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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Public schools have been challenged to mainstream 

exc ep t ional children, "to teach handicapped children 

together wi th normal peers whenever possible" (Kirk & 

Gal lagher, 1979, p. 480). Our schools are dealing with 

c o ~l icting demands when it comes to providing each handi­

capped child the free and appropriate public education 

required by P.L. 94-142. What is "appropriate" has yet 

to be define d . 

A need is fe lt by educators to meet this challenge. 

It 10uld be helpful if some objective measure(s) could be 

used to predi c t vhich children would be likely to succeed 

i~ a regular class. Intuitively, adults know that motiva-

io. is often the d eciding factor which tips the scale 

towa r s succ ess or fai l ure . If particular attitudes, 

fee i~gs , or motives could be i dent i fied and/or measured, 

_ e rhaps a "student profile " wou ld emerge . Perhaps these 

affective competencies could be taught to those who lacked 

~ em . 

The affec i e aspects of maximizing academic success 

na1e r e c e ed littl e atte~ tion . For the most par t teac her 
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training in special education has focused on methods of 

remediating handicaps and ways of compensating for dis­

abilities so as to facilitate the learning of academic 

subjects. While motivational variables have been acknowl­

edged as crucial elements which enter into the learning 

equation, the topic has been so difficult to treat in a 

rigid experimental design (Osborn's Law. Variables won't, 

constants aren't) that most of the research done has been 

restricted to laboratory settings. But out of this research 

h ave come hypotheses with relevance to all classrooms. 

Three theories which have special relevance for both 

hand icapped and non -handicapped children are locus of 

control , learned helplessness , and attribution theory. 

\• h ile the majority of the research in these areas has been 

~ one with an adult population, primarily college students, 

the stud ies v1h ich have involved children have shown similar 

r e s u lts . 

Locus of Control 

On e aspect of motivat i on ·.;hich appears to be closely 

tied t o achievement is the locus of control concept. Locus 

o : c ontrol is one derivative of Rot ter's social learning 

~heor ( Ra tte~, 1966 ) . People with an internal locus of 

on~~o be lieve their beha i or effects o r controls the 



3 

reinforcement they receive. If people believe their 

behavior makes no difference, that good things as well as 

bad things happen because of chance or the whims of powerful 

others, then they are said to have an external locus of 

control. For recent comprehensive reviews of this construct 

see Phares ( 1976, 1978) and Rotter (1975). The related 

literature is fully described in Chapter II. 

The Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Question­

n aire (Crandall, Katkovsky, & Crandall, 1965) is usually 

referred t o by the initials IAR (Crandall, et al., 1965) 

but is also known as the IARQ (MacDonald, 1973). This 

easur e of internal -external locus is the one most often 

used with children (Phares, 1976) and is psychometrically 

acceptable (MacDonald, 1973; Phares, 1976). The I AR was 

u sed i n the studies cited in the following paragraphs. 

Children with an internal locus of control have been 

-ou nd to be able to delay gratif ication (Shipe , 1971), to 

persist longer (Dwec k & Reppucci, 1973), and to be more 

r e ative (D Cette , olk , & Friedman, 1972). 

The r e search on perfor mance and ach ievement relation ­

s hips to internal locu s has been conf licting, whereas a 

o s i~ive relationsh ip between grades and i nternal locus of 

~ontr o l has been established . 1idlarsky and Mc Knight ( 1980) 

~o·. ~ tha ~ internals outperformed externals o n the t asks 
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assigned to them. Other researchers have found no relation­

ship between task performance and internal locus (Morris & 

Hesser, 1978) or that relevant cues can increase the 

perfo rmance of external students so that they surpass the 

internal students (Dollinger & Taub, 1977; Howie, 1975). 

Some researchers have found a positive correlation between 

internal locus and achievement (Johnson, 1976; McGhee & 

Cran all, 1968; Messer, 1972; Reirnanis, 1973; Solomon, 

_oulihan , Busse, & Parelius, 1971; Vogel, 1976; Wood, 1978) 

and other researchers have not found any relationship 

be tween l o c us of control and achievement (Katz, Cole, & 

Baron , 1976 ; LaVoie & Adams, 1975; Lowden, 1979). However 

LaVo i e and Ad ams ( 1975) did find a significant relationship 

betv1een i nte rnal locus and grades. McGhee and Crandall 

968) and _1esser ( 1972) both f ound a stronger correlation 

be t ween internal locus and gr ades t han they did with 

a hie emen t . 

Sex d ifferences have been found by many researchers 

(Br a y , F i guerres , Felker , & Garrison, 1978; Brady, 

p~~ ar s , & Felker , 1975; Fe l ker & Bahl ke, 1970; Fel ke r & 

,.,..., o a s , 97 1 ; ··-e sser , 1972 , Solomon, Hou lihan, & Parelius, 

96 9 ; s an v ck & Felker , 1971; Taub & Dollinger, 1975). 

!:o .1e e r o the rs have not found this to be true (Lifshitz , 

9 -3; Joh s o n , 19 6 ; Vogel , 1976 ; Wrig ht & DuCette, 1976). 



Some researchers have found age or grade effects (Lifshitz, 

1973; Wood, 1978) whereas others have not (Arlin, 1975; 

Barnett, 1978) . 

Some studies have been done with handicapped children 

in i n stitutions for the retarded (Shipe, 1971) and for the 

bl in d (Jones & McGhee, 1972). Research has been carried 

out with junior high learning disabled (LD) boys (Bendel!, 

Toll e f son , & Fine, 1980; Tarver, Hallahan, Cohen, & 

~ a u f f rn an , 19 77 ) , both normal and LD teenaged boys and girls 

(Hal lahan , Ga j or, Cohen, & Tarver, 1978), normal and LD 

boys in g rad es 3 and 6 (Hill, 1980), and normal and LD boys 

and g irls in g rades 3 through 6 (Chapman & Boersma, 1979) . 

. ,aschke ( 19 79 ) stud ied learn ing and behavior disordered 
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hild r e n . Chan a nd Keogh ( 1974) studied third grade normal 

ach ievers an d educab le men t ally re t ar d ed students matched on 

en ~a l a ge . I n thre e s tud ies normal achievers took credit 

:or success ( i . e . h a d a n i ntern al locus f or positive out-

o es ) whe r e as the hand icap ped child ren were significantly 

less like ly to ma k e i n ternal a t t ri bu tions for success (Chan 

& :' eo h , 9 74 ; Ch apma n & Boersma , 1979; Hill, 1980). The 

reverse , hand ic apped c h ild ren taKing r e spo nsibility f or 

_a·lu r e and normal c h ild ren making exter nal a ttribution s 

:or fa il re , tended to be tr e a l so , but t his r e lations h i p 



reached significance only in Chan and Keogh's study. 

Chapman and Boersma (1979) noted that 

a link between locus of control and learning 
would seem logical, given that school achieve­
ment requires a degree of effort and persis­
tence in academic tasks and that such behaviors 
are unlikely to occur if the student sees little 
relationship between his efforts in learning 
and the outcomes. (p. 250-251) 

MacDonald (1973) stated that "all of the research 

po ints to the same conclusion: people are handicapped by 

ex ternal locus of control orientations" (p. 170). Other 

researchers have link ed external locus of control with 

learne d helplessne ss (Dwec k & Reppucci, 1973; Kennelly & 

. inley , 1975 ) and depression (Tesiny, Lefkowitz, & Gordon, 

9 8 0 ) • 

Learned Helplessness 

Peop le 1ho have "learned he lplessness" are those who 

ha e learned that there is no connection between their 

behavior and the negative outcomes they experience. 

Se i man 197 5 ) explained that when events are uncon-

t r o llable peop l e become passive a nd no longer try to act, 

~ a ble to perce ive that any success could be the result 

o f ~he ·r behavior , and anxious . When the outcome is 

a ; e rsi e , learned helplessness may be "followed by depres -

s ·on " ( p . 4 ) . Seligman sta t ed that "what is often passed 

6 



off as retardation or an IQ deficit may be the result of 

learned helplessness. . . . Intelligence, no matter how 

high , cannot manifest itself if the child believes that his 

O\m actions will have no effect 11 (p. 154). 

Klein, Fencil-Morse, and Seligman (1976) studied 

learned helplessness and depression. They found that 

"depressed subjects were more likely than nondepressed 

s ub jects to attribute their performance to their abilities 

rather than to tas k difficulty when they failed, but not 

':lhen they succeeded " (p . 513). They observed that an 

" impo rtant difference is that depressed subjects blame 

7 

the selves before they begin , whereas nondepressed subjects 

~lame themselves after they fail" (p. 515). They recommended 

that the construct of personal adequacy be added to the 

l e arned he lplessness model. 

_ b r arnson , Seligman , and Teasdale ( 1978 ) presented a 

reform l at i on o f t h e learned help l essness hypothesis. This 

mo e l has three d i mensions : stability, generality, and 

lo s of contr ol , an d was based on attribution theory . 

"~ · .-·.e. a person finds he is helpless , he asks -v;hy he is 

· elp l e s s . The cau s a l attribu tion he makes then determines 

~ e ener ali ~ y an d c h r o icity o f hi s helplessness deficits 

as .. el a h is later self - este em " (p . 50 ) . The authors 

s .... ate that "· i e rsall y elp l ess ind ividu a ls ma ke extern a l 



attributions for failures, whereas personally helpless 

ind ividu als make internal attributions" (p. 54). And 

those internal attributions produce lowered self-esteem. 

He lplessn ess deficits may occur in specific situations or 

be more general or global. When helplessness is short­

l i ved it is transient and unstable. When it's long-

8 

liv ed or recurrent it is chronic and stable. Internal, 

s table and global is the most handicapping. If the original 

a ttribut i on the person has made is faulty, treatment would 

cons ist of cha n gin g that attribution to external (to raise 

se lf - esteem ) , un s t able ( to c u t deficits short), and specific 

rto make the def ici ts l e s s general) . 

. oyal ( 1977 ) found t hat external "locus of control 

o rre l a ted n egat i ve l y wi t h self-esteem . but it 

cor r e la ted pos itive l y ~i th d epression '' (p. 951) in fi f th 

and sixth g r ad e childr en . Tesiny , Le f k o wit z a nd Gord on 

: gao ) c on c lude d that "depr e s sio n and ex tern ality, a lone 

a.d i. c ombin ation , a r e negatively re l a t e d to school 

u. hie erne. " p . 5 10 ) . 

~umber of r e searche rs have used the I AR i n t h e ir 

s ~~dies of learned he lples s ness (Br uste i n , 1978; Diener & 

·..;e c. 
1 

978 ; Dveck & Re ppucci , 1973 ; Kennel l y & Ki nley , 

19 75 ; - ill 
1 

980 ) . Br us te i n ( 19 78 ) f oun d t hat help lessness 



could not be measured just by using the IAR, thus support­

ing the multidimensional model. Dweck and Reppucci (1973) 

reported that persistent fifth graders had higher IAR 

scores than the helpless students. They found no sex 

differences. Persistent students made effort attributions 

significantly more often than the helpless (Dweck, 1975). 

Diener and Dweck (1978) found that their two groups, 

he lpless and mastery-oriented, had significantly different 

perfor~ances following failure. The mastery-oriented 

children who attributed failure to a lack of effort used 

sign ificantly more effective strategies than the helpless 

children who did not attribute failure to lack of effort. 

i ll ( 1980) found that learning disabled (LD) boys did not 

tak e cred it for success, but the non-LD boys did. The 

implication that the LD boys did not recognize that their 

ac tions were connected to their successes signified one 

s mptom of learned helplessness. 

Odec k ( 1976 ) stated that whether the child makes 

stabl e o r uns table attributions effects the capability 

o _ he c h ild to cope 1ith failure . Dweck and Bush (1976) 

f ol n a signif icant difference between fourth and fifth 

j r ~e boys and g irls , with g irls more likely having learned 

.e lpl e ssness . o, ec' , Davidson , t elson , and Enn a (1978) 

~ -e . isco ere ~~ was not the sex of the child bu t the 

9 
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k ind of evaluative feedback the child received that promoted 

learned helplessness. Dweck and Goetz (1978) consolidated 

the findings from previous research and postulated that 

attr ibutions did mediate the effects of prior experiences 

and also mediated "the generalization of prior failure 

experiences to new situations" (p. 170). Dweck and Goetz 

asserte d that sex differences in which have been found 

(e . g . in math) might be explained by the different feedback 

boys and girls received and thus the different attributions 

~oy s and gir ls made, since attributions influence expec­

t anc ies of s uccess . 

. Attribution Theory 

In the process of generating a general theory of 

o ti ration Bernard Weiner ( 1979) brought together the 

a rio s theories advanced by a considerable body of research 

~ s e e Chapter II for an in-depth review of the literature). 

e r e vised his ear lier attributional model to incorporate 

t h se f i ndings . Attribution theorists be lieve that people 

3ee to pu meaning to the things which happen to them by 

fi~d~ng ca ses . Whether these causal attributions are 

;erbal iz ed o r not , the kinds of attributions made for 

s· c~ e ss a . . d f ail ure influenc e subsequent behavior. 
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Weiner identified three primary dimensions of causal­

ity; stability, locus (of causality), and control. The 

d imension of stability (stable vs. unstable) is primarily 

link e d with expectancy of success, the magnitude of the 

expectancy shift, and performance intensity. Causal 

stability has a secondary association of affect, especially 

d epres sion-type affects. "Since ability is stable and not 

subject to volitional control, ascription of nonattainment 

of a goal t o low ability results in giving up and the 

cessation of goal-oriented behavior" (p. 11) or learned 

he lplessness . 

Heiner conceived of the locus dimension as a backward 

l ook in g belief . Internal-external locus is linked to 

e~teem-related affects and to persistence. Weiner suggested 

1a t the ., c en tr al self-esteem emotions that facilitate or 

in_ede subs equent achievement performance are dimensionally 

_i .-ed " (p . 14 ) to an internal locus and he stated that it 

-.,as " time t hat c l oser attention was paid to affective life 

i . t he cl ssroom " (p . 15 ) • 

~ion o~ l o cus and con tro l. 

~einer insisted on the separa-

IC! he c ontro l d i mens i on (cor:trollable vs. uncontro llable ) 

is l inFed t o i n terpersonal judgements such as helping o r 

c a atio , and i n fl u en c es c ho ic e . The control dimension 
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a lso influences sentiments such as liking and sympathy. 

"Surely a teacher \vill not particularly like a student who 

doe s not try, and failure perceived as due to a lack of 

ef fort does not elicit sympathy'' (p. 17). Weiner preferred 

the term control rather than intentionality because "intent 

connotes a des ire or r.van t" (p. 6) . 

Thus under the umbrella of attribution theory coexist 

~ he concepts of internal-external locus and learned help­

l e ssness. We iner stated that "it appears that a general 

theory of motivation is under development that has important 

i~plications for the understanding of classroom thought 

a .. d beh avior" (p. 3 ) . 

In studies of attribution theory with children it has 

bee. found that attributions of failure to lack of effort 

t internal, un s table , controllable) are positively related 

to 8ersistence (Andrews & Debus, 1978; Nicholls, 1978b). 

s _ 1 e ts 1i th lo v expectancy of success attributed failure 

to lac 1
• of ability (Covington & Beery, 1976; Mc Hahan, 1973). 

_ i c hol ls ( 1975) found that expectancies were signifi­

an t r e lated to feedbacJ . The a b ility to understand the 

~e lationship bet;ee. abi lity and effort on outcomes , high 

bi lity - low effort a nd lo ability-high effort, appears to 

be ... e elo? e . tal (K arabenick & Heller , 1976; I< un , 197 7 ; 

:-·~-· , Parso:1s , & Ruble , 197 4 ; ;..icho lls , 1978a, b) . 
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Schultz and Pomerantz (1976) found a positive relation­

ship between internality and achievement motivation. 

Studen ts who gave internal attributions for success have 

h igh self-esteem or self-concept (Ames, 1978; Piers, 1977), 

h igh ability (Frieze & Snyder, 1980), and/or high social 

statu s (A..tlles, Ames, & Garrison, 1977). However Bar-Tal and 

Da rom ( 1979) found that students in Israel gave external 

attributions for success. They speculated that one reason 

migh t be that teachers tend to take credit for their 

students' successes and blame the students when they fail. 

In achievement situations three of the four causal 

at ~ribu t ions orig inally proposed (ability, effort, and 

tas~ d i ff iculty , but not luck) wer e found to be most 

o QOnly given in response to open-ended questioning (Bar­

~ 1 & Darom , 1979; Frieze , 1976; Frieze & Snyder, 1980). 

~ ~ it iona l attributions fo und by Frieze and Snyder (1980) 

· .. ·e re interest , physical factors, mood, others' unstable 

e cf rt and o ~ hers ' personality, and the least·"frequently 

~sed , luc . Abramson , Seligman , and Teasdale ( 1978) also 

thou J ~ that t ere ~e re many other causal factors. Weiner 

( 9 "7'9 ; co .. curri. g said \·Jhe reas "there a re a myri ad of 

er ~ e i e ca ses of a chievement events . within t h i s 

-~s t ab ity and effort appear to be the most s alient a~d 

e :1 era ~ of ~he cau ses " (p . 5 ) . Friez e and Snyder ( 1980) 



found that the majority of the elementary students they 

questioned used effort ascriptions for both success and 

f ailure, and ability training far back, was second. 

Weiner (1979) proposed a taxonomy of causes of 

success and failure according to locus, stability, and 

c on trollability. 

Among the internal causes, ability is stable 
and uncontrollable, typical effort is stable 
and controllable; mood, fatigue, and illness 
are un stable and uncontrollable; and temporary 
exertion is unstable and controllable. Among 
the external causes, task difficulty is stable 
and uncontrollable; teacher bias may be per­
ceived as s t able and controllable; luck is 
unstable and uncontrollable; and unusual help 
from other s is unstable and controllable. 
( p . 7 ) 

\·-e ine r ac 1' !10wledge s tha t "some problems . . remain 

u:1 sol e d , partic u larly rullong the external causes" (p. 7). 

But fa ctor analysis supports the use of those three 

i en sions . 

. oting the saliency of effort in achievement situa-

tion s , Andres and Debus (1 978 ) attempted to modify cogni-

':i1e a ribut ions of sixth g rad e b o ys "who least frequently 

a~ ri b t e f ailure to lack of effort" (p . 158) . Both 

t :::- i .. i_ g g r oups significantly increased their attributions 

o f e =fo rt and scor ed significan tly above the con trol group 

, ~ .. ers iste!lce . 

14 



The findings, therefore, give strong support to 
the major tenet of the attribution model of 
achievement motivation, that causal ascriptions 
influence and perhaps even determine subsequent 
achievement behaviors. (p. 163) 

15 

The s uccess of the treatment in changing the boys' attribu-

tions for success and failure to effort is, as the authors 

s u ggest , "extremely relevant to all aspects of remedial 

teaching" (p . 165) . 

Jicholls (1 978) said that "mastery learning appears 

li~e ly to lead to attribution of failure to lack of effort 

and , thus , compensating effort" (p. 81 2) . Other researchers 

rAn re :vs & Debus , 1978; Dweck, 1975; HcMahan, 1973) also 

rec o mmended the change to effort ascriptions through 

~ etrain ing programs . 

It appears that the attribution theory model may prove 

to be an ex tremely useful method of determining and describ-

L. . otivation variables and their effect on academic 

achie ve ent . This theory of motivation based on causal 

a_ r·but i ons provides a much needed structure on which to 

~ase f r he r researc h . 

Statement of the Problem 

some children s ucceed and others fail who apparently 

hav e t e same c ap ci ty to suc c ee d . Although IQ is the best 

:!re tcr of academic success , I Q certainly doesn ' t explain 
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why some seemingly able students fail. Some mildly handi­

capped students who have the basic skills needed to succeed, 

do succeed in regular classes with resource help. Others, 

just as able, do not. Thus ability is not the only variable 

i nf luencing academic success or failure. Motivation 

variables may supply the balance, but the affective aspects 

of successful classroom performance have been difficult to 

def i ne and measure. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to determine the relation­

ship between attributional styles and academic success or 

fa ilu re of non-handicapped and learning disabled fourth 

grade boys and girls. In this way it was hoped to extend 

he .~ nowl edge gained from past research on locus of control, 

learned helplessness, and causal attributions, from studies 

do. e either in regular classes or with mildly handicapped 

s u ents . It was hoped t hat an attributional pattern 

cou be identif ied which might d iscriminate between those 

st 1e ts who perfor m successful l y academically and those 

~ o o not . 



Null Hypotheses 

Ho 1 : There will be no significant differences 

between the mean grade point averages of 

children whether they are non-handicapped 

or learning disabled, boys or girls. 

Ho 2 : On the IAR there will be no significant 

differences between the responses made by 

successful students and the responses made 

by unsuccessful students whether they are 

non-handicapped or learning disabled, boys 

or girls. 

A. Using a direct method of discriminant 

a n alysis the IAR will have no linear 

discriminating ability to differentiate 

between successful students and 

un s uc cessful students. 

1 . Sex will not be a significant pre-

dictor variable in conjunction with 

the IAR. 

2 . condition wi ll no t be a significant 

oredictor variable in conjunction with 
~ 

the IAR . 

17 



B. Using a stepwise method of discriminant 

analysis the IAR will have no linear 

d iscriminating ability to differentiate 

between successful students and 

unsuccessful students. 

1. Sex will not be a significant 

predictor variable in conjunction 

with the IAR. 

2. Condition will not be a significant 

pred ictor variable in conjunction 

wi th t he IAR. 

Ho 3 : On the ASC there will be n o significan t 

differenc es between the responses made by 

succ e ssful stude n ts and the responses made 

by unsuccessfu l stud e n t s whether they are 

non - h andic apped or l e arn i ng d isabled, boys 

or girls . 

A. Using a d i rec t method o f d iscriminant 

analysis the ASC wil l have n o l inear 

discriminating abil i ty t o d i f fe ren t iate 

between successfu l s t uden ts and 

unsuccessfu l students . 

18 



1. Sex will not be a significant 

predictor variable in conjunction 

with the ASC. 

2. Condition will not be a significant 

predictor variable in conjunction 

with the ASC. 

B. Using a stepwise method of discriminant 

analysis the ASC will have no linear 

discriminating ability to differentiate 

between successful students and 

un successful students. 

1 . Sex will not be a significant predictor 

variable in conjunction with the ASC. 

2. Condit ion will not be a significant 

pred ictor variable in conjunction with 

the ASC. 

Ho
4

: There will be no interaction between the wa y 

responses made by successful students, versus 

those made by unsuccessfu l students , appear 

.vithin the three dimens ions of the ASC, thus 

the significant predictor variables will be 

situati onally located the s ame , or as r eflec­

tions, i n both parts of each dimension . 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Three concepts are addressed in this dissertation. 

The first two, locus of control and learned helplessness, 

wil l be reviewed as separate entities before being subsumed 

under the larger construct, attribution theory. In each of 

the three sections the theory will be delineated first, 

followe d by a review of the related research literature. 

Locus of Control 

Theory 

The loc u s o f control concept grew from Rotter's social 

learning theory wh ich was first published in 1954. Rotter 

( 9 66 ) described the d e velopment of the internal-external 

variable . Rotter e xp l ain ed that "social learn ing theory 

. p rovides the general theoretical back ground f or this 

conception of the natur e and effects of reinforcement" 

(p . 2 ) . 

If a pe r son perceives a rein fo r ceme n t as 
contingent upon his o~ .. rn be h a v ior, t hen t h e 
oc c urrence of either a posi tive or ne gative 
reinforcemen t will strengthen or weaken 
potent ial fo r that behavior t o r ecur i n t he 
sa. e o r similar situation . I f he see s the 
rei. fo rc e. en t as being outs ide h i s own 

2 0 



control or not contingent, that is depending 
upon chance, fate, powerful others, or unpre­
dictable, then the preceding behavior is less 
likely to be strengthened or weakened • • . . 
Learning under skill conditions is different 
from learning under chance conditions. (p. 5) 

In a later publication, Rotter, Chance, and Phares (1972) 
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introduced social learning theory "as an attempt to account 

fo r human behavior in relatively complex social situations • 

. It . . utilizes both an expectancy construct and an 

emp irical law of effect" (p. 1) • Rotter and associates 

aut ion "as in the case with any theory, this one is 

expected ultimate ly to yield to a better, more comprehensive 

theory than has been available in the past" (p. 1). They 

o tlined b asic assumptions and the concepts of "behavior 

potent ial, expectancy , reinforcement value, and the psycho-

lo __ ical situation" (p . 11). 

Both expectancy and the value of a reinforcement 

i f luence behavior. "The success or failure of a specific 

behavior may have effects on many other behaviors that are 

seen by the individual as leading to the same goal" (p. 118). 

Be cause e xpectancies generalize to new situations meaningful 

pre ictions can be made , especially if the style (internal 

o r externa l ) o r qual ity of the generalizations are known . 

"T' e ef fects of reinforcement are quite d ifferent depending 

· po whethe r he individual perceives such reinforcement as 

de?en e .. t upon his om efforts or upon factors beyond his 
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control" ( p. 1 2 3) . Recognizing that the relationship 

between reinforcement value and expectancy may be positive, 

negative, or zero, 11 in specific situations the level of 

expectancy or the value of the reinforcement may in itself 

be a cue that determines the quantity of the other variable 

t o some extent" (p. 125). 

Rotte r (1975 ) discussed some problems and misconcep-

tions related to the construct of internal versus external 

con trol of reinforcement. Generalized expectancies vary 

ac cording to the construct the theorist employs, and cannot 

be precisely measured. While they are important personality 

characteristics and allow "broad predictions from limited 

ta " (p . 59 ) generalized expectancies "represent only one 

of any variables . and their relative importance is a 

funct i o n o f the novelty and/or ambiguity of the situation" 

rp . 5 9 ) . The conceptua l problem Rotter saw most often was 

the f a ilure to treat reinforcement value as a 
separa te variable . To make a locus o£ control 
or ed iction , one must either control reinforce­
~ent va l ue o r measure it, and systematically 
ta e it i n to account . (p . 59) 

~o ~ter cont i nued di th a comment on the f allacy of using a 

:ene r a meas re ( i . e . his I - E scale) to pred ict achievement 

i::1 a specific s i tuation . His test was deve loped to "allow 

c 0 _ a 0~ egr e e of pred iction of behavior across a wide 

e of potential sit at i ons " (p . 62 ) . Rotter reminded 
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researchers to "guard against the assumption that expectancy 

regarding the control of reinforcement is a behavioral trait 

an d that the prediction of behavior can ignore the value of 

the rein f orcement that is the expected outcome of the 

beh av ior being studied" (p. 66). 

Phares (1978) presented an overview of locus of 

control. He said that reinforcement by itself was not 

s ffic ient to increase behavior potential. "The individual 

mu st a l so believe that there is a causal relationship 

between wha t one does and what follows" (p. 264). Locus of 

contro l is n o t an either one or the other dichotomy, it is 

a situat i on ally based continuum, and "only one entry in a 

e ry complex for mu la for the prediction of behavior" 

(p . 266 ) . Uncon trollability causes reduced learning because 

e. e ralizations decrease and experience is not used. Phares 

a egorized the I - E scale as a generalized expectancy 

~easure . He noted that t h e I AR has been used often as a 

easure of locus of con trol and "in children, internals show 

eater school achievement than do exter nals" (p. 283) . 

. el ~ionships between I - E and a c hie veme n t need (nAch) are 

ow. They appear to be confound e d by sex differences and 

the n ch me asures themselves . I n t e r nal control appears to 

be de e l opmental but "cer tain l y what is i mpor tan t is not 



age itself but what age reflects in the way of present 

circumstances, prior learning, and so on" (p. 292). 

Lawrence and Winschel (1975) described some of the 

implications the locus of control concept might have for 

special education. They contended that 

internality in locus of control must become a 
conscious goal in the education of handicapped 
children. This objective is both necessary to 
normalization and prerequisite to the success­
ful, long term mainstreaming of recently segre­
gated children. If handicapped children are to 
be educated within regular school programs, 
educators must maximize those intellectual and 
personal attributes which will facilitate their 
acceptance by age peers and increase their 
potential for academic success. (p. 484) 
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They recommended that, before mainstreaming mildly retarded 

chi ldren , each child should "demonstrate a level of inter-

na li t y (both for success and failure) not less than average 

~or the class to which he would be assigned" (p. 488). 

