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. ABSTRACT . ’ :

o Past feseareh on. teachers' Gausal attf;hutlans has
.shown l;ttle relation between percepylgns of responsibility for.
pas;tive versus negative student learning outcomes. In this study,
Weiner's model for causal attributions was employed to explore these
perceived attributional d;fferenees. Data were gathereﬁ -from 184 .
teachers from two metropolitan school stricts. 0f the_ 184 teache:s,
60 taught’ gfades 1-8, 124 taught gxaﬁegéﬁ 123 69 were male. all of -
whom taught at the: secondary level. Teacliers were asked to camplete a

- questionnaire. which asked them to divide 100 percent among four . '
probable causes for a classroom situation in Hhich they were :either

_ partlcularl{ successful or unsuccessful with a group of ‘students. . .
Causes related to their teaching abilities, effort put into. teasbing,
difficuity of the task and luck. Statistically significant ° :
differences’'betveen attributions for positive versus negat;ve

;'cutcomes were identified along the dimensions of both '
13terna;1ty/extéﬁnallty and stability of cause. Relations 'to @verall L
efficacy, teaching experience, grade level taught, and *eacher- gend2fu'

' were also.explored. However, . only grade level diiferences were found
to be statistically significant. Elementary teachers tended to
attribute their 1ach,cf success to lack. of” effcrt more than did .

secandary téaCthS_ (Euth@f/EL) . !" ] _ . -
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Teachers' xféfﬁéptiﬁﬂé of Cause
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Past feséarﬁh on Eeaéheré' téusalﬁattributiﬂné haa shown tﬁere:té'-
,ibé little relaﬁian b een per epticns af pnnsibility for. pasitive ;

veréus-negativg student 1eafning gutcémes. In this. study, Weiner Sfm§621:
_ Eaf eausal attribuﬁians was émplgyed to explnre these perceived atzfibu-
PR - _ ;

tianal differen’é Data “were gathered frnm 185 teaahars from two

zfé' me;rapnlitan sahnol di%tricts. ‘Sta tist g lly sigﬂificant differéﬂﬂes
bEEFEEﬂ aggr;ubticns for stitive versus négative autcnmeg were identified
',alang the dimensigﬂs af;b” th- internalitylexternality and stability af

7 " N
cause.. Relatiaﬂs ﬁﬂ overall efficacy, teaching Expér;engé, grade IEVEl

n

Eaught, and teacher geﬂder were alsa Explared however only grade level -

‘differeacés were faund to be statistically significaut.

a
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.. <. . .. .- . .:  Teachers' Perceptions of Cause ‘a/f

N '- = :' _j.’ - véiz—, : ’ /1;'
e ffe:enges in Igachers' Perceptians of the Gauses af - '
S . Po itive vefsug Negativg Student Lea:ﬂing Outcomes .
I, gécent years a growing ‘number of’ researche:s have identified '

EeaghEES parceived ésponsibilizy far students achievemé 1t as a poweriul:

*’vafiaﬁlé iﬁ_szudiészaf-instfﬁﬂtianal eff ;tiveness (B: ophy, lé??? Cagﬁer
& Baran, 1977). Scm times referred to as a “EEﬁEE~Df ef

ficacy" (White;

1]

9), pEtEEpEiﬁﬂE af perspnal Eoﬁtral an the part af;taachers have" been

,,faund to be related to student lea earning autcomes in a variéﬁy of’ éduéational

# _‘él.

settings. Faf example, in repot ing’ﬁﬂ the Rand Corparatien s Change ’

‘Agent study, MéLaugﬁlin and Marsh (1978) n d that:teachérs sense of
. :

o=

efficacy — defined a "theiéxtent to which the téaﬂher believed he ‘or .. T

" she had tpe capacit# to effegt student perfarmance ~=- was- "thé most

/ )
péWEfful teacher aptfibute in g#egRand analysis," (p. 84). !Similarly, ‘

Efaokover\and Lezétte (l979) faund through interviews with s:hanl par— i R

sgnnel that tha:e in the more efféntive schcals had a Etrﬁﬁ &Y Sense. af S

§
efficacy and t'nded to feel more respgnsible far thé learning of their -

construct’ have yieldéﬁ similar fésults (cf. Murray & Staéblér, 1974; .

orter & Cohen, 1977).

