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Chapter 1 

The aims of the study 

At present South Africa is wrestling with the problem of a high rate of failure in 

universities. This problem not only affects the country as a whole, as it is 

costly in terms of educational resources. It also has negative consequences 

for the unsuccessful students themselves. 

Unfortunately, some of the factors that contribute to academic failure 

(such as inadequate intellectual capacity and poor academic background) are 

difficult, if not impossible, to rectify at a tertiary level. But other (more mutable) 

cognitive factors may also have a negative influence on academic 

performance. As explained in following chapters, some major cognitive 

theories (such as locus of control; attribution theory; expectancy-value theory; 

self-concept theories; efficacy theory and self-worth theory) and related 

research imply that unsuccessful students may be handicapped by perceiving 

themselves to be poor students by believing they have little ability; by lacking 

confidence, and by not expecting to be successful. If this is so, the 

performance of such students could, perhaps be improved by helping them to 

gain a more positive image of their capabilities, which will encourage 

subsequent effort, perseverance and motivation, and thus ultimately improve 

their performance. 

In some contrast to these suggestions, a previous study I conducted on 

the motivation of a sample of 621 students (Moore, 1998) pointed to a 

problem that constantly strikes Unisa lecturers, even without conducting 

formal research: Unsuccessful students seemed to have unrealistically high 

expectations about their future success. Furthermore, personal contact with 

unsuccessful students frequently reveals that, because of their positive 

expectations, they tend to be extremely surprised, disappointed, and even 

angry when they do not succeed academically. 

https://www.bestpfe.com/


Chapter 1: The aims of the study 2 

This contrast between personal experience and twentieth century 

theory (and "pop-psychology'' which suggests "you can achieve anything as 

long as you believe in yourself') gives rise to the question that originally 

inspired this study: "How do students' expectations and self-perceptions 

relate to their academic performance?" It soon becomes apparent that this 

question spawns a horde of others, such as: 

• How do various aspects of students' self-concepts relate to their 
expectancies and actual performance? 

• How do others' expectancies relate to their expectancies? 

• How do students' locus of control and the attributions they make 
about the causes of their past successes and failures relate to their 
expectancies and performance? 

• How do their expectancies relate to various types of motivation? 

• How do students who have realistic expectancies differ from those 
who have unrealistic expectancies? 

The aim of this study was to find answers to these (and a considerable 

number of other questions) about the possible correlates of academic 

expectancies and actual performance. In order to further this aim, it was 

necessary to: 

1. broadly explore a wide variety of theories and findings of past research, to 

gain insights about the possible correlates of academic expectancies -

and arrive at relevant questions. This survey revealed that most projects in 

this area had focused rather narrowly on one theoretical approach and/or 

only a few factors. Furthermore, no studies have investigated the operation 

of these factors in distance education. 

2. conduct an empirical study to explore the relations among a broad range 

of factors that the literature suggests to be relevant to this area of 

investigation. The subjects of this empirical study were Unisa students, 

who are more heterogeneous than other university students (or American 

college students, who are the favoured subjects of previous research in 

these areas). Unisa students vary considerably in age, and there is little 

previous research of this nature on mature students. Furthermore, Unisa 

students come from a variety of cultures, socio-economic levels and 

/ 
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backgrounds. This heterogeneity not only enables the researcher to 

examine overall relations between relevant factors, but also to discover 

various differences between different groups. 

3. construct and refine a number of instruments suitable for measuring the 

relevant variables for use on these South African students. In this respect 

the present study follows and expands upon a previous study I conducted 

for a masters' degree on Academic motivation and performance as a 

function of cognitive factors (Moore, 1998), in which I constructed and 

refined scales for measuring locus of control, achievement motivation and 

self-determination. These scales are used again in the present study and 

are once again statistically analysed (a) to see whether the same 

meaningful factors emerge when the tests are used on a different sample, 

(b) to confirm their reliability and validity, and (c) to refine them further 

where necessary. 

4. examine the findings of the empirical study to find answers to the 

questions arising from the literature, and thus to discover how realistic and 

unrealistic self-perceptions and expectations relate to performance. 

The following report is presented as follows: 

Chapter 2: Method 

Chapter 2 describes the method employed for the empirical study. Prior 

acquaintance with the nature of the sample and the instruments used for 

testing the hypotheses offers a context in which to interpret the results (which 

are included in Chapters 3 to 8). 

Chapters 3 to 8: Literature survey and hypotheses 

Chapters 3 to 8 discuss theory and previous research - each focuses on a 

particular area. Included in these chapters are the statements of hypotheses 

arising from the theory under discussion. The results of testing these 

hypotheses are also given here. The reason for including the hypotheses and 

results within these chapters is that a large variety of hypotheses was tested, 
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and the reader may lose sight of their contexts if all the results are heaped 

together near the end of the report. 

Figure 1.1, is a diagrammatic representation of the content of chapters 3 to 8. 

As indicated, the possible effects of expectancies are dealt with in chapter 4 

and possible influences acting on expectancies are dealt with in chapters 5 

to 8. 

Figure 1.1 
Diagrammatic representation of the content of chapters relating to 
theory and research 

Factors influencing 
Expectancies 

, 5 Self-concept ;::::::-

1
6 Others' perceo~ 

7 Locus of control c::=======:::::::::-
8 Attributions 
c::=======:::::::::-

-

Expectancies -
3 

Effects of expectancies 

Motivation 
4 

. " 
..,, Effort 

4 
==t Achie~ement 

Chapter 3 discusses expectancies in relation to realistic and unrealistic 

perceptions, mental health, and achievement. 

Chapter 4 discusses the influence of expectancies on motivation and 

effort. This is followed by a discussion on various types of motivation. 

Chapter 5 discusses the influence of perceptions of one's own ability on 

one's expectancies, motivation, effort, and achievement. Attention is given 

to the prevalence and possible causes of unrealistic perceptions of one's 

own ability. The interplay between perceptions of ability and task difficulty is 

then considered. 

Chapter 6 discusses the influence of perceptions of others' expectancies 

and sex-stereotypes on self-expectancies. Differences between the sexes 

are addressed. 
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Chapter 7 discusses the influence of locus of control as a single bipolar 

dimension and as a dual-dimensional space. This is followed by a 

discussion of cross-cultural and gender differences with regard to relations 

between expectancies and locus of control. 

Chapter 8 discusses the influence of causal attributions on expectancies, 

motivation, effort, and achievement. 

Chapter 9: Conclusions 

Chapter 9 arrives at conclusions regarding the reliability and validity of the 

main scales. Then noticeable patterns, which emerged from the empirical 

study are outlined and discussed. Finally, implications of the results are 

considered. 



This chapter explains: 

Chapter 2 

Method 

1. the method used for data collection; 

2. the composition of the sample; 

3. the construction of instruments for measuring relevant variables, including: 

the origins of items, and the results of factor and item analyses conducted 

to eliminate items which did not contribute to the reliability of the scales in 

which they were included. 

The reason for describing the method first is that it offers a basis upon which 

to assess the results included in Chapters 3 to 8. (The reader may, however, 

choose to read this chapter immediately and/or refer to it later.) 

1~ M~tt1C>c.1 ll~ga ft)r data cbltection••••.•••••••·•·••••···•···· .. ······· 
Questionnaires and pre-paid envelopes for replies were sent (in September 

1999) to Unisa students enrolled for the third year course in Psychology (N = 
1,980). The complete questionnaire and instructions on how to complete it 

may be found in Appendix 3. 

~J ~gfup()~i~iqij)9f:~h~ ~~fupl~········································ 
In total 726 questionnaires were completed by students and returned. As 11 

were discarded because they were too incomplete, the sample then consisted 

of 715 subjects. As there were too few subjects in the Indian, Coloured and 

'Other' groups these too were eliminated from any analyses involving racial 

comparisons. Further discrepancies in the numbers of subjects given in the 

following tables of descriptive statistics may also be attributed to single 

isolated items of missing data. For example, the totals relating to examination 

marks are lower than certain others because some students did not eventually 

write the examinations. This (and the fact that a few failed to reveal what 
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marks they expected) also affects the numbers in the realistic and unrealistic 

subgroups. 

Information relating to the total group of subjects used is listed in Tables 2.1 

and 2.2. 

Table 2.1 
Numbers of male and female subjects in each racial group 

Total N Male Female 
White 423 62 361 
Black 250 67 183 
Indian 33 4 29 
Coloured 7 2 5 
Other 2 0 2 
Total 715 135 580 

Table 2.2 
Number of subjects in each age group 

Ag_e Group N % 

18-28 317 44,5 
29-39 268 37,6 
40-49 104 14,6 
50-70 23 3,2 
Total 712 100 
(3 subjects failed to disclose their ages) 

Average age: 31 (SD= 8,6) 

~J. OOIJgm~~$lldo9 1o~~r..1m~otii• (•·••>••······· 

Before conducting the research for the present project it was necessary to 

construct simple measures and more complex scales to be included in the 

questionnaire. These measures are described in what follows. 
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Simple measures 

Measuring students' expectancies for the forthcoming 
examinations 

8 

Jn the biographical section of the questionnaire (see Appendix 3) students 

were asked to indicate what average mark they expected to obtain in the 

forthcoming psychology examinations. (See Appendix 5, Tables A.1 - A.3 for 

the descriptive statistics relating to expectancies obtained by the various 

groups.) 

Measuring academic achievement 
Academic achievement was measured by averaging the students' October 

1999 examination marks for the three Psychology Ill courses (Social 

Psychology, Research Methodology, and Psychopathology). 

The average mark for the examinations obtained by this sample of 

students was 58, 92% and the standard deviation 14, 03. (The average mark 

for the examinations obtained by all students to whom questionnaires had 

been sent was 60%). (See Appendix 5, Tables A.4 - A.6 for the descriptive 

statistics relating to average marks obtained by the various groups.) 

Dividing the subjects into realistic and unrealistic groups 
The sample was divided into three groups: 

1. The group called 'realists' consisted of students whose expected mark was 

between nine marks above and nine marks below the mark they actually 

obtained in the subsequent examinations. 

2. The group called 'overestimators' consisted of students whose expected 

mark was nine or more marks higher than the mark subsequently obtained. 

3. The group called 'underestimators' consisted of students whose expected 

mark was nine or more marks lower than the mark actually obtained. 
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(See Appendix 5, Table A 7 for the descriptive statistics relating to gender x 

race composition of the realistic and unrealistic groups and Tables A.8 - A.9 

for the differences between expected mark and mark obtained for the various 

groups.) 

M~il~J.lril'l9~~LIC:f~6~'•¢c>llfi<te6¢~•re1e1ti.6gt()•tti~1r:•~*l>E!<:tcto~if!~•···••••·· 
In the biographical section of the questionnaire (see Appendix 3) students 

were asked to indicate how sure (i.e. 100%; 75%; 50%; 25% or 0% sure) they 

were of obtaining the mark they expected. (See Appendix 5, Tables A.1 O -

A 12 for the descriptive statistics relating to confidence levels of the various 

groups.) 

M~~~urio9 st1 .. <1~6tsr ™'i~nr..J1 ttiinki09,•tm~rk gfislreq)•••······························· 
In the biographical section of the questionnaire (see Appendix 3) students 

were asked what mark they wished they would get for the forthcoming 

examinations. (See Appendix 5, Tables A.13 - A.15 for the descriptive 

statistics relating to 'wishful thinking'.) 

Measul"io9 s.tuderit$f 1.1erst»oa1 standal"ds•·•···· >••···•······················· · 

In the biographical section of the questionnaire students were asked to 

indicate the lowest mark with which they would be satisfied (see Appendix 3). 

(See Appendix 5, Tables A.16 - A.18 for the descriptive statistics relating to 

personal standards.) 

1rxllijf 1~l~g~1~~~c~@t!Pn~•··~·~i9i1'~~t1t§tflg~························· 
In the biographical section of the questionnaire (see Appendix 3) students 

were asked to indicate (a) the most important person in their lives, and (b) the 

mark they thought this person expected them to get. (See Appendix 5, Tables 
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A.19 - A.21 for the descriptive statistics relating to significant others' 

expectancies in the various groups.) 

M''iqrio9~tAr:t•ntS:' 1>er9~J>ti911~ of the, c:1,E;silv.~g,· .. ···•···· 
In the biographical section of the questionnaire (see Appendix 3) students 

were asked what they thought the class average for the forthcoming 

examinations would be. (See Appendix 5, Tables A.22 - A.24 for the 

descriptive statistics relating to predictions of expected class average by the 

various groups.) 

Mia!ililf'iogpetciP.tiqo$• qf tt1~ 9inc:ler ()f p$y¢no•e9Y.• 
In the biographical section of the questionnaire students were asked to 

indicate whether they thought of psychology as feminine, neutral or 

masculine. (See Appendix 5, Table A.25 for the descriptive statistics relating 

to perceptions of the gender of psychology.) 

•Miil!ililf'il'l9 $tli~ijl1t$r P.itc~ptiol'l$.&f tl'li vait.~ ()f p$ygftolQ9v•· ····· 
Two questions were specifically constructed for the present research to 

assess students' perceptions of the value of studying psychology (see 

Appendix 1 , items 2 and 77). 

To obtain an index of students' overall perceptions of the value of 

psychology, scores on the two items were averaged. The higher this index, 

the more valuable psychology is seen to be. (See Appendix 5, Tables A.26 -

A.28 for the descriptive statistics relating to perceptions of the value of 

psychology held by the various groups.) 

•·M~-~-~-µ•rif'§••••~tg~~l'l~~r·•·•11=~.ri~.et19n.~···•9t•~tj-~it••~-~i11fy•••t~.J~tiy~•tc>·•t~~t·•··•·•···· 
9~#t~tr·•·c:ti991 ~~t• ($9~i~I C:91l'll>~ti$9nl•·· ···· 

One item was constructed for assessing students' perceptions of their own 

ability in relation to that of their school peers (see Appendix 1, item 60). 

Item 60 was used to obtain an index of the degree to which subjects 

perceived themselves to be more able than their schoolmates. A high score 

indicates the subject's perception that he/she is more intelligent than his/her 

schoolmates and a low score that the subject perceives him/herself to be less 
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intelligent than schoolmates. (See Appendix 5, Tables A.29 - A.31 for the 

descriptive statistics relating to social comparison by the various groups.) 

Measuring students' perceptions of lack of control over their 
studying 

Two items were constructed for the present study for assessing students' 

perceptions of their lack of personal control over their studying (see Appendix 

1, items 38 and 69). 

To obtain a single index of the degree to which subjects perceive 

themselves as lacking control over their study routines, the scores on items 38 

and 69 were averaged. A high score indicates that the subject perceives 

him/herself as lacking control over his/her study routines. (See Appendix 5, 

Tables A.32 -A.34 for the descriptive statistics relating to perceptions of lack 

of study control by the various groups.) 

Measuring the degree to which students believe they need to 
improve their study skills 

One item was specifically written for the present study for assessing the 

degree to which students believe they need to improve their study skills (see 

Appendix 1, item 50). 

The higher their score the greater their need to improve their study 

skills. (See Appendix 5, Tables A.35 - A.37 for the descriptive statistics 

relating to a perceived need to improve study skills by the various groups.) 

Measuring the degree to which students feel they should know 
everything to. be adequately prepared for examinations 

One item was specifically constructed for the present study for assessing the 

degree to which students feel they should know everything in order to be 

adequately prepared for examinations (see Appendix 1, item 68). 

The higher their score the more students feel that they should know 

everything in order to be adequately prepared for the examinations. (See 

Appendix 5, Tables A.38 - A.40 for the descriptive statistics relating to the 

degree to which students feel they should know everything.) 
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The construction of more complex scales 

Method used for Factor Analyses 

A number of researchers (including Houts & Kassab, 1994; Lefcourt, 1981, 

and Riordan, 1981 ) have suggested that certain populations may be more 

accurately assessed if distinct subscales relevant to the particular population 

are extracted. Therefore factor analyses of captured data were performed to 

identify subscales relevant to the present sample. 

The program used for performing factor analyses is entitled PROC 

FACTOR of the statistical program systems SAS (for details relating to this 

program see SAS User's Guide, 1985). The main method employed was 

Principal Axis factor analysis, and the factor solution was rotated using the 

Promax criterium (Cureton & Mulaik, 1975) to obtain maximum interpretability. 

The resultant factor pattern matrices (containing standardised regression 

coefficients, i.e. factor loadings) were then interpreted. Only factor loadings of 

greater than 0,30 were considered. A factor loading of 0,30 indicates that 9% 

of the variance is accounted for by the factor, and according to Kline (1994) 

this indicates that the loading is salient and significant. 

Method used for Item Analyses 

After the factor analyses, the reduced and purified scales and their subscales 

were further refined through item analyses to improve their reliability. A 

Statistical Analysis System (SAS), which provides each item's correlation with 

the total-score, the alpha with that item removed, and the estimate of reliability 

(Cronbach Coefficient alpha) was used for each scale. To ensure the reliability 

of the scales, only items with item-total correlations of greater than 0,30 were 

retained. 

The following more complex scales were constructed, factor analysed 

and item analysed: 

• Locus of Control (Internal and External Locus of Control) 

• Achievement motivation 

• Perceptions of Effort Expenditure 
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• Self-determination (Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation) 

• Perceptions of one's own ability 

• Perceptions of task difficulty 

Preparing an instrument for measuring Locus of Control 
. (Internal and External Locus of Control) 

13 

Rotter's 1-E Scale, which is the most widely used locus of control (LOC) scale 

(Bothma & Schepers, 1997; Le Roux, Schmidt, and Schepers, 1997), has 

been shown to be appropriate for various adult populations, college students 

and educated subjects (Ball, 1977; Duttweiler, 1984; Lefcourt, . 1981; 

Loewenthal, 1996). Furthermore Riordan's (1981) research indicates that the 

Rotter's 1-E scale is suitable for the multi-cultural populations of South Africa. 

Rotter's original 1-E scale 

Rotter's original scale is presented in a dyadic, forced-choice format. It 

consists of 29 items in the form of pairs of statements. Six of these items 

are filler (non-scored) items designed to disguise the nature of the test. 

Each of the other 23 requires respondents to express a preference for 

either an internal or an external alternative. For example, item 11, requires 

subjects to choose with which of the following alternatives they most agree: 

a. Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck had nothing to do 

with it (internal alternative). 

b. Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right place at the 

right time (external alternative). 

The reliability of Rotter's original scale 

Blau (1984) found the internal consistency of the original Rotter 1-E scale to 

be 0,71 for a sample of business students. And Munro (1979) found that 

Kuder-Richardson reliabilities ranged from 0,601 to 0,711 for Black 

Zambian and White Zimbabwean students. 

Bhagat and Chassie ( 1978) found the split-half reliability of the scale 

to be 0,67 (corrected by the Spearman-Brown prophecy formula) for a 

group of undergraduate students. 
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Layton (1985) found that the test-retest reliability to be 'adequate'. A 

Pearson product-moment correlation of 0,57 was found for school-leavers 

(N = 186) after 12 months and 0,53 for an adult sample (N = 101) after 7 

months. Hersch and Scheibe (1967) reported test-retest reliabilities 

(varying from 0,43 to 0,84) for a seven-week period for several samples. 

Little (1979) found the test-retest reliabilities to be 0,64 for graduates over a 

two-year period. 

Andrisani and Nestel (1976) reported a stability coefficient of 0,55 for 

a large sample after 2 years on a shortened version of the scale. 

The validity of Rotter's original scale 

Research by Haines, McGrath, and Pirot (1980) who studied the relation 

between LOC and persistence in a group of university students, provided 

evidence for the construct validity of the scale. 

Modifications of the original Rotter 1-E scale 

In a previous study (Moore, 1998) I had made the following changes to 

Rotter's original scale: 

1. The six filler items were eliminated as the purpose of this scale would in 

any event be disguised by integrating items from various scales in the 

questionnaire. 

2. Each of the remaining 23 forced-choice items was separated into two 

independent items: one for measuring internal LOC and the other for 

measuring external LOC. Thus, rather than selecting one of the two 

statements, subjects were requested to indicate whether they Strongly 

disagree; Disagree with some reservation; are Uncertain; Agree with some 

reservation, or Strongly disagree with each statement. 

For example, separating item 11, mentioned above, resulted in the 

following independent items: 

"Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck has nothing to do with it 

"(answer Strongly agree; agree; etc.) - for measuring the degree of 

internal LOC. 
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"Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right place at the right 

time " - for measuring external LOC. 

3. In addition to the filler items eight more items were discarded because they 

did not appear to be such valid measures of LOC in the absence of an 

alternative choice. For example: "Most of the time I can't understand why 

politicians behave the way they do". 

The reasons for my decision to convert Rotter's forced-choice scale into a 

Likert-type scale were: 

• to increase the reliability of the scale. Rotter's original scale results in 23 

relevant responses, whereas the separation of the forced-choice items 

into two independent items results in 46 responses. It is generally 

accepted that reliability increases (measurement error decreases) as the 

test length increases (Cohen, Swerdlik, & Smith, 1992; Nunnally & 

Bernstein, 1994 ). 

• to transform Rotter's ipsative measure into a normative one. A significant 

limitation of Rotter's scale is that the forced choice item format leads to 

ipsative measurements, while the researcher generally requires a 

normative measurement. 

• to facilitate the investigation of internal LOG and external LOG as two 

separate dimensions rather than a single bipolar dimension. In Chapter 7 

it will be discussed why it is sometimes preferable to do so. 

Past findings relating to modifications of the original Rotter scale 

Several researchers have, in fact, already separated the two alternatives of 

Rotter's forced-choice items into two independent items. Riordan (1981) 

separated them into 46 independent items, each having an Agree/Disagree 

option. Ashkanesy and Gallois (1987); Collins (1974), and Duffy, Shiflett 

and Downey (1977) converted the 1-E scale into a Likert-type format. 

Collins (197 4) reported that the Likert and forced-choice formats are 

empirically almost identical, and measure the same dimension of 
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personality. He found a correlation of 0,82 between the sum of the 

agreement with the 46 items in the Likert format (scored for externality) and 

the number of external alternatives chosen in the 23 forced-choice-format 

items. This is the maximum correlation possible if both tests had reliabilities 

of 0, 90. Moreover Collins found that the test-retest reliability of items 

ranged from 0, 18 to 0, 75 with a median correlation of 0,54. These 

correlations are high for single item reliabilities. 

Research by Collins ( 197 4) and Duffy et al. ( 1977) provided 

evidence of a common theme of internal versus external LOC running 

throughout the 46 items. Furthermore, the factor structure of the Likert-type 

scale has been shown to be valid across cultures (e.g. Barling & Bolon, 

1980; Ryckman, Posen, & Kulberg, 1978). 

When Stanley, Hyman, and Sharp (1983) examined the Likert and 

forced-choice formats of Levenson's (197 4) scale, which is essentially 

based on Rotter's scale, they found the factor structure to be maintained, 

regardless of format. 

Marsh and Richards (1986) found that the coefficient alphas and 

correlations were of similar magnitude for forced-choice and Likert-type 

format. This suggests that the scales with different formats are 

nevertheless measuring a similar construct. 

In addition to Rotter's items, items from Levenson's l,P,C Scales 

(1971 ), and Gurin, Gurin, Lao and Beattie's (1969) Internal-External Scale not 

included in Rotter's scale were used as a basis for measuring internal and 

external LOC, attributions relating to 'Powerful Others', 'Luck', 'Personal 

Control', and 'Control Ideology'. 

It seems particularly appropriate to include items from Levenson's 

scale for the present study as racial differences have shown up when this 

scale is used (Levenson, 1981 ). As political and economic factors have played 

such an overwhelming role in determining how disadvantaged South Africans 

experience potential for control by powerful others, it seems likely that these 

differences will be significant in a South African population. 
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Levenson's l,P,C Scales 

Loewenthal (1996) maintains that Levenson's (1972) scale is a useful 

measure of generalised locus of control and probably more useful than 

Rotter's scale as it differentiates two distinct external LOC dimensions: 

'Powerful Others' and 'Chance'. 

This scale consists of three 8-item subscales presented in the form of a 

7 -point Likert scale. 

• The I-Scale, which relates to an internal LOC, measures the degree to 

which people believe they have internal control over their own lives (e.g. 

"When I make plans, I am almost certain to make them work'). 

• The P-Scale, which relates to an external LOC consists of questions 

relating to control by powerful others (e.g. "My life is chiefly controlled by 

powerful others''); and 

• the C-Scale, which also relates to an external LOC, deals with 

perceptions of chance (e.g. "It's not wise for me to plan too far ahead 

because many things tum out to be a matter of good or bad luck''). 

The I, P and C scales consist of items that Levenson adapted from Rotter's I

E Scale in addition to some she wrote specifically for her purpose. 

As these subscafes are scored independently, an individual could, 

theoretically score high or low on all three dimensions. In other words (unlike 

Rotter's 1-E scale), the subscales are not pitched against each other. Thus a 

high/low score on a certain subscale reveals high/low attributions in that 

particular dimension. For example, a high score on the C-Scale indicates that 

the respondent strongly believes in chance. This does not rule out the 

possibility that he/she also believes in the influence of control by powerful 

others. 

Psychometric properties of Levenson's scale 

Reliability 

Internal consistency estimates of Levenson's scale are only moderately 

high. Levenson (1981) maintains that this is to be expected as the items 
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refer to a variety of situations and she points out that these correlations 

compare favourably with those obtained by Rotter and other researchers. 

For a student sample Kuder-Richardson reliabilities yielded 0,64 for 

the I Scale; 0,77 for the P Scale and 0,78 for the C Scale (Levenson, 

1974). Wallston, Wallston, and DeVellis (1978) found similar results for an 

adult sample (0,51; 0,72; and 0,73 respectively). 

Huebner and Lipsey ( 1981) found that, for a group of college 

students, the average item-total correlations for the Internal, 'Powerful 

Others', and 'Chance' scales were 0,72; 0,69 and 0,68 respectively. 

Cronbach's index of internal consistency was 0,83 on the 'Chance' scale, 

but with the Internal and 'Powerful Others' scales, it was lower (0,67 and 

0,62) though comparable to Levenson's (Huebner & Lipsey, 1981 ). 

Split-half reliabilities (Spearman-Brown) of the scale were 0,62; 0,66 

and 0,64 (Levenson, 1973). 

Test-retest reliabilities for a 7-week interval were found to be 0,66; 

0,62; 0,73 for the I, P, and C Scales, for a group of tennis students (Lee, 

1976). For an elderly sample, using simplified versions of the scale they 

were 0,85; 0,91 and 0,64 respectively (Zukotynski and Levenson, cited by 

Levenson, 1981 ). 

Validity 

Discriminant validity has been demonstrated by negligible correlations 

between the I, P, and C Scales and the Marlowe-Crowne Social 

Desirability. Levenson (1972) found these correlations to be 0,09; 0,04 and 

0,10 respectively. Wallston, Wallston, & DeVellis (1978) found them to be 

0, 04; 0, 11 and 0, 08. 

Factor analyses 

A factor analysis of the Levenson scale provided evidence that it measures 

several independent measures including (a) a 'Political' or 'Powerful 

Others' dimension; (b) a 'Chance', 'Fate', or 'Luck' dimension, and (c) an 

'Internal' or 'Personal Control' dimension (Ashkanasy, 1985). 

Responses from an undergraduate student population on the scale 

were subjected to a principle component factor analysis, using Kaiser's 
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Varimax method. The rotation yielded 7 factors accounting for a total of 

52% of the variance. The first factor was composed entirely of P Scale 

items, and two other factors were composed of I-scale and C Scale items 

respectively (Levenson, 197 4 ). 

Modifications of the original Levenson I, P and C scales 

I had made the following changes to Levenson's original scale for a previous 

study (Moore, 1998): 

• The seven-point scale was reduced to a five-point scale in keeping with the 

format of my study. 

• Five items were eliminated for reasons explained shortly. 

Items from Levenson's 'Internal', 'Powerful Others' and 'Chance' scales used 

for the present study are listed in Appendix 1 

Gurin et al. 's Internal-External Scale 

Gurin's Internal-External Scale, which distinguishes between two types of 

internal control ('Personal Control' and 'Control Ideology'), differentiates 

between the respondents' beliefs about the causes of success or failure in 

their own life situation (e.g. "When I make plans, I am almost certain that I can 

make them work'J and beliefs about the causes of success or failure for 

people in general (e.g. "Becoming a success is a matter of hard work rather 

than luck"). 

The scale is presented in a dyadic, forced choice format. It consists of 

36 items in the form of pairs of statements and contains 29 items from Rotter's 

1-E scale, 3 items selected from the 'Personal Efficacy Scale', and 4 items 

specifically written to tap beliefs regarding 'Control Ideology'. 

The psychometric properties of the 'Personal Control' and 'Control 
Ideology' scales 

Factor analysis 

A factor analysis of the Gurin et al. scale has revealed that items on this scale 

load on two factors. Those loading on Factor 1 ('Control Ideology') refer to 
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people in general, whereas those loading on Factor 2 ('Personal Control') are 

all worded in the first person (Gurin et al., 1969). 

Modifications of the original Gurin et al. 's 'Personal Control' and 
'Control Ideology' scales 

The following changes were made to Gurin et al.'s original scale for a previous 

study (Moore, 1998): 

1. The forced-choice items were separated into two independent items and 

measured on a five-point scale in keeping with the format of the present 

study. 

2. Items which had been omitted from the modified Rotter's 1-E Scale for 

reasons explained earlier were not included. 

Reasons for modifying content or eliminating items relating to LOC (i.e. 
from Rotter's, Levenson 's and Gurin et al. 's scales) 

In addition to the modifications to the format of Rotter's, Levenson's and Gurin 

et al.'s scales, mentioned above, further adjustments were made to these 

scales for the following reasons: 

• Certain items were changed to make them more applicable to the present 

population. For example: "Often there is no chance of protecting my 

personal interests from bad luck happenings" was changed to "There is no 

chance of protecting my academic career from bad luck". 

• As some items contain more than one statement, they could confuse 

subjects who agree with part of the item but not with the rest of it. 

Therefore, for example, "Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck 

has little or nothing to do with if' was changed to: "Becoming a success is a 

matter of hard work rather than luck." And "Who gets to be boss depends 

on who has the skill and ability, luck has little or nothing to do with it" was 

changed to "It takes skill and ability rather than luck to become a boss". 

• Some items could possibly be seen as ambiguous. So, for example, 

"Knowing the right people is important in deciding whether a person will get 

ahead' [who does the deciding?] was changed to "Success depends on 

knowing the right people". 
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• Other items were elaborated slightly to make them clearer. For example: "/ 

have often found that what is going to happen will happen" was changed to 

"I have often found that what is going to happen will happen regardless of 

what I do". 

• Moreover, certain items were simplified to make them clearer. For example: 

"It is not always wise to plan too far ahead because many things turn out to 

be a matter of good or bad fortune anyhow" was changed to "It is not wise 

to plan too far ahead because many things turn out to be a matter of luck". 

And "The idea that teachers are unfair to students is nonsense" was 

changed to "Teachers are often unfair to students". And "Knowing the right 

people is important in deciding whether a person will get ahead" was 

changed to "Success depends on knowing the right people". 

Some of these modifications were based on the reactions of the subjects of a 

'pre-pilot' study (Moore, 1998). 

Original items that were changed are marked with an *in Appendix 1 

Factor analyses of the internal subscale resulted in four distinct factors. 

These were labelled 'Personal Control', 'Effort', 'Political Control', and 'Control 

Ideology'. Factor analyses of the external subscale also resulted in four 

distinct factors. These were labelled 'Luck', 'Impotence', 'Powerful Others', 

and 'Opportunities'. 

The factor and item analyses (Moore, 1998), which were carried out on 

subjects' responses to the LOC items, as well as the separate internal and 

external subscales, resulted in the elimination of nine items. The reliabilities 

were then: total LOC scale 0,85, Internal LOC 0,79, External LOC 0,83, 

'Personal Control' 0,63, 'Effort' 0,60, 'Political Control' 0,65; 'Control Ideology' 

0,62, 'Luck' 0, 73, 'Impotence' 0,63, 'Powerful Others' 0,65, 'Opportunities' 

0,68. (See Appendix 1 for the LOC items used as a basis for the present 

study.) 
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Factor analysis of the External and Internal LOC subscales 

In the present study a forced two-factor analysis of all the LOC items revealed 

that: 

• Factor 1 consisted of all items previously coded for external LOC plus two 

internal LOC items (91 and 93) (see Table 2.3). These items were 

therefore eliminated from further analyses. 

• Factor 2 consisted of all items previously coded for internal LOC. Item 80 

was eliminated from further analyses as it had relatively high loadings on 

both dimensions. Items 49 and 61 were also eliminated as they did not 

load significantly on the internal dimension. 

All remaining items of each factor had loadings equal to or greater than 0,30 

and did not correlate significantly with the other factor. This suggests that the 

two factors are factorially distinct as they consist of items unique to them. 

Furthermore item analysis revealed that all items of the Internal and 

External LOC subscales had item-total correlations of equal to or greater than 

0,30 and contributed to the reliability of the scale. Reliabilities of the Overall 

LOC scale, Internal and External LOC subscales were 0,84, 0,67 and 0,84 

respectively All the items were therefore retained and together formed the 

final Overall LOC scale, and the External LOC and Internal LOC 

subscales. (See Table 2.3 on the following page.) 
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Table 2.3 
Factor analysis of LOC items 

Item Factor 1 
External 

LOC 
64 0,57 
37 0,57 
20 0,56 
40 0,55 
94 0,52 
57 0,52 
12 0,52 
46 0,52 
86 0,51 
16 0,49 
27 0,48 
11 0,47 
90 0,46 
53 0,45 
6 0,43 
44 0,42 
42 0,39 
96 0,31 
91 y (),30 
39 ...... •· .. (),3() .... . 

·····~···················•0,21············· 33 -0,27 
29 Ns 
51 Ns 
18 Ns 
1 Ns 
9 Ns 
85 Ns 

•••BO ••••••••••••••·••••0.21•••••··••··• 
54 Ns 
36 
23 

Factor 2 
Internal 

LOC 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 

0,58 
0,53 
0,46 
0,45 
0,44 
0,41 
0,37 
0,34··· 
0,34 
0,32 
0,30 

•••·•·<r•Nsff>. y•·• 

YN1$•/ ·y •·•········· <f.J$.).•.··.•••. 
Shaded items were eliminated 

Values less than 0,25 are considered nonsignificant (Ns) 

Calculating a single index of LOC for the present study 

23 

For testing various hypotheses it was necessary to calculate a single index of 

LOC. 

To obtain such an overall LOC score, all the items of the External LOC 

subscale were reverse-scored and scores on the Internal LOC subscale 

and external items were then summed. (See Appendix 4 for individual items.) 
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This index, like that obtained from Rotter's forced-choice scale, 

measures respondents' degree of internality/externality. But in this case a high 

score indicates an internal LOC and a low score an external LOC. (See 

Appendix 5, Tables A.71 -A.73 for the descriptive statistics relating to overall 

LOC scores for the various groups.) 

Calculating separate indices for internal LOC and external 
LOC subscales for the present study 

For testing various hypotheses it was necessary to view external and internal 

LOC as two dimensions rather than opposite poles of a single continuum. To 

obtain separate scores, all the items on the External LOC subscale and all 

the items on the Internal LOC subscale were summed independently (no 

items were reverse-scored). (See Appendix 4 for individual items.) A low total 

score on the external items indicates a high external LOC and a high total 

score on the internal items indicates a high external LOC. (See Appendix 5, 

Tables A.74 -A.76 for the descriptive statistics relating to External LOC, and 

Tables A.89-A.91 for those relating to Internal LOC for the various groups.) 

Factor analysis of the External and Internal LOC subscales 
As will be mentioned in Chapter 7, Rotter's (1966) assertion that the 1-E scale 

is unidimensional has been repeatedly questioned. A number of researchers 

including Crandall, Katkovsky, and Crandall (1965); Graham (1994); Gurin et 

al. (1969); Levenson (1981 ), have suggested that more meaningful insights 

into LOC can be gained if it is viewed as a multidimensional construct. 

Moreover, as explained in Chapter 7, these distinctions are especially relevant 

for disadvantaged groups. 

Factors identified in the External LOC subscale 
In the present study exploratory forced four-factor analyses of the external 

LOC subscale yielded meaningful and factorially distinct factors which were 

surprisingly similar to the findings of previous research (Moore, 1998): 
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• Factor 1 consisted of all items previously coded for 'Luck' plus one item 

(item 12) from the 'Impotence' subscale. Inspection of this item reveals 

that it could be interpreted as a 'Luck' item. This item was therefore 

retained. Item 12 was eliminated as it had a loading of less than 0,30. All 

the remaining six 'Luck' items suggest that luck influences life events. 

• Factor 2 consisted of five of the six items previously coded for a sense of 

'Impotence'. Two of these items were eliminated from further analyses as 

their loadings were less than 0,30. Item 27 was also eliminated as it was 

previously coded for, and relates to, a sense of control by 'Powerful 

Others'. The three remaining items indicate feelings of powerlessness. 

• Factor 3 consisted of all the items previously coded for 'Opportunities'. 

These items measure a belief that success depends on being given the 

right breaks or knowing the right people. 

• Factor 4 consisted of two of the four items previously coded for 'Powerful 

Others'. These items suggest a belief that powerful others have a strong 

effect on the outcomes of events in one's own life. 

After eliminating the items mentioned above, all the remaining items within the 

four external factors had loadings greater than 0,30 and did not correlate 

highly with any of the other factors. This suggests that the four factors are 

factorially distinct as they consist of items unique to them. 

Furthermore, an item analysis revealed that all items of the external 

subscales had item-total correlations of equal to or greater than 0,30 and 

contributed to the reliability of the scales. The final reliabilities of the 'Luck', 

'Impotence', 'Opportunities', and 'Powerful Others' subscales were 0,75, 0,65 

and 0,64, and 0,59 respectively. (See Appendix 4 for individual items.) 
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Table 2.4 
Factor analysis of items relating to External LOC 

Item 

64 
40 
57 
94 
44 
27 

90 
6 
11 
86 
53 

Factor 1 

Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 

Factor 2 

Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 

0,76 
0,48 

. 0,:33 
...... · ();27 
> 0;27 

Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 

Factor3 

Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 

0,62 
0,57 
0,51 
Ns 
Ns 

Shaded items were eliminated 

Factor4 

Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 

Ns 
Ns 
Ns 

0,71 
0,49 

Values less than 0,25 are considered nonsignificant (Ns) 
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Calculating separate indices for the External LOC subscales: 
'Luck', 'Impotence', 'Powerful Others', and 'Opportunities' for 
the present study 
Separate scores for 'Luck', 'Impotence', 'Powerful Others', and 'Opportunities' 

were obtained by summing the scores for each subscale. (No items were 

reverse-scored). Thus a low total score on the: 

• 'Luck' subscale indicates a strong belief in the effects of chance factors; 

• 'Impotence' subscale indicates a strong belief that one's behaviour cannot 
determine the occurrence of outcomes; 

• 'Powerful Others' subscale indicates a strong belief in the control by 
powerful others; 

• 'Opportunities' subscale indicates a strong belief that success follows from 
the right breaks or knowing the right people. 

(See Appendix 5, Tables A.77 - A.88 for the descriptive statistics relating to 

the External LOC subscales for the various groups.) 
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Factors identified in the Internal LOC subscale 
In the present study exploratory forced four-factor analyses of the internal 

LOC subscale yielded meaningful and factorially distinct factors which were 

surprisingly similar to the findings of previous research (Moore, 1998): 

• Factor 1 consisted of all items previously coded for 'Control Ideology'. The 

three items all suggest that internal factors determine the successes and 

failures of people in general. 

• Factor 2 consisted of all items previously coded for 'Personal Control'. 

These four items indicate a strong belief in control over one's own life. 

• Factor 3 consisted of four of the five items previously coded for 'Effort'. 

These items indicate an expectancy that success depends on individual 

effort. 

• Factor 4 consisted of all the items previously coded for 'Political Control' 

plus one item which was coded for, and relates to 'Effort' (item 85). This 

item was eliminated from further analyses. The remaining items all suggest 

that people have control over political events. 

Table 2.5 
Factor analysis of items relating to Internal LOC 

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor4 
33 0,70 Ns Ns Ns 
29 0,66 Ns Ns Ns 
18 0,47 Ns Ns Ns 
91 Ns 0,71 Ns Ns 
9 Ns 0,50 Ns Ns 
54 Ns 0,42 Ns Ns 
49 Ns 0,34 Ns Ns 
1 Ns Ns 0,72 Ns 
51 Ns Ns 0,49 Ns 
80 Ns Ns 0,37 Ns 
36 Ns Ns 0,30 Ns 
23 Ns Ns Ns 0,59 
93 Ns Ns Ns 0,50 
61 Ns Ns Ns .. 0,37... . 

•······• .. ··•.oat··•·•·••••.• 
Shaded items were eliminated 

Values less than 0,25 are considered nonsignificant (Ns) 
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After eliminating the items mentioned above, all the remaining items within the 

four internal factors had loadings equal to or greater than 0,30 and did not 

correlate highly with any of the other factors. This suggests that the four 

factors are factorially distinct as they consist of items unique to them. 

Furthermore, item analysis revealed that all items of the four subscales 

had item-total correlations of equal to or greater than 0,38 and contributed to 

the reliabilities of the scales. The final reliabilities of the Control Ideology, 

Personal Control, Effort and Political Control subscales were 0,65, 0,58, 0,56 

and 0,49 respectively. (See Appendix 4 for individual items.) 

Calculating separate indices for the Internal LOC subscales: 
'Personal Control', 'Effort', 'Political Control', and 'Control 
Ideology' for the present study 

Separate scores for 'Personal Control', 'Effort', 'Political Control', and 'Control 

Ideology' were obtained by summing the scores for each subscale. (No items 

were reverse-scored). Thus a high total score on the: 

• 'Personal Control' subscale indicates a strong belief in control over one's 

own life; 

• 'Effort' subscale indicates a strong belief that success can be attained 

through individual effort; 

• 'Political Control' subscale indicates a strong belief in control over political 

outcomes; 

• 'Control Ideology' subscale indicates a strong belief that internal factors 

determine the successes and failures of people in general. 

(See Appendix 5, Tables A.92 - A.103 for the descriptive statistics relating to 

the Internal LOC subscales for the various groups.) 
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Preparing an instrument for measuring students' achievement 
motivation 

29 

Ray's (1979) Quick Measure of Achievement Motivation scale and Trice's 

( 1985) Academic Locus of Control Scale for College Students were used as a 

basis for measuring achievement motivation. 

Ray's Quick Measure of Achievement Motivation Scale 

This is a short form of the Ray (1970, 1974, 1975) Achievement Motivation 

Scale and the Costello ( 1967) Achievement Motivation Scale. Each item is in 

the form of a question that requires respondents to answer "yes" (scored 3), 

"?" (scored 2), or "No" (scored 1 ). 

This 14-item scale takes acquiescent response set into consideration 

by reversing the scores of some items. 

The psychometric properties of Ray's Quick Measure of Achievement 
Motivation Scale 

Reliability 

When tested on seven English speaking random samples from Sydney, 

London, Glasgow and Johannesburg the 14 item scale showed reliabilities 

of over 0, 70 (Ray, 1979). 

Validity 

The results of a study (Ray, 1979) testified to the validity of the scale by 

showing that it predicted actual achievement. Beezhold (1975) in South 

Africa also validated a slightly modified form of the scale. 

Modifications of the original Ray's Quick Measure of Achievement 
Motivation Scale 

I had already made the following modifications to Ray's Achievement 

Motivation Scale for a previous study (Moore, 1998): 

1. Two items were eliminated as they apply solely to the working 

environment and could not be adapted. 

2. The response format was changed to the Likert type format. 

3. All items were rephrased in terms of statements rather than questions. 

For example, "Do you get restless and annoyed when you feel you are 
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wasting time?" was changed to "I get restless or annoyed when I feel I 

am wasting my time". 

4. Some items were simplified to make them clearer. For example, "Are 

you inclined to read of the successes of others rather than do the work of 

making yourself a success?" was changed to "I am inclined to enjoy the 

successes of others rather than making myself a success". And "Whole 

days often go by without your having done a thing?" was changed to 

"Days often go by without me doing any work". 

5. Some items were modified to make them relevant to the present student 

population. For example, "Do you like to make improvements to the way 

the organisation you belong to functions?" was changed to "As I study, I 

tend to consider how the study material could be improved". And "Do 

you tend to plan ahead for your job or career?" was changed to "/ usually 

plan ahead to make time for study". 

6. Two achievement motivation items were specifically constructed to 

measure achievement motivation. 

7. Five items from Trice's Academic Locus of Control scale (Trice, 1985) 

were also included for measuring achievement motivation. Although this 

scale purports to measure locus of control, certain items also appear 

from conceptual and intuitive analysis to measure achievement 

motivation. For example, "I can easily be talked out of studying" and "/ 

would like to graduate from college, but there are more important things 

in my life". Some of the items were modified to apply to the present 

student population. For example, "Doing work on time is always 

important to me': was changed to "Doing assignments on time is always 

important to me". 

My factor and item analyses (Moore, 1998) then resulted in the elimination 

of two achievement motivation items. One of these had a positive rather 

than a negative loading, which indicated that students possibly 

misinterpreted the question. The other had a low-total correlation and the 

elimination of this item increased the reliability of the scale. The final 

reliability of the achievement motivation scale was 0. 79. (See Appendix 1 
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for the achievement motivation items used as a basis for the present 

study.) 

Preparing an instrument for measuring students' perceptions of 
tiow much effort they expend on their studies 

Five questions were specifically constructed for the present study to assess 

students' perceptions of the amount of effort they expend on their studies (see 

Appendix 1, items 30, 41, 63, 83, and 84). 

Factor analysis of the perceptions of effort expenditure scale 

An inspection of a forced nine-factor analysis of items 1 to 97 revealed that 

Factor 2 consisted of: 

• Four items (items 4, 22, 58, 92) previously coded for achievement 

motivation. 

• Five items (items 30, 41,63, 76, 83, 84) written specifically for the present 

study to tap the subjects' perceptions of the amount of effort they 

expended on their studies. 

All the items within this factor had substantial loadings and did not correlate 

significantly with any of the other eight factors. This suggests that this factor is 

factorially distinct as it consists of items unique to it. 

Therefore, the items written specifically for perceptions of effort 

expenditure and those coded for achievement motivation are not conceptually 

distinct. Indeed, effort and persistence are generally seen to be basic 

dimensions of motivation (Geen, 1995; and Reeve, 1996). As most of the 

items indicate a striving (or lack thereof) for success this factor was labelled 

perceptions of effort expenditure (instead of achievement motivation). 
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Table 2.6 
Factor two: Perceptions of effort expenditure 

Item Factor Factors 1, 
2 & 3-9 

83 0,74 Ns 

22 0,68 Ns 

63 0,67 Ns 

30 0,59 Ns 

58 0,59 Ns 

41 0,55 Ns 

92 0,52 Ns 

4 0,47 Ns 

84 0,43 Ns 

76 0,33 Ns 
Values less than 0,25 were considered nons1gnificant (Ns) 

All items of the Perceptions of effort expenditure scale had loadings greater 

than 0,30 and did not correlate significantly with any other factor. This 

suggests that this factor is factorially distinct as it consists of items unique to 

it. 

Furthermore item analysis revealed that a// items of the scale had item

total loadings of equal to or greater than 0,38 and contributed to the reliability 

of the scale. The final reliability of the scale was 0,83. All the items were 

therefore retained and together formed the final Perceptions of effort 

expenditure subsca/e. 

Calculating a single index of perceptions of effort. expenditure 
(achievement motivation) for the present study 
To obtain an overall effort expenditure score, the scores on the relevant items 

were averaged (see Appendix 4 for individual items. Those marked *were 

reverse-scored.) The higher the score the greater expenditure of their effort 

perceived by the subjects. (See Appendix 5, Tables A.41 - A.43 for the 

descriptive statistics relating to perceptions of effort expenditure by the 

various groups.) 
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Preparing an instrument for measuring Self-determination 
(Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation) 

33 

The instrument for measuring intrinsic and extrinsic motivation for the present 

study was based on The Academic Motivation Scale: College Version, which 

was designed by Prof. R.J. Vallerand (Department of Psychology, University 

of Quebec, Montreal). (This scale was supplied to me by the author in 

response to a personal request.) It is based on the tenets of self-determination 

theory and consists of 28 items presented as a seven-point Likert-type scale 

and consists of seven subscales measuring: 

• three types of Intrinsic Motivation (intrinsic motivation to know, to 

accomplish things, and to experience stimulation -4 items for each type); 

• three types of Extrinsic Motivation (Identified, Introjected, and External 

Regulation - 4 items for each type); 

• amotivation (4 items). 

The psychometric properties of Va/lerand's Academic 
Motivation. Scale: College Version 

Reliability 

Vallerand, Pelletier, Blais, Briere, Senecal, and Vallieres (1992) found that 

the scale has satisfactory levels of internal consistency (mean alpha value 

= 0,81) and temporal stability over a one-month period (mean test-retest 

correlation = 0, 79). 