~his wo ld require regular classroom teachers and special 

e cat i o n teache rs alik e to have the background necessary 

to ut ilize the child's locus of control beliefs in order 

to max i miz e his progress and to consciously promote the 

q is itio n o f internal beliefs. "Praise must be deserved; 

fa ilu r e mus t be possible " (p . 489). Lawrence and Winschel 

str on ly suggest that locus of control is one theory which 

_an a d s hou l d be meaningful l y and successfully translated 

i o education al practice . 
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Measures of Locus of Control in Children 

MacDonald ( 1973), and Phares (1976), and Gilmor (1978) 

a re j ust three of many who have reviewed the literature and 

meas u res of locus of control in particular. Gilrnor's review 

fo c u s e s on t h e developmental aspects of locus of control ru1d 

includ es detailed descriptions of nine instruments measuring 

loc u s o f c ontrol i n children. Rotter (1975) said "the most 

comprehensiv e a n d recent review and analysis of the locus of 

con trol l iterature is in a book recently completed by 

Ph are s " ( p . 5 6 ) . MacDon ald's work emphasized the measures 

themse l ve s a nd includ e d t h e complete texts of those reviewed 

fol l o i ng the refe r enc e s ection of his chapter. 

·ac Donald ( 19 73 ) conunen ted on the "continuing geometri-

cal progr es sion " (p . 17 0 ) of research, and briefly s k etched 

t .e d iver se n a t ur e of the literature. 

ll of t he research po ints to the same con ­
clusion : peopl e a r e h a n dicapped by e x ternal 
l o c us of con trol o r ientations. The prevailing 
belief is ~ hat i t is des irabl e to change people, 
especiall y t hos e who are not doing well in our 
scc i et~ , i n t he ire ction of i n ternality. 
( p . 170) 

~-a Dona l iscussed p ro jec t ive and i nd irect meth ods an d the 

-ore . - choice fo r mats . Of th e c h i ldr en 's s cal es, 1ac Don ald 

r e ommende the I ntellectu a l Achievemen t Re spon sib i li t y 

Q:es ~ ionn ire ( IARQ) over the others , noting , ho wever , that 

"i~ is r e l e; .. :: only to the ac ad e mic situatio n " (p . 17 9 ) . 



MacDonald stated that "the psychometric properties of 

the scale are quite acceptable" (p. 184). Short forms 

(20 items) of the IARQ were developed by the authors. 

"Correlations between the long- and short-form subscales 
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are quite high: I+ = .90 and . I-= .91" (p. 194) for 

the third through fifth grade children. The authors of the 

IARQ also suggested that the short forms "are less affected 

by social desirability response bias than the longer forms" 

(p . 198 ) . 

Phares (1976 ) began his discussion of I-E scales for 

chi l d ren with the comment that the IAR was "at the present 

i e , the most frequently used measure of I-E in children" 

(p . 53 ) . He continued: 

It s basic utility seems to have been established 
and mar k s it as perhaps the most serviceable 
measure of locus of control beliefs in children 
i~ the relatively specific areas of intellectual­
academic achievement. (p. 55) 

Phar es rem i nded readers that the narrower range of condi-

tions c o u ld well increase the IAR's specific predictive 

i.lity . "High l y structured situations evoke very strong 

specific expec tancies rather than generalized locus of 

.... ontro expectancies" (p. 158 ) . 

Gilmor ( 19 78 ) acknowledged the problem of comparing 

~est s an~ the r esu l ts of t he widely varying instruments. 

i ~ o r cite the psychometric proper t ies of the IAR and 



eight other measures. Differences in locus of control 

seemed to be due more to socio-economic status than race, 

and on most measures "internality has consistently been 

shown to increase with age" (p. 7). In his discussion of 
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locu s of control and adaptive behavior, Gilmor observed that 

juven ile delinquents, emotionally disturbed children, and 

handicapped children seemed to have an external locus of 

control . Children with an internal locus seemed to be less 

a nx ious , more able to delay gratification, more creative, 

mor e efficient in their use of environmental cues, and 

n i g her achievers. Noting that in many studies the I+ and 

I - s u b scales of the IAR have shovm an unbalanced pattern 

~ith one high a nd the other low, eliciting various inter-

pr e ~ a tions (see following section), Gilmor urged those using 

t1e IA R in future investigations to compare children "with 

:a l a nced i n ternal (high I+, I-) versus balanced external 

r l o ·..; I , I - ) IAR s cores " ( p . 1 2) i n addition to those other 

h il : r e n with unbalanced scores. In this manner adaptive 

e rs s non - adaptive i mplications may be more adequately 

J J e . Gilmor found that "measures of parent-child inter-

· d onstrate that more positive parental child-rearing cC _lOn e. 

p r c t i ces a r e a ssociated with chi l d ren who endorse internal 

~-,e ie fs " (p . 1 7 ) • . od ification procedures to enhance 

.; e :r- . . a l ity :..;ere mo r e effe ctive \'lhen children VJere allowed 



"to experience the · contlngency between their own behaviour 

and the subsequent reinforcement" (p .. 20) . 

Intellectual Achievement Responsibility 

Questionnaire (IAR) 

Because locus of control is a very broad concept, 
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Crandall , Katkovs ky, and Crandall (1965) created an instru-

men t which covers the more limited school behaviors of 

ch ildren (grades 3-12) and limits the reinforcing others 

to peers , parents, and teachers. It is a 34 item forced-

cho ice ques tionnaire. Here is an example: 

When you find it easy to work arithmetic or math 
problems at school, is it usually a. because the 
eache r . gave you especially easy problems, or 

b . because you studied your book well before you 
tried them? (p. 97) 

shorter 20 ques tion version is available for use with 

~hird th rough fifth graders (MacDonald, 1973). Half the 

i~e. s ha e success or positive stems, the other half failure 

o r egative stems . 

It was fe lt that the dynamics operative in 
as suming c red it for causing good things to 
happe n ight be very d ifferent from those 
operative in accepting blame for unp leasant 
c on sequences . It is possible that belief in 
pe r sona l res ponsibility for the two kinds of 
e e n ts may deve lop at dif ferential rates, or 

ha t th i s may be so for some children but not 
o t he rs . Thus , the IAR was so constructed that, 
i. ad ition to a total I ( i nternal or self-) 
respo. s ibil i ty score , s eparate subs cores could 
~e obtaine fo r bel i efs in internal respon­
s i bil i ty for successes (I+ score) and for 



failures (I- score) . (Crandall 1 et al. 1 1965 1 

p. 94) 

Normative data. Crandall, Katkovsky, and Crandall 

( 19 65 ) report means, standard deviations and ranges of IAR 

scores for the normative sample (see Appendix A) . The I+ 
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ve rs u s I- correlation coefficient for fourth grade was .11, 

raising "the possibility that self-responsibility for 

succes s e s and failures may be learned separately, and the 

young child may assume more responsibility for the one than 

fo r the other 11 (p. 102). 

The loTv carrel a tions between the two subscales 
rai s es some doubt about the use of the total I 
score alone. Since this score combines self­
responsibility for success and failure, it may 
mask important differences between the two in 
the ind i vidu al child . (p. 101) 

At the fou rth grade level there were no significant 

sex d ifferences in IAR scores. Girls scored slightly higher 

than boys on Tota l I and I+, and boys scored slightly higher 

than g irls on I -. 

Grades 3, 4, and 5 were grouped for the correlations 

be twee IQ and social status. The IAR scores related only 

. o erate ly to IQ (Large - Thorndike, N = 233, Me an 103.0, 

5 9 . 2 . 51 ) but o nly the I+ scores, small but significant 

orrelated ~ith social class. 

~ ch ievemen t t est scores and r eport card grade averages 

.__o rr e ~c.ted positi e l y and significantly with the Total I 
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scores of grades, 3, 4, and 5. However there were some sex 

d ifferences between the subscales. I+ scores for girls in 

grades 3 and 4 were highly related to achievement and grades 

wh ile fifth grade boys' achievement and grades related 

h i ghly to I- scores (p. 107). "The scale, then, predicts 

d ifferently for the two sexes at different age levels" 

(p . 108 ) . 

1lcGhee and Crandall (1968) gave an additional report 

on the normat ive results. This time the IAR scores were 

ichotomized by splitting them at the median score. Girls 

i n grades 3 and 5 with high Total I scores "had signifi­

can tly h i ghe r math and language scores, while those scores 

~ere not sign i fic antly different for high- and low-internal 

ir ls in grade 4" (p . 97). Fifth grade girls who had high 

I - s c ores had significantly higher language achievement 

s ore s . "There e r e no significant interactions of grade 

le e l :. IAR scores for boys" (p. 97). With the three grades 

o llapsed , high internal g irls consistently scored higher on 

all a h ieveme t tests . There was no significant relation­

~h ip between a chievement and I+ scores for boys, however 

' .i I - boys d id better in reading. There was a significant 

o rre l at i on bet ieen high To tal I boys and all achievement 

:.es t s o res . 
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Fourth Grade Studies 

Researchers have used the IAR extensively in their 

stud ies with fourth grade children. Some have dichotomized 

the scores into internal-external groups by splitting them 

at t h e median score (DuCette, Wolk, & Friedman, 1972; McGhee 

& Cr a ndall, 1968; Messer, 1972; Midlarsky & McKnight, 1980). 

Others have trichotomized their subjects into high, middle 

and l ow i nter n al groups (Arlin, 1975; Howie, 1975; Morris & 

~l es ser , 19 78 ) . Taub and Dollinger (1975) omitted about 25% 

of the subjec t s in t heir study by eliminating those who 

e arned the upp e r score and the lower score in the mid group 

range in orde r t o s e t their three groups apart. Most 

r e s e a rchers simpl y u se t h e scores obtained on the I+ and I­

suhtests plus the Total I scores (Brady , Figuerres, Felker, 

& -ar rison , 1978 ; Brady , Rick ards, & Felker, 1975; Chapman 

& Bo ersma , 1979 ; Fe l ker & Bahlk e, 1970; Felker & Thomas, 

19 1; Li f shitz , 1 9 73; McGhe e & Crandall, 1968; Messer, 1972; 

. eed , 1970 ; Stanwyck & Fe l k er, 1971; Wood, 1978). 

Because of the varia t ion i n ut i l iz a tion of t h e o b tain ed 

R ? 1 s , mi n us and total resu l ts i t i s difficult to compa re 

s~ ies . e re the results bas ed o n grou p means? Or were 

. e sco r e s partit i oned ? Would t h i s mak e a practical 

· c l. the results ? Besides t h e vary i ng s ample ~ ~ -ere. c e 

5 · zes , ~ er aps this is a contributing factor in the varianc e 
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in reported results showing (or not showing) effects due to 

g rade, age, or sex. 

Research limited to fourth grade subjects. Of studies 

don e using only fourth grade students, one examines the 

relat ionship between internal locus of control and academic 

performance. Messer (1972) divided the IAR scores at the 

med ian to get high and low internal groups. Boys who were 

h i g h I+ and girls who were high I- had significantly higher 

report card g rad es. The same was true of achievement test 

s cores , but th is reached significance only for boys. "Boys 

r.vho took credit for their academic successes and girls 'i,vho 

a c epted blame for their failures were those most likely to 

h a ·e highe r grades and higher achievement test scores" 

(? . 145 6 ) . 

In studies of fo u rth grade children correlating 

e r al locus o f control with self-concept the girls had 

pos itive c orrela~ion between I+ a nd self-concept while 

t . ere ':as a negative correlation for the boys between I- and 

se lf - conc e pt (Pel, e r & Bahlke , 1970; Felker & Thoma s, 1971). 

F~ ke r and Bah l ke ( 1970) r e ported that boys' "high self-

o .. e? t an denying res pons ibil i ty for 'bad ' happenings were 

· ~ " (p . 7 ) . The fo llowing year ( 1971) Felk er and .SSOC la .... e 

':". O f.'l S c 0 n the same sex di fference between I+ and I-

, ore s a d se lf - concept . Th is t i me both boys and gir ls had a 
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sign ificant positive correlation between self-concept and 

I+ but only for the boys was the correlation between I- and 

self -concept significant. They said "these findings suggest 

sex d ifferences in the development of locus of control as a 

mean s of maintaining or enhancing self-concept" (p. 1286). 

Brady, Rickards, and Felker (1975) found that girls 

scored significantly higher than boys on the Total I and I-

parts . The girls' mean I+ was higher too, even though it 

d i dn ' t reach significance. 

Frierson (1 975 ) divided his fourth grade group by 

socio - economic status (High SES vs. Low SES), conceptual 

empo (reflective vs. impulsive) and fast accurate or slow 

ac urate . Group means and standard deviations of the Total 

I s cores be t ween High SES (Mean 23.86, SD 3.92) and Low SES 

( .. e a n 2 1 . 7 9 , SD 3. 6 6 ) we re not sign if ican tly different. 

Th · s s pports the content ion that "social class ... 

accou ts f o r only a very small portion of the variance in 

L R score s " (Crandall , et al., 1965, p. 104). 

· ou rth g rade plus other grade l evels. Solomon, 

.:o i a.:1 , and Pareli s (1 969 ) studied black and white 4th 

an 6 h g r ade boys and g irls. There wer e no significant 

e::e ts fo r race . However significant effects for sex were 

rod ce beca s e g irls scored h i ghe r than boys on t he I+ 

a~ ,..1 'l'ota I sections . There was " a Sex X Grade X Cl ass 



inte raction affecting I+ within the white sample" (p. 482) 

flho were lower class children: Girls scored significantly 

higher than boys in sixth grade while in the fourth grade, 

boys scored higher than girls. 
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Stan<:.vyck and Felker ("1971) found that "pupils with low 

self concept gradually assume less responsibility for school 

s u ccesses '' (p . 13). No grade effect between 3 and 6 was 

found . 

Barnett and Kaiser (1978) trichotomized the IAR scores 

in their sample of 4th, 6th, and 8th graders. "Only in the 

Lo To tal I g rou p did the boys attribute more responsibility 

to themse lves fo r intellectual-academic successes . . than 

ei r fai lures " (p. 212 ) . These boys also "had signifi-

ca tly l ower r eport c ard grade averages . . . lower achieve-

. e . test perce tile scores . . and lower IQ scores . 

t ha.'l t e bovs in the 1i d and Hi levels of Total I" (p. 21 2) • 

~, e bo s i n the id and Hi levels and the girls had no 

s i nicicant ifferences between any of the IAR scores and 

1:"formance scores . Also "n o main or interaction effects 

;, o l;"n grade level were found " (p. 212). 

In a ore ious study , Arlin (1975) also found "no main 
.1.. 

F e or i nte ractive effects due to grade level" (p . 283). e_~ec .__ s 

- 1 ( ' l- h IAR ) st den ts express ed more favorable atti-ter. a 

_ Ae~ ~o~ar teacher s an schoo l learning processes . "Ther e 



wa s no difference between internals and externals in the 

trad itional setting" (p. 283) but internals had "a greater 

fee ling of freedom about learning" (p. 283) and "'l'lere more 

satisfied with their teachers" (p. 284) in open settings. 
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' egative correlations were obtained for I- scores for 

boys and I+ and I- scores for girls when teachers encouraged 

student s to praise other students (Brady, Figuerres, Felker, 

& Garr ison , 1978, p. 436). Reimanis (1973) found that I+ 

scores predicted achievement for fourth grade boys and 

To ta l I predicted achievement for fourth grade girls. 

Li f shitz ( 1973) found no significant sex differences in his 

s c y of an Israeli k ibbutz, but he did note that all the 

AR scores seemed to increase with age. 

did l arsky and 1c Yn ight ( 1980) investigated the effects 

o f a chie ement , feedback, and locus of control on children's 

e xpectations . They found that "internals expected a 

s i n i_icantly greater degree o f success on Tas k 2 than did 

e xte r n als ., ( p . 208 ) . There was also a significant inter-

a c t i oj be t·,;een locus of control and feed back. 

Ta ~ a nd Dollinger ( 1975) trichotomized the IAR scores 

o c fou r th a . d fifth grade students . They found that med iuR 

in t e r. a l s i mproved under rewar d and purpose versus reward -

. 0 p 1rpose a nd n o reward - no purpose condit ions. Ex ternals 

n e r re ard - purpose versus no reward - no 
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pu rpose conditions and either reward or purpose versus no 

reward - no purpose conditions. Greater task performance 

was associa t ed with higher internality only when no incen­

tive was p r ovided. Thus Taub and Dollinger suggest that 

Lefcourt 's 1967 "observation that cue explication is needed 

by external s but not internals" (p. 191) is supported. They 

fol lowed up wi t h another study. This time Dollinger and 

Taub ( 1977 ) e xplored "the interactive effect of locus of 

control and pu rpo sive cue e x plication" (p. 120) with stu-

en ts in grades 4 , 5, and 6. Again they divided the IAR 

s cores i nto thi r d s. "A significant Locus of Control X Sex 

i ~ teraction . . ref lected the low performance of external 

boys " (p . 122 ) . "On l y the performance of e x ternals was 

s i ~ n ificantly g reate r under purpose" (p. 122) conditions. 

T ey c o nclude that " purpos e enhan ced the motivation of 

e · e r:1als but no t inter na l s " (p. 123-124 ) and recommended 

f rL . e r e search on cue e xpl ication and intrinsic-extrinsic 

:no _i a tio n . 

~ l emen tary Boys , g rades 4 - 6 . Stud ies d o n e wi t h black 

~ ~ i e boys in elementary school (Baron, Cowan, Gan z, & 

c Dona l 1974 ; DuCette , Wa l k , & Friedman , 1972; Katz, Cole, 

& Ba r on , 197 6 ) f ound no s i gn i fi c ant race d i f fer ences. Ka t z, 

c o l e a n Baron 9 7 6 ) i n reporting the i r fin d i ngs s a i d "in 

t h is stu y fou nd more similar it i es than d i f f e r ence s 



37 

betwe en b lack and white pupils on various motivational 

me asu r e s" (p. 373). DuCette, Walk, and Friedman (1972) 

found that "internals gave more creative responses than 

exte r na ls an d were more efficient" (p. 298). In another 

study (Baro n , e t al., 1974) significant interactions were 

found i nd ica ting that internal boys performed better with 

intrinsic f e edback and that verbally administered extrinsic 

feedback i mproved the performance of external boys. Morris 

and ,- e sser ( 19 78 ) al s o found that external boys improved 

the ir task perfor ma n c e with e xternal reinforcement. In 

the ir study , inte rn al s d id equally well in both external and 

i~_e r al r e inforc i ng cond itions. Bryant (1974) found that 

" _ ter al s tuden ts responded more r e liably than Ex ternal 

st'Jdents " (p . 13 11 ) . Sign i f icantl y h igh correlations 

be ween I - scor e s an d a c h i e vement test scores in vocabulary , 

~ e 0 i comprehens i on , and lan guage s k ills and grade point 

a e r a e ~ere r eported by Kenne lly and Ki n ley ( 1975). They 

:o n t. at the To tal I scores o f t he 6 th grad e boys 

~o~r e l a te sig ificantly with a ll meas ure s o f acad emic 

e.: :o:- I'ilan ce . 

Grades 3 , 5 , and 6 

Ho lli s and oods ( 1975) had an opposi t e f inding f o r 

~:c'.: ..~ e r boys i n tha.L.. "on l y the I+ subs c ale was predic tive of 

a hie~enen .L.. erformance for boys while both the I + and I -



subscales r.vere equally predictive for girls" (p .. 6) . Wood 

(1 9 78 ) wrote that "among third graders, correlations 

between IAR Total score and achievement were positive and 

statistically significant" (p. 8). However he found that 

fo r fifth graders, only in the open school, not the tradi-

tion al school, were the correlations between the Total I 

an~ achievement scores significant. 

Fifth grade boys and girls. Wright and DuCette (1976) 

conf irm this f inding saying "locus of control was able to 
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pre ict achievement only in the open setting" (p. 9) • They 

fond no sex differences. In another study all IAR scores 

~e re related to achievement for boys but only the I+ scores 

~ere related to achievement for girls (Solomon, Houlihan, 

3 ss e , & Parelius, 1971). LaVoie and Adams (1975) wrote 

a gene r a l c onclusion emerging from much of this 
research is that measures of locus of control 
pre ict bes t those behaviors with motivational 

e e r minants ( i.e. grade s in school), but locus 
of contro l is a relatively poor predictor of 
_ easures of :nowledge ( i.e. achievement test 
scores) . ( p . 6) 

In he ·r study of fifth graders they found IQ to be the best 

re i tor . Looking at t he effect of locus of control on 

e li ence test score s , Bauer (1 975 ) found that internals 

-·~ ~etter ~ ha external boys . "LovJ-achievement motivation 

e lief in externa l control were predictive of academic 

~~eati . ~ a:nong girls but not among boys " (Johnson & Gormly, 



197 2, p. 324). In a study made of black and white fifth 

graders (Burbach & Bridgemen, 1976) both black and white 

g irls had a low significant correlation between their I+ 

scores and self-esteem. Black males• self-esteem was 

related to Total I and more strongly to their I+ scores. 

~ -hi te males' Total I scores also were related to self-

es teem , but for them I-, rather than I+, was related. 

In two doctoral dissertations (Johnson, 1976; Vogel, 

97 6 ) Total I scores were predictive of achievement . 

. :either one found any significant relationship between the 
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s o res of boys and girls. "It would appear that the effects 

of loc us o f control on achievement are the same for both 

sexes , various level of intelligence, and different socio-

ceo omic levels " (Vogel, 1976). Seidner, Lewis, Sherwin, 

anc.. Tr o ll ( 19 8) also using Total I scores found "no 

si n i f icant differences between pupils in open-space and 

o . e t ional sett i n gs" (p. 213). Students with high peer 

s_a ~us had greater Tota l Ability and Quantitative Ability 

• -1-.... : ~.... e dere external (Horne , Se idner, & Harasymiw, 1978). 

u ·'s"c t. e opposite vTas t rue of low peer status students. 

p·e ~ s ( 97 7 ) i ve stigating self-esteem and locus of control 

· es s ix and ten found significant interactions between l:l sr 
s e : - es t eem an s e x with high self-esteem girls having 

~ ·?· e
4 

r s c o r e s than girls with low self-esteem. All 



40 

ch ildren with high self-esteem had significantly higher I+ 

and Total I scores. A significant grade effect was also 

found with all IAR scores increasing from 6th to 10th grade. 

Secondary Sc hool Boys and Girls 

Powell ( 1971) found that 8th grade girls scored higher 

on I - and got better grades than 8th grade boys. Lowden 

(197 9 ) s a i d " the combination of the variables sex and total 

l oc s oc c ontr o l were significant for estimating . 

overall grade poin t average and grades in math and English" 

rp . 6206 - A) but l o c u s o f control scores were not signifi­

ca tly related t o ach ievement scores. Ninth grade students 

':Jere s u:r-veyed by Entv:isle and Greenberger (1972) who found 

"sex •las not a s i gn ifican t source of variance for children 

of relatively l0\·7 socio - e conomic level of either race" 

rp . 218 ) . There ~,.,as a dif ference be tween middle class white 

~oys a d g irls with boys s corin g higher on the I+ scale . 

. :i: h rade i nternal boy s h a d significantly higher grade 

80 in average s (Schu l t z & Pomer antz , 1976). They also 

repor e that the re was a sign i fi c an t relationship between 

lo us of contr o l and a c hievement ~otivat ion. Bradley and 

Gaa ~19 77 ) tested 10th grade stu den ts and showe d that "goal­

se ~tin g students scored sign i f i cant l y h igher t han non -goal 

se-: ting stu ents o tne I AR+ and IAR- s c ales" (p. 21 ) . 
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Hand icapped Children 

Two studies showed that learning disabled (LD) third 

and sixth graders scored significantly lower on the I+ sub­

scale t han t h eir non-LD classmates (Chapman & Boersma, 1979; 

Hi ll , 19 8 0 ) , but there were no significant differences 

between the t wo groups on the I- scale. Chan and Keogh 

( 1974 ) study i n g e ducable mentally retarded (EMR) and 

norma l ly ach i eving third graders matched on mental ages, 

ob tained the s ame resul t s on the I+ scale. However these 

t~o g roups differed o n t h e I- scale with the EMR children 

h i_ he r than the o the rs . "No sign if ican t difference was 

foun between the g rou ps for Total I scores" (p. 176-177). 

Jones and . lc Ghe e ( 19 7 2) used the IAR in a study of 

i st itutionalized bl ind mal e s. There was a significant 

. e a ive correlation of I + scores with achievement test 

o res i. sc ience , reading , a n d social science. Th e corre­

la ~ion between the listen i ng achiev eme n t test score and I­

%as pos itive . There wer e n o significant correlations with 

oc 

re 

Shipe ( 1971 ) studied two g roup s o f y oun g men, a n 

pational training school grou p (institutionalize d 

ardates , mean IQ 64 . 7) and a v ocat ion a l school group 

' :7~ea. IQ , 2 . 7 ) . For the institutional group "low bu t 

s i ..__ .. i:..:.cant correlations ·ere found between I AR sco res r 
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Porteus Mazes test ages, and institutional wage level" 

(p . 15 ) . There was a significant positive correlation 

between locu s of control and all achievement scores for the 

vocational school boys. 

In two studies of learning disabled (LD) adolescents, 

s elect i ve attention was investigated (Hallahan, Gajar, 

Cohen , Tarver, 1978; Tarver, Hallahan, Cohen, & Kauffman, 

19 77 ) . In the earlier study (Tarver, et al., 1977) a 

sign ificant negative correlation was found between the 

To t al I score s an d the central recall scores of the LD boys 

( - = 1 4 ) • The author s speculate that "the internal control 

me an i sms o f lear n i ng disabled boys may be unreliable; 

~hu s , e x ter n al c ontr o l would be a more reality-based means 

o co tro l " (p . 499 ) . I n a second study (Hallahan, et al., 

9 78) ~he LD students 24 boys, 4 girls) were matched 

dith o r ma l s u bjec ts . The LD a dole scents were sign i ficantly 

.. ore external than the nor mal g r o up . But t he surprise v1as 

at th i s t i me it wasn ' t t he LD teenagers but the normal 

s-:.u en ts 1ho had t he sign i f icant ne ga t ive correlation 

~e ~Neen internal locu s of control and central reca l l. But 

the two st d ies a r e not real l y c omparab le bec au se o f age and 

se if~erences of the two LD groups. Be ndell, Tollefson 

a. F'ne ( 980 ) h a d a l a r ger group (N = 50) o f 13 t o 15 ye ar 

o l r o bo~s selec ted to fo r m an i n ter nal treatment group and 
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an external treatment group. Each boy received both a 

highly structured reinforcement learning method and a lowly 

structured reinforcement learning method. There was a 

signif icant interaction effect which showed that "adoles­

c e nts with external locus of control orientation performed 

signif icantly better with the highly structured treatment, 

wh ile adolescents with internal locus of control performed 

s i gnif icantly better with lowly structured treatment" 

(p . 86 ) . The authors suggest that "these findings have 

i~portant implications for the education of learning-

. isabl e d adolescents and point to a need for special 

e uca t ion to con s i der affective factors" (p. 86). A small 

<; r o up ( _ = 16 ) of learn ing and behavior disordered children 

pa r i al ly con firme d those findings in that the internal 

s bj e cts did perfor m sign ificantly better in the self-select 

r ewa r d c o n d itio n versus teacher-select reward condition, but 

e x te r~ 1 children showed no preference (Raschke, 1979). 

s i ng a Modified Form of the IAR 

Li f sh i t z and Ramot (19 78 ) modified the IAR so as to 

~ "' e :-::o r e appropr iate f or their study of Israeli kibbutz 

a r~o ..... es c e . s . . o significant ma i n or interacting effects 

·..:c ;::e f o :1 for age or for sex . There were significant 

c·f:e r e~c e s a . ong Kibbutz movements and between familial 

0~~ r. al sl e ep i ng arra gements . 
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Arlin and Whitley (1978) used a shortened (18 item) 

fo r m of the I AR with 5th, 6th, and 7th grade students in 

one schoo l with individualized classes and in another with 

trad itional classes. The results showed that "the percep­

ion of self-management of learning was causally prior to 

perception of academic locus of control" (p. 990). 

