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Abstract

Recent research on teachers' expectations has begun'to’exolore in

- greater depth the factors (e.g., nonverbal behavior, past performance,

social class) underlying the llnk between. expectations ar ' rforuunce.
One of the most -powerful influences on students' performanc may be
their perception of how teachers respond to them. Thus, combining ideas
f rom previous teacher expectation studies with more recent research by
Bernard Weiner et al. and Carol Dweck, a Study was desngned to explore
the relationship between 'the affectuVe responses of teachers' and’
students' attributions regarding effort versus ability. In addltlon,
we were interested 'in how perceptions of success or failure mlght
medlate these effects

In a laboratory experiment 130 subJects (66 males and 6h° females)
were instructed on how to solve anagrams Upon completing the test,
each SUbJeCt received one of seven affective responses regarding the|r
parformpance: anger, pity, relief, positive surprise, negative surprise,

pride, or:no emotion. In general, emotional responses produced greater
effort and ablllty attributions than did no emotion (with the exception
of pity and ability attributions); responses. containing positive

emotions or positive feedback led to significantly greater effort
attributions than responses containing negative emotions or negatlve
feedback; and the elements of surprise in emotion reduced perceptions -
of effort attributions and also resulted in greater attributions to
ablllty j

/

These findings lllustrate the importance of affect in the
attributional process, partlcularly as it relates to teacher expec~ .
tations.: Additional research 'is needed to further elucidate the impact
on affect-attribution links of self versus teacher perceptions, various
cultural and ethnlc group membershlp, and situational and contextual
factors : :



-
. A'Wide body of literature attests to the occurrence of self-
e

fulfilling prophecies fnﬂthe c]asérbom. This bhenoménon, known=to many

as ""teacher expectations' or "pymalion in the classroom" refers to the
perform at levels consistent wi*"

prqcess by théh students c
teaéher's belief or expectations about fheir:abilitieﬁ. Teacher expec~
tations manifest thémseives in many ways. in a cia;sroom. ﬁifferentiai

treatment of students'consisf of, among other things, pra?se, crfticigm,

explicit commands, attention, feedback, seating arrangements .and

emotional responses.
students in a number of ways. Attributions about one's own abilities .as

1

These variations in student and teacher interactions can affect

well as perceptions of the teachers beliefs, expectations.and attitudes

often are influenced. Thus, the presen;\investigatfoh examines a por-

tion.of the tgacher expectations effeét'by focusing on feedback (as ex-
teachers to task peffbrmante) and

1

pressed through'eﬁotional responses
its impact onyattributions and ﬁerceptions of the student.
'Self-fulfillihg prdphecies-ﬁave traditionafly been defined as
situations in which’a:pérson’s (the "perceiver') beliefs about another
(the ''target'") evpke from the targef behaviors which confirm thg-pe}-
ceiver's original (and potenti;lly'e}roneous) expectations;(Mer;om,
, 1948;‘R05enthal and Jécbbson; 1968) . In these situations ehthé#;”objec-
/ tiQe“.assessments.(such as |Q tests), or naive outside observgrs[attest
to the fact that the-targef is iﬁéeed exhtbiting behaviors con;)éfent
with the perceiver's expectat{ons. Dérley and Fazio (1980) have ex-
panded the concept to includé:interact}ons invwhich the pefceiver simply

’

\ .
interprets the target's actions as.validation of her or his preconceived
notions (regardliess of whether or not others would agree).

4
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{
Afthough different aspects of sé]f—fulfilling prophecies have been

investigated, much of the research has focused on classrcom interac-

“tions: Some investigators have examined which factors (e.g. past per-

. - . { N ’ : . .
formance, physical attractiveness, social class, sex, race, etc., elicit

teacher expectations) (cf. Burstall, 1978; Rosenthal and Jacobson, 1968;

“Rist, 1970; Mazer, 1971; Seligman et al. ]972;‘Rosentha1. 1974 Coopef

.

et al: 1975; Dweck, 1975; Dweck et al. 1978; Taylor, 1979; and Cooper,
' . C oy . o oL
1981) underlie teacher expectations while other research concentrates on

how teachers express their expectations -(e.g. préise. criticism;sseating'
arrangements, nonverbal cues), (Brophy.and Good, 19703 Rist; 19703
Richey‘ahd Richey, 1981) . Increasingly; studies attempt‘té gxplicate
ghé process as it pccurs in the classroom‘(Brophy & Good, 1970; Codper.

1975) .1

//

There .is also evidence that students respond to the vérious

manifestations of teacher expectations in such a way as to confirm those
expectations. Burstall (1978) describes a number of studies where the

' good'' students: are provided with greater opportunities tc participate

7

'in classroom activities. In a different but perhaps analogous situa- .

tion, Word, Zanna, and Cooper (1974) déMonstrated that less immediate

nonverbal cues (e.g., .less eye contact, more physical_distance.vetCQ) on

a-

the part of an intergiewer.prbduced pocrer performance among'applicantS'

{ . . '
and that black applicants received less immediate non-verbal cues from

e

white interQiewefs. "They concluded that job interview situatidﬁg may be
chara;terfzed‘ by an éxpectétion effect process whereby biacks dp indeed
peéfofm woFsé larée]y as a‘resulf of the prior negative evaluations on
the part of white intefviewers. While indirect, these results sugéest -
the possibility of a similar précess operatfng in multi-racial

4
’
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classrooms.

One of the most powerful influences on,acﬁievemént.fhowever. may be

the’étudénts' pefceptions dflwhat fhe teachef thinks about them. How
might teachers convey their.beliéfs apd expedtafions'abouf particﬁlar
5tu¢ehts? Recent ngearchvhas,shown that'éértain emotions_expreésed in
responée to.stUdeﬁts' performance ;ena to,bg_aifferentially.assocfhted

r

with controllability and stability of outcomes (Grakam and Weiner, 1981;

Weiner et-al. 1982). Specifically the following linkages were found be-

tween emotions. expressed by a teacher and attributions for a student's

.failure; anger-lack of effort, guilt-poor teaching, surprise-lack of

effort and pity-low ability. These affect-éttributjpn links are impor-
tant because children who attribute failure to factors believed fo be

stable and uncontfol]ab]e (e.g. lack of ability) are more likely to per-

form worse in the.future. |In contrast, children who attribute failure

’

_to controllable and unstable factors (e.g., effort) are more likely to

persist and improve on subsequent taskS'(Dweck, 1975; Dweck, et

"al. 1978).

- n cfeating.a model of how affect-attribution 1inks operate, Weiner
and his associates (Weiner,  1982; Graham and Weiner;.19§1: Weiner, 1981,
Weiner et al. 1979) .have used sceharios_(fictitiousiStories in whjch a

teacher interacts with a student) and retrospective accounts (subjects'

memories regarding their own success and failure experiences). In. their

simulated teacher-student studies Weiner, et al, have been unable to

specify how the emotional expreséions of .teachers influence.the attribu-

‘tions of students in face-to-face interaction. Therefore the present

investigation expands Weiner's work on, affect-attribution links in a

number of important ways, and also attempts to overcome some of the
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limitations of his methods. Similar to the research of Weiner, et

~al., 1682; Grahaﬁ and Weiner, 1981, we focus on the affect-attribution,

links but provide students with an actual task‘and real emotional feed-

back. Hence tite present study examines the nature of the affect-

attribution process as it occurs in ongoing social interactions.

