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ABSTRACT

The present study investigates the causal attributions of Arbaminch Comprehensive

Secondary School pupils, parents and teachers regarding pupils success and failure,
future academic outcome expectancy, and success and failure against pupils gender.
Causal Attribution Scale and Future Academic Outcome Expectancy Scale were
administered to: one , a random sample of 107 pupils from grade 10th and 11th (58

males and 49 females), two, 107 parents, and three, 12 teachers.

The result of t-tests and analysis of variance indicated that parents attributed pupils’
success to themselves and to pupils. Pupils attributed their success to the teacher and
themselves, and teachers attributed pupils’ success to themselves and to pupils. In
failure situation, parents tended to blame teachers and themselves, pupils tended to
blame external causes, and teachers tended to blame pupils and parents. Statistically
significant difference was not obtained between male and female pupils in their
attribution of success and failure. The three groups of attributers significantly differ in
their expectation of pupils’ future performance. Hence, parents showed high future
success expectancy than pupils and teachers. Furthermore, a significant difference was
obtained among the three groups in their attribution of success and failure against
pupils gender. However, gender by itself did not appear as a source of variation

throughout the study.

It was concluded that there was attributional difference between the attributers in their
causal explanation of pupils’ success and failure, future academic outcome
expectancy, and success and failure against pupils gender. However, the attributional
difference was not due to the gender difference but due to other variables which

influence their attribution.
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CHAPTER ONE
1.INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

Evaluation is as much a part of education as is teaching. In most schools and
universities pupils are regularly tested and evaluated by their teachers, who
communicate their appraisals in the form of grade. When the papers are handed back, or
report cards are sent home, students find out if they have succeeded or if they have failed
(Frosyth, 1986). How do pupils react to these academic evaluations? Forth further
revealed that the answer to this question depends upon their attribution, which

emphasize on "what did T get on the test?”” and why did I get this particular grade?"

In addition to the attribution of pupils regarding their academic outcome, members of
the school community (teachers, parents, administrators, etc.)have various assumptions
about the causal explanations that produce the various effects observed in the school
(Marsh, 1984). According to Christenson et al. (1983) instructional decisions are a
function of complex interaction between student characteristics ( traits), teacher
characteristics and other factors (e.g., material resources, pressurc from either the
community or school administration). Therefore, Guttman (1982) reported that pupils,
teachers and parents were studied for their causal attribution in order to learn the
attributional pattern of these groups and to test the congruence among them. Guttman
further stated that knowledge of the reason given by pupils, teachers and parents for
academic behavior in school will help those concerned to understand and deal with such

academic behavior.

Freize et al, & Weiner ( cited in Marsh, 1984:1291) suggested that one's attributions or
beliefs about the causes of success and failure are important mediators of performance in
achievement settings and have strong effect on how one reacts to one's own and other's

successes and failures. Supporting this idea, Abramson, Seligman and Teasdale (cited in



Davis & Stephan, 1980:237) argued that one reason for studying causal attributions in
achievement settings is their potential for influencing subsequent behavior. Identifying
the causal factors responsible for one's failure is the first step in understanding that

outcome, and may influence reactions to similar subsequent situations.

It was suggested that people attempt to enhance or protect their self-esteem by taking
credit for success and denying responsibility for failure. This notion of internal
attribution for success and external attribution for failure was self-serving bias or ego-
defence (Nicholls, 1975). Further, Luginbuhl et al. (1975), and Weiner & Kukla (1970)
reported that individuals do not employ the same causal explanations to their success
and failure. Hence, they tend to see themselves as being more "personally" responsible
for their successes than they do for failures and view "external" factors as responsible for

their failures.

Research findings elicited mixed results of sex related attributions that males and
females make for their success and failure. Freize (1976) and Valle & Frieze (1976)
have pointed out that since people appear to have lower expectations for females and to
make determental causal attributions about success and failure, females internalize these
beliefs and form maladaptive patterns. In other study, Bar-Tal (1978) further confirmed
that there is a tendency for females to attribute to external factors and to employ more
luck attributions than males mainly in situations involving success. Since expectancies
are held to reflect causal attributions (Weiner, 1985) it was anticipated that sex

difference in attribution might occur.

On the other hand, other investigators (O'Connell et al., 1982; Bar-Tal & Guttman, 1981;
Darom & Bar-Tal, 1981) found that sex difference did not emerge in overall analysis of
the data, nor did the presence of negative imagery significantly affect the attribution for

success and failure.



In the Ethiopian context, the issue of causal attributions regarding academic outcomes
has received little attention. Few studies have been carried out in relation to causal
attributions. Darge (cited in Yalew, 1996:51) reported little sex difference in causal
attributions whereas Tamire (1995), and Yalew (1996) identified that males more than

females attributed their success to internal factors, and failure to external factors.

The above studies have mainly concentrated on sex differences in causal attributions for
academic outcomes. Members of the community, mainly parents and teachers who play

an important role for pupils' academic achievement were not considered.

Thus, above all, lack of relevant local study, and the existing incongruity among
different views concerning gender differences in causal attributions, future expectancy
of parents', pupils’, and teachers' for pupils academic outcomes have initiated the
researcher to focus on an important and unexplored research question in the Ethiopian

context which has an implication for academic achievement especially at the high school

level.
1.2. Statement of the Problem

As mentioned above, although a lot has been said about causal attribution in terms of
success and failure, it is not surprising if one says that much work still remains
untouched in the Fthiopian context. Kelley's (cited in Weiner, 1985:548) states that, the
attributer is not simply an attributer, a seeker after knowledge; his latent goal in attaining
knowledge is that of effective management of himself and his environment. Further,
Weiner (1985) argued that once a cause is, or causes are assigned, effective management

may be possible and perception or guide for future action can be suggested.

Thus, the main purpose of this study was to investigate the causal perceptions of
parents’; pupils' and teachers' regarding pupils' academic outcome as well as their causal

perceptions in terms of sex and their expectation of pupils’ future academic outcomes.



The study also aims at investigating the importance of causes not traditionally included
‘0 attribution studies. In view of the above purpose, the study was designed to answer

the following questions.

1. What causal explanations do parents, pupils, and teachers give to explain
pupils' success and failure?

2. 1s there a gender difference in the causal attribution of pupils along the
dimensions of causality and stability?

3. Do parents, pupils, and teachers significantly differ in their expectancy of
pupils' future academic outcome?

4. Do parents, pupils and teachers significantly differ in their causal attribution of
pupils academic outcome?

5. Do parents, pupils and teachers significantly differ in their attribution of

success and failure along pupil’s gender?

1.3  Objectives of the study

The objectives of this study are to:

1. Determine whether or not parents, pupils and teachers ascribe similar causes
for success and failure.

2. Determine whether or not parents, pupils and teachers have similar expectancy
of pupil’s future performance.

3. Identify how much teachers known about parents and academic performances
of pupils.

4. Adapt causal attribution instruments in the Ethiopian Secondary School

context.



1.4. Significance of the study

Much is not known about what parents, pupils, and teachers attribute to pupils' academic
outcomes in FEthiopia, specifically in Arbaminch Comprehensive Secondary School.
This study is expected to have some theoretical and practical contributions that will shed

some light on the questions mentioned earlier.

The findings of the study would also help members of the school community (e.g.,
guidance and counselling officers, school administrators, teachers, parents, etc.) to

design appropriate measures for improving the teaching learning process.

Moreover, the findings of the study might also help interested individuals, mainly

educators and psychologists to conduct further research in the area.

1.5. Delimitation of the study

This study is delimited to Arbaminch Comprehensive Secondary School. This is mainly
because the researcher is familiar with the area, which facilitates the researcher’s

communication with teachers, parents, and pupils.

The study is also delimited to grade ten and eleven students. This is due to the fact that
grade ten and eleven students have better knowledge and information to attribute to the
subjects they learn, the teacher and the school since they have stayed in Arbaminch
Comprehensive Secondary School for more than a year. Whereas grade nine students
who have joined this school from different junior secondary schools immediately few

months before this study was conducted were excluded from the study.

Grade twelve students were excluded from the study to make the expected responses

consistent. That is, grade twelve students expect to pass the Ethiopian Secondary School



Leaving Certificate Examination (E.S.L.C.E.), whereas grade ten and grade eleven

students expect to pass from grade to grade in classroom examinations.

1.6. Operational Definition of Terms

Academic Achievement - Score of the student obtained from the evaluation of
the teacher.
Attribution - A cause one associates or relates to one's academic outcome. Also
called causal perception, causal ascription.
Expectation - Future expected result in terms of success or failure.
External - The cause of academic outcome outside the subject, something that
reflects an aspect of the situation or other person.
Failure - A grade which is considered as unsatisfactory by individual subjects.
Internal - The cause of academic outcome within the subject, something
that reflects an aspect of dispositional causes of behavior.
Outcome - Result obtained by the student in terms of success or failure.
Sex - Being a male or a female, also used interchangeably with gender.
Stable - The cause of academic outcome is something permanent (does not
change with time).
Success - A grade which is considered as satisfactory by individual subjects.
Unstable - The Cause of academic outcome is temporary and variable (change

with time).



CHAPTER TWO
2. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

2.1  An Overview of the Origin and Development of

Attribution Theory

In recent years, one of the most active areas of social psychological research has been
the investigation of how individuals in every day life “figure out™ what causes
behavior (Bar-Tal, 1978). Numerous studies have explained attribution theory as, a
theory that seeks to explain what the specific causes of that behavior is (Weiner,
1985; Feldman, 1990),the manner in which individuals interpret the causes of
behavior; either their own or that of another (Bar-Tal & Raviv, 1982),the reference
that an observer makes about the causes of behavior (Griffin, Combs, et al., 1983),
and to postulate an explanation or causes for a behavior (Storms, cited in Herzberger,

1979:2).

The first systematic analysis of causal structure was proposed by Hider (1958).
Therefore, several attribution researchers have credited Hider as the originator of
attributional approach in psychology (e.g., Frieze, 1976; Weiner, 1985; 1992). Hider’s
study (1958) originally proposed a one dimensional locus of control classification of
causality which are situational causes of behavior (environmental factors) or

dispositional causes of behavior (internal traits of personality factors).

In further assessment of achievement related behavior, Weiner —and his associates
(Weiner,1972b; 1974; Weiner et al., 1972; cited in Bar-Tal, 1978, :260) proposed an
attributional model that was based on the assumption that beliefs about the causes of
success and failure mediate between the perception of an achievement task and final
performance. According to these attribution theorists, individuals have been shown to
view the causes of their successes and failures as being due to four causal elements

(ability, effort, task difficulty and luck). Hence, following Hider these causal elements



were classified into dimensions of locus of causality (internal versus external) and

stability (stable versus unstable).

Further, Rosenbaum (cited in Weiner, 1985: 551; Weiner, 1979: 5) proposed adding

controllability (controllable versus uncontrollable) as a third dimension.

2.2  Classification of Attribution Theory

Recent findings have led to shifts in focus both attribution theory and research, with a
greater emphasis being placed on the dimensions of causal elements. The new

emphasis is reflected in the following statements by Weiner (1979:5-6).

In as much as the list of conceivable causes of success and
failure is infinite, it is essential to create a classification scheme
or taxonomy of causes. In so doing, similarities and differences
are delineated and the underlying properties of the causes are
identified. This is indispensable requirement for the

construction of an attributional theory of motivation.

Consistent result was found in the study of Overwalle (1989).

Studies have identified three causal dimensions of success and failure (Weiner, 1979,
1985; 1990; 1992 ). Two of these dimensions are particularly important: locus of
causality, this reflects whether the cause is something about the person who has
succeeded or failed versus something external to the person; while stability, refers to

whether the cause is under the control of the person or other people.

