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ABSTRACT"' s

-

Nineteen students, ranging in age from B to 18,

[

served as subjects in an investigation of the effect of an "o

,nindividualized reading. tutorial program on' thke locus of control (LOC)

" and locus of evaluation : (LOE). of children with reading disabilities.

Cver a 12-week Period, the" subjects received from 24 to 60 So-ninute

sessions of 1nd1vidualized reading tutéring. An IQ test, a.

standardized reading test, a locus of evaluation/control scale, and a
locus of control scale wére used for pretesting and posttesting. The.

' results suggested that the disabled readers varied in levels of LOC

~;eriod of individualiped 1nstruction. (PL) T

f‘and LOE, that they increased in reading accuracy as .they’ bec me mofe
. internally controlled, and that their reading comprehension was

4
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The purpose of thés study vaa to examine the effect of .
PR R

- j pn individualized reading tutorial program on the locus

~

.'»reading comprehehsion is related tb LOC. Neitbgr:LOE
»

e B A O ',',"'

of control ‘and locus pf evaluation 63 children with

1

-

reading disabilities. The general hypobhesis was that o

. there is .a signiﬁfcaut relationship between the reading

ability and locué of control as well as locus of” o

~ .-
. 2

‘evaluation, of disabled readers. In addition, it waJT

- ..

assum@d that locus oP controlt and#br locus- of evaluatien,,

would tend to be more internal as thg subjects were

individually tutored and qotivated toward success. in

» e
‘reading. | Results suggest that disabled readers vary in

levels of . LOC and LOE;'they increase in readingfaccuracy'

36 they-U@dome,more internally controlledr and the'ir

. 0

nor LOC increased significantly over tHe lZ-week program
e
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. tude of this problem is emphaeieed in esfimates tHat from

’achievem@nt (Ekwall, 1973, 1976 Stauffer, 1967) ) For

1] & A : -’:’
i e Voo
v } ' ) T ' : / ’ ‘ ’ . ' ’ -
The Effect of Individual Reading Instruction*:ﬁ-. Lo .
com Locus of Control and Locus of Evaludtion -,
/ . ‘ . v."' b - f ’ d' B Coe T, e e : -t v .
..,' '.' . - ‘.‘ - ' ‘ : ... . . .; . .‘ . : o o . "¢§ :'”" ‘ hd ll t\ -‘-/ B
Literacy in America has become an iasue“of great concern
\ ,u - ] ‘
to educators in this decade.ﬁ_Reading‘ isabilitiesjare found‘ '
at all ages and across’ sacio-eConom; ; -esii The magni-

ad ~

three to five percent of the school-age population have

-

serious reading problems (Wilson, 1977,.4) e r},;

Various "causes" of rea ing disabilities have been_-

Qdéntified. @mong these, aff ctive. elements of individual

~
>

development have long been recognized a?:udluencing reading_

Pl

example, a positive significant relationship exists betWeen |
N - l ] .

readﬁng dchievement and self-céncept, il.e. a person’' s per-.

~ception of himself and his rolé ‘in his environment.' Amperson's

v

~'175)‘, And al gh the relationship.between instructional

o - N .
\ \ ) . ] _. & ‘.

perception of his role in{hia environment is, in‘parb;'de-
~p

/
1

pendent on two personality constructs, locus of control (LOC),

and locus of evaluation (LOE) (Miff\{ 1963) . f,

& A - ,
.Locus gf control is of particular interest because t has .

been noted'as“one of the. non-cognitive factors»significan ly f-f'
affecting learniqg,abilities (McWirliams & McWilliams,n 97@,‘

sqe;j;gsand LOC has been examined (e 8- Trotta, 1975; - . ' ,:

. . ; '
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. Varadi, 1974), the effect of instruction on the Loc of the

disabled reader has not been adequately researched. “

1 .
‘o - .

'4f'= . Reseqrch of LOE 1g’ of interest: becquﬂe it has been showu R

to- influence an individual 8 self-concept (Millqr, 1963) and

. [N

I
~ ‘ - B . - —

: examining this. aspect of. role perception.~

ﬂbecause no research in.the area-of reading has-been reported .at C

.
- A
L%

Various kinds of developmental and remedial reading JY.IVV

o programs have been designed to help disabled readers (Dallman,_
¥ ! ' .

{ . : :
.1974"Dechant, 1970 "DeBoer & Dallman, 1965) Of these programs,

e individual t ”oring has been shown to.be an effective ihstruc-{r-u

’ -
: 4

“ -tion/learn ng enwironm&nt and an effective remediation technique .

for a vaniety of reading disabilties (Harris & Smith 1972)

* o
[}

;( Eor this reasdu,‘the instruction se}ting in which LOC and LOE S

were studied was the individualfted tutorial setting B :
» I 5 S ) .

The purpose of this ntudy was -to examine the effect of an-
. ? I3 - &- o
individualized reading tutorial program on children 8 locus of

-0

/4 control and Locus of evaluation.- o “j“' o . .

Y .-

Recent resemrch has_ begun to reveal significant\{flation-

-

¢
3

ships between locus of control and achievement (Culver & Morgan,
l977a, Joe, 1971) This mesearch indicates that students ‘with

internal LOC make greater gains in reading achievement than do

.students with external L%C. ' .

4

An explanation of locus of control(a%d.why the rationale

for locuf}of evaluation is related to achievement isqbased on
< : . .

\o‘
.
-
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j_-[ research of Butterfield (1964) and Rotter (1966) Both‘of
._theae researchers define locus of control al‘ the interpre-

?'tation of reinforcement to or feedback from behavior. For .