The IAR Short Form (20 questions) was used with a 3rd 

grade g roup ( yce , Brannigan, & Duchnowski, 1977). "Low-

appro1al mo .L..ivationjexternal Ss made significantly more 

e rrors than the high-approval motivation/internal Ss" 

(p . 80 ) , and g irls made significantly more errors than 

ooys . 

Peterson and Janick i (1 979) have also used the · short 

cor in the i r investig ation of aptitude-treatment inter-

~ i on s i le a rning in large or small groups. There were 

seieral curious findings . "High -ability students retained 

.tOre in the small g r oup approach . . and low-ability 

:. de ts reta ined more i n the large group approach" (p. 68 4 ). 

so it ~as fo nd tha t initial preferences by those 4th, 

5:. . , a_ .d 6 _h g raders for large or small groups were 

~ia~etr·cal l y opposed to the actual outcome . Students who 

, i ·ally 

sa i d they preferred learning in a sma ll-group 
aporoac h ac tually d i d worse on the delayed test 
in~that approach and better i n the large-group 
approach . Stu ents who said they preferred a 



large-group approach actually did worse in that 
approach and better in the small group approach. 
(p. 686) 
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Locus of control was related to "students' attitudes toward 

math . Internal students tended to have a negative attitude 

toward math, and external students had a positive attitude" 

(p . 684 ) . 

Learned Helplessness 

Theory 

Seligman ( 1975) presented a hypothesis in which he 

at empte d to explain learned helplessness and its effects. 

Or ani sms which are subjected to uncontrollable events 

exh i b it deficits because they have learned that nothing 

ey do ma 'es a d iffe rence. These deficits include reduced 

. ot i ation to respond which in turn interferes with instru-

enta l learning whe re the subjects ~ able to control 

o tcomes . In addition , even v1hen the subject can control 

he outcome an makes a successful response his negative 

.... ogni ive set hinde rs "learn ing, perceiving, and believing 

~ a .... t e response worked " (p. 22), and so "produces cogni-

_i e is o rtions " (p . 74) . The final de£ ici t is emotional 

.is t rbance . Lea r ned helple s sness, when the outcome is 

Cl ·ersive , prod ces "heightened anxiety, followe d by depres-

s io. " r p . 4 ) . " The r e is a wi de variety of disruption to 



behavior, cognition, and emotion that is a consequence of 

uncontrollability: dogs, rats, and men become passive in 

the face of trauma, they cannot solve easy discrimination 

prob lems, and they form stomach ulcers" (p. 20). 
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S e ligman said, "What is often passed off as retardation 

o r an IQ deficit may be the result of learned helplessness • 

. Intelligence, no matter how high, cannot manifest 

itse lf if the child believes that his own actions will have 

no effect " ( p. 1 54) . If indeed the child learns that the 

respon ses he ma ke s in school have no effect on the outcomes 

he experien ces, he will lose what motivation he had to 

beg in with . Since he does not perceive any success he may 

ha e as due to his own efforts, the child needs to be 

augh t how to cope with some failure in order to reverse 

class room helplessness. "In summary, helplessness is a 

isaste r for o r g anisms capable of learning that they are 

e lpless . Three types of disruption are caused by uncon­

trollability in the laboratory: the motivation to respond 

is sapped , the a b i li ty to perceive success is undermined, 

a. emotionality is heightened " (p. 44). 

si. 

Hi r ota ( 974) replicated the studies done with dogs 

a lou tone , instead of electric shock , with internal 

e x~ernal col l ege students . Hirota noted that people 



with an external locus of control also believe that their 

behavior has no effect on outcomes. 

The concept of control is central to both help­
lessness and internal-external studies, but the 
definitions of the term differ. In helpless­
ness, control refers toE actually arranging 
the events as independent of responding; while 
internal-external construct studies refer to 
perceptions of actual events. (p. 188) 
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The human subjects responded to the treatments in the same 

mann er animals had. Hirota also found that external locus 

of control "interacted with inescapability to produce 

greate r impairment than internal control Ss" (p. 192) .. 

~ iroto suggested that the common factor between helplessness 

and externality is the expectancy that responding and 

reinforcement are independent .. 

Hi rota and Seligman (1975) extended Hirota's 1974 

fi dings by demonstrating that "learned helplessness can 

be produced with i n cognitive tasks" (p. 325).. They also 

f o '. d cross - model helplessness .. "The process engendered 

e b ilitates perfor mance well beyond the condition under 

· .. ;h i h he l plessness is first trained" (p. 327). Since help-

l e ss ess general ized to other conditions the authors 

Sll ested that learned helplessnes s might be an induced 

" trait. . " 

. aie r and Seligman ( 1976 ) reviewed the research and 

?ro~ose this helplessness theory . "The expectation that 
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an outcome is independent of responding (a) reduces the 

motivation to control that outcome and (b) interferes with 

learning that responding controls the outcome" (p. 19) 

plus (c ) causing changes in emotionality. They reviewed 

the alternative theories in motivation and motor accounts. 

That research was conducted mostly within an S-R framework. 

_·a ier and Seligman believed "cognitive theorizing to be 

ore fruitful and to reflect more accurately those processes 

ha t tJe feel to be reflected in behavior" (p. 41) . 

Klein, Fencil - Morse, and Seligman (1976) studied 

learned helplessnes s, depression and the attribution of 

ra ilu re i n college students assigned to depressed and non-

epres sed grou ps according to their scores on the Beck 

De press ion Inventory . Then they were assigned to one of 

fi e reatments within their group (solvable problems, 

~ o~tro l , nso lvable problems, unsolvable problems with 

i. ernal attr i but ion of failure instructions, and unsolvable 

prob l em s with external attribution of failure instructions). 

c epresse stude n ts were given an external reason for 

t. e ir prior fa ilure they did as well on the anagram task as 

ep:!:"esse students. When they didn't do the treatment 

t s~· prior to the anagram task, or when they were given 

so l aole problems depr essed students did significantly 

· .. o rs than nondepressed students . Attributions given prior 
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to the tas k made no difference to the nondepressed students 

"however the deficits depressed students typically showed 

were eliminated if they were instructed that their prior 

fai lure was due to the difficulty of the problems and not 

to their o~m incompetence" (p. 512). "Depressed subjects 

wer e more likely than nondepressed subjects to attribute 

the ir performance to their abilities rather than to task 

d ifficulty v1hen they failed, but not when they succeeded" 

rp . 51 3 . The authors observe that "the important 

difference is that depressed subjects blame themselves 

before they begin, whereas nondepressed subjects blame 

t emselves after they fail" (p. 515), and recommend that 

he construct of personal adequacy be added to the learned 

elplessness model. 

Tennen and Eller (1977) investigated learned helpless­

~es s from an attributional viewpoint. They used college 

stu ents in , a design similar to that used by Hiroto and 

se li man ( 1975 ) . with the addition of both single and 

ol' b l e helpless groups " (p . 266) and with pretreatment and 

an an agrams task . The double helpless (DH) easier group 

~as tol that eacn new set of unsolvable problems was easier 

tha. he l ast . The double helpless (DH) harder group was 

~...o l _ . t. at -'- he un solvable pro blems got progressively harder. 

T e DH eas ier gro p took significant l y longer to solve the 
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anagrams than the DH harder group. And the DH harder group 

so lved significantly more anagrams than the DH easier or 

control groups. The attributional cues therefore made a 

ifference in performance since those who were told the 

uns o lvable problems were difficult redoubled their efforts 

and the efforts of those who were told the problems were 

easy decreased. The results demonstrated that in this case 

unc ontrollable events plus the attribution of failure to 

lack o f ability did produce cognitive deficits in those 

students . 

Reformulated model . Because some of Seligman's 

theories we r e inadequate in e xp laining human behavior, 

. b r ams on , Seligman , and Teasdale (1978) presented a reformu­

at i on of the learned helplessness hypothesis. They added 

he unive rsal ve rsus personal dimension. "Universally 

he lpless individuals make external attributions for failures, 

e reas persona ll y helpless individuals make internal attri­

~ tions " (p . 54 ) . Un controllability is not synonymous with 

=ai re . hey po i nt ou t that "failure is a subset of 

on r ol la' ility involving bad outcomes . . so the 

~o ~ ion of ncon trollabil ity ~eans more than just failure , 

a ~ it rna. es pred ictions concernin g both failure and non ­

_0 t · n e . ..... success " (p . 54 ) . Both un iversal and personal 

; e pless~ess cause mot i vat i ona l an d cognitive deficits , 
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however "lowered self-esteem occurs only in personal help­

les s n ess" (p. 55) • 

Helplessness may also include the attributional dimen­

sion s o f stability and generality. Global helplessness 

d efic i ts occur in a broad range of situations. Specific 

def ic i t s occur in a narrow range of situations. When the 

time c ourse of helplessness is long or recurrent it is 

called c h r on ic and stable. v'lhen helplessness is short-

li ed and nonrecu rrent it is transient and unstable. The 

c i ension of stability is thought to be orthogonal to 

internality and extern ality. "The four internal attribu-

tion s v1ill produc e self-esteem deficits; the four external 

attribu tions wi ll n o t " (p. 58) . 

The autho r s d i ffe ren t iate between the attribution and 

expecta cy c once p t s s ay i ng "the attribution merely predicts 

t e r ec u ~rence of the e x pectations but the expectation 

occurrence o f t he helplessness deficits" 

' ? · 59 ) . The a ttribut i o n s a person makes may be changed 

':J e · experi ences but " if t h e e xpectat ion is present, then 

he l9less es s ef icits must o ccur" (p. 59). 

_,esearch h as shown that s ucc e s s expe riences c an reverse 

;:"!~ ... re ent he lplessness . The authors su ggest that "succes s 

oes not ha e its effect by sh i ft i ng at t ribu tion along t he 

i . terna l - e ·' tern al i me ns ion . . but . . . along the 
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g lobal-specific dimension" (p. 61). They add that "in the 

absence of knowledge about individual attributions, the 

reformulated helplessness hypothesis cannot make clear-cut 

pre d ictions about expectancy changes and helplessness, since 

be lief in response-outcome dependence or independence is 

orthogonal to stable-unstable" (p. 63). In other words the 

internal-external dimension still plays a part in behavior. 

In their discussion of the reformulated helplessness 

. ode l of depression they begin by saying "we believe the 

affective changes result from the expectation that bad out-

or. e s vill occur, not from their expected uncontrollabili ty" 

lp . 6 5 ) . They argue that uncontrollable good outcomes 

o:~ ' ~ upset people. "Intens ity of affect (and self-esteem 

~efi its) increase s with des irability of the unobtainable 

OJtcome or ·Ji th the aversiveness of the unavoidable outcome, 

a" · i th the strength or certainty of the expectation of 

o. tro ll ab ility" (p . 65). Other factors may include the 

, i ersal o r personal and internal or external constructs. 

:-..:? se rcl-1 f in ings "suggest that depressives often make 

i~_erna l , g l oba l , and stable attributions for failure and 

maKe external , specific , a nd perhaps less stable attri-

b tions for their success" (p . 67). Depression may be 

· o r transien t , g lobal or specific according to "the ..... ron lL.: 

-~abi lit~ a lobality of the attribution a depressed 
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person makes for his helplessness" (p. 67). If the original 

attribut ion the person had made is faulty, treatment would 

consist of changing that attribution to external (to raise 

self -esteem) , unstable (to cut deficits short), and specific 

( to make the deficits less general). 

Seligman, Abramson, Semmel, and von Baeyer (1979) con­

t inu ed with the reformulated model by investigating college 

students ' attributional style patterns and depression. The 

pred icted outcomes occurred. "The more depressed the 

s bj e c ts were . . the greater were their ratings of 

internality , stabil ity , and globality of causes of bad 

ou~ comes " (p . 24 5 ) . Depressed students attributed good out­

ames mo re to i. ternal stable factors, but these scores 

~e r e no as strong . A footnote states that this study has 

bee r e plicated and the results are robust. 

t d i es of Depress ion in Children 

. o a l ( 19 77 ) used the helplessness model to "investi­

J a ~e a ria b l e s in children that have been found to be 

re te to e pression in adu lts" (p . 951). The 5th and 6th 

ra e c i l d r en vere given questionnaires measuring self-

e -::e._., , l oc s of control , stimulus appraisal, and symptoms 

o~ de p r ession . sex or grade did not affect the scores. 

l '' l o c s o f c o ntrol c or related negatively wi th self­~ x terna 

cs-:.eer-:1 . . b t i c o rrelated positively with depression 
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score" (p. 951). "It appears then that in preadolescents, 

e lements of depression are related in a manner similar to 

that found in adults" (p. 952). 

Lefkowitz and Tesiny (1980) describe the psychometric 

properties of the Peer Nomination Inventory of Depression 

(P. I D) , a 20 question scale which includes 13 depression 

items . Fifth and sixth grade students (492 girls and 452 

bo ys) in ten New York City elementary schools participated 

i n the standardization and cross validation studies. 

The r e were no significant sex differences. Children who 

had higher scores on the 13 depression items in the PNID 

so had lower achievement scores, self-esteem, and tended 

to ra te themse lves as depressed. Also they had an external 

locus an 1ere absent from school significantly more often. 

· is report vas fo llowed by a more detailed description 

~ ~es iny , Le f kowitz , & Gordon, 1980) in which they present 

t e correlational analyses of those relationships. They 

s j est tha t only a small number (4-5%) of children may be 

r epressed , mak ing it difficult to obtain high correlations 

·..; e. hese variables are me asured in large groups of normal 

re . Ho· ever they conclude that "the results of the 

presen_ stud y clearly indicate that depression and exter-

l .t alone and in combination, are negatively related to .. a l · 

sc. oo acnievemen t " (p . 510). 
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Studie s with Children Which use the IAR 

The IAR has been used in studies of leartied helpless­

ness in children (Brustein, 1978; Diener & Dweck, 1978; 

D .tJeC~' , 1975 ; Dweck & Reppucci, 1973; Kennelly & Kinley, 

197 5 ) . Brustein (1978) found that the IAR was an inadequate 

instrument with which to measure levels of helplessness in 

fif th g rade children. Kennelly and Kinley (1975) hypothe­

sized that "a major determinant of poor academic performance 

is learned helple ssness produced by teachers, parents and 

o . e r au thor i ty figures 1;.,ho punish the occurrence and the 

no - o ccurrence of misbehaviors with equal or near proba­

b ilit_" (p . 450 ) in their study of perceived contingency of 

tea e r admi istered reinforcements. "Perceptions of the 

con ingency of aversive events but not pleasant events are 

rG l ated to locus of c ontro l and academic competence" 

:p . 452 ) . en sixth grade b oys perceived that their 

ea ~ ers vo ld punish them for bad behavior their academic 

r _or~ ance -~ ; as significan tl y better and they also were 

. ore _i ke ly to have an inter na l locus of control. 

_1 re e of Carol Dwec-'s studies have included the IAR 

uest io ~ ire (D ie_ er & Dweck , 1978; Dwe c k , 1975; Dweck & 

?epp cci , 9 3 ) • In the first one the I+ sterns we re sub-

i ,e i_ Lo those attribut in g success to ability (N = 8) 

0 ~ 
~0 ef:o ~ = 9 ) and the I - stems were a lso dichotomized 
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into abi lity (N = 7) and effort (N = 10), using all 34 

questions (Dweck & Reppucci, 1973). The fifth grade 

c hi ldren ~ere identified as helpless or persistent on the 

bas is of their experimental task performances. There was a 

signif icant dif ference between the two groups on the Total 

I s cores . The persistent subjects also had significantly 

h ighe r s c o res on the I+ and I- subscales. No sex differ­

ences :Jere found . \'Jhen the ability versus effort sterns 

~ere examined no significant difference was found between 

'1e lpless and persistent subjects who attributed their out-

a es to ability . There wer e reliable differences between 

-:.· .e t·.vo grou ps on the effort stems in both s uccess and 

f i lure condit i ons . The persistent tend ed to attribute 

S'l es s to effort and fai lure to lac k of effort, and boys 

also ttributed failure to lack of effort significantly 

. o :!:"" e t . an girls did . 

I D ec.- ' s next study (197 5 ) only the effort stems 

~c-e tilized , pre sumably since Dweck and Reppucci (1973) 

~ 2 o ~ foun, the ability stems to be discriminative. 

1-:_ a · !1 o ;.;ec r: ' 1 9 5 ) found that the "difference in the degre e 

-:_ 0 ~h -c h ~ e y attributed outcomes to effor t, that is, 

..~.- _ ) ( I - ~ ) t~a s high l y reliable " (p . 680) with the persis-

-~~ ~ c hoo i n ef cort attributions significantly more than 

~ ~- · ~ -?- es s . Then ~he helpless subjects were randomly 



57 

ass i gned to either an Attribution Retraining (AR) group or 

Succ e s s Only (SO) group. Those in the AR group greatly 

improve d i n t heir ability to cope with failure, became 

more per s is ten t and learned to seek help when they had 

if f i c ulty . Those in the SO group "continued to display a 

marked i mp a irment of performance following failure" (p. 683). 

Thus teaching helpless children to take more responsibility 

and to change t o effort attributions is a promising way to 

re verse help l e s s nes s . 

Dien e r and Dweck (1978) described two studies in 

~hi h the fifth grade c h ild ren were divided into helpless 

a master y - orien ted g rou ps on the basis of their scores 

on e ten items in t he I- subscale which attributed 

fai lure to lack of effort. In Study 1 the children were 

aske hy they thought the y had trouble with the problems. 

St y 2 the childr en were as k ed to d o their th i n k ing 

o l o d and the ir verbaliz a t ion s wer e written verb atim. 

r st dy 1 , 5 2% of the he lpl e ss children attributed their 

c il re to lack of abi l ity . "In contrast, none of the 

s~e ry -oriented children gave t hi s r e spon se" (p. 456 ) . 

~ e master - oriented children gave f our other e xplan ation s 

' e ~for ~ , 1 c , fa irness , task d if f icul ty ). There was no 

r3. ifcere. ce i. ease of train i ng between t he t wo groups. 

rp " sign ificant d ifferences i n t he pe r fo r man c e of .ere -.. ,e~ _ 
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helpless an d mastery-oriented children following failure" 

rp . 45 7 ) . The mastery-oriented children who attributed 

fai l ure to lack of effort used significantly more effective 

strateg i es t h an the helpless children who did not attribute 

fa ilu r e to l a c k of effort. "A similar pattern was obtained 

in Study 2 , i n which helpless children, following failure, 

used i l legit i mate and disconfirmed hypotheses significantly 

:-nore than mastery-o riented children" (p. 45 7) • In Study 2 

the r e was a "sign ificant difference in the use of the 

verba lizations b y t h e helpless and mastery-oriented 

'i _d ren " (p . 458 ) . After the first failure problem help­

e s children ve rba l i zed ineffectual task strategies, 

a ~tri b tions to loss o f a b ility, statements of negative 

af:ect and solutio n -irre levant statements. In contrast, 

t e mas e ry - oriented c hi ldren 's verbalizations consisted 

of self - i structions , se lf-mon itoring, statements of posi-

_i e af~e c t a d positive progn o s is statements. "Instead 

of searching for a cau s e for their failure and making 

- ribu ions , astery- orien t ed c h ildren seemed to search 

c :::- a r e e y " ( p . 4 59) . "He l p l ess children ruminate about 

- e cause of thei r failure a nd , g i ven their attributions 

_0 • controllable factors , s p end li t tle time search in g for 

-.. ·a s -l:: o 0 ercome failure " (p. 460) . Di ener a nd Dweck 

-...cr: 1 , e " 1hi le most current attribut i on theorie s emphasize 



ind ividu al differences in the nature of the attributions, 

the present findings suggest that when or whether attri­

bu t i on s occur spontaneously may of itself be a critical 

ifferenc e " (p. 460). 

Ch ildren and Learned Helplessness 
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Dweck and Bush (1976) investigated the sex differences 

in learned hel plessness. In the first experiment fifth 

rade children were given failure feedback from an adult 

:emale , a . adu lt male, a female peer, and a male peer. The 

ir l s made no improvement when failure feedback came from a 

·,.;o a. . , but when it was given "by a peer, girls showed an 

irru e iate an susta i ned improvement in performance" (p. 152). 

~he res lts we re qu ite different for boys. The boys showed 

no i provement when failure feedback carne from male peers, 

-,.,, ile i mpro 1emen t in performance was shown after adult 

ce edbac- . Th e children were asked to attribute their 

:ai ure to one of three causes, either ability, effort, 

o - cairness of examin er (agent). Fa ilure feedback from 

a lt females lead girls to attribute their failure to a 

a ;: cf ability vhile boys tended to blame the agent. Again 

~ h e opposite ~as found when male peers gave the feedback . 

.._ , ~h · s case girl s blamed the agent and boys attributed 

~he· ~ fa il ur e to a lack of ability. In Experimen t 2 these 



attribution results were confirmed by a group of 4th and 

5th graders . "Vvhile girls tended to attribute their 

fa ilures to lack of ability with adult agents and not 

peers , boys tended to do so with peer agents and not 

adu lts " (p . 154 ) . The authors suggest "moreover, these 

two ' types ' of he lplessness (failure attributions to lack 

of abil ity for girls and to the agent for boys) have 

if ~ erent implicat ions for the generalization of helpless-

:1ess a d performance impairment to new settings" (p. 155). 

he attribution of lac k of ability in an academic area 

rema i ns s~able for the girl year after year, and she 
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~O sn ' t try . The boy , by attributing failure to a specific 

~e.~ , Ni ll be encouraged to try again when he gets a new 

ac er o r moves to a new school. 

Ovec , David son , elson, and Enna (1978) then investi-

a ~e the 1ay adults used evaluative feedback. One fifth 

ra e class and two fourth grade classes were used in the 

first st dy ich .;as " an observational study of teachers' 

::ee b c . to boys and gir ls in the classroom" (p. 270). The 

n a Lat · e _ee bac. , and its absence after the teacher had 

_hcc e t .e chil ' s NOrk , was coded for sex of child, 

· · or negat ive , and contingent or noncontingent for 80~ 1 ..... 1/e 

of e t ree female teachers . Of the positive feed -

c i l c ren , boys received significantly more for 
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the intellectual quality of their work than girls did. Of 

the negative feedback on the intellectual quality of per-

fo rmance "less than th" one lrd of the boys' negative evalua-

tion ·.;as contingent on intellectual aspects of their work, 

~hereas more than two thirds of girls' was directly related 

to the quali ty of their performance" (p. 271). 

In summary , despite the fact that girls, 
overall, received more positive and less 
negative evaluation than boys, both the 
contingencies of evaluative feedback and 
explicit attributions made by teachers are 
ones that were hypothesized to promote 
attribut ions characteristic of helplessness 
in girls , but not in boys. (p. 272) 

Fifth grade students were used in the second study to 

ee if teacher behavior really was the reason for the sex 

, · :ferences o bserved previously. The three experimental 

~O, dit ion s "differed v1ith respect to the stated contin-

gencies of ~he failure feedback" (p. 273). Students in 

eacher -~oy condition were randomly given five solution-

r e le a t and five solution-irrelevant criticisms. No one 

a. of the treat~ent groups was given success feedback. 

" her e ere t-t~o teacher - girl situations in wh ich failure 

~ee b c . 11as addressed specifically to the correctness of 

t e so l ~ion " (p . 2 73) . The A group was given five 

=o u ti o - rele ant criticisms . The B g roup received ten. 

T.e il r e vere also asked to attribute thei r failure to 



effort , ability, or agent. In the teacher-boy group 80% 

of the girls and 50% of the boys attributed failure to 

l ack of effort. In the teacher-girl groups both boys and 

girls attributed their failure to lack of ability. 

The results thus demonstrate clearly that 
regardless of sex, children who receive 
fa ilure feedback that is solution specific 
are far more likely to view subsequent feed­
back from that agent as indicative of ability 
than are children who receive feedback that 
is often solution irrelevant. It appears, 
then , that the pattern of feedback observed 
in t he classroom to distinguish teacher-boy 
f r om teacher - girl interactions can have a 
di rect causal effect on children's inter­
pretation of negative evaluation. (p. 274) 
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The authors suggest that these environmental characteristics 

pro o e sex d i ff erences by creating conditions which 

f ilitate the learning of he lplessness in girls. 

eis z ( 1979) investigated learned helplessness in 

ed able mental ly retarded children and nonretarded children 

b omple~ely crossing three mental age (MA) levels with 

:: ree le els and two conditions. The children were 

gi;e~ several mea s u res of learned helplessness by a female 

ex~erimenter three ;eeks after a male experimenter had 

a~~i is~ered the learning tas k . On the response initiation 

s ores ther e Nas no significant IQ X ~~ interaction at the 

t · .. ;o lo 11er .·1A levels : 0 l y at the high MA level was the 

e::ec ~ o = IQ si n if i c ant . On the children's perceived 

i:.:_ e. ce questionnai r e "effort attributions for negative 
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ou tcomes increased with MA" ( 315 p.. ) • Teachers rated 

c h ildren as less helpless as their MA increased. Weisz 

suggests that the retarded children (IQ 70) may be "suscep­

tible to helples sness" (p. 311), adding that it was "only 

the positive situation ... that yielded a main effect of 

IQ and only the positive situation that revealed less 

response initiation with development,. (p. 317) • 

. tt ri but i o n Theory and Learned Helplessness 

D 1ec k ( 1976 ) d iscussed the effect of social cues on 

learned helpl e ssnes s. These social cues such as the age 

a. se ~ of th e evaluatin g agent, when combined with the 

h i d ' s p r ev i ou s experience, effect the child's interpre-

._ t i o n o f e valua tive feedback. This hypothesis "explains" 

·.hy chil r e n ·vh o have had identical treatment vary so in 

~hei r attribut ion s of failure outcomes and who react so 

~if : e r ently to fa ilure experiences. Whether the child 

a~es s t an l e or un stable attributions effects the capability 

he c h il t o c o p e with failure. Success experiences were 

o effec t i e in he lping the child deal with failure. Dweck 

c .. c ·J e " t o the extent that we can specify these histories 

a.~ e~er .i e the ma n ner in wh ich social cues interact with 

~hem , ~e ca be in t o predict children's behavior with 

i..~.-reasi :J l y greate r accu racy and perhaps to devise ways 

: a c i 1 i t a -:. e a a pt i r e beh avior " ( p . 1 0 9 ) . 
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Dweck and Goetz (1978) traced the development of 

research conducted by Dweck and associates with attributions 

an d learned helplessness between 1973 and 1978. Most of 

these studies have been described in the preceding pages. 

DNeck a nd Goetz observed an intriguing paradox in the devel­

o pment of helplessness in the context of sex differences. 

irls are praised by teachers and feel they have little 

ab ility . Boys are criticized by teachers and retain a 

pos i t ive se lf-concept. Nicholls (1975) and Dweck's own 

r esearch found that feedback did acquire different meanings 

~ o r th e two sexes . To extend this work Dweck and Goetz 

es i gn e d t \vO studies "to investigate the hypothesis that 

se x i f=e r e n c es in attributions mediate the generalization 

o~ prio r fail re exper iences to new situations" (p. 170). 

_he first one was a laboratory study. They noted that 

~ i le o y s and g irls began with equivalent expectancies, by 

t e en of the fourth trial "boys and girls confronted a 

ne d task ' 1i th the typical sex difference in expectancy" 

' P · 17 ) . I t e sec ond study, children were asked to 

r ed· c ~ ho~ we ll they vould do on their report cards. 

J · r ls id o t give higher estimates than boys even though 

~ · r a es had been sign if ican tly higher than boys' - · e lr 

re io s l y , suggest i ng that "f a ilure effects may have more 



of a long te rm and cumulative effect for girls than for 

boys " ( p . 1 7 2 ) . 