Attribution researchers further, Falbo, Frieze, Weiner et al, ( quoted in Bar-Tal, 1978:
260 ) reveal that the four causal elements ( ability, effort, task difficulty, and luck ) can
be classified into two dimensions: locus of causality and stability. Ability and effort

are considered internal because they originate from within the person, whereas task
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difficulty and luck originate from outside the person and are, therefore, considered
external causes. In terms of stability, ability and task difficulty are considered as stable
because they do not vary if the same task is reattempted, but effort and luck are

considered highly unstable because they fluctuate over time.

Other investigations, however, disagree with the original assumption of Weiner,
Freize, et al. (cited in Bar-Tal, 1978:260) that state individuals tend to use four causes
for explaining their academic outcomes. For example, Bar-Tal and Darom ( 1979 ) has
pointed out that the original causal elements of Weiner for explaining achievement
successes and failures may be too limiting. Hence, in their study, Bar-Tal and Darom
identified eight causal elements for pupils success and failure. Similarly, Bar-Tal and
Guttman ( 1981) compared teachers’, pupils” and parents’ causal attributions of pupils’

academic achievement and identified ten causal elements of success and failure.

Moreover, in his research work, Marsh ( 1984 ) argues that attributions cannot be
adequately summarised by a single internal or external score. According to this
researcher, factor analysis of self-attribution responses provide little or no support for
the dimensions typically hypothesized in attribution research. Russell (1982) suggests
that the placement of causal dimensions may vary greatly from person to person as
well as from situation to situation depending on the context. Therefore, the meaning of
common sense causal ascription cannot always be inferred from the original
taxonomy. Effort, for example, can be perceived as stable or unstable (Elig and Frieze,
1979; Weiner, 1979). Depending on the context, luck can be either internal or external
(Meyer, 1980; Weiner, Nierenberg, and Goldstein, 1976) and task difficulty can be
either stable or unstable ( Meyer, 1980; Valle and Freize, 1976).

According to Meyer’s (1980) multivariate investigation of dimensionality formation
and consequences in causal attributions of success and failure, there was no evidence
to suggest that subjects distinguished between causes on the basis of stable versus

unstable dimension. Meyer, further, reported that factor- analysis results showed that



difficulty of examination loaded into unstable rather than stable direction, the loading
for luck, rather than being negative, external direction, was near zero, and mood
loaded in the controllable direction rather than uncontrollable direction. These
unexpected findings are consistent with suggestions of Weiner (1979); Weiner,
Russell and Lerman (1979) which suggest that the nature of the individual causal
element is open to subjective interpretation and may vary from person to person and

situation.

2.3. Educational Implication of Attribution Theory

Application of attribution theory that has direct relevance to education was taken by
Weiner and his associates (Weiner, Frieze, Kukla, Reed, Rest and Rosenbaum, 1971;
cited in Bar-Tal, 1978: 259). Weiner et al., attempted to analyse individual’s
achievement-related behavior as determined by individuals’ causal perception of
successes and failures. Further, Weiner et al., suggested that individuals evaluate their
achievements as success or failure and that causal ascription pertaining the perceived
success or failure mediate between antecedents of attributions and achievement-related

behavior.

According to Kelley’s study (1982:13), attribution ideas have been used to solve a

number of practical problems. Among these,

1. In education - the effect of attribution on self-esteem and
persistence after failure.
2. In sport psychology - the explanations athletes give for winning or
losing and the effects of these explanations on
group motivation.
3. In clinical and counseling psychology - attributional
interpretations have been made for the problems clients bring to the

clinic and for the intervention procedures used in their treatment.
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4. In interpersonal relations - the attributions made and
communicated for important interpersonal
events such as in marital conflict and

separation.

Frosyth et al, (1981) reported that attributions about failure become important because
they provide means through which students can insulate themselves from the negative
implication of the performance or take full advantage of examination information that
may have a positive impact. Further, Folkes, Wong and Weiner ( cited in Graham,
1986:40) summarized that we are more likely to ask why following failure rather than
success and response to unexpected as opposed to anticipated outcomes. Therefore,
causal search is functional because it may impose order on a sometimes uncertain

environment,

Weiner’s achievement motivation theory (1979) found that the causal attribution and
the ensuing failure feedback on a test were expected to influence perceived control and
achievement in a subsequent performance. Supporting this idea Perry and Magnusson
(1989), in their investigation of causal attributions and perceived performance in
different instructional conditions, confirmed that students who accurately perceived
their performance as failure, a lack of effort (internal, unstable) attribution should
enhance personal responsibility for their failure and increase striving for success. A
test difficulty (external, stable) attribution should reduce personal responsibility and

offer less possibility of changing failure to success.

Moreover, emphasizing the importance and implication of attribution theory in
educational settings, researchers have argued that students’ attribution for their
academic outcomes influences their self-concept, well-being, and social-adjustment

(Ames, 1978; Weiner, 1990). Further, attributional explanations indicate students
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difference in their belief about the causes of their success or failure which have

implication in achievement behavior (Bar-Tal, 1978).

Weiner’s approach to classroom motivation and experience (Weiner, 1979; 1990)
reports the importance of causal attribution in explaining the consequence of academic
failure and success. According to this perspective, achievement striving, affective
reaction, and expectations concerning future outcomes are determined, in part, by
students attributional conclusion. Similarly, MaCmahan’s study ( cited in Davis and
Stephan, 1980:237) suggests that people utilize knowledge of their outcomes to make

causal attribution into subsequent expectations and decision making.

2.4. Individuals Causal Attributions and Academic OQutcomes

People characteristically tend to attribute an outcome to their own behavior (internal
orientation), or to the behavior of others, to chance, or to fate (external orientation)
(Hider, 1958). Based on this notion, a substantial body of literature has demonstrated
that subjects are more likely to attribute their own success to internal causes and
attribute their failure to external causes. For instance, Frieze and Weiner (1971) state
that people tend to attribute success more to internal factors and failure more to
external factors. In addition, the empirical investigation of Zuckerman (1979) confirms
that out of 38 studies, 27 (71%) found subjects taking more responsibility for success
than failure, while 2 (3.3%) found subjects accepting more responsibility for failure

than success.

The effect of attributing internal factors for success and external factors for failure
further discussed in the study of Feldman, Saletsky, et al. (1983) stating that internally
oriented persons would be more affected by, and more responsive to, expectations that
they think are based on their own competence than externally oriented individuals.
Conversely, expectations regarding their partner’s competence would be accepted and

acted on more readily by externally oriented individuals.



Miller (1976:901) quoting Miller and Ross suggests three reasons for individuals to

take responsibility for success than failure. These are when,

1. Individuals are more likely to accept responsibility for expected
outcomes than unexpected outcomes, and in general people
expect success than failure.

2 Individuals discern a closer covariation between behavior and
outcomes in the case of increasing success than in the case of
constant failure, where changes in behavior are not perceived to
be associated with changes in outcomes.

a. Individuals tend to hold an erroneous conception of contingency,
which leads them to associate control primarily with the

occurrence of desired outcomes.

Many authors have argued the divergent attribution for success and failure result from
the individuals motivation to maintain his or her self-esteem (e.g. Weiner, Freize,
Kukla, Reed, Rest and Rosenbaum, 1971; cited in Larson, 1977:430). Although
individual’s motivation contributed for attribution of success and failure, other
investigators, for example, Feather and Simon (cited in Larson, 1977:431) have shown
that attribution may also result from non-motivational process as prior expectations for

Success.

Moreover, studies examining causal attributions have also disclosed that individual
differences in making attributions are those associated with achievement needs.
Hence, according to Bar-Tal and Freize (1976), Kukla (1972) individuals high in
achievement needs differ in their attribution from individuals low in achievement
needs. In addition, Bernstein et al., (1979:1810) quoting Miller and Ross suggest that
in achievement situation, if high expectations are based on individual’s belief that they

possess the appropriate skills and will exert sufficient effort, then success will be



attributed to the internal factors of ability and effort. Failure, on the other hand,
disagrees with high expectations, and leads to external attributions such as luck and

task difficulty.
2.4.1. Parents’ Causal Attributions to Pupils’ Academic Outcomes

Parental involvement in students academic and social lives is one variable that would
seem-likely to have important potential for promoting students” academic achievement
(Bloom, 1984). In the educational domain, Parent involvement has typically focused
on specific activity, such as going to school activities and events (Epstein & Becker
1982), helping with homework, or number of contacts between families and schools

(Iverson, Brownlee, and Walberg, 1981 cited in Grolinick, et al., 1994:23 8).

Other investigators define parental involvement as, parents’ expectations of school
performance (Parson, et al. 1982), verbal encouragement or interactions regarding
school work (Epistien cited in Keith, et al. 1986:374), general academic guidance and
support (Bloom, 1984), and students’ perception of the degree to which their parents
influenced their plans for after high school and monitored their daily activities and

school progress (Keith, Reimers, 1986).

According to Ginsburg et al., (1993) parental involvement has beneficial implication
for children’s cognitive, behavioral and psychological development. Further, several
studies cited in Ginsburg et al., 1993:1462 report that parental involvement has been
positively related to children’s self-esteem (Loab, Horst, and Harton, 1980), internal
locus of control (Gurdon, Nowicki, and Wicheern, 1981), peer popularity and effective
classroom functioning (Bronstein et al., 1992), school performance, teacher ratings of
competence behavior (Grolinick and Ryan, 1989). Bloom’s study (1984) suggests that
parental encouragement and support through the elementary years has a very great
consequence for children over the many years they attend schools and colleges.

Similarly, Epstein (cited in Grolinick, 1993:239) argued parent’s involvement may
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convey to the child the importance of education. This might lead to more responsible

and independent behavior in school.

Feherman et al., (1987) confirm that parents might help their high school children to
achieve higher grades through monitoring their children’s daily activities, by keeping
close track of how they are doing in school, and by working closely with students
concerning planning for post-high school pursuits. On the other hand, the study on the
potential importance of parents as socialisation agents with regard to children’s
perceived academic competence suggests that children’s perception of their academic
abilities are related to parental perception of, expectation for, and standards to the
child academic abilities and performance (Parsons, Adler, and Ckaczala, 1982;

Phillips, 1987).

Some studies disclosed positive relationship between parents accuracy of judgment
and children’s cognitive development. Therefore, more accurate parents tend to have
competent children and are fairly good at judging their children’s overall academic
achievement (Miller, 1988). However, even though parents are good at judging
children’s academic performance, there are certain exceptions. For example, Cotter
Shoemaker’s study ( cited in Miller, 1988:270) reports that parents do err, the
dominant error that parents do is over estimation of the child’s ability. Further, Miller (
1988:270) quoting Entwisele and Haibuck, suggests that over estimation is also
common (although not inevitable) in parents prediction of their child’s academic

performance.

Lobel and Bampchat (1992) reveal that among a group of uniformly high achieving
children, perceptions of academic competence were influenced more by parent’s
perceptions than the children’s record achievement. In consequence, Miller (1988)
reports that parents of high-ability children appear to be more accurate simply because
their child’s performance happens to fit the generally optimistic expectations that

parents hold. On the contrary, Phillips (1987) suggested that parents of children with
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lower perceived academic competence are relative to other parents held lower

expectations, yet set higher standards for their children.

Some investigators suggest that there is mother-father difference in the accuracy of
judging children’s ability. Knight (cited in Miller, 1988:271) argued that possible
mother-father difference reported in terms of heredity versus environmental
contributions to ability, perceived influence of parent with regard to different aspects
of ability, and probable stability of a child’s behavior and attributers. Further, Miller
(1988) found that mothers generally have more experience with children, both their
own and others, than do fathers. Mothers should therefore be more accurate at judging

children’s ability.

All the aforementioned findings are according to the writer bear evidence for the
significance of assessing parents’ causal attributions regarding pupils academic
outcomes. Predictions on parental attributions (Bar-Tal and Guttman, 1981) assumes
that parents tend to believe that they exert a great influence on their children’s
achievements through genetic transmission and through socialisation processes. Thus,
the attributions of academic achievements to pupils’ internal causes are believed to
reflect parents’ own internal characteristics. Parents can, therefore, give credit to their

children for their achievements and experience ego-enhancement.

