student :ace;‘ spe- g
cial education diagnostic 1abel) and' perforsance on teach- |
ers® ratings of the attributions they uouid expect students
to make for the studentis ounfpct£0tiance. follouing the
original Heider (1958) mwodel and'utilizing a research proce-
duré analogous to that employed by Ftiené and HWooé (1973)
and Fanes (1979), attributions to abilfty, effort, task dif-
ficulty, and luck were exauined.» | v

Eighty subjects were randomly selected frox those
‘teachers attending oraduate classes in the department of
Applied Beltevioral Studies at Oklahoma State Univétsity dur-

ing the Spring semester of 1979. Those eighty teachers uere

59
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‘randomly assigned to one of four treatsent conditions.
Teacters within each treatment condition ueti asked to rate
six ficticious students, the treatments diffeiinﬂ as to the
¢iagnostic label of the students bginq tated. That 1s,¢eich
teacher rated six learning disabled, six ‘e;otionally_dis- ,
turbed, six educably mentally handicapped, or six regular
class students. Within each treatment condition, rated stu-
dents were purported to vary as to their race (uhite,
Indizn, or black) an¢ their performance {success or failutq)
such that every cowbination-ot» race and performance uas
presented to évety teacher. Ratings of stulents were made on
the Feuguay - Bull Achievement Attribution Self-Report (Feu-
quay and Bull, 1979) which provided scote;ftanginq fros 0-3 |
on each of the four attribhtional tactorsl separately unﬂer"
success and failure cohdltions. The scale also ﬁrovidcs'
scores ranging from 0-6 on each of the four attributional
factors upon summing the success and failure scores. |

Ficticious studenis were employed to prevent the ques-
- tionable ethics involved in the wmanipulation of teachers®
perceptions of real students an& the possibility of altering
the teacbéts' behavior towards those stucents. A repested
measures design alleviated problems associated wuith inter-,
subject variability and offered power equivalent to a fully
between-subjects design having 480 subjects. |

Five nulil hjpothesés were posited. The first hypdthesla‘
was that attributions to ability’vuoula not\hgl affected*by
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(a) ¢iagnostic label, {b) race, (c) performance, or {d)
interactions of ihose variables. the second, third, and
fourth typotheses were ldentical ‘to the first ‘ulth' the
exception that they dealt with attributions to effort, task
difficulty, and luck, respectlvely.‘ Each of the first four
hypotheses uas analyzed using a separate three-way analysis
of‘variance, each analysis having a specific attributional
ifa@tqr as the depencent variable. It was founc that the per-
formance of the student had a significant effect on attrlb;
utions to ability, effort, and task d!tfichlty. Attrib- -
" utdons to high ability and highk effort ir success‘conditions
were more frequent than attributions to low ability and low
effort in failure conditions. chve:sely; atttibutionsvto
the difficulty of the task were more frequent in the failure
concition than were attributions to the easiness of ihe task
_in the success condition. Attributions to luck were affected
by the race of the student, both alone and in interaction
uith}the student's pettornance.‘zutthet ahalysis of the race
by performance interaction 1ndicated no differences between
races in tke success condition. However, in the failure
‘condition, attcibutions to bad luck were nade more fre-
quently for blacks and Indians than for whites.
The fifth bypothe#is ahtlclpated 2 lack of relation
betueen the attributions made by teachers for their own
behavior and thosé nade by_téachers in reference to stu-

dents. Using four stepulse multiple reqressions tke teacher- .
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student relationship was examined for esch attriﬁutﬂyual
factcr by regressing a sin§ulat student factor Qato thé set
of teacher factors. -Stttibutloné to sfudint ‘ability aﬁds
luck were related to the tiachers'aatttibﬁtgoné “for their
own behavior, wtile atttibutiqns tn"sfﬁéent;étfc:t aﬁé thé

