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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Public schools have been challenged to mainstream
exceptional children, "to teach handicapped children
together with normal peers whenever possible" (XKirk &
Gallagher, 1979, p. 480). Our schools are dealing with
conflicting 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 defined.

A need 1is felt by educators to meet this challenge.
It would be helpful if‘some objective measure(s) could be
used to predict which children would be likely to succeed
in a regular class. Intuitively, adults know that motiva-
tion is often the deciding factor which tips the scale
towards success or failure. If particular attitudes,
or motives could be identified and/or measured,
"student profile" would emerge. Perhaps these

ective competencies could be taught to those who lacked

bt
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Ehem.

The affective aspects of maximizing academic success

ived little attenticn. For the most part teacher

have recel



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
have come hypotheses with relevance to all classrooms.
Three theories which have special relevance for both

handicapped and non-handicapped children are locus of

control, learned helplessness, and attribution theory.
While the majority of the research in these areas has been
done with an adult population, primarily cocllege students,

the studies which have involved children have shown similar

ults.

0

re:

Locus of Control

One aspect of motivation which appears to be closely
achievement is the locus of control concept. Locus
is one derivative of Rotter's social learning
theory (Rotter, 1966). People with an internal locus of

control believe their behavior effects or controls the



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-
naire (Crandall, Katkovsky, & Crandall, 1965) is usually
referred to by the initials IAR (Crandall, et al., 1965)
but is also known as the IARQ (MacDonald, 1973). This
measure of internal-external locus is the one most often
used with children (Phares, 1976) and is psychometrically
acceptable (MacDonald, 1973; Phares, 1976). The IAR was
used in the studies cited in the follcwing paragraphs.

Children with an internal locus of control have been

found to be able to delay gratification (Shipe, 1971), to

versist longer (Dweck & Reppucci, 1973), and to be more

i (DuCette, Wolk, & Friedman, 1972).
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The research on performance and achievement relation-

ships to internal locus has been conflicting, whereas a

relationship between grades and internal locus of

~ontrol has been established. Midlarsky and McKnight (1980)

found that internals outperformed externals on the tasks



assigned to them. Other researchers have found no relation-
ship between task performance and internal locus (Morris &
!lesser, 1978) or that relevant cues can increase the
performance 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 &
Crandall, 1968; Messer, 1972; Reimanis, 1973; Solomon,
Houlihan, Busse, & Parelius, 1971; Vogel, 1976; Wood, 1978)
and other researchers have not found any relationship
between locus of control and achievement (Katz, Cole, &
Baron, 1976; LavVoie & Adams, 1975; Lowden, 1979). However
LaVoie and Adams (1975) did find a significant relationship
between internal locus and grades. McGhee and Crandall
’1968) and Messer (1972) both found a stronger correlation
bpetween internal locus and grades than they did with
achievement.

Sex differences have been found by many researchers
Figuerres, Felker, & Garrison, 1978; Brady,
nickards, & Felker, 1975; Felker & Bahlke, 1970; Felker &
1971: Messer, 1972, Solomon, Houlihan, & Parelius,
Stanwyck & Felker, 1971; Taub & Dollinger, 1975).
However others have not found this to be true (Lifshitz,

1973. Johnson, 1976; Vogel, 1976; Wright & 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 institutions for the retarded (Shipe, 1971) and for the
blind (Jones & McGhee, 1972). Research has been carried
out with junior high learning disabled (LD) boys (Bendell,
Tollefson, & Fine, 1980; Tarver, Hallahan, Cohen, &
Xauffman, 1977), both normal and LD teenaged boys and girls
(Hallahan, Gajor, Cohen, & Tarver, 1978), normal and LD
boyvs 1in grades 3 and 6 (Hill, 1980), and normal and LD boys
and girls in grades 3 through 6 (Chapman & Boersma, 1979).
Raschke (1979) studied learning and behavior disordered

children. Chan and Keogh (1974) studied third grade normal

4

achievers and educable mentally retarded students matched on

mental age. In three studies normal achievers took credit

for success (i.e. had an internal locus for positive out-

comes) whereas the handicapped children were significantly

less likely to make internal attributions for success (Chan

Xeogh, 1974; Chapman & Boersma, 1979; Hill, 1980). The

handicapped children taking responsibility for
and normal children making external attributions

sor failure, tended to be true also, but this relationship



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

points to the same conclusion: people are handicapped by

external locus of control orientations" (p. 170). Other

researchers have linked external locus of control with

learned helplessness (Dweck & Reppucci, 1973; Kennelly &

Xinley, 1975) and depression (Tesiny, Lefkowitz, & Gordon,

19380) .

Learned Helplessness

People who have "learned helplessness" are those who
have learned that there is no connection between their

behavior and the negative outcomes they experience.

Seligman (1975) explained that when events are uncon-=

trcllable people become passive and no longer try to act,

unable to perceive that any success could be the result

of +heir behavior, and anxious. When the outcome 1is

- 11

sversive, learned helplessness may be "followed by depres-

avel ol

<ion" (p. 47). Seligman stated that "what is often passed



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
own actions will have no effect" (p. 154).

Klein, Fencil—Morse; and Seligman (1976) studied
learned helplessness and depression. They found that
"depressed subjects were more likely than nondepressed
subjects to attribute their performance to their abilities
rather than to task difficulty when they failed, but not
when they succeeded" (p. 513). They observed that an
"important difference is that depressed subjects blame
themselves before they begin, whereas nondepressed subjects
blame themselves after they fail" (p. 515). They recommended
that the construct of personal adequacy be added to the
learned helplessness model.

Abramson, Seligman, and Teasdale (1978) presented a
reformulation of the learned helplessness hypothesis. This
model has three dimensions: stability, generality, and
locus of control, and was based on attribution theory.
when a person finds he is helpless, he asks why he is

causal attribution he makes then determines
and chronicity of his helplessness deficits

well as his later self-esteem" (p. 50). The authors

4

"universally helpless individuals make external



attributions for failures, whereas personally helpless
individuals make internal attributions" (p. 54). And
those internal attributions produce lowered self-esteem.
Helplessness deficits may occur in specific situations or
be more general or global. When helplessness is short-
lived it is transient and unstable. When it's long-
lived or recurrent it is chronic and stable. Internal,
stable and global is the most handicapping. If the original
attribution the person has 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).

Moyal (1977) found that external "locus of control
correlated negatively with self-esteem . . . but it
correlated positively with depression" (p. 951) in fifth

and sixth grade children. Tesiny, Lefkowitz and Gordon

'1930) concluded that "depression and externality, alone

Vel

and in combination, are negatively related to school

achievement" (p. 510).

A number of researchers have used the IAR in their
earned helplessness (Brustein, 1978; Diener &
¥, 1978; Dweck & Reppucci, 1973; Kennelly & Kinley,

1975: Hill, 1980). Brustein (1978) found that helplessness



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,
helpless and mastery-oriented, had significantly different
performances following failure. The mastery-oriented
children who attributed failure to a lack of effort used

ignificantly more effective strategies than the helpless

n

children who did not attribute failure to lack of effort.
Hil1l (1980) found that learning disabled (LD) boyé did not
take credit for success, but the non-LD boys did. The
implication that the LD boys did not recognize that their
actions were connected to their successes signified one
symptom of learned helplessness.

Dweck (1976) stated that whether the child makes

or unstable attributions effects the capability

table

n

f the child to cope with failure. Dweck and Bush (1976)

O

d a significant difference between fourth and fifth

Be
ouna
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e boys and girls, with girls more likely having learned
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lessness. Dweck, Davidson, Nelson, and Enna (1978)

s
hel

go

+hen discovered it was not the sex of the child bhut the
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kind of evaluative feedback the child received that promoted
learned helplessness. Dweck and Goetz (1978) consolidated
the findings from previous research and postulated that
attributions did mediate the effects of prior experiences
and also mediated "the generalization of prior failure
experiences to new situations" (p. 170). Dweck and Goetz
asserted 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

boys and girls made, since attributions influence expec-

tancies of success.

. Attribution Theory

In the process of generating a general theory of
motivation Bernard Weiner (1979) brought together the
various theories advanced by a considerable body of research
‘'see Chapter II for an in-depth review of the literature).
He revised his earlier attributional model to incorporate
those findings. Attribution theorists believe that people
ceek tCc put meaning to the things which happen to them by
finding causes. Whether these causal attributions are
the kinds of attributions made for

verbalized or not,

and failure influence subsequent behavior.
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Weiner identified three primary dimensions of causal-
ity; stability, locus (of causality), and control. The
dimension of stability (stable vs. unstable) is primarily
linked with expectancy of success, the magnitude of the
expectancy shift, and performance intensity. Causal
stability has a secondary association of affect, especially
depression-type affects. "Since ability is stable and not
subject to volitional control, ascription of nonattainment
of a goal to low ability results in giving up and the
cessation of goal=-oriented behavior" (p. 11) or learned

helplessness.

Weiner conceived of the locus dimension as a backward
looking belief. Internal-external locus is linked to

eem-related affects and to persistence. Weiner suggested

0]
n
t

the "central self-esteem emotions that facilitate or

t
5]
fu
t

ede subsequent achievement performance are dimensionally

0

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

linked

was "time that closer attention was paid to affective life

in the classroom" (p. 15). Weiner insisted on the separa-

locus and control.

(t
'.J
O
e |
O
[ o

The control dimension (controllable vs. uncontrollable)

inked to interpersonal judgements such as helping or

influences chcice. The control dimension

~tra 11 4 = =] Y
yaiunation , and 1n
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also influences sentiments such as liking and sympathy.
"Surely a teacher will not particularly like a student who
dces not try, and failure perceived as due to a lack of

effort does not elicit sympathy" (p. 17). Weiner preferred

the term control rather than intentionality because "intent

connotes a desire or want" (p. 6).

Thus under the umbrella of attribution theory coexist
the concepts of internal-external locus and learned help-
lessness. Weiner stated that "it appears that a general
theory of motivation is under development that has important

implications for the understanding of classroom thought

and behavior" (p. 3).

In studies of attribution theory with children it has

found that attributions of failure to lack of effort

been
‘internal, unstable, controllable) are positively related
to persistence (Andrews & Debus, 1978; Nicholls, 1978Db).

Students with low expectancy of success attributed failure

+o lack of ability (Covington & Beery, 1976; McMahan, 1973).
Nicholls (1975) found that expectancies were signifi-

ntly related to feedback. The ability to understand the

CAan
- CAdd

relationship between ability and effort on outcomes, high

-~}

bility-low effort and low ability-high effort, appears to

Lo developmental (Karabenick & Heller, 1976; Kun, 1977;

¥un, Parsons, & Ruble, 1974; Micholls, 1978a, b).
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Schultz and Pomerantz (1976) found a positive relation-
ship between internality and achievement motivation.
Students who gave internal attributions for success have
high self-esteem or self-concept (Ames, 1978; Piers, 1977),
high ability (Frieze & Snyder, 1980), and/or high social
status (Ames, Ames, & Garrison, 1977). However Bar-Tal and
Darom (1979) found that students in Israel gave external
attributions for success. They speculated that one reason
might 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

ttributions originally proposed (ability, effort, and

1

Q

task difficulty, but not luck) were found to be most
commonly given in response to open-ended guestioning (Bar-

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

-

Additional attributions found by Frieze and Snyder (1980)

;ere interest, physical factors, mood, others' unstable
effort and others' persconality, and the least frequently
used, luck. Abramson, Seligman, and Teasdale (1978) also
+ there were many other causal factors. Weiner

1979) concurring said whereas "there are a myriad of

ceived causes of achievement events. . . . within this

bility and effort appear to be the most salient and

(p. 5). Frieze and Snyder (1980)
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found that the majority of the elementary students they
gquestioned used effort ascriptions for both success and
failure, and ability training far back, was second.

Weiner (1979) proposed a taxonomy of causes of
success and failure according to locus, stability, and
controllability.

Among the internal causes, ability is stable
and uncontrollable, typical effort is stable
and controllable; mood, fatigue, and illness
are unstable 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 stable and controllable; luck is
unstable and uncontrollable; and unusual help
from others is unstable and controllable.

(p. 7)
Weiner acknowledges that "some problems . . . remain
unsolved, particularly among the external causes" (p. 7).

ut factor analysis supports the use of those three

w

dimensions.

Noting the saliency of effort in achievement situa-
tions, Andrews and Debus (1978) attempted to modify cogni-
“ive attributions of sixth grade boys "who least frequently
attributed failure to lack of effort"” (p. 158). Both

training groups significantly increased their attributions

£ ocfort and scored significantly above the control group
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The fipdings, therefore, give strong support to

the major tenet of the attribution model of

gchievement motivation, that causal ascriptions

influence and perhaps even determine subsequent

achievement behaviors. (p. 163)
The success of the treatment in changing the boys' attribu-
tions for success and failure to effort is, as the authors
suggest, "extremely relevant to all aspects of remedial
teaching" (p. 165).

Nicholls (1978) said that "mastery learning appears
likely to lead to attribution of failure to lack of effort
and, thus, compensating effort" (p. 812). Other researchers

'Andrews & Debus, 1978; Dweck, 1975; McMahan, 1973) also

ecommended the change to effort ascriptions through

I

etraining programs.

5

It appears that the attribution theory model may prove

t0 be an extremely useful method of determining and describ-

i motivation variables and their effect on academic

LG

achievement. This theory of motivation based on causal

attributions provides a much needed structure on which to

urther research.

Hh

nase

Statement of the Problem

Some children succeed and others fail who apparently
capacity to succeed. Although IQ is the best

ctor of academic success, IQ 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
influencing academic success or failure. Motivation
variables may supply the balance, but the affective aspects
of successful classroom performance have been difficult to

define and measure.
Purpose

The purpose of this study was to determine the relation-
ship between attributional styles and academic success Or
failure of non-handicapped and learning disabled fourth
grade boys and girls. 1In this way it was hoped to extend
the knowledge gained from past research on locus of control,
learned helplessness, and causal attributions, from studies
done either in regular classes or with mildly handicapped
students. It was hoped that an attributional pattern
identified which might discriminate between those

tud ' who perform successfully academically and those

who do not.



Null Hypotheses

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.

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
analysis the IAR will have no linear
discriminating ability to differentiate
between successful students and
unsuccessful students.

1. Sex will not be a significant pre-
dictor variable in conjunction with
the IAR.

2 condition will not be a significant

predictor variable in conjunction with

the IAR.

17



Ho

Using a stepwise method of discriminant
analysis the IAR will have no linear
discriminating 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
predictor variable in conjunction

with the IAR.

On the ASC 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
analysis the ASC will have no linear
discriminating ability to differentiate
between successful students and

unsuccessful students.

18
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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

unsuccessful students.
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.
There will be no interaction between the way
responses made by successful students, versus
those made by unsuccessful students, appear
within the three dimensions of the ASC, thus
the significant predictor variables will be

situationally located the same, or as reflec-

tions, in both parts of each dimension.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Three concepts are addressed in this dissertation.
The first two, locus of control and learned helplessness,
will 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,

followed by a review of the related research literature.

Locus of Control

Theory
The locus of control concept grew from Rotter's social

learning theory which was first published in 1954. Rotter

(1966) described the development of the internal-external

variable. Rotter explained that "social learning theory

provides the general theoretical background for this

conception of the nature and effects of reinforcement”

(D 2=

a person perceives a reinforcement as
ntingent upon his own behavior, then the
ccurrence of either a positive or negative
inforcement will strengthen or weaken
ntial for that behavior to recur in the
or similar situation. If he sees the
forcement as being outside his own

B0 QO H
Q rh

)
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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)
introduced social learning theory "as an attempt to account
for human behavior in relatively complex social situations.
. . . It . . . utilizes both an expectancy construct and an
empirical law of effect" (p. 1). Rotter and associates
caution "as in the case with any theory, this one is

expected ultimately to yield to a better, more comprehensive

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

outlined basic assumptions and the concepts of "behavior

potential, expectancy, reinforcement value, and the psycho-

logical situation”™ (p. 11).

Both expectancy and the value of a reinforcement
influence behavior. "The success or failure of a specific
behavior may have effects on many other behaviors that are

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

be made, especially if the style (internal
quality of the generalizations are known.
reinforcement are quite different depending

ypon whether the individual perceives such reinforcement as

dependent upon his own efforts or upon factors beyond his
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control” (p. 123). Recognizing that the relationship
between reinforcement value and expectancy may be positive,
negative, or zero, "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

to some extent" (p. 125).

Rotter (1975) discussed some problems and misconcep-
tions related to the construct of internal versus external
control of reinforcement. Generalized expectancies vary
according to the construct the theorist employs, and cannot
pe precisely measured. While they are important personality

characteristics and allow "broad predictions from limited

i1

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

< A

of many variables . . . and their relative importance is a

function of the novelty and/or ambiguity of the situation"

59) The conceptual problem Rotter saw most often was

(p. ) s

the failure to treat reinforcement value as a

separate variable. To make a locus of control
prediction, one must either control reinforce-

ment value or measure it, and systematically
take it into account. (p. 59)

20tter continued with a comment on the fallacy of using a

~oneral measure (i.e. his I-E scale) to predict achievement

in a specific situation. His test was developed to "allow

iegree of prediction of behavior across a wide

£ potential situations" (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
and that the prediction of behavior can ignore the value of
the reinforcement that is the expected outcome of the
behavior being studied" (p. 66).

Phares (1978) presented an overview of locus of
control. He said that reinforcement by itself was not

sufficient to increase behavior potential. "The individual

ul

must also believe that there is a causal relationship
between what one does and what follows" (p. 264). Locus of
control is not an either one or the other dichotomy, it is

a situationally based continuum, and "only one entry in a
very complex formula for the prediction of behavior"”

(p. 266). Uncontrollability causes reduced learning because

generalizations decrease and experience is not used. Phares

Si1CL

tegorized the I-E scale as a generalized expectancy

-

measure. He noted that the IAR has been used often as a

measure of locus of control and "in children, internals show

greater school achievement than do externals" (p. 283).

Relationships between I-E and achievement need (nAch) are

They appear to be confounded by sex differences and

low.

the nAch measures themselves. Internal control appears to

be developmental but "certainly what is important is not
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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)

They recommended that, before mainstreaming mildly retarded

children, each child should "demonstrate a level of inter-

(both for success and failure) not less than average

(p. 488).

nality

for the class to which he would be assigned"
This would require regular classroom teachers and special
education teachers alike to have the background necessary
+o utilize the child's locus of control beliefs in order

+0 maximize his progress and to consciously promote the

acquisition of internal beliefs. "Praise must be deserved;

failure must be possible" (p. 489). Lawrence and Winschel
strongly suggest that locus of control is one theory which

~an and should be meaningfully and successfully translated
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Measures of Locus of Control in Children

MacDonald (1973), and Phares (1976), and Gilmor (1978)
are just three of many who have reviewed the literature and
measures of locus of control in particular. Gilmor's review
focuses on the developmental aspects of locus of control and
includes detailed descriptions of nine instruments measuring
locus of control in children. Rotter (1975) said "the most
comprehensive and recent review and analysis of the locus of
control literature is in a book recently completed by

Phares" (p. 56). MacDonald's work emphasized the measures

themselves and included the complete texts of those reviewed

following the reference section of his chapter.
MacDonald (1973) commented on the "continuing geometri-

cal progression" (p. 170) of research, and briefly sketched

the diverse nature of the literature.

All of the research points to the same con-
clusion: people are handicapped by external
locus of control orientations. The prevailing
belief is that it is desirable to change people,
especially those who are not doing well in our
society, in the direction of internality.