In addition, Weiner's recent research has focused on specific af-

fective reactions (anger, pity, guilt, negative surprise). These affec-

tive reactions all lead to attributions based on social exchanges in-

.volving negative feedback. To more -thoroughly elucidate:the affect-

attribution process, in addition to selectirg a subset of these

emotional responses (i.e., anger, pity and negative surprise), we also

included some positive emotions; positive surprise, pride and relief.

"Since emotional responses can impact on subjects in a variety of

P
, >

ways, we weré>particu1ar1y'interested in comparing the positive and
hegative emotions in terms of their impact on perceptions of the.

teacher's attributions regarding effort and ability.- Moreover, three

‘emotions convey an element of surprise (positive surprise , negative

"‘”surpriée, and relief?) while three do nof (anger,‘pity, ahdvpfide),

This surpri- factc . y be important because a surprised respounse indi-

cates that inherent inthe teacher's expectzzion is some element of

. doubt or that the teacher's expectations hazve been violated. Thus an

examination of the role of surprise in the aifect-attribution process

was also included. : #- R o -
Subjects e e )

- 144 introductory psychology students were recruited ta\participate

~in an unspecified psychology experiment as ‘part of a c[éés requirement.

. ; B . ) // L B
One S was eliminated because she was.highly‘éuspicious'throughout the
. i : /

N
}
1l
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periment. Any time an actor failed to

initjal proceedings. IWe constructed the test so that nearly all Ss“
wqyld solve three out of five anagrams 4-the tegf consisted of three
gésy anagrams and two .impossible ones. Unfpftunately thirteen students
failed to solve al}ﬂthrée of the “eaéy“ anagrams, and weFe thérefore'
eliminated fr&h tﬁg-analyses. Thug 136 Ss -.6k males and 66 females -

completed the entire procedure.

Confederates
. In order to insure an accurate portrayal of each emotion we

presented to naive judges videdtapéd scenes of each actor expressing

"each emotion in response to a student's test score. ‘When_at least 70%

of each set of judges agreéd‘that‘the teacher conveyed the emotion he

intended we allowed that actor to express the emotion in the actual ex-

-

reach a criteria of 70% for a*

particular emotion, he was retrained and requifed to ''pass" another set

cf judges?. _ J-

/,

Although the words were standardized, the nonverbal 2s varied

Zro: cachers and emotions. By allowing the teachers freedom in the
nonVerbal aspects of the émotional expressions,.yet also rquiring.ﬁhem
to meet a criterfa of 70% agréement‘among judges, their emotfonal ex-
pressions appeared moré genuine and were empiricaljy Yalfdated Erior'tb
their use in'tﬁe experimént. VMales were chosen as‘coﬁfederates because
paft_research Jhés.shown 1§55'pfonounced sex differen;és.in~responée.to\
failure feedback from male adults than fror'nm'fcla-mal-e adults" (Dweck and
Bush, 1976, p.ﬁSO). For our,short term classféom experience,;]t was

considered more likely that the impact ¢f emotiona’ responses would be

fgtectable with a male confederate.. Confederates were interviewed and
. . //

S/

/

.
4
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\

auditioned.

Validity Check
Au,/"_ in additjon to the procedure specified aboVe;'éffér comp]efing the
attribution questionnaire, Ss were asked to identify the emotion that

the teacher expressed in response to their performance. The accuracy

rate (in percent) for each emotion-is presented below:

"No Unpleasantly Pléasantfy

Emotion © Surprised Surprised Anger Pity . Relief Pride
9L.7 . 100 . 94.7 6].] 61.]." 61.] L7.4

Ty : .
. - n .
U Thus, emotional responses were validated twice. These results,

't

however, raise 'sometquestions4about'differences between intended and
. o . ' . 4
perceived emotions which are beyond the scope of this paper.

when analyzing ;He questionnaire results, though, Ss_ were divided ac-
cording to the emotion they percéfved the feagher as e;préssin; for
several reasons. %irst, in Weiner;s sce studies® he exp{icif]y fold
, . . i .
subjects which emotion the teache} é;presskdl_ahd'}n his re;rospective

account studies subjects recalled incidents in which they peréeived the -
teacher as expressing a certain emotion. So in order tc directly com-
"~ pare our findings to those of Weiner, we grouped Shbjects~accofding to

the emotion that they perceived rather than according to the emotion

\
? - s .
 Questionnaire . '

that the teacher intended. ' ; , . - e

i ~

= Inasmuch as attributions for success often differ from attributions

’

‘for fai]ure; we firstlaéked Ss. to indicéte whether or not the téacher
fhought they did well. Then,—}n order to facilitate Ss' thinking about

the .teacher we ''primed' each S with an open ended attribution question

" (e.g., "Why -does the teacher think you did/did not do well?"). In order

J .

to be confident that we were accurateTy assessing'5s' perceptions of the

9
O
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the\?blﬂowing cover story:

'ftween”the'teacher~andnthe.S*___‘_a‘_

teacher's attributions,'we asked each attribution question three dif-

ferent ways (see appendix 1). “The final "attribution score" for each
- factor was computed by summing*the Ss"responses to all. three questions.
Procedure

The experinenter introduced him- or herSeff to 'the § and_presented

—

You are aboiit to participate in an experimental program
developed for the training of future teachers. You and a
graduate student in. education will comprise one of several
teacher-student teams involved in performing a series of

tasks (you will be the student and he will be the teacher).
Your team will be compared to other teacher 'student teams on
test scores. Also , your teacher will evaluate your results

and discuss -them with me. After each task you will be asked
to complete a questlonnalre concernlng your .experiences as a
student in thlS program. Do you, have any questions?

A

3

P

One purpose of this cover story was to increase the importance to -
‘the S.of performing well (beéyond Ss' “natural commitment to research') -

thus the '"evaluation' by the experimenter and the competition between

" teams. - The other main functiongwas to create the impression that the

teachers had a stake in the_S's‘performance. This was an attempt to
N . T T . W

_provide a context in which the teacher's emotional response to the S's

performance would appear appropriate. . : ¢

After the cover story,. each S was introduced to the teacher, and

* the tuo were given a few minutes to get acquainted. Teachers were given

o}

a standard background, which they could mention when appropriate, and
[ AN s

4 2

'_were also encouraged to ask the S about hlm or herself._.Although

(

‘ - ]
teachers were monitored throughcut the study. this acquaintance session

Ty

was largely unstructured. and the interactlon-relatiyely spontaneousw

- . . P ]
e

Our purpose here was to establish atxleast-a minimal relationshib be-

The teacher then gave the S_a brief lesson on how to-slee,
o : . \ o ’
1 \
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anagrahs. This lesson included explaining to the S what an anagram was,
some .strategies for soclving them and some illustrative examples. The

teacher then handed the S a test consisting of five anagrams, told the $

e P

that s/he waulg/HSye approximately seven_m?nutes to wdrk and left the

NSt

room.
Ddring fhfs.time thé experimenter randomly chose one_éf thevsevén

emotions. .By raﬁdomfy selecting an emqtion‘gt this fime, we‘achiéved

two_goars: 1):the‘teéch§r could not let his knowledge of the emotion in-

fluence his interaction with the S during either the acquaintance ses-

sion or the lesson, The teacher was allowed some time to review the
: , .

videotaped.version'of his |emotional expression which had "passed'" a .set
pres: P .

