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The four studies in this report consider the

attribution of ability in the relationship of tutor to tutee among
elemen*tary level students., In each of the studies, the %tutee
displayed, or was represented as displaying, one of four learning
sequences: success-suecess, failure-failure, failure-success, ot
snccess=-failure. The results of the first study showed that the tutor
attributed ability to the tutee in relation to the tutee's
performance on the first part of a twoe-part lesson. The results of
*he second and third study, which were designed to eliminate the
p-imacy effect, were similar to the results of vhe first. Ia the
fourth study, tutors viewed a graphical representation of the tutaa's
parformance on the first part of a concept formation learning task.
In contrast to the typical finding of a strong primacy effect, the
results of the fourth study showed a strong recency effect: the
students' performance on the second half of the learning task was the
major determinant of attribution of ability. Each report describes

the methods, procedurss, and results of the study in detail,
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Staternent of Focus

Individually Guided Educatio1 {IGE) is a new comprehensive systam of
elementary education, The fol'owing components of the IGE system are in
varying stages of development and implementation: a new organization for
instruction and related administrative arrangements; a model of instructional
programing for the individual student; and curriculum components in prereading,
reading, mathematics, motivation, and environmental ¢iucation. The develop=-
ment of other curriculum components, of a system for mataging instruction by
computer, and of instructional strategies is needed to complete the system,
Continuing programmatic research is required to provide a sound knowledge
base for the components under development and for improved second generation
components, Finally, systematic implementation is essential so that the prod-
ucts will function properly in the IGE schools.

The Center plans and carries out the research, development, and imple-
mentation components of its IGE program in this sequence: (1) identify the
needs and delimit the component problem area; (2) assess the possible con=-
straints—financial resources and availability of staff; (3) formulate general
plans and specific prucedures for solving the problems; (4) secure and allo-
cate human and material resources to carry out the plans; (5) provide for
effective communication among personnel and efficient management of activie-
ties and resources; and (6) evaluate the effectiveness of each activity and
its contribution to the total program and correct any difficulties through feed-
hack mechanisms and appropriate management technicues,

A self-renewing system of elementary education 1s projected in each
participating elementary school, i.e., one which is less dependent on external
sources for direction and is more responsive to the needs of the children attend=-
ing each particular school. Inthe IGE schools, Center-developed and other
curriculum products compatible with the Center's instructional programing model
will lead to higher student achievement and self-direction in learning and in
conduct and also to higher morale and job satisfaction among educational per-
sonnel, Each developmental product makes its unique contribution to IGE as
it is implemented in the schools. The various research components add to the
xnowledge of Center practitioners, developers, and theorists.

i
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Study 1

Tutor Attribution and Attitude as
a Function of Tutee Performance!

Among the many innovations suggested
for improving education in the public schools,
there is ong technique currently enjoying con-
siderable popularity across the country=—the
use of older children to teach younger children
(Gartner, Kohler & Riessman, 1971), It has
seen observed by teachers, and corrotorated
vy research, that children who teach other
children (tutors) appear to gain as much from
the tutoring program as children beirg taught
(tutees), toth in terms of cognitive learning
and in social-personal consequences such
as increased self-esteem and motivation
Cleward, 1967; Ligpitt & Lohman, 1965), In
srite of the widespread existence of in-school
grograms utilizing children to tutor other chil-
dren, only a small amount of empirical data
is availacle, Unfortunately, existing research
in this area suffers from teing quite atheoreti=
cal 1nd nonanalyt:cal in its agproach., As a
result, we nave little understanding of the
rasic psychological processes that mediate
the positive conseqguences of tutoring for the
tutee and *he tutor,

The rresent exgeriment explores some
determinants of the effect of tutoring on the
tutor. MNlore srecifically, the experiment
deals wit: the effect of the tutee's perform-
ance on *nhe tutor's attitudes and attributions
towrd the tutee and toward his own perform-
ince 13 1 *utor. We are concerned in prr-
ticwiir with ~ow the t.tee's pattern of suc-
cess and {ailure on the learning task influ-
encex the attit.des ard attributions made by
the tuter v cut the titee and i1tout the ex-
cerience =f teiching.,

1, - .

‘Uortions f this study were presented at
*he annuag zonventizn of the American Fsycho-
27.C 1 S3sariatinn, fonslol, 1472,

Both reinforcement theory and role theory
suggest that the degree of student success
over a period of time will affect the tutor's
perception of the student's ability and his
liking for the student. Thus, a student who
does consistently well should be perceived
as more intelligent and likeable than one who
does consistently poorly, Likewise, a tutor
should 1{ke the teaching experience more when
his student does consistently well than when
he does consistently poorly. These predic-
ti ns are straightforward and not surprising.

Role theory suggests further, however,
that the order, or sequence, of a tutee's suc=
cess or failure over a period of time is a
critical determinant of the tutor's perceptions,
The impact of tutoring on the tutor should be
affected by his perceived success in enacting
the teacher role {i.e., by his success in
actually helping his tutee) in much the same
way that changes in self in a direction con-
sistent with role expectations are produced
Ly successful enactment of any social role
{Sarbin & Allen, 1968).

In the tutoring situation, it is congruent
with the role of teacher for a student to do
poorly on a task initially but later to show
improvement in his performance; that is, the
teacher's efforts are supposed to help the
student improve his learning. Thus, the tutor
should perceive his esnactment of the role of
teacher as appropriate and effective, if the
student shows an improvement in performance
over time, In the converse of this pattern of
performance, namely, the student initially
doing well but then deteriorating in perform-
ance over time, the tutor should perceive his
enactment of the role of teacher as ineffective
and inappropriate, Therefore, with an equiv-
alent amount of objectively successful learn-
ing, *he direction of chanyge in the tutee's




. parformance should deterfiine the tutor's satis-
" £adtion with his role enactmaent, o

In the prasent study, the tutor's amtudes

toward the tutee and attributions of ability

about the tutee were investigated as a func-
t:on of the pattern of the tutee's performance.
The pattern, or sequance, of performance of a
laarner in the tutor-tutes learning situation
was varted according to degrea of congruence
of the learning to expectations of the teacher
role, Cver 3 one~session teaching period the
tutee's performance varied according to one
of four patterns: success throughout the ses~
sion, failure throughout, success in the first
half and failure in the second half, or failure
in the first half and suc¢cess in the second
half, For conditions of changing performance
by the tutee (success=-fajlure, failure=success!
the azsolute leve!l of performance was iden~
tical; only the sequence of the success and
failure differed across the two conditions, It
was thought that in the learning situation
most closely approximating expectations of
the teacher role, the teacher should respond
more positively acout his own performance
and also express more positive attitudes and
attrioutions atout the learner.

Method
Tutors

Lighty-one sixth-grade children (39 males
and 42 females) from local public schools
served as tutors. Subjects were recruited
fror a randomly selected sample of public
schrool children. A letter was sent offering
them 52,00 for participating in the experiment.
Two males were omitted from the data anal-
vs:s for not following instructions regarding
the method of teaching, leaving a total of 79
sucjects,

T.*ees

The exrerimental manigulations requir~d
¢:a* each sutor exgerience a specified se-
g.ence of success and failure responses from
nis tutee, Therefore, the tutees were not
act.aily naive veunger children but confed-
era:ns of the exgerimenter trained to answer
each *utsr :» a standard manner according to
exger;mental cond: '1on Two younger third~
grade children, one oYy and one 3irl, were
..a“d snroughout the exgeriment to play the

rv

| Psﬁ:@dun -

The expeariment was dxvided into two ses-

sions ocourring one week apart, Subjects
(tutors) were given instfuctions on the con~
cept=formation task at the first session and
taught the concapt to a younger child of the
same sex at the second session,

At the first session subjects were taught
the concept of frapezeid as a group in a ses«
sion lasting approximately 45 minutes, Ex=-
perienced elementary school teachers taught
the concept. Subjects received instructions
on three simple rules for identifying an in-
stance of a trapezoid: (l) trapezoids have
only four sides; (2) two opposite sides are
parallel, which means that they never meet
if they are made longer; and (3) two opposite
sides are not parallel, which means that they
do meet if they are made longer. At the end
of the first session the "Trapezoid Concept
Attainment Test" {Cicirelli, 1971) was ad~-
ministered to tiie subjects to ensure that they
understood the conce pt of lrapeqoc‘d. The
test was composed of 30 geomet ic figures=——
15 examples and 15 nonexamplés of trapezoids
randomly interspersed across the series. Sub-
jects were required to state whether or not
each figure was a trapezoid. Each subject's
score wdas determined by the number of posi=
tive and nega.ive instances he identified
correctly.

Approximately one week after the first
session subjects returned individually for a
second 45-minute session to teach the con-
cept of trapezoid to a same~sex confederate
serving as the tutee, Subjects were given
specially prepared booklets entitled "Trape~
zoids,” which they used in teaching the tutee,
On the first page of the booklet were the three
rules for trapezoids, and on the following page
were three examples of a trapezoid., The re-
mainder of the booklet contained a trapezoid
test composed of 24 geometric figures taken
from the "Trapezoid Concept Attainment Test,"
Twelve of the figures were examples of a
trapezoid and 12 were nonexamples, The
tutor's booklet, subtitled, "Teacher's Answer
Book," had the answers to the 24 test ques-
tions.

Before meeting with his tutee, each sub~
ject was given explicit instructions on how
to teach the trapezoid coricept. Tutors were
told to exylain the three rules of trapezoid
ideatification and then to explain wiy the
three examples were trapezoids., Subjects
were given the following instructions con-
cerning the trapezoid test:

ra



... ... For each page, read the nuimber
© - - and the gquestion, “{s this a trapezoid ?
Tell your student if he is right or wrong.
If vour student is wrong, tell him the
right answer and why he was wrong.
\When you have done 12 of the quese-
tions, go aver the three rules for trape-
2oids at the veginning of the book
again and show him the examples.

Tnen begin the test at Question 13,

Thus. the tutors were told to review the rules
for tragzezod identification midway in the test
and then to complete the other 12 items of the
test with their tutee. Tutors were told further
that the tast was to be given orally and were
asked to ensure that the tutee éould not see
the answers in the "Teacher's Answer Book,"

Subjects were then {ntroduced to the
tutee (confederate) for the actual teaching
session, 7Yhe tutor and tutee were left alone
in a small room and told that the experimenter
would wait outside until the teaching session
was comgleted.

Experimental Manipulations

A 2 x 2x 2 factorial analysis of variance
design was used. The three factors were
tutee's first=half answers (success or failure),
tutee's secend="alf answers (success or fail-
ure), and sex of subject. Subjects were as-
si13ned randomly to one of the following four
conditions in which the number and sequence
of correct answers that the confederate gave
on the concegpt-formation task were experi-
mentally manipulated:

L. Swceess=success. In this condition,
the confederate performed well on
~oth the first and second halves of
the 24~tem test. To provide verisi-
militude, the confederate answered
incorrectly on six trials (25%) dis-
trizuted evenly across the test. The
remaining L8 items (75"%) were an-
swered correctly.

2o Falwoo=raileve, The confederate
T1ve the wrong answer on 75% of the
trials in this cendition, answering
correctly anuy six times, This con-
d1tien 13 the converse of the success-
s.ccess condition: the confederate
Twe correct inswers only on those

3.ccess-s.ccess condition. Cn the
i* remaining guest:ons, tha confed-
2rate etrer Jave the wrong answer

T 3ud he didn't xnow the answer.

'3, Pailure=suecess. Inthis condition; . -

- the conféderate did poorly during the
first half of the tast but then an=
swered correctly during the second
half. The tutee's responses were
the same as answers in the first half
of the fatlure=failure condition and
the second half of the success-
suce ass condition.

4, Sucerss-failure. This condition is
the c=~nverse of the failure~success
condition, The confederate did well
on the 12 trials in the first half of
the test and poorly on the 12 trials
in the second half. The tutee's be-
havior was the same as in the first
half of the success-success condi-
tion and the second half of the failure-
failure condition,

To aid the confederate in giving the re=
quired sequence of answers, the "Trapezoids"
hooklet he was given was specially prepared
for the experimental condition, The tutee's
predetermined answer for each trial was in-
dicated to him by a light mark on his booklet,

Dependent Measures and
Method of Analysis

Upon conclusion of the teaching session,
the experimenter, who was not aware of the
tutor's experimental condition, gave the tutor
a questionnaire, The questionnaire was de-
signed to ascertain the tutor's responses in
the following areas: (1) perception of ability
and success of the tutee, (2) attitude toward
the tutee and toward the teaching session,

(3) estimate ot his own ability and success

as a teacher, (4) attributions of locus of
causality for tutee's performance, and (5) gen-
eral attitudes toward teaching. A sample item
was used to familiarize the subject with the
7-point Likert scales used for most questions.
The experimenter read each item aloud to the
subject, who wrote his answers on his copy
of the questionnaire.

