. DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 223 91% ' - TM 840 206
. AUTHOR Marsh Heroert 9L, “ L
TITLE Relatiénsnaps among Dimensions of Seif—ﬁttrzbntxon,

Dimensions. of Self- Concept and Academic
L Achxevements.
PUB DATE 1 oct 83

. NOTE 32p.; Parts are marg;nally legxble Que to faint
B print:
\\PUB TYPE Reports -~ ~ Research/Techmical (1%3) —-
) Tests/Evaluation Instruments (160)
Enﬁg\pnlcs ugg;ggcgz glu;iggstage.
DESCRiPTORS kcademxc ﬁbxlxty} *Academxc Achxevement- *Attrxbutxon

DIfferenceS° Intermedxa;e GradeS‘ *Locus of Control;
?S}Chélbgitél Chétittét;étxtﬁ; *35elf Concept; *Self

IDENTIFIERS Australia (Sydney)

- ABSTRACT T

= ¢ ,
were collected’to assess: (1) dimensions of self- attrxbutxon for .

causes of academic outcomes; (2) multiple dimensions of self-concept;

and (3) academic achievements. The empzrlcaiiy—derxved dimensions_of

xnternai-eiternal, stable- unstable) fcund_when characterxstics of the
attributional situation are manipulated. Overall students who

attribute academic success to ability (and to 2 lesser extent to ;
effort) and who do not attribute failure to a lack of ability (and to

aalesser extent not to a lack gﬁwgfgort)rgg;g found to have better
1n£erred by peers and by teachers); and better academic achievement
{based on test scores and teacher. ratxngs) The specificity and _the
predictability of the observed pattern of relatxcnshxps supports the

construct valxdxty of interpretations. based upon_both the
self-attribution and Self-concept instriiments. (Author)

* Reproductions supplxed by EDRS are the best that can be made E

*******************N**************************************************

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

T o RoL

Peidtxonships Awon3 Dimensions of
Seif-attritution,
Self- concept and rsicademic Achievements=

'y

Herbert W,

The University

i Octoter,

Running Head: Self-attrributions

Al

~PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS

MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

ﬁu. L Mexeh

TQ THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERICL.”

us. DEPAR’I’MEM OF EDUCAﬂON
- NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (gkrg)
» Ths documam has been r

reproduction quality.

® Points of view OF Opmninns stated in this docu.
ment 4o not necessanly reprewnt ofticial NIE
position or policy




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Relationships Among Dimensions of
Self-attribution, Dimension o

iﬁﬁi& Sglf~concepl and Academic AChievements
TR, ABSTRACT

Iin a sample of 3529 fiftﬁ}grééé ctadents measures’ were cullected tu

achievements. The empirically derived dimensions of academic self-
attribution replicated and extended results of previvus research, but
"""""" internal-external, stable-

unctable; found when characteristics of the asttributional sitaation
are manipulated., Oversll, students who attribote academic success tu
ability fand to a lesser e<fent Lo efféort! and who do NOT attribute

tailufe to & I3ck of abiilt, {and to a lesser extemt not to 2 lack of

cifort) were fourd to b C
______ self-concepts inferred b, peers and by

teactiers’; and 2) tellwr academic achievement (tased on test scores

of interpretalionsd baced upon Loth the self-attribution and self-

concept instrumznts.
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Self concept and Academ]c Achievements
Attrxbutxon researchers ask subjects +for their perceptiows of the

cause of a particular outcome and examine the percexveﬂ E§ﬁ§é§ (1 e.,

attributions) which people use to explain evenrts: Théy argee that

Indlvidu:l d:4¢ereﬁfan ih the way children attribute outcomes to such

""""" éffﬁrt éhd lucx are related to school performance,

Sel$-contept, and academic behaviors (Bar-Tal; 19785 Marsh; et al.,

iéé&; Uéi”é'; ié#éi; Mévééiﬁéi;;;;‘;éi;-;ii;;sut;aa is a ﬁypataética;
2

its nanftruct validity..
B in different D«perxmental contexts, Sttribition resedrcéhers
examine individual differénces in the, way Subjetis esplasn their o
sehavior in different settings (s dispositional or trail enphasis) anid
Bxamine how s stefalic manipulations in the context alter, attributionz:’
{a situations! or state emphasisi. In both tvpes of study subjects
sre typically presented with stimuli depicting success or failure
snd asked to judge the likel:hood of eanh .of a series of possitle
cagses for the outcome (e.3., ability; effert. luck, task difficultyi.
Dispositional studies ask subjecls Lo make Zcli-attributions sbgut
their own behavior, while situatiocnal studias t pically ask for
attributions about a hypothotical other perssr. Dispositionsl stadles
generally dive subjects little 1nfOrmation about the cause of the
bulcome iA the stimilius: while stimali in situaticon=l studies provide
detailed information: For e:ample, a subject in a disppsitional study,
may be told onl; that he/she did powrls on a math test and asked to
judge the l1kelihood of various causes while subjects in a Sitiiational
study me, be told that a hypothetical other person did poorly and that

ihe percan is intelligent, that the test was easy, and that .the person

did mot study very hard for it. 1In situational regedreh ‘components of

the Stimul ic”are systematically varied (e.d.. the hypotheti igal person

w3E Or wWas rot intellident; the test was easy ar difficult: etc.) and
At

etfects bf tiiese situ arial marnipulations which deneralize acro0ss

subjects are sought: 1In dispositional research attributional

tendencies in individual gubjects which generalize across situations
are sought:. It is important to emphesize that neither approach is
inhékéﬁiiy éuﬁé;iéi &nd that the Aitfibﬁtiéﬁ process is affected b,

Nevertheless, 1t is
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‘Celf-sttiributions o

giéafly'iﬁéﬁpbaﬁriaéé to assgume that findings from one approach will
generalize to the other; though the mistake is common in attribution
“ecedrch (see Marsh, et al.; 1984). The focus of this study is on the
iéénéiéicaiiaa;a@.gisﬁa;itiaaai tendencies in the way children form

_ constructs.

The Study of individual differences in self-attributions stems
primarily froii "locus of control" research (Rotter; 1966) where a

erslized eipectancy for the internal or external control of events
is hypottiesized: Marsh et al. (1984) have recently argued that such

dispositional tendencies may be specific to particular content areas
h as academic achievement or even to particular subject areas

within an academic setting {e.d.. verbal.or mathematical achiévement).
Attribution theorists place more emphasis on different causes (&.4..
ability, effort, luck, &tc.) and stress thg effects of situational
variables whicy sre experimentally manipulated: Thas; Weiner (1972,
1974) arjued for 2 tub-4imensional taxonomy where bipolar dimensions
are locus (internal-external) and stability (stable-unstable). Hence;
perceived can=es car be classified into one of four types represcnting
the .2 « 2 = 4 combinations of the endpoints of the two dimensions
(e.g.; ability 1s an internal, stable causel. Mhile this earlier

formulation haz been the bazie of must research, Weiner (19792, 1982

_has more recently postulated a third dimension of controllasilit,

(controllable-uncontrollablel, which resilts in sight cells or t,pes

r
[N
»

LS

of attribution ‘i.e..
Weiner's wmoiell whiZh 18 bBased dpon a logical analysio of the

empirical support far the model ®is summarized by Weiner (e.g., 1579,
1980). Despite this smpiraical support, many problemss still »omain
(aem Marsh. ot ai.. 1924 for further discussioni. Certain
combinations appear to b mutually esclusive (2.3.,

external fconlrollable! o6 that tome of the eight cells i Lhe Ueiner
model ma, b empts. Weiner has not specified whether his theoretical
difensions are orthiodonal; LKoiah thHis seems anlikely: The
relationship between these dimensions and cutcome (i.e.; suicess of

silare) has rniot been specified adequately. The measurement of

-~

attribuations is typically conducted with ad hoc instruments with

untested psychometric properties. The tlassification of causes le.3..
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pressi. Most importantly for the présent research, support comes
SiEBEEAéﬁiiFéﬁy from situational research, and there is 1ittie
Eé;éé?tﬁ te tési whether or not kﬁésé theorstical dimensions also

of their own behaviar. The dispositlonai-Eituationél distinction is
particalarly confused here in Ehat the term *dimensions® Rormally
‘refers to factors which result 4rom individual difference research.
) Factor analytic studies of dispositional tendencies in the
attribution process typically ¥#ail to support the theoretical
dimensions found im situational research. Fennema (Fennema, Woll@at
-~ pedro, Note 1) and Relich (Noté 2) independéntly developed self-
attribution scales for performance in mathematics, Each was desidned
to measure four scales derived from Weiner's eaflier wodel and