.. | . . )
of judges.-. --After approximately seven minutes the teacher returned to,

" the S, looked over_His or ﬁer examt'and;responded.with one of the fol-

) i

lowing seven emotions: . X

Anger: ''You only got three out of five. That's notfa very good
score. Well, {'11 just bring fthis to the experimenter."

Pity: *'You only got three out. of five. Well, don't.feel too bad._
Maybe you'll do better next time." | ;
Positive surprise: "Are you finished? You got three right!
That's great, |'m impressed." |
Negative surprise: ‘'Haven't you finished? You had iplenty of : .
time.\ I can't understand why you only got three out of
five." - ’ ' . |

Pride: "'You got three right! That's a very good scofé. A'm glad
to have you as my student.' ‘ : ) e ‘

Relijef: PThénk goodness. .You got three out of five. ‘Now | can
take this to the experimenter.' o R

No emotion: '"You got three right. Now:l1'1] take this to the ex-
perimenter." oL v i -

The teacher left the room after expressing thé’emotion, and the ex-

~

\“ . V . # - . I
B .\ R ’ 1
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Lot . ,""‘LR - . ’ =
(no emotion group (p<.05 for all six contrasts). Thus, these emotional -
- ) i . cC - . ? " ° -

perimenter returned with the questionnaires. |In order to eliminate

/ e e el R . )
Highly suspicious Ss the experimenter asked the 5 to “degctibe the ex-

periment in your 'own words.' And, ‘indeed, -one S expressed some

suspicion at this point and was removed from.subsequent analyses. A]l

.other Ss, however, -did not indicate any suSpicionfaHd-were then given

the attribution questionnaires. After completing the attribution ques{
- il s

tionnaire, Ss received the validity‘check and a ‘postexperimental ques- e

tionnéire (see Appendix 2). Ss were debriefed upon completing the pos-

tq*périmental questionnaire. , -

%
Results .

\ The segment of our analyses reported here-foéhsgs on perceptions of

\,

the; teacher's attributions. Initial results revealed no sex differen—. |.

. . . - ) . ) .
ces, so groups were collapsed across the seéxes. Table 1 present the
‘ ) . : / . -
means for perceived effort and abilityvaitributions for each emotion

-

(these results are discussed below). :

Insert table | about here

L.

Efforj

\

One way-analysis of variance was performed .to determine the effect

‘ - : | N
of emotions on perceptions of the. teacher's\attributions to effort.
Thi:zs computation revealed a highly significant dfffe?ence_amoﬁg emotions
. . E

(F(6.121)=5.99,‘p<.0001). Further, pairwise contrasts illustrate all

<

six emotions led to greater perceived effort attributions ‘than'did the

-~

P - M \

. responses dffferent}éiiy influenced Ss' perceptions:bf the teacher's

belief about the role effort played in determining~théir perfo;mance.

[ -

'1“2 _ _ | //{, ._ .

/

!
t

T1V

{
f
/

|

i
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Ability - -,

And indeed the “success'. group perceived the teacher as-making sig-
nificantlyvgreater effort attributions than the “failure" group (two-

tailed T(127) =3, 95. p< 0001) . Thus the differential impact of positiver

.

versus negatlve emotlons on percelved effort attrubutlons was apparent]yr"”

. ! . / v
largely'mediated by the feedbdck each emotional response provided
LN ! .

s

regarding the S's performance.

l

\ The elehént Qf'surprise;hight also help account fer the rather

\

large impact of emotional responses on perceived effort attributions.

Iy .
Consequently we contrasted the effort attribution scores of. the surprise

'emotions wnth the non-surprise emotions, (reluef positive surprise}

v

negative-surpruse Vs. plty, anger, and prude)‘ ‘ This analysis

demonstrates that the surprise emotioqs led to significantly lower at-

: .(tributions}tg effort (F(1,121)=7.63, p<.0l). Apparently surprise led Ss

o,

n ) N < i L - * ) \ - - N
to perceijve, the teacher a$ making fewer..effort attributions, regardiess

e ce . o A Wl
of whether the surprise emotion was positive or negative.
. : /

°
« T v
\

We performed one way<anarysis of variahee in ohder to determine the

'

effect of emot:ons on percept:ons of the teacher s attrubut:ons to .

abnlnty Thle analy5|s revealed marglnally s:gnuflcant differences

~among emotions (F-(6, 120)~] 96 p<. 08) . There was not a great deal of

“variation in the nmpact of the emotions on ablluty attrlbutuon;. ‘Thus,

thIS ftndlng illustrates that emotlons lnfluence ablllty attrlbutnons

' sumllarly, An_explanatuon further supported by paurwuse comparlsons of

each emotion to the no em&gion“contro] grou W Every emotlon eXCept pxty

~

five contrastS).- The notion: that all the em tnons affected perceived

'led to stronger ability att ibutions than dlj no emotion (p<.05 for all

ability. attrlbutlons similarly was further s pported by contrasts whlch



Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L o Y
. ) ! . . .
revealed no sighificant differences between the surprise and non-

/

surprise ghotiohs (p>.7),. or between: the negative and positive emotions

(p>.7) -,/,; o SRR A

!

9

e - . - —— - = - ——————— - —

. e e - - - ———— - - - - - - -

Comparison.of Effort aﬁd/;bi]ity Attributions
' Thus far w?/pégé ana;yzéa the impact'of emotions on:éffort éttribu—
tions separaéef; from theiﬁ'impact_én ability attribut?oés. However,
: \
based on the work of Weiner we expected to find differences within emo--
. l . .

" tions on effort and ability attributions. In order to directly comEére

the effort and ability attributions produced by each emotion we ber-

~-fo'rmed'a one way ANOVA Qith repeated measures {the repetitibn being ef-

. . : - "
fort vs. ability attribution scores). |If the emotions varied in their
impact uponyeffbrt‘and abiiitytattributions, then‘this analysis would

yield a significant interaction between emotion and attribution. The

| N

interactibh, however, was not significant (E(6,118)=1.5, p>.15) .

