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INTRODUCTION

the prediction of complex sc;cia.l behavior may be achieved by considcring..thc it
of expectancy of rcinforcen;ent, reinforcement value « and the psychological situation.
Rot;cr has noted that most of ‘t.hc research in. this area has focused on ind.ividual
differences in expectancy and has tended to neglect E_hc impact .of. various situati‘onal
variables. e ’

The concept of locus of control grew out of the assumptions of several rescarchers,
including B(;ttcr (1966), that there m,ight' cxxst a strong tendency among some individuals
to demonstrate a consistent cxﬁccta.ucy regarding .rcinfdrcmcnn This tendency was
observed to occur irrespective of experimental manipulation--as it had been found that

many people consistently perceived situations to be contingent upon either internal or

cxtcrna.i factors. Numerous studies bave been conducted over the past two decades usmg

the Jlocus of gomtrol construct to predict individual differences in a wide variety of -

- situations.

Researchers on children"s locus of control have examined numerous variables
including sex, age and gradc level, as well as their mediating effect upon locus of control
One area of research that has received relatively little attention is the
interrelationship between locus of control and the causal attributions made by subjects
regarding an experienced reinforcement. Studies onéhis topic have been almost entirely

restricted to adult populations and the findings have been quite inconsistent. After an
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exanrination of the research on locu.;. of control with children, it.became apparent that
pass/fail experience and gender could be viewed as cgnu-ibuting te the predictien-of causal

attributions. Based on this speculation, a procedure was designed to provide insight into

. ¢
this interesting question.

A review of the literature on locus of control and causal attribution appears in
chapter one. This is followed by a 'dcscription of the sample, experimental design and

precedures used to conduct. the study in the second chapter. In the third chapter

presention and interpretion of the results is followed by conclusions and suggestions for

. future research.

L
'



CHAPTER ONE: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between the personality
cdnstrgct of locus of control and the causal attributions of elementary school ci:.ildrcn.
within the theoretical framework of Social Learning Theory. This chapter will review
Rotter’s Social Learning Theory, the development and'mmsurcmcnt of the locus of control
construct, relevant rescarch on locus of control and  studies attempting to ::xtcnd the
" construct into the area of causal atfributionﬁ. A brief theoretical rationale for the study

ends this chapter.

ROTTER'S SOCIAL LEARNING THEORY

Social Learning Theory (SLT) has been developed over the past three decades by
Julian Rotter in collaboration with his students and colleagues. Rotter (1954) provides a
detailed account of his theory which was developed in an attempt to explain and predict
human behavior in relatively complex social situations. It has been considered by some
theorists as an attempt tol integrate two diverse but significant trends in North American
psychology - the "reinforcement” theories on the one hand and the "cognitive” or."field”

theories on the other (Rotter, Chance & Phares, 1972). >



{
Rotter (1954) attempts to explain §crsona1ity in terms of the interaction between
individuals and their meaningful environment; thus, it is his position that, to understand
hun_:ma.n behavior, a systematic description of the pcxzson's environment is essential before
“useful predictions can be made. Rotter states that to focus solely on internal dctt;.rmina.nts
of behavier would result in either highly gcnc,ralizcd. _predictions  or indccurate ones.
From this point of view , SLT is a molar theory of personality taking Into consideration
subjective and motivational aspects of the individual and the impact of one’s meaningful
environment.

Within SLT, personality is viewed as a set of potentials for responding to particular
kinds of social situations (Rottcr- & Hor('hrcich.1975); as such, the principal Iocué. is on
learned or modifiable behaviors which may change with experience. This position does
pot rule out the possibility that meaningful segments of behavior may not be ' described
from a learning perspective; however, it is Rotter’s position that the most us‘dul approach
to take in dealing with human social behavior is a learning one (Rotter, Chance & Phares,

1972). ¥

Rotter (1954) views behavior as any response to a stimulus that tan be observed and

measured directly or indirectly. He states that behavior generally has a gé

directional aspect which is inferred from the effect of the reinforcing conditions. It is

the directicnal nature of behavior that accounts for sglective responses to cues and which

is the motivational focus of SLT. As well, Rotter, Chance and Phares (1972) state that
. .“ —— o o

behavior occurs within an  environmental comtext which may bave reinforcing

consequences for the ir;dividuals.

Based on these premises, SLT is concerned with how choices are made by individuals

-

from an infinite variety of potential behaviors available to them. In an attempt to predict
behavior, four variables have been posited as having possible effects: (1) behavior potential

, (2) expectancy , (3) reinforcement value Znd (4) the psychological situations.

e p—

e ————
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Bcha‘vior potential refers to the potential for any- given behavior to occur in a
.-~ particular situation as calculated in relation to any reinforcement (Rotter & Hochreich,
'1975). Each behavior ’in a set of behaviors may have a given potential for an individual;
thus, one can speak of one behavior as being more or less likely to occur as c.;ompnrcd to
another behavior,

Expectancy of reinforcement is'dcfincd by Rotter as " the ‘probabi.l.ity held by the
individual that a particular reinforcemert will OCC';.I.I as a function of a specific behavior
on his part in a specific situation” cited in: Rotter, Chance and Phares (1972, pl2d—Ht—"""
should be emphasized that expectancy is a subjective probability held by an individual; it
lis df.;terminod not just by one’s objective past history of reinforcement but is also
determined by .expectancies generalized from other— rclated.‘ bchavior-}'cinforcemcnt
SEqUEnCEs. .According to the theory, cxpcctanciés are subjective in nature; that is, they
reflect a person’s feelings .about‘ the probability of being reinforced and may not coincide
with a r;alistic probability of being reinforced. Rotter stresses that, in the prediction of
behavior, it is not the situation wl}i_c-:,tg,ia—h@bnant, but rather the way in which an
individual perceives that situation. ’

Reinforcement value refers to the degree of preference for any reinforcement to
occur if the possibility of each reinforcement gccurring were equal. Indm.duals differ
in the degree to which they value various reinforcements; thus, people will differ in their
preference for pursuing a particular goal (Rotter, Chance & Phares, 1972).Although within
a given context’ any behavior is possible, that which has been positively reinforced by a
'valued reinforcement is more likely to occur.

Since Rotter’s SLT is a molar approach to personality, there is stress on behavior
within the contcx\t of a particular psthologiml situation. This psychologiinl gituation
consists of environmental stimuli, both internal 1 3ad extermal to the individual, which

affect behavior.
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Rotter hypothesizes a specific relationship among ’th:sg four factors which may be
stated as: th_g potential for a behavior 'to occur in a situation in relation to a
reinforcement is a function of the expectancy of occurrence of thé reinforcement
following behavior and the walue of the reinforcement. This statement is ;)bviously
limited in as much as it deals with whether or not a specific behavior is likely to occur
in a particular situation. To date, research in SLT has focused mainly on the expectancy
of rcinforccmeﬁt variable; rcinfc;rccmcnt value and situational variables have been
examined primarily in their relationship to the expectancy variable.

Researchers have shown that expectancies develop over time with the accumulation of
sets of related behavior-reinforcement, sequences. They are determined not only by onc's
objective past history of reinforcements in similar situations but also from expectancies
generalized from other, less similar, behavior-reinforcement scq:;ncw from one's past.
Viewed from this perspecfive, expectancies are subjective in n.a.turc as they cannot be
calculated on the basis of a relatively simple formula which takes into account only the
person’s objective history of reinforcement with a particular reinforcement. These
gcncralizations- may or may not be similar to the situation from which the current
" expectancy has developed (Rotter, Chance & Phares, 1972). '

Expectancies are defined as either general or situation-specific in nature; a generalized
expectancy 13 a subjective probability regarding reinforcement which may be applied to a
large number of similar situationg .whereas situation-specific expectancies may be applied
to very limited behavior-reinforcement sequences. In general, when faced with a novel

situation an individual will utilize generalized expectancie in the consideration of

appropriate behavioral choices. The consequences of utiliiing generalized expectancies in
novel situations are evident in experimental research when subjects are presented a novel
task. Although cach group member may be exposed to identical reinforcement schedules

during the experiment, variance in the responses to the task suggests that no two subjects



enter the experiment with distinct expectancies. In contrast, when presented with a/familar”

setting the individuz‘u sgenerally will apply situation-specific expectancies. Geherally, the

more specific experience the individual has in a particular situation, the less i.nflucn?{

generalized cxpcct:;mcics will have, and conversely, the less experience one has the more
generalized expectancies will influence behavior. —_

Within SLT Rotter has stated that bct;avior is a function of both expectancy and
reinforcement value. It may be assumed then that changes in  behavior may be achieved
through changes in either of these variables. However, in the :nsc of adults, it is often
difficult to change reinforcement values, especially when dealing with major need values.
Con\scqucntly. researchers have concentrated on changing expectancies in order to bring
about behavioral changes.