\I-U\

“ . Research on teachers' perceptions of responsibility or contrdl of . .

gtudent learning cutﬁg;és has also consistently shown there. to beLlittié

B

relétign,becwéén assumdd responsibility for positive 1e§:nin' C c omes versus ,

' resgansibilityéfer héga'i&e‘lgarning éut:omes; deséite the canceptual
similafiﬁy of these;ganstfuéts; In developing the Raqunsibili;j for
A Stuﬂégt‘Achiévemén:’scaléff§gi), Ghske?'&lQSD)=foun§,the correlation -
between measures Df perceiﬁéﬂ feépansiﬁiiity'for pasitive versus negatilve -éf
.f =1assroom events ta be only +.2D.“ This was. seen as évidéngéithatigﬁese -
T - N . .
;|

e

hd &g““s ’ f.
Lt ) ’ . )




‘ra;x'3~;{.:f‘{*f o ffi;f{ ' “.figaéhérs"PEféeptians of Cause
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ens' per-

ceptions af pérsonal cancfal in achievemant related situatinns. Roéélaﬁdf'

-

Hedway (lSSQ) faund very similaf results in develgping Eheit Teacher Lazus- l

! cf Gnntrai Séalé (TLC).; Iﬂ this rasesrch ‘a- correlatioﬁ Df nnly +. 33 was ’

faund betweeﬂ items measu:ing interﬂal rasPnnsib lity far student suég ssi

an&‘thasé measuring intérﬁal respansibility fur:student failgfe.';”
...;*’i

Several researchers have saught to explain differén:es in tsiﬁhérs

Pl
i

perceptigns of réspansibility fgr pasitive studé&;x ?:';ing aut;omes ;qms

pared to that assumed fcr negative uutcng% Tha results of these studies,

ﬁawever, hava been inconsistent. For Examplg, Johnsgn, Feigenbaum, and

! 4

Weiby (1964) féund th in.a 1abcratary teachiﬂg task teachers téﬂded

i kg "defénsive" éttributional assignments, aatepting persnnal respansig :

ity far student imp:ovement bu the Eituatian fgr stﬁdent

failures.: In a similar 1abnrato Ty = tiﬁg,'Beckman (1970) also. fgund that
- AN

teachers tended to :redit themselvgs far student 1mpravement while attributing

failure primariiy to Exterual situati@nal faatn,s‘ Eut in a number of othef

studies Eeachers have heen faund to make more ":

ounterfdéignsive“ éttributiens,

#

Rass, Eierbrauer and Folly (%974), ﬁar instance, 'agnd that prgfessional o

teachers attributad fespcnsibility for failure to hemselvas and responsi— d
¢

: bility for success to .the student. m riy,

;;unterﬁdéignsivg percepﬁions
on the paft Df ;eaehers have been identifiéd in the fEEEErﬁh—Ef Ames (1975),-

Béckman (1973),Vand Tetl0£k (1980).

Agide fram the incansiatencies in the fesults gf thase studies, theif

- utility and generalizability have been limited by two major factgrs. ‘The

o , ST . o e
- . : ' EV R C0
0. AV N A : © K f;>
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fif3  ?ffrr ’ o . , S ffTéacheré Eercgptian§ nf Cause
: . T e i‘_ 'p: .

firsE is Ehat thé subje:ts invalved in masE f Ehe studiea §Zre undEEE-’;.

gradua;e educatian or psychalogy students rather than experienced classroam.__¢

taaahers. Classraam Expériéﬂﬂé might very 1ikely alter teagths percéptions .
_ )

,h».

af respansibility and a Esrib al assigﬁments. The sé;and and pathaps

x,; mﬂfé EEFiOuS factar is\}hat' 1E: nf thesa studies have involved.an artificially

=

I'

in which a teacher is pairad

the gfnupsbased :1assroom teaching 51tuati n Encnunteted by most teachers;'

A
The present study was designed to identify factﬁrs which might passibly

“account for these attributi@nal diffe:encés and, hencé influénce the specific

LN [

peraanal .control distinctinns which,are made by téa:hersi Furthermare, in

& =
=

ardar to al;eviate thé factors which have limited previous research,  the -
gample ingluded in this Etudy Eansistad of nﬁly veteran - teaghars whase ;

per geptions Wefé ‘based upon zheir persgnal classraom experiences.

