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The cancept t téacher beliefs about - futuré student

‘achievenent may actually. 1nf1,ence the subsequent performance of
. 'students provides the basis for a model of teacher expectation

- communication which uses attribution theory as explanatory links in
* the communicatjon process. These model links were tested in a °

two-year study involving 16 third-,

fourth-, and £ifth=-grade

"~ classrooms in 5 schools, from uhich 12 students from each classrodm
vere stuﬂ;ed.AIhe frequency of appropriate and ;nappragrlate student -
- responses and of teacher praise, criticism, and ignoring of these
responses was recorded at observations “throughout the year; teachers
-also provided attributions for the students'! successes and fallUEES.
Belations betwveen: syccess attributions and praise, and failure
attributions, criticism, and ignoring were investigated. Teachers who
- used more criticism per interaction cited internal stable causes less.

cften and cited immediate effort causes more often for student
failure. Teachers 'who were freesb with: ﬁzalse attributed successes

. least often to external teacherﬁrelated factors. The most freely
‘praised students experienced successeés least often due to internal
stable causes and most often due to teacher-related causes. Data
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1n the\]ate 1960" s, the fields of social and educational ;

psythe?egy feund an 1nter5eet1en wh1ch generated Enermeus’”l

o pmnfee51ena1 and pub11e 1nterest Inve]Ved was the poes1b111ty
Ef

Q,ae whet Herten (1957) cei]ed ee1f fu1f1111ng prephec1ee More

Jhet:ﬁgecher be11ef5 ebeut student’ perfarmaneezceu1d eperate

Lt v. B

é

spee1f1ce11y, 1ntereet was teken in whether teachen be11efe!

C ebeut future etudent echievement ceuﬁd ectua]]y 1nf1uence hew_ T

C =

‘ d1eeppeered Social peyehoTeg1ete 1ntereeted in the educat1ena1 e

J

" -
F e

5tudent5 eventue11y perFermed Thé most v151b1e 1nve5e1gat1en j T

ALY

: 1ntD the teacher prupneey was - Reeenthe1 and Ja%cbeon S (1968) v,

R .\‘

Pygma11en 1n the C1e55roem ' : .

- By the ear?y ]970 e, th1s 1ntersect1en had eesent1e]1y

eentexﬂ hed eubstltuted ceueaT ettr1but1one as the cognition of

1

“choice: (He1ner and ce]]egues, ]97]) end had returned to the moyre

| tred1t1ena] wcrkp]eee, the 1aberatery Educational psyche]egiets;;

meanwh11e, ma1nte1ned a keee 1ntereet 1n expectat1on eFfects and,

[
fcr the mest pert eunt1nued to research the. queet1en in natura]s

e #

;ﬁSt1C eettings f'lffj PR L

/process. understendab1e> "To beg1n, a mede] for eeacher expeetetien* .
R

¥

<

F“fﬂ The everr1d1ng purpeee of the efforts 1 am ebout to describe

hae been the re1n1egret1on of soe1e1 theery end educet1en31

reeearch ; 5peeﬁf1c311y, ettr1but1on theory is ueed to prov1de,

\- .
the expTenetery links needed to meke the expectation eemmun1eetion~

L

ccmmun1cat1en w111 be presented wh1ch uses attr1but1on theeey

£

.and. CencepLe as expianetory links in the communication proeeee,

'(efi Ceeper, 1979). Then, ‘a.set ef data will be preeented wh1ch

1 I o R



.ﬂrfaddresses bgth ﬁfe cammun1cat1on prncess and the ggnera11ty of
ii]attr1but1an theary to 1n c]ass, faceétcsface,=teacher—5tudent__
 i;re1atﬁan5 f,,;‘ ,- B e LT

ff“A Mcde1 for Teacher Expectat1cn Cammunicat1on

=

Flgure ]’suhmarizes how the Expectat1on prDcess might proceedi'[
' The mcde] beg1ns ‘with the contEﬂticn that teachers form differ=

ent1a1 expectat1ans er student pérformance - The fact that i
'performance éxp;ctat1cn5 vafy is: beyond argument The po1ﬂt is

¢

. made here ta :nsure that we. beg1n w1th the teacher s -"raw data" &

f-and that the prOEess 'non=re:urs1ve nature 15 made exp]icitﬁ

: The mnde1 next proposes that notian1y teachers Fo?m

kh“a1fferent131 pergept1ans of students, but theyﬂ]sD chnlt]VEIy

=d15t1ngu1sh betwaen c1assrpcm 1nteract10n contexts Spec1f1ca]]y;:

’cTassroDm 51tuat{ons d1ffer 1n tﬁé amount of persona] cnntro]
they a11ow a teacher, and tea:hers may be auareithag guchf-
di-fferences ex1st In teacher—1n1t1ated 1n£eractions,rfor fnétance;
;the teacher has chosen the. quest1on and ‘the student who is t@ .
=resp@nd In student 1n1t1ated 1%teract1ons, on the other ha@d