LOnsideired DUtCOmes represanting both success and failare. The Relich

A =tudy resalted in tive CIEQPIY defined factors. L éﬁiiiif
items repreSent}ng ability attributions for success outcomegs -- i.e.,
success/ability items -- and failure/ability items lmaded in opposite
directionsi; 37 suctess/effort; 3 failure/efforti 4) success’task |

difficuity and suctess/lucks and 53 failure tasksdit#ficulty and i

failure/luck. Factors idértificd in the Fénnema data isee Marsh, et

al., 1983} Qéké tdﬁéiét . thh thege— ext??f*{hax_fhe‘Iup effort

scales did not appesr s zeparate factors: Marsh et al. (1924)

desiéhéd a self-atiribation instrument to measure the 18 scales

represéntlnq the factorial combination of three facets; academic

content tmath, reading, and general school); Dutcpne {suctess or
failurel; and perceived dause (abilit,, effort, and external causes).
Factor analysis of responses (o that instrument resylted in seven '
factors; three failure factors représenting ability, effort and
external caugé;, two success $actors represanfxng etfort and extasrnal
causes, snd two content-spenific factors representing primarily
ability in math and ability in reading. This research led the authours
to condlude that di;pagiixonai iénééhéiéé in the attribution process
In self-concept research; a relatnonshiﬁ between attributional
tendencies and self-concept 1s freguently H&ﬁdtﬁé;izé&,;but the
theoretical basis of this hypothesis is seldum elaborated. In a
revien of the theoretical and empirical basis for this relationship,
Margh et al. (1984) argued that a favorable self-concepl was
conqistent wlth attributions Lo ability ‘anid eftoft as percexvﬁd causes

64 success, but not w:th a @ispu&ition tD at(rxbute failure (&) lack

of eéfort and particalarly not to a lack of ability. On the basis Of

&
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this review and their empirical findings ti2y concluded that academic
self-concept is substantially correlated with Guccessrsability and
success/effort attributions (positivelyl; and With Failurerability

less substanmxally carrelated Wwith

attributions

{negatively), and

$ailure etfort attributipns (negathEIY). A1s0; the magnitude of

(S

these tbhiéié(iﬁﬁé is Ergégf when self-attributions and selt-conceopts

+ academic content (e.n., reading or

‘involve the samgé ar&x ©
mathematics) .
The Esgs_ni §£giz-

findings from the Harsh &t al. (1984) study.' The findings are pased
upon a refined sersion of the q}dney Sttribution Scale (3AS) used In
the earlier research, a Wiuitidimensional self- cantept measure; selt-

concepts Jnfé‘iéd 5y pesrs 3nd by teachers, achrevement test scares -in

math and reading; and Leacher ratings of student academic abilities.
'A 73-item revision of the 5A% was used instead of the 180-itenm
instrument emploved in the earlier study. Dimensions undérlsing the
seif-attributions wers Gxamincd wilh Both conventional/exploratory

factor analstic te'hnxquws considéred ear!ier and also with

conti:rmator, factor anal,ses. The addxwxon Gf Self-cone epts 1nterrad

0

were, w3 wel) d5 the self-report measure used

1

by teacherc and b

previousl!y, provideé otiger basis for examining the self-

6 a3 str

i

éEfriEafia~f§@i(~conc&pﬁ reiaixbnéhiﬁ. The collection of a wide
variety of achievement scores in this study also allows the
examination of relationships between self-attributions and academic
achievement. 0On the basis of the literature reviéw and empit ical
results from the earlier research it is predicted that:

11 define seven. fdcturs
ity success/effor t;
atla re,éffurt, and

131 gelf atiribution res sponses- to the 5A% wi
corresponding to! reading. abxllt/,fmath abi
Futce s/external causes; {siluresabilitys £
faxlure,ﬁ/tmrhai cauknes. ;

%) Acsdewmic . self-concepts will be substantially correlatod with
sucEess abx!xf/ and success/effort_attributions (positivelyi, with
fajlaresapijity attributions (negatively), less substantially,
correlated with failure/effort attributions (negalively). and least
correlated_with_success/external and failure/external scales. The
magnjitude of Lorrelatxons,whigh are pred; ted to be subs tantxal wxl'
be largest. when both self-concept and self-attribution me ires area
specific to_the same academic subject {i.e., readirg or math!. This
pattern of results is _also predicted to generalize to self-concepts
1n+erred by teachere and by peers.

3) Academic achievement scores will be most highly torrelated with
success/abiiity (positively) and failuresability Inegatively) scales,
and less =substantially correlated with etfort scales. Again, the
magnitu of courrelations predictéd to be substamtial wWill be ldrqgest

@
when achievement and eelf-attributions are Specxfxc ti the &ame
academic subjett.

Thiese predicfions emphasize both the canvérgence of measures
which are theoretically or logically connected; and divergence nf

- N s
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measures which are designed to measure separate components. Thus the

correlations; amd follows an approach to construct validity which is

19825 Marsh, et ai., 1984).
: METHOD; ' .

Sanple and Procedures.

By

olds) enrolled in 1% fifth grade classes in one of seven private
Cathoiic schoois in Sydney, Australia. Most of the students attended
single-sex classes !18 of the 19 classes). Children in the sample
came from fdmilies which varied in Sociceconomic statas from lower-

middle to upper-middle cla the children in the study.

pod
n

5

al
il
W
L]

sS

Scademic abilities were aboat average: Data considered are part of a
jarger project which is described in more detail by Marsh, Smith &
L arries ii\iafe 3. v .

The self-concept and self-attribution measures were administered
by one of the authors to intact.classes of no moré than 34 studerits:
For both solf-report instrumsnts several practice examples were given
along with indtruchions to ensure that pupils understond What was
expected of thiem, and thén the items were read aloud at a fairly rapid
paEce (thohgh children had copies of the instruments in f1ont of them

ard coald redq alond with the researcher). After students had

completed the self-concept instrument; they were asked to write their

rname ©r a s2cond cop. of the 3D8 and to exchange papers wWwith a pupil

.s1tting bezide them. The, were then asked to take the new survev to a
different desk o that Lhéy ware Sitting besides a different pupit and
to completé the Zurves ss if the, mere the pupil whose name Was on the
paper. Thus, the task of the peer Was to "predict® the resporses made
by the subject. Care Was takern to ensdre that the sabject and the )
Selected Pesr did not di<cuds t1ia Sabject 6 responses: While the

classroom teacher was asked to complete a rating sheet about each
child which i1ncluded abilit, ratings for readin3, math, and school
scalés as assessed bv the seld-concept instrument. Teacher ratings
were made with a nine-point response scale varying from “1 - very
poor® to *9 - very good." Sohe teachers were unable tu complete fthe
ratings intil later, and one teacher declined to complete the forms at

. w.

alt.
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~ ' l. L Celf-atiributions &
" The achieveiient tests were distributed to the schools by the
researchers; bat wWere sctually administered by the classroom teachers
during a reqular class ;éé;iB:Eiéia;é te édﬁiﬁiéi;éiiaﬂ of the self-~

report measures. These tests wore then scored by (Hé\researchers with

the understanding that feeliback would be given to the schools. Two of ’
the schools declined to participate in the achievement tasting, thuugh

théy d1d agree to the administration of the sélf-report measures and

to complete teacher ralings:

fesiigg Eaieriaisg .