- = - - -~ - - -, " - - — -

Thus, .this interaction term demonstrates that there was no at-
tribution difference within emo%i ns after accounting for the overall
diffetghCe between perceived ability and effort attributions

(F(1,118)=L.0k4, p<.05). What can exb]ain this general tendency to per-

ceive the teacher as attributing their performance -more to ability than

e

effort? The two most fike]y candidates again appear to be the effects
. \ :

|

-
e




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

—— - = ———— - = o =00 - - - —

PR
Our first step in fur ther elucidating how the impact of these af-

fective responses varied was to compute a contrast of the attribution

scores for the positive and negative emotions. This ana]ysisfrevealed

a

that the positive emotions IEd_to significantly greater attributions to

effort than did the negative emotions (F(1,121)=6.22, p<.02).. Apparent=
f - .

ly, when the teacher's emotions were positive, Ss were more likely to

thipk that the teacher attributed the quality of their performance to

effort; o ' . ; » , .,ﬁ4'/
| The remaining duestion concanF Qhether'ofﬂﬁgéwehg difference be;
tween poéitive and negaf{Qe.émbtions was primarily affesu[t of thé'dif-(
ferential fqub;ck brbvided_b; eacH type of respbnse.% If feedback is an
important in%]uence on perceiQed attributions then neg%tive-emqtidhs
shou]d.usdally lead S5s to perceivjng that the teacher Ehought thef
failed, and positive emotions should usually lead Ss to perceiving th;f
the teacher thought the}.succeeded. ~in fact, 46 out of 55 Ss perceiQing
p%sitiQé emotions indicated that the teacﬁer tﬁought they'succeeded; and
a]% 52 Ss perceiving.negative emotions‘indi;ated that ihezteacher'

thought they failed. This result is highly significant (chi-square=77,

df=5, p<.0001). Furthermore, if feedback is the pr. influence on

14

“perceived attributions, then the difference in perceived attributions to

effort should be even greater. when comparing '"success" with ‘"failure"

-

groups, than when comparing the positive and negative emotion groups.

2
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feedback and Surprise - ' N
S, ’ : ) , . o
In order to compare the positive and negative emotions, we first

15

computed a”diffefgpcé score for each § (score"fpr perceived aﬁﬁlity at~

tribution minus score for perceived effort attribution). A T-test on *

these scores revealed that -the ‘negative emotions did indeed produce

slightly gréater differences albeit maréfnally, bztween perceived at-

tributions to ability and effort than did positive emotions (two-tailed

T=Tl97,.df=102. p<.06) . ‘Furthermore, thé'differences between perceived

<

ability attributions and effort attributions for the negative emotions

was also significant (two-tailed paired T=2.69, df=50, p<.01), while
N
there was virtually no difference at all for the positive emotions (two-

)

tailed paired T=.22, df=52, p>.8).

This result again suggested a possible mediating role for Ss'wber;\y

iled. We

ceptions of whether the teacher thought they succeeded or fa
. X . !

already know that these perceptions (success or failuré) were 1arbely~

determined by the teachers' responses, so we simply needed to discover
y 4 . :

i

whether or not grouping-Ss by this perception would result in an/even

greater difference between attributions. Indeed, the difference between
. - { . f
. !
- . : ey e . , / .
perceived effort and ability attributions were greater among those who
. i {

believed the teacher thought they failed than among those who believed

o - \ .
the teacher thought they succeeded {iwo-tailed T=3.02, df=125, p<.004).

Furthermore, while the difference between perceived abi]ifxﬂapd effort
o . ; N j

~attributions for the "failure" group was highly significant (two-tailed

!
paired T=3.98{ df=73, p<.0003), we found no such differenc:f for the

. \ B ‘ ) "
“"success'' "group (two-tailed paired T=.48, df=52, p>.6). |
: /

" other words:

1) When Ss believed the teacher thought they succeeded (wh}éh was large~ .

f
/

" 1
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- ly a result of the positive responses), they perceived no difference in

the teacher's attributions to effort and ability; 2) When Ss believed.
the teacher thought iney failed (which was largely a result of the nega—<

tive emotions), they perceived ‘the teacher as att}fbuting their per form-

ance more fq aSil}ty.than effort; 3) This diffeneﬁ;éjbetweed the.“sucr
cegs“ and l.'1’a.ilure“-groups (;s well as between thé”posftiVé and negative
emotion,grqups)?was sfbnificant. Apparen{?; then, the main e}fect;in'
d}catfng a seemingly general fendency to perceive the teacherias makfng\'
greater ability éttrjbutions (;ee table 4) was largely due to the at-.
tribgtional.differences assoéiéted with ;he negative emotions (because

v \

the positive emotions produced no differences) . ,

-

_:We performed similar analyses to dg§§rmine theiimpact of surprise
on ﬁerce{ved attributions. The éurprisé emé{ioﬁs,fhoweQer. did not
cause'significantly greater differences between pefceivéd attribytions
to ability and effort than did;non-sufbrise emotfons (two-iai]ed T=1;15,
df=102, p>.25); Nonetheless,.thé'surpfise emotiong did produce sig-

nificantly greater -perceived ability than effort attributions (two-

. tafled paired T=2.24, df=69,; p<.03), while the non—surprise'emotions did

not (two-tailed paired T=.39, "df=33, p>.6). Therefore the iﬁpact of
surprise may also help explain the general difference between perceived-
ability and effért‘aitributions/we found in our one way ANOVA with

repeated measures, although prébably not. to the same degree as. the feed-

back factor.

- Discussion

]n.sqmmary, our findings include: 1) All emotional responses

" produced greater effort and ability attribuf{;ns than did no emotion

. / T .
(with the exception of pity and ability attributions). 2). Overall, emo-
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tions led to greater ability attributions than-effort attributions.

B

Moreover, there was little variation in the impact of the emotions on

ability attributions. 3) Responses containing positive emotions or

posltlve feedback led to. signlficantiy greater effort attributions than

'_dld responses containing negatxve emotlons and negative feedback. h)

,_The eiement of surprise in the emotionai response reduced perceptlons of

effort attributions and also resulted in greater attributions to abiiity
than to effort. The difference between surprise and non-surprise emo-

\tions was not significant, however.

S _ o o ..
The |Impact of Success and Failure on Perceived Attributions )

 Our findings indicate that the magnitude of effort attributions was -
largely mediated‘by Ss! perceptions of whether or not’ the teacher
N .
thought they succeeded;‘ The group‘of Ss who believed they received / -
positive. feedback perceived that_the teacher made reiativeiy high-effort
attributions, whiie'Ss who beiieved they received.negative feedback per-
ceived that the teacher made lower attributions to effort. |
Why shouid pos|t|ve feedback iead to greater perceived effort at-
tributions than negative feedback7 Eccles and Wigfleid (in press) indi-
cate that students wnth positive achievement motivation generally at- .