&

’i the child has at 1east phrased the question and has determ1ned
?ita some éxtent that he or she’ w1]1 be 1nva1ved E Presumab1y, then,
fmost teachers will feel the greatest degree &f persnna] control
);ﬁver what an 1nteract10n Wi11§be!abcut and when ]; w111§cc§ur
fwhen they themse]ves are initiators.
The magnitJde Df s1tuat1cna1 distinctions in control ShéQHd
_depend:@n student chara er1st1g5 as.wéf1. Inipa?tﬁnﬂar;!hégh
exﬁectétion students are probably viewed by,teakhers as generaTiy
‘ o,

morextantrpjTabieffhgﬁ low expectation students.” Control of low
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expectat1an students may be mare 51tuat1ﬂnai1y dEpenaent, Teachersa_”

zmay feeT the1r own- 1n1§1at1@ns taward s]ows p?ov1de perceptib1y

-

’mare CDntFD] for themse]ves than when ?1ow students do the

1n1t1at1ng ! Mare 1mpartant, teachers may be]1eve that the mare

cnntr@] over s]ow students a cantext affards them, the mgre 11ke1y-

',1t is that the exchange w111 be fru1tfu1

Th15 persona1 CQntPD1 nat1on pr0v1des the: 11nk betueen 115 §

'_expectat1ons and ﬁkserved patterns cf ciassroom feedback and

fc11matEa.,5pec1f1ca]1y, eachers can. max1m1ze cantrn1 aver s10w

A

’ students by 1nh1b1t1ng 5Jaws '1n1t1at1ons ‘ Such a strategy wcu1d

entajl the use of s1mp]e re1nf0rcement princ1pies ' The teachér'*

=F

‘1ncreases persana] cantrc] thrgugh the creat1ons of an unreward1ng

‘sac1aemat1ona1 env1r@nment and the ’ re]ative 1nfrequent use Qf

4

."'praﬁse ‘and freer use Df cﬁ1t1c1sm in 1nteract10ns u1th Jows.

L 3

'erk by Rosentha] (1974) apd by Brophy apd GDDd (197&) 1nd1cates

that such expectatian d1fferences in feedba@k and c11mate do .

EXTSt in samples Df c1assrooms -
: » .
b The use of feedback and c11mate to contro1 1nteractian§ has
other. 1mp11cat1on53 hawever, A contro1 strategy means high and

1Dw students are %;aiuated USTHQ different ccnt1ngenc1es .. Yome

tea@hers may tend n@t to pra1se strong efforts from ]Dwslbecause

'praige will redgce future persona? contro1 by encouraging slov’

student, #nitiations. Teachers may a]so tend to be more critical:

%

.of weak efforts frgm 1ows since cr1t1c13m 1ncreases future

\cantro1 In eva1uat1ng h1gh5, teachers may d1spen5e pra1se and

«

Eﬂér1t1c1sm more dependent on exh1b1ted effort since future.contﬁel

Qf-hhghSr thavaaf,1svies$ cf~an 1ssue!- As has been argued by

. . .
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lBaan (1977, ]979), th1s dlfferent1el cnnt1ngency

'S has 1mp]1cet1nn5 fer attribut1en thenny Attr1but1on.’_i~

ryterepeses thet re1nfercemént 15 priman11y a funct1nn of *

ved effert s1nee th1s 1nterna] but unstabTe eause 1mp]1es

3

future behav1nr can be shaped The eammun1cat1nn mede] ncwever,‘
i : \ Y
éito face c]aseneem ;situations the use of

“hes thet 1n fae
,1nfencement as a eontre] dev1ce supersedes 1t5 use as an 1nd1eant
af effort Re1nforc€ment w111 be used by 4 feaeher as an a1d |
‘ 1n c]assreom management unt11 tneiteaeher be11evee %tudents w1]1l
 &, behave in a sat1srect@ry manner w1theut‘1t On1y téen w111 |
lbg*re1nfereemen; use refTect the. cuntTnQEncy pneeeribed by breader
sec1e1 va]ues nane?y that streng effert is geod and weak effert
bad ¥ The empirwce1 demenstret1en 1 w111 deecribe shert]y addresses ’

itﬁe'queetien_ef,what,ettr1but1ens cevary_with 1n;c1ass ;1nfarees‘

menta

B - B . . & . B =
over when interactiensxwith theee students will occlr. However

the centreT strategy also. meansg1ews will seek less
i

interactient
w1th the teaeher and teacher feedback tn TGws w111 ble” Tess

effnnt cent1ngent than feedback te h1§hs The sustexn1ng'of low

expectat1en student perfermance 15 v1ewed to, be a result of

=

these d1fferent feedbeck eontingene1es v

Numenuue~5tud1ee‘repent that Students who .are hiFh in achieve-
ment mct1vat1cn ‘believe that effnrtvann perfermanee nptceme <
cgvery (e.q., Kukla, 1972). They be]1eve the\parder they try

|

:fthe;mere likely they are_tn’succeedJ ‘Studente low 1nleeh1evement

.& ‘ : | \

. {; : = l
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mc+1va€1on perce1ve ]ess effcrt Dutcome EQVar1at1Dn.f_NolmaItEr

haw haﬂﬁ theystny, these students perce1ve thEmselves as ]ess"

s

ﬁﬂe ta 1nf]uewce the autcomes*of the1r perfarmance Th1s perceps

't1Dn on the part ef 1aw expectai1on students may be an accurate

Vref]ect1on DF th81r E1assrcam env1ronment A greater use DF

=

feedbaik by teachers ta ccntmo1 1nteract10ns w1th Jows«may'mead-

5 = ‘

~ to- a Tesser beTief on the1r part that effgrt can bring success.