(. 170)

\ &

nald discussed projective and indirect methods and the

~

L
\J
(

A-choice formats. Of the children's scales, MacDonald

)

=
2
0]

o)
recommended the Intellectual Achievement Responsibility

Nuestionnaire (IARQ) over the others, noting, however, that

sant only to the academic situation" (p. 179).

“
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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

.90 and . . . I~ = 91" (p. 194} for

are guite high: I+
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
children with the comment that the IAR was "at the present

time, the most frequently used measure of I-E in children”

(p. 53). He continued:

ts basic utility seems to have been established
and marks it as perhaps the most serviceable
measure of locus of control beliefs in children
in the relatively specific areas of intellectual-

academic achievement. (p. 55)

Phares reminded readers that the narrower range of condi-

+ions could well increase the IAR's specific predictive

P

ity.

fic expectancies rather than generalized locus of

1

&

"Highly structured situations evoke very strong

-
H

7o)
D

spec

rol expectancies" (p. 158).

n

Q
O
(%

Gilmor (1978) acknowledged the problem of comparing

+s and the results of the widely varying instruments.

n

Silmor cited the psychometric properties of the IAR and

>11lm
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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
locus of control and adaptive behavior, Gilmor observed that
Juvenile delinquents, emotionally disturbed children, and
handicapped children seemed to have an external locus of
control. Children with an internal locus seemed to be less
anxzious, more able to delay gratification, more creative,
more efficient in their use of environmental cues, and
higher achievers. ©Noting that in many studies the I+ and
I- subscales of the IAR have shown an unbalanced pattern
with one high and the other low, eliciting‘various inter-

(see following section), Gilmor urged those using

8}

retations

*

IAR in future investigations to compare children "with

t
)
®

balanced internal (high I+, I-) versus balanced external

(low I+, I-) IAR scores" (p. 12) in addition to those other

children with unbalanced scores. In this manner adaptive

non-adaptive implications may be more adequately

ve

=
0
o
w0

Gilmor found that "measures of parent-child inter-

e
fu

«Q
D
Q

et demonstrate that more positive parental child-rearing

)

oY)
|>4.
e

nractices are associated with children who endorse internal

heliefs" (p. 17). Modification procedures to enhance

internality were more effective when children were allowed
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"to experience the contingency between their own behaviour

and the subsequent reinforcement" (p. 20).

Intellectual Achievement Responsibility

Questionnaire (IAR)

Because locus of control is a very broad concept,
Crandall, Katkovsky, and Crandall (1965) created an instru-
ment which covers the more limited school behaviors of
children (grades 3-12) and limits the reinforcing others
o peers, parents, and teachers. It is a 34 item forced-

choice questionnaire. Here is an example:

When 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. because you studied your book well before you

tried them? (p. 97)
A shorter 20 gquestion version is available for use with

third through fifth graders (MacDonald, 1973). Half the

tems have success Or positive stems, the other half failure

or negative stems.

I+ was felt that the dynamics operative in
assuming credit for causing good things to
happen might be very different from those
operative in accepting blame for unpleasant
consequences. It is possible that belief in
personal responsibility for the two kinds of

events may develop at differential rates, or
“H + this may be so for some children but not
others. Thus, the IAR was sO constructed that,
in addition to a total I (internal or self-)
responsibility score, separate subscores could
. beliefs in internal respon-

be obtained for
(I+ score) and for

sibility for successes
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faiézres (I- score). (Crandall, et al., 1965,
p. )

Normative data. Crandall, Katkovsky, and Crandall

(7965) report means, standard deviations and ranges of IAR
scores for the normative sample (see Appendix A). The I+
versus I- correlation coefficient for fourth grade was .11,
raising "the possibility that self-responsibility for
successes and failures may be learned separately, and the
voung child may assume more responsibility for the one than
for the other" (p. 102).

The low correlations between the two subscales

raises 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 individual child. (p. 101)

At the fourth grade level there were no significant
sex differences in IAR scores. Girls scored slightly higher
than boys on Total I and I+, and boys scored slightly higher
than girls on I-.

Grades 3, 4, and 5 were grouped for the correlations
hetween IQ and social status. The IAR scores related only
moderately to IQ (Lorge-Thorndike, N = 233, Mean 103.0,
gD 12.51) but only the I+ scores, small but significant
correlated with social class.

Achievement test scores and report card grade averages

positively and significantly with the Total I

e k »
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scores of grades, 3, 4, and 5. However there were some sex
differences between the subscales. I+ scores for girls in
grades 3 and 4 were highly related to achievement and grades
while fifth grade boys' achievement and grades related
highly to I- scores (p. 107). "The scale, then, predicts
differently for the two sexes at different age levels"
(p. 108).

McGhee and Crandall (1968) gave an additional report
on the normative results. This time the IAR scores were
dichotomized by splitting them at the median score. Girls
in grades 3 and 5 with high Total I scores "had signifi-
cantly higher math and language scores, while those scores
were not significantly different for high- and low-internal
girls in grade 4" (p. 97). Fifth grade girls who had high

- scores had significantly higher language achievement

b

scores. "Therewereno significant interactions of grade

level ¥ IAR scores for boys" (p. 97). With the three grades
lapsed, high internal girls consistently scored higher on

111 achievement tests. There was no significant relation-

achievement and I+ scores for boys, however

There was a significant

IS RO et
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Fourth Grade Studies

Researchers have used the IAR extensively in their
studies with fourth grade children. Some have dichotomized
the scores into internal-external groups by splitting them
at the median score (DuCette, Wolk, & Friedman, 1972; McGhee
& Crandall, 1968; Messer, 1972; Midlarsky & McKnight, 1980).
Others have trichotomized their subjects into high, middle
and low internal groups (Arlin, 1975; Howie, 1975; Morris &
Messer, 1978). Taub and Dollinger (1975) omitted about 25%
of the subjects in their study by eliminating those who
carned the upper score and the lower score in the mid group
range 1in order to set their three groups apart. Most
researchers simply use the scores obtained on the I+ and I-
subtests plus the Total I scores (Brady, Figuerres, Felker,
& Garrison, 1978; Brady, Rickards, & Felker, 1975; Chapman
& Boersma, 1979; Felker & Bahlke, 1970; Felker & Thomas,

1971: Lifshitz, 1973; McGhee & Crandall, 1968; Messer, 1972;

need, 1970; Stanwyck & Felker, 1971; Wood, 1978).
Because of the variation in utilization of the obtained
minus and total results it is difficult to compare

ud i . Were the results based on group means? Or were

Would this make a practical

t

he scores partitioned?
3ifference in the results? Besides the varying sample

rhaps this is a contributing factor in the variance
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in reported results showing (or not showing) effects due to
grade, age, Or sex.

Research limited to fourth grade subjects. Of studies

done using ggiz fourth grade students, one examines the
relationship between internal locus of control and academic
performance. Messer (1972) divided the IAR scores at the
median to get high and low internal groups. Boys who were
high I+ and girls who were high I- had significantly higher
report card grades. The same was true 0f achievement test

cores, but this reached significance only for boys. "Boys

n

who took credit for their academic successes and girls who
accepted blame for their failures were those most likely to

have higher grades and higher achievement test scores”

(p. 1456).

In studies of fourth grade children correlating
internal locus of control with self-concept the girls had

positive correlation between I+ and self-ccncept while

> |

e was a negative correlation for the boys between I- and

- r

il L

self-concept (Felker & Bahlke, 1970; Felker & Thomas, 1971).

rellker and Bahlke (1970) reported that boys' "high self-

ept and denying responsibility for 'bad' happenings were

~OM ¢
SROP

(P}

sssociated" (p. 7). The following year (1971) Felker and

found the same sex difference between I+ and I-

Thom

A

(

sC and self-concept. This time both boys and girls had a

S

Q

re

0]
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significant 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 differences in the development of locus of control as a
means 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
didn't reach significance.

Frierson (1975) divided his fourth grade group by
socio-ecconomic status (High SES vs. Low SES), conceptual
tempo (reflective vs. impulsive) and fast accurate or slow
Group means and standard deviations of the Total

accurate.

scores between High SES (Mean 23.86, SD 3.92) and Low SES

“~

(Mean 21.79, SD 3.66) were not significantly different.

This supports the contention that "social class . . .

accounts for only a very small portion of the variance in

IAR scores" (Crandall, et al., 1965, p. 104).

L _d. +

Fourth grade plus other grade levels. Solomon,

Houlihan, and Parelius (1969) studied black and white 4th

ani 6th grade boys and girls. There were no significant

offocts for race. However significant effects for sex were

A4 because girls scored higher than boys on the I+

.3 Total I sections. There was "a Sex X Grade X Class
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interaction affecting I+ within the white sample" (p. 482)
who were lower class children: Girls scored significantly
higher than boys in sixth grade while in the fourth grade,
boys scored higher than girls.

tanwyck and Felker (1971) found that "pupils with low
self concept gradually assume less responsibility for school
successes" (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 Total I group did the boys attribute more responsibility
to themselves for intellectual-academic successes . . . than
their failures" (p. 212). These boys also "had signifi-
cantly lower report card grade averages . . . lower achieve-
ment test percentile scores . . . and lower IQ scores . . .

the bovs in the Mid and Hi levels of Total I" (p. 212).

T "
cnan

The boys in the Mid and Hi levels and the girls had no

significant differences between any of the IAR scores and

nerformance scores. Also "no main or interaction effects

involving grade level were found" (p. 212).

In a previous study, Arlin (1975) also found "no main

4l

£ or interactive effects due to grade level" (p. 283).

effects

(high IAR) students expressed more favorable atti-

1 +eachers and school learning processes. "There

“wA_RAoce ~AraarA
tudes towardad
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was no difference between internals and externals in the
traditional setting" (p. 283) but internals had "a greater
feeling of freedom about learning" (p. 283) and "were more
satisfied with their teachers" (p. 284) in open settings.
Negative correlations were obtained for I- scores for
boys and I+ and I- scores for girls when teachers encouraged
students to praise other students (Brady, Figuerres, Felker,
& Garrison, 1978, p. 436). Reimanis (1973) found that I+
scores predicted achievement for fourth grade boys and
Total I predicted achievement for fourth grade girls.
Lifshitz (1973) found no significant sex differences in his
study of an Israeli kibbutz, but he did note that all the

IAR scores seemed tO increase with age.
Midlarsky and McKnight (1980) investigated the effects

f achievement, feedback, and locus of contrcl on children's

O

expectations. They found that "internals expected a

significantly greater degree of success on Task 2 than did

externals" (p. 208). There was also a significant inter-

ac+tion between locus of control and feedback.

Taub and Dollinger (1975) trichotomized the IAR scores

£ fourth and fifth grade students. They found that medium

improved under reward and purpose versus reward =

nternals

no purpose and no reward - no purpose conditions. Externals
improved under reward — purpose versus no reward - no
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purpose conditions and either reward or purpose versus no
reward - no purpose conditions. Greater task performance
was associated with higher internality only when no incen-
tive was provided. Thus Taub and Dollinger suggest that
Lefcourt's 1967 "observation that cue explication is needed
by externals but not internals" (p. 191) is supported. They
followed up with another study. This time Dollinger and
Taub (1977) explored "the interactive effect of locus of
control and purposive cue explication" (p. 120) with stu-

dents 1in grades 4, 5, and 6. Again they divided the IAR

scores into thirds. "A significant Locus of Control X Sex
interaction . . . reflected the low performance of external
boys" (p. 122). "Only the performance of externals was

icnificantly greater under purpose" (p. 122) conditions.

0
=

that "purpose enhanced the motivation of

externals but not internals" (p. 123-124) and recommended

search on cue explication and intrinsic-extrinsic

motivation.

Zlementary Boys, grades 4-6. Studies done with black

and white boys in elementary school (Baron, Cowan, Ganz, &

“lacDonald, 1974; DuCette, Wolk, & Friedman, 1972; Katz, Cole,

& Baron, 1976) found no significant race differences. Katz,

role and Baron (1976) in reporting their findings said "in

- i T N =
jeneral tTtnls

study found more similarities than differences
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between black and white pupils on various motivational
measures" (p. 373). DuCette, Wolk, and Friedman (1972)
found that "internals gave more creative responses than
externals and were more efficient" (p. 298). In another
study (Baron, et al., 1974) significant interactions were
found indicating that internal boys performed better with
intrinsic feedback and that verbally administered extrinsic
feedback improved the performance of external boys. Morris
and Messer (1978) also found that external boys improved
thelr task performance with external reinforcement. 1In
their study, internals did equally well in both external and
internal reinforcing conditions. Bryant (1974) found that
"Internal students responded more reliably than External
students" (p. 1311). Significantly high correlations

I- scores and achievement test scores in vocabulary,
reading comprehension, and language skills and grade point
were reported by Kennelly and Kinley (1975). They
sound that the Total I scores of the 6th grade boys

significantly with all measures of academic

Bovs and Girls, Grades 3, 5, and 6

and Woods (1975) had an opposite finding for

O
=
-]
=
0]
fu

t "only the I+ subscale was predictive of

vement performance for boys while both the I+ and I-
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subscales were equally predictive for girls" (p. 6). Wood
(1978) wrote that "among third graders, correlations
between IAR Total score and achievement were positive and
statistically significant" (p. 8). However he found that
for fifth graders, only in the open school, not the tradi-
tional school, were the correlations between the Total I
and achievement scores significant.

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

confirm this finding saying "locus of control was able to
predict achievement only in the open setting" (p. 9). They
found no sex differences. In another study all IAR scores
were related to achievement for boys but only the I+ scores
were related to achievement for girls (Solomon, Houlihan,
Busse, & Parelius, 1971). LavVoie and Adams (1975) wrote

general conclusion emerging from much of this
esearch is that measures of locus of control
edict best those behaviors with motivational
eterminants (i.e. grades in school), but locus
control is a relatively poor predictor of
asures of knowledge (i.e. achievement test

). (pP. 6)
In their study of fifth graders they found IQ to be the best

0] —10p'o N o
Q(DH\ R D))
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sredictor. Looking at the effect of locus of control on

intelligence test scores, Bauer (1975) found that internals

A better +han external boys. "Low-achievement motivation

ex+ternal control were predictive of academic

among girls but not among boys" (Johnson & Gormly,
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1972, p. 324). 1In a study made of black and white fifth
graders (Burbach & Bridgemen, 1976) both black and white
girls 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.
White males' Total I scores also were related to self-
esteem, but for them I-, rather than I+, was related.

In two doctoral dissertations (Johnson, 1976; Vogel,
1976) Total I scores were predictive of achievement.
Yeither one found any significant relationship between the
scores of boys and girls. "It would appear that the effects
of locus of control on achievement are the same for both
sexes, various level of intelligence, and different socio-
cconomic levels" (Vogel, 1976). Seidner, Lewis, Sherwin,
and Troll (1978) also using Total I scores found "no

icant differences between pupils in open-space and

Hh

signi
conventional settings" (p. 213). Students with high peer
status had qreaﬁer Total Ability and Quantitative Ability

 they were external (Horne, Seidner, & Harasymiw, 1978).

Just the opposite was true of low peer status students.

investigating self-esteem and locus of control

in crades six and ten found significant interactions between

HLAUWIICL
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children 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 School Boys and Girls

Powell (1971) found that 8th grade girls scored higher
on I- and got better grades than 8th grade boys. Lowden
(1979) said "the combination of the variables sex and total
locus of control were significant for estimating . . .
overall grade point average and grades in math and English"
(p. 6206-A) but locus of control scores were not signifi-
cantly related to achievement scores. Ninth grade students
were surveyed by Entwisle and Greenberger (1972) who found
"sex was not a significant source of variance for children

relatively low socio-economic level of either race"

O

s}

218). There was a difference between middle class white

o)

boys and girls with boys scoring higher on the I+ scale.

U Y

“inth grade internal boys had significantly higher grade
point averages (Schultz & Pomerantz, 1976). They also
reported that there was a significant relationship between
locus of control and achievement motivation. Bradley and
tested 10th grade students and showed that "goal-

scored significantly higher than non-goal

+udents on the IAR+ and IAR- scales" (p. 21).
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Handicapped Children

Two studies showed that learning disabled (LD) third‘
and sixth graders scored significantly lower on the I+ sub-
scale than their non-LD classmates (Chapman & Boersma, 1979;
Hill, 1980), but there were no significant differences
between the two groups on the I- scale. Chan and Keogh
(1974) studying educable mentally retarded (EMR) and
normally achieving third graders matched on mental ages,
obtained the same results on the I+ scale. However these
two groups differed on the I- scale with the EMR children
higher than the others. "No significant difference was
found between the groups for Total I scores" (p. 176=177).

Jones and McGhee (1972) used the IAR in a study of
institutionalized blind males. There was a significant
negative correlation of I+ scores with achievement test
scores in science, reading, and social science. The corre-
lation between the listening achievement test score and I-

There were no significant correlations with

Shipe (1971) studied two groups of young men, an

occupational training school group (institutionalized

retardates, mean IQ 64.7) and a vocational school group
For the institutional group "low but

were found between IAR scores,
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Porteus Mazes test ages, and institutional wage level"

(p. 15). There was a significant positive correlation
between locus of control and all achievement scores for the
vocational school boys.

In two studies of learning disabled (LD) adolescents,
selective attention was investigated (Hallahan, Gajar,
Cohen, Tarver, 1978; Tarver, Hallahan, Cohen, & Kauffman,
1977) . In the earlier study (Tarver, et al., 1977) a
significant negative correlation was found between the
Total I scores and the central recall scores of the LD boys
(M = 14). The authors speculate that "the internal control
mechanisms of learning disabled boys may be unreliable;
thus, external control would be a more reality-based means

control" (p. 499). In a second study (Hallahan, et al.,

Hh

)

978) the LD students (N = 24 boys, 4 girls) were matched

Y

with normal subjects. The LD adolescents were significantly

more external than the normal group. But the surprise was

{ =1

at this time it wasn't the LD teenagers but the normal

=1
Chlat

+udents who had the significant negative correlation

n

internal locus of control and central recall. But
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+wo studies are not really comparable because of age and
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differences of the two LD groups. Bendell, Tollefson
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(1980) had a larger group (N = 50) of 13 to 15 year
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D bovs selected to form an internal 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
significant interaction effect which showed that "adoles-
cents with external locus of control orientation performed
significantly better with the highly structured treatment,
while adolescents with internal locus of control performed
significantly better with lowly structured treatment"

(p. 86). The authors suggest that "these findings have
important implications for the education of learning-
disabled adolescents and point to a need for special
education to consider affective factors" (p. 86). A small

roup (N = 16) of learning and behavior disordered children

(
o

(@}

ially confirmed those findings in that the internal

N
r

ge,

a

ubjects did perform significantly better in the self-select

[97]

sward condition versus teacher-select reward condition, but

r

external children showed no preference (Raschke, 1979).

tudies Using a Modified Form of the IAR

n

Lifshitz and Ramot (1978) modified the IAR so as to
propriate for their study of Israeli kibbutz

No significant main or interacting effects
were found for age or for sex. There were significant

nces among kibbutz movements and between familial

ommunal sleeping arrangements.
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Arlin and Whitley (1978) used a shortened (18 item)
form of the IAR with 5th, 6th, and 7th grade students in
one school with individualized classes and in another with
traditional classes. The results showed that "the percep-
tion of self-management of learning was causally prior to
perception of academic locus of control" (p. 990).