Rotter, Chance and Phares (1972) have hypothesized that there are two general

variables that operate to affect the size of expectancy changes. The first is described as the

surprise value of an occurrence. An unexpected occurrence has a greater effect on
expectancy change than does an expected one. For example, students who consistently
receive low grades and then receive an "A” may drastically change their expectancy
regarding their academic ability. The occurrence of an "A” grade may be of such a nature
that it may induce recategorization of the behavior-reinforcement experience in terms of

one’s expectancy. -

The second gencral variable affecting the’ size of the expectancy change is the |

’ o/
number of previous experiences the subject has had in the situation. The size of expectancy

change is a function of how consistent carlier experiences are with the most recent
experience. If one has had several consistent experiences in a given situation and recent
experience is inconsistent with past experience, then the recent experience may have little

»

effect on one’s expectancy.
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Some researchers ,working within an SLT framework, have investigated specific
eircumstances under which expectancies would be induced to change (Mischel, 1958; Watt,
1965) while others (Rotter, Fitzgerald & Joyce; 1954) have ‘cxplorc;i the relationship
between skill-chance instructions and expectancy changes. This research  is | based on
the belief that within an experimental situation tl{_;amrc of expectancies for future
behavior-reinforcement sequences is dependent upon whether the sub}ects /pcrccivc
reinforcements to be a function of their own behavior (skill) or whether it is.'bascd on
chance. In moa\ situations, perception 'gﬁ___g_l_lgt._t;_c_r___{sinforccmcnt is a function of skill or
Mu is manipulated by the expcri.mcntcrs' through cxplici't instructions.

Rotter (1966) suggested that the way in which-people attribute the reinforcements
they receive to internal or external factors may hctcrminc behavioral outcomes i.n a
variety of situations; however, a particular event pg_cf_civcd by some people as rewarding
may be perceived differently by others and result m drastically different reactions to the

situation. On® determinant of the reaction of persons to an event is the degree to which

they perceive rewards or reinforcements to be contingent upon their own behavior or
attitudes versus the ee to which they feel that reinforcements are a function of
luck, chance or powerful ‘others, The effect of a reinforcement following bebavior is
mediated by one’s o tion of the musal‘rclationship between one's behavior and
subsecquent reinforcements. When a reinforcement or event is interpreted by the subject as
being contingent upon luck, chance or the control ‘of powerful others, a belief in external
locus of control is being demonstrated. If persons believe that the event is a function of
their own behavior or attitude, they are said to believe m internal locus of control. -

Within Rotter’s SLT, two particular methodologies for the investigation of one’s

- locus of control have been utilized by researchers. The first is a situation-specific

approack which places the subject in situations where internality or externpality of the

encounter is set, such as with the use of explicit instructions. As a result, the subject is

s
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led t0 believe that success in the sitwation is cither chance (external) or skill (internal)
determined. The second method involves ‘iocus; of control as a personality variable of
generalized expectancy. A subject’s or;cmation is determined by means of a locus of control
scale, and then, individual differences on a task or learning situat.ic;n are measured.

Phares (1957) examined how an individual's-perception of a situation determines
his/ber expectancy that a particular behavior will be reinforced. Skill and chance
instructions were used to alter the subjccts" erceptions of the task, thereby altering their
expectancies for success and failure. It was found- ;hat with skill instructiqi:s. subjects
pereeived rcinforccmcnts-.to be related to their ability; however, Wwith chance instructions,
subjc&s perceived reinforcements as not being within their control.

James and Rotter (1958) , in an effort to build on the Phares {1957) study,
wanted to determine if resistance to extinction followed the established learning principle
that partially reinforced conditions are more resistant to extinction than continously
reinforced conditions. They reasoned that, under chance instructions, subjects would
.pcm:ivc the task as experimenter controlled and reinforcements as a matter of luck.
Subjects given skill instructions, on the other hand , were expected to perceive the task
and reinforcement as under their own control. They would supposedly interpret 2z
negative change in reinforcement as a sudden decrease of skill and would increase their
effort; perceived control of reinforcement would, in effect, mediate their performance. The
results supported the predicted extinction order. Individual differences ‘within the subjects,
however, led the authors to speculate that\somc factor other than skill and chance
ingtructions was involved.

Holden and Rotter {1962) partially replicated the James and Rotter (1958) study.
Of significance was their successful attempt to include behavioral measures of extinction
and the use of ambiguous instructions. It was found that under ambiguous instructions,

the male subiects responded as they did under chance conditions and women subjects
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responded as they did under skill conditions. No explanation for sex differences was given
by the authors. Feather (1967), however, suggests that in ambiguous situations, a person's
generalized expectancy about control might play a more important role in determining how
to autribute responsibility for the event . Phares (1976) stated that in a situation defined
with ambiguous instructions perceived locus qf control as a problem-solving gc.n:ralized_
qu can best be dcmonstra‘tcd. When presented with an ambigueous situation
regarding the connection between reinforcement and the subject’s, skill or chance, subjects
tend to react in their own characteristic fashion — as an ” internal ™ or "external” person.

. Early rescarchers attempted to empirically validate the locus of control construct by
operationalizing intermal and external locus of control through shll and chance
instructions. James and Rofier (1958), however , felt that skill and chance instructions did
pot account for the total variance in the behavi.or of their subiects. They belicved that,
regardless of instructions, certain individuals brought with them a belief in internal or
external locus of control that was"so strong that it had a mediating effect on all behavior. _

Rotter (1966) elaborated the concept of generalized expectancy to include the concept
of perceived control of reinforcement dr lecus of control (LOC), based on whether or not
persons see a connection between their own behavior and subsequent reinforcements. When '
rcin.for-c;:mcnt is perceived to be under one™s own control, a belief in internal locus of
control is demonstrated. When a reinforcement is perceived to be contingent upon luck,
chance, fate or the control of others, a belief in cxtcmal locu.'; of control is being
demonstrated. Rotter stated that, depending upon their history of reinforcement,
individuals would differ in the degree to which they felt reinforcements were controlled
by tﬁcu‘ actions. As well, the idiosyncratic manner in which people make attributions’to
internal or external factors can be accurately measured and is predictive of behavior in a

. variety of circumstances (Rotter, 1966).
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Rotter hypothesized that as infants develop and acquire experiences, they
differentiate events which are causally related to their actions and those which are noi. As
specific expectancies increase in number over time, generalized cxpcctancié bcgm to develop -
for series or classes ;)f related situations; that is, a child wxll develop generalized
expectancies for a whole group of situations from a large number of situation-specific
expectancies. Rotter has stated that these generalized expectancies for a class of related
events have functional properties in that they assist thc individual in ct'x.oosing appropriate \
bebavior in present siEuations.As a result gcncralizcd-cxpccta.ncy "makes' up one of “the
important classes of variables in personality description ™ (Rotter, 1966.4/':.2).

Since the late 1950's, there has been a considerable amount o conducted
on the locus of control construct. Rotter’s (1966) publicatiorf of a reliable scale for the
measurement of the LOC construct, along with dcccompanying validating data, bas \/ ;
provided the impetus for this proliferation. Researchers have ,in turn, found p \ctay
differences in the behaviors of individuals above and below the median of the scale a.;:Ld
have identified correlations with behaviaral criteria providing significant evidence for the
cé;nstruct validity of the theory (Rotter, 1966; Throop &‘Ma.cDonald, 1977; Palumbo,
1981; Joe, 1971).

One area that has received considerable attention is the relationship of LOC to a
variety of educational variables. Reimanis (1970) and Phares (1976) have suggested that
internal LOC is a necessary condition for the development of an attitude conducive to the
pursuit -ot success in a school setting. They argue that when children believe in intermal
control, they would tend to strive to do thosc things that bring about rewards and
minimize punishments; thus, in a school setting, one 'c;vould expect the internally oriented
students to show higher achievelntellectuall Achievement Responsibility Scale (IAR)
believe tﬁat the outcomes they r@vc are a function of their own behavior. To the

external students, who pg:rccivc'litr.lc or no relationship between their own behavior and

subsequent outcomes, achievement has less meaning (Reimanis, 1973).
)
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A relationship between LOC and academic performance has been cénsistcntly
recorded in the literature. Phares (1976) indicates that grades in classroom situations are
significantly higher for intc{nals than for externals. Studies by Celluna (1963) and Buck
and Austin (1970)’su15pon the finding that internally oriented students score higher on
achievement tests than do cxtcrnally. oriented students. A majority of the studies report

fairly corsistent but modest correlations (range .47 to .50) between questionnaire scores on

- Ll

LOC scales and scores on one or more achievement measures (R;:imanis, 1973). Messer
(1972) has noted, as have other researchers, that LOC as measured by the Intellectual
Acm"@m Responsibility Scale SIAR) predicts better for school grades than do
standardized measures of school achievement. ' Modest correlations reported by some
rescarchers (Bar-Tal, Kfir, Bar-Zohar & C¥em, 1980) arc believed to be duc to the
mediating influence of variables such as sex, age, characteristics of the particu:lar LOC scale
and the type of achievement measure used. In addition, researchers have suggested that not
all students would indicate a similar degree of reinforcement value for academic
achicvement (Rotter, Chance & Phares, 1972). This is consistent with Social Learning
Theory which states that the value a person attributes to a given reinforcement may alter

the prediction of behavior. Thus, regardless of one’s LOC orientation, if a student places a

very low reinforcement value on kigh academic achievement, no relationship would be

expected.

