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impersonal causality. It was concluded from this study that in terms
' of personal and environmental forces, teachers tend to pake
. inferences reflecting personal causality for students perceived to be
., doing well or average. Causal inferences for for students perceived
to ge doing-poorly in school also reflect personal causality;
however, as the year progressed, causality was increasingly -
tributed to environmental forces. The first-grade teach rs in this
study pteferred attributing failurs_to environmental forces.' The
pattern o0f causal inferences indicated that first- grade teachers!
expectations differentially reflect personal and environmental
forces. If a teacher expects a student to do well or average in
first-grade, these expectations will be based on characteristics that
_the teacher belleves the student can control. (SK)
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The main objective of the CORRELATES OF ~ - ..Since 1974 three other major data collec-
EFFECTIVE TEACHING PROJECT is to expand tion efforts were initiated and completed.
the number of teaching principPes based o — s : "
on documented findings from systematic n STUDENT-ATTRIBUTE STUDY which tooked -~
classrqom research, The problems and at stydent cha%ac?epi$+ics and behaviors
processeg’ studied have been sédlected on and their effects on teachers, \
+he basis cf observation amd consultation | Lo ' " '
with tgachers and school personne). Em- .°.  (2) FIRST GRADE READING GROUP STUDY, an

nes DRSS At tudy of the classroom experimental study des’igned to test the °
o Aiscover how Yndbe procdesses tan be effectiveness of selected group management
cgnducted to the greatest advantage of techniques in teaching reading.
eachers and individual students.’ ’ v

' LN .

. . (3) JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL STUDY, a-fol low up
One of the project's major efforts was a * on earlier work from the second and third
‘two-year study of “teaching effectiveness grades of the influence of teacher charac-

| ‘3'nlving the examination of the class- teristics and behavior on students' cognjtive

. [ERJ}:d behavior of teachers pon§isTenT in and affecfive gains. ‘

" @mmmmmlucing student !garning gains. '
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h) Causal Inferences of First Grade Teachers

2

Heider (1933) has developed what he refers to as naive or common sense
psychology to explain the process an individual follows to attribute causality.

Attribution of causality manifests itself in causal inferences. Causal

.

inferences are made to explain events, attributing causality to sources per-

»
ceived to be responsible for a given outcome. These sources may be found

-

in personal forces, enviromnmental fotces or both. Personal forces are made

up of qualities-associated with the individual. Environmental forces are

comprised of stimuli in the environment which influence perception of an

event. ) C o

Perception S ' -
In order to ascribe causalify, the person must be able to perceive the .

event. Dispositional qualifieé in the environment which affect perception,

that is, those qualities which show relative invariance include factors such

as shape, color, and size of the perceived object. Psychological dispositional
properties involved in perception include characteristics such as traits, mo-

tives, sentiments, and wishes.

- , |

i

‘Heider (1958) accounts for indivjdual differences in perception through

fferences in perceptual styles are a

' differences in perceptual styles. D

result of idiosyncratic abproaches'fo the world. Chowdry and Newcomb (1952)
), .
demonstrated how differences in perceptual styles differentiate leaders and
B .
non-leaders In a group. Members ofcvarious'groups were asked to evaluate the

groups' attitudes on a number of issues which ranged from high to low rele-
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vance to the group. Those membgrs judged fo be leaders of the groups were

superior fo non-leaders in evaluating roups' opinions on issues which

were familiar and relevant to the group. re were no differences between
leaders and non-leaders on issue® which were ré1aTiver unfamiliar or non-
relevant to the group. Chowdry and Newcomb (1952) conclude that leaders

possess a superior ability to evaluate group opinion and attitudes and per-

~

sonal ity characteristics which enable them to more fully communicate wi“rl';,mb

. J
group members. /

Tagluri (1969) describes the process of perception between the ob3erver

and the other person as one of dyadic interplay between the Two'parfies“ The
L)

observer and the observed are simultaneously observed and observer. Percep-

tions are formed by both parties. Their reciprbcal feedba®k modifies the
/

manner In which they present themselves in a continuing recycling process.
Duting this process, each persd sFlations of himself as a means\df
)

w
13

validating his hypotheses about the otifer.

)

Analysis of actiodn .

v
AS

Ahalysis of action in naive psychology also takes into account personal
and environmental forces. However, personal a?f environmental forces do not

possess the same status. Effective personal forces show traits of personal

causality, and the environmental forces lack this quality.
. .
The:ETtribuTion of causalf?y jn;#ﬂé personal forces is made up of pewer
. ] bl
and motivational factors. /Bewé?, which also includes ability, in combination

with difficulty exerted by the environment is referred to by Heider (1958)

~as can. Motiv

ional factors are referred to as trying. Ability, a main
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power factor, is a d?sposifioﬂal'conce t. While relaffvely enduring, there
are facets of ability which are less permenenfly a par% of The person, such
as knowledge.

Heider -(1958) distinguishes two types of causality in events. These are
personal and impersonal causality. Referring to the dlchofomy between personal
- and envuronmenfal forces, personat causallf; would be attributed to personal

forces such as power and motivation. Impersonal cauealify wquld be attribu-
ted to environmental forces such as shape and color. -

A further distinction between personal and impersonal ceusalify can be
found in +he‘hni+ial focgs of perception. The initial focus in impersonal -‘
causality is in the envirmnment. The environment confrols nothing although
the divergent part: of the process, mulflflnalify, is connecfed to it. The |

|

inltial focus in pérsonal'causall*y is the intention. Intention controls *

3

'everyfhing in the action. sequence.

A final distinction between personal ‘and impersonal causallity is the!

presence, in pérsonal causality, of cognitive characteristics of ‘attribution-

within the observer. ."As Tagiurl (1969) has pointed out, some of these charac-

Z
7

teristics mahlfesf themselves as proﬁerTies of an implicit personality theory.
The first of these properfles is a tendency to maximlze/balance and avoid

dissonance of elements. Second is an Inc1una+|on, under certain circumstances
. , @ . .
to assufie similarity with the other person. Third is a tendency to form

sfereo?ypes and fourth Is the tendency to judge the other person in terms of

v

-

a basefline Yor fha+ person.

A Targg, factor In the tendency to maximize balance and minimize dissonance

“

Is’ the perception of some_ffal*s as more central than others. Asch (1946)

- - N
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demonstrated the perception of central traits in a series of experiments in
r

which lists of characteristics varying in the number of similar traits were’

read to groups of subjecfé. When traits judged to be central were changed in
g
the Jis;, the impressions formed by the subjects changed accordingly. Central

traits were found to determine the content and function of other traits.
\ ‘

. v
Crandall (1970) investigated the centrality pf certain traits and their
Aufilify to infer peripheral traits. In {he first of two experiments, he -~

had subjects rank eight traits along three variables: importance and predic- .

’

tive value, and confirmability of the trait. He found the importance and pre-

dictive value of a trait very strongly related. There was a high correlation

< [

_ (£=.64) .between fraité\rafed important and high in predictive value. Injthe
second experimept, he had subjjects rate the number of times a series of traits

were found useful to infer other traits. His results indicate that traits

v

A

Judged to be most important to have the highest number of predictions.

iﬂijn_an effort to determine a general global trait—of—perceiving ofheré,

Cline and Ri¢hards (1960) discovered two components in the geheral ability .

\

o percelve others accurately. . Subjects were instructed to view #ilms<;f
intérviews of people and éomplefe raT{ng form$. They found two components
involved in perceiving others accurately; s}ereofybe accuracy and differen-
tial accuracy. S%erqp%gpe accuracy was defined\as the ability to predict

deviation from the grand mean of the mean of\indlvldual traits. Differential w
B S

accuracy was defin&d-as the ability-to predict differences between judges on '

each Traifﬂécﬁsidered ;eparafely. According to Cline and Richards (I960?‘

& >

the two cohgonen+§ are’‘relatively independent. A good judge may.be accurate
- - ~ - ‘

‘ 8 ’
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'because he has an accurate stereotype, or because he is able to predict

’

Specifigkdifferences between individuals, or both.

Two types“of errors are possible ‘in the tendency to maximife balance and
N AN

minimize dissonance. These are the halo phenoménon and logical error. The.

halo phenomenon is produced by the spreading of the pefEepTion of one trait

over a number of other traits.

x

Tagiuri (1969) describes a logical error as

4

an efror based on an established conception of:-what traits go with others.

—~ |2

Another cogﬁﬁflve characteristic of attribution is the primacy effect
of a trait. Tagiuri (1969) describes the primacy effe;+ as the tendency of )
data presented qf the bégrnning to remain asla salient feature, unless ®trongly
contradicted. Asch (]946) studied the primacy effect in an experiménf in
which identical lists of characteristics were read to two groups of éupjecfs,
varying only the succession of.characferisfics. He }oundqfhaf‘fhe first terms
set up a direction which exerts an e%fecf on later-items. The(ghr t terms

’ &~

create a broad impression and the latter items are related to this, impression.

* The view acquires sfapilify so that the latter terms are fitted in if they

{

ére not highly contradicted.