The IAR Shorﬁ Form (20 gquestions) was used with a 3rd
grade group (Nyce, Brannigan, & Duchnowski, 1977). "Low-
approval motivation/external Ss made significantly more
errors than the high-approval motivation/internal Ss"

. 80), and girls made significantly more errors than

boys.
Peterson and Janicki (1979) have also used the short

form in their investigation of aptitude-treatment inter-

actions in learning in large or small groups. There were

everal curious findings. "High-ability students retained

more in the small group approach . . . and low-ability
s+udents retained more in the large group approach" (p. 684).
so i+ was found that initial preferences by those 4th,

6th graders for large or small groups were

joN

= 6
S+h an
2 il S I

metrically opposed to the actual outcome. Students who

Lilillica4iL L

they preferred learning in a small-group
ach actually did worse on the delayed test
hat approach and better in the large-group
st+tudents who said they preferred a

pgEen
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ach.
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large-group approach actually did worse in that
approach and better in the small group approach.
(D. 686)
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
attempted to explain learned helplessness and its effects.
Organisms which are subjected to uncontrollable events
exhibit deficits because they have learned that nothing
they do makes a difference. These deficits include reduced
motivation to respond which in turn interferes with instru-

mental learning where the subjects are able to control

outcomes. In addition, even when the subject can control

the outcome and makes a successful response his negative
~oanitive set hinders "learning, perceiving, and believing

+hat the response worked" (p. 22), and so "produces cogni-

r

" (p. 74). The final deficit is emotional

tive distortions (L
Learned helplessness, when the outcome is
produces "heightened anxiety, followed by depres-

ion" (p. 47). "There is a wide variety of disruption to
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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
problems, and they form stomach ulcers" (p. 20).
Seligman said, "What is often passed 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 own actions will have
no effect" (p. 154). If indeed the child learns that the
responses he makes in school have no effect on the outcomes

he experiences, he will lose what motivation he had to

0]

begin with. Since he does not perceive any success he may
have as due to his own efforts, the child needs to be
taught how to cope with some failure in order to reverse
classroom helplessness. "In summary, helplessness is a
disaster for organisms capable of learning that they are

helpless. Three types of disruption are caused by uncon-

trollability in the laboratory: the motivation to respond

is sapped, the ability to perceive success is undermined,

and emotionality is heightened" (p. 44).

Hiroto (1974) replicated the studies done with dogs

loud tone, instead of electric shock, with internal

V0
-
i |
Yo
W

nd external college students. Hiroto noted that people

11U
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with an external locus of control also believe that their
behavior has no effect on outcomes.
The concept of control is central tc both help-
lessness and internal-external studies, but the
definitions of the term differ. 1In helpless-
ness, control refers to E actually arranging
the events as independent of responding; while
internal-external construct studies refer to
perceptions of actual events. (p. 188)
The human subjects responded to the treatments in the same
manner animals had. Hiroto also found that external locus
of control "interacted with inescapability to produce
greater impairment than internal control Ss" (p. 192).
Hiroto suggested that the common factor between helplessness
and externality is the expectancy that responding and
reinforcement are independent.

Hiroto and Seligman (1975) extended Hiroto's 1974

indings by demonstrating that "learned helplessness can

Hh

be produced within cognitive tasks” (p. 325). They also

found cross-model helplessness. "The process engendered

debilitates performance well beyond the condition under

which helplessness 1is first trained" (p. 327). Since help-

ossness generalized to other conditions the authors

gested that learned helplessness might be an induced

vMaier and Seligman (1976) reviewed the research and

i 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.
Maier and Seligman believed "cognitive theorizing to be
more fruitful and to reflect more accurately those processes
that we feel to be reflected in behavior" (p. 41).

Klein, Fencil-Morse, and Seligman (1976) studied
learned helplessness, depression and the attribution of
failure in college students assigned to depressed and non-

depressed groups according to their scores on the Beck

)

lepression Inventory. Then they were assigned to one of

(

ive treatments within their group (solvable problems,

H

~ontrol, unsolvable problems, unsolvable problems with

internal attribution of failure instructions, and unsolvable

nroblems with external attribution of failure instructions).
I1f depressed students were given an external reason for
their prior failure they did as well on the anagram task as

nondepressed students. When they didn't do the treatment

ior to the anagram task, or when they were given

- QSN

V)

ble problems depressed students did significantly

solva

sorse +than nondepressed students. Attributions given prior
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to the task made no difference to the nondepressed students
"however the deficits depressed students typically showed
were eliminated if they were instructed that their prior
failure was due to the difficulty of the problems and not
to their own incompetence" (p. 512). "Depressed subjects
were more likely than nondepressed subjects to attribute
their performance to their abilities rather than to task
difficulty when they failed, but not when they succeeded"
‘. 513). The authors observe that "the important
difference is that depressed subjects blame themselves
before they begin, whereas nondepressed subjects blame
themselves after they fail" (p. 515), and recommend that

the construct of personal adequacy be added to the learned

(]

helplessness model.

Tennen and Eller (1977) investigated learned helpless-

ness from an attributional viewpoint. They used college

b

students in "a design similar to that used by Hiroto and

Seligman (1975) . . . with the addition of both single and

icuble helpless groups" (p. 266) and with pretreatment and

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

was +told that each new set of unsolvable problems was easier

than the last. The double helpless (DH) harder group was

unsolvable problems got progressively harder.

told that the

The DH easier group took significantly longer to solve the
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anagrams than the DH harder group. And the DH harder group
solved significantly more anagrams than the DH easier or
control groups. The attributional cues therefore made a
difference in performance since those who were told the
unsolvable 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
uncontrollable events plus the attribution of failure to
lack of ability did produce cognitive deficits in those

students.

Reformulated model. Because some of Seligman's

theories were inadequate in explaining human behavior,
Abramson, Seligman, and Teasdale (1978) presented a reformu-
lation of the learned helplessness hypothesis. They added
the universal versus personal dimension. "Universally
helpless individuals make external attributions for failures,
rsonally helpless individuals make internal attri-

Uncontrollability is not synonymous with

butions" (p. 54).
failure. They point out that "failure is a subset of
uncontrollability involving bad outcomes . . . . so the

notion of uncontrollability means more than just failure,
i+ makes predictions concerning both failure and non-

contingent success" (p. 54). Both universal and personal
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however "lowered self-esteem occurs only in personal help-
lessness" (p. 55).

Helplessness may also include the attributional dimen-
sions of stability and generality. Global helplessness
deficits occur in a broad range of situations. Specific
deficits occur in a narrow range of situations. When the
time course of helplessness is long or recurrent it is
called chronic and stable. When helplessness is short-
lived and nonrecurrent it is transient and unstable. The
dimension of stability is thought to be orthogonal to
internality and externality. "The four internal attribu-
tions will produce self-esteem deficits; the four external

attributions will not" (p. 58).

The authors differentiate between the attribution and

p. 59). The attributions a person makes may be changed
by new experiences but "if the expectation 1is present, then
s1plessness deficits must occur” (p. 59).

nesearch has shown that success experiences can reverse

-nd prevent helplessness. The authors suggest that "success

not have its effect by shifting attribution along the

—external dimension . . . . but . . . along the
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global-specific dimension" (p. 61). They add that "in the
absence of knowledge about individual attributions, the
reformulated helplessness hypothesis cannot make clear-cut
predictions about expectancy changes and helplessness, since
belief 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
model of depression they begin by saying "we believe the
affective changes result from the expectation that bad out-
comes will occur, not from their expected uncontrollability"
65). They argue that uncontrollable good ocutcomes
n't upset people. "Intensity of affect (and self-esteem
icits) increases with desirability of the unobtainable
ountcome oOr with the aversiveness of the unavoidable outcome,
and with the strength or certainty of the expectation of
uncontrollability" (p. 65). Other factors may include the

al or personal and internal or external constructs.
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h findings "suggest that depressives often make
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nal, global, and stable attributions for failure and
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—av make external, specific, and perhaps less stable attri-

»utions for their success" (p. 67). Depression may be

U

~hronic or transient, global or specific according to "the

s+abilitv and globality of the attribution a depressed
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person makes for his helplessness" (p. 67). If the original
attribution 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-
tinued with the reformulated model by investigating college
students' attributional style patterns and depression. The
predicted outcomes occurred. "The more depressed the
subjects were . . . the greater were their ratings of
internality, stability, and globality of causes of bad
outcomes" (p. 245). Depressed students attributed good out-
comes more to internal stable factors, but these scores

were not as strong. A footnote states that this study has

been replicated and the results are robust.

Studies of Depression in Children

(1977) used the helplessness model to "investi-

/ /

Moyal
~ate variables in children that have been found to be

related to depression in adults" (p. 951). The 5th and 6th

arade children were given questionnaires measuring self-
locus of control, stimulus appraisal, and symptoms

s depression. Sex or grade did not affect the scores.

L

"i1ocus of control correlated negatively with self-

xternal

but it correlated positively with depression
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score" (p. 951). "It appears then that in preadolescents,
elements 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
(PNID), a 20 question scale which includes 13 depression
items. Fifth and sixth grade students (492 girls and 452
boys) in ten New York City elementary schools participated
in the standardization and cross validation studies.

There were no significant sex differences. Children who
had higher scores on the 13 depression items in the PNID
also had lower achievement scores, self-esteem, and tended
t0 rate themselves as depressed. Also they had an external
locus and were absent from school significantly more often.
This report was followed by a more detailed description

Tesiny, Lefkowitz, & Gordon, 1980) in which they present

)

the correlational analyses of those relationships. They

that only a small number (4-5%) of children may be

JI1CT 1

However they conclude that "the results of the

children.
nresent study clearly indicate that depression and exter-
nality, alone and in combination, are negatively related to

school achievement”" (p. 510).
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Studies with Children Which use the IAR

The IAR has been used in studies of learned helpless-
ness in children (Brustein, 1978; Diener & Dweck, 1978;
Dweck, 1975; Dweck & Reppucci, 1973; Kennelly & Kinley,
1975) . Brustein (1978) found that the IAR was an inadequate
instrument with which to measure levels of helplessness in
fifth grade children. Kennelly and Kinley (1975) hypothe-

ized that "a major determinant of poor academic performance

wn

is learned helplessness produced by teachers, parents and
non-occurrence of misbehaviors with equal or near proba-
bility" (p. 450) in their study of perceived contingency of

acher administered reinforcements. "Perceptions of the

+~

M

contingency of aversive events but not pleasant events are
to locus of control and academic competence"

452). When sixth grade boys perceived that their

hers would punish them for bad behavior their academic
erformance was significantly better and they also were
wore likely to have an internal locus of control.

T] o of Carol Dweck's studies have included the IAR
(Diener & Dweck, 1978; Dweck, 1975; Dweck &
1973). In the first one the I+ stems were sub-
those attributing success to ability (N = 8)

effort (N = 9) and the I- stems were also dichotomized
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into ability (N = 7) and effort (N = 10), using all 34
questions (Dweck & Reppucci, 1973). The fifth grade
children were identified as helpless or persistent on the
basis of their experimental task performances. There was a
significant difference between the two groups on the Total
I scores. The persistent subjects also had significantly
higher scores on the I+ and I- subscales. No sex differ-
ences were found. When the ability versus effort stems
were examined no significant difference was found between
helpless and persistent subjects who attributed their out-
cmes to ability. There were reliable differences between
the two groups on the effort stems in both success and
failure conditicons. The persistent tended to attribute
uccess to effort and failure to lack of effort, and boys
alsc attributed failure to lack of effort significantly
more than girls did.

In Dweck's next study (1975) only the effort stems
were utilized, presumably since Dweck and Reppucci (1973)

~ad not found the ability stems to be discriminative.

Acain Dweck (1975) found that the "difference in the degree
-5 which they attributed outcomes to effort, that is,
T+ Y + (I-_), was highly reliable" (p. 680) with the persis-

ttributions significantly more than

o)

(

tont choosing effort ¢

Then *+he helpless subjects were randomly
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assigned to either an Attribution Retraining (AR) group oOr
Success Only (SO) group. Those in the AR group greatly
improved in their ability to cope with failure, became
more persistent and learned to seek help when they had
difficulty. Those in the SO group "continued to display a
marked impairment of performance following failure" (p. 683).
Thus teaching helpless children to take more responsibility
and to change to effort attributions is a promising way to
reverse helplessness.

Diener and Dweck (1978) described two studies in
which the fifth grade children were divided into helpless
and mastery-oriented groups on the basis of their scores
on the ten items in the I- subscale which attributed
failure to lack of effort. In Study 1 the children were
sked why they thought they had trouble with the problems.
In Study 2 the children were asked to do their thinking
their verbalizations were written verbatim.

out loud and

In Study.1, 52% of the helpless children attributed their

lure to lack of ability. "In contrast, none of the

(B3
fu
-

mastery-oriented children gave this response" (p. 456).

v
n

mastery-oriented children gave four other explanations

luck, fairness, task difficulty). There was no

e

Hh
Hh

ort

-

erence in ease of training between the two groups.

th
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=

were "significant differences in the performance of

D
=
1)
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helpless and mastery-oriented children following failure"
{p. 457). The mastery-oriented children who attributed
failure to lack of effort used significantly more effective
strategies than the helpless children who did not attribute
failure to lack of effort. "A similar pattern was obtained
in Study 2, in which helpless children, following failure,
used illegitimate and disconfirmed hypotheses significantly
more than mastery-oriented children" (p. 457). In Study 2
there was a "significant difference in the use of the
verbalizations by the helpless and mastery-oriented

hildren" (p. 458). After the first failure problem help-

(@]

less children verbalized ineffectual task strategies,
attributions to loss of ability, statements of negative
affect and solution-irrelevant statements. In contrast,

the mastery-oriented children's verbalizations consisted

lf-instructions, self-monitoring, statements of posi-

O

Hy

S
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fect and positive prognosis statements. "Instead

Hh

‘:i-\l'e a

arching for a cause for their failure and making

o)

h
0
0]

ions, mastery-oriented children seemed to search

t
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for a remedy" (p. 459). "Helpless children ruminate about

“he cause of their failure and, given their attributions
o0 uncontrollable factors, spend little time searching for

+0 overcome failure" (p. 460). Diener and Dweck

"shile most current attribution theories emphasize

-4, C L ULCT
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individual differences in the nature of the attributions,
the present findings suggest that when or whether attri-
butions occur spontaneously may of itself be a critical

difference" (p. 460).

Children and Learned Helplessness

Dweck and Bush (1976) investigated the sex differences
in learned helplessness. In the first experiment fifth
grade children were given failure feedback from an adult

emale, an adult male, a female peer, and a male peer. The

(1)

girls made no improvement when failure feedback came from a
woman, but when it was given "by a peer, girls showed an
immediate and sustained improvement in performance" (p. 152).

The results were quite different for boys. The boys showed

no improvement when failure feedback came from male peers,

Mile improvement in performance was shown after adult

feedback. The children were asked to attribute their

failure to one of three causes, either ability, effort,

~r fairness of examiner (agent). Failure feedback from

2Ault females lead girls to attribute their failure to a

of ability while boys tended to blame the agent. Again
she opposite was found when male peers gave the feedback.

this case girls blamed the agent and boys attributed

PR

cheir failure to a lack of ability. 1In Experiment 2 these
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attribution results were confirmed by a group of 4th and
5th graders. "While girls tended to attribute their
failures to lack of ability with adult agents and not
peers, boys tended to do so with peer agents and not
adults" (p. 154). The authors suggest "moreover, these
two 'types' of helplessness (failure attributions to lack
of ability for girls and to the agent for boys) have
different implications for the generalization of helpless-
ness and performance impairment to new settings" (p. 155).
The attribution of lack of ability in an academic area

remains stable for the girl year after year, and she

sn't try. The boy, by attributing failure to a specific

A O¢

U

W

gent, will be encouraged to try again when he gets a new
teacher or moves to a new school.

Dweck, Davidson, Nelson, and Enna (1978) then investi-
gated the way adults used evaluative feedback. One fifth
crade class and two fourth graae classes were used in the
+ study which was "an observational study of teachers'

feedback to boys and girls in the classroom” (p. 270). The

1
<,

evaluative feedbac and its absence after the teacher had
~hecked the child's work, was coded for sex of child,
sitive or negative, and contingent or noncontingent for

ch of the three female teachers. Of the positive feed-

iren, 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-
formance "less than one third of the boys' negative evalua-
tion was contingent on intellectual aspects of their work,
whereas more than two thirds of girls' was directly related
to the quality 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

attributions characteristic of helplessness

in girls, but not in boys. (p. 272)

Fifth grade students were used in the second study to
if teacher behavior really was the reason for the sex
lifferences observed previously. The three experimental
conditions "differed with respect to the stated contin-
gcencies cf the failure feedback" (p. 273). Students in
the teacher-boy condition were randomly given five solution-

relevant and five solution-irrelevant criticisms. NO one
in any of the treatment groups was given success feedback.
"There were twO teacher-girl situations in which failure
feedback was addressed specifically to the correctness of
+the solution" (p. 273). The A group was given five

snlu+tion-relevant criticisms. The B group received ten.

The children were also asked to attribute their failure to
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effort, ability, or agent. 1In the teacher-boy group 80%
of the girls and 50% of the boys attributed failure to
lack of effort. 1In 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
failure 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 the classroom to distinguish teacher-boy
from teacher-girl interactions can have a
direct causal effect on children's inter-
pretation of negative evaluation. (p. 274)

The authors suggest that these environmental characteristics
promote sex differences by creating conditions which

acilitate the learning of helplessness in girls.

H

Weisz (1979) investigated learned helplessness in

educable mentally retarded children and nonretarded children

0

Ny
DYy

ompletely crossing three mental age (MA) levels with

0

three IQ levels and two conditions. The children were
civen several measures of learned helplessness by a female

evperimenter three weeks after a male experimenter had

administered the learning task. On the response initiation

scores there was no significant IQ X MA interaction at the

+70 lower MA levels: Only at the high MA level was the

£ I0Q significant. On the children's perceived

estionnaire "effort attributions for negative

1
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outcomes increased with MA" (p. 315). Teachers rated

children as less helpless as their MA increased. Weisz

0]
Q

uggests that the retarded children (IQ 70) may be "suscep-

¥

ible to helplessness" (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).

Attribution Theory and Learned Helplessness

Dweck (1976) discussed the effect of social cues on
learned helplessness. These social cues such as the age
and sex of the evaluating agent, when combined with the
child's previocus experience, effect the child's interpre-
ration of evaluative feedback. This hypothesis "explains”
why children who have had identical treatment vary so in
heir attributions of failure outcomes and who react so
lif ferently to failure experiences. Whether the child

the child to cope with failure. Success experiences were

b
rh

fFfective in helping the child deal with failure. Dweck
uded "to the extent that we can specify these histories

and determine the manner in which social cues interact with

we can begin to predict children's behavior with

sinaly agreater accuracy and perhaps to devise ways

+o facilitate adaptive behavior" (p. 109).
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Dweck and Goetz (1978) traced the development of
research conducted by Dweck and associates with attributions
and learned helplessness between 1973 and 1978. Most of
these studies have been described in the preceding pages.
Dweck and Goetz observed an intriguing paradox in the devel-
opment Of helplessness in the context of sex differences.
Girls are praised by teachers and feel they have little
ability. Boys are criticized by teachers and retain a
positive self-concept. Nicholls (1975) and Dweck's own
research found that feedback did acquire different meanings
r the two sexes. To extend this work Dweck and Goetz
designed two studies "to investigate the hypothesis that
sex differences in attributions mediate the generalization
of prior failure experiences to new situations" (p. 170).
The first one was a laboratory study. They noted that
while boys and girls began with equivalent expectancies, by
the end of the fourth trial "boys and girls confronted a
new task with the typical sex difference in expectancy"

p. 171). In the second study, children were asked to
predict how well they would do on their report cards.
Girls did not give higher estimates than boys even though

their arades had been significantly higher than boys'

)

sreviously, suggesting that "failure effects may have more
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of a long term and cumulative effect for girls than for

boys" (p. 172).