Bar-Tal and Guttman’s study (1981) compared parents’, pupils’ and teachers’
attributions and confirmed that parents tended to attribute their children’s success
mainly to home conditions and teacher’s explanations, while they attributed failure

mainly to home conditions, and child’s lack of interest and ability.

2.4.2. Pupils’ Causal Attributions and Academic Outcomes

Children’s feelings about themselves and beliefs about their abilities may be expected

to influence both their behavior and interpretations of achievement-related experiences



(Feather & Simon, 1971; Weiner, 1985). In a school setting, Weiner (1979) stated that
the search for understanding often leads to the attributional questions of “Why did I
succeed or fail?” or more specifically, “Why did some body gets a better mark on this
examination than me?” Further more, Weiner reported that within attribution context,
student’s beliefs about the causes of success and failure have a major importance in

understanding achievement related behavior.

Studies suggest three perspectives which can account for the impact of pupils’

academic outcomes on attributions (Frosyth, 1980; cited in Frosyth, 1986:20)

1 Attributional asymmetries are self-serving(e.g., Covington and
Omelch, 1979; Miller, 1976). According to this view, success
increases students’ confidence by attributing their performance
to internal factors. In contrast, failure can avoid students self-
esteem, deny responsibility for their performance blaming their
grades on external factors.

2. A logical, information processing explanation (e.g. Feather, 1969;
Feather and Simon, 1971, cited in Frosyth, 1986:20). According
to this approach, if students” outcome match their expectations
they expect to succeed and pass or expect to fail, they tend to
attribute their outcomes to stable internal factors. However, if
their outcomes violate their expectations, then they attribute to

unstable factors.

;A Interpersonal implications of attributions. Bardley (1978) argued
that because students performances are often public and the
subject of considerable discussion, students attribute poor grades
to external factors to avoid the embarrassment of academic failure
and attribute good grades to internal factors to create the

impression of competence.



According to Glaser (cited in Freize and Snyder, 1980:193) children come to the
classroom with wide individual differences. One important individual difference for
school performance may be the child’s beliefs about the causes of success and failure.
Therefore, students attribute their success and failure in ways to maintain positive self-

concept ability (Covington and Omelich, 1979).

Numerous studies have established a clear relationship between children’s
achievement and causal attributions for success and failure. For example, Bar-Tal
(1978); Glimore and Reid (1979); Griffin et al., (1983); Arkin and Marayama (1979);
and Marsh (1984) state that in situations with a successful outcome, high achieving
children attribute success to internal factors (e.g. ability and effort), whereas they
attribute failure to a luck or effort or external factors. On the other hand, low
achievers, attribute their success to factors beyond their control such as luck or task
difficulty while attributing their failure to lack of ability. However, Bar-Tal and
Darom’s finding (1979), disagreed with the finding that states, success would be
attributed more to internal factors than to external factors and failure would be
attributed more to external factors than internal factors. Hence, Bar-Tal and Darom
found that pupils tended to attribute success mainly to external factors, and failure

mainly to internal factors.

Studies have documented the effect of internal and external causal attributions on
academic achievement. Zuckerman (1979) revealed that the tendency to make more
internal attributions following success and more external ones following failure has
been interpreted in terms of self-serving bias providing enhancement and protection of
self-esteem. In another study, Freize and Snyder (1980) report that the major causes
used by most children to explain testing outcomes have an internal locus of control,
and that internal locus of causes produce strong affective reaction of pride and shame.
The implication is that the testing situation has a powerful impact on student’s self-
esteem. Similarly, Curren and Harich (1993) found that students who attribute failure

to stable lack of ability entertain a more bleak view of their academic carrier than the



one who attributes failure to unstable lack of effort. Curren and Harich, further
confirm that attributions for success to stable causes should have a positive impact on
one’s self image, whereas attributions for failure to stable causes should have negative

impact.

Feather and Simon (1971) argue that subjects who passed the examination saw ability
as a more important cause of their outcome than did subjects who failed the
examination (ego-enhansive), but, luck and task difficulty attribution were greater
following failure than following success (ego-defensive). Supporting this idea, Davis
and Stephan (1980) identified that high outcomes were associated with internal
attributions and low outcomes were associated with external attributions. Therefore, it
appears that students who perform poorly avoid the blame for failure by making ego-
defensive external attributions. These attributions enable them to make unreasonably
high predictions for future performance. Further, Kovenklioglu and Greenhaus (1978)
found that for successful students expected and actual future performances were
positively related to attributions to high ability and negatively related to attributions to
good luck . For failures, expected performances were positively related to attributions

to low effort and negatively related to attributions for low ability.

Assessment of causal perceptions for success and failure regarding advantaged,
integrated and disadvantaged pupils, Raviv, Bar-Tal, et al. (1980) reveal that
advantaged pupils tended to make higher attributions to internal rather than external
causes and to stable rather than unstable causes in the case of success. In the case of
failure, they tend to make higher attributions to internal rather than external causes.
Integrated and disadvantaged pupils tended to make higher attributions to internal
rather than external causes in the case of success. For failure, higher attributions were

made to stable causes as opposed to unstable causes.

Griffin et al., (1983) assessed the success and failure of college students’ performance.

The result confirmed that in addition to the four traditional causes of achievement,



attributions were made to teachers’ performance, interest in the course, and past
training. Further, the findings confirmed that successful students made higher
attributions than unsuccessful students to teacher’s performance, effort, ability and

interest.

Studies examining the causal perceptions of teachers” and pupils’ success or failure on
a test (Darom and Bar-Tal, 1981) disclosed that teachers attributed success to
themselves, to home conditions, and to effort and interest on the part of the pupil.
Teachers attributed failure to the pupils’ lack of preparation, to pupils’ low ability, and
to test difficulty. Further, Darom and Bar-Tal found that causal perception of pupils

was similar to that of teachers.

In a similar study, Bar-Tal and Guttman (1981) compared teachers’ pupils’ and
parents’ causal attributions regarding pupils’ academic outcomes. The result suggests
that pupils tend to attribute their success mainly to their own efforts, teacher’s
explanations, and their own diligence and ability, while they attribute failure mainly to

a lack of parents help and difficulty of tests.

2.4.3. Teachers’ Causal Attributions for Pupils’ Academic Outcomes

Research supports the value of teacher judgments as indicators of school environment.
Barko and Cadwell (1982) reported that teacher judgments of pupil attributes are
particularly important issues because so many decisions about pupils are based on
teachers’ perceptions of the pupils’ performance. Similarly, Dusek and O’Conell
(1973) argue that teachers’ own judgments were very good predictors of students’
performance. William’s (cited in Bennett, et al., 1993:347) further confirmed that high
school teachers’ perceptions of students conformity to the classroom behavior norms
added considerably to the prediction of academic grade over and above prior

achievement and background.



Pupil may fail or succeed on tests given by the teacher. The causes that explained by
the teacher for the outcomes achieved by the student may have an effect on teachers
expectations concerning pupil’s future achievement (Bar-Tal, 1978). In turn, teacher’s
expectations may influence pupils achievement behavior (Rosental and Jacobson,

1968; cited in Bar-Tal and Darom, 1981:233).

Different authors quoted in Bar-Tal and Darom (1981:233) found conflicting results
regarding teachers’ perception of pupils’ performances. For example, Johnson,
Feigenbaum, Weiby (1964), Beckman (1970), and Brandt, Haiden, and Brophy (1975)
reported that pupils’ performances may lead teachers to some what biased causal
perceptions of the pupils’ success and failure. On the other hand, Beckman (1973),
Ross, Bierbrauer and Polly (1974), and Ames (1978) did not find any biases in

teacher’s causal perceptions.

Morcover, other studies have considered teachers’ attributions regarding pupil’s
academic outcomes and reported interrelated results. For example, according to
Marson (cited in Cooper and Lowe, 1977: 1488), teachers are more influenced by
negative information about students than they are by positive or neutral information.
Cooper and Lowe (1977) state that teachers perceive smart students as more
personally responsible than average students for success and dull students as a more

personally responsible for failure.

Another study ( Bennett et al., 1993) identified that teachers® perceptions of boys’
academic skills were more negative than the perceptions of the girls’ capabilities.
Furthermore, Bennett et al., revealed that students who were perceived as exhibiting
bad behavior were judged to be in academically poorer category than those who
behaved satisfactorily regardless of their scholastic skill and gender. However,
teachers’ gender biased outlook was not supported in the study of Hoge and Butcher
(1984). The study suggests that there was no evidence to show that the pupil’s gender

as a biasing variable in the judgments. However, there were indications that the pupil



ability variable was a source of bias for some teachers. Similarly, Shaywitz, Shaywitz,
Fletcher, and Escobar (cited in Bennett et al., 1993:348) found that teachers rated boys
lower than girls on ability and achievement, although standardized tests indicated no

such disparities.

2.5 Gender - Role Effects on Achievement Attributions

A number of studies came with inconsistent findings regarding sex differences in causal
attributions. Some researchers argued that there was a significant sex difference
between male and female pupils regarding their attributions of academic success and
failure (e.g., Simon & Feather, 1973, Nicholls, 1975; Bar-Tal and Frieze, 1976) while
others reveal that there was no significant relationship between sex difference and

academic outcomes (Marsh, 1986; Gaeddert, 1987, Bar-Tal & Guttman, 1981).

Studies examining sex differences and causal attributions of success and failure posited
that females use unstable and external attributions for success more than males (Deaux,
cited in Bierhoff and Bierhoff, 1982:25). In a similar study, Deaux & Emswiller (cited in
Goeddert, 1987, 688) noted that females attribute failure to stable factors, such as lack of
ability, more than males. Further, there is a tendency for females to be more external
and to employ more luck attributions than males, and females rate their ability less
highly than males in situations involving success (Bar-Tal & Frieze, 1976; Simon &

Feather, 1973; Bar-Tal, 1978).

. Griffin, et al., (1983) established a significant relationship between male students'
perceptions of their success and their attributions to stable factor (e.g., ability). For
females, success was correlated with attributions to more unstable factors (effort,
interest). These correlation are constant with experimental studies which have shown a
strong tendency for males to make ability attributions (stable) and for females to make

attributions to unstable causes (Bar-Tal & Freize, 1976; Deaux & Farris, 1977).



Several studies disclosed sex differences regarding success and failure among students.
Thus, boys have higher expectancies for success than girls (Crandall, Feather, cited in
Nicholls, 1975: 675), females feel and function relatively poor when the task is
presented as important ability measure (Nicholls, 1975), girls react less positively than
boys to intellectual challenge (Hoffman, Maccoby, cited in Nicholls, 1975:380), males
expect higher performance than females in masculine task (Rosenfield & Stephan,
1987), and expectations are always higher for males than for females at least in task
oriented situations (Deaux, 1976; cited in Bierhoff and Bierhoff, 1982:27). Further,
researchers reported that boys see high ability and the demonstration of high ability as
more important than do girls (Miller, 1986), girls display greater willingness to attribute
poor performance to low ability (Dweck & Reppucci, 1973; Nicholls, 1975), girls may
see intellectual competence as less appropriate, boys are more likely to engage in ego-
defensive attributions (Zuckerman, 1979), and to attribute failure to luck and success to

ability (Nicholls, 1975).

According to Dweck, Goetz, & Strauss (1980), attributions may be partly responsible for
certain sex differences in academic achievement. Hence, Dweck et al., confirm that
males tend to be exposed to more negative feedback than females. However, they tend
to attribute this feedback to non ability factors (e.g., teachers explanation, lack of effort).
Tn contrast, failure feedback for females focuses on ability. In consequence, girls tend to
attribute their success to external factors, while blaming themselves for their failures

(Deaux, cited in Frosyth, 1986:31).