~  Several researchers have studied the relationship between rcinforecmentshee
ta;king of responsibility for the particular reinforcement. Phares (1976) reviewed several
studies in which researchers investigated the degree to which subjects see individuals other
than themselves to ;‘I;c responsible for the outcomes they experience. Phares and Wilson
(1972) required subjects to provide four ratings of the degree of responsibility that should
be attributed to individuals involved in auto acd&cnts that varied in terms of acjrcrity of
outcome and the ambiguity inherent in the accident description. The results mduatlcd that

internally oriented subjects attributed more responsibility to the drivers than did externals.
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"In a similar study, Phares and Lamiell (1975) asked internals and externals to read
brief case histories of a welfare recipient, a Korean War veteran and an cx-con.vict. Each
case varied in the degree of self-responsibility for the individual's present situation. Each
subjccf then rated each case in terms of worthiness to receive help, financial a.msta.ncc,
understanding and sympathy. In general, internals indicated that they would provide
significantly less in the way of help, sympathy and money thar did externals. These
findi:ﬁgs are consistent with the Phares and Wilson (1972) study in suggesting that
internals not only sec themselves but also others as b‘c‘mg responsible for their own :
circumstances. ‘

The validity o% LOC as a personality construct that is predictive of complex social
behavior has been demonstrated oxlrcr the past two decades. Numerous LOC scales have been
developed to measure individuals generalized and situation-specific orientation and have
provided significant cvidcncc'fo\f-‘thc construct validity of LOC. Resarch th.hm the feild

of education has has shown for example LOC orientation to be significantly . correlated to

academic achievement and the overall.pursuit of academic success.

r

. A'I'I'RIB}IBK_Q.F PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND LOCUS OF CONTROL

ra

In the past two decades, there have been numerous attempts to extend locus of control
theory by investigating differential causal attributions among those who believe in
internal and external control. This is seen as an effort to link two related areas of
investigation: the relationships between LOC and reinforcements, and, the casual
attributions utilized by an individual. Attribution of responsibility is closely related to

LOC, the latter” being a ‘personality variable t.ha.t,{ by definition, deals with stable
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tendencies to attribute control or causality for future cvents to either personal or
extrapersonal factors. An example of one view of the LOC-causal attributiofi” felationship
is given by Phares (1976). He states that if one accepts that an external LOC may serve a
defensive function by taking rasponsibi-lity away from the individual, then it seems logi&.l
to suppose that the relationship bc;wccn failure and the attribution of responsibility for
that failure is mediated in part by one's locus of control oricn‘tat.ion.

Causal attributions are thcisc factors identified by an individuﬁl which are perceived to
be responsible for a particular cxpcricﬁcc or outcome. According to Pharu (1976), the
manner in which people account for their successes and failures will, in turn, play a
significant rolé in thcu' achievement motivaﬁign and subsequent behavior. The realistic
employment of both internal and cz‘ctcrna.l attributions of cau-s.a.lity is necessary if the
individual is to continue in his striving for mastery and excellence. An internal belief
system regarding the causal nature of the event shoulc} lead to reaction of pride following
success and a variety of negative emotions fouowing-failurc. In both situations, if the
setting is skill determined, the emotional rcactio‘n to attributing outcomes-internally may
have a positive cffecto upon the individual and his/h& subsequent achievement bché.vior.
Internal attributions and the resulting emotional reaction are likely to enhance motivation
to strive for succ&e:;, and to avoid failure experiences and the associated negative feelings.
The belief system of individuals who consistently endorse external causal attributions,
such as luck or powerfull others, may result in quite different consquences. This belief
system would not r.::)zcorctically lead to either of the emotional responses experienced by the
individuals who make internal attributions since they would attribnte their outcomes or
reinforcements to external factors. The subsequent emotional reaction to success and
failure would Le, according to Phares (1976), considerably less in intensity. As a result,
there would be iittlc basis for .thc subsequent pursuit of excellence if an individual neither
accepted responsibility for nor experienced an intense emotiona reaction to success and

failure.
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There have been conflicting resecarch results (Lefcourt, ‘Hogg, Struthers & Holmes, -
1975) indicating that individuals who make external attributions do indeed react to

failure experiences. Contrary to Phares’ belief, Lefcourt (1975) found that externads

/"‘

experience more discomfort with failure than internals because the effects are suffctc{—/
state of helplessness. ' ' .

Studies have been conducted to investigate . the process by which people determine the
causes of their own and other people’s successes and failures (Weiner, 1972; Weiner,

1974). These studies typically involve a variety of a.cﬁdcqzic achievement tasks which are

_ described in minimal detail. The instructions may be skill, chance or ambiguous in nature.

Succcss or faﬂurc on the task may be either cxpcr'm‘;cntally manipulated or the subjects
are asked to 'n:ﬁagine their own or another’s success or.j.lurc. The subjects are then
reguired to state the cause of the outcome through ratings on vario;m causal attribution
scales provided by the-expETimenters.

The causal categories available to subjects have been typically selected by the
experimenters on theoretical grounds or on the basis of personal intuition (Frieze, 1976).
Researchers have determined that the categories most frequently used are: ability, effort,
luck, afd task difficulty (Weiner, Frieze, Kukla, Reed, Rest & Rosenbaum, 1971). )
Add.itionalli Frieze (1976) attempted to assess which causal attributions would be selected
by subjects if they were given an open-format typé causal attribution questionnaire. He
concluded that the four attributions originally noted by Weiner, Frieze, Kuklg. Reed, Rest
and Rosenbaum (1971) " accounted for the ¥axge majority of causal attributions made in
both studies, especially for the §chool achievement si‘cuati—on * (Frieze, 1976, p. 304).In 2
similar study Cauley and Murray (1982) asked  second and third grade students to
identify the causes they would attribﬁtc to an academic-type success/failure experience.

They identified ability, effort, luck and task difficulty as the major factors.

N
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- Research on the relationship between locus of control orientation and causal

attribution style has indicated some consistency. Phares, Wilson and Klyver (1971) stated

t internally oriented subjects atwribute less blame to external factors for t.h:ir_ failures

do cxtcrnallf oriented subjects. In a futher study involving both success and failure,

Davis and Davis (1972) demonstrated that internals show a g'rcntcr tendency to aoéi:pt
responsibility for their behavior than do externals.

Krovetz (1974) found that subjects form ‘:;ttribur.ions for causality that are
completely congruent with their LOC orientation as measured by the Rotter I-E scale. He
found that regardiess of success or failure experience, subjects with an interpal orientation
made internal atwributions and extermally oriented subjects made external attributions.
This conclusion was supported -t;y Gilmore and Reid (1979) whose data were consistent
with the previous study. Their  results support the hypothesis that internally and
externally oriented subjects interpret the outcomes of "self-relevant” events in a manner
consistent with their LOC orientation. F;xrghcmorc. Phares and Wilson (1972) indicated
that internals sc:: not only themselves but also others as being responsible for their own
reinforcements, although these authors did not d.xsunguxsh between succsss “and failure
experiences. -

Gilmore and Minton (1974) found internally oriented individuals would attribute
responsibility for success to internal factors and failure to external factors. The authors
interpreted their results as support for a balance or self-serving model. The assumption
was that internals, with:thcir greater sense of personal ability or mastery, maintained this
view of themselves by acccpn’%g ;asponsibi]ity for suceess but rejecting responsibility for .
their failure. Thus, their causal attributional style would be consistent with their sense of
ability; these findiﬁgs were replicated by Garrett and Minton (1975). Later Frieze and
Snyder (1982) examined the belief structure of elementary school children with regard to

their success and failure in school settings. These authors concluded that children do not
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tend to use the same type of causal explanations across all situations; rather, the causal

’fb:licf structure of the subjects was situation specific. In other words, the study indicates

that " the same group of children may use very different causal explanations for success

and failure " (Frieze & Snyder, 1980, p. 194).

In a review of the li;cmturc.‘ I;ao and Wuensch (1979) found that while most
theorists perceive that causal attributions are influenced by situational variables, they bave
viewed perception of causality as a relatively permanent factor. They state that many
rcsmrchérs are "focusing on differences among individuals _in the tcndcnc:;' to attribute to
internal or external factors independent of situational variables ” (Lao & Wuensch, 1979,
p. 200). These authors believe that situational variables play an i.mport-a.nt role and may
modify the t;chavior of 430Y personality type. In this regart, —they investigated the
interactive consequences of personality (LOC) and situation (success and failure) in the
* formation of causal attributigns. ’}hc results supported their hypothesis that there is a
significant interactive effect in causal attributions. Neither LOC nor feedback ( success and
failure) alone predicted the subjects’ attribution; t;owcvcr. the interaction of pthc wo
variables supported their expectations. Lac and Wuensch, using the IAR scale to measure

LOC, studied only internally oriented subjects and did-not study externally oriented

subjects. It is believed by this author that externals as well as internals need to be il -

considered when investigating the relationship between LOC and causal attributions.
These results would seem to be consistent with a major aspect of Social Learning
Theory in which Rotter states that both situation-specific factors and dispositional
-

clements are considered to be influential in the determination of social behavior (Phares,

1976). Thus, rather than argumg whether situation or persopality is involved, Rotter -

_ argues that it is nlorc appropriate to examine the relative contribution of both factors

(Phares, 1976).
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Another research area that has attracted much attention is the role of sex differences

in causal attributions. Overall, there has been a lack of coﬂistcnﬁ!wults.