Attribution Theory

Theory

Bernard Weiner and his associates have written exten-
sively in the field of attribution theory the last decade.
Ten years ago Weiner and Kukla (1970) reported a series of
six experiments applying an attributional analysis to
achievement motivation. In Experiment 4 they tested the
3rd through 6th grades in one school with the IAR and the
Children's Achievement Scale (CAS). Children above the
median on the CAS were classified as high in achievement
motivation and those below the median, low. Only the 5th
and 6th grade boys showed a significant difference on the
I+ subscale with high achievement motivated boys taking
more responsibility for success. Fifth grade boys low in
achievement motivation scored significantly higher on the
scale, taking more responsibility for failure. When
xukla examined the IAR stems they found that
th-grade level students low in resultant

motivation were more likely to attribute failure
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students, and extended with the addition of a performance
task and an effort versus ability rating scale. They
postulated that persons high in achievement motivation
approach tasks because they ascribe success to their

ility, persist longer because they ascribe failure to a

[¢)]
o)

ack of effort, and choose tasks of intermediate difficulty

b

because this gives them the greatest amount of information
about their ability.

Weiner, Frieze, Kukla, Reed, Rest, and Rosenbaum
'1971) published a paper which is a classic reference in
attribution literature. They presented an attribution
model of achievement motivation "based upon the assumption
that beliefs about the causes of success and failure
mediate between antecedent stimulus-organism transactions
and ensuing achievement behavior" (p. 2). This model was
composed of two dimensions, stability and locus of control,

and the four causal elements of ability, effort, task

"ffic:lty and luck. Weiner et al. suggested that "expec-

n the locus of control, of the attributional
olement" (p. 3). They also noted that "moral judgements

linked to the attribution of intentionality, rather

" (p. 3). They reviewed Atkinson's
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theory of achievement motivation and reinterpreted it,
postulating that antecedent conditions "determine whether
success Or failure experiences are ascribed to the perceived
causal elements of ability, effort, task difficulty or

luck™ (p. 10) which ascriptions in turn affect the ensuing
achievement behavior. Experimental studies they reviewed
demonstrated those points. Instead of defining the
achievement motive in affective terms such as pride they

contend that achievement motive is a cognitive disposition

nd should be defined as a "capacity for perceiving success

L

]

s caused by internal factors, particularly effort"

M

(. 18) .

From this seminal work Weiner, Heckhausen, Meyer, and
Cook (1972) went on to analyze the role of effort and
reanalyze locus of control. They "contended that locus
of control influences the affective reactions to an event,
with internal ascriptions magnifying emotional responses"
'p. 240). Experiment 1 (Cook's dissertation research)

4 effort ascriptions and affective reactions in

M
t

f+h and sixth grade boys. She found that the greater
he +endency to attribute success, rather than failure, to

areater the self-reward for success relative

to self-ounishment for failure" (p. 242). Experiment 2
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(from Meyer's dissertation) related expectancy of success
and performance intensity to causal ascriptions. German
high school boys were given a digit-symbol substitution
task and asked to give an attribution for the failure and

a probability of success on the next trial. The attribution
of lack of ability and difficult task "produces greater
decrements in the probability of future success following
failure" (p. 245). Experiment 3 investigated the cue
function of task difficulty with German teachers. The
results confirmed that effort was perceived as most salient
at the intermediate task level.

"Attribution theorists investigate the perception of
causality, or judgement of why a particular incident
occurred. The allocation of responsibility manifestly
guides subsequent behavior" (Weiner, 1972, p. 203). Weiner
ied attribution theory to the classroom noting that
~hildren who have little ability but try hard get rewarded,
wwhile those who have the ability but don't try are punished.

that definition the examination of the influence of

(% jf
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t+eacher-student behavior was introduced.
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a recapitulation of his work, Weiner introduced the
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of learned helplessness, saying that "learned
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~ssness is an appropriate label for the low achievement

helpl:

condrome, since persons low in achievement 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 attributions have an important effect on achievement
striving, Weiner recommended that the attribution process be
taught in teacher training programs.

Attributions are also used to provide a "link between
achievement and ethical judgement" (Weiner & Peter, 1973,

291). DMNoting that moral judgements among adults are

<

o)

primarily determined by perceived intentions or effort, the
judgements of both moral behavior and achievement strivings
were investigated. Children aged 4-18 (N = 300) were given
an achievement situation and a moral incident to judge.

all

Nesults showed that children used outcome to judge achieve-

>

=

and intent to judge morality. "Given a situation in

)
t

which a bad intent results in a positive outcome, the
achievement act is rewarded, while the moral act is punished.

erential evaluation increases with development"

(=1}

This dif
(p. 306). "The sequence of evaluative stages . . . was
cross racial and sex groupings" (p. 290). The

suthors sudggest that since "trying" is positively rewarded

jults and young children use the concept of intent in
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judging moral situations they should be taught to perceive

"trying" as a means of achievement.

Building upon a constantly growing body of research,

Weiner (1974) recognized the deficiencies in the classifi-

cation scheme and entertained adding a third dimension,

suggested by Rosenbaum in 1972, of intentionality. Free-

re

sponse data collected by Frieze in 1973 supported the

earlier intuitive causal ascriptions since results of the

o
S

tegorization showed that the first four were identical
bility, immediate effort, task difficulty, and luck).

ccess or failure outcomes sometimes may be attributed to

the same causal explanations. Therefore Weiner cautions

that "we have found repeatedly that it is unwise to discuss

achievement causality without specifying whether we are

dealing with the perception of success or of failure"
p. 8). Explaining that previous research on external and
internal locus of control and expectancy shifts had been

ot

nfounded by the stability causal dimension, Weiner stated
nvestigators have proved definitely that expectancy
inrelated to locus of control, but are related
the stability of the causal dimension" (p. 27). Since

success may shift after a failure ascribed

" may be acquired. This "may have disfunctional

alcs



71

consequences. On the other hand, attribution of failure
to a lack of effort intimates that success is possible.
Thus, effort attributions are likely to have adaptive and
instrumental effects" (p. 30). Effort attributions also
"have a profound influence on affective (evaluative)
reactions to success and failure. High effort is always
evaluated more positively than low effort" (pe 37).

There are other variables involved with reactions to
failure besides causal factors. Level of achievement needs
is one such variable. When a person is highly motivated to
succeed his "motivation is augmented after failure" (Weiner
& Sierad, 1974, p. 140). Research has shown that highly
motivated people ascribe failure to lack of effort. This
also increases subsequent performance. Those with low
achievement needs ascribe failure to a lack of ability with
a subsequent decrease in performance. Achievement strivings

are indeed "mediated by cognitions pertaining to the causes

~¢ success and failure" (p. 146). Thoughts are not bypro-
lucts of behavior. Thoughts or "causal beliefs precede and
in part determine subsequent action" (p. 150).

weiner, Nierenberg, and Goldstein (1976) reviewed
rosearch studies which "examine the effects of causal

711 as locus of control on expectancy and

avnectancy shifts" {p. 57). In a study, again of college
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students, varied amounts of Success experience and "a new

measure of attributions was employed that allowed the causal

]

¢

judgements to be made within a single causal dimension while
nolding constant the remaining dimension of causality"
(P. 60). The correlations obtained were low but significant.
fxpectancy of future success scores were "directly related
to the stability of the perceived cause of the prior posi-
tive outcomes" (p. 63). In addition, "both within internal
control and within external control expectancy increments
are positively associated with the stability of the ascrip-
tions" (p. 64). The authors conclude that "we now consider
this relationship to be proved" (p. 65).

In a discussion of achievement strivings, Weiner (1978)

- el

A that "taxonomies of causes have been developed that

3
O
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(T

each causal factor to be placed within a multidimen-

W
P
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nal framework" (p. 19). The cognitive framework provided

O

ey attribution theory permits "the conceptual analysis of
achievemen* behavior" (p. 20). Weiner states that "locus
¢ control influences the achievement-related affects of
pride and shame, whereas causal stability affects expectancy
frs after success and failure. This theory is able to

or much of the data in the achievement area, as

wWe s broadening the cognitive focus of current theoriz-
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The affective consequences of causal ascriptions were
described by Weiner, Russell, and Lerman (1978), in a

detailed analysis of the relation between attributions and

fe

o))
Hhy

ct. Criticisms of the previously held hypothesis that
locus of control influences affect, and stability influences
expectancy shifts, were acknowledged. The authors identi-

elf- versus other-perception, affect versus evaluation,

th
'J
)
X“
w0

and the time course of goals or consequences, as additional
factors to be considered "when examining the consequences
of causal attributions" (p. 60). Recognizing that there was

no empirical evidence linking achievement motivation to a

h

9]

tive dimension (prid=-shame) the authors set

w
H
1
p
(0]
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identify the affects which discriminate each of ten

t
¢
o)

ttributions for success and eleven attributions for failure.
The results revealed that Weiner needed to revise his attri-

bu+ion model which stated that locus of control influences

achievement related affects. They conclude

pears that affects often (but not necessarily
alw a s\ are directly tied to the causes, without
locus of control serving a mediating role. This
~reates some theoretical difficulties, for it is
quite evident that the internal-external dimension
of causality influences a wide array of thoughts
nd actions. How, then, locus of control should
onceptualized within this attributional

+0 motivation remains a problem for the

o 3 |
>

)

e c

approach
“.“‘"*—'F}- (p. 32}
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In the study of emotions, attribution theorists would
say that cognitive processes determine emotions. This is

relevant to the etiology of depression.

In our data, the depression-related labels of
hopeless, helpless, and depressed, and related
affects such as resigned and aimless, most
appear when there is an internal, stable
attribution (ability, stable effort, personality,
and intrinsic motivation) for failure. (p. 85)

Weiner, Russell, and Lerman conclude that "the investigation

reported here demonstrates that there are qualitative

b

(‘
Hh
Hy
(1)

erences in feelings as a function of causal ascriptions

t
o

r success and failure" (p. 87).

A theory of motivation. In the process of generating

a general theory of motivation, Weiner (1979) brought

=~y

ther the various theories advanced by the results of a

(6}

M

considerable body of research. He revised his earlier attri-

sntional model to incorporate those findings. Based upon
"a central assumption of attribution theory . . . that the
secarch for understanding is the (or a) basic 'spring of

action'" (p. 3), "a theory of motivation based upon attri-

ausality for success and failure 1is offered"

n
O
-y
Q

locus (of causality), and control. However he
not limi+t the number of dimensions to those three. Two

~+her Adimensions that could be included are intentionality
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(intentional vs. unintentional) and globality (global vs.

specific).
The dimension of stability (stable vs. unstable) is
"Expectancy

primarily linked with expectancy of success.
shifts after success and failure are dependent upon the

perceived stability of the cause of the prior outcome;

ascription of an outcome to stable factors produces greater
(increments in expectancy after

typical shifts in expectancy
than do ascriptions

success and decrements after failure)
Weiner contends that existent

to unstable causes" (p. 9).
knowledge proves that it is the dimension of stability

h determines the magnitude of the expectancy shift.

I 1
Whnich

the dimension of stability was discriminated from the

Bl
whien

limension of locus "the disparate causal locus groups did
(Ps 9)a

ffer in their expectancies of success"
Causal

rr
(o)
(=

Performance intensity is associated with stability.
lity has a secondary association of affect, especially

Learned helplessness has been

+Fabhs

wn
(
)
4
L
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’3pression—type affects.
i with the stable attribution of lack of ability.

3
§ g

'Since ability is stable and not subject to volitional

ntrol, ascription of nonattainment of a goal to low
results in giving up and the cessation of goal-

wdad T & sy
1b1l1ty

~riented behavior" (p. 11).
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Weiner admits that his thinking on locus of causality
has changed radically and is still tentative. While "the
taxonomic placement of a cause depends upon its subjective
meaning . . . there is general agreement when distinguishing
causes as internal or external" (p. 6). Weiner conceives
of the locus dimension as a backward-looking belief.
Zsteem-related affects seem to be linked to locus, but in
a very complex manner. "It might be anticipated that causal
locus is directly linked with many psychological reactions
in addition to esteem-related affects" (p. 15). This dimen-
sion is also related to persistence. Weiner says "it is
time that closer attention was paid to affective life in
the classroom” (p. 15). At any rate he contends that "the
concepts of locus and control must be separated" (p. 6).

In the control dimension causes are categorized as

controllable or uncontrollable. Weiner prefers the term

control rather than intentionality because "intent connotes

a desire or want" (p. 6). The control dimension is linked
+o in+terversonal judgements: it "centers upon inferences
about others and how beliefs about another's responsibility

and failure influence an actor's reactions
t person" (p. 15). An attributional analysis of

1ping behavior shows that help is withheld when failure

seen as controllable. If the cause of an outcome is
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perceived to 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
influences sentiments such as liking and sympathy. "Surely
a teacher will not particularly like a student who does not
7» and failure perceived as due to a lack of effort does
not elicit sympathy" (p. 17). Choice is one behavior
influenced by the dimension of control.

Weiner identified three sources of affect in achieve-
ment situations. "First, there are emotions tied directly
to the outcome" (p. 14) regardless of the reasons for the
cutcome. General feelings like "good" or "bad" are initial

reactions. "Second . . . are more distinct emotions, such

as gratitude or hostility" (p. 14). "Third, the affects

O

“hat are associated with self-esteem, such as competence,

pride, and shame, are mediated by self-ascriptions" (p. 14).

Weiner suggests that the "central self-esteem emotions that

facilitate or impede subsequent achievement performance

are dimensionally linked" (p. 14) to an internal locus.
A++ributions are used to preserve the initial self-

These may be quite resistant to extinction because

t+hat minimize goal expectancy decrements after

nreward should retard extinction" (p. 11). If the initial
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Attribution theory may also be applicable to other
areas such as drug treatment of hyperactive children,
mastery, and learned helplessness, which are germane to
school settings, and farther afield to areas such as parole
decisions and loneliness.

Drug treatment appears to take responsibility for
hyperactive behavior away from the child which "minimizes
self-blame, low self-esteem, and negative evaluation from
others . . . . a beneficial and unanticipated side effect
of the treatment technique" (p. 19). However, if the cause
of their hyperactivity 1is perceived as stable with little
possibility of recovery there may be detrimental coOnsequences
such as interference with learning new coping behaviors.

Mastery-type behavior has been noted in young children
who prefer objects they can manipulate or control presumably
hecause the "self-attribution of outcome increases positive
osteem-related affects" (p. 19).

Weiner also described Seligman's work on learned help-
ness and quoted from the reformulated model (Abramson
et al., 1978). The literature oOn learned helplessness is

in another section of this chapter.
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Weiner concludes saying that "it appears that a general
theory of motivation is under development that has important

implications for the understanding of classroom thought and

behavior" (p. 3).

Studies with Children and Adults

McMahan (1973) studied the relationships between causal
attribution and expectancy of success with sixth grade, tenth
grade, and college students. No significant sex differences
were found. Measures of expectancy of success were given
before the anagrams task and following that task students
were asked to make attributions for their success or failure.
ch expectancy for success students attributed failure to
lack of effort and bad luck rather than lack of ability.

with low expectancy of success attributed failure to

+J
%
n
D

lack of ability. "Subjects were far more likely to say they
nad succeeded because the task was easy than to say they

i1 failed because the task was hard" (p. 111). McMahan
that when the dimension of stability is disen-
tangled from the dimension of locus of control, as it is in

swur-factor attributional analysis, the stability dimen-

ct
)
Hh
O
Hh

sion is *he more salient in achievement contexts" (p. 113).
varabenick and Heller (1976) used first, third, and

if+h grade children and college students to assess kncwledge'

3

(1)

+he relationship between ability and effort on outcomes.

)
+h
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Younger children understood that in a low ability-successful
cutcome condition great effort is needed. However "it was
not until fifth grade that ability attributions increased
when subjects were told that success was accomplished with

low effort" (p. 560). Thus it would seem that there is a

evelopmental aspect in that the ability-to-effort relation-

w)

hip occurs before the effort-to-ability relationship is
established.
Kun (1977) studied the "development of inverse compen-

ion between ability and effort" (p. 871) in elementary

w
f
ct
[

hocl and college students. "The stimuli were stories
concerning boys' performances on a set of seven puzzles"
‘. 863). The students were given information about his
level of ability, or his level of effort, and the outcome.
S+tudents were asked the level of the missing factor (effort
Results showed that young children believed
that a person had equal levels of ability and effort.
"Inverse compensation is unequivocally absent in the lower
slementary grades, and it appears in effort ascriptions
“etween 8 and 9 years of age" (p. 871).

Xun, Parsons, and Ruble (1974) have been very active
at+ribution researchers. The first article they
collaborated on described three studies investigating
the integration of ability and

"Jevelopmental changes in

v 4 IR =2

information to predict outcome"” (p. 721).
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Study 1 involved 6, 8, and 10-11 year old boys and girls

and college males. The students were given ability and

th

F 3 1 3
erfort data and asked to predict the outcome. Effort was

the cue more often used. 1In Study 2, first, third, and

h

fifth graders replicated the first study except that the

F

order of the cues given, effort and ability, was alternated.
In this manner it was found that the "greater effort effect
for the six-year-olds in Study 1 can be attributed to

rn

'recency (p. 727) but the order of presentation had no

influence for the older students. Study 3 involved kinder-
garten and second graders in a replication of Study 1. The
7 of the children used both effort and ability cues.
Kun, Parsons, and Ruble conclude "that effort is clearly
more important than ability in predicting achievement out-

comes for all developmental levels except the youngest"

p. 731-732).

tudies with Children

wn

Ruble, Parsons, and Ross (1976) examined "the develop-

ment in children of the information-attribution-affect link"

5. 991) in two studies. The first one involved 6, 8, and

10-11 vear olds; the second involved 4-5 and 7-9 year olds.

children's success/failure outcome had a strong
and consistent effect on their self-evaluations

and facial expressions. . . . The children
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perceived themselves as happier and m

_ nore able
?nd perceived the task as easier, when they ,
:hought tpey had succeeded than when they
thought they had failed. . . - Only ratings

Qf effort were not affected by the outcome
information. (p. 995)

Parsons and Ruble (1977) studied the development of

achievement-related expectancies in preschool and elementary

school children. Expectancies were measured before each

trial at a hidden objects puzzle. Older children were

increasingly less certain of success. Successful children

had higher expectancies than those who failed.

Andrews and Debus (1978) investigated "the differential

relation of persistence to attributions . . . on a behavioral

measure and two pencil-and-paper measures" (p. 157) of

grade boys and girls. They followed up with three
ment groups of boys, selected from Phase 1, "who least

ently attributed failure to lack of effort" (p. 158).

he first study persistence and resistance to extinction

ound to be positively related to the attribution of

(
(

ure +o insufficient effort. "Attribution of failure to

elements of ability and task difficulty were
negatively related to persistence" (p. 158) and resis-
+o extinction. In Phase 2 there was "a control group,

1 reinforcement group . . . and a token plus social

" (p. 158). The Dboys received individual



83

training to change to effort ascriptions for failure.
Results showed that both training groups "exhibited a
greater incidence of effort attribution for failure than
did control subjects" (p. 160). The same was true for
success. Both training groups scored significantly above
the control group in persistence and resistance to
extinction. There was no significant difference between
training methods.

The findings, therefore, give strong support

to the major tenet of the attribution model

of achievement motivation, that causal ascrip-

tions influence and perhaps even determine

subsequent achievement behaviors. (p. 163)
The success of the treatment in changing the boys' attribu-
ons for success and failure to effort is, as the authors
suggest, "extremely relevant to all aspects of remedial
teaching" (p. 165).

Covington and Beery (1976) used attribution theory in

ervations on self-worth and school learning. They

their obs
state that "the lack of successful experiences and the
scarcity Oof rewards in the classroom can lead some students

5 learn to expect failure. These students give up and

o trving to succeed" (p. 41). "In these cases, it appears
udents make situational attributions (e.g. luck)

successes they might have, and dispositional



84

attributions for their failures (e.gq. poor ability and low

self-worth)" (p. 71).