Studies demonstrate that females would be expected to do less well than males. Hence,
observers would be less likely to attribute females success to their ability (Frieze, 1976).
Supporting this idea, Bierhoff and Bierhoff (1982:27) quoting Kiesler report that sex
stereotypes contain different traits for males and females in which males are described as
intelligent, competent, and active. While females are seen as warm, emotionally

expressive, and tender. Similarly, Feldman-Summers et al. (1974), suggest that if



females are believed to have lower abilities then when they do succeed, their successes

should be attributed to other causal factors and less to ability.

On the other hand, a substantial body of literature disagree the sex-role effects on
academic outcomes. For example, Marsh (1986) investigating self-serving effect,
pointed out that sex was not correlated with the self serving effect. Thus, the size of the
self-serving effect appeared to be similar for boys and girls. Consistent results were
found in the study of Simon and Feather (1973); Smead & Chase (1981); O'Conell and
Susan (1982), and Gaeddert (1987).

Moreover, the study of Bar-Tal and Guttman (1981) compared teachers'; pupils' and
parents' causal attributions of pupils’ achievement. The result revealed that there was no
difference in answers between male pupils and female pupils nor between mothers and

fathers in the causal attributions of academic performance and expectation for future

performance.

2.6 Causal Attributions and Future Academic

Achievement Expectations

Several researchers have pointed out the role of expectancies on academic achievement.
For example, Valle & Frieze (1976) suggested that future expectations have important
implications for decisions about hiring, promoting, admission etc. Similarly, Mayer
(1987) stated that person's expectations concerning task influence the person's academic
behavior such as choice of tasks, persistence, and intensity of effort. Furthermore,
expectations that students hold about their own performance affects their behavior

(Rapport & Rapport, 1975; Zenna, Sheras, Cooper, 1975).

Weiner (1992) posited the expectancy principle which states: changes in expectancy of
success following an outcome are influenced by the perceived stability of the cause of

the event. According to Weiner (1992:285) this principle has three corollaries.



Corollary 1: If the outcome of an event is ascribed to stable cause, then
that outcome will be anticipated with increased certainty, or

with an increased expectancy, in the future.

Corollary 2: If the outcome of an event is ascribed to an unstable cause,
then the certainty or expectancy of that outcome may be
unchanged or the future may be anticipated to be different

from the past.

Corollary 3: Outcomes ascribed to stable cause will be anticipated to be
repeated in the future with a greater degree of certainty than

are outcomes ascribed to unstable causes.

In his investigation, Weiner (1992) identified that expectancies are recorded after failure
due to four causes; ability, effort, task difficulty and luck. Furthermore, Weiner (1992:

28) reported.

If locus of causality determines expectancies, then the value
following ability and effort should differ from those following task
difficulty and luck as the causes, for these pairs are internal and
external in locus of causality, respectively. On the other hand, if
causal stability influences expectancy of success, then expectancies
after the unstable causes of effort and luck should differ from (be
greater than) the expectancies given the ability and task stable

attributions.

According to Convington and Omelich (1979), expectancy is predicted to vary directly

along the stable/unstable attributional axis. Specifically, expectancy is said to be higher



when failure is attributed to unstable elements (effort, luck) and lower when ascribed to

stable elements (ability, task difficulty).

In subsequent research, Bar-Tal (1978) reported that the stability dimension affects
cognitive changes in expectancy following success or failure. Thus, according to Bar-
Tal, when one perceives one's successes as caused by good luck (unstable external
factor), the resulting expectancy is that failures might occur in the future. Attribution to
lack of effort (an internal unstable cause) in failure situations results in a higher
expectancy for future success than attributions to stable causes. Failure attributed to lack
of ability results in low-expectancy for future success. Ability is stable and success
attributed to ability results in high expectancy for future success. Attribution of success
to ease of task, a stable cause result in high expectancy for success, and attribution of

failure to difficulty of task result in low expectancy for success.

Feather, Feather and Simon (cited in Simon and Feather, 1973:46) confirmed that
unexpected outcomes, whether success or failure, would be attributed to good or bad

luck and expected outcomes to internal stable factors (ability or lack of ability).

In another research, Frosyth et al. (1981) pointed out that individuals who failed
expressed the most negative expectations when they felt their performance was caused
by external, uncontrollable factor. Conversely, individuals who succeeded expressed
some what more positive expectations when they felt that their score was the product of

internal controllable factors.

Using a paired analysis technique, Kovenklioglu (1978) found that for students who
succeeded on the tests, expected and actual future performance were positively related to
attributions to good luck. Whereas for failures, expected performance was positively
related to attribution to low effort and negatively related to attributions to low ability.

Study on pre-and post- performance assessment of university students attributions on

examination performance (Davis & Stephan, 1980) suggested that when students' actual



performances are consistent with high expectancies, the students emphsize ability and
effort in explaining the success. However, when actual performance is low, ability and
effort are de-emphasized as causes and the low outcomes tend to be attributed to the
difficulty of the test. Simon & Feather's study (1973) argue that when peoples outcomes
confirm expectancies, they are attributed to the factors which constituted the basis of the
expectancies. When expectancies are not consistent, however, the belief on which they
were based become subject to change and these factors will tend to be de-emphasized in
the attribution process. Thus according to the above authors (Simon & Feather, 1973;
Davis & Stephan, 1980) if people base their expectations on internal factors, and if they
expect to do well, then they will attribute success to internal factors, while failure is

attributed more to external factors.

Feldman & Theseiss (1982) studied the joint effects of teacher and students
expectations, and the result confirmed that students performance was a function of
teacher's expectation in which teacher's attitudes and rated competence were affected by
their expectations regarding the student, and the students' attitudes were affected by their
expectations about the teacher. Further, Feldman & Theseiss argued that students were
affected by their own expectations about the teacher when they expected that the teacher

was very competent, and the students viewed the teacher and the lesson very positively.

Jones & Goethals (cited in Feldman & Bernisten, 1978: 732) suggest that early
performance determines an anchor or expectation to which later success or failure is
assimilated. Supporting idea was found in the study of Feldman & Bernisten (1978) and
argued that there is a primacy effect in self- attribution of ability. Hence, early
performance tended to be the major determinant of both prediction of future success and
recall a prior performance. Further, Valle & Frieze (1976) demonstrated that predictions

for the future are determined by both the initial expectation and the actual performance.



CHAPTER THREE
3. DESIGN OF THE STUDY

3.1 Subjects

Three groups of subjects took part in the present study: parents, pupils and teachers in

Arbaminch Comprehensive Secondary School.

A pilot study, the objectives of which were to test and improve instruments, was carried
out on pupils of two grade levels. Altogether, there were 60 subjects who participated in
the pilot study. That is, 30 students from grade ten (19 male and 11 female), and 30
students from grade eleven (20 male and 10 female) were selected and used as a pilot
group. They were randomly selected using the list of grade ten and eleven students

obtained from Arbaminch Comprehensive Secondary School.

The main study was designed to be conducted on: one, a random sample of 120 pupils

(67 males and 53 females) selected from 16 sections, (i, e. from grade ten, 43 (22 males

and 21 females) and from grade eleven,77 (45 males and 32 fema]es)); two, 12 teachers

teaching in one of those grades and sections; and three, 120 parents (one parent from
each pupil). Pupils were selected using a random number table after listing males and
females separately and a random selection was made on the basis of the proportion of

males and females in each section.

However, due to unavailability of 13 parents (due to unwillingness, repeatedly being
outside home, work schedule or being away from the locality), pupils with missing data
of parents were excluded from the final analysis . This reduced the number of pupils to
107 (58 males and 49 females) from grade ten, 41 (21 males and 20 females) from grade
cleven,66 (37 males and 29 females) and the number of parents to 107 (56 fathers and 51



mothers). The 107 pupils were divided for 12 teachers and each teacher filled a

questionnaire for an average of 9 pupils that are thought by him.

3.2 Procedure

The study employed two measures: one, "The Causal Attribution Scale for Academic
Successes and Failures" developed by Tamire (1995) and two, "Future Academic
Performance Expectation Scale" developed by Frosyth and McMillan (1981). In
addition to the structured causal attribution scale, open-ended items were employed to

identify other perceived causes of success and failure.

Before conducting the pilot study, the items and the directions were translated to the
Amharic language by experts (two English and two Amharic language teachers of Addis
Ababa University). This was made to overcome any language problem of the subjects in

understanding the items and the directions.

Furthermore, out of the 20 items developed by Tamire (1995), four of them were found
consisting of two ideas which made the items confusing. Therefore, to make these items
clear, the ideas were expressed separately which raised the original 20 items to 24. The
instrument was used by modifying the direction and restricting the scale to 4 than 5. This

was made to make the instrument appropriate and clear for the subject.

Finally, the 24 structured items together with the open - ended items were then tested on
a pilot study on a randomly selected sections on pupils who were not part of the main
study. The pilot study was carried out after pupils received their English and
Mathematics grades of the mid-semester examination of the first semester. Based on the
scores of the pilot group, the reliability of the scale was computed. The scale was found

to be sufficiently reliable (Cronbach alpha =0.78).



According to the results of the pilot study, one item deviated from the cut-off point of
the scale and was discarded from the final instrument. At the same time, the open-ended
item yielded two other perceived causes of success and failure (suggested by 25% of the

respondents). This raised the final instrument to 25 items.

In order to administer the final instrument, 6 assistants (teacher candidates from
Arbaminch Teachers' Training Institute) were selected and oriented on how to
administer the instrument. The instrument was administered after pupils received their
first semester English or Mathematics grades. Teachers and parents were contacted
separately to fill the questionnaire. ~For those parents who were illiterate, the
questionnaire was filled by either the researcher or his assistants. The questionnaire that
was given to parents, pupils and teachers contain the same items and instructions

(except for the instructions given to parents and teachers for the purpose of respect).

33 Instrument

3.3.1 Questionnaire

Causal Attribution Scale

The instrument consisted of 25 items which are perceived causes of success and failure.
Pupils evaluated their academic performance of the first semester as success or failure.
In addition, teachers and parents evaluated pupils performance in the same way. Based
on what they evaluated, they rated the importance of each perceived cause on a four
point-scale (4= Highly Important, 3 = Important, 2= Less Important, and 1 =

Unimportant).

Future Academic Outcome Expectancy Scale

The instrument consisted of an item in which parents, pupils and teachers rated their
expectations of pupils future academic performance on a five point scale (5= Very High,

4 = High, 3 = Medium, 2 = Low and 1 = Very low).
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3.4  Data Analysis

After the data was tabulated and organized, the analysis was carried out using

appropriate statistical procedures.

First, to investigate whether there was attributional bias among the three groups, the 25
causal attribution items were combined into four groups: Parent-related causes, pupil-
related causes, teacher-related causes, and external causes by three judges (graduate
students of psychology). Then multiple t-test was computed to see the statistical
difference of the four groupings. In addition, one-way analysis of variance with
repeated measures was computed to test for a significance difference between each

group of attributers and the four groupings.

Second, analysis of variance with factorial design (2 x 2) was performed to test
significant difference between pupils’ sex and their academic outcome (success and
failure). Furthermore, a t-test was computed to find out whether or not there was a
difference of causal perception of academic outcome between male and female pupils
along the dimensions of causality and stability. Here, the 25 causal attribution items
were classified into internal-external and stable-unstable dimensions by three judges
(graduate students of psychology) based on Elig & Friez's classification (cited in Darom
and Bar-Tal, 1981: 285) and Tamire's (1995) classification.

Third, one-way analysis of variance was carried out to see the statistical difference
among parents, pupils and teachers in their expectation of pupils future academic
outcome.

Fourth, analysis of variance with factorial design (3 x 2) was performed to find out
statistically significant difference for success and failure among the three groups. The
statistical analysis comparing the causal perceptions of parents', pupils' and teacher’s'
was performed only with those cases in which there was agreement between parents,

pupils, and teachers with regard to the evaluation of the grade as success or failure. This
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restriction was used because of the correlated nature of the data (i.e., a parent, a pupil
and a teacher evaluated the same grade). Thus, the analysis was carried out in 63 cases.
In 47 of the cases there was agreement between parents, pupils and teachers regarding
the evaluation of grades as failure, and in 16 of the cases there was an agreement

regarding the evaluation of grades as success.