~

- %
Motivational factors have so far only been mentioned briefly in the dis-

\ . |

cussion of the attribution of causality; however, they also play a large part
] . .

in this process. Heider (1958). refers to'motivational factors as frying. .

The factors in trying are id Iexerfyion. Intentions describe what

the person is trying to do. et~"ion descéibes how hard he is trying.
Causalify'ls not attributed totally to the pefson or to the environment.

Heider (I958{ has described a successive series of stdges in which attribution
. s s

-

~

.
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“to the person decreases and attribution to the environment incregases. The

person is held' most accountable at the global concept of responsibility.
?, - ) .
_ Tﬁig means he is responsible for each effect and anything connected with him.
# ) . . .
At the next level, anything caused by the person is ascribed to him. At the

third level, the person is only responsible for the aftereffects of his
I ‘ . ) , . o . .
actions. Next; the person is only ﬁéld responsible-only .for what he intended.

The person is held least responsible when his motives are not entirely as~ .
: v

cribed to him. Througﬁéﬂj;fhese levels, the environment is increasiﬁgly

attributed more responsibility for the event. . ' Y

. .

As Tagiuri\?l969) observes, when the person and the &nvironmenflgpy
. . Y

together, they yield highly determinanf judgments'.

consensual and functional.

TeacheF expectations and causal ity _ A -

’ Attribution of causality is a h;mén and very g6mmon characferisfiéf\\
Attribution of causality, or causal inferences, provide a key step in the
férmafion‘of teacher expectations. Thg xistence and effects of teacher ex-
pgéjafhonshavebeea discussed in depfﬁ elsewhere (Finn, 1972; Brophy and Good,

‘:7) I9%45:ﬁ };;7presen+ discussion w%ll'be limited to the role o*‘c;;gal inferences >
° » s

" in teacher expectatdmns. - ° : .
' Brthy anggGood (1974) have developed a model of Teache; expectations
wHich“con§k§¥s of five steps. The process begins at’ the beginning of the
| ;chool year when the teacher receives iﬁforma}ion about her students. - This
i

Information includes past performance, observations by former teachers, and
. / . . - ' v
10

\ B




_
( i -~ Causal Inferences

s .
/7/ . 8
~ . !
.

[

.

the teacher's own impressions at the beginning of the year. Next, as a

4

result of expecfaflons formed at the beginning of the year, the feacher will

treat different sfudenfs dlfferen+|ally

. .

In the thifd step of the model, the students in the class treat +he

teacher differentially. This is partly a‘risulf of the student's personality

N

and partly a result of the teacher's treatment of the student. The student's
response to the teacher tends to be reciprocal In the nexf step of the model,

the sfudenf responds to The feacher with behavior that complements and rein-

PN

A . T%E:es the teacher's expectations.

5

« Finally, the differential effect ofufhe teacher's expectations on her

students will be manifested in terms of student performance in one of the fol-

lowing ways.’:ln fhe\cége of fhgse teachers whose expectations are appFOpriafe .
or inappropriate butwiot rigid, student performance will bg pfedicfable on

the basis of past performance. Ip those cases where the T;acher's expecta~

tions are inappropriate and rigid, it is highly probable there will be one of ))
two outcomes. |If the expectations are inappropriately high, FEEgBdl;g on the ‘

type and frequency of the interactions, the student. may do better than ex~
@ .
pected but at emotional expense. |f the expectations are inappropriately low,

with fewer interactions, more criticism, and less praise, the student is |ike-

1
ly to show a drop in performance.

v

\
A 3 . (

Causal inferences begin to be made with the input of information from

-

various sources. These inferences devglob info expectationg. As descrtbed" ?

3

earlier, causal Inferences tend to be formed on an intuitive basis using in-
: ,

formation gained from the environment and the observer's own characteristics. .

. * Causal inferences tend to be simple and relatfively uncomplicated. " Jackson

LN a Y

11 T e
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- (1968) notes that there {s a conceptual simplicity in the teather's viepys
of the classroom. .He interviewed teachers considered superior by supervisors

and administrators. Four 9SpeCTS of the teacher's conceptual simplicity
include: . ' . ‘ - .

. An uncomplicated view of causality.

2. An intuitive rajher than rational view of clasgrdom interact ions~

3. An opinionated rather TBan open m%nded view of alternative methods
to teaching. ‘ ‘ .

4. Narrowness in workingydefinitions assigned to abstract terms.

According to Jackson 11968), the focus of the teacher's concern is on the

-

concrete group of students. . . ‘

S

v
Studies of teacher's annoyances and preferences lend support to Jackson's

N (1968) observations of conceptual simpl?cify and concrete orientation. When
o
asked to list annoyances and preferences, teachers tend to list concrete be-

haviors rather than abstract congepts.

g

L
B
A14 N

Kaplan (1952) studied the annoyances of classroom teachers. Annoyances
| isted by over two thirds of the feachers in the study included not éomplefing

assignments; antisocial behaviors such as stealing, cheating, and lying; day-
. . o , . .
. drgamiwg and lack of attention; insfances of aggressiveness; instances invol-

4 ¢

AL . ot o . ¢ '
. ving destructiveness; and .npn-conformity. Annqyances listed by one half of

*
. Y 4

: e S
the teachers intluded sé&lfishiiess,, atts of physical aggression, sullenness,

- LYy

timidity, inferruptions, and déf iante: or opposition to the teacher's authority.
Preferences in persbnality Traifg'jﬁclude extroversion, sensing, thinking,

- \

and judgment (Shain, 1973). In a study of factors affecting teachers' percep- .

~ , ) T " \

" . . .,'l ‘
<

. 12 - S
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tions of students, Glass (1967) found that teachers are primarily
concerned with behaviors that occur in school, especially disruptive beha-
vior. Teachers appear to be less concerned with behavior outside of the

school . . e

»
P

On the basis of causal inferences formed a:\“ e beginning of scheol,
the teacher's expectations begin to develop, and differential treatment of
the students begins. As the students are treated differentially, their
responses tend to confirm the teacher's expectations and reinforce the
process used to make causal inferences. As the year progresses, the teacher

continues to make causal inferences based on the information she has al-

ready accrued. |f the teacher's perceptions of her students®are accurate,
her inferences of causality will also be accurate, leading to realistic
expectations. |f her perception of the classroom is inaccurate, her inr
ferences of causality will be inaccurate, leading to false or unrealistic

expectations regarding the performance of her students.

The présenf study seeks to determine the types of causal inferences
made by first grade teachers with respecf\fo the student's perceived aca-
demic performance. Causal inferencég made by the teachers were gafheréd
_ from interviews conducted at three periods during the school year. The

first period occurred during the first two weeké of school. The second

”~
¢

perﬁ&ioccurred after the teachers had scored their students' Metropolitan
Readiness Tesfs, approximately one month to six weeks after school start-

ed. The third period occurred during the middle of the year. Inferénces
gathered from the interviews wenghgiggied for differencesvbefweeh groups of

students varying in perceived lev€ls of achiévement. g&f

»
T
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Method ; ot
o
. Data for the present study were obtained from an earlier study Qj
teachers' expectations (Willis, 1972, Note 1). Willis inv;sfigafed fac

which are relateq to the formation of first grade’teachers' expectations of
Thair students' academic performance. In her study, the subjects were 74 first

grade teachers in the Memphis Public School System and the She]by County ( o

-

Schoo! System. [The teachers were divided into two groups: 46 teachers /

8 i
,responded'fo questionnaires and the remaining 28 teachers were interviewed ,
B using a free response=foq@§+.~ Interviews were conducted at three different
times during the school yeaf. The first interview period occurred duriné
the first two weeks of school. The gecond interview took place one to Twé
weeks after the Metropolitan Readiness Tests had been:scored by the teachers,
approximately one month after school started. The Thiéd interview was
N conducted in the middle of the school year. AlThéugh 28 teachers were inter-
viewed in the original study, interviews of 27 %eachers from the first period
and %6 from the second and third periods were avallable for the presen}
study.

-

The free Fesponse interviews were coded for types of'caus§l inferences.

g

A causal inference is a Statement which reflects a cause anhd effect rela-

tionship to account for a student's behavior. A cause and effect relationship
. Pal * ~

can be stated as a prediction, an "if...then"/sta¥ement, or an explanatory - P

-

description of the student's performance. Each type of inference includes
.,a description of the studeht's present or predicted performance level and

a rationale for the performance. Exa jcting causal inferences

include:




¢
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"Her work is very neat, she will be a top student."
*
"He can't understand simpie directions, he'll have to repeat first grade."

Examples of "if...then" inferences include:

-

"f he would settle down, then he would make an excellent student.”

"1f she does not make a greater effort, she will do poorly in school."
s

Examples of explanatory inferences include: - ’ .

"He is a top student, he knew how to read §§é§ he started school."
‘ .