-
?_,:

-zﬁeﬁ;g;i&al FfamEWka _ ' s o

!'F

Weiner and his assogiates (Weiner, Frieze, Kukla, Raed Res;, &

r

L ‘ Rﬂsénbauﬁ, 1971) were amang the fifst to’ prapoga a systematic ana;ys;s ogf -

the factors which undérkie causal ceptions and attributions. The model

per
developad:b§sWeinaf-ec al, (see alsa W,iﬁeri*ls?é) classified.indifiduals' o
bellefs abaut the\zauses of suecess and failufe along two dimensions. One

diménsion differentiated causal elements in terms of their in:erna;ity/

i

externality, %imgfar to RotgFr s :angept of loc cantrcl-(Rctter, 1966).

of
A\
ion- differentiatéd attr&}uticns in Egrms gf théit stabiiity

#

ng aeccnd dimen

TEE_;fassing of these two dimensions defined the four general

over time.
catego ie, of causes in Weiner’s attriBiition model. -That is,’ individuals
: g . . - 7

)T

=

Tamg
Vo

‘G i :
L
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i o - R Teachers Ferceptions of.Cause. .
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' ' by ,' N g‘ : .3 -
wéfe belfg;ed to view4the causes af theit EuﬁEESSES and failures as .

pripéf@a;i?\due Ea their ability Cing nal/sgable), theif Effﬂrt (internal/

_ unstable), Ehe diffi:ulty DE the task (Eﬁtarnal/stable), and/ar goad ot

bad luck (External/unstable)i : _ N - ,’

Sinza Weiner iﬁtrgdu:ed the hasic prinéiplas of hlg mgdel

B

educatianal fESEEfEhEIS, additiaﬁal dlménsinns have been suggested- For -

' insgance, Resg\baum (1972) suggested adding intentianality as a third
{

Eausalzdiménsinﬁ. More racently, caopar and Burgeﬁ (1980) have sgggested

Ehe additinn of the d Df personal’ influenae, labeied persgnal éf-
fic ,yi" as"a useful indep endent d;mén sion. Nevertheless, because of the .-
.y gene:al nature and wide applicability of Weiner's original mcdei, més;;
feSeatahets have ﬂnneéntrated their Effnfts on- studying the use of ;hé
R gﬁaidlmensians'aﬁd faur;catégariés of Qausés as initi lly prcpased (Bar-
S ‘ ST * S - . . o
Talr 1978). oo R : , , :

Studies invclving free respanse academ1z attribut%@ns of, teachers

have indicated tha% tea;hers a;casionally du deseribe caus s other than

‘éthnse definéd!by the dimensicns of 1nEEfnality/engrnalityfgnd tabflitya

i _ =
+

aver Eime in Explaining Eheir patcep;i ns of persanal fespﬂnsibiiity or

tcntral over Eﬁe learﬁgng outcomes: af their 5tgdents (Cacper Burger, -~

1§8D- ieze, 1976) Hﬂwever3 it was_fe;;'that Ehesg general dimensigns

wauld Eruvideﬂa useful framework fDr thlS initial investigatlan nf

1

=

gaztfibutiﬁﬁ differences because they defined broad ;ategcfies of a;tribuﬁ

iV . B » - 4 , - : .

Eicng which would be likely tﬂ!1n§lud¢jthE vast méjcrity of zausés ?
) | - ' '

teazhers mighﬁ typi ally use in describing the successes and failures
& .

uf their ftudents - ' o :
A Co .
) e
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two metropolitanr§chaal dis%:icts. Sixty cf;the.téa;hars fepofted tgac ing
at the eléménﬁary level (lnS), 124 taughtkat the secondafy level (9*12)
‘Sixtysnine of the teaghefs were malé all of whom Eaught at ‘the secgzaary
:  level. The ﬁumbér af y;ars teaching Expefieﬁﬂg amang-taese téachers

%

‘ranged from chéee to g? yégrg, with a mean af lois.years,
: .o J ’ P

/ . Aﬁreééﬂurg. At the beginning of-a ggries of plaﬂnéd inserviza meetingsg
for the teaching persange;¢, each of these distrigts, teaehers we%e asked \
¢ fftg'ﬁamplete a shoft quastiamﬁa;:e.: In addition to_sama general dama%;aphic .
) ) ¥

. c 1o qu és,;,ns (years f experienc e, gradé level -ete. ), oné se¢tian of the e
I 0 o - . T
uestiannaifg asked teachers#pa divide 10D points. (or percent) amnng ‘four.

