 child.
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Causal Attribution

A ‘total of 112 female teachers and student teachers

~acted as part1c1pants or observers in an experimental situation in
which the participant taught a sinmpulated elementary school child a
mathematics lesson for three 5-minute trials while the observer
watched. The child's performance supposedly either improved cver

trials (Low-High), deteriorated over trials (High-Low),
but low .{Low-Low).

stable,

or .ramained

Contrary to prediction, participants

appeared to attribute change in the child's performance (improvement

or deterioration) to themselves.

Participants were somewhat more

"likely to attribute poor performance to situational factors than
observers were. However, both groups attributed low or descending
performance to situational factors more often than they did high
performance. The Low-High child was evaluated hlgher on measures of

'sentiment and skill than the High-Low child,
evaluated higher on ‘sentiment,
(Author/SET) "

vho in turn was
skill and effort than the Low-Low
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TQACﬂERS' AND ORSERVERS' PERCEPTION OF CAUSALITY
’ FOR A CH1LD'S PERFOR}MECEl _
’ Linda Bcckman2 : : /
University of California at lLos Angecles
P

This study investigated how one important variable, the child's performance,

alflected the teacher's perception of a8 child and the causal source of his

_performance. It was hypothesized that when teacher and child interact in the

classroom, the pattern of the child's performance affects not only the teacher's

belief concerning her competence, but also her attribution of causality for

the child's performance and her sentiments tgward'him. ~This influence of the

child's performance on the teacher's belief is important, because these beliefs,

in turn, may influence the child’s permanént learning and achievement (Rosenthal

& Jacobsoh,'i966).

“The sdcialnpéychological position_upoﬁ which this study is baséd (Hcidei,
1955) assumes that when man petcéives the occurrence of an event within his
life space he séarches for the causal locus of tha; event, .He may attribute

the eveut internally to self or externally to the enviromnment (e.g., the teacher

‘may attribute the child's performance internally to her own teaching or

externally to the child or te situational demands). In either case, causal

attribution is greatly influenced by a forcc ® ward consistency among & person's .

many cognitions and beliefs. New attributions must concur with an already

existing constellation of co nitions about one's world. Although veridical
cog : g _

interpretation of causal relationships usually helps adaptation and survival
’ ) £ o .

in the environmeat, the force toward comnsistency among a person's many

cognitions and beliefs can create situations in which misattribution of the

cause of a new event is adaptive for the individual, - Biased attribution is

sgmetimes consonant with a person's perception of himself and his world.



Some types of attributional errors may occur in the classroom. Teachers

mav irigatrribute the intenrjons and characteristics of their students. Thnis
v exeémines one situation in which biasged attributior tan occur iXe v, (4H7) ---

oue 20 which the relevant-effects of an event have-pos:L}vp or negative aifective
5:gn:licénce‘for a person, Here the event of significance is the child's
performance, and the person fér Qhom the eveqc is significant is the reacher,
Previous studies (Johnson, Fetgenbauﬁ, & weiby, 1964; Beckman, 1970) have
shown that when a student improved with instruction, the iastructor Lhoﬁght
herself responsible for the student's success, i.e.,.she éccepted credy.
which is égo—enhaﬁcing. When the student's performance remsined low, Lh§n FEE
tvacher thought the child responsible; f.e.,, she dispiaced blame which is
eyo-protective. Beckman's reSultswﬁlso showedAthatwLéaéﬁer obgervers :who
were c01d'eboﬁi a8 hypothetical situetion similar Lo the experimental situstion)
génerally did not d1fferentially attribute causation for the children's differing
performance, as dia teacher participants,
Both the Johnson et al. and the Béckman sthdiea_suggest that Cgachers'
may have af&ribptional biases which are d;termined by the child's Eurrent
pat(érn of progres§ and which, in turn, can affect the child's future progress,
However, both of ‘these studies contain certain metkodologic;l limitations.
The Johnson et al.latudy's coding of causation was not:specifit, (L.e, cauaaﬁiqn
wag coded only as internal or external), and .it had no comparison grou§ of.
Qninvolved teachers which would have allowed gatimatién of the degree of ego-
protective or ggo-enhan;iﬁg &ccribution. while the Beckman study varied degree
of ﬁnvolveﬁent, the differencea fﬁund between paféiﬁipants and obse%Qers may

have been due to population and procedural differences between the two groups.