" stated L1tt]e PEPCE}Ved eFf@rt outcume covariaticn appears to

-1nc1dence ofafai1ure Hvth the trans]at1cﬁ~@f student be]1ef57"””

s s

TD comp]ete the expectatTQn commun1cat1ﬂn process\ Ehé
to be

effects uf per:e1ved n@ncant1ngent re1nfnrcement need

TEad t@xnegat1va affect and att1tudes towards tasks presented

‘1ess,pers1sténce in the fact of fa11ure, and»f1na]1y, a greater,

 .]ntD student parfarmance the expectat1cn cammun1cat1an made? is

i :‘Methgq,

completed, 4 . - 0 s e R
' . ’ o ' . 'l : ) 5 o L ; % =

.o

We havé'recgnt?y f1n1shed a two year study which attempted"

";faftesf most of the mcdeT 11nk5 in-a single samp]e Df c]assrnoms

\11Wéu1d 1ike'tc refer to a,set of data from this study wh1§h asks_

“thequestion "Do teaﬁher attr1but1ans carreﬁate with the use Qf

affect1ve feedback, and if 5@, are the attr1but1on feedback :
= S,
re]at1uns d1fferent forgftudentg at d1fFerent expectat1an 1evg15¢"

The data’ 1nvo1ved was tha1ned from 51xtgen th1rd fourth and

fifth grade c1a55raom5, w1th twe1ve students studied 1n each class..

The 51xtEen c?ascnaoms were drawn frDm flve schools serving

F

mast]y wh1te, middle and ]ower m1dd]e c]ass fam111es Eacb

- c1assrocm was Dbserved for abcut e1ght hours at three t1mes of the




3 %*

i

'=sehea1 year, durlng Fall, N1nter and Spr1ng Among many

behav1ors ebeerved end recerded vere: the frequency nf etudent

apprnpr1ate and 1napprepr1ete reepend1ng end the frequency ef

* teacher- pra1ee, cr1t1e1em, end 1gner1ng of these reSpenees At 1ﬁy'%%

three cer1e£pond1ng t1me5 dur1ng the year “the. teaehers were aeked : ]h%

i‘i t? PF9V1dE éaQSe1 attr1but1en5 for the ebeerved student s a -
y ”euceeeeee and failures. In ‘the .fashion deecr1bed by Cooper end | :

Burger (198D) teechers prDV1ded Dpen ended attr1but1ens v They

then aee1gned percentegee to eech cause- dependent on hew frequentTy
the attributien erp1e1ned the etudent s perfermenee Ceuses 7
ji_were then p]aced by tue eedere 1ntb one of e]eveh cetegories,
.'eewehewnﬁjn F1gure 2. Fer the ena]yeee thet.f011ows these»e]even:
.eetegnriee:were'reﬁueed to five mere eubetEnfive types. Thus,
eecﬁ*efathe'tweive:etudente in each class. hed.een.pereentege |
o scores, w1th five re]ated tn euceese and f1ve to fa11ure
To 1nveet1gete ‘the re]et1ene between sutcees ettr1hut1ene'
l'end praiee, eTeeerooms viere gneuped accerd1ng te whether the ]
teacher used a re]et1ve1y large emeunt or a reTet1ve1y Ema]]f

amount of praise per approprjete fegggnse, Thet 1e, teacher s averege

praise wusage was first residualized ueing the average -appropriate

responses in ﬁhe classroom as predicteri Reeidueie were then
éﬁ?ed'te eeeign teehhers to high and low preieing’greupe{°IThfe
ver1ab1e eerved as a beeween c]eeeroome factor. A e%mi1er erocedune.
”eae used to ;1e551fyystudente W1th1n each c]aeereom 1nto re]et1ve1y
:high and low preiee—re:eiversi Also: two wyth1nic1ees expeeﬁa%
tion groups were formed. The six students who teachers ranked .

highest on verbal ability and general potential formed the high

=




%

gr@up and the 51x ranked }cwest fcrmed*the 1Dw

ﬂ

&xpectat1an graup‘ Fcr fa11ure attr1but1on ana1yses, cr1t1c1sm

9and 1gnar1ng af respanses prov1ded a ccmpcsite r251duaiized

¥

”measure to p1ace teache?s aﬂd students 1ntD grcups ' The res1ﬁua1—*'