S

grg able causes or ;Easans fqr a classrcom 51tuatlon in’ Whlﬂh they were. .-~ .

-(a) partigularly EU€Eé$Sfu1 with a grauﬁ or class af studangé, aﬁ&'(b)

' particularly unsuccessful with a group or class of students=: The fauf

.prabable causes felated tc theif speglfic tEaﬂhiﬂg a_bilit:ies3 the effort

put'intb tea hing§ the'éiffieulty of the task (i.e_, haw'acsdeéicaflf good

) ) \ = | - ’ % iy F i > " ) ‘ =
pa f the students were upon enieffﬁg the class), and good or'bad luck. }f%
s _ - In adéition, an averall{estimabe of EaEh teach 's persdnal Sénse af
( - -gffiéacy was assessed by including gn the questio nairé the Efflcaéy items

,develuped in Ehe resea::h of Berman and MCLaughlin (1977) ,hi as done
. iﬂ order to assesﬂidifferences in the strengths of teachers' pefceﬁtions of

H

persggal eontréla The ﬁi;st cf Lheée items asked whether the téacﬂéf felt

: . . A g oo o
.that "When it comés down te-it, a teacher really can't do much because

se | ny)a : | Vfg _ b ‘ | o




" home enviranmenﬁ TﬁE secand item

. Darom, in Efesé; Cooper &iBé:E'fL 1980 Guskey, 1988) Ehese é%perlenzed

: q%signed thé internal categﬁries (abllity and effnrt) for. posit;ve Dutcames

campared to Ehat fof negative, iteames and also i; e% on mﬁasufes of .o

ST : ef

- Teachers' Péﬁcépﬁi§2§ of, Cause
S V T 2R,
. ~ . - e . : ) : .4 T - . o -
most af a student s mativation and pe§£afmanae depend on his nr her

[

,E:ked whether the Ea‘ hag Chg?ght;“'

that “If 1, ealiy try. hgrd I can get thfough to even the most difgicultiéﬁaa;§>
or unm@tivated student’ " (Berman & McLaughliﬂ, 1977 p 137) Teachers- E

, of . Ehese Statemants on a 7—p§int s:ale fram strgngly SEIEE GQ

i

strongly" ,is’agree. S:ale \rat'ings were. reversed for Each of the items ‘ '

in Ehat=scfoﬁgly disa’fea ived 7 paints for the fi st item (qegative) i f€

whilé strgngly sgrae rEceived 7 for ‘the secand item (pgsitive)

.

Results -

L =

- Suqmaty af the HEasutes.» The means and.scafdard¥éév;atiéﬂs gfjthe e

Similar t@ other studies i ,if?alr&-

tlassrggm teaghe s tended to make "defen51ve aﬁtributianal assigﬁmenﬁs,

~

repgrting gréatef inte:nal responsibility for Ehé successes af their K
/. - . A

E

‘ ;students Ehaﬁ for Ehe failures-;.This is "i’aﬂcéd n greater weight beiﬁg__

] 5

persanal efficacy. Also con nsis te,t with other StudlES 1s;the fac that lu@k‘

b i . N ‘l » w X

x

was cited very saldamly as an explanatlcn for eiiher pasitive or’ négative :

scgdgﬂt learniﬁg Qunsamgs. Dverallf tEaEthS assigned 1353 qhaﬂ five
' l

percent weight to the categafy nixluck. lﬁpé;if c differenges,i the waights
ﬂssignadéghe @thé; éatéséfiés and dimEﬂsinns of attribution are %Eémi?édf ;
| n/greater detatl'in lacer analysss. * .- ff P B
' [Insert Table 1 about here] . 3 ;», ‘ _ o ,u=?