For instance; the observer condition placed the teacher in

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[EECE S
direct contact witn the children, while in the pacrticipant condition, the
hildven were supposedly on the cothey side of a one-way mirror.

In contrast Lo the previous Bechman scudy, the curvent scudy did nol

of involvemont in the situation (pavticipant vs. observer)

~
o}
(a9
-
=
]
s
-
o4
~
“

vith the effects of typc of situation {(real vs, hypothetical). The previcus

eolundit. experiment censidered only participants in a real situation and

ehrervers in a hypathecical situvatior Real observers, watching real prartic-
SECTVOUS a aypalihecical situalion, eal observers, watching real rartid

iprats, may{react diffefuntl; thap hypotheticol cbservers de.  Real obaeyvers
harv‘additi;nél in[ormntiuq about the participant's teaching performuncc'and a
highor lével of peysonal involvvmcnt in the situation, which can atfoet the
aLtriHution made. . :

It war hypothesized that participants and observers;WOuld difirrenticlly
atfvibute causality in each outcome coundition. The participant is expected
to attrribute the child's success (in the Low-High condition) to hersaif because -
such attribution is ego-enhancing, On the other hand, she should atfribute
the chiild's fa%lure'(in the Low-Low and High-Low conditions) to external
factors, because this is ego~prdtcctive.' Observers, however, would not te
expected to exhibit ;uch ego-relevant attributional biasscs. It was also
hypothesized that while observers woula evaluate the child priwmarily on the
basis of his perfoymanée, participants would shoﬁ»ego¥réleVapt bias in their
ratings of the child, '
| Mechod
Subjects

One hQndréd and twelve Ss who were full or part-time education Studépts

at the University of Caiifornia, Lcs Angeles, parﬁicipated,in this study.

5s were teachers (N23%4) or education students in the teacher-training program

(X¥=78). 'All but seven education students had participated in student-tcaching.



Locennn

ALl Ss were assiguned vawnderly to role (participant or ohsarver) and condition.
Frosie S were recruited ehyouph an sdvertisement in the student newspaper ol
7

ervtowoe paid 34,00 for her time,

Apparatud

The participant, (P) wos scated at a table facirg a onc-way glass pavtition
fu s Svtdﬂd-rcﬁﬁ. The observer (C) was zeated at a desk Lo thb’side and
ﬁrkind the participant. ﬁirc:tly hchLﬁd T was o large b!ackboardlwith chalk
and cracers.  On Lbe table 1n {ront of:% wﬁb 2 microphone and & rémotc contvaol

1n T

switch., hen the switch was Yon

,:auditury imﬁut from the wmjcrophoue on the
tuble could be heard in the next room. On Lhcvshelf below the glass Qindou,
facing P.bur bey9nd her reach, was @ sc;ond remote control switch.. wﬁcr this
switch was ”onﬁ; the Ss were'able to hear a tape recorﬁing of a-child} supposedly
present in the.next room, through a speaker placed above the windgw'partition.
Procedure | |

Each pair of the Ss were told that they were taking»part fn a study of
the cffectiveness cf various tcachi;g ﬁe:hods and means of communication. .

Iﬁe pavticipant was to teach certain mathematical ;oncepté and syﬁbols conésrna
ing subsets to é fifth grade,child,‘and the observer was to observe carefully,
since she too would answer questions at the end of the lesson regardiﬁg what

had cceurred.: Both Ss were given a statement of the purpose of the presentation,
so&c backéround matefial ahout sets and subsets,.and thé;Lhree sets of problems
{that fBg simulated child was to do later on) with correct answers listed.