N - ~

' ;4$iexample, when a child considers the reinforcement not

Q

- '_5'}entirely dependent upon his or her actions or: knowledge,

'but controlled by‘other people, luck, or fate, he or she is
i”“%éf .categorized with'those who tend to be "externallyﬁ controlled,{*“

[y

a'f’-‘.On the other hand, when-a child conaiders the.reinforCement
to come as a result of his or her own behavior 34 knowledge, :f. @
=" 'he or she tends ‘to be "internally" controlled (Rotter, 1966)

As a child behaves in a particular. way, the response to

his actions sets up an expectancy on the part. of the child so‘?

14

that similar future behavior reinforced in the same way

'develops increased'expectancy. This Iingle example broadens 2

and 1is generalized over all of life's experiences so that a o,

, person tends either to believe there is a casual relationship
o )
. between~one 8 own behavior and the consequences (internal

—

P

" locus of control) or to believe that there 1is no dependable ; n
“« 4

.nor predictable behavior -consequence sequence,vand the outcome

depends on chanee, fate, or action of others (external locus

“of control) . | _ . : . fyfh ) - .
j/);’r“ f . ,
Phares (1957) and others (Holden & Rotter a1962; James &
Rotter, 1958) concluded that when subjects beldeve that the

task is skill rather than chance (or luckY, the re'inforcement -

e N . - . o N .
- N z ) e .
v N . o\ . .. . .
; . . o R .
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has a greéter effect on raising or loqering expectancies
>

. o .
- for future reinf%rcements. Also, the "skill believers

changed their expectancies more often, as well asﬂtried more,h

t

often and for a longer period of time, to do the task
-guccessfully. Indications from the research are that .51;

subjects who fee1 they have control of the situation, are

| more likely to exhibit perceptual behavior that will better '

venable them to cope with potentially threatening situations

thap those subjects who feel chance or other noncontrollable
forces determine whether or not their behavior will ‘be
succeqsful" (Rotter, 1968 8). . When a person believes in

external control.” of his or her’ behavior, past experience 1is

-

relied upon less, he or she learns 1ess, and may'learn'thef

wrong things. -

,Jﬁx External LOC is related to general passivity, and belief,'

. in luck serves t0“preserve one svself—esteem in ‘the facé of -

s failure anhd curtail sustained endeavor (Rotter, 1966 -3). It

1 3

18 ‘crucial 5hat a child]believe it is thhin his/her powver to

‘reach goals he/Shejvalues, that he/she accept responsibility

. P . o .
for his/her success or failure, and that he/she persist at

the tash (Varadi, 1974). Thus; not only is the reinforcement'v

important, but whether or not'the student feels his/her own:
1 ‘ ) : VA

performance determines df he/she will or will not be success-

-

ful at the task 1is decidedly important.
N , .

e



. ‘_ . e . o - . ] . R TR
._-,..-_}. P S S A PR

. / ) o i e
. ) ] ‘
R sl L L e [IEI L
- ,[‘ s w. - g
J

Recent‘resesrch hss begun to~ revesl significant re-"
: 1stionship b;tween de snd reading achievement (Culver &
Horgau, 1977b Norwicki & Stricklsnd 1973' Vsradi 1974)
Sone studies support evidence that people who. perceive'
hhfthenselves as having more controluover events in-their
'personal world spend more time. in intellectusl activities
.’g'snd exhibit more intense interest in scsdemic pqrsuits ’
(Joe, 1971) and thst LOC is predictive to socisl behsvior,
lesrning performsnce, and achievement-related activities
(Lefcourt, 1968) A logicsl e;tension wouldﬁbe to expectv‘ T
children who are fsiling ‘or not achieving in school to be
externsls. Indeed Shaw and Uhl (1971) found‘that the‘
higher‘lhe externsl scdre, .the lower the resding score./

Other studies (Msrsh 1975; ul/&}/ller, 1963) sre incon~-

sistent with the above, finding ° relisble relationship

f. ‘between LOC and reading schievement*or'sc;demic'schievement.-’
However, both studies imply the need. forifurther-dimension 1

_ snslysis of the internsl control construct, as in self-

evaluation and acceptsnce of responsibility.
Locus of evslustion (LOE) is defined as "the extézt;to

' which an individusl has internslized sgset of stsndsmds snd

| values by which to’judge his"sctions or'is depend7 t_uponv'
_sonevexternsl.ffsme of reference" (ﬂillerg 1963,/3). LOE
snd‘LOCisre similar in/that thev both are personflity

v, 13
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LOE (Miller,f.963) These characteristics are often assOci-'.
ated with achievement' therefore, LOE- may also-influence e e
-4 ek LA .
P . S L. . , . }] ': A e L ;
reading achieVement. - . o A AR
- N *. o ) Methodology CL R v.:f‘ '
¢ o . . -
. *. .The sample consisted of l9 school-age subjgcts (males and
. v" Y i,

females) enrolled in an individualized tutorial reading program.:-”

‘__‘Enrollment was initiated by parents. . The subjects were re- ;?;"

o .
, - ’ i

ferred to the program because of‘various'reading disabilitiesrlﬁgf;

L t

No control over demographic or socio-economic characteristics

was possible. ' R @’ . I

vy .