Schultz and Pomerantz (1976) used the IAR to identify
internal and external ninth grade boys for their study of
achievement needs, academic achievement, and ability-effort
attributions. They found a positive correlation between

locus of control and achievement motivation. Attribution of

(9]

1

“

0O

cess to effort was also strongly related to achievement
motivation. However Schultz and Pomerantz noted that "locus
O0f control did not distinguish high need achievers who pre-
fer achievement activities from those who do not" (p. 50).
Piers (1977) studied self-esteem, level of esteem
certainty and responsibility for success and failure in
xth and tenth grade students. The children's self-concept
d certainty scores on the Piers-Harris Children's Self-
Concept Scale, and their IAR scores were used in an analysis
¢ covariance. There was a strong positive relationship
hetween high esteem and I+ scores. Tenth graders also had
higher I+ scores. Significant interactions were found
ex and self-esteem with low self-esteem girls
jetting low I+ scores, and between self-esteem and certainty
th hiagh certainty-high esteem students scoring high on the
I- and the high certainty-low esteem students getting low I+

h certainty sixth graders got low I- scores.

Scora

0n

s

. Il 4
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Tenth graders and girls got high I- scores. Piers advised
attribution theory supporters to examine "self-esteem as a
motivating variable of some power, whose effects cannot be
fully accounted for under their present theory®™ (p. 303).

In a study of behavioral incongruity and perceived
intentions elementary school children were asked to explain
iiscrepant behavior as presented in ten situations (Whiteman,
Brook, & Gordon, 1977). The authors found that noncausal

responses ("Didn't want it") decreased with grade level while

motivational responses increased with age. The motivational
responses were divided into instrumental, psychological
ess, and interpersonal categories. The first two com-

ed significantly more often than the third.

0]
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There was a significant interaction between grade and
response type. In kindergarten and first grade instrumental
were given more often than psychological process
attributions. This was reversed by fifth and sixth grades.

Bar-Tal and Darom (1979) asked fifth and sixth grade

Israeli children "to list all the causes which could have
~ontributed to the received grade" (p. 265). Any cause
lis+ted by two or more children was categorized on two

stable-unstable and internal-external. A

analysis came up with the same dimensions. There

t
o)
)
(r
kv)
t

x ~ i g n
sas a sicnificant main effect for sex. Girls "tended to
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ttribut +1 i
attribute their outcome to Preparation . . . and home

conditions” (p. 265). Successful students gave the attri-
butions of ability (boys more than girls), easy material,
easy test, teacher's explanations, and home conditions
(girls more than boys). These causes were mainly external
and stable. "Failure was attributed to insufficient pre-
paration, low ability, lack of effort, difficulty of the
subject material, and the difficulty of the test" (p. 265),
or mainly internal causes.

Frieze and Snyder (1980) used taped recorded interviews
of first, third, and fifth grade students to see how the

m

children explained the causes of success and failure. The
achievement situations, involving a white boy, had two

ons (success and failure) and were presented with a
photograph illustrating that situation. Effort was most
often used to explain testing outcomes. Ability, with
effort second, was used to explain success and failure in
ar+. Children viewed football outcomes as uncontrollable.
or cause was effort, followed by ability. And "catch-
inqg frogs was characterized by a high use of external

and unintentional causes" (p. 191). "The

P
B
{

0]
M
n

high-ability children to explain success

were more internal than the causes they gave to explain

+his distinction was not observed in
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the responses of the low-ability children" (p. 192). There
were no significant sex differences.

Nicholls (1975) used fourth-grade boys and girls in
his study of causal attributions. Before the practice the
student was told how important the test was and how many

items children his age usually got right. The child's

8%}

- Yy a1 s - < . . . .
-tribution, expected number right the next time, minimal

crF

andard, anxiety, and positive affect responses were
recorded before and after the test. The children, girls
more than boys, attributed failure at the practice items

to low ability more than they attributed success to high
ability. "There was no main effect of test outcome on
ability attributions" (p. 383). Attributions to ability
were more often given when feedback was consistent. Success
>n both the practice and the test was more often attributed
+5 effort than failure was to lack of effort. Expectancies
were significantly influenced by feedback.

,asure with success 1s greater when success
iotermined internally (ability) and less
determined externally (difficulty). . . .
hution of practice success to effort is
ted with greater anxiety about and
ositive anticipation of the forth-

tes

t. (p. 387)
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s (1976) extended those findings giving college

-udents a guestionnaire. " He found that "affective
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perceptions of effort and ability depend o©n

=
M



88

the questicns e "
- questions asked" (p. 309). It was discovered that when

the tasxX 1s related to some long term goal the students
{ high ability to high effort. "When asked what

Or- Of perscn they would prefer to be, students . . . were

[
0

holls (1978a) then investigated ethnic differences
in causal attributions. "In this study, Maori and Pakeha
wew Zealand children made causal attributions for and pre-
ilcted teacher evaluative reactions to performance of
children in films" (p. 687). He found that the oldest
children were able to separate effort from outcome and

while ethnic differences were evident in the 7-year-olds

here were no significant differences by age 13.

The age increases in ethnic similarity of
attributions and expected evaluations imply
that school experience produces similar
percentions of the causes and evaluative
consequences of academic performance. (p. 688)

iicholls (1978b) studied the developmental changes in

1 a++ributions and achievement motivation in children

~ausal a
aged 53 £o 13. "The prime focus of this study was on the
ievelopment of causal schemes for effort and ability"

5. 801). The children's responses were analyzed and they

ne of four levels of reasoning. Those

e lowest level could not distinguish effort, ability
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or outcome from each other. That skill developed gradually.

It was found that "only at level 4 is ability clearly
ifferentiated from effort and ability and effort seen as
interdependent causes of outcomes" (p. 805). Also "there
was a significant sex difference in levels of reasoning

about ability and effort . . . with girls being less

5]

epresented at the highest level" (p. 805). Another find-
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"at all levels children indicated that success

iue to high effort and low ability would be highly fewarded

Still in e Zealand, Nicholls (1979) used 6, 8, 10,
‘ear 0lds in this study of attainment and causal

ns 1in reading. The developmental relationships
were again observed. Positive correlations between per-

ceptions of reading attainment, grades and attribution of

success to ability increased with age from nonsignificant
at 6 years to highly significant at 12 years. There was a

significant negative correlation between perception of
the attribution of success to luck at the

vear old level, for both boys and girls. Girls were

o
ro

than boys by teachers and they rated themselves
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Licher than bovs rated themselves. But "girls were more
+0 at+ribute failure to poor ability than were

Nicholls suggested that "academic
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achlevement behavior should become more closely correlated

o

with attalnment with age" (p. 97). This lead to the con-
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flat "inequality of academic motivation on the
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part of high and low achievers appears an inevitable conse-
Juence of accurate perception of attainment and logical
reasoning about the causes of success and failure" (P 98) .

Ames, Ames, and Garrison (1977) investigated fourth,

Hh

3

Hh

cr

o}
-

and sixth grade children's causal ascriptions for
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personal outcomes. The students were divided into

ch and low social status and asked to fill out a

[

uestionnaire in which there were "three response choices,
representing internal, external and mutual causes" (p. 598).
111ldren of high social status gave internal ascriptions to
tcomes and external ascriptions to negative out-
comes significantly more often than did low social status
"Children who hold a less positive view of their
social competence appear not to employ such a self-
enhancement strategy for positive events and engage in

clf-derogation for negative ones" (p. 600).

fFfoact on fifth grade boys' achievement attributions
sere studied@ by Ames, Ames, and Felker (1977). After the
cach boy was asked to attribute the outcome

i+ effort, task difficulty, or luck for both
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himself and then for the Other boy. Results showed that

competitive settings increased the a

tO0 accentuate the negativism in self-attributions and
affective feelings" (p. 6). “"Repeated experiences of this
nature could conceivably contribute to a low-achievement-
motive syndrome or to a 'learned helplessness'" (p. 7).
Carole Ames (1978) extended this work with fifth grade
2oys and girls, divided into high self-concept and low self-
concept groups. "The children were tested in like-sex
(p. 347). As reported previously (Ames, et al.,
self-concept children, like high social status
children, attributed success internally to ability and
failure externally. Low self-concept children reacted to
failure with self-criticism. Ames notes "the absence of
any positive reaction to successful outcomes may reflect a
i stance by those children to modify their negative self-
appraisal" ( 353) . "T+ is rather clear from the data

rranging success experiences Or removing some

t
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ve consequences of failure (as in the noncompetitive
~onditions) is not sufficient for enhancing self-esteem in
the low self-concept child" (p. 354).

mes and Felker (1979) compared the "effects of inter-

1 ~ompetition with interpersonal cooperation,
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W N
lncluding both successful ang unsuccessful cooperative

Jroups, on children's achievement-based cognitions" (p. 414).
irst through fifth grade boys and girls were tested
individually. After one story was presented they were asked
tCc evaluate it. The grade or sex variables were not found

gnificant. Results of the study demonstrated clearly that

(
=¥

competition accentuates the value placed on achievement
Dutcomes (p. 418). Ames and Felker also found that "compe-

tion seemed to accentuate perceptions of individual

{
(=8
(

fferences, whereas cooperation tended to minimize these
differences" (p. 419). If the cooperative group was success-
cul a low performer was less critically evaluated. However

In an unsuccessful cooperative group the low performers

3

Whalen and Henker (1276) reviewed the literature deal-
ing with hyperactivity and achievement noting that "the
results to date are intriguing but inconclusive" (p. 1120).
authors proposed that investigating the "sociocognitive
s developed by the child and others involved. . . .
is an alternate strategy for studying, understanding,
icting the results of stimulant drug therapy"
walen and Henker stated four hypotheses. First

they suggest that parents and hyperactive children find
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al attributions adaptive. Second, the stimulant

= yimy 28 Sy N+ Y n+ : .
-reatment augments the external attributions. Third, these

(9]
>
o
[
Q
a

external attributions about problem solutions
3r" counterproductive and interfere with effec-

tive coping and long-term maintenance of behavior
f“ahqb. More specifically, attributing success
to the drug may attenuate achievement effort,

partlcglar1y once drug treatment is terminated.
(P 1125

final hypothesis "is that stimulant treatment facili-
external attributions about problem solutions. . . .

°>n are not personally responsible for their

failures, but neither are they credited with their successes"
p. 1124). Whalen and Henker conclude that "successful medi-
cation respcnses have powerful attributional consequences”

, Whalen, and Henker (1977) studied the

cacy of training programs with 36 hyperactive boys, 7

years ocld. Half were on psychostimulant medication.
patment involved social reinforcement, or an external

ach, and the other was internal using self-controlling

speech. “aAll tutoring tcok place within the regular class-

set+ina" (p. 877). Two performance measures and an

attribution (effort, teacher bias, and luck) measure were

nesults showed that nonmedicated children tended to
fewor errors on the Porteus Mazes after the self-

+yeatment, and medicated children made significantly
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O £ i i
Ors arter the social reinforcement treatment.

n the chilad’ £
@'s degree of personal responsibility was

~hed + t1

ched toO treatment the authors found that "children who
i e s . .

e relatively high attributions to external causes were

Y F 5 + 1 3
nificantly more responsive to the reinforcement inter-

vention than to the self-control procedures" (p. 881).

0

(t

ey advised that "individuals who hold high expectations

personal-control capability may benefit most from inter-—

tions which provide objectively presented information
enhance problem solving skills" (p. 881).
Summary

Internal-external locus of control thus becomes two

ensions internal-external and controllable-uncontrcllable

hin the attribution theory model (Weiner, 1979).

igman's "learned helplessness" dimensions in the reformu-

ed model (Abramson et al., 1978) are nearly a perfect fit

SO. The attributional dimensions internal-external and

table are identical to those in the attribution
However the global-specific dimension in
rned helplessness appears to be a further division of the
able half of Weiner's controllability dimension,

ies to helplessness and depression.
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e attributions for failure would be
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,;'}. 1+ rq 5
ability (internal, stable), mood (internal, unstable) ,

difficulty (ext
Y (external, stable), and luck (external,

+ah \ . .
stable). Specific uncontrollable attributions for failure

n

t
(

}—

=

ontrollable. “lood

+ 1 1At avs 71 s s I
- be 10w ability in one subject, the cold I have made

O
o2
o]
&)
}. -

=
@)
&

that test, they give hard tests in this

"

ject, and it was my bad luck +to get the blurred copy.

er (1979) acknowledged that "other dimensions are likely
merge with further analysis. . . . Intention may be one
(p. 7). However, at this time, the
cn of intentionality also seems to be a subdivision
he controllability dimension.

Therefore Veiner's theory of motivation, while still
ving, seems to have practical applications for the

sroom A child's typical effort (diligence or laziness)
i1 be internal, stable, and controllable. The child's
fort (trying or not trying) would be internal,

able ~ontrollable. An attribution to teacher bias (for

+) would be external, stable, and controllable,

{
'
1]

le unusual help (or hindrance) from others would be

unstable, and controllable. The child's per-

ity ‘high or low) would be internal, stable, and
attributions would be internal,

nd uncontrollable. Task difficulty (easy or

t+able, and uncontrollable. And
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The attribution "I'm dumb" is the worst one a child
can maxe. It causes the greatest loss of self-esteem. Low
ability is an internal, stable, uncontrollable attribute.
The stability dimension predicts future outcomes. Failure

results from stability. The stability dimension is linked

t
)
®
U

pectancy. Research indicates a causal relationship

between learned helplessness and the expectation of bad

Yet the literature also demonstrates that these causal
attributions are learned. Therefore students who make

ive attributions can be taught to make attributions

=
(o]
2
w

'O
t
}4

‘micn will facilitate rather than hinder their academic

arch conducted in the schools can consoli-

- -~ o~ T —~
Drogress. If resce

\

ne, and extend the laboratory evidence, attribution
may become a useful tool which teachers may use to

accelerate the progress of their seemingly non-motivated



CHAPTER TIII

METHOD

0f the school year. The sample consisted of 95 non-
pped and learning disabled fourth grade boys and

7irls from three school districts in the Dallas/Ft. Worth

(

metroplex area of North Texas. Letters from school district
personnel authorizing this study are reproduced in Appendix
wuthorization from the TWU Human Research Review
Committee 1is in Appendix F. The boys and girls who

returned parent consent forms, and who themselves consented
tC participate, comprised the research population.

Children with learning disabilities (LD) were defined
se children so identified by an Admissions, Review,
and Dismissal (ARD) Committee and who were receiving special

on services in a resource room less than 50% of the

school dav. lon-handicapped (NH) children were defined as
111 +hose children who were not identified as being handi-
capped in any way.

he children in the fourth grade classes of the schools
which participated in this study were asked to take a two

nage letter home *o their parents. The first page described

97
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+1 . 3
-he study and gave phone numbers where more information

~esta 1 3 : TR
could be obtained. The second page was the consent form

i h i,ﬂ' " o A .
nicn was to be returned to the school if they wished their

)
(=N

-+ 9 3
O participate. These letters and consent forms are

also reproduced in Appendix D and follow the respective

letter of authorization from each of the participating
school districts. Because the return rate was generally
poor f(ranging from 10 to 13 percent), the researcher was
allowed to speak to each of the three fourth grade classes
in one of the schools prior to the handing out of the

letters to take home. This effort did seem to make a

significant difference since nearly one-fourth of those
studients volunteered.

"ithin the total of 95 fourth grade children there were

13 boys and 47 girls. There were 62 non-handicapped children
27 i boys and 35 NH girls) and 33 learning disabled

-

(21 LD boys and 12 LD girls). Incidence figures

cniiqaren A Y

for learning disabilities vary greatly, depending upon the

~ritarion used. Xirk and Gallagher (1979) report that "the
e -uess at this time is that learning disabled children

~ons+itu+e 1 to 3 percent of the school age population”

5. 294). The incidence of LD children by gender has been

‘sind to be a ratio of four boys to one girl (Kirk &

T,erner, 1976). Though the effort to

2
-
5

»

~
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cbtain val } S NE ;
equal numbers of NH and LD children was unsuccessful,

the numbe £ LD t i
-he number of LD boys and LD girls who participated in the

Study exceeds the expected proportions. All told, more than

100 children volunteered to participate and 95 fit the
stated limitations of the study.
Limitations of the Study
For the purpose of this study, the following limita-
tions were assumed:
. The study was limited to one geographic area.
2. The sample was restricted to Caucasian children.
3. The sample was restricted to children whose native
language is English.
4. The socio-economic background of the students was
outside the scope of this study.
Instrumentation
Two questionnaires were individually administered to
ecack child. One specifically measured internal locus of
~ontrol in academic situations: The Intellectual Achieve-
on+ Responsibility Questionnaire (IAR). The other identi-
fied the child's attributions for academic successes and
failures: The Bonnington-Jolly Attribution Scale for
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Intellectual Achievement Responsibility

o g o4 e,
Questionnaire (IAR)

Because locus of control is g7 very broad concept,

randall, Ratkovsky, and Crandall (1965) created an instru-—

ment which covers the limited school behaviors of children

~+

parents, and teachers. It is a 34 item forced-choice
questionnaire. Here is an example:
"hen you find it easy to work arithmetic

th problems at school, is it usually
because the teacher gave you especially easy
ble

H
3
o

H .

oblems, or b. because you studied your book
ell before you tried them? (p. 97)

OO

Seventeen of the items have success oOr positive stems. The
>ther 17 have failure oOr negative stems. In the normative

sample the I+ versus I- correlation coefficient for fourth

srade was .11 raising "the possibility that self-

for successes and failures may be learned

=
)
N
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O
b}
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J
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and the young child may assume more responsi-

Vv
\
A1)
a
D
 ;
D
}—J
~

+ve one than for the other" (p. 102). The means,

=
-
b
t
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~

s+andard deviations, and ranges of the IAR scores for the

normative sample are reproduced in Appendix A.

A+ +he fourth agrade level there were no significant

in IAR scores. Approximately 45% (47 of

sex differences
1037 of *he normative group in grades 3, 4, and 5 were
03 f +he normac = E
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retested ft 2 1
s atter 2 months. Test retest correlations were
.06 for Total I, .66 for T+ and .74 for I-

scores. These

O
=
L3,
0]
'._J
o1}

tions were all significant at the -001 level (p. 100).
Grades 3, 4, and 5 were grouped for the correlations

petween IQ and social status. The IAR scores related only

oderately to IQ as measured by the Lorge-Thorndike (r:

.26, I+ .22 & I- .14). Only the I+ scores (r = .17)

correlated significantly with social class.

Achievement test scores and report card grade averages

0]

ted positively and significantly with the Total I

scores oOf crades 3, 4, and 5. However there were some sex

iifferences between the subscales. I+ scores for girls in
~rades 3 and 4 were highly related to achievement and

le fifth grade boys' achievement and grades

related highlyv to I- scores (p. 107). "The scale, then,
nredicts differently for the two sexes at different age
;\ n] e D “)081.