A

tr|bute success to .ability and faiiure to ltack of effort. whiie: stuoents

“with negative achievement motivation attribute faiiure to lack of

abi'lity and success to external causes. In addition, they suggest, that

perception of personai_controi,over outcomes characterizes -high

achievers, but not low achievers. ThlS type of process could at ieast

~partially account for our findings as foiiows: If the teacher s reac-

1

tion conveyed the message that when the '§ succeeded the teacher felt s/ .

he was. positively motivated, and that when the S failed the teacher felt

N ]_8'
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s/he was negatively motivated (this messag= can be impliclt, impres=<
sionjstic, -and is not necessarlly phenomenologically thought of in terms
of "achievemeht motivation') then: 1) both the "success" and '"failure"

\

Ss would believe thefteacher attributed their performance to abillty,

“and 2). the ”failure” Ss- would percelve the feacher to make fewer eftort

attrlbutlons because they also would see the teacher as belnevung they

had less control ver their performance. 0ur results follow this pat-

-

tern.
: . . i . . ) . -\ .
Obviously we‘cannot'definitively determine from these data whether

\

or not Ss oercenved implicit. messages about the teacher's view of thelr

achievement motivation. Moreover. at. f|rst glance it may be dlfflchlt
ot

to understand how such a message could be successfully conveyed in a’

snngle, relatively brnef lnteractlon; Nonetheless, Ss lack of

1 .
famulnarlty W|th both the teacher and the s|tuat|on (an experlmental a2

/
laboratory s tudy. |7volv1ng the one~to-one teach|ng of anagrams) may have

left them part|cularly susceptlble to reactlng to whatever |nformat|onal A"

cues”were provided. And our Ss may have been especually sensitive to

\ i

" the teacher's reaction to ‘their performance bedause such cues provided

the only information regarding the teacher's perception’ of them,

Messages convey+ing whether or not the teacher thinks a- student is

positively motivated may contrlbute to the eXpectancy conflrmatlon

process. despite .the likelihood that emo ions'have a lesser impact on

self-attributions than perceived"attrlbutnons (Coleman. Abraham, and

MﬁJussim.'in preparation). If. the teacher is the main source of-feedback‘

regarding performance, then consistent feedback over time.suggesting
that the student is simply-not motivated may ultimately infldence self--

\‘2:_1 . -
attributions, self-concept, achievement motivation and performance.



. .Despfte ourvfindings, when students fai&, teachers need not neces-
i SRS sarilx convey a negative view of the student’s motiyatfon and'aoility.

‘ .Teachers.usuaIJy interact‘with students on an ongoing basis»and’haVe
many opportunities'to indic&te uhether they believelthe'student can and/
or des|res to do. we]l (as opposed to our. one-tmme only lnteractnon)
Indeed, Eccles and W|gf|eld (|n press) suggest:that the cnucualfmedlator
between present and future performance |s.poth theateacher's and'the“
fstudentﬂs be]iefshregarding their aBility»to control future performance..
.|ronically, therefore, teachers;who.believeithat‘performance is largelyv

due to uncontrollable characteristics of the student may be more.suscep-

. 'tib]eﬂto,seTf—fulfiliing prophecy‘effects than teachers who believe they

ol

can and do influence students' performance.

Surprise
. The' element of surprise inherent in relief, positive surprise, and

! _negatlve surprise produced in lesser percelved attrubutuons to effort

o

than- abllnty than the non- surpr:se emotlons (pnty, pr|de, and anger)
Thns pattern, was less striking, however, than the pattern of attribu-
tions associated“with success and failure. In some ways our data.do not
\ provxde a strong test of the |mpact of surpruse. Surprfs .in this con-
\ 3

text, conveys a vuolatnon of expECtat|ons. Thus a. stronger test would

compare surprise wnth messages clearly |nd|cat|ng'that the teacher_s ex-

.pectatlons were:- conflrmed as>we11 as with other ambjguous messagesa.sln
"our study surprlse was only compared to ambnguous messages (pity, pride,

and anger) . Nonetheless, surprlse reduced effort attryputlons whether
it conve?ed'that the teacher had expectedAthe student:to:perform poorly

_»\- - A . ) - P

(positive surprise, relief), or that the teacher had expected the stu—"

ERIC
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:ceptions of the tedcher's attributidns;

dent to perform better (negative surpriseé). .In other words, emotions

containing surprise did have at ]eastfa moderate ‘influence on Ss' per-

The impact of surbrise may |n part be. due to its implicit”message

-

regarding control. _When we have/a great deal of control over outcomes

) We'can'usually'predict them accUrately. However; when outcomes_differ

/
/

from our expectatlons, especlally when we prevnously thought we could™

control the outcome, we are lnkely to fee] surprlsed.‘ Qonsequently, we

s ER
b, -

feel that e|ther .our actions had effects we dxd not |ntehd, or that we
/ .

/ -
/ . -

did noi really have_any 1nf1uence>atvall.> ln either'case, our prior
’/ . . . / . ‘. ° ' )
sense of control attendates. " Perhaps, then, the surprise emotions led

Ss to perceiQe that the teacher attribdted the%r performance more.toxﬁ
abi&ity (which'isréeen as a etable, minimaiTy'Contro]Labie characterjef'

A : . - : -
tic) than effort Séhich is seen as unstable yet controllable), because
by ite nature,’gdrprise implies that the outcome Qas due mdre to dn:
controMable than controllable factors.

Emotions Compared with the No Emotion. Control Group
-iThus fér»we have discussed the role of feedback and surprise.’ upon

perceived'attributfons. The impact of .these emotions, however, goes

beyond snmply |nform|ng people whether thelr performance conf:rmed the

_teacher's eXpectatlons; and whether the teacher felt one succeeded or

failed. -In fact regardless of whether the emotion conveyed SUCcess’
failure, queﬁexpression of emotion led to greater perceived attfibu-
tions than did no emotion. o

One dlfflculty in interpreting these findinds iS'that the teacher's

"no emotlon response contained nelther clear feedback, nor .much (if any)

affect.v'Therefore we cannot definitively determlne the relative con-

Rd.
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tributions of these factors to the no emotion findings. Future research

coa

3 . bn'affect?éttribution links could include a condition devoid of much'af-

' fect, but wh}ch‘contgins feedback concerning how well fhe student per-

formed on the test. Nonetheless it seems clear that the lowér attribu-

tion scores associated with our ‘no emotion group are due either to lack

. ~ of feedback, lack ofraffeqt. or both, and we diécués these factors in

, more detail below. .

v

Why did some emotional- response lead to gréater‘perceived'attfibu-
tions to both ability and effort? One possibility is that almost any

emotion,fndicates some type of‘pérsonal interest'and/or commi tment on

" the paFt_of'the teacher. If this is true, then students mﬁght believe

‘that interested/committed teachers'ére concerned, and thihk a great deal

about the reasons for students'bperformancé (as opposed to more distant

teachers who, by definition, are not very concérned"abouf_stﬁdenfs). C

. p o .
Thus students would ‘perceive a .teacher expressing any emotion at all as
S ' - . . g .
making:greater attributions for their performance.
Another explanation is simply that our no emotion respbnse conveyed f

litfle information of any-kind, so that 5s had no criteria .for inferr}ﬁgf

. ~

the teacher's attributions. They would not.necessarily need to think
the teacher is les$ interested, but would simply hzve less info#métion/

for'inferfing the teacher's causal 'ascription. . In the no emotion conqﬁ—

- !/
- ]

fion. our 5s may have been uncertain.aboug whether the teééher.af— 7 g
.- . tributed their perfpfmaﬁcexto any single factor ;nd“asﬁa conquuenc%,

Fhey were less willinb to indicate that the teacher strongly, or éygn

moderately, attributed fheir perfprmahce to'any}paftfculaF faétor/

"Even this seemingly less interesting explanidtion of ‘the no emotion

results could have important.implications. lnsfead of feeling that lack
v ) 2 :) - : ‘ ©
) K » -
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of emotional expre€Sston cdmmunicates disinterest, Ss might have felt

that lack of feedback connotes indifference. And indifference,

. whatever its cause, would'ﬁrobably»léad to lower perceptions of the

-

teacher's attributions. ‘We would speculate, ~then, that teachers who oc-

ﬁcasiohally; and in _appropriate circumstanceslaffeétive]y fespond-to_stu-

o : L .
dents' performance do indeed convey more of a personal interest in those
i ’ ' B~

students, - than do teachers who rarely respond emotionally.