Factor analysis 

The results of a confirmatory factor analysis (LISREL) confirmed the seven

factor structure of the scale. 

Validity 

In addition Vallerand, Pelletier, Blais, Briere, Senecal, and Vallieres (1993) 

assessed its concurrent validity by correlating its subscales with known 

motivational scales. Construct validity was confirmed by means of a series 

of correlational analyses among the seven subscales, as well as between 

these scales and other related psychological constructs. 
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The researchers concluded that these findings of studies, which 

involved more than three thousand students, provide adequate support for 

the factorial validity and reliability of the scale and therefore recommended 

its use in educational research on motivation. 

Modifications of the original Vallerand et al. 's Academic Motivation 
Scale 

I had made the following changes to Vallerand et al.'s original scale for a 

previous study (Moore, 1998): 

1 . The seven-point scale was reduced to a five-point scale in keeping with 

the format of the present study. 

2. Minor changes were made so as to make the items relevant to the 

population of the present study and to fit the format of the questionnaire. 

For example, "Why do you go to college? For the pleasure that I 

experience in broadening my knowledge about subjects which appeal to 

me" was changed to "I am studying at Unisa for the pleasure I gain from 

broadening my knowledge about subjects that appeal to me". 

3. One item was discarded because several subjects of a 'pre-pilot' study 

found it difficult to understand. 

Factor and item analyses (Moore, 1998) resulted in one item being eliminated 

from the Self-determination scale. The reliability of the scale was then 0,69 

(See Appendix 1 for the Self-determination items used as a basis for the 

present study.) 

Factor analysis of the total Self-determination scale 

An exploratory forced two-factor analysis conducted on all the Self

determination items which I had refined and extracted in a previous study 

(Moore, 1998) revealed that: 

• Factor 1 consisted of all items previously coded for Intrinsic Motivation 

plus one item (item 73) written specifically for the present study. 

• Factor 2 consisted of all items previously coded for Extrinsic Motivation. 
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Table 2.7 
Factor analysis of Self-determination items 

Item Factor 1 

21 
26 
35 
5 
7 

52 
32 
10 
8 

95 
14 
73 
31 
24 
88 
13 
48 
43 
82 
75 
55 
17 
45 
74 

Intrinsic 
Motivation 

0,71 
0,65 
0,63 
0,62 
0,60 
0,56 
0,55 
0,54 
0,54 
0,50 
0,38 
0,32 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 

Factor 2 
Extrinsic 

Motivation 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 

0,72 
0,63 
0,58 
0,57 
0,57 
0,55 
0,44 
0,41 
0,39 
0,38 
0,36 
0,34 

Values less than 0,25 were considered nonsignificant (Ns) 
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All items of the Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation scales had loadings greater 

than 0,30 and did not correlate highly with the other factor. This suggests that 

the two factors are factorially distinct as they consist of items unique to them. 

Furthermore item analysis revealed that all items of the Intrinsic and 

Extrinsic Motivation subscales had item-total loadings greater than 0,30 and 

contributed to the reliabilities of the scales. The final reliabilities of the Self

determination scale, the Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation subscales were 

0,71, 0,84, and 0,77 respectively. 

Factors identified in the Extrinsic Motivation subscale 
A forced three-factor analysis of the extrinsic motivation yielded results that 

were surprisingly similar to those obtained in a previous study (Moore, 1998). 
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In the present study the analysis revealed that: 

• Factor 1 consisted of all items previously coded for 'Identified Regulation' 

plus two items (items 48, 88) previously coded for 'External Regulation'. 

These two items were eliminated from further analyses. The remaining 

items suggest that individuals have identified with the practical value and 

importance of studying. 

• Factor 2 consisted of the three items previously coded for 'Introjected 

Regulation'. These items suggest that students study because of 

pressures from within themselves. 

• Factor 3 consisted of three items constructed specifically for the present 

study. These items correspond with Deci and Ryan's (1985) construct of 

'External Regulation' as they all apply to behaviour that is regulated to 

attain extrinsic rewards. 

Table 2.8 
Factor analysis of items relating to Extrinsic Motivation 

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Identified Introjected External 

31 0,80 Ns Ns 
24 0,73 Ns Ns 
13 0,64 Ns Ns 
43 0,57 Ns Ns 

···4a·· · .:: ·· ... :<:::0····:4···s··: .. · ·· 
•:•· .. / •·· L / 
:·•as•::·•·•• •·••:•.···.··•·•··0;40·•·•••< 
55 Ns 0,85 
17 Ns 0,70 Ns 
45 Ns 0,60 Ns 
74 Ns Ns 0,55 
82 Ns Ns 0,53 
75 Ns Ns 0,52 

Shaded items were eliminated 

Values less than 0,25 were considered nonsignificant (Ns) 

After the elimination of the abovementioned items, all the remaining items of 

each factor had loadings greater than 0,50 and did not correlate significantly 

with any of the other factors. This suggests that the three factors are 

factorially distinct as they consist of items unique to them. 
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Furthermore item analysis revealed that all items of each subscale had 

item-total correlations of equal to or greater than 0,40 and contributed to the 

reliability of the scales. The final reliabilities for the Identified Regulation scale, 

the Introjected Regulation scale and the External Regulation scale were 0,78, 

0,77 and 0,58 respectively. 

Calculating a separate index for self-determination for the 
present study 
For testing certain hypotheses it was necessary to calculate a single index of 

self-determination. To obtain such an overall self-determination score, all the 

relevant items for measuring extrinsic motivation were reverse-scored and 

scores on the intrinsic and extrinsic motivation items were then summed. (See 

Appendix 4 for individual items.) The resulting index then measures the 

respondents' degree of intrinsic motivation, and a high score indicates a high 

degree of intrinsic motivation. (See Appendix 5, Tables A.44 - A.46 for the 

descriptive statistics relating to the self-determination of the various groups.) 

Calculating sepa(ate indices for the self-determination 
subscales: Intrinsic Motivation and Extrinsic Motivation 
Scores on items relating to each of the two subscales were summed 

independently. High scores indicate, respectively, high levels of intrinsic 

motivation or low levels of extrinsic motivation. (See Appendix 5, Tables A.47 

- A.49 for the descriptive statistics relating to Intrinsic Motivation, and Tables 

A.SO - 52 for those relating to Extrinsic Motivation.) 

Calculating separate indices for the extrinsic subscales: 
External, Introjected, and Identified Regulation 
For testing certain hypotheses it was necessary to obtain separate scores for 

each level of extrinsic motivation. The scores on items relating to each 

dimension were summed independently. (See Appendix 4 for individual 

items.) A high score indicates a low level of External, Introjected, or Identified 

Regulation respectively. (See Appendix 5, Tables A.53 - A.61 for the 

descriptive statistics relating to External, Introjected, and Identified Regulation 

in the various groups.) 
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Five items were constructed for the present study to assess students' 

perceptions of their own ability to master psychology (see Appendix 1 , items 

34,47, 56, 62, and 71). 

The perceptions of ability factor 

An inspection of the forced nine-factor analysis of items 1 to 97 revealed that 

Factor 6 consisted of the five items written specifically for the present study to 

assess perceptions of ability. As all the items had significant loadings and did 

not correlate significantly with any of the other factors all were retained for 

further analyses. 

Table 2.9 
Factor six: Perceptions of ability 

Item Factor 6 Factors 1 to 
5 & 7 to 9 

56 0,73 Ns 

62 0,61 Ns 

71 0,58 Ns 

34 0,51 Ns 

47 0,37 Ns 

All items of the perceptions of ability scale had loadings of equal to or greater 

than 0,30 and did not correlate significantly with any other factor. This 

suggests that the factors are factorially distinct. 

Furthermore, an item analysis revealed that all items of the scale had 

item-total correlations of equal to or greater than 0,37 and contributed to the 

reliability of the scale. All the items were therefore retained and together 

formed the final perceptions of ability subscale. The final reliability of the 

scale was 0, 76. 

Calculating a separate index for perceptions of ability for the 
present study 

To obtain an overall perceptions of ability score, the scores on the relevant 

items were averaged. (See Appendix 4 for individual items. Those marked * 

were reverse-scored.) A high score indicates that the subject perceives 

him/herself to have a high level of ability. (See Appendix 5, Tables A.62 -
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A.64 for the descriptive statistics relating to perceptions of ability in the various 

groups.) 

~ia~f ~g~~1n1;tf~mentrormea$\lrine•studellts'··pereepuon$.Qf 

Six items were constructed for the present study to assess students' 

perceptions of the difficulty of the psychology course (see Appendix 1, items 

15, 65, 66, 67, 70, and 79). 

The perceptions of the task difficulty factors 

An examination of the forced nine factor analysis revealed that two of the six 

'task difficulty' items clustered significantly together on factor eight and four 

clustered significantly on factor five. 

Table 2.10 
The perception of task difficulty factors 

Item Factor 5 Factor 8 
79 
67 
89 
15 
70 
65 

0,77 
0,65 
0,60 
0,49 
Ns 
Ns 

Ns 
Ns 
Ns 
Ns 

0,44 
0,33 I 

The two factors extracted by the factor analysis were interpreted as follows: 

Factor 5: Desire for course to be easier. All items reflect a desire for the 
course to be easier. 

Factor 8: Task difficulty. Both items relate to the difficulty of the course. 

An item analysis revealed that a// items of desire for course to be easier 

subscale had item-total correlations of equal to or greater than 0,35 and 

contributed to the reliability of the scales. All the items were therefore retained 

and together formed the final desire for course to be easier' subscale. The 

final reliability of the scale was 0, 73. It was not feasible to subject the task 

difficulty scale to item analysis as it contained only two items. 
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Calculating a single index of desire for course to be easier for 
the present study 
To obtain an overall desire for course to be easier score, the scores on the 

relevant items were averaged (no items were reverse-scored.) The higher the 

score the stronger the desire for the course to be easier. (See Appendix 1, 

items 15, 67, 79, and 89.) (See Appendix 5, Tables A.65 - A.67 for the 

descriptive statistics relating to desire for course to be easier in the various 

groups.) 

Calculating a single index of perceptions of task difficulty for 
the present study 
To obtain an overall perceptions of task difficulty score, the scores on the 

relevant items were averaged (neither item was reverse-scored). (See 

Appendix 1, items 65 and 70.) The higher a subjects' the score the more 

difficult the course is seen to be by that person. (See Appendix 5, Tables A.68 

- A. 70 for the descriptive statistics relating to perceptions of task difficulty in 

the various groups.) 

er~P~~i~g)~fi lq~QftJm~l't~ f9t m~~~llf.ing $11Jd~J't~~' ~~rib(l~ons > 
t!9•f'dil'J9 J'1~ir·,pa~!mi¢ •t.1¢c~$$es ~nd faih.J"'es < ·· · · ·· ········ ·· 

Twenty items based on attribution theory were constructed for the present 

study to measure students' attributions regarding their academic successes 

and failures. The items (ten of which refer to past successes and ten which 

refer to past failures) consist of attributions relating to internal/external factors, 

stable/unstable factors, controllable/uncontrollable factors, ability and effort 

(see Appendices 2a & 2b for individual items). 

Factor analysis of the Attribution scale 
It was not possible to perform a factor analysis of the items relating to 

attributions for past academic performance as each item belongs in more than 

one category and the items do not, therefore, form mutually exclusive groups. 

For example, by definition (see Chapter 8 and Appendix 2): 

• Item 2 is internal, stable and uncontrollable; 

• Item 3 is internal, unstable, and controllable; 
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• Item 5 is external, unstable and uncontrollable. 

Calculating separate indices for various types of attributions 

Separate scores were obtained for attributions relating to internal and external 

dimensions as well as to individual factors. A high total score indicates that 

the respondent was inclined to believe that factor played an important role in 

contributing to his/her previous success or failure. For example, a high score 

on the internal dimension indicates that the respondent believes that internal 

factors contributed largely to his/her previous success or failure. (See 

Appendix 2 for the classification of the various attributions.) (See Appendix 5, 

Tables A.104 - A.127 for the descriptive statistics relating to attributions for 

the various groups.) 



Chapter 3 

The relations between perceptions, 
expectations and outcomes 

This and the following five chapters discuss theory and past research findings. 

As mentioned, the hypotheses and results of testing them are also included in 

these chapters in their theoretical context. It must be remembered that this 

was an exploratory study which aimed, among other things, to discover what 

might not have been anticipated, as well as what might have been predicted 

from theory and past research findings. So a cohesive pattern of findings may 

not be immediately evident from the unintegrated plethora of results set out in 

these chapters. However, various findings are . integrated in Chapter 9 to 

reveal some noticeable patterns that lead to meaningful conclusions. 

Please note 

Data were analysed using: 

• Analyses of variance ( anovas) and Least Squares Means for Scheffe post 

hoc comparisons to determine significant differences between group 

means (all anovas were calculated at p = < 0,01 level). 

• Pearson Product moment correlations. All correlations shown are 

significant at the p = < 0,01 level. (Only correlations of equal to or greater 

than 0,20 were considered.) 'Ns' in the tables indicates that the finding was 

not significant at the p = 0,01 level; 

• Z-tests (tests to determine significant differences between correlations). 
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l~~-1~1Jl1~~~f :;:~J~~ ~~~··l"el~tipll•be.tween. realistic. perc;~pti<)q~·········· 
. . . ............ , .... . 

Personality theorists working in the middle of the twentieth century, including 

Gordon Allport (1943), Erik Erikson (1950), Erich Fromm (1955), Abraham 

Maslow (1954), and Carl Rogers (1959), associated the healthy personality 

with realistic perceptions of the world and oneself. Indeed, after reviewing a 

large number of existing theories of the healthy personality, Jourard and 

Landsman (1980) noted that, "The ability to perceive reality as it 'really is' is 

fundamental to effective functioning. It is considered one of the two 

preconditions to the development of [the healthy personality]" (p. 75). 

The positive relation between mental health and realistic perception 

was also proclaimed in the literature on mental health. As Jahoda (1958) put 

it: "The perception of reality is called mentally healthy when what the 

individual sees corresponds to what is actually there" (p.6). Consequently, 

people whose conceptions of themselves and the world were flushed by 

illusion were regarded as susceptible to (if not already a victim of) mental 

illness. 

This view of the relation between realistic thinking and mental health 

may have been promoted by the works of Sigmund Freud (1923/1976). When 

considering the interaction of the id, ego and superego, Freud drew attention 

to the unrealistic 'pleasure principle' governing the id. But he assigned a vital 

commanding role to the 'reality principle' of the ego. According to this 

principle, the ego monitors the primitive urges of the id and the idealistic 

constraints of the superego in terms of current realities. 

Nao-Freudians such as Franz Alexander and Karen Horney continued 

to stress the importance of ego dominance over the id and superego 

(Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1967). And in post-Freudian years into the 1970s 

the reflection of 'ego strength' in reality testing continued to be seen as 

essential to mental health. 

The necessity for accurate perception of reality was emphasised in 

scholarly works such as those by Haan (1977) and Vaillant (1977); in 

textbooks on the 'healthy' personality, such as that by Schulz (1977); in texts 
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on abnormal psychology, such as those by Rosenhan and Seligman (1984); 

and in works relating to therapy (e.g. Beck, 1976, and Glasser & Zunin, 1979). 

Criticism of the traditional view 

For two main reasons, however, some psychologists began to question if 

mental health was so firmly associated with realistic perception: 

1. The findings of a considerable number of studies supported the suggestion 

that 'normal' human thought is, in fact, characterised by unrealistic 

optimistic perceptions and expectations. 

2. Optimism was seen to be associated with certain aspects of mental health, 

such as the capacity to be happy, the motivation to work productively, and 

the ability to adapt to stressful events. 

Normal unrealistic perceptions and expectations 

As Irwin (1953), Langer and Roth (1975), and Weinstein (1980) pointed out, 

most of us appear to be great optimists when thinking about the future, 

overestimating the likelihood that positive events will happen to us. We also 

tend to underestimate the likelihood that negative events will happen to us 

(Dunning & Story, 1991; Kuiper, MacDonald, & Derry, 1983; Perloff & Fetzer, 

1986). These suggestions were recently supported by Hoorens (1995) who 

suggested that we are inclined to believe that our own future will be better 

than that of others - and that others, rather than ourselves, will be the victims 

of misfortunes. 

Among other researchers who found unrealistic expectations to be 

characteristic of normal human thought are Fiske and Taylor (1984); 

Greenwald, (1980); Griffin and Tversky (1992); Lichtenstein and Fischhoff 

(1977); Nisbett and Ross (1980); Sackeim (1983); and Taylor (1983). More 

specifically, it appears that thinking about the future is pervaded by optimism 

(Robinson & Ryff, 1999; Taylor & Brown, 1988; Tiger, 1979; Weinstein, 1980). 

Brickman, Coates, and Janoff-Bulman (1978) showed that research suggests 

that most people believe that the present is better than the past and that the 
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future will be even better than the present. Robinson and Ryff ( 1999) 

suggested that people have stronger motivations for self-deception when 

thinking about the present and the future than when thinking about the past. 

Why is this so? First, a negative assessment of the past may augment the 

perceived hopefulness of the present and the future (Ross, 1989). Second, 

the present and the future are more pertinent to one's motivations than is the 

past (Markus & Ruvolo, 1989). And third, people have a greater amount of 

perceived control over the present and the future than they do over the past 

(Robinson & Ryff, 1999). 

Research relating to the pervasion of optimistic expectations 

Drake (1984), and Zakay (1983) found that if an event is perceived to be 

positive then subjects tend to believe that it is more likely to happen to 

them than to others, and if it is perceived to be negative then they 

believe it is less likely to happen to them than others. Similar findings 

have been reported by researchers who examined subjects' 

expectations as to the likelihood of having motor car accidents 

(Robertson, 1977), or being the victim of crime (Perloff, 1987; Weinstein, 

1980), or suffering illness (Harris & Guten, 1979). 

Optimism also seems to pervade subjects' perceptions of their own 

capabilities. Weinstein ( 1989) found that student teachers believed that 

they would be an 'above average' teacher. Dun and Bradstreet (in 

Cooper, Woo, & Dunkelberg, 1988) reported that more than two-thirds of 

small businesses fail within four years, and Cooper et al. (1988) pointed 

out that this indicates that many entrepreneurs overestimate their 

chances of success. 

Overoptimistic expectations have also been observed in the prognoses 

made by physicians (Lusted, 1977), clinical psychologists (Oskamp, 

1962), negotiators (Neale & Bazerman, 1990). One critic described such 

experts as "often wrong but rarely in doubt" (Griffin & Tversky et 

al., 1992). 
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Crandall, Solomon, and Kelleway, (1955), and Irwin (1953) showed that 

the tendency to overestimate the degree to which one will do well on 

future tasks applies not only to adults but children as well. 

The association between optimism and mental health 

46 

The question of whether realistic perception is essential to mental health also 

arose because optimism (even if unrealistic) is associated with certain aspects 

of mental health, especially happiness, a sense of self-worth, motivation and 

ability to adapt to stressful circumstances. 

It has been shown, for example, that optimistic people not only have 

positive expectations as to what the future will bring them: they are confident 

about their own competence, and have a sense of self-worth (Ames & Ames, 

1984; Cantril, 1938; Diener, Sandvik, Pavot, & Gallagher, 1991; Eshel & 

Kurman, 1991; Heady & Wearing, 1988; Janoff-Bulman, 1989; Paulhus & 

Reid, 1991; Sherman, 1980; Snyder, 1989; Taylor, Collins, Skokan & 

Aspinwall, 1989; Weinstein, 1980; and Yates, Lee, & Shinotsuka, 1996). 

Indeed, Taylor and Brown (1988) found that happy productive people are not 

only unrealistically optimistic about the future: they have falsely high opinions 

of themselves, exhibit self-serving causal attributions, and have exaggerated 

beliefs in their ability to control what goes on around them. 

Such biases have now been labelled, for example as 'illusory 

superiority' (Van Yperen & Buunk, cited in Hoorens, 1995), 'unrealistic 

optimism' (Weinstein, 1980) or 'self-favouring biases'. Snyder (1989) 

maintains that such biases may be so pervasive that they operate 

spontaneously below the level of cognitive awareness. As Feodor Dostoevsky 

once suggested, "Lying to ourselves is more deeply ingrained than lying to 

others". 

Furthermore, optimism may be a self-generating, self-fulfilling 

prophecy: it sustains hope for future success, and it is likely to enhance 

motivation, persistence, activity level, and thus positive performance (Assor & 

Connell, 1992; Atkinson, 1964; Connell & Ilardi, 1987; Janoff-Bulman, 1989; 

Mischel, 1973; Taylor & Brown, 1988; and Weiner, 1979). According to Taylor 
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and Brown (1988) the greatest value of positive illusions is that they can 

create self-fulfilling prophecies. 

As Scheier and Carver (1988) point out, optimists are more likely than 

pessimists to continue to expend efforts to attain their goals and should 

therefore be more effective in coping with obstacles than pessimists are. Lack 

of optimism may indeed have negative consequences for mental and physical 

health (Robinson & Ryff, 1999) and may even be a key in hopelessness and 

the origin of depression (Abramson, Seligman, & Teasdale, 1978; and Beck, 

Weissman, Lester, & Trexler, 197 4). Central to nearly all cognitive theories of 

depression is the notion that depressed individuals have pessimistic views of 

the future (Pyszczynski, Holt, & Greenberg, 1987). Similarly the theory of 

learned helplessness (Abramson et al., 1978) states that low expectancies for 

success are the core of a wide range of depressive deficits. In fact, research 

(Lewinsohn, Mischel, Chaplin, & Barton, 1980) has found that depressed 

persons do not show the positive biases usually found in nondepressed 

people. 

Indeed, some have viewed optimism as the key to human existence. 

As Cohen ( 1964) put it " ... most people look at the bright side of things, seeing 

it as brighter than it is ... This phenomenon makes sense biologically, for had 

our ancestors faced danger and difficulty too realistically they might have 

shrunk from it or lost courage. Survival might have required some excess of 

boldness" (pp.32-33). 

It seems, moreover, that people are inclined to disregard evidence 

suggesting that their optimism is unrealistic. Martin (1985) quotes Henrik 

Ibsen, and Eugene O'Neill to illustrate why. Ibsen calls impregnable positive 

illusions "the vital lie" that enables us to avoid misery: "Take away the life-lie 

from the average person, and you take his happiness along with it", he said. 

Eugene O'Neill has his protagonist in The Iceman Cometh exclaim "To hell 

with the truth! ... The lie of a pipe dream is what gives life to the whole 

misbegotten mad lot of us, drunk or sober". 

Whether optimistic expectancies affect intellectual functioning directly is 

unknown. However, it has been suggested that positive affect may lead 
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people to use efficient, rapid problem-solving strategies (lsen & Means, 1983), 

and that positive illusions facilitate some aspects of intellectual functioning 

through inducing a positive mood. But this possibility has not been tested 

directly. 

Research relating to optimism and well-being 

Research on the correlates of optimism has found it to be associated 

with a variety of positive experiences. For example, Hoorens (1995) and 

Pelham and Swann (1989) found that unrealistic optimism was positively 

related to self-esteem and to direct measures of subjective well-being. 

Taylor and Brown (1988) found it to be positively related to life

satisfaction. Aspinwall and Taylor (1992) and Scheier and Carver (1985) 

showed it to be positively related to adjustment to the stresses of 

university life. Scheier, Matthews, Owens, Magovern, Lefebvre, Abbott, 

and Carver (1989), Taylor, Lichtman and Wood (1984), and Timko and 

Janoff-Bulman (1985) found it to be associated with resilience to health 

problems. 

In addition to being more physically healthy, optimists tend to be at lower 

risk for depression (Carver & Gaines, 1987; Crandall 1973; Humphries, 

1986 in Scheier & Carver, 1988; and Wylie, 1979), and hopelessness 

(Abramsom, Metalsky, & Alloy, 1989). 

Other research has shown that optimistic thinking, even if illusory, is 

critical to the undertaking and persistence of goal-directed behaviour 

(Greenwald, 1980; Silver & Wortman, 1980; and Taylor, 1983); 

increased persistence in the face of difficulties; less fear of failure, and 

higher standards and aspirations (Oettingen, 1996). 

Unrealistically positive views of the self, in particular, have also shown to 

be associated with wellbeing (Diener et al., 1991; and Paulhus & Reid, 

1991 ). And this apparently applies to children as well as adults. Connell 

and Ilardi ( 1987) found that children who overrate themselves had more 

self-esteem than those who underrate themselves. 
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Research on comparisons between optimists and pessimists has come 

up with similar findings. Scheier and Carver (1985) found that optimistic 

college students reported significantly fewer physical symptomatologies 

than pessimistic students. Alloy and Ahrens (1987) found that depressed 

subjects made more pessimistic predictions about their future 

performance than non-depressed subjects - even when given the same 

task-relevant information. And it has also been shown that optimism is 

associated with continued efforts at goal attainment whereas pessimism 

is associated with withdrawal of effort (Scheier, Weintraub, & Carver, 

1987). 
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Despite the fact that so much research attested to the value of illusory 

optimism for happiness and mental health, the traditional view has recently 

come once more into focus. Researchers such as Colvin and Block (1994), 

Griffin and Tversky (1992), Janoff-Bulman (1989), and Taylor et al. (1989) 

reconsidered the primary importance of accurate perceptions. 

Taylor et al. (1989) suggested that false optimism may lead to 

inadequate preparation for certain events, or to ignoring legitimate risks. 

Griffin and Tversky (1992) pointed out that the benefits of overconfidence may 

be purchased at a high price. As they suggest, it may lead to bad legal advice, 

unsafe behaviour and dangerous decision making. 

Another obvious cost of overoptimism is that it may cause one to waste 

a great deal of time and energy persisting at tasks in which one cannot 

succeed. As Janoff-Bulman (1989) suggests, it may be neither persistence 

nor lack of it that is crucial, but rather the ability to discriminate situations in 

which persistence will be beneficial from situations in which it will not. 

Optimism in certain tasks may therefore be maladaptive. In 1954 

Festinger had put this strongly, saying that "The holding of incorrect opinions 

and/or inaccurate appraisals of one's abilities can be punishing or even fatal in 

many situations" (p. 117). 
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Although realistic perception of what is actually happening is no doubt 

important for effective functioning, the question of whether or not optimism is 

indeed beneficial or detrimental still remains to be answered. It unlikely that a 

single answer will be found to suffice under all circumstances. As Baumeister 

(1989) suggests, researchers should examine the quantity of illusory 

optimism before predicting whether it is functional or dysfunctional. As 

Gollwitzer and Kinney (1989) advise, illusory optimism should be examined 

within the context in which it occurs to determine whether it is adaptive or 

maladaptive. 

The present study investigates its impact in the context of academic 

performance. 

Relations between expectancies and academic achievement 

A large body of research (including large-scale correlational field studies with 

both cross-sectional and longitudinal designs) has shown that expectancies 

are positively related to various types of subsequent achievement (e.g. 

Atkinson, 1964; Covington & Omelich, 1979c; Eccles, Adler, Futterman, Goff, 

Kaczala, Meece, & Midgley, 1983; Geiger & Cooper, 1995; House, 1995; 

Janoff-Bulman & Brickman, 1982; Moore, 1998; Oliver, 1995; Pintrich & 

Garcia, 1991; Pintrich & Schrauben, 1992; Pokay & Blumenfeld, 1990; 

Pringle, 1995; Vollmer, 1984; 1986; Wigfield, 1994a; and Wigfield & Eccles, 

1992). For example, Vollmer (1984, 1986) found that expectancies predicted 

subsequent academic performance after controlling for other variables, such 

as past achievements, self-confidence and goals. 

The abovementioned theory and research findings lead to the first 

hypothesis (hypotheses are numbered according to the chapter in which they 

are first mentioned): 
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~.. .·.•··· .. In . s~m,. it apeears that the relation between expectancies and 

L / acad~mic achievement applies to students who tend to be successtu1 

L. rather than t~ those wha•iend to be. unsucceS:sru1. 
•.·.·· 

I 
I 
J 
I 

•····.·· .. · .. ·.· .···.· . . . ·. I ,._._ ·~ ~.;,,. -··-· . .--~-- ~·-- -· -· -... --_ . .;,,.·..-. ------ ._ ---------· ----------------------------------------------------

Relations between overoptimistic expectancies and achievement 

Although it has generally been found that expectancies are positively related 

to achievement, it has also been shown that students generally tend to 
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overestimate their success (e.g. Feather, 1982; House, 1993a; Lichtenstein 

& Fischoff, 1977; Moore, 1998; Mura, 1987; and Skaalvik, 1990). 

Irwin ( 1944) suggests that, whereas realistic expectations are 

independent of desires, unrealistic expectations are affected by desires and 

hopes. It seems that one's expectations relate to what one would like to see 

happen as well as to objective probability. In other words, overoptimistic 

expectancies appear to be related to wishful thinking (Bradley, 1978; Feather, 

1982; Irwin, 1944; Marks, 1951; and Miller & Ross, 1975). 

Research relating to overoptimistic expectancies and success 

A number of studies have shown that expectations do indeed 

correspond closely to what one would like to see happen or to what is 

socially desirable (e.g. Cantril, 1938; Irwin, 1944; Jones, 1977; Lund, 

1975; McGuire, 1960; Sherman, 1980; and Weinstein, 1980). Laboratory 

experiments conducted by Irwin (1944) and Marks (1951) revealed that 

the more desirable an event the higher subjects' expectations of 

success. But it has also been shown that students tend to overestimate 

their success especially for tasks they value highly (Janoff-Bulman & 

Brickman, 1982). 

According to Weinstein (1980) the more individuals value a task, the 

stronger their tendency to believe that their chances of success are 

greater than average. And research by Carroll (1978) and Kahneman 

and Tversky (1982) has indicated that simply thinking about a future 

event makes it seem more likely. Thus expectations about the future 

may create their own perceptions of reality (Aronson & Carlsmith, 1962; 

Sherman, 1980). 

The abovementioned theory and research findings lead to the following three 

hypotheses: 
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I 
I 

' : Hypothesis 3.2 
' I ·.·;:° I .. 

L ·.·.·· Students tend to overestimate their future academic performance 
I ·.· ·• 

: ~-----.--...-... -----------------------------------------------------' 
: An analysis of the descriptive statistics and anovas revealed that the total 
I 

: group overestimated their future performance on average by 6,54%. 
I , .. .. .., 
1:-·· , .. , .. 
1·>· 
I 

' 1.· .. 
i:::·.::· 
..: ,. , .. 

However, a closer inspection of the data exposed a few anomalies, as 

shown inTables 3A and 3.5. 

Furthermore, the data revealed that the correlation between 
I ,. 
: >overestimation and mark obtained was significantly negative (total group , .... ,... ·. . . 

F · .. }' = -0,82; black males r = -0,80; white males r = -0, 72; black females 
....... '. I 
I 
1:·:::: ... 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

' , .. I 

•• I 
I 
I 
I 

' I 
I .. 

t -::: --Q,62, white females r = -0, 77, those who passed r = -0, 70, those who 

fail~d r = -0,54, those who previously passed r = -0, 79, those who previously 

failedr = -0,79). 

Tables•3.4 and 3.5 
Overestimations for various groups (i.e. % differences between expected and 
actual examination marks) 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

122 180 338 62 55 
8,69 19,28 -0~64 16,00 0,71 

assed Previous! ·failed 
302 

12,94 

I,, 
'111 

;; I 

"I 

:11 

I ii 
I 1:: 

1:' 

I I 

1

1' 
'1, 
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i:::: 

: • Successful studentstend to be realistic and unsuccessful students tend to , .. :•.· 

I· 

•• i.:.:: 
I 
I 
I 
I ,. 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I ,. 

be overoptimistic. 

• The more that students (in all groups) overestimate their future 

performance the lo\Ner their actual achievement 

···The correlation between expected examination markanddesired 
ex;Jminatiomroark is greater than the correlation between expected 
mark· and mark.obtained 

· This hypoth~sis was tested by calculating Pearson product moment 

correlations between (a) expected examination mark and desired 

. E:lJ<amination mark, (b) expected (i:lxamination mark and mark obtained, and 
·.···.·. . 

z--tests. 

1. The hypothesis was C()f1firmed for: 
I. i ·. 
I 

· ··· • The totatgroup(seeTable 3.6t 

I , .. 
I: .. 

···. I 
I ,. 
L 
I 

~>Overestimators (see Table 3.6). 

• All the genderx race groups (see Table 3.7). 

•ThE:l 'passed' and'previoqsly passed' groups{seeTable 3~8}. 

The hypothesis was not confirriledf()r: 

ThE:lrealistic group and •. und(i:lr(i:lstirnators {see Table 3.6). 

···rable3~6 

··Prodp¢tmomentcorrelation~b~tvieeo .expectancies. ~r1d desired 
exanih1ation .mark and rnark obtainedforrealisticam:l Ullrealistic groups 

Correlation between expectancies 
and Mark obtained 

r 
0,20 
0,86 
0,84 
0;45 

·~··- . ...;~.-~;.._:.,;:.._ -- ...;·. __ . ...;·.- - ;., -·-·~-·~~.·- -----··-- ----_..;. ...;·-·- --------·----- ----- ----- -·- ----·-·------------·- -- ----- -· 
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r-~--------------~---------~--------~------------------·--------------------------------------,.:. · .. . 

: Table3.m· 
! Product moment correlations between expectancies and desired r . examination mark and mark obtained by the various gender x race 
l groups 
I 
I 
f·: 
L 
I. 

I 
I 
1< .. 

I 
I·_,.:· .. 
•··:..··-:· 
o/ . . 
I .. 
i.-:>" 
c 
I-"": 

' .. 
I 
I 
I 
k 
I 
I 
I 
1.-.::: 
I· . 
1•::· f ·: ... 

I 
I 
I ... 

I 
I 
I 
I '. 
I 
k. 

' I ..... ·.·· 
I ...... ·. '. 
I 
I 

• I 
I 
1-: .. 
f·· 
t·.· 
I. 

I 
I 
I ' ,. 
I.·: .. 
i::::·.· . ..... .... · 
I 

' ,. 

Correlations between Correlation· between 
·expectancies and Desired mark expectancies and Mark 

.. r obtained 

r 
Sl~ck males 0,47 Ns 

White males 
. 

071 F· I Ns 
·. 

Black females 0,57 > Ns 

White females .· . 0,63 . 
0,37 .. ·. .· / 

Table3.8 
Product moment correlations between .. expectancies and desired 
examination marl< and mark obtained for the pass and failure groups 

Correlations between 
expectancies and Desired mark 

r 
0,64 

·oss I. 

0,47 
0,58 

Correlation betWeen expectancies 
and. ~ark obtained 

r 
0,22 

Ns 

0,20 

.. Findingth~t, fbr thetotalgroup, .. the borretaticm betweeri expectadcies and·· 

desirecirnark(r :: 0,58)was. signifitantly greater than.the correlation between 
·. .. . · .. · ... ·:·· . ·._ .. ·.·.· ·.·.·.· ... ··.<·.··· . ·._ . . . 

expectancies and mark: optainecf(r = 0,20) sµpports the notion that, in 
I . ·.. . 

: .... general, expect1:3tions ar~ affected to aigreater exteritby one's desir~s and 

! > )h9pes(Le. whaf one would like to see happen) rather than by objective 
1.-: 

: •····• ·.prpb~pmty .. '. 1< ..._. 
t· 

.·However, rnore ... detailed inspection· revealed th~t for·····~a/ists .. and 1. .... . i:.::·:··.·.· .. . 

;•:.:··· und~restilnatol-s t~e corret~tion~between expectancie~····and rl'lark:.obtained 

~/•·.·· ~re greater thari th~ corretatiohs between·expectancies.and de~ired mark. 

l .· ~1JJ~refbl'~ the expectationsofthese two groups appear to be grounded. more 

l > in·········.•••.r .•. e.••.ili~th~r:tin theirh. op.esa .... n ...... ddesires . . :.::::::::::::···· 
I . . ... .. ... . .. I 
,:.,..;;.:~ .... -~·.;, .. ~:..;;. ,.;;·.;,i. ~--:.,.:..,. ...... -·.;j, .• ;;..: ... - .. - ... -·- ... - - - -- - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ 
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In sum, as Irwin (1944) suggested "Expectations are unrealistic to the 

extent that they vary with any wants of the individual ... expectations are 

realistic to the extent that they are independent of the individual's wants". 

~----------.----~--------~--------------------~-~------~--:--·-----~--~~------~-~~~ 

,. , ... 
I 
I .... 
I 

.· .. · .. ····.. . 

tStt!dllntstperceptions of the value of psychology are positively related 
tt:> their•expectancies 

. . . . 
.. ·.· .. . .. 

· This hypothesis was tested by calculating Pearson product· moment 

correlations between··students' .. perceptions of the value of psychology and 

theifexpected examination· marks. 

' :·.. · · ThJ1fly119thesis was.confirmed for: 
I 

: .... • White males{r = 0;52), white females (r = 0,25). 

l • >frhe 'passedi group (r = 0,29). , ... 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

. • ·The 'previously passed' group (f = 0,27). 

: . The hy/Jothesis was not confirmeg.f9p 
I 

:··· •·· Reafists,J..1nderestimators,. overestimators, 
I .· .. · .. · . ·· .. ·.·.·.·.·.:.· · ..... . 
I.. .···.:::::· .·.··· .· .·< .. ··.· 

•. • •• •. Black.males black females; :-.:<··· ···:·: ... ::: . .:::: ::::::. ·:::.:::··. ' :···.:·::-.::·· ..... 

L / ... · • • The tf. a. iled···· ' group. i) •... ·. 
I 

: · • The tpreviously failed' group. 
I 
I , . ...... 
I , ... 
I . .. . ...... . 

In atjditipri, al) anova and a post. hoc Scheffe test revealed that the v .. , .. ·. 
1:.::: 
I ·.:.··.·-: :.·>.··:·:·-:··-:·: ... _".·.· .· · ... ·.· .··. ·· ... · ·. 

l •····· .. •.·'perceptions of thevali.Je ()fpsyct;OIQgy' scores were significantly higher in 

l•• ··••••·•·••••·•··•6~ere~tifu~tdr~••than•••111underestimators··and···realists••·-·•· · as shown in Table 3.9. ·••· 

i~t·~~~ <········· .\···· +•t .• .•.. ) <. < •.. . . .. ·. . .··.. . ..•• 
•• ·.sctu~ffe grouping fqrthe rnean. 'perceptions of value of psychology' 

·•.· scores obtainedbytt1e three groups 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

. I 

t 
I 

• 

-·-- ----- ..;.;.._ . ..;. ____ . __ -- ------ --- -- -- ---- ---·- ---·- ___ ,, 
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l I 
I I 

' Discussion · I I 
I _:J 

I 

: It appears from the present data that the more that whites and students who 
' I 
' I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

' I 
I 
I 

'· _,·: . . . 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
i 
• • 
I 

•· I 
I 
I 

pass value psychology, the higher their expectations relating to the marks 

theywillgain in.the forthcoming psychology examinations. 

. Although all groups of students appear to value psychology highly (see 

Appendix 5, lJaples A.26 - A.28), overestimators (who, on average, tend to 

fail) have sigoific~mtly higher scores relating ·to the value of· psychology tt'lan 

ynderestimators. (who, on average, tend to obtainadistinction). 
I 

.I 
I ., 
.1 
I I 

·----·-------~-------~----------~-----------------------------------------------------------2 

Differences among various groups with regard to overoptimistic 
expectancies 

It seems reasonable to suppose that one's expectancies are to a large extent 

determined by one's past performance (on similar tasks) (Bandura, 1991; 

Jones, 1977; Lewin, Dembo, Festinger & Sears, 1944; and Wood & Bandura, 

1989). This suggests that past failures would lower future expectations and 

that students who had failed in the past should have lower expectations for 

future success than those who had always passed. 

However, related research (mentioned in the following box) has shown 

this not to be the case. Indeed, as many Unisa lecturers will attest, it is hardly 

necessary to do formal research in order to confirm this. 

A considerable amount of past research has also shown that, although 

most students tend to overestimate their future successes, disadvantaged 

students tend to overestimate their future performance more than others do. 

For example, with reference to racial differences and expectancies, Graham 

( 1994) states that it is striking how much evidence there is that African 

Americans have high expectancies for success. 

Research relating to differences between various groups with 
regard to unrealistic expectations 

Eshel and Kurman ( 1991 ), Gadzella, Cochran, Parham, and Fournet 

(1976) and Moreland, Miller, and Laucka (1981) found that 

unsuccessful students are less accurate in predicting their grades than 

successful students. Moore (1998) found that this also applied 
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especially to disadvantaged students. Research has also shown that 

high ability students predict their performance more accurately than 

average students (Ewers & Wood, 1993; Pajares, 1996; Pajares & 

Graham, 1999; and Zimmerman, Bandura, & Martinez-Pons, 1992). 

59 

Although research indicates that unrealistic perceptions tend to decline 

with age (Robinson & Ryff, 1999), which suggests that people become 

less idealistic with experience, a considerable number of past studies 

have shown that African-Americans at all ages tend to overestimate their 

future performance more than Caucasian Americans do. Furthermore, 

this difference between blacks and whites tends to increase with age 

(e.g. Friend & Neale 1972; Fulkerson, Furr, & Brown 1983; Graham, 

1994; Graham & Long, 1986; Rowser 1997; and Whitehead & Smith, 

1990). Other research has also shown cultural differences in calibration 

(i.e. correspondence between expected or perceived performance and 

actual performance). For example, Wright and Phillips (1980) and Yates 

et al. (1996) found that Asians were not only more optimistic with regard 

to their ability but were also less well calibrated than British subjects. 

African-Americans also exhibit higher expectancies for future success 

following failure than whites do (Ducette & Wolk, 1972; Graham & Long, 

1986; Lefcourt & Ladwig, 1965; Strickland, 1971; and Whitehead & 

Smith, 1990). But a number of researchers (e.g. Bridgeman & Burbach, 

1976; Friend & Neale, 1972; Graham, 1984; Graham & Long, 1986; and 

Whitehead & Smith, 1990) have found that blacks tend to report higher 

expectancies for future success than whites do following both success 

and failure. These findings could be contaminated by socio-economic 

factors, as Klein and Eshel ( 1980) found that pupils with low socio

economic status are more likely than those with higher status to 

overestimate their future performance. Moreover, research has found 

not only that students who fail are less accurate than those who pass at 

evaluating their own grades, but also that they have unrealistically high 

expectations in terms of future success (Bailey, 1971; Biggs & Tinsley, 

1970; Graham, 1984; and Zimmer, Ho, Tuss, Giwoff, Nakazawa, Sou

Yung, & Chang-Pei, 1991 ). 
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Explanations relating to students who have failed in the past 

Several reasons have been offered to explain why low achievers tend to deny 

their poor performance. 

• High expectations may be a mechanism compensating for hidden feelings 

of academic incompetence (Covington & Berry, 1976; and Greenberg & 

Pyszczynski, 1985), helping students to view themselves as potentially 

more successful than they actually are. Thus failing students may believe 

that their ability is actually average or above average (Maciver, 1987). 

• The tendency to dismiss poor past performance may develop from the 

feedback they receive from significant others, who tell them that they can 

do better if they try harder thus implying that their ability is higher than 

what their performance suggests. 

• People are more strongly motivated to deceive themselves when thinking 

about the future than when thinking about the past (Robinson & Ryff, 

1999). 

• Low achievers terid to deny poor past performance because they think that 

they know more than they actually do. To investigate this assumption 

Lichtenstein and Fischhoff (1977) tested subjects with severely limited 

knowledge on a particular subject. The results indicated that not only did 

these subjects overestimate their success but that they were also unaware 

of how little they knew. On the other hand, the researchers found that the 

expected and actual scores of experts on a particular subject were 

relatively well calibrated (i.e. they were more realistic). Because experts 

devote much attention to a specific topic, they are able to recognise the 

extent and the limitations of their knowledge (Lichtenstein & Fischhoff, 

1977). 

Explanations relating to cultural differences 

Several explanations have been offered for the abovementioned research 

findings relating to cultural differences. 

• Cultural differences in child rearing may influence expectancies. Research 

by Alexander and Entwisle (1988) and by Stevenson, Chen, and Uttal 

( 1990) showed that parents of African-American school children were 
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more likely than their white counterparts to assume that their children were 

doing well in school, and would continue to do well, even when 

achievement outcomes indicated otherwise. These parental expectations 

could be transferred to their children. Furthermore, such beliefs could lead 

parents to place fewer demands on children to engage in out-of-school 

academic activities such as homework. 

• Marks (1951) suggested that lower SES groups, because of their lack of 

opportunities may have stronger desires and may therefore indulge in 

greater 'wishful thinking' than the more privileged. 

• Blacks in multicultural educational environments may have relatively 

higher expectations than whites because they tend to compare themselves 

to their (generally educationally disadvantaged) group rather than to the 

more advantaged white group (Rosenberg & Simmons, 1971 ). 

• It may be adaptive for blacks to have optimistic expectancies in the face of 

their relative social and economic disadvantages (Graham, 1994). 

• Yet another explanation for the unrealistically high expectations of black 

subjects may be found in relative deprivation theory. This theory proposes 

that: 

i) Certain groups feel deprived if they believe that they are getting less 

than (a) they are entitled to; (b) the norms of society, and (c) more 

advantaged groups. 

ii) Any improvement in the conditions of a disadvantaged group on one or 

more levels (e.g. social, political, financial) often leads to the expectation 

that their overall circumstances will improve. Such subsequent 

expectations are often unrealistic in that they usually increase more 

rapidly than the occurrence of actual changes (Pettigrew, 1971 ). 

Prior to the first democratic and multiracial elections held in South Africa 

(April, 1994) blacks felt deprived in comparison to whites, in terms of social, 

financial, political and work situations (Appelgryn & Bornman, 1996; and 

Appelgryn & Nieuwoudt, 1988). They probably also felt relatively deprived in 

terms of academic achievement. 
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Research by Appelgryn and Bornman (1996) showed that, after the 

new political dispensation (an improvement, for blacks, on the political level), 

blacks also expected vast improvements in their social, financial, political and 

work situations during the following five years. It is likely that the positive 

expectations of some also included personal academic achievement. The gap 

between these rising expectations and the actual changes in their own 

performance may be reflected in unrealistic ideas about what they are able to 

achieve. 

In sum, the above leads to the following three hypotheses: 

·~~-~--:~~~-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ I .. · .. · I 

J I 
t 

: Hypothesis 3.4 
I 
I 
I 
I 
r· ,. , ... 
' I 
t 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

' ' I 

StL1dents who fail overestimate their future success to a greater extent 
than those who pass 

This hypothesis, which was tested by means of anovas and post hoc Scheffe 

te$t5, was confirmed. 

As $hown inTcibl~s 3.10and 3.11 both 'faif' groups overestimatedtheir 
I: .. ··>>:·· ··:.:.::·.·::· :.·.· ::. . . 
L · fqture perfe>rmance to a greater extent than their'pe1ss' counterparts. ,. 
' I 
I .... 
r": 
t.·· 
I 
I 
I 
1··· 
I 
I 
I 
I 

' I .. 
' I 
' v 

" ' 1:. 
I· 
1:.':" 
I 
I 
I· 

Table3~to> 
$cheffe grgupingforthe mean overestimation scores obtained by 
stuc.fE!nts. who. subseq.yently passed/failed the. psychology examir1.ations 

Grou Mean Scheffe rouping 
.·Failed 21,97 A 
Passed 0;49 B 

· Minimum significant difference = 2,52 

Table3a.1 
Scheffe grouping for the mean overestimation scores obtained by 
students who hadpreviou!;lyfailed and those. who had previously 
passed all psychology examination!; 

Mean 
302 12,94 
350··· t,09 

Minimum $ignificanfc:lifference = 2, 77 
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t~~-----~~~------.----------------~------------------------------------------------------------1:::" 

: Discussion 
1·>:·· :-· .. 
1·· 

l These results appear to support the findings of Lichtenstein and Fischhoff ,. 
l ·.. ·. (1977)who showed that (a) unsuccessful students tend to overestimate their 
' ,. 
" ' I 
I 
I ,. 
I 

.·.·· ·.·.· . 

future performance to a greater extent than successful students, (b) those with 

1irl1ited knowledge are unaware of how little they know, (c) 'experts' are 

L .. . relatively well>calibrated. (te. they are more realistic because they devote , .. 
L 

: .·········.· much attention to a topic and are able to recognise the extent and the 

limitations of their knowledge). 

, In sum: The results of this hypothesis together with those of ,. 
i". 

F ·· qypotn~ses 3.2 and 3,3 strongly suggest that (a) the expectationfi of 
' 
j .. <students··•.wh9.are prone to failure tend to be unrealistic and ·to be 

: . ·. inf(f!etJ~ed >by .....• their ·hopes ··and desires rather than· by objective 
1.< 
1.< '· . .... prdbabilil°Yf. and that(b). the· expectations of successful students tend .to 

! ·.·•············beiflfluenced by objective probability rather than by theird~sires. 
I 
I 
I 

,. ,. 
I 

Hypothesis 3~6 

Black students overestimate their future success<to a greater extent 
than their white counterparts 

.. ·.· . 