Attribution Theory 

Theor y 

Bernard \·'leiner and his associates have writ ten exten­

si ely in the field of attribution theory the last decade. 

en years ago We i ner and Kukla (1970) reported a series of 

six expe riments applying an attributional analysis to 

a hievement mot ivation. In Experiment 4 they tested the 

Jr through 6th grades in one school with the IAR and the 

il re ' s · chievement Scale (CAS). Children above the 

r ian o . the CAS -1ere classified as high in achievement 

~ot i tion a d those below the median, low. Only the 5th 

a 6th grade boys showed a significant difference on the 

_+ sca le with high achievement motivated boys taking 

.. o ::::- e r es pons ib il i ty fo r success. Fifth grade boy s low in 

3 ie ement mot ivation scored significantly higher on the 

- s bs c le , t a ,_ing more re sponsibility for failure. When 

·:e i er an i ukla examined the IAR stems they found that 

" b-~ond the fo urth - grade level students low in resultant 
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ie e ent mot ivation were more likely to attribute failure 

_v a lac.· of abi li ty than the high-achievement group" 

I ? • • 6 ) • Those results Nere then tested with college 



students, and extended with the addition of a performance 

t as K and an effort versus ability rating scale. They 

postulated that persons high in achievement motivation 

aoproac h tasks because they ascribe success to their 

ability , pers ist longer because they ascribe failure to a 
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l a c of effort , and choose tasks of intermediate difficulty 

be c a use this gives them the greatest amount of information 

a ou t their abi lity. 

e iner , Frieze , Kuk la, Reed, Rest, and Rosenbaum 

9 71 ) published a paper which is a classic reference in 

a~ ~ r i bu t ion literatu r e . They presented an attribution 

of a c h i e vement mot ivation "based upon the assumption 

t~ at e lief s a bo t the causes of success and failure 

.. e i te bet .veen an t eceden t stimulus-organism transactions 

a:~d ens in a c h ievement behavior" (p. 2). This model was 

0 ~o e o c t ·.vo d imensions , stability and locus of control, :71!....1 s -· 1.. 

a~ e fo r c usal e lemen ts of ability, effort, task 

i:fic lt an l c k . "'einer et al. suggested that "expec-

~aJ _· shi f.J..s a r e primarily determined by the stability, 

.J.. h ~, e locus of control , of the attributional r t .e r _ a . .... 

€! e:""le . t ' rD. 3 ) • They also noted that "moral judgements 

.J.. o .J.. he a t tribut ion of intentionality, rather 

':. an ·. it ""' • • f- II (). ,_, - l - ( p . 3 ) • They reviewed Atkinson's 
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theor y o f achievement motivation and reinterpreted it, 

postul at i ng that antecedent conditions "determine whether 

succes s or failure experiences are ascribed to the perceived 

causal elements of ability, effort, task difficulty or 

l c . " ( P . 1 0) wh ich ascriptions in turn affect the ensuing 

a h i evement beha v ior. Experimental studies they reviewed 

de ons trated thos e points. Instead of defining the 

achievemen t motive i n affective terms such as pride they 

c o ten that ac _i evement motive is a cognitive disposition 

c. shoul be def i ned as a "capacity for perceiving success 

as ca sed by i nterna l factors, particularly effort" 

( p . 8 ) • 

From this seminal work Weiner, Heckhausen, Meyer, and 

oo~, ( 1972 ) ;ent on to anal y ze the role of effort and 

reanal_ ze l ocus of c ontrol. They "contended that locus 

o£ ontrol in f luences t he af fective reactions to an event, 

-.-; it . ·nte rn a l scriptions ma gn ify i n g emotional respon ses" 

rp . 24 0 ) . Experiment 1 (Coo k 's d issertation research) 

e : mine _ e ffort ascriptions and a ffective reaction s in 

sixth grade boys . She f oun d that the greater 

~- e ~ en ency to attribute succ e ss, rathe r than fail ure, to 

~cfor , he greater the self -reward f or success rel a tive 

0 se f - ? nishment fo r failure " (p . 242 ) . Experimen t 2 



( f rom ~ eyer's dissertation) related expectancy of success 

and performance intensity to causal ascriptions. German 

high school boys were given a digit-symbol substitution 

tast~ a n d as ked to give an attribution for the failure and 
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a pr oba b ility of success on the next trial. The attribution 

of l ac k of a b ility and difficult task "produces greater 

decrements i n the probability of future success following 

fa il r e " (p . 245 ) . Experiment 3 investigated the cue 

fu ction of t ask difficulty with German teachers. The 

resu lts confir med that effort was perceived as most salient 

at the in t e r me d iate task level. 

"Attribut i o n theorists investigate the perception of 

'S a lit , or j udgeme n t of why a particular incident 

occu rre . T e a lloca t ion of responsibility manifestly 

· i es s bsequen t behavior" (Weiner, 1972, p. 203). Weiner 

app ie attribut ion theory to the classroom noting that 

=h~l r e who have li t tl e ability but try hard get rewarded, 

~h· e ~hose ~o h ave the ability but don't try are punished . 

.. at efL it i on the e x amination of the influence of 

a~ r ·b tions on t eacher-student behavior was introduced. 

. :te r 

once 

a r ecapi tu la t i on of h is work, Weiner introduced the 

of learned he l p lessness, saying that "learned 

help essne ss is an a p p r o priate label for · the low achievement 

rome , s inc e persons l ow i n achie vement motivation do not 
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perceive that effort influences outcome" (p. 210).. Weiner 

suggested that attributional conflicts between teacher and 

student may occur because of motivational factors such as 

differing expectations, self-predictions, and defensiveness. 

Because attr ibutions h ave an important effect on achievement 

striv ing , Oe iner recommended that the attribution process be 

ta ght in teacher training programs. 

A.Ltribu tions are also used to provide a "link between 

2c . ievemen t and ethical judgement" (\t'Jeiner & Peter, 19 7 3, 

p . 291) . oting that moral judgements among adults are 

orimar i_ y eterrn i ned by perceived intentions or effort, the 

·u d Jemen s of both moral behavior and achievement strivings 

we re investigated . Children aged 4-18 (N = 300) were given 

a a c h i e e men t s itu ation and a moral incident to judge. 

: ,es ts shor, ed that children used outcome to judge achieve-

.. e .;--t and intent to judge morality . "Given a situation in 

a 

a b r intent results in a positive outcome, the 

ievement act is rewarded , while the moral act is punished. 

iffere tial eva luation i n creases with development" 

3 0 6 ) . "The sequence of evaluative stages . . . was 

ir1e . t ·cal across racial and sex g roup i ngs " (p . 290 ) . The 

a · ._hors su gest t at since "trying " is positively re r,varded 

~ - a ults and young children use the concept of intent in 
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j ,g i ng moral situations they should be taught to perceive 

"try ing" as a means of achievement. 

Building upon a constantly growing body of research, 

h'e ine r ( 19 74 ) recognized the de£ iciencies in the classifi-

cat ion scheme and entertained adding a third dimension, 

s ggested by Rosenbaum in 1972, of intentionality. Free­

respo s e d ata collected by Frieze in 1973 supported the 

earlier i_tuitive causal ascriptions since results of the 

ategor iz at ion showed that the first four were identical 

( a~ ility , immedia te effort, task difficulty, and luck). 

S ess or fai lure outcomes sometimes may be attributed to 

~~e same cau sal explanations. Therefore Weiner cautions 

t at " tJe ave found repeatedly that it is unwise to discuss 

a e emen t caus ality without specifying whether we are 

ri . . ea ~ L ith the perception of success or of failure" 

' p . 8 ) . 2xplai .ing that previous research on external and 

i. : e rr1 1 locus of c on trol and expectancy shifts had been 

o. : o n ed by the stab ility causal dimension, Weiner stated 

" i. e st · g a ors have proved definitely that expectancy 

5 .:c LS are unrelated to locus of control, but are related 

:. o .. e s abil i y of the causal dimen sion" (p. 27). Since 

anc for success may shift after a failure ascribed 

c s_ a b le .cactor such as lac of ability, "learned help-

:.. e ssr.es s " ;na be acquired . This "may have d isfunctional 



con sequences . On the other hand, attribution of failure 

t o a l a c k o f e ff o rt intimates that success is possible. 

Thus , effo r t a t tributions are likely to have adaptive and 

in str men tal effects" (p. 30) . Effort attributions also 

"h ave a pro f ound i n fluence on affective (evaluative) 

re ac tion s to success and failure. High effort is always 

e1a luated mor e po s i tively than low effort" (p. 37). 

The r e a r e other variables involved with reactions to 
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:ai l r e besides causal factors. Level of achievement needs 

is one s u ch variable . When a person is highly motivated to 

cee his "mot ivat ion is augmented after failure" (Weiner 

& ier a , 1 9 , 4 , p . 1 4 0 ) • Research has shown that highly 

~o i ated pe op l e ascribe failure to lack of effort. This 

so i n r e s e s sunsequent performance. Those with low 

a ie ement needs ascribe f ailure to a lack of ability with 

a subse ue t e c re as e in performance. Achievement strivings 

c in ed "med i ated by cogn ition s pertain ing to the causes 

o: success a nd fa ilu r e " (p . 14 6) . Thoughts are not bypro-

(18 --- ts o: behav io r . Thoughts o r "causal beliefs precede and 

i.. rt de te rr.1i n e su bs e qu ent act ion " (p. 150) 

•
7 e iner , i e ren be rg , and Go l d s t ein ( 1976 ) reviewed 

resea .... ch st d i e s ,;h ich "examin e t h e e ff ects o f causal 

.s~ab il·t ... s ~e ll s l oc us of contr ol on expectanc y an d 

sh i c .L..s " {f? . 5 7 ) . In a study , again of c ollege 
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stud ents , varied amounts of success experience and "a new 

Easu re of attributions was employed that allowed the causal 

judgeme~ts to be made within a single causal dimension while 

ho l ing constant the remaining dimension of causality" 

(p . 60) . The correlat ions obtained were low but significant. 

:xpectancy of fu ture success scores were "directly related 

~ a t e stabil ity of the perceived cause of the prior posi-

:.i e outcomes " (p. 63). In addition, "both within internal 

o t r o l and within external control expectancy increments 

a~e po itively associated wi th the stability of the ascrip-

-c·o . s " r p . 64 ) • The authors conclude that "we now consider 

._his r e lationship to be proved " (p . 65). 

In a isci -sion of achievement strivings, Weiner (1978) 

:~oter hat " a z on om i es of causes have been developed that 

o -.. e ch ca sa l factor to be placed within a multidimen-

s·o .. al :ra1 e 11ork " ( p . 19). The cognitive framework provided 

':Jy :.~rib :_ion theo r y permits "the conceptual analysis of 

ch ·e e .en": beh avio r•• (p . 20). V'leiner states that "locus 

r t l'nf l e . ces the achievement-related affects of J_ o n ro 

.. r - ~ a. 

:;hi f:.s 

2.. c 

s me , whereas causal stability affects expectancy 

cter success and failure . This theory is able to 

for much of t he data in the achievement area, as 

~ro~ e ing the cognitive f ocus of current theoriz-

.- ' 8 . 30) . 
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The a ff ective consequences of causal ascriptions were 

described by Weiner, Russell, and Lerman (1978), in a 

detailed ana l y sis of the relation between attributions and 

af fe ct . Criticisms of the previously held hypothesis that 

l oc us of contro l influences affect, and stability influences 

expe tancy shif t s , were acknowledged. The authors identi-

fi e s e lf - versu s other-perception, affect versus evaluation, 

a~ t e time cours e of goals or consequences, as additional 

f ac o r s to be consid ered "when examining the consequences 

of c a u sa l a ttr ibu t i ons " (p. 6 0) • Recognizing that there was 

no c p irical evidence link ing achievement motivation to a 

si . l e a_ fective d imension (prid 3-sharne) the authors set 

Ol~ _o i en tify the affects which discriminate each of ten 

a ~tri bu t io s for succ e ss a nd eleven attributions for failure. 

The r es s revea led that Weiner needed to revise his attri-

bcti o . mo e l vhich stated that locus of control influences 

a :. ic ·e rne . r e lated af f e c t s. They conclude 

it pears that affects often (but not necessarily 
a l~a s ) are direct l y tied to the causes, without 
o ~us o f control serving a med iat ing role. This 

cr e a e s s o me theoretic a l difficulties, for it is 
~u ite e vi en~ tha t the i nternal-external dimension 
0 - ca sa lity influenc es a wide a rray of thoughts 
a 1 ac_io. s . How , then , locus o f control should 
~e o nc e ptual iz ed 1ith i n this attributional 

p r o a c h to mot ivation r emain s a problem for the 
= u r e . ( p . 82 ) 
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In the s t ud y of emotions, attribution theorists would 

say t hat cogn itive processes determine emotions. This is 

rele ant to t h e etiology of depression. 

In o u r d ata, the depression-related labels of 
h opeless , helpless, and depressed, and related 
a ff e c ts such as resigned and aimless, most 
a ppear when there is an internal, stable 
at tri bu tion (ability, stable effort, personality, 
a nd intrinsic motivation) for failure. (p. 85) 

:lei e r , Russe ll, a n d Lerman conclude that "the investigation 

repo r te he r e demonstrates that there are qualitative 

ifferenc es i n fee l in gs as a function of causal ascriptions 

: o r s 1 Ccess a nd fa ilu re" (p. 87). 

theor y of mo tiva tion . In the process of generating 

a ,e ral theory of mot i v ation, Weiner (1979) brought 

~ oJc her the v a rio u s t heories advanced by the results of a 

o~~ e r ble bo y of re s earch. He revised his earlier attri-

~ _i onal mo e l to i n c o rpo rate those findings. Based upon 

" ~ c. r 1 assumption o f a ttribution theory ... that the 

2 a for un e rstand ing is the (or ~) basic 'spring of 

·n • " ( P . 3 ) , " a theor y o f motivation based upon attri-a~ ~ l....,~n ~ 

· ~io, s o := causality f o r success a nd failure is offered" 

>J . 3 ) • 

~'!e · .. e r · en tified three prima ry dimensions of causality: 

s-:--bi it' , loc s (of causality) , and control. However he 

~:c 0 ~ li~·~ the n be r o f d i men sion s t o thos e thre e. Two 

c ~ .e ..... i~e. sio~s tha t c ou l d be inc l ude d a r e i ntent i onality 



( intent ional vs. unintentional) and globality (global vs. 

specific ) . 

The dimen sion of stability (stable vs. unstable) is 

primar ily lin Ked with expectancy of success. "Expectancy 

shifts after success and failure are dependent upon the 
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per eived stability of the cause of the prior outcome; 

as cription of an outcome to stable factors produces greater 

ypica l shifts in expectancy (increments in expectancy after 

success and decrements after failure) than do ascriptions 

o J . stable causes " (p. 9). Weiner contends that existent 

r owled e proves that it is the dimension of stability 

~h · h etermines the magnitude of the expectancy shift. 

~·:.e .. "- e d imension of stability was discriminated from the 

~·me. sio of locus " the d isparate causal locus groups did 

:10 iffer i n "-heir expectancies of success" (p. 9). 

P_ r~ormanc e intens ity is associated with stability. Causal 

sta!Jili as a secondary association of affect, especially 

4epres sion - tJpe affects. Learned helplessness has been 

i ~:. e, ·-~ith te stable attribut ion o f lack of ability. 

" i e bili y is stable and not subject to volitional 

_on~r o l , asc rip t ion of nona ttainment of a goal to low 

3 b · it resu lts in giving up and the cessation of goal-

:,rie. ed beha ior" (p . 11) . 
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einer admits that his thinking on locus of causality 

has chan ged radically and is still tentative. While "the 

taxonomi c placement of a cause depends upon its subjective 

mea i n g . · there is general agreement when distinguishing 

c a use s as internal or external" (p. 6). Weiner conceives 

of the l oc u s dimens ion as a backward-looking belief. 

~s e em - r e lated affects seem to be linked to locus, but in 

a very c omplex manner. "It might be anticipated that causal 

l o s is irectly link e d with many psychological reactions 

i n a d i t ion t o esteem-related affects" (p. 15) . This dimen­

sion is a l so r e lated to persistence. Weiner says "it is 

~i . e ~ h at closer attention was paid to affective life in 

-· e cl as sroom " (p . 15). At any rate he contends that "the 

c o. e p ts of l ocus and control must be separated" (p. 6). 

In the c on trol dimens ion causes are categorized as 

o~t r o llab l e o r u ncontro llable. Weiner prefers the term 

o .. t ..... o l rather t han intentionality because "intent connotes 

desir e o r ,.; n t " ( p. 6) . The control dirnens ion is 1 inked 

t o interp e r s ona l j udgements : it "centers upon inferences 

a~o o he r s and how bel iefs a bout another's responsibility 

f o r success and f ailure influence an actor's reactions 

0 ·.1a r d tha t pe r son " (p . 15). An attributional analysis of 

e in beh avior sho~s that he lp is withheld when failure 

~een as c o ntr o llable . If the cause of an ou t come is 
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perceived t o be under a person's control such as amount of 

effort , it has a great influence on evaluation, especially 

on how students are graded. The control dimension also 

inf l uences sent ime nts such as lik ing and sympathy. "Surely 

a eacher wi ll no t particularly like a student who does not 

try , and failu re perceived as due to a lack of effort does 

not el icit sympath y " (p. 17). Choice is one behavior 

inf l en c ed by the dimension of control. 

eine r ident i f ied t h ree sources of affect in achieve-

.ent s ituations . " First, t here are emotions tied directly 

~o he outcome " (p . 14) regardless of the reasons for the 

o ~co e . General feel i n gs lik e "good" or "bad" are initial 

... eact ions . "Second . . a r e more distinct emotions, such 

s gratit e o r host i l i ty " (p. 14). 11 Third, the affects 

~hat are associated ~ i th s elf-esteem, such as competence, 

pri e , and shame , a r e me d iated by self-ascriptions" (p. 14). 

::e i. r sugge sts that the "c en tral self-es t eem emotions that 

_ac.l ita e or impede subs ~~uen t achieveme n t performance 

a re i!nensional l y linked " (p . 14 ) t o a n i nter n al locus. 

ttribut ions are used t o pres e rve the i n itial se l f-

co ept . These may be quite re s istan t to e x tinction becaus e 

"a~tribu_ions that minimize goa l e xpectanc y d ecrements af ter 

sho ,ld r etard extinct ion " (p . 11). If t he in i t i a l 

se f - concept is ooor , a very gradual change p r ogram s hould 



be implemented in order to alter the perceived causes of 

fa ilure . 

At tribution theory may also be applicable to other 

areas such as drug treatment of hyperactive children, 

aste ry , a nd learned helplessness, which are germane to 
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s hoo l sett ings, and farther afield to areas such as parole 

dec isions and loneliness. 

Dr ug treatment appears to take responsibility for 

_peractive behavior away from the child which "minimizes 

self - blame , l ow self -esteem, and negative evaluation from 

o he rs . . a beneficial and unanticipated side effect 

of the treat_rnent technique " (p. 19). However, if the cause 

of ~ eir hyperactivity is perceived as stable with little 

po sibi ity of recovery ther e may be detrimental consequences 

s c as interference with learning new coping behaviors. 

, astery - type behavior has been noted in young children 

~ o prefe r ob jects they can manipulate or control presumably 

be e se t e " se l f - attribution of outcome increases positive 

esteem- re lated affects " (p . 19). 

1e ine r a l so de scribed Seligman's work on learned help­

less ess and quoted from the reformulated model (Abramson 

e al ., 1978) . Th e l iterature on learned helplessness is 

in a no ther section o f this chapter. 



79 

einer concludes sayl'ng th t n · a lt appears that a general 

theory o f motivation is under development that has important 

implicat i o ns for the understanding of classroom thought and 

behavio r" (p . 3). 

Stud ies 1i th Children and Adults 

1c . ah a n ( 1973) studied the relationships between causal 

att ribution a nd expectancy of success with sixth grade, tenth 

rade , and c o lleg e students. No significant sex differences 

r, e r e found . · e asures of expectancy of success were given 

.e : o~e the anagr am s tas k and following that task students 

~e r e as~ed to mak e attributions for their success or failure. 

expectancy for success students attributed failure to 

K of e ffort a nd bad luck rather than lack of ability. 

,..., ose · · t. l or"' expectancy of success attributed failure to 

1 : of abi lity . "Subjects were far more likely to say they 

su ceeded because the task was easy than to say they 

1-:a f iled because t he task was hard" (p. 111) • McMahan 

" ,:, gqe s e that when the dimension of stability is disen­

t a ed f rom the d i mension of locus of control, as it is in 

~he fo r - factor at t ributional an alysis, the stability dimen-

sion is the more s alien t i n achievement contexts" (p. 113) 

., araben ic and Hell e r ( 19 76) used first, third, and 

~if ~h g r ade children and college students to assess knowledge 

0 ~ t e re ationship between a bility and effort on outcomes. 
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Younge r ch i ldren understood that in a low ability-successful 

outcome c o nd i tion g reat effort is needed. However 11 it was 

no~ u t il fif t h g rade that ability attributions increased 

~hen subjects were t old that success was accomplished with 

l o \· e f for t " ( p . 5 6 0 ) . Thus it would seem that there is a 

e re l opme ta l aspect in that the ability-to-effort relation­

s! ip o ccurs befo r e t he effort-to-ability relationship is 

e stao ished . 

( 197 7 ) studied t h e "development of inverse compen­

sa io bet . een a bi lity a nd effort" (p. 871) in elementary 

s ool and co l lege students. "The stimuli were stories 

c o ce.::::-n in ooy s ' perfo r mances on a set of seven puzzles" 

' P · 863 . T e student s were given information about his 

_e ·Gl o f abi li y , o r h i s level of effort, and the outcome. 

s ~ e nts ere as ed the l e ve l of the missing factor (effort 

o a....,·_it ) . Res u lts showed that young children believed 

t: a e r son · ad e qu a 1 l eve 1 s of ab i 1 it y and effort . 

" I . · e r se ompen sat i on is unequ ivocally absent in t h e lower 

lc~o~ t ry _rades , and it a p p ears i n effort ascription s 

._ :. '. e e n 8 an 9 y e ar s o f age " ( p . 8 7 1 ) . 

l , Parsons , and Ru b l e ( 1974) have been very ac t ive 

a~ :.r · b ~io. resear c hers . The f i r st ar t icle they 

co 1 o r a te o. escribe d three stud i e s i n vestigating 

" e e 0 r:1ental changes in t he integrat ion o f abil i t y and 

::or atio to pred i ct ou tc ome " (p . 72 1 ) . 
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Study 1 involved 6, 8, and 10-11 year old boys and girls 

and colle ge males. The students were given ability and 

effort d ata and as k ed to predict the outcome. Effort was 

the cue more often used. In Study 2, first, third, and 

fifth g rad ers replicated the first study except that the 

o r er of the cues given, effort and ability, was alternated. 

In th is manne r it was found that the "greater effort effect 

fo r the six - year -old s in Study 1 can be attributed to 

' recen c y '" (p . 727) but the order of presentation had no 

i..fl ence fo r the older students. Study 3 involved kinder-

arten an second graders in a replication of Study 1. The 

~ajorit~ of the children us ed both effort and ability cues. 

:·u , P rso s , and Ruble con clud e "that effort is clearly 

~ore i portant than abil ity in predicting achievement out-

comes fo r all developmental levels except the youngest" 

rp . 7 3 - 32 ) . 

;ith Chi l d ren 

p ble , Pa rsons , and Ross ( 1976) examined "the develop­

r · chilcl r e n of the information-attribution-affect link " ;nen _ 1. 

' p . 991) in tNO stud ies . The first one involved 6, 8, and 

0 - 1 ear olds ; the second involved 4-5 and 7-9 year olds. 

Chil ren ' s success/failure outcome had a strong 
and consistent ef fect on their self-~valuations 
a fac ial e xpressions . . The chlldren 



perceived.thernselves as happier and more able, 
and percelved the task as easier, when they 
though t they had succeeded than when they 
t. ought they had failed. . . Only ratings 
?f effor t were not affected by the outcome 
lnformation . (p. 995) 

Pa rsons and Ru b le ( 1977) studied the development of 
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a ievement- relate d e xpectancies in preschool and elementary 

schoo l _h ildren . Expectancies were measured before each 

trial at a hid den o bj ects puzzle. Older children were 

i creasi. g l y less c e rtain of success. Successful children 

a h i ghe r e xpectanci e s than those who failed. 

An r ews and Debu s ( 19 78) investigated "the differential 

relation of pers istence t o attributions ... on a behavioral 

. eas e a t .vo pencil-and-:paper measures" (p. 157) of 

s ixt ra e boys and g irls. They followed up with three 

~rcatr.1en t g r ou ps of boys , s e lected from Phase 1, "who least 

..':'re e . tl attr ibuted fa ilur e to lack of effort" (p. 158). 

first study per sistence and resistance to extinction 

to be positive l y related to the attribution of 

: i ure ~o i. suff icient ef f o r t . "Attribution of failur e to 

:he st b e elements of abi lity and tas k difficulty were 

h n J...' a ·- ely related to persis tence" (p. 158) and resis-

J...a ce o ex inction . In Phase 2 the re was "a control group, 

a so- ~al rei~forcemen t group . . a nd a token plus social 

:-ei. c o rceme t group " (p . 158) · The boy s received ind ividual 



tra i n ing to c h ange to effort a · t· scr1p 10ns for failure. 

?.es lts showed that both training groups "exhibited a 

greater incid ence of effort attribution for failure than 

contro l su bj ects" (p . 160). The same was true for 

sue ess . Both train ing groups scored significantly above 

th e contro l group in persistence and resistance to 

exti c t i on . There v1as no significant difference between 

raining met ods . 

me fin ings , therefore , give strong support 
to t e majo r tenet of the attribution model 
of achievement motivation , that causal ascrip­
tio s influence and perhaps even determine 
s bsequent achievement behaviors. (p. 163) 
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~he succes s of the treatment in changing the boys' attribu-

~io.s for success and failure to effort is, as the authors 

su es " e xtremely relevant to all aspects of remedial 

tea hin " ( p . 16 5 ) . 

Co in ton and Be e ry ( 1976) used attribution theory in 

ir o~se r a ions on self - worth and school learning. They 

state t at " the lac. of successful experiences and the 

s a !:" c i LY of re·· ar s i n t he classroom can lead some students 

~o le rn to e xpect fa ilure . These students give up and 

s~o r' ing to succeed 11 ( p . 4 1 ) • "I n these cases, it appears 

t he e . _s make si tuational attributions (e .g. luck) 

s ccesses they might have , and dispositional 



attri butio ns for their failures 

se 1 f - worth ) " ( p. 7 1 ) • 

(e.g. poor ability and low 

Schultz and Pomerantz (1976) used the IAR to identify 

i. erna l and exte rna l ninth grade boys for their study of 
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ach i e ement need s , a cademic achievement, and ability-effort 

att_ i bu tions . They found a positive correlation between 

oc s of control and achievement motivation. Attribution of 

s c ess to effort was also strongly related to achievement 

. o ti a tio n . Howe v e r Schultz and Pomerantz noted that "locus 

of co. t r o id not d istingu ish high need achievers who pre­

:e~ a chieve en t a c t i v it i es from those vlho do not" (p. 50) • 

Piers ( 197 7 ) s t u died self-esteem, level of esteem 

e_t inty n respo ns ibility for success and failure in 

s · ., _h and "- e th g r ade students. The children's self-concept 

a cert ty scor e s on the Piers-Harris Children's Self-

Con e Scale , and the ir IAR scores were used in an analysis 

o: co r i ce . There was a strong positive relationship 

'et·ee hi esteem a nd I+ scor es. Tenth graders also had 

~~Jher r~ scores . Sign i f icant interactions were foun d 

~e "-wee sex an d se l f - e s t eem with low self-esteem girls 

ge _tin lo ., r scor e s , and betr:Jeen self-esteem and certain ty 

··- . . hi h e rtainty - h i gh esteem students scoring high on the 

- a!'1 

s C)res . 

he h igh certainty- low esteem students getting low I+ 

·r_:_gh certainty s i xth graders got low I- scores. 
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graders and g irls got high I- scores. Piers advised 

a_ rib +-ion theory s upporters to examine 11 Self-esteem as a 

a_i g ariable of some power, whose effects cannot be 

accounted for unde r their present theory" (p. 303) 

I. st dy of beh a v ioral incongruity and perceived 

nte tions e_e;nentary school children were asked to explain 

d i sc r epa be av ior as presented in ten situations (Whiteman, 

B .... oo , & Gor on , 1 9 7 7 ) . The authors found that noncausal 

~ es .. o.ses ( " Di n ' t \·Jant it " ) decreased with grade level while 

~~ -:. i. at.io . 1 res _ onses i n creased '>lith a g e. The motivational 

::::- es po ses ·de _ e iJided into instrumental, psychological 

: ro e s , a . _ · n t e rpersonal categories. The first t v10 com-

~o: e t e _ e ~s ed s ign ific~n tl y more often than the third. 