Affect-Attribution Links in Face-to-Face Interaction ' \

One goal of this study is to compare the affect-attribution links

.

that occur during social interaction with those found in previous

“studies of (Weiner, et al, 1982;_and Graham & Weiner, 1981). Of course
the only possible direct comparisons involve the negative emotions
(anger, pity,'and.negafive §UfpriseL[Abecau§e these are the only emo-

tions included ir both sets of research. Indeed, & simple perusal of

6ur'tab]e of means {table 1) reveals although'fhat there are-both

s -
'

similarities and differences between our findihgs and those of Weiner.
in Weiner's research as well as our study, anger is most strongly as-

sociated with perceived'attributions to effort? Hdwaver, Weiner finds

. clear differences between 'the patterrn of attributions associated with

&

each emotion, while we find no'siganfcant differences among negative

emotions'. Moreover, fn'our study{ an uinéasantly surprised response

does_not-lééd'tdmﬁfgh;per&eptithLofmeffqrE attfjbuffons.'while Weiner

finds it to be rather strongly associated with effort attnibutibn;.
in addition, the impact of emotions on perceived attributions to

ability deviates substantially from the fjndihgs of Weiher.' In contrast

i

e i

- - ) ' N L,
to Weiner's results, our data indicates that both anger and negative
éurprise are strongly linked to perceived ability attributions--these

23
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links are even stronger than the assoc:atlon between these emotlons and.

e

effort. Flnally, plty leads to the loWest (rather than highest) - per-

- : " N . - //“
ceived ability attributions. o . ) S0
. . - . . N - . I \ 7

What can account for some of these rather sharp diffefences? Al-

though weicannot'definitiyely:ansWer this question, we can note¥some im-
portant dﬁfferences between these studfes. Perhaps the most obvnous

difference .is between the use of scenarios, retrospectuve accounts, and
! . .’ . - T T L. '

N ' / - face-to-face interactions. When Ss read scenarios and remember past,
events they are obviously not directly involved in an interaction. As .,

Weiner'him elf has suggested (Weiner et al. 1979) he may have only suc-

»

ceeded in assessing naive theorles of how emotions and attributions

should go ogether, rather than how feellngs actually do |nfluence

. . % : . i
causal ascriiptions. ,

There were also some important differences in the ‘situations Ss.

confronted iin each experiment. OQur Ss faced a relatively unfamiliar

4

situation (i oividually.]earning how to solve anagfams from a student

téachér.as part of a‘laboratory experiment). Weiner's Ss, on the other

hand considerled classroom interactions in the form of scenarios or

memories. .Although our Ss may have been more persohally involved,

Weiner's Ss were at Jeast thinking/ about situations which in some ways

pproximated’real c]assrooms. Thesefsituational differen-

'

more.closely

-
'

ces may ‘accounit for much of the d:fference in findings, although

ﬁtpr§§i§§wahOym nd why,these-dJssmlear+t|es in methodology 1ed to dif-

ferent batternf of ‘results rémains unclear.

/

< 0 /// . Conclusion L ' S

/

Much prevjous work on"selt-fulfi]fing prophecies has examined dif-

o

%

O
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ferences in behavior directed toward the target, the effect of the per- .

ceiver's expectations on the performancé of the target person, and how

o - L \ ' L L _
.expectations develop. Little research, however has .investigated the na-

o ture of the process(es) by which differential treatment leads to varia-
: G . _ A . . ) : g

- . - . . \ S
~" “<tions in performance. In particular, how targets respond to specific

A

~ .
{ P L : . . : .
types of differential .treatment has received little attention from so-

cial psychologists. Although we have not examined subsequent perform-
| . Ve : .

ance in jour study, we héVé“ThVéEE}gated onéfbotehtial‘procgss by whiéh

teacher expectations may ultimately -influence the -student. The main as-

sumétion underlying our research has been Fhat the effégt of differen-..
tial treatment of. students is largely mediatéd by the_stUdents' own cog-
nitive and affective responses to interactions with the te;cpef.
Moreover, despfte the_disdrépanciés the two sets of findings, we
beliéve«that~Weiner's research, as well as our study, has'convincingly\k

demonstrated the impcrtance of affect in some person_pergéption and at-

- -~ - tributional processes. This small body of research‘indicates‘that: 1)
When we remember our iEactions to our own performance on different

tasks, we strong]y associate different emotions with particular attribu-
: = . . :

tions {e.q., Grahaﬁ\and Weiner, 1981); 2) A teacher's emotional expres:

P ) . N ) .. ) !
sions influence outside obServers! (or at least readers') perceptions of -

the teacher's attributiqgg_jg}g., Wéiner}'et-af; 1982}} 3) Teacher's
o -~ - emotions influence students' perceptions of the teacher's attributions

. (this study); 4). Teacher's emotions may influence students' own attribu-
y L - i .

tions (quemaﬁ, Abraham, and Jussim: in preparation).

b -
=

Eccles and Wigfield,(1§83), however, suggest.that beligfsﬂregard?ng‘

one's ability to control future performance is the crucial mediator be-
) o - : ) 7
tween past and future performance (rather than attributions for current

s —
. c . - ; gt .
: . .
. . o ' a 1

O
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and bast performance) . AlthoughAthis hypothesis hés"yét,to be empiri-
R s ) : . n . . ot
" cally tested, it does seem to be an insightful idea. Just prior to,

their discussion of controllability of future performance. however, Ec--

cles and Wigfield indicate that a-prevéﬁent behié% (étfleasﬁ:among
Americans) is that ability is a stable;7re1atively uhé]terébTe facfpr.

Apparently then, this-leaves effort as the major remgfnihg controllable -

factor.s;Furthermoré, whether we attributgﬂpast performances to con-

“'ﬁ\f\Trojjpble factors or uncontro1lable‘facng§ will haveé an influence on

our beliefs about the;;ontrdllabilitybof future performance in similar,.

situations. Therefore al though there may be individual and cultural
differences in beliefs regarding which factors are controllaﬁlé.'fn'
general ‘there will be a strong helationshfb befween'attributiohs for

past per formance and beifefs about theacontréllabilfty of future per-

formance. Ncnetheless, it would be both Feasonable and relatively easy

for future research examining the-influence of specific kinds of_teachEF
c0 - : S .