At the time of pretesting, the age range of the subjects

. o

was 8 years to 18 year&, T means of Verbal-Score;VPerformance'
L T L S o T :
. ) - i .
. - . a4
PR L < . ¢ & . )
PR , .
. . . ,

ERjC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



(WISC-R) was used,vo”determine IQ scores.' The WISC R consists ;ﬁh

. ..a'

' fof subtests which tap cognitive strengths in verbal and nonverbalv
'areas.' The subtests provide clues to mental abilitiea that May

be related to'reading achievement. ‘ e f; ;/Q:"

The Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests are standardized silent

-Vreading tests which wvere given to sample reading vocabulary,;

'to provide an'estimate of the ability to read short passages

: - 4 .
- .
' i . ) .
. - . B -

e




LI

’_are answered either yes

direction.6 : L L.
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: session, éwouto fivewtim_

E . 'éder to examine the influence of reading achievement e
ff . nd LOE, hypotheses 1 and 2 were ¢ested* j (f\ﬁ
_i 'hypﬂl There is ‘no significant dependency of '“f;@
;ii ,jg .posttrEatment LOC ‘on. pfetreatment read 8 AT
. achievement of disabled readefs..
s - ‘ 4 N i.," -
¢ < . s

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Hé- %Pere is‘no:significant dependency.of
.posttreatment LOE on pretreatment reading

,achievement of disabled readers.

These hypothesq ‘.; using simple regression
) _

. In order tQ examine the effect of a tutorial reaaiug

analysis.'

treatment ‘on LOC and LOE, hypotheses 3 and 4 were tested:

¢H3‘ Posttreatment LOC will be equal to or greater

- S /' than (more external than) pretreatment LOC.

’

Hy Posttreatment LOE will be equal.to or Qreater‘
than (more external than) pretreatment LOE.

..
~ 9

7 Theseﬂhypotheses were tested using at test for dependent

samplee

Results

A Hypothesis One
. B . . ; ‘ .*
o , Simple regression analyses were used to~investigate the .
dependency of the LOC component on four areas of reading,
achievement, speed, accuracy, vocabulary, and comprehension.7

Results indicate that increase of reading speed and reading .

accuracy are associated with movement toWards internal LOC
A

(Table 1). Speed, when regressed onﬁkOC, was ignif ant;

however, accuracy predicted significant increase toward .

internal LOC. Thus, disabled readérs tend to be more internally
controlled as their skill of accuracy increases. Hence,

Hypothesis 1 is rejected.

, L]
(9]
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Insert Tabie 1 about here e .
N - - : - . o
_ : t : ' ' .
Hypothesis Two 4- . o o o
. . . . . ’ .
In the regression of LOF on each of the four reading - .

3

skills, ‘no significant derevian. .. -re reported (sge Table 1).
Therefore, Hypothesis 2 is accepted '
R

Hypothesis Three

"

I~ ol
Pretreatment LOC scores indicate that the students were

below the mean of both scales (NSLOC and.M-A-LOC), suggesting

I - o

internality of this particular student group (Table 2)
Results of the t. test between pre- and post -L0C ‘(as

measured oﬁ/either LOC instrument) yndicate that the scores

vere not significantly &ifferent after treatﬁ}ht (see Table 2)..

Therefore, Hypothesis 3 1is accepted.

4
=}

Insert Table 2 about here -

Hypothesis~Foun

As with the 1.0OC measures,\pretreatment LOE scores of‘
this student gxoup were also below the\Fean (@sble‘Z).
.Thus; this-group tended to.be internal on thisldimension as well.
The thtest indicates that LOE scores wera not signifiqantlf

B

different. Therefore, Hypothesis 4 18 accepted.

’

N
-




Discussion - -

Although a di ence in either LOC and LOE was not

. significant after/treatment, these results support recent ' .

NN : - : - _ S .

research that reading .comprehension” is significantly related

-"to'LOQ when LOC is defined as (l) individdale'_awareﬁess

. of their abilir: q -r-trol their personal environment and,

a

(2) . their ac ,f the responsibility of their euccesses

¢
and failures, and wnen LOC is measufed by the. NSLOC (Table 3).~ -

~ v

o < A,'* _
o ) + Insert Taple 3 about here T
l'. i ) , - ‘ . ® . . N .
. . @ . ——

There 1is enOugh unshared variance between compréheneibﬁ
i i P o

N and M-A-LOC, as well as between comprehenpion and M—AQLOE,

.

to* explain %?y they are not related M-A-LOE-C has reading
items.included in the scale. Disabled ?ehders attitudes ‘or .
perceived abilitiee regarding a reading skill such ;; speed,-

accuracy, vocabulary, or comprehension may nbt be their true

,
P d

ability to perform *n* that .skill_area. They may believeithey
) - hd . N ;.) . u_,' 'J

perform better than theynactLally do, or vice versa..:

The results of this research indicate that L agd’LOEw

[ 4

are relatively stable over .the 12-week period of png-teéone’

0

tutoring (Table 4),. .oor

‘

~— e e = e e v —

Insert Table 4 about here
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. It sBeems reasonable to examine the effect of-timé on . R

the outcome measures since the amount of time spent in
t - l -
. L 4

: sessions qf individual instruction varied with each student,-

K

from. 400 minutis to 2750 minutes. Results }evealed that

.~ EIE

comprehension was the only variable which was related to '4
9 3 . . .,-: v N
.btime ‘(Table 5), and,more concentrated timeldid nOt appear'to‘

' _af'g, Xy va,r‘iables. ) ;,“ : S

.,
-~ -

. ' . o . P N
Ifisert Table 5 about: here e
. v .o KAl o e

1
b,

T ) ,‘ ’. .. _4 ‘-‘
&
However, both age and intelligence did appear to influence

-

the outcdme measures. Indeed age and LOC were negatively

eorfelated (Table 6) -The correlation between age,snd compre-'

M

hension was‘Eigniﬁ!cant and positive (Table 6). Thus, older o

L

students tended to be more internal and to comprehend better -
- g o . R
,l.than did- the younger students. S / ' ‘ -
| e "' ‘ r X
., Insert;stlé 6 about here |
’ - )