After the one-way communicatiéns system was explained, éhe experimenter -
allowed the Ss to introduce themselves to the cbildf The tape-recorded child
confgderatc respoﬁded a?proprately saying helio and introduciﬁg himsclf. Thén :
_thelexPeriﬁenté? told the’§§ ;hrt "daring the presentétion you (ihdicét;ﬁg

Do

participant) will control the switch which allows the child to listen to you,

ERIC
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bur, this other switch will remzin cleosed. This mo#ns that altheugh the
¢hild cznosee and heor yon,'yqu will be nnable to see or hesr him,"

The pﬂfticjpanL wag given 15 minutes (Lhree fﬁvo~$innrc trials) iw whilh
e present the waterial to the chitd, She roccived an 5ddicionaL eight winites
before the firvot five-minute trial, to prepare for her presentations, During
Ehis Lime, thoe observer was occupicd with the irrelevant task of reading
fuprints «n teaching with educational television,

Each trial v%s identical in prasedure.  First Lhe pacticipant lec§urvd
for five minﬁﬁcs. After ‘the tcauhcr‘s-preéehtation was compieﬁeﬂf the c¢hild
5uppusfdiy filled out a problem sat. Vhile the child was. supposedly doing

- this task, the participant was told on trials 1 and 2 to “plan whal you wan

to prasEnt next time." The observer was ‘given more reading material. When
the experimeht;r returned with the child's paper, participant and observer
gxqmined,thc.problcms, notéd the number correct, and were allowed to ask
questions concernigg the prqbiems or their grading. The experimenter then
left "to return the paper to the child" and indic#ted to béth Ss that a new

presentation pericd was beginning.

Manipulation of Child's Performance

The problem sets which .the Ss examined after each presentation iunforwed
; . , . .

gﬁ&@, them of the child's perfo:ménce. Each of the threé'problem sets consisted of.
qﬁﬁﬁ six problems. . Thus, the highest possiblé/score on each set of problems was

.{%fr six. ‘The performance of the child was varied in each of ‘the three out-come
wf Pouet? i ’ ) e

Sz
A
R

S, ’ : .
waa trial 3) while in the High-Low condition, performance decreased {(six correct

;S - ; . . . e
43?;} conditions. In the Low-High condition. the child's performance increased over
trials (one correct on trial 1, three correct on trial 2, six correct on

%i?ﬁ. on trial'l, three correct on trial 2, oue correct on trial 3), 1In the Low-lLow

- o
}J%% condition, the child's performance remained low, but stable (one correct on .

ERIC
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‘irial 1, two correet on trial 2, one correct on tyial 3).

Pos.lrial and Poutexperimental Depeondent Meoasures

“After they examined the ¢hild's paper, bothbgs estfmatc. the child's
pcrfurmnncé on the next pfobiem set and rated the participant's presgn%&tion
on o scvcn—pﬁint scalc.‘ The siﬁilar postexperimental question cets for
participants and observers included both open~ended ond styuctured questions,

- 3 1.

1he. open-endgsd guestion asked Ywhy d&yyou think the child perfnrmvd as he
did?"  The runk—ordcrlsiructuréd questions asked the subjects to rank the
impoftnnce og scveral causal cxplanations.fofﬁthe child's performance,
Measures of seﬁtimeﬁf (pride iw performance, praise for the child, and reward

that the child deserves) were each rated on ll-point ‘graphic rating. scales, All

Ss rated cach child's skill, effort, and performance and the problem difficulty
2k ’ s p p 3
on seven-point scales,

After the questiounaires had been completed, all Ss were told the purpose

of the experiment. They were asked to not reveal the details of the experiment

to other teachers who could later be subjects,
Results

Two pairs of Ss (éne paif in the Loijow conditibn, the other in the
High-~Low coﬁdition) were;discarded f:om-the final anélysis_be;quse one.or both
weré suspicious of the procedure, thought that a child waé not really present
in the next room or believed the.experimenﬁer was controlling feedback. Data,
except for the nben-ended causélity quéStion,'were analyZGd_through use of‘