As indicated ir··1Jable 3.12f black students tend to overestimate tht:)ir future 
.···. ... ..· . 

performance more than white students do. An anova and post hoc Scheffe 
::::.- .. ::-: :/ test revealed a significantdifference between the overestimations ofthese. two 
I:",.:·· 
I 
I 

I 
1·.· .. ·· 
I 
I 

·groups; Therewas no genderx race interaction. 

Furthermore,. closer inspection.ofthe data·.revealed •that: 

• Blaclfstudents'<expectatiohs regarding the class average were significantly 

·. > higher than those .of whites .(see· Table 3;13). (No gender x race 
······ ! ........ ·. ···• \ interactior"l.) 
: .. :>.:.:::·" ... :: ·. ..: ... 

l · : Although black students did not expect significantly higher marks than ,.: ... ·.·.· ..... : l · · ··. · white students (66,02% and 65,6% respectively), black students obtained 

r ... · $1gnificantly Jower mar~s than wtiite students in the following psychology 

: • / .. ·. exami11ations (see Table 3;14) .• (There was ·no gender xrace in~eraction.) 
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i::-:. 
L•· ,. 

Table 3.12 
Scheffe grouping for the mean overestimation scores obtained by 
blacks and whites 

N Mean 
244 18,47 
394 -0,45 

Criticalvalue F = 6,68 Minimum significantdifference= 2,55 

Table3.13 
: Scheffe grouping for the mean 'expected class average' s<:ores obtained 
1 · by blacks and yvf1ites 
I 
I. 
I 
I· 
1··. 
I 
I ,. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I ,. 
I 
I 
I. 

I 
F 
(:-:····· 
I. 

N Mean 
242 63,68 
399 58,27 

Critical value F = 6,68 Minimum significant difference= 1,74 

. Table 3.14 
St;:heffe groupingJorthe mean .exarnination scores obtained bybl~c;ks 
·and whites · · 

Critical valueF= 6,68 Minimum significaf\t difference = 2,.31 

Discussion 

J"heseresult~. support· those ()f a considerablerumber Pf past studies which 

: ... ·•.·. have shown.th~tblaqk·students tend to averesti.mate their future performance 
t . . ... .. 

: more than.wflites do. If is.interel?tjng to note that in 1997 I (Moore, J998) 
, ... : .. ·.::>>· .- ·:· :.':"·".: . '.· . . ... . .... · ·:···: :" . . .. :. .· 

1 found that black Unisa students overestimated their future success on 
I:. 
r...:.: 
I 

' I 
average by 24%, wherea~ theirwhitE:) counterparts overestimated their future 

..... :: .::" 

: succ~ss on. average by 11%, Toese findings together with those of the 
1:· 

F present study seem to sugge§tthatovere§timation§ have declined over· the 
I 
I 

:.• . PC:ISft\Vo years·- especially those (>f •white stud.ants. 
·-·: .. ·.·:.· 
i::-· . . 

•· ... ·. 
: Furthermore, the present data reveal thatthe black students were 
::... ·.·.-::-:<· .. .:: ·.:::":-::·:::·... : ·:::· .. ::·. <::.:.·... .. .· . : . . . :· ... ·. . . 

1 
· relati\lely rl'lore inclined not only to overestimate their own performance, but 

,.::::·. 

: · also to overestimate the performance of others. Nevertheless, despite these 
' 

.1 
I 
I .·, 
' · • 
I 
I 
I 

' 

1· .... - .......... ,;.· .... ·.;,;. ... ·- -· .................. ..;,;:,.. ..... :,. ;_ - ~ -· .,: - -- - ........ ;.;. -·:.. - - - - ;,.. - . ..;. - - .... - - - - - - .. - - .... ..; - - - - ... - - - - - - - ... -· - - - - - - -· - - - - - ·- - - - - - - - - - - " 
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I. 

' ' 
relatively high expectations, they tended to obtain lower marks than their white 

I 

: counterparts. 
I 
I : .· . . 

: ... HypotlJ.esis 3~6 
I 

:. 

1 Young students overestimate their future success to a greater extent 
: than older students do :/ ...._ ___________________________ __. 
.. 
I 

: ]"he hypothesis was not confirmed. An anova and a post hoc Scheffe test ' .. . .. 
I .. 
I 

' I , . 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I .. 
I· 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

' I 
J· .. 

'. 
t 

' I 
I 
I 

' I 

r~y@aled no significant differences between the overestimation scores of the 

vario9s ~ge groups (18 - 28 years~ 29 - 39 years; 40 - 49 years; 50 .,,.. 70 

year$). 

On closer inspection of the data revealed that: 

•· In eachqf the four age groyps the. majority of black males overestimated 

theirfuture success (see Table 3.15). For example, in the age group 29 to 

~~years 80% overestimatedlheir performance, 20% were reaHstic, and 

0% underestimated·their future performance. 

• In each of the four age groups the majority of white males were rea.fistic 

(seeTabfe 3.16). 

• In each of the four age groups the majority of black females 

overestimatedtheirfuture success (see· Table 3.17). 

•· In three of the age groups ttie majority of white females were. realistic. 

H9wever1 in the age group<30 -- 39 years the majority of white females 

underestimated theirfuture perforrn~nce (see Table 3.18} 

In sum •. itappears·.•thatt:>lacks ··()feiU ag@s ·tend to more overoptimistic than 

whites are. 

: · Table 3.15 
I ,. 
I 

' I 
I .. 
I 
L 
I 
I 
I 

' 

,. 
I 

•• ,. 
t:···: 
I 
t· 

' I 

Percentage 9f black male students in various age grollps who were 
realistic, who under~stimated, andwho overestimated their future 

·• perf9.-mance< 
...... ... .. 

••1a~2a ye~rs 
N %· 
a···14444 

' a o 
Qverestimat<>rs 

.• 29"'3~ years 
-.:N· 01 .·. 10 

6 20,00 
0 0 
24 80,00 

40..49 years 
N . % 
4 30,77 
a o 

soqoyears ... · .. 
N ... % 
0 0 
0 0 
0 .•.. 0 

:·~:J:L~~::~:t:~L~:~-·~:C~:·.:.·~L:~:~~-·-~ ___ :~~:-~·:~:2:_._~·~- -·-- _ -·- __ -·- _____ -·- ___ -- --_ ------------·- ------·-- -- -·- ---.. --_: 
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~~--~-~-~~----~--------------------------------------------------------------~-------------• 
: Table 3~16 
I· 

: · Pef"centage of white>male students in various age groups who were 
1 · reaU~tic, who underestimated, and who overestimated their future 
l per(()rmance 
' r-:···· 
t··:··· , .. · 
•... · .. 
r·:.. 
I• 
I. •· ...• ·· 
v 
L:: , .. 

Realists 

•.Underestimators 
: Overestimators 
J·.·>"·· 
a::·::: ..... . ... 
... ... ·· 
L 'l"at,,le 3.11 • . 

1a~2a years 
N % 
22 56,41 
.7 17,95 
10 25,64 

29-39 years 
N % 
7 77,78 
2 22,22 
0 0 

40-49 years 
N % 
5 83,33 
0 0 
1 16,67 

50-70 years 
N % 
1 100 
0 0 
0 0 

I. 

: Perce11tage.()f black female students in various age groups who were 
k l"t:Jamstic, who underestimated, and who overestimated their future 
L ••·p,rf<>l"ll'lance .• 
t··· ,. 
I 
I 
I 
v: 
I. 

I 
I 

Realists 

r .<underestimators 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I.-: 
I· 
r:::-
1 ,. 

.·. Overestimators 

: Tabfe3~18 

18~28 years 
N % 
6 10,00 
1 t,67 

53 . 88,33 

3~39years 

N o/o 
20 23,26 
2 2,33 

64 74,42 

40-49 years 
N % 
6 25,00 
0 0 
18 75,00 

50-70 years 
N % 
0 0 
0 I 0 
10 100 

L .· P!rcentage of white(emale students in various age groups who were 
! <realistic, who.underestimated, and who overestimatedtheirfuture 
: · performance 
I 
I 
I 
1:· 
i> 

' : Realists 
I 

:. ·: . :): ... u.o.derestniators 
1-:· ... 

: > Overestimators 
L <•·• <. <·. 

! ·. Di;¢u~siol1 ... 

18 .. 28: years 30-39 years 
N o/o N % 

.. 84 51,53 47 13,99 

40-49years 
N % 
24 50,00 

8 16,67 

50-70 years 
N % 
5 45,45 
3 27,27 
3 27,27 

.1 

.· 

! The rE:)s41ts of this study do not support previous research findings which 
I -:: .: .-:-:··.·."·. . . 

r ··•••· indicate that people becornelessideali~ticwith E:)Xperience. However,• itdoe.s 

L . support. PCISl> studies which have • shown that blacks at all ages tend. t() 

r·•· ······O\IE:)f~Stim~telhei(future performance.·rnqre than•·whites. do. 

j > ltis int~re~tihg to note that white females in the age group 30 - 39 

i· years tend th uncJere$tinJ~fe theirJuture.performance;· This. i.s •the age group 

j > ~hen .... rnaqy delllands ~r;·· m~d~· .~n· females (being .. wives,. mothers, and 

l ·• .. possibly also involved. in careers) who have relatively little time for stljdy. , .. 
I 
I .. 
... .-:;;..;.;....,; __ . ..;;.·..,;.:·.;._..;..~<~- _:..;...;.. __ :_ ----------·- _;,.. __ - --- -- --- -- --- -- - -- ---·-- - - - - -- - - - ---- -- -·- -- - - - -- - -- - -- --
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As no research could be found relating to the relations between realistic and 

unrealistic expectancies and expectancies for future performance and 

achievement the following two hypotheses were tested: 

G:~~r~--~~~-------·----~----------------------------------------------------------------------~ :::· ·. : 
~~ : 
"'·'': .. 
f .. 

j, < <The~ .Is a significant difference between the expectancy scores of 
:·· ···· <stlldent$.who are realistic and those who.are unrealistic 
r< 
V:.:· 
r . 

l · The null hypothesis was rejected. An anova and a post hoc Scheffe test 

~··· re~e~led that overestimators. expected significantly higher marks than both 
L: 

! .-.... realists and underestimators (see Table 3.19). ,... .·: . . . . ... · 
1: .··. .. 

' L · fµrthemforeitwas foundthat··overestimators' expectations about the 
.... 
: cla~s aver~g~ :y.rere .signi~ca~tly higher than those. of realists and 

l < •••· tJMd~re.stiijlators(see Table3.20). 
' ' 1::.: 
I 

' :... Table 3.19 
' .·. .. Sc:heffe grouping for the. mean expectancy scores obtained by the three 

··groups 

L :.)><·:( . : .: <:::::::··:. :: .. :·.' . 

1 ····Table 3~2() 
L ......... ~cheffe.>groµping f9r·the mean 'expected class .. average' scores-obtained 
:L by th• t"ree 91"oups... · 
:·><·.:::: .. :· 

' 1:: 
( 

' .... t-.··· 

' .. ,. 
' ' I 
' F:. 
I'.><: .. ·. 
F·.:.:.· .. :· 
t::····· ..... 

l•• bi~c~s~ion >••-· 

·· f111intmum significant difference=· 2;68 

1:.::-: ..... 

~/? > ~h~ re~ults· frdm testingtbis>hypothesis· are remarkably similar to those 

1 / . f~l~tihg·· lo) Hypothesis:· 3.5. Overestimators were fotJnd to not only 

!L tj.J~~stt~~te tneif 6wn perfoqnance to. a greaterextentthan · did realists and 
t·.· .. :··· . 

b£j:2LLL'.~L::{.j.~.2~L~:~:~:-~·2·2~·L:~:·~ j~L:·~ ~--~:~~ ____ .; __ . ___ - -- ________________________________________________ : 
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1· .. I 
I.. I :> urj(jerestir1lators, but.their expectations about others' performance were the , .. r < highest •.• 
:::?····· 
I 

i < <<· 
t:: : <· ...................... _____________________ ....... _______ ...,. 
k/·· . .:: .. : .... 
,. ·:······ .. >·::::-:::::::· .· .. :.. .; · .. 

t, ... Th'iJre is a significant difference between the academic performance ot 
L \ students who are realistic and those who are unrealistic 
... 
F. .. . . .· ·.··.· .... 
1:·:·>:· . ·.· ... ··. ···.·· 

:> ·. The m.111 hypothesis was rejected. An anova and post hoc Scheffe test 
I·.·.· 
f..:-··· 

L . revealed that uncjere$timatots achieved significantly higher marks than both 
I . . . . . . . . . . . . :,:<·· .··. . .·· . . ... 
, .·... · realists and C>verestimators. 
L·." 
1/"" 

!> ...... ····· < AsTabte3.21 shows: 
:.c:..>. :.:.··· ·/< ·.: ....:. ·.• .:;: .. :. . . . . 

1 < .> Und~restilTlators •. achieved a· . distinction average·· (17,47% above class 
I .. · ... 

: < .. ··• · ayerage). 
•·.·.·.· .... -: .. : ... : .. · .. : .... ::::·.·.· .. .:---· .... 

F · • g~aliSts p~ssedo11average(4.93% above class·average). 

L ····.·.·•·.~•· o\J~restim~torstai1edonaverage •. c11,46 % be/owctass average). 
1:... , ... 
I:: 
v···. ·.· ·. ·.·.·.· ·· . .. . 
1<< .··.·.·.···· ......... . 
1: .. · ....... :.: ..... : 

: / •· .Table 3~21 . .... . ............ ·.·... ..... · .. · .. ... . . 
:·· > st::ll.eff.·. '· 9.···. rou.pih. g.forth~.< "1 .. ~an ~xa.m .. · .. in·····atio11marks.· .obtained.by .the three 
r:.. 
:·· gr91.1p~ ... 
L:>>· ... ·.·.·.· 
, . .-:::>.· . ... ·· .. · ... 

, .. : .. ··.: 

i> < h1~~i:: ······ 
j/ .. . · .· "Fher~sults al thi;hypothesiS·· together~ith those· c)f Hypot~sis .• 3. 7 indicate 

r .... < t~~t ~~spite·over~stilTlator~·. higher.expectations: for· themselves· and others 

!•••••<• ·•••••theyit~f1d~d••.•tC> obtai6l<:>Wer.•rnarks •. tt"tan ••• realists ••. and•·•··undere§timator§;••···These 

! fir@inds ~ppaatt() ~t.Jpportthe n6tio~put forward by<Taylor et at. (1989) that 

l f~r§i optimism tnay l~aC:Lt() ihadequate preparation .·(and therefore.·lack of : 

i•••• •••••••••••••···~cibess)•••·.for·····cettain····~veots .•••..• 1oa&ed•••••11 .•••• $ppe~rs• •• that•·•.i11usocy• .• ••optimism.•·••niay .. ·•·be · 1 

t- rri~1;6aptive irt aq academic context ! 

[ .. _L~..:..:..:..:_..:_:..:_..;_ .. ;.. _..;. ___ ..: __ ;..·---"-..;. ___ •. ;.._. __ --- --------------------- ---------------------------_, 
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~~1'=*19r1~ ~e,twe,n•·•G96tit;J~n~e• iij•·•e)(pectancie~• and• ~cili~v~rn~llt••·••••••• 
Research findings (mentioned in the box below) suggest that greater insights 

may be gained by examining subjects' confidence in their expectancies. This 

is best elucidated by an example: Two students (A and B) both indicate that 

they expect to obtain a minimum of 80% for a future examination. However, 

student A indicates that he is 95% sure that his prediction is correct whereas 

student B indicates that she is only 60% sure. It seems logical to assume that 

student A is more likely to achieve higher marks than student B. According to 

research this assumption appears to be flawed. For example, Zeleznik, Hojat, 

Goepp, Amadio, Kowlessar and Borenstein ( 1988) found that students who 

were highly confident regarding the correctness of their answers to a series of 

multiple-choice questions achieved lower grades and were more unrealistic 

than those who were only slightly or moderately overconfident. They also 

found that highly underconfident students achieved higher grades than those 

who were slightly or moderately underconfident. These findings may be partly 

elucidated by the research by Lichtenstein and Fischhoff ( 1977), who found 

that, up to a point, increasing knowledge decreases confidence. 

The results of the above two studies indicate that there may be some 

truth in the adage "The more you know the more you realise what you don't 

know". In other words, the more students learn the more they realise how 

much more there is still to learn. Such knowledgeable students are therefore 

not highly confident in their knowledge base. 

Research relating to confidence in predictions 

Although a number of studies have investigated confidence of 

predictions in various areas, none dealing with confidence about 

expectations relating to examination performance could be found. Most 

research on confidence of accuracy requires subjects to indicate their 

level of confidence about the correctness of their responses to: general 

knowledge questions (Adams & Adams, 1961; Fischhoff, Slavic, & 

Lichtenstein; 1977; Gigerenzer, Hoffrage, & Kleinbolting, 1991; 

Nickerson & McGoldrick, 1963; Tversky & Kahneman, 197 4; Wright & 
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Phillips, 1980; and Yates et al. 1996) future life events (Fischhoff & 

MacGregor, 1982; Vallone, Griffin, Lin, & Ross, 1990; Weinstein, 1980; 

and Zakay; 1983), chance situations (Griffin & Tversky, 1992) anagrams 

(Feather, 1968; and Feather & Simon, 1971 ), and winning a variety of 

games (Erev, Wallstein, & Budescu, 1994). Generally these researchers 

have shown that their subjects are unrealistically confident. 

Dunning, Griffin, Milojkovic, and Ross ( 1990) and Vallone et al. ( 1990) 

who investigated confidence levels relating to future life events found 

people on the whole to be highly confident about future events. Zeleznik 

et al. (1988) found that students who had greater expectancies 

regarding their future incomes were more confident than those with 

lower expectancies. 

The following four hypotheses were tested for the present study: 

70 
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I I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1.:· ,. 
I 
f· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1:-·.·. 

I 
I 
I 
k .. ,. 
I 

!here;s a significantdifference betwef}n •the mean examination marks of 
s.tudentS: Vt/ho ar(! (a)>highly···ccmfident, (b) moderatelyconfident, (c)· 
slightly confidentabout theiriexpectations . . 

The null hypothesis coulg not be rejected. An anova and post boc Scheff~ test 

: .. .. revealed no significant difference between the mean examination marks of 
I 
I 

: stydeqts wtio are (a) highly ccmfige11t, (p}. moderately confident, (c) slightly 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

..•.. :••·ponfiderit•·about. the·. accl.lfacy of •. their.·e)(pE3ctatio[ls. 

,. 
I 
r 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Hypothesis3.10 
. . . 

Th~reisa~ignificant difference between the mean expectancy scores of 
students who are(a) highly C()nfident (b) m()derately confident, (c) 

•slightly confident · ·· ·· · · 

F The null hypothesis was rejected .. An> anova ~md post/hoc Scheffe test 
f· ·• •... . . .:· ·. • •• . . . . .. 

l ···· <.·.·revealed that (a)highty configentstudents expected .significantly higher marks 
I -:·:: .·. ·:.-.. · ::·-· ... ·.··.· ·:·. :····· ·-·:· .··.· .. ·.: _:· .·. ·· .. :-:-. 

:..... thagany other group, (b) moaerately confide11t students expected significantly , .. 
I 
I 
•·· 

higtiermarks th~g slightly confident students (see Tab.le< 3~22). Th§Se results 
•·· I.•. 

: -sugg~~t aJinear relationship between· confidence levels and expectandes. 
I 
I 

: ll'l(i§.ed, e~~rs9r1pr9duct.moment correlations revealed a.significant positive 
i::::.:-··.· . 
.-:· . 

. I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

'"- .. _ ... ~-·~--·--·- --·---------·--~.-·;.... __ ;.... __ ._. ____ .:.. _ ---·-- ------ ------- ------ -- --- ---·-- -·--·- -- ---·- -·- ---- -·---
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: re.lation between confidence levels and expectations for the total group (r = : 
f:·· I 
.... I 

: 0;39.Jandfo .. r all1 t subgroups (underestimators r = 0,50; realists r = 0,25; : 
1· I 
I I 

1 o\lerpptimistsr = 0,.41;. blacksr = 0,31; whitesr = 0,43; males (all racial l 

l < grouAs) ; = o,35;females (all. racial groups) r = 0,41 ; the 'passed' group r = : 
I 

L 9i:34;the'failed'groupr=0,52; the.'previously passed'· group r= 0146,.and·the 
1/ , •••• ,.. •••. 

F 'pr~\f'ibusly failed~ groupr =0,32). 
' , . 
··· .. ···:::::-.:·· .. T&b1e;::3:~·22 · 
l / Scheffe.gr9upingforthe mean expectancy scores obtained by those 
L Who were 25%1 ~0%, 75% and 100% confident about the accuracy of 
L ••• / ~h~ir exp.ctati<>ns 
L::: ····. 1-:::: .. ·.·.· ,. , .. 
I 
F·• 
1-: 
I 
I. 
1. 
I ,. 
I 
I. .· ,. 
a::: , .. ,· .......... . , . 
I 

Mean Expectancy Scheffe grouping 
69,90 A 

75% confident 67,87 A 
50% confident 61;97 B 
25% confident 54,69 c 

Minimum significant difference= 5,52 

: .. Discussion 

,. 
I ,. 
1:. 
1:·. 

· The .r~~ults .obtained through testing this hypothesis suggest that the higher 
.·.·. .. .. ..·· .. ·· .. ·.. . .. ·· . . .. . 

··········•· the .. e~pectancy}.the •. great~r the.•confjdence.·aboutthE:J•·.exp~ctancy. There.··was; 
...... ·. .. .···.·.··.··. . . ·.··.. .. ·. ··. ··.·. . . . ..... ·.· . 

ho\Vever, no ciorrespondingincreas~ in· actual.··achievernent· (see Hypothesis 

3.9),. As FqHertori ··~rid Cattell stated .in 1892 (in Lund, 1975, p,65) "some 

.•· observe~· are ·nbtcCJnfident unless they are, in fact, right; while others are 
.... . ... 

oftenponfideht••whel'llh.eY arewronQ". 

The nµtlhypothesis coulgnotberej~cted; An. anovaand··a >post hoc $cheffe 
... . 

: ·. testtev~al~c:! no signiijcanFdifferences between the. confidence levels. of black 
I 

k ...... · a~cf white students. HoWevert further analyses revealed (a) a significant 
f·.: .. ::..·'::".".··. >· .. :· ·-:::·::.-:::.· ·-:· .. ··: ·: .. :.: ... -- -.. . . .. . . .. . 

~) <~i~erel1ee .be{We~tj males ahd fefl1£:llf3S (see. Table 3~23); .. and (b) a gender• X 

!> <•••·••;~c:;~··~Mterabtiop••(s~~·T~bl~ 3.24).·• 

t•••••• ····················································{~····in~pection••··of•••the•••descriptive•·•statistics. revealed·• that .•although males 

F /<~I~. o.>?.~\'~r~sti~~t~ theit future .performance more than females did, the 
i .< 

•. ~:;.;;.:.,j,,;·..i,;.·;;.<-. ... :.i.· .•. : •• ~ .. :.;.··~; ~:~·- .;.: .;. - .. ,;..·.;;,;; - ~ ···- - _;;; .... ·-··- - .. ; .;. .. - _:.;.<. - ... ..;. ..... - - .... - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .... ,;. - - - - - - - - - - - - .. - ·~ 
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L." 

l. > .?ifference was not significant. Males overestimated their future success on 

F. > avE;!rage by e,.69%and females by 6;07%. > 
I 
I 

!:>.-:.: ·. : .. -::::::r.::··· ..... . 

F • < iati1«t 3.23 ..... 
!> Scheff6 grouping for the mean confidence scores obtained by males and 
F / females (aHracialgroups) 
::. .. ~:~·>> ... -:-:-:· 

I· 
···.··: .. 

I• •··· ... ::::-.-:········· 
I:::.::::::: .. · , .. 
r .. > 
····-:-:-::. 
I::·:-·-:··· , .. 
I >.·.· 
···: 
I ,. 
v.::·· 
f:::: 
.... 
( 

.. 

Males 
Females 
.. 

..::;:::-"· ···........ .···.::··: .. ·. 

Table :t24 >·· 

N Mean Scheffe grouping 
135 72,59 A 
574 65,59 B ... 

. . -Minimum significant difference -4,25 

Scheffe grouping for the mean confidence scores obtained by males and 
females (an· racial groups) 

Mean 
73,79 
72,39 
67,70 
65,49 

Minimum significant difference =7,91 

It appears that. male~ of both racial groups were more confident than the 
........ ··· . . 

·. females(\IVhite malE!s·sigoificantly more so. than white females) regarding the 
.. . . . . . . . . . 

, /~ecul'acy oftheirpr~dictioMs . ... . 
1.-:.·.·. . · .. · .. . .·:· . .- . 

F . · <As rnare <students were also .more unrealistic than therr temate 

f / dount~rP~rtst theser~~~Jts .are·in>line with previ.ous research (mentioned 
::-: . :-::::-:>:::::··:·· .·.· .. ·.:·· ·· ... ··:···· ... ·· . ··":: ... · .... ·: .. ·.... ·. ·. . 

:. eartier)W:fiich foundthattiighly coOficjentstudents were more uorealisticthan 
I 
I. , ... 
,. 
I . 
I 
I. 
f:.: ... 
i-····· 
F·.::·· 

!hose wh() .~ere only slightly or moderately confident: 

:> . flyp9thesw 3~12 

j<· 7-he:te i;.<~ $1gnifl~11.nt diff:erellce· between· the confidence levels of 
h ~tqdents who.arerealistic and those w/Jo are unrealistic 
·······. ---------------------------------:::</::: << ~::::::" . >> .... :.: . 
:2 ThS null hypothesis was rejected~ .An anova and post hoc Scheffe/test 
••••••• :::: .. : <:/>< •••••·. 
F (e\le~I~ ¢tat overestirnators.····· were ·signifi.cantty:• • .. more confident than 

I 
I 
I ., 

.I 

' I 

L}~d::i:LLt:L2ULL~·3E\C~::j::~{:::~:.i::~-~ .. ~j:L 2·:~.:-: ~--·~::~· .. __ 2-:~-~<-·. ~:._. _ . ___ . -_L_ . -·- j ~ ·- __ ~ _.:_ :~·: ______ ·_ -· - _ ~ -· ___ · ___ • _____ _ 
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I I 

L undetestirnators about the accuracy of their estimations of their future : , .. 
: performance ((is shown inTable 325). 
I 
I 
I 
I. 
(· An inspection of the data reveals that as confidence levels decreased 
f:·· 
f·. 

:. .··• so<did .• overestimations. What is notable is that .students who were 100% 
I 
I 

: < qonfidentoverestifnated their future performance on average by 12% whereas 
,::?\ .. . . .. . . .. . r those who were the least confident underestimated their future performance 
I ::-:-:-·-::.:::.: ·.: .··.· .. ··· .... · ... · 

: · by ?<IA,JseeT~ble 3~26). 
I 
I 

: Furthermore it was found that, in contrastwith less confident students, 
t-< j .· those \YhgdE:)clare~themselves to be highly confident about their expectations 

: .riot 9('lly (~) ~xpected higher marks, and (b) were more inclined to 

! 6verestirriate .their success (Le. were more unrealistic) but also: ,. 
I .... ·. . .. ·.· .. 

l · a) w~re. rrtoreinclined to indulgein wishful thinking (see Table 3.27); .. 
I 
I ... 
I 
I ,. 
I 
I 
I 
I 

·· bf dectared themselves to be satisfied with a higher 'lowest mark' (see Table 

.. 3.28); 

' : . c) perceiv~d themselves to expend more· effort on their ·studies. (see Table 
I . 

: .• /. 3;29);\•··· 
:. :>:>:.::::. . . ... .. . . .. 

l. d) perceiv~ themselves to ha\le higher abil.ityJsee Table 3.30); 
j·" 
l 
I 
I 

I 
l .. 

e) perceived themselves t6 be more intelligent than their school peers (see 

Table .3.31};· 

i f) befievecj studying p~ychology to be less difficult (see Table. tO. 32); 
t · .. 

' : · ·• g) perceiyecfth~f11selv~sJo be more in qontrol over.the outC()mes qf events 
! < (see· TabJ~ ~.33).·.····· . . . 
I 
l 
I 
i 
I 

! Table ~.25 > 
r. < ~ch~ffe 91'()tJping for the mean confidence• level scores obtained by the 
l ·• •• tl)ree groupf! .. 
'· •• I 
I 
I 
L ,::-. c ....... ·· 
•:<· .. :.: ...... : ... :. ·. 
a::::-:·.::··.·.··.· .. . 
•:-:-:·::·:.···-:·:-. .: ... 
1":::'.::·-:: :.:.:.-:.:-:.:· •.......... · 
1·.::·.·. -.: . 
i.<-.::·:>::-".::.::::-:: 
t::::::·::-:·:::·:_::······:· 

l u·>·· 
l .·•· .. 

: .. ;;,;.:~<.;,.:.,:;.:_:_~:;;;.<.:.·:..:·.;~::~·~:~·~:~:~:;;,;.. . .,::~,.;.:~ __ .:.,:.:;.;.~: .... _ - ----- - -·-·~-~~ - -- ..,;_ - --·- - - - - -·- - - - ...; - - - --·- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - -- _, 
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I I 
I 

: Table 3;26 · 
l 

' I 
l 
I. 
I 

' ,. I. 
' I ·:· 

<Sch~ffe grouping forthe mean overestimation scores obtained by those 
wlJo were 25%. 50%, 75% and 1 OO%·•confidentaboutthe accuracy of 

.• theirexp,ctations 
..... :.:::..··· ... . 

N Mean Scheffe grouping , ... 
I 
I 
I 

}/ 
l 
I 
I 
t ,. ... · 

I 
I 
l 
I 
I ,. 
I 
t 

' I 
t.·. 
I 

l 
t 

• 
I 

' , .. 
t<" 

' ' t 

100% confident 67 12,06 A 
75% confident 368 7,23 A 
50% confident 242 4,99 A 
25% confident 16 I -7.00 B 

(?ntic:alvalueF = 3,81 Minimum significant difference= 10,20 

Jal:>le>3•27 
Sc:lleffe grouping for the mean ·'desired mark'.·sc:e>res e>btainedby those 
who were •. 25%• 50%; 7.5% and 100% confident about the e1.ccuracy of · 
their expectations 

N Mean Scheffe grouping 
.. 100% confident 67 76,87 

·.· 

A 
··· r· 75% confident 368 75;45 A/B 
•••. 50% confident 255 71,52 AIB 

25% confident I 16 70,00 B I .. ·- .. -Cn~1calvalue F - 3,S1 Minimum significant difference -:-:6,62 

: Table3.28 
I 

: Scheffe grouping for the m~an 'lowest satisfactory mark' scores 
f·.· 

: obtaif1~d by those who were 25%, 50%, 7.5% and 100% confident e1bout 
! tlJe .a~curacy of their·expectations 
:<.-...·::::···· ,___......., _____________ ___, 
..-.·.·: .". 

•·:··· 
t ,. 
' ' ' i , ... 
l 
I 
I ,. 
• 
I 

• I 

100%· .. confident 
. ·.· ··••• 75o/o confident ·. 

.• / 5()% confident ·. 
·. ··• 25% confident ·.· 

. Criticalvalue F = 3;81 

· Jal:>lei3.29 
Scheffe>groyping for th~. mean perceptions of 'effort expenditure'· scores 
()bte1.iped by the>se who \Vere 25%, 50%, 75% and 1.00% ·Confidentabout 

· .. the•. accl.Jrac:y ot•thei.r expectations 

75% .confident 
·•50% ..• eonfident• 
25% confident 

·· Crjti¢alyalueF= 3,81 Minimum significant difference :::0,42 

' • 
' ' • 
t ., 
' ' I 

.··f 
I ., 
I 

·, 
I 

' I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

' t 
I 

' ' I 
' ' I 
I 
I 

• 
I 
I 

(~·-~:.;.._·..; ...... : ~ -·~·-:..:..-_ .. .-.:;;.:.. :...-~ _,;.. ... --.... _ -- ....... -·-----.. -- ------... ---------------- --------------------------· 
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: /. Table 3~30 : 
F ·· · · <Scheff& grouping for the mean 'perceptions of ability' scores obtained : 
L ... > >by those who were 2s3, so%, 75% and 1003 confident aboutthe : r< aC:curacy ()ftheir expectations 1 
~ I 
l·. I 
t· :-·:-:-.<·.: I 
J::::./·.:···.· 
(:'.:_'.:;:-:. · .... 

N Mean Scheffe grouping 
1::.:-: ·>:.-:;.. 
, .. ·: ·<:: 
L::::::::-. ·. 
1::: ..... 
l . 
I . 

l 
f: 
l·-:.··. 
F:.::-··· 
t::···· ... 
L:·. 
I 
I 
l 

... 100% confident 
75%canfident 
••50% confident 

···· 25% confident 
··-Cnticalvalue F ..,. 3;81 

•-:: 
: · Table 3.31 

67 4,14 A 
367 3,90 AIB 
254 I 3,60 B/C 
16 I 3,30 c . ... . Minimum stgmficant difference ..,. 0,38 

I . · ..... · ·.·. 

: . Scheff& grouping for the mean 'social comparison' scores obtained by 
'· > those Who were 25%, 50%, 75% and 100% confidentabout the accuracy 

•········· > ofthelr•~pectations· 
Mean 

100% confident 3,78 
75% confident 
··50% eonfideht 
•• 2s%·confidenf ... ·· .•. 3,00 

· CriticalVfilue.f=.= 3;81 Minimum significant difference = 0, 75 

Jable3.3~.·.•.·············· •.... 
Scheff&· grpuph1g. for the··mean. 'p~rceptionoftask difficulty' scores 
ot>taiQedbythose who were 25%, 50%, 75% and 100% confident about 

.· < •• tlje accuracy of their ~>tP~£tC1tions 

k > < TClt>le 3.33 .. •·•·•·.· ··•·· .. ·· .•.• 
: > .· .•• •·· SplJ~fle grollping for 1h.e111ean 'perceptions· of lack of control' scores·· 
L > obtaioed by th()Se who were 25%, 50%;. 75%• and 100% confidentabout 
L<. me~c;C.U@c:}'Oftheire)tpecta~i()nS . . . . .. 
:>:>·::·:·:·:::·:···· .. . .. ··: ::::::··:::· ...... ·:::::· .. · .. :-

: • · .. ·• < < 6l"<>1.1 

1·············································<··········· ········,,..·····~-:-5':"'"" .. ~...,..n..,...•••:n--............. nfi-~~-=-· ~-!-·•·· _..,...,.,...,.,......-+------+-----_,......---_, 

l,~;,'1'!~[';'1)? =ta;;:.: 
, ....... . 
!::i:L.2;:~~>tL<~:·.:.:~:J;::.;;J .... :J·i;;:~::}~:Li·~·:~~L~.j:~~·:~ --··.: .. ~:.-_.;-:;..~·~.-~~·-·-·;.·--~-- ~ ____ ... ___ -- --- --·- -- -- - - - ---·- - _:_ -·- -- -·-·- -- - _! 
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I I 
I I 

• . . . Discussion • ,. :· 
... · ....... . , .. 

I.' . ..... : .. 
i::<"" 

Jt would seem logical to predict that students with high levels of confidence 
.·.. . . . . . . . .. 

~bouttheir optimistic expectations would achieve significantly higher marks 

tt"tan; }hose witQ low levels of confidence. High levels of confidence were 

associatedwith a variety of positive perceptions (e.g. positive perceptions of 

: th~ amounf of effort they expend, ability, control, standards, and task 
L.:·:: 
f<·.··· 
I 
r::::. .. 
i ... : ... , ...• 
f. 
I. 
( .. ·. 

' ,. 
I 

' 
' .. 

ea§iness)F However, although the difference was not significant at the p = 

O,Cl1 level, the data revealed that the least confident group obtained higher 

marks than .the most confident group (62% and 57% respectively). This 

sµggests .th~t·high• levels.ofconfidencemay be (a )·associatedwith high levels 
I:". : .····. 9f overconfidence, and (b} tinged with wishful thinking and/or underestimation 
I 
I ,. 
'· ,. 
I ..... 
, .. >· . 
I 
I 

pf the effort and standard$ required.for actual:.achievement. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------



Chapter 4 

The influence of expe~tancies on 
motivation and effort 

Chapter 3 discussed possible relations between expectancies and 

achievement. This chapter considers possible links between them. 

Central to most of the theories of motivation is that: 

(a) expectancies relate positively to achievement motivation. For example, as 

Atkinson ( 1964) points out, individuals will only engage in learning if they 

expect to be successful. Furthermore, as Bandura (1989) and Weiner 

(1984) explain, those who have high expectancies set high goals for 

themselves. They then follow and invest effort in these goals, and are 

likely to persist when faced with temporary setbacks. This suggests that 

students who expect to achieve will be motivated to engage in 

achievement behaviours. On the other hand, students who do not expect 

to achieve are likely to avoid engaging in behaviour related to 

achievement. ("If I won't succeed, why try?") 

(b) motivation has a profound influence on achievement (Dweck & Elliot, 

1983). This assumption has received empirical support, for example by 

Butler and Kedar (1990); Grolnick, Ryan and Deci (1991); Pokay and 

Blumenfeld (1990); Schiefele, Krapp and Winteler (1992), and Wong and 

Csikszentmihalyi (1991 ). 

From (a) and (b) above it seems that expectancies relate to achievement 

through the intervention of motivation and effort. And these theoretical 
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assumptions have been widely supported by research (as shown in the 

research box below). 

Relations between expectancies and achievement motivation in 
disadvantaged students 

The last decade has seen an increasing interest in African Americans' 

achievement and achievement-related beliefs (McClendon & Wigfield, 1998). 

This focus is due, in part, to the fact that African Americans are more likely 

than their white counterparts to obtain lower marks, and to drop out (Entwisle, 

1990; Graham, 1994; and Kazdin, 1993). Graham ( 1989, p.120) suggests 

that, "Far too many minority children perform poorly in school not because 

they lack basic intellectual capacities or specific learning skills but because 

they have low expectancies, feel hopeless, lack interest, or give up in the face 

of potential failure". Other theorists (Mingione, 1965; and Rosen, 1959) 

suggest the low status of blacks is related to their lack of motivation. 

According to researchers concerned with cultural deprivation this lack of 

motivation results from a lack of resources, familial educational achievement, 

and opportunities (Bereiter & Engelmann, 1966). 

Research relating to expectancies, achievement motivation, effort, 
and achievement 

One link between expectancies and achievement appears to be effort. 

Pintrich and Garcia (1991) and Pintrich and Schrauben (1992) found 

positive relations between high expectancies and the use of various 

cognitive strategies (e.g. elaboration, planning and checking). McFarlin, 

Baumeister, and Blascovich (1984) found that students with high 

expectancies continued to persist at tasks, especially after failure. 

Researchers who have found a positive relation between motivation and 

academic achievement include Como, Collins, and Capper (in Landine & 

Stewart, 1998); Uguroglu and Walberg (1986); and Wittrock (1983). 
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Effort also appears to be a link between motivation and achievement. 

Research shows that the degree of effort expended on a task influences 

performance (Campbell & Beaudry, 1998; Coleman, Campbell, Hobson, 

McPartland, Mood, Weinfeld, & York, 1981; Page & Keith, 1981; 

Wagstaff & Mahmoudi, 1976; and Wolf, 1979). Moreover, Keith (1982) 

found that the amount of time students spent on their homework 

impacted positively on their grades, even after controlling for background 

variables such as race, family background, ability, and the student's 

program of study. 

However, although Castenell (1983) found that blacks scored lower on 

achievement motivation than their white counterparts, I recently found 

that black Unisa students scored higher on achievement motivation than 

their white counterparts (Moore, 1998). 

The foregoing leads to the following four hypotheses. 

Please Note 

79 

As mentioned in Chapter 2, a factor analysis revealed that the items written 

specifically for 'perceptions of effort expenditure' and those coded for 

'achievement motivation' were not conceptually distinct. As most of the items 

indicate an active striving (or lack thereof) for success, this factor was labelled 

'perceptions of effort expenditure' (instead of 'achievement motivation'). 

r--~--~ ~~::~\~.:: .. -.--- --.:-·-- -·-~:~- --- -:-.-:-.~·:~<~-~ - ~ --~-: .. ~--~.- ~~ - - ~ ~ -.- -- ~ -~ - -- -- - --·- -- --- ~-- -.-- -- -·- --- - "!"'. -- :- - - - - - -- - ~ 

I I 

:.· ... ::----------------------------------
' I 

1· ecpettan~ies ·tor success are· positive1yre1atedto perceptions. otettort 
: • expenditure.>•• 
... .......,_,_..,..__. -----------..---------------------------1 · ... ·· :.·· .· ... · .. · _.··. 

! "J"h1s hyp~thesi$ . was tested <by calc1Jlating Pearson product moment 
I . . . . . . . . . . 

i • /porrelations between expected examination mark and. perceptions of effort 
... 
: >expenditure. 
•:·.·>.·:.·.:-·-·.·._- ·.· .. .:······ 

l~~-~;. __ .. ;;L;;. ___ ";; ____ ;. ___ ~;. ______ .;.. ________ ;; _______________________________________________ , 
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t ::··. . I 
,.: .. : J 
1 ·. I 

I I 
I I 

: the pypothesis was.confirmed for: ,. 
I .. ·.·.. . ..... 

! . Ttie totaLgroup (r ::: 0,33);>Underestimators (r = 0,42), and realists (r = , . 
l Q,32), black females (r = 0,34), white females (r = 0,42), those who 

i' )pa~sed (r :: 0,39), those who failed (r = 0,28), those who previously 
I ... 
: ·.. passed(t=0,31), andtho$ewhopreviouslyfaited (r =O,asr 
I 
I . . ....... . 

: · >fhe hypothesis Vias not confirmed for overestimator$, black males, 
' : .... · andwhite males. 
I:· .. ' . 

: .···/Discussion 
I• .. :··· .. 
I 
I· 
I· ,. 
I 
t. 

' I 
I 

The finding that, for the total group, expectancies were positively related to 

perceptions of effort expenditure (which is a manifestation of achievement 

: mqti'llatiol"}) confirms theory and related research discussed earlier in this 
t 

: chap~er.Jtseemslogical that students who expect to achieve·aremotivatedto : . . .· .. ·... .. . . . 

: engagei in tasks that foster achievement -. whereas students who do not 
I 

: .. expect to achieve Jforwhateyer reason) are likely. to avoid exp~nding efforton 

i. such fa$ks.···1ris alsoreason~ble to: assume that expe~tancies. are based on 

1 perc~ptions. of past effort dr anticipated future effort. For exampl~, the more ,. 
l:-

:· · eff9rt·: students•.·· have .expended (or intend expending), the ·higher their 
I 

: expectanciesoffuturE:)·success are likely to be. 
1:···· .. r > < tt is not clear why the relation did not hold foroverestimators and 

; ·· .fl1e1les, put.itis poss1b1e>thatthey· do::not feel•. effort expenditure is· so 
t 

l >. l"lf)¢essaryfar them. < 
•·.·.·. I .. .. . . 
•·· .. .... . 
1;.;:;.::::<:: ... :: . . :.::::.:::.:.·.:::::·:·.·:· 
I 

: ·· f!Yt??thesis 4~2 .. 

1 .•. Per~epti(}r,:sof eHortexpenditureare positively relate<:J to achievement 
r·> .. 
I ··.·.· ·. ·.· 
t 

: Thi~ hypothesis 'Nas tested by··calculating.• Pearson· product moment 

1 · corr~l~tionsbetweenpet'ceptions ofeffort expenditure.andmark.obtained. 
I<. . 
l:·.-::::· .·. 

•·.·.··.· i:::::.::: . . :.-::·· 

:::.· -:: :;".··)::::<\\:'.:> ::>:::::::::::· >::>:· -. . ..:·:_..-:: · . .-:: ::: .. : . : ·.: . .::. : :.·· . . . ·. : .. -.. · ·<< :: . . . .· ·.·.. . . ' .............. .,:. __ ... _ .... -·- -..... --.. ---.... -.... ;.., _ .... _ .. -·- ------ --------·--...:-- ----- ....... -----·- -----·- -- --------- .... -----------. 
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f ·· I 
I I 
I······ I 
r: I 

L ·.·.. The hypothesis was confirmed for: : 
1· .. . I 

t Reali$ts (r = 0,21); white females (r = 0,21), and underestimators (r = i 
I I 

: . 0;34)(see]"able4A). ; 
: :;<:.: . . .. . . . : 

!< .·· TIJehypothesiswasnotconfirmedforany·other group.(see Table4.2). 
F 
I 

' : Table4~1 ,. 

i / Perc:eptions of effort expenditure>scores (presented in descending 
V> . .qrdel')j mean mark obtained and the significant correlations bet\'Veen 
: .. :· · .:::them:::: ·· 
I>.·· 
I ... 
1· .. :"<< 
I 

' ... ·:··· ,. 
' I 
v.·. 
I 
I ,. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
I ..... 
.::: 
I 

L 

Realists 
White females 
Underestimators 

Table4.2 . . . 

Mean· 'effort• 
scores 

3,28 
3,21 
3,20 

Mean mark 
obtained. 

63,85 
66,08 
76,39 

r 
021 
0,21 
0,34 

Mean 'perceptions of~ffortexpenditure'. scores (presented in 
~esceod.ing order)and mean·.markobtained for the variou~ group~in. 
w~ic:~ the cqrrelation V'C!~.insignificant . . 

: ·. Discussion 
L. ' .. 

Perception!; .of 
eff<>rt expended 

3,75 
3,72 
3,.60 
3;60 
3,60 
3,36 

. 3,32 
3,19 

Mean.mark 
obtained 

48,24 
46,95 
51,03 
47,46 
41,98 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

l. ·. · As perc~ptions of effort expenditure were positively related to achievement 

F ontyin thfa case of uriderestimc;itqrs, realists and white females this suggests. 
I- . ·· ... ·.·.. ·.· .. ·.··. . . ·.· 

L t6at the q~ality of effort in these. groups may be rnore effective. 
I·.. .. .. . . . . ... . ··. . ·. . . ·.. . 

F< ·. . (~tJn(j~restimators' and'realists'<(;()nsistof mainlywhite studef1ts.} 

H .· · .. ·.···· The.res~lts.ofthis hypothesis correspondwiththose··Of rny ~artier study 

j ·····.•· (Mooref t9~8) whichfound.(a) .... a positive significant correlation between 
i 
: ... · .... ~¢hi~vementmotivationand achievement for white subj~cts{r= 0,22) •. but.not 
1 ... · - - · .. ·.···.· ... ·· ..: ... .;.;;,;.·-:.. ..... _. ___ ... -__ ..,.: ... --· ... ~-··---·-·--< .. -.;.: ______ --~-----·--- -- ---- --- -- -- ----- -------- --- ----·- ----------- -· 
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f· I 
i. I 
t<·. I 

: for blacks (indeed the results showed a negative non.-significant product ' 
I 

I· 
I 

moment correlation between achievement motivation and academic 

! performance,(r = _,. 0,06) . 
.... : 
I 
r::-:< 
i• 
I 
I 

The results of the present study, together with those of my previous 

! study; suggests thatfor whites, 'effort expenditure' (achievement motivation) 
f::.·.· 
f< '"/'. •·· .· .·. 
I .. 
I.:. 
1:>::::·· .... 
1:···: 
I> ,:,.· 
•. <···· 
('" 

I 
I 

impacts p()sitively cm achievement, 

. Although no significant correlations were found between perceptions of 

effort expenditure andmarkactually obtained in the groups listed in T~ble4.2, 

: there is a noticeable inverse relation between the means. of effort expenditµre 
I· 
I 

F arid marks scored by each group. The groups who perceived themselves to 

I 

expend relatively more elfodgainedrelatively. lower marks. This suggests· that 

the perception of amount of effort expended may be Jess important for 

succe~s than qua/ityofeffort, 

L . ••Black students expect lpwer marks for forthcoming examinations than 
: white students. db . . . 
I 
I 
I 

! .... The hypothesis was notce>nfirmed .. An anova and a post hoc Scheffe test 

!. >rgv~~led(a} no significaritdiffer~pce. b~tween the averag~expectancies of 

! · bl~Cks {M = J56t02}and\Yhites .(M = 65;6} and (b}no signifi(;ant race x gender 
I:. 
I ,. 
I 
I 
I 

... ·.·· . . . .. . ··. 

·•·1ntera~tioq .. This fi~di(lg runs counterto .... •Graham's· (1989)···suggestion that 

: ···· .•. minorities tend to perton11poorly because of their low expectancies. However, 
•· I 
I 
I· ,. 
I 
I 
I 
I 

•· 

···it does•supportttteresutts ofrriyprevious·study carried outonUnisa· third year 

p~ychology stud~nts (Mbore; 1998). This earlier study found no significant 
:.>.·.· :·- ··> ·.:-·· _::. . . . ..... . 

difference~P.veenJbe expectanciesotblacks (M= 63)•· and whites .. ·(M =· 66) . 
... ·· ...... · .·:.:·.:::.; .. _:-·,-.. . . 