Sydney Attribation 3cale (5AS). The purnose of the SAS 18 to

measure students perceptions of tduses of their academic success and

. ‘ .
failure. The reviged version used in this studv is designed to
messure 12 scales which result from the factorial combination of three

-

facets: ac.adewic content (Memath or Rereading)i outcome (8=zuccess or
- i

F=failurel; and perceived tauze {(A=abilit,, E=etffort, or r=e:ternal

cavges). Thus R3ZA or readind’sulcess’/ability refers to the stale

represented by 1tems Which meotdre attributions to abilit. 45 the
cause of success in reading. Each 0f the 12 scales i1s mecasured by o

he T2 ttams, The instrument consists nf 294 brief scenar:os

Q¢
-+
[adl]

sscribing & a:tuatian an which the student it to suppose him/horseld
1n oa 3itastion representing an scademic success or farlura.  With cach
scemarig ore threegrandoml s ordered, plausible causes for the outcuae

and ctudert=s not o sndependsnt ratings of €each zause alongy o fiv

-puint

roEpehce medle mhizh JAries 4row "1-False® 2o *S-True.® The rat:cnale
FOF LHe do3ian 5t tEe BAS i described By Mareh. et @l. (193410 The
reviced cerainn differs drom that earlier wersion in that oji. items
(1nstzad of 101 were celected to represent each scale;, and the s -
scales relating Lo ;§6956i.§&5j56E§ in general® were excluded. An

c.ample 2F one of the scerarios and the three causes is as follous!:

] R

a

A preliminary ltem analysis of resgonses to the SHS icondJuttod

with the commercially available 3SPSS program, dee Hull & NHie, 1931}

negative dizcriminator, and that 67 of the 72 1tems had “"currected

item~total correlations® {see Hull & Nie, 1981} of¢ at Isast 0.30.
Coetticient alphas for the w1 sutcess scales (0.69 to 0.84 - median

v
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= 0.82) were generally higher than #or the 8ix failure s.ales (5,5°

to 0.75 -- median = 0.66). For purposes 0f this studs; Fased upul
resiits described later and the results of Marsh et al. (1584); eignt
Scores were used to summarize responses to the SAS. Six of these
scores lsuccess/ability, successsefforl, success/external,

By sumning responses Lo reading and math items, . vile the two content
i - - - . - - - -
Eﬁéfifii factors were defined only by reading items or only by math

items (these scores and their empirical cuppart are discussed later in
more detaili. These eiaht zcores had coefficient afphas randing from
6.70 to 0,85 (median = 0.83) and only Lhe fcore representing
attributiohs to external causes for failure cutiomes had an Jpha lesn
than 0.80. \ Thus, despite the fonsiderable reduction in the lenath of
, '
‘

- the SAS,-th4 stores used in the analysis are reasonably reliabie,

Shavelson, N6t§‘4); These consist of self-concepts in four
nonacademic arews (Prysical Ability, Physical Appearance, Peer

o o oo . o .
Relationships, ﬁhd Parent Relatiocnntiips) and throe academic areas

b))

(Reacing, Math and General Schaol). A description of the seven-scal
instrument; its thecretica! ralionale; the wording of the items;
reliabilities and six separate sactor éﬁéi?;ég are presented elsewhere
{Marsh, Béhﬁé?, Cairns & Tidman, 1n pressi Marsh, ﬁé?ﬁé?y& Smith,
1983§ Marsh, Ré.ich & Smith, 19833 Marsh, Smith & Barnes, 1983). This
resedrch has chuwWh tho seven SDB Scales to be reliable (coefficien
alpha‘s in the 0,80°s and 0.90's), moderately correlated with méasires
of carresppnding scademit abilities (F's 476 .3 to 7)), &nd in

=3
agreement with self-concepts inferred by primary school teachers.

In the current version,cf the SDG an eighth component of
General-Self (which ic similar te the self-esteem scale described by
Nosenberg, 196%) has bewrn added. Crefficient alpha’s for the eight
SD@ scales in this study varied beiween 0,7 and 0.9% (median = 0.387).
Total s¢ores representing the sum of the four nonacademic scales (Tot
coetficient alphas of 0:91: ThHe reslilts Bt corventioral’
explaratory +actor anal yaes and confirsatory fsctor analyses of
eight factors which this version of the SDQ 18 designed to measore:
Furthermore; wimilar analyses of the interred self-concents campleted

by the peers in the present study ailsc identify Lhe @ight factors,

10
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,The results of these analyses are presented elsewhere (Marsh, Note 53

Marsh; Sﬁiiﬁ & Barnes; Ndié 3.

: ]
- Factor score coefficient {see Nie, et al., 1973} were determined
as part ot the oblique factor analysis o+ the responses tc the éﬁé;

and were used to compute +actor scores ﬁa represent the éigﬁi s30@

factors. The same set of factor score coedficients was also used to
compute interred self-concgpt scores for the peer responses. Teachers
ﬁded to e:qht summary ratingr designed to represent each of the

t =og +actsrf'and these ratings serwved auviﬁaitdibfé of selé¢-

-
]
0
T
0\

concepts as inferred by teachers. Agreement between student self-
Concepts; seli-concepts inierred by peers, and stlé—ccnceptr tntsrred
by teaghers is significant, thouak modest; and is Specific to
particular dimens:ons of sesli-concept: This multifrait-multimethoa
ibed elsewnere in oreater detail iMarsh, Smith &

* \

Rea?ing achievement was assessed with

SQFué; Tests ACER., 19741, Tre word knowledge section consists of M3

.

multiple choice svnon.m ftems «nd takes 20 minutes to administer,

e oo PR - A, - - . - -
whi1le the comprehens.on of 34 muliiple-chulZe items

and takes 20 minftes to ras FPOM the twd SEECIcNnS Kid

Split-hal+ reliabilities o 9.87 and 0:92 respactively; 3nd correlated
62;3 Wwith caoh mfﬁéi; For purposes a@ fhf; ;fudy ﬁﬁﬁr@s froim ¢ach of
tHe twD Sections uere sianéarixEéd to have mean = 0.0 and 5D = 1.0,
and tren summed tu forw u tolal score. Mathematics achicvement was
assessed with the Clows Achiescment Test in Mathematics 'umT’M 41#;
examination which ié‘baseé upon an “Australian average® S/llaDUu
(ACER, 19792, fhis math tééti;téhéiété Gé 45 multlple chaice itefs
ant takdd about 45 Bindves {5 complete; The split-half reliabilit. of
this score was O.8s. Toscher raflnjf ot abilit, in resding :
mathematic 5 snd SChoo! Zubects in general were alsn taken Lo be

xndxca

o

istic

!m
i~

ta

There were slm ho missing responses ta either the Sn% or the
7 . T A o
apR (tess than 1/4 uf 1%), and the wean response was substituted for

the few missinag Qdiﬁééyﬁhicﬁrdid ocour. However, 4or the tedcher

- ratings of academic abx ity there were 36 MISSing Cag. . (&%), o
representing prifmarily stidents from one class where the teacher 111
not compléte Lhe ratings, znd 142 missing valdes (25%) for the ;
Zehieveient tests; rearésehting primarily students +rom two schools

.

-

11 :
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whichk did not adminirter the EEhié0§'ént Lests. For purposes of this

rrelatxons ( ee Nie, et al., 1975 . Houever; sxmilar

bf the
correxatiﬁhs based upon only those cases shich had no missing data

were nearls the same as those actually reported. Thus, nhile the largé{
K

that the rasults be interpreted cautisusly; it is unlikely to have had

any é&ﬁétéﬁtiéi effect. .

For purpcses of ttis study the six items from each of the 12 SAS

o a e L e
Mnac he first two

e
I

N L :
ecidles were divided intg three item=-pairs such
itedis were assigned to the first pair; tae next two items to the nest
pair, and the last two items to the third item-pair. Factor analyses

wers performed an resgansea to those 36 item-pairs representihg the 72

" jtems. Fi?gi; conventzanal/explcratory factor ana.yses wére perrurmed

with the commercially availabie spSS program (Nie, et 31:; 1975) usina

1terated communalxt/ estimates, 3 Kaiser hﬁrmélifét.nn, and an obligque

Fotation to the final solltion: Cenfirmatory factor analyses (CFA)

iere 3leo condiicted mith the commercially, available LISREL v program
(Joreskog & Sorpbom; 1981). In the CFA models we hypothesized
pazed upon di1fferent numbers of factors where the facttors

Are corrax st2d Lut the error’unigueness terms for the ®edsured

I N e
varilables are uncorrelated. The abitity of the propo=ed
responses to the SAS was deteérmined By an exsminaticn of the parsmeter

1

gstimates, the ratio of the chi-sguare to tne degrees of freedom,

coetficient d (Bentier % Bonett, 1981), and the root mean square

Fe5idiai which 15 baced upoh ditferences bBebtween the uriginal and
reprodiuced correlation matrices (Jorcskog k Sorbom; 1981). A more
detdiled prosentstion of confifmatory factor analysis and how

&

qoodress-of-fit is evalualed is beyond the scope of this paper, but is
discussed elpewhere (Bentler & Doneit, 1931 Joreéskeg & Sorbom, 19513
Marsh & Hoce sar; 19325 In sfczoi MaruySma & McGarvey; 19805 Wilfle;

19817 . ' .

e corventiorial/exploratorv factor analysis °

o .