One study led sbmc rcsca;chcrs to conclude t(hat women tend to attfibutc both
success and failure to external factors solely (Fric;c, Fisher, McHuéh. Hamus;;‘.:"‘& Valle,
1978). This conclusion may have been incorrect as indic;t:d by a study by Simon and
Feather (1973) who found that when women succeed, they make attributions similar to
men and stressed internal rather than external explanations. Women who fail, however,
were mii-c\ likely than male subjects to attribute failure to bad luck or test difficulty
which are &x\tcrnal factors. In other words, women externalize their failures more than
men, but bothj_iscxcs tend to internalize their successes. Sweeny (1982) found a similar
attributional pattern among female subjects. His conclusion supported the hypothesis that
an "ego-defensive bias” was functioning within the female population.

A number of researchers have found that males make more egotistical attributions for
success dnd failure than do females,(Rosenfield & Stephan, 1978). Feather and Simon
(1973) found that, on an anagram task, males tended to make more internal attributions
for success and external attributions for failure than did females. Levine, Reis, Turner and
Turner (1976) found a similar pattern for the attributions of college-age male and female
students who completed a competitive anagram task. McHugh, Fisher and Frieze (1975)
replicated the pattern on a competitive figur_p matching task, as did Stephan, Rosenfield
and Stephan (1976) og, a competitive mathcﬁzatiml game,

Researchers, reviewing this literature, have identified two major factors, one
cognitive and one m;tivational, which may account for the tendency for. males to make
more egotistical or self-serving attributions than females (Rosenfield & Stephan, 1978).
The cognitive factor appears to be how well the subject expects to do on the task. In three
previously mentioned studies it was Teported that females had lower expectancies for

success than males (Feather & Simon, 1973; McHugh, Fisher & Frieze, 1975; Stephan,
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Rosenfield & Stephan, 1976). The Iowc'r cxpcc;:mcis for success of fernales may account
for their tendency to make less cgozisticz;l attributions because they do not feel that they
have the ability necessary for success, and as a result make less ..'mtcrnal attributions for
their failures.

The motivational factor that may account for the sex differences is the : ce of
ego-involvement. The tasks used in these studies have involved either competition (Levine,
Turner & Turner, 1976; McHugh, Fisher & Frieze, 1975; Stcp\han,\ Rosenfield & Stephan,
1976), intellegence (Featber & Simon, 1973; chinc,'Turnc;' & 'Furner 1976; Nicholls,
1975), or geometric ability (Nicholls, 1975). The traits associated with success on these
tasks are all comsidered to be part of the masculine stereotype (Broverman, Vogel,
Broverman, Clarkson & Rosenkrantz, 1972). It would be expected that males would be
more ego-involved in the outcomes of tasks involving “masculine” traits than would
females. As a resuit, males generally should be more motivated to make internal
attributions for success, to take crcc‘lit for success and deny blame for failure by making
external attributions. As a follow-up to this study Rosenfield and Stephan (1978) involved
both a masculine task and a feminine task in their study. The results indicated that males
expected to do better on masculine tasks than on feminine tasks, while females expected to
do better on feminine ones. In addition, males were more ego-involved in the masculine
tasks than in the feminine ones, while females were more ego-involved in the feminine '
ones. The final results indicated that on the masculine tasks, males attributed their
successes more internally and failures more externally than did females. The opposite -
© pattermof-results was found for males when they were tested on feminine tasks and thus

demonstrates that attribution for success and fajlure is situation dependent. |
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SUMMARY OF THE THEORETICAL RATIONALE

1
With Rotter’s (1966) elaboration of the LOC comcept to include the concept of
perceived personal control of reinforcements and the ﬁgvclopmcnt of an I-E s¢ale, LOC has

PR
been established as a valid predictor of ‘human/ social behavior. Locus of control

orientation has been shown to reflect an individual's perception of the causal connection:

between a particular reinforcement and a person’s specific behavior. With regard to
predicting bebavior, LOC or expectancy has been shown not to be an isolated variable.
Rotter states that social behavior is a function of the interaction between expectancy of
reinforcement, the reinforcement value and the psychological situation. Although Social
Learning Theory may scem complex in that all three factors are to be considered, Rotter
believes that such complexity is preferable to relying on a single variable (Phares, 1976) .

. Causal attributions address  another aspect of the behavior-reinforcement
relationship than locus of control orientation. LbC is “rcflectivc. of an individual’s
perception of the contingency between behavior and reinforcements in future events. In
‘contrast causal attributions are the factors or varizbles an individual identifies as
responsible for an past outcome or reinforcement. It has been suggested (Phares, 1976)
that if individuals believe that reinforcements are.contingent upon their own behavior,
then they will accept responsibility for their reinforcements once these have occurred. It
would follow.thcn that internally oriented individuals will attribute their success and
failure outcomes to internal facto'rs such as level of ability and/or effort. Externally
oriented individuals, on the other hand, will attribute their outcomes to external fastors
such as luck, and/or  task difficulty. Invcsﬁgators such as Lefcourt (1979) and Gilmore
and Reid (1979) have designed studies to determine the relationship between causal

attribution pattern and LOC orientation. Their results offer support for the hypothesis
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" that internally and externally oriented individuals do interpret the outcomes of self-

relevant events in a manner consistent with their LOC orientation.

Research conducted by Lao and Vi;"ucnsch (1979) and Frieze and Simon (1980) has
indicated that the LOC - causal 'attribution phenomenon is not as simple as bch’cved. They
believe, 25 is postulated within SLT, that the situation plays a potent role in causal
attributions and can modify the behavior of the subjects. To test this hypothesis, these
researchers introduced a success/fail variable into their studies. Their data indicate that
there is a significant interaction between personality (LOC) and situation (success/ fail) in
the definition of causal attributions. )

Finally, with regard to the causal attributions of male and female subjects, the
literature Would indicate that there are indeed differences. Initial studies by Fegzher and
Simon (1973); Levine, Turner and Turner (1976} McHugh, Fisher and Frieze (1975); and
later by Rosenfield and Stephan (1978), strongly\indintc that there are sex differences
related  to attribution for success and failure in achievement tasks. The results indicate
t)hat the differences may result from differences in the degree of ego-involvement and
expectancy of success on stereotyped masculine and femine tasks among males and females.
A review of the literature identifies a lack of a consistent pattern im causal attri‘butions
of male and female subjects; however, there is general agreement among researchers that
sex maybe a mcdiating variable in the LOC - causal attribution relationship within
academic-achievement type tasks.

Based upon the above discussion, the relationship among locus of control, sex and
pass/fail experience, in the prediction of causal attributions of elementary school children -

was identified as an area needing investigation. In order to meet this need the

following hypothesis was proposed:

locus of control, sex and pass/fail experience are
predictor variables for the causal attributions of clementary
school children in an intellectual-academic task.



CHAPTER TWO: EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

In this chapter the sample, a description of the independent and dependent variables,

‘the experimental measures and procedures, and the statistical design are presented.

THE SAMPLE

N

. -

A total of one hundred and sixty-nine children (ninety-two females and seventy-
seven males) from grades seven and eight participated in the study (see Table 1). The
sample was obtained from a single urban' senior elementary school in the Eastern Ontario.
QOnly those students cnro_llcd in non-specialized' education programs were selected for

testing and only students who returned a permission slip signed by their parent or

guardian were included in the study ( sce Appendix E). -
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Table F . : /;L .-

Frequency of Subjects by GQrade, Age and Sex; H= lég.

Grade Age Males Females
7 12 13 14
13 16 27
14 e 2
15 1 0
8 13 23 27
14 i? 20
s . S 2

-23—
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DESCRIPTION OF THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES.

The independent variables studied within this reserarch imcluded LOC, SEX and
PASS/FAIL cx.pcricncc.

Due to the nature of the present study, the Intellectual Achievement Responsibility
‘Questionnaire (émndall, Katkovsky & Crandall; 1965), (see Appendix A), was chosen
since it was constructed to measure locus of control in an intellectual-academic setting.
This scale is composed of two subscales; one _is designed to measure locus of control
towards success experiences (I+), and the second is designed to measure one's oricntation
towards failure experiences (I-). Taken together these subscales produce the I total score. In
. this study only I+ and I- were used.

PASS/FAIL cxpcricncr; was provided by means of 2 randomly assigned test result

on an anagram test. The anagram test was completed by all subjects (see Procedure).

Locus of Control Variables.

With the initial work of Phares (1956), James (1957) and Rotter (1957), 2 growing
belief  was formed that LOC existed as a personality construct rather than just as a
situation-specific or generalized expectancy. Consequently, this belief prompted rescarchers
to develop scales d:;signcd to measure individual differences in generalized expectancy for
internal and external control in various situations.