(f)ossibJe .ressonsfor thesei cl.lltu~al ·•difference~ are · discus~ed earlier in this 
.. -··. 
:>· chapter;) 
I .· . .·· . . .. 

r .. . ··.•·· .. Althe>ugh unrealistic expectancies may have certain advantages (e.g. 
I . 

:•·· · . • ~tjstyipg the need to maintain a sense of self~worth} it appears that they may 
t . ···:. : . :.····· .. ··.· . ·.·: ·.·· ... :-·· ... 

F ·· .. · .. ~soi be .. maladaptive .-. .. unreaHsuc expectancies may indeed reflect an 
L.iLLi:2::~::J~LLLL:~:~:;_:~}i:L._=:~--~ ::·~- 2~:~.~~~-~::j'.J{L·~~:j~ ------- -~·~--~ -------------------- _· ----·_ ----------------------
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,...-.- --.-- ---·~ -- ----- -- -----.- -- ------ --- ----- -- ------ ----- -------- --------- -- -- ------- ------- -... 
I I 
I I 
I 
I ,. 
1: .. ·. 
r::. 

···. I 

ignorance of the level of performance required, and the amount of effort, 

preparation and skill required to meet those levels. As a result students with 

: unrealistic e)(pectancies may fail. to study appropriately, or continue to use 
t. .. . . ... .. . .. 
j:>:: .. . ··.·.·.·.·:-. .:: . .:. ::-.· .·.·· - .. 

,. lrieff~qtcial study.methods•- or become complacent. 

Hypqthesis 4.4 

Black students perceiVe themselves to expend less effort than white 
students do 

, •.••. < The hypothesis was not confirmed. An anova and a post hoc Scheffe test 
I 

l revealed that (a) black students' scores relating to their 'perceptions of effort 
I 

i expenditure' were significantly higher than those of white students (see Table 
I 

i 4:3), and (b) there was noracex gender interaction. 
I 
I 
I 
1:. , . 
I 
I 

' I 
I 
I 

· Table4~3 
Scheff& grouping for the mean 'perceptions of effort expenditure' scores 

··obtained by t>lack~·apdwhites 

Group Mean Scheff& grouping 
Black 373 I A 
White 3,21 B 

Minimum significant difference = 0.12 

Discussion 

The<results do not support Graham's (1989) suggestion< that blacl<s lack 
·:····: . ·. . · .. ·. . .·.·· 

. motivation. anc:t persist~n~. How~ver, they do support those of previous 

South African research• by myself(Moore, 1998) and by Pettas (1980), who 
. . . . . 

I ··.····JoGl'lct·thatSouth African bfack rnales and females· scored ·signifieantly· higher 

j< .. · .. ·on 'iachie\l~rnentmdti~ation' thantheirwhite counterparts. 
I 
I l The results of tl)e Pft3~t3nt study tog~ther with those of my previolJs 
i.::::: 

F ·· study (Mo()re1 1998) indicate that although perceptions of effort 

j> exp~nditure/achievernenfmotlvation were higher for black students than for 

L·. . ~it~. ~tqd~t~v their iaCtualmarks were significantly lower than.thoseof white 
: ? >~t.l.Jaent~"\ · · · · · · 
... :·:::-:: 
1.;,;;:~-.;. ... .;·.,;..;.···:.;;;,;:;..·.;. .. ..; .. ~ . .--... :;;;...,. .• · .... ·.;.: ..... · ... ---- ...................... __ .. _ ..... ---- ... - - - -- -·..;- - -- -- - - -- - -- -- - - - - - - -- - - --- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - " 
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F-----.,--.,.--~-.. --.,-----------.,-------------------------------------------------------------1 
:i ... / · The fact thatperceptions of effort expenditure/achievement motivation 
•· .·.· .. ·.· .. ·· ·. · .. 

L · .·. Were pot significantly related to actual achievement in black students may 
j···· 
I 

: if1dicate that the path from perceived effort expenditure/achievement 
I 
1:· 

V ,. ~ptivcatiprrto achievement may be blocked by other factors in disadvantaged 

:> grqyp* for e>earnple, <although black students may study hard and be 
1:-:·.· ··>·····:.·-:· .. ··:.:..····-:-:· ·.··. .. ..···· .. 

i . rJ1()ti't/atedf they may not have gained the skills and effective strategies 

!>< U~~~ssary for academic achievement. Although they work hard, they may·not 

F iib~\A/qrfdrlg effectively. Or perhaps they underestimate the amount of effort 
v . . ... . . 
L 

! ithat achievement requires~ Another possibility is that, when asked abouttheir ..... 
l < 43xpendit(Jre of effort, blacks may be inclined to give socially desirable 
F 
I 
I , .. 
,.<·.· , .. 

responses ratherthan realistic assessments. 
F . . ~ 

:::~·...;. :;.;;_ .. .::~·~ _:2. ___ ...;. __ :_ ..;_:_..;. __ . __ :_ - - __ :_ -- - -·~·-.;. _ -- -·-- -- - - - - -- -- - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - -- - - - - - - _: 

As no research could be found concerning the relations between realistic and 

unrealistic expectancies, and perceptions of effort expenditure, the following 

hypothesis was tested: 

r·- ... ~·-:""".··~·-·· -- .. _ ... '."" ...... - .... --- ~ -·-~-· -.--........ -- ---... ~ • ..... --~· ...... --- - - - - - - -- - -- - - - - - --- - - - - - --- ...... ~.---- - ---·- - -- -·-1 
I 
I. ... 
I 
I.< , · 

j ·· ···•••• \"fh~re Isa. signiJib~rit dffterence between·· students· Whoiflave•••.re~listic 
F > iJJ<p~t;Jnci,,,. ancl.thdse w~o··ha'!Etunrealistic expectancies with.regard 
: c• tp tifeirpercept'ions ot~ffott expenditure ,. 

j>. \ The hull> hypothesis was fejerited. An ar\ova· .and a ·post hoc ·scheffa···1est 

r .••• i rev~aled ithat overestim~tors sc()red Significantly higher on perceptions of 

! ettorf~xp~Qditure than both underestimators a~d reCllistic students (as shown 

1 . irrTabl~ 4.4). 

i <~able~~4 <. 

!•. ·••••······ ~ch~ff~••sroljpin~if(>r ititi•·•mean .... 4perception ·of effort' scores··obtained ... by 
r < .thc:J realistic an<t unreali~tic Ql'oups · · · 
•.... ·.: .::-···-:>.·.·>.· 
:;::.:>>:::::.:::::>_::-:-:-.· 

L:::.-:~<:·<:-.·. .. 
•-:-:::-<::-::::·····:::: · ·a·v··erest1·m·· a··1ors ,· .. · ................ · . ·... . . . .. . 

:········ Realists •·· ........... . ......,.,_-_____ ...,_._-.........., ____ --1 ___ __.._ ___ ......-________ --· 

•··· . •.• .. · ·'· ···•· ··•··.····· l.Jnderestimators 
f (/ }<···· )••>··•··•·· .Qfiti<:l)t •• value••F••==41S-1· Minimum significant difference = 0, 19 · 
....... ·.· .. 
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Discu$sfon 

The results from testing this hypothesis are remarkably similar to those 

f~lating to Hypothesis 4.4. Overestimators were found to have perceptions of 
I 

· greater effort>expenditure than realists and underestimators. Yet, despite : 
:··:.: : . . .. ·>.:. ·.: .. .":\: :: . I 

th~se/ positive effort expenditure perceptions they tended to obtain l 
. . I 

signifjcantly lower marks than realists and underestimators (see discussion : 
·.. .. . . 

.·.·.·.· .···· ·.·. 

relc:itihg t0HypothesisA4. for possible reasons ·for such. diSCrc:!panciesl I 
I 
I 
I 
I ---·--- -- -·-- -- ------ -·- -.... _ ----------- --- -- --- -- ------ --- ----- -- ----__ , 

Traditional theories which focus on 'achievement motivation', as such, are 

concerned with the degree of motivation. Others (including Deci & Ryan 1985, 

1991; and Ryan & Deci, 2000) have, however, considered possible qualitative 

differences in motivation. For example, self-determination theory (Deci & 

Ryan, 1985, 1991; and Ryan & Deci, 2000) refers to two qualitatively different 

types of motivation, namely intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation. As 

these concepts are complex (and are construed in different ways by various 

theorists), their meaning within the present context will now be briefly 

described. 

Intrinsic motivation 

In the present context, 'intrinsically motivated behaviours' are self-determined 

(i.e. autonomous), as they are engaged in for internal rewards such as 

pleasure and satisfaction, (Deci, 1975; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Pintrich & Schunk; 

1996; and Ryan & Deci, 2000) interest, and increasing competence (Deci & 

Porac, 1978; and Dweck, 1986). In other words, intrinsically motivated task 

involvement is its own reward. 

Extrinsic Motivation 

Extrinsically motivated behaviours are instrumental in nature and are 

performed as a means to attaining a variety of long- and short-term rewards 

which are separable from the behaviour itself. Students who are extrinsically 
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motivated engage in tasks because they believe that they will be rewarded by 

high marks, a high-paying job, or praise - or may avoid negative outcomes 

such as low marks, negative criticism or punishment. In other words, students 

who are extrinsically motivated are concerned with demonstrating their ability 

in order to gain or avoid certain outcomes. 

According to self-determination theory there are at least three different 

forms of extrinsically motivated behaviours which vary in the degree to which 

they are autonomous and thus have different consequences. Rigby, Deci, 

Patrick, and Ryan ( 1992) suggest that the following three types of external 

motivation can be ordered along a self-determination continuum. 'Identified 

Regulation' represents the highest level of extrinsic motivation; and 'External 

Regulation' represents the lowest degree of extrinsic motivation, 'Introjected 

Regulation' lies between them. 

• Identified Regulation occurs when individuals come to personally 

value and judge their behaviour as being important and therefore 

decide to do it even though it may not be enjoyable or interesting. 

Although the behaviour is extrinsically motivated, it is nonetheless 

relatively autonomous, as the person has identified with its value 

(Rigby et al., 1992). The behaviour is personally chosen without any 

external pressure. For example, students may do extra reading 

because they have come to expect it will lead to academic success or 

career opportunities. Although such behaviour has practical rather than 

intrinsic value, it is freely chosen (Koestner, Bernieri, & Zuckerman, 

1992; and Wigfield & Eccles, 1992). 

• Introjected Regulation is largely influenced by pressures from within 

oneself. For example, students may study because they feel they ought 

to, and may feel guilty if they do not study. Although the motivation 

emanates from within the person in the form of feelings of duty or guilt, 

it is not strictly self-determined as such feelings are introjected from 

others or social prescriptions. As such, introjected regulation can be 

seen as superego involvement because behaviour is regulated by 
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internal evaluations. ("I study before exams because that's what good 

students ought to do"). 

• External Regulation corresponds to extrinsic motivation as it is usually 

construed in literature. This applies to behaviour that is regulated to 

attain positive consequences (e.g. praise) or avoid negative ones (e.g. 

criticism). There is very little self-determination in this case, as the 

behaviour is largely influenced by pressure from others. For example, 

students may not really want to study, but do so to obtain approval or 

avoid punishment from parents. 

Amotivation 

'Amotivation' refers to the absence of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. This 

represents the very lowest level of self-determination and can be seen as 

rather similar to learned helplessness (Abramson et al., 1978; Vallerand, 

Pelletier, Blais, Briere, Senecal, & Vallieres, 1992). Students are amotivated if 

they perceive their behaviours to be caused by forces beyond their own 

control, and may ask themselves, for example, why in the world they go to a 

university at all. 

1n~ ~mP~P:~C>f·.<1u~1ijy <:>g·. q9J~njitl' C:)f.~¢l'li~v~m~11t m<>.tivtltie;)n.• ..... •••••••······••••··· 
Deci and Ryan's (1985, 1991) self-determination theory proposes that 

achievement motivation increases with increased feelings of autonomy (i.e. 

from the lower to the higher levels of self-determination). More specifically, the 

theory predicts that achievement motivation is positively related to 'Intrinsic 

Motivation', and decreases as one descends from 'Intrinsic Motivation', to 

'Identified Regulation', to 'Introjected Regulation', to 'External Regulation' and 

finally to 'Amotivation', as depicted in Figure 4.1. 
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Figure 4.1 
The effects of perceived academic self-determination on achievement 
motivation (Material drawn from Cognitive Evaluation Theory - Deci & Ryan, 
1985, 1991) 

Intrinsic ....................... Identified ....... Introjected ...... External.. ................ Amotivation 
Motivation Regulation Regulation Regulation 

wwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwww 
High achievement Low achievement No achievement 

Motivation Motivation Motivation 

Relations between quality of motivation and effort expenditure 

A number of researchers and theorists (Condry & Chambers, 1978; Deci & 

Ryan, 1985; Dweck, 1986; Elliot & Dweck, 1988; Harackiewicz, Barron, & 

Elliot, 1998; Koch, 1956; and Rigby et al., 1992) have suggested that, 

although intrinsically and extrinsically motivated students may have the same 

quantity of motivation, the quality of their behavioural engagement differs. For 

example, Condry and Chambers ( 1978) found that intrinsically motivated 

subjects attend to and utilise a wider array of information than extrinsically 

motivated students do. These researchers therefore concluded that 

intrinsically motivated students are, in general, more careful, logical and 

coherent in the problem-solving strategies than those who are extrinsically 

motivated. Furthermore, these students are more interested in the way to 

solve problems than in the actual answers, and their questions to educators 

concern the material itself (Harackiewicz et al., 1998). Extrinsically motivated 

students, on the other hand, are more likely to use superficial strategies (such 

as rote learning) (Archer, 1994), and to question what material will be covered 

in examinations (Harackiewicz, et al. 1998). 

According to various theorists (Entwistle & Entwistle, 1992; Lanka, 

Lindblom-Ylanne, Maury, 1994; Ryan & Deci, 2000; and Vermunt & Van 

Rijswijk, 1988), the cognitively superior processing used by intrinsically 

motivated students is associated with qualitatively better learning than the 

superficial processing used by those who are extrinsically motivated. Dweck 
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(1986) suggests that intrinsically motivated students are more likely than their 

extrinsically motivated peers to seek challenges and persist in the face of 

difficulties. Such qualitative behaviours are thought to be the reason for the 

greater success of intrinsically motivated students in comparison to their 

extrinsically motivated peers. 

Considering the above it is not surprising that researchers advocate 

that students should be encouraged to value learning for its own sake, and to 

engage in tasks to master the content rather than to value learning for its 

extrinsic rewards (Brophy, 1983; and Como & Mandinach, 1983). This implies 

that students should be discouraged from engaging in tasks for extrinsic 

reasons. However, Ryan and Deci (2000), and Heyman and Dweck (1992) 

suggest that it may be maladaptive in academic settings for students to be 

solely intrinsically motivated. For example, they may ignore essential tasks 

that they do not find interesting. This may result in their not obtaining 

adequate grades necessary for graduation. These authors suggest that the 

combination of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation may play an important role in 

achievement. Students should therefore learn to appreciate tasks for their 

intrinsic and their extrinsic value. As both Reeve (1996) and Wigfield 

(1994a,b) point out, the more students value a task (for whatever reason) the 

more likely they are to engage in achievement-related behaviours. 

Research on the impact of perceived self-determination on 
achievement motivation, effort and achievement 

As predicted byDeci and Ryan's (1985, 1991) theory, research relating 

to the effects of self-determination has shown that autonomous 

motivations lead to academic motivation, persistence, use of effective 

strategies and achievement. 

Vallerand and Senecal, in an unpublished work cited by Fortier, 

Vallerand and Guay (1995), found that intrinsic motivation relates 

negatively to dropping out from school. Others have found that 
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intrinsic motivation leads to greater academic involvement (Gottfried, 

1985; Miller, Behrens, Greene, & Newman, 1993; Nolen & Haladyna, 

1990; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Pokay & Blumenfeld, 1990; Ryan, 

Connell & Plant, 1990; and Talbot, 1990), and motivation to learn 

(Colquitt & Simmering, 1998). 

Further it has been shown that intrinsic motivation is positively related to 

academic performance in students with and without learning disabilities 

(Beck, Rorrer-Woody, & Pierce, 1991; Boggiano, Shields, Barrett, 

Kellam, Thompson, Simons, & Katz, 1992; Deci, Hodges, Pierson & 

Tomassone, 1992; Eppler & Harju, 1997; Hagborg, 1992; Meece & Holt, 

1993; and Schraw, Horn, Thorndike-Christ, & Bruning, 1995). It appears, 

moreover, from longitudinal studies that intrinsic motivation promotes 

high achievement rather than vice versa (Goldberg & Cornell, 1998). 

It has also been shown that when people are autonomously motivated 

they display greater creativity (Amabile, 1983) and gain greater 

satisfaction from the task (Deci, Connell, & Ryan, 1989). 

Research on the impact of perceived seff-determination on learning 
strategies 

A number of researchers have found that intrinsically motivated students 

are more likely than extrinsically motivated students to utilise more 

effective learning methods, such as deep processing, elaboration, self

regulatory activities, and organisational and task-appropriate strategies 

(Alba iii, 1998; Bouffard, Boisvert, Vereau, & Larouche, 1995; Grof nick & 

Ryan, 1987; McGraw & McCullers, 1979; Miller et al., 1993; Schraw et 

al., 1995; and Wolters, 1998). In contrast, students who are extrinsically 

motivated are more likely to use surface-level cognitive engagement 

(e.g. rehearsal strategies) (Albaili, 1998; Ames, 1992; Kong & Hau, 

1996; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; and Wolters, 1998). 

90 
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Apparently researchers have not yet considered the relations between self

determination and expectancies. But one could assume that as intrinsic 

motivation has been found to lead to higher performance than extrinsic 

motivation, and as performance is related to expectancies, intrinsically 

motivated students have higher expectancies than extrinsically motivated 

students. However, as (by definition) intrinsically motivated people are 

motivated by the enjoyment of the behaviour itself rather than its outcomes, 

one may also suggest that their expectations relating to achievement would 

be less affected by wishful thinking and would therefore be more realistic. 

The foregoing leads to the following two hypotheses: 
r:~·:-- -:.--~-·--'.""~.~ ~-:-~-~~- ---:--.~.-:-~ '":".·--:-:-·-·--:-- --- -~ ---- ---- --- '"'"----- ----~ ------~-:-----.-- --:-~.-- ----.- -- -'9'.j 
I I 
I I 

: flypC,thtjsis 4'.6 • 
!.: ·:·::::>-.:-::.· .. ·.··: .. :·· :··:··· ·. 

r .. · Self-determination IS posif.Wely related to (a) expectancies, (b) effort 
: expenditure, and (c)achievement 
I 
I 

: .· .•.. An inspection of the data revealed thatwhenself-<ietermination was treated 
I 
I 
t· ,. 
I·. 
( .. ,. 
I 

as being on a single dimension, it was sjgnificantly and positively related to 

expectanci~s f~r white males (r = 0,57), and the realistic group (r = 0,24). 

L.. pj9wever, it 'I/as notrelated<to perqeptions of· effort e)(penditure or 

!•······· .. ••achi·e~"rti~r1t•••tbi•••any•••e>i••the•••9rotip~. 
I :- .... · .. ·. .·.· . · ... 

r < F'urthermore, itwas tound that, when intrinsic and e>etrinsic motivation 

l weretreatk<tas factors on two orthogonal.dimensions · .·· .. 
:·:::· ........ . ·.·. :··.: :_:· ... . 
I . . . . . . . 

: 1. Intrinsic motivation was significantly· and positively related to ..... 
I 

expectancies for: .the total group (r = 0,21); white males (r = 0,61 ); 
.. ·· .... · .... ·.. . 

: . .i~hite ie111ales (I"= 0,27); realists (r = 0,34); those who passed (r = 
r .. . .···········.······· 0;2~); thosewhopreviC'Juslyp~ssed(r= 0,23). 
I. 
1:.. . . . . 

: •·.· >. • perceptions ofeffott expenditure for: white femal.es (r = 0,28), realists (r 
r / <; 0,29), and thosewho•p~ssed(r~ 0,25); and . . .. 
,. 
I 

F< •... ·····•··• ·· .. • acbievementfqr: reatists(r= 0,25). 
:>~ \\::::::::::::::::·:: , ... 
{::::::::::.::<···· 
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I . ·.·. 
I·.·· ... :. 
1:······ 
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: 2. Extrinsic motivation was significantly and positively related to 
1.>:: .. 

L· 
1· 
•.:·:-·.:: 
I 
1· 
I· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1. 
I 
I 
r::···· . 

• ... perceptions· of effort expenditure for the total group. (r = 0,21 ), black 

<mates (r = 0,45),. those who passed (r = 0,20), those who previously 

< passed (r = 0,23). 
...... ·. .· .... · ·.· . 

I·.·.·.· 

: BrE;Jaking the extrinsic motivation into factors, however, it was found that 
•.··.: 
f:::··.· 
a::·:·.: 
I. 

I 
I 
I 
I ..... 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I. 
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' ' I 
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• •••• Identified R~gulation was significantly and positively related lo effort 

expenditure for: The total group (r = 0,28), white females (r = 0,28), 

realists (r = 0,27), those who passed (r = 0,26), those who failed 

(r= 0,31), those who previously passed (r = 0,23), and those who 

previously failed (r = 0,35). 

ThE:J data derived from testing this hypothesis revealed a mixed bag of results. 

• tn·.•lin~ with.DecLetaL's(t985,t991) ·theory they sugg19stthat,.Jor s9me 

groups, intrinsic motivation .may Jead to .expectanciE:)S for success, 

perceptions of effort expenditure and achievement. 

• Hpwever, contrary to self-determination theory but in line with 

Harackiewicz .et at's (1998) suggestion, they suggest that extrinsic 

·····motivation should not be condemned as . maladaptive; as extrinsic 

m9tivation waspo~itivelyrelat.ed ··to .. p~rceptions of effort expenditure for 

ced$ingr9ups~ 
.·· . ..: .. ·. .: .. ··. <.::::::::::::.: .:· ... :·:··:· 

. . 

• ·. More specifically, it appears that students who have internalised the 
.·.· ·- .·· ... ··:<.·· .. :.: .. · .. . .· . 

importance ofstudyir')g even thougtr it may noLbeing enjoyable· (i.e. those 

who are motivated bylcjentified Regulation) are more motivated to achieve 
. . . 

.·······thanthO!;~).Yho f~I they 'oughtto' study .and those who study because .of 
.. .. ..... . . .. 

I . . 

j < pressure from others (Le. those who are motivated by Introjected and 

1 < E)(tE:)mal .... Regµlatioo) .. This./findil'IQ supports rnY>Previous .. .research 

! . (X)nductedih 19~7.(Moore, .• 1998) .. This studyfound ·a p~sitive .correlation 

(··· betweenJdentifiecf Regulation and achievement motivation for blacks 

F / · · · (().~O).JndiEil)S (0.34); and ¥Jhites (0;27). No corresponding. correlations , ..... 
f·.··. ·-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I .. -:: .. 

. ·.· I 
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r~-~---~------------~------------------------------------------------------------------------1 
I ,. ,. 
: wererfo.und for Introjected and External Regulation. So, as Reeve {1996) 
.:-:..··.· 

1 > > and Wigfield (1994a,b) point out, the more students value a task (for 
I 
I ..... . 

: · ·.·whatever reason) the more likely they are to engage in achievement-' . . . . . ,.. . .·. · ... ·.· .·· .· 

L . <. .·· ff)lated bef1aviours. 
f.<:. 
t:.·.·._· 
1-:-::.::·:.: , ... 
:.·,...· -----------------------------------,. f\•.· 
v·-:·:: .. : .:::.::···· .· .......... ·. . 

: ·. ·· · ·Self•determination ·is negatively correlated with overestimations 
I 

•· ,.. 
1 .. 
1=:::· 

F. , .. The hypothesisr whiCh was tested by calculating Pearson product moment 
I :> < correlations between> self-determination scores and overestimations, was not 
L .. .. 
: confirmed. Artinspection of the data revealed no significant relations between 
:-· .-··:: ·::::.·. :" :.::":· ··:::.· 

: overe~timations and self-determination (or any of its subscales). 
I 
I 
1: 
~--·----------------~-----------------------------------------------------------------------~ 

Research findings suggest that non-traditional (older) students and traditional 

(younger) students may differ in terms of their motivations for attending 

university. For example, research has found that older university students are 

more intrinsically motivated than younger university students (Burley, Turner, 

& Vitulli, 1999; Eppler & Harju, 1997; and Shields, 1993). More specifically, 

older students appear to study for interest and/or pleasure, whereas 

traditional students are more externally oriented towards receiving external 

rewards (e.g. employment) and living up to others' expectations (Werring, 

1987; and Wolfgang & Dowling, 1981 ). Although the majority of Unisa 

students are still young enough to be actively employed it is possible that they 

may be motivated by external factors. In the current economic climate where 

jobs and promotions are scarce, unemployment is high, and retrenchments 

loom, the employed may enrol at university to increase their knowledge and 

skill base and thus increase their chances of promotions or job security. 

The foregoing leads to the following hypothesis: 
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·-~-----~-------------------------------------------------~----------~----------~------------·--
' I 
I 

: 
1 Hypothesis 4.8 

I 
I f. 

: Older students are more seff-determined than younger students 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I : ··~/ 
1.>' .. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Ttiis hypothesis, which was tested by means of an anova, was not supported. 

.·There were no significant differences between any of· the age groups when 

sel.f"determination was treated as being on a single dimension or as two 
I· 

: .•.... /Orth9gonaldimensions~ 
I •.. ,. ... .. . . .. ·:· .· . 

: > However/an inspection of the extrinsic motivation subscales revealed 
1::- ... 

1 > · that the youngest age group had significantly higher levels of External 
I 

F .····.Regulation than the oldest age group (see Table 4;5) . 
•.. <. 
I .. 
I ,. 
I 
I ,.·.· 
I 
···:. . .. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
;· 
1···. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
F::" . 
I ,. 
I 
I 
I 
I ... ·. , ... 

Table4.5 
. Scheff& grouping forthe mean External· Regulation scores obtained by 
the various age groups (aJow score indicates high levels of External Regulation) 

Mean 
3,t4 
2,94 
2,79 
2,62 
Minimum significant difference = 0,47 

• Discussion v:·· 
I 

! /(]"he results qfthe present ~tudy do not support the research finding~,·· which 

:•······ · suggested th~t •.older students are. more self.;.determined··· than younger 
I 

'· : stuqent~+· They do; he>'Ne\l'E;tr, sugg$st that younger students are more 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I ...... 
I 
I 
I 

. concerned ~bout.living up to others' e}Cpectations. 

· ... · According to self-determination theory, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation 
··:· . .":.·· .. ::.::· .. :: ............. :.. . .·.···· : . . · .. 

are opposite poles of a single bipolar dimension. This implies that the higher 
I . . . . . . . . . I . . . . . . . . . . . 

: the intrinsic· motivation~ the tower the.· extrinsic motivation. and vice versa (i.e. 
I ·· .. ·.· :-: :_. ·: :-:--:::,· .. ." .. · . ·.:··._"· .;··.::::: . · . ."· · .. ·." . .. .. · .. ··. ::·. . . ·.·. ..:·.·.< 

l ···they are.inversely related).· However, the descriptive statistics indicate that 

r student~ may have high scores on· both intrinsic. motivation and extrinsic 

j > ~otivation (s~e Appendix 5, Tables AA7- A 49 for those relating to Intrinsic 

L fv1otivatiC>f'l, andTablesA.50--A.52 for those relatingto Extrinsic Motivation). 
,. 
1:-.· .. ,. 
F.•: 
1·:·· 

! . , . -:.· .. · .. : :-:·_.>· .. : ·:·. ·. .·· I -- ---·-- ---------- ------------·--------- ----------------- ------- --- -- --- ---- ---- ------ -- ----- -----------· 
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Kasser, Ryan, Zax, and Sameroff (1995) found that young adults from 

disadvantaged environments were inclined to stress external rewards, 

especially wealth, as their most important aspirations. Kasser et al. (1995) 

suggested that such external rewards may compensate for feelings of 

insecurity experienced earlier in life, leading disadvantaged persons to long 

for praise, recognition, and financial success as a way to gain a sense of 

worth. 

The above leads to the following hypothesis: 
~:- ... --.-·:"':' ~.., ------·----- -- -_ ... ____ --·- --- --.--- --- ............. --- --- -- ---- -- -- --- -- ... ----- --:"'"-- --- ---·--- -- --- ---, 
t . ·:···· 
I 

l · .·.···· Hypothesis 4.9 

t· <···· 
I 
t , 
I 

' 

••··Blackstudentsare·more extrinsically motivated than white students 

··The hypothesis received .. · some support. Anovas and post hoc Scheffe tests 

revealed that 

• when self•determination was treated as a single dimension, it was found 
. .. . . 

. · · ·. thaiblacks.were significantly less self'-determined than· whites (see Table 

when self-dete.rminatiC::m was treated as two orthogonal dimensions it 
.. . . . .... . 

was found that blacks had significantly lower levels of Intrinsic Motivation 

>and sig(lificcmtly higher. levels of Extrinsic·Motivation. (s~e Tables.4. 7 & 

. 4.§). Closer inspectionr~\fealedttiatthe.•Extrinsip Motivation. of blacks was 

. primarily dJ~ to the fact that black males ·had significantly higher .. levels of 

Identified Regbt~tion thatrwhlte males and females (see Table 4.9); 
. -:-:-·· .. 

I 

'. , .. 
•··· I 

> Table4.6 < 
.... 
i"<<::..:.: 
L··:·:·. 
F:·.:.: .. 
t::·.:_:··.· .... 
r..:;::··::::<:::: ... 

$ch~"e grouping for th,e>l1lean self-#etermination scores obtained by 
·•··••th.e.t-Wo·.race··groups 

r :;:_·:?:r<:-~: ::·. 
L ... ·.::········ 
(".-:···· , ... 
L\?.:···· ·.·· .. 

Minimumsignificantdifference =0,07 ... ··.·-:· 
t:<· 
I . 
t.-::-.· I 

1~:;,~~:-'.~;::~· .. :;,;;_.~:.~:-;;;.:'.;,., :;_; ---~~:,;~/~:~..;_·--·-.·.;;, _ . .;_ . .,.·_ - - - -·~ -~·- - - - ··-- - - ., - - - ... - - - ~ - - - - - - - .,;,. - - • - - - _._:; _ - - - - ,.; - _-. ._ - ..;. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I 
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r ... :"".':-··~ :"·~ "'."'· ... :""': _, ... ,_..,.._ -'.""' - ..... - - ··-- "".':--.... -·- --·- -- - - --- --- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - --:-- - .. - --·- -- -.--- ~·• 
l 
I 
r...: .. ,. 
J:-·· 
l 
I 
I 
i>-: . 
1:: 
l a:· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I. .... 
•.::>."' .. 
;· 
I 
t::::-· ... 
t··-: ·.· 

Table4~7 
Scheffe grouping for the mean Intrinsic Motivation scores obtained by 
the two race groups 

1 Group N Mean Scheffe grouping 
> Whites .. 422 4,07 A I 

Blacks 250 3,92 B . . .. 
:>· .. _:<:::;.::.:::: .. · ·· Critical value F= 6,67 Minimum significant difference = 0, 10 
f:>:·· .· •. . 
.:::::-::: .. .-. 
L·.·.·. , ... ·· .. -. 

1. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1·_:: 
L: < '. ,·: ... · 
I 
I 
I 
I 
l 
I· ,. 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Table4.8 
Scheffe grouping for the mean Extrinsic Motivation scores obtained by 
the two race groups (a low score indicates high levels of Extrinsic Motivation) 

Group N Mean Scheffe grouping 
Whites 422 2,54 A 
Blacks 250 2,37 B 

. . 
Critical value F = {),67 

.. 
Mm1mum significant difference = 0, 12 

L Table4~s 
1 ·· · Scheffe grouping for the mean Identified Regulation scores obtained by 
; the various gender x race groups (a low score indicates high levels Of Identified 

Regt1latfon)··· 

I 
I 
I 

' I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
f· .. 
I .. 
I 
I 

I. 
J,:·.: .. ·>> 
f" . 
l· .. ··.·· 1:·· 

Group N Mean Scheffe grouping 

White male 61 2,14 A 
· White female 361 2,09 A . 

·.· 

···Black female •· 183 1,82 A/B 
.. Black male ·• .·: 67 ·• . 1,71 B .. - •· -Mm1mums1gnificant difference -0,33 

The results of tt1e present study suggest that (a) black and white students 

tencfto be motivated by both intrinsic and extrinsic factors, (b) whites are 

significantly more intlinsfc;allymotivated than blacks, and (9) black males are 

rnore iriclihed than any of the other combination of gender andrace groups to 

stress the importanqe ofextrin~ic rewards, especially career opportunities (i.e. 

Identified Regulation). •1tis interestingto·.notethatin my previous study r found 
. ... .. .. . ... . .. 

the same results \,t/ith regard to (a) and (b) mentioned above. But, in the 

L > . previous study blacks had significantly lower scores than whites on '.Identified 

b Regulation' (blacks on average 3,90 and whites 4,20). fin the present study 
,:. . .·.-: >.····-:.· .. ·.-: .... · .· . . . 

F· .·. ·· t)tatl<~ scored orlaverageA.21 .• and whites:. 3;91.)·· · lh other words, it app9ars 
F:~~\·:>:::::c:::::::/: :: 
r··--

' ................................. __ .;;.; ........ --..;.~---~---..;. ·- __ ..;~:~;.;;j. ... _ -- .,;/~---- -- -·- -- - -- -- - - - --- -·----·- - --- - - ---- - - - - - - -·- - - - - - - - - - - ... 



Chapter 4: The influence of expectancies on motivation and effort 97 

r-.~-~-~~:~----~-~-~------------~---~--------------------------~--------~---~-----------------~ . . . I 

thatpvecthe past two years the value that blacks attach to studying has 

: .increased; \Vhile that of whites has decreased. This may reflect a gro'fiing 
t . . . . 

: reali§(3tion among blacks, within the climate of affirmative action, that a 
I 

F' uni\l~rsity education will benefit their career prospects, On the other hand, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
f.·. 

white males m(iy be lasing faith in the belief that studying is the key to career 

:···· · success:~·.·. 
r· ..... . 

I 
I 

• - .......... •· .. - - - ... - - ·-··- - - - - - ... - - .. - - - ... - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ... - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - J 

According to self-determination theory, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation are 

opposite poles of a single bipolar dimension. This implies that the higher the 

intrinsic motivation, the lower the extrinsic motivation and vice versa. Indeed, 

there is a widely held belief that extrinsic rewards diminish students' intrinsic 

motivation (Cameron & Pierce, 1994; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Goldberg, 1994 in 

Goldberg & Cornell, 1998; and Lepper, Greene, & Nisbett, 1973). However, as 

implied above, they may not be inversely related. In fact students may have a 

high degree of both, a low degree of both, or have a high degree of one and a 

low degree of the other. For example, a student may wish to demonstrate high 

ability in order to be approved of, or to find a high-paying job (which reflects 

high extrinsic motivation), yet at the same time may derive great satisfaction 

from studying (which reflects high intrinsic motivation). Based on a meta

analysis of approximately 100 studies, Cameron and Pierce (1994) concluded 

that extrinsic rewards can maintain or even enhance students' intrinsic interest 

in their studies. 

According to this conceptualisation, self-determination may be situated 

anywhere in a two-dimensional space. I allowed for this when measuring self

determination, by including questions relating to intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivation. 

Some researchers have found that performance is associated with a 

pattern of high intrinsic motivation and a low level of extrinsic motivation 

(Meece & Holt, 1993; and Pintrich & Garcia, 1991 ). However, others have 

found that students who have a high degree of both earn higher grades than 
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those who have a high degree in only one (Bouffard et al., 1995; and Wentzel, 

1991 ). Harackiewicz, Barron, Carter, Lehto, and Elliot ( 1997) found that 

although intrinsic motivation was unrelated to academic performance it was 

associated with high levels of interest. Extrinsic motivation, on the other hand, 

was related to achievement but not to interest. These authors therefore 

suggest that the key to success at college may depend on high levels of both 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Extrinsic motivation may have short-term 

benefits in terms of achievement, but over the longer term, intrinsic motivation 

may be what encourages independent reading and learning (Sansone & 

Harackiewicz, 1996). On reviewing the relevant literature Harackiewicz et al. 

(1998) concluded that extrinsic motivation should not be condemned as 

maladaptive, as research has found extrinsic motivation to have positive 

consequences in some contexts (Urdan, 1997). 

No hypotheses relating to the above could be tested as there were (a) 

only three students who had low intrinsic motivation scores and high extrinsic 

motivation scores (i.e. within the lower quartile range), and (b) only 15 

students with high intrinsic motivation scores and low extrinsic motivation 

scores. But the following was tested. 

:r::"- -~· ~:~ -.... ~·- -:'""t::-~-:~.::----- -- - ~2·- - -·--·::..:~·~ ---·-- ~-- -·- ----- -- -- ---~- ---- -- -- .... --- ----""'.- ------ -----_,,... - -: 
I 

•• <1 ., 

I 
1· 
I 
I· 
I 
I ,.-. , ... ·.· ... 
I 
I 

' I 
I 
I. 
I· ....... 
1:-. 
I 
I 

. . - . 

There is 'a·.·sJgnifical1tdif(erel1ce•···between•·student~ who·.·have realistic 
expectancies>andtho~e who•. have unrea/isticexpectlflncies. with ·teglflrd 

···.·totheirself-determination scores· 

Th~ nulFhypqthesiswasr~j~cted; Anovas revealed that 

· • when self".determinatipn was treated as being on a single dimension, 

ynderestimators were· significantly more self-determined than 

.•··overestimator~•·•(seeTable·.•4.1.0) 

when self--Oetermination was treated as being on two orthogonal 

dimensions, ·itwasfound thatunderestimators had significantly lower 

I 
I 

·I 
I 
1 
I 

I 
I 

~:-~::;,. _ - _:_...; ... >~·-:..;._ - --~.--·-~ - --·- -·- -·-- :;_,,.:.;;,, _ - - --- - - - ---- - ... - - - - - -- - - -- -·- - - - -- - - -·- - - - - - - - - - .. - - - - -- -·- - --- - - - -· 
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·~-----~.~---~-------~-----------------------------------------------------------------------, .. 
I 

L /levels of extrinsic motivation (see Table 4.11 }. Further, breaking this 
. . . I 

F . .. :: .. . 
I .. . dimension into factors, it was found that they had lower levels in terms of 
I 

···. 1· 
ldentifiedRegulationand External Regulation (see Tables 4.12 & 4.13). 

I· 
i ! A qloser inspection of the data revealed similar results for successful and , ... 
L unsuccessful students ... Anovas·revealedthat: 
.. :: 
i 

l • . when Self-determination was treated as being on a single dimension, 
I 

1 successful students were significantly more self-determined than 
I 
I 

: unsuccessfufstudents (see Tables 4. 14 & 4 .15) 
,.:. 
·····.·· 1 ... ·:········ 

L • Yt(heo self-determination was treated as being on two orthogonal 
r. r. dimensions, itwas.found that successful students had significantly higher 
I 

L levels of intrinsic andJower levels of extrinsic motivation (see tables4.16 & 
,.. . .. . ... 

r ~~17). Closer inspection Of the various extrinsic factors <revealed that 
I· 

'·· I·. 
I successfuFstudents had significantly lower levels of Identified Regulation) 

(s~eTabtesA;18 &.4.19). I 
I 
1· 
I 
I ... 
I 

: Table4~10 
; Scheffe grouping for the mean self ;.determination scores obtained by 
l. re~listic and unrealistic groups 
I/• . 

:.. Grou .... . ....,..._,____..... ____ ---i--..,.-..+----,----+--------,....,......___.--..... 
F UnderestilTiators 
:····· Realists 
I f.'-'---------+-..,.---+-....,:..;,..--+--~-,.---..-~--t 

:•.· .. ·. overestimators .... :_:·· 
I 
1·> 
F<·· . 
1· 
I 
I 

1• 

Critical value F=4,64 

I: . . . . 

: tat>le 4.11 

···Minimum significant difference =·0, 11 

l Scheffe 9r9uping for the mean Extrinsic Motivation scores obtained by 
F r,a11stic and unrealistic groupsca1owscore indicates high 1eve1s otextnnsic 
:. M~~vation) 

: ~---------------,-----....,.-----,..-----------, L · · · ·······.· <.;roup/ ··.· .:· T / N .• .. ·. Mean ·. Scheffe grollpirlg 
I 

: UnderestilTiators< •··· 114 2,63 A I .. 

: · Realists• .. ·.· ... ' 272 2,43 B 
1·:· 

F< · ·i•. O.":erestimators 289 2;42 B 
1 CnticalvalueF::: 4;64 Minimumsignificantdifference = 0,18 
f< ..... 
i·:: .. 
t:: 
~ I 

L::;;.··~ ~>~·::.;.~:=~·~·w.: ...... ;..:._._ ...... _ -··---- --- - ... ___ --- - --- - --- -- - - - -- - -- - -- - -- - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - _: 
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.~·-:::.-·~ ~."'.':~::"·- ·:·""· .. ~-·--- .. ---- ~ ~ ... ---....... --- ------ -------- -- ---·-- --.,.. ------ -- ----- -- -·- -- --·- --·- -- -- -------,. 
r:..: 
I ,. 
:-·-- .. Te1ble4~12 
f . $~heffe groupingfor the mean Identified Regulation scores obtained by 
l ·· realistic and unrealistic groups· (a low score indicates high levels of ldentified 

··Regulation)· 

,. 
I ,.-
1.: 
I. 

\ 

· ... 

Group 
Uriderestimators. 
Reatists 
Overestimators 

.. 
Cnt1ca1vatueF =4,64 

·.·.· N 
114 
272 
289 .. 

Mean Scheffe grouping 
2,22 A 
1,97 B 
1,84 B 

.. Minimum significant difference = 0,21 

!< Table 4.13 
: S~f"leffe grouping forthe mean External Regulation scores obtained by 
l real.isticand unrealistic groups (a low score indicates high levels-of extemat 
: Regl}lation) · · 
I 
I 
F· 
.:.: 
I 
1 ·: 
I. 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Group 
·• · Underestimators 

Realists· .·. 

•••• 

Overestimators 
. . 

Critical valueF= <4,64 

Table4~14 

.. 

N Mean Scheffe ·grouping 
114 2,99 A 
272 2,79 A/B 

. 

... 289 2,68 B . . . . . 
·.· . . 

M1mmum s1gmficant difference = 0,25 . 

I ,. 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Scheff& grouping for th~_-mean self-determination scores obtained by 
th()~~·•·w.ho•subsequently pcissed·.anc:J.••those-.who·•.-sut:>sequently -failed·· 

I .. 
I 
1· ... 
I 
I 
I ,. 
I 
I , ... 
l 
i 
•· : :: ... <:::;::::-:-.-:::·:/:::: .. ·.·· . :i/:::\:. :.:.:·· 
I .... . 

: ... :· .. ;.<·-: :::.:-:;:-:·.::: .·. 

l .· .••.•..••..•••. _.•Tabl~·•4~1•s••••••••••·•·•·······-
: •. _.•. Sclleffe grouping forJhemean self--Oet~rmination.·scores obtained by 
:·· •< thos' wh9previouslypassed andthosewhopreviously failed .· 
I·> . ... :·::·: 

r•··•••••• <·••••••••••••••••••••·•·•••·········•••• ......., ______ ...__....---ll-'--""--"------...;...,,;,;,._... _____ _.,......,....._...__.~ ... t< :-.:::::.:::::>\>:::: :.:.:.::::::.: ·. 
:-····· ········<··· \ .·. t--_____ ........ .,.._ ____ f.-.,_---li-'-_....._,___,._-,.,...... ___ .._ _ __.,.. 
1.· ............ . 

::::::: .::\ >>>·· 
f·:·<.>.·. 
1-:::·:··· 

:? ····· •··.·.···· 

I 
I 

. I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I ., 
I 
I 
·I 

:_ - - ~ i .......... - - ............. - - - - - - - - - - .... ~ - - - .:. :. - - - - - - - ... - - - - "' - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ 
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r~-~-----~-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------1 
I· 

: Table4.16 
: • Sct-effe grouping for the mean Extrinsic Motivation scores obtained by 
F those Wh() previously passed and those who previously failed (a low score 
: ······} /Jtldicates high· levels of.Extrinsic Motivation) 
L ..... 
f<.: :- >><···· ./ :\•" 
i•" 
I 
r:-.:.: 
I .. 

I 
(:-<: 

... Group 
Previously passed 

..· Previously failed 

N Mean Scheffe grouping 
. 381 2,53 A 

317 2,38 B k•·•·•. i.::::-:-:· 

: · Critu::al value F = 6,67 Minimum significant difference= 0, 12 
.. 

I 
r:• 
1-:-:·.·. 
I 

' , . ... -: 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

•··. 

I 
I ,. 
1· 
I 
I 

Table4.17 
Scheff& grouping for the mean Intrinsic Motivation scores obtained by 
those .who previously passed and those who previously failed 

·Group N Mean Scheffe grouping 
Previously passed 381 4,06 . A 
Previously failed 317 3,96 B .. - . .. -Mmtmum significant difference.- 0, 10 

Table4 •. 18 
Sc;heffe groupi11g for the mean Identified Regulation scores obtained by 
thosewflo subsequently passed and. those who subsequently failed (a 
low score indicates high levels of Identified Regulation) · . . . 

Minimum significant difference= 0,15 

: Table4.19 
l•·. Sch~ffe grouping for the mean Identified Regulation scores.obtained· by 
: those who previously pas~ed and those. who previously failed (e1lowscore 
~ > ... 'n~i?t~s high te-.,els of ldeJ1tified .~egulation) · · 
···-::-·-:····. 
m:::::·.: 
f.: ..• 
:::-:::.·· , .... . .. ::::· .... ::·-:·. 
Fi::Y:::)<:-, .... 
1-:···· 
r.> 

Mean 
·2,05 
1,87 

•:::· .. ::::::'.:> .. ·.· .. ·::::-· .. · ···:"··· .. ·.c ... :c· .... · ... · ... ·.· ... ·> ·.-:·.:-····.· 

f __ i ___ s_t_J_~C-~------·--------·-··-- ___ -~ -·-. ---~ -. --. ---------------------~ -----------·~ -----~ --
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r:-."":·:~":.:':o:·~·:·:.· .... ---· ... ---~--~~-..-- ... - ------------ -- - -- - - - -- - - - -- - - - - -- -- - -- - - - -- - -- --- -- - -- - ---- - -- - -- --- -- ' 
1 ... 
1-:-. .:· 
1 ·: .. 

I. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• •·· 

I 

:: ,,,.· .. 
I . ... 
I 
I 
I 
I 
t<.:. 
1-:'.:: 
1.·.<· 
f:::·.: 
r< 
I· 
... 
i: 
1.:-:-:. 
i:::.:.· .. 
F 
I 
I 
! 

Discussion 

The deseriptive statistics revealed that both successful (i.e. underestimators 

and those who consistently pass) and unsuccessful students (Le. 

overestimators and those who previously or subsequently fail) tend to be 

motivated by both internal and by external factors. However, successful 
. . . '. .. 

< stuqents tend lo. be more motivated than unsuccessful students by intrinsic 

faders. 

These findings provide some support for the theoretical notions and 

resec!rch di$cussed in this chapter1 which suggest that although student~ may 

have the same quantity of motivation, the quality of their behavioural 

: engagement may differ. ln other words, whilst successful and unsuccessful 
I 
I . . 

! students may be motivated to the same degree, successful students tend to 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• I ,. 
I 
I 
I 
I 

be more intrinsically motivated. It is thought that (a) intrinsically motivated 

subjeds are more successful than those who are less intrinsically motivated 

because they use more successful learning strategies (e.g. deep processing), 
I . . . 

l in an attempt to> understand the material, and (b) extrinsically motivated 
I'. . . . . . . . . l Sttldents:tend fo USe $Uperficial strategies SUCh as rote learning in an attempt 

: < l() merely remember the material verbatim. 
1>·.· , .. 
I 
I 
• ...... :.' .. ··.· · ... · .. · .::. . . ·. ·. . : .· .• 
~~------·-~----~·---~--------------~--------------------------------------------------·--------J 
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Chapter 5 

The influence of self-concept of ability 
on expectancies 

Having considered theory and research relating to the effects of expectancies, 

this and the following chapters consider factors that may influence expectancies. 

This chapter begins with a brief description of how the self-concept has 

been viewed as (a) a unified whole and (b) a hierarchical organisation of self

perceptions. The possible influence of (a) or (b) on expectancies is then 

considered. This is followed by a discussion of possible relations between the 

self-concept of ability, achievement-related behaviours, and race. Attention is 

then given to the prevalence and possible causes of unrealistic perceptions of 

ability. Finally, possible relations between expectancies and perceptions of task 

difficulty are considered. 

The self-concept seen as a unified whole 

The notion of the self-concept as a unified whole has received a considerable 

amount of attention from theorists and researchers in the past. Traditionally, 

philosophers have referred to it as 'personal identity'. Psychologists have defined 

it in many ways, most of which suggest it to be the evaluative perception of 

oneself formed through experience and interpretations of one's environment. 