Following completion of the question-
naire, the subjects were paid. Because the
suizjects were so young they were not told
that a confederate had heen used. All sui=
jects were encouraged to express how they
felt about the teaching experience and were
given assurances that they had performed
successfully in the experiment,

Items with 7~point Likert scales wre
anilyzed using analyses of variance. Three
ortrogonal factors, each having two levels,
were <sed in the analyses: tutee's first-
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§learning tsuboess or fatlire),; and
sox of sunteet, The &ir u-’:‘.nlf learning main
s¥foer revenis whether the futae's initial Sirst-
half performance {success or Jailure) resulted
oA sgniieant e"‘e»t on the dependent nea-
sure. oo test for that effect, the ceonditions
oy owineh the subject was suscessful in the
fwwat had (suocess=success and success«
faiiare conditions) were compared to the con=
ditions :n witich the suivject rerformed poorly
in the first hald (fatlure=success and failure=
tailure c*ndz tons). Likewtse, the main effect
for second=hnalf rerformance was tested &
cemparind conditions in which the au.aiect
.er:‘ arnad well 1n the secend half (succeuss-
wocess and fatlure=success conditions) to
sonditions in wihich the subject performed
reorly 1n the second nalf (success=fatlure and
datlura=failure conditionsy. By usingd this
~athod of analvsis, it was possikle to deter-
mine the relative influence of first=rhalf and
second=half rerformance oy tutees on the
attizades and attributions of tutors at the
conclus on of the tutoring session,

“te
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Results

Toter s Reactions Toward Tutee
First, we shall examine the tutor's reac-

t1ons soward nis stu'ant and toward the teach=

ing s:t.uation as a function of degree of suc-

s and pattern of resgonses exhibited by

it the comypletion of the teaching

q, the tutor's reactions were obtained

.es3t:ons eval.uating the tutee in the

areas of :ntergersonal attraction, intellectual

L%y, and _..erce.ved gerformance.
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cokiny. Cnocne item the tutor was asked,
THow :*.'.u*: did vou like your student?" Anal-
vs:.3 of variance snowed a significant matn
effest for first-half learniny only (F = 3,82,
n <€ 251 and no interactions. As can rte seen
Sram thg maans in tne first column of Takle L1
ior the *utee was affected
amance :n the furst half of
miynt L@ expected, the tutor
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. 3
2 % .t22 r~etter when e had reriormed
wel'. 3t sne first =aif than when he had rer-
wrlv. Fut the tutee's success or
:'a;‘...re d.rins cne secand half of the sessien
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Tme griroace effect can fe seen very clearly
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i the first calumn i the bottom half of

" rablé 1.1 where, for clarity of presantation, -

the data are combined according to success
or failure during each half of the sesston.
Pirst-half performance was also the only
significant determinant of subjects' responses
to the item, " How much did you enjoy teach-
ing your studeat?" Subjocts enjoyed teaching
more when their students performed we.l in
the begi.aning of the session than when they
were unsuccessful (F = 5,47, p €,02), regard=

less of subsequent success or failure in second=

half behavier, These data are shown in col=
umn 2 of Table L1,

The item, " How much do you think your
student enjoyed ceing taught by you?" showed
the same primacy effect. A main effect for
first=half learning (# = 7.65, p <.,007) was
the only significant source of variance on the
item. An examination of the means shown in
Table L1 (column 3) reveals that subjects
whose tutee performed well during the first
half of the teaching session attributed greater
enjoyment of the session to their tutee than
subjects whose tutee had done poorly i{n the
first half. Acain, second-half performance of
the tutee did not affect the attributions made
by tutors.

Ability, Attribution made by the tutor
concerning the tutee's ability was assessed
by the question, " How smart was your stu-
dent?" This item resulted in both a firit=
half main effect (F = 16,50, p <.001) ard &
second~-half main effect (F = 7.55, p <.307
but no sex main effect or interactions, Hays'
(1963) formula to find the strength of an ef-
fect was applied; the first=half main effect
was clearly stronger than the second=-half
effect, accounting for twice as much variance
(16% versus 8%) on the item, The condition
means appearing in the fourth column of
Takle 1.1 support the earlier findings of a
primacy effect: succe s in the first half re-
sulted in attributions of significantly greater
ability than failure in the first half, with
second=-half behavior having a somewhat
weaker effect on tutor's attributions,

Perecption ot tutee's performance. The
item 'How well did your student do?" was
included in order to obtain the tutor's subjec::
tive estimate of his tutee's performance during
the teaching session. Significant main effects
were found for to:h first-half learning (¥ =
15,72, p € .002) and second-half learning
{#: 12,30, p < .008). There was no sex ef-
fect, nor were there any interactions. Col-
wmn 5 1n Takle I.' shows that tutees in the
su.ccess-success and success-failure condi-
tions were judged by the tutors to have

e
s
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Table [ 1
Mean Scores for Tutors' Respoiisasd

e a——— ot —

Rasponsas About Self

e e— ———— o ———

Respouses About Tutes ______

. Liking Lnjoyment Overall :

Condition N of Tutee of Tutoring Enjoyment Intellivence  Performance !
' BUCCes S succens 3 6,35 6,85 518 5,85 6,25
Success=failure 20 6,25 6,65 5,45 8. 50 5,35
Fatlure~success 2 3.70 6.10 4,25 5,20 5, 20
Fallure=tailure 19 5.79 6,42 4,63 4.32 4,00
First=half success A, 30 6.75 5,30 5,68 5,80
First=hnalf failure 5,74 6.26 4,44 4,77 4,62
Second=half sucoess 6,03 6.48 4,70 553 5,73
Scecond~half failur 6.03 o, 54 5,08 4,93 4,69

a,, . -
Hign scores indicate more positive responses on a Tpoint scale,

Table 1.2

Tutors' Ferception of Sequence of Tutee Performance (Percent)

Actual Experimental Condition

Success-  Success- Failure- Failure-
Perceived Condition Success Fallure Success Fallure
Success=success 803 55 30 11
Success-failure 0 0d 0 16
Failure~success 20 30 108 26
Patlure-failure 0 15 60 474
(100) (100) (100) (100)

i,
Aaccurate report,

cne Letter than these :n the failure-success
and d‘.“re-‘a..“.e conditions. Consistent
with oor otier resuits, first=-nalf perfcrmance
arreared %2 e somewhat more influential in
determining the tutor's perception of the tutee
than second-nalf rerformance. A test of the
stranysh ~fthe first~ and second-half main
efferts oo Havs' (19F3) formula snowed that
first=nnf rerfarnance acenunted for only
siizhtly graster variance (167 than second-
nadf rer fcrmance (137
3 anztner index »f tutor's cercertions of

..... vitees’ rerformance, tutors were asked
cowrnach af oy des:r:*f'ons of rer-
prared 40 tnenr tuteer (L) performed
wall througnsut (et Ralves »f the lesson,

12 gerizrred soorly thruugnout oth halves
8 vhe lesson, 13 did well in the first Ralf and
foor. in the second nalf of the lesson, or

ERIC
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(4) did poorly in the first half and well in the
second half of the lesson, As shown in Table
1.2, subjects differentially perceived the cor=-
rect sequence and degree of performance of
their tutee according to experimental condition
(\2 = 38,84, p < .,01)., Surjects in the success-
success and failure~failure conditions were
relatively accurate 1n estimating their tutee's
cerformance, thouah subjects in the former
condition were considerably more accurate
than subjects in the latter (804 and 474,
resgectively). By contrast, correct identific-
tion of the tutee's experimental condition was
attained Ly only two tutors in ihe failure-
success condition and 'y no one at all 1n the
success-failure condition. The majority of
suizjects in the failure-stuccess condition
arronecusly thought the tutee did poorly
throughout the session (60"), and :n the
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Tablo 1.3

sosn Seevos-for Tutor's Lvaluation of ilis Teaching

B s e i e T Y - -
I b S e -t

o

Teaching Locus of

Condition N Parformance? Causalityb
SUCCR8ae SUCUass 24 4,490 3.05
sacvess=flure 20 5,03 3.45
Fatlure=success 20 4,45 4,00
ifalure-fatlure 19 4,42 3,79
st haid success 4, 9% 3.25
FPirst=nalf faalare 4,69 3,90
sacond=-hnlf success 4,43 3,53
secmd=tale failure 4. 74 3.62

2

# e

-

Hab soores adicate nmiore positive responses on a T-point scale.
V30119 score of T oindicates the tutor was the more important

deternaannt of tutee preference; a score of | indicates tutee was

mare heortant,

s.oocess=iv ture oondition most suiyjects in-
corraotly rercaved the tutee as Leing success=
ol thronaho ot tne lesson 0337, Thus, tutors!
tercertion of second-nalf rerfermance of
toteas was Jdistorted 1o 1 direction congruent
with the first=nilf ol jective perforiance.

Torz s Toa was oo of His Teaching

In contrast t2 res.lts for items dealing
with the tutor's reactions (o the tiutee, no con=-
3:stent pattarn emerged concerning the tutor's
ev: .avan of his own rerformance as a teacher,
sterm. "How well did you do as a
* shere were no significant differ-

crass3 cnnd:tions., as can e seen in
Tatte L3, This s somewhnat surprising since

farvince »f the tutees did vary greatly
s3 ¢onditions, In all conditions the mean
soare for the vutor's evaluation of his teaching
o3 3armewnt L ositive tagproximately 5 on
to 3c el with T oindicating "very well"),
ezt was designed to ascertain the
r's Loarcention of the mijor determinant of
Liotute's rerinmance—the tutor's skill as

st te@’ s natellectunl amhity,

oot o first- and second-
P e wifocta ware ot z3iganificant, Lot
thars w3 oy oo effoct far sex (= 410,
cm A first=taif w second=-half x osex

~taricton o= 3044 s 7 0% was also present,
a oranaral, famale tosrs claimed more resgon-

5 o fnrthe titee' s rerformance *han males,

n s o~ 9 rRa atarnctinn showed that fe-

T g raei el e reen o coNit stent

i eV e ey s e sceaimeeas Ea0]re
Polod Ll sn 7o g LTSS m3U0Ces3s3. {ailire-

failure) to themselves and inconsistent per-
formance (success-failure, failure-success)
to the tutee: male tutors showed the opposite
pattern. The interaction results are quite
conplex and not easy to interpret.

In summary, it appears that sequence of
the tutee‘s performance on a learning task
had significant effects on the tutor's attribu=-
tions and attitudes ahout the tutee but little
systematic impact on the tutor's perceptions
and attributions regarding his own behavior.

Discussion

Results of the present experiment showed
clearly that the sequence of the tutee's suc=
cess or failure on a concept-formation task,
rather than the absolute amount of learning
per se, determined the tutor's attitudes and
attributions about the tutee and about the
tutoring experience. A strong and consistent
primacy effect was found: the tutee's initial
rerformance exerted a stronger impact than
later performance on several aspects of the
tutor's reactions toward the tutee. ircluding
liking. perception of amount learned, and
attrii=ution of ability., The same primacy ef-
fect was also oitained for the tutor's own
enjoyment of the tutoring session,

The primacy result obtained in the present
study 15 in accord with data from a recent
series of studies conducted .y Jones and
Geoethi-ls 1197 1) on the attribution of ai-ulity,
In severa' stud:es they obtained a stronga
vrimacy effect when an oi.server niade attriiu-
rons of aiihity at.out a person solving a
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sorias of protlems of homogeneous difficulty,
Cuarrent axglanations of the primacy effect
are @ssentially descriptive statements of the
2o3erved henomenen; the underlying psycho-
legical processas are not vet elearly unders
stood. Cur data anrecall are consistent with
the hyrpothesis of Jones and Goethals that
later information 15 assunilated to an nitial
axpaciation. In recalling the seguence of
tutee’s performance, tutors tendaa to distort
later rerformanca (second=half) toward the
direction of earlier gerforrmiance (first-half).
Thus, for example, the failure=success se~
G.ence was :more often interpreted vy tutors
as failure-failure. Through memory distortion,
later :nformation was assimilated toward the
exrectaticn estaclished oy the tutee's initial
ceriormance,

in the rresent study we o:tained the pri-
macy effect across a croad spectrum of re~
‘Fonses—attrizution of aiality, percegtions
oi rerformance, liking of the tutee, and en-
joyment of tutoring, The primacy effect is
clearly not restricted to areas of behavior in
which a stacle disgosition (such as ability)
can be ass.med, In previous studies the
rrimacy effect has ~een onzserved for ability
(Jenes, Rock, Shaver, Goethals, & Ward, 1968)
and for affezct or Liking (Mestee, 1971). But
in our st.dy we ontained the grimacy effect
simultaneously 1n two areas, cognitive and
affective thiking, tutor's enjoyment, and per-
ce:ved t.tee enjoyment),

Ferformance was the sole aspect of the
t.tee's cehavior that varied across experi-
mental conditions; hence, affective responses
could have resulted only from the tutee's per~
formance (or more precisely, from perception
ot the rerformancel, All the potential causal
gaths Dor the origins of affective responses
are deg:cted 1in Tazle L4, (We do not think
:t 13 reasonacie t0 assume the reverse causal
sej.ence from the zasic zath shown in Table
[.4. viz., that affective resronses precede
ittrizution of anihity.y Although all the rela-
t:ons shown are logically rossizle, we do
not tei.eve that 3l are egually likely to occur
n The first three ca.sal paths in
Tarie L4 are. we think, ‘he rost reasona=le
T t:es. Thus, we assume that it is
: v othar affective reactions are either
vdirect s523.elae 2 the titee's performance,

r ns23.ences med:iated through
Sy ar 03 indirect effects
1nothe rennt mediation of
woand hiwing for tatee,

! na:ther the zrder of the
r.tee's gericrn.ance nor the assolute amount
7It.Tag 5.8¢2535 orfallire affected the titor's
esrioyiian sfhimself in tre role of teacher.