"She's an average student, very quiet and needs confidence."

o Interviews were initially read to determine the types and frequghcies
of individual inferenceé. Afver the initial tally of inferenceslwas hade,
t+he Teacher Inference Coding Instrument was developed to code the inferences
" ‘see Appendix). The Teacher Inference Coding Instrument was used to code the
presence or absence of specific types of inferences and the Tpfal number
of inferences in each division of the Three*cafego}jes. Infe;ences were |
coded by the first author and a representative sample of the interviews
were coded for inferences by a second coder to establish reliability.
.Reliébilify was determined by’fhe numbér of agreements divided by +her
number of agreements plus disagreements. Agreement on recégn}fion of an
inference was quite high, approaching 100%. ’In*ercoder reliability for
specific inferencés was safisfaéfory -- 71%. Disagreements largely resul-
\\\\ ted from more codes made by the firs; author rather . than conf}adicfions in
\coding. ' " b
The types of causal infé;éqgsi\cbdea in the present study were divi-

I

ded iRfo three categories: Well, AJéﬁage, and Poorly. Each of these cate-

3 t .
| ‘gories ddscribe the conclusions of the teachers' inferences in terms of
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perceived student performance. Inferences included in the Well category in-

* dicated é&perior performance in the quélifyﬂof the student's work.or a top
:posifion in relation to the rest of the class. Inferences in the Average
céfegory indicated average performance in the quality of :he student's work
or a middle position in‘relafion to the rest of Tke class.h Inferences inclu~
ded in The'Poor!y category indicated poor quality of work, low SOSifion in
relation to the rest of the class, or prediction of failure.

There were three divisions within each category. These were Home,a -

School, and Personality. Each of these divisions describes the source of

N

" the inference. Inferences in the Home division are related fo_%he sfuden}{s
home life. The' School division included Thése inferences related to work
habits and.school or cIassroomQacflvifies. The inferences in the Personality

division describe the student's personalifi\and social characteristics. =

s

A

;3 ' ) Statistical Analysés

- Distributfon statistics using the VSTAT computer program of DISTAT s

(Veldman, 1974) we computed to determine the percentage of teachers who : P

used each specific inference and the total number éf inferences made by ng/////////

e e s

-

. 4
teachers in each division. The VSTAT computer program of CHICHI (Veldman,
- » . N ‘ e

* "6 .

1974) was used to compute chigsquare analyses of the total number of inferences
. . s
\\haking orfe or more inferences. The total

«and the percentage of “eachers

3 .
number of inferences were analyzed across categories, across interviews,
ac:?ss categories within interviews, across interviews within categories,

«» Y and across sex within each division 6¥\g§ch interview. The percentage ' |

v N

of teachers making one or more inferences was compared to teachers who made

v . '
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no inferences within each division for boys and giris considered together.

and separatsly. . .

. 4

‘ ;‘ . Results
Iy h ) 6‘ <,

Total number of inferences

£ o

Cbg square analysis of The total number of lnferences.across interviews

yielded sugnlflcanf resul*s g3<.001> (see Table 1). The number of |nferences

increased as the yeadw progressed. The least number of inferences were made
. .

in the first intervieW\period and the greatest number of infereﬂces occurreQ‘f
in the third interview period.

The chi-square for the total number of inferences In each category élso

was gignificant (p £ .001) (see Table I). The greatest .number of inferences
- \-\ -

were made in the Well category, followed by the Average category. The least

number of inferences were made. in the Poorly category.

4

Chi-square analysis of the total number of inferences within interviews
and across cafegorles ylelded sngnlfncanf results (p & .05) only in the’

second interview set (see Table 2). There were more lnferences in the Home,a

«

Schoo!l, and Personalifi divisions of the Average’ category thap in the same

divisions in the Well and Poorly categories of *he first lnTerV|ew In the®

- -

first and third interviews, although not slgnufncan#* Lhere tended to be more
inferences in the Well category.

Chi-square analysis of the categories across interviews did not yjeld

;significanf resulté although the Well category had a probability value of

«

.0516~ (see Table 2). However, all fhreé categories exhibited the same trend:

as the school year progressed, the number of inferences increased. Consistent

g

o
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increases in the number of inferences occurred in the School division of the

Well category and the School and Personality divisions of the Poorly, cate-

garys,where there is a definite upward trend in the number of inferences across

all fhree_inferviews. The Home and Personality, divisions of the Well category

showed Iarge increases onIy trom the second to third interviews. Increases

from the flrsf to fhe second |n+erVIew occurred in all three divisions of the -

7 .

Average cafegoqz\ind/jhe Home division of the Poorly cafegory,followed by a

. K
leveéling or slight decrease in the third interview.

Sex Differences

only divigigns in which this was not the case were the @oﬁe and Personality

‘negligible.

/l The only significant difference between girls and boys . in the Well cate-

¢

gory was in *the Personality division of the 'second interview (2J< .05) '(see
— . . ’

Table 3). Girls received significantly more inferences than boys in the

NS
Personality division of the second interview. Although the other comparison's

in the Well category were not significant, girls received more inferences

than boys in nearly all the divisions in the three sets of intervieks. The

SO & . . ‘ -
divisions in the first inTerijew set, ®nd in these cases the differences were

13

There were four divisions with significant differences between girls

These divisions werg the School and Per-

<

and bays in Fhe Average cafegory.

sonality divisions in the second intervien (p. £ .-01) and the Sghool and

»

In all four divi-

"‘

Personality d|v1s|ons in the Thlrd interview (p < 05)

s
-

sions, boys rﬁpelved more lnfé¥@nces than the glrls ‘SUnlcke the WeII cate~

gory,

the trend dld not continue in the divisions where differences were not

. .
f a
.
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o
“There were three divisions with significant differences between girls

and boys in the Poorly category. These divisions were the School division

-(E.< .05) 'in the second//nferVIew and the School division (p ' Ol) and

Personallfy d|V|sTon (p<: .05) in the third interview. In all three divi-
TN

sions boys received more inferences than girls. There were three other

divisions which, while not-significant, exhibited the same trend. These were

the School and Personality djvisions in the first interview and the Per-

-
sonality 9ivision in the setond interview. ,

@
-

%

Percentage of teachers making inferences

division of al{ three categories (p £ .05 or less). /The only divisions in *
. . - /

/

The pattern of FesulTs for the percenfage of teachers who made Inferences
‘A

‘is fairly consistent in all three interviews (see Table 4). There fended To

-

be a éreafer percentage of teachers who made no inferences in the Home divi-
, i '

sion and a greater éercenfage of teachers who made one or more inferences in
t+he School and Perdonality divisions in all three categories. This pattern
became-more évident as The'school year progressed. |

| The results |n the first interview followed a consistent paffern, how-

ever there were exceptions. ln the first |n+erV|ew Tpere was a 519n|f|can+ly

greater percentage of teachers who failed to make lnferences in the Home

. £
which a significantly greater percentage of tgachens made one or more in-

3

ferences_Qere the School and Personalify divisions of The Well category

(p £.01, p £.001). The School and Personallfy divisions of the Average
cafegor? corresponded to this pattérn although the onl significénf results
were in the Sehool divisibn,wheh bo&s were considered ; parately. The only

divislion which followed this pattern in the Poorly caiegery was the School

{
division for boys ang this difference wds not significant. -

19
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The pattern of results in the second inT%F@iew was more consistent. v

Similar to the first interview, there was a greater percentage of teachers

making no inferences in the Home division of all three categories. There

. was a significanf}y_greafer number of teachers who made no inferences in

the Home division of the Well and Avé(age category for boys and girls con-
sidered together and separé}ely (p £ .05 or Ies;). The pattern was Thewsame
in The Poorly cafegory; however, only the results fOﬁ‘bpys considered s;parafe-

ly were significant (p<« .05). A greater percentage of teachers made one

»

or more inferences in the School and Personality divisions of all three

categories. This was ftrue for boys and girls considered both together and

’

separately. The levels of significance were at the .05 level or less in all
< *

the divisionékexcepf the School and Personality divisions of the Poorly

‘ - %
category. Here, the divisions which .did not reach significance were the

-

School division for girls considered separately and the Personality diVision

for boys and girls considered together. The only exception to The.paffern
- - . - N
was in the Personality division of.the Poorly category for girls considered

separately where a greater number of teachers failed to make inferences;

The pattern of results discussed in the second interview did nbt change

° .

in. the third interview. There was etill a greater percentage of teachers
. ) 0

who made no 5pferences in the Home division in all three categories; however”

the differences were significant only in the Average and Poorly cafegofiés
N “ 3 )

(p €.01). As in the second interview, there was a greater percentage of

¥eachers who made one or more inferences In the School and Personality divi-
-, -
sions in all three categories for boys and girls considered together and

- -

1
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separately. The differences were significant at the .05 level or less

in both divisions of all three categories except’ for the Personality

division of the Poorly category when girls were considered separately.