¢ o

behaviors to incorporate direct assessments of students beliefs about

their ability to control future perforﬁaﬁce.(as well as their‘bercep-

tions of the teacher's beliefs).

Furthermore, the sometimes striking EMfferences between our find-

-ings and Weiner's strongly suggests that various situational and contex-

" tual factors may influence affectrFattribution links. In.some ways, our

study is more comparable to-supervisor-supefvisée (or employer-employee)
A s _ ) T .

interactions than to teacher-student interactions. Superisory
relationships, more than most educational relationships, are charac-.

;terized byiindiViduals working with and being trajned by a supérion‘

(this was exactly the situation confronting our $s). In fact superiors

in the workplace may respond emotionally to subordinate's performance \

”

. . .
r .

28
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to such communication.

with some frequency. For example, most of us wéﬁldvprobably have little

v !
difficulty idaginiqg the boss becoming angry at' soméone for failing to

do his/her job; or expressing pride in an employees' special accomplish-
ment; or. .in being relieved that an important‘dead1ine had been met. Al- 4

thbugh.we know of Tittle research .nvestigating the nature of affective-
ly laden communications in supervisory relationships, we believe that

this, too, could be an interesting and fmportant_realm for examining

affect-attribution links and the role of éognitive/affectfve processes

Our research, thodéh, and . much of Weiner's Ke.g. Weiner et al.
1982; WeTner: et él. 1979; Weiner, 1979) hag been.motivated by the

potentiai iﬁboff;n;é'of affegéjve comﬁuni}afioﬁ.in éducationa& contexts.
Liqtle»re;ea;ch; i% any; has airectly investigéted the role affect plays

in real classroom situations. For example, teachers criticize low

achievers more thah.high_achieversfﬁér failuré, and they praise -the lows

less than highs fpr successes; -they don't provide feedback to the public

reéponses of lows;’;Hey,pay‘less'attehtion to, and interact less with

lows; they smile less and expreﬁsffewer supportive and immedijate non-
verbal behaviors to lows. 4Therefore,‘imbortant_issues for future
research include investigations of .the frequency and_nature of affective

expressions in actual classrooms,.as well as .the responses of students

~r

We also believe that futUrg,reseafch’éhould investigate the nature

-

of affect-attributionxlinks among differing racial and chltUréi,groups;
1t is'certainly'possible,that attributions for simi1ar'behaviors véry

across cultures (as well as’ across American sub-cultures). In addition,.

N .

the interpretation and.norms for the expression of specific emotions may
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“also vary from one culture to another (Ekman and Oster, 1979). Thus the

fn?erences and meanings members of different cultural groups extract
from a set of emotional expressions (or any kind of communipation) may
shar;Iy cohtrast with bne,aﬁother. We also expect such fnéerpretjve and
communicative differences would contribute to cross-cultural variations
in behavioral responses.to séemingly simi]ar‘interpersoﬁal’behaviOrs,
Moreovert'such research could increase our.undérstanding of the inter-

. I
personal processés by which miscommunication occurs between members of

: s ) . :
different ethnic, racial, and/cultural_groups-both within the U.S. and

internationally (see Hall, 1969; Erickson, 1979, for a discussion of:

some of the sources of miscommunications).

Finally;.fqr the purﬁgéé;of more fully,unders;anding self-
lefilTing prophecies in educational and occupational settings, 'ad;1
ditional .research should diféct]y-investigate the impact of various af-
fective and cognitive procégses on subsequent performance. Inasmuch as
self—conceptuand,self-schemas may .play vital roles in determining per-

formance, we are particularly interested in examining the relationship

between perceived attributions ‘and self-attributions. in fact, we will

continue to analyze our data to discover whether there is bi-directional

influence, uni-directional§influence. or little influence at all between

\
‘

perceived and self-attributions. Additional research\is needed to ‘

-

" determine whether percéived or self-attributions more strongly fnfluen-b

ces subsequent task performance. We would specu]éte{ however, that: 1)

Self-cohcept and .self-schemas mediate much of the information on past

Ed

performance as well as the influences on future performance; 2) Assess-

ments made at a single'point in time of an individual's perceptions of a

superior's'beliefS'abbut him or her will not be strongly related to sub-
. . - " B .
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sequent task performance but prolonged exposure to a superior's consis-
, tent messages about one's competence will eventually affect one's self—““\\\\\\‘

concept and, therefore, influence future achievement.

Much of current social psychological theory and research focuses on

social cognition. Consquentiy we now have an 4mpréssiVe array of';on-.
ceptual tools (e.g;. éttributions. scripts, sqﬁemas, etc.) which could
be useful in'understanding how individuals respond to their social en-
vironment. Therefore, wé encoﬁrage the use of addition51 social cogni-
. \tive concepts in future research on interpeésonal interactions; Indeed
the behavioral confirhation process inherentlylincludéé'such traditional
social psychologjcallgpﬁcepts as expecta;ions{ stereotyﬁés and_interper-

sonal‘influehce. We feel that self-fulfilling prophecies are an espe-

X ) o . .
cially rich theoretical context for future.research on the functioning

of social cognitive, perceptual, and affective proéesseSﬂ

l1See Snyder, Tanke, and Berscheid, 1977, for an excellent attempt to
""map' the behavioral confirmation process in male/female social interac-
tions. - : . . ' ' '

2Relief usually results when an antucnpated negative outcome fails to
occur. Consequently we ‘believe it contains an important element of
surprise. : B '
. . . . _ r .

- ' ) lWe followed th'is procedure for every -emotion except pride. After
several attempts, two out of three actors still failed to meet the 70%
criterion. However, we felt the positive effects of uUsing several en-
coders exceeded the negative effects of Using difficult to decode ex-

pressions of pride. Inasmuch as we grouped subjects by ‘the emotion they
perceived, we felt it was not overly detrimental to use actors who . »
> fa:led to meet the 70% criterion for pride. . IR

‘Because two surprise emotions are pogitive and only one .is negative

. (and only one non-surprise emotion is positive while two are negative) a
simple contrast of surprise.minus non-surprise emotions would be con- _
founded by the effect of positivity/negativity. We 'used the following SOREY
contrast because it equalizes the positivity/negativity of ‘the surprise - e
and non-surprise emotions: (pride + .5(anger + plty)) - (regative .
surpr:se + 5(posut|ve surprlse + relief)). :

' - "

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



References

Brophy, J. E., and Good, T. L. Teacher's communication of differential
expectations for children's classroom performance: Some behavioral
data. Journal of Educational Psychology, 1970, 61, 365-37k.

Bradley, G. W. Self-serving biases in the attribution process: A -
: reexamination of the fact or fiction question. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 1978, 36, 56-71.

Burstall, C. The Matthew effect in the classroom. Educational
Research, 1978, 21, 1-25.

Coleman, L., Abraham, J. & Jussim, L. Explof}ng self vs teacher percep-
' tions in affect-attribution links, (in preparation).

Cooper, H. M. Pygmalion grows up: A model for teacher expectation com-
munication and performance influence. Review of Educational

Research, 1979, 49, 389-L10.