Since Rotter’s original I-E scale, there have been numerous other instruments
developed to measure intcrnalit-y and externality among different populations and in

specific rather than general situations. The Intellectual Achievement Responsibility
.
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- Questionnaire (IAR) was developed by Crandall, Katkovsky a.nd Crandall (1965) and is
frequently used with children (Phares, 1976 ). The IAR has scvcral umquc features,
including the fact that the authors chose_tg-measure locus of control solely in intellectual-
academic settings. The IAR containg 34 forced-choice items designed to measure the
readiness of studcnts to attribute future academic outcomes to internal or external factors;
additionally, .thc IAR assc‘sses the child’s locus of control in terms of positive as well as
negative outcomes. As a result, the IAR yields three separate subs@e& belief of
internality towards poth success and failure (I :otal scores), the student’s belief in i.ntc—mal
factors for success (I+) and belief in internal facrors for failure (I-).

Crandall, Katkovsky and Crandall (1965), using a sample conmsisting of 923
elementary and high school studcﬁts. have provideﬁl'data regarding t;hc JAR. In general,
di-stributions were skewed in the direction of internality for all age groups a.nci for both
sexes, Tm-rc@ations over a two-month period were .69 for I total, .66 for I+
and .74\for I- for students in grades 3 to 5. Nmth grade children produced similar
correlations ( .65, .47, and .69) respectively. Split-half reliabilities were .54 (I+) and .57
(I-) for grades 3 to 5 and for Higﬁ School children, the correlations were .60 for both I+
and I-. The authors have indicated the correlations between I+ -and I- are generally low
(.11 to .43 for grades 3 to 12). Part of the independence of the subscales is believed by
the authors to be am;butablc to the general heteroggneity of the items on the two
subscales. The low correlations may mean that assuming responsibility for successful
intellectual-academic experiences may be different from -assuming reponsility for failure
experiences. In addition, the low corrclatiox;s between the two subscales have prompted the
authors to question the use of I total scores. Since this score (I total) combines self-
rcspci’ggibility for success and failure, it may mask important differences between the I+
and I- subjects. Finally, correlations between the IAR subscores and the Crowne-Marlowe

measure of social dcsiraliility led to the conclusion that social desirability accounts for

-—
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relatively little of the Ya.ria.néc in IAi{ scores (Phares, 1976). The correlation of I+ with
I-, as noted above ranges from .11 to .43 (Cra‘ndall. Katkovsky & Crandall, 1965). This
questionnaire may be divided into two short form scales for grades 3105 and grades 6 to
12. The short form for grades .6 to 12 is composed of 10 I+ and 10 I- items. It is a paper

and pencil, forced-choice measure which is answered by placing a circle around either

L.

answer "a” or answer "b".

The Pass/Fail Variable.

Simulation of an academic achievement test was achieved with the use of an anagram

test ( see appendix B)thus providing a Pass/Fail experience. The anagram test copsists of °

"

thirty-two scrambled English words ﬁat ranged in length from four to eight letters. The
anagram test was developed from a pool of 282 anagrams (Browq‘. 1975) used in
experimentation with sophomore level university students. Only those anagtams that were
correctly decoded by 80% or more of the university subjects were selected for use with the
population described aﬁovc. It is believed that these anagrams were of an appropriate
difficulty level for tae subjects.

' In a review of the literature, Zuckerman (1977) has identified numerous researchers
who have studied the causal attributions over a wide range of subjects. Of the 41 studies
reviewed from 1969 to 1977, 22 studies used some form of anagram test as a task that
subjects were asked to complete before making their attributions. The subjects were from
2 wide range of educational levels, including children from grades 6 and 10.

The anagram test was choosen for two main reasons aside from the simplicity and

case of use. Firstly, the.test i3, upon close examination, analogous to the types of tests

\\

s
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used in academic settings. That is, they are cognitively demanding, require decoding skills,
and the abilities to attend, to concentrate and to listen to instructions. The test is believed
Yo be sufficiently demanding in order to motivate most subjccts’to participate, but not too
Iong “or difficult to frustrate and/or bore. Sccondly, the writing of an anagram test is a
novel experience for subjects; thus, they would prcs-ﬁmably not be :;ble to form a reliable
judgement regarding their performance level owing to the lack of a standard with which
to rate their pcri"of@:‘anccﬁ This would deter subjects from developing a sense of their level
ofﬂ ability on the test i:rior to receiving their test results, and thus, would not bias their
acceptance of the test results.

For these reasons, acceptance c;f 2 "pass” or "fail” result on the anagram test by the
subjects scems more plauseable than with other academic ach.icvux;.cnt tests such as a math
or l'anguagc test.

Instructions for the anagram test were " ambiguous ” in nature. Neither skill nor
chance was indicatcd as being involved in the successful completion of the anagram test.
Subjects in the present study were told that a “pass” would indicate that they had solved
as many or more than the average for their age and grade level; a "fail” indicated that
they had solved fewer than the average for their age and grade level. Subjects, within the
ﬁ;rc-minutc time period allotted, were asked to write out the correct words on the blanks
beside the scrambled word. Pass and fail was assigned on a random basis, the exact

v

procedure is described below within the "Procedure” section.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE DEPENDENT VARIABLES

The independent variables studied within this research include Ability, Luck, Effort
and Tcs:t” 'Difficulty. These particular variables were selected because they have been
identified as those factors used in a large majorit%? causal attribution research

(Frieze,1976; Cauley & Murrary, 1982). - g

iy
¥

..

The Causal Attribution Scale (scg Apendix C) was used to measurc. the four
dependent variables; the causal attributions made by students after completion of anagram
test. These scale consisted of four Likert items each measuring one factor; a) ability, b)
effort, c) luck, and d) test difficulty. Subjects were required to indicate on a seven-point
rating scale the. degree to which each factor was respomsible for the outcome of the
academic achievement test. A r-sponsc of "1” by a subject indicated that he/she perceived
the respoasibility of the particular causal attribution for his/her test result to be "very
low”. A fesponsec of "”I” indicated that the ‘subjecf_ perceived that the responsibility of a

particular causal attribution for his/her test result was "very high”.
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Subjects were removed, one class at a time, from their regular classes and led to-the
testing room. All testing was conducted in a single, quiet room situated within the
school, and set asicl-c specifically  for the study. An'entire class was requested for testing
at one time; however, only those who returned a signed permission slip (see Appendix D)
participated in the testing., Subjects were tc.stcd' in groups ranging from 15 to 50 in
number. They were ipitially ’grcctcd by the experimenter and a monitor tl;.cn given a seat
a-.;d T2 test package which consisted of the IAR, the anagram test, a causal attribution
scale and the appropriat; ‘instructions for each task. Test packages were comprized of all
three measures. This was done to ensure that each student completed all measures and
that there was no misidentification of ox"the various measures.

The cxpaxm;,gml procedure consisted of three phases in addition to the initial
introduction and checking that all subjects had returned a signed permission slip to their
homeroom teachers. T

| Phase one consisted of the admiﬁistcring ofthe locus of control scale (IAR) and the
anagn/ ;&BL The instructions for the JAR were read oraiiy and then s;ubjects were given
time to complete the scale. Next the anagram test instructions were read aloud by the
experimenter to the subjects and questions were addressed. Throughout the experiment,

any questions not related to the specific task were deferred to a later, more appropriate
time. S:xbjccts were permitted to complete the scale at their own speed. 'When subjects
finished they sat quietly by themselves. Once all of the subjects had finished the IAR, a
period of five minutes was allotted for work on the anagram test. A timer was used to

measure the five minutes and subjects were asked to stop working after the allotted time.
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In phase two, the subjects returned to their regular school routine. The completed

anagram tests were then divided by sex and LOC into four groups. Internal and external
LOC was defined by means of the mc::iian split technique. Scores ragged from 0 to0 20,
the median for this sample was a score of 12.9, therefore, internals had scores of 13 or
more and externals had scores of O to 12. Through random seclection ecach of the.four—-,
groups was then again divided into two: those who received a “pass” and those whlo
received a "fail” on the a.nagr;:.m test. Subjects received a "pass™ or "fail" test result was
assigned completely at random; the test result was not related to ability, intelligence, or
any other factor. The amount of time allotted for phase two was calculated by
mpltiply'mg the size of the group by a period of time felt necessary to correct one
anagram test ( approximately three minutes ).This was done in order to establish
credibility with the subjects that each test,was, in fact, being evaluated.

In phase three, subjects returned to the testing room to receive their test results; pass
or fail was marked on their a.nagra.m test ;;apcr. Instructions for the causal am“ibur.ion
-saﬂc were read aloud by the cxpcrmcntcr and subjccm were quwnoncd 1o ascertain thcxr
understanding of the instructions and the scales. Subjects were then given as much time as
needed to complete the causal attribution scale, however, they were encouraged to work at
a fairly steady speed. |

Upon completion of the -data collection for the entire sample, a letter (see Appendix E)
was given to the subjects for their parents or guardians debriefing them about the
experiment. As well, those subjects who requested an oral debriefing after the testing

received one.

i
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STATISTICAL DESIGN

Statistical analyses used in this study was a énnoniml correlation a.na.lysxs. -Ar
secondary analysis was conducted by three four-way analysis of variance to test for
interaction between the m;uiipulated variable (pass/fail) and each of the other three
independent irariablw. The four independent variables investigated in this study were:
locus of control as measured by the JAR (I+ and I-), sex, and pass/fail experience on the
anagram test. The dép&ﬁdent variables; ability, luck, cffoft and twt. difficulty, were

measured by the Causal Attrit:(u-tipn Scale.