Resilts of t

o3
'égﬁﬁﬁééﬁ to the SAS clearly identify the seven ?étiﬁ%*—ﬁ'poth251zed
from thHe resalts of the Marsh et al. (1984} study. The
success/effort; success/external, farlure/ability, tatlure/ettort, and
iallure/emiornal factors are each dofined by items representing fmih
reading and mathematics, while the reading and fath faclors are
content specific. Both the reading and fEth factore are defined
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primarily by successlabllity items (which load positively). and to a
lesser extent by failurelabiiiiy i;ems (which load negatively) and

succes;/effnrt xiems (which load pnsitzvely).

Insert Ta

le i About Here

_ The ability of plausible, axta»ﬁat;oe_maaéxgﬁta fit the data was
/,v’ - oo . . E

tested with confirmatory factor éﬁélysls (Eéé Table 2). Thoush

several different indicators of "goodness- Df fxt' are presented, we

&
emphasxze cneif:clent d in. our discussion.. Coefficient d scales the

Dbserved chi sguare élnng a scale of zero to 1.0 where zero represents
the fxt of a null deel while 1.0 represents‘a perfect fit. The ngic
° o5f this coefficient is sxnxlar to that develnped for HNUVA Hodels
where the ratioc of th varlance cnmpnnentf {e.q., eta squared) is used
to infer the proportion of variance éiﬁpéinea 59‘§ﬁ effoct: However;
the conciusions discussed below alsc follow from an inspection of each

of the other aoodness- n+ +1t iﬁditéiéigi -

The ohne-factor mode! (model 1) tests the ability of a single

S

response tendency (i.e.. the internal-external dimension proposed in
“locus of cintrol researchi to describe responses, but it cleariy
must be rejected. The tus-tactor model liitdel 2) proposes separate
iactors to account ior recponses to success and failure outcomes.

o iats is substantiails betier

Qﬁiié its ability to #it :the dtd is substant‘all/ better than deel 1
i.dé vE. .34) it aiso Wist be refected: The three—factqr model (model
3) proposes factors carresponding to each of the three causes
(ability; effort; and external causes). Model 3 does not even db as
well as model 2. 50 it 4s also rejected. The Six-factor solution
iMS&éi 4i; a Cmmblnatxnn of modeis .2 & 3, ﬁrﬁpases §é§§r§éé factors

substantxa! 1mprnvement over the first three models, but still does

not fxt the data adequately.-

‘depicted in Table 1; but differ in the way that the reading snd the
math factors are defined {see Table 2). In model 5 the reading and
the math factor are each defined by Sluccesszability and
success/failure itepsj in ﬁaaég & the Eﬁtﬁégé'effcrt items also are
silowed to ioad on the tontent speciféic factors; and so forth so that

for model tEe:héédfﬁé factor i&fde%inea by all the reading items and

13
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the math factor is defined by all the math itemk. Even the weakest of

the seven- factor solutions (model 5) represents 5 substantial
improvement over the six-factor solution (.78 vs. 0.68). While the
differences between the models are statistically significant in each
case éXEéb( the dlfference betweer madels 8 & ¢ ' the differences are

not large. Far example the differerce-in cusffic:ont d°s for models 3
and 9 (0.78 vs. 0.82) is less than half of the difference between
modefé 5 and 4 (0.78 vs. 0.66). Model % corresponds most tiﬁgéli with
our characterization of the reading and math speritic factors as
ability factors. Model & appears to correspond most closely to the
réﬁuieg ﬁ% %ﬁé tﬁhveﬁiibhaif&xpiorainry Nadei §hﬁﬂﬁ in iébi@ i;

Models 7 & 8 each'represent marginal improvements; while model 9 does

no better tHan mode! 8 (i.e.; does not divfer 519nlflcantly from it)

and can be eliminated from further consideration.

Model {0 proposes that each of the 12 SAS scales represents a
separate factor. The abllit/ of this model tb +it the data differs
}ittié %rom the seven- factor olutxons. Furth@rmore, tﬁé mbdél is
111 defxned in that twd of the correlaticns amona (he 12 factors are
greater than 1.0 and others approach 1.0; suggesting that the model is
6véf—dé+ine&, wé Féjééi ihis ﬁodei on iheée Eaéés.

In the seven-factor models (models 5 - ©). the highest loadings
on the reading and On the math factors occur for the success/ability
and to a lesser extent the failuresability items. . Inspection of the
ﬁékéﬁEtEF estimates for model & indicates that factor lvadings for the
;uccessfj;;ort i{ems are much smaller than for the guttééélébiiityléﬁd

Hility items. Aisc,in models 7, 3 and 9, while loadings for
the failore/effort énd success/external items are siafisficéiiy
significant and in the expected direclion; .the maanitude of the
loadings is quite mall. I1n> model 9, the loadings for the
?éiiﬁfé/external 1tems generally do not even reach statistical
significance and this accounts for why model @ fits the data no better

than model! &, Hence, these analvses not only support the necessity o4
seven fét tors to éxﬁléfh the dété; but also 'hﬁﬁdht our ‘
i 4

characterization of the two content-specific factors as ability
#acfcrgz hus; vie pre#ér to define the cantent specific facters with
the éEiziiy items (as ih mode! 5); even though model 8 received

stronqer emp!rlca! support. In ;ﬁggéaﬁent analyses; the readan and

math attrzbutxon scores as depicted i1n both models S5 and 8 will be

considered. (see Table 3).

-

In summary, the results of both ccnventional/exploratory and

o 14 .
/™ .-
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Hybaiﬁﬁéiiéd to uUnderiie responses to the SAS. These results
demonstrate that attrxbutional dispositions are quite sbéti%ic to

outcome and cause, and to a lesser extent to content area f{at least

fbf éﬁiliﬁy attributions), Here, as in Marsh et ai. (1984), the

Iatﬁcnshig te External Criteris.,

50i+-cancegt. Corrélations between the responses to the SD@ and

the SAS (see Yabie 3) sdpport the predicted relationships. The three
academic selé-concepts, and their totgl;, are substantially correlated
“with Guccess/ability and success/effort scales (positively) and with

tﬁé iéilﬁkéYﬁbility scale (negatively); less substantially correla\Ed

With the failare/effort scale (negatively), and nearly Uncorrelated

'with the two external scales. The four héﬁétédémit self-concepts; and

thexr totag are less correlated with the SAS scores: fhé largest

siiSstantially iarger than the other coefficients, and clearly support
the Eortent apecificit, of both self-concept and sel#-attributions.

in sddition tm the s@lf-concepts based upon the student’s own
self-reports, celf-concepts inferred from responses by teachers and by
responses from peers were 3150 collected. The size ot the h
correlations between self-attributions and inferred self-concepts are
cohReictertly lower than those described above, ‘but the pattern of
recults is very similar (see Table 3). This similarity is duite
important; because it demonstrates that the predicted pattern of
relationships between self-concépt:and Solf-sttribution is not limited
o results based upcn two s&lé-report instruments completed by the
same person. Alternative ex pléhétxons for the self-concept/self-
stiribution relaticnships whieh are based upon a response bias or
siGthsd7Halo effect no longer seem viable. when self-concepts are

1nfékréd by erternal observers.

Achievement Scoressz The pattern cf correlations between

achievement indicators and self-attributions SUpports the predictions
and the findindgs .generalize across results from both acﬁxQVeméni‘iééié
and teacher, ratings of academic ability. Readind achievement

indicators are most highty correlated with celé-attributions in

reading/ability, posxtxvely cﬁrrelated with ab:lity/success

: o ' 15
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attributions; riegatively correlated with ability/failure attributions;
snd less substantially correlated with the effort scales. Math

achievement indicators are most highly correlated with self-:
attribations.in math/ability; positively correlated with

abjlity/success attributions; negatively correlated with

ability/failure attributions, and less Substantially correlated with

Predictions were not made for correlations between the

schievedent scores and the external attributions. Intaitively; we
suspected success/external attributions would have zero-to-low-

sach as luck; task difficult;; etc. would be related o poorer
achievement) while correlations with failure/external attributions
would be iéFéitbiidw—ﬁdjitiVE. Marsh et al. (1984) only considered

one achievement indicatdr -- & reading achievement test -- wWwhich was

o . . o . . Vs
not emphasized in their results. The §ign of the observed
correlations in the earlier research was in the predicted direction
and the external/failure scales did have near-zero correlations with

achievement, but the success/external correlations were guite
substantial. Though less pronounced, this asymmetry in the pattern of
correlations occurs in the present investigation as wmell.
Failure/evtefnal attributions aré virtually uncorrelated with

achievement indicators, while success/external attributions are

Significantly (nedatively) correlated witii achievement indicators.
Mevertheless, the replication of this pattern of result suggests the

tieed for further investigation.