“tacDonald (1973) and Phares (1976) cite the IAR as a

‘acuonald

cvomsumntly used scale and the instrument of choice with

]
W
(
b

-hich 0 measure children's locus of control in school

The IAR is reproduced in its entirety in
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Bornington-Jolly Attribution Scale

or Children (ASC)

The Bonnington-Jolly Attribution Scale for Children
ASC) 1is a 30 item questionnaire which attempts to include
the three dimensions (internal-external, controllable-
uncontrollable, stable-unstable) found in Weiner's (1979)
attribution theory. Each stem (15 failure and 15 success)
s followed by the eight possible responses. The child was
asked to pick the most important cause of that particular
outcome. All the outcomes are unspecified academic
s. There is one form for girls with girls'

mes and pronouns and one form for boys with boys' names

and pronouns. Here is an example:
Ann/Jim) got a good grade on (his/her)
report card. Why?
1 . (Ann/Jim) likes that subject.
2. (Ann/Jim) is the teacher's pet.
E (Ann/Jim) is smart.
4. That subject is easy for (Ann/Jim) .
5 (Ann/Jim) tried harder this time.
6. The whole class got good grades.
1= 'His/Her ) mom helped.
8 (Ann/Jim) felt good.

o

ftor +he first pilot study t+he ASC was revised and a

nd oilot study was conducted. The need for a printed

D
Q)

v of the ASC for the student to look at was verified.
1eveloped in an attempt toO fill the unmet

which would not confound attributional

1
D
D
+t
O
=
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3
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validity of Weiner's 1979 model of an attributional theory
of motivation, and an examination of its relevance to
children's motivation(s) in school situations. The results
of the research with the IAR are conflicting and thus
difficult to apply to classroom behaviors. This suggests
that the single dimension of internal-external does not
discriminate sufficiently to isolate precise behaviors or
beliefs so that non-adaptive (i.e. failure) behaviors might
be remediated. The research behind the attribution theory
model suggests that this theory of motivation may indeed
lead to a practical way of defining motivation variables.
Once the variables which appear most directly related to

mic success and failure are identified in many children,

Y
L
(]
3

the case may be made for remedial teaching of attributions
which lead to successful outcomes to those students who

to fail. The ASC questionnaire is reproduced in its

Procedures

Tes+ting was conducted at the convenience of the school

33
- -

- and parents. All names were coded, and

icts, students,

=

individual was identified by name in the final

no [ee
A =

ol o

H

0

ch
cl

ing of the data. Testing was conducted in an area

-

]
t

o

ole}

jesignated by the school principal. Test days were



scheduled so as not to compete

or holiday period

104

with other school activities

S in order that students would have the

maximum opportunity to attend.

were

OJ

(

e

-

+f1é primary researcher was assisted by three women who

train

ul

ed Dy her to administer the two questionnaires.
were Texas Woman's University students. Two were

ates and the third was a graduate student. Each

icted individually in the administration of the

onnaires, the order of administration, the coding
e forms, and the manner in which to record

The explanation of the proceedings to the child

'n out and followed by each examiner. The explana-

or introductions are included with the question-

ices. Any further questions asked by

t
V_l
D
9]
O
g
{
J
Q
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were answered. Each questionnaire was completed

ting, however on some occasions it was necessary

break between the gquestionnaires because of lunch

tudent was presented with a copy of the IAR. The
were typed on white paper in pica type (just as

n Appendix B) and placed in a spiral bound

The ASC was typed with an IBM Orator type element,

large capital letter style. One question was

L inch by 8% inch page. The pages were
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T ¢ in +ed 3 3
-aminated and spiral bound. The ASC was color coded:

yellow for girls a ! £ i i
y y and blue for boys. Both questionnaires

were recorded on cassette tapes so that every student would

nea the sam i 4
fear the same tone, inflection, stress, phrasing, etc.

The T
i 3

R 0O
IO ®,

"
>
e

lestionnaire took 6 minutes 6 seconds if there were
no additional pauses between questions. The ASC for girls
was 13 minutes 12 seconds long. The ASC for boys was 13
minutes 10 seconds long. Total test times varied according
20 how quickly the student responded. Most administrations

took about 25 minutes, including the introductory explana-

~
©
3
ol
=
n

The researcher obtained the 5th period report card
irades for every student who participated in the study.
ng practices varied from district to district, from
school to schocol, and from teacher to teacher. No attempt
was made to weicht grades according to whether or not the
working on grade level, since the emphasis was
+the child performed at his own level academically.
Th hools involved gave either letter grades (A, B, C, D,

(strong, satisfactory, needs

@

)

)
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D
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D

it
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4!

actory). Table 1 illustrates the

L)

= -
mprovement, unsatils

-signing a decimal egquivalent for those grades

y +hat each child's grade point average could be computed
for use in the statistical analyses.
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Report Card Grades with Their Decimal Equivalents

Word (s)

Decimal
Equivalents

w

Strong

Satisfactory +

Satisfactory

satisfagtorty =

Needs Improvement

Unsatisfactory

4.00
3.66

3 e k3




CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

, - .
ne purpose of this study was to determine the rela-

+3iAnchi 1 - s .
-ionsnhlp between attributional styles and academic success
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lure of non-handicapped and learning disabled fourth
boys and girls. It was hoped to identify the motiva-

fu
=
b
U
o

les most directly associated with report card

5

In order to look for possible combinations of

actors which might discriminate between successful students
nd unsuccessful students, multivariate methods of statis-
ical analysis were used with alpha = .05.
hen people have been classified into two nominal
ategories and other tests have been given them that appear
~» discriminate between the two groups, Morrison (1976)
~es not think it proper to use univariate t statistics to
3+ mean differences. Using the WAIS as an example, he
i3 "we must have protection against the éffects of
sitive correlations among the subtests as well as the
sndency for individual differences to be significant merely
chance as more responses are included" (p. 139).
another reason why multivariate methods are preferred
S iven bv Afifi and Azen (1979). They stated

107
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Fr i
fiS:Olically{ statistical analysis of more
-1an one variable considered each variable
separately. This Procedure was limited
since Qverall inference statements coulé not
be easily made from the individual inference
statements. Multivariate techniques mage

;ucnaggerall inference statements possible
(p. 280) o

Since the purpose of this study was to identify motiva-

rinnal AT e ol s . ..
ticdnal varilables which would discriminate between successful

n
t
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uccessful students, it was felt that a
method which could look at many variables, rather than one
able, at a time would be more productive. When the
classification to nominal groups is desired, the linear
‘1scriminant function index may be used. Morrison advised

her than test the usual hypothesis of

L
c ot

egual mean vectors we wish to construct a

linear compound or index for summarizing

observations from the groups on a one-

dimensional scale that discriminates between

the populations by some measure oOf maximal

separation. (p. 231)

Therefore it was decided to analyze the data using a
two-way analysis of variance to test the first hypothesis
and to use both a direct discriminant analysis and a step-

ise discriminant analysis to test the second and third

An inferential method was used to evaluate the fourth
\wpothesis since it proved impossible to rank the data as
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The null hypotheses for this study were:

Ho

-
!

no

There will be no significant differences between
the mean grade point averages (GPAs) of children
whether they are non-handicapped or learning
disabled, boys or girls.
On the IAR there will be no significant differ-
ences 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.
Using a direct method of discriminant analy-
sis the IAR will have no linear discriminat-
ing 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 pre-
dictor variable in conjunction with the

IA

N .

*

stepwise method of discriminant

W
0
bJ
3
n
W]

lvsis the IAR will have no linear

iiscriminating ability to differentiate

etween successful students and unsuccessful
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. Sex will not be a significant predictor

variable in conjunction with the IAR.
2. Condition will not be & significant
predictor wvariable in conjunction with

the IAR.

the ASC there will be no significant differ-

ences between the responses made by successful

n

n
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tudents and the responses made by unsuccessful

nt

whether they are non-handicapped or

0}

disabled, boys or girls.

Using a direct method of discriminant

analysis the ASC will have no linear dis-

criminating ability to differentiate between

97]
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riable in conjunction with the ASC.

\V4
V

V]

Condition will not be a significant

o

rccessful students and unsuccessful students.

2z will not be a significant predictor

w

predictor variable in conjunction with

r a stepwise method of discriminant

analvsis the ASC will have no linear dis-

~11
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<

- Sex will not be a significant predictor

variable in conjunction with the ASC.

(8]

- Condition wil] not be a significant

Predictor variable in conjunction with

the ASC.

O

>

There will be no interaction between the way
responses made by successful Students, versus
those made by unsuccessful students, appear
within the three dimensions of the ASC, thus the
significant predictor variables will be situa-
ticnally located the same, Or as reflections,

in both parts of each ASC dimension.

~y

\nalvsis of the GPAs

A two-way analysis of variance was used to test the

first hypothesis that the group mean GPAs would be equal.
The cell and marginal mean GPAs are given in Table 2.
Table 2

Table of Cell and Marginal Mean GPAs

NH LD
Bc 2.89 (n=27) 2.25 (n=21) 2.61
5irl 2.89 (n=35) 2.48 (n=12) 2.78
2.33 2.70

N
(e6)
Ve
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As can be seen in Ta} £ i
) ble 3, the analysis of variance summary

table of grou 3
-avie OL group mean GPAs, the means of the NH children and

the LD children were significantly different, F(1,94) =

-9 4
39, p<-.001. Boys' GPAs were not significantly
ifferent from girls' cPas. Therefore the null of no

gniricant differences between the mean GPAs of boys and

girls was not rejected. The null hypothesis that there

would be no significan

]
Tt

differences between the mean GPAs

{

non-handicapped and learning disabled children was

Table 3
Analvsis of Variance of Grade Pqint
Average Scores

Source af SS MS F Ratio P
o% (A 1 .128 .128 227 635
condition (B) 1 6.054 6.054 10. 739 .001
A B 1 .263 .263 .466 .496
Srror 91 51.229 .564

tal 94 58.323 621




Analysis of the IAR

Discriminant analysis methods were used

11

to test the

second hypothesis. The direct method allows the entering
11 + y Y - . .
0Z all the variables (sex, condition, I+ and I- scores)
into the analysis at one time. The children were dichoto-
mized into a successful student group (GPA = 2.0) and an
unsuccessful student group (GPA < 2.0). IAR group means
and standard deviations are given in Table 4.
Table 4
Criterion Group Means and Standard
Deviations on the IAR
IAR I+ IAR I-
sroup Mean SD Mean SD
Successful
Students 13.58 2:02 11.29 2.26
successful
udents 12.00 2.53 11.00 2.88
In orfer to determine if the predictor variables (sex,
~ondition, I+ and I- scores) could discriminate Dbetween the
~ri*erion aroups (successful students—--unsuccessful students)
i1 Lambda -statistic) was used.
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Table 5
Wilks lambda andg Univariate F Ratios for

the IAR Predictor Vvariables

Wilks
Variable lambda F (ar=1/33} i
sex » 99735 .25 .6200
condition .95865 4.01 .0481
IAR I+ .92540 7.50 .0074
IAR I- «99785 .20 5551

IAR I+ reached significance but IAR I- did not. Testing

the hypothesis that sex would not be a significant predictor,
the non significant result indicated that HO2A(1) should not
ted. Examining the null HOZA(Z)’ the significant
results obtained for condition F(1,93) = 4.01, p < .05,

indicated this hypothesis should be rejected. Knowledge of

.........

iid Aiscriminate between criterion groups. Sex did not.

The direct discriminant analysis was performed. The
canonical discriminant function failed to reach significance,
chi-sguare(4) = 8.7670, p = .0672. Thus the null hypothesis
that using a direct method the IAR would have no linear

iiscriminating ability to differentiate between the criterion

O

aroups could not be rejected.
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coetficients showed that IAR I+ (-.85391) and condition
(.38422) had coefficients with the largest absolute value.
Pooled within—groups correlations between canonical dis-
criminant functions and discriminating variables were
similar. IAR I+ (=.89281) and condition (.65304) had the
largest correlation coefficients. Sex (-.16222) and IAR I-
(-.14612) were not very strong correlations.

1

The Box's M test failed to reach significance indicat-

ing no significant difference in the group covar iance

o

rices

ma ces.

Using the discriminant function coefficient to predict
group membership, 71.58 percent of the students were
correctly classified.

Testing part B of the second hypothesis, a discriminant
analysis using the stepwise method was performed next. A
summary of the stepwise analysis is given in Table 6.

Table 6
Stepwise Discriminant Analysis of IAR
vVariables
Wilks Equivalent
Step Entered In lambda i af p
1 TAR I+ 1 925399 7+50 1,93 .0074
g rondi+ion 2 911053 4.49 2,92 .0138

willad L4
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Sex and the IAR

I1- variables did not enter the analysis.
Since sex agaln did not reach significance, hypothesis

#0,5 , Was not rejected. Sex was not a significant pre-

Since condition did enter into the stepwise analysis,

it was significant. Classification function coefficients

t
(@)
=

condition, IAR I+ and the constant, were then used to

compute the canonical discriminant function used in the

<
D
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ning analysis. This function (Wilks lambda = .9110533,

o
jor}

re = 3.5402, df = 2) was significant at the .0138
level. Thus the hypothesis HOZB(Z)’ that condition would

not be a significant predictor variable in conjunction with

(0]

cted. The null hypothesis (HOzB) that

LAR, Was rej

c+onwise method the IAR would have no linear

liscriminating ability to differentiate between the

(9]

riterion groups, was also rejected.

st of equality of group covariance matrices

(09]
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M
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demonstrating that ‘the variability

4
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)
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r

~~ouns was within normnal limits.

¢t
e
S

I+ score plus the knowledge of whether
non-handicapped or learning disabled (i.e.
1 discriminant function) students would be

ed into the twoO criterion groups 69.47

A

e)
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ne third null hypothesis was then tested in the same

Analysis of the ASC

way ,'-h ;“.R We e . . 5 . .
1ay the I vas tested. First, a direct discriminant

analwves i f + - o "
analysils of the ASC was performed. The criterion groups

were
a 2.0
reat
are a

fined by GPAs. Unsuccessful students had less than

GPA. The GPA of successful students was 2.0 or

. The ASC criterion means and standard deviations

ven in Appendix D. The predictor variables were sex,

condition, and all 16 ASC scores. Representative attribu-

-

Sqle QU 91

w

Ji
[N

WA

T ¢

-

or the ASC categories are given in Table 7.
1 the variables, except ASCS-8 (good luck) which

tolerance test, were entered into the direct

(r
=
v

The canonical discriminant function failed to

nce (Wilks lambda = .7485612, chi-square =

V-
)
o

p-
+

df = 17, p = .1072). Therefore null hypothesis

> Box test of equal group covariances could not be

A1 because there were too few cases in the unsuccess-

lent aroup (n = 16). Using the discriminant function
ion+ +o predict criterion group membership, 80 per-

5 were correctly classified.

+he +udents
_+ina Ho.., a discriminant analysis using the step-
2D
chmA -sas performed next. A summary of the stepwise



Table 7

Representative Attributions for

Failure by ASC Category

~cess and

7

ASC Category

Representative

Attributions

Success (ASCS)

Failure (ASCF)

Typical effort

Immediate effort

Ability

Mood

Teacher bias

Unusual help

Task difficulty

Luck

always worked hard
interested
(diligent)

tried

paid attention
listened

smart
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

never works
not interested
(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

i

8l
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analysis 1is v i .
Y given in Table 8. Five variables contributed

signifi £ i : P .
G icantly to the discrimination between the criterion

Jroups, three from the success half of the ASC and two

1

rom the failure half. The top two, ASCS-5 and ASCF-5,

represented t« bi i
epresented teacher bias for and teacher bias against.

Table 8

Stepwise Discriminant Analysis of ASC

vVariables

Wilks Equivalent
Step Entered In lambda P arf P
1 ASC S=5 1 .895254 10.88 1, 93 .0014
2 ASC F=5 2 .859864 7 .50 2, 92 .0010
3 SC 5-6 3 .827140 6.34 3, 91 .0006
p ASC F=1 ! .800334 5.61 4, 90 .0004
5 ASC S-2 5 .786203 4.84 5. 89 .0006

attribution of unusual help (ASCS-6) was third. Not

nterested or lazy (ASCF=-1) came next and the last signifi-

.ant variable was tried (ASCS-2). Since neither sex nor
~ondition reached significance, the null hypotheses HO3B(1)
an 5 mav not be rejected. On the ASC, sex and condition

int prediction variables.
discriminant function (incorporating the

were significant predictors) had a Wilks
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<

1

97}

7ode = 7862031, chi-square = 21.769, af = 5, p = .006.

T

Therefore H + + .
e or 038’ that the AscC would have no linear discrimi-

¥ + 9
nactin

0

ability to discriminate between the criterion groups
was rejected. Using the canonical discriminant function,
80 percent of the students were correctly classified.
Compared to the IAR stepwise analysis, the ASC was a 10
rcent better discriminator.

The fourth hypothesis, concerning the three dimensions
of the ASC, was examined by identifying the dimensions in

wnich the significant predictor variables were located.

“he ASC categories and dimensions are listed in Table 9.
Pepresentative attributions for those ASC categories may be

F 1 in Table 7.
Table 9
Listing of ASC Categories by Dimension

n Categories (ASCS/F)

Internal 1 2 3 4
re—— 5 6 7 8
Stable 1 3 5 G

2 4 6 3
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The signifi i i
1€ Slgnificant predictor variables were ASCS-5

LER0NCY 0148 TOr), ASCF=5 (fescher hlua against), ASCS-6

unusual

e

nelp from others), ASCF-1 (typical effort--lazy)

T : :
ASCS-2 (immediate effort=-tried). Category 5 was

Nificant irn hA+e? : :
nilzicant 1n both success and failure situations. This

category 1s stable, external andg controllable. Category 6 is

external, unstable and controllable. Category 1 is internal,

» and controllable. Category 2 is internal, unstable,
controllable. Table 10 shows the location of the pre-

COor variables. On the stable-unstable dimension, 3 were

table and 2 were unstable. On the internal-external
imension 2 were internal and 3 were external. On the
controllable-uncontrollable dimension all 5 were controllable.
Table 10
Locaticn of the Significant ASC Predictor
Variables Within ASC Dimensions
Predictor Variables
imension Failure (ASCF) Success (ASCS)
Internal 1 2
rernal 5 5,6
fable 1,5 5
okl none 2,6
trollabl 1+5 2:+5 56
none none
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1

The differing patterns illustrated in Table 10 show
that there is interaction among the cells. 1In this study,
an unsuccessful student would be very likely to choose
external controllable and/or unstable controllable attribu-
tions for success and stable controllable attributions for
failure. The significant predictor variables were not

located the same or as reflections in both parts of each

ASC dimension. Therefore Ho4 was rejected.



CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

Attribution theory, as examined in this study, shows
promise even though the ASC itself did not obtain statisti-
cally significant results in the direct analysis. Never-
theless, the ASC captured more information than the IAR and
this study may be the first step in the development of an

instrument which can measure motivation more precisely.

Sex as a Predictor Variable

One result was that there were no significant sex
ifferences on either questionnaire, the IAR or ASC, or in
rrade point averages. The literature on the IAR concerning

»o+th locus of control and attribution theory, and on

condition as a Predictor Variable

On arade point averages there was a significant differ-

hotween non-handicapped and learning disabled students,

ence

but non-handicapped and learning disabled students did not
{ffor enouah in their responses on the IAR toO eliminate the
sed for the additional information about the child's

123
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condition [(MNH i .
i ' Or LD) in order to predict academic success

or failure. The entry of the condition variable into the
stepwise discriminant analysis is a test of the hypothesis
for condition which may be stated "given that IAR I+ is in
the discriminant function, condition is not significant."”
Rejection of this hypothesis means that the IAR I+ score
did not capture all the information about LD students.

The IAR I+ variable was not independent of the condition
variable however, since the F value for condition dropped
from 4.01 to 1.45 after IAR I+ entered the discriminant
function. FEven so, it appears that two different discrimi-
nant functions are needed, one for NH children and one for
children. The discriminant function given for this

sample was: Success/Failure (S/F) Group = .78121 (IAR I+)

-.43651 (condition, i.e. successful students = 0 and
unsuccessful students = 1). Therefore the discriminant
function for !!H children is: S/F Group = .78121 (IAR I+),

LD children it is: S/F Group = .78121 (IAR I+)

9%
1
L

-

)
~

4 and LD children simply do not make IAR

ferent enough to eliminate the need for the

s

capping condition when it is available.

information on hand

+he ASC captures the condition of the



order to predict

discriminant analysis,

123

<

academic success Oor failure. 1In the

the five AScC scores entered the

discriminant function first because they were "better"

single predictors of success or failure than condition.

