Faye Huie

Model 3 Assignment

Analytical Plan and Tentative Results

For the data that I have currently collected, I have developed two main hypotheses for statistical testing which are

1) Stigma consciousness is related to the student grades, where higher levels of stigma consciousness result in lower levels of achievement (target, final, and self-reported grade on an exam).
2) Students who are high in stigma consciousness will achieve significantly lower than students who are low in stigma consciousness. It’s not clear at this point how this is different from 1); it seems to be implied by 1). It’s only when I got to the results that I realized that 1) is about the correlation between stigma consciousness and grades, and 2) is about group differences. See my comments below on this.
In terms the qualitative aspect, one main exploratory research question drove the analyses which was:

1) What are the characteristics of the attributions that students with high stigma consciousness make and students with low stigma consciousness make?

Analytical Plan

According to Pinel (1999) stigmatized individuals do not experience stereotypes the same way or to the same degree of non-stigmatized individuals. For example, a Hispanic student may or may not perceive stereotypes the same way that a White student will. This is due to the fact that the stereotypes associated with different groups differ between the groups. Therefore, in order to accurately assess the relationship between attributions, stigma consciousness, and achievement, the sample was analyzed in terms of a) the entire sample to examine overall effects, b) minorities only, and c) non-minorities only. Also, the stigma consciousness variable was dichotomized trichotomized? into high and low groups by doing a median split ? and taking the highest and lowest third of the responses. 

Attributions were assessed qualitatively to examine the reasons to which students believe why they achieved the grade that they did on a specific test. Specifically, attributions are linked to student self-regulation and motivation in that they impact how motivated a student is to achieve. For example, if a student feels that he/she achieved low on an examine because of uncontrollable and external factors such as luck or ability (e.g., I’m just not good at math and I didn’t fail because the teacher gave an easy exam) will differ in terms of the amount of effort that he/she will put into study for the next exam if he/she attributed performance to controllable internal factors such as effort. Although attributions have been traditionally coded for quantitative analyses, a qualitative approach will be taken in this study in order to capture any processes that cannot be captured through coding. Additionally, attributions will be examined in terms of the students’ level of stigma consciousness. This is not really “additionally”; it’s at the heart of the study, and deserves more emphasis. Specifically, when students are more aware of and feel that they are more impacted by stereotypes, they may be more likely to attribute their successes and failures to more internal and uncontrollable reasons than students who are less aware and feel less impacted by stereotypes. For example, if a Black male student feels that the stereotypes against him in math is that he is stupid, and feels impacted by those stereotypes, he may be more likely to attribute his success to luck as opposed to effort. Good explanation of the possible process behind the expected results.
Results


Stigma consciousness and achievement. In terms of the first hypothesis, the results reveal that in terms of the overall sample, stigma consciousness was related to only student target grade (r = -.18, p = .03) but not to students final math grades (r = -.04, p = .68) or self-reported test grade (r = -.09, p = .28). In terms of the non-minority students, none of the achievement variables were significantly related to stigma consciousness (i.e., the correlations ranged from -.08 to .14). In terms of the minority students, the results revealed that target grade emerged as the only significant achievement correlate of stigma consciousness (r = -.24, p = .03). But what was the correlation with final grade for minority students? The fact that it wasn’t significant at alpha = .05 doesn’t mean that it should be ignored. “God surely loves .06 almost as much as .05.”

The second hypothesis predicted that students who are high in stigma consciousness will achieve significantly lower than students with low stigma consciousness. Independent samples t-tests were used to examine this question. The results revealed that although no statistically significant differences emerged, there were mean differences between student target, final, and self-reported test grade. Specifically, students with high stigma consciousness reported slightly higher target grades (M = 10.72, SD = 2.67) than low stigma consciousness students (M = 10.70, SD = 2.13). However, in self-reported test grade (High stigma: M = 82.63, SD = 14.12; low stigma M = 85.26, SD = 10.78) and final math grades (High stigma: M = 7.97, SD = 2.98; low stigma M = 8.11, SD = 2.95) students with low stigma consciousness earned higher grades than high stigma consciousness students. You have an apparent contradiction here, in that the regression analysis showed a significant effect only for target grades, while the t-test showed essentially no difference for target grades, and a slight difference for the others. My guess is that this is partly an artifact of the loss of power that results from doing a median split and t-test, compared to a regression analysis (< http://www.analysisfactor.com/statchat/?tag=median-split>), and partly to the exclusion of the middle third of the distribution. 

These analyses above suggest that there is a relationship between stigma consciousness and achievement in the form of target grade. Although there were mean differences, the lack of statistical significance between high and low stigma consciousness students with the various achievement measures is most likely due to the low sample size. And loss of power. The following analyses will explore the attributions that students make and if any differences exist in terms of their levels of stigma consciousness. 
Attributions. Similar to the quantitative analyses, students who are high and low in stigma consciousness were determined by a median split in their self-reported stigma consciousness scores. Their attributions were then examined to compare students with high and low levels of stigma consciousness. First, the themes that emerged from students with low levels of stigma consciousness will be described followed by the themes that emerged from students with high levels of stigma consciousness. 

Student Attributions. Students with low stigma consciousness generally provided adaptive attributions for success and failure. Specifically, the main theme that emerged from this analysis was studying. Specifically, students felt that they did do well because they studied for it or felt that they didn’t do well because they did not study. Example statements include: I studied for it and I deserve it.” Interestingly, students with high stigma consciousness exhibited the same types of attributions, where these students also attributed their successes and failures to studying. An example response was “Because I took the time to study the material.”