Farmaps s.vcects were simply rel.ctant to

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

state publicly the ohbvious fact, viz., that in
some ¢ases they apparently had not performed
well as a tutor, A more plausible mterpreta-
tion can be offered, however., Our subjects
tended to feel that thew performance as a
teacher had little influence on their tutee's
level of learning, On a question asking for
the most important reason for the tutee's por-
formance, means for three of the conditions
fell *oward the end of the scale indicating

as the reason, "how smart a learner he was."
Tne condition that should have created greater
feelings of teacher responsibility (failure-
success) had a mean score exactly in the
midpoint of the learner-teacher causality
scale. It appears, then, that our tutors simply
perceivad the locus of causality for amount
of learning as not residing primarily in them-
selves. Remember that our tutors were sixth
graders, whereas adults have teen employed
in previous studies. With college subjects
as teachers, stronger attributions of teacher
responsibility in learning situations do occur
(Beckman, 1970; Johnson, Feigenbaum, &
Weiby, 1964), Since tutors in the present
study felt little responsibility for the tutee's
performance, regardless of how well or how
poorly the tutee did (or whatever the sequence
of the learning), it had little influence on the
tutor's evaluation of his performance as a
teacher.

It should he noted that the tutoring situa-
tion used in the present study differs in sev-
eral important ways from the experimental
situation used in most of the studies of Jones
and his colleagues and in other studies that
have found the primacy effect. First of all,
our subjects were not merely observing another
person's behavior; they were actively involved
as teachers of younger children. A tutor has,
of course, some personal stake in the learner's
doing well on the learning task. Other re-
search (Beckman, 1470; Johnson et al., 196+4)
has found self-enhancement by the teacher to
occur 1n evaluation of student behavior; this
source of distortion is not present when the
sutject merely observes another's pehavior.
Self-enhancement of attributions ahout the
learner should operate to mitigate the primacy
effect in the success~failure condition. sec-
ondly, our sui-jects were younqg children 1sixth
jraders) reporting their 1mpressions ai.out the
rehavior of even younger children (tiard
graders). Cther studies have typically sed
college students as suijects niserving tre
: ehavior of rersons of tre same age. In the
case of young children, groilen:s :n attention,
in1tial learning, and recall might be expected
'o red.ce the primacy eifect. For exanyle, :f
youns crildren were less adegt than older
sus.jects in recalling earhier information, ~ne

-1
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would expect a recency instead of a primacy
affact, All these conditions should operate
in the direction of obliterating the primacy
effect 1in the present study. The occurrence
of a strong primacy effect on both ability
attritutions and affective responses in the
face of adverse circumstances demonstrates
tae jenerality and the robustness of the phe-
nomenon,

L8t us now return to the basic question
with which we btegan this experiment: How
does the tutee's perfermance affect the tutor?
First of all, as predicted, the tutor's attribu-
tiens and attitudes concerning the tutee are
not surply 1 matter of the tutee's absolute
amo.nt ¢f learning regardless of the sequence,
as would e predicted oy a simple version of
reinforcement theory., Contrary to our predic-
tion, however, the cond!tion that more closely
agprex:mated the role of teacher {initial poor
learn:ng followed ty imzrovement) did not
res. !t in more positive resgonses by the tutor.
instead, *re tutor's attritution of abtility,
i1xang of tre “utee, and general reactions to
the tutoring situation were disproportionately
influenced ny tre level of rerformance exhibited
Ly the tutee early in the session. In conditions
with the same ansolute level of learning, the
first nalf of the session nad greater influence
on the tutor's reactions than the second half.

Wouid the :nitial rerformance of the tutee
311l exert a disgrogortionate influence on the

tutor's reactions even if the successful and
unsuccessful learning were separated by the
interval of a few days? Many actual tutoring
programs in the schools are arranged on a
schedule of two or three meetings a week.
The temporal separation might be sufficient
to destroy the initial expectation established
by the tutor. In another study (Study III), we
did separate the two parts of the lesson by an
interval of two days. Results still disclosed
a clear primacy effect, aitesting to the strength
and persistence of the tutor's initial expecta-
tions about the tutee.

Implications of present results for the
practical situation of cross=-age tutoring in
tne schools are obvious. According to our
results, it is important that the first learning
task be easy enough to ensure that the tutee
exhibits a high level of performance at the
initial stage of the tutoring session. Initial
performance will affect the tutor's attribution
about the tutee's ability, liking of the tutee,
and the tutor's own enjoyment of tutoring,
And the tutor's expectations about the tutee,
as indicated from other research {Rosenthal &
Jacobson, 1968; Rubovits & Maehr, 1971),
may indeed influence the tutee's subsequent
learning. Moreover, the nature of the tutor's
initial reactions to the tutoring situation may
determine how much he will penefit from the
potentially useful experience of teaching a
younger child.

9//0
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Study 1I

On the Importance of First Impressions:
Attribution of Ability and the Primacy Effect

Recent exgerimental evidence has shown
that there is a statle and powariul primacy
gifect in attritution of ability: early informa-
tion acout a stimulus person's performance
nas a greater umgac* than later information
(5tudy I; Jones & Goethals, 1971), The find-
ing of a grimacy effect is congruent with more
general research on impression formation
tsanderson, 1963; Asch, 1946), In Asch's par-
adigm, s.tjects are presented with a list of
adiectives descriting a hypothetical person,
Asch 1194€) found that words early in the list
have more :nfluence than those that appear
ater. /ccording to Asch, subjects reinterpret
the meaning of adjectives later in the list in
terms of the {irst adjectives they receive,
forming an overall "Gestalt,” Anderson (1965)
interpreted the grimacy effect in terms of a
we:ghted- averaging model of information in-
tegration. FHe suggested that the meaning of
words :n 2 l1st remains constant, but the
weijit g1ven to 2ach word by the subject de-
creases for words nearer the end of the list.
Aalthough there 15 evidence to support a
we:zhted- averaging grocess, no explanation
ter the effect nas -een presented.

a3 Tenes and Davis (1965) have pointed
out, the use of lists of adjectives to describe
rerszns, as in the work of Anderson and Asch,
™. 3% :e considered ~ somewhat static pro-
ed.re that does no' wrproximate the real-
fe 1utriiunional crocess in waich dispositions
re :nferred {ram nehavior. In addition, these
cnestizaters did not vary different levels or
ztwrentins 28 a sregle dispoas:ition (such as
nirnovers.s Hw friendiinessy; instead, they
33002 acts with lists con.posed of
2rendent disgas:itizrs, Thus, a person
; cried as cold, intetligent, and
zil rery different disgnsitional

[

grate. It is difficult, therefore, to extrapolate
directly from the type of procedure used in the
research of Asch and Anderson to the problem
of attribution of ability,

The most extensive work in ability attribu
tion in behavinoral situations has been carried
out by Jones and his colleagues {Jones,
Goethals, Kennington, & Severance, 1972;
Jones, Rock, Shaver, Goethals, & Ward, 1968).
In a number of experiments, subjects observed
a stimulus person who attempted to solve a
series of problems supposedly indicative of
intellectual ability. The stimulus person (a
confederate of the experimenter) showed a
pattern of either ascending or descending suc-
cess over the trials; the overall number of
correct answe:s was the same in both patterns,
In this situation, a primacy effect emerged
consistently: the learner was seen as being
significantly more intelligent and successful
when ne displayed success on initial trials
(and then declined in performince) than when
he was initially unsuccessful (and then in-
creased in performance), The primacy effect
occurred even though the number of objectively
correct answers was the same in both the
ascending and descending sequence.

Subsequent evidence has confirmed the
generality of the finding of a primacy effect
in ability attributions. For instance, we found
that sixth-grade children attributed greater
success and ability to a third grader when he
initially performed well than when he initially
performed poorly—regardless of sutseguent
success or failure .n the lesson (Study I). Al-
though 1n a few 1nstances primacy effects in
Acility attrizutions have not zeen found ([ones
& Welsh, 1971; Thompson, 1972), these in-
stances occurred when suijects onserved or
participated 1n game-playing situations with
somewnat unique characteristics. In general,

L3
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thegn, a prunacy effect in attrioutions of
aciity has rteen found.

fonas et al, «1%72) suggest that the pri=-
macy effect 13 dug tc a secial fudgment process
inowhich early success or failire acts as an
inchor, or exrectation, and later performance
15 ysaumilated to tha initial expectation. This
~yrothesis 15 tased on the assumption that
rarsons oonsider alility to e a staile dis=
tos teone After an initial expectation of suc-
stai lished, variatic 1s in performance
ved iy suijects as eing closer to

inchor than 15 of jectively t.ue
edcaLse oY assuntlation to the anchor. To
st tias wvpothesis, Tornes et all (1972)
rresented exrerusental evidence showing that
s..iecrs dc in fact distort recall in favor of
2arly aocLrences when a 'stavle entity" such
13 it 18 hssumed,

19 3n assurilation process 1s the major
deterinint of the prittacy effect, then separa-
cion of the venavior sej.uence into discrete
saaments snould red.ice or eliminate the ef-
fact, it i3 .nlikely that the primacy effect

CCuUr 1cr2s8s sitwations that are divided
intn Sagnitieely discrete units of l-ehavior
3:nce wo.nLt that 1s perceived 1s heing truly
dufferent should produce 4 new anchor point
o which suiseguent nehavier will he compared
ind 1ssimilited. This. when an oiserver per-
cowvas o differentiition ietween early and
Lear s ehavier, 1 new anchor point should de-

. Latailishing a new anchor toint should
res..tin either an ehiriimatinn of tre primacy
s ity ttrnl stiens or, In extreme

21303, M A recency etffert,

adorect sapport for the hycothesis that
Loy 2ifects can L e eliminated when two
seritants »f renvior wre somehow differen-
sivved comes fromn a numiber of studies. Thibaat

T
.len\l .

=335 !l +¢%, for instance, found that as-
s:milatien effects did not occur when subjects

armizoiar level of arility, Likewise, the
swohoohesiza, Literature shows that making

rav2atad soccessive r.dgments of rhyvsical
3% LLovyrioailv resLlts in contrast effects—
~toaasin s n b astman o Maller, 1945),

Loroes e e ad that making reneated fudg-
= diforentiite L ehavior b eing
portad oot oisorete Laits and, i3 1 ¢on-

1]
S 0, ns smates tn2 anertencz nf aonew

cvLtos Il s sy e, then, that anvthing
M s sntang o ehavior into

M x5 .10 1n eliniination of

rrocovs ofiarts o oa3ed o arly expectations,

i sty Lt utions
Yamte n rerforaomre

. B Vo erles ol .
T2 it G :."]'.- dindoes

The present experiment directly tests

this proposition. Subjects observed a two-
part lesson between a tutor and a tutee, The
tutee performed either consistently well, ¢on-
sistently poorly, started well in the first part
and then did poorly in the secoiid part, or did
poorly and then wel.. Half the subjects ru-
ceived a manipulaticn designed to break the
two parts of the lesson into discrete behavioral
units and thus reduce tendencies to assimilate
to the first expectation. The other suijects
were told that the two parts of the lesson oc~

urred without a separation between them., It
was expected that attriixutions of ability as-
sessed after an alleged or actual separation
would not show a primacy effect, while a pri-
macy effect was predicted for subjects who
were told the lesson was uninterrupted.

Method
Subjects

Subjects were 57 males and 49 females
in the fifth and sixth grades. Six of these
subjects were omitted from the data analysis
for failure to recall the 1ileged time difference
setween the two parts of the tutoring lesson
they okserved.