1zat1cn prccadure means campar1sans arg between the re1at1VE

11#11h@od ;,gﬁg f1ng1e resnanse, af g1v1ng or re¢e1V1ng afFect

i

Ingsence. then, stu’dqnts were categcmzed as to (1) whetnem
thexr teacher genera]1y used mare or 1e§f pra1se and cr1t1c15m

r-than DthEF teachers, (2) whether they rec21ved genera1]y mare
. f [
‘fﬁ:ur 1ess deTSE or cr1t1c1§m‘than the1r c]assmatES, and (3) whether.

tne1r heacher had Pe]at1ve1y h1gh Dr 1ow expectat1on for them a_'

This meant'ané between- and two w1th1nrc1ass distinctions could
 52 testéﬂ The ana1yses oo £hé atLr1but1on data vere canducted
separate]y far the Lhtee t1mes of the school year. This'was
4 done so that c1asgrooms and students ccuid be rec13551f1ed at
'each'time to increase power. Finally, a rather comp11cated
. scheme was used to dec1de what resu1t5 were worthy of repcrt1ng
To address all the re]event 1ssues would consume mos g)of my time,
so if interest is straﬂg, 1 can discuss these 1ateri/
Results .

Between- C1afsrcom ReiatidﬁsibThe analyses of attributions

for successful Quthmes revealed few noteworthy betweenicjass
reiat1ons Causal citations and the téacher's gehera1 frequency .

s af pra1se d1spensat1on werg éssent1a11y unreTated though-twc

[ =

categgr1es ought to be mentioned. These are presented in Ta&]e 1.

'In‘thevFé11,_teathers-who used more praise.c1ted internal stable

factors as the cause of their students' performances more, often

\)‘ ) i B . .




-
b than-did low praise'hsersr Hawevér; this tendency was not as
r S T T
prcnnunced in- the Nlnter and was teversed 1n the Spring.. "Only
one causa1*category fcr success attribut1on5 praduced a. CDns1stent

B d]FECt1Dn of reiat1gn thrcughaut the §choc1 yéar : Teachers
N

who c1ted externaT teacher reTatéd factors as mare often caus1ng
* - -
their students successes used ]ess praise than 1ow perce1ved

é1nvalveneht teachers,} The negat1ve re]at1on betueen genera]
'teacher pra151ng ang perge1ved persona1 1nvo1vement in outcames'
was found 1n the Fa]] U?nter “and Spc;ng, but the re]at1an never
reaghpd the status of a 5tat15t1ca] trend. |
The between—c]assr%om EffECtS proved more robust for. fa1]@re
éttr1but1ans and_cr1tic1sm. Tab1e 2 presents the means under1y1ng

two apparent relations between teachers ganera1 cr1t1c1sm usage

" and their-éausa] pErceptiDnsQ Speéifica11yi teachers who used the -
'mcst cr1t1c15m fe1t students fa11ures vere ]ess often caused by
def1c1enc1es in internal stab]e factorg and more.often caused

by a lack of jimmediate effgrt “JThe 1mned1ate effort category
means in 5pr1ng were not can:1stent with this con§1u51on Iﬁ
.genera13 hawever, the 1nterna1 stabie and 1mmed1ate effort resu1ts
are sapportive Gf!the achiéve%ent attribdtion model, o

Within-Cla:srcom Relations. Several relations emerged o

jnvolving attributions for success and whether or not a student
5 . . v

. , . & ]
received more or less praise than his or her classmates.
§

5urpr151ng1y, the relation between immediate effort and praﬁse -
_disp]ayed in Table 3 wasiappos1te to that predicted by attr1bu ,g
tion theory. Sfﬁdents whg rece1ved the most pra15e were 1ea5t
1%ke]y to have immediate ef ffort c1ted as the cause of their

successes, th@ugh‘the ﬁ%iatian approached significance only in

P 1{
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b'fSpringt Alse iunpred1cted nere e.meln effeet and 1ntereet1ens-
inveiving the,externe1bteeehersre1eted eetegdryi, The under1y1n§
fmeans are presented in, TebTe 4, | ‘
F1ret and in genereT thdse students whose ijzeeseee were

ieeen by the1r teaehere as- more often caueed by teacher re]ated
faetdt’ were e1ee the students uhd 1eee1ved the mest praise.
Th1s trend uaeiapperent in Fe11 and H1nter w1th consistent
* means in. Spr1ng The e1gn1t1eent 1nteraet1dn revea1ed thet the
strength of this w1th1n e]afs re]at1en may be mediated by the * -
E teaeher s expeetat1en for the etudent At all three t1mee df the
5chee1 yeer, low expeetat1on etudents showed the relation between.
teeeher causes and praise to a greater degree than d1d high
_expeetet1en etudente The 1ntereet1en reached 519n1f1eenee only
“in Winter, heweven.' Thue, if pre1ee in e]aeerdeme is dependent
dn‘high teacher involvement, this may be more true for low than
vh1gh expeetat1en students.

i The ane1yees also reVeeled several expectat1en main effeete
}ehdldne er053e1eve1 intereetidni These are of en1y.tangent1a]
idntehest'td ee here so their epeeifiee:w111‘be peeeed over to

save .time.