Finally, analysis of variance with factorial design (3 x 2 x 2) was performed to find out
whether there was statistically significant difference among the three groups in

classifying pupils academic outcome (success and failure) along pupils gender.

It should also be noted that Newman-Keul’s test (Broota, 1989) was computed to
identify the group(s) contributed for the total variation. Further, Duncan's post-hoc
comparison (Broota, 1989) was employed to test the difference between the three groups

in estimating pupil's future success. All significant tests were done at o = .05 level.
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CHAPTER FOUR
4. RESULTS

The results of the main study are presented in the following sequence: causal
explanations of parents', pupils', and teachers' for pupils success and failure, effect of
pupils gender on their academic outcome, future academic outcome expectancy as
perceived by parents', pupils’; and teachers', attribution of parents', pupils' and teachers
for pupils academic outcome, and attribution of parents', pupils' and teachers' for the

academic outcome of male and female pupils.

4.1  Causal Explanations of Parents', Pupils' and Teachers'.

Parents', pupils', and teachers' causal ascription of pupils' academic outcome were
assessed by combining the 25 perceived causes into four groupings: Parent-related
causes, pupil-related causes, teacher-related causes and external causes. The results are

given in Table 1.
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Table - 1
Number of Observation, Means and Standard Deviations of the Four Groupings

of Attributions by Parents, Pupils and Teachers.

Causes
Group of | Outcomes | Pupil-related | External Teacher- Parent-
Attributers causes Causes related related
Causes Causes
Success M 3.15 2.62 3.05 3.15
Parents (n=32) SD 0.5230 | 0.4580 0.8407 0.6502
Failure M 1.89 1.85 2.08 2.07
(n=75) SD 0.7197 | 0.5415 0.9158 0.9905
Success M 3.10 2.58 2D 2.94
Pupils (n=29) SD 0.7428 |0.5124 0.8075 1.045
Failure M 1.84 3.16 2.16 2.14
(n=78) SD  0.637 0.5460 0.9337 1.08
Success M 294 241 339 261
Teachers (n=44) SD 0.5257 | 0.4989 0.5932 0.7420
Failure M 335 1.94 1.89 3.08
(n=63) SD  0.3889 | 0.4274 0.9083 0.6730

Note: - Attributions are expressed as means on a 1-4 scale with higher
means indicating greater attributions.

- The means were compared only with in rows.

As depicted in table 1, parents attributed pupils success to pupil-related causes
(M=3.15), to parent-related causes (M=3.15), to teacher related causes (M=3.05), and to
external causes (M=2.62). Whereas failure was attributed to teacher-related causes
(M=2.08), to parent-related causes (M=2.07), to pupil-related causes (M=1.89), and to
external causes(M=1.85). For success, statistically significant difference among the four
groupings was obtained between pupil-related causes and external causes (t=4.3124,

P<0.05) between external causes and teacher related causes ( t =-2.5398 ), and between
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external causes and parent related causes (t = -3.7696, p < 0.05). Statistically significant
difference was not obtained in failure situation. High attributional variability of parents
was obtained in failure situation. That was, parent-related causes (SD = 0.9905), and

teacher-related causes (SD = 0.9158). (See App. E)

Pupils attributed their success to teacher-related causes ( M = 3.23 ), to pupil-related
causes ( M = 3.10), to parent-related causes ( M = 2.94 ), and to external causes
(M=2.58), whereas pupils attributed their failure to external causes ( M= 3.16 ), to
teacher-related causes (M= 2.16 ), to parent-related causes ( M = 2.14 ), and to
themselves ( M = 1.84 ). Pupils' attribution of success showed statistically significant
difference between pupil-related causes and external causes ( t = 3.1085, < 0.05 ) and
between external causes and teacher-related causes ( t = -3.664, p < 0.05). For failure
situation, except the comparison between teacher-related causes and parent-related
causes, (t = 0.1238, p > 0.05), all the other groupings yielded statistically significant
difference by a multiple t-test. Furthermore, pupils attribution showed high attributional
variability for teacher-related causes ( SD = 0.8075 and SD = 0.9337), and for parent-
related causes ( SD = 1.045, and SD = 1.08) in success and failure situations

respectively (See App. E)

Teachers attributed pupils success to teacher related causes ( M = 3.35), to pupil-related
causes ( M = 2.94 ), to parent-related causes ( M = 2.61 ), and to external causes
(M=2.41). For Failure, teachers attributed to pupil-related causes ( M = 3.35 ), to parent-
related causes ( M = 3.08 ), to external causes ( M = 1.94 ), and to themselves (M=1.89).
For success, multiple t-test between the four groupings showed statistically significant
difference between pupil-related causes and external causes ( t = 4.8570, p < 0.05),
between pupil-related causes and teacher-related causes ( t = -3.4300, p < 0.05 ),
between pupil-related causes and parent related causes ( t= 2.407, p < 0.05 ), between
external causes and teacher-related causes ( t = -8.048 ), and between teacher-related

causes and parent-related causes (t=5.164, p <0.05). Similarly, in failure situations



except between external and teacher-related causes, teachers attribution yielded

statistically significant difference for all groupings by a multiple t-test. (see app. E).

Furthermore, one-way analysis of variance with repeated measures was performed for
each group of attributers in terms of the four grouping, and the result is summarized in

Table 2.
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Summary of the Analysis of Variance with Repeated Measures for Parents, Pupils and Teachers in Terms of the

Four Groupings.

Source of Variation S8 DF MS F
a) Parents’ Attribution
(Success)
Between SS 30.6033 31
Within SS 25.1613 96
Causes (Treatment) 5.7620 3 1.9207 9.2076*
Residual (Error) 19.3993 93 0.2086
Total 55.7646 127
b) Parents’ Attribution
(Failure)
Between S8 94.8516 74
Within S8 103.1856 225
Causes (Treatment) 3.3402 3 1.1134 2.4753
Residual (Error) 99.8454 222 0.4498
Total 198.0372 299
¢) Pupils’ Attribution
(Success)
Between S8 44,0881 28
Within SS 353154 87
Causes (Treatment) 7.7564 3 2.5854 7.8799*
Residual (Error) 27,5593 84 0.3281
Total 79.4035 115
d) Pupils’ Attribution
(Failure)
Between SS 120.4625 77
Within SS 93.2553 234
Causes (Treatment) 5.8675 3 1.9558 5.1699*
Residual (Error) 87.3878 231 0.3783
Total 213.7178 311
e)Teachers’ Attribution
(Success)
Between SS 26.5815 43
Within SS 57.0775 132
Causes (Treatments) 22.4628 3 7.4876 27.9076*
Residual (Error) 34.6147 129 0.2683
Total 83.6590 175
f)Teachers’ Attribution
(Failure)
Between SS 40.8023 62
Within §S 170.5072 189
Causes (Treatment) 111.2942 3 37.0981 116.5507*
Residual (Error) 59.2130 186 33183
Total 211.3095 251

*p<0.05



As it was indicated in table 2 above, attribution by parents', pupil' and teachers' on the
grouped-perceived causes significantly differ in success situations. F (3,93) = 9.2076, p
< 0.05, F(3,84)=7.8799, p < 0.05, and F (3.129) = 27.9076, p < 0.05 respectively. In
failure situation, significant difference was obtained for pupils and teachers attribution

F(3,231) = 5.1699, p <0.05, and F(3,186) = 116.5507, P < 0.05 respectively. Whereas

attribution of failure by parents was not statistically significant.

According to Duncan's multiple range test, causes of success by parents showed
statistically significant difference between parent-related causes and external causes
(M=0.53), between pupil-related causes and external causes (M = 0.53), and between
teacher-related causes and external causes ( M= 0.41). Causes of success attributed by
pupils showed a significant difference between teacher- related causes and external
causes (M = 0.65), and between pupil related causes and external causes (M = 0.52).
Causes of success attributed by teachers showed highly significant difference of teacher-
related causes from external, parent-related and pupil-related causes (M = 0.94, M =
0.74, and M = 0.41) respectively. Pupil- related causes of failure also significantly differ
from external causes and parent-related causes with a mean difference (M = 0.53, and M
= (0.33) respectively. Causes attributed for pupils failure by teachers showed a significant
difference of pupil-related causes from teacher-related causes, external causes and parent
related causes M = 1.46, M = 141, and M = 0.27) respectively. Furthermore, a
significant difference was obtained between parent-related causes and teacher-related

causes (M = 1.19), and between parent-related causes and external causes (M = 1.14).
4.2  Gender and Causal Attribution
To examine whether there is attributional difference of male and female pupils in their

academic outcome, analysis of variance (2 x 2) was performed and the result is

summarized in Table 3.
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Table 3
Summary of Analysis of Variance for Pupils' Gender and

Their Academic Outcome (Success and Failure)

Source of variation SS DE MS F
B (gender) 287.046 1 287.046 1.880
C (outcome) 7040.403 1 7040.403 | 46.123*
BxC 217.314 1 217.314 1.424
Residual 15722.398 103 152.645
Total 23267.161 106
*p <0.05

As indicated in Table 3, the effect of gender and the interaction of gender and outcome
were not statistically significant, F(0.05, 1, 103), p > 0.05, whereas the main effect of
outcome (success and failure) was statistically significant F( 0.05, 1, 103 ) = 46.123,

p<0.05.

Furthermore, to investigate the mean difference between male and female pupils'
attribution along the dimensions of causality (internal-external), t-test was computed.

The results of these analysis are shown in Table 4.
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Table - 4
Number of Observations, Means, Standard Deviations and t-values of Internal-External

Causal Attributions of Male and Female Pupils.

Causal Attribution

Internal External

Success Failure Success Failure

Gender n |M SD n | M SD n |M SD n M SD

Male 16 [ 3.74 [ 0244 {42 | 1.83 | 0.618 | 16 [ 1.70 | 0.229 | 42 | 2.00 | 0.559

Female | 13[3.50 [ 0.348 |36 | 1.87 | 0.634 | 13 | 2.43 | 0.399 | 36 | 2.07 | 0.686

t-values 2.18% -0.28 -6.19% -0.50

*t < 0.05

Table 4 above shows t-test values of male and female pupils whether they internalize or
externalize their attribution for success and failure. The result revealed that male and
female pupils significantly differ in their causal attribution of success. As a result, males
internalize their success more than females (t = 2.18, p < 0.05) whereas females

externalize their success than males (t =-6.19, p <0.05).

To test whether there is attributional difference of pupils of the same sex along the locus

of causality, t-test was computed and the result is summarized in Table 5.
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Table -5

Number of Observations, Means, Standard Deviation, and t-values for Internal-External

Causal Attributions of Pupils of the Same Gender.

Causal Attributions

Internal External
Gender | Outcome | n M SD n M SD t-value
Male Success 16 | 3.74 | 0.244 16 1.70 0.229 24.40*
Failure 42 | 1.83 | 0.618 | 42 2.00 0.559 -1.32
Female | Success 13 | 3.50 | 0.348 13 2.43 0.399 7.29%*
Failure 36 | 1.87 | 0.634 | 36 2.07 0.686 -1.28
*t < 0.05

As indicated in Table 5, both males and females attributed their success to internal
factors ( t= 24.40, p<0.05, and t = 7.29, p < 0.05 respectively) rather than external
factors. Both males and females did not show statistically significant difference in

internalizing or externalzing their failure.

Furthermore, to test gender difference in classifying causal attributions in terms of the
dimensions of stability (stable-unstable) t-test was performed and the results are

summarized in Table 6.



Table- 6

Number of Observations, Means, Standard Deviations and t-values of Stable Unstable

Causal Attributions for Male and Female Pupils.