difficulty of the task were not.
Discussion and Conclusions

that success or fallure {(performance) should affect
attributions to ability, effort, and task difficulty is com-
cruent with previous research (Bar-Tal, 1978). Thke sionifi-
cant main effect of race on attributions to luck was 1ntér—,
pretec in the 1ight of a 'slgﬁificant ta¥e -by.perfot-ahce
interactive effect on attributions to luck. fthat race by
pértornanceiintetactive effect lgnds Suépdrt to Friend ané
Wood's (1973) resuits wherein subjects sau black children as
explaining their success and failure in teras of luck. The
subjects in the ctesesrch of Friené and Wood (1973) did not
perceive white chlld;en as emnploying *luck“ etnlanations.
The present research indicates that those petceived_vtéce
differences may not be as pe:vaéiva as indicated by prgvious
research. Race differences were found 1h -attributions to
luck, but cnly In failure conéiticns. However, teachgts
perceived both blacks and Indians to rely more heavily‘tﬁan
whites on bad luck as an excuse for failuie. This implies
the belief that blacks and_lndiéns sould be expected to‘fpel \
less shame for their failure (f‘tland and Wood, 1973).
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foster and Salvia (1977) have reported tﬁat label bias
Is minimizeéd when objectivity is requested. | Furthef;
Rrandt, Hayden, and Brophy (1975) | and ?oshida'and Meyers
(1975) have reported results that iIndicate that the ilpéct
of irformation is diluted as a ieacher has more exgerience'
with or information ébout 2 student. Instructions used in
the present rese2rch askec teachetrs to péy careful attention
to 2ll information. Also, three different types of informa-
tion sbout each ficticious student were .inciﬁded. Through
effects similar to those repuitec by Branét, Hayden, and
Rroghy (1975), and foster and Sélvia (1977), the instruc- .
tions ané intormaficn may account for the lack ét etfeéts
found for the 1lahel ﬁariablé. -

ir the present teseatch, 1t was fﬁuné that as tea@he:s
decrease in the attribution of thgl: oﬁh petfornaﬁca to luck
and task'diificulty, they incr&ase‘in the fregquency of théi;
attributior of studeﬁt performance to student ability.} A
possible explanation for this finding has previously bgen
repcrted. Bacrnett and Kaiser (1977) report 2 high degree of
congruency between attributions for one's oun performance
- and the perforsance oi-bthets. Interpreted in the light of
“tre work of éarnett ané Kaiser (1977), tbé present research
indicates that as teachers decrease in the attribution of
their oun performance to external factors, they increase in
their attribution of the performance of students to an

internal factor, ability. Rlso. teporte&‘in the present
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research is the finding that as teachers increase 1in the
frequency of their attribuiions of their own performance to
luck, they also increase in their attributionms of student
performance to luck. This finding is 3lso. congruous with
Barnett and Kaiser's (1977) observation of Sinilatity of
mself® anc "othet".attributioﬁs- |

Noteworthy is the finding that 24.9% of the variance in
the attributions to student ability an¢ 17.5% of the vari-
ance in the attributlons to luck is variance shared with the
teachers' attributions for their own performance. Given thg‘
repeated measures design ewployed irn the ptesant research in
conjunctién with the ipsative hatute of the scale only an
indirect examination of the rélative exg&anﬁtoty pouer»ﬁt
“teacter self-attributions, ﬁiaqﬂostic labai, tace, ‘and per~
formance is possidble. That examination was initiated ip
Chagter IV 1in tte éiscussion'of the relative explan;tory
péuer of the lndeﬁendent variables (see Ttable VII). The
previous research revieued intlude& no a2ttempts to analyze
the relative impact of those characteristics internal to the
‘teacher and those internal or assigned io the student. It
was found¢ in the present réscarch that theblargest pfopot-}
tion of variance accounted for by the variables diagnostic
tabel, racé, ang performance wWas in the zrez of attributions
to task difficulty. There the performance of the student
accounted for 10.4% of the variance in the depeﬁdent varia-

tle. Less than 6% of tre variance in attributions to abil-
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ity, effort, or luck was accouﬁtéd for by the three experi-
mental variables. The vast sajority of the réseérthvcit¢d~in
the area of teache:,e;pcctancy concentratﬁdgcn;thc~1upa¢t of
stucent chatactetisticé 6n.those expectations. The present
research indicates a-poSslhie raaéon for the inconsisigncy
in tte results reported. That'is, ' expectations held. by
teachers may be more a function of those teachers® personal
characteristics than of the characteristics of the students.
Teacters manufacture student behavior to fit their expecta-