Discussion : : _ : .
*In sum, then; this' study proddeed euiteﬂe few interesting
f1nd1nge " With regard to variation.among é1eeereeme, it wee
_feund that teeehere wnd used re1at1ve1y more er1t1e1em per. ¥
1nteraet1dn vere these who 1ess eften cited internal stable:
eeueee-end more often e1ted 1mmed1ate;effdrt.eeusee for etudent

failure. Also, teachers who'were freest with praise were those

#

.



A;ee]legues (1971) o I - .;:g;“

13

_ The’reeu1ts“peeta1n1ng td w1th1n c1asereem 'pro

1:

These reeu]ts ere perfeet1y eens1stent w1th

P

- E A

nfe]ated fa@tors

i

echievement atLr1eut1en theery ee descr1bed bygweiﬁer and

= l

eeSSESiwére~
qu]te d1fferent hewever , Students whe were moet free]y pra1eed
were thDg wneee sueeeeses uere 1eaet often due to 1nterne1
etabie eauees and most- eften due. to teacher- re1ateg ceuses iEF

Th1s 1aet r 1at1on is op

'e;1te te that found fer -the - seme.

attr1but1ens et the eetueen c]aes level.- The more frequent]y a

student's sueeeesee were seen as 1mp1y1ng a’ pe51§1ve teaeher .

1nf1uenee, the more free1y the etudent Was pra1sed re]at1ve to
c1asemates In add1t1en, the strength ef this reieL1en vae

med1eteﬁ by the teeehee e expectat1en for. the etudent 5 perferm—

ai;- .

ance.. The degree to which praise end teeeherare1eted eauses
eovar1e§ was: greater fer 1ew han high expectet1enietudents
From th1e date then, what eene]ue1on5 can be drawn about
attr]bui1en theery and expeetet1en temmun1eat1en? In” genera],
the re5u1t§ eeem to clearly euppert the notion that feedback

E effort- eent1ngent vhen teeeher averege feedback use is at

v1ssue Th1e eeems reeeenab]e, since these everagef may not be ~

reepenf1ve to the daily requ1rement3 of e1essreem management

When one examinee how teachers d1ftr1bute re1nfercement w1th1n .

=t

- a eTeeereem, hewever, there is no evidence thet these dev1et1ons

influence are given freest praise.

.. from the mean ere effertsre1etedg Rether, students whose causes

for success most often imply the teacher has had a positive -

-

7



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-~

: & . :
The ‘data also generally supported the. expectation communi =

cafianfmodé1i I%-a manner perhaég even stronger than suggested
byftheimode1; agteacher concefn_ﬁﬁth personal control emerged'
'%rcm .the data. T}e!mode1 pr@ﬁoséd that high expégtatign student
reinforc;mcnt might be more C%F@rt,CDntingént than reinforcement

toi]awzi This-relation did not appear but another, potentially

mcye Supportive relation, did emerge. [t was found that low 0
expectation student feedvack may be more contingent than high's

. :
feodback on following tcéacner directions andr*working at

(
"

m

appropriatie tashs. Lf this iv the case, lows may be learning

that Uheir sutcesses are caused moie often thon highs suctenses

by help from ~ webedience Lo the teacher .  Clearly, this kind

of coygnition would lead tu the =ame distincllon 1n sense ol

% §
personal control bLetlween “ghs and lows predicted by the expecta-
tion model. Ultimately, then. we could predict a sustaining

uf differoent levels of aehilevemanl Faa h]:;ll; and tuwvs bLased un

this different teacher reinforcencnt contingency
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Used to Relate Teacher Attributions and AffectivelFeedback

I. Attribution Categories

£

L

A

CAbility

,&revious Experience

Acquired Characteristics

(habits,
self perception)

2. Stab

Pl
J—)

e Eff@v£;<§jgiéz :

amy !

taMe Effort

in the
Matter

VlnLereat
Subject

Internal Stable Causes : 3.

attitudes,: 4,

™, 5.

/

Immediate Effort Cause

i

o
i

Immediate Effort

Attention

| r~
Teacher:

Relate

Ca

Causes

e

Directions.and Instructions

kS

Ta

Ly

k

Other External Causé&s

Family.

Other Students

. o , ]
11. AffPective beedback Lalegories

¥

Students'

L

Kelative-Reception of Afrective

Feedback Following a Response

High

Teachers'
Relative Usc
of Affect
Fol lowing
a Student Low
Redponse . B

Wy ’

Note, 1. Teachers and
. jand criticism and for eac

High Teacher|tow Teacher | Hi
Expectation | Expevte

Teacher
foac.

ctudents Were categorized separately for
h time of the school year.

praijﬁ
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Table ] . Y o

between-Classroom Relations
Involving A Teacher's Average Use of Praise
and Average Citgti@n;@f Different-Causes fofr Success

%

"Teacher's Use of Praise

2 = *

% of Student Successes Less Than More Than
Attributed to: . Othéyr Teaghers Other Tecacners

™
|

2 Causes Fall 28.9 e 46.4

K
ol

Internal-Stabl

. (ability; previous . Jinter 321 310

experiencey acqu1red
characteristics)

™
[ X
T

+ Spring 33.4

~d
(]

Teacher-Related Caq;gg Fall 13.