Causal Attribution

Stable Unstable

Success Failure Success Failure

Gender | n M SD n M SD n M SD |[n |M SD

Male 16 | 2.58 | 0235 |42 |1.97 | 0.609 | 16 | 2.45 | 0.276 | 42 3.58 | 0.327

Female | 13 | 2.92 | 0.303 |36 [2.00 |[0.651 | 13 | 2.68 0.438 | 36 | 1.88 | 0.653

t-value -3.29* -0.21 -1.72 14.84*

=< 0003

As can be seen from the above table, male and female pupils significantly differ (t=-
3.29, p<0.05) in attributing their success to stable causes. In addition, statistically
significant difference was obtained in attributing failure to unstable causes (t = 14.84, p

<0.05).

To identify whether pupils of the same gender significantly differ in explaining their
academic outcome in terms of the dimensions of stability (stable-unstable), t-test was

carried out and the result is summarized in Table 7.



Table -7

Number of Observations, Means, standard Deviations and t-values for Stable-Unstable

Causal Attributions of Pupils' of the Same Gender.

Causal Attributions

Stable Unstable

Gender | Outcome | n M SD n |M SD t-values
Male | Success | 16 | 2.58 | 0253 | 16 |2.45 | 0276 1.38
Failure | 42 | 1.97 | 0.609 | 42 |3.58 |0.327 |-I 3.09%
Female | Success | 13 | 2.92 | 0.303 | 13 |2.68 0.438 | 1.69
Failure 36 | 2.00 | 0.651 | 36 |[1.88 [0.653 |0.78

*t < 0.05

Table 7, above shows that male pupils significantly differ in explaining their failure
along stable and unstable dimensions (t=-15.09, p<0.05). Whereas statistically

significant difference was not observed for females both in success and failure

situations.



4.3

Future Academic outcome Expectation

Means and Standard Deviations of Pupils' Future Academic Outcome

Table - 8

Expectation by parents, pupils and teachers.

Attributers
parents Pupils Teachers
(n=107) (n=107) (n=107)
M 4.09 4.07 2.77
SD 0.77 0.87 0.99

To test whether estimate of pupils' futur

pupils and teachers, one-way analysis of variance was comp

Note: Expectations are expressed as means on a 1-5 scale with higher

means indicating greater expectancy.

analysis is shown in Table 9 below.

Summary of Analysi

Academic outcome.

s of Variance for the Attributers Future expectation of pupils

Table - 9

e academic outcome varies among parents,

uted. The summary of this

Source of variation SS DF MS F
Between Attributers (Groups) | 123.8879 2] 61.9439 | 80.1966*
Residual 245.6262 | 318 | 0.7724

Total 369.5141 | 320

*p<0.05
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As can be seen from the above table, the variation of parents', pupils', and teachers'
regarding pupils' academic outcome expectation ~was highly  significant

F(2,318)=80.1966, P<0.05.

Moreover, Duncan's post-hoc comparison with 0.05 criterion revealed a significant
difference between teachers and pupils (M=1.30), and between parents and teachers

(M=1.32). The difference between parents and pupils was not significant.

4.4  Comparison Among the Groups for pupils Academic outcome

Table -10

Number of Observation, Means and Standard Deviations of Parents', Pupils' and

Teachers' Attribution by Success and Failure.

Attributers

Parents Pupils Teachers

Outcomes |n | M SD n |M SD n M SD
Success 16 1 77.06 19.89 |16 |65.88 |8.48 16 | 64.50 | 15.76
Failure 47 | 4743 | 14.11 |47 |48.11 |14.54 |47 65.98 |9.90

Note: The highest possible outcome score was 100.

To examine whether attribution showed variation among the three groups of attributers

and outcome, a 3x2 analysis of variance was computed and the summarized result is

shown in Table 11.
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Table - 11

Summary of Analysis of Variance for Comparing the Three Groups of

Attributers in Terms of Pupils Success and F ailure.

) I B L
S W e
R L O

among  the three groups  of  attributers  yag statistically significant
F (2,183)=18.619,p<0.05. In addition, the main effect of outcome was highly significant
F(1,183) = 5 1,768, p < 0.05. Furthermore, the interactions of attributers-by-outcome
were statistically significant F (2,183)=18.1 56, P<0.05.

Newman-Keu]'s post-hoc comparison showed statistically significant difference between
the three groups of attributers. That is, between parents and teachers (M=12.56), and
between parents and pupils (M=11.18) in the situation of success. Similarly, statistically
significant difference was obtained for failure situation. That is, between teachers and

parents (M=18.55), and between teachers and pupils (M=17.87)
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Fig.1. AB Interaction Profile

Attributers-by-outcome interaction, as depicted in Figure 1, clearly indicates that parents
followed by pupils have the highest mean score for success than teachers. Whereas
parents' and pupils' attribution for failure was lower than those of teachers. In other
words, teachers causal perception of pupils success was lower than those of parents and
pupils, and at the same time teachers attributed pupils' failure higher than parents and
pupils. The trend of the figure, further more shows that parents and pupils attribution
increase for success and decrease for failure, whereas teachers attribution increases for

failure and decreases for success.
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4.5. Causal Attribution of the Three groups of Attributers in Terms
of Pupils Gender.

Table - 12

Number of Observations, Means, and Standard Deviations of Parents', Pupils',

and Teachers' Causal Attributions for the Academic Outcome of Male and

Female Pupils.
Attributers
Outcome Gender Parents Pupils | Teachers

n 22 16 27

Male M 73.36 63.62 66.67

Success SD 1315 5.97 9.72
n 11 13 17

Female M 76.36 71.62 70,29

SD 8.71 8.11 9.18
n 35 42 31

Male M 48.54 48.29 65.97

Failure SD 14.57 12,36 10.37
n 39 36 32

Female M 48.04 49.83 65.84

SD 12.51 15.25 9.75

Note : The highest possible outcome score was 100.

To investigate parents', pupils', and teachers' causal attributions of academic outcomes
for male and female pupils, 3 x 2 x 2 (Attributers x gender x outcome) analysis of

variance was computed and the result is summarized in Table 13.
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Table - 13

Summary of Analysis of Variance for Comparing the Three Groups of

Attributers in Terms of Pupils Gender.

Source of variation SS PP MS F
A (attributers) 6977.779 2 3488.889 24.924*
B (gender) 200.784 1 200.784 1.434
C (outcome) 15556.465 1 15556.465 111.132%
AxB 125572 2 62.786 0.449
AxC 7163.154 2 3581.577 25.586*
BxC 339.768 1 339.768 2.427
AxBxC 28.887 2 14.443 0.103
Residual 43254.206 | 309 139.981
Total 73646.615 | 320

*p <0.05

As depicted in table 13 above, the analysis of variance yielded significant main effect for
attributers F(2,309)=24.924, p<05, and outcome F(1,309)=111.132, p<0.05. In addition
the interaction of attributers-by-outcome was also found statistically significant

F(2,309)=25.586, p<0.05.

Regarding to attributers, Newman-Keul’s pairwise comparison showed that parents'
attribution for females success significantly differ from pupils attribution of males
success. That is, parents attribution of female pupils success is higher than those of
pupils attribution for males success (M=12.74). For failure, teachers attribution of
females was significantly different from parents attribution of females, pupils attribution
of males, parents attribution of males, and pupils attribution of females (M = 17.76,
17.55, 17.30, and 16.01 respectively). Furthermore, statistically significant difference

was obtained between teachers attribution of male pupils failure, and parents attribution
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of females failure, pupils attribution of males failure, parents attribution of males failure,
and pupils attribution of females failure (M = 17.89, 17.68, 17.43, and 16.14

respectively).
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Fig. 2. AC Interaction Profile

Figure 2 shows attributers-by-outcome interaction. As the figure indicate parents had
higher mean outcome score in the situation of success and lower mean score for the
situation of failure. To be more specific, the magnitude of the difference between
success and failure was higher for parents than it was for pupils and teachers.
Furthermore, the trend of the figure shows that parents and pupils attribution increase for
success and decrease for failure, whereas teachers attribution increases for failure and

decreases for success.
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CHAPTER FIVE
5. DISCUSSION

5.1  Causal Attributions of Parents', Pupils' and Teachers' in Situations

of Pupils Success and Failure

The result of the present study indicates that causal ascription of pupils' and teachers'
agree in situations of success. That is, both pupils and teachers attributed pupils success
to teacher-related causes (e.g., teacher’s competence in teaching, effective grading
system, good test items), to pupil-related causes (e.g. ability, interest, effort, self-
confidence, language command, skill in time management, good study habit), to parent-
related causes ( e.g., parental help and moral support, good home condition for learning
and studying... )and external causes(e.g., luckiness, God's help, good mood during the
examination, friends help, good examination schedule) respectively. But parents'
ascription of causality is some what contradictory to those of pupils’” and teachers mainly
in teacher-related causes and parent-related causes. That is, parents attributed pupils
success in the order of parent-related causes, pupil-related causes and external causes,
while pupils and teachers attributed success in the order of teacher-related causes, pupil-

related causes, parent-related causes and external causes.

In the situation of failure, the three groups of attributers (parents, pupils and teachers)
disagree in their causal ascription of pupils failure. For example, parents tend to blame
teachers (e.g., lack of ability in teaching, poor grading system, defective test items),
themselves (e.g., absence of parental help and moral support, unfavourable home
condition for learning and studying), pupils (e.g., lack of ability, lack of interest,
language problem, lack of self-confidence, lack of time management skill, lack of good
study habit), and external causes (e.g., unluckiness, absences of God's help, bad mood
during the examination, shortage of appropriate materials for learning, inappropriate

examination schedule, absence of friends help). Pupils tend to blame external causes,



52

the teacher, parents and themselves, whereas teachers tend to blame the pupil, parents,

external causes and themselves respectively.

The most apparent feature of this finding in the case of parents and teachers is the self-
protective character (self-serving bias). That is, all of them except pupils attribute
success some what to themselves and attribute failure to others. The present result
confirms previous findings of Brandt et al. (1975), Darom and Bar-Tal (1981), and Bar-
Tal and Guttman (1981) that state pupils tended to attribute their success to the teacher
while they attribute failure to causes outside themselves and teachers take credit when
their students perform well and assign the attribution to others when the students

perform poorly.

All the attributers share similarities in attributing external causes as the least important
causes for pupils success. As a result, the post-hoc test revealed that external causes

compared with other causes showed a significant difference throughout the analysis.

Causal ascription of parents' was somewhat different from those of pupils and teachers.
As a result, teachers were less credited for pupils success and were made responsible for
pupils failure. This finding did not support previous findings of Bar-Tal and Guttman
(1981) which reported that parents credited teachers for pupils success and attributed to
other factors when pupils failed. From the result, it seems that the role of teachers in
improving pupils academic outcome was valued less by parents. On the other hand,
pupils credited teachers for their success and did not blame them as parents did in the
situation of failure. This might be because pupils perceive their teachers as important

agents in improving their academic performances.

The present study confirm that there was attributional similarity of pupils and teachers
mainly in the situation of success, and causal attribution of parents' differ form those of
pupils and teachers both in success and failure situation. The attributional similarity of

pupils and teachers might be because their attribution was dependent on their interaction



in the classroom situation. Whereas attributional difference of parents might be due to
the fact that their attribution was dependent on the information that they have received
from their child and significant other (e.g., members of the school community, friends of
the child.) or in some cases parents attribute without having sufficient information

regarding their child's academic performance and the school situation.

Furthermore, beside the self-serving bias, attributional difference of parents', pupils' and
teachers' mainly in failure situation might be because of the absence of communication

among the three groups regarding pupils' academic performances.

Generally, even though the present data confirms that the three groups of evaluators
attributed to different causes for pupils success and failure, more data should be required
such as pupils back ground, social contact of the teacher with pupils and parents,
relationship between parents and the school, parents educational status... etc. to identify
the source of this attributional variation. Thus, based on these variables further research

on causal attribution is warranted.

5.2  Effect of Pupils’ Gender on Their Causal Attribution

The results of the present study indicate that there was no statistically significant
difference between male and female pupils in attributing their academic outcome as
success and failure. This finding supports previous research work of Freize et al (1982),
that state the domains of personality and situational variables affected more pupils'

attribution than did gender.