@



CHAPTER THREE: PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF THE

RESULTS.

Within this chapter, the results of the experiment are presented and discussed with
special emphasis being placed on the data relating to the hypothesis stated in the first
chapter.

The independent variables were: I+, I-, sex, and pass/fail experience on t.hc‘
achicvement mt, the dependent variables include those factors measured by the Causal
. Attribution Scale: ability, luck, effort and test difficulty.

Table 2 contains the correlation matrix of the wvariables used in the analysis. The
matrix indicates that I+ and PASS/FAIL are significantly correlated to three of the
dependent variables; ABILIT}’. LUCK and EFFORT at the .05 level. It should be noted
that the two subscales I+ and I on the Intelleétual Achievement Responsibility Scale -
(IAR) were used separately rather than combined in the form of I total. The hypomm
interrelationship between th;: independent and dependent sets of variables was analyzed by
a canonical correlation procedure. The preliminary results of the canonical correlation
analysis are presented in Table 3 and indicate that the first two pairs of canonical
variates are moderately correlated; r= .45 and = .27. There is however significant
interdependence for only the first pair of canonical variates at the .05 level of statistical

significance.
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Table 2 T

Pearson Correlation Matrix for the complete set of v&;iables,
(n= 169).

' SEX B c D E F G

B~ IPOS \\ -.02

C- INEG .03 .24* )

D- PASS/FAIL -.003% .03 .07

~ E- ABILITY . -.11 .18 .04 .04*

F- LUCK .08 -.16* .08 .17 -, 16*
.G~ EFFORT -.14a* .18* -~-.03 .18 .39* —-.15

H- TEST .03 -.03 '.Oé -.12 -.086 .09 -.04

DIFFICULTY '

* signiflcance at the .05 level
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Table 3 -

Canonical Correlation Analysis for the complete data set, (N~ 169)

T g T . ——————. ——— T T — — A i

Canonical Canonical Likelihood

Correlation R-square Ratio F daf - Pp-prob.
i. .45 .21 ’ .73 5.35 (16, 482.5) .001
2 .27 .07 -92 1.55 (9, 394.4) .13
3. .08 .01 .99 .28 {4, 326.0) .89
4 .03 .00 1.00 .18 (1, 164.0) .87
/
/'N
-34—-
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The linear combipations, using the standardized canonical coefficients for the first

independent (W) and the first dependent variates (V) are, respectively:

/_'.__,.—-\./

We =24 (SEX) + .29 (I+} + .03 (I-)

-

+ 0.94 (PASS/FAIL) ~

V- .79 (ABILITY) + .40 (LUCK) + .30 (EFFORT)

- .27 (TEST DIFFICULTY) .

We Independent canonical variate

V= Dependent canonical variate

—

The coefficients for each variable indicate the relative degree of importance of the
variables within the particular canonical variate once the original variables have been
standardized. Within the independent canonical variate, PASS/FAIL was considerably
more important.than SEX, I+, or I-; however, I+ is a more important predictor of the
dependent ,variables than were SEX and I-. Within the dependent canopical variate,
ABILITY was more important than the other dependent variables LUCK, EFFORT and
TEST DIFFICULTY.

The structure matrix (see Table 4) for the two sets of variables indicates the
correlation of the original variables with the opposite canonical variates. Only the
PASS/FAIL variable was moderately correlated (r= .42) with the  dependent variate
(V). SEX, I+ and I- were only minimally correlated at r= -11, r= .14 and = .04,

respectively with the dependent variate (V).

i
o



Table 4

Correlatlions for the two sets of variables ghd the first
canonical linear combinations, (¥N= 169).

T . P T S S b, . T — g T T T T o, S o T T " . S e b, . S Wds mpy. b S e Y e p R T W= TR R S TR T SR R S . M e

Variable Canonlcal variate Correlation Coefficlent
W @ v .45
SEX v -.11
PASS/FAIL v .42
IPOS v .14
INEG v .04
ABILITY W ( 39
LUCK v .09
EFFORT _ W .25
TEST DIFFICULTY W ~-.13

¥: independent canonical variate

V: dependent canonlical variate
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Further examination of the results indicates that the relationship .bctween the
PASS/FAIL variable and the dependent canonical variate, V, (r= .42) accounts for almost
all of the total correlation (r= .45) between the first pair of canonical variates . The
‘results also indicate “that the relationship between the dependent wvariable ABILITY and
the indcfacndcnt canor.ucal variate, W, (r= 0.39) accounts for most of the total
relationship between the two canonical variates, V and W. Since the PASS/FAIL and:
ABILITY variables account for most of the correlation, they are considered to be the most
important variables within their respective linear combination.

Rescarch on causal attributions, as noted above, has shown that sex, pass/fail
experience and LOC may have a2 mediating effect upon a subject’s attribution pattern. The
preliminary data from the present study suggests that there may indeed be a similar
interaction between independent variables, Table S contains the mean scores on the four
dependent variables for the various subgroups. Possible interaction between independent
variables was suspected when these mean values were reviewed. For the Pass experience
male subject’s mean score {(2.15) on the LUCK variable was lower tha\n females (3.67),
however, for the FATL experience the opposite pattern was found; females scored lower
(2.93) than males (3.22). The difference between these scores led the author to suspect
that there may be a SéX - PASS/FAIL‘? interaction. Another pattern of interest was with
the I+ subgroup. For the PASS experience internal and external I+ subjects had similar
means { 3.78, 3.72). However for the FAIL experience external I+ subjects had a’
considerably higher Tnean score ( 3.61) than the internal I+ subjects (2.68). Again
interaction between independent variables (I+ and PASS/FAIL) may be possible. To detect
whether these interactions were significant or not a four-way analysis of variance was
completed for each of the .dcpcndcnt variables. I\flonc of the interactions were significant.
The largest F value was 2.49 (df.; 1, 161) with a tail probability of .12. Thus the

interaction between PASS/FAIL and other independent variables as stated in previous

studies was not observed with this sample.



Table 5

Means for ABILITY, LUCK, EFFORT and TEST DIFFICULTY to assess
interaction of PASS/FAIL with I+, I- and SEX, N= 169.

S L D R UL s (e e S . O S W (W S ) W S S, g, ey S S . S T T S . ey e . TEE T S S R EE e S A S S S — — . —

Dependent I+ I- - SEX
Variables Internal External Internal External Male Female
ABILITY Pass 4. .54 5.23 5.37 5.42 5.03 5.69
Fail 4.53 3.94 - 4.13 4.40 4 .28 4,30
LUCK Pass 3.78 3.72 4.00 3.49 2.15 - 3.87
Fail - 2.68 3.61 2.90 3.1%7 3.22 - 2.93
EFFORT Pass 6.02 5.42 5.67 5.79 5.30 5.08
Fail 5.43 4._88 5.08 5.31 5.22 5.20
TEST Pasgs 3.48 3.65 3.70 3.42 3.58 3.55
DIFFICULTY
Fail 3.94 4.06 4.00 3.98 4.03 3.91
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The hypothesis stated above was onlj; partially supported by the statistical analysis.

It has been observed within the prcscﬁi study that the subject’s causal attribution patterns

were significantly related to a pass/fail experience but not to I+, I- or SEX. Thus the

prcdi-&tcd interdependence between the independent _d d t sets of .w.\riabls was not

confirmed since only pass/fail experience was a major ‘predictor of the causal
attributions of the subjects. Thus, the hypothesis has not been fully supported.

. The apove findings may be interpreted within Rotter’s theoretical structure by
examining the critical factors used in the prediction of social behavior: expectancy,
reinforcement value and situational variables. . Within Rotter"s Social Learning Theory
it is stated that for an accurate prediction of social behavior the int:r@ een these
three variablé must be considered. Each particular bchavior-rcinror;emcnt ‘sequence is
unique; thus, the relative contribution that may be attributed to individual variables in
th\c prediction of behavior is situationally dcpcndcnt.l_ IF?r instance if in a specific
behavior-reinforcement sequence the relative importance of one factor to an individual
were inordinately high then the relative importance of the remaining factors as predictors
of the dependent variables may be reduced substantially. From a SLT perspective, it may
be inferred from the present findings that the pass/fail experience may have had such a
substantial impact upon the subjects’ causal attributions that the influence of locus of
control and sex was reduced to 2 marginal amount. Alse worth noting is the fact that
the subjects were tested at the end of the academic year. It is possible that they may have
been more concerned with passing and failing at this time of the year than at other times.
It the degree to which- they v?cr‘e concerned with test results of all types was inordinately
high, then th'c influence of their characteristic LOC orientation and gender may have beecn
drastically reduced. This_may have occured to such an extent that only the PASS/FAIL
variable was identified as significantly contributing to the _prediction of the subjects’ causal

attributions.
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The data provide support for the previously stated importance and statistical
Significance of the situational viriabls "PASS/FAIL”. These findings are congracnt with
research which provides evidence rﬁﬂc importance of a pass/fail experience both from
the SLT perspective and current causal attribution rescarch. Previous studies (Bar-Tal &
Daron, 1979; Bradley, 1979) have indicated that a significant degree of variance in causal
attributions may be acéounted for by situational variables. Other researchers (Lao &
Wuensch, 1979) have produced data which has indicated a personality-situation interaction
that specifically involves pass/fail experiences. Although this interaction was not found in
the present study the importance of the PASS/FAIL experience was exhibited.