3 fcondition) x:2 (Role) x 54 (Pairs) analysis Bf variance forhequél n's;_wfth
pairs nested within Con&i:ioﬁ bu£ cro;sing the Roié (Participant or Observer)

factor. Since no significant differences occurred between regular teachers and

v
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Cin all data analyses,

i .

student teachers on any .of the dependent measures, these groups are combined

[

Success of the Fxperimental Hanipulations

Participants' and observers' rvatings of the child's over-all level
ﬁf performance agreed closelyv with the child;s actual over—ail pegformunce,
and their estimaﬁes of the cﬂild's future performance agreed closely with
the chi}dfs actual level of performance. Thus,‘gs in the three experimogtal
bconditions differentially perceived the child's performangg. It was, there-

fore, concluded that the manipulation of the child's performance was succdssful,

- Perception of Causality

The answers to the Opén—ended causality question were co&ed into the
following non-overlapping categor%es: (3)4Teécher‘s presentation; (b) SHituation;
() Child's ability;v(d) Child’; motivation; and (e) Child's background, . In
mnnyvof the Chi Square aﬁalyses, the three cgild catégoriés were combined
becsuse of the small n's involved. Nq S listed responses that could be classif;—
ed in more than two of the categofics aﬁé only 35§_of the 8s listed two
catégoricsr Cgeck coding of the categories over a randomly chosen 20% of the
daﬁa showed 92.57% ag;eement between two independent coders, |

Data from the open-ende& causality question were analyzed in three' ways:

- First choiée‘only ‘(arbitrarily defined as the first choice written down),

secoﬁd choice (first choice was replaced by secoﬁd’choicé for those who gave
a secondAchéicez, and cpmbinEd choice (first and second choice). Since the
pattern of reéultsléaé similar for all three. measures, gg’s‘éivéh afe for the
cbmbined chbice measure_éxceﬁt where noted when more thén one cafcgﬁry is‘ihr

volved. Then only the first choice Chi Square is given so that each persdn'sﬁ

response will'recgive equal weight; The proportion and number of participants

aud . gbservers in ‘each outcome condition who mention a certain category
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for the combined cheoice analysis are stated in Table 1.

The orly counsistent ovér—all difference betwecn taachers and cbservers
was the tendéncy for partiéipants to attribute low performanée to situatiural
facters mere cften than did observere (§2=Q;'67, E;:.OS}. This attributional
bias of part;cipanté to displace causality for poor performance onto the
environment was cséccially'pronoun;ed in the Lew-Low condition (§2=6.&4, p-7.05).
Participants also Qere more likely to accept responsibility {i.e., give -a
"geacher rcsponée) for the child's performanée when.tﬁis performan;e decreased
than when‘it was stable and low (§2=5.73,.Ef<.05.) while observers sﬁo&gd
ne such différeﬁtiation. - | ;

Situation wés mentioﬁcd as-a causal factor for performance by Ebt;
participants and observers more often in ﬁhg High—Léw (5?:18.13, E:<:i001>

9
and Low-Low (X =6.13, p.<C .05) conditions then in the Low-High condition.

" Subjects also were somewhat more likely to mention situational factors in

the Low—pr condition than in the High-Low.condition (§2=3.70, E<i;d7).g'

_Characteristics of the child were mentioned as respénsible for the outcome in

the Low-High conditibn}more than in the Low-Low condition (§2=16.39, E<:,OOL).