However, the present study shows a significant difference of male and female pupils in
internalizing and externalizing their academic outcome mainly in a success situation.
Therefore, males attributed their success more to internal causes (M=3.74) than females
(M=3.50) whereas females attributed their success more to external causes (M=2.43)

than males (M=1.70). This result agrees with previous findings of Nicholls (1975),
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Bar-Tal and Frieze (1976), Bar-Tal and Darom (1979), Bierhoff-Alferman and Bieroff
(1982) and Tamire (1995) in which male and female pupils differ in internalizing and
externalizing their attribution in situations of success and failure. On the other hand, this
finding disagrees with the previous findings of Bar-Tal and Raviv (1982), Miller (1976),
Freize et al. (1982), O'Conell and Susan (1982), and Goeddert (1987) that state that there
was no significant difference between male and female pupils in internalizing and

externalizing their academic outcomes.

Statistical analysis performed to test attributional difference for pupils of the same
gender in internalizing and externalizing their academic outcome yielded a significant
difference for males and females (Table 5). The result showed that in success situation
both males and females attributed their success more to internal causes (M=3.74, and
M=3.50) than to external causes (M=1.70, and M=2.43) respectively. This might reflect
that males and females perceive internal causes as more important means of their

success than external causes.

Comparison of male and female pupils academic outcome on stability dimensions
showed statistically significant difference for success and failure. As a result, males
attributed their failure more to unstable causes than females did (M=3.58 and M=1.88
respectively). On the other hand, females attributed their success more to stable causes
(M=2.92) than males (M=2.58). This findings partially disagrees with previous findings
of Bierhoff-Alferman and Bierhoff (1982), Deaux (cited in Goeddert, 1987: 688 ),
Tamire (1995) that states that females attribute more to unstable factors for success than

males while for failure females attribute to stable factors than males.

A close observation of the means in table 4 and 5 indicate that, for both sexes internal
causes are attributed as more responsible for pupils success than external causes. This
might be seen from the perspective of Finny and Weiner's study (quoted in O'Conell and
Susan, 1982: 606). These authors propose that since success is increasing the societal

desirability for females as well as continuing to be desirable for males, both male and



female high school and college students attributed their success to internal factors and

failure to external factors.

5.3  Future Academic Outcome Expectation

As it was discussed in the previous section (5.1.), causes attributed for the academic
outcomes of pupils by the three groups of attributers (parents, pupils and teachers) were
quite different mainly in situation of failure. Similarly, these groups significantly differ

in their estimate of pupils' future academic outcome.

Looking at Table 8, the mean scores were M = 4.09, 4.07, 2.77 for parents, pupils and
teachers, respectively. This signifies that parents and pupils have higher expectations for
future success than teachers, whereas, teachers do not expect better grader from their
pupil as parents and pupils. This finding is consistent with previous findings of Bar-Tal
and Guttman (1981) in which teachers' expectation for pupils future performance was
significantly lower than either pupils' or parents' expectation, with no difference in

expectation between the latter two groups.

In the preceding discussion of this study (5.2), it was stated that male pupils attributed
their success to internal factors as well as to stable factors, while attributing failure to
external and unstable factors. According to various research findings, such attributions
lead pupils to have high expectation for future success. For example, Bar -Tal (1978),
Frosyth et al (1981), Weiner (1985) propose that success attributed to internal factors
(e.g., high ability) results in high expectancy for future success, while failure attributed
to internal factors resulted in low expectancy for future success. Further more,
Zuckerman (1979) and Covington & Omelich (1979) reported that expectancy is said to
be higher when failure is attributed to unstable elements and lower when ascribed to

stable ones.



In the present study, parents' expectation of pupils success was greater than those of
teachers and pupils. This replicates previous findings of Bar-Tal and Guttman (1981).
However, such parental judgements were considered to be inaccurate by previous
findings. For example, Hess and Holloways (1984), Miller (1988) reported that parents
accuracy in judging their child is typically far from perfect, and some parents do not do

very well (e.g. they overestimate what their child can do).

In contrast to parents' and pupils' high expectation of pupils' success, teachers'
expectation of pupils success was found to be lower. This finding agrees with previous
findings of Bar-Tal and Guttman (1981). Some research findings suggest teachers
judgement as accurate and good predictor of students performance (O'conell, Dusek et
al, 1974). According to these authors, teachers' expectancy effects were more a
reflection of teachers ability to accurately estimate the academic potential of children in

their class room than the bias effect.

Although the present finding confirms the presence of future expectancy difference
between parents, pupils and teachers regarding pupils' success, more systematic
investigation seems appropriate to explore how and why this discrepancy is formed and

the way in which its effect is manifested in pupils academic performance.

5.4  Comparisons Among the Three Groups of Attributers

The analysis of variance performed to investigate the presence of attributional difference
among the three groups of attributers yielded statistically significant difference in pupils
success and failure. That is, in success situation, parents' causal attribution for pupils’
success was higher than pupils' and teachers' (M=77.06, 65.88 and 64.50 respectively).
Whereas for failure, the situation was reversed, that is, causal attribution of teachers for
pupils failure was higher than those of pupils and parents (M=65.68, 48.11, and 47.43

respectively).
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A close observation of the mean scores in table 10 indicates that, causal ascription of
pupils' and teachers' was some what in agreement with success situation (M=65.98, and
64.50 respectively) whereas, in case of failure, the agreement was somewhat between
parents and pupils (M=47.43, and 48.11 respectively). Furthermore, as figure 2
indicates the highest attributional discrepancy is observed between parents and teachers.
This attributional discrepancy, as it was discussed in the preceding section (chapter
four), might be due to the fact that parents, pupils and teachers tend to attribute pupils
success to themselves on one hand and on the other hand, they tend to blame causes

outside themselves for pupils' failure.

In addition, the attributional discrepancy of the three groups of attributers shows
attributional incongruity among them in perceiving pupils performance. As a result, it is
not surprising if the present finding replicates what was discussed (found)in the
preceding sections of this study as well as in previous research work. For example,
Miller (1988) states that parents over estimate their children's performance and
underestimate their failure. Furthermore, Brandt et al., (1975), Darom and Bar-Tal
(1978), and Bar-Tal and Guttman (1981) reported that parents, pupils and teachers are

characterised by self-protective (self-serving) bias.

5.5 Parents' Pupils' and Teachers' Attribution in

Terms of Pupils Gender

Results of the present study clearly indicate that there are attributer differences in
explaining success and failure against pupils' gender. That is, more parents than teachers
and pupils perceived that female pupils were more successful than male pupils. Whereas

male pupils perceived as failure by teachers than parents and pupils.

Attributional differences between parents, pupils and teachers which were observed in
this study are somewhat the replications of what was discussed in the previous sections.

The result also supports the findings of Miller and Davis (1992) that state parents ' and



teachers' judgement differs as a result of the kind and amount of relevant experiences.
On the other hand, such findings which identified gender differences in attribution
disagree with previous findings of Hoge et al. (1984) who propose that students' gender
had virtually no impact on attributions, and gender-related traits provide little prediction

beyond that of achievement goals.

Even though the result of the present study confirms the presence of aftributional
difference among the three groups, the specific finding of the present study was
surprising. That is, parents' attribution of females as more successful than males was
unexpected and somewhat different from previous findings of attribution which confirm
male pupils as more successful than females. For example, Parson et al. (1982), argued
that parents perceive their daughters more than their sons as low in their achievement

expectation, weak in school work and not so ambitious for college and career goals.

Attributers- by -gender interaction and the main effects of gender are not significant.
However, the attribution of the three groups shows statistical discrepancy. Therefore,
the source of variation might be the difference in the perceptions of the attributers in

terms of other variable rather than the gender of pupils.

To sum up, in view of the various discrepant findings, more data and systematic

investigation seem warranted to identify the source of these variations.
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CHAPTER SIX
6. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The primary objective of this study is to investigate whether there is attributional
difference of parents', pupils' and teachers' in their causal ascription of pupils' academic
outcome, perception of success and failure against pupils gender, and expectation of
pupils' future academic outcome in the Ethiopian high school context. Specifically,
parents, pupils and teachers of Arbaminch Comprehensive Secondary School have been

selected as subjects for this study.

In light of the above objectives, the following specific questions were formulated for

investigation.

1. What causal attributions do parents, pupil and teachers give to explain pupils'
success and failure?
2. Do pupils' significantly differ in explaining success and failure
along their sex?
3. Is there a gender difference for pupils in attributing success and
failure along the dimensions of causality and stability?
4. Do parents, pupils and teachers vary in their future expectancy
of pupils' academic outcome?
5. Do parents, pupils and teachers significantly differ in their causal attribution
of pupils success and failure?
6. Do parents, pupils and teachers significantly differ in attributing

success and failure along pupils gender?

The study was conducted on a total sample size of 321 subjects. Pupils of two grade
levels, grade ten, 41 ( 21 males and 20 females) grade eleven, 66 (37 males and 29

females), parents, 107 (one of each pupil's parents), and 12 teachers (teaching one of the
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grades & sections) participated in the study. Here, the 107 pupils were divided among 12

teachers with an average of 9 pupils for one teacher.

Two instruments, namely causal Attribution scale and Future Academic outcome
Expectancy scale were used to collect data. The first instrument measures the causal
attribution of parents', pupils and teachers' regarding pupils' academic outcome, and the
latter measures their future academic outcome expectancy. After the instruments were
administered to a pilot samples, a reliability test was carried out. This led to improving

the instrument.

After the data were collected, the analysis was carried out using multiple t-test, one-way
analysis of variance with repeated measures and analysis of variance with two and three

factorial designs.

The analysis disclosed that,

1. Parents, pupils and teachers significantly differ in the types of causal ascription used
for pupils success and failure. As a result, for success parents tended to credit pupils
and themselves, pupils tended to credit the teacher and themselves and teachers
tended to credit themselves and pupils. Whereas for failure, parents tended to blame
teachers and themselves, pupils tended to blame external causes and teachers tended
to blame pupils and parents.

2. Pupils' attribution showed that gender difference did not appear as a source of
variation for their success and failure. However, male and female pupils significantly
differed in internalizing and externalizing their academic outcomes. That is, males
interanlize their success more than females and females externalize their success more
than males. Furthermore, comparison of pupils of the same sex revealed that both
males and females internalize their success and externalize their failure. Males also

attributed their failure more to unstable causes than females did.



3. Expectancy for pupils' future academic outcome significantly differs among the three
groups’ of attributers. As a result, parents and pupils attribution was higher than
teachers.

4. Statistically significant attributional difference was obtained among the three groups
in terms of pupils gender. However, gender did not appear as a source of variation

through out the analysis.

From the above findings, one may conclude that , the causal attributions of the three
groups are some what similar to previous research work. What makes this finding
different is the causal attribution of parents' that deviate from pupils’ and teachers’
through out the analysis (i.e., causal explanations of parents for pupils success and
failure, parents' higher expectation of pupils future success than teachers and pupils, and
higher perception for females as successful than pupils and teachers did). To identify the
sources of these variations among the attributers, mainly for parents, further research is

recommended.

The three groups of attributers did not tend to take responsibility for pupils® failure.
Since parents, pupils, and teachers are interrelated variables that play an important role
for pupils’ better academic performance, such attributional pattern needs to be changed
in a way that parents, pupils, and teachers take responsibility for both success and
failure. Therefore, it is desirable for educators and psychologists to conduct further

research on how to change such attributional pattern.

Male pupils attributed their success more to internal and stable causes and their failure to
external and unstable causes. According to attribution theory, such attributional pattern
enable pupils to have high academic achievement motivation. Therefore, it is suggested
that such attributional pattern be encouraged. Since females attribution of success to
external factors weakens their achievement motivation, this situation needs to be

modified (changed).
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To sum up, the present findings have an important implication for further research on
how to minimize the attributional discrepancies among the three groups of attributers,
and strengthen the relationship among these variables for better academic performance

of pupils.
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APPENDIX A Code

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY

Questionnaire to be Filled by Parents of Pupils in Arbaminch
Comprehensive Secondary School

The purpose of this questionnaire is to collect information on parents attributions
(perceived causes) of pupils’ academic outcomes (success or failure) in examinations.