Correlation coefficients of the noncognitive variables
.and IQ reVeal that LOE is the only one which is significantly
influe’Fed by I1Q (Table 7). . Disabled*readers with higher

Bérformance and Full Scale scores .appear to evaluate their o /FI

/actions by more internal standards-or values tHam those with’ ‘h

& ~ - B
wer IQ scores. - B / _

«
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reading accdtacy 14 likely to inflqence internal LOC.<'That ' v
is to say, ars L&dents become more accuraté. in«reading, they ".
probsbly wii tecome more aware our thelir responsibility for

their behav;or or actions.f Findings ‘also suégest LOE is not

influenced by increased ability to read.“

Eroadly, the results of this study suggest that students ‘

“wh¥ are disabled readers vary in levels of LOC and LOE. ,Upon‘
entering the program of individual readiné_instruction, the
studentsAas a group were below the mean Sf ail<tbree affective
”neasurepents‘éhich were scored in terms of externality. These

rstudents'appeared to evaluate.their actions by internal values

and to believe in }nternal control of reinforcement. o ¢ WQ&

-
\

At the end of the 12-week program of individualized
reading instruction, there vas a significanb re1ationship
between LOC and comprehension. There‘was a change in the
appropriate direction (movement t&wards internality) of?both

LOC and LOE by the end ?; instruction, although the change .

was not significantly dfffereat. This study concludes that



“\;.

'reading attﬁ udes and reading abilitdes .are not easily nor -

quI}kly changed ., R ;"-7‘ ST L f'ﬂ' ) )

/ B . a ! ' \ toe . ¢

\

Limitations/ C < ce o . S

. . : . -
.

+  Any sepecific leﬁrning situatién,dccurs wigbin the congext .

of a laﬁger learnthg environment. It waq expected that the B
r

larger sézool setting and home environment had An impact on

the experiment the children came from different erironmental

R ., ¢ . »
. . .

cﬁhditions. :

variables to'consider,,

~

%here are a number of complicati
.”
1nc1uding sex, race, and socio economic status when investi-
,3 . .
-f#ga ing childrens' behaviors. Related conditions such asg

parental characteristics and’ child-rearing practices may. have\
K .
been limitations to the outcome of the present research.

B Obviously, the nature of tle sampla would limit generalizing

ﬁkae in.tnis'study. Emotional factors wbich are present in children
' .‘Vh° are.unsgccessful and failing may confound attention,
'qmqtivation, concentration,iand'wilLingness to cooperate, -

: In“additionj the lezgth'of instruction (12 weeks) may be

too short to obtain reliable measures on the dependent\

[y

variabies LOC, LOE, and "the four tested reading skills/ A

;longer\geriod of time may be necessary to observe a change. in
N - L g

N L

readers who have .deficits in fundamentals of:-reading and who

»

- 1

often have poor self-concepts and lack self-confidence.




Last, thd.QaEes-MacGiﬁitie Reading Tests was cho'sen to
assess reading abilities because it contains four'independent
areas‘of reading,_it is well gccepted in the field of reading,v
and it meets the criteria set up- for testing instruments.5
Nevertheless, a limitation to the use of this test appears to
beithat it may.not test some basic'skillsvahich ﬁere imgrw;ed:
ue~: guch as sight words, phonics, structural ehai,sis, oralL

reading, anq fundamental letter-sound associations.

Imp;ications for Further Research o

4 . l
This study supports research which suggests that LO& 18
¥ M ’
ag ‘important factor in determihing reading acliievement; thus:
v L3 " F. . N L d
» .

(1) Further‘research may reveal whether or not individ\al

; ) : . . v

instruction‘éhanges LOC and/or LOE for'disabled readers if the
A ] ) =3 ' : ‘ . T

' program is longer than 12 weeks. Since LOE and time correlated

‘with comprehension, further aasegsment of" this,honcognitive
: . . -

construct seems appropriate within a longer time frame:
(2) Further analysis of the multidimensional aspects of the

internal control construct is called:for to eg;ble teachers as
. [ S

well as researchers to work more effectively with digabled

readers. The reliability of the relationship between: LOC, LOE, .

and reading would justify modification of teaching strategies to
¥ L '

help a student’'s role perception ,as well as reading skillsi and

.t

(3) Finally, continued research with the M~A-LOE~C may .

provide additional {insight 1nto the personality construct of :°

19
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* ‘'children .with reading disabilities, and research findings
n may leadbéddcatopé

 to carefully comnsider these conatructé

in designing and gValuating remedial rgadihg programs.
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. Vi ) L o o ,
lStudents who had serious discrepancies between their

reading‘ability.as measured-by a combination of reading tests

scores and\their readins potential as measured by intelligence

- . .

{ tests were considered ‘disabled réhders. o o vy
2Individu/\ized tutoring was selected because it is -

ueffective in producing a change toward internal LOC (McWilliams

& McWilliams, 1976) Most of the reported studies which °

examined LOC and reading achievement were in traditional learning
Y

N environments such as one- to-many (one teacher with many children) .

instructional gituations.: However, one study compared traditionel, (
1 “x I

and oﬂen'classrooms (Trotta, 1975) it showed that the more-..

- defined structure "of the tradi;ional classroom supplied students

in grades 3 through 5 with a greater sense of infernal contrgl

N

LS

and responsibility for their achievements than those students ,
+ \ ,'

in- the open classroom. ‘No significant differences were-found on

»

'

measures of reading achievement in Trotta 8 research (1975).