)
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S s .7\ .Teachers' Perceptions of Cause
gt

. fntercarrélaticﬂs‘Bétﬁggn Heasﬁfes; The'intéfcaféelations'bétweeﬁ

seieateé demngraphic variablas aﬂd Eha w21ghts given Each Df the atttibu= -

tiﬂn catéggries ara\illustrated in Table 2.ﬁ tears EE Eea;hing xp 1Eﬂ:E:;;A

. ‘-was not felated ta any Df-thé attfibutian measurEEQ: Grade. level"however,

e ‘was negativélx relatéd Eazability and effurt (=. 32 and -.15 respectivaly),'
Vﬁ,id p tively related to task diffieulty ‘(+.29) iﬂ terms af negative <
_ sﬁudé;t ouﬁccﬁésf Apparently tgache;s at higher gra,e ,eeglswagtribugéTa e

less significa nce to their abilities and effcrts and m fe o the difficﬁlty

»"" " of the ‘task (entry skills of gtudgnts) in explaining pnor 1earning autc@mes

than do teachers at lower gtade ievels- £ o
_ P LT

Further in§peztion of Tablé 2 shows that Ehé ccrrelations between

/ o L

-’?rthgjattrlbutiaﬂ ategories wi hin each typa af sﬁudént 1earn1ng Qg%comé

.are Eigyly uégaﬁive;A Thié was expec d,*ef coyrse, since Ehe 1DD po;nts a ;s
'(PEEEéﬂt)VWErEJté be &iviéed bétwaeﬁ the.categéries wizhin each'lgarnings

. outcome gfoup; Of greater intetest fgr this study, hawever, ara the

=

, S .
elaé&ans bgiween compar blé catégories fnr pmg%;ive versus nagatlve
student learniﬂg outc@mes. " These are indicated in the. smaller box in

’ Iab E 2. Cgrrelatloﬂs beEWEen idantical zategories for positiva‘and
. )

V?nggaﬁive outcomes ranged ffDm +. 11 to +.35. Whiie Ehree aut of fnur

) ofithese carrelatioﬂs aretstatistically sigﬁificant the'” "fgnitud& ' : S+

1is rel§tively smal co idering the inherent similatity cf the catega esg :

i

Alse af interest in Tabie 2 are .the carrelaticns between the waights;
o v ,

Vf:f 'assigned the varicégxéttfibuticn categafies-and*meas gf ersonal
efficacy. both pnsibivé aﬂd hegative‘3tudéntﬁagt§§m25; Ehere>iéi
- ’ eV y
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g Teeehefe Pe ,peieﬁe_cf"cauee‘f’

-
it

a significent peeitive felaeien betweeﬂ measures of effitacy aﬁgfghe

/) A weighc eeeigned teeehi ng eff end a eigﬁifieent ﬁegetive feléﬁienlbetweeﬁ;'
v ? measures ef effieeey and the wefght egsigned teek difficulty. Apéefentiy
L R N

theee two ettributien cat ',eé whieh diffef en';he dimeﬁeiuﬁs af betBA

»

a£

internality/externality and stebility ever time,vhave‘the gfeatesteinfluEnee
o - 5 - R

'}AAf upen meeeures of per nel ffieaey.a.
- !E ) ) .

ien, Ehe[eqffele;ien_betweeﬁ-meeeufee ef!pefEOnel efficacy

:r;vefeue negetive eéudentﬁleefﬁing outcomes was found to be enly )

+;§D;é This feEult ie also qui sim ll to thet‘ebeeined'in%eerlief st ediee -

}by Guskey (1980) end Rose and Medway (19 : Vé-

R ‘a . s .
& h E . . . L.

[Ineert Teble 2 ebeut here] =~ . o o ? -

[
- . .
3

_ Compefieene'Betweep Attriyutigg Dim mens 1ehej In order teumefe".