Distribution of types of inferences

Although many of the inferences made by the teachers Q;re uni;}§§
to each category of sTuHenTs, a number of inferences appeared in all three
categories (see Table 4). The percentage of teachers who made these din-
ferences in two or more categories will be presented by divisions.

in the Home d{vision,rinferehces citing parent involvement and a
broken home (divorce or sepérafién) were in all three céfegories. Parent
involvement was cited most frequently in the Average.category of the second
intferview. A brokeq‘hng ﬁ?s cited most frequently in the Poorly category
in the second interviéw. i;ferences citing a lack of help at home, lack —
of an adequate home backgréund, and adoption of the child were present in
both the Average and éoorly categories; however al! three of these infer-
ences wére cited infrequeﬁ?lf (lesé than 10% of the teachers).

/

Motivation and improvement on the part of the student were the only )

~
v

/ -inferences cited in all three categories of the School division. Both
" inferences were cited most ¥requenfly in the Average category of the third

1

(lnferview. There were five types of inferences which were in the Well
and Average categories. These were kindergarfen attendance, high degree '
of activity, qua]ify of work, inferest in school activities, and liking

school. Of these five, quality of work was cited most freguently in the

second and third interviews of the Well category. Liking school was clted

o a1

\
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mast frequently in ¥he Averaée category o% the .second interview. The
others wére cited infrequent!ly. The types Qf inferences found in the
AQerage and Poorly categories included: inattentiveness, lack,of motivation,
no kindergarten aftendance, slow (learn{ng), and Ehysical problems. In-

attentiveness was cited most frequently in the Poorly category of the

_ second interview. Lack of motivation was most frequehfiy cited in the

—

-Poorly category of the first and third interviews. Slow learning ang
physical problems were menfioﬁed most frequently in the third interview of
the Poorly Eafegory., No kindergarten attendance was mentioned infrequently.

There were six types of inferences which were common to all three
: »

categories in the Persohalify division. These were quiefﬂ well adjusted,

needs aﬁjusfmenf, talks a lot, needs confidence, and:(mmafure. Quiet was

1

mentioned most frequently in the Well category of fgg third interview.

- i

Talks a lot was mentioned most frequently in the Average category of the
second interview. Immature was mentioned most frequently in the Poorly

category of the first and second interview. Needs adjustment and needs
//< /

confidence were méntioned infrequently. s,

v ‘ Discussion ‘ . -

»

The pattern of results can<bes+ be seen in lfghf of the time of year
and the context og personal and environmental forces. Personal forces
in the fééchers' inferences can be found in most of the inférencés in the
School and Personal ity Bivision of the Wellbaﬁd Average categories. In- -~
ferences in the School division which reflect personal forces include

N

the degree of activity, motivation, quality of work, interest in schoo!’

22
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'ing), and inattentive in the Schoo! division; and mature and immature in

until later in. the year.

. teachers made more inferences about students they perceived as average.
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.

acfiyifieé, liking scﬁool, and improving. lnferenceg reflecting bprsonal
forces in the Personality division include qu}ef, well adjusted, needs
adjusting, talks a lot, needs confidence, and likes to play. Al'l of
these inferences affribufe/résponsibiIify"ﬂ“*he student. Environmental
forcés predominated in Théifeachers' inferences classified, i.n the Home

division of ?II three categories.. Environmental forces also predominated

inferences in the Poorly category. These included presénce or absence -

of kindergarfen, phyéical problems, specific,rgading prbglems, slgg_ilsfzz:___—___~

-

the Personality division. These inferences atfribute responsibili%y to

forces which are beyond the student's control.

Total number of inferences ' .

When the total number of inferencés made in each interview section are
éompa:yd,Afhere is a significant increase in the number of inferences from
4 . .
the first to the third interviews. One possible explanation may be the

teachers' hesitancy to talk about t se'reraTionships with a stranger so
ea}ly in the year. It is also wgssible that the teachers are waiting to
be&pme better acquainféd\wifh their students before‘making inferences about

~

them. If this is true and Eéusal inferences are the basis for expectations,
. "~

it is likely that first grade teachers' expectations do not crystalize

In terms of the total number of inferences within each interview, the
\ .
only significant,finding occurred in the second interview. -Here, the

4

Y
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¥ . had
‘

’ Apparenfly; the teachers found it easier To‘make inferences”about

students they perceived as average four to six weeks after school started.

-
.

This could be due to a greater amount of experience with students per-

N ' N .
ceived as average. A more plausible explanation may.be due to the teachers'

hesitancy to overestimate or underestimate the students'Sabilities early

in the school year.

.

.

When the total number of inferences in each category were compared,
7 ’ .

" the greatest number of inferences-were made in the Wellvcategory. When

the categories were considered across interviews, significant results
were found only in the Well category. The largest number of inferences
in the Well category occurred in the third interview. *When these results

are taken together with the number of inffe~ences within each interview,

[y

it appears that teachers initially make more inferences about students
they. perceive as éverage;‘however, as the year progresées, their attention

is increasingly drayn to the.top students in the class.

’ .

On the basis Sf these resul?s, it appears that teachers prefer making

favorable inferences about their students' progress. The sfudenfs\doing

Y

well would respond more favorably to the teacher's questions and assign-

¢

ments,leading teachers to expect superior performance in the future. .In

addition to respondiné favorably, the students perceived to be doing well
9 . .

are: likely to possess social and personality characteristics such as

quiet, mature,and neat. . Since the teachers expect superiof performance

»
.

in the future, they would be less hesitant to make inferences about these

students. Students perceived to be doing average and poorly would'nof

) S .
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-

possess favorable characteristics To the same degree as sfuden+§ doing
weII In addition, students dovng average or pooriy in school wou | d
pogsess characférnsfucs such as physical problems, slow, tnaffek%uve; and

immqfuré which would lead the feqchers to expecf\gy%:age or poor per-

formance. Since the teachers expect less than superior ‘performance in

the future, they may be more hesitant and less willing to make inferences

-

about these students. . . -

The element of social desirability may also have entered into the
. ) , //
teachers' infergages. The teachers may have been making an effort” to

. 4 :
present a favorable impression to The intervieyer, especjal ly at the be-
/’///‘ 44 ~ -
ginning of the year. This may have p duced some hesitancy in the teachers
!

making inferences about students, whose performance was poor. Socuai desi-

rability may also have provided some impetus for making inferences about

Al

students who were doiﬁb well,

Sex differ?nces

While not all the results are significénf, the pattern of results -\
for boys and girls is interesting. The results indicate that teachers
tended to make more'favotable inferences about girls than boys as the
yéar progressed. At the beginning of the year,.feachers did not appear _.

——

% N
to favor either sex; however as the year progressed, favorable inferences-.

N\
tended to be made about girls and unfayorable inferences ‘tended to be

made about boyg. The differences became more pronounced as the teachers

became better acfuainted with their students.
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Although there was only one significant difference favoring giris* >

in the Well category, several other divisjons also favored girls. The

Well category, ‘compared to the other two categories, yas characterized \\;

‘.

o

by favorabie inferences. The signif;canf difference was' in Thé Personality

-

division of the second interview. 'Other divisions, while not significanf,
P r

which followed fhisf§yend were the Schoel division in the first interview,
{ \

fhg'Home and School divisions of the second interview, and all three

divisions in the third interview. . - - S ‘ /‘
, This pattern was reversed in the Aferage and Poorly categories. ° ' ~ ,
These two cafegoridg:;;i:icharacferized\by unfavarable inferences. In '

the Average category, There’%ere’four:éiggj;?éaﬁf differencés favqr{ng

*  boys. These differences we?e significa‘; in the Séhool and Personality
divisions of the second and Third,inferVigys. in-the Poor#y“ca+egory,
there were three significant differences favoring boys. These,dif%erencef :
were iﬁ the School division of the sééond interview and the School and

Personalify divisions of the third interviey. Other diff rizsgs favoring

re in The School

boys in the Poorly category while not éignificanf,

and Personality divisions of Tpe/{f:;f interview and the Pé%sonalify

division pf the second interview.

The differences in iijﬁéénces “about girils and boys is not sur-g

%wed more favdrably than boys, especially "p

~

prising. Girls are fypicélj:;/}

in the lower grades. , As-é result of training at home ath W iues held in

the scﬁool,'girls

thd it much easier to adjust to school. At home girls

P : ) ) . 4
- T are raised to be more docile, sedate, conforming to social expectations,

‘ . . ..
and restraining over physical aggression. In the classroom, female
4

. — -
\ ' 1

906 ../
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~ &,

values such as obedience, decorum, and control of aggresssveness prevail

(Ausubel and Robinson, l969). Girls are more obedient to adults aﬁa tend
\~
to conform to dirfcfives from parents and teachers more readily than
boys}ﬁMaccoby and’iaggJin, 1974). In terms of academic performance,
. » .- R . .
gvrls‘oufperform boys in measures of reading performance in first grade
(Maccoby, 1966; Ausubel and Robinsofi;—1969; Maccoby and Jackf?ﬁ, 1974).

Tt is not surprisfng that girls receive more approval from teachers than

boys.

~ Percentage of Teachers ‘who made inferences

The percentage of teachers who made !nferences in each of the divi-
14

fons |IIus+ra+e’\¢he pafferns of attribution of Hbsponsvbllufy to per-

[y

sonal and environmental forces. ‘The teachers tended to attribute respon-.