The results of the data analysis indicated that LOC was not a major predictor
variable for the causal attributions of elementary school children on an intellectual-~
academic task. T'wo tentative reasons for this lack of significance may be drawn from the
research literature. The first may be related to the fact that the identification of
external versus internal orientation for this study was achieved by means of a median
éplit. This technique was chosen because of the lack of extreme externally oriented subjects
within the sample. Previous researchers (Penk, 1969; Crandall, Katkovsky & Crandall,
1965) have investigated the relationship between LOC and age. Although there is
relatively little data, very young children tend to be externally oriented and becomsg more
internal with age. Crandall, Katkovsky & Crandall (1965) noted 2 trend for I-E scom 0
be relatively external at the grade three level with internality increasing to 2 maximum
average value at the eighth and tenth grades. There is however, little research regarding the
degree of variation in children’s I-E scores and what effect age might have on I-E score
variability. What then is an average degree of varability within a2 sample of this kind?
‘Whether the pra.scnt‘ sample had a greater or lesser degree of variability is not known.
The results of this study indicate that the éa;nplc was relatively homogeneous in its LOC

crientation; the range of scores was from 6 to 19, with a standard deviation of 2.88 and
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méin of 13.46. The sample was also found to be slightly skewed ( coefficient of skewness
= -.39) towards an external LOC orientation. The mean score (13.46), however, indicated
slightly more internality than means (11.60 to 12.09) reported by Carndall, Katkovsky
and Carndall (1965) for an elementary grade level sample. This lack of extremely external

subjects may have been a factor contributing to the nonsignificant contribution - of LOC,
in that the difference between internals and externals was not substantial enough.

A possible explanation for the lack of sex differences may be the nature of the
anagram test and subject’s %cvcl of expectancy for success. Suoct.m on tasks used in previous
studies involved cither corizpctition (Levine, Turner & Turner, 1976; McHugh, Fisher &
Frieze, 1975; Stephan, Rosenfield & Stephan, 1975), intelligence (Feather & Simon, 1973;
Lexine, Turner & Turner, 1976; Nicholls, 1975), ‘or geometric ability (Nicholls, 1975).
These types of activities are considered by theorists to be associated with masculine traits
(Broverman, Vogel, Broverman, Clarkson & Rosenkrantz, 1972). It is quite possible that
success on the anagram test was perceived to be neutral, ie. free of gender stercotypes by
this particular group of students. If this were the situation, male and female subjgct;
would be "equalized” on expectancy for success and ego-involvement, and as a result sex
differences would not be expected. .

The non-significant findings for the variable SEX may also be interpreted within
the work of Rosenfield and Stephan (1978). Their investigation into the relation between
gender and causal attributions indicated that sex differences are a result of variations in
subjects’ degree of cgo-involvement in, and cxpectatibn for, success on a particular task.
Viewed within this context, the present results would suggest that subjects of both sexes
may have had the same level of ego-involvement as well as expectancy for success (as
discussed above) thus resulting in a lack of sex differences in their causal attributions. It
may be inferred from this rationale that as a result of the current socialization patterns,

young boys and girls do not receive conflicting messages as to the desirability or
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appropriateness of achievement or the lack of it in academic tasks. As a result, male and
female students’ degrec of acceptance of responsibility for -test results on acadcmm-
achievement tasks may be the same. If the traits associated with success in academic
activities are no longer considered by our youth as predominately part of the masculine
;tcreotypc, then level of ego-involvement and expectancy for success may not necessarily
be mediated by one’s gender. )

An additional factor may involve the anagram test instructions. As statcd in the
review of the literature, research (Feather, 1967) has shown that when cxpcnmental tests
are conducted under ambiguious instructions an individual’s bebavior may be determined
to a larger extent I;y his or her characteristic LOC orientation than in a skill or chance
situation. If the insu'uct:ions were ignored or misinterpreted by the subjects, then the
expected peutral influence of the ambiguous instructions upon the subjects’ LOC
“orientation would not be expected. A possible uniform misinterpretation by the subjects
may have led to the perception that success on the anagram test was a2 function of either
skill or chance . The rcsultmg\ causal attribution pattern of the subjects would not be
. mediated by their characteristic LOC orientation; rather it would be a function of the

uniformly misinterpreted instructions.



CHAPTER FOUR: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS.

4

!

The present study was designed to investigate the interrclationship between the causal
attributions of clementary school cpildrcn and the independent variables ; pass/fail
experience, sex, and locus of control (I+I-).

In the first chapter the major theoretical variables of Rotter’s Social Learning Theory
were reviewed, as well as studies relating”to individual differences among people with an
-internal and external locus of control orienmtation. ‘Within the _review of literature, the
necessity for the comsideration of expectancy, reinforcement value, and in particular,
psychological/situational variables in ihc study of any complex social behavior was
stressed. ‘Research studies regarding the interrelationship between locus of control and
‘causal attributions was presented. From the theoretical perspective of SLT and the
findings of several researchers, it became apparent that it was necessary to inciudc both
the situational and sex variable in the study of the interrelationship between LOC - causal
attribution . The theoretical rationale was summarized and the hypothesis was stated in
the final section of the chapter.

In the second chapter the sample, a description of th%'mdcpcndcnt and dependent
variables, ‘and the corresponding measures, the statistical design, and the experimental
procedure were presented.

The hypothesis, which proposed that locus of control, sex and pass/fail experience
taken together were predictors of the causal attribution patterns of elementary school

children, was only partially supported. ' Pass/fail experience was the major predictor
1
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variable of the causal attributions of the subjetts; more specifically, pass/fail experience
could be considered as a predictor in the scores for the ability, luck and effort factors but
not for test difficulty factor. These findings add to the general inconsistency of research
findings in the area of gender, locus of control and causal attributions, and point to the
need for further investigation. )

Several questions are raised by the present findings. If I-E orientation were defined
differently would locus of control be a significant factor? Were the ambiguous instructio.ns
for the anagram test perceived by the subjects as ambiguous? Would the strong mﬂ;cncc
of a pass/fail experience be diluted by an extended period of time between discovering the
test results and doing the Causal Attribution Scale? Do male and female subjects have the
same level of expectancy for success and ego-involvement for an anagram test?

Future researchers utilizing a similar population may consider defining internal and”’
external. locus of control by an aiternate method such as using an extreme group paradigm. -
Removal of subjects that are within one standard deviation from the mean from the
experimental sample may be a more appropriate means of defining internality and
externality provided that there is adequate variability among the I-E scores.

Future researchers who use ambiguous instructions in order to encourage subjects
to utilize their characteristic locus of control orientation should test their subjects to
investigate if they perceive these instructions to be ambiguous in nature.

Another suggestion would be for rescarchers to administer the Causal Attribution
Scale at regular time intervals after the achievement test has been completed. This may
determine whether the impact of a pass/fail experience diminishes over ﬁmq is stable and
permanent, or whether its effect increases with time. Difficulty with carry over effect (or
learning effect) must be considered if a resecarcher were to investigate this issuse.

Regarding the impact of gender, previous resecarch has suggested that differential

causal attributions between the sexes on_an academic-type task require a perception on the
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pﬂf the subjects that success is associated with either stereotypic masculine or
feminine traits, lfuthough the anagram test has been ‘repeatedly used (Zuckerman, 1977)
to simulate an academic achievement test, it may be advisable to conduct an investigation
in this area. The techniques identified by Broverman and his associates (1972) would help
evaluate an anagram-twt as to whether success is perceived to be associated with those
traits considered to be part of the masculine or feminine stereotype. ‘In copjunction with
this evaluation of the anagram test, it is suggested tﬂat-fu.turc rescarchers specifically
measure the subject’s level of cgc;;involvc.mcnt and expectancy for success on the
achicvcmc;:tt task. The findings of these two inquiries woul‘d pr.ovidc a more complete
framework from wkich.to interpret a gender-related investigation in causal attributions.
By addressing these questions rescarchers could help to further explicate the
interrelatipnship between these variables.

Finally, an additional area for future research might be the further refinement  of
causal attribution scales. The scales used in the present study and in most other studies are
relatively simple in nature, since they use only one item per factor to assess thc'dc_gm\c of

responsibility attributed to a particular causal agent. Future research might consider the

. _dtvdopmcnt_cg a more sophisticated scale or use a semi-structured interview in addition to

the causal attribution scale to establish a higher level of validity in the measurement of
s'lgxbjccts’ causal attributions.