’ epeeifieelly explore the differences in the weighte feachefe eSEigned
theee ettribﬁtion eetegefiee for positive end negefivezsfpﬁeﬁ;Aeeteemee
. i(end alse ;e reduee Ehe number of neeeesery v,riebl ,); cafegeries wege‘
e mbined;with respeet to epeeifie atffibuticn d;men fg in ethef.werde§
‘ 'v‘EhE'We;ghts assigﬁed Wby eeeh teeeher to th categories of ablllty ‘and
“éffegt.wefe gembined Ee make up ‘an ayeralll iﬁterﬁel" meesere. -Si”ilatlj, 5
© - fﬁe ﬁeightéééssignéé to, the categories: af abilify end tesk diffieulEy
'ﬁefeleombihed te make up an e;erell "eteble" measure. ,Meeeufes fé;
_ '.ﬁegfefeei"'eﬁé uneteble"’dime eieﬁevwefeienheeeeeefy einee:fhefdeight

,eeeigeed‘beéheperﬁeﬁef a dimeneign weE‘elweye‘eéu;llto‘;GD;

l. The ﬁeene end£5f§ﬁdefd éevietieqe,fef thege‘ettfiﬁﬁfionvdimeﬁsien
_ﬁEaeufes are. lisced in‘Teble 3 AgeinIEhere eppeered EQ be- impe:ient
differences between Ehe weights teeehef;:aeeigned these dimen ons for
.Peeitiye;vereue'ﬁege;ive etudenticeteemee,'thetAie; ihe evetegeVWeighfv

B I




-Eeaéhéis ssigﬂed internal dimensian categarias for pasitive studeht Qut-

s the stability dimEﬁsian categuéi;g.' Tﬁ;s

'_talculazing t—statistigs for camparisans betweEn paiféa'ébséfvaEiGﬂS; The \:

 7 tagéhz (elemeniary = G a iQS;rs ndary Grades 9—12) were the.

=

I Y

- 7; o '_fi' o ::rTeagths' Pércgﬁéiaﬂs of Eﬁgse'n :

L . B . L] . o Lo
- . R : - Cal - . :

¥ e N .

- comes was muth largef than the average weight Ehey assigﬁed the sama internal-;

;
i

dimensiﬂn ca:egaries fQI negatiyé student outcomas. Eimilar diEferenggs*;f

I -

1‘1'

=T ST -‘, »

bafé tested bf

£ s K

% € S

differé%ges bEEWEEﬂ tha overall means f Eh gf Ehese attributian ﬂimEﬁ—\

(s‘— . - ‘ . L STy - v.‘z;

[Insest. Table zﬂabaat'héféi"li N Y

e

Multivariate Analysi @f' Finally, a multivariate aﬁalygis

- aIthaugh in the pppogité dira;tign, wera found iﬁ Ehe average waights assigned

ﬁf variance was pEEfomEd in crdar tgaggplafe Ehe felatlgn of variaus L. Ce

Eeache; Qhafa istics to theserattributicﬂ differences.= Speclflcally,

/ : -

a twc—way MANDVA was Pgrfofmed in which teacher gender and grada level

iudependent variahles*?tha twa atﬁributian dimensian measurég for bath
pasitivg -and " nagative séhd§pt cutcamgs ware the f@ur dEpEﬁdEﬁt variables._{-

The_:esult$'af,this'analysis-araiillustrated }n Iablg;é;

" [Insért Table & abéuﬁ”ﬁefe]

N ' o ,

As Tabla 4 shows, thEEE were no szatistically significamﬁ differences

iﬂ_;erms of the gender gf teachers wiEhlréspecz go the weights aéSigned L

'Eﬁvﬁhése attfibutian dimensians fg: pgsitive and negaiive stgﬁent 1ea§n—

-

ing autcames. Hawaver, ﬂifference in Egrms Df gfade laval ;aughﬁ were

i ally significant, F (3 181) E 02 P ¢ DOl.§ Thig resulﬁ -,

PR

cainaides with diffEfEnCES ideni f;'d‘iﬁ’the_Qoffélatiapal-aﬁalysis @f'ﬁhé B
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< L o o Teachers' Perceptions of Cause
N © g
: @ R L

,&afiablesi‘ That 1is, ceachersnaﬁ the secondary level differ from teachers

“ = '?‘ , Ls . ) . ) . ‘, . : ) ) . , . .
e 'ét,the e e enﬁaryéleval in‘EéTmf of the weights they assigg these attribu-
o C - - ) ) } o o (
Egan dimeﬁsions, partlcularly in explaining nega ative Stgdéﬂg outcomes.