—

sibili+9 to personal forces in all three categories; however, this ten-

dency ﬁecreased somewhat in the Poorly category where attribution of causal-

’

. “ity to enviponmental forces increased as the year progressed.

In al /'three categories, a greater percentage of teachers made no
L ’

inferences .in the Home division. The only instances where these results
- were not significant were in.the Well category in the third interview

for boys and girls considered ¥ogefher and separate]y and in the Poorly

v ) . ¢
-

category .in the seeond interview for boys, and gir[s Ephsideréd fogefher
and girls considered separately. In these cases, whvle not svgn!fucanf ) N
i ‘Lhe results followed the same trend. Apparenfly The teachers are more. .—

" concerned with events which occur in tpe school. Similar restlts were

; N SN
found/éy‘GIaSS“(F9 dying factors kn teacheks' perceptlons of studen>s.
. e \ . »
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He foggg teachers to be primarily concerned with behavior which occurs
in scho;]T‘\
Teachers in the Well category tended to attribute responsibility
to personal forces wi;hin the s¥bdeqf To'accounf for high achievement. .
: ~w
Large and significant percentages of the teachers consistently made one
or more inferences in the School and Personality divisions whi;h most
heavi ly reflected personal forces. Investigation of individual inferences
in the Well cafegoryﬁlend support to this observation. A number of in- i
-ferences reflecting personal causality in the Well category were men-
* +ioned by a sizeable percentage of teachers. Quality of work, which
was in the School division of both the Well and Average categories was
Tmenficned by a greafer.percenfage of teachers in‘fhe Well category. Other
inferences mentioned freabenfly by the teachers in the School division
of the Well category included improving, in&ependence, and paying atten-
tion. Inferences in the Personality division mentioned frequently in-
cluded quiet, well adjusted, well behaved, and neat appearance.

Teachers did not totally attribute céusalify ‘To personal ‘forces .
inlfhe Well category. Performance was also af{rjgufed‘fo environmental ‘
forces in some inferences. In the School divisfon, attehdance in kinder-
garten and intel ligence were frequently ment i oned. Maturity was mentioned
frequently in the Personality divis{op. These inferences reflect posi-

tive benefits due to environmental forces.

! . In the Average category, teachers tended to ,attribute causality to

[—

personal forces; however, the results are not as consistent as in the Weld
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ca¥egory: A significantly greater perceﬂfag? of TeaéhérSJmaaé one
more inferences in the School and Pergoﬁéf[fy catfgggigs,inwih

and third inferviews. This was not The case in the first i
where,there was a significantly greafér pergfﬂjgge/é?/}eachers who made

; j {
one or more inferencg;Agn*;nﬁn +he Schoo!l division for boys considered \

separately.

The significant results in the second interview inficafe that the

- teachers are becoming more sensitive to both the school\ and personalify‘

characteristics of their stidents as they become more acquainted with them.
After faur to six weefs, %Be teachers will have Iearnéd more\abouf their .
students. As a resu]f, they would be more Iikely#z? make inferences

based on both school and personality characteristics. %he results of the
third interview add support to this conclusion. The third interview was
conducted in the middle of the échool year. By this time, fh% teachers

had time to become well acquainted with their sfudenTg. With ingreased
familiaFify, the teachers would be likely to make inferences based on both
schoo! and personal ity characferigfics. "

In terms of personal and environmental forces, the teachers tended -
+o base their inferences more heavily on personal forces. In the School
division, inferences mentioned .frequently reflecting personal forces in-
cluded motivated, does good work, and improving. The only frequentiy
mentioned inference reflecting environmental forces was physical probiems
in.the School division. This inference was not mentioned in the Well
category. U;Iike the inferences reflecting environmental forces in the

Well cafegdry,,physical problems indicate detrimental effects due to

environmental® forces. In the Personality division, the only infererces

. R ‘ ﬁ qu
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r . ted personal forcés within the student. ¢ : ' '
t ] 'f,ﬂ,/»/’////
Al though the Teach?rs in the Poorly category attributed causality .
T o hl -

bae3

to personal forces, s evigyence of increased attribution of causal-

N : - -
ity to environmental forces. The percentage of Teaéhecs\gg&jng one or

| ; e~
more inferences also increased as the year progressed. Unlike\;EE\SChogl .

» S

and Personality division of the Well and Average categories, many of the \\\\\>\k\

. » - .

inferences mentioned frequently in these divisions of the Poorly cate-

gofy ref lect environmental forces. 1n these divisions, there were no in-
N .

stances in the first interview and only three instances in the second

interview whére a significantly greater percentage of teachers made’ one

or more inferences. This may be due to hes "tancy on ;he‘parf of fhe

l teachers to make inferences of failure early in the year. in the t;;p "
)" ..’ T : v / -
interview, conducted in the middle of the school yeae: ére were large

. al\ —
. . P [ o = ‘ .
“ and significant percentages of teachers- made one g more inferences.

By’ this time, the teache ad ahple +ime to become acquainted with their

sfudenfé and f impressions of them. Inferences menfionéa f requently

-

in‘fﬁé third interview reflecting.persqnal forces were spoor work, not

‘ Iearniﬁg\fo read, 1mpro§§ng, and lacks motivation. Only one of these |
20 o~

» 4 ]
N "

. A . ‘s . : . .
inferences, lmngzjng, was positive in nature. Frequently mentioned in-

) ferenceé‘reflecfiﬁg‘ vironmental forces were slow, physical problems,
£ ot -
- ' and inattentive. .-
~ . .
Some support for the feécher;T tendency to attribute causality to

Fa - . ~ -
enviroimental forces for poor performance comes™ from Beckman (1973). She

»
L]

b .
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led pairs of teachers and observers fo believe the teachers were parti-

cipating in & series of three teaching tasks. The teachers were instruc-

»

ted to teach a fictitious student behind a one-way mirror. She then
manipulaféh the "studenf's" performance. Nearly all of Tﬁe teachers who
were told that the student's ﬁerfonmance was low in éll three tasks d{d
not take responsibility for the child's pe%formance and instead attri-

buted causality to the environment. When performance decreased from the
. ]
first“to the third task, the teachers equally “accepted responsibility

. ’

»

and placed respdnsibili+y on the environments Hoﬁevec,_few teachers cited
. i .

% .
persénal forces of “the student. Brandt, Hayden, and'Brophy (1975) a@-

® L °

tained similar results using's paradigm resembling Beckman's (I973).1 In

¢ -

the Brandt, et af. (j975) S¢Qdy, there also was one teacher and one

-t ’
fictitious student; however, there was no observer. They found that the

k4

teachers of successful "students" accepted more credit for success than
. the teachers of[unéuccessful "students."

in the present* study, the teachers tended not to take either credit

or blame for fhe{r‘sfudenfs' performance. There was an increase in attri-
[

’Ehfion of causalif§w¢o'%nvironmen+al forces in the Poorly cafégory; how-

¢

ever there was still a tendency to also cite personal forces of the student.

>

Differences in the setting for each study may account for the discre-
pangy b&tween results. Both Beckman (1973) and Brandt, et al. (1975) used
a fictitious student in a Iabo}afory setting. The present study was con-
&ubfed ﬁsing Inferv{ews of teachers in realistic settings where a face-

to-face interaction can take place. In the classroom, the teacher may be -

more inclined to credit the student when she has had a chance'to interact

3
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with him. Likewise, if a student is failing, fhe'feachgpamay not be
as riEély t6‘blame the student when he is failing.. ) ' ;
Ames (1975) found similar results when the teachers were atrle tfo *

interact with their students. Each subject was instructed to T%ach a

*short lesson fo a student (confederate) in a laboratory setting. Al-

" though his study was conducted in a laboratory, each teacher was able to

1

interact ‘with the student. The teachers Kh his study credited the student

for success and they accepfed responsvblllfy for his failure. The in-

teraction befween the student and teacher in the Ames (1975) study may
account for the teachers not bhaming the unsuccessful students for their
performance. The results of the present study indicate that in the class-

% .
room, the teachers refrain not only from blaming the students, but also

from crediting themselves when their students are successful.

%

[}
-

H] ' '!
Conclusions

The present study sought to determine the types of causal inferences

made by first grade teachers. In terms of personal and environmental forces,._

v

teachers tended to make inferences reflecting personal causality for stu-

. dents perceived as doing well or average. Causal infdrences for students 3
/
pertelved to be- dovng poorly in school also reflected personal causal idy;

v '

however, as the year progressed, causall*y was |ncrea5|ngly aTTrlbubed) -

A3
to envijronmental forces. )

The first grade teachers in this study preferréd attributing success

to personal forces within the child and attributing failure to environmental

[}
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forces. They did not tend to take either credit or blame for their
students' performance. If a student was doing well or at least average,
the fegcher credited the pérférmance to fhe)éfudénf's own abilities
rather than to forces which were beygnd the student's control. |f a
stodent was doiné poorily, fhe teacher tended .to blame poor performancg

A

4
on forces which were beyond the student's control, holding him less

¢ .

responsible for his performance in school. The tendency to cite environ-

mental forces more frequently in the Poorly category indicated the teachers

were willing to give credit to the student's. abilities when he does well

* . [
.or average and not blame him when his performance is poor.