Before the 1980s most of the empirical research relating to self-perception 

focused on a 'global' or 'general self-concepf (Winne, Marx & Taylor, 1977). 

Moreover, the relations between the global self-concept and various behaviours 

were among the primary concerns of most psychological disciplines - notably 

social and developmental psychology, personality psychology and 

psychopathology. As such the global self-concept has been the variable of 

interest in a considerable number of research projects and a wide variety of 

practical problems. 
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The self-concept viewed as a multidimensional structure 

Despite the fact that the self-concept has so often been regarded as a unified 

influence on behaviour, in the nineteenth century James (1890) had already 

considered the possibility of it being multidimensional. In 1976, Shavelson, 

Hubner, and Stanton, having reviewed a variety of literature on the subject, 

formulated a model representing its various possible dimensions. 

The Shavelson et al. (1976) model represents a hierarchical organisation. 

At the apex is a general self-concept, which is global and relatively stable. (For 

example a perception such as "I am a worthy person".) At the next level are 

broad categories representing academic and non-academic self-concepts (into 

which perceptions such as "I am a good student" and "I am popular" would be 

accommodated). And at the lower level the academic self-concept is further sub

divided into components, including self-concepts of ability in specific areas (which 

allow for perceptions such as "I am good at maths, but not art''). These specific 

self-concepts relating to particular abilities are narrower, less encompassing and 

more malleable than the general self-concept (Brown & Mankowski, 1993; and 

Heatherton & Polivy, 1991). These may change with practice and experiences of 

success or failure. 

Research relating to the multifaceted structure of the self-concept 

Researchers who have shown that the self-concept appears to be 

multidimensional rather than unidimensional include Byrne (1984); Byrne 

and Shavelson (1986); Byrne and Worth Gavin (1996); Marsh (1990a,b); 

Marsh and Parker (1984); Marsh and Shavelson (1985); Van Boxtel and 

Monks (1992); and Vispoel (1995). For example, Byrne (1986) and 

Shavelson and Bolus (1982) found that although the general self-concept 

and academic self-concept are correlated, they appear to be separate 

dimensions. 
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Furthermore, 'subject-specific' self-concepts have also been found to be 

distinct, although correlated with an academic self-concept (Shavelson & 

Bolus, 1982). Marsh (1990) found that academic self-concepts are 

remarkably subject-specific. Marsh and O'Neill (1984); Marsh, Parker, and 

Smith (1983); and Marsh, Relich, and Smith (1983) found negligible 

correlations between academic self-concepts relating to ability in English 

and mathematics. 

Although a considerable amount of research has focused on the influence of a 

global or general self-concept (as indicated by the meta-analysis by Multan, 

Brown & Lent, 1991) a number of researchers (including Bandura, 1997; Harter 

and Connell, 1984; Lyon, 1993; Marsh, 1992; Mone, Baker & Jeffries, 1995; 

Padhi, 1993; Pajares, 1996; Sapp, 1996; Shavelson et al., 1976; and Simpson, 

Licht & Wagner, 1996) have advocated focusing on more specific self-concepts. 

The main reason for such advice is that research (mentioned in the box below) 

has shown that specific self-concept factors are better predictors of expectancies, 

academic behaviour and performance. 

For these reasons, the present study focuses on the influence of a specific 

component of the self-concept rather than the self-concept as a whole. 

Research relating to general versus specific self-concepts 

Bandura (1986); Gist (1987); Marsh, Relich and Smith (1983); Mone et al., 

(1995); and Van Boxtel and Monks (1992) found that specific self-concept 

factors are better predictors of academic behaviour and performance than 

general or global self-concept. For example, Van Boxtel and Monks (1992) 

found that although the general self-concept is not directly related to 

academic performance, the academic self-concept is significantly related to 

academic achievement. And in a meta-analysis Hansford and Hattie (1982) 

found that the average correlation between general self-concept and 
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achievement was 0,21 and that between academic self-concept and 

achievement was 0,42. 

Furthermore, it has been shown consistently that task-specific self

confidence has positive effects on performance in that particular domain 

(Anazonwu, 1995; Bandura, 1986; Byrne, 1986; Byrne & Shavelson 1986; 

Lyon, 1993; Marsh, Walker, & Debus 1991; Risemberg, 1993; Shavelson & 

Bolus, 1982; Skinner, Wellborn & Connell, 1990; and Zimmerman & 

Bandura, 1994). 

The self-concept of ability 

The self-concept of ability may be defined as an individual's evaluation of his/her 

ability to perform in a specific domain. It is a core concept in the various 

expectancy theories and other motivation theories (Pajares, 1996; and Wigfield & 

Eccles, 2000). Related concepts to be found in these theories are 'perceived 

academic competence' (Fortier et al., 1995) and 'self-efficacy' (Bandura, 1982). 

As these have often been seen to encompass expectations regarding future 

successful performance (Skaalvik & Sletta, 1990), some investigators refer to 

self-concept of ability as 'success expectations' (Brookover & Passalacqua, 

1981). 

Relations between seff-concept of ability and gender 

Recent findings indicate gender differences in the self-concept of ability. More 

specifically researchers have found that males tend to report more positive 

self-concepts of ability than females (Manger & Eikeland, 1998; Pintrich & De 

Groot, 1990; Seegers & Boekaerts, 1996; and Wigfield, Eccles, Maciver, 

Reuman, & Midgley, 1991 ). In a meta-analysis of 77 studies of gender 

differences Hattie (1992) found that males generally have higher academic 

self-concept scores than females, especially with regard to maths. Similar 

findings have been reported for gifted males and females (Junge & Dretzka, 

1995; Kramer, 1991; and Siegle & Reis, 1998). 
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Wigfield, Eccles, and Pintrich (1996) suggest that gender differences in 

perceived self-concept of ability may, in part, be due to the tendency of males 

to be more self-congratulatory when responding to efficacy instruments and 

the tendency of females to be more modest. 

The above leads to the following hypothesis: 

r-.""."··""'-·"":".- ..... ~~· -:--- -- - -- - -- -- - -- --- .. - - -- - -- -- --- -- - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - -- - - - -- - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -- , 

···· Hypothesis. 5.1 
I 
I . 

•• I 
I 
I 
I 

.. 

Males report more positive seN-concepts of ability than females 

The Jjypothesis was confirrned. An anova and a post hoc Scheffe test 

revealed that (a) males had more positive concepts of their own ability than 

females did (see Table 5.1 ), and(b} therewas no gender x race interaction. 

In spite of their relatively high ratings of their own ability, however, 

males obtained on average slightly lower marks in the examinations than 

fer'Tl~t~s did (56,62% and 59,43% respectively). 

T~ble5.1 
Scheffe groupingJor the mean 'perceptions of abilityt scores obtained 
. by f'Jlales al')d females (alLracial·groups) 

Mean 
3,93 
3,77 

Minimum significant difference= 0, 15 

Although<C!ll gender x race groups had relatively high scores relating to 

perceptions ofabHity(~ee.Appendix 5, Tables A.62 -A.64), the results of this 

: > .•. study inqicate tnat botb black anc:t white males were more positive than 
I . ·::.:: :::·· . ·:· ... · . .:·.·. - .··. . ·. .·.· .· . . ..... 

F f~rn~les aboutJheir own ability. This finding is in line with those of previous 
•·.·· .. 
:/·. r~~~archmentioned inthischapter. 
(/'". 

;((;>:.; :.>:.:.-:::·.:.··· · .. : :"< . . 
::<:>:"::..: ..... :.-.··· . 
... --~-~·,;;.:_:~·~-.;..·;.;.·:....:·;;.:..;,:_._._.~.;- -.• ; .. .;. ___ -- ---- -- ------ -- --- --- -- -- --- ----------- -- --- ---------------- ----' 

I 
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p;:~~~~------------------~----~--------------------------------------------------------------~ 

I 
I 
I .. 
e:.:: 

The discrepancy between females' perceptions of their ability and their 

actual achieyements may be attributed to feminine modesty. Another possible 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

: explanation is that females may be socialised to believe they are less 
I 
f.:.·. 

:> •· >.cornpetent than mates are. 
[:~:~ ---_ . .;:·- ..;.._ ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------_: 

Relations between past performance and self-concept of ability 

According to Bandura (1991, 1997) when people are faced with complex novel 

tasks they rely on their past experience in similar situations to set performance 

goals. More specifically, success at a particular task increases feelings of 

competence and expectancies for success in that area. On the other hand, 

failure decreases feelings of ability and expectancies for success. Indeed, 

research has shown that college students who experience success at solving 

math problems experience increases in math self-efficacy, whereas those who 

fail at the same task exhibit decreases in math self-efficacy (Campbell & Hackett, 

1986). 

The above leads to the following hypothesis: 

------~---~------------------------------------------------------------------------------, 

HypQthesis 5.2 

Students. ·who have previously failed psychology examinations> have 
, . ·. JC)werconcepts of their own abilit}t than those who have never (ailed 
I. 
I 

F Jhi~ hypothesis, which.was tested by an anova and a post hoc Scheffe test, ' ·.: .·.·.·.· .. · .. · .. · .. . . ·.·. 

l 'I/a~ ~onfirmect The mearl 'perceptions of ability' score of students Who had 
:: . >·_·_::·:::·>::.:::::.:.::::-' _::: ·-.. · ::::···· . ··_: ··:_ ·.. . 

k l'leyerfailed a psychology course was significantly higher than that of students 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

who had previously failed at leastone of the courses (see Table 5.2). 

: Table 5.2 
:··· ~c~effe grouping for the mean fperceptions .of ability' scores obtained 
: />by students who.previously passed all their.psychology .exa.minations 
: ·. ~nd thosewt1o·hadfail~d at least one psychology exami11ation 
•. >:··· 
I.· 
1:-·-:::. 
L:::-.·· .. ···· .. 
I':.·: 
...... :.::. 
p··· 
1:· . 

: < Previous! 
•· .·.· .. :<·•· ·········.· ····Previousl 

N 
381 
317 

· .. Mean 
3.90 
3,69 

Scheffe rouping 
A 
B 

: Minimum significant difference = 0,11 
L:i·~:~-L~:L~:J:~:2·:~:-_:L~-----·-_ . _____________________________________ ~ _________________________________ _ 
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~-~--~~:----~--.---~---------------~-------------------------------------------------------------. 1:-· J 
I I 

: Discussion ' r::. 
I . 
····:. 
I . 

I The result~ of this hypothesis provide some support for Bandura's (1991, 
I .··. .. ..·. . . . l ...••. 1fj:7)pr~posaLthatpasffailure may decrease perception of.one's own ability. 

: However, if should>be noted that bQth the 'passed' group and the 'failed' ,. 
I 
I group perceived themselves to have relatively high ability. Indeed, the total 

group arydalLthe 11 subgroups perceived themselves to have relatively high 

· ability(see ,t\ppendix 51 Tables A.62 -A64). 
I 
I 

--~--~~------·---~---~-----·----~-----------------------------------------------------------~ 

Relations between self-concept of ability, expectancies, effort, 
motivation and achievement 

The self-concept of ability is considered to be highly relevant in settings involving 

academic motivation and performance (Baron & Byrne, 2000). As Heyman and 

Dweck (1992) point out, actual ability (or lack thereof) is not the sole determinant 

of success or failure. Indeed, self-perceptions of ability (whether accurate or 

inaccurate) may have a greater influence on achievement because it is the 

perceptions of one's own abilities that influence one's expenditure of effort 

(Archer, 1994; and Bandura, 1986), and persistence (Bandura, 1986). A study by 

Hay, Ashman, and van Kraayenoord (1998) supported this suggestion by 

showing that perceptions of high ability are positively related to persistence. And 

Van Boxtel and MOnks (1992) found that gifted achievers tend to have more 

confidence in their abilities than their underachieving counterparts. 

A number of authors (including Bandura, 1982; Boekaerts, 1991; 

Chapman, Lambourne, & Silva, 1990; Covington & Omelich, 1979a,b; Martin & 

Debus, 1998; Nicholls, 1976; Nicholls, Cheung, Lauer & Patashnick, 1989; Sanna 

& Pusecker, 1994; Schunk, 1990; and Tuckman & Sexton, 1990) have come to 

similar conclusions, suggesting that the self-concept of ability influences 

achievement through various cognitive and motivational processes. The 

implication of the above is that educators should find ways to enhance students' 

perceptions of their own ability. 

Among explanations given as to why the self-concept of ability influences 

academic performance, rather than vice versa, are the following: 
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• A favourable concept of one's own ability leads to high expectancies for 

future success, which in tum leads to achievement-related behaviours 

(Purkey, 1970). Projects indicating that the self-concept of ability precedes 

expectancies of success, include those by Marsh (1987); Meece, Wigfield, 

and Eccles, (1990); Shavelson and Bolus (1982); and Skaalvik and Hagtvet 

(1990). Furthermore, a number of researchers (including Eccles et al., 1983; 

Fennema & Sherman, 1978; Skaalvik & Rankin, 1995; Vollmer, 1986; 

Weiner, 1979; and Wigfield, 1984) have found that perceptions of one's own 

ability are positively related to expectancies. 

• Self-perceptions of ability may influence motivation directly. For example, 

Fortier et al. (1995) suggest that increases and decreases in perceptions of 

one's own ability lead to corresponding increases and decreases in 

motivation. Bandura (1986), Rosenthal and Zimmerman (1978), and Schunk 

(1989a) maintain that, even when students experience failure, their belief in 

their ability (whether accurate or not) can transcend the negative effects of 

such failure and elicit motivated behaviours. 

• Those who perceive themselves as highly able try to perform well, persist at 

difficult tasks, and invest a great deal of effort in striving for relatively high 

goals - which leads to achievement (Bandura, 1986; Bandura, 1993; Bibik, 

1999; Salomon, 1984; Vrugt, 1994; and Zimmerman, 2000). As Bandura 

(1989) put it: "a striking common characteristic of people who eventually 

achieved eminence in their respective fields was an inextinguishable sense of 

self-efficacy that enabled them to override innumerable rejections of their 

early work" (p.40). 

• On the other hand, people who perceive themselves as having little ability are 

likely (a) to be filled with doubts and uncertainty - which undermines their 

concentration (Bandura, 1989); (b) to reduce their efforts when they 

encounter problems, or (c) to give up completely (Bandura & Cervone, 1983; 

and Weinberg, Gould, & Jackson, 1979). All these reactions contribute to poor 

performance. 

• As Kurtz-Castes and Schneider (1994) point out, students who have a 

relatively low view of their abilities are more likely than peers to attribute 
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academic failures to a lack of ability rather than to controllable factors such as 

task difficulty or effort. Furthermore, these students tend to believe that 

intelligence is stable and cannot be augmented (Dai, Moon, & Feldhusen, 

1998). These maladaptive attributions are likely to decrease motivation and 

thus increase the likelihood of failure. 

Research supporting the contention that self-concept of ability leads 
to effort expenditure, motivation and achievement 

A number of researchers have found that perceptions of ability are primarily 

a cause rather than an effect of students' achievement performance. 

Among those who have shown that the self-concept precedes academic 

performance are Kurtz-Castes and Schneider (1994); Marsh (1993); Marsh 

and Yeung (1998); and Shavelson and Bolus (1982). For example, 

Shavelson and Bolus (1982) found that feelings of competence affected 

subsequent performance but achievement did not significantly affect 

subsequent self-perceptions of ability. DeCharms (1976) and Dweck (1975) 

found that intervention aimed to raise students' perceptions of their own 

ability had positive effects of subsequent achievement. 

Felson (1984), who found that perceptions of one's own ability had a causal 

influence on subsequent achievement, suggests that students who perceive 

themselves as being able are motivated to work harder than those who 

believe they are less able - and thus achieve higher grades. And Helmke 

(cited by Kurtz-Castes and Schneider, 1994) found that feelings of 

competence are indeed a necessary precondition for persistent effort. 

Others who have found that perceived ability is related to effort expenditure 

include Maciver, Stipek, and Daniels (1991); and Pokay and Blumenfeld 

(1990). 

Accordingly, it has been shown that st1:1dents who perceive themselves to 

be academically competent tend to choose more challenging tasks, invest 

more effort in completing tasks, persist on these tasks for longer, have 

greater expectancies, and are more motivated than students who see 

themselves as academically incompetent (Bandura, 1977; Bandura, 1993; 
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Cervone, 1989; Ford, 1992; Malpass & O'Neil 1996; Mone et al., 1995; 

Pajares & Johnson, 1996; Peake & Cervone, 1989; Pintrich 1994; Pintrich & 

Schrauben, 1992; Schunk, 1984b; Zimmerman, 1995; Zimmerman et al., 

1992; and Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1992). 

Conversely, those who think they are incompetent tend to show little 

patience or perseverance when problems with learning are encountered 

(Pintrich & Garcia, 1991). Dweck and Reppucci (1973) found that students 

with low self-concepts avoid difficult learning situations, thus making less 

effort in school. Bandura (1977) found that those who perceive themselves 

to be incompetent avoid activities they perceive as exceeding their ability. 

Ferrari, Parker, and Ware (1992) found that feelings of confidence were 

negatively related to academic procrastination, and House (1993b) found 

that perceptions of ability were significant predictors of dropping out of 

school. 

As academic self-concept has been found to have a significant affect on 

effort and motivation, it is not surprising to find that it also impacts on 

academic achievement. Research on students in different cultural groups 

involved in a variety of courses and at many levels of education has shown 

this is indeed the case (Anazonwu, 1995; Bridgeman & Shipman, 1978; 

Chapman et al., 1990; Felson, 1984; Hansford & Hattie, 1982; Harter, 1985; 

House, 1995; Kurtz-Castes & Schneider, 1994; Maqsud, 1983; Maqsud, 

1993; Maqsud & Rouhani, 1991; Marsh, 1987; Mone et al., 1995; Pajares & 

Graham, 1999; Pajares & Miller, 1995; Randhawa, Beamer, & Lundberg, 

1993; Shavelson & Bolus, 1982; Simpson et al., 1996; Sink, Barnett, & 

Pool, 1993; and Song & Hattie, 1984). 

In opposition to the above, Scheirer and Kraut (1979) argue that achievement 

influences the self-concept rather than vice versa. These authors maintain that 

experiences of failure or success result in corresponding decreases or increases 

in perceptions of ability. 

After two extensive reviews of the relevant literature, Byrne (1984, 1986) 

concluded that whether or not self-concept of ability influences achievement or 
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vice versa has not, as yet, been firmly established. But a plausible explanation for 

the contradictory findings regarding the direction of causality is suggested by the 

results of a meta-analysis carried out by Hansford and Hattie (1982). This 

analysis revealed that the direction of causality varies with age. It is possible, for 

example, that at an early age success and failure in various tasks helps form the 

yet unstable self-concept. But once the self-concept is established it may 

increasingly affect expectancies, achievement related behaviour and ultimately 

achievement. More recently this notion has received some support from the 

research findings of Skaalvik and Hagtvet (1990) who found that the path from 

self-concept to achievement is stronger for older students. 

The same reasoning may be applied to specific academic self-concepts of 

university students. For example, during the beginning stages of their psychology 

course, their successes or failures may help establish their concepts of their own 

ability to master psychology. But once their 'psychology self-concepts' have 

formed, these specific aspects of their self-concepts are likely to affect their future 

expectancies and achievement related behaviours. 

The abovementioned theory and research lead to the following three 

hypotheses: 

~-~------~----.----------------------------------~-----------------------------------------------~ 
: I 

V· 

: Hypothesis ·5.3 
I 
I 
I 
I 

' 

This hypothesis, which was tested by calculating Pearsorf pt()duct 
.. ··· . . . 

, mornent C()rretationst was supported. Perceptions of students' own ability , ... 
I. ,.·. 
I 

' I 
' I ,. 
' .... 
' I 
' ' I 
I. 

:::\:.:. 
ii·· 
I 
I 
r.•:·.· 

. .. . .. · ... 

were positively•and significantly related to expectanciesforthe total group 

and 10 ofthe 11 subgroups: 

• The total group (r =0.48); underestimators (r = 0,68}; realists (r = 0,51 ); 

overestimators (r= 0,39); black<females {r = 0141 ); white males (r = 0,61 ); 

· -Wt"l.itefemales{I:.= 0;59);.those·whopassed· (r::: 0,53); thoserwhofailed (r= 

:> .· ...... 01~p); those who. previously passed (r = 0,53), and those who previously 
I , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

:···• · · ?fail~.(r= 0;40). : 
I I 
•<< ............. ·. . . . .·... ' 
·~::.~<;,;::,;,;,::~< .... ~ - ~-~;... ~-- - - ·.:.:~- ...;:..._._ - - ~---..;.._ ...;;... ___ _;._ - - - -- - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - -- - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - -- - ' 
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t~·--·----.-~-~~--------------------------------------------------------------------------------, I I 
1:>>.: I 

l Butthe hypothesis was not confirmed for black males. 
I 
I 

' I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

: . ,, Discussion 
i·."" · .. ·· 

l. . Ttie o\leran results of the present study support previous research findings 
I 

l · Which indicate that perceptions of ability are significantly and positively related 
I ,. 
I 
I 
I .· 
1:· 
I , .. , . 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

'· I ,. 

to expectancies. It seems logical that the more able students perceive 

<themselves to be the more they expect to succeed, and it is not clear why. the 

relation does not exist for black males. 

Hypothesis 5~4 

Perceptions of ability are positively related to perceptions of effort 
···· expenditure 
··~---....~ .. -----------------------------------------------~----..... 

·· This hypothesis was tested by calculating Pearson product moment 

correlations. 

· Thf! hypothesis was supported for: The total group (r = 0,20); black 

females (r = 0,30); white females (r = 0,28); those who subsequently passed 

(r = 0,27); and those who failed previously (r = 0,27). 

The hypothesis was notsupported. for the other groups. 

The hesults ofthis hypothesis are discussed together with those ofHypothesis 

5.5~ 

·· .. ···. · .. 

/ i.f:lypothesis 5.5 

....... PercepUons. ofability are positively.related to .. achievement 
I 

! "fhe hypothesis was tested by means of Pearson product moment 
I'-:-:: 

F .·.. ·. correlations .. • .. 
I·:-:·.'::·:-:: .. f .·.···· 
I:··.· .. ,:··:.:-··. 

f: 

···.-. F·· 
1:.· . 
·~:. -·.::;. .. ·..;:::... .... · . .:.. ........ -··~ -_ . ...; ......... _ ------.;. .. -·-·------- -·- ----------------------------------------------------- -' 
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r:~-~~---~---------------------------------------------------------------------------------1 
I . I 

I ,. 
I , ... ,. 
I. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I 
1·.· ,. 
I 
I 

' I 

The hypothesis was supported for: overestimators (r = 0,39); realists 

(r= 0,43); white females (r = 0,28), and underestimators (r = 0,60) (see Table 

·5.3). 

The ·hypothesis was not supported for the total group or any other 

: subgroup. 
I 
I 
I 

.... 
I 
I 
I 

' I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

" I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Further inspection of the data revealed that the mean 'perception of 

ability' scores of all groupswererelatively high (see Table 5.4). 

Table5~3 

Mean ability scores (presented in descending order), mark obtained and 
the significant correlations between them 

Mean 'Perception of Mark obtained r 
ability' Score 

Overestimators ·• 3~85 47,46 0,39 
Realists 3,80 . 63,85 •· 0,43 
White females 3,82 66,08 0,28 
Underestimators 3;64 76,39 0,60 

, Table5~4 
I L· Mean ability scores (presentec:tin descending order). and .mark obtained 
: · fqrth'v~fious groups il1wf'1ich.the correlationwas.insignificant .. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

' I 
' I .. 
I 
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' I 
I 

' ' I 
I 
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•· I 
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•· ,. 
' I 
I 
f·< 
' I ,. 
I 
I·. 

' I 

White males 
8 lack males .. ·.J· 

.·. Previously. passed 
Passed . .·.···k 
Blacks .• 

Slack females 

• ••• 
·'Previously failed 
Failed 

Mean 'Perception of Mark obtained r 
abilitv~ Score 

I 

3,97 65,53 NS 
3,90 48,24 NS 

·390 65,55 .• NS 
. ' 
3,84 65,61 NS 
3,77 47,28 NS 

•. 3,72 46,95 NS 
. 

3,69 51,03 NS 
3,67 41,98 NS 

l~-~-~~~-w-~--~----~-·~--------·-------------------------------------------------------------
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: Data from the present study revealed that students in general perceive .. .. 
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I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1.: 

A number of authors (mentioned above) have proposed that a positive 

concept of one's own ability influences achievement through various 

motivational and cognitive processes such as achievement motivation and 

effort But the results of testing Hypotheses 5.4 and 5.5 do not seem to lend 

much support to this suggestion. Indeed, in combination, the results of testing 

thesetwo hypotheses do not seem to contribute much to a meaningful pattern 

of relations between perceptions of ability, effort and achievement. 

In the case of those groups whose perceptions oMheirability correlated 

with actual performance, one may conclude that it is beneficial to have 

optimistic perceptions of one's own ability. However, acloserinspectionofthe 

data reveals thatthe mean 'perception of ability' score of underestimators was 

3;64 and they obtained an average score of 76% in the examinations. 

E:quivalentdata for overestimators was 3,84 and 47%. This is reminiscent of 

the relations found between perceptions of effort expenditure and 

achievement (See Hypothesis< 4~2). One may therefore cohdude that 

l ov~roptimistic perceptions of one's own ability may be maladaptive as they 
I 

F may f'E:}flect underestimation of standards required and underestimation 
I 

l ~f th.~ a111ount of effort, preparation and slcill requirJi!c/: to meet those 
1> .... ·.. ·.. . .. . . 

l $tandards~. Thos~ who bverestimat~ the standard of their own performance in 
I. 
I 
I 
I 
r.. 
I 

comparison with what is required may fail to study appropriately, continue to 

: u~~ ineffectual study methods and/or become complacent. 
•. t 
I t 
I . t 

l-·--------------------~---~--------------------------------------------------------------~ 

Although, as mentioned above, it has generally been found that perceptions of 

one's own ability are positively related to expectancies, motivation and 

performance, some studies have shown that self-concept of ability may deviate 
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substantially from performance (Bachman & O'Malley, 1977; Connell & Ilardi, 

1987; Eshel & Klein, 1981; Eshel & Kurman, 1991; and Williams, 1998). 

In particular, it seems that most people believe they have a high level of 

ability (Brown, 1990) and, although there may be substantial correlations 

between measures of their self-concept and academic achievement, 

overestimation of ability appears to be the rule rather than the exception (Eshel 

and Kurman, 1991; and Taylor and Brown, 1988). In nearly all countries and in 

almost all sections of their communities, people tend to rate themselves to be 

above average on a wide range of positive attributes and ability (Dunning, 

Meyerowitz, & Holzberg, 1989; Dunning, Perie, & Story, 1991; and Heady & 

Wearing, 1988). For example, Meltzer, Roditi, Houser, and Perlman (1998) found 

that students with learning disabilities tend to rate themselves as above average 

on a number of subjects as well as rating themselves more competent than their 

teachers judge them to be. The tendency of individuals to report self-concepts of 

high ability is seen by some to be a form of narcissism (Gecas, 1982; Paulhus, 

1984; and Raskin & Terry, 1988). 

On reviewing 21 relevant studies, Mabe and West (1982) found that 15 of 

them reported data indicating that people overestimate their ability. Not only do 

they tend to overestimate particular abilities, they also have a tendency to 

perceive themselves as 'above average' in terms of a variety of traits and abilities 

(Alicke, 1985; Brown, 1986; Dunning, 1993; Dunning et al., 1989; Dunning et al., 

1991; Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Heady & Wearing, 1988; Hoorens, 1995; Meltzer et 

al., 1998; Weinstein, 1989; and Wylie, 1979). Furthermore, it has been found that 

they tend to retain these biased perceptions even after receiving negative 

feedback (Snyder & Higgins, 1988; and Tesser & Paulhus, 1983). 

The most extensive research in this area comes from a survey of one 

million American high school students conducted by the College Board in 1976-

1977 (in Dunning et al., 1989). Only two percent of these students judged 

themselves to be below average in leadership ability and only six percent 

regarded themselves as below average in athletic ability. 

The above leads to the following hypothesis: 
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Hypothesis s~6 

··Students perceive themselves to be above their class average 
.. 

The hypothesis was confirmed. 

An inspection of the descriptive statistics revealed that, on average, the 

total group (a} expected to obtain 64t03% in the forthcoming examinations 

and (b) expected the class average to be 60,27%. Furthermore, the 

hypothesis was confirmed for all of the 11 subgroups (see Table 5.5). In 

: adcjition, on average, members of all the groups believed they were more 
' : intelligentthantheir schooLpeers (see Table 5.6) . 
..... :·:·: 
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Table5.5 
Expected marks~ expected class average and the percentage difference 
between them (in.descending order) for the various· groups 

% difference between · 
.. f expected class average 

Expected% Expected class % and own mark 

White mates 66,58 57,59 8,99 
Passed:previOusly 66,82 59,69 7~13 
White females 65,43 58,39 7,04 
Passed 66,08 . 59,28 6,80 
Realists ·•. 64,20 58,22 

.· . .• 5,98 
Overestimators 68,06 ·•. 62,92 5,14 

· Black males . 65,07 60,46 4;61 
Failed.previously . ·<·.::. 64;03 6086 . . I 

... : 3,17 
.. Underestimators 62,06 58,92 3A4 

·Black• females ·· .. 66,37 64,91 1,46 
.Failed 6400 63,10 0,90 

.. .. .. 

·-~-~~---·-~------·----------------------------------------------·-----·--------·------------------J 
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Mean 'social comparison' scores (presented in descending order) for 
the various groups 

N Mean Std Dev 
Black mates 66 4,05 1,06 
White.males 61 3,84 0,95 
Overestimators 288 3,69 1, 13 
Failed previously 316 3,64 1,12 
Passed 485 3,62 1,05 
Black females 182 3,59 1, 16 
Passed previously 380 3,59 1,06 
Underestimators 114 3,59 1,08 
Failed 191 3,52 1,20 
Realists 271 3,51 1,06 
White females 361 3,46 1,06 

Discussion 

1 On. average, a1Lgroups of students (including those who tend to fail) expected 
I· 
I 

: that (a) their forthcoming examination marks would be above the class 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

average1 and (b) they were more intelligent than their school peers. These 

findings further confirm the large body of research (mentioned above) which 

has generally found thatpeopte (in atr countries) tend to rate themselves as 

being'aboveaverage'(even thosewho have experienced·failure). 

However; if most students rate themselves as 'above average' then it is 
•:· . .. 

: · obvious that a considerable number of them have unrealistic perceptions of .. 
: · their own ability; 
I 

: . . I 

----·-----~------·---------------------------------------------------------------------------' 

Possible causes of overoptimistic perceptions of ability 

As the above suggests, students have a tendency to overestimate their abilities. 

Whether such positive biases are founded in motivation or cognitive information 

processing strategies is still uncertain (Tesser, 1988). Some authors (Baumeister 

& Cairns, 1992; Bowerman, 1978; Bradley; 1978; and Zuckerman, 1979) suggest 

that these biases are motivated by needs or aspirations. More specifically: 
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• Codol (1987) suggests that the 'above average' bias serves to satisfy the 

need to feel unique. This corresponds with the suggestion of Baron and 

Roper (1976) that people tend to believe that, in terms of their abilities, they 

are closer to the cultural ideal rather than to the average person. 

• Dai et al. (1998), Hoorens (1995), Covington (1992a,b) maintain that students 

overestimate their abilities because they need to protect or enhance their 

personal sense of worth. According to Steele (1988) and Tesser (1988) the 

greater an individual's need for personal sense of worth within a particular 

domain, the more likely he or she is to have an unrealistically positive self

concept of ability. 

In many societies it is widely recognised that individual worth depends to a 

large extent on success. And because ability is seen as critical for success, 

perceiving themselves as highly able contributes significantly to students' 

perceptions of their own worth (Bandura, 1986; and Covington, 1984a). 

Indeed even the · perception of ability implies a sense of worthiness -

sometimes even in the absence of concrete attainments (Covington, 1984b). 

• Similarly, the motivational theory of Covington and Berry (1976) suggests 

that overrating ability may be due to anxiety associated with low self

esteem and fear of failure. That is, overrating ability is seen to be a 

defence mechanism - an anxiety-motivated attempt to preserve self

esteem. In this regard, Raskin and Novacke (1989, p.66) described 

overrating of ability as "a pattern of grandiosity used to bolster and 

enhance a fragile sense of self-esteem". This notion gained some support 

from the research findings of Connell and Ilardi (1987) which indicated that 

overrating is based on anxiety-driven mechanisms. These findings 

challenge Ornstein's (1995) suggestion that the best way of reducing 

students' anxiety is to strengthen their perceptions of their own ability. 

Others (Miller & Ross, 1975; and Nisbett & Ross, 1980) see inflated perceptions 

of one's own ability to be the result of cognitive information processing strategies, 

such as selective perception and memory. More specifically: 
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• Traditional psychoanalytic views, such as those of Fenichel (1945) and Freud 

(1948), maintained that perceptions of the self are favourably distorted 

because unfavourable information is prevented from reaching awareness (i.e. 

it is repressed). Such distortions or self-deceptions were seen to prevent or 

eliminate psychic pain. Similarly, others (Greenwald, 1980; Snyder, 1985; and 

Wylie, 1979) suggest that positive feedback is exaggerated by the individual, 

whilst failure feedback is distorted, minimised, or ignored. 

More recently, research such as that by Esh el and Kurman ( 1991 ) seems 

to indicate that (a) students do use selective perception and memory to 

maintain or inflate their self-concepts of ability, and (b) students' self

concepts of ability are highly resistant to negative academic feedback. 

It is further suggested that the nature of feedback from parents and 

teachers contribute to inflated perceptions of ability. Maciver (1987) 

maintains that parents and teachers tend to tell students that they can do 

better, implying that their ability is higher than their performance. 

In short, students may use selective perception (e.g. selective 

attention and motivated or selective forgetting) and cues from others to 

maintain or inflate their self-concepts of ability. 

Cultural differences in self-perceptions of ability 

Results of studies of the relations between race, feelings of competence and 

achievement are somewhat surprising. Most research (which has generally 

involved white subjects) has shown that self-perceptions of competence (even if 

somewhat optimistic) are positively related to achievement. But cross-cultural 

studies have shown that this does not apply so clearly to all cultural groups. Two 

often-cited studies (Soares & Soares, 1969; and Trowbridge, 1972) found that 

disadvantaged students felt more competent than advantaged students did. 

Specifically, black students' ratings of their own ability tend to be more 

unrealistically high than those of whites (Fulkerson et al., 1983; Graham, 1994; 

and Kurtz-Castes, Ehrlich, McCall & Loridant, 1995). According to Graham 

(1994) one might expect Africans to have lower self-concepts of ability than 

whites, as they tend to experience more academic difficulties than whites. 
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However, comparative racial studies consistently report blacks to be equal to 

or higher than whites on a vast array of self-concept measures. Furthermore 

such perceptions of ability appear to be relatively uninfluenced by social class 

distinctions (Graham, 1994). 

Graham's (1994) summary of the results of 18 studies on ethnic 

differences in academic self-concept measures shows that, almost without 

exception, African Americans perceived themselves as having equivalent or 

higher levels of ability than whites did, even if their achievements were lower. 

Various reasons for these discrepancies have been suggested. 

• One suggestion is that inaccuracy reflects an inability of some (particularly 

disadvantaged) students to comprehend and utilise cues pertaining to grading 

criteria employed by teachers (Klein & Eshel, 1980; and Moreland et al, 

1981). 

• A second explanation relates to the theory of social comparison (Festinger, 

1954; and Goethals & Darley, 1977) which suggests that pupils estimate their 

own ability by comparing their abilities to those of similar others - and black 

students may use downward social comparisons that enhance their self

perceptions. Crocker and Major (1989) suggest that it may be adaptive for 

blacks to have optimistic perceptions in the face of relative stigmatisation by 

social and economic disadvantage. In other words, a desire for self

enhancement may lead blacks to compare themselves to their generally 

educationally disadvantaged peers who are less successful than their more 

advantaged white peers (Heady & Wearing, 1988; and Rosenberg & 

Simmons, 1971). 

The foregoing leads to the following two hypotheses: 
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Black .southAfricanstudents perceive themselves to· be more .able than 
white studentsdo 

The hypothesis was not supported. An anova and a post hoc Scheffe test 

revealed no significant difference between the 'perceptions of ability' scores of 

blacks andwhites. 

Discussion 

Although there was no significant difference between the 'perceptions of 

: · 13.bility' scores of blacks and whites, there was a significant difference 
I 

: regarding their performance (see Chapter 3, Table 3.14). These findings 
I 
I 
I 
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concur with the findings of my previous study which also found that black 

students (a) did not have significantly higher perceptfons of their own ability 

than whites did, and (b) f'lad significantly lower examination scores (Moore, 

1998). 

Hypothesis 5.8 
.·. 

·· .. Black South African students are more likely than white students. to. believe 
. ........ that they were more intelligent than their school classmates 

I 
i 
I 
I 

The hypothesis was . not supported. Anovas and post hoc Scheffe tests 

! > revealed (a) that black students were not more likely than white students to 
I 

: beJievethatthey were more intelligent than their school peers, (b) no gender x 
I 
1.: 
I 
I 
I 
I ,. 
I 
I· 
I 
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race interaction, but (c) that males were more Ukely thanJemafes to believe 

·. •thattheyweremore·intelljgentthattheir school .. peers (see Table 5.7). 

:· ···· Table5.7 
I 

· Scheff& grouping for the mean 'social comparison' scores obtained by 
males and females (all racial groups) 

.Mean Scheffe grouping 
Males 3,94 A 

Females 3,51 8 
Critical value F = 6;67 Minimum significant difference = 0,28 

. . . I .. ~---..;; ______ --·--- --·--- ______ .;,;~- _;;..-__ ------ ----- -------- ----- --- --- ----- --- --- -- _. _ _.._._ --- --- ----- -~ 
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Discussion 

The present results do not appear to confirm the theory of social comparison 

(Festinger, 1954; Goethals etal., 1977) discussed· above. The data reveal that 

black students were not more likely than white students to compare 

themselves to their educationally disadvantaged peers. Rather the results of 

testing this hypothesis together with those of testing Hypothesis 5.6 indicate 

that all groups tended to believe that they were above average (males more 

so ·than females). 

It is possible, therefore, that all groups of university students use 

downward social comparisons. University students may regard themselves as 

somewhat 'ente', This is because entry to a university is usually controlled by 

national examinations which select only a proportion of the candidates. 

University education, then, may generate feelings of superiority which are 

reflected in students' inclinations to assume that their ability is average or 

above it. 
·~---~-------·--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

The questionable value of an overoptimistic self-concept of ability 

As explained earlier, favourable perceptions of one's ability have certain 

advantages. They protect the psyche from pain and a sense of helplessness; 

they promote a sense of worthiness and well being, and they are positively 

related to optimistic expectancies, motivation, effort and achievement. 

Moreover, as DeCharms (1976) and Dweck (1975) discovered, 

intervention aimed to raise students' perceptions of their own ability may have 

positive effects of subsequent achievement. In accordance, many a modern 

program aimed at empowering workers and students includes an attempt to 

enhance positive self-perceptions. 

But the question remains as to whether an unrealistically positive 

academic self-concept is entirely beneficial to students. Is excessive confidence 

in one's own abilities really adaptive in academic settings? 

Self-concept theories stress the importance of developing a realistic 

academic self-concept, as unrealistic positive perceptions may be 

I 
I 
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maladaptive when proactive behaviour is called for. Positive perceptions of 

their own ability may help some low achieving students to overcome feelings 

of incompetence and frustration caused by their poor academic performance. 

But, as Eshel and Kurman ( 1991) point out, unrealistic perceptions of ability 

are more likely to be associated with failure to cope with demands of school 

than with enhanced effort to live up to required academic standards. And 

Alicke (1985) maintains that accurate self-assessments may have many 

desirable consequences, such as the ability to predict one's influence over 

events and to choose situations suited to one's abilities. Eshel and Kurman 

( 1991) therefore suggest that the value of fostering enhanced academic self

concepts is at least questionable. 

Research relating to accuracy of self-concept of ability 

Accuracy of self-concept of ability seems to be related to performance, SES 

origin, age, and intelligence. Bouffard, Markovits, Vezeau, Boisvert and 

Dumas (1998), and Eshel and Kurman (1991) found that higher achieving 

students are more accurate than low achieving students when estimating 

their own grades. Klein and Eshel (1980) found that high SES pupils tend to 

have more accurate academic self-perceptions, while children of lower SES 

origin are more inclined to overestimate their actual achievement. And 

Eshel et al. (1991) found that accuracy of perceived ability tends to increase 

with age. 

In addition, Eshel and Kurman (1991) found that the larger the gap between 

students' perceived ability and teacher ratings of academic performance the 

lower their actual achievement. Connell and Ilardi (1987) found that over

raters reveal more anxiety than under-raters in the face of failure, and are 

rated by teachers as having less efficient coping strategies. 

Alicke's (1985) solution to the problem of whether one should attempt to enhance 

the self-concepts of unsuccessful students is that efforts to either raise or lower 

self-perceptions should be discouraged, as the need for a positive self-concept 
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may be balanced by a need for accurate self-assessment. Pajares (1996) offers a 

practical but challenging solution, suggesting that educationists should attempt to 

improve students' calibration (i.e. the accuracy of their perceptions) by helping 

them understand what they know and what they do not know. And the main 

challenge is to achieve this without lowering confidence. 

As no research, other than that conducted by Klein and Eshel (1980), 

could be found concerning the relations between realistic/unrealistic 

expectations and perceptions of ability and of being 'above average' the 

following hypothesis was tested: 

r:~:-"""·~< .. ""'·--- -:-· --. ....... -. ·-·- .... ""' -· .. .-: ·-........ "."" • ......... __ .,. .. - - - - ..... - .. - - - -- - - - - - - - -- - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -·-.-·- - - - - -·.- .. -·- - i 
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There is a s ... ignificant difference between those who have realistic 
(J)<p~ta11c:ies and those who have unrealistic expectancies with regt1rd 
to their perceptions of their own ability ·· · ·. 

The hull hypothesis ·was rejected. An anova and a post hoc Scheffe test 
.. ·.··.>.-"·>:-:-·.···. .. . 

revealed that overestimators had significantly higher scores regarding their 

perceptioqs ofth~ir ownabiHty than underestimators did. 

Tables~s 

.· Scheffe grouping for the mean of perceptions ·of ability scores. obtained 
•.. . ]>Y ttae realistic ar-dunt.(:)alhstic groups 

... ·· .. ··. 
t 
J,·.·. 
L. 
t-::.:··· ,·.··· 
t.: .. :.: 
I::: .... 
f"•• 
•··•· .......... •· ·. . ·. .· 
.::::>::.:.::.-:-·· ... · o· .•.. . . .: •.. ··· .. :> scusson·.·· 
1. :-:.:--:···· .·· . :··.-:-:-:::-::.::::::·... . ·: .::-:::::-..::·..:::::·.:·.· ... :::: ·: 

Mean 
3,85 

Minimum significant difference = 0, 18 

r. .· lfd!> not ~~rprising ttiatfhe fT}~an scores on .Jperceptions of ~bmty' were 

!i $~gl1ificaQtly >higher for over8$timators than underestimators. Indeed, an 
l·: . ... . 

F ·•·••·•···•··•• ~X,,miqatic:uroftheprecedjng findingsind.icates thatoverestimators were•.·jnclined 
L > • tC> ha~~ unrealistic perceptions on a number of their.own .qualities~ ·•For example, 
j>········ .. ·.·.·.··.-:.·:-··:.. ···:.. . 

1 <·<···· }il'}<qpf11pao$on.·witD• underestimators •. ··overestimators: 
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(a) pad significantly higher expectancies about their· owo performance on 

>forthcoming examinations (see Chapter 3, Table 3.19); 
... ·.·.·.·.. . . . . ... 

· >(b)weremore confidentaboutthese predictions (see Chapter3, Table 3.25), 

. ((;} p~rceiyed themselves to spend more effort on studying (see Chapter 4; Table 

.·.·.···4.4). 

(d}perceived themselves to be more above their class average. The 

> difference between. overestimators' expected mark and th.eir expectations 

aboutthe class average was 5, 14%, This difference for underestimators 

was 3,14% (TableS.5}; 

yetthe average mark for overestimators (i.e. 47%, which was 11 % below class 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I :> ·average) was significantly/owerthanthat of underestimators (i.e. 76%, which ,. ,. 
: · · · was 17% above class average}. 
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The tE;!SUlts of this hypothesis seem to· suggest that (a) interventiops aimed 

: at promoting perceptions of ability in an academic environment should be 

! . approached ANith CSlJtiOn ·SS unrealistic positive perceptions appear lo be 
I ··.·. . ... 

: · mataq~ptivein such settings{b) students shouldratherbe encouraged to develop 
I. 
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: realistic self'-perceptions bybeingmade (!ware of their possible inadequacies. : 
I I 
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Common sense suggests that, when performing a task, people's expectancies for 

success are influenced by the interplay of their self-perceptions of ability and their 

perceptions of the difficulty of that task. For example, students who believe they 

have a high level of ability are likely to expect higher marks on a test than 

students who perceive themselves to have little ability do. And it also seems likely 

that expectancies should be inversely related to the perceived difficulty of a task. 

For example, students are likely to expect higher marks for easy tasks than for 

difficult ones. As Atkinson (1957) puts this: "degree of difficulty can be inferred 

from the subjective probability of success" (p. 362). 
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Although there is relatively little research and theory relating to the 

relations between task difficulty and expectancies, a few authors have discussed 

the possibly complex relations between task difficulty and effort, as indicated 

below: 

Brehm and colleagues (Brehm & Self, 1989; Wright & Brehm, 1989) 

suggest that difficult tasks stimulate increased effort. However, Clifford (1991) 

maintains that tasks which are perceived to be moderately difficult are most likely 

to enhance effort and motivation. Csikzentmihalyi (1975) explains that easy tasks 

are likely to result in boredom and detachment. But when people are faced with 

difficult tasks (i.e. when they believe that the task difficulty outweighs their skills) 

they are likely to feel overwhelmed frustrated and anxious. And when they 

believe it is impossible to succeed, regardless of how hard they try, they are likely 

to give up all efforts (Csikzentmihalyi, 1975; Geen, 1995; Reeve, 1996), 

On the other hand, some people in some situations enjoy taking on tasks 

they perceive as being difficult, because these challenge them to surpass 

themselves and improve their skills (Covington & Roberts, 1994; Reeve, 1996; 

and Stein, Kimiecik, Daniels, & Jackson, 1995). Difficult tasks encourage effort if 

the person undertaking the task considers the effort to be worthwhile - that is, if 

effort is likely to result in the realisation of a goal (Geen, 1995). 

The above leads to the following hypothesis: 

~:~:~·~·~ .. ::-:~~."":':"·~:-:• - ..... ~- .. ·-- -.::.-"": ... ·-··-···-- - ... --·~ - •-::--:~- -·- - -·-- -- - - - - - - -- - - - - -. - -- - - - - - - - .... -·- - - - ... - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 . I 1: 
1 .. 
J·.··. 

1..... . Hypothesis 6 •. 10 ... 
J... r····. ,. . ••• The~i Is a significant . IJf)Ratlve relation benveen perceptlcms of . task 
:· •difficulty. and e)(flectancles / .; 
I •··.•··------...-.-----------------------· 

j This /hypothesis ·. 
L:·:· .... 
•·: 

~Y means .of Pearson product moment 

. . correlations •. 
I ... . .... .. . . . .. 

~·.· ) The hypothesis was confirmed for: realists (r=-0,21); white females (r = -

l · 0;24); and those who subsequent1ypassed (r= -0,26). 
l 

: .. :.:·>'.·<-: . . 
: > Thf! l)yppth~is was not confirmed for the total group or any other 
I<::::::-:.... . . . ... . . . . .... 

' ' I 
I 

F / · ~l.11:>9(()1.Jp. ·· ·. 
f . .:···.:·::·.··:···:::··-···· ·.···.<:···:·.·.·.-· ... ·· .. · .:···.· .··.·. . 1 
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[ I 

F Discussion : 

r> It would set:!m.thatexpectancies for success should be inversely related to the 
L·.· 

: > · perceived difficulty of a task. It is not clear from the above results why this ........... 

: ~pplied only to realists, white females and those who subsequently passed the 
:/:::< ·. ·:.::.: ... ...... . . .. . -
L ? ~xamination, exceptthatthese groups have been shown to be among the most , .... ·: •... 
L · .successful. ·. 
····.··. I . 
I.·.·.··· 
("" 

..... ;.;, ;...:.,.,;.;,;.:_:-~· . ...;·...;··- ··~ ... .- ..... _ ......... -.............. ...; ----------------... --------------------------------------- ------------

As no research could be found concerning the relations between perceived 

difficulty of a task and expectancies; motivation; performance; realistic and 

unrealistic expectancies; the following hypothesis was tested: 

~-·- ... - - ~·-·- - :" - ~ :- - -.·:.'.'!". ~ - - - - ...... -.-- ~ - ~ - ... - - - .. - - - -- - - .. :- - - - - - ~ -.- - - - - - ..... - - ".'"·-- .- - - - - - - ""'.':·- - - .. - - -, 

I .. 