The purpose of thiz study was to replicate and expand +vindings by
Marsh et al. (1984), and strong support was demonstrated for a
detailed set of predictions based uPon the earlier research. Seven

the SAS. Conventiohal/evploratory factor analyses identified these

fictors. Corfirfmstory factor analyses demonstrated that the seven-

f3ctor solution provided a reasonable fit to the data; while other

plaucsible models did not. The pattern of correlations between self-

similar pattern was identified when self-concepts were inferred from

hd -
responses by teachers and from responses by peers. Support for the
predicted pattern of selé-attribution/academic achievement

i
L.
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academic test scores and -teacher ratings of academic ability. In

§§ﬁ§?éi, students who attribute their academic suciass to their own

academic 8kills and higher academic self- cnncepts.. Students who
attribite théir academic failures to their lack of ability and; €5 a

lesser extent, to their lack of éiiﬁgi tend to have poorer academic

sﬁiiis éhé iﬁwer academic éei{—éonéépis; 'Academfé”self—att;iﬁﬂfiaﬁgvk

areas s0 that_atzributinns in verbal areas do not generalize to those-

about math outcnme;.
in their review of the theoretipal and ewpirical basis of the
selt-cancept/self-attribution relationship, ﬁéhéﬁ éi éi; 11984) ;auﬁa

n@qatxvel/ cnrréiéiéé with +a11ure/ab111ty attrxbutlons. Hnwever;

‘there¢ was considerable cnntroversy about the relatxonshnp between

academic éeif-rnncept and effort attributions. Some theoretical

accounts argued that academic self-concept should be ﬁéééiivély'
correlfated mith siccess/céftort attributions and positively correlatad
with failurce 'effort attributions le.qg., ﬁitﬁb{d; 1979) cther
researchers ardued for e<acll. the opposite pattern te.g.. Bar-Tal;
1973); 5 few arqued for i szmmetr/ in the ﬁéttérﬁ of Eﬁtréiafiﬁhg

(é;g:; Cmvanton % Gmélich 1979); and most 4id rnot make expiibii
predict:or . Marsh et al. (15a4) predicted; that academic self-

cancept would be suhstamtxall/ correlated iBB;iiiVéi;i with
success/effort attributions snd less substantially correlated
{negatively) with failures/effort attributions, and demonstrated
empirical support for the prediction. This asymmetry was demonstrated
again here. For ecnample, total academic self-concept (Tet ACD in
Table 3) correlates G.52, 0:47 and -0:45 With sdccess/ability,
success/effort; and failure/atility, Bat orily -0:30 with

failure/effcrt !fwhich is sigrnificantly smaller than each of the cther

correlations; p ¢ .Q01). The same pattern of results is D%Eerved in
self-concepts inferred by peers; but not in self-concepts inferred by
teachers. We suspect that when tearhers are asked to inter academic

self-concepts, their ratinas are more strongly influenced by -
objectively detined academic ability than are the students® act.al

éélj-tﬁhﬁgpts,_and thxs may explaln why the paftern D+ results d1++ers

somewhat for thei: N e 1D

Hérsﬁ éf: ai; iiéé&i dié ndi empﬁaSi:e iha sai#—

attribution/academ:c achievement relalionship. However. based upon

17
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that study we predicted that ability attributions would be more highly
correlated with ability than with etfort attributions and we
intentionally avoided making predictions about external attributions).

The predictions were Supported, though it is interesting to note that

_?éTiUiEIESility sttributions are more substantially correlated

tnegatively -- malt R = 0:41) than success/ability attributions

(bbéitiVély T Halt R = 0.327,; though no asymmetry was found—i#n
correlations with the effort attributions which were smaller (mult R's

= 0.19 & 0.22). Apparently; attributions o ettort are related more

strongly to academic self-concept tparticularly when the outcome is a

success) than to academic achievement. This pattern is intuitively
logical; is similar to #indings from Marsh; et al. (1984); and also
is consictent with the speculations offered by Covington & Omelich
?ié?éi. The fxndxngé also may explain why the self-attribution/self-
concept relationshxp iz mr-e lxke the self- -attribution/academic
achxevement re!ationshxp when self-concepts are inferred from teacher
ratings: . ' :

N

Recults described here and in Marsh, et al. (1984) argue that

attributions are guite specific to outcome and the type of cause; and

to a lesser extent the area of academxc Content. The content

,SpeC171C1t/ 5% the attributions is Quite clear for abiltity

attributions, but not for attribotions to effort and externa] causes.
Our 1nterpretat10n 5f these results is that students see their ability

in verbal and mathematxcal areas as reasonably distinct, while they

perceive that the amount of effort which they put into different
subject areas as more similar. Weiner lin préss) wakes & Similar

_point based upon ‘findings by Foeérsterling & Engelken {1981) and his

‘further research. He suggests that ability in physics provides no

information about ability in German, but that trying hard in physics
is predictive of trying hard in German. The content specificity of
the attributions will alss depend upon the similarity of the two

tbhtéhf areas, nd may rot be so apparent for similar sub;ects (e. 9.;
physics and mathematics). ‘

Our emphasis here; and in Marsh et al. (1984) has been on ability
and effort attributions, and not on attributicns to external causes;

The decision to combine a myriad of externa! causes into a single

scale was partially praqmatic in an attempt to keep the len3th of the
SAS reasonable, but was alsc based apan results from the Fennema sludy

and partitdlérly the Relich study discussed earlier. "However, several

anomalies make us uncnmfortable with this decision. First, “the

ES

e

.j.- R 4123.
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internal consistency of responses to fallore/external items (0.70) is

Eibstantially lawer than for the success/external scale (0.83) or any

5% the other scales (0:B0 to 0.86). Secondly; our intuition and other

théarétiééi sccounts sdééééi that the iéﬁ&éﬁcy to Eitékﬁsiiié

significant and gggitive. Third, attrxbuting SUCCess to,external

causzes is SubStantially correlated mith academic achievement
(hegativeiy), whiie attributing faildre to external causes is nearly
Uncirrelsted With Schisvement: Only for . the seif-concept/selt- .
attribution relationship did the two scales perform similarly in that
each was nearly umcorrelated with academic selé-concept. Even here,
nowever; we expected the correlations to have the oppbsite sign (for
the same reacon that we expectad the Scales to be negatively
EBE?Eiéiéai; but they did not. : ,

external scales, but the congistency af thei; pccurrence across the A

two studxef argues thé. they require +urther research. Several
observatxons way provxde sone clues. - Success/ability and
saccess/effort scales are substantialiy correlated with each other,
but nearly uncorrelated with success/external. Fallure/abxlxtv and
tailure/effort scales are substantiPally correlated with esch Other and
postxvely correlated with the faxluretexterhal scale: This means that
children who are unwilling to stiribate failare to a lack of ability
and effort are also UﬁWiIXan to éttrxbute it to external causes.

This pékédo«xcal finding may be related to the Ickes & Lé?déh fi973i

iféiluré to be unlikely. The self-serving bias where self-
atiributions for success are Wore "internal® than for attributions to
failure (see Marsh, et ai., 1983) may play = rote: Finally, it would
be important to determine i+ the anomalies are consistent across
ditéerent types of external causes ié;g;; quL; task difficulty,
healih, Ghuironmental influences; other people -- teachers, parents,
etci). .