Procedure

Suizjects were tcld that we were inter-
ested in finding th: hest way to plan tutoring
programs in elementary school. They were
mstructed to watch one tutor-tutee pair on
video tape and then to answer some questions
aoout wrat they saw.

Subjects were shown a | 5=-minute video-
tiped sequence of a tutoring lesson with a
sixth grader tutoring a third grader. Each
teaching sequence began with the older ¢hild
tutoring the younger child 1n a method of :den-
ti1fying trapezoids and parallelograms Follow-
1ing this brief lesson, the tutor was shown ad-
ministering two sets of exerciszes to the *t.tee,
The tutee was presented a series of 12 fizures
in each set of exercises and was asked to
identify whether each figure was o trarezoid.

1 parallelogram. »r neither,

Male sutjects o served o tare of o miale
tator-tutee pair fermales viewed a fer: ale dyad.
suuiects olserved the video tape in Class-
reor.s in groups of five to eight sare-sex
ciuldren. [Freviouss reserch has siown thaat
~oservion of o dyad resalts v actribotiong
£ ihity eguivalent oo those rade oy actual
LarhiCiy iats ot the situanon (Jones et 1)L,

[ef sy ol '
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tion bas the advantages of greater control
and economy with no loss of sensitivaty,

Expermental Manipulations

The children in the video tape were ac-
tually vaud confederates, This made 1t pos-
3:vie 1o control the arparent degree and pat-
tern of learning. bxperimental manipulations
cons:isted of varying orthogonally the first-
fars rerformance 1success or failure). second-
gart cerformance (3uccess or fa:lure). and
aileged amount of elapsed time retween the
firs* and second parts (either none or two days).

Tirst-part gerformance and second-part
rerformance were comiined factorially to form
tne follow:ng four seguences; only one se~
J.enle was shown 0 2ach subject,

l. Svccess-sunccess, In this condition.
the t.tee rerformed well in ioth the
rst and second sets of exercises.
ne tutes snswered correctly on 757
of tia j.cestions and. to provide
verisuniliiide. erroneously on 25%
~f tne juestions. The incorrect an-
swers were randently interspersed
TN tne corvedt responses.
Fadwve =tailvre, This condition is
the converse of the success~success
anditicn: the tutee answered 75%
I the 4ueéstions :incorrectly on noth
2f exerc:ses
e -syccess, Inthis condition,
‘ne tute2 ferinrmed poorly in the

(v
.

w O "

o
e
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f.r3t set of exercises (identical to
:,-Jr:'cr:*'.;m::e n the first part of the
-re=faiiure cond:tion) and success-
SRRAY :r. tne s2cond set of exercises

13 ~e s320:nd gart of the success-
s.2c233 condition)

<. Nucroo<s=tgiare, In thas condition,
tme tutee answered correctly 757 of
tne Lime n tne first set of exercises

»*

wad acorractlt T3 of the time in
*~2 3ez2nd 3¢t Farformance was

dentical tz that in the first part of
tha 5.272355-35 ccess and second part
i tre falire~ivilire conditions.
Sa v oanin it on 8 v qliened atnint »f
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minutes glapsed between viewing of the les-
son parts.

Dependent Measures and
Methed of Analysis

After subjects had viewed both parts of
the lesson, the experimenter administered a
numier of questions with 7-point Likert scales
and some forced-choice questions designed
to assess the subjects' perceptions of tutee
perfrmance, Subjects were asked how well
the tutee did, for attributicns of ability and
learning, and for their perception of the locus
of causality for the tutee's performance. Data
from each Likert scale were analyzed in a
2x2x2x2analys:s of variance. The four
factors were tutee's performance on the tirst
part of the lesson (success or failure), tutee's
perforniance on the second part of the lesson
{success or failure), alleged time between the
two parts of the lesson (none or two days),
and sex of subject,

Results
Attribution of Ability

One 1ter asked subjects for their esti-
mate of the tutee's intelligence. It was ex~
pected that there would ve an effect for the
alleged time cetween lesson parts, with only
those suizjects who were told the two parts
were contiguous showing the primacy effect.
Results of an analysis of variance showed
significant effects for first-par* performance
(#F = 1981, p <.001) and for second-part
performance (# = 11.87. p <.001). tut there
was no effect for alleged time ietwaen lesson
rarts or sex of suiject. No interactions were
significant.

Examination of the mean scores for this
iter:. shown in the first column of Taule I 1.
reveals that successful performance in each
half led to attribution of greater intelligence
than unsuccessful performance. However,
estimates of th.» magnitndes of the first- and
second-part eff 2crs, calculated using Hays
119€3) farmuly, revealed tiat first-part per-
formance was somewhat more influential in
deternanin, the final attriiction than second-
tart nerforizance, First=gart perfornance
icconnted for 167 4f the variance. while
sevand-Lart verfornance accounted for 1u7
A e vartancee, Thuas. thore was 1 shabt
crinoecy offect for ity attri Ltinons for ot
suilects, despite some sajocts’ - elief inat
there wis o tenporal separation felween the
W oLoarts nf the lesson.

et
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Table I1.1

Mean Scores for Ferception of Tutee Performance®

Tutee

Overall How Much Locus of

Condition Intelligence Performance Learned Causality®
3uCCas3~3uCTess 5.03 5,35 5.77 4.69
sucvess-{atlure 4, 54 4,18 4.86 3.71
t.atlire=-success 4,38 4.00 5.81 4,42
talure-falure 3.48 2.56 3.04 3.84
First=talf success 4,78 4,76 5.30 4,18
First=nalf tail.re 3,534 3.20 4,30 4,09
secand=-half success 4.7R 4,74 5.79 4,58
secnnd-halt farlure 4,04 3.42 4.00 377

|
stlganer nou

rers indicate more positive responses on a 7=point scale.

~ingher numters indicate locus is toward tutee,

-~
14

-
crlent o ot Ferformance

Sorore generi! juestion, "Overall, how
we'l :i1d ¢me student do on oth sets of exer-
cises?" was designed to assess subjects!
corcegtions of the tutee's performance. This
tem, mensured with a 7-point Likert scale,
was intlyzed v analysis of variance. As on
*he jrevious iten:, we exrected an effect for
toe ilieced tane hetween lesson parts, with
anly those su:jects who were told that the
l2ssan parss were contiguous showing a pri=-
macy 2ffect. Results on this item also showed
trat the main effect for rime hetween lesson
Larts was not sign:ficant. No interactions
war2 s.3n8cant, There were significant main
& for roth first-half cerformance (# =
So12, p < 001y and second-half performance
F o= 33,35, p<.000,

Ixamination of the mean scores (Tabdle II.1,
~n 21 shows trat for -oth first- and second-
~alf per’armance, tutees were seen as heing
more susressiul when they perforimed well
tunnownan shey rerforred roorly. Rut first-

St Leriorr ance was a more important de-

rore nint of S jects' percestion of success.

Dty s o8 rno magnitudes of the effects
Piavas, Lor 3 shaved that first-gart perform-
it sroouated fDor o greater proportion of

dichting that g rimacy effect

It rrraars, then, *hat 1 rerorted

ration s etween lesson boarts had
ciacts' gerveptions of how well
2, Tt the toteo's nehavier

vare f tre lessnn (success or

failure) did disproportionately influence per-
ception .of overall performance.

Learning

The item asking, "Overall, how much did
the student learn?* resulted in attributions
largely contradicting results of questions on
performance. Although there was again no
effect for the time separation manipulation,
second-half performance was a greater de-
terminant overall of the attribution of learning
than first-part performance. The main effects
were significant for noth first-part performance
(F = 13,07.p <,001) and second-half perform-
ance (F = 41,40, p < ,001), but second-half
performance accounted for almost three times
as much variance (29%) as first-part perform-
ance {11%). A significant interaction also was
found between first- and second=-part perform-
ance (I’ = 11,26, p < ,001)., Examination of
the means showed that subjects attritruted
approximately the same amount of learning to
tutees who gerformed well throughout the les-
son {success-success) as to those who xegan
voorly and then did well (failure-siuccess).
Tutees who rerformed poorly in the second half
were se2en as learning less than those wno had
succeeded 1n the second hilf; the lowest at-
tricution of amount learned was in the failure-
filure conditinon, In sun, the results for per-
certion of amount learned indicated o recency
effect: Lehavior in the second part of the
lesson was the main determinant of 1ssess-
ment of how much the tutee had learned.



Locus of Causality

One of the yuestions asked whether the
t.tee or the tutor was the more important de-
terminant of the performance of the tutee.
There was only oie significant main effect—
for second-part learning (F = 6.84, p <.01).
4s shown in the fourth column of Table IL.1,
tutees who performed well in the second part
were seen as more influential than the teacher
in determining their success, while perform=-
ance of tutees who did poorly was blamed
more on the tutor. There were also two three-
way interactions: a first part x second part x
sex :nteraction (# = 5,80, p <.02) and a sec-
ond part x time between lesson parts x sex
interaction (¥ = 8.33, p <,005). Male subjects
saw a varniable sequence of performance (suc~
cess~failure or failure-success) as caused
more oy the tutor than the tutee, Females
viewed the tutee as more responsible for his
success in the ascending (failura~success)
condition when the lesson parts were contigu-
ous, tut they viewed the tutor as more influ-
ent:al in the ascending condition when the
lesson parts were separated. Results for this
item are complex, and a psychologically mean-
ingful nterpretation is not obvious.

Suolects were also asked to identify which
of four jLisitle causes was most responsible
for the t.tee’'s performance: intelligence of
the tutee, amount of effort exerted, difficulty
of *he lesson. and luck. There was no differ-
ence :n gerce:ved reason for tutee performance
etween subjects who were told the lesson
carts were contiguous and those who were
told *he second sart was delayed. as mea-
sured ty chi-sguare tests performed for each
tutze performance sequerce. Table II.2 shows
‘r.e reasons s:cjects gave in each performance

sejuence, collapsed over the time separation
variable. The frequency of the most important
reason for tutee performance varied signifi=-
cantly across conditions (x* = 20.20, p < .025),
Almost all subjecis in the success-success
condition (88%) attributed the tutee's success
to the effort he put into the task. Most sub~
Jects in the success=-failure condition (64%)
also thought the tutee's performance was due
to how hard he tried, but a number also thought
it was due to how smart he was {14%) or how
hard the lesson was {22%). In the failure-
success and failure-failure conditions, most
subjects again chose effort as the major de-
terminant of tutee performance (69% and 48%,
respectively), but the other choices received
some support from subjects in each of these
two conditions. It appears from Table IL.2
that, overall, most subjects thought the most
important determinant of tutee performance was
how hard he tried~=his effort.

Recall of Performance Sequence

Subjects were aszked to state whether the
tutee shown on the video tape had performed
well throughout the two parts of the lesson,
performed poorly in both parts of the lesson,
started well and then did poorly, or began
poorly and then did well. Subjects' perceptions
of performance saquence showed no difference
according to whether the two parts of the les-
son were contiguous or separated by a period
of two days. Table 1.3 shows the percentage
of subjects in each condition reporting a par-
ticular performance sequence, collapsed across
the two time conditions. Perceived sequence
of performance varied significantly across
conditions (x* = 139.5, p <.001). Overall,

Table IL.2

Most Important Reason Given for Tutee Performance (Percent)

Tutee's Tutee's Task
Condition Intelligence Difficulty Chance
5.ccess-3..ccess 12 0 0 (100)
success=iailire 14 22 0 {100}
Tulre-3.:c0C238 13 4 G {100
Tanare-falire 17 13 22 1100)
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Table IL, 3

subjects!

FPerceptions of Sequence of Tutee Ferformance (Percent)

Actual Experimental Condition

success=- success- Failure= Failure-
terceived Condition Success Failure Success Failure
Success=-succass 584 14 10 8
3.ccess=failure 12 7948 0 0
Fa:lure-success 15 4 718 0
Tatlure=failure 15 4 19 928
1100} (101) (100) (100}

i,
Accurate report,

suu'ects were j..te accurate in their report,
with most sutjects correctly identifying the
seq.ence of gerformance they actually ob-

served. In the success-failure and failure=-
3.&¢ess conditions there was some distortion,
s'.;g;e tive of ar‘ assl'mlatxon 'endency Four=

a
:’-3. wre cond1 on rﬂcalled that the tutee per-
armad well throughout: 197 of the subjects
e failure-s.ccess condition viewad the
3° as doing oo*ly 1n ‘*ot"m parts Yet, in

v
oo

e .
$.
I

Yy {3

erce.ved she act.al sequence correctly. dis-
orsion 2t recall occurred for relatively few
s.ulects.