3Suggested teaching techniques include (1) Teachers will

»
\

" use game-like activities with highvinterest, low-vocabulary ’

reading materials, based on the student's identified interest

1 &
areas. (2) Teather will give students immediate feedback an
abundance of immediate positive reinforcement, encouragement
to persist, and concentrated attention in the area of individual

{ ‘ .

¢ V.
" » fw B A 1Y

. i < . :. Lo
* ' | ‘ . =




reading difficulty.' (3) Teachera,-through conversaticn and
‘ actions, will conscioualy xeinforce internally-controlled,h.

behavioxs, beginning, if necessary, with self-awarenees, and

lead.atudents to believe they themselves'have much_influencei
.over their own learning. ' (4) Teachers will also 1e4d'the.

etudehte to evaluate their own influénce.  (5) Téachers will

o ‘nininize anxiety over failure‘hy assuring small sﬁcceases
whieh build upon each other towardQ§§realistic gbal. (6) Upon

completion éf a task, no matter how?small,_teachers will give

generous praise. (7) Teachers will make students aware of what
r A

is expected of them; make tasks graduated, sequenced,land

.

oA
capable of mastery.by the student--without a time .1imit fqr

. completion or 9ccomplishment; consider the student~aropiniona
in decisioh-aaking exet:ises; ask for reasons and discusqlu
hypothetical situ;tions according to. responses. _(8) Teachers
will be cautioned not to reject answers as "wrong" but wQ;i
to enable each student to believe what'he thinks has dignity -
and wdrth. '

4Teachers' training’included:

'I_ pisccseion of‘objegtives \-.

- g.:To reinforce intefnaliy;conggbiled behaviors.

' B. To lead students to believe they thémselves

" have much influence over their owp leafhihg.

C. To help scudents accept perﬂinal responsibility

for swhelr success or failure.

< < _.\/. . S w\-‘
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1v Discuseion of queetions regarding interrelationchip

of cognitive (reading) and . affective (locus of L 0

2 control) development.

'A. -

.cognitive .and affective developnent?f

Does affective development produce chenges in )

b
Do our program (individuel tutoring)

v

characteristics influence simuitaneously bot?

?

w .
)

Does,cognitive‘developmentﬁinfluenceveffective

o . “ N

developnent?'

cognitive development?

gt



'V Digcussion of program characteristics.

A. Emphasis oﬁ)individuality.

.B; Immediafe positive reinforcement.

e e e e N e
i

c. Concentrated attention to individual deViation."
D. Element of enjoyment° Games, fun.
. E. Cognitively:'Student receives immediate correction
| for errors and is provided information..; |
F. Affectively. Student»receives immediate praise,

for success, encouragement to persist, and

acknowledgment that success.was due to his .
behavior or action. o 'A:
5Eiglrt criteria for testing instruments have been set up by;:
a committee of researchers (Melsragno, l976)° | .' o \\
‘. (1) Validity and reliability must be acceptable"construct.
(i) Interpretability. Test must be easy to interpret. ; .
(3) qu,appropriateness: Test-must be valid.for all ages o
in the study. - - |

Cod -t

(4) Administration ease: Test must be given under normal

testing circumstqnces at the reading center._ ‘

(5) Scoring ease. Test must be easy to score manually.

L4

(6) Minimal response bias: Test eliminates tendency of
WQ -j younger children.{o give socially acceptable4answers.‘

- {7)'CQmmonality across grade:‘Test must have'paralqel

‘forms of. sdme test% .o | : e

L I

“ g

- -
Co
w3




a2t

"..
L
.

" (8) frief‘testing time: Test must be given underﬁ'

nornal’testing time at the reading center.

S,

_Smgcommerdations are made regarding the administration of

both affective scales'f e T
\

(1) Read a11 instructions to- a11 students to assess
affective dinensions without contarinhtion by, reading ability.T
(2) Measure affective behavior befo;eﬁp?ssuring cognitive-

bshavior so as to eliminate any frustration or’ negative:dﬁi o

_attitude that may be expressed after. an achievement testlt ﬁﬂj<

;ﬁ exnetience. _ \\ _t QQ ¢ |

(3) Heasure student's sense of change over tfne. Obser- =

vations and questions of tutors should be noted to indicate

_axtent to which student was aware of inprovement in skills and

> ]
’

changes 1 sttitude "and feelin 8. B T ' .
: 8 n 8 \_

(4) Provide a copy of the LOC and LOE instruuents for

_the student to foilow as the testor reads ‘items sloud. |
7Simple regression analyses aré\appropriate in thisf“.w.;i';gf:ﬂ
: instance as the intracorrelations of the four measures of | |
reading achievement, i.e.,speed. accuracy, vocabulary, and

c?mprehension, are not significant.
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" The Developnent of the AN o [ | ,
"H, Hiller-Avant Locus of Evaluation-Control Scale ‘ . ‘
S r S _ :

b ! >

In this section a description of the/ﬁqyelopnent of the
instrument the Miller-Avant Locus of Evaluation-Control
"H-A-LOE-C), yill be givenrz.Resear%hi%gecifically related
: to'thio instrhnent will be'discussed,. T o

-

Reading and Locus of Control

g3

3

\1%_ Research studies support the beliif that - improved reading

skills are directly related to academi achievement, role

perception, and self concept (Culver & Horgan, l977"Ekwall

3 ©

1973 Wilson, l972, Stauffer\ l976) There is i/rf%er evidence

that self concept and sense of control are’ predﬁctorm of school

success or. failure (Hiller & WoOck l973)