Darley, J. M. and Fazio, R. H. Expectancy confirmation processes 'aris-
ing in the'social interaction sequence. American Psychologist,

1980, 35, 867-881.

.-Dweck, C. S. The role of expectations and attributions in the.

Dweck, C. S. & Bush, E. S.' Sex differences in learned helplessness:
~Bifferential debilitation with peer and adult evaluations. :
Developmental Psychology, 1976, 12, pp. 147-196. alleviation of
learned helplessness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy., ]975v llv 671“_685- . o/

p 4

Dweck, C. S., Davidson, W., Nelson, S., and Bradley, E. Sex differences

in learned helplessness: |1. The contingenties of evaluative feed-
back in the classroom and !ll. An experimental analysis. Develop-

~ mental Psychology, 1978, 1&, 268—276W

Eccles, J., and Wigfield, A. Teacher expec%ations and student motiva-
tion. tn J. Dusek (Ed.), Teacher Expectancies. Hillsdale, N.J.:
L. Erlbaum and Associates, in press. ’

Ekmén; P. and Oster, H. Facial expressions of emotion. Annual Review
of Psychology, 1979, 30, 527-55h4. , v ’

a ' : ]

Erickson, F. Taiking,dowh: Some cultural sources of miscommunication in

interraciaJ’Tﬁterviews. In A. Wolfgang {(ed.) Nonverbal Behavior:
Applications and Cultural Implications. New York::Academjc Press,

1979.

~ . -~

29

T —

Good, T. L. How ;eachers'“expectafions affect results. American Educat’

tion, 1982, 18, 25-32.

Graham, S. and Weiner, B. An attributional analysis of some commonly.
experienced emotional states. Paper presented at the poster ses-

30 -



30

sion entitled "Attribution Research' at the 8th annual convention
of the American Psyphological Association. August, 1981.

Hall, E. T. The Hidden Dimension. NY: Doubleday, 1969.

Heider, F. The Psychology of Interpersonal Relations. New York: Wiley,
1958. . '

Kelley, H:H. Attribution theory in social psychology. In D. Levine
(Ed.) Nebraska Symposium on Motivation (vol. 15). Lincoln: Univer-
sity of Nebraska Press,. 1967.

King, A. S. Self-fulfilling prophecies in trafning the hard-core:
Supervisor's expectations and the underprivileged worker' s perform-
ance. Social Scnence Quarterly, 1971, 52, 369-378.

Markus, H. Self'schemata and processnng information about the self.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 1977, 35, 63-78.

Merton, R. K. The self-fulfilling prophecy. Antloch Review, 19#8. 8,
193-210. - )

Miiler, D.T., and Ross, M. Self-serving biases in the attribution of
causality: Fact or fiction? Psychological Bulletin, 1975, 82,
213-225. ! :

Richey, H. W., and Richey, M. H. Nonverbal behavior in the classroom.
" Psychology-in the Schools, 1978, 15, 571-576.

Rist, R. Student socié] class and teacher expectations: The solf- =
fulfilling prophecy in ghetto education. Harvard Educational
Review, 1970, L0, L11-L5). ) -

\

Rosenhan, D. L. On being sane in insane places: Sé?enoe. 1973, 179,
250-258. ' : '

Rosenthal R. On the social psychology of the self- fulfllllng prophecy
Further evidence for Pygmallon effects and their mediating
mechanisms. New York:MSS Modular Publications, Module 53, 1973,

Rosenthal, R., and Fode, K. L. Psychology of the scientist: V. Three
experiments in experimenter bias. Psychological Reports. 1963, 12,

Lg91-511.

P

Rosenthoﬁ, R,. and Jacobson, L. Teacher expec 1t|ons for the disad-
vantaged. Scnentlflc Amer.ican, 1968, 218, 19-23.

Snyder, M.,'Tanke, E. D., and Berscheidﬁ-E. Social perception and
interpersonal behavior: On the self-fulfilling nature.of social
- stereotypes. Journal of Personality and,Socia]‘Psychology, 1977,

35, 656-666.

Weiner, B. A théo?y of motivation for some ciaé%room experiences.
‘ Journal of Educational Psycheology, 1979, 71, 3-25.

-

31



Weiner, B. Some thoughts about feelings. Paper bresented at the Annual
T Convention of the American Psychological Association, August, 1981.

Weiner, B. The emotional consequences.pf causal ascriptions. Un-
published manuscript, 1981. U.C.L.A

Weiner, B., Graham, S., Stern, P., and Lawson, M. E. Using affective

.3}‘

cues to infer causal thoughts. Developmental Psychology, 1982, 18, -

278-286.

Weiner, B., Russell, D., and Lerman, D. The‘cognition-emotion process

in ach[evement-reTated contexts. Journal of Personality apd Social”

.Psychology, 1979, 37, 1211-1220.

Word, C. 0., Zanna, M. P.,Zénd Cooper, J. The nonverbal mediation of
seTf-fulfilling prophecies in interracial interaction. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 1974, 10, 109-120. :

2]

Zuckerman, M. Attribution of success and failure revisited, or: The

motivationaj bias is alive and well in attribution theory. Journal

of PerSonality. 1979, k47, 245-287.




32

TABLE -1

MEAN PERCEPTIONS OF ATTRIBUTIONS .TO EFFORT AND ABILITY.BY EMOTION

¢ : EFFORT - _ ABILITY 
.Pride= 11:18; : : Anger= 9.92
. . Ahger= 9.58 _ . Neg. Sufp.h-é.Bé
Retief= 9.25 : ~ Pride= 9.70
Pos. Surp.= 9.16 K : B Pos. Surp.= 9.6%
Rity= 8.00 : | o | Rejief= 9.42
‘Neg. Surp.= 652 — - o Pity=—8.62— S
No Emotion= L.55 No Emotjoﬂ= 6.72
. ‘
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TABLE-2

ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR EFFORT ATTRfBUT!ONS

Sdurcg/of/. Sums of : Degrees of Mean -
Variation “ Squares Freedoms Square F-Ratio
Emotions 495.00 6 82.50 L.99%*
Error '2001.2 121 16.54
*hp<.0001 .
) TABLE 3

" ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR ABILITY ATTRIBUTIONS

Source of Sums of Degrees of Mean
Variation Squares Freedoms Square " F-Ratio
Emotions 156 14 6. 26.02 1.962
Error 1594.7 120 13.29

ap<.08.
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TABLE L

ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (REPEATED MEASURES) FOR DETERAMINING THE
PACT OF EMOTIONS ON ABILITY ATTRIBUTIONS VS. EFFORT ATTRIBUTIONS

Sums | . Degrees .
) Source of of of Mean F-Ratio
. Variation Squares Freedoms Square
~ Overall Difference be-
tween ability attribu- L
tions and effort at- ‘. . :
tributions 48.58 1 L48.58 L, 0L
Attribution by emotion ' : .
interaction 108.13 6 18.02 1.5ns
Error. 1419.89 118 12.03
:‘:p< . 05
B3
1
/
7 Ll

S

34