When the frequency of different categories was compared within conditions,
Az eant . )

-}

results (First Choice only) showed that for participants "situation" was

_mentioned more often than "teacher" or '"child" in the Low-Low condition

(Fisher exact test, p<.05) while the reverse occurred in the Low-High qond%tion

-

(Fisher exact test, p<,05). Also, situation was mentioned more often in the

High-Low condition thle-éhild's background and other characteristics of the

-



child were mentioned more often in the Low-High coédition (Fisher exact tests,
p-=.05). The samé paLLurn-of results generaliy followed for observers, but
differences were not significant,

Data from the rank-order causality quescion were first transformed
by aun expected value of thé order statistic for a normal distribufion and
then qn‘ahalysis of variance was cémputéd‘ Mean data {rom_Table‘Z_revcul
that the order of importanﬁc was feirly consistent. Teaching was usuaily
ranked as most important;  fhep came ability. Difficulty was ranked lowest,

while background, motivation, and attention were in the middle :range.

. e e e m e e m e o e e e o e = e s e v e m e e e e me e e m e

Insert Table 2 about There

'Surprisingly; attention was ranked as less imporéant'in the Low-lLow than

in the other conditions (F =4.25, p<.05). Backgruﬁnd wés r%nked 2s more

important in thé Low-High than in the Low-Low or High%Léw condition (¥ =5.27, p<.05).
In cbntrgst to the open-ended question, both partiéipants and observers

raunked teaching as lfﬁi important in the Low-High condition than in the other
‘qénditions (F =5.24, E'::OS)' Partiéipants'éhowed an even more éxtreme doun-~
grading of tﬁe role of‘teaching than dia observers (alﬁhough,not a sigﬁificant.
diffcfence). No othe?lconsiStent differences were foﬁﬁd Eetweenigcgchcrs

and observers.

Measures of Sentiment .
Means of individual measures of pride, praise, and reward are presented
in Table 3. Each of the three individual measures showed a 'significant main

- m e e e e e m m e e e o e e ws e e e e o e e o e e e e -
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effect for Condition (Reward, F=5.97, p~<.05; Priae; £f=43.30, p~<<.0G!;
Praise, F=18,78, p~7.001). 'The pnttcrﬁ of results on these measurcs of
sentiment was ceasistently the same although the rgward-mfssure did wnet reach
significance on individual comparisons. The child in Low-High condition was
rated significantly higher than the child in the High-i;w condition
(Pride, ¥'=45,33, p~7.001L; fraise; F=11.6Z, p<,01; Reward, I =2.58, peoL20),
~ who in tufn.wns rated sjgnificantly higher than the child in Lhe Low-Low
C?'Oﬂ’.}j.tiu'\ (bride, F=15.05, p<".001; - Praise, F =7.39, L“-’f.()l;r Reward, ¥ =13.38,
R.‘ .20). Partfcipants rated the child lower on Pride (F =4.38, p-~I.05) ond
itower, but not siénificantly lower, on fraise and Reward in the Low-Low con-
diﬁion than did.observers.

$kill, Effort aud Difficulty

Aﬁ_showﬁ in Tab1e73, participants’ ratingé of the child's skill and
‘cffbrt and th; problems' difficulty generally followea the sa&e pattern as
'obéervers' ratings. The Low-High child weas rated higher in skill than the
High-Lov child (F =10.43, p=.0l). In turn, the High-Low child was rated
| higher than the Low-Low child in skill (E =54,67, B'<.001) ana effort (¥ =3£.3St
p<.001). UNo. 510n1f1cant over-~ all differences occurred between pa1t1c1paan
.znd obsér?erst Howeveér, observers rated the Low- Low child hlgher in effort
than did participants (E =14.00, p==.001), just as they evaluated the
an-Low child highgr than did participénts oﬁ‘fafipgs of éeﬁtiméﬁt. Difficulty

scores. showed a cohsistent pattern for both éarticiﬁants and observers. Difficulty
was rated as hlgher in the Low—Low condltlon than in the. ngh -Low. condition
(: =5, 92 p~<<.05) whlch in“turn, was h1gher in difficulty than the Low-High

condition (F =4.13, R<:'05)'

Post-trial Ratings of Teacher Performance

After each trial, both participants and observers rated the participant's
N ' B . ’ . N - .