A student 8. sense of controL over events in his or. her

«* A

Q life mayqbe*?iewed by that student as dependent on his or her

"73 R ) A
- . e avior :xhib' s

a %, e
ipternal locus of control. B

-Qﬁéﬁﬁ% La student Vg belieﬁvghat eventshin his or‘her life
. % ,J'lk':w »l... ; ’, . B

di~c¥nsiderable research haa been- accompltshed in developing

an instrunent to measure c i1dren 8 ldcus of qontr&l (Norwicki

v '

& Strickland 1973 Miller, 1963), but,no feported“studies

l PR et e emeam el s eme et n e e



- n."
[ .o . i

. .‘,-. . R t . 9' » - [
, attempted to develop a specific instrument to assess -

f‘childv‘y 8 beliefs in reinforcement in reaging achievement

Oituations. e :; : o | ',""»

-
‘v

Reading and Locus of Evaluatdon 4 Lo

Sebeson (Ekwall, 1973) relates self-esteem and readins .
\ .
dilabilities' "Reading, because of its importance in society.

Tassumes great importance as a. developmental task, and failure -
to master it may interfere with the development of‘a child'
self-esteem."” In.addition, Marsh (1975) assumes the S R

importance of a child's self‘esteem and self—evaluation of .

'his or her own relative effeck on controlling his or, her

environment. .

s C. .
e LT . . . c A

The internalizing of andards or values by which a, \\.

'person evaluates his actions is internal locm\iof evaluation

(LOE). ’The dependency of a ' person onrAnnexternal'frame of

°
(R4

reference is external LOE. "~

Little evidence exists’ of LOE s relation to academicv

l ’

achievement. - Although Miller (1963) reports<ef the development'
' of an instrnment which measures a person s evaluatien ‘of his
4 . .o
role in the environment, no reported studies attempted to o

-
PN

develop a specific inairument to. assess LOE 1n reading
., achievement situations,‘ L
There i8 a need for an instrument which'incorporates

the measurement of LOC and LOE in reading ach}evement

3 - B . . Vs
¢ -

o i o ¢

. _ _ ,
o i o :31 ‘. - o ,
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litumtiona to ennble reaearchera to atudy the reletion-y_ o

AL chip of reading achievement, LOC and LOE. Therefore,

'“g» the purpose of - thie study 18 to produce . re1iab1ev7 i »ﬁn;f

inltrumcnt which assesses simultaneouely children 8 LOC

"', and LOE, as well as . beliefa in reinforcement in reading

/(.

/o cchievement eituationsﬁ ‘ o

L .% * Method
T ' The Mi}ler-Avant Locus of Evaluation-Control (H-A-LOE-C)
scmle ie a 46 item measure which is de!ived from the

Children's LOcus of Evaluation-Control veloped by MillerC/’J

. (1963?. 'V
Initially, 72 items were ‘constructed: 2‘ LOE items,

J{ LOC items,‘12 LOE with reading, and 12 LOC with reading.

14

The itema were readable at fifth-eixth grade 1evel, however,
% the administrator '‘was to read-all iteme.orelly to(eliminmte
;.'. ) : . - _ hk T k‘,’\ ‘ .' // , .
.possible cause of mia{nterpretation for\dieabIed readers. '

The control items are odd-numbered itemb' the evaluation

.'.

e S . —

items are even-numbered items _ "E" o "I" before the
numbers‘indicate'"externality' or"internality,"_respectively,

1f that.iteh is enswered'“Yes ' ' The M- A-LOE-C ?s scored in |
the direction of externdﬂity.‘ The paper and pencil test . |

wvas giveh&&g a'group of.4th; sth, and 6thvgrade boys and

. girla:(N-30) in a private echooi of“a metropolitan city.

~

¢
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" Results endeiacueaion

AR Bxanination of the Ltem*total correlations revealed%

T items with low or negative cortelatione. Thoee ‘Wwere"
B deleted and. 46 items remained in the final scale’ which

L4
was to be uaed in further research. The bieerial item ,

'5:

;correlationa are in parentheaea after each item of the

B

: v

\’ .

test. The mean for the M-A LOE 22 iteﬁ scale is 6. 67

~ (8D=3.86).. The mean for the M-A-LOC 24-item scale is 8,17 .
‘ . R F . . ‘ ., * . - ) . ¢

'(SD-S 10). | .{"ﬁ?,

-

I vReliability eatimatea of internal coneiatency of

Ny

the acale are. .76 for the LﬁE factor and .85 for the LOC
factor by Cronbach'a Alpha formula for honogeneoue teets.' ~
Correlations of the reVised 46riten H-A-LOE-C and

‘;., { T
‘ th Nofwiiki Strickland Locus- of Conttol (NSLOC) vere_

v, ra

'computed to inveatigate the:construct VaIidation using a

sample of diaabled readere (N-19), - In Tnble 3 a clear.
‘ ¥ : .
. reletionahip is shown.u~Adso;wteet-retest"aampled at S e

a lZ-week interval (Table 8? ehow significant correlations,-

—
°

< between each meaeure, Log and LOC, is well as NSLOC. Thie.

-

is not true test-~retest reliabilitiea becauae of the

-~

intetvention of reading inetructiqn during the_lz-ueeks;“-

.k"' however, relationship can be eatablished’frbm thie,_-' v
. . ) . [‘ _ i. , by . . . L N
evidence. ‘ . e
J \ . . _’ A ) .. "‘ ]
- l' . * . - . . ) ) ' ’
33
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Insert Table 8 about here = . lm/ | ‘} .

e e e e e . . .. .. . EREEE e e s g e e At

o - - Lo, .
L 4 . Ty . . . . ’ .
e . ) z ) v
’

;jfﬁ.i'kegression analyses indicate that'pogtesﬁ‘LOC scores . . '
N ] 3 o

can be predicted from pretest scores using either NSLOC or

’A'LQC'“ Post LOE scores can be predicted as well using

1

‘' the HQA-LOE (Table 4). It is thought that role percsption

vsries in degree from person to person, and sven vith ths ‘

.-g sape person from time to time, and in different situatio s..
5

. However, the present 12-week experiment revealed. that LOC

oand LOE as. measured by M-A-LOB C remained relatively

stable over that period. of time (Table ).’ N .

o ; _ Conclusions o

This study presents a revision of Millsr"‘C-LOE-C,p

v', ) [

a measure of generalized locu®. of control and locus of ;.."