R R Iests of a gender-by grade 1eve1 inEEracEio not péésibIE because none

f
- # - Q

VaE 7 .
’ﬂf tha male teachers in the sample Eaughz at elem entary level.

e
%

% ’ ‘,lg.a
JDisggggiqg. d
éThE;fESulﬁS of this investigatian iﬁdicate that teachers do use

K3 different causal attributions in explaining positive versus negative
'fs- V T s e B ’ .
ﬁ? ‘. learning outcomes on the’part of their Studéﬂtgi When suécassful-with
"a class of studentsg‘téa;herg.géﬁ lly attrlbute Ehat success . tn the

internal attributions of aEiliEy.andLeffért, and make 11ttle distin ion

®

‘ip\termsicf';he stability of those causes over time.l Much 1255 imparta ce
b .5 ’ - . # N . ) ) ® . c - i 5 } ;
Yoo \ié aEanﬁed'tp}tﬁe-ébiliﬁieg or skills students may have had upon’ ente:;ng

the'class. - When'dnsucﬁeséfui‘ﬁiﬁh a class of students, the greatest ‘emphasis
1s’placed upon éxtéfnal attributions, primarily the diffiéulty of the task

‘in t;éathin’g' lc'hat -pafticulaf gfcup_ -J,I'n 'this 'si'ti‘;aticnr hcwévérg htea‘:h_afs,
_;a;so tend to amph351ze insufflclznt effort (an internal/unstabla cause)

: : / . N
IR ,slightly more: than theg de deficien; teaching abilities (an intérﬁal/stable

e

Rk cause), an indicat;gn that shéuld they be confronted with a similar group
- af'studengg_in the future, the'fegults are likely to. be diffefentg'

impcrtant éttfibuéién differences were aisa idengified:ﬁézween1
. elementary and secondary. teachers. Elementary teachers tend to attribute
y o e I I '

lIE should be nated that the c%tegary of "abilizy" in this sﬁudy refers to

:eacher), rather than Ehe laafn;ng abilitlfs Dﬁ a EEachEr s sgudents (an
. external attribution for the teacher) as was the :ase ln the research of

Cacpar & Burger {1980).
I

e SR 1




e Teechere Perceptions of Cause .
F %‘a - - T

cheir lack of success with a pezticuletagrcdp of EtﬁﬂEﬂES Ee'internel

= .

causes, especielly their effert, much more Ehen de eeEEh%efy teachets.
This may be the reeult of general perecnelicy digfefeﬂcee between ele=
mencefy and eecondary ceechere.v However chis difference might also be

epecific to the teeching eicueﬁien, in .that teechers at Ehe secendery

&

' 1evel are' like ;e be eeneitive to the fect thec their Studeﬂts are

)
R

"ld‘ *ndvheve more fifﬁly eetebl"ﬂhed 1eerning pecterne which are likely

\

to be more diéficult to chenge than are the learning pectezne'ef the

yeunger, leee experienced etudente in Ehe ciesees of ,elementary teeEh

Additicnal reeeerch is nec eeryjto explore cheee grede level etcribu=

. tion differencee.-

Finelly, generel meaeuree of teecher s personal efficacy eppear to
" be predcminetely inflyenced by only two of the attribution categories in

We i 's model: Ehe internelluneteble category of effort.and external/

=

sta ble cetegcry of te sk difficulty. While the empheeie-en'indivieuel

teeche: plecee ugen eech ef tﬁeee attribution categories diffefe with

reepect to the neture ef student outcomes (that is, a teacher who feels
N o . y e . .
Ehet his/her effcfte ere;the'priﬁety cause ef positive etudent learning
) a

cutcemee, may or may not . feel thaﬁ hie/hef effezte are primarily responsible

when poor’ student leerning ouccemee occer), Eheee %wo categories eppeer

to be beeic elemente in measures of personal efflcecy in teaching eitga—

tions. Furthef research is needed to determine other elementeﬁbeycnd-

3

those identified in this cetegcrical scheme which might affect these .
ettfibe ie distinctions and have influence upon specific teaching

- 4 \‘

behaviors and practices. . P s

b

j S
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Table 1
Subgroup Héaﬂé and Sggndafé Dévi;tigns
for Personal Attrpibution Measures

L r

A i : o ‘ o : - .
" Female/Elem  Female/Sec. - Male/Sec . eigtali
C(n=60). . _(n=55) _ (n=69) _(n=184)
"X (s.D.) X (s.p) X -(s.D.). K (s.D.)