23

Discussion

e recailad that we expected that
s.zyects of a temporal separation
rts of the !esson would result in
nation of the grimacy effect i1n atility
res.!ts yielded no support
rowever. There were no
a2s zetween the conditions
in n-.--;:' '-e ,.ar's were contxg.lo_s and those

[&]

- ~
3. 2
.".‘,';C'..". 3.3,

S.".~oe-.-~..c d';‘a"a"

sae ST

Tween .£3130n ..ar’.s. in coth cases the prmacy
2ifare omarzaed robustly on the items asking
nanveowal the titaas erformed and how intell:i-

B Iob S
RSP

D
Trootrosant 4ty sugyest that exglana-
e nf tha poimaey effect nased upon as-
simatinn 2o asses, distortion of memery,
coattantioa dorramant may e madeguiate.
Yivat gL.cauts ware correctly atle to identily
s drrcadelnnize uestien the particular so-
4 .amre 2 Laritraninco trey Rad actaaliy teen
ot owatas Lt oy 3art i distortion, ke~
WAL IN3LITa T ot atar asking how moch

the tutee l¢arned argue against a generalized
tendency to distort or discount later perform-
ance. It will be recalled that there was a
recency effect on this one particular item.
Apparently, subjects are attending to what
occurs throughout the experiment.

The locus of causality perceived by sub-
jects for the performance of the tutee was
highly specific to condition, with wide varia~
tions according to sex of subject, performance
sequence, and alleged time between lesson
parts. However, results on the item assessing
the most important reason for the tutee's suc-
cess suggest that the tutee's internal motiva=-
tion is viewed by most subjects as being
crucial to his performance. Most subjects
identified how hard the tutee tried as the
major determinant of his success or failure.
This raises the possihility that subjects in-
ferred that changes in performance in the
success=failure condition were due to tutees
becoming pored and hence not trying as hard,
which might result in a primacy effect in abil=
ity attribution. It 1s hard to understand how
this explanation would hold for the converse
condition (failure-success), however.

Data from this experiment show that the
erimacy effect in attribution of ability oc-
curred despite the alleged two-day period
cetween first- and second-part performance.
At least two reasons may iLe suggested for
this resclt. It 1s possiile that the assimila-
tion hypothes:s. which is after all only a
descriptive statement, is inaccurate. Cur data
showing the relatively accurate assessment
of rerformance suggest a different and some=-
wh-it more rarsimonious hypothesis: pernacs
a2arly Lehavior 18 regarded as the most veridi-
cal indicator of underlying atility, with later
renavior not assimilated tc early expectations
;. ot simgly regarded as less valid evidence



than earlier pehavior, Thus, there 13 no dis-
tortion of memory involved; rathor, there is
differential weighting given to early behavior
in the determination of the final attribution of
ability, Of course, this 15 mere spaculation
on cur Lart.

A second, and perhaps more plausible,
hypothesis for exglaining the lack of differ-
ence tcetween the contiguous and two-day de=
lay conditions assumes that the assimilation
nyrpothesis is correct. The lack of effect may
have ceen caused by an insufficient differen-
~11v.on between the first and second parts of
ti.. .es3on. In order for the initial expectation

to ba broken, it may be necessary to provide
subjects with a stronger demonstration of the
temporal difference between lesson parts for
assimilative tendencies based on initial per-
formance to be overcome, Although all sube
jects included in the data analysis success-
fully recalled the alleged time interval be-
tween lesson parts, we cannot rule out the
possibility that this factor was not sufficient-
ly emphasized. In another experiment (Study
IIl) we tested this last possibility by ensuring
that the time differential between lesson parts
was made salient to the subjects.

19/20
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Study 11
On the Impertance of First Impressions:
Further Research on Attribution of Ability
and the Primacy Effect!

A3 tatoring of children oy other children

neresses n freguency and popularity in school

30053, it has ecome critically important to

iny of tie seceial and educational processes
involved i1 the tutor-tutee relationship. Cne
important question concerns the way in which
tha tat~r farms attributions of ability about

Rot rounforcement theory and role theory
crad:ot that the relative degrees of success
Filure of the tutee will affect the tutor's
veions of atility, with successful stu=-
dants reing judged more ai:le and intelligent
than wascccessful ones, although we con-
firmaed th1s hypothesis in a recent study
i study I, it was also found that inconsistent
cerfarmance——tutees started well and then
did roorly or rerformed in the opposite se=-
g.ence—rasulted in the somewhat unex-
racted finding of a primacy effect. Tutees
wno ware successful in the first half of the
lesson and then did poorly were seen as be~
ing more caracle than those who began poorly

1t

n.moer ot successful rosponses was identical

i1 otk conditions, Thus, attribution of ability

wis determined primarily oy initial perform-
snee Y itar cmprovement or decrement had

Sinee anslitv s s3unally considered a

st beosr ot ane oy hanetion for such » pri-

s GESne st the tutor assimilates later
ceform ot e an i lity to make it conform to
tiaoaet ar axvectiney of success or failure
formad st tTeaes & Ticethals, 19T S

SLeptiemg s tvndy wero presented ot
S e Y amoensinn oF the Ameriean Ddu-

Saaarsot Asssruatien, 10T 3,

walate 1 osystematic theoretical understand-

this is the case., one way of eliminating the
primacy effect would be to cognitively differ=
entiate later performance from early perform-
ance. We carried out a study to directly test
this proposition (Study II). Subjects observed
a two-part lesson between a tutor and a tutee.
The tutee performed either consistently well,
consistently poorly, started well in the first
part and then did voorly in the second part,
or did poorly and then well. Some subjects
received a manipvlation designed to break
the two parts of the lesson into discrete be-
havioral units; they were informed that the
second part of the lesson that they were to
observe had actually occurred two days fol-
lowing the first part. Although these subjects
observed hoth parts at one sitting, it was ex-
pected that such a cognitive differentfation
netween the two parts of the lesson would
tend to eliminate the primacy effect. How-
ever, results from the experiment yielded no
support for this hypithesis. A primacy effect
emerged on items assessing percepticns of
the tutee's intelligence and his performance;
early success was a more important deter-
minant of subjects' assessments than later
perfurmance.

In addition, there emerged sume direct
evidence against an explanation of the primacy
effect based upon assimilation processes.
\Most subijects were able to identify the par-
ticular sequence of performance they had oh-
served without any sort of distortion. Appar-
ently, suljects were closely attending to the
tutee's performance throughout the experiment.
We would hav o:nd distortion of second-
cart performance——not accurate recall—if
s.a1ects were assimulating later performance
tn an earlier expectation,  RQesults or a4 Joes-
t:n asking how moch the tutee tearncd also
e rpanst o pneribized tendency to distert

23



<l aspects of later performaance; on this one

particular tem, a recency effect occuired. Of

course, results for this item must be viewed
cautiously since this was the only exception
1o the pervasive pattern of primacy effects
tound in the experiment,

The most plausivle hypothesis for explain-
ing the lack of elimination of the primacy efe
fect in Study I is that the nature of the dif-
ferentiation between the first and second parts
of the lesson might have heen weak or uncon-
vincing. To render the initial expectation in-
crerative, it may be necessary to produce a
stronger differentiation between lesson parts
than we produced by informing the subjects
of the temporal separation, Although all sub-
jects successfully recalled the time interval
suprosedly existing between lesson parts,
we cannot ruln out the possibility that the
difference tcetween parts was not made salient,
The present experiment tests this possibility
2y ensuring that the tim= differentiation be-
tween lesson parts is emphasized strongly
enough so that the two parts of the lesson are
clearly perceived as two discrete segments of
Hehavror,

In the present study, subjects actually
orserved the second part of the lesson two
days after the first part, It was reasonable to
assume trat the imitial anchoring expectation
neld by the subject would not be applied to
second-part performance since the passage of
time would produce tne perception that the
second part of the lesson constituted a dis-
crete rehavioral unit, We thought that would
enhance the sucject's adoption of a new
anchor tased upon the tutee's performa:ice in
the second rart of the lesson., It is unlikely
that the separate nature of the lesson parts
could e made more okvious. In addition, we
axrected that the simple passaye of time
we.ld weaken the memory of any performance
axpectation dertved from first-part success,
thus ncreasting the impact of second-part
ceriormance. For these reasons, then, it was
credicred that after the lapse of a two-day
cer:od tetween lesson parts, the subjects’
attricutions of atility and performance would
nat raveal a primacy effect,

Method
Sub-ects

TLofacts wars 30 males and 45 females
otne Bt ownd siwtn jrades. 31k oof these
3..0=sts wers srntted from the data analysis
frrfuilirer i omplote tne dependent men-

e s

Procedure

Subjects were told that we were inter-
ested in finding the best way to plan tutoring
programs in elementary school, They were
instructed to watch one tutor=-tutee pair on
video tape and then to answer some questions
about what they saw.

Subjects were shown a | 5-minute video=
taped sequence of a tutoring lesson with a
sixth grader tutoring a third grader. Each
teaching sequence began with the older child
tutoring the younger child in a method of iden-
tifying trapezoids and parallelograms. Follow=-
ing this brief lesson, the tutor was snown ad=-
ministering two sets of exercises to the tutee.
The tutee was presented a series of 12 figures
in each set of exercises and was asked to
identify whether each figure was a trapezoid,
a parallelogram, or neither.

Male subjects observed a tape of a male
tutor-tutee pair; females viewed a female
dyad. Subjects observed the video tape in
classrooms in groups of five to eight same-
sex children. Previous research has shecwn
that observation of a dyad results in attribu-
tions of ability equivalent to those made by
actual participants in the situation (Jones,
Rock, Shaver. Goethals, & Ward, 1968); thus,
the present method of observation has the ad-
vantage of greater control and economy with
no loss of sensitivity.

Experimental Manipulations

The children in the video tape were ac-
tually paid confederates. This made it pos-
sinle to control the apparent degree and pat-
tern of learning. Experimen.al manipulations
consisted of varying orthogonally the first-
part performance (success or failure), second=-
part performance (success or failure), and
amount of elapsed time between the viewing
of the first and second parts by the subject
(either two days or none).

First-part performance and second-part
performance were combined factorially to form
the following four sequences; only one se-
guence was shnwn to each subject,

l. Success-success. In this condition.
the tutee performed well in i.oth the
first and second sets of exercises,.
The tutee answered correctly on 75".
of the guestions and, to prov:de veri-
simiiitede, erroneously on 25" of the
gquestions. The incorrect answers
were randomly interspersed among
the correct responses.
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2. Failure-railure, This condition is
converse of the success-success
condition; the tutee answered 75% of
the questions incorrectly on both sets
of exercises.

3, Failure-suceess, In this condition,
the tutee rerformed pocrly in the first
set of exercises {identical to performe
ance in the first part of the failure-
failure condition) and successfully in
the second set of exercises (as in the
second part of the success~success
condition!.

4. Swuccess=failure, In this condition,
the tutee answered correctly 75% of
the time in the first set of exercises
and incorrectly 75% of the time in the
second set. Ferformance was identi-
cal to that in the first part of the
success~-success and second part of
the fatlure-failure conditions.

The manipulation of the alleged amount of
iime elagpsed petween the two parts of the ex-
erc:ses occurred after the subjects had viewed
+he first part. Some subjects were told that
tne two rarts had actually occurred contigu-
ously; these sujects then viewed the second
cart. The other sucjects were told that the
second part occurred two days after the first;
trese surzlects viewed the second part two
days later.

Dependert Measures and
Methed cf Anaiysis

After tne s.tjects rnad viewed roth parts
of *~e lesson, the exrerimenter administered
a a.mzer of g.est:ons using 7T-point Likert
scales and some forced-choice questions de-
s:gned o assess the sucjects' perceptions of
tutee rerformance. S.tjects were asked to
ess how well the tutee did and for attri-
ns of arility aud learning. Data from
n Likert scale were analyzed 1na 2 x 2 x
x 2 analys:s of variance. The four factors
were ‘.tee's performance on the first part of
*~e 'gesson isuccess or failure), tutee's per-
frrmanco 9n the second cart of the lesson
1 2.z0z235 21 failures, allegsed time between the
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rwr 1arts ~f the lesson (none or two days),
‘nd s2x 2f s.ciect.
Results

Arrporor of Aoty

Twn tems 1sxad 10wt surjectst attritu-

3 PR I . i oy P
voanoat oAty concarning the tutee, One

question asked how intelligent the tutee was
in general, and the other asked how smart he
was on the particular type of lesson he was
given. Both items yielded basically equivalent
results.