Once

3
that

they were entered, no further variables were found

could significantly contribute to the discrimination

between S/F groups. Since no further information would be

)
it
e §
W
0"
+

3
n
it
]

3
M

p)
t

by entering the condition variable, it means that

students and the LD students scored significantly

fferently on the ASC so the LD condition information was

red by the ASC. This also means that two different

iminant functions are not needed in order to classify

nd LD children as successful or unsuccessful students.

The Predictor Variable on the IAR

The IAR I+ score was the significant predictor variable
The more responsibility a child took
ccesses, the more likely the child was to be

ent--unless that child was also learning

n

s
pd
N

(t
o
@ V]

L

\R I- means and standard deviations were

A

o
-
)
H

whether the child was academically successful

431 (see Table 4), or whether the child was non-

SD = 2.13) or learning disabled
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(mean = 11. D = ;
= ¥s 2B 2-78). 1I- scores, taking responsibility

for failure, did not discriminate in this sample.

bl £findi x "

These findings extend previous research conducted by
Chapman and Boersma (1979) with third through sixth grade

students and Hill (1980) with third and sixth grade students.

They too found that there were no significant differences

o)
)
(t

tween LD students and their non-LD classmates on the I-

scale.
Predictor Variables on the ASC
The ASC variables which were significant predictors
ranged from those which were rarely chosen to those chosen

by everyone or nearly everyone. The first three to enter

wise analysis (teacher bias for, teacher bias

the step a
against, and unusual help), appeared to capture the "essence"
of the learning disability condition. In the original

series of F tests to select the independent variables which

edict academic success or failure unusual help and

-o +ied for third place with an F = 4.01.

condition wer
Af+oer step 1 in the stepwise analysis, condition, F = 1.80,
‘romped <o fourth place. After step 2, with teacher bias
“or an teacher bias against in the discriminant function,
j?:aiﬁijg, r = 2.13, was third in the list of remaining

i - .y susual help, F = 3.60, being first, was
Jsari ; and =
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enter into the function. Following step 3, condition,

F = .47, dropped out of contention. Examining the raw
scores (see Appendix G) for the categories which were

ied as significant predictor variables the following
was Observed. A greater proportion of LD students than NH

students selected teacher bias for at least once. The two

croups were almost equally likely to choose teacher bias

j9V)
oY)
e
3
n
ct
.
[¢

Unusual help was an attribution given by a greater

\J
=
O
J
@
a1
ct

J

J

ion 0f LD children than NH children. Thus it seems
that LD children tend to ascribe success experiences to an
external other person. With this information the ASC does

wledge of condition in order to assign a

)
+
1
)
o
1
®
o
q
J
5
|9
9t

student to a success/failure group.
The remaining two ASC discriminators were selected by

most of the children Not interested or never works was

clected at least once by 66% of NH children

(
)
&)
t
(r
1
o
(v
F.
O
b
0

D children to explain failure situations. All

and 76% of L
¢+ one child in the total sample chose tried, at least

nee . +0 explain success. Table 11 presents the descriptive

statis+tics for +this variable.
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Table 11
Table of Descriptive Statistics for the Number of
Times the Attribution Tried Was Used
Group n S Mean SD Range
H boys 27 273 8.78 3.03 4=13
girls 35 320 9.14 2.:65 3=14
LD boys 21 158 752 2.98 2=13
girls 12 83 692 4.36 0-13
“when correlations between GPA and tried were computed
the correlation coefficient obtained was not statistically
significant for either the NH students (r = .15563, p =
11345) or the LD students (r = -.03440, p = .42464). This
indicates that it is the combination of predictor variables
that effectively predicts academic success Or failure,
rather than any one variable by itself.
Since it is a combination of variables which interact
5 produce a discriminant score with which to predict
scademic success or failure, it is not possible to give a
ingle profile which discriminates between successful and
nsuccessful students. However, some generalizations can
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Th 3
The student who selects teacher bias for, teacher bias

arra + il . .
against, and/or unusual help, which were the first three

o

-
i4d

o)
ini

[
02]

~

i
=

il

- . V . .
riables to enter the stepwise analysis and which had the
gest discriminant function coefficients (see Table 12),

+ 1 - 3 .
at risk of being or becoming an unsuccessful student.

Table 12

onical Discriminant Function Coefficients for the

Significant ASC Predictor Variables

Canonical Discriminant Function

Coefficients
‘;iéble Standardized Unstandardized
2 -.32129 -.1020308
5 -.61754 -.9736476
6 -.52288 -.6308257
-.42813 -.3044939
- -.53249 -.7991113

1.839426

manner in which

The coefficients are stated negatively because
¢ § the criterion groups were labeled
f11l students; group 1 = unsuccessful

cess
S

analysis.
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Th hree :
those three had the largest weights and therefore are the
most maladaptive attributions a student could select in

this study. Wi Fai i ;
Y when failure is explained by not interested

or n ¥ WwOorks, t i
0 ever worxs, that too can be maladaptive. For example,

s+1a could = ;
2 student could select tried all 15 opportunities, plus

choosing never works or not interested once or twice and

a+11 " Ot W : : . .
still not be classified as unsuccessful because the positive
constant discriminant function coefficient is added to the
others when the discriminant score is computed. The

criminant score for a student whose raw scores are

tried - 15, teacher bias for - 0, unusual help - 0, never
orks - 2, and teacher bias against - 0, would be equal to
-.3000238. The complete computation of the score for thié
>xample is civen in Appendix H. The successful student

group mean function was .23220, the unsuccessful student
group function was -1.14648, so the mean total group function

14 The hypothetical student above would be
ied a2 successful student because the obtained

score exceeds the mean total group function.

iiscriminant
If the ASC can be improved so that its predictions

come statistically signifiecant, it could indeed become a

[ -4 QL

wemc] cm~repening device. Tables could be created so that

° +o do the calculations. Children

not have

becoming or who already are unsuccessful
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students because of their attitudes, could be Objectively
identified so they could be helped to learn ways to earn
higher grades in school. Of course it would be possible
that when a student gives the attributions which have been

labeled in this st i
1 1 thls study as maladaptive, that the student is

O
(@]
H
=
D
O
t
".l

o

3]

ercelving his/her environment. Perhaps it is

~} = =3~
chaotic. Maybe the teacher is biased. If so, there is

interact with retraining methods. For example, Bugental,

Whalen, and Henker (1977) found that

esponsxve to the reinforcement intervention
(method). . . . For these children external,
contingent reinforcement may serve to increase
environmental consistency and introduce the
possibility that they can influence outcomes
through their own actions. . . . Introducing
regularities or systematic extrinsic reinforce-
ment into the environment of an individual who
believes events are random Or chaotic may be a
productive prelude to self-management training.
p. 381)
In *his instance, a specific intervention technique--
social reinforcement--was more effective when matched with
the child's specific attributions--external, in this case.

internal attributions did not respond
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reinforcement method (Bugental et al.,

+~1 4= Fu L .

that the intervention method must be

the specific attributions given by a child.
NOt surprising that it has been difficult

classroom environment so as to help

bear unmotivated, who have given up, and/or

,

-

(v

-

rt

helplessness. 1In order to help children

way, the classroom teacher needs some way

only the child but the possible interven-
Some training methods which have been

ttribution retraining and success only

0

75), social reinforcement with and/or

aly
O

‘“ndrews & Debus, 1978; Bugental et al.,

f—control verbal monitoring technique

, 1977).

Recommendations

Y

+he ASC classified students nearly 10%
iid +the IAR. In order to improve the

h+ become statistically significant

iagh
ifies the critical variables associated
<~oss or failure, the following is suggested.
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1. This study needs replication, at least in the
administration of the ASC, in order to affirm current
results. The analysis might have been more effective if
there had been more students in the unsuccessful group.

2. It might be wise to ask children what the attri-

iocns given on the ASC mean to them. Was the vocabulary

Y
=
(t
}_J

o
O

used in t questionnaire truly appropriate?
3. The structure of the ASC questionnaire should be
examined. Are the items equivalent? The assertion that

diligence or always works hard is equivalent to interested

needs examination. All of the ASC categories had more than

hrasing the attributions assigned to that

one way of ¢
categor Perhaps the way the items were phrased made a
lifference in their selection. The way attributions are

worded needs systematic analysis.

4 Possible age and grade effects need to be taken

into consideration. Perhaps children of different ages and

iifferent grades might respond differently to the ASC.

study 1is replicated, perhaps standardized

5 "hen thils

+ scores could be included. The connection

achievement tes
b me+ivation and achievement could be examined with
eLrtweell il va i clil
two very i frfoyrent measures: report card grades and

0 ryv different m ure

1avAi-ed achievement test scores.
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NoO - . i
attempt was made in this study to adjust scores

n t} » )
on the basis of IQ. Learning disabled students, on the

bas i £ +hei ; Ty .
basis Of their identification and placement by an ARD

03

mmilittee ac i
mittee, had average or better intelligence. Records

0f non-handicapped students were not examined to determine
anything other than their current report card grades. The
literature did not indicate that IQ was a factor. Perhaps
group IQ test scores or group mental ages could be included
to determine if intelligence remains non-significant as far
as the selection of attributions for success or failure is
concerned

7. Finally, the three ASC predictor variables with
the heaviest weights were the three which captured the
learning disabled condition. The learned helplessness
construct micht be an extremely relevant component and
one which mav indeed warrant a more direct examination.

Conclusion

The subject of motivation was perceived as a critical
variable when the dissertation topic was discussed with
teachers and administrators. Even when permission to

bk Fh ~ocearch was denied by an administrator (for

motivation variables were acknowledged

+he classroom teachers whose

Many of th



students par
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ticipated in this study expressed interest in

+h o 0% A ] .
the study and wished for practical effective ways to reach

those students who appeared to have problems with motivation.

e

The problem 1is by no means confined to those students

who qualify for special education services. In fact, the

7]

B

v

roblem student" a teacher might use as an example would

likely be one the teacher perceived as capable but
for whatever reason, refused to exert much effort.
not take an attribution theorist to assert that a

1

like +*hat is one a teacher finds quite frustrating

5
r

have in the class.
Given the needs expressed by educators and the

couraging results obtained in thiis study, it appears
1= further study is warranted. Teachers need tools and
thods bv which the progress of their seemingly unmotivated
ionts mioht be accelerated. If an objective, easily,

1 guickly adminis+tered instrument can be developed which
curately measures the motivation variables which con-
ibute o academic achievement, perhaps the students who
e maladaptive attributions can not only be identified,
+ retrained tc make attributions which will facilitate
sher <han hinder their academic progress.



APPENDIX A

Means, Standard Deviations
and Ranges of IAR Scores
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TABLE 2

Jraxns, Stanparp DivraTtions axo Ranees oF [AR Sceris

veojncrs Tatas 1 Tt e

AND ’ &

GCrapE N Mean SD Range Mean SD Range Mean SD Range

i‘\)_\)
S... 4t 2216 380 16-30 12,32 2.62 8-16 10.834 3.0 £-10
1. 59 21.85 .00 17-30 1241 207 7-16 1242 208  &-i7
5. 52 2:1.04 3.69  16-31  12.38 2.52 7-16 11.65 245 3-18
6. 93 2471 1,37 12-32 1299 2351 6-17 1175 2719 3-17
8. 68  25.38  3.51 13-32 13.07 197 7-17 1231 223 3-16
10. c0 25.27 1.62 0-32 13.13  2.60 2-17 1213 283 4-16
12... 52 2133 371 14-30 1185 2.83 5-17 125+ 196 8-i6

Girls:
s §s 2322 400 13-31 12.68 2.08 8-16 10.35 3.01 2-1i5
4., b 2175 3.81 T15-30 12,66 220 7-17 12.04¢ 2.65 5-16
S... 47 24.36 396 15-32 12.47 2.3%4 6-17 11.85 292 1-16
6.. 73 2693 3.71 14-33 13.88  2.21  5-17 13.05 243 6-16
8. 03 26.6% 3.86 13-3% 13.27 235 7-17 13.38 227 6-1i7
10. 93 26.50 3.93 16-33 13.20 2.22 6-17 13.22 240 5-17
12, 57 27.33 2.93 19-32 1340 215 617 1393 1.9+ 8-17

Total
3...102 2482 3.92 31 12.64 2.08 8-16 10.56 3.05 2-16
$... 103 24.80 3.37 30 12.51 213 —-17 12.26 2.35 5-17
S... 99 2419  3.83 32 12.42  2.33  6-17 11.75 269 1-16
6...1656 23.70 435 33 13.38 244 S§5-17 1232 292 S5-l
S..: 1D 26.11 377 34 13.19 220 7-17 1292 231 5-17
10... 183 2590 433 23 13.21 2.41  2-17 12.68 2.68 4-17
12 0109 2593 3.66 14-32  12.66 2.62  5-17 13.27 207 8-17

~~3ndall, Katkovsky., & Crandall, 1965, p. 100)



APPENDIX B

The Intellectual Achievement Responsibility
Questionnaire (IAR)
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Introduction to the IAR

As the examiner and the student sit at the testing

able, the examiner says:

Y]

MO WS UTODO
o

the letter you took home with this
on form? Did you read it or talk
with your mom or dad? Well, this is
s about. I have 2 questionnaires.
is recorded on a tape we'll listen
can look at a copy and read along
you want to. Then you just tell me your
ice of the answers given and I'll mark it
>sponse form. These forms have a
'r name isn't on it. There aren't
answers. I really want to know
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what your opinion is. This first question-

naire is klni of general--about all different
nds of situations. (Show a copy of the IAR)
ee, here's the first question. Listen to the
and then tell me if you pick "a" or "b".
~ vou understand? Do you have any gquestions?
f vou need time to think about your answer
hat's OK. See, we can stop the tape by using

he "pause" control (demonstrate). wWell,
4o+ started and you'll see how this
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1. Wwould
ecause YOl
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hen you lose a
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. because you
Suopose a perso
clever.
a. —an u max
D Are there s
or syright

f a teacher passes you to the next
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The IAR Scale

grade, would it

llked Yyou, or
the work you did?

1l on a test at school, is it more likely

studied for it, or
test was especially easy?

rouble understanding something in
sually

teacher didn't explain it clearly, or
didn't listen carefully?
story and can't remember much of it,

story wasn't well written, or
weren't interested in the story?
are doing well in school.

rents

say you
to happen
r school work is good, or
y are 1in a good mood?

better than usual in a subject at

it probably happen

tried harder, Or

eone helped you?
t a game of cards Or checkers, does it

other player 1is good at the game, Or
don't play well?

~ doesn't think you are very bright or

m change his mind if you try to, or

2 hi i
ome people who will think you're not
no matter what you do?

ouzzle quickly, 1is it
; '+ a very hard puzzle, Of
on it carefully?

i 7 —~
rked
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If a boy or girl tells .
- You that vo
more likely that they say that you are dumb, is it

a. because they are mad at you, or
5. Dbecause what you dig really wasn't very bright?

Suppose you study to
doctor and you fail.
a. Dbecause you didn't

become a teacher, scientist, or

work hard enough, or

: ‘ some help, and other people
didn't give it to you?

When you learn something quickly in school, is it
usually

a. Dbecause you paid close attention, or

b. Dbecause the teacher explained it clearly?

If a teacher says to you, "Your work is fine," is it

a. something teachers usually say to encourage
pupils, or

b. because you did a good job?

When you find it hard to work arithmetic or math
problems at school, is it
a. Dbecause you didn't study well enough before

you tried them, or

b because the teacher gave problems that were too
hard?

When you forget something you heard in class, is it

because the teacher didn't explain it very well,

because you didn't try very hard to remember?

ty

Do you think this would happen

141

or

b

Suppose you weren't sure about the answer to a question

~h@; teacher asked you, but your answer turned out to

be richt. 1Is it likely to happen

a because she wasn't as particular as usual, or

b because you gave the best answer you could think
of?

When vou read a story and remember most of it, is it

ugwal Ly

a hecause you were interested in the story, or

2 . » PR S & | ~— N

b hecause the story was well written?

T+ r parents tell you you're acting silly and not

If your parents tel '

thinkina clearly, is it more likely to be

; AAADFS«GC 0of something you did, Qr o

: ecause they happen to be feeling cranky?
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When'you don't do well on a test at school, is it
a. Decause the test was especially hard, or
b. Dbecause you didn't study for it?

fhen YOou win a game of cards or checkers, does it
happen

a. Dbecause you play real well, or

D. Dbecause the other person doesn't play well?

If people think you're bright or clever, is it
a. Dbecause they happen to like you, or
b. Dbecause you usually act that way?

If a teacher didn't pass you to the next grade, would
it probably be
a. because she "had it in for you," or

b. Dbecause your school work wasn't good enough?

Suppose you don't do as well as usual in a subject at

school. Would this probably happen

a because you weren't as careful as usual, or

b because somebody bothered ycu and kept you from
working?

a boy or girl tells you that you are bright, is it

a. because vyou thought up a good idea, or
t se they like you?

. because
Suppose vou became a famous teacher, scientist or
Joctor. Do you think this would happen .

2 becanse other people helped you when you needed

= OF
ecause you worked very hard?

onts sav you aren't doing well in your

)5 & you 2o W oy
school work. Is this likely to happen more
2 “ecause vour work isn't very good, or
secause they are feeling cranky?
Sunpose vou are showing a friend how to play a game
< WJOU S v =
and he has trouble with it. would that happen
- :1wﬁfio he wasn't able to understand how to play,
. .
' :;-~‘"“ 1 couldn't explain it well?
- € dll S L u LGl
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When you find it €asy to work arithmetic or math
problems at school, is it usually

a. because the teacher ga i
ve you especiall
problems, or Y ° i

b. Dbecause you studied your book
it v well before you

When you remember something you heard in class, is it
usually

a. because you tried hard to remember, or

b. because the teacher explained it well?

If you can't work a puzzle, is it more likely to

happen

a. because you are not especially good at working
puzzles, or

b. Dbecause the instructions weren't written clearly
enough?

If your parents tell you that you are bright or clever,
is it more 1likely

a. because they are feeling good, or

b. Dbecause of something you did?

Suppose you are explaining how to play a game to a
friend and he learns quickly. Would that happen more

often

a. because you explained it well, or
b. because he was able to understand it?
Suppose you're not sure about the answer to a question
you% teacher asks you and the answer you give turns out
to be wrong. Is it likely to happen
a. because she was more particular than usual, or
b. because vou answered too quickly?
" :

If a teacher says to you, "Try to do better," would it
be _
a wecause this is something she might say to get

pupils to try harder, Or N
b because your work wasn't as good as usual?
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The examiner introduces the questionnaire by saying:

We're trying to see why some kinds do OK in school

and why some kinds don't do so good. I want to know
what YOU think. We know, for instance, that some kids
dg better when they're interested in the subject. And
Oof course some kids try hard and some kids don't try
any. .ngethlmes the teacher likes them and sometimes
she might not. Sometimes one person can help another
ou; with something, and other times there could be
noise that bothers the class, or a kid who bugs other
kids and keeps them from doing their best. Sometimes
a teacher might be pickey, and sometimes she isn't.
Maybe a kid does OK because he's smart. Maybe a kid
doesn't understand that subject so he doesn't do so

qood: Then, how you feel can make a difference--
whether you feel good or whether you feel bad or sick
or something. Some things are easy and some are hard.

Maybe sometimes kids do well because they're lucky.