Q _presehtation_on that trial on a seven-point scale.. Observers consistently
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rated the teachers' performance higher than did participants themselves

(Trial 1, F =6.75, p~.05; Trial 2, F =12.80, p==.0l; Trial 3, F =6.96,

p-".05). These post-trial ratings were made after subjects knew the child's

performance on that trial,

The ratings closely followed the child's actual performande énd squocts'
expecﬁancies regarding the child's futurg performance, -On Trial 1, in
ghe High-Low condition, teaching was rated as better than iﬁ the othér WO
conditions (E‘=6.75;_g<:.05). On Trial 2, the teacher's presentation was
rated lower in the Low-Low condition than in the other conditions (F =8.40,
p=".01). On Trial 3, teacher's presentation was rated highest in tﬁe Low-High

condition, next came the High-Low and then Low-Low (this difference is. not

.significant).

Discussidn

The pattern of results énly partially agrees witﬁ earlier results (Johnson
et al,, 1964; Beckmén, 1970)'and wifh the h§pothesss of the presenﬁ study.
As was predicted,.on the open-ended questions participants appeared to place
bléme on situational factors more than‘did observers in the low peiformance.
conditions. However, sitﬁat;onal factors Weré mentioned more often in the
ego—pro;ective conditions than in the égo—enhancing condition by EEEE partic-"
ipants and observers..:Instead of only taking credit for the child's sucéessfgl
performance as in earlief studies partiéipants appeareﬂ'to bg taking credit
for both increasing and decreasing performance, but particularly for decreas-
ing performance,

An examination of the three poséible over-all response categories

(child, teépher, situation) showed that in the Low-Low condition, participants

. overvhelmingly displaced blame onto the environment, while observers placed

blame on both situation and teacher., 1In the High-Low condition, participants,

Ere



in approximately équal numbers, accepted responsibiiity for failure, displaced
respousibility onte the covironment or mentioned hoth catecories; cobservers

cqualty mentioned atl threeé categories, In the Lew-High cundition both

groups piaced causality upon the Leacher hersely or the child, not on sitvation-
al factors.

Apparently, when the child'; performance is originally high, participants
find it difficultl tc entirely nbsoivc themselves from blame for its deterioration.

\

Change in outcémc (the child's performacca) ms? indicute personal respornnibilily
to the participants {as agents of this-ﬁhangc), while constant duLcéme is
attributed to external factors. Participante'® willingness to credit the
child for increasing perfdrmance but not décreasing parformance (while observers
equally acttributed rcquﬁsiﬁility to the child in both conditions) may be aﬁ
indication (along with attribution to the "teacher'" catcgory) of an anti-dciensive
attribution, an over-willingness to acéept some responsiﬁility for unsuccess[ﬁl
performance, among participants. |

In contrast to the openjﬂﬁﬁed question, participants took only slightly
lcsé personal responsibility in the an;High conaition oﬁ the rank order question
than in the High-Low condition and indeed, took least personal responsibility
in the Low—LowZCQndition. Heré, particibants ranked the child féspecially his
abi}ity) as the mést important factor in.determining increasing perforwance
in the Low-High céndition; then cawe their teaching.>This.ranking of teachiug as
less important in the Low—Higﬁ condition, while not agreeing Qi;hnspecific
open—enéed éata, dogs fit into the péttern of.antibdefensive attributions.
,Participénfs' lower ratings of'their-own performance may be another indication

of anti-defensive attribution. They may indicate that the presence of a peer

causes the participunt to devaluate her own performance and appear modest.