tions (Foster and Salvia, 1977). they méy sanufacture expec-
tations to validate their internal biases. Further inter~

pretation wust wait for additional researcp in the area.
Recomzendations

while the impact of soclal acceptability on the attrib-
‘utions one makes for oneself and others dictates the use of
an ipsative scale, there are serious linitationé inposeé by
its use. These limitations are primarily in the area of
multicolinearity of the resultant dependent measures which
precludes sirultaneaus analysis of those measures. The iné-
' bility of available statistical procedures to effectively
analyze ipsative data disallows analysis of the relative
nature of the four-factor attribugional trdieiork used 1in
the present resezfch, A.possihle 2lternative approach may be‘
.to;maintain'the 'ipsativevfornaf in a lengthenad form while

holding the analysis to the present set of {tems. »tnxs,
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while not eliminating the 1{interrelation of the subscales,

would allow conventional ahalysis.

it is recommended that future reseacrch include an

analysis of the relative effects of factors internal to the
teacter 2né factors interent in the student. The present
research was able to demonstrate that , "at,least in the

areas of ability and luck, teachers! att:1butions for their
oWn performance are reflected in théir perceptions of the
attributions made by students. This becores ismportant should
the teacref 2ttempt toc resolve ptoblems which the student is
haviné or when deciding on the rewzrds or credit a student
ceserves fotr his/her success. As previocusly statec¢ in the
éducational imol icat ions seétioﬁ of Chapter II, attention to
the attributions made by the child for r1§ ¢r her perform—
ance offers the possibility of énhancing the likelihogd of
each student achieving to their potential. Serious concétns
ray be ioiced corcerning incividualization based on attridb-
ution to the extent that a teacher's pefceptions of 3
chilé's attribuiions are reflections of the teacher®'s oun
attributlons, the student*s race, diagnostic label, or past'

performance. Thevpresent researct lénds'support to the’viei
that the téacher's perceptions are.based, at least in part,
on their own attributions, on the student?s race, and on,the

stucentts past perfatmance._
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APPENDIX A

FEUQUAY - BULL ACHIEVENENT ATTRIBUTION
| SELF REPCRY: SCHOOL FORK

1. When I am successful on an examination, it is wainly
because:

Ad. I really st:ained at it OR
B. I am gooé at it

A. Y used a lot of energy OF
B. The problems were feu

A I uas lucky OR
Be Y really strained at it

A. The problems uere few OR
B I have a talent in that area

A. I was fortunate OR
B. The probléens were few

A. T am clever CR
Be I wés fortunate

2. #When I do poorly on a written examination, it is
mainly because:

A. I am not masterful wshen it comes to that OR
Be What was required was very difficult

A. The functions were extreme OR
B Things were unfavorable

A. 1 don't have the aptitude for it OR
B. I didn't have the opportunities

A. I W3S not as careful as usuzl OR
Se It was a hard task

A. 1 didn't try very hard OR
B. T 22 not talented in that area
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A. I didn*t labor sith it OF
B. I ¢éién't bave the opportunities
3. when I do well on a urittenvassignientpiit is mainly
because:

A. The problems were few OR
8. I have a talent in that area

A. I was fortunate OR
8. The problems uere feu

A, T am clever OR
B. I uas fortunate

A
Be

teally strained at it GR

1
I 2m good at it

A I used a lot of energy OR

B. The problews were few

A. I was lucky OR
Be I really strained at it

4., Wten I do poorly on an examination, it is wainly
because:

A. T wzs not as careful as usual OR
Se It was a hard task

A. T d1dn't try very hard OB
B. T 2m not talented in that area

A. I didn't labor with it OR
8. I didn*t have the opportunities

A. T 28 not masterful when it comes to that OR
B« Wnat uas regquired was very difficult

A. The functions were¢ extreme OR
B. Things Were unfavorable

A- T don't have the aptitude for it OR
B. I didn't have the opportunities



APPERDIX B8

FEUQUAY - BULL ACHIEVEMENT ATTRIBUTION
SELF REPORT: INTERFERSONAL
FORM

~

1. when L try to become friends with someone and I suc-
ceed, it is wmainly because:

A, I really strained a2t it OR
B. I am good at it ~

A. T used a lot of energy 'OR
B. The problems sere few

A. I was lucky O©OR
Bs I really strained at it

A. The problems sere few OR
B. I have a talent in that area

A. T was fortunate OR
8. The problens uere fgu

A. I am clever CR
B. T was fortunate

2. #nhen I fail to be included 1in a group of my peers,
it is mainly because: '

A. T ar not masterful when it comes to that OR
B. What was required was very difficult

A. The functions were extreze OR
B. Things were untavorablo

A. I don®t have the aptitude for it OR
B T ¢éidn?t have the opportunities

Ae I was not as careful as usuzl GF
5. It was a haré task

- 16
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A. I didn*t try very hard OK
Bo I 2m not talented in that area

A. I didn't labor with it OR
8. 1 didn*'t have the opportunities

3. #Wken T succeed in being incluéed in a2 group of my
peers, it is mainly because: |

A. The problems uwere few OR
Be I have a talent in that area

A. I uWas fortunate CFR
B. The problews were few

A.
Be

am clever OR
was fortunate

I
X
A. I really strained at it OR
B T am good at it

A. T used a lot of energy OR
Bs The problems were few

4. T uas lucky OR | | |
B. I really strained at 1t

4. When 1 try to become friends uith someone and I
fail, it is mainly because:

A« I was not as careful as usual OR
Se. It was a hard task

A. T éidn't try very hard OR
B I am not talented in that area

Ao
B.

didn*t labor with it OR
didn't have the opportunities

L N ]

A. 1 am not masterful when it comes to that OR
B. What was required was very difficult

A. The functions were extreme OR
B. Things were unfavorable

A« I den?t have the aptitude for it OR
B. I didn*t have the opportunities

s



APPENDIX C

FEUQUAY - BULL ACHIEVEMENT ATTRIBUTION
SELF REPORT: WORK FORW

1. When I am successful in a jeb, it is mainly because: .

A. I really strained at it (R
B. T am good at it

A. I used a lot of energy OR
B. The problems were few

A, I m2s lucky OR
Be I really strained at it

"A. The problems swere few OR
B. T tave a talent in that area

A. I uas fortunate 'OR
B« The problems uwere few

A. T am clever CR
Be I was fortunate

2, ¥hen | fail to get a.ptanOtion or raise, it 1is
mainly becauses

4. 1 2m not masterful when it comes to that OR
B. What was required was very difficult

A. The functions were extreme OR
B. Things were unfavorable

A. T éon*t tave the aptitude for it OR
Be I didn't have the opportunities

A. T uas not as careful as usuzl OR
5. It was a hard task

A. I didn*t try very hard OR
B. I 22 not talenteéd in that ared

4. I didn*t labor with it OF

18
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B. T didn't have the opportunities
3. #when I secceed in getting a promotion or raise, 1t
is ma2inly because:

A. The problems were feuw OR :
B« I have a talent in that area

A. I uwas fortunate OR
B. The problems uere few

A. T 3am clever CR
Bo I umas fortunate

A« I really strained at it oOFR
Be I am good at it

Ae I used a lot of energy OR
B. The problems uere feou

A, T was lucky OR
Be I really strained at it

[

4. uhen [ am unsucchstpl in a job, it Is mwainly

because:

A. T was not as careful as usual (F
S. It was a hard task

A. I didn't try very hard OR
B I 3am not talented in that area

A, Y ¢idn't labor with it OR
B I didn*t have the opportunities

A. I ax not masterful when it comes to that OR
Bs What uwas required was very difficult

A. The functions were extreme OR
B. Things were unfavorable

A. I don*t have the aptitude for 1t OR
B. I éidn*"t have the opportuniities



APPENDIX D

ANOV MODEL FOR THE STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
SYSTEM

The basic progran stepts for SAS are listed belou:

PROC ANOVA(CLASSES A B C 5)
MODEL =A B(A)

B A*B B*S(A)

C A®C C*S(A)

BXC A*B*C B*C*S(A);

TEST B=A E=S(A)’

TEST H=B A*B E=B*S(A);

TEST H=C A%XC E=C*S{A);

TEST H=B%C A*B*( s—a*c*sxnb;
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