Anyway, I'm going to read some things to you and I
want you to listen to all eight answers before you
pick one. You can look at the question on this card
while I read it to you. Pick the answer that best
explains why it happened. For example,

'The examiner gives the following example to train the

hpig- .
stugaent)

nt didn't turn in his homework so he got a

One stude

bad grade. Why didn't he turn in the work?

1. I+ was too hard.

2 e left it on the bus. '
3. He didn't listen when the teacher said to do 1it.
4. ie never turns in anything.

5. He didn't understand 1it.

6. He didn't feel good.

7. The teacher doesn't like him.

8 It was bad luck.

the child wants to choose +wo answers, the examiner will
-ad Cill a ¥ il | . L
"3yt which one is the most important?

n
W rh

.
-

4
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Bonnington-Jolly Attribution Scale
for Children (ASC)

(Ann/Jim) made an "A" on the test this week. Why did
(s*he get an "A"?

(Ann/Jim) was the teacher's pet.

. (Ann/Jim) always works hard.

. It was an easy test.

(Ann/Jim) studied a lot the night before.
(Ann/Jim) 1is smart.

. (Ann/Jim) was lucky.

. A friend helped.

(Ann,/Jim) felt like doing ki 28

P OY UL WD 2

(06}

week [(s)he got a "C" on the test. Why do you
ose that grade was worse?

t was harder.

(Ann/Jim) didn't study.

(Ann/Jim) couldn't think straight that day-
cverybody did pad on that test.

(Ann/Jim) didn't feel like it.

someone bothered (him/her) .

(Ann/Jim) wasn 't interested.

) Oy U s oo -

8 The teacher was toO fussy.
That same day (ann/Jim) got a very good grade in
snother class. Why did that happen?
1 It was easy for (4 n/Jim) .
2 'Ann/Jim) paid attention to the teacher.
3 n'Jim) always turns in (his/her) papers.
4 /Jim understands all that stuff.
5. iend helped (him/her) .
6. Jim; felt good . .
& Jim) is the teacher 's pet.
8 rhody got a good grade.
vactarday (Ann/Jim] had to 4o (his/her) worksheet over
Yesterday (Cnm, |
? . :‘ﬂ;?ﬁm, couldn't read the worksheet because i
messed up-
N

wer was toO0 fussy-

é- - v;;;tvéidn't listen tO th§'teacher,
3. A ;'Jlﬁ\ didn't 1ike that subject.
5 . ‘“:”if/ was tired. _
2‘ A i ?EH' didn't understand 1€
-, :gﬁgDTQ rugged (him/her).
t as hard.
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Oor doing such good

The teacher thinks everything (s)he does is great!
(Sally/sam) always works hard.

(

+

Sally/Sam) was lucky enough to get a good copy of
the paper.

(Sally/Sam) felt like doing it.
(Sally/Sam) is smart.

/
|

T

—

-

':I Nt et WM
V)
'_l
(o

wn

Sally/Sam) tried this time.

It was edsy.
A
a

friend helped (him/her).
y/Sam) cgot a good grade in another subject too.
ally/Sam) 1is a good student.
ally/Sam) took the book home to study.
is (hi s/her) favorite subject.

v/Sam) is the teacher's pet.
was real easy.

ally’Sam) felt good.
is/Her) mom helped.
allv/Sam) was just lucky.

v,Sam) really messed up on a test. Why?
Sally’Sam) didn't study.
Sally ‘Sam) doesn't like that class.
Sallyv/Sam) has a bad memory.
Sally/Sam) was tired. '
he kid a*t the next desk was always bugging
him/her) .

« wasn't a fair test.
he teacher is a grouch.

+ was bad luck.

2

‘Joe' acot the best grade in the class. Whyz:
-+ is (Jane/Joe)'s favorite subject.

Jjane/Joe! 1s smart.

romo/Joe) is the teacher's pet.

+ is easy.

+ was good luck.

jane 'Joe) tried this time.

Tane /'JoOoe f‘?l: llke dOlI’lg 1.

cviend helped (her/her).



9.

10.

148

(Jane/Joe ot i 3
Lo ) g an awful bad grade on (his/her) project.
(Jane/Joe) never finishes (his/he k
(Jane/Joe) didn't try. : phk SRS

The teacher has it in for (him/her) .

(Jane/Joe) is dumb.

(Jgne/Joe) felt bad.

(His/Her) little brother bothered (him/her) so
much that (s)he did a bad job.

It was bad luck.

It was hard.

UL W N —
L Y

@ ~J

(Jane/Joe) did a lot better in another class. Why?
T o (Jane/Joe) tried harder.

2 (Jane/Joe) felt better.

3. (Jane/Joe) understood how to do it.

4. It was a lot easier to do.

5 (Jane/Joe) was interested.

6. (His/Her) little brother helped.

7. Everybody got good grades.

8. (Jane/Joe) 1is the teacher's pet.

(Ann /Jim) had to stay after school again to do

(his/her) work. Why?

1 The teacher is a grouch.

2. =Tverybody did bad that week.

3 (Ann/Jim) never does (his/her) work.

B Schoolwork confuses (him/her). (S)He gets all
mixed up.
‘Ann/Jim) didn't listen to the teacher.

5 .

6. The work was too hard. ' _ .

4" (Ann/Jim) didn't feel like doing 1it.

8. Someone bugged (him/her).

sally/Sam) has gotten a good grade oOn every test this
year. Why? '

é. Sally/Sam) always does_(hls/her) work.
2 'Sally/Sam) pays attention.

3, (Sally/Sam) is smart.

4. (Sally/Sam) is lucky.'

5. School 1is easy for (hlm/hef).

6 (Sally/Sam) is the teachgr s_pet.

’: 'SallQXSam) felt like doing it.

His/Her) mom helped.

@
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(Jane/Joe; got a special note from the teacher to tell

(his/her) folks that (s)he was doin k i
school this year. Why? g very good work 1n

1. School is easy for (Jane/Joe).

2 s (Jane/Joe) always finishes (his/her) work.

3. fJane /Joe) 1is a good student.

4. (Jane/Joe) 1is trying harder this year.

5. The teacher thinks everything (s)he does is great.
6. (Jane/Joe) feels better.

. Mom's been helping (him/her).
It's just good luck.

Q0 ~

Jane/Joe) took forever to do the worksheet and then
was half wrong. Why?

(Jane/Joe) didn't know how to do it.

The room was Very noisy.

The teacher was too fussy.

(Jane /Joe) doesn't like that subject.

(Jane/Joe) didn't try.
. It was hard.

ne /Joe) had a headache.
1v could read the worksheet.

.t

GOV W) =

(¢ 0]
O
v

O

'Sally /Sam) 's report card was real bad. Somebody said

(o o

syhe might flunk. Why 1is (Sally/Sam) flunking school?
fvo*fbody rothers (him/her).

. v -~

—

2. The teacher 1is a grouch.
. sally/Sam) feels bad.
4. Sally/Sam) never does any work.
5. It's bad luck.
(Sé 7 )y is dumb
6 Sally/Sam) 1s dumbd.
7 (Sally/Sam) doesn't listen +o the teacher.
8 The work is hard.
Tarne /Joe) had to stay in at recess to do (hli/her)
4 T » o = Qala — O - .
work: because (his/her) paper was SO pad. Why?
o N S ermits
1 Jane /Joe) 1is qumo. ‘ .
2 Jane/Joe’ 3idn't like doing it.
2. Jan 1 X :
3 Jane/Joe) dicn L try. . ' ' .
Y ?n:;/j« \ didn'+: feel l1ike doing it right.
i. Q‘T'-an;¥~k ro (him/her) bugged (Jane/Joe) .
bo I n t1d nNexv - !
6. It as hard. ]
7 e teacher was tou Luasy.
) Tane/Joe) nad bad luck.
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(Ann/Jim) got 100% on the test. Why?

: (Ann/Jim) has a gooQd memory.

. The teacher gave hints to the class.
(Ann/Jim) studies a lot.

It was easy test.

(Ann/Jim) is interested in that class.

O UL W) =

. (Ann/Jim) 1is the teacher's pet.
. (Ann/Jim) was lucky.
8. tAnn/Jim) felt good.
Sally/Sam) went into a higher group. Why?
. Everybody changed groups.

Sally/Sam) is smart.

Sally/Sam) listened to the teacher.
(His/iler) mom helped.

. S‘“Ool is easy for (Sally/Sam).

. (Sally/Sam) always works hard.
ally/Sam) felt good.

ally/Sam) is the teacher's pet.

1
(
(

~1 Y UL das DN
4

'J) U)

Q@

;Twne'Jhn" had to stay after school because (s)he
(his/her) homework. Why didn't (s)he

) A turn in

’
b=
b‘a—J
bex |

1 Jane ‘Joe) didn't like the assignment.
2 ‘1is/Her) puppy ate the homework.
3 Jane/Joe) just didn't do it that time.
B Jane/Joe) has a terrible memory.
5 Jane /Joe) was sick.
6 I+ was hard.
7 ~he teacher was a grouch.
8 It was bad luck.
3 ]
av+ +ime homework was ass igned (Sally/Sam) didn't
owt time 2
i+ in on time. ﬂhy didn't (s)hes=
1 “ompany came to visit. _ .
2 .411+/Sam) never hands 1n (his/her) papers on
- baal =]
3 c~11v/Sam) didn't listen when the class was told
3 ally /Sam) dlc
2 - 5
rbout 1t. . . ™
1 - 111+ /Sam) didn't feel like doing it
“ C3 &= J ) e
5 sally,/Sam) was dumb.
; ;%ﬁﬂ: cot it in on time.
- o reacher was a grouch.
3 I+ was hard.

(
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:qanefJoe) turned (his/her) homework in at the right

time, but (s)he didn't get a very good grade Whg°
(Jane/Joe) wasn't interested. . 7

The teacher was too fussy.

(Jane/Joe) was tired.

(Jane/Jce) can't understand it.

(Jane/Joe) didn't trvy.

It was hard. )

llobody understood it.

(His/Her) little sister colored all over it.

.

Q0 ~J Oy WL LN —

Jane/Joe) got (his/her) paper posted on the "See What
Good Work We Can Do" bulletin board. Why?

The teacher thinks everything (s)he does is super!
(Jane/Joe) really worked awfully hard on it.

. It was easy.

1a

2.

3

4. rJane/Joe) 1is smart.

5. =verybody's paper was posted.

6. rfJane/Joe) always tries to do good work.
Do (Jane/Joe) felt good.

8. A friend helped (him/her).

Ann/Jim) aot a real good grade on the test. Why?
T. Ann ‘Jim) 1is good in that subject.

2 ’Jim) 1is the teacher's pet.

C ¢ (Ar Jim) tried this time.

4. I+- was a really easy test.

2 Ann/Jim) always works hard. _ '

6. Ann/Jim) just felt like doing it this time.

The teacher gave the class hints.

8 nnn/Jim) was lucky.

sally/Sam) kept giving wrong answers 1in class
vesterday. wWhy?
1. 4—31}iv’8aﬂ3 sasn't interested.

(S v/Sam) didn't isten.

g Ti:liiiig;f i;uieve; satisfied with what (s)he says.
4 Sallv/Sam) 1s dumb.
5 Sally ‘Sam) had a headaqhe..
E. t;~34} olse understood 1t either.
- T+ was 00 noisy in the room.
8 1+ was hard
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{Jane/Joe) turned (his/her)
i 2 . e - 1 3
time, but (s)he didn't get a very good grade. Why?

1

QO 3O U LN

2

(6 8)

=

a

o G

O w

0O JOY U &2t N = ) -~

AU S W

fu 3

<) OV U ds W) D -

’Jﬂ)

©
12}

o)
r

(Jane/Joe) wasn't interested.

The teacher was too fussy.

(Jane/Joe) was tired.

(Jane/Joe) can't understand it.

(Jane/Joe) didn't try.

It was hard.

Nobody understood it.

(His/Her) little sister colored all over it.

D
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Can Do" bulletin board. Why?

3
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'\ really worked awfully hard on it.
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is smart.

paper was posted.

always tries to do good work.
felt good.

helped (him/her).
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s good in that subject.
s the teacher's pet.

. 'Jim) tried this time.

I~ was a really easy test.

Ann/Jim) always works hard. '
Ann/Jim) Jjust felt like doing it this time.

J
3
y
bl
e

‘s oA
The tcachcg gave the class hints.
nnn /Jim) was lucky.
lv/Sam) kept giving wrong answers 1in class
erdav. Why?
5ally/Sam) wasn't interested.
S v ’Sam) Aidn't listen.

~racher 1is never

11v/Sam) is dumb.
Sally’Sam) had a headache.

;hﬂdv else understood it either.
+ wyas 00 noisy in the room.

nAar-
vwas arLiie

homework in at the right

real good grade on the test. Why?

151

got (his/her) paper posted on the "See What

her thinks everything (s)he does is super!

satisfied with what (s)he says.
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/Jim) got a good grade on (his/her) report card.

iy

-
.

.

(Ann/Jim) likes that subject.
(Ann/Jim) 1is the teacher's pet.
(Ann/Jim) is smart.

T@at sgbjec; is easy for (Ann/Jim).
Aann/Jim) tried harder this time.
The whole class got good grades.

. ‘His/Her ) mom helped.

. fAnn/Jim) felt good.

GO ~d OV Ul = L)) —

Jane /Joe) wow the blue ribbon for (his/her) project
for (his/her) grade. Why?

1. (Jane/Joe) was just lucky.

2. It was (his/her) favorite subject.

3. (Jane /Joe} worked hard on it.
4. Jane/Joe) 1is real smart.

D 5 'Jane /Joe) is the teacher's pet.

6. It was a real easy project.

7 tJane/Joe) felt like doing it.

8. A friend helped (him/her).

(Sallv/Sam) qot a bad grade on one test. Why?

1. Sally/Sam) was fed up with school.

2 Sally/Sam) couldn't 4o the work.

3. Sally/Sam; didn't try.

4. Sally/Sam' wasn't interested in it.

§. I+t was =00 noisy in the room.

6. It was too hard.

7. It was just bad luck.

3 T™he teacher was too fussy.

Ay 2.7 5 ;0= a bad grade oOn (his/her) work. Whyv?
. :;;f:im» Gidn't read the assignment.

5. :Qq‘J;m\ Adidn't understand 1it. .

5. .... sjer) little sister colored all over it.
1 'Jim) doesn't like doing that kind of work.
5. It was hard. _

6 ~he *teacher didn't like it.

5" 1 Ame ST I s sick.

3. ~mm /Tim) was unlucky.
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(Ann/Jim) got a bad grade in another subject too.

Why?

1. The teacher was too fussy.

2, (Ann/Jim) wasn't interested.

3. (Ann/Jim) didn't try.

4. (Ann/Jim) can't understand all that stuff.
5. The test wasn't fair.

6. (Ann/Jim) had a bad cold that day.

7. Scomeone bugged (him/her).

w

It was bad luck.

(Sally/Sam) was the first to finish the test and the
answers were all correct. Why did (Sally/Sam) do so
well?

T - (Sally /Sam) took (his/her) book home to study last

nignt

2 s (Sally /Sam) studies ALL the time.

3. Sally/Sam) has a good memory.

4. That subject is easy for (Sally/Sam).
5. 'Sally/Sam) was lucky.

6. Sally/Sam) felt good that day.

7. Sally/Sam) is the teacher's pet.

8. % friend helped (him/her).
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Criterion Group Means and Standard
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oM (POUPS DEFINED AY GRP

MUMNER OF CASES BY GROUP

NUMAER O CASES
WETGHTIED

Gupe UNWE TGHTED
0 14

1 16

10TAL 95

LPOUP MEANS

GRP sCst

0 2.65923

1 2.250 00

TOTAL 2.98347
GRP ASCFL

0 1,265 82

1 1.81250

10TAL 1.357 89

GPOUP STANDARD DEVTATIONS

Gep RSCS1
0 1.615 31
1 1.52753
TOTAL 1.60116
GRP ASCF1
0 1.36540
1 1.60178
TOYAL 1.41358

0 SUCCESSEIN

| UNSUCCESSEUL

719.0
16.0

9.0

ASCS2

1899
7.61250
8. 40000

ASCF2

8, 46835
7.00000

8.22105

ASCS2
2.96501
3. 97020
3.16338

ASCF2

3.754L78
3.89872

3. 79860

STUDENTS/GIA EQUAL

STUDENMTS/GPA L E

SS THAN 2.0

ASCF&

63620
1.00000

TLT3T

ASCSHL

72355
1.40831

87096

ASCFY4
«99169
1.21106
1.03110

10 OR GRELATER THAN 2.0.

ASCFS

07595
.62500

«16842

ASCSS

«31975
1.40089

«66676

ASCFS

« 26661
1.54380

«69424

ASCS®

2658¢
.6875)

R I

ASCF 6
.410113

1.37500
.90526

ASCSb6

«67385
1.13835

78021

ASCF 6

1.47697
2.06155

1.59169

ASCS7

.63291
68750

64211

ASCF7

1.48101
1.31250

1.45261

ASCF7

2.,27506
1.70171

2.18198

ASCS?

1.02753
L877%21

«99910

Gl
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NEAL B. SATTAWHITE, Suwerintendent
GRADY J. {BUD) ENIS, High Schoal Principal
J. E. CARSON, Junior righ Schaot Princieal

ROLAND WILSON, Middle Schooi Principai
ALLEN R. YOUNG, Elementary Schoel Prin.
DENA MORRIS, Tax Assessor-Cailscror

P. 0. BOX 390 e DECATUR, TEXAS 76234

-

MAY CONCERN:

TO WHOM I

This (s a lectcer of verification that Sondra Bonnington was
given permission to use the Decatur Middle School for research
purposes in preparaction for writing her dissertation.
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S;a. 3. Satzawhite, Superincendenc

Decatur Independent School District
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Lewisoille Public Schools
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1800 TIMBER CREEK RD.
P.0.BOX 217 — LEWISVILLE, TEXAS 75067

jyise vou that the Lewisville Independent School District

n +o SONDRA BONMINGTON to do a doctoral research study

Flementary 3SCnNooli.
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Sample Parent Letter

Dear Parents,

VA ~1} 1 ~ 1 T i 4
o ii;iw::‘%u 1S belng asked to join in a study which,
neh‘vvmy-u:o4c can gilve valuable information to the
teachers and administrators of the
- s~ =r~h O = i
public schools The study will try to identify which

+i+ndes m A 1 t

atv;;uge- are most directly connected with academic
achievement.

o

- 0 O
o
IR
O

con;gnt is given, your child will be given two
s which ask the child to select one of the

et A

given options as the mOst important cause of that particular
school happening. The gquestionnaires will be administered
individually and take about half an hour to complete. This
will be done dAuring regular school time. The child will
look at a written copy of the questions as they are listened
to on a tape recorder, and then give his or her opinion as
to the cause of tha*t situation. These scores will be
compared with ecach other and with his or her grade point
average, + only group scores will be used in the analysis
of this 4a%a. Your child's name and the school's name will
not be used in the release of any data.
mhe aques+*ionnaires will be given by trained examiners

under ny :mrf::iu:, or by me, Sondra Bonnington M.EQ4d.,
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Zxample of the Computation of a
Discriminant Score



176

canonical discriminant function
able 12y are used with raw scores. The

iiscriminant score (DS) is:

ASCS2) + =-.9736476 (ASCS5)

57 (ASCS6) + =.3044939 (ASCF1)

-.7991113 (ASCFS) + 1.839426

[

O

ol
(e8]
O
&=

o

w

raw scores from the ASC, as given in the

15, + =.9736476(0)
0 .+ =.3044939(2)

9l
13(0 - 1.839426

J

. 0 + 0 + -.6089878 + 0 + 1.839426

35 + 1.839426
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