We h§Vé 1ptentxonaliy not attempted to makevcausal xnferences

‘Ebﬁﬁt‘the relationships among sel*-attrxbutxons,'sel* concepts, and

-

§éademié éﬁiiiiiéi for a Vé}iéty of reasons. First’ the nature of

lev91 of theorizing. Instcad, our emphasxs has bees on the

Vailidation of the selé-attribation construct. Without this level of

-

mjﬁftE;ffi‘——:;;ﬁi_Mf_—-“_TT;E;f“-—;—~——-;T
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{8 likely to be unproductive: Second; the cross-sectional and
correlational design of this study make it unlikely that alternative

cagsal models -- or even causal predominance -- could be Véiidiy
tested. Finally; Wwe feel that the variables in Question are .
interwoven in a network of reciprocal relationships sach that a
change in academic sel+-cancept, academic ability, pf academic
others. If this is

attributions is likely to *cause” a change in th

the case, the searth for which variables causeghhat is likely to be
counter-productive; even 1f longitudinal and experimental data were
svailable and sppropriate statistical technigues were developed.
Instead; we cee the three sets of variabies as forming a dynamic
equilibrium such that if any one is changed or inconsistent With the

others; there must be a change in the balance among them in order to

reestablish the equilibrium. - J
1y
»
N
{ "
[} . >
‘ .
5
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TABLE

i

DALY THAaLCY PN e

Summary of Conventional/@xploratory Factor

Analysif o Responses to the SD8 I

Obligque

‘ Read Math Sacc
; Abil Abil Efft

.garisbles

RSHPL &7 10 17
- RSAP2 23 08 _13
RSAP3 80 19 -0z
RSEPI 2503 62
RSEP2 35 18 4%
RSEP3 11 06 &1
RSXP i “i3 ¢85 -18
RSXP2 -11 09 -04
RSXP3 . -10° 02 0¥
MSAPL 08 23 03
MSAP2 10 7 03
MSAP3 - 20 7 04
MSEPL = -03 39 2
MSEP2 o1 28 42
MSEP3 10 4% 30
MSXP1 07 -16 O
MIXP2 05 -02 -03
MSXP3 60 -05 04
REAP 35 13 oL
RFAP2 -35 18 -05
RFAES 35 12 13
REEP! -5 04 -04
REEP2 . -Q% 15 -1
RFEP3 -25 [w}:] ag
REXP1L -g8 03 15
RF %P2 03 02 -13
REP3 a3 07 ~ié
MEAP1 08 --32 -0S
MEAP2 10 -30 05
MFAP3 13 -33 -0&é
| MFEPL 13 10 -35
MFEP2 06 . -01 -02
MFEP3 06 -25 14
MESPL g4 -08- 12
MEXP2 o3 07 -0%9
MFAPZ ~03 -04q 12

sace Fail’
Extr Abil
-06 -06
-12 -035
02 ~-Qs4
-i5- o5
o0 13
o9 Q9
53 14
6«® -02
&9 o8
-09 o1
-14 -01
04 oS
04 -20
04 -10
06 -Q7
53 (o]}
5> -04
83 -0z
04 oS3
[a]v] 59
o3 A%
-03 1%
o2 14
15 12
-01 12
19 _1i0
o> -16
45 85
10 5°
13 as
s a0
c3 -0%
12 12
-10 25
17 a4
-3  -10

Factar Pattern Matrix

-

Fail Fail
Efft Extr

04

o3 -

-01

-o8 03 S
-10 -0l

03 -o7

-0z 04

o 10

04 o1

o1 03

_08 o1

~04 }1

03 -02

2 (e]-] R

U1 10

g4 0T

oa 02 5

03 1

17 -94

15 =4

33 -o8

53 -02

54 _09

BT -0X

-0% 49

-o7 55 :
-02 62 N
10 19 -

o9 A S

17 o1

30 03

&8 at

52 o3

24 29

-i% 59 -
i7 52 .

Factdr Pattern Correlations
Math Succ Succ Fail Fail Fail

Read

Abil
Read Abil 100
Math Abil 10
Succ Efft 29
Succ Extr =-12.
Fail Abil -18

Fail Ef¢t -15

_ Fail Extr 0%

Note: Measured
represent’ each

-combination. of
M=math), outcome.(S=success or F=failurel); and cause (AZability,

Abil Ef+t Extr Abel Etft Entr

_25 100
-08 -o”
-ig -o>
-02 00
0 02

10G- -

14> 100
i1 az
22 o8

§ !

variables are the three itew pairs (P1, P2 & P3:

o4 the 12 BAS scales: .

_The sca:es_are designated

‘three letters_representing content (R=reading or

E=effort, X=external).

which

with

a



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Summafles o¥ Gaadness of Fit
Describing Responses to the SAS

Model bééé?i;iién : .
o) Null Hodel ;
1) One "Beneral® factor

ta

) Sqttésg'(S);& Failure (F)
factors -

3y ABility (AY, Effort (E),

and External (X)) facﬁvrs

47 SA; SE, Sﬁ; Fa; FE; Fx
Factors

51 SE,; SX; _FA; FE,_Fx_Faclors.
plus. R:adxng L Math factors
defined by SAct FA items

6) As_in_model S5 with Reading

& Math factors defined by

5A, FA & SE items

. ]

7} As Model 5 with Reading &
Math factors defined B> 3A,
SE,- FA & FE i tems

3) ﬁsrﬂﬁdéi,S with Reading &
Math_f3cfiirs defived By 3BA,
SE, Sx, FA & FE itemns

9) Ag Model ¥ Wwith Reading &
Math factore detined by SA,

= 973 FA, FE & F¥ items

vy PFE&, EFE;,PFEi HF
NFE u MFY factlors

#5&, R3E, R35, M3A; M3E,
g

Hote: Model 10 wag x!l detined
factors erxceeded 1,

TABLE 2
Inc¢tces for the CFn Models

S

in

hi .
Quadare
3,798
5,814
1,583

4 8zs8

2,953

!

1,95

Self~attiibations

4
&30
s94
593

591

590

ettt

&
14
for]

chi- sq’
4% ratis
13 P4

z.g81

RMS

»

a1

hed
«

that tiip' of tie currel3licus #nGhd
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Cﬁrrﬁlatiahg Between SAS Scales and Criterion ‘Scores

a
SAS Scale Scorés

Read Math Succ Sudc Succ Fail é&ii Fail

Abl' Abl'-Abil Eff#t Extr Abil Efft Extr

e dmmm =mmmtm e mem e o on e -

20 21 21 2 ~Qd4  -15 -pq =0l
10 18 13 15 -07 ~{0 -9 ~-24
15 V15 17 2 -0l -1% ~Gs 07
o9 11 Q& 12 -04 -09?. -0& -10
20 ek 2 2 -0% -13 -13 -08

5T 19 JI? 23 ~-19 ,-38 -z28 -04
13 2 38 -06 -30 -15 . -08
95 51 52 - 47 -186" -a4s. -30 -1l

36 4i 43 a1 -13 -35 -z0  -02

}n+erred Q;

Peers : S - R - -
Phys Appr -10 -~0& -0& =~04 -98 04 a0 08 o5  -a7
Phys Abil (el 4 Q0 02 03 -02 a3 -0%  -03 o0 -07
Peers. -01 00 00 2 -34 03 -03 -03 g0 02 .
Parent - 21 . 01 08 03 02 | §a oL -0f -o53 -0d
Tot NACD -o3fg02 o1 ot -ed4 09 -02 ot o1 03
ReadLHY 28 14 2™ o1& 19 11 =-iS. -23 —os
Math 14 32 13 27 27 22 1 ~19 -02
3chool 13 22 13 32 24 20 G =15 -0s
Tot ACD’ 21 27 2y .25 2% 22 1 =22 -0%
[ . . . . - . -
General 03 G0 0% o2 =03 o -0 =0 ol -0
Self-concepts . . .
inferred by . ; ¥
Phys Appr 08 14 1t 12 ol 22 -12° -15 -39
Phys Abil o9 19 o 20 15 12 -15 =13 -o1
Pee: s DO e} & o 10 [l § o1 -3 -7 =09
Parent o LS 12 5% a1 05 -1l =09 -0
Tot MACD ce 11 1 16 08 vIR 0 -1®  -1S . -aT
Reading <3 P4 3& 25 23 12 Izo o
Math. 24 33 2= a2 24 18 -9 -0
Schonl 20 32 1 3. 025 16 -18 -04
~ Tot ACD 3 34 3 5 2 = 21 -u0d
. - - .
Gengral Y12 24 24 25 1§ oo o B
25 s~ 25 2% 1 -2 0 -3F -21 08 .
=% 2% 33 27 09 -24 0 -Tn -g2 0 08
%3 - *
ing 24 s a2 1t =29 -I3 -1
Math o 22 3 2% Tm 2 f5 .28 =2 g4
Schoul 29 4 o2 T o 1% =27 -5 -t16

o

42 Fi  4i "2 e .32 arozn

ZieRIDION

-

m !