The pafférn of causal inferences ind[cafesfhaf first grade ;eachers'
expecfafiods differentially reflect persona] and enviqanhenfal forces.
Expectations of students who are doing well or average in school will re-
flect personal forces'more heavily,while expectations of students whose

performance is pooh%will,be based more on environmental forces. |If a.

teacher expects a student to do well or average in first grade, these
~—t : < .

expectations will be bafed on qﬁgsg¢ferisfics which the teacher believes

.

't

the student can control. Expectations of students 3Ppse.pqrformance is
poor.will be based more heavily on factors which are beyond the student's
control. .

The time of year may also be important in the %onnafion of the tea-
cher's efpecfafions in first grade. Based on the number oflcausal in-
. ;

ferences méﬁg at each point during the yean;:gfggsigiions of academic

performance may not crystalize until later in fhe,Year, especially for

- .
g r

3,

.

¢

4

.
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average or poonfé;udenfs. This may Se'due’fo the teachers' readiﬁgss
to recognize sugerior performance and a hesiTancy to label a student as C.
average or 5bor. As the yeer progresses, the Teaéher's initial 3nférences
wf1l‘effher be confirmed or disproved. If confirﬁéﬁj these inferences are

reinforced and manifested as expectations. If disproved, depending on .

AN

the teacher, }hege ianFences will be revised or rationalized. If the

o

.

’ . . < ’ el - -
teacher's perceptions of her students are flexible, she Will revise her . /
-~

3

inferences to more accurately reflect reality and as a result her expec-

tations will change. |If her perceptions are rigid, she will either dis-
regard errors -in her inferences or look for justification elsewhere, re-
v ®

sulting in gTereoTypical expectations. ,

’»
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) TABLE 1, ]
‘ ¢
To/tal Number of Inferences Across Irlerviews
. 7 p = .001 N = 2321
1 2 3
533 841 947
. ,Total Number of Inferences Across Categories
p=.001 7,  N-= 2321 L
~ -
: N 2 3
907 L 794 ‘
N P -
\\\
- = 4
{
(\
P
r :t\t
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Total ‘Number of Inferences
Within Intcrviews and Across
Categories !

_Interview 1

P = .2586, N = 533
L] -‘! -A B
H 18.00 21.00 10.00
S 131.00 78.00  53.00
P 113.00 -60.00. 49.00
Intervicw 2
. P = .0373 N = 841
¥ A p
H 17.00 32.00  "30.00
S. 164.09//*183.00 121.00
P 110.00 117.00  67.
) Intervicw 3
p =-.6581 Ne= 947
o A P
H 40.00 31.00,  31.00
S 183.00 172.00

100,00

P /}isl.OO

-

165.00
94.00

Total Number of Inferences
Across Interview and Within
Categories
R

‘

Well
p = .0516 N = 907

1 2 3
H 18.00 17.00  40.00
S 131.00 164.00 183.00
P 113.00  1)0.00 131.00
Average
p= .5252 N = 794
1 2 3.
H  21.00  32.00 ° 31.00
78.00  183.00 - 172,00
® 60.00 117.00 100.00
’ Poorly
p = .1242 N = 620
1 z -3
(H 10,00, 30,00  31.00
S  53.00 121,00 165.00
P 49.00  67.00  94.00




SEX DIFFERENCES IN EACH DIVISION

Hell
M-F -
1H p=.8089° N=18
M F
10.00 8.00

1S p=.3865 N=131
M F
60.00 71.00

1P ps1.00 N=113
‘M F
- 57.00 56.00

3

2H p=.3336 N=17
M F
6.00 11.00

25 p-.1813 N=164
) M F
73.00° 91.00

2P ps.0268 N=110
* M F
43.00, 67.00

3H p=.2678 N=40
M " F
16,00 24.00

35 p=.3014 ,N=1§3
M F
84.00 99.00

i

3P p=.4919 Ns131

-
/

TABLE 3

Average
M-F
L]
14 p=1.00 N=21

M F
11.00 20.00

1S p=.7340 N=78
M F
37.00 41.00

1P p=.7008 N=60'
M F

32.00 28.09///

. .
2 p=.8540 Ns32

M F
. 17.00 15.00

25 p=.0079 N=183

“ M F .
¢ 110.00 73.00
. 24
2P p=.0056 N=87
e M F

§7.00 30.00 *
»

3 -p=.2811 N=31
W F
12.00 19.00

35 p=.0256 N=172
+ M F
101.00 71.00

°

r

3P p=.0473  Ns94

,

Poorly

M-F
1H p=1/00 N=10
¥ F

4 -
5.00 5.00

s

1S p=.4152 N=53
M F )
30.00 23.00

1P p=.1495 N=49
M F
30.00 19.00

2H ps.3645 N=30
M F
4
12.00 18.00

25 p=.0275 N=121
+ M F
73.00,48.00

2P+ p=.4706 N=67
M .F- ,
37.00 30.00 .. :

3H p=1.00 - N=31
M F -
15.00 16.00 _

35 pe.0082 N=16S
" M F [” "~

100.00 65.00 ©o

ARS

3P dp=.0473 494"

PR,

¥

M F "M F ° oM F N
< 61,00 70.00 §7.00 37.00 57.00 37.00
N &
. | . .
' P < .05
-
*h €
p < .01 4
A )
o 4[() . -]
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Teacher Inference Coding Instrument

» N k

The Teacher Inferenéexggging Instrument is designed to record in-*
ferences made by teachers regaraTng their students' academic performance.
% An inference is a statement made by the Feacher which reflects a cause and

of fect relationship. The concluiions of the teachers' inferences are re-

— -

pr%sgnfed by the three categories of inigrences: WeII,’Average, and

Poorlz:\\EEch of these categories refer to the studenvs' academic perfor-

mance. Within each category, there are three divisions: Home, School,
\}and Personality. \Each diyision contains various types of premises which

share a common source. For example if:a p;emise is related to the student's

ey

“-~ _home |ife, it is included in the Home division. -

- /‘§ ‘\y’r" .
4 Only students who are not repeating first~grade are coded jg: the

presence or absence of causal inferences. Inferences concerning repeating
e

--\\\siuggﬁif\?re not included. Non-repeating students are identified by the .
presence 5%\a three digit idenfificaﬂ§én number by Thefr names. Repeating
students can be identified by the absence of a three digit identification
number by their names.

. Each coding sheet is designed Tq be used for one teacher in one set

of interviews. The teacher's number is to be entered in the space labeled
Teacher no. on the right hand side of the page. The set number, indicating
wﬁich interview set is being coded, is to be entered in the space labeled

Set no. on the right hand side of the page, next to Teacher no.
To record an inference, a check mark should be placed In fh%fappro-
priate row to describe the type of inference made by the teacher. If the

inference is made about a boy, the check should be placed in the column

~

1




~

labeled M. If the inference is made abouf agirl, The column Iabeled

[ should be checked. The purpose ‘of these columns is To |nd|ca+e The ) d

presence or absence of a listed inference

|
At the end of each division, There is,a row labeled Total no. of . ' . 1

inferences. This row is used.to indicafe the total number of inferences

mentioned by the _teacher which are applicable to eachhdivision. The total
- \ . ~

number of inferences includes .the total number of times the teacher men-

tioned inferences listed in the division plus Theafofal number of infer-
ences which apply to the division but are not lisfea on fhe coding sheet.

The total number of infenénces'in the division made abouf boys is listed . ‘
’ Y . ‘e . 1 ‘\—\}\ ‘
in the column labeled ﬁ,and the total number of inferences\inﬂfhe divisfsnx\

E-3

made about girls are listed in the column labeled F. A description of
b . . A .

each of. ?he types of lnferences:and when each should be coded is givenﬂ

below.
[N

The Well Category -

An inference is included in the Well category if the conclusion of ,
'The infeﬁeﬂbe indicates a superior performance. A superior perfornanceb
can be indicated in one of two ways: in the qualify of the sfudenf's work
and the student's position in relation to the rest of_fhé\class: Sunerior
quality of the sfudenf's'work will be indicated by phrases such as‘"doing
well," "doing very weII " "will do qdite well," "will do very well," wull
do,a ¥&F Jbgg" "njll do a very good: job, " "do;ng excellen+ ‘work," "Top

. seore on ~the readiness Tesf " or "will be sent to The split class." The

'spllf class is a class for advanced students. Superior performance in

Terms of a sfuden#'s posﬁflon nn relation to the rest of the class will




3 t
o ,
be indicated by phrases such as "good student," "excellent student,"
"top of the cI;ss," "one of the be}fer students," "in the top (reading)
group," "in the upper (reading) group,”" "wiil be in the top (reading)
group,™ "will be @ top student," "may'be the best," or "will be first on
the achievement test."