On the item assessing the tutee's intel~
ligence, there was no significant effect for
alleged time between lesson parts; i.e.,
whether the subjects viewed the parts of the
lesson together or separated by a two-day
period made no difference in their ability
attributions. Main effects occurred for first-
part performance (¥ = 18,61, p < .001) and
for second part performance {(F = 5.28, p < ,02),
There was also a significant time between
lesson parts X sex interaction (F = 6,31,

p <.0l)., Male subjects rated the tutee as
more intelligent when the two parts of the les-
son were viewed together than when they were
separated by two days; female subjects showed
the opposite pattern.

Examination of overall mean scores in
column | of Table II1I.1 shows that for both
first- and second-half performance, tutees
were viewed as being more intelligent when
they performed well than when they performed
poorly. However, from the estimates of the
strengths of the main effects, calculated
using Hays' (1963) formula, it is clear that
performance in the first part of the lesson
accounted for a much greater amount of vari-
ance than second-part performance (16% and
4%, respectively). Thus, there was a primacy
effect for ability attributions: first-part suc-
cess or failure was more influential in deter-
mining the final attribution than second-part
success or failure. The lack of a main effect
for the time between lesson parts indicates
that the primacy effect occurred even when
some subjects saw the senond part of the les-
son two days after the first part.

On the item asking how smart the tutee
was in these particular types of exercises,
there was, again, no effect for time between
lesson parts. (These data are shown in the
second column of Table IIl.1.) However, main
effects were found for first-part performance
(F = 35,74, p <.001) and for second-part per~
formance (F = 6.57, p < .0l). As on the pre-
vious item, good performance led to attribu-
tions of greater intelligence in the exercises,
but first-part performance was more influential
taccounting for 27" of the variance) than
second-gcart performance {accounting for only
5" of the variance). Thus, the primacy effect
was manifested again. A significant first-part
cerformance X sex interaction was also found
(F = 587, p <.02); the difference between
j00od and poor performance in the first gart of
the lesson was somewhat more marked for
male than for female sul:jects.
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Table 1.1

Mean Scores for Fercaption of Tutee Performance

Tutee®
How Smart Overall
Intelli= on This Ferform- How Much Locus of How Well

Condinien gence Exercise ance Learned Causality® Tutor Diab
SLOI083-5.00083 i2¢t 3.42 5,19 5,92 5,73 3.73 6.27
S.ccess=fatlare {23 5.00 4,87 4,91 5,30 4,04 6.48
Fallura=3.00053 (224 4,64 4.18 3,95 5,4 4,37 5.91
Pulare-falire (231 4.16 3.40 3.32 4,68 3,84 3. 56
Prrst=nall sLovess .22 5,04 5,43 5,53 3.88 6,37
Tiarst=nai falare 4,33 37T 3,72 5,006 4.09 5,72
sacond-naif s.ccess 5,06 4,73 5,02 5,62 4,02 6.11
tecand-nalf Salure 4, 56 4,10 4,19 4,95 3.94 6,00

fsuiiects nindivadual cells,

Th.s. oot items assessing attribution of
arviiiy veeld essent:ally the same result—a
e fect. separating the lesson parts
~1ad no s:gn:ficant offect on the primacy phe-
nomenon; even wrhen the second part of the
exarc:se was viowed two days after the first

cerf~rmance in the first part determined
the ttrno L tions made atout the tutee.

>
art.

Faszans 30 Pacrermgnge

Sorverts wern 1s<ed to complete an item
1340 Tow wall tha tutoee had done. Results

2% i oannivs:s of variance showed main ef-
fact r iirst-gars gerformance (F = 38,73,

>
and fcr second-rart performance
F = 10,43, p < .002), Trere was also time
e en ,es332n $arts X sex nteraction (£ =
3T Ly mala suniects recalled more

F.rmerl D raerforvance when the lesson parts

Werc CThtLrLT L T whnen thoy were sep-

sreta ol fann oy smowed the opgosite
oLt ot tftr o megns cnenlumn 3 af

et vueresstal performiince
Do b e v i oettar serformanco

SanoLnt oot corformines, Bt ostimates
srreemt o it two main effects showed
st foiven it nef rmianga was much more n-
Lot el e vy fir s of the viariane
o heeuder ot erfermane s taceonatingy o

CrTTINING Sasiants’

woll tha rtton arformed,

s ind:cate more positive responses on a 7-point scale.
miers ind.cate locus 1s toward t.utee,

Thus, a primacy effect emerged in subjects'
overall assessments of tutee performance.

Learning

One 1tem assessed how much the tutee
learned overall. As in the previous items,
the main effect for time between lesson parts
was not significant, The main effect for
second-part performance was significant (} =
5.11,p <.,03), wnile the effect for first-part
verformance was not significant, Overall,
subjects vie ved tutees who performed well 1n
.ne second part as having learned more than
those wino performed poorly, with first-part
performance naving little effect {(column 4 of
Table III.1). For this particular item, then,
there was a recency effect, corropborating the
results for this 1tem 1n Stuay lI.

Significant interactions also appeared on
the question asking how much the tutee had
learned overall. A time etween lesson parts x
Jex nteraction (F = 9.4, p < 0021 indicated
that male suijocts thought the tutee learned
more when the lesson parts were contiguous
than when thiey were separated, Put the pattern
wis reversed for females. /v second-part per-
formance x time hetween lesson parts x sex
interaction (= 3,81, p < .035) was also found,
Male suijects who viewed the two parts of
the lesson together rated siiviects who per-
{ormed well in the seennd part as learning
slintly less than these suljects who per-
fsrmed joorly in the socond art. Tor su:jocts
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Table 111, 2

Most Important Reason Given for Tutee Performance (Percent)

i

utee's Tutee's Task
Condition Intelligence Lffort Difficulty Chance
Success—success 19 77 4 0 {100)
Successe-fatlura 22 70 9 0 (101)
Fatllure-success 14 59 27 0 {100)
Failure=failure 8 76 8 & (100)
Mean across
conditions 16 71 12 2 {101)

ia other conditions this relationship was re=-
versed, 2s would Le expected.

Cverall, then, there was a receney eifect
for s.ziects' assessments of now much the
tutee learned; performance on the second part
of *he lesson primarily determined the sub-
rects' ratings of the amount the tutee learned.

Locus ¢t Causaiity

Cn tha-:tem asking wnether the locus of
causality fo the tutee's success resided 1n
the tutor or tutee, the only significant effect
w3as on the .nteracnon of first-part perform-
an-':e x secend-rart serformance x sex {F =

, p<.02), Male subjects attributed con-
s13tent cerformance (success-success or
failure-failure more to “he tutor's tehavior
ang :ncons:stent cerformance (success-failure
and fi'l:rﬁ-succass) ‘o the tutee, while fe-

ziects showed tne opposite trend.
scores for this :tem are in cowimn 5 of

"l

t:on attempted to assess what
ered *o0 ce the most important
t.tee's rerformance. Subjects
were asked ¢ deci de which of four factors
mart the t.tee was, how hard he tried,
fio.ity of the exercises, or luck) was
redsm:nant caLse of she tutee's success.
‘.".:-s;;.n.re tast3s showed that there was no
ranca in tne distrisLtion of the reasons

e O 8
Y 3w
\Il w

o

atyroan su:re2ts whe viewed the les-
ST LAt tnycthor or v.-;’.h a two-day interval,
1 owide, o orhi-3g.are test snowed that the
c30ri: Ltian wf raasons did not differ s:gnifi-
1 53 :I".e i~.r 5eg.ences of tutee
arisrmance 1\ = i+4.£3, p < .20), As can re
e 112 1L 2, mest suniects (717 felt
mat tha t tne 5 2fisrt was the most important
i3 CC033. A mach smaller nom-

her (16%) felt that the intelligence of the tutee
was the major determinant of his performance,
while 12% of the subjects thought task diffi-
culty was most important. Only 2% of the
subjects cited luck as the major reason for
tutee success.

Tutor Success

~ Supjects were asked to assess how well
the tutor did as a teacher. Only one signifi-
cant main effect emerged-—for first-part per-
formance (F = 6.51, p < .01). In conditions
where the tutee performed well in the first
part of the lesson exercises, the tutor was
seen as doing well; when the tutee performed
poorly in the first part, the tutor was seen as
doing poorly (Tavle III.1, column 6). Subse-
guent success or failure 1in the second part
of the lesson did not have a significant effect
on the subject's attribution of tutor success,
and there was no effect due to separating the
lasson parts by two days.. We thus find a pri-
macy effect in attributions of ability regarding
tulor success or failure that i1s equivalent to
the primacy effect in attributions regarding
the tutee,

Recall of Performance Sequence

Another question was designed to oittain
:he subjects' specific impressions of the se-
guence of tutee performance. Subjects were
h1sked to indicate whether the tutee had per-
formed well throughout, performed poorly
throughout, started well and then did poorly,
¢r started poorly and then did well, On this
item there was no difference due to separating

the lesson parts. A significant difference was
found 1n perceived condition according to the
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swojects’ actual experimental condition ()’ =
128,35, p <.,01). As can be seen in Table 1113,
most subtacts correctly identified the se-
J.wenca thiey actually observed, The subjects
viewing the success-success sequence of
tutee performance were the most accurate;
564 of the subjects were correct. Subjects
10 e fallure~-success conaition were also
tairlvy aceurate; 824 were correct. Most
subjects in the success-failure condition
{09%) were correct, although 13% of the
surjects thought they had viewed a sequence
:n which the tutee had performed well in both
parts. This :s a distortion suggestinyg a pri-
macCy effect. In the failure-failure condition,
36", of the subjects were correct, while 20%
felt the tutee had performed in a success-
success sequence and another 20': thought
he had ,.erformed in a failure-success se-
ysence., Taken as a whole, though, results
on this yuestion seem to indicate that sub-
jects were fairly accurate in their assessment
of the seg.ence of tutee performance.

Discussion

It was hypothesized that breaking a les~
son :nto two discrete units would eliminate
the gr:macy effect usually found in ability
a*trl‘:utlons. We separated the first half of
the lesson frem the second by two days. Al-
trhoush there were some second- and third-
order interact:ons relating to the time sep-
aration, there were no systematic results in-
d:cating an el:mination of the primacy effect.
ﬂtfn:*,txons of aility were mainly determined
cy cerformance—success or failure—in the
ir3t cart of the lesson; performance in the
econd ,w nad little influence on oiservers’
attrilution Zating of overall performance,
ixke (ERVE t,' ﬂ:r.. wtion, was not affected uy
the two-day rer:od Letween lesso+ parts.
E'erc:_ ticn of how well the tutee performed
was due ,...ma..l to first-part success, with
nt rerformance rnaving a much smaller

TS

N ..'e.

Tha zresent data do not crovide support
fmr our “victhesis that o temcoral differentia-
tionocatween two paorts of 4 lesson will elim-

~ nrimacy .?.uct Cn jgrounds of mem-
oo Dirtars lane, ona mizht nave expected
sl rsixthesrndin) sijects

VO, J
woond nnt ren il frsten it torformance as
Wl 1s 2acandet art porfarmance, thus atten-
Cctoag s Loime oy offect, Yet, th1s was not
v sy cnlti! Lerfarmance emerged as the
predemanant detorminant of 5. jects! resronses
spotn i sweedy poriod Letween early
svd Dt perfermiinza, bterhap s we did not
ALt e S sre and geeanddey art nertoro-
I ety olhoninate toe wrimacy ef-

fect. This seems rather unlikely, however,
since subjects observed the second~part be~
havior after the lapsé of two days. 1t is also
possible, of course, that two days is too small
a period of time to produce a clear cognitive
differentiation. If the amount of time between
initial and later performance were increased,
the likelihood of a primacy effect occurring
would undoubtedly eventually decrease.

Some of our data suggest that assimila-
tion may not be an adequate mechanism to ex=~
plain the primacy effect in the present ex~
periment. First, subjects did not display a
generalized primacy effect, as would be ex~
pected if recall of performance were assimi-
lated toward initial expectation. Rather, sub=-
jects appeared to be highly discriminating in
responding to the various items on the de-
pendent measure, On the item concerning the
amount the tutee learned during the lesson, a
recency effect was obtained, Subjects per-
ceived that more learning had occurred when
the tutee succeeded iin the second part than
when he performed poorly in the second part;
there was no differential effect of perceived
learning due to the tutee's first-part perform-
ance. Since this result was also found in an
earlier study (Study II), it does not seem to
be a mere chance occurrence,

There is more direct evidence that ques-
tions the assimilation explanation of the pri-
macy effect in the present study. On the ques~-
tion asking for subjects' perceptions of the
pattern of tutee performance, little distortion
was found. Most subjects were able to recall
the precise sequence of the tutee's success
and failure. We would not expect such ac-
curate recall if subjects were distorting sec-
ond-part performance to conform tc an expec-
tation formed earlier. It is noticeable that
when distortion of recall did occur (Table III. 3),
subjects distorted their memory of performance
more often 1n the direction opposite the initial
expectation.