....... ··------------------------------....,. 1.::::.·. 
I 
i 

[ ·•·· .. · The~ .ls ~ . s.ignificaf'lf •.•. difference between those who .. h~ve .realistic 
h < >~xpec.tt1n~ies a(ldthosewho···have unrealistic expectancies withregard 
:r to their perceptions of task difficulty 
I 
I 
I 
I 
.-:-·· 
I . .. Thernull hypothesis could not be rejected. There was no significant difference 

L between those who have. realistic expectancies and those who have unrealistic 

: . expectancies with regard tcrtheir perceptions. of the.difficulty of the psychology 
I ... - -·· .. ·.· . . . . ... . . . . . · .. ·. . 

k· < c0urs1;t. It is Jq~resti11gto note that. on. average the members ··of all groups· do not 

j .. p~r¢eiy~ p~ych()f()gy tb pe a difficult subject (see Tabte p;9). (Data relating to 

l ~~~r~stiftl~tor:s, r~aliSts .. ~nd Urtderestimators are ·shaded.) 
:·;. . . : ··_.:::::.:::>..:: :··· :·: _.···./.:... .. ::.-··.. . .. ·. . . 
'·· ... 

: < . Hc:>wevec further i11spection of the data revealed that overestimators 
I .· .·.··.· .. ·· .... ·. . . . . 

r expressed ~ significantly greater de.sire than realists and underestimators (a) for 

: tl)e coµrses to be easief (see Table 5.10.), and (b) to improve their study skills 

v············ .•.•• (se~·•i-at>1e.?.·1•1>.·•·• 
I 
1-:·····. 

a-;;,,,._:..;·~~.;,. . ...;:.,:··;,;._·:,;;.;·.;;·_._--·-·..; ... :.,:; .. :.;: ___ ._.·..;.:_-·-~-..;. __ ..;. .. -·-_;..._ - -·- -·-·- - - - - - - - -- --·- - - - - -·- - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Table5.9 
Mean perception oftaskdifficultyscores (in descending order) for the 
various groups . 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I ,. ,. 
1· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Failed 
Failed previously 

: Ynm~m1mm9ffl: m 
Blacks 

Females 

iR~@IJ~$ ·: > 
. Whites 
Passed 
Previously· passed 
Males 

I 
I 
I 

: Table 5.10 

N Mean Std Dev 

191 2,60 0,74 
316 0,72 

422 2,41 068 
485 2,40 0,70 
380 2,38 0,72 
133 2,29 0,71 

: ·· Scheffe grouping for the· mean scores relating to a desire for the .course 
: to be. easit!r, obtained by the. realistic and unrealistic groups 
1.:. 
I 
l 
I 
I 
l 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
l 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I ,. 
l 
I 
I. .. .. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I ,. 

Overestimators 
Realists 

Criticalvalue F =4,64 

t·. ···:.:. .·.·· . .· 

: Table 5~11 

N Mean Scheff & 

289 2,68 
272 2,35 
114 2,20 

l\Ainimum significant difference= 0,23 

:· Scheff& grouping forthe mean'needto .. improve study· skills' scores 
: obtained.by the realistic and unrealistic groups 
l 
I 
I , . .. 
I 

I ,. ,. 
I 

' ,. 
I 
I 
l , . 

. Overestimators 
Realists 
Underestimators 

Criticalvatue F =4;64 

N Mean Scheff& 

288. 4,15 
272 3,85 
114 3,72 

Minimum significant difference= 0,27 

. _. _ _:_·~:~_...;·;.;. _____ ._ .. __ ._. __ . ___ . ____ --- ----·----- ---- --- ------------------------ --- -- ---- -- ---------· 
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r---------------------.----------------------------------------------------------------------1 
I I 
I 

: Discussion 
I 
I.. 

L The data. suggestthat: ,. 
•· I 

: • All groups perceived the psychology course to be fairly easy. 
I, . .. 

I 

• Overestimators (who achieved 47% on average) perceived the psychology 

course to be slightly less difficult than underestimators (who actually 

achieved 76% on average). Perhaps overestimators are less likely than 

underestimators to grasp the complexity of the subject material. They may 

be more superficial in their approach. 

• Although overestimators perceived the course to be less difficult than 

underestimators did, they were nonetheless significantly more inclined 

than underestimators to e~press the desire for the course to be 'easier'. 

Although overestimators projected a 'positive' psychological profile (i.e. they 

expected to be successful; they were confident about the accuracy of their 

own expectations; they perceived themselves to be highly able and to spend 

a relat.ive high degree of effort on their studies), they nonetheless expressed 

a strong need. to improve their study skills. This may reflect a .prornising 

: glimmer of insight. 
I 
I 
1 .. 
I. 
I 

~-----~-------~-------------~~--~--~-----·~----·--------~----------·----·--------------------~ 



Chapter 6 

The influence of perceptions on self
perceptions and expectancies 

This chapter begins with a discussion of theory and research on the relations 

between others' perceptions and self-perceptions and self-expectancies. This 

is followed by discussion of relations between expectancies and the 

evaluations of significant others. Finally, it considers possible relations 

between expectancies and sex-stereotypes. 

The relations between others' perceptions and self-perceptions 

The notion that self-perceptions are to a large extent influenced by significant 

others' evaluations appears in the writings of the early symbolic interactionists 

such as Cooley (1902) and Mead (1934). Charles Cooley developed the 

concept of the 'looking-glass self which suggests that our self-perceptions are 

primarily a reflection of significant others' appraisals of us. Since then the 

notion that significant others' beliefs shape our self-perceptions has found a 

place in various theoretical perspectives such as social learning theory 

(Bandura & Walters, 1963), social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954), social 

identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), and impression management theory 

(Goffman, 1956). 

It is possible that self-perceptions may be influenced by significant 

others in various ways. For example, significant others may: 

• express their judgements of a person in non-verbal ways, such as through 

facial expressions and gestures; 
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• express their judgements about the person's attributes explicitly, by saying 

what they think of him or her; 

• express their judgements of a person by expressing what standards they 

expect the person to meet, and by using pressure, or inducing fear or loss 

of approval or guilt when the standards are not met. 

Students may internalise these judgements and standards, and base their 

self-perceptions upon them (Felson, 1993; Reeve, 1996; Ryan, 1993; and 

Taylor, Peplau, & Sears, 1994). 

Research relating to the relations between self-perceptions and 
others' perceptions 

Research seems to support the suggestion that self-perceptions are 

influenced by significant others. For example, it has been found that 

children's self-concepts of ability are positively correlated with teachers' 

ratings (Entwisle & Hayduk, 1978; Fotheringham & Creal, 1980; and 

Parsons, Kaczala, & Meece, 1982). Furthermore, Sexton's (1965) review 

of twenty-five years of research revealed that parental aspirations and 

expectancies have an important affect on students' achievement 

motivation. However, Okagaki and Frensch (1998) suggest that the 

impact of others' perceptions may vary across cultures as they found 

positive correlations between children's grades and parental 

expectancies in European-Americans and Asian-Americans, but not for 

Latinos. 

A number of researchers (including Brookover & Erickson, 1975; Brophy & 

Good, 197 4; Felson, 1993; Jussim, 1986; Parsons, Frieze, & Ruble, 1976; 

and Webster & Sobicozek, 197 4) have discussed the importance of the 

relation between significant others' expectancies and students' own 

expectancies. 
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According to Felson (1993) students for whom significant others have 

high expectations also have high expectancies for themselves. It seems 

reasonable to assume, however, that this effect is mediated, in part, by the 

students' perceptions of the significant others' expectancies. But most of the 

research in this area has investigated correlations between the actual 

evaluations of others (e.g. parents, teachers, classmates) and the individuals' 

evaluations of themselves (Backman, 1988). Very few researchers have 

investigated individuals' perceptions of the others' expectancies (Gill & 

Reynolds, 2000). 

Research relating to the relations between perceptions of others' 
perceptions and self-perceptions 

Shrauger and Schoeneman's (1979) review concluded that although 

there may be correlations between the actual views of others and an 

individual's self-views, there are more substantial correlations between 

the individual's perceptions of others' views and their self-views. More 

recently Au and Harackiewicz (1986) and Gill and Reynolds (2000) 

found that students who perceived their parents to have high 

expectations for their performance tended to do better than those who 

perceived their parents to have low expectations. Furthermore, indirect 

support for the importance of perceptions of others' expectancies comes 

from various research findings. For example, Kaminski, Erickson, Ross 

and Bradfield (1976) and Poffenberger and Norton (1959) found positive 

relations between perceived parental expectancies and students' self

concepts of ability. 

As mentioned previously, expectancies have generally been found to be 

positively related to performance, which accords with Darley and Fazio's 

(1980) suggestion that expectancies are self-fulfilling. In light of research such 

as this and that mentioned above, Brookover, LePere, Hamachek, Thomas, 

and Erickson (1965) therefore advise one to enhance the expectancies of 
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significant others as this will, in turn, enhance learners' 'functional limits' and 

thus improve their performance. 

The aforementioned leads to the following two hypotheses: 

~-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------1· •. · .·.·. 

: ..... --....---------------------------:>· ·.· H¥pothesis ~A 
.... . ..... . 

L? Students'pwn expectancies are-positively related to. their perceptipns of 
: >. >otfJ&rs'expectancies 
L>. -----...-.-----------------------,_ . .:.:· 

r < This hypothesis was tested by calculating Pearson product moment 
I.·· .. l . cqrretations between students' own expectancies and their perceptions of 

L. others'. expectancies, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1. ,. 
I... ,. 

I 
1·: , .. 
I .· , .... 
e:<: 
I 
I 
I· ... : 

The_ hypothesis was confirmed for: the total group (r = 0,28); 

overestimators (r = 0,33); black females (r = 0,41); those who subsequently 

passed<(r = 0,~2); those who previously passed (r = 0,32), and those who 

previously failf:ld(r = 0,26). 

T;hehypothesis was•not confirmed for any· of the other· groups. 

.·· Furthermore, •• the d~ta.revealed thatblack ·males'· perceptions·· of. others' 
I 

L >e~pectancies Vferersignificantly higher than those of their white counterparts 

l··•·•· < (see Tal:>te•6.l)c 
1· 
f: •... 
1:-·· ,. 
1 · 
t:·.:::: . . · .. 

:· Table6~t 
:··. ••• Schefff! gl"<>llPing for the mean {significant others' expectanciesfor the 
:· •.• \larious gender xrace groups 
a::.: 
1::-· :-.··· , ... 
I c·· 

Mean 
76,83 
7611 
70,57 
69;59 

Minimum••significa11t•difference =··••6,80 

. . 
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~ I 

: · Discussion : 
I:·: I 
I I 
I I : .··· Tile present research found an overall significant and positive relation : 
I I 
I I 

: · between students' own expectancies and their perceptions of significant ... :·· 
I 

: .· ·· · others' expectancies; In combination with the results relating to Hypothesis 
I 
f".: 

r·· 3.1 tpis suggests that, in general,· (a)· significant others' expectancies· impact 

l •····. ~ositiyel~ on ~tucjents' own expectancies (b) students' own•expectancies may 
t:·: .·· . . . ·.·.. . 

F J:ie self.,ft.Jlfilling by improving their 'functional limits' and thus their 
I .. 

: · ·· performance, 
I 
J.... 
i:> ,. 
I 
I 
I 

,. 

These results therefore provide (only limited) confirmation for the 

fihdi11gs of previous research mentioned in earlier in this chapter. 

l . . Pet;ceptions · . of others1 expectancies are significantly related tg 
: ··· · .. perceptions ofon(J'S own ability 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
(·.·. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 ... 
i:::: 
I ,. 
I 
I 

Thi~ hypothesis was tested by calculating Pearson product moment 

correlations <between students' perceptions of others' e><Pectancies and 

perceptions .oftheir o~n ability. The data revealed no significant correlations 

foraqyofthegroups. 
.. . . . 

·Discussion I . .:·::: ...... •· ····· .· •·. . .· ....... . 
:.······.·. ltis pos~ible thattl)e self""Coocepts of older stu(ients .are well established and 
1_<.·.·: .. 
I· 
I 
I 
;· 
I 
I ,. 
I· 
I •·· .. 
I 

: .. ·.. . ..... .. . .. 

·· ar~ therefore relatiyely unaffe.cted t>Y others' expectancies (or their 

· ... perceptions thereof)~ 

i.~--·~·~-~----~~---~-~------------~--------~-----------------------------------~--------------

The questionable value of significant others' expectancies 

Despite the above, however, results of certain studies indicate that others' 

expectancies can have a detrimental effect on performance (Baumeister, 

Hamilton, & Tice, 1985). How can these contradictory results be explained? A 

number of researchers (Baumeister, Cooper, & Skib, 1979; Baumeister et al., 

1985; House & Perney, 1974; Seta & Hassan, 1980; and Swann & Ely, 1984) 
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have suggested that the effects of others' expectancies depend on whether 

they are internalised by the individual or not. 

The self-handicapping theory of Jones and Berglas (1978) states that 

significant others' expectancies may cause performance anxiety. Research 

conducted by Baumeister et al. (1985) indicated that the performance of some 

people suffers when they know that others expect them to succeed while 

privately they do not expect to succeed. In other words, it is possible that 

students who perceive themselves as having little ability while perceiving that 

others expect them to achieve high marks may experience anxiety and hence 

various performance deficits. 

There do, however, appear to be some differences between the sexes 

with regard to the effect of others' expectations. For example, Baumeister et 

al. ( 1985) found that females show less performance deficits than males when 

they know that others expect them to succeed. These researchers explained 

that females are frequently not expected to perform as well as males. Thus 

females may feel motivated and encouraged rather than feel threatened when 

others expect them to succeed. In other words, others' expectancies may be 

interpreted by females as supportive encouragement rather than as 

threatening pressure. Therefore the advice given by Brookover et al. (1965), 

that one should enhance the expectancies of significant others as this will 

improve students' performance, may apply especially to females. 

This leads to the following hypothesis: 

1-:~:~ .. -- -.·~:--:.-·-."':"--·-- --- -- "."' ~- --- -- - --:~-·- ~---- -- - -- - -- -- - --·- ":·- -.- --~·- -:- - - --- --- ----- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - ' I . . I .. 
J.< 
t Hypothesis 6.3· · 

The c.t>rrelation between perceptions ... of others' expectancies·· and 
··.achievement is greatfmforfemates than·· males·· · 

:> J]'lis ?hypothesisWtaS tested <by calculating> Pearson product moment 
I 
... < .. .. . .. 

r . eqrrela~9ns between perc~ptiops of others' expectancies and actual 
•·· .. 
! ·•• acpiey~rnent.Tqe.re$ults showednosignificantcorrelationsJor·either group. 
I 

::/:::!-:::: .. ::/::::~::::;:/:'.·:::·.::: ·. 
•·<<···· .. · .. ··.·.· 
··:/ .. _">.··· 
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Differences between the sexes in expectancies 

Although past research has shown that females actually outperform males 

academically (House, 1993a; Landine & Stewart, 1998; Leondari, Syngollitou, 

& Kiosseoglou, 1998; and Linn & Hyde, 1989) it has also been shown that 

females expect less academic success than males do (Crandall, 1969; Erkut, 

1983; Fouad & Smith, 1996; Mura, 1987; Pajares & Johnson, 1996; Phillips & 

Zimmerman, 1990; and Rowser, 1997). Further it has been shown that this 

difference is evident quite early in life before any achievement differences 

appear (Dweck & Elliott, 1983). 

These differences between the sexes and the discrepancy between 

females' expectancies and achievement may be attributed to the following: 

• female students may tend to perceive their parents (or significant others) 

as expecting less from them than do their male counterparts (Fennema & 

Sherman, 1978; Fox, 1975; and Kaminski et al., 1976). And, as explained 

in the foregoing, they may internalise these expectancies. 

• male students tend to have more positive academic self-concepts than 

females resulting in greater expectations for males (see Chapter 4). 

• the expectations of their parents, significant others, and the young females 

themselves may be influenced by internalisation of the cultural stereotype 

of female incompetence (Eccles et al., 1983). 

The relation between expectancies and cultural stereotypes 

Sex-stereotypes relating to the relative competence of males and females 

have their roots in the past when the roles of men and women were more 

distinct than they are today. As men were the breadwinners and women the 

caregivers it was more necessary for men to develop their competence and 

achieve. It was also more necessary for them be seen to be achievers. 

(Women who enjoyed personal achievement were suspected of having selfish 

disregard for their care-giving role.) 
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It is possibly for this reason that males value personal success more 

than females do as females learn early in life that achievement implies 

masculinity and frequently involves competitiveness if not aggressiveness. 

Femininity and achievement are therefore seen to be incompatible. 

The relatively low level of female expectancies in the face of actual 

academic success could thus perhaps be attributed to personal feminine 

modesty. But the cultural stereotype of the relatively incompetent female 

persisted. Even research conducted in the latter half of the twentieth century 

showed that females were generally viewed as less competent than males 

and were therefore expected to do less well on a variety of tasks (Braverman, 

Vogel, Braverman, Clarkson, & Rosenkrantz, 1972; and Deaux & Emswiller, 

1974). It is therefore possible that expectancies evolve from gender self

stereotyping. 

A more particular explanation for different expectancies of males and 

females may be found in self-consistency theory (Beyer, 1990). This theory 

proposes that males have much higher expectancies of success than females 

because they are socialised to believe that they are more competent when it 

comes to performing masculine-typed tasks. In other words, females are often 

socialised to believe that they are less competent than males are when 

performing such tasks. 

It is possibly for this reason that females tend to expect lower marks 

than males do especially for mathematics and science, which are seen as 

male-orientated subjects. The findings of previous studies are therefore not 

surprising as many of them investigated expectancies regarding 

achievements in mathematics or science (Fleming & Whalen, 1990; Fouad & 

Smith, 1996; Linn & Hyde, 1989; Meece, Parsons, Kaczala, Goff, Futterman, 

1982; Meltzer et al., 1998, Mura, 1987; and Seegers & Boekaerts, 1996). 

However, self-consistency theory further suggests that males and females 

would have similar expectancies about their performance on neutral- or 

feminine-typed tasks (Bridges, 1988; Deaux & Farris, 1977; Janman, 1987; 

Karabenick, Sweeney, & Penrose, 1983; and Lenney, 1981 ). 
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A previous study I conducted (Moore, 1998) supported these 

suggestions. There I found no significant difference between male and female 

students as regards what marks they expected for two psychology 

examinations (i.e. for Social Psychology and Psychopathology). However, in 

the same group of students, the males expected significantly higher marks 

than females did for the examination in Research Methodology. This suggests 

that males and females may perceive psychology, as a whole, to be a 

feminine- or neutral-typed subject but may also see Research Methodolgy 

(which is related to mathematics) to be a masculine subject. 

The above leads to the following three hypotheses: 
,-~:"."":-.---·-.:'.""~ -:'."!"-.-~.--- -~-.----- ---·--- --·- -:- -- ---- -- -.--·-- ~ -- -- ---- -- -- --- --- --- -- --- -- --- --- --- -- --- --, 
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l 
I 
I 
l 

' I ,. 
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Female students of all racial groups perceive significant 
expect less from .them than their male counterparts do 

others to 

This hypothesis was tested by me~ms of an an9va and. a .pqst hoc Scheffe 

test. The results revealed (a) no significant difference between the 
... .. . . 

perceptions qf others' expect~ncies of females and f'Tlales (b) no gender x 
:·::: .... : .. ·. · ... :·:.·.<· :· ... · .. :>.. .:... ···: .·. :::· ..... · .·.. . .-::· . : 

tace .interaction. However, . there was a significant difference between the 

perceptions of significant· others' ·expectancy scores for blacks and whites 

(see Table6.2) . 

. . 

i'a61e6~2 .. ·.·. 
.· Scllitffi grpuping for the mean 'significant. others' expectancy' scores 

f()rbr~ci{!J and "Whites·· 

CriticalvaiueF =6,68 Minimum significant difference= 2,97 

:> ·· · · Oiseu5sior'I · 
i:: ... 

H / Jl"I~ te§ults ofthis hypothesis do not support the suggestion that female 
•·:-.. :-:.:-: .::-.: .. ·<:·.:::.:··· . .::-::.:-·.· .. · .. <·.··.:-· .. · .. ·. . . · ... 

h >·.. $t~dents t~dJo perceive significant others·. as expecting less from th~m than 
;·::::/\;:///\) \)t::cr:<:.=:.: ):: :·.:::::-:: ·· 
'"":::::-:-:·<<:·::>> .... •:· . 
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males do. However, it was found that blacks perceive significant others as 

exp~pting1nore from them than whites do. This corresponds with research 

mentioned in Chapter 3, which found that African-American parents tend to 

have higher expectancies fortheir children than do Caucasian parents. 

Female students of all racial groups expect lower marks than their male 
counterparts 

This J1ypothesis, which was tested by means of an anova and a post hoc 

Scheffe test, revealed (a) no significant difference between the expectancy 

scores offemales and males, and (b) no gender x race interac;tion. 

The results of this> hypothesis correspond with my previous findings (Moore, 

1998) whfc;hJound that, in 1997, female students did not expect significantly 

lower marks than their male counterparts. Together the findings provide some 

support for self-c;onsistency theory whi.ch suggests that rnales and females 

are likely to have simile!r expectancies about their performance on neutral,.. or 

feminine-typecl tasks, (The descriptive statistics relating to perceptions of the 
··. ··. . ·. ·. · .. :-:.·-:· ·-:-:·· 

'gender of p~ychology reve'lled that 86,6% .. of the students perceived 

psy9f1otogy/to be 'neutral', 9% perceived it to be 'feminine', and 4,4% 

Perceived itto be 'masculine'. ~ee Appendix 5, Table A25.} 

flypothesis 6.6 

Female . students of a11 raci;il. gro;ups achieve higher marks than their 
male counterpart$ · 

' I 
.·• 

I 
I 
I 
t 
I 
I 
I 

:·· < ThistJypothesj~WCi§ tested<by means ofananova and a post hoc Scheffe 
' I 
I 
I , .. 
,. 
' I· 
I 

test Although females achieved on average slightly higher marks than males 

· tt)edifferencewas notsignificant(59% and ·S6%respectively). 

... ···• However, >it. was found that white males and . females achieved 

~i{lnifi.cantlyhigh.er marks than black males and females (see Table 6.3) . 
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Table 6~3 
Scheffe grouping for the mean examination marks obtained by the 
various gender x• race groups 

Group N Mean Scheffe grouping 
White females 339 66,08 A 

··.· 

White males 55 65,53 A 
Black males 62 48,24 B 
Black females 182 46,95 B .. 

Crit1calvalueF = 3,81 .. 
Mm1mum s19n1ficant difference= 5,42 

Discussion 

F "ft"le findings of this research do not confirm previous findings which have 
I . 

: found thatfemales actually outperform males academically (seTtryis chapter). 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

However, the results support research findings discussed in Chapter 4, 

which suggestthat blacks are more likely to ot::>tain lower marks th~m.Jheir 

white count~rparts, Varioys tl'leorists have proffered possible reasons fqr this 

difference (see Chapter 4). 

I 
I 

·' 

~------------------~~----------~----------------~--~----------~-----------------------·----·-·---·--

As no theory or research could be found concerning the relations between 

realistic/unrealistic expectations and perceptions of others' expectancies the 

following hypothesis was tested: 

f.:--·-- - -- -------·-- ---: .. ~:-!'!'.·"'."':."'.".'~·'.""~.::---·-·--:- ----:'!"':-~- ---.-- ----- ---- ---- --- --- -:-- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- --- --- ~ 

I . I 
I I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

:····· ··rhere. is no significant difference.between those•who have.realistic 
: expectations and · those who< arf)J unrealistic with regard to their 
: perceptions of how much others expect of them 
......... ----------------------------------------------------------. . . . . . . 

l .. The null hypothesis was· rejeeted. An· ·anova and a post hoc Scheffe test 

i revealed Jh~t overestimators' perceptions of how much others expected of 
I 

1.. .th~rn ~~~e~ignifiGanUyhigherthanJhose of underestimators.(see Table 6.4). 
I .. 

I 
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·/Table6~4 

· Scheffe grouping for the mean scores for 'significant other's 
f:Jxpectancy; obtained by the realistic and unrealistic groups 

N Mean 
.· Overestimators 259 75,92 
Underestimators 85 72,20 
Realists 2oa·· 69,76 

Minimum significant difference = 4, 72 

r ·.··.: .. . .. ... . 

: Discussion 
I 
I 
I. , .. 
1>· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I 
I. 
1:-::: 

The results oftt)is hypothesis togetherwith·those of Hypotheses 3.7 indicate 

that .• compared to realists, overestimators (a) perceive others as having higher 

expeqtanciesforthem, and (b) have higher expectancies regarding their own 

: futur~performance. lnthe case ofoveroptimists (but not reaiists), perceptions 
I 
I of others' expectancies were positively and significantly related to their own 

expectanc:ies (see/ Hypothesis 6)). It appears that overoptimists are 

: influen~d to a greater extent than. realists are by the perceptions of 
I 

: significant others: This agairr points to the possible affects of wishful thinking 

! ... ·. of1 expeqtations .-. i.e. itmay stem fro~ wishing noUo disappoint others. 
I 
I 
I 
p·_ ,. 

I 
I 
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Chapter 7 

Locus of control 

This chapter first deals briefly with Heider's views on attributional thinking and 

then describes Rotter's unidimensional concept of 'locus of control' (LOC) and 

its measurement. Finally the advantages of treating LOC as a dual 

dimensional space rather than a single bipolar dimension are considered. 

·$~ti¥ view~ ()f: ~ttribqtions relating t<> the·causatlty·ot behavi()t.t.-•·········· 

For centuries man has debated whether one's destiny is controlled by external 

factors or determined by oneself. Ancient Greek tragedies are replete with 

suggestions of man's helplessness before gods and fate. Shakespeare's 

plays also speak of tragic predestination (which determined the fate of the 

lovers, Romeo and Juliet), but they acknowledge free will too ("The fault, dear 

Brutus, lies not in our stars, but in ourselves"). 

In the eighteenth century, the philosophers Hume and Kant contended 

that people tend, to make such causal attributions in order to render the 

environment more meaningful. And twentieth century psychologists have 

agreed that attributing various causes to behaviour helps us to understand our 

world, offers some basic security, and influences bur expectancies and future 

actions (Heider, 1958; and Rotter, 1966). But formal psychological constructs 

relating to causal attributions as an important mediator in expectancies for 

success and achievement behaviours had their origins about four decades 

ago within Fritz Heider's "na"ive" psychology and Julian Rotter's (1954, 1966) 

social learning theory. 
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Fritz Heider's 'nai"ve' psychology 

The acknowledged originator of the psychological construct of 'attributional 

thinking' is Fritz Heider. In 1958 he presented the first systematic analysis of 

causal attribution which has since become a central feature of attribution 

theory. Rather than plumbing unobservable unconscious processes, which 

were studied by psychoanalysts in depth psychology, Heider (1958) focused 

on 'surface' events that appear to underlie behaviour (i.e. observable and 

unobservable events that occur on a conscious level). 

According to Heider, all individuals (not only psychologists) desire to 

understand the causes underlying human behaviour in order to establish a 

stable world for themselves in which they can, to a greater or lesser degree, 

predict and control their own behaviour and the behaviour of others. He 

explained that ordinary people use their "common-sense knowledge" when 

analysing the causes of behaviour - a process he called "na"ive analysis of 

action". And he also pointed out that people's attributions regarding the 

causes of their successes and failures relate to numerous interacting factors. 

Among them are factors within the person (including effort, ability and self

confidence) and factors within the environment (which include task difficulty, 

luck and group performance). He stressed, however, that it is not only 

perceptions of factors within us or in the environment that affect our 

attributions. It is also the way in which they are combined and interact. For 

example: 

• If one finds that one can do something with little effort, one may make an 

external attribution (the task was easy) or one may make an internal 

attribution (one has a special ability). 

• If one seldom succeeds, or has little faith in one's abilities, then one is likely 

to attribute one's success to luck. But if one often succeeds then on is likely 

to attribute success to one's ability. 

Moreover, although Heider focused mainly on attempts to understand the 

causes of specific events, he also noted that people may have certain 

pervasive philosophical views that taint all their attributions. He suggested that 
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some people may feel entirely despondent and at the mercy of imposed 

forces, which leads them to attribute all the outcomes of their behaviour to 

external forces. At the other extreme are those who tend to attribute the 

outcomes of their behaviour entirely to themselves, believing they are the 

masters of their own destiny (Heider, 1958). 

Although Heider did say that attributions affect future actions and 

expectancies regarding success and failure, he did not elaborate on exactly 

how individuals' attributions would affect their own behaviour. 

Moreover, he left open the question of whether attributions relating to 

internal causality and attributions relating to external causality are discrete 

categories or anchors on a causal continuum. These are now generally 

considered as being on a single continuum, but in the present study this view 

will be challenged - for reasons discussed later in this chapter. 

Julian Rotter's social learning theory 

The formal psychological construct of locus of control (LOC) had its origin 

within Rotter's social learning theory (Rotter, 1954, 1966). Social learning 

theories incorporate notions from two major theories, namely stimulus

response (reinforcement) theory and cognitive theory. The reinforcement 

component investigates the effects of the perceived value of rewards on 

behaviour, whereas the cognitive component deals with expectancies and 

other mental processes involved in processing information from the 

environment. 

Rotter's social learning theory is based on two fundamental 

assumptions. The first is that personality is the product of learning rather than 

simply a set of innate characteristics. This implies that the study of personality 

should focus on the interaction between person and environment. Although 

such an interactional approach is often ignored in research, a number of 

researchers (Corna, 1979; Cronback & Snow, 1977; Geen, 1995; Gollwitzer & 

Bargh, 1996; Pervin, 1977; Sandler, Reese, Spencer & Harpin, 1983) have 

indeed stressed the importance of investigating the interaction between 

individual characteristics and the environment. 
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The second assumption underlying Rotter's social learning theory 

concerns motivation. Rotter maintains that we cannot simply explain 

motivation in terms of reinforcements relating to drive reduction. In explaining 

complex human behaviour, he suggests, it is necessary . to define 

reinforcement more broadly, and defines it as "any action, condition, or event 

which affects the individual's movement toward a goal" (Rotter & Hochreich, 

1975, p.94). A positive reinforcement is something that increases the 

expectancy that a certain outcome will occur again under similar 

circumstances. For example, a student who succeeds is likely to expect 

success in forthcoming similar situations. 

Rotter's Expectancy formula 

Rotter's basic assumptions formed the basis for his expectancy formula for 

predicting motivation and goal related behaviour: 

BP= f(E) + rv 

Where: 

BP = behaviour potential 

f(E) = a function of expectancy that the behaviour will lead to a particular reinforcement, and 

N = reinforcement value. 

(Rotter & Hochreich, 1975 pp. 95-99). 

This basic formula suggests that the probability of certain behaviour varies 

with the person's expectancy regarding the outcome of that behaviour. Rotter 

later elaborated on the formula by adding that 'expectancy' incorporates both 

generalised and specific expectancies. More specifically, an individual's 

expectancy for receiving a particular reinforcement is viewed as being located 

along a continuum - at one end are generalised expectancies and at the other 

end are specific expectancies, which are a function of experience within a 

certain situation. According to Rotter (1966), individuals in a novel situation 

tend to rely on their generalised expectancies to determine the probability of 

receiving certain reinforcers for behaviours. However, as they gain experience 

within specific situations, they tend to rely more on specific expectancies to 

determine reinforcers in that situation. Therefore in new situations generalised 
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expectancies would be better predictors of behaviour than specific 

expectancies. But, as individuals gain more experience within a particular 

situation, their specific expectancies should provide increasingly better 

predictions of behaviour until they equal and then exceed the predictive value 

of generalised expectancies. This conceptualisation implies a 'hydraulic' 

relation between generalised and specific expectancies - as the predictive 

power of specific expectancies increases (from experience), so the predictive 

power of generalised expectancies decreases. 

Research relating to generalised and specific expectations and 
academic achievement 

In 1997 Kalechstein and Nowicki conducted a meta-analysis of 7 4 

studies published between 1983 and 1994 on the relationship between 

expectancies and academic achievement. Their analysis revealed that, 

in contrast to Rotter's prediction both generalised and specific 

expectancies were related to academic achievement - in no case did 

specific expectancies predict achievement more accurately than 

generalised expectancies. These authors concluded that generalised 

and specific expectancies may contribute independently, yet additively, 

to academic achievement. 

The Modification of Rotter's Expectancy formula 

Other findings of research relating to Rotter's formula have been inconsistent 

with his suggestions in two important respects. First, it was shown that the 

predicted changes in the probability of a behaviour is only likely to occur if 

success or failure is the result of one's own behaviour and not the result of 

external factors. For example, Phares (1957) found that a certain behaviour is 

more likely to increase when its past success depended on skill rather than on 

luck, chance, or the influence of others. 

This has implications for education. It suggests that students are likely 

to work harder and are more likely to expect to succeed in future if they 
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believe their success is determined by skill rather than by chance, luck or 

teacher discrimination. 

The second inconsistency between Rotter's formula and research 

findings was comprehensively reviewed by himself (Rotter, 1966). He found 

that when subjects performed tasks where cause of the outcomes was vague, 

the subsequent behaviour of some of the subjects corresponded with the 

expectancy formula, but the subsequent behaviour of others did not. The 

former group tended to attribute outcomes to themselves whereas the latter 

group more often attributed outcomes to luck, fate, chance or other people. 

Apparently when performing the same task some people believe that the 

outcome depends mainly on skill whereas others believe it depends mainly on 

chance. In other words, individuals tend to view successful outcomes as being 

either internally or externally determined. 

The Internal-External LOC Scale 

The inconsistencies between Rotter's formula and research findings led him 

to formulate the concept of locus of control (LOC). He used the term 'external 

LOC' to refer to a tendency to believe that the outcomes of events in one's life 

are determined by luck, fate or other people - and the term 'internal LOC' to 

refer to a tendency to attribute outcomes to one's own actions and efforts. But 

before incorporating these concepts into his theory Rotter first had to 

determine whether LOC was, in fact, a generalisable trait, and whether one 

could measure it. 

Phares (1957) had, in fact, already developed a brief scale relating to a 

similar concept, which was subsequently revised and expanded by James 

(1957) to consist of 100 forced choice items. This scale included sub-scales 

for relating to factors such as achievement, affection and general social and 

political attitudes. But problems with its internal consistency resulted in 

reducing it to a 60-item measure which became known as the James-Phares 

scale (Rotter, 1966). 

An item analysis of the 60-item scale revealed that the sub-scales were 

not generating separate predictions. Furthermore, there was a high level of 
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correlation between the achievement sub-scale and social desirability (scores 

on the Crowne-Marlowe scale for measuring the tendency to give socially 

desirable rather than frank responses). This led Liverant, Rotter and Seeman 

to undertake further development of the James-Phares scale. And eventually 

research by Rotter, Liverani and Crowne in conjunction with the findings of 

Seeman and Evans guided the elimination of items which had high 

correlations with the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Woolley, 

1990). 

Further refinement of the scale was subsequently carried out by Rotter, 

Shepherd, Liverant, Seeman, Crowne and a number of Ohio State University 

graduates. Their version consisted of a number of theoretically discriminable 

sub-scales devised to assess an overall disposition towards LOC as well as 

beliefs concerning achievement, social recognition, affection and love 

(Lefcourt, 1981 ). When this version was subjected to the rigors of factor 

analysis, however, only one large factor emerged together with a number of 

smaller factors each comprising too few items to be of use. 

After yet further refinements, the scale eventually developed into the 

now well-known 29-item Internal-External Scale (the 1-E Scale). All the items 

of this scale are presented in a dyadic, forced-choice format. Each item 

consists of a pair of statements and requires respondents to select the one 

with which they more strongly agree. Six of the items, which are not scored, 

are fillers to disguise the purpose of the questionnaire. The other 23 items 

measure generalised expectancies for internal versus external control of 

reinforcement (i.e. they measure individuals' implicit biases or theories about 

the causes of the good and bad things that happen to them). The scale yields 

a single score, which represents a relative position along a single dimension: 

internal/external LOC (in other words, it is designed to measure a 

unidimensional trait). A high score indicates an external LOC whereas a low 

score indicates an internal LOC. 

A detailed description of the 1-E scale was presented by Rotter (1966) 

in his famous monograph entitled 'Generalised expectancies for internal 
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versus external control of reinforcement'. Here he explained that people may 

be classified along a continuum according to their perception of what controls 

life events. He called the relevant psychological construct 'locus of control' 

(LOC). As indicated above, people with an internal LOC believe that rewards 

follow from, or are contingent upon, their own behaviour. They blame 

themselves for their failures and accept praise as being deserved for their 

triumphs. Conversely, people with an external LOC believe that rewards are 

controlled by external forces (chance, fate, or powerful others) rather than 

their own actions. They neither attribute their successes to their own efforts 

nor blame themselves for their failures. 

For all the criticisms of its brevity and psychometric properties the 1-E 

Scale is an instrument that has been widely used. It has been found to be 

useful for investigating the relationships between LOC and a variety of 

important social variables, and has thus enabled researchers to refine related 

theory (lefcourt, 1981; and Prociuk & Lussier, 1975). Among the numerous 

and varied studies stimulated by the scale are investigations into the effects of 

LOC on physical health; psychopathology; leadership; marital satisfaction; 

cognitive activity; resistance to influence; coping behaviour; work efficiency; 

adjustment to retirement; and motivation and achievement. 

The relations between LOC and generalised expectancies 

As mentioned, Rotter (1966) believed that, through experience, people 

develop generalised expectancies as to whether success depends on one's 

own behaviour or on external factors (particularly luck or chance). And those 

who believe that their past successes were determined by their own efforts or 

skill are more likely to expect future success than those who believe that past 

success were determined by external factors (Rotter, 1966). 

As expectancies are seen to be influenced by the outcomes of past 

behaviour, and what one learned in the past is continually changed by new 

experiences, Rotter suggested that personality is (a) being continually 

modified, as one are always exposed to new and varying experiences, but (b) 
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stable in certain respects, since previous experiences influence one's 

expectations and subsequent behaviour (Rotter & Hochreich, 1975). 

The relations between LOC and accuracy of predictions 

Rotter (1966) stated that "it seems likely that individuals at both extremes of 

internal versus external control of reinforcement dimension are essentially 

unrealistic" (p. 4) and suggested that these individuals tend to be maladjusted. 

Research relating to the relations between LOC and accuracy of 
predictions 

The limited research in the area, including studies by Maqsud (1983), 

Steger, Simmons, and Lavelle (1973), and Wolfe (1972), has found that 

'internals' (people with a largely internal LOC), as a whole, are 

significantly more accurate in predicting their academic performance 

than 'externals' (people with a largely external LOC) are. Maqsud (1983) 

found that externals were inclined to overestimate their future academic 

performance. And related research has shown that an internal LOC is 

associated with more accurate evaluations of one's own ability (Gilmer & 

Reid, 1978; and Steger et al., 1973). 

The relations between LOC, motivation, achievement behaviours and 
achievement 

Most of the theory and research relating to LOC in academic settings has 

focussed on relations between LOC and motivation, achievement related 

behaviours and performance in a variety of settings. A hundred years ago 

Veblen (1899, cited by Rotter, 1966) stated that a belief in chance, luck or fate 

is associated with general passivity - an individual with a belief in external 

control feels he is unable to control his own destiny. Later, in 1966, Rotter 

similarly suggested that people with an internal LOC would be more motivated 

than those with an external LOC because those with an external LOC believe 

in the importance of luck, fate, or others in controlling their personal 

outcomes, whereas those with an internal LOC attribute reinforcements to 
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their own actions and believe in the importance of their own efforts. According 

to Lefcourt (1992) internals are better information seekers and more 

achievement-oriented than externals. Indeed, a number of researchers 

(mentioned in the research box below) have found that an internal LOG is 

positively related to achievement motivation and various forms of 

achievement behaviours. The self-fulfilling prophecy described by Schneider 

(1972) suggests that if teachers can encourage students with an external LOG 

to accept more responsibility for their behaviour then they may become more 

internal. Such a shift may then enhance their motivation and achievement 

behaviours. 

Research relating to the relations between LOC and achievement 
motivation and achievement behaviours 

Researchers who have found that an internal LOG is related to 

achievement motivation and various types of achievement related 

behaviours include Durand (1975); Erwee (1986); Farrell and Mudrack 

(1992); Gilmor (1978); Haines, McGrath and Pirot (1980); Karabenick 

(1972); Lied and Pritchard (1976); Moran (1990); Nowicki and Strickland 

(1973); Organ and Greene (1974); Prociuk and Breen (1974); 

Ramanaiah, Ribich, and Schmeck (1975); Van Boxtel and Monks 

(1992); Volkmer and Feather (1991 ); and Winefield, Winefield, and 

Tiggemann (1990). 

Because internals have proved to be more motivated and more engaged in 

achievement related behaviours than externals it is also not surprising that a 

considerable number of researchers have found a positive correlation 

between internal LOG and academic achievement. 
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Research relating to the relations between LOC and achievement 

A review of research on the relationship between LOC and achievement 

published by Bar-Tai and Bar-Zahar in 1977 reported that 31 of the 36 

studies they reviewed had shown a significant relationship between LOC 

and academic achievement (internals having higher levels of 

achievements than externals). And a more recent meta-analysis 

conducted by Kalechstein and Nowicki (1997) of 78 investigations 

(published between 1983 and 1994) came to the same conclusion. 

Researchers who have found similar results include Bandura (1977); 

Bhagat and Chassie (1978); Boss and Taylor (1989); Dweck (1975); 

Janjetovic (1997); Klein and Keller (1990); Maqsud (1993); Nunn and 

Parish (1992); Prociuk and Breen (1974); Rotter (1966, 1975); Seligman 

(1975); Talbot (1990); and Van Boxtel and Monks (1992). 

As a considerable number of research findings indicate that an internal LOC is 

positively related to achievement motivation, achievement behaviours and 

actual achievement, it seems logical to assume that an internal LOC is also 

positively related to expectancies. 

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, internal and external LOC have typically 

been seen as opposite poles of a single bipolar dimension. Accordingly, a 

respondent's score as measured on Rotter's 1-E Scale represents a relative 

position along that dimension. Because the scale has a forced-choice format, 

'internal' and 'external' items are pitched against each other. A high internal 

score implies a low external score and vice versa. Therefore an individual's 

score cannot reflect both a high internal LOC and a high external LOC. 
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This type of either/or conflict model reflects Western culture, which has 

long wrestled with the notion of determinism versus free will. On the one side 

Aristotelian causal analyses, Calvin's determinism, and Skinner's nirvana of 

external control have upheld the idea that our behaviour is shaped by 

environmental factors. And on the other side are those who have rebelled 

against determinism and advocate personal autonomy and free will. 

Consequently, perhaps, Western psychologists tend to classify people 

as either internals or externals, and many researchers are simply concerned 

with the differences between these two categories. They have become so 

accustomed to this bipolar conception that they do not question its validity or 

generality, and continue to use the Rotter's 1-E scale with a forced-choice 

format. 

However, when internal and external LOC are regarded as poles of a 

single continuum, the relation between internal LOC and motivation and 

achievement may be clouded by what are known as 'realism' and 'idealism'. 

And this calls for further consideration. 

The possible effects of Realism versus Idealism 

In contrast to research mentioned above, some studies have come up with 

unexpected results. 

In their annual research on the impact of LOC on motivation and 

academic achievement Wong and Sproule ( 1984) were surprised to find that a 

number of students classified as having an external LOC were highly 

motivated and successful. When asked why they had chosen certain 'external' 

alternatives on Rotter's 1-E scale, these students frequently gave reasons 

relating to the realities of life. They made comments such as "That's reality". 

And in response to items concerning one's ability to prevent war and disfavour 

came remarks such as "There will always be war, no matter how hard one 

tries to promote peace", and "There will always be someone who does not like 

you for some strange reason" (Wong & Sproule, 1984, p.318). These students 

pointed out that believing that everyday people can prevent war and other 
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evils is na"ive and idealistic. And their arguments were substantiated with 

reference to personal experiences and historical facts (Wong & Sproule, 

1984). 

But people who have extremely high scores (probably in the upper 

quartile as measured on Rotter's 1-E Scale}, which indicates that their LOC is 

extremely external, may see themselves as helpless pawns even in situations 

in which they have potential control. In other words, their belief in external 

control is likely to be unrealistic. Furthermore, it is possible that their 

responses are influenced by feelings of apathy. 

At the other extreme are people who have extremely low scores on the 

l/E scale (perhaps in the lowest quartile as measured on Rotter's 1-E Scale}, 

which indicates that their LOC is extremely internal. These people may have 

such strong ideals concerning the importance of controlling one's own destiny 

that they believe they can control what cannot be controlled. They too are 

unrealistic. And it is possible that their responses are influenced by their 

ideals. 

Indeed the most realistic people are likely to have a LOC score lying 

within the two central quartiles. 

Among researchers who have suggested that the choice of 

internal/external alternatives on the forced-choice 1-E scale is influenced by 

considerations of realism versus idealism are Lange and Tiggemann (1981 ); 

O'Brien and Kabanoff (1981); and Wong and Sproule (1984). This suggestion 

has significant implications for both the conceptualisation of LOC and the 

interpretation of scores on Rotter's 1-E Scale. 

1#9~ij~• <>t ~<>01~91 ~~·*1 (;tqj1ft,timin~19n~1ijJ>ijG~•··•••••·············· ·· 
Considering the above, Wong and Sproule (1984) concluded that internal and 

external LOC should in fact be conceptualised as two separate dimensions, 

and LOC would thus be seen as a dual-dimensional space rather than as a 

single bipolar dimension. 
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According to this conceptualisation, LOC may be located anywhere in a 

two-dimensional space, as depicted below. 

• 
High Internal • 

Hig~ exte~a+~ow e~ernal 
• 

• Low Internal 

This dual-dimensional view of LOC allows one to see it in terms of 

internal and external LOC rather than in terms of internal versus external 

LOC. It allows the possibility of someone having a high degree of both. This 

implies that separate scores on items for internal control and for external 

control should be obtained rather than pitting internal items against external 

items as in Rotter's scale. 

The distinction between the bipolar and the dual-dimensional views 

may appear to be pedantic, but it has profound theoretical and practical 

implications. Consider the example of an individual who obtains relatively high 

scores on both internal and external dimensions. If internality and externality 

were regarded as being opposite poles of a single dimension, this person 

would have a total score somewhere around the middle. And so would a 

person who obtains low scores on both dimensions. But there is a notable 

distinction between these individuals, which can only show up when scores 

for internality and externality are examined separately. 

People who have moderately high internal and external scores (i.e. 

'bilocals') are likely to be more realistic than those who have extreme scores 

on either internal or external LOC scales. By accepting their own role in 

determining the outcomes of certain events, bilocals apparently accept 

responsibility. But they also accept external constraints and know that they 

sometimes have to depend on external resources. External aid does not 
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threaten or reduce their sense of autonomy; it is regarded as a necessity for 

successful coping. This implies that individuals who perceive success as the 

result of both internal and external control are more effective in coping with a 

wide range of situations than those who perceive it as primarily the result of 

either internal or external control. 

The only research that could be found relating to bilocals is that of 

Kettlewell (1981) who found that women who perceived themselves as 

successful were simultaneously more internal and more external than women 

who perceived themselves as less successful. 

The following hypothesis, based on the assumptions of Wong and 

Sproule ( 1984) was tested: 
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.. Hypothesis 1~1 

Students with an extremely internalor external locus of control (LOC) 
are significantly more unrealistic than those with a moderate. internal 
and extemalLOC 

This hypothesis was not confirmed. An anova and post hoc Scheffe test 
·.. . . . . 

/ f~ve.~led thaLstudents who were extremely internal or external (i.e. those in 

the Jpper and/lower .. quartiles respectively) were not significantly · more 

unn~alistic than those who were moderately internal or external . 

However: 

• when .1..0C was treated as being on a single dimensiof1, overalLLOC (a) 

was not significantly related to overestirnations, expectancies for success 

>or· aChievement, ·but (b)· was positively and•· significantly related to 

> perceptiorys of effort expenditure (r = 0,28) for the total group; 

• >when internal and external LOC were treated as factors on two 

Orthogonal dimensions, an Internal LOC was positively related to 

pverestirnations (t= 0,23), and perceptions of effort expenditure (r = 0,25); 

f..i;"~;;.,:~·,;,;,:.~ ...... ;.;.;.~--··--·~ - ~·~.;;;.:::;;.:~- _..;; _ .... .;..~·-- - ;_._._ - --- - - - - - -- - -- - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .. 
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·~·.~·-- --.- --·-.. ~- --.- ----- ----- ----- --- --- ------ -- ----- ------- ---- -------- -- ------ -- --- ---·- --------. 
I: I 
I I 

: Fµrthermore anovas and post hoc Scheffe tests revealed that overestimators : 

I ,. 
(" 

f 

... ...... . .. 

had sigqifieantly. higher scores than realists and underestimators for Internal 

LOC (see Table 7.1 ), 

Similar re~ults were found with regard to student~ who previously pr 

SLJt>sequently failed. Anovas and post hoc Scheffe . tests reve~led thaf in 

comparison with students who had consistently passed, those who had failed 

had significantly higher scores on Internal LOC (see Tables 7.2 & 7.3}. 