Within the Well category, there are three divisions. These are

Home, ?chool, and Personality. Each of these divisions indicate the
. source of the inferences. For examplie, if a teacher says a student will
do'well bécause the pérenfs give a lot of help at hc;;ﬁ this inference
would be coded in the Home division. Tre Home division inciudes those
wnem - inferences which are related ;o the sfudéﬁf's home life. The School
division includes those inferences which are related to work habits and
school or classroom activities. The inferences in the Personality divi=-
siod,descrfbe the sfudenf's-personalify apd social characteristics.
.
Within the Home division of the Well category, there are five types
of inferences which are related to the student's home life. They are

described pelow. ’ ; \,//

i. Parents invoived -~ This inference indicates that the parents are

taking an acfi\z part in the student's education by helping the childf

at home. Phrases such as "parents back the school," "parents are
“

interested,”" or "parents help at home" would be coded as Parents

X/ “involved.

. 2. Home problems - As the phrase sugges+s, this phrase indicates there

~are problems at home, including emotional problems. .This does not
include inferences describing a broken home, a divorce, or the parents

separating. Phrases such as "home problems," "problems at home,"

16




~
"emotional problems a* home," or "has had a sad home life" would
; 1
be coded as Home problems. . \
—_—— N
Broken home - This phrase indicates that the parents have been di-

vorced or separated.

Taught sibling ~ #his inference is to be coded if the teacher mentions

that she taught the student's older brother and/or sister or compares

the student to an older sibling. 3

' Good background - This inference indicates that the student has a good

“

home background. Phrases such as 'good home background," "good
training at home," and "good family background" would be coded as Good

background.

The School division of the Well category contains eighteen inferences

which are related 4o work habits and schoo! or classroom activities. They

are described below.

I.

Was in K - This inference is coded if the teacher mentions that the
student attended kindergarten.

Active - This inference is coded if the teacher mentions that the

child is active.

Motivated - This inference indicates that the teacher feels that the
student has motivation. Phrases such as ”Triés,” "tries hard,"
"applies him/herself," "wants to do well," "wants to succeed," "eager,"
or "motivated" would be coded as Motivated.

Does good work - This inference is coded when the teacher mentions,

" with detail, that the student is doing work which she feels is of

superior quality. Phrases such as "good worker," "can do anything

askRed of him," "reads well," "write& well," and "draws well" would be

-~

47
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12.

4
um—
.

coded here. ,
[ ?

lnféresfed - This inference is to be coded when the teacher describes

the student as "interested."
1
Likes school - This inference imdicafe; that the student enjoys school.

Phrases including "enthusiastic," "enthusiastic about schoojy" and
. & '

"likes school" would be coded here.

S

Improving - This inference indicatés that the student has improved.

Phrases such as 'has improved," "improving," 'has shown improvement,"

"learning to read," or "has moved to the top group" would be coded

N

as Improving.

-Intelligent - This inference is coded when the teacher describes a

student with phrases such as "bright," "smart," "has ability,"sor
"intel | igenf.y

Independent - This inference is coded when the teacher describes the
student as "independent," or "hardly needs directions."

Pays attention -~ As the phrase indic$+es, this inference describes

the student who pays attention to the teacher. In addition to "pays

affenfion," phrases such as "follows directions," "attentive," "alert,"
"l'istens," and "aware" would also be coded here.,

Helps others - This inference describes the student who helps the other
students in the room.

Participates - This phrase describes the student who participates in
any of the classroom activities. Phrases such as "participates,"

"responds to questions," and "contributes a lot" would be coded here.
%

Pride in work ~ This inference should be coded if the teacher uses

phrases such as 'takes pride in his/her work."

@

- /
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-14. All around student - This inference is to be coded if the teacher uses
© the description "all around student." T _
. - Y
15. T expects weld - This inference is codgh if the teacher states that

she expects the student to do well.
.16. Communfcates = This inférence is coded if the teacher describes the

student as possessing the ability to communicate. .

17. Good vocabulary ~ This inference is coded when the teacher states
that the student possesses a good vocabu lary.
H

8. Good coordination - This inference is coded if the student is des-

cribed as possessing good motor coordination.
Within the Personality division of the Well category, there are 16
types of inferences which describe the child's personal ity or sdcial eharac—w
teristics. They are described below:
I. Qgigiv- This inference is coded if the teacher describes the student

as "quiet," "shy," "timid," or "withdrawn."

2.4}ﬂell adjusted - This inference indicates that the student has adjusted
fo school. -Phrases such as "wel | adjusted," "has become adjusted,"
B >
"happy," and "gets along with others" would be coded here.

3. Needs fo adjust - This inference describes the student who, in the

" teacher's estimation, has not yet adjusted to school. Phrases sueh
as "doesn't get along with others," and "has not adjusted to school,"
as well as."needs to adjust" would be coded here.

4. Talks a lot - As this inference indicates, the student is described

as one who talks a lot. Phrases such as "talks," "talks too much, "

as well as "talks a lot" would be coded here.
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Y 5. Needs confidence: - This inference is coded if the teacher states
that the student needs confidence o} lacks confidence.
6. Immafbre - This inference is coded if the teacher states that the-
student is immature.
7. Mature - This inferénce is coded if the teacher states that the
student is mature.
8. Sweet - This inference is coded if the teacher uses phrases such as
- "has nice manners,"r”nice‘diSposifion," "éolife," and "nice" as

well as "sweet.”

9. Qutgoing - This inference is coded if the teacher uses phrases such
as '"'outgoing," or ”friendlyi”

10. Influential - This inference is coded if the teacher uses phrases such
as "influential,”" "will be a ieader,” or "is a leader."

Il. Wellsabehaved - As the phrase indicates, this inference describes a

» student who is well behaved. 1In addition to "well behaved,'" phrases

such as '"good behavior," "doesn't give the teacher trouble,'" and
"doesn't cause a disfu;bance” are coded here.

12. Aggressive - This inference is coded if the teacher describes the 4

student as "aggressive." ) .

.13, Neat appearance - This inference is coded if the teacher comments

favorably on the student's appearance using phrases such as "neat,"

"attractive," or "dresses well."

4. Likes to play = This inference is coded if the teacher uses phrase:

such as "plays," "would rather play," and "plays a lot," as well as

3

"fikes to plray."
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The Poorly'catedory contains the sa@i\;hree divisions as the Well
. i % . \ -

veraqe cafeqorien' Home, Sthool, aﬁa%:. rsomality, = definitinng

o ,

. %, ' \
of the\divisions in fhe 9 y cafegory\are idgntical fo»fhe\

Well,and . V- )
k3 N .

.
,’ \t" R ’\h .

.‘.These will be nofed in the inferences |listed below.’

v -:\,\"\\‘\, . ~- . . > i
are, relafed .to thgkstudent's home. They are described below. N
c e - . ., . ~
Al . Pa

I.* Parents in¥qlved <¢See Parents involved,'p. 3.° ' T *,

’°2. OverproteoTed - This erénca‘rs coded it the Teacher descrlbes THe'

"sfud@nf W|Th phrases such as\"babted af‘home," and "SpOIIedg;aS“well L,

R . , N N . , N

. as ov@rprofecfed "o R e S

'3. Broken home - See Broken home, p. 4.

»

" 4. Llacks he[p at home - See Laéks hej>af home, p. 9.

5. Lacks background - See Lacks background, p. 9..
"

6. Parents nof'cooperafinq - This inferencé is coded if the teacher states

that the parents are not cooperating with the school! or |gnor1ng re~ .

commendaflons made by the teacher or the schoo]

7. Adopted - See Adopted, p. 9.
) The School division of the Poor Iy category coYains nine |nferences .
- Y

v

which are relafed to the student's work habits and sghoo| or classroom ac-

+|v»+|es. They. are dascriped below. . .

~
N

. N [ .
I= Slow - See Slow, p. 10. \\\\\?é . ) N . , .
2. Not learning 16 read ~ This inference js coded if the teacher states’ <,

that the student has not yet learned to read.
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; st & &;;;r
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dipisions i dncafes The source of the |nforence * The names and de ini-
ions of the divisions described in the Well category are identical for
the Average cafegdry.‘ Many of the inferences in the Average category have

definitions which are identical to inferences in the Well category. These

N .

v
will Be noted in the inferences listed below. ’ -
The Home division of the Average category contains eight inferences

which are related to the student's home life. They are described below.

|. Parents involved - See Parents involved, p. 3.

2. Home problems - See Home probliems, p. 3.

3. Broken home - See Broken home, p. 4.

4. lLacks help at home - This inference describes the student who is not

receiving help at home. Phrases such as "no one at home to help" and

4

"lacks help at home" are coded here.

v

5. Lacks background - This inference describes the student who the teacher

feels lacks the home background necessary for first grade. Phrases
such as "lacks background at home,'" _and "lacks training at home,"
as well as "lacks background" are coded here.

6. Smart sibl}ngs - This inference is coded when the teacher compares a

student with a sibling using phrases such as "her brother was smart"

i

e

and "his sister was smart." .
7. Adopted - This inferéence is coded if the teacher states that the stu- °
dent is adopted or not living with his/her natural pérenfs.