Although both students with high and low stigma consciousness provided similar responses, one characteristic of the responses that were apparent was that the attributions were either reasons for doing well or reasons for doing poor. Without exception? Therefore, in addition to comparing high and low stigma consciousness students, I decided to compare students within their stigma consciousness status by type of attribution. This resulted in a comparison between students who provided attributions for doing well and students who provided attributions for doing poorly within stigma consciousness status on all achievement measures. See table 1.

These results show that, as expected, students who provided attributions for doing well reported higher target grades and received higher final grades than students who provided attributions for doing poorly regardless of stigma consciousness status. However, the magnitude of the difference is stronger in students with high stigma consciousness than students with low stigma consciousness. Therefore, these quantitative results will be taken into consideration by comparing the attributions for success between students with high and low stigma and vice versa. Specifically, after reviewing both the qualitative and quantitative findings, the more interesting question became why the difference between grades was so large in high stigma consciousness students relative to the low stigma consciousness students. From the table, I understand that the “difference between grades” you’re referring to is the difference in grades between the students who gave attributions for doing well and those who gave attributions for doing poorly. This needs to be explained here.
In terms of the qualitative analyses of attributions, the 11 low stigma consciousness students who provided reasons for doing poorly had reasons that were fairly similar—studying. These students did not provide reasons that were very different from one another. However, out of the 20 high stigma consciousness students who provided reasons for doing poorly had more variation in their responses. Specifically, some students attributed their performance to studying (“I studied about an hour less for that exam that I did the first one”), however, most students provided additional reasons such as “medical reasons”, “tricky questions”, and “I understand the material as soon as someone teaches it to me”. Specifically, the attributions that students with high stigma consciousness make are less adaptive in that these students provided more uncontrollable reasons for doing poorly, thus removing their personal responsibility for their own achievement to external factors (i.e., it’s not my fault for doing poorly—the teacher can’t teach!). This pattern was also observed in the attributions that high stigma and low stigma consciousness students make in terms of reasons for doing well. Specifically, the low stigma consciousness students provided relatively stable attributions in that the performance was due to studying. However, the high stigma consciousness students provided reasons such as “It was a straight forward exam” and “Professor Crossin wants us to succeed and designed the test in that endeavor” more so than just simply studying.

Mixed methods: Integration of the findings. This variability in their qualitative responses supplement the quantitative findings in that the differences between target and final grade between high stigma consciousness students with attributions for success and failure were larger than low stigma consciousness students with attributions for success and failure. 

Specifically, although it “makes sense” that students with attributions for failure will indeed achieve lower than students with attributions for success, it does not make sense why the differences between the grades will be larger for students with high stigma consciousness. Only through qualitative analyses was I able to identify that the specific types of attributions that students make are different. That is, although both groups of stigma consciousness students attribute their successes and failures to studying, the high stigma consciousness students seem to be more preoccupied with externalizing the responsibility for learning than for low stigma consciousness students. This may also translate to the very phenomenon of stigma consciousness. Specifically, the very nature of stereotypes (e.g., I am not supposed to be good at math because I’m Black, or because I’m Asian, I am supposed to be good at math) suggest that there are external factors that are impacting the way students behave and achieve. Therefore, if students are high in stigma consciousness (again, the operational definition of stigma consciousness is both the degree to which students are aware of and believe that stereotypes personally impact them), even if they do achieve high, they will attribute more of their success to external uncontrollable factors such as the teacher, work responsibilities, and luck than students with low stigma consciousness—who aren’t as aware of the stereotypes around them and believe that those uncontrollable beliefs about their group do not impact them.    

These differences emerged only when I decided to compare within stigma consciousness groups. That is, if I did not notice in the initial qualitative findings that attributions were either for failure or for success, I would have never attempted to make a quantitative comparison between them and the variation in their grades would not have emerged. This integration of methods was further utilized when I compared specifically high stigma consciousness students’ attributions for failure for low stigma consciousness students’ attributions for failure as a result of the quantitative comparison. As a result, I was able to explain the differences in the quantitative findings with the differences found in the qualitative findings. My final conclusion is that the differences between high and low stigma consciousness students’ final grade is because their attributions for success and failure were more different for students with high stigma consciousness than for low stigma consciousness. This not only became the more interesting conclusion, it also aligns with prior research of stigma consciousness, attributions, and achievement.  How does it do this?

A plausible alternative explanation is that the grades differed more for the high stigma consciousness students because they varied more in ability, as reflected in their final grades. Does Table 1 include both minority and non-minority students? If so, this explanation becomes more likely, because minority students would be expected to both have more stigma consciousness and to vary more in actual achievement. Does the relationship hold for minority students separately? If so, your case is a lot stronger.
Table 1. Comparisons between attributions for doing well and attributions for doing poor on target grade and stigma consciousness

	
	Low Stigma
	High Stigma

	
	Attribution for doing well
	Attribution for doing poor
	Attribution for doing well
	Attribution for doing poor

	
	M (SD)
	M (SD)
	M (SD)
	M (SD)

	Target Grade
	11.14 (1.96)
	10.18 (2.40)
	12.35 (1.15)
	9.53 (2.73)

	Student Final Grade
	8.71 (2.97)
	7.63 (2.42)
	9.42 (2.14)
	6.56 (2.81)


Faye:

Nice work on this. However, I’m not yet persuaded, partly because I don’t understand some of the details of the research. Can we talk about this?

Grade for assignment: A-

Grade for course: A