ERIC .
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Sentiments, Skill and Lffert

In contvast to the earlier Beckuan study where psrticipants’ evaluntious
scemed colored by ecgo-relavant attrlbution (JQ,indicaL;d by a dowﬂg:nd{nb)
ol the High-Tow as cowpared to the Lew-Tow child), thepresent pactern ol resulis
on measures of sentiment was the fame for both participants and obscrvevs.
Bviluation was based on the child's level cof performance, and both psrtigju

S oparts  and observars responded os only observers respondsd  in the carlier

experiment,

]

The data on skill and cffort, along with sentiment results, indicat
that a recency effect was occurring; the child with the ascending pattern
of success was judged as more skillful, anotivated énd_deserving of rewavrd,
pride and praise than the child with the decreasing pattern. Although Jone
& Welsh~(1971)'did‘obtain a recency effect similar to the present onec, Jones,
Rock, Shaver, Coethals & Ward (1968) cénsistently have found a stroug
prigaéy effect in which the person with a decreasing pattern of suicess c¢n
various pUz?Ies was seen as more able and intelligent., ‘The critical variable ’
in determining what effect occurs, as suggested by Jones and Weféh, way bLic

the conditions and nature of the task.

Relationship to Previous Results

The differencés between the results of the preéeng study and results
of ;He previohs Beckmanv(1§70} study‘may be due to différcnces in either (L)}
the populations orv(2) the experimental éituation. Perhaps tnachefs are
becoming more sophisticated about research dealing with tezcher bias (e.g.,
~Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1966), which.has received wide ‘distribution within the
éducatiohalffield." Aiéo;;through recent teacher training which emphasizes
specific.iﬁstructional ob jectives, pew.teache;s_may be-learhing to accept
resporsibility for any Ehange in their students’ per{vrmance,
o "
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Beckman
The situational determinante of the present study allowed a degree of

involvement on the part of observers not present in previous studies. Iu all
L

.
probability the presence of observers ef the same situation aflected participant

as uwnch as the presence of participants affected observers, In feact, some
evidence suggests that the observer affects the participant's response even
mere than the participant affects the observer's responses. While present

patterns of observers' responses on measures of sentimeat, skill and cffert

remain the, same as in the previous Beckman experiment, the porticipants'

ratings show inversion of response patterns. The present study has just bepun
to expliore the area of the intcraction of participants and observers-- to ask
who influences who. Further research is needed to assess the influence of

other persons, such as peers and higher status porsons, upon teachers.
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zach outcoine who name each category as

cnd Choices Combiuned - Proportion of Participants

—~, % 7 3
L{ébie 1L

a

causal factor.

and observers in

: Category
!
__
. [ Child's Child's Child's
Concdition * Teacher Acilicy Morivation Background Situation
Participants
]
Low-Hish m .339 .222 .056 .278 .167
Hizh-Low | 61 .056 .056 .056 .611
]
Low-~Low M 167 n 11l .000 .C00 .889
{
Qobservers
Low-HKigh e .167 L1111 111 .222
High-Low L3332 L2738 . 167 .000 .389
Low-Low .500 .056 .020 L1t .556
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Table 2

an Ranks for Participaats and Observers in Each Condition

18.

Condition .
. Low-liizh b High-Low . Low-Low
Category Caycicipant bserver Participant Observer Participant Observer
Tesching 22 47 .78 .62 .61 . .69
Ability .48 | .19 .02 .33 . .11 |.ow
Baclkzround .26 .16 -.45 .17 .05 -.10
Motivation .29 -84 18 -.23 03 .14
Attention -.01 04 -.05 -.16 _ - .44 -.33
Difficulty .40 -.77 -.49 _.37 -.36 | -.34
! I
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“ean Reward, Pride, Praise, Skill, Effort and Difficulty scores

for Perticipants and Cbservers in Fach Outcome Condition,

Ccandition

Rewsrd | Pride | Praise | Skill | Effort |  Difficulty

mmnnwnwvmdnm
.Low-High 6.28 7.11 7.61 5.66 5.83 6.22
High-Low 5.248 . 4,467 5.78 1 4.83 5.39 6.78

[
Low-Low 3.89 1.39 3.83 3.05 3,61 7.94

Observers

Low=High 6.41 7.05 7.39 5.44 5.56 5.72
High-Tow 5.67 3.72 5.67 4,89 5.61 6.78
Low-Low 4.83 2.83 4,78 3.50 4,67 7.56
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