However; thE;tY also had/significantly higher levels of External LOC (see Table 

z.~r····· 
: ··:··-:··.. · ...... : ... -: .. 
: · Table7i1 
I 
I 

: Scheffe grouping for the mean• lnternalLO.C· scores ()bta.ined by the 
: ... ··.•/various realistiC andunreali~tic groups· 
I 
I 
1:-
1 
•·:·: 

I 

.. 

Group ... 
Overestimators .• 

... Realists 
Underestimators .. -· 9rit1calvalueF.., 4,64 

·Table 7.2· 

•· 

N Mean Scheffe grouping 
289 3,80 

.. 
A 

272 3,59 8 
114 3,51 8 

-Minimum s1gmficant difference - 0, 15 

l ···•············••·Sct1effegtouping•forthe••.m~al1•·•1nterna1· LOCscores obt.t;tined ..• by.thbs~ 
: ·· who previously fc:tlled or passe<t · · · · · ·· · 

f:-" ..... 
I:. 
{". , ..... . 
•· 

Minimlirn significant difference = 0,09 

. . . . . . .. - .. ···. 

·. ····schef16•••~r'oupirtg ..• forthC!rnean•1nt~mal••••LoC•·scores obtained·.·by·•those· 
.·· wh().subseq1.Jently failed or passed ... 

Mean 
3,77 
3,62 
Minirnum significant difference.= 0,11 
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I 
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I 
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I,·. 

: >Table7.4 
: · · Sch~ffti grouping for the mean External LOC scores obtained by those 
l \l\(ho previously passed and those who previously failed (A high score 
: > < indicates low levels of external LOC) 
1>.:::. r:· .. 
1< , .. ,. 
I. ,. 
' I 
I 
I ... (" ·.·· 

' ····· .... : , .. 
I 

N Mean 
381 3,64 
317 3,53 

Minimum significant difference= 0,10 

F . . Discussion 
I 
I 

: In line with theory and research mentioned in this chapter, the results of this 
I 

l study found that the more internal students were, the more they perceived 
I 
I 

: themselves to be hard working (Le. more motivated to achieve). This finding , .. 
I 

! corr~spondswith that of my previous study, which found that overall LOC was 
I. 

: significantly and positively .related to achievement motivation for blacks 
I 1 (r = 0;26),Jndians (r = 0,42), and \\fhites (r = 0,25) (Moore, 1998). 
I 
I 

L How~ver, in contrast to pcist research mentioned in this chapter, the 
I 
I 

: rE:lsults of this study did not< find that an Internal LOC is associated with 
... <· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

•·· 
I 
I 

' I 
I 
I 

·.·· ·.·.·· 

expectancies forsuccess, achievernentand more accurate evaluations. 

·•· Tt\e descriptiv~ $tatistics ofthe .present study reveal that all groups of 

reJatively high levels of Internal LOC (see Appendix 5, Tables A89 -

•. J.\.4Q3.); 

L .... • <relatively.low levels of External LOC (successful students more so than ,. 
! unsucc~s~ful stud~nts (see Table 7.4 and Appendix 5, Tables A.74 - A.79 
' i < &A.8.3- j.\.88). 
I , .. 
! ln.s~rn, affhough •. Jm in.tern~/ L.OC seems to impact positively on 

t< . P!fFelve!J. effort e){penditure (acbiev~ment motivation), it appears to be I 

! .... refated; to overf1$.timations ;,nd po9r actua/achieyement. ! 
I· I 

~~-~·J:J:::~·L~U-~:~·~:~~·~.~--- ~·_._. __ :~~.;;..·~---- _________ ~ ~-~-- ____________ -·-- _________________________________ : 
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e·rossLcuttul"al and gel'ldet differences in the relations between 
-~p~¢~~ti~$ all~ 1bctl$ of control . . . . ...••••.............. 

Research spanning many decades has shown that the performance of black 

students lags behind that of their white counterparts (Gill & Reynolds, 2000). It 

has been suggested that black students do not perform as well as whites in 

educational situations, not as a result of lack of intelligence, but because they 

tend to feel powerless and to give up in the face of failure (Graham, 1994 ). 

Powerlessness is generally viewed as the individual's expectancy that his 

own behaviour cannot determine the outcomes he seeks. And according to 

Reimanis and Posen (1980), minority groups and others with low social or 

economic status are likely to develop a sense of powerlessness early in life, as a 

response to their limited personal and social freedom. 

For this reason disadvantaged groups are more likely than advantaged 

groups to make externally orientated attributions. Research has consistently 

shown this to be true,· as indicated in the following box. 

Research on racial differences in LOC 

The earliest investigation of black-white differences in LOC was conducted 

by Battle and Rotter (1963). Their research on children indicated an 

interaction between race, SES (socio-economic status) and LOC: lower 

class blacks were found to be the most external. 

Subsequent research involving black-white comparisons has tended to 

support this generalisation (Hillman, Wood & Sawilowsky, 1992). Though 

SES is undoubtedly confounded with race in some of the comparisons, for 

the most part this is not the case, and when SES is controlled the data 

tend to support the hypothesis that US blacks are more external than US 

whites. For example, Reimanis and Posen (1980) found African Americans 

to have a more external LOC than white Americans at the same socio

economic levels. But Reimanis and Posen ( 1980) also pointed out that 

more meaningful insights regarding cultural influences on powerlessness 

may be gained when analysing individual 1-E items separately or in 
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conceptually meaningful groups, rather than using a total 1-E score. And it 

has been shown, for example, that non-whites are more likely than whites 

to believe that their lives are controlled by powerful others (Hillman et al., 

1992; and Valecha & Ostrom, 1974). 

Similar findings have come from studies of children and students. 

The much discussed and controversial Coleman report (Coleman et al., 

1981) involved an extensive survey of minority group children in US high 

schools. Their sample included minorities of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Native 

American, Oriental, and African descent, along with a white majority 

comparison group. Each of the minority groups was found to be more 

external in LOC than the whites. 

In addition a number of studies (Farley, Cohen, & Foster, 1976; Garcia & 

Levenson, 1975; and Helms & Giorgis, 1980) have shown than the LOC of 

white college students is more internal than that of blacks. 

African Studies 

Research comparing the LOC of African Americans and indigenous black 

African groups has been conducted in Nigeria and Zimbabwe. Reimanis 

(1977) compared teachers' college students from the Biu area of north

eastern Nigeria with community college students in New York. Overall the 

Nigerians were more external. In addition, Reimanis and Posen (1980) 

found that black Zimbabweans, although they have considerable contact 

with a Western-oriented urban environment, were more external than white 

Zimbabweans and white Americans. 

South African studies 

Riordan's (1981) research on South African groups also supported those 

of American studies. He found significant differences in LOC between 

ethnic groups in South Africa. White undergraduate students were 

significantly more internal than the other three populations (Indians, 

coloureds, and blacks). When the ethnic groups were analysed separately, 

socio-economic-related differences in LOC were absent, both for the total 
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population and for the groups. That would indicate that various socio

economic strata within ethnic groups have apparently similar leanings 

when it comes to LOC and that ethnic group membership has the 

overriding influence on the LOC of South African students . 

. ~~----~~-~-~------------~--------------------------------------------------------------------
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: . Hyp()tht3Sis7~2 
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: ·.· . On average the L.OC of black students .will be more external than that of 
1 white students · 
I· 
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•.·· f··· 
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Tf:le t"typothesis was not confirmed. An anova and post hoc Scheffe test 

: ··... .revealed no significantdifference ~tween the LOC scores of black and white ... · 
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studef)ts WhenLOC wa.streatedasbeing ona single dimen~i(Jn. However, it 

was foundthat, when internal and external LOG were treated as factors on 

two orthogonal dimensions, black students had relatively higher scores 

than whit~ students cm theintema/dimension (see Table 7.5). 

:· Table7~5 
1<>·· 

: ·· .•·.· Scheffe grouping fqr the mee1nJri.temal•. LOC scores obtained by th~ two 
: rat:e group$ 
I . 
... 
I , .. 
I 
t.· .. 
I ,. 
•">:·.·.··:. 
1.:_<·· 
I 
I 
1< 

:/ ... ·.::- ::·:< .. :::::::::. 
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I 

, . Discussion 
I ···.·.·.·.·.··.·.·.· .. ·· .. 

Minimum significal'ltdifference = 0,10 

1 'Th~ de~criptive statistics se\lealed that both black and white students had 

: .relatively.high levels ofintern~ttOC and relatively low levels of external LOC. 
I . . . . . . 

j · · · (:bntt~ry to th,ory and previous research relating to C(Jltµral differences in 
v 
I. 
I 
I 

• 1..0<f (s~e this Chapter)tthe blac:k students otthe present.study· were found to 

L> > be more .intemar lhanr wh~te students when LOG was treated as two 

r··· ()rtpo~onardimensions·.This findihg·concurs with that ot ITlY previo4s research 
::· ·.:-· :·:. · ... ·..... .:.:.-: ·.:· . . ·.·. l / which found that, in 1997, black students were significantly more internal than 

: / .their.\\/hi~e count~parts .• (Moore, 1998). 
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Arguably, females may be regarded as a previously disadvantaged subgroup, 

in any racial group. It is therefore worthwhile also considering race/sex 

interaction with respect to LOC. 

Studies on sex differences 

Findings of research have frequently shown that females have a higher 

degree of external LOC than males. 

In the most extensive study of this nature thus far available Roueche and 

Mink (cited in Lefcourt, 1984) compared over 1000 black, white, and 

Hispanic college students in Texas, finding reliable differences within each 

race: Females were more external than their male counterparts. 

Among other studies of university students which came to the same 

conclusion are those by: 

• Barnett and Lanier (1995), and Strickland and Haley (1980), who 

studied American university students; 

• Nunn ( 1994 ), who studied part-time American college students aged 17 

to 65; 

• Feather (1967), who studied Australian university students 17 to 18 

years of age; 

• Riordan (1981 ), who studied multicutural South African university 

students, and 

• Erwee (1986), who found that female black South African students were 

less inclined than their male counterparts to feel able to control political 

and world events. 

However, an exception to the above rule was found in South Africa by 

Moodley-Rajab and Ramkissoon ( 1979), who compared black, white, and 

Asian Indian university students and obtained a race/sex interaction: the 

white females were significantly more external than the white males. But 

the sex differences for the Indian and black samples, though not 
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significant, were in the opposite direction, with women being more internal 

than men. The authors speculate that the results for these two 

disadvantaged groups "may possibly be attributed to the fact that 

educational privileges, for cultural and social reasons, have been rare for 

females in both the groups and therefore females who did succeed in the 

system were atypical with respect to their motivation and aspirations" (p. 

147). 

Indeed, these results are consistent with the hypothesis advanced by Cole 

and Cole ( 1977) who proposed that "persons taking actions aimed at self 

improvement, in cultural contexts where such action is counter-normative 

should be more internal in LOC when contrasted with persons for whom 

such actions are not counter-normative" (p. 21 ). The results suggest that 

counter-normative behaviour may serve as a powerful moderator of gender 

effects of LOC. 

As previous research findings are not unanimous with regard to race/sex 

interactions relating to LOC the following hypothesis was tested: 
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There is.a sig11lqcarit differen~e between the LOC scores ·Offeinales and 
males ·· · .··.· · · 

. . ... . 

.. .. . Th~ ~un hypottiesis. which was t~steg by anovas and post hoc Sch~ffe tests, 
1::-::::· 
I. 

I 
I 

•···. , .... 
I 
I 
I. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

... · .. ·.· ... ·. ..·· . ·. . ·.· .... ···· .. · .. · . · .. 

cbuld not be r~jectedJor black$tudents; There were no significant differences 

betWeen·theLO<:>sdores ofbla~k females and black males (whether LOC was 

treated•· as· asingl~ ··dimEmsipn .. or.~§a·.·selof factors). 

: The hyppthesis was confirmed for white students. When LOC was 
I 

: treated ~s peing on .. a single dimension it was found that white female 

r stod~nts we~~ i~ facfmore internafthan their male counterparts (see Table 

F 7.~). 'fVhen internal an(j e)(ternal LOC were treated as two orl~Qgonal , ............ ·. 
v.-:· · ... -.. ·.· 
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.·. di"1ensions it was found.that this difference was due to white females having 

significantly lower levels.of external LOC than white males (see Table 7.7). 

Table7~6 
···Scheff& grouping for the mean overall. LOC scores obtained by white 
females •. andwhite.males 

Group N Mean Scheffe grouping . 
............ •·Females (White) 361 3,65 A 

.. Males {white) 61 3,44 B 
Critical value F = 3,81 Minimum significant difference= 0, 18 

. Te1ble 7.7 _ 
Scheffe grouping for the mean External LOC scores obtainedby white 
females and white males (A high score indicates low levels of external LOG) 

N Mean 
361 3,68 
61 3,40 

Minimum significant difference =. 0,23 

Discussion 

White female students of the present study were found to be relatively more 

internalthan their male counterparts when LOC was treated as a single 

d!mension~ This finding runs counter to pr~vious res~archrelating to gender 

differences inLOC m~htioned in this chapter. 

·· · When LOC .was treated 9$ a set of distinct factors on two. orthogonal 

dimensio:os itwas found/thatwhite females had significantlyJower levels of 

extef11arl..()C than whit~ mates. 

An inspection of the relevant data revealed that the findings of the 

presentstl.Jdy differecffrorrrtnosErin my.previous study (Moorer 1998)~ In the 
.. ·.··. .· .. ·. . ·.. . . 

previousstudy,•whenLOCwastreated as a single·dimension, black and 

F · . wftit~< femate. students had significantly 1ower scores than their ma1e 

r· • ycounterparts; .. It is.· possible that,·•with the persistent pressure. of government 
I· 

L p<:>licytoimplernent affirmative action (infavour of females and blacks), white 

r : males are becoming increasingly 'aware' that certain life events are 
:::.::.··::-::·.·.:/::(.:i· ... ·.· ·-:-::· .. : . .. . . . . I 

·----~------·------~---------~------------------------------------------------·------------------J 
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.-------.-------------------------------------------------------------------------------1 
I 

l determined by external factors, rather than being determined by their own 
I r actions and efforts . .. 
I 

L---~~-·---·----------------------------------------------------------------------------

It was not possible to test whether there was a difference between the LOC 

scores of blacks who have realistic expectations and those who have 

unrealistic expectations as there were only three black students who fell 

within the realistic group (see Appendix 5, Table A.7). However, the following 

hypothesis was tested: 
r~~------~-.----~---------~-----------------------------------------------------------------~ 
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Hypothesis 7.5 

There is a significant difference between females (black and white) who 
hav~ realistic expectations and those who have unrealistic expectations 
with regard to their LOC scores 

The nullhypothesjs could not be rejected. When LOC was treated as being on 

l a sir1gle di111ension, an anova and post hoc Scheffe test revealed no 
I 

l .· significant difference between the overall LOC scores of realistic and 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

.unrealisticJemales. 

' ' :. However, when internal and external LOC were treated as two 
I 

' : orthogonafdimensions the null hypothesis was rejected. It was found that 

l ) female oVerestimators.had signifigintly higher levels.of overall LOCthanboth 

j .·.···· realisticfernafe~ .. andfernale uoderestirnators(see Table 7.8). 
' •· ,. ,. 
' I 
' I 
I ,·. , . 
' ' ' , .. 
I 

' ' .... .. ,. 
I 

' I• 
····.:·· 
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Table 7.8 
Scheffe grouping for the mean overall. LOC scores obtained by realistic 
and unreallsticJemales ...• 

Mean 
3,39 
3,31 
3,26 
Minimum significant difference= 0011 

I 

' I 

1.:.·.··· ... ·. ·. . · ... 
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: Discussion 

r l"t1~r~solts oftestingthis hypothesis are similar to those oftestingHypothesis 
···. 
: ·•··•·· < 7.J. If appears that females who overestimate their future performance fit the I . . . r /. patt~th9foverestimatorsingeneraL 
~:j ;,,;_·::_:._ ~ _. ~ - - - - :... - - - - .;.. - ;.. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ... - - - - - - - - - - - - ... - - - - - - - - - - - - - .;.. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - : 

Although a considerable amount of research has indicated that an external 

LOC has a negative impact on achievement behaviours, a number of 

researchers have found that this does not always apply to disadvantaged 

people (e.g. Gurin, Gurin, Lao, & Beattie, 1969; Levenson, 1981; and William 

& Stack, 1972). 

On reviewing 140 related studies, Graham ( 1994) noted that since 

1970 there has been some evidence that an external LOC in African 

Americans may sometimes have adaptive consequences. Graham maintained 

that none of the studies on African Americans after 1969 shows unequivocally 

that 'intemality' (as it operates in the original 1-E scale) leads to more positive 

achievement behaviours. Sixty-three of the investigations she reviewed 

showed blacks to be more external than whites. And, those studies, which 

examined the relationship between LOC and other achievement-related 

variables, did not show this greater 'externality' to be maladaptive for blacks. 

The anomaly that externality appears to be adaptive for blacks may at 

least be partly explained by the observation that there are at least two types of 

attributions classified as external on the Rotter 1-E scale. Indeed a number of 

researchers have argued that the meaning of externality is somewhat more 

complex than Rotter's conceptualisation, as various groups may attribute 

phenomena to causes that Rotter did not consider, such as economic 

determinism, religious fatalism or the power of ancestors (Collins, 197 4; Gilbert, 

1980; and Lefcourt, Von Baeyer, Ware, & Cox, 1979). Some South African 

researchers have agreed that external LOC is a multidimensional construct 

(Barling, 1980; Erwee & Pottas, 1982; Gilbert, 1980; Reimanis & Posen, 1980; 
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and Riordan, 1981). Riordan (1981) pointed out that if researchers viewed locus 

of control as unidimensional, they ran the risk of "combining variations on two or 

more dimensions of expectancies ... " (p.166) 

In particular, two distinct types of external attributions have come under 

consideration, as explained in what follows. 

The distinction between two types of attributions classified as 
external on Rotter's 1-E scale 

On examining empirical data, Hersch and Scheibe (1967) found that the 

responses of individuals classified as internals on the 1-E Scale were more 

homogeneous than the responses of externals and came to the conclusion that 

some external items of the scale may differ from others with respect to their 

implications. . 

Indeed, Crandall, Katkovsky, and Crandall (1965) had already 

complained that Rotter's conception and measurement of LOC was too 

simplistic. In particular, they drew attention to a distinction which had hitherto 

been ignored: Although attributions to chance factors and attributions to 

control of outcomes by powerful others would both be classified as external, 

they are likely to have different effects. 

Crandall et al. (1965) had considered the distinction between attributions 

relating to random (unstable) and to systematic (stable) external causes of failure 

to be crucial in academic settings. Whether failure is attributed to random (e.g. 

chance or luck) or systematic external forces (e.g. lecturers' whims and 

decisions) may well make a difference to future expectancies, motivation and 

achievement. In particular, those who believe that their failures are caused by 

random factors such as luck are likely to think and behave differently from those 

who perceive it to be caused by systematic control by powerful others. 

Since then a number of investigators (including Collins, 197 4; Graham, 

1994; Gurin et al., 1969; Levenson, 1981; Mirels, 1970; Sanger & Walker, 

1972; and Zuckerman & Gerbasi, 1977) have also questioned the traditional 

interpretation of the external dimension of the 1-E Scale. And Levenson ( 1981) 
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therefore decided that more meaningful insights regarding the external 

dimension could be gained by separating external items into two groups 

rather than using a total 1-E score. 

To tap the differences between attributions relating to chance and 

those relating to control by powerful others, Levenson devised an internal

external multidimensional scale, which differentiates between the two types of 

externality ('Chance' and 'Control by Powerful Others'). This scale includes (a) 

relevant items adapted from Rotter's unidimensional 1-E Scale and (b) items 

designed specifically for Levenson's own study. It consists of three subscales: 

• The I-Scale, which relates to an internal LOC. It measures the degree to 

which people believe they have internal control over their own lives (e.g. 

"When I make plans, I am almost certain to make them worK'). 

• The P-Scale, which relates to an external LOC consists of questions 

relating to control by powerful others (e.g. "My life is chiefly controlled by 

powerful others'). 

• The C-Scale, which also relates to an external LOC, deals with 

perceptions of chance (e.g. "It's not wise for me to plan too far ahead 

because many things turn out to be a matter of good or bad luck"). 

The possible effects of the two-types of external LOC on the 
expectancies, motivation and achievement in disadvantaged groups 

A possible explanation for positive relations between external LOC and 

achievement related behaviours in disadvantaged groups may lie in the 

differential effects of the two types of external attributions mentioned above. 

As Gurin et al. (1969) point out, some disadvantaged groups are more likely 

than privileged groups to encounter real external obstacles placed in the way 

of their achievement by powerful others. Racial discrimination and low social 

status may block the way to resources and opportunities. Moreover, they may 

perceive these obstacles to operate systematically, predictably and reliably, 

rather than by chance. Disadvantaged groups are therefore more likely to 
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attribute negative experiences to 'Control by Powerful Others' than 

advantaged groups are. 

Moreover, attributions relating to 'Control by Powerful Others' may not 

affect expectancies and motivation as negatively as attributions relating to 

'Luck' do. For example, those who accept predictable external constraints but 

realise that they can function effectively within them, may indeed expect 

greater success and be more motivated to achieve than those who attribute 

their outcomes to unpredictable fate. It seems a logical extension that the 

former group, because of their expectancies and motivation, will achieve 

higher marks than the latter group. An empirical study by Prociuk and Breen 

(1974) found that university students who had high scores relating to 

'Powerful Others' had significantly higher grades than those who had high 

scores relating to 'Luck'. 

In short, Rotter's (1966) assertion that the 1-E scale is unidimensional 

has been repeatedly questioned (e.g. Ashkanasy, 1985; Ferguson, 1993; 

Levenson, 1981; Marsh & Richards, 1986; and Mclnish & Lee, 1987). Indeed, 

a number of researchers including Graham (1994); Gurin et al. (1969); and 

Levenson (1981), have suggested that more meaningful insights into LOC can 

be gained by separating the external LOC items into those relating to 

'Chance' and those relating to 'Powerful Others'. Moreover, theory predicts 

that these distinctions are especially relevant for disadvantaged groups. 

The question arises as to whether black Unisa students do in fact feel 

more 'powertesss' than their white counterparts. For example, the young black 

students of today may have acquired an enduring sense of powerlessness due to 

being raised in an era of racial prejudice and discrimination. On the other hand, 

white students, although they were raised in a climate of opportunities may have 

recently developed feelings of powerlessness owing to the implementation of 

reverse discrimination by a black government. 

Therefore, the following hypothesis was tested to find whether black or 

white students in this sample attribute outcomes of events in their lives to the 

influence of powerful others: 

https://www.bestpfe.com/
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,----~----:--------------~-------------------------------------------------------------------' . . . 

I 
I 

: Hypothesis 7.6 
I.> 
I 
I Tfl~re is a significant difference between black students and white 
, studeqts with regard to their attributions relating to 'Powerful Others' 
I 
I 
•.. >.·· 

.·• 

r The 11ullhypothesis could not be rejected. An anova and post hoc Scheffe test 
I 

L revealed no significant difference between black and white students with 
I 

l f~gard to their attributins relating to 'Powerful Others'. The results of the 
·-·· ,. 
: · present. study revealed that both groups were inclined to disagree that 
I 
I 
I 
I ,. ,. 
I 
I 
I ,. 
I 

•· I ,.·· 
I 
I 
I 
f.·· 
I 

<powerful others have an influence on their lives. This finding confirms the 

results of my previous study (Moore, 1998) which also found no significant 
·. .. . . . ........ . 

difference between black and white students' attributions relating to 'Powerful 

Others'. 

l It is possible that black Unisa students may not be representative of the 
I 

l black population at large in that they experience fewer constraints from 
I 

: powerfutothers than their less educated peers. Furthermore, the advent of ,. . .. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

affirmative action may have eradicated blacks' perceptions of powerful others 

blocking opportunities. 

: Closer inspe9tion of the data further revealed (a) no significant 
I 

F .di~rence betweenthe 'PowerfuLOthers' scores of females and males, (b) no 
~· ... 

l sigriificant correlations between 'Powerful Others' and 'tuck' and 
I 
I ,.. 
I 
I 

expectancies, motivationand achievement(for any otthegroups), and (c) no 

l · significanl•differences between realistic and unrealistic groups' perceptions of 
I:"·· .. 

I 

: 'Powerful Others' and 'Luck'~ 
... 
I 
I 
i 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I , . . ·.:·· 

·Jn surni It does not appear that, for Unisa third year psychology 
. .·· .. · .·. .. 

·· students. {U~hef<insi.ghts are gained by separating external LOC items into 

thC>serelatingto 'PowerfukOthers1 andthose·relatingto 'Luck' ... 
t:.: ·: - . . . . I 

-~--~---~-~-----~-·----------------------·---·----------------------------·--------------------~ 

:11~1'l~~!~~m:1:1~~~~···~9···~1111~···f>f•·•llttnbutil)Jill•··•i:111~~ifled··· as• 

In 1969 Gurin et al. (1969) suggested that Rotter's internal locus of control 

items confound two types of internal locus of control. They claim that some of 

Rotter's internal items seem to measure individuals' beliefs about their role in 



Chapter 7:Locus of control 173 

what happens in their own lives while other items seem to measure their 

beliefs about their ideology of what causes success and failure of people in 

general. 

Gurin et al. (1969) suggested that although African-Americans may feel 

they have less personal control over what happens to them than whites do, they 

may nevertheless adopt general cultural beliefs that uphold the importance of 

internal control. In other words, African-Americans may appear to be less internal 

than their white peers when answering questions about their own experiences, 

but not so when answering questions relating to general principles. (This reminds 

one of the possible effects of idealism on responses to 1-E items.) 

To test the distinction between subjects' perceptions of their personal 

control and their perceptions influenced by cultural beliefs, Gurin et al. (1969) 

factor-analysed: 

• Rotter's 1-E Scale; 

• Three items selected from the Personal Efficacy Scale; 

• A set of questions written specifically to tap students' beliefs regarding their 

'Control Ideology' (general beliefs about the role of internal/external 

determinants of success and failure in the culture at large), and their 

'Personal Control' (their beliefs as to whether they can control what 

happens in their own lives). 

Their factor analysis of the 1-E responses of more than 1,500 African

American college students revealed that almost all of the variance of the items 

accounted for the two dimensions of 'Personal Control' and 'Control ideology'. 

Also in support of the suggestion that African Americans may adopt 

cultural beliefs about the importance of internal control, although they feel little 

control over their own lives, is the 1969 study by Coleman (cited by Gurin et 

al., 1994). Coleman found that African-American college students were 

equally, if not more, internal than white students when responding to 

statements which sound much like an American ideal (e.g. "if people are not 

successful, it is their own faulr}. But race differences did appear in responses 
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to questions that use a personal referent (e.g. "what happens to me is my own 

doing''). 

As suggested earlier, it is uncertain (within the relatively new political 

climate), whether black (or female) Unisa students do in fact feel that they 

have less personal control over what happens to them than whites (or males) 

do. Accordingly the following two hypotheses were tested: 

:::'T:""'·.:-.-~.- -...... ~ ':"'·""'.: -~;- - -.':"'·~-- -- ~ - - - -- .. -:- - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - -- - - - -- -- - .. -- - - - -- - - - - - - -- -- - - - - -- - - - - -: 
,. 
: •• .HYp°'thesis 7.7 t . . .. 

I ... 

: ·· <There iS. a sigpificant difference between the 'Personal Control' scores 
L .· 1 of black and white students 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

The null hypothesis was rejected, An an ova and post hoc Scheffe test showed 

that black students were significantly less internal than white students with 

regard to attributions relating to 'Personal Control' (see Table 7.9). This 

l fin~ing corresponds with that ofmy previous study (Moore, 1998) which also 
I 

l. found that black students were less inclined than whites to feel in control over 
I. 
I 

: theirpersonallives; · 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

i Table7.9. 
:· .. ·. Scheff• groupingfor the.01ean 'Personal Co('ltrol,scQres obtaif)ed by the 
; . t'No race gr()llps · 
I·. 
L:-·.··-: . 
I 
I 

I 
1-.: 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I. 
•.:··:: ... .... 
I 
I 

..·. 

Group··· 
Whites 

·· Blacks 
. Criticatvalue F = 6;67 · · · 

: · Discussion< ·· ··• 
:":"<.·.: . :._. :"°:· .... ::-.· .. 

········ N ···. Mean Scheffe grouping ··· 
.·.. 422< ·.·. 3,82 A 

250 3,53 B 
· Minimum significant difference= 0, 12 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1. 
I 
I .. 
I 
I. 

ThereslJlts.·ofthis hypdthesis. are discussed togetherwith ·those· of· Hypothesis 

7.8l 

~~--------~-~-~----:---~--------~-~~----~----------~----------------------------------------
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·~----~----~-----------~----------~--------------------------------------------------------------! t.... ,. 
····· I. 
I 

•··. I 

•.·. 

I 
I. 

There is a significant difference between the 'Personal Control' scores 
of male and female students 

Tfle null hypothesis could not be rejected. An anova and post hoc Scheffe test 

: ·re.vealed no significant difference between the 'Personal Control' scores of 
I . . . . . . 
t .. .. . 

r •> >maleand.femafestudents. 
I 
I 
•-:·<-:..: .. 
I >However, closer inspection of the data revealed white females had 

significantly higher 'Personal Control' scores than black females (see Table 

. 7.10). 

Table.7.:10 

I 
I 
I 
I.· ... 
I 

Scheffe grouping. for the mean 'Personal Control' scores obt~ined· by the 
various geflder x race·groups · 

Group / 

White females 
White ·males 

···alack males 
Black females 

I 
f:. 

. . -Critical value F - 3,81 

I· 
I 
I 

: Discussion 
I . .. ··.<<·>> .. :·.·. . 
I 

N 
361 .. 
61 
67 

183 

Mean Scheffe grouping 
3,83 A 
3,72 A/B 
3;63 AIB 
3,49 •· . B .. :-: Minimum significant difference - 0,28 

! The nhding th~t black~ (especially black females) have perceptions of lesser 
1·.: .··.·>< ·.: .· ··. .. ... . .. -· .:·-· .... ·: .... 

r . ·. p~r~pnal contr61 than vvhites may be explained in terms of: 
1-:-: ,. ,. 
I 
,:.: 
.... ... 
I .... 
I 

•. i Jraditions which proffer that life is influenced by destiny and early life 

·· ~)(periences .. wgiptimay have instilled feelings of lack Qf'personaLcontrol'; 
I 
I ... 
: • ... · politicaLhistory~ Vlfhieh may have engendered feelings of lack of 'personal 

l q(lntrol' (especiCIUy JorL black females who traditionally had .many 

L ·.· tjmstr~ints placed upon them)~ 
I .·· . . .: .. ·. ·> 

! · An ihspect•on of<the relevant data revealed that the findings of the present 

f ·. study differedfr~mthose inmyprevious study(Moore, 1998): 
(: .... 
L .... :< < ·•· In the previous study, when LOC was treated as a single dimensir.:Jn, .... 
i > ·• Jetj'lale . students h~d signficantly lower scores than their male 

~> · . CC)UntEJrQClr1S~ lj9weve:L in t)]e .• present study, females' overall LOC. scores 
1:.· 
v·· .··.:·.: - .. ··.·.· .... ·.·.. -:> ·.< .. ·.".:.: .. ·> .... :·:. I 

t~-----·~::~~-_ .__::;,._. _____ ~ ~:~;:::;.;:"..;.;·_.~ .. :.~./.;;. . ..;_..;.;.._..;·.:::~.;.-:.:..·..:.._·_._ ___ - ~ --- - - -- ~-- - - - - --- - - - - - - -- -- - -- - - - - - - - -·- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _1 
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r-".'.,, ".'-.,, - ..,- - - - - - - - - - - - .,. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -·- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -, 
I.. .. I 

1< I 

L · were significantly higher than those of males (see Table 7 .17). A i 
1.·... f 

F comparison of the data reveals that, over the last two years, the overall i 
f ....... -:::: I 
C I 

:/ < L()C scares of (a) black females have become more internal (b) black · 
I 
I .,... 
F· . ..i····· 
I 
I , . 
i.:-: 
I .. 
I. 

I 

males have remained constant (c) white females have become more 

internal; and (d}white males have become less internal. 

L • .>In the previoys study, when LOC was treated as a set of factors female 
...... 
I 
I·: 
t<:.· 
I. 

'• L·: 
I 
I 
I 
I 
j.-:' 
F .. 
f::· , .. , ... ...... ·. , .. 
I 
I 
I 
I·.·. 
1:.:-:. •·· .. 
I 
I 
I 
I , . 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I. 
I 
I 
I 
F<.'.:. 
I 
F·:-: i. 
I .. 
I 
I 
I 
I. , ... 
I 
I ,. 
I 

<students had significantly lower levels of 'Personal Control' than males. 

>However, in t999 females' 'Personal Control' scores were higher than 

those of males (see Appendix 5, Table A.92). A closer inspection of the 

(jata shows that, oyer the last two years, the mean 'Personal Control' 

scores of black and white.females have increased, whereas those of male 

students. have remained relatively constant. 

lh the previous study, females had significantly lower scores relating to 

'Effort' than males. However, in .the present study females had somewhat 

<higher 'E.ffort' scores than males (see Appendix 5, Table A.95). A 

comparison of the data revealed that this discrepancy was due to a 

•• decrease in .white males~ '.Effort' scores (the 'Effort' s.cores of the other 

raye/gendergroups have· remained constant). 
I . . . . . . . . 

i > The above findings lead. to interesting speculations, Perhaps females are 
I , . 
..... 
I 
I 
I 
1:-.:-
1· .. 

. .. . 

experiencing increased opportunities.associated with affirmative.action (which 

isintheirfavour)that have ledfo theifincreased feetirigs.· of personal· control 

l > . · afld theimportanbEJ of effort. On the other hand, itis·possible thatwhite mates 

/\ ~rer feeling the effects of reverse dtscrimination whieh have led to them to 

! .. believe tfl~t effort itself is not i?ff important within the new political climate. 

r . Only lopQitudinaLstudies wiU provide insights regarding these speculations. 
I I 

:._·.;;;,_.~.-·;;.:; ..... ·_ --~ ~:. __ --··~ ... ;;~.- __ ._:_ _._ ------ --- --- ----·-·- -- -------- -------------·- -------- ------- ---------~ 

The possible effects of the two-types of internal LOC on the 
expectancies in disadvantaged groups 

An important finding of research by Gurin et al. (1969), Jorgenson (1976), Lao 

(1970) and revealed that it is a sense of 'Personal Control' and not 'Control 

Ideology' that impacts positively on expectancies. These authors also found 
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that scores on the 'Personal Control' dimension were positively related to 

motivation and performance. On the other hand, scores on the 'Control 

Ideology' dimension were unrelated to expectancies, motivation and 

achievement levels. 

This finding suggests that members of minority groups, even in a 

repressive society, will expect to succeed and perform better if they feel 

personally responsible for their achievements than if they merely echo cultural 

ideals (Ball, 1977). 

The foregoing leads to the following hypothesis for the present study: 

.----------~---------------------------------------------------------------------------------. I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1. 
1. 
I 
I 
I .. 
I 
I 
I 
1·· 
I 
I 
I. 

F. 
I 

···. •· I 
I· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Hypothesis 7.9 

Among black and fema. le students, the correlation between internal LOC 
and expectancies will be higher when LOC is measured on items 
relating to 'Personal Control' than when LOC is measured on items 
. relating to 'Control Ideology' 

The hypothesis was not confirmed. It appears that separating internal LOC 

items.into those relating to 'Personal Control' and those relating to 'Control 

Ideology' does . not offer insights regarding the expectancies of black and 

female South African students. 
I I 

~----~~-~-~~~----·------~--------~--------·--~--------------------------~-~-~-~----~----------' 

Although no research could be found relating to the relations between realistic 

and unrealistic students with regard to the relations between expectancies 

and 'Personal Control' and 'Control Ideology' the following hypothesis was 

tested: 

r.-·•:-- -:~ -.- - •. _ .. -- •:,_ -··--·--•.- -·· -~-- - ... - .... -·- ---·--·- --·-- .... -- - -- --·- - -·--- - --··- - ....... ·"":-•·• - - - - - -·-.- - - - .,.. ... - - ...,. - - - -1 I ...... · . . . . . . 

I·.·.· .. 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I. 
I 

_->.. :-::· :.<· . ..:::·. < . .:: .·:.· .· 

There i$ a if;gnificilnt difference between those (blacks and females) 
w~o are (e;Jlistic and those who are unrealistic with regard to (a) 
'Pers9nal Control',. and (b) 'Control Ideology' items 

T;he f'll.llLhypothesis could not be rejected. An anova and post hoc Scheffe test 

~·······.·.· .. · shc>Wed no significant. difference between blacks and females who were 
I·.· ... ...... 
•· I· 

:> > < .. · ·. ·····.. . .. 
-------------·----------~---·------~~------~--·-------------------------·-----~-------------------
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realistic and those who were unrealistic with regard to 'Personal Control'. 

However, there was a significant difference between females (of all groups) 

who were realistic and those who were unrealistic with regard to 'Control 

Ideology' (see Table 7.11 ). An inspection of the data found that this pattern 

fits that of overestimators in general (see Table 7.12). 

Table 7.11 
Scheffe grouping for the mean 'Control Ideology' scores obtained by 
females who·are.realistic and those who are unrealistic 

Group offemales N Mean Scheffe grouping 
Overestimators 232 3,27 A 
Realists 217 3, 11 A/B 

·. Underestimators 104 2,92 B .. 
Cnt1cal value F = 4;64 

. . 
Mm1mum significant difference= 0,28 

Table 7.12 
Scheffe grouping for the mean 'Control Ideology' scores obtained by the 
various realistic and unrealistic groups 

Group N .. Mean 1 Scheffe grouping 
Overestimators 289 3,26 A 
Realists 272 3,09 A/B 
· Underestimators 114 2,95 B 
.. 

Critical value F = 4,64 
.. 

Minimum significant difference= 0,26 

Discussion 

The .. present data·· suggest· that female overestimators tend to· agree, and 

femal~ underestimators tend to disagree, that internal factors determine 

SU9C0SS and failure in the culture at large. This suggests that female 

overestimators may be the more idealistic. 

'·---~--~---------~---------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 



Chapter 8 

Causal attributions 

This chapter begins with a brief introduction to attribution theory and some 

critical scepticism regarding its relevance. It then discusses the work of 

Bernard Weiner, who has made the greatest contribution to attribution theory 

in the context of achievement. These sections are followed by a discussion 

about the link between attributions, expectancies and motivation. 

Attribution theory, which has its roots in Heider's 'na'ive' psychology and 

Rotter's LOC construct, stresses causal attributions (i.e. individuals' 

perceptions and interpretations of past experiences) as important mediators of 

future expectations, motivation and behaviour. 

Attribution theory is a social cognitive approach to understanding 

motivation and behaviour. In brief, this theory maintains that people observe 

the outcome of a specific behaviour, and then make an inference (attribution) 

as to whether the outcome was caused by environmental or personal factors. 

For example, if a student fails an examination he may ascribe his failure to 

either internal factors (e.g. his lack of ability) or to external factors (e.g. task 

difficulty). (This corresponds largely with Bern's (1972) self-perception theory 

and Bandura's (1986) social cognitive model.) 

Further, attribution theory suggests that the attributions people make 

about the causes of their own behaviour have profound psychological and 

behavioural consequences. These interact and continue to influence future 

behaviour (Petri, 1996; and Pintrich & Schunk, 1996). 

Putting these basic tenets into an academic context: 
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• students' attributions refer to what they perceive the causes of their 

academic success or failure to be; 

• the psychological consequences refer to their self-evaluations, affect, and 

expectancies; 

• the behavioural consequences refer to a variety of behaviours such as 

help-seeking behaviour, goal setting, persistence at tasks, and problem

solving strategies; 

• all the above interact dynamically to influence students' motivation and 

subsequent academic performance. 

What all this amounts to is that attributions made by students regarding their 

successes and/or failures either limit or extend their subsequent 

expectancies, goal-directed behaviours and thus ultimately their achievement. 

It is important to bear in mind that attribution theory (like Heider's naive 

psychology, the LOC construct, and other constructive accounts of cognition 

and learning) is a phenomenological theory of motivation. It is concerned with 

the individual's interpretation of reality rather than reality per se. And because 

the theory proposes that subjective interpretations of events (and not the 

accuracy of the interpretations) have profound psychological and behavioural 

consequences, it explains why attributions regarding the same event may 

vary between individuals. 

Critical scepticism about research based on attribution theory 

Critics have questioned the relevance of investigating the effects of 

attributions on expectancies, motivation and achievement (Smith & Miller, 

1983; and Weiner, 1985a, 1986). They argue that the research in this area is 

artificial in that most of the subjects of the research are specifically requested 

to make attributions about hypothetical events. And they see this as reactive 

behaviour because the attributions made under these conditions are 

unnaturally elicited by the research procedures and may not reflect the 

subjects' natural causal thinking. 



Chapter 8: Causal attributions 181 

In short, the critics question whether individuals do in fact engage in 

spontaneous attributional thinking in real life, and they are therefore sceptical 

about the generalisability of such research findings. 

On the other hand Weiner ( 1985a, 1986) asserted that there is ample 

evidence to suggest that individuals do make attributions in everyday life. 

Instead of focusing on classic experimental studies, he looked into research 

that investigated the spontaneous use of attributions. The methods used in 

this type of research include the analysis of attributional statements found in 

written material such as newspaper articles, reports, letters, diaries, and 

journals. For example, in articles on sporting events one is likely to find 

individuals' or teams' attributional statements as to why they won or lost a 

match. 

More support for the idea that people are naturally inclined to make 

spontaneous attributions comes from two other procedures that are more 

experimental. The one involves the coding of verbal statements from subjects 

who are asked to verbalise their thoughts and feelings while performing a 

task. The other involves more indirect means whereby subjects are required 

to do a free recall task or a sentence completion task. These tasks are 

constructed in such a manner so as to disguise the purpose of the 

experiment. 

According to Weiner (1986) such studies provide sufficient evidence to 

conclude that people do, in fact, make attributions spontaneously. He did, 

however, admit that there are certain conditions which are more likely to elicit 

attributions than others. For example, students are more likely to engage in 

the attribution process when: 

• the outcome of a behaviour is unexpected rather than expected. In line 

with the general cognitive approach, one's past experience influences 

expectations as to what will happen in certain situations (scripts) and what 

is likely to happen to oneself (personal expectations). If an outcome is 

unexpected then it is likely that one will search for possible causes. For 

example, when consistently successful students fail an examination for the 
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first time, they are likely to consciously search for the causes of their 

failure; 

• the outcome of a behaviour is negative, regardless of expectations. For 

example, students are more likely to search for causes of failure than they 

are for causes of success; 

• the outcome is of importance, or of interest, to the individual. For example, 

students are more likely to question the cause of their performance in 

subjects which are important to them, or interest them, than in subjects 

which do not; 

• the situation is novel and the individual does not have a great deal of prior 

knowledge or fully formed expectations. For example, a student is more 

likely to make attributions about their performance in a new course than in 

a familiar course. 

we•nel"'s atttit>uti<>l'I tHe<>w .................. ·· 
Although many researchers have contributed to general attribution theory and 

investigated attributions, it is Bernard Weiner who has made the greatest 

contribution to such theory in the context of achievement (Pintrich & Schunk, 

1996). His attribution theory is essentially a theory of motivation based on 

causal perceptions. Weiner regards people as conscious, rational decision

makers and contrasts this view with a 'machine-like' model of man which 

equates human behaviour with a nonconscious automaton that simply 

produces behaviours in response to environmental stimuli or inner drives 

(Weiner, 1972; 1980; 1985b; 1992; 1994). 

His theory is based on the following two linked fundamental assumptions: 

• The main instigator of our behaviour is a need to understand our 

environment and ourselves. 

• People are naive scientists who try to understand the causal determinants 

of their own and others' behaviour. 
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Weiner (1986) maintains that our understanding of the causal determinants of 

behaviour enables us to acquire some degree of control and mastery over our 

surroundings. As Kelley (1971) puts it, "The attributer is not simply an 

attributer, a seeker after knowledge; his latent goal in attaining knowledge is 

that of effective management of himself and his environment" (p.22). 

Understanding the causes of behaviour is therefore functional. If we have 

some theory as to why behaviours occur, then this knowledge enables us to 

expect what is likely to happen in the future. Moreover, such knowledge not 

only decreases feelings of uncertainty; it also helps us to make decisions 

regarding our future plans and behaviour. 

One of Weiner's major contributions to attribution theory was to show 

that the effects of all attributions depend on their particular properties. In brief, 

his analysis reveals that all perceived causes can be seen to lie on each of 

three dimensions: 

• internality/externality (a cause is perceived to be determined by either 

personal or environmental factors); 

• stability/instability (a cause is seen to be either transient or enduring); 

• controllability/uncontrollability (a cause is seen to be controllable or 

uncontrollable by the individual). 

Although Weiner notes that performance may be attributed to an infinite 

number of causes, it has been found that students most commonly attribute 

their successes and failures to task difficulty, luck, and especially to ability and 

effort (Good & Brophy, 1986; and Weiner, 1985b, 1994). Less frequently 

mentioned causes include illness, mood, weather; and help or hindrance by 

others. All of these can be classified in Weiner's taxonomy. 

The nature of these dimensions will now be further discussed. 
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Weiner's first dimension of perceived causes: Internal versus External 
Locus of Causality 

Weiner based his first causal dimension on Heider's (1958) concept of 

person-versus-environment differentiation and Rotter's LOC construct. 

Heider (1958) maintained that "In common-sense psychology (as in 

scientific psychology) the result of an action is felt to depend on two sets of 

conditions, namely factors within the person and factors within the 

environment" (p. 82). Likewise, Rotter maintained that perceived causes of 

events fall on an internal-external continuum. Thus, effort differs from task 

difficulty in that effort is internal and task difficulty external. Accordingly, 

Weiner's first dimension also locates various perceived causes according to 

their locus of causality. Putting this in an academic setting we may suggest 

that success can be perceived to be due to internal factors (e.g. ability, study 

habits, effort) or to external factors (e.g. a task difficulty, teacher bias, and 

help from others). It also seems likely that students who attribute their 

previous successes to internal factors are more likely to expect future 

success, to be more motivated and thus achieve higher marks than those who 

attribute them to external factors. Morris and Tiggemann's (1998) research, 

which found that undergraduate students who attributed their success to 

external factors achieved significantly lower marks than those who attributed 

their success to internal factors, confirmed Thompson's (1997) suggestion 

that eXternalising success is self-handicapping. 

The relation between internal versus external locus of causality and the 
seff-serving bias 

Because attributions relating to the causes of successes and failures are 

subjective, it has been suggested that they may be influenced by what is 

known as the 'self-serving bias'. This refers to the tendency to attribute the 

positive outcomes of events in one's life to internal causes (a self-enhancing 

bias) and negative outcomes to external factors (a protective bias) (Baron & 

Byrne, 2000; and Weiner, 1992). Research has confirmed the existence of 

these biases (Covington, 1984b; Craven, Marsh & Debus, 1991; Greenwald, 
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1980; McKnight & Sutton, 1994; Miller & Ross, 1975; and a meta-analysis by 

Whitley & Frieze, 1985). 

The basis for the self-serving bias has been explained in terms of 

cognitive and motivational factors: 

• The cognitive explanation suggests that one attributes positive outcomes 

to factors within ourselves because people (a) generally expect to succeed 

rather than to fail (b) tend to accept responsibility for expected outcomes 

(c) are more likely to see a causal relation between their behaviour and 

success whereas connections between personal factors and failure tend to 

be ignored. With regard to (a) it is possible that this occurs because people 

generally enter situations in which they expect to succeed (Miller & Ross, 

1975). 

With respect to a person attributing failure to external attributions, Adler 

( 1956) goes as . far as to say that such attributions "frees him from 

responsibility and excuses him from blame" (p.270). 

• The motivational explanation suggests that this bias originates from a 

desire to protect one's self-esteem, not only for oneself but also to be 

accepted by others as competent (Greenberg, Pyszczynski, & Soloman, 

1982). Similarly, attributing failure to external sources preserves feelings of 

worth ( "/ failed because the test was exceptionally difficult and not because 

I am stupid'). 

The relation between internal locus of causality and the self
abusing bias 
Despite a general pattern indicating that individuals tend to accept more 

responsibility for positive outcomes than for negative outcomes, some 

evidence suggests that people may exaggerate internal causes for certain 

failures (e.g. Janoff-Bulman, 1989; Moore, 1998; Taylor et al., 1984; and 

Tuss, Zimmer & Ho, 1995). This tendency is sometimes referred to as a 'self

abusing bias'. It is has been suggested that such self-attributions may 

encourage people to strive for future success thus maintaining their sense of 

personal control (Taylor, 1983). 
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A number of researchers have found support for the self-abusing bias. 