Taken together, results >n the items con-
cerning degree of learning aad explicit per-
formance sequence cast doubt on the assump-
tion of a generalized tandency to distort
second-part performance to ccnform with
first-part expectations. Hence, assimilation
may not .2 a satisfactory explanation for the
wrimicy cffect found 1n the present study.

It 15 clear that early performance con-
trinttes disproportionately to attricutions of
arility and percertions of gerformance. Ap-
garently, individuals apply differential weight-
ing to various gortions of performance in
forming aLility attric;utions. Yet, this remains
merely 5 descniptive statement. The underlying
£ 3ychological mechanisms must e discovered
in order to understind more satisfactorily the
prime.cy effect.
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Table 113

Subjects' Perceptions of Sequence of Tutee Ferformance (Percont)

Lo et 3 i v . W
.

—

Actual Experimental Condition

erceived Success- Success- Fatlure= Failure-
Condition succass Fatlure Success Failure
SuCcess~success sy 13 14 20
Success-fallure 4 6yd 0 : 4
Failure-success + 9 $2 20
fatlure-fatlure 4 9 4 568
(100} (100} 1100} (100)

i
Accur.ate regort,
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Study IV

Attribution of Ability:

L)

The finding that early performance is a
more nfluential determinant of attribution of
acilizy than later performance is well-estab-
l'shed (Jones & Goethals, 1971). We found,
for :nstance, that s:xth-grade tutors made
attrioutions of anility about their tutees which
were gri:marily decendent upon early perform-
ance; iater cerformance had only a slight ef-
fact on the attr:oution (Study I). Thus, tutees
who were successful in the first half of a
iesson and then did poorly were seen as be-
ing more cagarle than those who began poorly
and then d:d well, even though the absolute
n.mizer of successful responses was identical
n cotk conad:.tions.
Tne finding of a primacy effect in ability
attrizutions s consistent with earlier work
in cerson cerception. Asch (1946) found that
s.:facts given a iist of adjectives to describe
a parson fe.3., intelligent, skillful, indus-
105, datermined, rractical, cautious), placed
ter emghasis on information earlier 1n the
than on :nformation that came later. Ac-
117 *2 Asch's exglanation, the primacy
¢t .5 caused oy suriects' modifying the
a' meaning of the words at the end of the
co'*‘o'm to a Gestalt formed from the
More recent work in in-
Mr'"v on grocessing tAanderson, 1965) has led
t5 1 somewhat different explanation. Ander-
39n Tontends that the actual meanings of the
wnords remain wnchanged throughout a series.
nus diffarantial weighting s given to the words
1zcerding to thelr gosition in a list; earlier
words re ziven greater we:ght than those ap-
To.ning titer. towever, the hypotheses of
1 %463 and Anderson (19653) are
ons and do not fully ex-
3 slogizal processes tnvolved
acy effact in acility attrizutions.
re. = and Aaderson also dif-
v 3:3001cant way from research on
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An Unexpected Recency Effect

ability attribution. In the personal:‘y imgres-
sion studies, traits are varied along many
discrete dimensions; in contrast, research on
ability attribution has been concerned only
with the unidimensional trait of alality.

The most satisfactory explanaiion for the
primacy effect in ability attribution has been
suggested by Jones, Goethals, Kennington and
Severance {1972). They argue that in the case
of attributions of stable traits such as ability,
early performaace sets up an initial expecta-
tion or anchor 10 which later changes in per-
formence ¢re assimilated. Assimilation pre-
sumably occurs throuat a process of memory
distortion; later performance is recalled as
more consistent with early performance than
is objectively true.

If assimilation is the process through
which later performance is distorted. then one
way of eliminating the primacy effect is to
ensure that individuals can accurately recall
the pattern of performance. Preventing the
development of an early expectation and dis-
tortion in memory of later performance should
eliminate the primacy effect. Different patterns
of performance should result in equivalent
ability attributions as long as the absolute
degree of success is identical. Thus, given
an equal amount of success overall, an ascend-
ing performance pattern should be judged as
indicative of the same underlying ability as
a descending performance pattern.

Experiment 1

The first experiment tests the hygothesis
that an individual's awareness of actual per-
formance (without the possikility of memory
distortion} will eliminate the primacy effect
1n attripution of ability. Ia this experiment
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uofects were shown a graphical chart of the
soquaence of a person's performance on a series
of 1tems from a concept-formation task. Since
thae complete performance sequence was ex-
zlicitly provided, there was no possibility for
the occurrance of assimilation through memory
distortion of later performance. Given these
conditions, 1t was predicted that the primacy
2ffoct in asthity attribution would be eliminated
and that. :nstead, the subject's judgment would
not te influenced by sequence of the observed
rerformance.

Method
Subjects

Sucjects were 46 male and 32 female un-
dergraduates enrolled in an introductory psy-
chology class. They received class credit for
partic:ration. All subjects completed the
yuestionnaire together at a single sitting in
a classroom.

Procedure

The instructions on the short question-
naire that subfects received stated that they
would te seeing a chart showing the perform-
ance of a third-grade tutee who was tested
on wdentification of the concept of trapezoid
2y ki3 fifth-grade tutor. The chart showed
wnether the tutee answered correctly or in-
correctly on each of the 28 items of the test.
It was made clear to subiects that trapezoid
identification is an appropriate task for a
tnird grader and that the tutor had done an
adeg.ate io:n in teaching the concept. It was
113~ s3trossed that each of the items in the
test was of egual difficulty.

Eacn sultject was shown one of four

charts of the tutee's performance (Figure IV.1).
The seqguence and numbzer of correct answers
an o tha

*o3t were excerimentally manipulated
t.e follow:ng four experimental con-

ta form

ditionss

. Suweds Sss-suecese, In tnis condition,
tha tutae was sucenssful throughout
tro tedt, (noroth the first and sec-
and males of the test the tutee an-
dwerredg 1l sut of the 14 1items cor-
rectty, Yor nurposes of verisimili-
vade i af the 25 answers were
DISANYLS resienses; those were
intarvarsad chrosshont the test.

This condition was

thee crnaragn o the 3uccnasg-3uC0CRss

inswernd 22

2o Falorve sty

adivien, Moot ot

out of 28 items incorrectly; only six
items, intérspersed throughout the
test, were correct responses.

3, rFailure-success. In this condition,
the tutee did poorly in the first half
of the test and well in the second
half. The performance sequence was
identical to that in the first half of
the failure-failure condition and the
second half of the success=success
condition.

4, Success-failure, In this condition,
the tutee did well in the first half of
the test and poorly in the second half
of the test. The performance se-
quence was identical to that in the
first half of the success-success
condition and the last half of the
failure-failure condition.

Dependent Measures and
Method of Analysis

Subjects were asked to complete two
questions with 7-point Likert scales regard-
ing the tutee's performance: (1) "How well
did the student do?" and (2} "How intelligent
is the child on this kind of exercise?" Data
from the two Likert scales were analyzed
using a 2 x 2 X 2 analysis of variance. The
three orthogonal factors were first=half per-
formance on the test (success or failure),
second-half performance {success or failure},
and sex of subject. Subjects could refer to
the chart of the tutee's performance which ap-~
peared on the previous page of the question-
naire while completing the two Likert scales.
Subjects also were asked in an open-ended
guestion to describe the reason for the tutee's
success.

Results

Enalysis of variance on the item, "How
well did the student do?" disclosed main ef-
fects for both first-half performance (# = 18.13,
p <.,001) and second-half performance (F =
47.52, p <,001), As shown in the first column
of Takle V.1, tutees were scen as doing better
when they made more correct responses 1n the
first half of the exercises than when they did
voorly; likewis~2, tutees were perceived as
morc successful when they appeared to do
well in the second half than when they did
roorly, However, Hays' (1963) procedure for
determining the strength of an experimental
effect showed that second-half performance
acenunted for more variance (487%) than first-
Lalf verformance (187), Thus, there wias a
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r.re Tl Craghacal representation of tutee performance~—Experiment 1.

s8-8 :ccess coniition; b. failure-faii.re condition;
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ro-3.ccess condition and 4. success-failure condition.,
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Table IV,

Mean Scores for Perception of Tutee Performance«=Experiment 13

How Well How Intelli=-
Condition® Tutee Did gent Tutee Is
- Success=3uccess (i) 5,57 5,07
success=-fatlure {295) 3.92 4,12
ratlure=success (20) 4,35 4,60
Failure=failure (19) 2.8+ 3.16
First=ralf success 4,51 4.46
First=half failure 3,71 3.89
Second=-half success 4,97 4,79
second=half failure 3,45 3.70
K Higner numuer indicates more positive responses on a 7-point scale,
:.\'

wm:ers in carentheses indicate number of subjects in individual
1

cells,

racency cfizct: second-half performance was ance and first-part performance accounted for
mor2 influenti! than first=half performance 127 of the variance. Thus, there was again
ndeterminming suibjects' assessments of how a clear recency effect in the ability attribu-
wall the tutee nad porformed. tions.

Aosignificant main effect for sex of sub- Open-ended responses to the question
ject wis also found on the item assessing asking, "Can you think of any reasons for the
now weall tne tutee had gerformed (4 = 5,09, student's performance?" were content ana-

p < .03 Female suijects tended to give more lyzed. Responses were coded into five cate-
gositiva ritinTs 1o the tutee than mile suli- gories of causes for the tutee's performance:
jects did. N2 signficans interactions were the tutor's adequacy, attentional and motiva-
found, tional factors, tutee's ability and understand-
f2sulis for the item asking for subjects! ing, tutee's confidence or anxiety, and other

astriutans 27 atility on the lesson ("How factors. Table IV.2 shows the percentage of
nt2iiizent 13 the stident An this kind of ox- responses given for each category according
2rTiza T roveiled the samo pattern as on to condition. A chi-square test showed that
Tho Lrovinls tem. Thora wore main effects the reasons cited for the cause of tutee per-
far Dirst=rail parformance oF = 11,93, p < .000), formance did not differ significantly according
for second-hnif gerformance (1 = 32,46, p < to condition (\* = 15,43, p <,25), Most sub-
«uhe, and ior sex of sutject (F = 6,70, p < jects felt that tutee performance was caused
Ui Nzointaractions were significant, Exami- either by attentional or motivational factors

1 fcolumn 2 of Tavle IV. 1) (327)) or the tutee's underlying ability or

<1 cerformance in the understanding (34'). Only 12% of the sub-

<. - r2d 10 omore positive attritutions fects thought performance was caused iwy the
than vior Lrsi=nalf parfarmance and that suc- tutor's i:ehavior; 7" thought that the tutee's
coesslll o rezznd-nif porformance led to Jreater confidence or anxiety was important. Fifteen

Sl crnce than unsuccessful rercent of the sunjects cited some other fac-
SACDN - o, The sigmficant tor a5 : eing critical to the tutee's performance.

e st fur s wes Taused vy famale
FIAsty voems o ratians than meile sul-

Tasts e oatet o o tns tutee. Discussion
S3 T othe presiass tem, subjects' sec-
“ndencdroriormancs w3 more important It was expected that providing suijects
oo Dretennilf varformince in dotermining the with a complete record of an individual's ger-
dtrnoutinn ol ntallivrance: mayde arout the formance over tune, thereby preventing mem-
tLteer Hatimiatas ~f it stwroniths of the maln ory distortion, would eliminate the primacy
Sl aers, D3 Ghowaed tiat second-g it vffact usually found 1n research on attriition
Perfoiriene s e mted Tar 3270 of the varse nf wility., The hypathesis was confirmed:
5»
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Tacle IV.2

Reasons Given for Tutee Performance by Condition (Percent)y=ELxperiment |

C o aeetiet b e YBn bise e a e

Condition Total
SUCCess- Success- Failure- Failure= ACross
Redson success Failure Success Failure Conditions
) Tutor attri tes 15 9 7 1y 12
Attention o motivilion
~ftLteo 25 43 22 29 32

LE Ot Lt 30 34

( S 30 12

Total (10w {100)

37 32 34

15 12 7
1y 9 15

{100) (100) (low)

Sirater ot porformoance was less influential

shan secord-gart terformance in determining
Sooanogwent wolite attration, Thus, instead
o nrimacy offect, 1 orecency effect was ohi-

Attt gl oliminatien 8 the primacy effect
4 redhs tad, tha strentil of the second-half
sorformence mn offect vt somewhat sur-
crisint (nooth devendon! measures {how
woll t20 tutor pariormed, and Bow intelligent

sooerrr, secdin=nge verfarnance accoqnnted
Tarotwrse 13 much variace s first=nalf per-
Srmoanae. o hirst- and secnnd-half perform-

s e rontrn stod ogully n determining
palitye stteiratien. the strengths of the two
~t3 shouwld Bive een pproximately
nooib this agroars tiat when memory
we ohiminated, 1 recency effect re-

Jralsowa iawad the finding of a recency
r, timuly until v replication
ptodv v omadacted, Wo thouaht the results

coooeen e due o some casynerasy of
tooopersrLlr s orinrmianse ottarns or the
Lovrp pomn P eme sivoton v o susjocts,
L s roraneny ofEart wog snnxpected, o

o rrmeentwe s ennvieted inoan it-
e s st sttt Eindints of Experiment .