While filling the questionnaire, which is related to your feeling on the causes of your
son’s/daughter’s success or failure, feel free and be genuine in your responses, your
responses will be kept confidential.

e Don’t skip any question.

Thank you in advance for your honest responses.

General Information

In recent first semester English or Mathematics examinations, your son or daughter
may have Succeeded (satisfied with what he / she has scored though it does not
necessarily mean a pass grade) or Failed (dissatisfied with what he / she has scored
though it does not necessarily mean a fail grade).

PART 1
Direction -  Use a mark “X” for the appropriate response of the questions
below.
1. Subject English Mathematics
2. Sex of your child Male Female

3. Grade 11th 1oth



PART 1II

The possible perceived causes of pupils’ success and failure are listed on page 3
(section A) and on page 4 (section B) respectively. The degree of influence of each
cause may vary from “Unimportant” to a “Very Important”. These are:

1. Unimportant (un
2. Less Important (L)
3. Important )]
4. Very Important (VD)

Please indicate the degree of the effect of each perceived cause of your son’s /
daughter’s academic outcomes with a mark “X”.

N.B.

The information you are expected to provide depends on what you feel about your
son’s / daughter’s result. For instance, if your son / daughter has succeeded, you are
expected to mark on the perceived causes of success on page 3 (section A). On the
other hand, if your son / daughter has failed, you are expected to mark on the
perceived causes of failure on page 4 (section B).

PART III

Direction - Indicate your expectation regarding your son’s / daughter’s
future grades with a mark “X”.

1. How do you expect your son / daughter to do well on future tests in the next
second semester?

Very Low | Low Medium High Very High
1 2 3 4 3




APPENDIX B Code

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY

Questionnaire to be Filled by Students of Arbaminch
Comprehensive Secondary School

The purpose of this questionnaire is to collect information on your attributions
(perceived causes or causes you think) of your academic outcome (success or failure)

in examinations.

While you fill the questionnaire, which is related to your feeling on the causes of your
success and failure, feel free and be genuine in your responses. Genuine information

helps the effectiveness of the study.

N.B.
e Your responses will be kept confidential.

e Don’t skip any question.
e Do not write your names

Thank you in advance for your honest responses.

General Information

In your recent first semester English or Mathematics examination you may have
Succeeded (satisfied with what you have scored though it does not necessarily mean a
pass grade) or_Failed (dissatisfied with what you have scored though it does not

necessarily mean a fail grade).

PART I

Direction -  Use a mark “X” for the appropriate responses of the
questions below.

1. Grade  11th 1oth
2. Sex Male Female
3. Subject  English Mathematics



PART 11

The possible perceived causes of pupils’ success and failure are listed on page 3
(section A) and on page 4 (section B) respectively. The degree of influence of each
cause may vary from “Unimportant” to a “Very Important”. These are:

1. Unimportant (an
2. Less Important (LI)
3. Important (D)
4. Very Important (VD)

Please indicate the degree of the effect of each perceived cause on your academic
outcomes with a mark “X”.

N.B.

The information you are expected to provide depends on what you feel about your
result. For instance, if you have succeeded in your examination, you are expected to
mark on the perceived causes of your success on page 3 (section A). On the other
hand, if you have failed, you are expected to mark on the perceived causes of failure

on page 4 (section B).
PART III

Direction -  Indicate your expectation regarding your
future grades with a mark “X”.

1. How do you expect to do well on future tests in the next second semester?

Very Low | Low Medium High Very High
1 2 3 4 3




APPENDIX C Code

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY

Questionnaire to be Filled by Teachers of Arbaminch
Comprehensive Secondary School

The purpose of this questionnaire is to collect information on teachers’
attributions (perceived causes) of pupils’ academic outcomes (success or
failure) in examinations.

While filling the questionnaire, which is related to your feeling on the causes of
pupil’s success or failure, feel free and be genuine in your responses, your
responses will be kept confidential.

e Don’t skip any question.

Thank you in advance for your honest responses.

General Information

In recent first semester English or Mathematics examinations, pupils may have
Succeeded (satisfied with what they have scored though it does not necessarily
mean a pass grade) or Failed (dissatisfied with what they have scored though it
does not necessarily mean a fail grade).

PART 1

Direction - Use a mark “X” for the appropriate response of the questions
below.

1. Pupil’s grade 11th oth__
2. Subject that you teach  English Mathematics



PART 11

The possible perceived causes of pupils’ success and failure are listed on page 3
(section A) and on page 4 (section B) respectively. The degree of influence of
each cause may vary from “Unimportant” to a “Very Important”. These are:

1. Unimportant (UI)
2. Less Important (LI)
3. Important (I)
4. Very Important (VI)

Please indicate the degree of the effect of each perceived cause on pupil’s
academic outcomes with a mark “X”.

N.B.

The information you are expected to provide depends on what you feel about
pupil’s result on the subject that you teach. Hence, if you feel that students have
succeeded, you have to mark on the perceived causes of success on page 3
(section A). On the other hand, if you feel that students have failed, you have to
mark on the perceived causes of failure on page 4 (section B).

PART 111

Direction -  Indicate your expectation regarding your pupils’
future grades in your subject with a mark “X”.

1. How do you expect your student to do well on future tests in the next second
semester?

Very Low | Low Medium High Very High
1 2 3 = 5




A. Perceived Causes of Success

1 2 4
No. | Causes Ul (LI VI
1 Ability in the subject*
2 Easiness of the exam™**
3 Easiness of the subject**
4 Interest in the subject*
5 IHard work (Constant effort) for studying***
6 Immediate effort for exam***
7 Self - confidence*
8 God’s help****
9 Luckinegg™****
10 | Good mood during the exam™****
I1 | Good language command*
12 | Ability in fast understanding of the test items*
13 | Ability in fast remembering of the test answers*
14 | Good skill in time management *
15 | Planned study (good study habit)*
16 | Parental help**
17 | Parental encouragement and moral support**
I8 | Good conditions at home for learning**
19 | Good conditions at home for studying**
20 | Teacher’s competence in teaching (explanation)**
21 | Teacher’s effectiveness in giving marks**
22 | Availability of appropriate materials for learning**
23 | Friendship**
24 | Good exam schedule***#*
25 | Clearly worded and fair test items**




B. Perceived Causes of Failure

1 |2 4
No. | Causes Ul | LI VI
1 Lack of ability in the subject*
2 Difficulty of the exam**
: Difficulty of the subject matter**
4 Lack of interest in the subject*
5 Lack of hard work (Constant effort) in studying***
6 Lack of immediate effort for exam***
7 Lack of self - confidence*
8 Absence of God’s help***#
9 unluckinegs****
10 | Bad mood during the exam™***
11 Language problem*
12 | slowness in understanding the test items*
13 | Difficulty in remembering the test answers*
14 | Lack of time management skill*
15 | Unplanned study (lack of good study habit) *
16 | Absence of parental help**
17 | Absence of parental encouragement and moral support**
18 | Absence of favourable conditions at home for learning**
19 | Absence of favourable conditions at home for studying™**
20 | Teacher’s incompetence in teaching (explanation) **
21 | Bad grading system of the teacher, e.g. Bias**
22 | Scarcity of appropriate materials for learning**
23 | Absence of friend’s help**
24 | Bad exam schedule ****
25 | Defected test items (e.g. unclear and unfair test item).**

Note - Items number 24 x 25 included by open - ended questions.

* Internal items, stable items

*# External items, stable items
##% Internal items, unstable items
#akk Pxternal items, unstable items
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APPENDIX D

Classification of Causal Attribution Items In Terms of Four groups.

Classification Item members
Parent - related causes 16,17, 18, 19.
Pupil - related causes 1,4,5,6,7,11, 12, 13, 14, 15.
Teacher - related causes 20, 21, 25.
External causes 2,3,8,9,10,22, 23, 24.




APPENDIX E

Means, Standard - deviations, and t-values for the Four Groupings
in Pupils’ Success Condition by Parents, Pupils and Teachers.

Parents’ Attribution (n = 32)

Cause | Mean | SD Cause | Mean | SD t-values

X1 315 10523 = 2.62 | 0458 |4.3124*

X1 3.15 0.523 | x3 3.05 |0.841 | 0.5714

X1 3.15 0.523 | x4 3.15 [0.650 [0

. ) 2.62 [ 0.458 |x3 3.05 |0.841 | -2.5394*

X9 2.62 0458 |x4 3.15 | 0.650 | -3.7696%

X3 3.05 [0.841 |x4 3.15 | 0.650 | -0.5322

Pupils’ Attribution (n = 29)

Cause | Mean | SD Cause | Mean | SD t-values

X1 3.10 0742 [xy | 2.58 |0.512 |3.1085*

X1 3.10 | 0.742 |x3 3.23 | 0.807 | -0.6382

X] 3.10 10.742 x4 2.94 | 1.045 | 0.6726

5] 258 |0:512 |x3 3.23 | 0.807 | -3.6640*

%) 2.58 0512 |Ix4 2.94 | 1.045 | -1.6667

X3 3.23 0.807 | x4 294 11.045|1.1832

Teachers” Attribution (n=44)

Cause | Mean | SD Cause | Mean | SD t-values

X] 294 0525 |xp 0.498 | 0.498 | 4.857*

X1 2.94 1 0.525 |x3 3.35 | 0.593 | -3.430*

X1 294 10525 |x4  |2.61 |0.742[2.407*

X 241 10498 |x3 3.35 |0.593 | -8.048%*

X 241 0.498 | x4 2.61 [0.742 | -0.501

X3 3.35 0.593 |x4 2.61 |0.742 | 5.164*

t* <0.05

Note:
x1 = Pupil-related causes
x7 = External causes
x3 = Teacher related causes
x4 = Parent-related causes



Means, Standard-deviations, and t-values for the Four Groupings
in Pupils’ Failure Condition by Parents, Pupils and Teachers.

Parents’ Attributions (n = 75)

Cause | Mean | SD Cause | Mean | SD t-values

x] 1.89  10.719 |x» 1.85 [ 0.541 | 0.3842
X] 1.89 1 0.719 |x3 2.08 | 0915 (-14116
X] 1.89 1 0.719 | x4 2.07 10.990 | -1.2721
545, 1.85 ]0.541 |x3 2.08 |0.915|-1.8714

XD 1.85 |0.541 |x4 2.07 10.990 | -1.6871

X3 2.08 0915 |xq 2.07 10.990 | 0.0641

Pupils’ Attributions (n = 78)

Cause | Mean | SD Cause | Mean | SD t-values

X1 1.84 1 0.637 |xp 3.16 |0.546 | -13.9093*
X1 1.84 1 0.637 |x3 2.16 |0.933 | -2.5019*
X1 1.84 0.637 |x4 2.14 | 1.08 |-2.1142%

X9 316 |0.546 [x3  |2.16 |0.933 |8.1699%

X2 3.16 [0.546 |x4 2.14 | 1.08 | 7.4507*

X3 2.16 0.933 x4 2.14 |1.08 |0.1238

Teachers” Attributions (n = 63)

Cause | Mean | SD Cause | Mean | SD t-values

X1 3.35 |0.889 |x» 1.94 1 0.427 | 19.3948*

X1 335 |0.889 |x3 1.89 | 0.908 | 11.7457*

X 335 0889 |x4 |3.08 |0.673|2.7579*

X2 1.94 10427 |x3 1.89 |0.908 | 0.3959

XD 1.94 0.427 | x4 3.08 |0.673 [-11.3546%
X3 1.89 0.908 |x4 3.08 |0.673 |-8.3546
t* <0.05
Note:

x| = Pupil-related causes
xp = External causes

x3 = Teacher related causes
x4 = Parent-related causes
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