- é‘evaluation for children., Research supports the'Waliditf

and reliability of the new measure, Miller-Avagt chus . e

» '4.

of Evaluation-Qontrol‘” ﬂhe uniqueness of ‘the’ M-A-LOE-C N

“,scale is that it simultaneously assesses LOE LOC, and

. beliefs in reinfoxcement ‘in reading achievement situations; _ii
.Continued research with the instrument over a wide range ~f,f,3
of subjects and variables will provide additional construct
validation. Subsequentlx, additional knowledge may‘enable

=

‘Tesearchers and teachers to learn“

4

re about reading Y
. ' N ‘

' disd%ilities. . +

.i\’.“.;‘ v L . 34
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HiilereAvant.iocus of Evaluation-Control '

""Directions* ~This is'not a test. 'The"questions on the

folLowing pages are to find out how people your age feel

.about‘a certain thing, There are no right or wrong answersq
. P 1 ! | .
‘Some people will answer a question "Yes," while other .|

people wild answer the same question "No."  Your answer E ;

will depend on how you feel about the question. L ’-;l_

. )]
[ . . k] : ) .
ﬁ " Read each question. carefully; then if you think the answer.y
o S L R | :
should, be "Yes," or mostly "Yes" for x u, mark your answer -
h . : 5 o
on the answer .sheet ‘in the "yes" eolumn. If ‘you think the

.answer should be "No" or mostfy-_"h‘l_o" for yo “.mark your P
' .\- . " . . - b C ’ . : .
-answer on the. answer sheet in the "No" column. . You must

/

answ;r eaeh.question.t‘ ‘ S Y3 C
'Eiamgles:'i | ) L On';g%r_snswerJSheet N
K. - Are_all. doge '.b;]..a.c'k?ﬂ".' BN S i
B.ﬁ bo'most oats like’nilk?i :/B; 9 | 0; '?
Read che question, then find the same nunber on your' 3
|
i~

ansver, she?t. If you think the answer should be marked i
~"Yes, " black in the cfrcle in the‘"Yes' column. If you
think the answer shou1d be‘marked "No,? hlack in the’ circle

, in,the»"No"'column:

: A : o o I ;
Please do no mark on-your question sheets. BRI
. . . » (s - H
. o . o ! i
ot ’ » . o T . A [ ,"
g
* : - ~

1
1
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7_1 1} Can yOu-uaually do aometh}ng<abogt‘it_wheﬁ someone |

4 gets made at you? (.37)

— PO OIS SR _.I.__..._r,___.,__ —

.14_2. Is the ‘best compariain for deciding.if you ‘re doing
| 'well the comparison you make with youraelf? ( 29)
1 J3h Can.you uaually make the othera'atop iflthey re;
doing aomething you don t dike? ( 60) :' - _,f L

E 4. Is it best to ask the other kids who does the beat .

4 .

i work in clasa? (.30)

E 5. Do you fee1 you can "do nothing about your ability R

- i
. .

L .. to read? (. 49) " f '1 . _- _ et : ,g;
’ N ; - : ’ ’ M 2 7 . . o
"E 6. Is it best to aak other kidn who' ia the best reader‘»«: e

in the class? (. 44) ' _ ‘Q,’ o o .f.' : 'é |

* .
: ‘ i

E ‘7. Do you feel that you have really iittle choiceain ;

e

- 4' - who are going to be your friends? ( 22) '[:;' e

B 8 Do you usually.depend on.othera to decide what

"’-. - .
T oy e e

o - ,__ﬂ time is: the beat\to epend neéding? K,IS) )

4E 9 Do you uaually think you have 1itt1e choice iu the

A
t
S

books you read? (,22)

E 10. Do you feel that talking aboug what 8 right only ks

’

‘s

Lo - makes 1t hard‘to decide?.(,14) L el i
B . . |

’

!

E 11. Do you uaually feel that there s not much you can

-
#

:jb about it when your friend geta mad 'at you? (36)
B—iZ. Is it difficult for you to te11 if you ve done

a,good-job? (.45) . ' N .




—e e ) - -
PR T
*

B 13. DOes'it seen lihe the‘Other ki&é'nevef wndératand

L T IRTI h e

'~ your ideas and it's impqssible to explain them?

’

.o -
! .

ey e m e
. . .

T ] ‘ »

s IR AR
E 14, Would you rhther not be -the umpire br referee ® !
C e . befause it s hard to decide who' 8, right? (. 19)
‘ i

* B'15. Even 1f yod\
. \ .
let you re:

agk thel, is it hard to get people to

E 16. Is ithimportant'that5 thErs think yéuiare‘a’godd'

oo ..

.reader? ( 17)

I17. Can a child your a ever have his own way? ( 55) f

L~ . -

E I?. Is 1t important whiAt - others think about you and

1, what you do? (.31 | )

k A
E 19 Do others usnally make ‘you do what they want to do?