:' . . ere ~.as a s i .J . i f i a. t interaction between grade and 

re o. se p_ . I 1 k indergarten and first grade instrumental 

r es ?Oi ses ·.- ere g iven mor e often than ps y c hological process 

._ t.r . -:.io s . This ~as reversed by fifth and sixth grades. 

B - a l a n d Darom ( 1979) as k e d fifth and sixth grade 

r-r el· :.i l r e . " to lis.:... all the causes wh i ch cou ld have 

con~rib te to t ' e rece ived grade" (p. 265). Any cause 

_is~ed bj t~ o o_ more children was categorized on t wo 

e. ::: io:!s ; s a!J le - nstabl e and internal-external. A 

.: a :.o r ar ~ l~· s is ca. e up ·7i th the s ame dimens ion s. There 

-.. :as a :::;, ·'"' ~ ~ ic a! _ .ai1 effe c t fo r sex . Gir l s "tended to 



a ' t r ibute their outcome t o prep ~· _ara ..... lon. . and home 

con itio. s " 1 p . 26 5 ) . Successful students gave the attri-

81 .~... · ons of ab ility (bo ys more than girls), easy material, 

eas; test , teacher' s explan a t ions, and home conditions 

·g·r _s mor e th an boys) . The se causes were mainly external 

a s ble . "Fa ilure wa s attributed to insufficient pre­

a at·on , low abi lity , l a c k of effort, difficulty of the 
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s bject: mu. er i l , and the d ifficulty of the test" (p. 265), 

or .. i. - .. : i! ter al caus es . 

'='r · e z e .J. .. •:l S r er ( 198 0 ) used taped recorded interviews 

o ... ~irst , t' ir , an fifth g r a de students to see how the 

.__: i .r e. e the causes o f success and failure. The 

.J. .ie _me. _ si tions , involv i n g a white boy, had t wo 

' e _ s io. s \ s cess nd fai l u re ) and were presented with a 

il l· strating tha t s i t u a tion . Ef fo rt was most 

o explain testing o utc ome s. Ability , with 

.::>C on~ , ·.;·as , sed to exp l a i n suc c es s and fail ure i n 

c· i r e vie·.ve footbal l o u tcome s as uncontrollab l e . 

use .-as e ffort , followed by a bility . And "c a tch-

i . . "J r o 5 -.. :as characterized by a high u s e of ex t e r n a l 

an u i ntentional causes " (p. 1 9 1) • "The 

se ai e D h'gh - bility chi l dren t o explain s ucc e ss 

·. ere :-r~or _ i. ternal 1 a:1 t e causes they gave t o expla i n 

this istinction vas no t obser ved in 
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he responses of the low-ability children" 

~ere no s i gnificant sex differences. 

(p .. 192). There 

~ icholls (1 975) use d fourth-grade boys and girls in 

:is s .1- u ...... ' O..L causa l a ttr l. butl· ons. Before the practice the 

s 'den t \ as told how important the test was and how many 

Lems c il r e . his age usually got right. The child's 

attri tion , e xpec te d number right the next time, minimal 

s-:a.. r , an xiety , and positive affect responses were 

~ecor ed befo r e and af ter the test. The children, girls 

.. ore a_ bo · ttri buted failure at the practice items 

o lo~ u il i y . ore than they attributed success to high 

bi . t . " h er e was no ma i n effect of test outcome on 

abili -: ribu tions " (p . 383 ) . Attributions to ability 

~ere more often g iven when feedback was consistent. Success 

_) ._ o._h he p r a tice and the test was more often attributed 

-': o ef:or t a n f ailure was to lac k of effort. Expectancies 

·,·ere s i n if · c a!l. tl y influenced by feedbac k . 

Ple s _ e : i th success is greater when success 
s ete r mi n ed inter. ally (ability) and less 

~~e £ ete r mined externa lly (difficulty) . 
~~r·b ti on of practice success to effort is 

asso i ated ith g reater anx iety about and 
ess pos i t ive anticipat ion of the forth­

comi. g e st . (p . 387) 

_;ichol s ( 1976 ) extended those findings giving college 

stu e:-1-:s a ues i o naire . He fo u nd that "affective 

r e 3 po, ses -':o pe rcep i o ns of effort and ability depend on 
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'e 1es -':ions as .:.c e d " (p 309 ' . ) . It was discovered that when 
~~e task is r e l a ted to some l ong term goal the students 

vre ferre h i h abili ty to high effort. "When asked what 

so :r-- o pe::r so. they -.. Jou l d prefer to be, students . . 'ilere 
-:.or: a_ hig abi lity rather than high effort" 

. :? . 3 09 ) . 