TEésitiveiouﬁmmas , _ A .
Ability © . 36.8 (14.7)  36.9 (14.5)  39.3 (15.4) - 37.8 (14.9)
_ Effort " 39.9 (14.8) . 36.0° (13.7) 33.9 (15.8) 36.5 (15.0)
" Task " . 20.6 (17.1) 22.0 (14.9) 21,1 (17.4) 21,2 ixg-éf
- i‘Iﬂ;l‘gli . ’ 3-1 (5:2)' Sll .c 5;2) 4-2 ‘( 5-6) . 411 ( 5!7)
‘ Eeggtive_Dgtcgmas g , 5f§f“'i : . e .

Ability’ 26,8 (19.8)  14.8 (15.6) 16.3 ' (16.4) 19.5 (18.1)
. Effort . 30.7- (23.7) 17.6 (19.1) "20.3 (20.7). 23.2. (21.9)
Task .J 37.3 (27.8) . 59.6 _(25.6) 5.2;—(23.2) 51.2 (30.0)

S

9

8

e,

=

7
Luck 44.8 (6.8) 7.9 (12.0)° ;546 ( 8.3) 5.9 (9.1)
General 'Effjcacy | X _'7 e rl
Positive 5.4 (1.3) 5.0 (1.3) - 49 (L5 51 (1.4)
" Negative © 5.0 ( 1.6) 4.9 ( 1.6) 4.8 (1.5 4.9 (1.6)
Combined | 10046 (2.3) 9.9 (2.3) ¢ 97 (2.7) 9.9 (2.5 .
. - ‘ B M N li)- N R 2 es - R ,

i
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Varisble  tears  Grade - Positive @ .- _ Negative ) Efficacy
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_ , ’ 3 R _ o
s, sk X SRR L B R PR T
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i

Clepomily N TR AL M .

I'Nég; Effort

A

- Negative : (.
Effleacy  ° N

v - - Experience Level AbI1ify Effort- Task . Luck Ability Effﬁft Task Luck Positive

f & . ot _ . . ) i .
== —s —— = — e -77777777,,7 . - i e

hegative

Years"

P ‘ ) N
! - i ‘}5 o L . ! S oF )i‘%:* o
: Positive (_ o R | . A
| Efficacy \ 3 - | - A

Eperfence -+ 1,00, 1¥ AU S0 08 =08 o7 A2 =07 0
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S ' ~Table 3 o S @ ,
o . o 5 .
. .~ Subgroup Means. and Standard

Beviatians

‘ ,fathariaus-Dimensigns of Atﬁripﬁtiéns

/ : %

ek

B : . e 7“7‘ G:fgup;: _ - DR S
: Female/Elem . Female/Sec  Male/Sec Total*
" Dimension _(n=60) . . __(n=55) - . _(n=69) - _(n=184)

7'7fi>7;77" — - — s = ,,- — ,,f

.‘Internal 76:8 . (16,8) 72,9 (16.3) 73.2 (20.0) 74.3 (18.0)°
Stable, 5705 (15.5) '58.8 (14.2) = 60.4 (16.7) * 59.0 (15.6)

-

E ]

Negative Outcgmes )

‘Iﬂter'ﬁél : © 57.6 (23;5)' 32.4  (29.3) 36.6 (27.7) 42,7 . (30.2)
’Stable 641 (23.8) 744 ((19.9)  73.9 (22.5) 70.7 (22,6)
. B : i c, ‘ - o 7"7 : ) . . 3 e _ _

" *Differences bé;wééﬁ?pésifive:and negative outcomes for ea?h dimension: *

Iﬁtgfﬂal-tlggsf lB;%D,'p < ,001
Y stable  tygy= 6.80,p <001 T
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IR N o
Grade level, L1 6,02 CLS W eEl
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