2

~ Twg variations of the readinyg aind_iath scdles fur Lhe SAS were
considered, where Read Abil = BSA - REA, Math Abil_- MSA - MFA;
Read Abl® = PSA ¢+ RSE - RSy - PFA .~ RFE, and Math AB1*. = MSAH_+ UBE -
MSX - MFA - MFE. These correspond most closely to . factors_ defined in
models % and. 9 .in Table.?, thougli &Cores correspondnuq te the other
models resulted (in similar corrélatians.

NOTE: Cuetticients are presented Hlthout deci1mal paints.
Correlations with an absolute value greater than .12
are statistically signifticant (p < .01, two- taxled)

- R -
3 -

. 2
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- i . . Geade/ 4
Nars Boy - - Girl € Year '
Age ——  Senool - ! Teoscher |

- «

Vo .

#his 18 56i 4 feaT. _Thare_are_no rlEht or wrong snsseri. There sre & number of things listed that could

happen 1N &chacl or &t home - You Are asked to show how true Or false each reason for this happening 423
for you. '

-
[ook At the first.example. Someone called Terry has filled this one¥h.
' . . . . Sometimes -
. . . - -True— . .. .
M . Moarly Sometimes MNostly —- .

False ©  Taise False True True

1. Suppote -you won-a Face 8t the Sparis Chrafval. ~L s

PR ‘D [:__J D Ej{;:]. .
jou are s good ;u;l;l;;? ........ PP E E .C] C] [:j b -

4 € §ou tricd hard to Tun LASL ......eiiosis- D l L—] g E -
.

(Térry_put_a. tick in the FAIEE box for the first reason- because—for Terry that reason-wis_nof_traé_at alll .
Terry put s-tick-ia the True box_for fhe second reason becnuse Terry ia a very good funner and 3lways wins }

races. Terry put a tick Ta-4hs Nostly True box for the last resson becaune Térry did try Pretty, hard'to rua

& ypu ware JUBT lucky ...

140

fsst and It wis mostly true). .

, Now iet'® look at the sécond example. Somsone named Chriz has f3lied this one in.

B I i o 2
2. Suppose that -you painted-A-picture st wchool and.. L]
averYooe asld it was te,(rxbln.’ It would probably -
be because . Lt ~ .. )

~ & you are « bad painter «..iii.olll.lo... s | ] .
. »

4
3
a1
o
t-H
2
=
o
3.
X
)
2
o
oy
s
5
a
o,
L)
-

s s a0 e g e £
{Chris_has ticked Somatimes -Sometimes Falge for the first resson because Chris_iw only & hsd painter.
‘.mume-,”(:hrufﬁu,dcha,__ionix,‘l'me Jor_the_second resson because Chriw tried only a little-on -most of-— -
the patuting. Chris ticked Moot Toe on_thb.last_reason_because it f¢ mostl¥ trusm that €veryone {n the cless
does not like Chris and woudd Gave said the painting was terrible for tli.t remson). B
- . K

NG YOU TRY THESE EXMMDLES 3 « :
3. Suppose that you made a modelland if tell to preces ___ * L o i
as soon #5 you finished 1t. It would probably be because E .
& you are¥ot good At making s E I T I I E‘_j; .
b you did mot work caratully e s R A 3
¢ the giue was bad ... O I ’
: ’ A Tt ¢ e «
&, Supfse that you wrote A story that the teacber satd » .
was very good. Ii would probably be because P o .
£ you'-rn.o go0d Stories ..:..... P i E jman l:“:’i |
éyou tr;e«; ve;y BT oev v teneraaannnns R . 5 . f'*l © :15
. = ‘ : - R _
g;ha,;glchorj,l}“; you_ ;Lf: E =1 L= .
DO NOT Talk TO ANYONE ABOUT.YOUR ANSWERS OR LOOK i‘l" ANYONE ELSE™S PAPER. .
: - . (&) Copyright 1982 _
. I- Cairns and H. W, Marsh .
. University of Sydnay . R .
P
B I
- 3 o
. . _ N
. > -
. ST . .
' 5
‘< . BRI E
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B

b you are cartless in your work

£ choea you to
It would prcbabdly

L you are 500¢ At reading . o e . e e e . e e e e e e 0.

you work hasd at readfing . . . . . ¢ .o . o

the teacher sade a

}uu very much . .

piscake . . .. .o~ . o

give you their book.

with corrections . .

€ everyons krows you do maths badly . . . . . . . . ..

Suppose you haé_trouble tryin

abeut a story in reading le

s the story
b you are a poor re
-

Suppose-_the

_to answer the tgachar

he
Aaths tescs This is probably becauss

acher warted_you to help correct some

you should have read it more carefully . . . . . ...

a you are cne of the best students in maths . . . . . . .

o b it was yourturntods {t . . . . .. .

€ vou alvays try ta do well at

Supgcse the echool librerian wants
books and you are chosen.
T you_were

g

for_the class
bacause

you are bed at reading aloud

*

c

_you_are o

7ou 21ways wark herd and car

™is is

_ of the best pupils in
Suppose zhe teacher asked you to read
and you had trouble doing this.

-
LT

sceachs tc help count *

fully in maths . . . . . .

ce o 0o
.

probably because
e q_near the teacher when the libra
, ankad for scoeors . . .

your matns cla

aloud part of a stotry
It i Probably

y0ou had to resd the hardest psrt cf the atofy .

you

Supjome 7Au get_a mAtha questian wiong in claes.

protably bacaus

é

Suppose you are

state

;}i:w of

the question was hard . . . .

70u naver pay att

ths com n.

7eu will =

you were lucky

YOU are Jcod at Maths .

have trouble in Datns . . . .

n from your school to take part in e

This is probably bacause
JOUE PESE « ¢ 4 . 0 e e e 4 e e b aea e

top reading group .

.

8. guestion
It ia probahly because

mar

|

LI 100

|00 0

.
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iz

gl

LB

on

Sometines
Troe

¥ostly Sometimes

false

|

O

100

[naal
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LT

'

J¥ostdy .
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Yout L5
True True

. ’ False
9. Supposs.you. .xtart_a new story.in reading and you Find 1t para
ta undnxlund ,ttniqh: avay. It hrptobably becausc
s the :-u:n-r picks hard STOTI®S « c v = o o o e ae e e .

JR R B A
b you were day dro®BingG . . .te o 4 4 4 4 4 4 c 0 s e e e oaw

-

C your Teading &8 POOT . o L i . i Ll oLiiLeiiiin:

10. Suppose_your puen;g tell you that your reading ia geca.
Iz wmuld pr ly be because

i ywrnuywrkh‘rdurcndinq..............

b you always do well at reading . . . . . . . 444400

© they are only Being nice . . & o o & & 2 4 4 e 44 e e

11. Suppose the Glass was enked. to Chaose the best five pecple in
maths. If they chose you it would be beca

a your.nliyzt.oneo‘t'nbcl:.:nchl..........

E_ YOU woTk hard €O De Good At RALNS & « & 4 4 4 e 4 - o . . .

:h-yukcyou.....i................
° “
12 Suppose_you qo; a um problem to do.on. the board ip front of
the c do it vrong. This ie probnbly because

- - u you are unlucky to be uknd the hardest problm PR

In

CHEEET T I;J‘ITI NEEIRIRE Rl

b you always have trouble solving problems . . . . . . . ..

- ‘

-4 yau did L: too quickly md udo a silly -nnk. P

13. Suppcose yeur t n::h.r

our tea ou are doinq bld).y in ri‘rd‘hw vcrk.
It would probably be because

a you are Iszy in

5 the teacher doesn°t like you . . .

.
€ you always do badly in reading . .

_you
at a ly.cin).

2 no one else wanted to do it . . .

i

Il

ot
£
[
n
s
[
2.
]
[
-
o
s
L]
.

the ¢t ::hnr nvu—doq giqold star for todny (]
work and you got it. It would probabiy be because .

2 you earned 1€ by warkIng hard . . . . . . 4 4w e w e w e

.
|
SIET)
I

|
]

|
N

t'y’orurrr dinqhqocd.. .. .