:; · chol_s ( 1978a ) then investigated ethnic differences 

~ 1sa at~~i~ltions . "In this study, r1aori and Pakeha 

: ; ·2 ·.-.' .... e a _ :1 c~ 1 , i 1 r e . ade caus al attributions for and pre-

~~~ted ~e~ he r e a l u ati1e reactions to performance of 

.... :: ... :1r e:! i~ : ·1. s " (p . 687) . He found that the oldest 

~;i ,... C!. Til re able to s parate effort from outcome and 

c r:t i ~ iffe r e:1c e s were eviden t in the 7-year-olds 

-:!.c~- c :e e :10 s ig:--if icu.nt d ifferences by age 13. 

c i .. _reases in ethn ic similarity of 
io s n e xpe cted evaluations imply 
ool e Hperien c e produc es s i milar 

s of the cause s and evaluative 
se · e :1 es f academic performance. (p. 688) 

·- i 10 ll s ( 19 7 8b ) stud i ed the developmental changes in 

~a:s ..~... ~t~ -~ t'o s and achievement mo tivation i n children 

3 . " ~he pri . e fo cus of this study was o n the 

:C? ·:e_o me. t of caus 1 schemes for effort and ability" 

? · 30 I · ':' .;e chil r en • s r espon ses were anal yzed and they 

·.-: _ re ~ ~o o e oc four l e vels of r eas oning. Those s _ :1e~ 

i .. ~: 0 lo· .. ·e ~ l e 1el c ou l not dist inguish effort , ability 
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o_ o t c o . e fron each other. 
That skill developed gradually. 

--1 · -:erenti te 

hat " only at level 4 is ability clearly 

f rom effort and ability and effort seen as 

i.. ~erc.epe e t causes of outcomes" (p. 805). Also "there 

· ... s si i _ i can sex difference in levels of reasoning 

a~o t bil i J and effort . . with girls being less 

r .... prese te u. t e highes t level" (p. 805) • Another find­

i . T .. , ~s t: t " t all levels children indicated that success 

1
' e to ~ h effort a n d low ability would be highly rewarded 

. , .... e c e r (0 . 8 0 6) . 

t i 1 n .~ · · .' Ze l an d , . 1 icholls (1979) used 6, 8, 10, 

~ - . 2 ,.e r o l !::> n thi s study of attainment and causal 

u. t ~r ~ b i o. s L read i n g . The developmental relationships 

·,., c e a a j • o D e r e . Pos itive correlation s between pe r-

::(? t · on o = rea i . g a t tainment, grades and a ttr ibu tion of 

s to a ility i ncreased with age from nonsignificant 

r ..... 6 j ' e rr LO igh l y s ignificant at 12 years. There was a 

a . ~e ati ve c o r r e l a tion between pe rception of 

1:::.a ·. fil a ~ the attribut i on of success to luck at the 

2 ;ear o l l e e l , fo r both boys and g irls. Girls were 

:.~ ·1 , i cr an boy s b y teac hers and they rated themselves 

r. r- er ._ cJ. bo _is r a t e t hemselves. But "gi rls were IllO r e 

i c 0 t:.ribu .~- e f ailu re to poo r abi lity t h an wer e 

. Oj'S " 7 ) . . ~ i c hol l s suggested that " a c ademic 
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a ie e ent behavio r should become more closely correlated 

,,., i t h at t a i men t v·J i t h a g e " ( p . 9 7 ) . This lead to the con-

1 s i o s t .at "inequality of academic motivation on the 

D r~ of hi d low a chievers appears an inevitable conse-

~ e . e of a c rate perception of attainment and logical 

re son g about the cau ses of success and failure" (p. 98) • 

. es l Ame s , and Garrison (1977) investigated fourth, 

~ . - h 1 sixt- g r ade children•s causal ascriptions for 

L er ersona l o t c orne s. The students were divided into 

a r low so ial status and asked to fill out a 

~1 'cst i o . a ire i ·h i ch there were "three response choices, 

rc;prese i g i terna l, ex t e rnal and mutual causes" (p. 598) 

rc .. o f i gh soc ial s tatus gave internal ascriptions to 

~o i~i e o c ome s and ex t e r n al ascriptions to negative out-

o~es s in· -i an tly more often than did low social status 

s · e. ~..s . "Ch il ren who ho ld a less positive view of their 

com c _ e~ce appear not to employ such a self-

e .. n e ~ strategy fo r positive events and engage in 

ss ~: - e r o _ · on for !1egat i ve o nes" (p. 600 ) . 

0 et iti e an non - compe ti t ive re ward structures and 

.. n~co_ ~on fifth g r ade bo ys • achievement attributions _! e1..!. \..;; 

·: e:::-e s ..... ie 

:..- z :: e "- a s ,-s 

;)y .lvnes , Ames , and Fe l ker (1977). After the 

ea h boy was asked t o attribute the ou t come 

to bi l't 
1 

efcort , task d i ff i cu l ty , or luc k for both 



h..:.:nself an then fo r t he other boy. Results showed that 

o. petiti re sett i ng s increased the a.~ffect 1·ve · slgnificance 
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o the outcomes . " Competitive reward contingencies appear 

to ac e · t ' - u aLe r e neg a tiv ism in self-attributions and 

a:: £ec tive fee ling s " (p . 6 ) . "Repeated experiences of this 

.at re coul , onc e ivab l y con tribute to a low-achievement-

:noti ·e s 'n rome or to a 'learned helplessness'" (p. 7). 

rol e Ames ( 1978) e x t ended this work vJith fifth grade 

1--.0:fS an irls , d i v i d e d i nto hig h self-concept and low self-

co. e _ ~ roups . " The chi l d r en were tested in like-sex 

3 4 ) • As re p orted previou sly (Ames, et al., 

. i h se lf - concept chi l d ren , lik e h igh social status 

t rib ted suc c e ss i n ternally to ability and 

_ail re e xte rnally . Lo w self -con ce p t children reacted to 

= · l re i se lf - cr i t icism . Ames n otes " t he absence of 

~ v 0 i _i reaction t o suc cessful ou t comes may reflect a 

:- _~ i-=>ta. . . e ~ those c hi l d r en to mod i fy their negative self-

p r is (p . 353) . " It is ra ther cle ar from the data 

t:1 ~ . c::-el' arrang ing success expe r ienc es or r emoving some 

0 se ences o f fa ilur e (a s i n the n oncompetitive 

itions ' is not suff icient f or enhancing self-esteem i n 

-: . e 1 o · ., s e l -= - once p t c h i 1 d " ( p . 3 5 4 ) . 

. 7es a. Fe l · e r ( 197 9) compared the "effec t s of i nter-

er~o~al co~?etit ion ~ith inte r per sona l cooper a tion , 
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i . cl 
i ng b o th successful and unsuccessful cooperative 

gr o P~ ' on c h ildr en 's achievement-based cognitions" (p. 414). 

Fir s t th r o g h fif th grade boys and girls were tested 

i~ v i u a l l y . Af ter one story was presen ted they were as k ed 

_o e ' a a te it . The g rade or sex variables were not found 

s . if ic n t . Resu lts of the study demonstrated clearly that 

" o . p e ti i o n accentuates the value placed on achievement 

o t ..... orne s " ( p . 4 1 8 ) • Ames and Felker also found that "compe-

:. · tion seem t o accentuate perceptions of individual 

r:.:...:: f e r e. es , -.. . e r e as cooperation tended to minimize these 

r,. · c : e :::- e c e s '' ( p . 4 1 9 ) . If the c o operative group was success-

_ Q rf o r . e r wa s less critically evaluated. However 

~- .s cces sf 1 coo perative group the lo vJ performers 

-.. r::re .. ore h r.:> h l j dg e d . 

and Attribution Theory 

1 ~ en ~e r ( 1976) r eviewed the literature deal-. . an 

, .i._h p e r c ivity and achievement n oting that "the 

_e,... .1 s ::.o d t e a re intriguing bu t inconclusive" (p . 1120) • 

. ors pr o po s ed that investigating the "sociocogn itive 

_u~~t~-~ ~s e ; e lope ~y th e child and others i nvolved . 

. ar1 l ter , a e stra t egy for studying , understand ing, 

::1. · he r e s lts of stimulant drug therapy" re i _ l. g 

I ' L. ' • 
~ · al e n a nd He . ker stated fou r hypotheses . First 

:.·.ey U-:. .... est a t pa r n s a n , hyperactive children find 
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exter ~ l attri bu tions adaptive. Second, the stimulant 

:. ea e . t augrnen _s the external attributions. Third, these 

ex e rnal attribut ions about problem solutions 
are co ~erproductive and interfere with effec-

e coplng a nd long-term maintenance of behavior 
e . o re specifically , attributing success 
e drug may attenuate achievement effort 

rtic larly once drug treatment is terminat~d. 
(p . 25 ) 

_ e ir : i hypothes is "is that stimulant treatment facili-

i:a .... e s e :-: ter l ttri~ut ions about problem solutions. 

il r re _ ot person ally responsible for their 

: ilures , b t :1e ither are they credited with their successes" 

::> . 2 4 \ le . and Hen ker conclude that "successful medi-

t~o _ res cnses h~ve powerfu l attributiona l consequences" 

~- . _ 6 ) . 

Je. 1'.:.a ~ , .·, · a l en. , and Henker ( 1977) studied the 

of tr ining programs with 36 hyperactive boys, 7 

_o 2 H lf vere on psychostimulant med ication . 

) .. e r _ ~:ne . i ol1e soc ial reinforcement, or an external 

~ proa ' , the other Jas internal using self-controlling 

" 11 t" or ing took place ~tJi thin the regular class-

:-- c c:n se -:i:-1 ..~ " ( p . 377) . ~wo perfo r mance measures and an 

a:.tribu_·o. (e -fort , teacher bias , and luck ) measure were 

e . . ?esu 1 ts shO':Ted that nonmedicated children tended to 

~e~ - ~ e _r o rs o. the Porteus Mazes after the self -

edicated children made significantly 



ce~er e rr o rs afte r t he social reinforcement treatment. 

\·: . e:-~ ... he c h; ld. ' d 
~ s egree of personal responsibility was 

::~at e to treatmen t the authors found that "children who 

e relati el_ l i crh attributl'ons t-o t 1 
~ - ex erna causes were 

s.:_;_ifi tl more r esponsive to the reinforcewent inter-

'e. tio. t o the self -con trol procedures 11 (p. 881). 
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_he a · sed that " i nd ividuals who hold high expectations 

~ = ?erson 1 - control c a pabili t y may benefit most from inter-

'-'e. ... · o. s '>·. h i p r o i d e objectively presented information 

c. '121. ce r o b l em so lvin g s k ills" (p . 881). 

Summar y 

- e x _e r al l o c us of con t rol thus becomes two 

,.l i: . e:--:s io .. s , · :1 te rnul - externa l and controllable-uncontrollable 

· .. : ~ ::hi.. t ·- e ... rib t i o theory model (Weiner, 1979). 

.. e r~e he lplessness " dimensions in the reformu-

- - ~ 
- -· _c:; 

( . '-' r ms on et al ., 1978) are nearly a perfect fit 

~ - SO . The ttr ib tiona l dime nsions internal -external and 

tab e r e i ent ical to those i n the attribution 

o~e Jer the g lob al-specific dimension i n 

_e r. e ~ .. elp les:.:>ness appears to be a further division of the 

'~cJ~- ~ c l ~~ e ha le of einer's controllab ility dimension, 

~- ~e ~~ as ·t apo lies to helplessness and depression . 

_rol _ab l e a t ributions for fai l ure would be 
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) ility ( i te r n al, stable), mood (internal, unstable), 

:.as', d ifficulty r ext 1 . • e r n a , stable), and luck (external, 

· :1s~ ble , · Specif ic uncontrollable attributions for failure 

... i !. t e lo'.· ~ i l i t y in one subject, the cold I have made 

~- o ba on at test , they give hard tests in this 

sLi b ect , '+-
l '- •;.~as my bad luck to get the blurred copy. 

~· ~ e · . e ~ 9 9 ) acKnowledged that "other dimensions are likely 

:o e :-:-~e~ J e r/Ji t' fu r t e r ana l y sis. . Intention may be one 

o ~ t~e c i.e:rsion s " (p . 7) . However, at this time, the 

1 . 
. :-:'.e . o. 0 i..te!l .... i on a lity a lso seems to be a subdivision 

:;: :. . e o . L. roll bi lit ~ i mens ion. 

':':!e r e ore ~ - -ei. er 1 s theory of motivation, while still 

sce~s _o l ave practical applications for the 

/\ ~..- . .:!...ld 1 s typ ical effort (diligence or laziness) 

.... c '1 i. L.- r- · , stable , an d controllable . The child's 

;:-:L~_.iu e e c o r L. ( tr ·i g o r not t r y ing) would be internal, 

o .. rolla~ _ e . ~ attribution to teacher bias (for 

o _ =l .: a i • t ) i.·:o 1 be ex ternal, stable, and controllable, 

p (or hindrance) fr om others would be 

e , a - cort r ol lable . The child's p e r-

o r lo~) would be internal, stable , an d 

:. oor1 a tr ibu tions wou l d be internal, 

_o troll~ble . Tas k d ifficulty (easy or 

-., 0 : c. l-e e ~ . ternal , stc.ble , and un con trollab l e . And 
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r i . a ly , attributions to luck are external, unstable, and 

'Jn o .. troll ble . 

The tt ri bu tion " I ' m dumb" · . 1s the worst one a child 

.. .. a .· e . It ca ses the greatest loss of self-esteem. Low 

a' · 1 · is a ·nternal , stable, uncontrollable attribute. 

? . e s abilit d imension predic t s future outcomes. Failure 

res ts f r o~ stability . The stability dimension is linked 

-::o e _ e t cy . Rese arch indicates a causal relationship 

l ea r e he lplessness and the expectation of bad 

o·' _ o:ne s . 

et . e li erat~re a lso demonstrates that these causal 

ar learned . Therefore students who make 

.. a ti e attrib _ions can be taught to mak e attributions 

· .. ill ilitate rather than hinder their academic 

:roaress . If research conducted i n the schools can consoli-

rl cJ.- , !:" e . e ' e xtend the laboratory evidence, attribution 

.!-:eor .: ! a ·. e ome L1 useful too l 1//h ich teachers may use to 

: c~er te t he prog r ess of their seemi ng ly non - motivated 



CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

':' .e st\. Y was c onducted in I'·Iay, 1931, the last month 

o: t .e s hoo l ea~ . Th e sample consisted of 95 non-

~a!!d ~ a pe a l e arn i ng disabled fourth grade boys and 

~ir ls f_on th r ee s c h o o l d istricts in the Dallas/Ft. Worth 

.. c rop eJ . area of ~ iorth Te xas . Letters from school district 

?e r-s o:1 .. el hor i zi~ g t h i s study are reproduced in Appendix 

.· ~ hori~atior from the THU Human Research Review 

i i 

r-e~ r- .e pre. 

~ - +- ' 
: u - ipate , 

ppend i x F . The boys and girls who 

c o:1sen t fo r ms, and who themselves consented 

c o .pr ised t he research population. 

_·.il -re. '.- i"--h lear nin g disabilities (LD) were defined 

il re so iden tified by an Admissions, Review, 

- ~ Di.- .. i .::>sa l ~! ?.D . Corruni t te e and who were receiving special 

r? c~·-- ~ior ;:,Cr ·i es in a resource room less than 50% of the 

s .... ~ool .., . . ~on - .. a!ldicapped ( TH) children were defined as 

~ ._. J_.._ ' ,i~.d r e:1 -.·Tho we r e no t ident ified as bein g handi-

in the four t h grade classes of the school s 

·.-:-:i i ar~ici ate i n this study 'o~Je r e as ked to take a two 

... r 0 e ~0 t .e ir parents . .J. ':' c c ~ .... e_ The f irst p age described 

97 
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- e s ~ , Y a d gave phone numbers where more information 

coul b e ob a i ned . The second page was the consent form 

.-·: · ch :1as ~ c :!Je returned to the school if they wished their 

hi o pa icipate . These letters and consent forms are 

a so roprocu e in Append ix D and follow the respective 

_e "':er o.=- tho rization from each of the participating 

;::, 00 t r i c-:. s . Becaus e the return rate was generally 

?OO!" ' r !. i~g f ro 10 to 13 percent), the researcher was 

3~ c~e 1 to spea· ~O each of the three fourth grade classes 

l.. c. e o . e s c hoo ls prior to the handing out of the 

~e:::.crs t tu~:e · .ome . '='h i:::> effort did seem to make a 

iffe r e !"lce ince ne arly one-fourth of those 

o .. teere • . 

e to ' a l of 95 f ourth grade children there were 

ir l s . There were 62 non-handicapped children 

35 girls ) and 33 learn ing disabled 

_ :- i ... • r c :1 • 2 L :J bo s a 12 LD girls) . Inciden ce figures 

.,... ..; - ...- o. 

2 9 ; . 

.·s a ilities vary greatly , depending upon the 

. ==>e -· . ll , (1979'J report +-hat "the ~< i r ~- a d G a a g n e r --

~ ~hi s t i~e is that learning disabled children 

-:.o 3 perc e nt of the school age population " 

he i i e . c e oc LD children by gender has been 

·a o~ fou r boys to one girl a ra.::. - (Kirk & 

7 9 ; .:..1e rne r , 1 9 7 6 ) . Though the effor t to 
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~~a i e , al 

e T1 , ber of 

s 

u bers of . ' H and LD children was unsuccessful, 

LD boys and LD girls who participated in the 

the expected proportions. All told, more than 

·1~re~ o l un teered to participate and 95 fit the 

state 1· itations of the study. 

Limitation s of the Study 

For ~he p rpose of this study, the following limita­

~io~s ~ere sstned : 

. e s ~L v J s 1 i . i ted to one geographic area. 

2 . ':'.e sample r:~as restricted to Caucasian children. 

3 . ple w s res tricted to children whose native 

l age i ~nglish . 

~ :.c so ·a - economic back ground of the students ~:1as 

o· _s i ... e -'- he scope of this study. 

Instrume n tation 

es~io a ires ~ere individually administered t6 

il., . One speci f ically measured internal locus of 

._o. t~o ~dem ic sit1at ions : The I ntellectual Achieve -

~'e .- ;·.e 80 :-:sii ilit Q es t.ion naire ( I AR) . The other identi­

: ~er_. :::.e hi- ' s attrib 1t ions for academic s uccesses and 

: _:_ _ _ :res : -=:'he Bo ni .. gton - Jol ly Attribu.t ion Scale for 

!~ i dr 
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Beca1se locus of control is a very broad concept, 

:ca.. l ' : · ._ o sky , a n d Crandall ( 1965) created an instru­

~en_ ':. h 'c' c o e rs the limited school behaviors of children 

·g rades 3 - 1 2 ) a limi ts the reinforcing others to peers, 

? e . ts , a . .. t eachers . It is a 34 item forced-choice 

~ '..1 '= s i 0 n a . r e . e_e is an example: 

. ·~ he. you f in i t ec.sy to work arithmetic 
_h _rob l es at s chool, is it usually 

e a se the teacher gave you especially easy 
pr ob e , ~~ , o_ b . be ca se y ou studied your book 
· .. el '~_for __ o tried them ? (p. 97) 

Sc.c:-1 ec .. o_ t e i e shave succ ess or positive sterns. The 

fa il r e or n egat ive stems . In the normative 

53:-:1 1~ -- e _rs :s I - corre l at ion coefficient for fourth 

ra · s i . " the po s s ibility that self-

,...cs~o . s i. · 1 · ty :::o·- sue esses and fa ilures may be learned 

~ .. -1ratcl/ , a c he jOung ch ild may assume more responsi-

:- ~l . __ ·: :c _ 1 . C o. e han f or the other" (p. 102). The means, 

s - .. a:::-r (1 0 
· ~ 

. i ~ io s ' and ran ges of the I AR scores for the 

-:;r. .a - ~ .ir> s :n._ e re reproduced in Append ix A. 

:: e ~o· ....-+- rade 
'-

leve l there ider e n o s i gn if i c ant 

Appr o ximatel y 45 % (47 of 

~ . 3 , 0 : -:. ~~ ~ ;; 0 r :n a t .; e group i n gr ades 3 , 4 , and 5 were 
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re es ::e f er 2 months . Test retest correlations were 

· 66 for ToJ-al I , · 66 for I+ and . 74 for I- scores. These 

o r :r: e l io. s ~ere a ll sign ificant at the .001 level (p. 100). 

ra ~es 3 , 4 , and 5 were grouped for the correlations 

be '-·,. e e. social status . The IAR scores related only 

. o ~e r a s me asured by the Large-Thorndike (£: 

-:'ot _ • 2 6 1 . 22 & I - .1 4) . Only the I+ scores (£ = .17) 

o _ r e l ate . s i _. n i f i c a _ t l y vl it h soc i a 1 c 1 ass • 

_-:-_ hi e .. e:-1 .~- test score s and report card grade averages 

~..,..o rrel~t c os itive l y and s i gn ificantly with the Total I 

- o re of 3 1 4 , and 5. However there were some sex 

1·~fe e~~e- be ween the subscales . I+ s c ores for g irls in 

. ru•1 s 3 u. ·,:e r e high l y related to achievement and 

, ~ ~ c ·,.· . , l e f i f t _rade boys ' achievemen t and grades 

.,..ClCl ..... :'") . . i : J-_o I - scores ( p. 107) . "The scale, then, 

1 fo r the two sexes at di fferent age 

...... ·c s " 1 0 3 ) . 

( g 3 ) and Phares ( 1976) cite the IAR as a 

5 ale a~d the i s trument of c h o ice with 

chil r e n ' s l ocus of control i n school 

.... io: s r;- e ..;: I.. l ..1.. 
I E .. is reprodu c ed in its en t i rety i n 

.'"'. - ... '? . ( . / : i3 
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Bo~ ington - Jo lly Attribution Scale 

f or ~ ASC ) 

The Bon. ing on - Jolly Attribution Scale for Children 

s 30 _em qu estionnaire which attempts to include 

: :r:e t. ree i ens ions ( internal -external, controllable-

o rollable , stab l e - un stable) found in Weiner's (1979) 

a:":ri 'u o. theor y . Each stem (15 failure and 15 success) 

i~ follo ve o the e i ght possible responses. The child was 

s~:ec 0 i J'. e mos t important cause of that particular 

C"' : o .. e . 1 he o tcomes a re unspecified academic 

s i:uat:io s . ~ ere is one form for girls with girls' 

~- • .. es r o o . s n one form for boys with boys' names 

:"'l r onouns . . e r e is an example: 

:::0pj 

.. ee 

' . n/Jim ) got a good grade on (his / her) 
repor r . . h '? 

r: n / Jim) likes that subject. 
2 . . jJi ) is the teacher's pet. 
3 . n / Jim ) is smart . 

~ s bjec t is easy for (Ann/Jim ) . 
5 . ( .. jJ im ) tried harder this time . 
6 . The ~ ole class got good grades. 

' i s/ . e r ) mom he lped . 
g _ Ji ) felt good . 

r-.f r the fi rst pilot study the ASC was revised and a 

0&: 

~· e -

:or 

i ot s ~ y das conducted . The need for a printed 

..... . e 

. s 

a .. 

fo r the student to look at was verified. 

·.v s c.e l o ped in an attempt to fill the unme t 

~ _ s r , ,, ent wh ich !'/Ould not confound attributional 

~h 5 per~it both the examina tion of the 
:1(. 1_. ;1 
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i' y of 'e i ner's 1979 model of an attributional theory 

- mo tivation , and a n examination of its relevance to 

hil ren ' s mot iva tl'on( s\, in school situations. The results 

oc t e r esearch with the IAR are conflicting and thus 

icfic lt to app l y t o classroom behaviors. This suggests 

that the si le dimens ion of internal-external does not 

isc riminate suff ic i en tl y to isolate precise behaviors or 

be iefs so t hat non - adaptive (i.e. failure) behaviors might 

be reme i ate . The re s earch behind the attribution theory 

.. o e l sugges ts t1a t this theory of motivation may indeed 

_ea to a pr ctical way o f defining motivation variables. 

0 . ce the ri bles vh ich appear most directly related to 

aca e ic s cess and failu r e are identified in many children, 

: e ase may be made for reme d ial teaching of attributions 

·.·,h i h e o s ccessfu l outcomes to those students who 

e · pe LO ail . The ASC questionnaire is reproduced in its 

e . :.ire in . p:_:)end ix C . 

Pr o c edures 

,as conducted at the conven ience of the school 

· · t s t e n ts , and paren t s. All names were coded, and ls._rlc s , 

0 schoo l or in i 1 idua l wa s i den t i f ied by name in the final 

re ortin of _he ata . Test i ng was conducted in an area 

es i n Le b _he s chool principal. Test days were 
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o r :.o li 
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so as - ot to compete with other school activities 

Y period s in order that students would have the 

opportunity to attend. 

e primar r esearcher wa s assisted by three women who 

~- r e _rai. e, by he r to a dminister the two questionnaires. 

~ _ t . re e '. C!"e e xas ."'oman ' s University students. Two Here 

es a. , the th ird v1as a graduate student. Each 

·1as ir:s _r u c i. ividual ly in the administration of the 

:.· ... o CS L.i.O. re t h e o r der of administration, the coding 

o: res ?O:t s e fo r. s , an the manner i n which to record 

rcs_o ses . ~ .. e e xpl ana tion of the proceedings to the child 

o· t an f o ll o ~ed by each examiner. The explana-

-:~8. s a . lo r i rod ~ion s a r e i nc l uded with the qu estion-

t e P.:en i e s . Any further questions asked b y 

ns.-;ered . Each questionnaire was c ompleted 

o :!CVGr on some occasions it was necessary 

_o ·. ·· 12 C1 L rcu · bet :Jeen the quest i onnaires because of lu nc h 

s-~~c ~ das p r es e n ted with a copy of the I AR. The 

1 p e d o ~ite paper i n pica type (jus t as 

l. . tPe~ ix B ) a n d placed in a spir a l bound 

~- 5 t yped wi th an IB i Ora tor type el ement, 

·_.;' l ...... a l a~ e capita l l e tter style . One question was 

s \ ~ncr by 8 \i i n ch page . The pages ',-Jer e 
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_ a~i. l te a~ sp iral bound . The ASC was color coded: 

yel ow ror ; irls and b lu e fo r boys. Both questionnaires 

~ ere r ecor ded on cassette tapes so that 1 every student wou d 

~e r t e so. .. e on e , inflection , stress, phrasing, etc. 

~ .. e IA? e tionna ire took 6 minute s 6 seconds if there ,,,ere 

. o a d"tio. 1 pauses between questions. The ASC for girls 

1 3 mi. ' t e s 1 2 seconds long. The ASC for boys was 13 

Total test times varied according 

}:1 ~· e student responded. Most administrations 

~oo: : a ;)Ol L r.1 i . u tes , i nclud in g the introductory explana-

_ r r e ... r !: 

':' .e r es rc .. e r ob tained the 5th period report card 

1r c!e fo e ·c ry stu nt 1ho partic ipated i n the study . 

s v ried £roD d istrict to district, from 

s oo -:o s oo a. fr om teacher to teacher. No attempt 

grades accor d ing to whe ther or not the 

-r. . 1 4 s ·,.or k · . on gra e level , since the emphasis i.·Jas 

:n .o·.. ·.-:c h il perfo~med at his ovm level academically. 

_ .. c ::>c: oo l - 1 o l:e gave e ither l etter grades (A , B, C, D, 

& :: c r ·.-o r i l ts (strong , satisfactory , needs 

::: _:) c .. e , _ , u. sa i s factory) . Table 1 illustrates the 

a eci al equivalent for t hose grades 

. il~ ' s gra,e point ave rage c ou l d be computed 

c st t is t ~ al analyses . 
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Table 1 

.eport Ca rd Grades wi th Their Decimal Equivalents 

... e port Car d Grades 

~e::. e r Word (s) 

Stron g 

Sa tis factory + 

B-

Sa tis facto ry 

3 -

c Sa isfactory -

_.eeds Improvement 

D 

un sa tis f actory 

Decimal 
Equivalents 

4.00 

3.66 

3.33 

3.00 

2.66 

2.33 

2.00 

1 . 6 6 

1 . 3 3 

1 . 00 

0.66 

0.33 

0.00 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

~he pur pose of this study was to determine the rela-

~~o. shi between attribut ional styles and academic success 

~ _ail re of on - handicapped and learning disabled fourth 

~ ~a0e bo s a . d ~ irls . It was hoped to identify the motiva-

:. o;_ ria~les . ost directly associated with report card 

-r es . o ri e r to look for possible combinations of 

:.ors · .. . i mig t dis criminate between successful students 

~r ' s 1 Cccss .: l stur:!en ts , mu ltivariate methods of statis-

:"l •• a .J i ~ e re u sed with alpha = .OS. 

~ ·~he .. eop l e ha e been classified into two nominal 

_:.~2 o r ics o t he r tests have been given them that appear 

r1 i C i, i. a tC bet·veen the tWO grOUpS 1 'lorr iSOn ( 19 76) 

0 'i. :- i::. proper to use univariate t statistics to 

' f ere :1ces . Us ing the ~"'AI S as an example, ·he 

-.. , t +- 0 

0 g a i n s t the e"f f e c t s 0 f .ave p r o ec~ l n a - -

0-· ~ · ~c 0 -r _a~ io s amon g the subtests as wel l as the 

:c . t}e .. c ~ · c 0 r i .. i i ual differences to be significant mere l y 

·· ~..-ha .. c as nore responses are i n cluded" (p. 139) . 

-~ othe r reason ·.,Jh y mu ltivariate me thods are preferred 

·.-: 1_ -_if.:. a . Azen ( 1 9 79 ) . They stated 
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Historically ~ stat i st ical a n alysis of more 
a1 o e var1ab l e considered each variable 

s~para e l y . Th is procedure was limited, 
s1nce overall i nference statements could not 
be e s ily ma d e from the individual inference 
s ::a. erne ts . -·:Iul t i variate techniques mak e 
s n o erall lnferenc e statements possible. 
(p . 280 ) 
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Si ce t e pur pose of t h is study was to identify motiva-

~i o . al 1 r i abl e s which wo u ld d iscriminate between successful 

nsuccessful studen ts, it was felt that a 

c coul look at many variables, rather than one 

e , at a time r.tou ld b e more p roductive. When the 

sif' a o o nominal groups is desired, the linear 

ctio inde x may b e u sed. t-1orrison advised 

. . t es t the u s ua l h y po t hesis of 
-ectors r.-1e itJi s h to con struct a 

or index f o r s ummarizing 
o. tions f ro. . the gro u ps o n a one-

s~o a l s cal e that d iscrim i n ates between 
~io~s by some me a sure of maximal 

( ? - 231 ) 

_, - i~ ~as decided to ana l y ze the data using a _ .1o rc .... ore 

_· .. ;o - ·· ·( . l_ s i of ariance t o te s t t h e first hypothesis 

o~h a ,irect d iscrimina nt an aly sis and a step-

·:i se i~ ~~ a c.lJsis to test t h e second a nd t h ird 

'; :.: ~ c -:: . esc s . 

iL_e r r:?J ti 1 , e · hod ·las used t o evaluat e the f ourth 

:-::::_..,C)t:.e ; s sir. c it orove impossible t o r ank the data as 
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The nul l hypotheses for this study were: 

o : The re will be no significant differences between 

the mean g rade point averages (GPAs) of children 

1hether they are n on-handicapped or learning 

d isabled , b oys or girls. 

_o 2 : On the IAR there will be no significant d~ffer­

ences between the responses made by successful 

st de_ ts and the responses made by unsuccessful 

st ents whether they are non-handicapped or 

le rning isabled , boys or girls. 

sing a d irect method of discriminant analy­

sis the IAR wil l have no linear discriminat­

i g abi lity to differentiate between 

s ccessf l studen ts and unsuccessful students. 

Sex will not be a significant predictor 

ariable in con j unct ion with the IAR. 

2 . condit ion will not be a significan t pre­

dictor variable i n conjunction with the 

IAR . 

9 . s g a stepwise method of d iscriminant 

a _ alysis the I AR wi ll have n o linear 

~iscri inating abil ity to d ifferen tiate 

successfu l students a nd unsuc cessful 

s~u ,en ts . 



1 . 

2 . 

11 0 

Sex wil l not be a significant predictor 

variable in conjunction with the IAR. 

Condition will not be a significant 

p redictor variable in conjunction with 

the IAR. 

0 t . e ASC there will be no significant differ-

e ces b e tween the responses made by successful 

s ~e t s a n d the responses made by unsuccessful 

s t de t s whether they are non-handicapped or 

lear i ~ g d isabled, boys or girls. 

sing a direct me thod of discriminant 

a~alysi s the ASC will have no linear dis­

r·~i a tin g ability to d ifferentiate between 

s :cces5fu l s t udents and unsuccessful students. 

1 . Sex will not be a significant predictor 

ar i b le in conjunction with the ASC. 

2 . Condi tio n will not be a sign ificant 

p e ic to r variable in con junction with 

..... e A c . 

3 . •s :g a step•:Jise method of discriminant 

~ alysis ne ASC wil l have no linear dis ­

~i~i a i g ab i li ty to differentiate between 

s ~ ccessf:l students and unsuccessfu l students . 



r 0 • . 4 . 

1 1 1 

1 • 
Sex will not be a significant predictor 

va r iable in conjunction with the ASC. 

2 . Co n dit ion will not be a significant 

pred ictor variable in conjunction with 

the ASC. 

Th r e will be n o interaction between the way 

responses made by successful students, versus 

those made by un successful students, appear 

~ithin the three d i mensions of the ASC, thus the 

s i gnif icant pred ictor variables will be situa-

t i o na lly l ocated t h e same, or as reflections, 

n ~o- parts of e ac h ASC d imension. 

~~o- : ; n alys is of varian c e was used to test the 

hat the group mean GPAs would be equal. 

-:'!;e e _ _ n mcJ. · nal me an GPAs a r e given in Table 2. 

Tab l e 2 

... !:) l e o f e ll a d ~ 1a r g in al Mean GPAs 

·.n LD 

Bo_· 2 . 89 ( n =2 7 ) 2.25 (!2=21 ) 2. 61 

2 . 89 (!2_ = 35 ) 2. 48 (!2= 12) 2. 78 

2 . 89 2 .33 2. 70 
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.scan be seen in Table 3, the analysis of variance surr@ary 

tab l e of gro P mean GPAs, the means of the NH children and 

t e ....... D c' i 1 ren Nere s ignif ican tly different, K_ ( 1,94) = 

10 . 39 , _2 (. 001 . Boys ' GPAs were not significantly 

-1 · f f e re f rom gir ls' GPAs. Therefore the null of no 

si :1i_ · ca. t dif f e rences between the mean GPAs of boys and 

i rl s ·., s not r jec ted . The n·ull hypothesis that there 

~o _ be o si i fi cant differences between the mean GPAs 

o f - a ic -pe 1 and learning d isabled children was 

:-ej e 

Table 3 

alysis of Variance of Grade Point 

. ve rage Scores 

So d f ss MS F Ratio E 

se: 1 • 1 2 8 • 1 2 8 .227 .635 

i o 1 6 . 054 6.054 10.739 .001 

. . B . 263 .263 .466 .496 

:: :- ro r 91 51 . 2 9 9 .564 

94 58 . 328 . 6 21 
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Ana l y sis of the IAR 

Dis c r i mi n ant analysis methods were used to test the 

seco hypothe sis . Th e direct method allows the entering 

o: 1 the varia b les (sex , condition, I+ and I- scores) 

L to the analys is at o ne time. The children \-·Jere dichoto-

.. iz e i . to a succes sfu l student group (GPA ~ 2. 0) and an 

. ~u ces f 1 studen t group (GPA < 2.0). IAR group means 

st r ev i a tions are given in Table 4. 

Table 4 

Crite r i o n Group Means and Standard 

Dev iations on the IAR 

IA2 I+ IAR I-

, r oup .· ean so Mean SD 

l 
c . . 1 3 . 5 8 2.02 11 • 29 2.26 

essf .l 
e. t 1 2 . 00 2.53 11 • 00 2.88 

_ J orse r to dete r · if the predictor variables (sex , Le 

~ a .. ::. i .... . o . , I 

~- i ~er ~o .. 

. I - scores) could discriminate between the 

1 Stu den ts --unsuccessful students) (successfu 

( ~- - s ta tis t ic ) v1a s used . ::;_ :·;~ .·s L 1.1!Jc a ~ 



ariable 

sex 

Table 5 

~\i lks lambda and u nivariate ~ Ratios for 

the IAR Predictor Variables 

Wilks 
lambda F (df=1 /93) 

.9 97 35 .25 
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p 

.6200 

o i~ion .95865 4.01 .0481 

I+ .925 40 7.50 .0074 

AR I - .99785 .20 .6551 

e che s ignificance but IAR I- did not. Testing 

: e :1ypot esis tha t sex would not be a significant predictor, 

:. e . o si . ificant result indicated that Ho 2A( 1 ) should no t 

_.e r Je ._e =l . Ex 1ini:1g the n ull Ho 2A( 2 ), the significant 

resul .... ob t i.e for cond ition F(1 ,93) = 4.01, E ~.OS, 

is hypothes i s shou ld be rejected. Knowledge of 

·.·J. e .... . c ....- he c . i l is non - handicapped or learning disabled 

"i· ... · SL. r i:-:1 · ate be t~:1een criter ion groups. Sex did not. 

re dis cri~inant analysis was performed. The 

is riminant funct ion fa iled to reach significance, 

= 8 . 7670 , E = . 06 72. Thus the null hypothesis 

irec etnod the IAR wou ld have no linear 

. . . ~ . 
• l.SCrl;tl.oJ 1.. 

abil ity to d ifferent iate between the criterion 

aro 'ps ou j not be rejected . 
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T e standardized canonical discriminant function 

oe:f· i e~ts showed that IAR I+ (-.85391) and condition 

( .3 8422 ) ad coeff icients with the largest absolute value. 

P o l e ~ith~n -groups correlations between canonical dis-

r · .. · na t f u nction s and discriminating variables \vere 

simi lar . (-. 89281) and condition (.65304) had the 

rJest o relat ion c oeff icients. Sex (-.16222) and IAR I-

( - . . 4 6 2 ) i ere n ot. very strong correlations. 

T .e Bo x ' s .·. test failed to reach significance indicat-

i .. ~ no sign if i an difference in the group covariance 

L a .... :!:' e . 

s • ..J t e d iscrim i nant function coefficient to predict 

'"'rou .. e . ~ers . i , 71 . 53 percen t of the students •.vere 

':"es _i. 

a.. 1 ·sis 

s-o 

_:.? 

co .. 

ss ifie d . 

p~rt B of the second hypothes is, a discriminant 

Lhe stepwise method was performed next. A 

. 1e s t e p1ise anal ys is is giv en in Table 6 . 

Table 6 

· Dl. scr l .. . l. 11an t Analysis of I AR •- C!? ·I lSe 

ar iables 
~ ·l ilks Equ ivalent 

ered In lambda F df E 

I+ . 925399 7.50 1,93 .0074 

i_ior 2 . 9 11053 4.49 2,92 .0138 
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Se x an t h e IAR I - variables did not enter the analysis. 

S i . c e s e .. again d i d not reach significance, hypothesis 

-· 2B ·. l 1 
ot rejected . Sex was not a significant pre-

_i .._ or riable . 

Si. e co. dit i on d id e n ter into the stepwise analysis, 

i_ if i c an t . Cl a ssification function coefficients 

:or co. 
' IAR I+ and the constant, were then used to 

.... 0 .1 pu t e _he anon ical d i sc riminan t function used in the 

~er:1 in . . a al sis . This function (Wil k s lambda = .9110533, 

:.... - s re = 3 . 5402 , df = 2) was significant at the .0138 

e :el . ':'hu t e 

:;o.... he a 

pothes i s Ho 2B (2 ) , that condition would 

i f ica t predictor variable in conjunction with 

-: .. e 
....., - .. ' -.. s rej e c ..... e The n ull hypothesis 

- s _:-: L. e sterY.- ~ e . ethod the I AR would have no linear 

b ility to differen tiate between the 

r L.e ri o . :J ro ·ps I llaS als o r e jec ted. 

o : ' s :: t st of e _uality o f grou p covarian ce matrices 

·.-.r as . o _ s i g .. · f · emonstr a ting that ·t h e variability 

~h e ... ~0' D s -... i 'ch i n norna l 1 i mi ts . 

....,,... J- ..., . ":) ..... 1 
rt I+ score p l us the kno<v1led ge of whether 

_:-.e t · ;as no . - andicapp e d or learn i n g di sabl ed ( i.e. 

:. .. e a. o . i 0 i s ~ri . i ~ ant funct i on) stude n ts wo u l d be 

_ J ~ :- _ c ~ 1.1· c 1 c:1 s s · f · ed L t o the t \-JO c r iter ion g r oups 6 9 . 4 7 
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~~alysis of the ASC 

T e h ir -" nu ll hypothesis was then tested in the same 

e \vas teste d . First, a direct discriminant 

a . a sis of the MSC was pe rformed. The criterion groups 

·.e re e i!!ec DY GPAs . Unsuccessful students had less than 

2 . 0 p_ GPA o f successful students was 2.0 or 

' Yea~er . 
,.., , 

ASC criterion means and standard deviations 

i en i. ppe ix D. The predictor variables were sex, 

a .. ll 16 ASC scores. Representative attribu-

- 0:1s -o r 1e . . ,:,C categories are g iven in Table 7. 

t' r ia .. les , except ASCS-8 (good luck) which 

-~.c t o _er '1 e t es t , r,-Jere entered in to the direct 

01 ical d iscriminant function failed to 

( ~ '-iil r~s lambda = . 7485612, chi-square 

I 1- -
- ~ • • I I 1 f_ ._ ~ - . 1072) Therefore null hypothesis 

;lo . .... 0 ro~ e .L-. . 3 :-... :. (.-l • • - - ~ 

· :· ::;n 

~ B .e- t o c eqJ al q_ro1p covariances could not be . .. e o ~. ~ 

t 1 ere were too few cases in the unsuccess-

Using the discriminant functio n 

criterion gro p membership, 80 per-

.L- we re correctly classified. s -:. _,c. e 1 _s 

..... _-::- .._. ..... ·:;r'\ a 
':" - '" ·· -' JB ' 

iscrimina t analys is using the step-

./' ·.-: s p~r::or. e l next . A sur..mar y of the s tep~dise 



T\ ~... c ry 

1. Typi l f -or 

2 . Imme i te effort 

3 . Ab il i t y 

4 • Mood 

5 . Teacher bias 

6 . Unusual help 

7 • Task difficulty 

8. Luck 

r u n 

F 'lur b 

u (T\ c ) 

lw ys workej h ard 
i n t e re t ed 
(d il igent ) 

tr i ed 
pa i d a ttentio n 
lis tene d 

sma rt 
understands it 

well/feels good 
(good mood) 

teacher • s pet 

a friend helped 

task was easy 
was an easy test 

good luck 
everybody did well 

u s n 

ry 

t ' v Attributi ns 

F i lure (AS CF) 

n e ver wo r ks 
not intere sted 
(lazy) 

didn't try 
didn't pay attention 
didn't listen 

dumb 
doesn't understand it 

sick/feels bad 
(bad mood) 

teacher was too fussy 
teacher was a grouch 

someone bothered him/her 

task was hard 
wasn't a fair test 

bad luck 
everybody did badly 
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a . al s is is g iven in Table 8. Five variables contributed 

sig. i -icantly to the discrimination between the criterion 

r o, ps , three from the success half of the ASC and two 

_o. e f ailu re half . The top two, ASCS -5 and ASCF-5, 

represe te t eacher bias for and teacher bias against. 

Step~11is e 

l riabl e s 

s~ep En e re I n 

- c S - 5 1 

2 . . sc ;:-' - 5 2 

...) f c S - 6 3 

_; C' - 1 4 

5 -.s S - ~ 5 

or laz 

Table 8 

Discriminant Analysis of ASC 

1 ilk s Equivalent 
lambda F df E 

. 895254 10 .8 8 1 , 93 .0014 

. 839864 7.50 2 ' 92 .0010 

. 8 2 714 0 6.34 3 ' 9 1 .0006 

. 800334 5. 6 1 4 , 90 .0004 

. 7862 03 4.84 5 , 89 .0006 

u s ual he lp (ASCS-6 ) was third. Not 

( ~S C F -1 ) cillne next and the last sign ifi-

_ - .. ~ "a ia· le -as trie ( ' SCS -2 ) . Since neither~ nor 

.e s i _ .. ificance , the nu ll hypotheses HoJB(l) 

::ct be rejecte d . on the ASC , ~and condition 

. t pred iction vari a bles . s · g , iflc a 

d i sc riminant fun ction (incorporating the :- ~1 e -::c .. ical -

· gn ificant o red ictors) had a Wilks 
~ - -_r_a:.:>~es ':!hie! ,.;er::e Sl. ... 
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la .bda = . 78620 31, chi-square = 21.769, df = s, E = .006. 

· he ~e fore Ho 38 , that the ASC would have no linear discrimi-

. a i g ability to discriminate between the criterion groups 

·.-1 s re jecte . 
s i ng the c anonical discriminant function, 

80 perce~t of the studen ts were correctly classified. 

Co~pare t o the IAR stepwise analysis, the ASC was a 10 

pe rc e .. t better ., iscriminator. 

T e fourth hypo thesis , c oncern ing the three dimensions 

C , ·.·.as e xamined by i d e nt ifying the dimensions in 

~. e sig i_i_a~t pred ictor variables were located. 

A~-ribu tions for those ASC categories may be 

Tab le 9 

· · o.c AS C Categories by Dimension lS-l:l? 

....... i:-:1e. ::;, 0 . Categor ies (ASCS /F ) 

:: __ r. 1 1 2 3 4 

:x::_r .~ c - 5 6 7 8 

5-:a!J e 3 5 7 

2 4 6 3 

C '1:l ~roll _e 2 5 6 

3 4 7 8 '.). ~rolla~ e 
~ . . 



- he s i gn ificant predictor variables were ASCS-5 

(teac· er b ias fo r ) , ASCF-5 ( teacher bias against), ASCS-6 

.elp fro~ others ) 1 ASCF-1 (typical effort--lazy) 

aJ __ , . . SCS - 2 r i mme iate effort--tried). Category 5 was 

sig, ~:ic . t i. both success and failure situations. This 

1 21 

a tegor J is stable , external and controllable. Category 6 is 

e · ter al , u. sta~le and controllable. Category 1 is internal, 

co . .L..rollabl e . Category 2 is internal, unstable, 

.., 1 o . . _r o 1 ~ .:.J le . 

.:1 i a bles . 

. c 2 ·.-J re 

Table 10 shows the location of the pre­

On the stable -unstable dimension, 3 were 

- ~ ta bl _ . On the internal-external 

2i=t e .. o . 2 ·.:c:-~ in.L..err. al and 3 were external. On the 

.._r- • . :.~ o lt. b_-.... - L :: o t r o llable dimension all 5 v1ere controllable. 

Table 1 0 

Lo ~~ · c ~ of the Significant ASC Pred ictor 

·: • r iables ~ ·;.::..thin ASC Dimensions 

i:;e_ s ·..) . 

11 .) 0 

·.: .. _ o .. -:. ~ o __ :1 l e 

Predictor Variables 

Fa i l u r e (AS C F ) 

5 

1 , 5 

n one 

1 1 5 

.1one 

Success (ASCS) 

2 

5,6 

2,516 

none 
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~he differing p attern s illustrated in Table 10 show 

t. at the r e is i n teraction among the cells. In this study, 

a. . s ccessfu l studen t vvo u ld be very likely ·to choose 

e. ~er al ontrollable and / or unstable controllable attribu­

t i o . s for suc c ess a nd stabl e controllable attributions for 

The s i gn if i cant p redictor variables were not 

oc te t' e sa e o r as r ef l e ctions in both parts of each 

ASC i .e . sio . . herefore Ho 4 was rejected. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

A trib tion theory , as examined in this study, shows 

prom·se e e~ though the ASC itself did not obtain statisti­

cal! s ·gnif icant r esults in the direct analysis. Never­

theless , t e ASC captured more information than the IAR and 

t' is st Y rna be the first step in the development of an 

· .. st r , e d ich can measu re motivation more precisely. 

Sex as a Predictor Variable 

0 . res· l t ~ . ..;as that ther e were n o significant sex 

r1 · : e re . es o e i +-her ques tionnaire, the IAR or ASC, or in 

.ra e oi. t a 1 rages . The literature on the IAR concerning 

'o~. ~O ;:, of o ntrol and attribution theory, and on 

~ri .. t·o .eory , is contrad ictory. 

con i t ion as a Predictor Variable 

o~ ra.e poi t averages there wa s a significant differ­

e:l e · 0 t· .. ec. . on - h anr-1 icapped and l earning disabled students, 

. t=t . 0 _
1

- • .J. ·capp ed a d learning disabled students did not 

.Jee .. 

r _:.c . J •• i.:l t e ir responses on the IAR to eliminate the 

:ov- :.r.e a~ ~tiona l information about the child 's 

12 3 
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Con~it i on ' . H or LD) l· n ord~r to d' t d · - e pre lC aca ernlc success 

or fail re. The entry of the condition variable into the 

step :ise discrim i n ant analysis is a test of the hypothesis 

_or co i tion ·:hich may be stated "given that IAR I+ is in 

J._ e iscriminant funct ion, condition is not significant." 

Re·ectio. of this hypothesis means that the IAR I+ score 

di not aptu r e all the information about LD students. 

'T e I .. ar iable was not independent of the condition 

riab_e Ode er , since the F value for condition dropped 

f 0 . . 0 0 . 45 afte r IAR I+ entered the discriminant 

!1 ion . s en so , it appears that two different discrirni-

~ n ~ io s re eeded , one for NH children and one for 

::::> m le ·,. · s : Su cess/Fai l u re (S/F) Group= .78121 (IAR I+) 

-. 365 ition , i. e . successful students = 0 and 

· :: s , e sf· l s e. ts = 1 ) . Therefore the discriminant 

on :o :;H chil ren is : S /F Group= .78121 (IAR I+), 

~or L c 1i re i'!: is : S/F Group= .78121 (IAR I+) 

- . . 365 

s e> res 

LD children simply do not make IAR 

~ e ough to e liminate the need for the i_EerC?. ~ 

i. cO .. ":iO 0 n ic app ing condition when it is available. 

at the AS C captures the condition of the 

a ditiona l information is not needed in 

. pe ~r 
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o r er to p r e ict academic success or failure. In the 

d iscriminant analysis , the five ASC scores entered the 

d iscriminant fun c t i on f irst because they were "better" 

sin e pre ictors of success or failure than condition. 

0 .. e they r. ere entered , n o f u rther variables were found 

t at coul signif icant l y con tribute to the discrimination 

~e een S / F g ro ps . Since n o further information would be 

e ~y e . ering the cond ition v a riab le, it means that 

t:~e . :·_ s t u e n s a d the LD s t u d ents scored significantly 

' f= ~ __ e r A \... o~ th ASC so the LD cond ition information was 

a u r erl by th sc . This a lso me a n s that t wo different 

1 i s r i an t f n ctions are n ot ne eded in order to classify 

::r a d LD h il re as succes sfu l or un successful students. 

-: e r . R I ..J... score was the sign if ican t pred ictor variable 

c. .. s:_ r ::.1e . t . The more r e spon sibility a child took 

:or : . is/ e r -=> . c e sses , t e mor e likely the child was to be 

t e --u l ess that c h ild was also learn in g 

e ~ . AR I - mean s and stand ard deviations were 

i. i :;:- -.. . ether the child was acade mically successfu l 

(see Table 4 ) , or whe ther the child was non­. s·. __ oss: 1 

'~.ea = 23 S D = 2 .13 ) or learnin g d isab led 1 . ' 
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r Le a ... = . 2 7 I SD = 2 • 7 8) • I- scores, taking responsibility 

for fa il 1r e , did not d iscriminate in this sample. 

Thes e :in d ings extend · prevlous research conducted by 

'"": ap an a. Bo ersma ( 1979 ) with third through sixth grade 

s+- de ts and Hill ( 1980) uith third and sixth grade students. 

':::' e .._oo faun that there were no significant differences 

be_ween LD tld e~ ts and their non -LD classmates on the I-

s a _e . 

P r e ictor Vari ables on the AS C 

- e ; 1ari a bl e s which were significant predictors 

r a. ·ed _:- o :-:~ those .1n ic h \·Te re rarel y chosen to those chosen 

;)' · c :er. o. e o.... . .e r l j eve ryone . The first three to enter 

_ _ e .... c _·,. · sea -: 1· · i ( teache r bias for , teacher bias 

e lp ) , appeared to capture the "essence" 
-------"'-

o t .C? e .. l d isab ilit~ condition. I n the original 

-erio~ o_ F .... c s s to select the independent variables which 

;) _ S _ :. re 1 · ~ t a a ~ e. i s ccess or f ailure unusual help and 

re ~ie~ for t~i rd p l a ce with an F = 4.01. 

.. : _:r s~r-..:. i _he s e pdise analysis , condition, K = 1 .80, 

l ace . fter step 2, with teacher bias 

a i ns t in the d iscriminant function, 
~~~~~~----~-----

? = 3 , ·. s th ird in the list of remaining 
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er t e r e i ~ to ~Lhe fun ct · F 11 1on . o owin g step 3, condition, 

F = . 4 r a p p e d out of contention. Examining the raw 

s o r es rsee A pend ix G) for the categories which were 

e~ ~· ~ i e · s s i g nifican t predictor variables the following 

~as o~ser ;e , . g reater proportion of LD students than NH 

::,~U en :: s se l e c te teacher bias for at least once. The two 

. -o s ·.·Jere a l. .os t equally like ly to choose teacher bias 

ne lp was an attribution given by a greater 
--------------~ 

:ro.o~tio . o= L u h ild ren than NH children. Thus it seems 

~- a_ '""D i: il <. · en en to ascr i be success experiences to an 

e .. -: e '!:":. 1 o i cr e:!:' SO. . i th this information the ASC does 

:iOt !."'C: • _ e ~: .. o .. 1 e d e of cond ition i n order to assign a 

s -.:·..:r1 e. ~ _c s· e ss j fa ilure group . 