The results of this study suggest that there are important issues that should be
considered by school ‘personnel and school policy makers. The data indicate that the
pass/fail experience has a significant efféct upon student’s acceptance of responsibility for
“test results regardiess of locus of control orientation or sex influence. As stated by Phares
{1976), the manner in which pcopI‘c account for their successes and !ailufcs will play 2
signifiqint' role in achievement motivation and 'subseciucnt behavior. The utilization of

external causal attribution factors would not theoretically lead to the subsequent pursuit of

-
A
-
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academic excellence. If our goal as -educators is to encourage the pursuit of academic
excellence it seems apparent that students must be e¢ncouraged to accept responsibilty for
their ‘academic outcomes. This study, as well as previous research, has dcmonstra‘tcd t.hai
the pass/fail cxpcricn.ce has a mediating cffc;t upon studeat’s causal atributions. The
challenge for teachers.must be to provide an envifonment in which students will accept
responsibility for their academic test results irrespective of a pass or fail experience. In an
cffort to encourage the acceptance of ‘rcspcnslbilit'y for or;c's test results and to facilitate
the pursuit of academic excellence, it is hiéhly questionable whcf.hcr the current practice
of encouraging students to think in terms of passing or failing will help in the

achievement of these goals. ' o

-
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Appendix A -
INTELLECTUAL ACHIEVEMENT RESPONSIBILITY

QUESTIONNAIRE

Name: Grade:

Age: Sex: '

This 'qucstionnair_rc describes a number of common experiences most of you have
in your daily lives. Thcsc'statcmcnts are presented one at a time, and following each are
two possible answers. Read the description of the experience carefully, and then look at

the two answers. Choose the one that most often describes what happens to you; Put a

- circle around the "A” or "B” in front of that answer. Be sure to answer each guestion

according to how you really feel .
If, at any time, you arc uncertain about the meaning of 2 question, raise your hand

and a person will come and explain it to you.

1. When you do well on a test at school, is it more likely to be

a. because you studied for it, or

55
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2.
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b- because the test was especially easy?
When you have trouble understanding sofncthing in school, is it usually

a. because the teacher didn’t explain it clearly, or

b. because you didn’t listen carefully?

Suppose your parents say you are doing well in schools it likely to happen

a. because your school work is good, or -

b. because they are in a good mood?

Suppose you did better than usual in a subject at school. Would it probably

happen

a because you tried harder, or

b. because someone helped you?




7.

&

If you solve a puzzle quickly, is it

a because it wasa’t a very hard puzzle, or

b. because you worked on it carefully?

Suppose you study to become a teacher, scientist, or doctor and you fail. Do you

think this would happen

a because you didn’t work hard enough, or
. i -
b. because you needed some help, and other "people didn’t give it to you ?

/

When you learn something quickly in school, is it usually

a because you paid close attention, or

b because the teacher explained it clearly?

When you find it hard to work arithmetic or math problems at schoel, is it



10.

11.
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2. because 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

-

a because the teacher didn’t explain it very well, or

—_ -

b. beacause you didn’t try very hard to remember?

‘When you don’t do well on a test at school, is it

a because the test was especially hard, or

b. because you didn't study for it?

When you win at a game of cards or checkers, does it happen

a. because you play really well, or



12.

L. 13

14,
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b . becatize the other person dosen’t play well?

If people think you're bright or clever, is it

-

~
a - because they happen to like you, or

‘ N .
~b.--. . . becauss you usually act that way?

-

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

LA

b. because somebody bothered you and kept you from working?

Suppose your parents say you aren’t doing well in your school work. Is this

likely to happen more

a. because your work isn’t very good, or



15.

16.

17.
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b, because they are feeling cranky?

Suppose you are showing a friend how to play a game and he has trouble with

- it. Would that happen

a. because he wasn't able to understand how to play, or

b. because you couldn’t explain it well?

When you find it easy tlb 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?

When you remember something y'ou heard in class, is it usually

-

a. because yof tried hard to rcnicmbcr, or

b. because the teacher explained it well?
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19.
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If you can’t work a puzzle, is it more likely to happen’

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

because the instructions weren't ‘written clearly enough?

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

you and the answer you give turns out to be

a. because they are feeling good, or
\
b. because of something you did?
“ -
Suppose you're not sure about the answer to a question your teacher asks

wrohg. Is it likely to happen

a. because she was more particular than usual, or

b. " because you answered too quickly?

N |
oo



Appendix B | -

ANAGRAM TEST

The purpose of th:is test is 16 see how you will do in solving the scrambled letters
on the next page. The number of scrambled letters you solve W111 be compared to other
students of your age and grade level. After yo.u have finished you will receive cither a
"pass” or a "fail”. A pass means that you have solved as many or morc. than the average
,for your age and grade level. A fail means that you have solved fewer than the average
for your age and grade level.

Each set of scrambled letters will form an English word. Beside cach set of
scrambled letters you will find a space. In this space write what you think is the correct

English word. Write only one answer for each set of scrambled 'letters.

For example you may find: AIRCH

The correct word, once you have unscrambled the letters, is:

-
-

AIRCH chair

When the instructor tells you, turn the page over and begin the test. Do as many

sets of scrambled letters as you can in the time provided.
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UNSCRAMBLE THESE WORDS

YABB . LMODE
TENC NTRAI

. AEGM : ' AINTR
BAYB RBDGEI
AEHT. . LYAMIIF
EIBJ . ERARMF
EAMG - KGHTNI
TAHP EPSONR
DOLS : SONGTR
MAEG . TYWENT
EAHT MBERERME
NBATO : OOWMORRT
ACHBE ' EERMEBRM
TAEH EMRREBME
ULTFA
UNTJA
BORLA

LODS




Appendix C

CAUSAL ATTRIBUTION SCALE 1

Instructions:

The purpose of this activity is to measure how much yo*:x feel certain things are’
RESPONSIBLE for your test results. Here is how it works:

If you feel that, for example, the weather is responsible to a "very high” degrec for

your test results, then you should place a circle like this:

WEATHER 1 2 3 4 5 6 @ '
very average very
low high

If you feel that the weather is responsible to a "very low” degree for your test

results, then you should place a circle like this:

WEATHER () 2 3 4 5 6 7
very average very

low high

If you feel that the weather is not responsible to a "very high” degrec and is not
responsible to a "very low™ degree, rather you feel it is responsible to a dzgree in between

these two extremes then you would circle a 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6.
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= IMPORTANT:
1) Place only one circle on ¢pch scale,
2) Bc sure you mark a circle on every
scale, do not forget any.
When the instructor tells you, turn the page over and begin. Read carefully. Work
at a fairly steady speed and do not worry or puzzle over the answer you have made.

There is no right or wrong answer; I just want to know about your “feelings”.
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Estimate the degree to which each word written in capital letters below is

responsible for your test results on the scrambled word test you just completed.

YOUR ABILITY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
very very
low average high
LUCK 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
-] very very’
low average high
YOUR EFFORT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
very very
low average high

TEST DIFFICULTY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
very very

low average high
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Appendix D

UNIVER! PERMISSION SLIP FROM SCHOOL AND PROJECT DIRECTOR - OTTAWA

CaANADA™

Jimne 3, 2985

2ear Parents or Grardians:

Your child's class is l:ei.g invited to tecocme a zex: of research
stucy that is being concucted in conjunction with the sciccl. This studv
will :-..nvesugate now child-en react to ta2sts in school. Yeur child's per-
formance in this study will not affect his/her academic marks in any way and
all results will be "est st—ictl y anonyimous and confidantial. The StbCJ will
take aporoximately SO0 minuz2s of class time.

During this time, a ¢uesticnnaire will be adtinistered which will
help det..r:nir.e scme of the children’s attitudes about shcol. Following %his
Guest Tonnzire, the chiléren will be asked o m*.scrar.ole sche =cra‘::>lec English
words. A finel questionrnzire will help determine to what exitant the chiléren
feel feszonsible for their test results.

If you consent, slease sign the permission slip belew ané have your
child return it to the tezcher. : .

Thank you for ycur ccoceraticn.

Failis Moormman
Zenry Coacy

Fesearch Directors

[J has
My child D ha Ty permission to particizate in the study.
ot
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Appendix E
DEBREIFING LETTER
| /
Dear Parent or Guardian,_ T _ ‘ (/’
I would like to thank you for your cooperaation with the resg&rch
. project by allowing your child to partake in the testing.

Now that all of the testing has been completed,l would like to take
this opportunity to explain what we were doing.First of all ‘each child
' did a test to measure their feelings about how their successes and failures’
in school happen.For example;°'If a child does better than usual in a
subject at school,would it be due to ,a)the fact that they tried harder,-
or,b)because someone hélped then.' |

Secondly,the children did a scrambled word game in which the letters
off English words were mixed up,and,the children were required to unscram-
bi, them. -

On the second day the children,by éay of a rating sgale,indicated
why they felt they either passed or failed on the scrambled word game.

"I feel tbat it is important, now that all the testing is finished,that
I let you know that your child's test result{their pass or fail) was ‘not
determined by their ability ot amount of effert. In fact it is impeossibdble
to either pass or fail at this game.We used the pass-fail format in order
to measure individual differences amoung the children with regards to
the idgntification of the factors that they feel are responsible for
success and failure in academic situations.Again,be assured,your child's
rest results do not reflect how good or bad they are in academic subjects.

You and your child have been a great help to the research project and

I thank you.If you have any further questions regarding the project or

the results please contact me.

Sincerly Yours,

yi

s o ™
Philip Moorman
(819-684-8695)
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