(followed directions: iy ey 14.8 .2
~good instruction; 5 ]

(ppropmate tasks)” Spring . 19.6 14 2

*

Notes. 1" At all three times of the school year, teachers who used
relatively more praise (per apprupriate student retpowsc)
were also those who most often cited internal stable causes
for their students' successes. In winter, this relation
approached significance (F(1,14)=2.44, p<.15).

72 At a1l tnree times of the school year, teachers whou used
relatively less praisc were also those who most often cited

external tvacher-related causes TOr their students' successes.
The relation never approached significance.

b

Ahe



Table 2 L

Betwecn-Classroom Relations
Involving a Teacher's Average Use of Neg%tive
Feedback and Average Citation of
Different Causes for Failure A

s

Teacher‘s'USEfD¥ Negative Feedback

¢ of Student Failures Less Than : More Than
Attribyted to: Other Teachcrs - Other Teachers

Internal-Stable Causes  Fall 20.3 . 9.8
(lack of ability; it 13
“jnexperience; bad Winter £9.4 139
- X attitudes c 24
habits amd r}t]tu,g ) Spring 34 .0 149

Immediate £ffort Causes ~Fall 37.3° 47.6

(lack of atientlofis - yinter 34.7 ’ 60.0°
not. being prggurud

for the tash) Spring 38 0 35.3

Notes. . AL all thice Uimes of the schoul year, teachers who uscd

relatively less negalive reedbacth (per interaction) were
also thosc who most often cited internal stable causcs
for their student Vefailures(Fall F(114)=2.75, p .13,

winter F(1,14)=4.10, p < .07, Spring F(1.14)-3.43, ¢ .uY) .

4%

il

—_

¢ At all thiee tluwes ol Uhe schuul year, teathers who uscd
. rg]déﬁjg1y More negalive feedbact were also thuoe vho most
often cited lach of lmmediale cffort as the cause for their
students' failures. The relation was statisztically
Sigﬂifi{;ldllt in Wintey (F(1,13)=4/U, b ¢ .05). The Spying
means were not consistent with the fanaing.

i
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Table 3
Nithin—’1§h5room Relations
Involving a Teacher' Relative Use of Praise
Toward Different Stuant and the TanhEr s Citation
of Bifferent Causes for the Student's Success
Student's Reception of Praise
% of Student's Successes Less Than | More Than
Attributed to: Other Studentf Other Studonts
, ) _ . _ _ - .
Lm_;cﬁ;ff Effort Fall 26.7 24.2
(paying attention: Co U ' P
7- being prepared Wintet 33.6 32.5
for the task) Spring 28.3 278

Note. 1. At all three times of the school. year, students who were
praised relatively more (per dpDVDPI]dtL: }spanse) than
their cla smates were those whose successes were Jeast
often seen as caus sed by immediate effort factor. In
Spring, this relation approached sigmfigancg/(F(]?H)'—'
3.01. p <
3.01, p <.11). \

i’ -



Table 4°

" Within-Classroom Re]at1ons Involving a Teacher's Re]at1ve Use of Pra1se Toward
Different Students, the Teacher's Relative Expectation for:Students
and the Teacher's Citation of Different Causes for Student Success

Teacher's Expectati@n for the Student

Higﬁg?.Thahngﬁgrlgtgdeqtg ELDWFF Twan Other Students

%\bf Students' Successes
' Attributed to: ‘

More Praise Less Praijse
‘Than Other Students

More Praise Less Praise
Than Other Students

15.21

Teacher-Related Causes Fall . 5.23 4.06 21.94
(followed directions; e 5 ¢ . p B L
good instruction; Winter 2.92 0.67 ?, 30.01 11. A
appropriate tasks) Spring 11.40 11.25 25.08 20.04
= ‘ .
Note. 1. At all three times of the year, those students whose successes were seen by their

teachers as more often caused by teacher- related factors were also the students

- who -received most praise. Tne re1at1@1 was significant in Fall (—(1 14)=3.20,
p ¢.10) and Winter (F(1,13)=9.68, p <. 01). In addition, low expectation stydents
showed the relation to a greater exuent than high expectation students al gll
three times of the school year, with a significant interaction present in
Winter “F(1,14)=11.29, p £.005). : B

-

g1l



i »-te PFQV1de cauee1 attr1but1dn5 fur the dbeerved student §

'=SChDD1 year, durlng Fall, N1nter and Spr1ng Among many
. teechet pra1ee, cr1t1e1em, and 1gndr1ng uf these reSpdnees

y'heuceeeees and failures. In ‘the .fashion deecr1bed by Cooper end

'ee shewnﬁjn F1gure 2. Fdr the ena]yeee thet.f011dws these»e]even:

- and praiee, eheeerooms viere gnduped accerd1ng te whether the

highest on verbal ability and general potential formed the high

3 %*
i

behav1drs dbeerved end recdrded vere: the frequency nf etudent

apprupr1ate and 1napprdpr1ete reepdnd1ng and the frequency df S R
At oA

three cer1e£pond1ng t1me5 dur1ng the year “the. teadhers were aeked A

i

Burger (198D) teechers prDV1ded Dpen ended attr1but1dns v They

L

then aee1gned percentegee to eech cause- dependent on hdw frequentTy

the attributidn erp1e1ned the etudent s perfdrmenee Ceuses

'._were then p]aced by tue eddere 1ntb one of e]even cetegdries,

=

eetegdrieg:were'redueed to five mdre substantive tyeee; Thus,
eeeﬁ*dfﬁthe'tweive:etudente in each class. hed.ten.pereentege
scores, 41th five re]ated tD euceese and f1ve to fa11ure

To 1nveet1gete ‘the re]et1dne between sutcees ettr1hut1dne'
teecher used a re]et1ve1y large emeunt or a reTet1ve1y Ema]]“

amount of praise per apprdprjete fegggnse, Thet 1e, teacher s averege

£

praise wusage was first residualized ueing the average -appropriate

responses in the classroom as predictor. Residuals were then

hY

"Wsed to assign teedhers to high and low praising groups. This

ver1ab1e eerved as a beuween c]eeeroome factor. A eimi1er procedure.

was used to c1ase1fy studente W1th1n each c]aeerdom 1nto re]et1ve1y

:high and low preiee—receiversi Also: two wyth1nic1ees expeetaﬁ

tion groups were formed. The six students who teachers ranked

R PR - "
* = ¥

=
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ﬂ

&xpectat1an graup‘ Fcr fa11ure attr1but1on ana1yses, cr1t1c1sm

and 1gnar1ng af respanses prov1ded a ccmpcsite r251duaiized .

¥

measure to p1ace teache?s aﬂd students 1ntD grcups ' The res1dua]—
e A

1zat1cn prccadure means campar1sans arg between the re1at1VE

11#11h@od ;,gfg f1ng1e resnanse, af g1v1ng or re¢e1V1ng afFect

i

In%sence, then, studq;ﬁg were categcmzed as to (1) ,whetnenﬂ«
”7the¢r teacher genera]]y'useﬁ more Dr 1e§5'pra1se and cr1ticismf'ﬂ

r-than DthEF teachers, (2). whether they rec21ved genera1]y mare
. : t i
‘fﬁ:ur 1ess deTSE or cr1t1c1§m‘than the1r c]assmatES, and (3) whether.

tne1r heacher had Pe]at1ve1y h1gh Dr 1ow expectat1on for them a_'

This meant'ané between- and twg w1th1nrc1ass distinctions could

'be testéﬂ The ana1yses oo the atLr1but1on data vere canducted

separate]y far the Lhtee t1mes of the school year. This'was

& 1

;? done so that c1asgrooms and students ccu]d be rec13551f1ed at
'each'time to increase power. Finally, a rather comp11cated
. scheme was used to dec1de what resu1t5 were worthy of repcrt1ng
To address all the re]event 1ssues would consume mos t)of my time,
so if interest is strang, 1 can d1scuss these 1ateri/
Results .

Between- C1afsrcom Relations. The analyses of attributdions

for successful Quthmes revealed few noteworthy betweeniciass
reiat1ons Causal citations and the téacher's gehera1 frequency .

s af pra1se d1spensat1on werg éssent1a11y unreTated though-twc

[ =

&

categgr1es ought to be mentioned. These are presented in Ta&]e 1.

'In‘thevFé11,_teathers-who used more praise.c1ted internal stable

factors as the cause of their students' performances more often




. "-"

= than did-1éw praisé'tsér5  Hawé&er, th1s tendency was ﬁat as
prcnnunced in- the Nlnter and was Feversed 1n the Spr1ng Dn1y
one causa1*category fcr success attribut1on5 praduced a. CDns1stent

B d]FECt1Dn of reiat1gn thrcughaut the §choc1 yéar : Teachers
N

who c1ted externaT teacher reTatéd factars as mare often caus1ng
* - -
their students successes used ]ess praise than 1ow perce1ved