:-. _ r c .. ai. i :tg t 10 A SC d iscriminators v;ere selected by 

............. - L. o • ·_he i l re ~ ot interested or never works was 

~::~:-i!.:> 4 ~io, s e l e c t e d at l eas t once by 66% of NH children 

.:1 •• i l d r e n t o exp lain failure situations . All 

;y : -:: o .. e , i 1 i. ..... he to t a l sample chose tried, at least 

Table 11 presents the descriptive n s1ccess . 

s ar iable . 
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Table 1 1 

Ta J l e of Desc riptive Statistics for the Number of 

T imes the Attribution Tried \~"vas Used 

..J r ou p n 2: Mean SD Range 

bo s 27 273 8.78 3.03 4-15 

rls 35 320 9. 14 2.65 3-14 

uO bo s 2 1 158 7.52 2.98 2-13 

r s 1 2 83 6.92 4.36 0-13 

.. e . c a rrel tion s be t ween GPA and tried were computed 

~he carrel tion coefric ient o b tained was not statistically 

.... f o r eithe r the .JH students (.£ = .15563, E = 

~ 3 . 5 o -- t _ D students (r = -.03440, 12. = .42464). This 

·t is the combination of predictor variables .. i a 

~ . . a~.. e "fe ~i el./ _ redicts academic success or failure, 

y 0 variable by itself. 

i . e .... i s a combinat ion o f variables which interact 

':J r 0r1, e a i s r i i n t s core v1i th which to predict 

ess o r fai l u r e , it is not possible to give a 

5
:.. - '::? r-ofile -,hi h iscriminates betv;een successful and 

; ',,S : ...... L-•:!S .... ::..._ S 
e s . However , s ome generalizations can 
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The student who selects teacher bias for, teacher bias 

against , aLd / or unusual help, which were the first three 

ariables to ente r the stepwise analysis and which had the 

ar est iscrininant function coefficients (see Table 12), 

is at ris. of being or becoming an unsuccessful student. 

Table 12 

oni al Discriminant Function Coefficients for the 

·. ar iable 

5 

6 

::-3:.1 re 

-" .. s .... an_ 

Signif icant ASC Predictor Variables 

Can onical Discriminant Function 
Coefficients 

Standard ized Unstandardized 

-. 32 129 -.1020308 

-. 61754 -.9736476 

-.5 2288 -.6808257 

-. 4 28 13 -.3044939 

-. 5 32 4 9 -.7991113 

1.839426 

ff . · ts ar e stat ed negatively because 
~ - .. _ ...... ·_: o·t' ~· ··: e:h~ ~~ ic~c~~~ criter ion grou ps were labfeied 

0 = s· ~s.;:,f 1 students; group 1 = unsuccess u 

s :·1 e . :.s i. t e an a l_ s is · 



~hose thr ee h ad the largest weights and therefore are the 

~ost m la apt i ve attributions a student could select in 

this s t· dy . When fa ilu re is explained by not interested 
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or t hat t o o can be maladaptive. For example, 

a s ~ 1 e cou l d se l e c t tried all 15 opportunities, plus 

c' oosin ne v e r \vo r k s or n ot interested once or twice and 

s~ ill not be c l ass if i ed as unsuccessful because the positive 

o, s ant i sc riminan t fu nc t ion coefficient is added to the 

o _hers ~.vhe. he iscriminan t score is computed. The 

iscrimi. a.t score fo r a student whose raw scores are 

5 , te c er bias for - 0, unusual help- 0, never 

- 2 , teache r bi as aga i n st - 0, would be equal to 

-. 3 0 0~38 . ~ e comp l ete c omp utation of the score for this 

e : ::lp i s a en in ppend i x H . Th e successful student 

r oup . can : c · ion 1as . 23 2 20 , t h e unsuccessful student 

_o o :u ~tion was - 1 . 14 64 8 , so the mean total group function 

.. as - . 45 4 . _' .c hypothe tica l s tudent above would be 

5 a succes sfu l stude~~ because the obtained 

is r ::1in::: t s ore xc eeds t he mean t otal g roup functio n . 

.c .e s be improved s o that its predictions 

· t c lly s ignificant , it c ould indeed become a ..... e o.. s _ _l 

· e · ice . Tables cou ld be created so that -...:.se::· _ SL..r e:~ l.. g 

hale t:.· o do t h e ca l cu la t ions. Child ren _:,e , sc::r ·.;o• l r1 :10~ 

-.. :--.') ar~ a~ ris.- of b com i ng or who a l ready a r e uns uccess f u l 
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student s because of their attitudes, could be 
objectively 

· ent i f i e d so they could b h 1 
e e ped to learn ways to earn 

hig er g r ade s in school. Of course it would be possible 

en a stu dent give s the attributions which have been tl:at \ 

labe _e i ~ th is study as maladaptive, that the student is 

. per c e iving h is / her environment. Perhaps it is 

ao i . -· a ·be the teache r is biased. If so, there is 

a e ca se ~ a ake changes in the environment, i.e. 

~ea he r b ha i o r . 

pp a r s tha t the attributions children give may 

i~ e r ac t ·l · t· . re t r a. i n i ng methods. For example, Bugen tal, 

.· . . le .. , a~ C: · e .. e r ( 977 ) foun d that 

ilc ren ~ho made relat ively high attributions 
to x ~ern 1 a ~ s e s were significantly more 

e pons · e to the reinforcement intervention 
r. ~e ho ) . Fo r these children external, 
o . ·n e . t rei:1forcement may serve to increase 
. . iro . 1e.1 -l:al c o n sisten c y and in traduce the 

ilit tha t hey can influence outcomes 
~ eir o wn actions. . Introducing 

re, i~ · es or sys temat ic extr insic reinforce-
. 2n ~ i.. to ~he en vironrnen t of an individual who 

e e ts are random or chaotic may be a 
e ~re lude to se lf-management training. 

.,..., ~ 

• j - • L sta c -- , s p e cific i ntervention technique--

0 i 1 rc·~fo~ce.ent -- ~as more effective when matched with 

..... · ·1 ' s specif 'c attribu t ion s--external, in this case. -.. .. e c 1. , 

: ... l !"C .. ·,.· .0 .e i. ternal a ttributions did not respond 
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·.:e _o tl e 
o ial reinf o r cement method (B 1 1 ugen ta et a • , 

19 7 7 

I p _ rs t~ at the in tervention method must be 

:3ilo_ e .. _o _ · t 
1e spec if ic attributions given by a child. 

- S no surpr i s in g that it has been difficult 

___ s ::!:' ·.__t·· re th classroom e nvironment so ~s to help 

e u mot i vate d , who have given up, and/or 

elp lessness . I n order to help children 

e ·c ~: t ·.· ay , the clas sro o m tec.cher needs some way 

::ot o . . ly tl1C-) child but the possible interven-

So.l1e t raining me t h ods which have been 

~ .. ·: s ... ~ r:_a ec. c:1re -~...J..::-ibu J...ion r e t ra i n ing and success only 

~ :. ·. : r: r. , 19 5 ) , social r e i nforcement with and/or 

: ~n ,r-~s & Debus , 197 8 ; Bugental et al., 

- -= - ~o ro l verbal mo n itoring technique 

. : .. ~ .. -- c- ct.: 1 ., 1977 ) . 

Recommendations 

! sc classif i ed stude n ts n e arly 10 % 

-. ..... . , - -
• _, - • - \,... • &. 

t. an lid the IAR . In ord er t o i mprove the 

~ !. i t ~e orne s tatistically signi f ican t 

r e crit i cal var iab les a ssociated 

s...:. ~~SS 
or f ai lure , the f ollowing i s suggested . 



1 . Th is study n e ed s replication, at least in the 

ad~inistr at i on of t he ASC, in order to affirm current 

r e s t . The anal y sis mi ght have been more effective if 

t . e r e ha been mo r e stude n ts in the unsuccessful group. 

133 

2 . I migh t be wi se to as k children what the attri-

~ tion s give on the ASC mean to them. Was the vocabulary 

se n t .e es t i onn aire t ruly appropriate? 

3 . he s tr cture of the ASC questionnaire should be 

::e . r e the items equ ivalent? The assertion that 

i i e. c r a l ~ays works hard is equivalent to interested 

. ee 1 ll o f the ASC categories had more than 

o. e ~af o p r s i . g the attribut ions assigned to that 

e rhap s the way the items were phrased made a 

'- ·: e ir s e l ection . The way attributions are 

~or c . cc _ s _ste atic a n alys is. 

~OS i' l e a g e and gr ade ef f ects need to be taken 

Pe r hap s c h ildren of different ages and 

i.. "'i =ere. t ra 
4
e s lll i ght respond diff e rently to the ASC. 

5 . :·; :~:: t s s 1dy is rep licated, perhaps standardized 

!; i e · _. c. -: c ~ s o r e s could be i ncluded. The connection 

~ ._ .. e .. . ' o _i a _io .. ar; 
achie vement cou ld be examined with 

.... o ·e.!:"/ rl~f::e r e .t . e as u r e s : repo rt c ar d gr ades and 

-~ l,-~· n~ a hieve . e n ~ test scores . 
.,:,_ •• u _l.--"- 1 
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6 . -·O attempt "das made in this study to adjust scores 

o . the basi s of IQ . Learning disabled students, on the 

bas i of the ir ident ification and placement by an ARD 

ommi~ ~ ee , had ave r age o r better intelligence. Records 

of on - an icapped stude n ts were not examined to determine 

t i other than t h e ir current report card grades. The 

i ' er ture i not i ndic a te that IQ was a factor. Perhaps 

~Ol p T test scor es or grou p mental ages could be included 

'-O ete mi if inte l l i gen c e remains non-significant as far 

s , e se l e c io of attribut ions for success or failure is 

o. e r, c . 

F·~ 1 1 • , t. e three ASC pred ictor variables with 

c · es_ weights were the three which captured the 

lc r. condi tion . The learned helplessness 

o s ru ~ ~ i gh t be e x t reme l y relevant component and 

o e ·.. i i "'ee ~arrant a more d irect examination. 

concl us ion 

_ of ~otivation was perceived as a critical 

·; !."' · a 1 c · .. l • . e: .._ 1 e issertation topic wa s discussed with 

':t? !lcrs 

._ o:-.. 

a ;ni:-lis _rator s . Even whe n permission to 

h S denied by an admin istrator (for is r s earc w -

c so . .._~ ation var i ables we re acknowledged ) , :n o~J..v 

~c 0 : i .... :.e rcs t . . an of the classroom t eachers whose 
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st e ts part icipated in this study expressed interest in 

t e s+- Y and ·1ished for practical effective ways to reach 

~.ose st e ts who appeared to have problems with motivation. 

- e problem is by n o means confined to those students 

~-o u li:y fo r spec ial education services. In fact, the 

11 P- blem s t dent " a teache r might use as an example 1.vould 

e ~ li e y be one the teacher perceived as capable but 

· ... : o , f o r · . a teve r reason , refu sed to exert much effort. 

I ._ .oes .. ot ta.-e an attr ibution theorist to assert that a 

e l' ': c ~-1 is one a teacher finds quite frustrating 

_'J ha ·c i.. t e cl ss . 

i . en h 

!":1--- 0 s 

~ee s e xpress ed by educators and the 

u lts ob ained i n this study, it appears 

i s 'tlar ran ted . Teachers need tools and 

e p r ogre s s of t he ir seemingly unmotivated 

be ::'lcc e l e rated . If a n objective, easily, 

r e s 

instr ument can be developed which 

~ motivation variables which con­t11e 

achievement , perhaps the students who 

L .c ·1 _o 

~tribution s can not only be identified, 

~ e a +-ri but i ons wh ich will facilitate 

!:'a:.hcr .... :i h. n : e r t ei r academic progress. 
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T.\ DLE 2 
~.l EA. ' 5 , ST.\:"D .\R!) Di: vr AT : n ~: s "\:" D R..\>: G;..s 0i' I:\R SccR :: s 

- ----
T o r .. L i H-

.\' ~. tc:1 n so :':l. nJ,!\! ;\r~ :m SD RUJ!;C :-. r .~:1 n S ;J ~~ .1r. ;c 

·1·! 23. 16 3 .SO 16- ::; o 12 .32 2. 02 S-16 !O.S-t 3.03 .;- 1 G 
·L . -9 2-1 . .) .no 17-30 12 ..1 1 2.0 7 7-1 6 12. ·-1-2 2.0S S- 17 
- I - ; .0 -i ,),(10 1\1-3 1 12 .33 2. 52 7-1 6 0 ' 

11. 65 2 .. ;5 3·-1 i) 

6 .. \ 1 _ .. 1-, / .~ ·I .57 ll-3 2 12.99 2 .5 · ~ 6- 17 11.7 5 2. 70 5-17 
.0. . .. o: 2 5 .. ~ ..... .) .51 15- 3 2 13 .07 1.97 7-17 12.3 1 2.23 5-16 
0 . . . ~ 25.2 7 -L 62 6- .~ 2 13. 13 2. GO 2-17 12.13 2.S.'3 ~- 1 6 

52 2·1. ' ::) 3 . 71 14- 30 11. 85 2. 83 5- 17 12.5·1 1.96 3- : 6 

Gir. s : 
.3. 0 5S '1 • . 22 -LOO 1 3- .' 1 12.SS 2.0 S S- 16 10.35 3.0 1 2-15 

·1 . . • ·I ·\ 2·L 75 3. 1 1s-:w 12. 66 2.20 7-17 12 '0-t 2.65 5-16 
5 .. ., :24 .. 36 J.9 6 15-32 12 ,.; 7 2.5 -* 6-17 1l.S5 2.92 1-16 

7 .) 25. 93 3. 71 1-i - 33 1 ) .SS 2. 2 1 5- 17 13.05 2..1:3 0-16 
1).) 2 6. fd .S6 1 ., , , H. 2 7 '? • - 7-17 13 . .38 2. 27 6-17 ' , ) - .) · r _ , .) .) 

10 ... 26.50 -.93 : 6 - 3 3 . 3. 29 2.22 6- 17 13 .22 2 .~0 5-17 

12 0 • • 57 27 .33 2.9o 19 - 32 13.-W 2. 15 6-17 13.93 1.9~ 8-li 

Tu : 
0 2 23 .:... 0 3.92 1 ') -· 3 l 12.64- 2.08 S-16 10. 56 3.05 2-16 

l f) • 2-t . .., O 3.3 7 15-JO 12 .. 51 2.13 7-17 12.26 2.35 5-17 

5 .. . <) I) 2~ . ! I) 3 .S3 15- 32 12.-±2 2.53 6-17 11.7 5 2.69 1-16 

2s . -o -t 0 )5 12- 33 13 .3S 2 .. {.;, 5- 17 12.32 2.72 5-17 
}6.1 t 3. 7 7 13- .3 -1, 13 .1 9 ~ . 2 0 7-17 12 .92 2.31 5-17 

l . ' 6-.33 13. 2 1 2...1: 1 2- 17 12.63 2. 68 4-17 
• .. .) . ) 

3.66 H-3 2 12. 66 2.62 5-17 13 .2 7 2.07 8-17 

_ v- .) , rlrJ l l , J... .-ovs .r y , & Cr an dall, 1965, p . 100 ) 
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The I. te llectual Achievement Responsibility 
Questionnaire (IAR) 
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Introduc tion to the IAR 

: s t e exam i~er and the student sit at the testing 

~ ~ e , the exam i ne r says : 

. . e . ember the l et ter you took home v1i th this 
permissio fo rm? Did you read it or talk 
about i~ ~ith yo ur mom or dad? Well, this is 
~ - t ' s abou t . I have 2 questionnaires. 
~ac one is rec o r ded on a tape we'll listen 
-co , can loo.( at a copy and read along 

to . Then you just tell me your 
.e answers given and I'll mark it 

o~ _ is es~onse fo r m. Thes e forms have a 
o . e so yo 'r .. e isn 't on it. There aren't 

I r eally want to know 
-L • o r op inion is . This first question-

a ~ general--about all different 
tions . (Show a copy of the IAR) 
e f ir s t quest ion. Listen to the 
tel l e if you pick "a" or "b". 

? Do you have any questions? 
think about your answer 

-·.a can stop the tape by using 
t " e " contro l (demonstrate ) . ~'ell, .. e au 

e_ started nd you 'll see how this 
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1 . 

3 . 

~ -

5 . 

6 . 

,j • 
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The IAR Scale 

~ a teacher passes you to the proba 1 _ be next grade, would it 

a . because she liked you, or 
b . because or the wor k you did? 

.·;he_ you do \ve ll on a test at school, is it more likely 
o e 

bAcau se you stud ied for it, or 
b . be ause the test was especially easy? 

~,hen yol have trouble understanding something in 
s . oo l , i is su.a ll y 

~·: - e. 

bee J se the teacher didn't explain it clearly, or 
bee s e you idn 't listen carefully? 

is · .._ 
r ear. a s tory and can't remember much of it, 
a ll 

~ -

s 
3. . 

b . 

a . 

s·: 

~ -

-.c 
.L -

~ e s tory wa s n 't well written, or 
you ~eren 't interested in the story? 

r ents say you are doing well in school. 
to h appen 

vo r s cho o l work is good, or 
he y are in a good mood ? 

be tter than usual in a subject at 
i p robab l y happen 

ut s ' Ol tr i ed harder , or 
he ~Lse ~o e one h2 lped you? 

at a game of cards or checkers, does it 
:);>?en 

he o t er player is good at the game, or 
c"lo . ' t play v1ell? 

!. e on I oesn 't think you are very bright or 

:_;o ~~ e hir:L change his mind if you try to, or 
.. ...'here so

1 
e people v1ho will think you're not . . r e _.~ d ? 

vc ~y ~ri h ~ no nat ter what you o. 

;s. ~o -ie a puz zle qu ick l y , i s it 
~ · -c .; · asn ' +- a very hard puzzle, or ..-c a· .. 1 ~ ..... - : - - ? 

... or .· e d on it carefully. 



0 . If a boy o r g irl tells you that you 
1 are dumb, is it more ike l y that they say that 

a . because they are d rna at you, or 
b . because Nhat you d' 

ld really wasn't very bright? 

Suppose you s tudy to become a teacher, · · t . sc1ent1st, or 
oc or and you fall. Do you think this would happen 

b . 
because y ou d i dn't work hard enough, or 
b~ca~ se ~ou ~eeded some help, and other people 
dl n t g 1ve lt to you? 
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2 . he yo learn something quickly in school, is it 
s 11. 

a . bee use you pa id close attention, or 
ecause t he teacher explained it clearly? 

3 . I a cher says t o you, "Your work is fine," is it 
some~hing teac he rs usually say to encourage 

~ 5 . 

j 6 . 

-
I • 

PU?i s , o r 
b c s you did a good job? 

find it hard to work arithmetic or math 
schoo l , i s it 

se you idn ' t study well enough before 
rie hem , o r 

t e teache r g ave problems that were too 

fo r et some t hing y ou heard in class, is it 
se the teache r d idn't explain it very well, or 

you didn 't try very hard to remember? 

o~ .eren ' t sure about the answer to a question 
her as ed you , bu t your answer turned out to 

Is it like l y to happen 
sese Hasn 't a s particular as usual, or 
se :o ave the best answer you could think 

a story and remember most of it, is it 

ou were in t e rested in the story, or 
~ e story wa s well written? 

re ts tell you you're acting silly and not 
le rly , is it more likely to be 

~se o f someth ing you did , ?r ? 

~ 5 _ ~ · ey happen to be feel1ng cranky. 



9 . 

20 . 

2 

22 . 

b . 

I 
a . 
b . 

b . 

_ou don ' t do well on a test at school is it 
oecause th e test was especiallv hard ~r 
beca se you d i dn't study for it? ' 

YOU r.vi n a game Of CardS Or CheckerS I dOeS it 
en 
~e se you play real well, or 
becaus e the other person doesn't play well? 

peop e think you're bright or clever, is it 
bec ause they happen to like you, or 
be ause you usuall y act that way? 
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n ' t pass you to the next grade, would 

she "had it in for you," or 
se your sc n ool work wasn't good enough? 

2 3 . 5 ' ' _ os on ' t do as vJell as usual in a subject at 

2 

, ... 
- => · 

r .... 

s ool . this probably happen 
a . ~ e au se you .veren 't as careful as usual, or 

b~ c somebody bothered you an d kept you from 
? 

f c o: o gi rl te lls you that you are bright, is it 
ally 

1l 

0 

a . 

'h 

01 

se the 
thought up a good idea, 

l i ke you ? 
or 

be c ame famous teacher, scientist or 
y o th in th is wou ld happen 
0 Gr people helped you when you needed 

·ou ' or ed ve r y hard? 

~ar 9nts say you aren't doing well in your 
5 is like l y to happen more 

iOJ r ·t~o r.· isn ' t very good, or 
he) re fee ling cranky? 

are sho :l ing a fr i end how to play a game 
ro ble with it . wou ld that happen 

- an '~ a'ole to understand how to play , e -,., .::>J. L -

oul n ' t exp l ain it well? 



28 . \·hen you find it easy to work arithmetic or math 
problems at school, is it usually 
a . because the teacher gave you especially easy 

problems , or 
b · be~ ause you studied your book vlell before you 

tr l ed them ? 
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-9 . he. you remember something you heard in class is it 
sually ' 

a . because you tried hard to remember, or 
b . beca se the t e acher explained it well? 

30 . If yo can ' t work a puzzle, is it more likely to 
appen 

a . because you are not especially good at working 
p zzl e s , o r 

b . b cause the instructions weren't written clearly 
enou Jh ? 

3 . If o r parents tel l you that you are bright or clever, 
is i . ore likely 

3 

because t ey a r e fee ling good, or 
b . ec se of some thing you did? 

Sup .. ose yo re explaining how to play a 
frien he learns quic k ly. ~"lould that 
of e 

e c use you explained it well, or 
b . e se he as ab le to understand it? 

game to a 
happen more 

33 . o ' re not sure about the answer to a question 

3 . 

he r asks you and the answer you give turns out 
Is it likely to happen 

a s she 1a s more particular than usual, or 
b0 ause ~ou answered too quickly? 

t "Try to do better," would it ~e cher says o you , 

e a se his is someth ing she might say to get 
p p'ls to try harder , or 
be a se yo r wor k wasn't as good as usual? 
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Bo nnington -Jolly Attribution 
Scale fo r Child ren (ASC) 
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The examiner int r oduces the questionnaire by saying: 

~ e ' re try i ng t o see \.vhy some kinds do OK in school 
and why some k i n ds don't do so good. I want to kn~w 
~hat YOU think . We know, for instance, that some kids 
do better whe n t h e y 're interested in the subject. And 
of co rse some k i d s try hard and some kids don't try 

y . Someth ime s t h e t e acher likes them and sometimes 
s e might not . Some times one person can help another 
out ~i t someth in g , a n d other times there could be 
noise that bo ther s t he class, or a kid who bugs other 
~ s an keeps them f rom doing their best. Sometimes 
te cher might be p i c k ey, and sometimes she isn't. 
ybe i does OK b e cause he's smart. Maybe a kid 

does ' t un e rstan d tha t subject so he doesn't do so 
oo . Then , how you f eel can make a difference--

; he her you fee l good or whether you feel bad or sick 
or so e thing . Some th i n gs are easy and some are hard. 

e sometimes k ids d o well because they're lucky. 

, I ' m going to r e a d some things to you and I 
ou to listen to al l eight answers before you 

, o e . You ca look at the question on this card 
ile r read i to y o u . Pick the answer that best 

exp s r h it happened . For e xample, 

, ~ e e· .am i n_r 
s · e 

ives the fol lowing example to train the 

0 
ba 

2 . 
3 . 

5 . 
6 . 
~ 

{ . 

8 . 

r: ~ · e 
sa 

' 
" 3 

i n ' t turn in his homework so he got a 
hy d i dn ' t h e turn in the work? 

··as .... oo hard . 
ef ~ it on the bus . 
· n ' t listen when the teacher said to do it. 
l . 

e r turns in any th1ng. 
' t nderstand it. 
' t feel good . . 

c er oesn ' t lik e h1m. 
b luck . 

\-,. l ~.,ants to choose t '-vo a n swers' the examiner will 
111 • -. t t?" 
~ ~hich o e is the mos t lmpor an . 



1 . 

3 . 

Bonninqton -Jolly Attribution Scale 

for Children (ASC) 
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( · · I Jim ) made an " A" on the test this r.:~eek. vvhy did 
( ::::> he get a n "A" ? 

rAnn / J i ) was the teacher's pet. 
2 . ( :1n / Jim) always wo r ks hard. 
3 . It ·as an easy test. 

nn/ Jim ) studie d a lot the niqht b f 
5 

_ e ore. 
. ( n I J i m ) is s war t . 

6 . r ;;. n n I J i m) '!'!as lucky . 
frien he lped . 

8 . ' _n n / J i m ) f e l t l i k e do in g it . 

Last. •:e er' ( s ) '.e got a "C" on the test. VJhy do you 
s ose ~hat rade was wor se? 

2 
") 
..) . 

5 . 

8 

r:- !~ 

2 
.) 

5 

·l s hur:ler . 
r: !1 I Jim ) r i n ' t s tucly . 

/ i .. ) ou l n ' t th ink straight that day .. 
r _rybo~y bad on that t e st. 
r • ,j · .: ) .i.An ' t fee l like it . . 
o~ o, e botrered (h i m/her) . 

. ~/ in ) wasn ' t in te rested. 
te er v s too fussy. 