8. Parents not around - This inference is‘coded if’'the teacher states that

the student's \parents do not spend time with the child because of work

v . L
schedules or extenuating circumstances such as "the father is in

Viet Nam."

\.
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The School division of the Average category contains eighteen in-
: ference \ars related to Th sfudenf's work hablfs and school or
. claSSrOOm activities. They are deszrlbed beloﬁ;f”\B .
7~y

I. Was in K - See Was in K, p- 4. - -t

Active - See Active, p. 4.

Motivated - See Motivated, p. 4.

Does good work - See Does good work, p. 4.

Interested - See Interested, p™ 5.~

Likes school - See Likés schoof, p. 5. - . .

lmgrovipg - The only difference in definition between this inference
and Improving on p. 5 is that the "has moved to middle group" would be
coded here instead of '""has moved to top group."

lnaffeqfive - This inference Aescribes the student who does not pay
attention during class. Phrases such as "doesn't %ollow direcfions,ﬁ
"doesn't pay attention," "shorf‘affenfion span," and "doesn't concen-

trate" as well as "inattentive'" woéuld be coded here. y

Lacks rr]oﬂvaﬂon - As the'inference states, this inference descrﬂes
the sfu&enf who. is not motivated to do school work. Phrases such as
"needs motivation," "needs to be pushed," "doesn't want to do the work,"
"doesn't care," and "doesn't try" as well as "lacks motivation" would

be coded here.

No K - This inference is coded if the teacher states that the student

did not affeng/Kinﬁéfgarfem.

Slow - This inference is coded if the student is described as lacking

ability to do better. Phrases such as "slow" and "lacks ability to d»o

better" would be coded here.
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12. Physical] problems - This inference is coded if the teacher associates

a physical problem with the studé@nt. Physical problems include des- N

criptions such as spgech impediment, brain damage, or frequently ill. -
!

13, Work not neat ~ This inference is coded if the teacher describes the

- \'sfudeﬂf'& work as "not neat," "not neat ;nough,” o} "messy. " ' .
. B NP B ~
4. Didn't score as high as T thousht - This~¥aferente js.cqded if the
E ' A - ‘. ' -
) teacher states that she expected the student to sco%e higher Tha;”h;/“ ol “*Q\
she did. . '
. ,JﬁlmwFinisheslwork - This inferenqe describeé‘tﬁe studen¥ whé‘finishes his

work assignments. In addition to "finishes work," phrases such as

"completes the work on time," or "finishes the work promptiy" would

\
o

be coded here. i‘ -

e - s

v

6. Hasn't showq;proqreés - This inference is coded if‘The teather states
)

that the student has not demonstrated progress in school.

\

17. épecific reading problems ~ THis inference is coded if the teacher men-

tions specific readi%g problems such as '‘doesn't have phonics skills,"

or "doesn't know the alphabet." '

14 1

I8. Lacks vocabulary ~ This inference is coded if the teacher states that
the student lacks the vocabulary to do better work.
The Personality division of the Average category contains eight in-
ferences which_describe Tke child's personal ity or social characteristics.

They are described below.

1. Quiet = See Quietf, p. 6. : ‘ -
2. Well adjusted - See Well adjusted, p. 6.

5. Needs to adjust - See Needs to ad just, p. 6. {'
N
4. Talks a lot - See Talks a lot, p. 6.

>
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5. Needs confidence - In addition To\$hé~defini+i0n\gor Needs confidence
. ) ) .

on p. 7, phrases‘such as "lacked confideiice in The top*, group' would
. A% .

be coded here. - . Lo LT <
5 ) ' ’ N\ Lo , g' .
6. .Immature - See lwmature, p. 7. oo : \\\\\\\\\ o v

7. Gainﬁnq'cdn#idence - Thi{ infenence is coded if the Teacher states

that the student i$ gaining conf idence or has gatned confldence .

.. B

8. Hasn' f found self - This lnference 15 coded nf The Teacher sfafes that. -

»
' the student has not found hlm/herself or does not knowo"whaf schoot is :
) all about.” - . s “ -
3 . g - . ~ -
The Poor |y Céfegory . ' | . T . ' Y '.‘\ .

~
3

An nnference is nncluded in The Poorly category if The outcome of The .

lnference nndlcafes a poor performance. Poor performance can be indicated

in one of three ways: predi%tion of failure, the sfudenf's_posifion in .

- ~

relation to the rest of the class, and the quality of his work. Phrases

,

which predic¢ failure include "the student will fail," "W{\\‘have to re-

peat first grade," "wnll have difficulties donng first grade work," ”nof

" ready for first grade," and "won'f make second grade." Descriptions of

the student's position in relation to the rest of the class include "in
. o
the bottom group,” "in the low group," '"moved from the middle to the lowest

group," "at the bottom of the class," "far behind the Pesfkf and "slrwar

*

than the rest." Phrases describing the quéLi#y of the sfddenf’s wory

Al

include "having difficulty academically;" "low score," "score D (or E). .

on the readiness test,” "will bé a low achiever," and "in the special

ki
reading class.” “




The Poorlykcateoory c _Tain$°+he 3@33\;hree divisions 3s the Well
. i % . R
ana, -

: N . . . , . ,
RN " and Avera e cafeqoriev' Home, Swhool, frsdnalifv The definitions
- . . @%
© of the dIVI sions in fhe ogrlx cafeooFV\Qre nﬂqnflcal to fhe\Nell,and . . .
. Avérage afegorles Many of + e |nferences in *hg\g?grlx cate

.

’, f— "*
¢ \These will be no}ed_»n The inferences Iisted below. "<
% * N

student's home. They are described below. . .

. Parents ?ﬁ@olbed’ See Parents jnvolved;'p.'B.' ) ', ”..

2. Overproteofed ~ This i eréncé'?s coded it the teacher, describes\jﬁe'

- .

“sfud@nf wnfh phrases such as ”babred at *heme, ", and "Spov!ed' as ‘wel |

, N . , N .\ i , N,

as "overprofecfed." ) ;

'3. Broken home - See Broken home, p. 4.

P

" 4. Lacks help at hothe - See Lééks help af home p. 9. ’ . o T
5. Lacks bacquound - See Lacks background, p. 9..
re

6. Parents nof'cooperafinq - This inferencé is coded if the teacher states

that the parents are not cooperating with the school or |gnor|ng re-= - .

commendaflons made by the teacher or the school

7. Adopted - See A Adopted, p. 9.

. The School division of the Poorly category co%ains nine inferences .
N * .

which are related to the student's work habits and sthod! or classrdom ac-

. i
. tivities. They.are described below. -
- . \\\ 4 ) , :
I~ Slow - See Slow, p. 10. : : . .

-

2. Not learning td read ~ This inféngnCe is coded if the teacher sta¥es’
that the student has not yet learned fo read. .

we -




. e Lacks.mofivafion - See Lacks motivation, p.-10,

""‘\. . 4 -~ +

3. Motivated - See Motivated, p. 4.

4. Vork is poor - This inference indicates that the teacher feels the

student's work in class is poor. Phrases such as ""doesn't do the

t

work, ! "doesn t complefe the worK " "poor reader," and "can'f inter-

_pref plcfures" as well" as "work .is poor" would be coded here

3

. 5. Physicat problems - -See Phxsical problems, p- .- ,"h:_ '
| 6. Imgroviog - The only d»fference:»n definition- befween this inference
. a and mgrov»ng on p.. 5 is Thaf this inference does not include phrases-
— .-

wh1ch refer to promof:ons in group status.

&

Ina++eg§4ve - See tnaf enf;ve, p." 10.

9. No K = See No K, p. 10.

The ersonallfy d»vnsnon of the EOOFIX cafegory contains eleven in-

Tr———

ferences which are relafed +to the student's persona!sfy or social charac-

i%erisfics. They'areﬁdesoribed below. N ‘
., Quiet - See Quiet, p. 6. )

2. Well edjué+edr:*See7WeLf75djue}ed,'p. 6.

3. MNeeds to adjust - See Needs to -ad just, o. 6.

4. Talkem+et.= See Talks a lot, p. 6.

5. Needs\confidence - See Needs confidence, o. 7. .
= - .

\ ]

67 Immature - See Immature, p. 7.

7. Poor condugt - This inference described the student who, in the teacher's
. R 1 3 - .

esfima?ioh is a behavior'problem. Phrases suoh as "gets in frouble,"

""dlsc»pl»ne probLems," and "frouble maker" as welJ as '"poor conduct,"
ard "behavior problems" would be coded here.

. -
-

.
. . . . N
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- ‘e .
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8. Likes to play - See Likes to play, p. 7..

1, i

¢

- ' 9., Hasn't .settled down = This inference is coded. if the ‘teacher states
) ’ ' . . '- i , .
“that the student has. not settied down or needs to settle down.
] ’ " »

’

|

|

|
i0. Stubborn - This inference is coded if the teacher describes the !

Student as stubporn. ) 4

L3

'Ill"Needs éffecfion - This inference is coded if the teacher states that

C the student needs or demands af%ecfien from the teacher.