Exaperiment 2

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

study, sixth=grade tutors actually taught third-
grade tutees; the wutees were confederates
who performed in a prescrihed sequence of
successes and failures. In the original study,
a strong primacy effect in ability attributions
was found. In the present experiment, i care-
ful description of the situation of the original
study was given to subjects. Subjects then
viewed a graphical representation of one of
the exact sequences of performance disglayed
by a tutee in the earlier study, thus allowing
a direct comparison between results of the
present experiment and those of Study 1. It
wis oxpected, as in Lxperiment 1, that the
crimacy effect in attributions of altlity would
not occur when the entire performance se-
guence was made available to the-subjects.

Method
Subjects

suijects were 115 males onrolled in in
mtroaductory paycholngy class. Lach suijoct
rocaeived ¢liss credit for completing the gues-
tinnnaire. All questinnnaires were answeled
At the same tyne an oo larae classroom.,

Procedure

A5 1n Expenmoent 1, suljects received 1
rief gorostinnnare, The instructions attemgted
teorocootatruct s closaly s tosst o the exe-
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nerimantal 3
tutor actually taughe

wnation i wineh a sinthearade
a third-grade tutee (Study ).

inaguehions wearo as followa:

Wea are interested n geti.ng vour
redaciions to te rasuls of o tutoring
fession in winch 3 fifthegrade child
sutored a third arader on how to idene
tify 3 trapezoid. It was known that
;de;.. frcatton of tragezowds 18 appro-

rigte for third gradars——neitner too
Z.ara ner too easy for the child to learn.

Cn the foilowing gage 1s a chart
2t the younger child's performance on
1 o3et of exercises which were given to
aimoimeadiately following an adeguate
'Ceminute teaching session, During
tne exercises, tha vounger child v as
3hown a sertes of fizures and asked
wnether or not 2ach figure was a trage-
zoid, Each of tre :'g,.ns in the exer-

13es was of egual difficulty. The fol-
‘om'r' chart shews which examples the
thud grader answered correctly and
Wwihich ne answered incarrectly. The
nare, of course, reads from left to
. the first example in the
exerclses o": the left and tre laat

‘zc“ wil ..ote that the nalfwey
oint i the exerdises is marked with
narrow. At this roint the fifthegrade
uior rriefly reviewed the rules of
srarezoid identification for the third
srider. '

Fleise 120k a’ the chart carefully,
siter losking at the chart, answer the
J-estions that follow 1it,

[ “, s

—a

o) 8 ov.m; -'.1e description of the tutoring
tiegt was shown one cf four
ta@ :eff"fﬂance tFigure IV.2), The

w? ;.w.::w*s c: correct and incorrect responses

220
I . -
niaderater in oot
1

tiC3l to those displayed ny the tutee
<dv I, The chrarts srowed
o oexrer.mental conditions:

lo Sccess=sucress, The tutee per-

Sormad well on zoth the first and
sscend nalves of the test. Fe an-
swered + o.t of 12 tems correctly
on 2ach ona

Hofthe 24«item test. TO
3imiiitade, the tutee ane

:
3wrared ncorrectly on six items inter-
sperszed throLInTuLt the test, -

I S NI R Innis condition,

oo tLtea did ootriy on oLoth halves

28 the Lesson, s oanswered la out

28 24 sxamiles incorractly, This rone-
IiTiIn owas the oonvarse of the s.c-
T233=53.02235 condition.

3, Failure-suecess. In this condition,
the tutee did poorly in the first half
of the lesson (identical performaiice
in the first half of the failure-failure
condition) and well in the second
half (as in the last half of the suce
cess=success condition).

4, Nuceess=failure, In this condition,
the tutee's responses were the same
as those in the first half of the suc-
cass~=success condition and the sec=
ond half of the failure=failure condi-
tion.

The four sequences were equivalent to the
four conditions used in Experimeont 1. But bee-
caus of the arrow indicating the halfway point
in the exercises (at which time *he tutor sup-
rosedly reviewed the rules of traezoid iden-
tification), any difference in succass between
the first and second halves of the lesscn was
made more conspicuous than in the earlier
experiment,
differed from those in Experiment | in tha*
there were four fewer trials in this experiment.

Depencient Measures and
Methed of Analysis

Subjects were askad to complete two 7=
point Likert scales regard ng the tutee's per=
formance: "How well did the student do?"
and "How intelligent is the student on this
kind of exercise?" The Likert-scale items
were analyzed by analysis of variance. There
were two orthogonal factors: tutee's perform-
ance on the first part of the lesson (success
or failure) and his performance on the second
part of the lesson (success or failure). Sub-
jects also were asked to respond to an open-
ended questio . asking the reason for the
tutee's performance.

Results

Cn the item asking how well the tutee
~ad performed, the only significant effect in
the analysis of variance was for second-half
cerformance (F = 39,13, p <.,001). First-half
rerformance did not agproach significance,
and the intercction also was not significant.
Examination of the means shown 1n Takle IV.3
reveals that tutees wi- succeeded in the sec-
ond nalf of the lesson were seen as perform-
©.3 much ietter than ‘hose who performed
roorly in the second half. First-half perform-
ance had little effect on suijects' assess-
ants of rerformance,

Tre guestion acking atout intelligence

The grarphical representations also



7
I

First Example Halfway Point Last Example
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First Example Halfway Point Last Example
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First Example Halfway Point Last Example
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First Example Halfway Point Last Example
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*
|

C

Correct Answer
[:] Incorrect Answer

2, iranoca] representation of tutee performance—EXperiment 2.

Ss-2ucLess consana; . fallure-failure condition;
talare sa toess aonditont ana a. o suceess-fatlure condition.,
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Table IV.3

Mean Scores for Parception of Tutee Performance~~Lxperiment 28 i

,. How Waell How Intelli-

Condition®” Tutee Did gent Tutee Is
_ Success-success . {32) 4,72 4.41
NI Success=-failure {28} 3.61 3,93
' Fallure-success 127) 4,93 4,89
Failure=failure {28) 3,18 3,57
First-half success 4,20 4,18
First-ralf failure 4.03 4,21
Second-half success 4.81 4,62
Second-nalf failure 3,39 3.75

a rd
Higher numbers :ndicate more positive responses on a 7-point scale.
SNumters in rarentheses indicate number of subjects in individual
cells.

. Table IV.4

Reasons Given for Tutee Performance by Condition {Percent)—Fxperiment 2

Condition
Success-~ Success- Failure- Failure=-
Success Failure Success Failure
Tutor attributes 18 13 20 29
attention or motivation
of t.tee 16 39 8 22
Auillty or understanding
of tutee 20 34 4] 20
Coni:dence or anxiety
of tutee 7 6 8 0
Cthrer 39 8 23 29
Total (100) (100) (100) (100)
of the tutee revealed a significant main effect was found on both items concerning percep-
far sec d falf cerformance (# = 17.00, p < tions of tutee performance; these results are
oGl The § rst--:.- If cerformance effect again consistent with the data from Experiment 1,
wWis ot sx.;m.:cant. There was a significant A content analysis of subjects' explana-
cntariction retwaen first- and second-half tions for the tutee's performance showed that
foarisrmance (F = 3,46, p < .06), Again, sec- the reasons given depended upon the tutee's
onid-n i rarformance wes the main determinant amount and pattern of success (% = 21,62,
wiriicnisns of intelhrzence; first-half per- F <.05), Table IV.4 presents the reasons
fzrmance had listie effect iTalle IV.3). In- cited by subjects in each of the four condi-
tzrestingly, the significant interaction was tions. The tutor's behavior was the reason
ca.sad ny sutjects' judying tutees in the cited most often for the tutee's performance
fatlire-s.ccess condition as ceing even more 1n the failure-failure condition; consistent
inteliizent tharn tutees :n the success-s.ccess poor performance was thought to be more a
cordition. Cverall, a strong recency effect function of the tutor than in other conditions.




In the success-success condition, however,
the tutee's ability and understanding was cited
as the most important determinant of perform-
ancea. a1 the success-fatlure condition, attone-
tion and motivation were the most frequent
explanations of tutee performance; most sub-
jacts tnouyght that the tutee had either stopped
try:ng or had grown bored by the second half
of the lesson. In the converse sequence
tfailure-success), most subjects thought that
tutee's acility or understanding was respon-
sile for nis performance.

Discussion

n Exreriment 2, a strong recency effect
was found coth for attrihution of ability and
for percegtion of performance. No significant
srimacy effect was disclosed. Thus, there-
3u.it3 were consistent with the direction of
findings :n Experiment 1. The weak effect for
early rerformance found in Experiment 1 did
not agpear at all in Exreriment 2. and a recency
effect even stronger than owserved in Experi-
ment | was revealed. Subjects' judgments
were influenced by how well the tutee did in
tha last part of the lesson, but performance in
t:;e first rart kad little impact on their judg-
men*s. Cur data very strongly indicate that
.nder conditions of the present experiments,
the primacy effect normally found in attribu-
tion of artility is eliminated and a strong re-
cency eifect occurs instead.

In Ixreriment 2, an atte.art was madce to
regl:cate concertually an earlier study (Study I)
it which a strong primacy effect was found by
descr:zing the procedure of that experiment

grecisely and completely to the subject. Study I

and the gresent experiment differed most im-
gortantly, of course, in that sucjects actually
served as tutors 1n the earlier study but only
onserved the tutee's performance in the present
study. actual rarticipation as a tutor in the
lesson should rot ze crucial to the production
of the grimacy effect, however, since the pri-
macy effect was found when subjects merely
wa'ched 3 video-taped film of a tutoring ses~
s:on (Jones et al.. 1972).

It wo..d seer that the critical difference
cetwean tho present two exgeriments and
aarliar 3t.d:2s5 trnat octalned a primacy effect

nf tha entire saguence of the tutee's perform-
anca, Whan a cerson oLserves another's per-
farmance o 2 tnial-ny-trial tasis, by the end
of =2 sag.ence recollection of the performer's
manhavitr may not Te eatirely accurate. Jones
et 3, '1%72) 3ug3est that under such cond:-
$15ns the mamory «of the learner's performance
4% .ater stajes may te distorted and assimi-

lated toward the expectation established by

the initial performance. In observing a learner's
performance trial by trial, the subject may en-
gage in a complex information-processing op-
eration of constantly checking the performance
on each trial against earlier behavior, attempt-
ing to remember the pattern of performance up

to that point in time, and testing tentative hy-
potheses about the performer's underlying
ability.

By contrast, in the present studies the
entire sequence of the performer's behavior
from beginning to end of the learning session
was available for the subject to ing, sct at
any given point in time. This procedure differs
in two ways from the trial-by-trial observation
characteristic of studies that have obtained a
primacy effect. First, as we discussed earlier,
accessihility of the total pattern of the learner's
behavior prevents the usual distortion of mem-
ory that Jones et al. {1972) hypothesize is
responsible for the primacy effect. Second,
the subject is not forced to engage in informa-
tion processing and hypotheses testing on a
trial-by~-trial basis. An initial expectation
should be established only when one observes

.the learner on a sequential basis. It thus ap-

pears that there are two processes responsible
for the primacy effect: establishment of an
initial expectation and memory distortion of
later performance. It is reasonable to believe
that both processes are eliminated when the
subject {s shown the learner's entire perform-
ance sequence at a single time.

From the above analysis, it is clear why
we did not obtain a primacy effect. But why
was a recency effect found in the present two
experiments? We suggest that when complete
information about a learner's performance is
avallable, the subject tends to assume that
the last phase of performance is most indica-
tive of the degree of mastery of the material
and of the learner's underlying ability. Thus,
when shown an entire sequence of performance
ocservers in the present experiment chose
latest performance as most representative of
the stimulus person's success.

The present findings should reduce con-
cern acout the real-life implications of the
primacy effect found in attributions of ability.
According to present data, a primacy effect
will not appear if the cumulative record of a
person's performance is available. Our data
indicate that when the entire sequence of ger-
formance is present, the attribution of ability
1S more strongly affected by most recent per-
formance than earlier performance. Certainly,
then, under such conditions the fear of biased
effects from forming first impressions based
on early performance is not as serious a prot-
lem as earlier findings suggest.
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