. / Jim) got a very good grade in 
y d id that happen? 

f or (Ann I J im ) . 
j atten tion to the teacher. 

a ~a1s turns i n (his/her) papers . 
'nde~s_ands al l that stuff. 
e lped (him/her) . 
fe lt good . 
is the teacher ' s pet . 
~ ot g ood grade . 

·;r- . ~er 1 ·.; , .:m/" L .) had to do (hisjher) worksheet o ver 

couldn ' t read the worksheet because it 

3 . 

5 . 
5 . 

? ... ,; .. 

:._:-::;I-;- ':t 

p . 
as oo fussy . 

listen to the teacher. 
idn ' li re that subject. 

tired . 
' t understand it . 

(him/her) . 

- ..... 
l - .. ·• .. 

-::1 rri 
.':,.J.- • 
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J . (Sal y_I Sam) go t a special stamp for doing such good 
o r.' o (his 1 her) v1orks heet. \'Vhy? 

The teache r th inks everything (s)he does is great! 
2 . Sal ly / Sam ) a lways works hard. 

G. 

:: 
~ 

3 . (Sal l y / S m) ~as lucky enough to get a good copy of 
. e .. per . 

~. _ / Sa ) f e lt like do ing it. 
5 . ll_ / Sa ) is smart . 
6 . l / Sam ) tried th is time. 

sy . 
8 . e lped (him/ her). 

(Sa ll _ I u. ) 0 go od grade in another subject too. 
',·; .. ? 

is a good student. 
2 . / S m) oo',. -t:he book home to study. 
3 . Ic i s (his/he r) favorite subject. 

m ) is the teacher's pet. 
5 . al easy . 

Q 

Sa 

3 

· ,Sa ... ) fe lt ood . 
mo helped . 
) ·.-; s · us t l ucky . 

eall ~ nes sed up on a test. Why? 
i .. ' t study . 

c .. oes n ' t l i k e that class. 
h as u. bad memory. 
·_.as ired . 

:.:> 
ext de sk was a lway s bugging 

6 

::> 

2 
3 

) 

6 
7 . 

, ~ ~ .. 'he .,_ ) . 
! : ._. "1S:l ' ... :::a f ir 

__ 3 :1er is a. 
:~ ll .- . 

test . 
r ouch . 

,o~ ... e bes t grade in the class. 
.. e.' oe) ' s favorite subject. 

• ' '"JC ' is ~ a r t . 
v :"l!:G J i _h ~ teacher's pet . 
..; l.. _ 0~ I 

oo . l~}:. . . 
-'-y-ied -'-n.is t lme . 
;-,!- li .' e d oing it . ,.;:-.1 .. 0 'Joe .... _ L. 

,· .. ::::-. c:: 1 · - ped ( .er/he r ) · 

Why? 
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(Jane j Joe) got an awful b d hy ? a grade on (hisjher) project. 

(Janej Joe ) never finishes (hisjher) work. 
2 . (Jane / Joe) didn't try. 
3 . The teacher has it in for (him/her). 
4 . (Jane / Joe) is dumb . 
5 . (J nejJoe) felt bad. 
6 . (His / Her) little brother bothered (him/her) so 

m ch that (s)he did a bad job. 
It vas bad luck. 

8 . It as hard . 

0 . (Jane / Joe) id a lot better in another class. Why? 
(J ne j Joe) tried harder. 

2 . 

2 . (J ne Joe) felt better. 
3 . (Ja ejJoe) understood how to do it . 

. 1 s lot easier to do. 
5 . (Jan jJoe) was interested. 
6 . ( is/ e r ) little brother helped. 

E er bo y got g ood grades. 
8 . (J e j Joe) is the teacher's pet. 

( n 

2 . 
3 . 

5 . 
6 . 

8 . 

2 . 
") 
.J • 

6 . 

8 . 

h to stay after school again to do 
·:~or ,. . \ hy ? 

t acher is a grouch. 
r~bo y i bad that week. 

j Jim) never does (his/her) work. 
~ork confuse s (hirnjher). (S)He gets all 
u p . 
im ) · n ' t listen to the teacher. 

~or. was too hard . 
/ Jim) idn ' t feel like doing it. 

Someo e bugge (him/her) . 

has gotten a good grade on every test this 
PI) 

y ? 
y!Sam) alvays does (his/her) work . 

ly / S m) pays attention . 
11 1 am) is smart . 
lly / m) is l uc ky . 

is eas y for (h im/her). 
; sam) is the teach~r 's.pet. 
; s m) felt like dolng lt. 

( ~ · 5 ;: r ) mom hel ped . 
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3 . (J ne ; Joe , go t a special note from the teacher to tell 
(his / er ) fo l s that (s)he was doing very good work in 
s hool th i s year. Why? 

j 5 . 

6 . 

S hoo l is easy for (Jane/Joe). 
2 . (J . e ; J o e ) a lways finishes (his/her) work. 
3 . r J . / Joe ) is a good student. 

(J . e / Jo e ) is try ing harder this year. 
S . ~· e teach r think s everything (s)he does is great. 
6 . r J ejJoe) fee ls better . 
, . . om ' s been helping (him/her) 

I~ ' s j st good l uck . 

' Ja.e j Joe ) too.' fo r eve r to do the worksheet and then 
i '.· s ·1al f ',vr o n . \'lhy? 

(J ejJoe ) di n ' t k now how to do it. 
2 . ':'he :- oom -·a s very noisy. 
3 . er .vas too fussy. 

oe) oe sn ' t lik e that subject . 
5 . o_ ) di n ' t try. 
6 . u.rd . 
7 . . .e 1 Jo had a headache. 
8 . o· l read the work sheet. 

( S 

2 . 

5 . 

') 
... . 
3 . 

5 . 

8 . 

1 
r oort car d was real bad. Somebody said 
- ~'- ~ 'ihy is (Sally/Sam) flunking school? 
ho hers (h im/her) . 

is a g r ouch . 
feels b ad. 

e ver does any work. 

i s umb . 
oes ~ ' t listen to the teacher. 
r ~ . 

_o s tay 
r ) 

in at 
paper 

recess to do (his/her) 
was so bad. Why? 

iu. b . 
i . ' t li.·e do ing it. 
i • ~ try . . 

n ' ~ fee l like doing it rlght. 
-1 . / hor) bugged rJanejJoe) 
( l.liTl ~ 

- - ~a 00 fussy . 
c '- P Zl t c :!:' ... , as 

· ' · - ~ ·n .., c: , a rJ. l u c K • 
J• .. ~ :Jo u 
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s . 

9 . 

_Q . 

t 
1 . 
2 . 
3 . 
-1 • 
r 
:J . 

6 . 
7 . 
8 . 

3 . 

J . 

G. 
-
I • 

8 . 

? 

3 . 

5 . 
6 . 

3 . 

.!. . 

., 
..) . 

5 . 

n /J~m ) g ot 100 % o n the t t 
r , J . h e s . Wh. y? 
; n ; l m) a s a g o od memor y . 

- e t each e r g ave h ints to the 1 IJ . c ass . 
n. · lm ) stu d ie s a lot . 

·, a s e a s y t e s t . 
n/ Jim ) is i n t e re s t e d i n that class. 

/ Jim ) i s the te a che r 's t pe . 
I J i m ) '"as 1 u c k y . 
I Jim ) f e 1 t g ood . 

' oc' a 
, r .. i 

. ._ . ? 
~ l:l . 

group. Why? 

to stay after s chool because (s)he 
( i s / h er ) home work . Why didn't (s ) he 

i n ' t like the ? Ssignment. 
~ P ~ a te t he homework . 

j u s t d idn ' t d o it t hat time. 
s a te rrib l e me mor y . 

i c k . 

g rou c h . 
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._ · .o.e:o r]~ '.vas assigned (Sally /Sam) didn't 
._ l. 1C 

~' h y d i d n ' t ( s ) he? 

·-.,-, 
,._::·' Cl:-:1 

"1 ;yy: :. 
~ ~· ' S '- :-:~) 

-:o vis it . 
. e ver h a n ds i n (h is / h e r ) papers on 

( i 
.. ,a 

' t l isten when t h e class was told 

' t f e e l l i k e doing it . 
· mb • 

i , o n time . 
:-i.·~ ._e1.._·.-..0r ... ,as a ..J rou ch . 
= ': ·.-/ .:1 . ! )-
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2 2 . 

23 . 

2 

1 51 

rJ an e / JOe) t· rned (his / her) homework in at the right 
. e , t ( s ) he d idn't get a very good grade. Why? 

(J . e/ Joe ) wasn't interested. 
2 . The ~eache r was too fussy. 
3 . tJa. / J o e \ '" a s tired. 

,.. 
o . 

8 . 

J 
,00 

2 . 
3 . 
..} . 
5 . 

8 . 

2 
3 
~ . 
:> 

6 

8 

I 

.., 

.J 

::> 

8 

(J ne/ J oe ) _an 't unders tand it. 
r J a .. e / oe J i n ' t try . 

s h a r 
.:abo y _l n erstood it. 
(. i sj . e r ) litt le s ister colored all over it. 

f ! 

~ -
-

o t (h is /her ) paper posted on the "See Hhat 
e a. Do " bullet in board. Why? 
che r think s everything (s)he does is super! 

. j Joe . r e a lly worked awfully hard on it. 
.·a s eas 

·, ClS 

0~ 

i s smart . 
' s a 9e r wa s posted. 

1~ ys t ries to do good work. 
good . 
(h i m/her) . 

t Why ?. a re al good g rade on the tes . 
o od in that subject. 

i~ he teacher's pet. 
t r i e th is time. 

re l ly e asy test. 
a l ,ay s ~o r k s hard . 
j s felt lik e doing it this timP-. 

the class hints. 

i ing wrong answers in class 

interested . 
1ic1. ' t listen . 
is ~e e r sa tisfied with what (s)he says . 
is ,.. mb . 
h ., headac he . 

e rstood it either. 
~ 0 ~oi sy in the room . 
h~r.-: . 
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22 . 

23 . 

2 

( ~ e ; Joe ) t u rned (h is / her) homework in at the right 
l. e , b ~ (s) he d idn't get a very good grade . Why? 

(J. e/Joe) wasn 't interested . 
2 . T e eache r was too fussy . 
3 . (Jane/Joel ~das tired . 

,.. 
:J • 

6 . 

(Jane/Joe) can ' t understand it . 
(J ~ / JOe J d idn 't t ry. 
It ·, s har 

7 . ::obo -:Jy _l erstood it. 
8 . (= is/I e r ) little sis ter colored all over it. 

1 51 

00 
Jot (his/he r ) paper posted on the "See Hhat 

··e Ca. Do " bu lletin board. ~>Jhy? 

2 . 
3 . 

5 . 
6 . 
7 . 
a. 

( : 

2 . 
3 . 

5 . 
6 . 
7 . 
8 . 

2 . 
3 . 

5 . 
6 . 

... 

e er thinks e verything (s)he does is super! 
' J ne/Joe) r ea lly wo rked awfully hard on it. 

t ·.· us e s ~ . 
(Ja. =-,I oe) is smart . 

. .. - bo · ~ ' .::> pape r r,,.ras posted . 
' u .e/ oe ) l r,.,ays trie s to do good '"'ork . 

o t 

fe lt good . 
' e lpec (h im/her) . 

~ e al ood g rade on the 
i ood in that subject . 
is the teacher's pet. 

, !'\:-' .. . ' J i. ) r i th is time . 
_ ·.:'1 rea l ; e asy test . 

~. ) al~ay ~o r ks hard : . 
i:-:1 ) j st f 2 lt like do lng lt 

y v e the class hints. 

g i~g wrong answers 

test . ~'Jhy? 

this time. 

in class 

-.. ,- sn ' interested . 
aidn ' t listen . 
is neve r sat isfied wi th what (s)he says. 

b . 
1 headache. 
11~erstood i t e ither . 

~ o no isy in the room . 
:::: _ ·. as .~r r . . 



5 . ( . ' 
\•, • I I 

2 . 
..., 
.) . 

i ot a good g rade on (his/her) report card. 

li~e s that subject. 
is the teacher's pet. 
is smart . · 

-i . 
:,) . 
6 . 

T_a_ s b ' ect is easy for (Ann/Jim). 
I J i . J tr i e harde r this time. 

o l e class got good grades. 
' . i s 1. .,._ J mom he l ped . 
t . •• • I J i ~ ) f e 1 t o o d . 

~ 6 • • a. . '0oe I r,, 0 . the b l ue ribbon for (hisjher) project 
'" or \vhy ? 

2 . favo rite subject. 
3 . ·.-1or .· e har d on it. 

:::> rr=a l smart. 
5 . ' .J1 . e' 012) i s the teacher's pet. 

- ea 1 eas y project . 
' J o ,...., ) L e 1 l i ke d o i n g it . 

' ! .... J i.l. 

3 . 

5 . 
6 . 
7 . 

I • • I 
• • ••• I 

.,.._ . ····· 
:., ,, , I J i.1 ,l 

·.·.' "1.-. l. 
Y' 

(him/he r ) . 

g rade on one test. Why? 
wa fed u p with school. 

o lrn ' t d o the work. 

f c 

i d. ' t 
r:_ ic1 ::1 ' 
l i :: ~.. l e 
c: o c . .. ' 

in it. 

l1 c k . 
too fussy . 

r a<ie on (his /her) work. \vhy? 
r ead the assignment. 

nde rstand it. . 
sis t e r colored all.over lt . 
like do i ng that k1nd of work. 

~ r · (- i 1 :1 ' t 1 i K e it . 
.. - s l ~ ... : . 

-.. 1.3 s n l u c --:.. y • 
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... 9 . 

3 . 

f An jJ . 
? 

_ot a bad g rade in another subject too . 

~ea he r 1as too fussy. 
/ Jim) was n ' t interested. 

3 . / Jim l i dn ' t try . 
IJ · , ) can 't unde rstand all that stuff. 

5 . t es ~ s ' t fair . 
6 . r - . / J ir:L ) ha a b ad cold that day. 

So·n o. e bugged ( h imjher) . 
8 . I ._ :l s b l c k . 

-;as he f irst to finish the test and the 
~e ll corre ct. Why did (Sally/Sam) do so 

153 

ool - (his/her ) book home to study last 

3 . 

5 . 

8 . 

studies ALL the time. 
a good memory. 
easy for (Sally/Sam). 

s lucky . 
celt good that day . 

the t eacher's pet. 
(h im/her ) . 
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cr· er i on Grou p Mean s a nd Standard 
Dev iation s on t he ASC 
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0 11 I OUI' I l I I G I '> fl 

1 1 1 II' I IJ(Cl I l f I 1 ~/ ' l ') II l . 

I II I I R nt C I. ', 

l 
f,lll' lJ II ~ rr. tn 

7 • 
1 • 0 

1 I AL 

r, Q IIP '1 II 

cnr l sc '5 1 A SC 52 ASC S l A SCSit 

e,steqq t'.202Sl .H 2itt 2. b':i ~ 23 
£.25000 7. IH250 2.00000 .6 2500 

TO TAL 2 . 56~" 7 a. ltOOOO 2.1661t2 • It ]15ft 

GRP A ~CFl A SC F2 ASCFl ASCFI. 

a. ltb635 t.'H1J'} .t.'}b20 
1.2f:l~6? 
1.tHl50 7.00000 1.43750 1.00000 

10 r AL 1. J':i r eq 6.22105 1.8315& .7Ct7H 

r,POIJI' <;I Atii1ARO OEVTA1ION S 

CPP ASCSl ASC S2 ASCSl ASCSit 

0 t.flti)Jl 2. 965 01 t.76561t .72355 
1 1 • 52r 5' J. 97020 2.06559 1. &.0631 

TOTAl t.60l16 J. 14336 1.62566 .670'}& 

CHP ASCFl ASC F2 ASCFl ASCFit 

0 LJ&s~to J. 75&.76 1.56230 • 99169 
t 1.60176 J. 6'}872 1.7111t6 1.21106 

TOTAL t.41J58 J. 79~60 l. 51111611 t.OJ110 

ASCSS ASCS6 

• 11 .1 qz • 2 b '56' 
.681SJ .66750 

.2105] • 1H61t 

ASCF5 ASCf 6 

• o 75 qs • a 1 o 1 J 
t.HSOO .62500 

.lbftitZ .90526 

ASCS5 ASCS6 

.ll 'H5 .67365 
1. 40 0 ~9 1.131\35 

• 666 76 .76021 

ASCF5 ASCF 6 

.26~'>1 1.47697 
1.51t360 2.06155 

.6942'+ 1.5916') 

ASCS7 

.6J2'H 

.66750 

• f>lt21l 

ASCF7 

t .&.etot 
1.31?50 

t • It 52 61 

ASCF7 

1.27~06 
l.70t7t 

2.1819, 

A"C.S7 

1.02751 
• 81"'21 

• qql) t 0 

ASCSa 

.2t51C) 

.25000 

.22105 

ASCF& 

.216lt8 

.ltl750 

.10526 

A.SCf6 

.5977') 

.62915 

.60272 

ASCS8 

.61313 

.57715 

.6S52C. 

lJ1 
lJ1 
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GRADY J . IBUD ) ENIS , High School Pri nct pal .. ·1 
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J. E . CARSON , Jun ior rl tgh School P rt nc ipal 
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ALLEN R. YOUNG , El~mttnrory School Prtn . 
DENA MORRIS , Tal< Au~osor·C :>il <'c r o r 

DECATUR , TEXAS 76234 

r of ver i fica tion that Sondra Bennington was 
n t o use the De c atur Middle School for research 

r p r ion fo r writing her dissertation. 

e • 
n 

S p rintend ent 
c ho o Dis~ r i ct 

~-. 

r· .· . 
: -
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~:; ~se : a : he 
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ASSISTANT SUPERINTENOENT 
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1800 TIMBER CREEK RD. 
P.O. BOX 217- LEWISVILLE, TEXAS 75067 

ewisvill e Indeoenden t School District 
GTON t o do a doctoral research study 
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"'• • ..., 4 r ...-, ....... - '- .. 

C:.:lrrollton 
hrm~rse:anch 
~:==c ~-==- ~ 

::. --- - --- ---'·- _...._. , .....I.:: . 
1-

'· 

• :: «.! ·: • !. ~ ... !JJ . 

~ • : • 1 : 

, . I • - • ::~.::-: ·~ -·~-:- ::-t = t.::t: il.:1s approv ed you r stud\' . Unde ::-
r: ", ~ . ·: . ·~·e. .:Li '" t~e h iL.iin;! p rincipal t o elect 

•• .. ~.t ~.\:"': ~ ... ~? C c::: . 

... ·~ . l: 

1: •• . :'"' l: •! 

. . " 

_ .. "- ::~ eOcle.nc ::;. r y nci :!a ri e Huie. a t :rcLaugnlir-, 
1 .: r · .: d c o t.J l ;..;. ·.; i t h v L' u 2 n d s e e i f t h t:: y ,., an :: 

::J c ~ . ·: . ~ e~l i~ e e. co co~ca ct t he m ac t heir 

.. ~ ·. :: · ,-.' :: "' . ? ~ .: ..:1 s e c; e e o ::' e i n f o r :n e d as t o t ~ e 
··•' ~~,:;o req1 ire a co oy o:= che. fi:1isned 

r ~ •..:,; . 

. . . .\ . 
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ear Pa r e . s , 

You r c 

S a p l e Parent Letter 

be~n g asked to join in a study which, 
. lve v alu ab l e i n formation to the 

~lstr a to r s o f the 
~ h e _ s tu y wi ll try to identify which 

.llos lr e tly connected -v;i th academic 

160 

i s g iven , y o u r child will be given two 
s the ch ild to select one of the 

mas ~ i mportan t cau se of that oarticular 
'":' '1c e s tionn a ires will be admi;istered 
:e a bout h alf an hour to complete. This 
r g u l a r s cho o l time. The child will 

o p of t he quest i ons as they are listened 
then give his or her opinion as 

t ion . Thes e scores will be 
nd with h is or her grade point 

s o res wi ll be used in the analysis 
' s name and t he school's name will 

Nil l be g i ven by trained examiners 
me , Sond r a Bonnington M.Ed., he r e s ear ch r equ irement for my 

reached f r om 7:00 to 10:00 p.m. 
( 8 17 ) 382 - 19 4 6 (y ou may call 

y , f rom 8 : 00-5:00, I can be reached 
aq fo r me , at (817 ) 382-5536. The 

!. ... ,i ll be he l pfu l in deciding ~v'lh~t 
i_it c cade mic a chievement in ch1ldren 

i ~ i t h motivat ion. 

t i o n in the res e arch is voluntary . 
~ il l be answer e d befo~e the ques~i~n­

,o 
1 

·.10 _-... l lik e y o u r chll~ to partlcl­
~ lo e d fo r m a nd r e turn 1t to the 

Sin c e r e l y , 

So n d r a Bon n i n g ton, M.Ed . 
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Form 

Cons e .. - _o .-.. .._ L as ~ Part i i pan t for Research and 

s 

:. 0. : 

~~i ten e s cription of this study, 
ex na~ ion o f the procedures and their 

~ i s comforts or risks, and a 
o _:..e os ibl e b enefits . An offer has been 

_c ::l . . ~ · .. r: - 3 1 quest i on s about the study. I 
. · 1 1 ' s n a me will not be used in any 

- n ... -~ .:1~ d ::. J.t. he/ she is free to withdraw at 
c r ta d that no medical service 

i to sub jec t s by the University 
o: _ a rt icip ation in research. 

Date 

Da t e= 
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; • 1.,:.;_ ·..::···~ ~ ~ ~o _ r .£.!::__. ra ~:o n - :-ta ndicapped a n d Learning Disa_t:_l_:_~ Boys and Girls 

. , ...... 

:i. -, .. -. .. 
\ ... ..) : 

... ... 
~ . -. \ . 

- :": 1-, - 6 r 

r: :-

;. ! ! -:. ~ 

.. 
-. 

" ------

l ~ ~:. 

tn'3 r: ,..1man s ,_. h ~ e c 1: s 

r s :~ ~P.~t ou r r e qui r e~ents in regard 
... -. ·~ :. :1 !. . , : ,.-: a l ' s r i ~ :1 t:. s . 
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::es:. :-.: .: . -. - :.r. .:.· ..; · e - :1e <"' o- a:tachmer.ts' 

.. , ":-.c :- e =···"" '.: ·• . ' . -· . a;;~rox ir.:a te :"l. U::'lber a!1d ages of ... . - '" --- :>e oo : a :. :J.e ci. ) . par .... ~c::.. p c.n:::s, 

~ see a -:: -;: ac~ ed s h eet: ) 

Jo :e:-.::.a: :- :.sks : o : te ~~an subj ects involved in this 
es : :.g- ::. o n ~ "?.is k" i n c l udes the possibili:y of ;JUb lic 
.. ~~:)r ~p e r r ele a s e o f da ta. Ev en seemingly nonsignifican~ 

~ s : at c nd : ~e ?r o t e ctive pr ocedures described in # 3 

:. :::-:.s.-: .:...s ::: ::- see :-: '~ ::~e ? ol u :::-u:.ary participation in the 
-~·~:: .:.- ... ~. --- :-:c.r.,e s ·..;i _ 2. b e c e>ded a~d no-schoo l or 

-· ·- - · --- "' --- ::,e .:....::.e!": :::.= .:..ec by n ame in the :inal reportins 
"" :. :-::.:-: .:.::-.a :.. :-::o"':-: :: s c: '::..:.. :ne a re inv ol v ed b y indi ,:idual 
~- ----~ :-:::s . ~es ::.:...:-:~ wil : b e co ~ductec in an area designatec 
.J -· s_::c-:: ~=.:.:--4-:.;: 

s : e? : aken : c ? ::- o te c : t he rights and welfare of the 

"''l - - ~e o btained p r i or to test adminis-.: __ _ 
..., ess r: ?a r '":. ie s . 

wil: be a d mini stered b y the researcher. 
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-; = ~~ ~~=~=se~ s : ~_v ~~-:~de s che ad~in~s tracion of personality tests, 
:::·:e:-.:::-:.es, :: :- -:~es ::i o~r. a i :- es, indi::at:e hov ::he subjects are given :he 
O? . o :-: ·..::;: : :: :: ::: e)Q :- ess : ·:.ei :- ·..r i l 2...ingness co participate. !f the sub jects 

: :ess :~ ~ ::he a~e o ~ :e ga: :: onsent, o:- ~entally inca?acitated, i:;-
::: : e ~o~ =o~ s e ~ : :: ? ~ :- c~: s , ~uardians, other qualified representatives 
~:.:: ~ ~ ~ = ~:;ed . 

~-~ ~~=~?a ~ ~~~ w ~_: ~e v ol untary . The attache~ written 
::;c:-::-._ ss:.:> :: :::::-::-. .. .:. :. .:. je c b-c.ai:-.ed from the ?arent or guar~ian. 
~~~s ~==-~ :.::c .:. ~~es ~=-:.~~en release from the child. Should a 
:~:.:= _::a::ge h .:. s o r ~ e::- m~ nd , he o r she will be excused from 
:~c ~ es~.:.::; 2

- a r e?l a c e went c raw:1 from an available ?OCl 

S ... - • . • . ... ~ . 

:! 

-· ? r og r a:r. 

a::e S t ud ent 

-: r;, :.·.-.: ::::·· ::. -::: : :: e 

Date 
t.L I - ~ / 
I - \:; '.J I 

Date 

Data 

166 



'e sc::-1~~1 0 ~ o f the study: 

~ ..: ·:s a:-: ...:. :l .:.=-s betwee n the age s of 9-0 and 10 - 6 as of 
';) . -
v J... , .:.n - . =t::C,. grac~ classes, will comprise 

~:-:e rcsea r ~ :-: ~oo ~e re w1ll be 100 oarticioants SO bovs 
· · S J ;.:. ::.:..~ . :·a.:.: ( 5 0) ·.vill be classified a~ non ~handi - ~ 

.; ~ .... c .; . . r: , ':'he::-e '.vil be 2 5 NH boys and 25 NH girls . 
_:;e ~ ~:-:e ::- :-:~· \ 5 0) w1ll b e lear~ing disabled (LD) children. 
:' .. c.:.- irls and 25 LD boys. Socioeconomic 

: 

. _ 

. ':•_ 

to va ry . Race of subjects will be 
~ asian . Hearing and v ision will be within 
':' e research sample will be drawn from 
1stri~ts in the Dallas / Ft. Worth Metroplex 

be individually administered 
:. i .:.~ t ! e resea rch sample. Group means will be 

~0 1nts will be compared with grade point 
~ ~ ~ e ~ e =~ ne if any si gnificant relationships 

at will involve gro u p scores. 
3) -: :. wi ll be recorded on a cassette 

~; ~ ·: e •.l :: o :: e stucent . The student ·will also be 
- ~= c = ~ c r~ :J ~ t : e que stionnaire to read along with 

- ~ n s r ~ ~e s o w1 shes . The Intellectual Achieve -
.t:s:~~ :-:s.:..o:. :. l: · : :· est. lc~n ::nre ( IAR ) specifically 

· _ :-. -: t: ::- :;3 ~ :. .J ..1s o: o ntrol i:1 academic situations . 
;~ :.:~;. :~::-_ e ~ - -hoice que stionnaire. The 3onnington­

: ::.:-:..:: __ .... :-: ;3._u. _e : o r- Chi l d ren (.;J,SC ) is a 30 item 
:.::- ~ . ~ ~~ ste m ~s followed by eight possible 

-:-: .e · · ... "l 1 be as~ec to ':lick the most impor -
-· -~- . - a r ou t come , in order to identify 

~ .:.:J ns for academic successes and failures. 
; . . s~ 

~o n ~c t. ed in an area designated by 
s a setting app ropriate for indi v idual 

"'- · ·..,.., - -, .. - - - - ~ 5 · .. 1 ~ __ :;e sc~eduled so as not to c:ompete 
.':."".•..: :: • -"'- - - · , _ ':. :. · ; 1 ~ e s o r hol iday periods in order , 

..: .• _ : . ~ ~ -- ---- ~~ .:.. i : :. ·,·e ::~e r.1a:<im u.rn opportunity to attenc . 
.- - · - ·- 1 :. :. :. :'. :) : :: :-.e children will be volunta r y . 
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