IGW:}IM Mplnm-yofmwm‘rqinuﬁum —
you get it wrong. This ie probably because

& you should pay more sttention . . . . v 4 4 . 4 444w

o

b €the teacher explaine thinge badly . . . . . . . .. ...
-

»

LICRUIERCHE v

LT

O

¢ anything in maths is hard for you - -
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E your reading Iz not good enough . . . . . .. . .. ..

o

17, Wmtmm-ﬁdmumwggm.
poam an a TV show but did NOT ask you.

It would

18. Suppou yeu read a -tory vtn 1n front o! yeur ch
b 1Y

_c: you ude . lpectnl ot!or: to r

you_decideé to play inatead of frying to get the
poem Teady . . . o . s s s s s

T the teacher forgot to a8k YOU .- &+ . /s = = = ¢ ¢ « « = =«

Ait . e

13. Suppose the _taacher talls you not_to Mlp a trte-xd vt:h t.hur

ut.h-. Thu would | prol

a you 'hould work hlrder on your own maths . . . . . . . .

b you make 4 Iot of mistakes In maths ymrnu e e e e s

c dtdsunfair . . .. o0 000l

'you_:'” to_collect and_count_th
It would prohgply be bec

L3 1: h yOur turn :o collect money this time . . . . . . .

b you always try hard in maths classes . - . - « . . - . .

R are good at matha and will collect the right .

probnhly becaute_
2. ‘you were TUCKY &+ = » » = 2 2 2 = 5 o 5 v ow o= o2 w s s v

b yout:iedvtryhnrd.........

22. Suppose yeu und 1; h £d to_und nnna a
To.

ly
to try ha

r-ndtnq.

[EXl
_'3

b you are a poor reader

the story is boring

23. Suppose you did badly 1
because

i you always do badly

E you lpond too little

r at reading

R ..
24.
in maths.
& ..
» :
M ¢ nobody else wanted to do Lt . . . . . o .o e v
.

waths test.

c you alvays do wall in reading tests .

etory you are

This

R R

is probebly

in maths tests . . » » - + » » = = &«

Rilnlinpain

[

uou!)
Falwe

|

1L

|

-

| LHEE

|

(RN

U0 000 000 oo uon

Sonetires

- True

Sometines
False

AT oo

-

got ot 0ot ooy DOl 0o ool oo e

T

o

o . 6 L&l » | o »

o
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SELF DESCRIPTIDN UUESTIDNNAIRE

\ -

Name Boy. Girl Grade/
- i Year -
Age Schoo! Teacher
: .
-
R

a chance to look at yoursclf ft is not a test. There-are no righ
different answers. Be sure that-your answers show how you fee! about you
ABOUT YOUH ANSWERS WITH ANYON . ELSE. We will késp your answers privaté and not show them
15 anyonie.

When you are rudy to beqm plem read udl semence and decu{e your answu (You may. readqu:eﬂy to
as are five rue an

Before 100 start t there are three exampla below. Somebody named Bob h;s already answered two of these

sentences 10 show you howtodout. lnthethnrdoneyou must choose your own answer and put in your
own tick { /). e WXL

e SOME-
- ’ v — TIMES  ___ C
: . L MQS‘I’LY FALSE, MOSTLY
« FALSE FALSE SOME- TRUE 'TRUE
TIMES .
TRUE

EXANPLES oo _—

1. ke to read comic BOOKE- v 3 e e | e e’ |:£'}

- (Bob pm &nck m ma box under the answer "TRUE" Thus menm that he reolly l'keuonad com-c‘

© “MOSTLY FALSE™) = '

2. lngmrnl lamnenmdtidy

o Qit&i TV,

.
.

‘sentence is “TRUE” or “FALSE” ers in batween. If vou geglly ik
_ you_would answer “TRUE” by pu n the last bogﬁljfyou hate wa
answer “FALSE” by putting a tick in the first box. If your answer is somewhere in between then you

would choose one of the other three boxes.)

. If you want {0 _change an sndwer you_have marked you ioyiictqu om (ﬁe nckjnd pyij new_: ;u;km
* snother box on the same line. For all the sentences be sure that your tick is on the same fins as the sentence

YOu &re ar . You shoutd hav- one answer and only one answer for each sentence. Do not feave out
any of the sentences,

uyommmyqumions p yoar hand: Turn over the page and begm Orce vou have mned PLEASE
DO NOT TALK. .

© H.W. Mansh and 1. D. Smith,

The University of Sydney
. 1981

v
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. l am gocd Iooer;g

';II have lots of friends

14. | make friends easily

. 1 am a nice 100KING PErSON weevereuterererrscesnersessansesns

. 1 2njoy SPOrtE 3N GAMES «.coccuresersnsasasassassnnnanasants

1‘m good at alt SCHOOL SUEIECTS RO

{ éan run fast

-

-1 get good marks in READING weeccomennersorscneeeee

My parents understand me

1 hate MATH EMKTIE JRU—

-

1 like the way I look

| enjoy doing work in all SCHOOL SUBJECTS ...

i like to run and Play hard ..o mierremenens

© 11ike READING ... o

el

SOME- -
TIMES ’*
MOSTLY FALSE, 2 4
FALSE FALSE SOME. TRUE TRUE
TIMES

P v | | s | e T

P e | i | e e ¥

s e | e o | o

J=s] =] e [ |
Y | [ e o s

Rl =] =]==]==L

] s e s | o o [
o = | e | =]

WL

with what i do

. Work in MATHEMATICS fs easy f0r e .o

Sy

. I hate spons and games n...,...

I'm good at READING .............Q..;;QQQQ;ZIJJIZJJJIJZ.;..

1 like my parents

). 11ook forward to MATHEMATICS oo

. Mégt kiéi inave more fne;\&s T R

1 hata all SCHOOL SUBJECTS wvvevcrsunssomnnrnrs

- e

25. Iammterestea i READING i22viiivsenesosmssssosnenn

N My parénis FIKE MTIB oo ccmesstsssssennsssssssssssssssssssss

W CE

2] 31
A B 1
S e | o |
P e | e s o | e
aC JC I Ed =
P e f e e | e | s P2
2éﬁfl’PJ[

I I

«[CICI I

1

wEE%/ =]=I"
] o | o
19l:Jl:l 3 s [

J [

ll'—-ll s

I
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- 83,
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$5.

. Alot of things about me are good

Overall ! have 3 1ot 10 be Proud of w.icccieccnen
I'm better Iook‘mg ﬂaan most of my friends coos

i jook forward to s} SCHOOL .JBJECTS

SOME-
TIMES -
HOSTLY FM, MOSTL
FALSE

FALSE

5=*l'.:]l'.:][_"_"]lEEfﬂ

“EEEED“
S 1 s

1 877 3 good athlete =i

7. 1 look 1orwar@ 16 READING wereermmmpimimie

56'*:H:IEIE___H:]S«"
59[:][:]1_1[_—_!&!57
s 10 s

1 get along weil with my parents

'm g00d 8t MATHEMATICS weeerrcmeioe

i arn popUlar with Kids of iy own .ée ........ o 6

. I an't 135 inv‘thmg nght ererameeena s rsass s rsmenasaemst 61

7, | have moe.features fike nase, and eves, and Haie -

WOrk in all SCHOOr_ SUBJECTS is easy for me .

'm good at thrwvlng a ball e serre an s empn rernare

thate nsmms "‘*""*f*

Mv parents and ] have a lot of fu_n togelher JUS

l can do thmqs as well as mmt ather people [

I enjoy doing w8rk in MATREMATICS oo

WGEt GURES i00E 1B 8 ot frs s s comremromns

Other people think | am & g0Od PEMON murmrirrer

i, ¢ 1iKa afl SCHOOL SUBJECTS iiviecmmsssimensnrn

o[ [_J &:IE s

s | [ | ==
S s e e | e i )

s«r"'_il'_':]l o =
EE&IE:IL_I“

e o s
67HH[J|:_IL_J67»
@E_JEJI"JEPA"

@bl&l@uu“

sar;jﬁrfaﬁgm

] e e s O N

1 lean thingsquickly i READING wvoovesrcrsssics

4. 1'm as good as mast other PEOPIE cuvvevweuesensenrsssrsnnns
- 1577 QOB 3¢ MATHEMATICS osssrs e 75

When i do something, | 86 i wall i 76

o o |

ﬁ§E:]EJEJEj75

N