é1nvalveneht teachers,} The negat1ve re]at1on betueen genera]
'teacher pra151ng ang perge1ved persona1 1nvo1vement in outcames'-
was found 1n the Fa]] U?nter “and Spc;ng, but the re]at1an never
reaghpd the status of a 5tat15t1ca] trend. |
The between—c]assr%om EffECtS proved more robust for. fa1]@re
éttr1but1ans and_cr1tic1sm. Tab1e 2 presents the means under1y1ng

two apparent relations between teachers ganera1 cr1t1c1sm usage

" and their-éausa] pErceptiDnsQ Spetifica11yi teachers who used the -
'mcst cr1t1c15m fe1t students fa11ures vere ]ess often caused by
def1c1enc1es in internal stab]e factorg and more.often caused

by a lack of jimmediate effgrt “JThe 1mned1ate effort category
means in 5pr1ng were not can:1stent with this con§1u51on Iﬁ
.genera13 hawever, the 1nterna1 stabie and 1mmed1ate effort resu1t§
are sapportive Gf!the aéhiéve%ent attribdtion model, |

Within-Cla:srcom Relations. Several relations emerged o

jnvolving attributions for success and whether or not a student
= 7 7 & ' ) v
received more or less praise than his or her classmates.
§
5urpr151ng1y, the relation between immediate effort and praﬁse -

]
_disp]ayed in Table 3 was opposite to that predicted by attr1bu
tion theory. Sfﬁdents whg rece1ved the most pra15e were 1ea5t
likely to have immediate et ffort c1ted as the cause of their

successes, th@ugh‘the ﬁ%iatian approached significance only in

P i«
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b'fSpring A1ee iunpred1cted were a meln effeet end 1ntereet1ensn

-
—

nve1v1ng the externa1 teeeher re1eted eetegdry The under1y1ng
fmeans are presented in, TebTe 4, .

F1ret and in genereT thdse etudents whose ieeeeseee were
ieeen by the1r teaehere as- more often caueed by teacher re]ated
faetdt’ were e1ee the students uhd 1eee1ved the mest praise.

Th1s trend uae-apperent in Fe11 and H1nter w1th consistent

* means in. Spr1ng The e1gn1t1eent 1nteraet1dn revea1ed thet the
strength of this w1th1n e]afs re]at1en may be mediated by the * -
E teaeher s expeetat1en for the etudent At all three t1mee df the
5chee1 yeer, low expeetat1on etudents showed the relation between.
teeeher causes and praise to a greater degree than d1d high
_expeetet1en etudente The 1ntereet1en reached 519n1f1eenee only

“in Winter, heweven.' Thue, if pre1ee in e]aeerdeme is dependent
dn‘high teacher involvement, this may be more true for low than
vh1gh expeetat1en students.

i The ane1yees also reVeeled several expectat1en main effeete
}ehdldne er053e1eve1 intereetidni These are of en1y.tangent1a]
idntehest'td ee here so their epeeifiee:w111‘be peeeed over to
save .time. ‘ |

Discussion . . : -

*In sum, then; this' study proddeed euiteﬂe few interesting
f1nd1nge " With regard to variation.among é1eeereeme, it wee
_feund that teeehere wnd used re1at1ve1y more er1t1e1em per. ¥
1nteraet1dn vere these who 1ess eften cited internal stable:
eeueee-end more often e1ted 1mmed1ate;effdrt.eeusee for etudent

failure. Also, teachers who'were freest with praise were those

#

.



N ee]legues (1971) o I 2 .{ %;fr,;é;

13

"These reeu]ts ere perfeet1y eens1stent w1th

P

-Te]ated fa@tors

i

echievement atLr1eut1en theery as descr1bed by Heiﬁer and

.iln The’reeu1ts“peeta1n1ng te w1th1n c1asereem p(”eeSSESiwére~
qu]te d1fferent hewever , Students whe were moet free]y pra1eed
were thDg wneee sueeeeses uere 1eaet often due to 1nterne1
etabie eauees and most- eften due. to teacher- re1ateg ceuses iEF

Th15 1aet re1at1oe ie Qr'G;th te that found fer -the - seme.

attr1but1ens et the eetueen c]aes level.- The more frequent]y a

student's sueeeesee were seen as 1mp1y1ng a’ pe51§1ve teaeher .

1nf1uenee, the more free1y the etudent Was pra1sed re]at1ve to

c1asemates In add1t1en, the strength ef this reieL1en vae
med1eteﬁ by the teeehee e expectat1en for. the etudent 5 perferm—
ance. The degree to uh1ei praise end teecher*re1eted eauses

eovar1e§ was: greater fer 1ew than high expectet1en students.
From th1e date then, what eene]ue1on5 can be drawn about

attr]bui1en theery and expeetet1en temmun1eat1en? In~ genera],

the re5u1t§ eeem to clearly euppert the notion that feedback

E effort- eent1ngent vhen teeeher averege feedbeck use is at

v1ssue Th1e eeems reeeenab]e, since these everagef may not be ~

reepenf1ve to the daily requ1rement3 of e1essreem management

When ene examinee hew teachers d1ftr1bute re1nfercement w1th1n

=t

"e eTasereem, hewever, there is no evidence thet these dev1et1ons

‘inf]eenee are given freest praise.

“from the mean ere effort- re1eted Rether, etudents wheee eauees

fer suecese mest often imply the teaeher has had a pos1t1ve ‘

-

7

L 3