!
|

E 20.- Are- the.other kids better judges of the best T :&
o ’ to .o A Lot
ﬂ”ﬂ-f players When everxone is«playing a game? ( 47) :

‘ 1 ] e Lo e
E 21. Do you feel that you don t have a chance to ?gke o
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I 39. Can you usually!get the. kids to like‘?ou? ( 53) " :?g

. JHELbO.‘Do you have trouble making up your - mind about the

best thing to’ do? ( 28) ‘ ;;.g-
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.+ -. Posttest Personality Variables i
Ne19 NSLOC _  ___ M-ASLOE -\ MeASLOC
 _Pretest Skills T b B .¥ b F T b F |
) R Lo TRE s e T T - S
sp..d ) .v"-. =47 *=.48 3.14 -.36‘. 7.32“ 1.34 ".54* —.474.50 %
Acéuracy ~.56% -.60 4.95% .41 jﬁ?ﬂ? '2.25,. =.64%% -.60 7.81%
’ K ' t . -t i \ : o

Vocibhllty ' .09

. i}Conpzehinqidn, -.37

727 16 -113 -.92 .28

-.14 2,76 .02 .85 .01 .~
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. Means n.nd Standard Deviations .
- N 5
Nel9 . ¢,  Pretreatment N .Pouttu\ﬁmt ,
Variables ¥ s X 5\ e
NSLOC- 14,21 5.08 - 12fes
'M-A-LOE" " 6.95 3,39 - 6.32
M-A-LOC 7.52 3,85 (‘ 6.11- 4.01 . ° -}xg
Speed - 17.08 ‘éss ©19.67 © 7.46 1.3\
N o o . _ .
Accuracy . 16.23 4.28 ’ 17.75 5.56 1.01
Vocabulary. ©30.74  6.04 31.05  6.48 .22
Comprehension = 32.68  12.25 3353 . 18 L
" Verbal 10 101.26 14.06
', Performamce 1Q 103.89  11.82
Full Scale IQ  102.84  13.21° /
Age - - . 11.95  3.05
I} = ; = -
* p (.05
v
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Table 3
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Correlation Coefficients of

“Posttest Variables with Posttest Variables' i f .
- o 3 | - ‘ .

N=19 ‘ o Varisbles X | -
'Viriabfia . M-A-LOE M-A-LOC Speed Accuracy Vocabulary Comprehension : .
I - ‘ ' - ' ) Co
| NSLOC 34 .66%%% .15 .01 .31 ~. 49 o
o ; . ax V ) \. . . .
M-A-LOE 1.00 .62 36 12, .25 RS
M-A-LOC 1.00 .25 .09 .32 -.18: R
Speed © . 1,00 .88%a% 19 -,03 |
Accuricy - : . 1.00 .09 L2
Weabulary - .00 .25 ¢
*p .05 \
*hp <201 , o ‘ }
***2 <OOI ‘ ’ .
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'NSLOC LT 2%k © . .65, Coa 17,99%k%
M-A-LOE L53%% C.69 6.78%
] R . . :
. . , P
M-A-L0C . 87RRx T 91 . 54.91%%%
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Table‘S

,ngfession of Posttgﬁts with Time

It
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N = 19 X } SD
. / ] 4
Timel 1336.15 - 892.86
Variables Statistics
r b E
. f' \

M-A-LOE’ -.04 - Ry é’-.aa : .02
. M-A-LOC -.01 S T .001
Speed ~-.20° -.17 .41
Accuracy -.24 " =-.15 .59
Vocabulary .25 .18, 1.10
Comprehension f3m439* b' ' - 452 3.07
# p <05 .
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recorded in minuteg -’




N-= 19 N , TNSLOC Comprehension 0
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Age - o=.5l% ' =.76 . - 5.81% . .75%k* _ 2,91 21 74%%%
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: . Correlation Coefficients of IQ .
ke T .. . N ' . -
: and Posttreaktment Variables
. , oy T
N =19 : — I9 measured by WI.SC_-RV
?Qattreatneht Variables Verbal Performance Furll . . -
NSLOC -2 . <.35 Yoo
" M-A-LOE _ -.26 U LL L ~.39%
M-A-LOC -.15 -.29 -zl
Speed A -.18 -,50% . -.34
Accuracy - .05 ¢ -.15 v -.04
~  Vocabulary a -.02 .10 . Q2
,Cvo'mprehension .14 .28 . | .23
Regression:v of i,OE with 19 . . T
Y Tu#.‘ - A T b. E
IM-ALOE o -.54%% -.20 6.96%
* p .05 ‘ - ‘ '
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NS Thble 8
. . Correlation Coefficients of
* Poeetes} Variables with Pretest Variables
N = 19~'_' _Age and Pretest Noncognitive Variables
Age NSLOC M-A<LOE . M-A-LOC.
Posttests . | | )
NSLOC 51% LT2RRR a6 ThRRR
M-A-LOE- .03 .38% ' L53%% L S6R*
M-A-LOC .32 .6L1**, | LA46% .8_7***
Speed | .09 .45 .40 | .06
Accurbcy .17 .12 .21 -.04
Vocabulary .04 -.03 09 .25 '[‘/.
Comprehension 75%*%% -, 42% -.27 _ *-.33.
Pretest Cognitive ‘llariables
‘ Speed Accurecy Vocabulary Comprehension
'NSLOC -47 -.56% .10 .37
M-A-LOE -.33 .41 -.13 02 .
M-A-LOC --'54* -.64%% ~,07 ° -.08
Speed 14 .04 -.61% - -.12
Accuracy .14 .10 -.34 .22
v°cpb24ary -.19 - -.04 . 50% "-12
Comprehension .29 41 .25 L 70%%%
*p £.05
**xp .01 N & '
**%*%p .001 L-;,’*"f"l i
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