For example, Ashkanasy and Gallois (1987) found that students with an 

internal LOC made more internal attributions than those with an external LOC 

with regard to their failures as well as their successes. Others who had similar 

findings include Carr, Borkowski, and Maxwell (1991); and Pearl, Bryan, and 

Donahue (1980). 

These results support the views of Lefcourt, Hogg, Struthers, and 

Holmes (1975); and Rotter (1966, 1975) who suggested that externality is the 

expression of an intrinsic bias rather than a defence mechanism. 

Considering the above, the following three hypotheses were tested: 
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Hypothesis 8.1 .. 

At1rj1Juting previous success to internal causes is more positively 
·related to expectancies than attributing previous success to external 
causes 

• Tfli$ IJypothesis was confirmed for the total group and 11 of the 12 :· · ..... -: .... . ·:·. ... . 

F subgroups (see Table/8.1J n was tested by calculating Pearson product 
···· .. :-·. L ·· · · · rnomentcorrelatiqns. · tnall1 th~ data rev~aled that.·.·. 

j·· ....•.•••. <attributing .. previous success toi11tema/.·causeswas.•significantly refated to 
I , .. 

I 

•··.·· I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
L. 
I 
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. ·. . .. .. . 

··••••· expectancies; 

• attributing <previous success to external causes was not related to 

i···· Furthermore/the datareveafed that:···. 
'·· ,. 
I 
I ,. 
I.: 

•· I 
v 
•··· I ,.:::··:.:<· ,· .. · 
.... ·:-:· 
I 

•.. attrjbqtin~ previous suceess . to internal causes was positively and 

.• > · ~i~niti6an~ly relatedlop~rceptioos··QfE)ffort expenditure (Le.· achievement 
:-:<-: .:· .·.:. ·:.- ·:. :··... ·. : .. ·:"-:: ·.. :· . .·.< <:.: .. ·::: ..... . . ·:······· . . .. .. . .. . . . 

· rtjotiyatiOn}forthetotalgrpupapdtt ofthe 12 subgroups(seeTable 8.2); 
L . . . 

F > i <attributing previous success fo external factors was negatively and 
r· ·.·· . ·.· .. .. . 

r . ) significantly related to perc~tions of effort expenditure for the total group 
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attributing success to internal factors was not significantly related to 

.··achievement. 

Table8.1 I 
I 

: . Pr9ductrnomentcorrelations between marks expected and attributing 
:. yprevi<>l.ISsuccess .to internal and· external causes 

f<·" 
I ,. , .... 
:··•• Table8.2 

Correlations between 
expectancies and attributing 
· success to internal causes 

r 
0,44 
0,54 
0,37 
0,54 

0,49 
0,35 
0,47 
0,36 
0,47 
0,38 

Correlations between 
expectancies and attributing 
success to external causes 

r 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

l .· i Pr<>ctuct moment correlationsb.etween perceptions ot ettoit.~xpenditure 
l •nd attributing previous success tointemaFandexternal ~'uses 
::·:.)::.:./::.·:.:-: .. 
I'.:;:·::-:::::_: ... ..... · .. 
1 ............. . 
::::::<··.::·::<::::_::::·. 
.-:.:.::::::· .. ·.· .. ... 
I 
v·. 

Correlations·betweef\•·perceptions 
•.•••. ofltffort ~penditun~. alld attributing 
> . / .. •· successto inteman:ausE!s 

Correlation between perceptions 
of effort expenditure and 

..•.·•· •.•.. attribUtirig·saccess·to •. extemal 
causes 

: r 
~ .. ~~ f:: -- ....,..,., __ ._,,_,..._,..._..,_., ___ --1 ________ ~--------........ --------------t 
1· .. NS r .,,.....,.,..,...,,.,,,,... ........ _ ......... _......., ......... -,.,l"---......................... ...;...i.'""'""---------1-:----------0--• ...;.s,....8-·· -------t 

NS 
-0,34 
Ns··.· 

-0,31 
NS 

-0;24 
··NS 
·-0,29 

NS 

---·-------·- -- -----··--·--- -·- ------ -·--·-·--·-- --------- --
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: Discussion 
I 
I 

! Th~ results oftestingJhis ·hypothesis confirm 
1::.: .. : ..... .. 
I . 

L (~)the major principle of attributiontheory which states that students' beliefs 
I::·/· 
F:: L/ .· .. :. about the qauses of past successes or failures influence their subsequent 
L:.:. .. 

: · ·· ·.;:::···motivation. and achievement related· behaviour; 
I 
f·· ,: .... ·. 
L (b) the: : notion that attributing previous success to internal factors impacts 
I.· .. · 

1 . ··... positively on expectancies and achievement motivation (perceptions of ... ·· 
I> , . ,. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I , .. 
I 

I ,. 
I 

. ·)effort expenditure). This also confirms the results of· my previous study 

·.·. (fy1pore,> 1~98)which found that attributions of success to internal factors 

<were significantly and·:·positively ···related to ·achievement motivation for 

Bl~cks (r =:0,53), Indians (r = 0,62), and whites (r = 0,60); 

: · (c)thenotion that.externalising success can be self-handicapping - i.e. the 
,. 
I .. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
f 
I ,. 

tnore inclined students were ta attribute their past successes ta external 

•taGtQr~thele§s effort they subsequently··perceived themselves to expend. 

Ttlis too confjrms results ofmyprevious :study which found that attributing 
::.- .. ·· .. · <<::···· .. . . .· .. ·..... · ...... ····.· . . . 

: success <to> external factors was negatively related to: achievement 
I 

: : .... ·. motivationfc>r lndians (r = ""0,27) andwhites (r = -0,20). 
I , .. 
l Indeed if is not surprising<thafstudents who:• believed··:thaf their·· previous 
f 

I 
I 

) s~ccesseswefe:duetopersonalfactorsweremore likely to.expend effort, and 

···•expectgre~ter sucbess:infutl.Jre than those who.believed that their successes 
. .. . . . . . ... 

••··••.Vlere:·du~•.ta••~xtemal•.•fact<lrs. 

Hype>thesis Bl2: . 
Stuclen~ are mo:re/ik'*ly to make:int'*ma/:thanexternalattributions .for 
pi'&vlous: succe5s · · · · ·· · · 

I: ..... ·.····. .. .. 

j Tf"lis hypoth~sis •• \'/a~ .tested by e?<am•ning: the: descriptive statistics. It was 

: su~pdrt~d: t6rthe totaF group ~nd an the subgroups. Students tended to 

j.. ~ttrlb\Jte theirpreyious::su~ssesto •internal:· factors .. :. rather::tpa~ .tq external 

r f~gtci~.(see Tables 8.3, a.4~ a;S, & 8j6}. . j 
I I 
1:: 
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I·: 
1:··· 
I 
I ,. , . 
•··. , .. 

··rable8.3 
N1ean scor~s for attributing previous success to internal and external 
factors for the various groups 

Table8~4 

Mean scores: attributing. success 
to intemalfactors 

3;00 
3,79. 
3,78 
3,87 
3,88 
3,76 
3;88 
3;82 
3,84 
3,78 
3,91 
3,72 

Mean scores: attributing success 
to external factors 

1,90 
1,94 
2,00 
1,90 
1,81 
1,96 
1,81 
1;95 
1,92 
1,86 
1,93 
190 

.. Pe~c.entagesof students in·•eachgroup who. attributed previou~ succe$s 
·· toillternaland externalfactors (Shadeditems referto intematattributions) 

Percentage who responded •agree•. or •strongly agree~ 

White 
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.~~~--~-----------·--------------------------------------------------------------------------· 

t 

• t 
I: •··. 
I 

Percentage who responded "agree• or "strongly agree" 

Passed Failed 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I . . I 

·----~-----------------~---------------------------------------------------------------------J 
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Discussion 

The results ofthis hypothesis are discussed under Hypothesis 8.4. 

>An examination of the mean scores for attributing failure to external and 
I 
1. 
I 

intE)rnatJactors revealed that students, in all groups, were not inclined to 
I 
I.. 
1.·. , ... 
I 
I 

' ' ' 

attribute failure to either external or internal factors (i.e. when attributions were 

n'l(:1c:lSured on two dimensions) (see Table 8.7). (A score between 1,00 and 

l 2;99. indicates that students believed that that factor did not play role in 
I . . . . . 

l .<c;q11tributing t() their previous failures.) However, an inspection of the ,.. 
l . > / responses to individual items·· indicated that students tended to attribute Jheir 
1:· 

l past failures to lack of effort (see Tables 8.8 - 8.10, items 3 and 10) rather 
r 
I. 

: < than to lack of ability -or external factors. 
' I· 
' ' ' 
:· Table8.7 
l . Mean scores for attributing previous failure to internal and external 
L factf'Jrs by the various groups ,. 

····Mean scores:. attributing failure 
to internatfactors 

2,52 
2,57 
2,63 
2,45 
2,40 
2;80 
2,40 
2,66 
255 
2,46 
2;52 

Mean scores: attributing failure 
to externaHactors · · 

259 
2,46 
2·70 r 

.··2,57 
2,24 
3,13 
2,52 
2,69 
2;63 
257 
2,60 

: ( /. I I ' .',' 
I 
t 
I . i, ... 
' I 
t 
I 
I 

I c-, 
l 

• 
I 
ti 

' I 
I 

' 

I 
I 
I 

... J 
·I 
I 
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: Tal>le8.8 
L Pel"cerat«:tges ()f students in the race and· gender groupswho attribut~d r previ~US failur~ to internal and external factors (Shaded items refer to lack of 
: · · effort Clttributiolls) 
f:.:-
t. -·· 
J./.:• 
r . 

.·.·.·· .. · ... · .·.· .. . 
·<<<<· .. :. · .. ·.··.· ... . 

::<:::t::::-.::· .:.-.::·::·· -:·. :.;..:·::::.·: .. 
:u < · ·rfailedbecause ... 
::· .·.· · .. :.:.<: .. _:_._<·:'.::· ·. ·.·.· . 

: ..... ·.· .. :··. · .. ·:· :.·: 
L.•.· ................... ·... ·. ·•. 
: · ·••· 1cf~m ootintelligent 
I 
1·: 
I 
I. 
1 .. 
f·-:· 
I 
I 

. . 

· 2:1.nave no aptitude.,.· for the. subject( s) 

.. ·. .... . ... 

Table8~9 .. ·.··.· .. ·••···•••······· / 

Percentage who responded •agree• .or"strongly agree• 

Black Black White White 
Males Females Males Females 

% % % % 

0 3 0 2 

4 8 11 6 

49 

47 

6 

8 

. ·. Pereentages of students ih the 'passed' and 'fail.,d'•groups who 
.attrib(Jtedpr~vi()US••fe1ilure to••internal•••and .exterqa1· factQf$ ($haded items 
ref~rto lack of eff'ort attributie>ns) .·. · 

Percentage·who••resplln<f~•·"agree,.·•or·."strongly •. agree" 

Failed Previously 
Failed 

% 

39 

38 

8 

I 
I 
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: ··• 'f~t>18 a~.1 o 
I ••• .·.· • ··. 

j / Pel'(:eritages of students in the 'passed' and 'failed' groups who 
: .. . attribllt~d previous failure internal and external factors (Shaded items refer 
: .. J() lacKOf eff9rtattributions) 
.... 
:r· 
I· . ..... 
1::. 
1::.:··· 
I 
I ,. 
I. 
I:: ... 
1.:· ,. 

· lfailed because ... 

· 1 J arn notintelligent 

l ··· ... 2J ha~e no aptitude ... for the subject(s} 

: :.:.~::_,:i·:~1lt1itii@:·1ij~lt:m.i•~~ijffi(~1: . 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I .. 
I 
I 

·:-·.·.·.·.··. .· 

. '4; .. of factors beyond my control 

<s, theexam(s)waslwere difficult 

l · ... ·. 6. psychology is a difficult subject 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

7'. I was unlucky 

.8,J am notinterested.in the subject(s) 

9.J do· notuse effective study methods 

:-.•·· ... ···=.1:;].::1,::~@i*t=iBli~11~~~1~~1i:~~m.®hlt·mi:.11:·:·:='.· 
: N 
I" 
I 
I· 
I 
I. 
I 
I 
f. ,. 

Discussion. 

Percentage who responded •agree· or •strongly agree• 

Realists 
% 

4 

39 

48 

43 

11 

9 

Over estimators 
% 

36 

35 

40 

6 

5 

Underestimators 
% 

41 

41 

30 

1 

1 

f 

'· I 
Th~results oflhis hypothesisare.discussed under Hypothesis 8;4. 
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Although no theory or research could be found concerning the relations 

between realistic/unrealistic expectations and attributions relating to internal 

and external causes the following hypotheses was tested: 

I··•·.· 
i::-. ;· 
t::-·· 

·~----------------------------------------------------------, .. ... 
f.:.: (::: .· ... ·.·.:.·.· .. ·.· · ... ··.· ·.· 

L./ Ther' is a sign1ficant difference between th.ose who have realistic 
F ~KPeCJIJq~ies and tflpse ~ho .h;ave unrealistic •. expecta11cies as regards 
:> · att,.(il}1,1tiiJg previous .. sl,J~cess ;1_nd failurf1. to{a)internal cau~es . and_ {b) E) e">dematcauses · .····.·. ··· ·· ····· ··· · ····· ·· .·.·.·.·. · ·· ·.· .·· ·· · · · · 
.... ·'"""'..;..;,...;..;,......;.._....,;.._..;..;.. _________ ..;..;,. _______________________ __, 
( ,.... .. ...... •·• .· ... " 

: .·. J[pe tjyll hyp()lhe~~s could .notpe rejected. Anovas and posthoc Scheffe tests 
v· .:::>::.::::.:::·:·:::.: .. :.:>·::-.. : . <··· . . ::.·:·:· . .. ... .· 

L r~¥~~1~ nq. sigr1iti<;ant ... dif{erences. between.those .... who hav~ .realistic .... 
1·. 

·~·:.:;.<~·.;.<~.~:·~ .. ~.;; .. ..:.:.·~ ~·..:.·~:~-·:.:;;.~.~ _::..·.:.. _·~ .... ..;.·~ - -- ·.;..,;,,_. ___ : __ ._ - - -- - - - - - -·- - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - -·- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -· 
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.-~----~------~---------------~-------------------------------------------------------------·-· I . ·. I 
I . . I 

: . expectations and those who have unrealistic expectations as regards l 
I I ,.. ·.·>·.: . .I 

• attributing success and failure to internal and external causes. : 

Discussion of the results of Hypotheses 8.2 to 8.4 

.<rheif"esl.Jlts of Hypotheses 8;2, 8.3 and 8.4>suggest that students' attributions 

r r~l~tingtothe ~uses of success may be influenced by what is known as the 
r . . . . 

: 's~lf""sef'Ving bias'. This refers to the tendency to attribute the positive 
I , . 
: outcomes otevents in one's life to internal causes thus maintaining a sense of 
i ,. 
r worth~ The main reasons all groups of students gave for their past successes 

! W!re intelligence. (whites more so than blacks}, hard work, interest, and 
' I l appropriatestudymethods. (SeeTables8.4to8.6, items 1, 2, 3, 8& 10) . 
... ·:. 
I 
I 

' I ,. 
r· , .. 
I 
I 

HC>wever, the r~slJlts suggest that, contrary to the self"'serving bias 

· (Which also suggests that people tend to attribute negative outcomes to 

r extemaLcausesk afLgroups of students .were willing to ·accept some ·.personal 
•... · << ··: .. ·· .. · . :··· ·. · .. ··.· . . . 

l responsibility fortheit failures (see "['ables 8.8 to 8.10, items 3; 9, & 10). The 
I . . . ·:: . . ·. · ... ·. ·. . ·-· ... l data reveal thar studentstended to cite lack of effort{rather than lack of 

: inte1Ugenef3} as responsible for their failures. This 'self-abusing bias' {Le, 
I .. ·.··. ..:. · .... ···.·.· ·. 

Lr accepting persqna1 <respc>risibility for tai1ures) can however be considered to 

! .•••...•••.•• be····protective·····in···thal •• $uch•••attributions.•·do•·•·not· ·threaten. stuqents' ·•.percepti.qns .. of· 

: ability. (and thus. sense of worth). By attributing failure to lack of effort 
I . .... ... ·. . .·. ··. . 

1 · students' self~perceptions.of ability are kept intact.·"-.· lack of effort alone is. an 

!. . at~~ptabte··· explanationforfailclre .. After au, a combination• of a high degree of 

l . effort and failure would sugg~sil~pkpfability.· Furtl'lermor~;. itq()eS notse~m 
! <;()("lvi'1cihg to cittribute• ~n~tant<adad~f111c failure to·. external JactC>rs .(such· as ,. ·.·.· .. ··.·.· .··.... . .. 

r bad il.lck of task difficqlty) because fellow students dothe same tasks and 

! reb~i\l~ tfle ~a!ll~ ttJition. Therefore it is more credible to attribute failure to 

!•· •••••••· .. · 1ack•··Of·••ettort.••·•·11•••1•s••••pe.rhaps•••encouraging••·.to·· see ·.ttiat ..•. students ••. cited .lack. of .. effort 

l rath~rthao lack..C>tability asttle rl1ain causeoftheir·previous failures. as. rack 
F·: .... ··:.·-:.:-..... . . . . .. ... . . . ... 

E• ofeffortcanJnore sirnptybe remedied . .. :. . :· · .. · - . .·.·.· ·. . . 

.. , 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
\ 

: ' / . /> > > > .. ·. . .. ··.. . . .·.·· '"'_.._.;i,i .. .;;• ... _ .. _.,.;,. . ., __ ... .;;._.;.;_. ___ --·---·-- - -- ----- - --- --'- - - --- -- --- -- - ----- -- - ---- - -- - --- - -·- - - ---- - - ---'--
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Weiner's second dimension of perceived causes: stability versus 
instability 

After logically examining perceived causes, Weiner and colleagues (Weiner, 

Frieze, Kukla, Reed, Rest, Rosenbaum, 1971) called attention to some 

shortcomings in Rotter's unidimensional analysis of perceived causality, which 

implies that outcomes are simply attributed to internal or external factors 

(Weiner, 1992). They asserted that the LOC construct confounds two 

intersecting dimensions of causality, namely internality/externality and 

stability/instability. 

As Weiner pointed out, some internal and some external causes are 

seen to fluctuate, while others appear to remain relatively constant. For 

example, both ability and effort are internal factors, yet ability is perceived to 

be stable, whereas effort is perceived to be more variable, changing from one 

moment to another and from one situation to the next. 

The dimension of stability/instability also runs across external causes. 

Passing or failing an examination might be attributed to a stable external 

cause such as the university's grading policy, or it might be attributed to an 

unstable, fluctuating external cause such as luck. In other words, various 

causes, though on the same dimension, (internal or external) may differ in 

terms of their permanence. 

Therefore Weiner introduced his second dimension (stability/ instability) 

into the taxonomy of perceived causes and categorised perceived causes of 

achievement within a 2 x 2 classification scheme as depicted in Table 8.11. 

As this table shows, ability and luck may be classified not only according to 

locus, but also according to their relative stability. 
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Table 8.11 
Weiner's classification of perceived causes of achievement according to 
locus and stability. (Taken from Weiner, 1992, p. 250.) 

Internal External 

Stable Ability Task difficulty 

Unstable Effort Luck 

The link between stability and expectancies 

According to Weiner, attributions for the causes of past outcomes lead to 

expectancies regarding future outcomes. And, on considering the links 

between various causal attributions and expectancies, he noted yet another 

anomaly in Rotter's one-dimensional taxonomy, which reaffirmed his 

contention that stability/instability dimension should be added to the 

classification of perceived causes (Weiner, 1983). 

According to Rotter's theory, both ability and effort are internal causes 

and should therefore have similar consequences in terms of expectancies. 

But, using a rational intuitive analysis, it seemed likely to Weiner that if 

outcomes are attributed to stable causes (e.g. ability, which is internal) then 

the outcomes can be expected to recur in future. In other words, if the cause 

remains the same, then the consequences are expected to be repeated. 

However, if outcomes are attributed to unstable causes (e.g. effort, which is 

also internal) they lead to uncertain expectancies. Research has shown that 

this is indeed the case (Weiner, Heckhausen, Meyer, & Cook, 1972). 



Chapter 8: Causal attributions 197 

Weiner's Expectancy Principle 

To sum up the link between stability and expectancies Weiner (1986, pp. 114-

115) proposed an expectancy principle for behaviour, together with three 

corollaries: 

Expectancy Principle: Changes in expectancy of success 

following an outcome are influenced by the perceived 

stability of the cause of the event. 

Corollary 1: If the outcome of an event is ascribed to a stable 

cause, then that outcome will be anticipated with 

increased certainty, or with an increased expectancy, in 

the future. 

Corollary 2: If the outcome of an event is ascribed to an unstable 

cause, then the certainty or expectancy of that outcome 

may be unchanged, or the future will be expected to be 

different from the past. 

Corollary 3: Outcomes ascribed to stable causes will be 

expected to recur in the future with a greater degree of 

certainty than outcomes ascribed to unstable causes. 

In short, Weiner's analysis suggests that shifts in expectancies for success (or 

failure) depend on the specific attributed cause of success or failure. 

However, Weiner (1986) cautioned that the relation between 

attributions and expectancies is not linear. Indeed expectancies also influence 

our attributions. For example, students who have a high expectancy of 

success are likely to attribute their success to stable causes, such as ability, 

which in turn, results in high expectancies for future success. Thus 

expectancies tend to be perpetuated. 

As Table 8.12 shows, high expectancies remain high in both failure and 

success contexts, and low expectancies remain low. To elaborate, students 

with a history of high performance are likely to attribute their success to high 

ability and therefore expect to succeed in future. If high performance does 
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subsequently occur, it will again be attributed to high ability (see (a)). These 

students do not expect failure. However, should it occur, they are likely to 

attribute their poor performance to bad luck or lack of effort (see (c)). Such 

attributions sustain expectancies for future success. On the other hand, 

students who have a history of failure do not expect to succeed and are likely 

to attribute success (when it occurs) to good luck or much effort (see (b)) and 

failure to lack of ability (see (d)). Such attributions result in low expectancies 

for future success. 

Table 8.12 Hypothesised relations between outcomes, expectancy, 
attributions, and the subsequent expectancy, based on attributional 
principles (Adapted from Weiner, 1986 p. 231) 

Expectancy 1~0utcome~ Attribution~ Expectancy 2 

(a) High~ Success~ Stable~ High 

(b) Low~ Success~ Unstable~ Low 

(c) High~ Failure~ Unstable~ High 

(d) Low~ Failure~ Stable~ Low 

The question arises as to whether self-maintaining, dysfunctional belief 

systems can be remedied. According to the premises inherent in Table 8.12, 

if we can alter students' attributing failure from attributions to stable factors 

(e.g. lack of ability) to attributions to unstable factors (e.g. lack of effort) then 

there is hope that a more positive feedback loop would be set in motion, and 

subsequent expectancies may rise. Indeed, research indicates that attribution 

training can have a positive effect on cognitions, expectancies for success, 

and subsequent behaviour (Orbach, Singer & Price, 1999). 

Putting Weiner's views on the effects of expectancies on the stability 

dimension into an academic setting one might suggest that: 
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• Success attributed to stable causes (e.g. ability) is likely to result in high 

expectancies for future success. 

• On the other hand, success attributed to unstable causes (e.g. luck, 

task easiness) is unlikely to result in high expectations for future success. 

• Failure attributed to unstable causes (e.g. lack of effort) is likely to 

result in uncertain expectancies ("I failed because I did not study hard 

enough - but if I study perhaps I will succeed'). 

• Failure attributed to stable causes, such as lack of ability, may result in 

low expectancies for future success - ("I failed because I was born stupid, 

so I'll never succeed"). 

Relations between attributions to stable/unstable factors and gender 

In general, researchers (mentioned in the box below) have found that males' 

attributions are similar to those of individuals who have high self-esteem 

(Ickes & Layden, 1978) in that both groups tend to attribute their successes to 

their ability and their failures to lack of effort (Beyer, 1998/1999). These 

'positive' attributions have been interpreted as a 'self-enhancing' bias (Berg, 

Stephan & Dodson, 1981; Erkut, 1983; Levine, Gillman & Reis, 1982). 

On the other hand, females tend to exhibit a 'self-derogatory' bias 

(Berg et al., 1981; Erkut, 1983; and Levine et al., 1982), as they tend to 

attribute their successes externally or to effort (Ryckman & Peckham, 1987; 

and Wigfield et al., 1991 ), and their failures to lack of ability (Beyer, 

1998/1999). Such attributions, which suggest that females do not perceive 

themselves as possessing high ability, may have negative consequences for 

females' expectancies for success and motivation (Beyer 1998/1999). Beyer 

suggests that these 'negative' attributions result from females' internalisation 

of the cultural stereotype of female incompetence (especially in masculine 

domains). 

In an attempt to explain these gender differences Kivilu and Rogers 

( 1998) suggest that people with high expectancies for success tend to make 
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more self-enhancing attributions than those who have low expectancies for 

success. Research findings (see Chapter 5) show that males have higher 

expectancies for success than females and this is thought to account for their 

tendency to make egotistical attributions. 

It seems plausible that the 'self-enhancing' tendency of males and the 

'self-derogatory' tendency of females result in males being more 

overoptimistic about their future performance than females. 

Research relating to the stability/instability dimension 

Empirical support for Weiner's contention that attributions of perceived 

causes may be classified according to both internal/external LOC and 

stability/instability has been reported by Bar-Tai and Darom (1979). 

These researchers measured elementary pupils' attributions for test 

outcome and uncovered the dimensions of both locus and stability by 

means of a factor analysis. 

The relation between attributions to stable/unstable factors and 
expectations 

A number of researchers (Fontaine, 197 4; lnagi, 1977; Kovenklioglu & 

Greenhaus, 1978; McMahan, 1973; and Weiner, Nierenberg & 

Goldstein, 1976) have found that expectancies for future success are 

generally higher when past academic success is attributed to 

internal/stable factors such as ability rather than internal/unstable factors 

such as effort. Conversely, attributing failure to stable factors such as 

low ability is associated with lower expectancies (Omura, Kambara & 

Taketsuna, 1990). 

Weiner et al. (1972) found that students who attributed failure to 

unstable factors such as a lack of effort or bad luck were more likely to 

expect success in the future than those who attributed failure to low 

ability and task difficulty. Moreover, Thompson, Davidson, and Barber 

(1995) found that students decreased their efforts where poor 

performance was likely to be indicative of low ability. 
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However, Kojima (1984) showed that it is clearly the stability dimension, 

and not the locus that relates systematically to expectancy of future 

success. And this accords with the findings of a laboratory investigation 

by Weiner et al. (1976), who found that increases in expectancies of 

future success were directly related to the perceived stability of the 

cause of prior outcomes: Expectancies for future success generally 

increased with the number of prior successes. 

The application of the stability-expectancy connection has been effective 

in achievement change programs (Weiner, 1984). Here the focus is on 

changing the perceived causes of failure from lack of ability to lack of 

effort. Research reveals that attributions to unstable, controllable factors 

enhance future persistence (Andrews & Debus, 1978; Dweck, 1975; and 

Zoeller, Mahoney, & Weiner, 1983). Such attributions and efforts result 

in higher expectancy of future success which then positively influence 

goal-directed activity. 

The relation between attributions to stable/unstable factors and 
achievement 

It has also been found that achievement is positively related to 

attributing success to stable factors, especially to ability, and attributing 

failure to unstable factors such as lack of effort. People who attribute 

their failures to low ability are more likely to be discouraged from future 

effort than those who attribute failures to unstable factors such as 

insufficient effort or a very difficult task (e.g. "/failed because I did not try 

hard enough, if I try maybe I will succeed~') (Licht & Dweck, 1983; 

Weiner, 1985a). Although attributing success to one's effort may also be 

adaptive, attributing success to high ability is associated with even 

greater optimism (Nicholls, 1978). 

Most research in this area supports these contentions. For example, 

Kurtz-Costes and Schneider (1994) found that amongst school children 

the highest achievers tended to attribute their successes to high ability, 

whilst the low achievers tended to attribute their successes to effort. 
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Moreover, higher-achieving children had a tendency to attribute their 

failures to external, unstable factors such as task difficulty, whereas 

lower-achieving children tended to attribute their failures to lack of ability. 

Furthermore, Peterson, Maier, and Seligman (1993) found that athletes' 

statements regarding the causes of their successes or failures are 

related to their future performance. Those who attribute their successes 

to skill are more likely to succeed in future than those who attribute their 

successes to luck. 

Others who have arrived at similar findings include Ames, Ames, and 

Felker (1976); Covington and Omelich (1979a); Kurtz-Castes and 

Schneider (1994); Kurtz-Castes et al. (1995); Pintrich (1989); Pintrich 

and De Groot (1990); Pintrich and Schrauben (1992); Stipek (1980); 

Stipek and Weisz (1981); and Uguroglu and Walberg (1979). 

Relations between attributions to stable/unstable factors and 
gender 

Researchers have found that females tend to attribute their successes to 

effort rather than ability and that males tend to attribute their successes 

to ability (Beyer, 1998/1999; Erkut, 1983; Ickes & Layden, 1978; Kivilu & 

Rogers, 1998; LaNoue & Curtis, 1985; and Wolleat, Pedro, & Fennema, 

1980). For failures, males have been found to see lack of ability as less 

important than do females (Basow & Medcalf, 1988; Beyer, 1998/1999; 

D'Amico, Baron & Sissons, 1995; and LaNoue & Curtis, 1985). These 

gender differences have been found to occur in Germans (Rustemeyer 

& Jubel, 1996 in Beyer, 1998/1999), Japanese (Little & Lopez, 1997) 

and in gifted populations (Cramer & Oshima, 1992; Eccles, 1985; and Li 

& Adamson, 1995). 

Arising from the foregoing are the following three hypotheses for the present 

study: 
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1. ' ,. 
I 

: Hyp9thesis s~s 
I 

:< Female students of all racial groups are more likely than male students 
: •. >to atttibiJtetheirprevious successes. to effort " . 
1·>. ·.>·>::.:::·::·· ....... : .. 

!-> "J'hk hypothesis· was not confirmed. An anova and post· hoc ·Scheffe test 
I<<:·· 
w..:.::· 

: showed Jt"latJemale students were not more likely than male students to 

1 > ~~tributetheirprevious•successes to effort. 
I , .... 
I , ... 
1:. , .. ·.· 
' I 
I 

' I ,. 
I 
I 

'. I 
I 
I 
I 

•• I '. 
I 
I 
I 
I ,. 
I 
I , .. 
I 
I .... '. , .. :.·· 
I 

Al'J1ore detailed inspection of the data revealed that 

• alhgroups ofstudentstended to.attribute their previous successes to both 

effort and ability (see Table 8. 13); 

. • ·.· bl~cks wer~ more likely than whites to attribute previous success to effort 

> (see Table 8; 14); 

• > Whites were more likely than blacks to attribute previous success to ability 

(see Table 8; 15); 

1 . ••• those \\I.ho had a history .of success were more likely to attribute their 
I 

: previous success to abilitylhanthose who had failed previously {see Table 
. :·:·. ·:.:.... .::-:·.. . ·.. . . ·.· . : .. ·. ··:.: .. 

8:16). · This provides .. some •..... support·· for Weiner's .{1986)• Expectancy 

Principle which suggeststhatstudents with a history of high performance 
. . .. . .· .. . 

~re more lik~ly to attribut~ their success to ability . 

. Table8~'3 . 
11J1ee1~1 scores for attributing. previous success to. effort and. allilify by the 
"arious siro1.1ps · · · · · · .· · · 

Mean scores:. attributing 
succes~ to ability .. 

I 
I 

---~--·-------~--------------·-----------·------------------' 
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··~·~·:·-:~.·:"""' -·:."'" .... -.~--- ......... ----- -- --- -- --- ----- --- --- --- --- ---- ---- -- ----- --- -- --- ---- ---- -------- ---
1·:::::~ I 

:.:_::_.::. 
,.-:··· 

:··.·· .··Table8~14 
I :< ~cheffe grouping for the mean scores for attributing success to effort 
: obtainedbyblacks·andwhites 
f: ... ..... 
I 
I 

•···. 
I. 

' I 
I· ,. 
I 

N 
.· Blacks 241 
·Whites 421 

Mean Scheffe grouping 
4,00 A 
3,51 B 

' : Cnt1cal value F = 6,67 Mm1mum significant difference= 0, 19 
.. . . 

f:>: , ... 
1:>:-:. 
f: 

: . <Table 8~15 
l Scheffe grouping for the mean scores for attributing success to ability 
i obtained by blacks and whites 
I· , . 
I ,·.·. 
I 
I 
I 
1: 

· .. 

· Whites 
Blacks 

.. 
Critical value F = 6;67 

, ... 
I 

: :::>-Table-:s.1:&::: .. 

N 
421 
241 

Mean Scheffe grouping ·: 

3,92 A 
3,46 B 

. . 
Mm1mum significant difference= 0, 16 

: · ·. Scheffe grouping for the mean scores for attributing.sllccess.to· ability 
l obtained by those who previously passed and those who.previously 
: failed · ·· 
... 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I··· 
I 
1·>:··· .. 
1. 
I 
I·.· .. . 
I. .. . 
t-:" 
i"" 
f.: . . . . . ... 

Passed 
·Failed 
Critical value F = 6,67 

N Mean 
378 3;90 
311 3,54 

Minimum significant difference = 0, 16 

Fi<:·:.- ··DiScuss·i·on 
•·· •·· The re~ults (){ this hypothesis·are dts6ussedwith those of Hypothesis 8. 6. 

,. ,. 
' I 
' I 
I 
I 
I 

.. .. . . ..... . .. . . .. .. . . 

·Female studentsof~lfrai:ialgroups. are more likely than male students 
·to attribute •their previous failures to lack of ability 

I ... 

:< Tf'li$ bypothesis wa~ not supported. An anova and post hoc Scheffe test 

\) • r~v~~led .no ~ignifi~nt(differen¢e between the· females' and males' tendency 

l .•.. > to attribute pr~vious.f~ituresto l~ckof ability . 
... ··. :· ·.::.-:·. 
F.· ... · .· ..... :::::_:·· 

F ·•·.· ··• · · · · · An inspection of the data further reveatedJhat: 

r ~ ~tlJCief"lts of all .groups .. perceivedlackof.effort.(rather·than lackofability)as 
I .. ·.· .. ·· ······ ·.··.·... . ·. . . .·. . ... 

' . 
: · qqntributing.to their previous failures (see Tabte 8.17); 
i.:· 
I:. . .. . I 

~:~:~·:;.;:,:;;.:~:; .. :·...:·•·:.:..· ...... ~::~i ... ; .... ~.~~·- - ------·- ------- --- .... ___ --- - - - -- - -- - - - - -- - - -- -- - - - - - --- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _, 
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r-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------1 
I I 
I 
I .. 

: • 'Nhites were more likely than blacks to attribute failure to lack of effort (see 
I 

L 'f'able 8.18); 
i.·· 
I 

h .. i . students who subsequently passed the examinations were more likely 
... :,...:··· 
L / thantho5e 'Nho failed to (a) attribute their previous failures to lack of effort 
::> ••. · .. 
I 
F· (see .Table 8J9). and (b) disagree more strongly that their previous 
.... 
l failures were due to lack of ability (see Table 8.20). 
I .. 
f. 
f·" ,.· 
: ·······Table 8.17 r N1ean scores relating to attributing previous failure to lack of effort and 
L ]ack of ability (Ahigh score indicates that the factor played a role in failure) 
I··:.. . 
•· .·.·. ::::.<:" 
1:: ·: .. 
i."< 
I 
I 
I 
I . , . 
f": ,. 
I 
I 
I. 
I 
I 
I 

•· I 
I 
I 

•··.·. r 
I ... -. 

Mean scores: attributing 
failure to lack ofeffort 

3,58 
4,17 
3,87 
3,36 
3,54 
4,06 
3,19 
400 
3,80 
333 f 

3,57 

Mean scores: attributing 
failure tolacl< of ability 

1,72 
1,35 
1,63 
1;80 
156 .. 
1,89 
1,83 

... 1.eo 
1,56 
1,85·· 
1,73 

j <.Taf)lt 8.18 ·• .... · . . ·.··•.••·. ·.· > .. ·· ·.. ·· .. ··· ....• 
:· · ~cheffi groµpingforthernean sc9res forattrit>uting failure to lack. of 
:········· eff()rt obtained t>Y blacks ~11dwhites > . . 
(.·.:. 

I .. 
F-: . ..... ·. 
1·: 

•·· I• 
I 
I 

···. I• 
I ... 
~-··. :::
l"· · · ... ·:.· 
....... · .. .... 
1::. 
F:··: 
....... 

Scheffe grouping 
A 
B 

Minimum significant difference =. O, 31 

I 
I 
I 
I 

.·I i· .·.·· 
. . . . . I 
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r---~------~~-------------~------------------------------------------------------------------1 · I 
I I 
I 
I 
I 

Table 8~19 ,. ,. 
I 
I 
I. , . 

Scheffe groupingJorthe mean scores for attributing failure·to lack of 
effortobtainedbythose who subsequently.passed·and failed 

.. ::.: 
I 
1· .. 
I":·· ,. .. 
I 
I 
I 

···. I 
I 
1-.: , . 
.:::· .. · ,. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
f·. , ... 

Passed 
Failed .. 
Cntical value F - 6, 72 

: ·Table 8~20 

N Mean Scheffe grouping 
145 3,80 A 
150 3,33 B 

.. 
Minimum s1gmficantd1fference;: 0,32 

1 Scheffe grouping for the mean attributing failure to lack of ability 
L• •······.····obtained by those who subsequently passed and failed 
•·· I 
I 
I .. • 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Mean 
Failed 1,85 
Passed 1,56 

Minimum significant difference ;: 0,23 

· Discussion 
I 
I 
I 

Contrary to the suggestions discussed in this chapter the results of 
. . I 

I.. i::·.·.·.· 

I 
Hypotheses 8.5 and a~s indicate that females did not tend to exhibit a 'self-

I ,. 
I 
I: . 
... :.:. 

derogatory' bias.. That is, they were neither inclined (a) to attribute their 

r succ;:esses to effort ratf)e(than at>ility, nor (b) toattribute th~irfailures to lack 
I 

l of ~t:>Uity. 
I· .. ·. · ... · r< . . . . 
1)<··> .·. 

:. . · .RatherJt appears thatlfJ/fgroupsof students tended to rnake self-

1• . ·43rihanciing Clttnbufion~Jor sµccess .• That is, ... they tended to •attribyte .th~ir 
1 .· ~uccessesto a C<lmbinau()n·ofability(whitesmor~sothanbJacks) and effort 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 1-tqwever1 . alt groups of students were inclined to accept personal 
I . . . . . . . . 

f rQsponsibility for th~irfailures (i.e. a seJf-abusing bias). That is, they were 

r. inclin~ctlo attribute. their.failures tolack of effort (whites more so than blacks) 
i 

l rath~r thart to lack of ability. (See results of testing Hypotheses 8. 1 O for 

r $ignific:eJnt dittererials. between• ov~restimators and·· underestimators. )· These 

F attribtltional patter-ns are generally regarded >as adaptive as attributing 
F.-·:·· ..... ··. ..·· .... · .. 

: SuCCeSS ]O ability and failure to lack Of effort are seen to enhance 
I· . 

L. ~xi'~ciancies, motivation and future persistence. 
::::::.::·· 
~tl:d2£~t~:IL~L:§~~~.~~-~-~:L~ __ -·····- _ ·- _ -·--·~· ~- ___ -- __________________________________________________ : 
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f:::r:~· -:~::T.::.::~·:-·-~ ........ ""···---·- - .... - ---- ... -·~ _ .... --- ........ ~.-- ...... -·-- - - --- ... - - - -- ... -- -- ... - - -- - -- - -- - - - -- - - - --- -- - .. - -- -.- -·: 
:- ·:.:::::;:· 
I .,..... ______________________________________________________ __ 

l.·. Hyppthesis.7.7 
I ... ·. ·.· .·. 

l·. Ma/eistudents ofall racialgroups are more likely than female students 
: · to overestimate their future success 
r· 
: .<··<:::: .:.: ··::. 

F ,l\n> cinova and post hoc Scheffe test revealed no significant difference 
1-:-:· 

F XfaetWeen the overestimations of males and females. Similar findings were 
I ... ·. . . . .. ·.·.·. . . 
I·.·· .· ..... . 

! ·· · tC>ul'ld in my previous study (Moore, 1998). 
I 

r ... ...: ...... ~:~:~·-·~· ... --~· ~: .. --... ~ ------.... ---------.. -· .. ----·- --------------------------------------------------_: 

we1ner'i ttlirt:1•••<Jimell$ioh .••ot •••• perceived•·•••cause$=··••· cc:>ntro.11abilitY 
v~r§µ~ Mn¢o.r.~t9tt~bmty > ·· ·· 

Weiner's third dimension of causality, generally known as 'controllability', was 

first suggested in 1972 by Rosenbaum in his unpublished doctoral dissertation 

(Weiner, 1986). Rosenbaum recognised that, although some personal causes 

(such as mood, fatigue, and effort) are all internal and unstable, they 

nevertheless differ along yet another dimension: the dimension of 

controllability. Some are perceived to be more controllable than others. Effort, 

for example, is subject to volitional control. One can increase or decrease 

one's expenditure of effort. But this is not typically true of fatigue which, under 

most circumstances, cannot be changed at will. And laziness is often 

perceived as under volitional control whereas aptitude is not. These are 

internal causes. But what about external causes? External causes seem, by 

definition, to be uncontrollable, for they are not wilfully changeable by the ' , 

actor. Weiner ( 1992) suggests we may then perhaps regard all external 

causes as uncontrollable - even though not all uncontrollable causes are 

external. 

If people perceive an event as controllable, they believe they can take 

steps to increase the probability of a desired outcome. Therefore it is likely 

that the perception of controllability would lead to greater expectancies for 

success and that students who attribute their failures to controllable factors, 

such as insufficient effort, would exert more effort than those who attribute 

their failures to uncontrollable factors. According to Alicke (1985) and 
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Weinstein (1980), the more people perceive an event as being controllable 

the more likely they are to have unrealistic expectations. On the other hand, 

attributing failure to lack of ability, which is perceived to be uncontrollable, 

implies that increased effort would be fruitless (Licht & Dweck, 1984) resulting 

in learned helplessness (Greenberger & Strasser, 1986) and decreased 

expectancies. 

Table 8.21 
Weiner's classification of perceived causes according to stability and 
controllability. (Taken from Weiner, 1992, p. 251.) 

Stable Unstable 

Controllable A lazy disposition Effort 

Uncontrollable Ability Fatigue 

As Table 8.21 shows, a lazy disposition and ability are both relatively stable, 

but laziness is controllable, whereas ability is not. Both effprt and fatigue are 

unstable (and internal). But effort is subject to volitional control whereas, 

under most circumstances, fatigue is not. 

Difficulties inherent in Weiner's controllabilityluncontrollability 
dimension 

Although Weiner's inclusion of a controllability/uncontrollability 

dimension elucidated and resolved certain problems it led to confusion arising 

from differences between Rotter's conception of internal/external 'locus of 

control' and Weiner's distinct conceptions of 'locus' and 'control'. 

Rotter's LOC construct equates 'locus' with 'control'. On the other 

hand, Weiner's three-dimensional taxonomy proposes that 'locus' and 'control' 

are two separate and independent dimensions. Nevertheless, the conceptual 

differences between Rotter's LOC and Weiner's (1972, 1979, 1992) locus of 

causality are not often recognised. I have noticed that research and literature 
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in social, personality and motivation psychology abound with confusion and 

misinterpretations of these two concepts. 

In fact, the theoretical bases and operational definitions of Rotter's 

LOC and Weiner's locus of causality differ in the following ways. 

• Rotter's LOC reflects social learning theory. It is concerned with the 

assignment of responsibility (Wong & Sproule, 1984). It is usually regarded 

as an a priori independent variable which measures generalised 

expectancies (or a philosophy) of what controls life events (Gregory, 

1981 ). On the other hand, Weiner's locus of causality is based on 

cognitive theory with elements of Gestalt theory. It is concerned with the 

assignment of causality (Gregory, 1981 ). It is usually regarded as a post 

hoc dependent variable that measures individuals' perceptions of the 

causes of past, specific events. Locus of causality is therefore less 

extensive than LOC - referring to only one of the many factors that 

contribute to LOC. 

• LOC equates 'locus' with 'control'. For example, an internal locus 

implies internal control. Therefore if individuals are 'internals' they are 

assumed to have feelings of inner (personal) control. On the other hand, 

locus of causality differentiates between 'locus' and 'control' (Weiner, 

1979). Here the locus dimension is merely concerned with the source of 

causality (internal or external). And the control dimension is concerned 

with the extent of one's control or mastery over the situation (Wong & 

Weiner, 1981 ). 

In defence of Weiner's distinction between locus and control, Van Overwalle's 

( 1989) factor analysis of 1 O possible causes of freshmen's exam performance 

revealed that locus, stability, and control formed separate dimensions. 

Weiner accepts, however, that the separate dimensions of locus and 

control may influence one another. And although perception of controllability 

is not equivalent to locus of control, research has indicated that the perception 

of controllability is especially applicable when the LOC is internal. Ashkanasy 
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and Gallois (1987) found that subjects with an internal LOC resisted 

attributions to luck. Subjects mainly made attributions to luck (which is 

unequivocally external and uncontrollable) with an external LOC. And subjects 

with an internal LOC were more likely than others to attribute their success to 

effort, which is unambiguously internal and controllable. 

However, although the separate dimensions of 'locus' and 'control' may 

influence one another, Wong and Sproule ( 1984) agree with Weiner that 

these dimensions may be orthogonal. In other words, perceptions of internal 

causality may coexist with feelings of uncontrollability. For example, if failure 

is attributed to internal factors, such as brain damage or lack of ability then 

(although the locus is internal) one's personal sense of control is limited. 

Internal unstable causes (e.g. fatigue) can also diminish one's feelings of 

control (Wong & Sproule, 1984 ). 

Likewise, external causality does not necessarily signify a lack of 

internal control. People may sometimes be able to control external causes by 

avoiding them (Wong & Sproule, 1984). In an academic context, for example, 

a student may avoid failing an examination by setting out earlier, thus 

avoiding being held up in the traffic jam which could have made him arrive 

late. 

Yet another difficulty regarding the concept of control arises from the 

distinction between controllability of cause versus controllability of outcome. 

According to Weiner (1979) 'control' refers to the controllability/ 

uncontrollability of the cause rather than of the outcome. This discrimination is 

significant when we recognise that an uncontrollable cause can be associated 

with a controllable outcome. For example, desirable dispositions such as 

ability (which are uncontrollable causes) enhance feelings of personal control 

over outcomes. 

In short, whether a cause is controllable or uncontrollable is not related 

to the perceived controllability of the outcome. 
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The link between psychological consequences and motivation 

Weiner suggests that the psychological consequences of attributions (e.g. 

expectancies) have an affect on choice, persistence and level of effort, which 

are the generally accepted components of motivation (Dweck, 1996; Geen, 

1995; and Weiner, 1994). Moreover research (reviewed below) suggests that 

some psychological consequences of attributions are more likely than others 

to enhance motivation. 

For example, attributing success to internal and stable factors, such as 

ability, results in positive feelings, such as expectancies for future success 

and self-esteem. These positive psychological consequences are likely to 

enhance motivation. 

On the other hand, attributing failure to uncontrollable factors, whether 

internal or external (e.g. lack of ability, teacher bias), result in negative 

feelings such as lowered expectancies for future success, decreased self

esteem or even feelings of hopelessness. In such cases, students feel unable 

to do much about avoiding future failure (Rogers, 1998). Such negative 

psychological consequences are likely to decrease motivation. 

As mentioned in Chapter 3, it is generally recognised that motivation 

has a strong impact on academic success. Those involved in education often 

declare that their chief concern is how to motivate students to show interest in 

learning, persist in the face of difficulty, take good notes and ask for help 

when they do not understand the material (Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 

1992; and Pintrich & Schunk, 1996). 

Research on perceptions of controllability, expectations motivation 
and performance 

Among the researchers who have found that perceived control impacts 

on motivation and performance are Chen and Tollefson (1989); 

Covington, Omelich and Schwarzer (1986); Findley and Cooper (1983); 

Harrison (1968); Lay and Wakstein (1985); Mikulincer and Caspy (1986); 

Noel, Forsyth, and Kelley (1987); Skinner et al., (1990); Smart and 
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Pascarella (1986); Stipek and Weisz (1981 ); and Weiner and Kukla 

(1970). 

Harrison ( 1968) found that a sense of personal control predicted 

success in school, regardless of socio-economic status. 

Chen and Tollefson (1989) found a positive relationship between 

perceived control and effort among college students. Noel et al. (1987) 

conducted an experimental investigation in which they convinced an 

experimental group of subjects to believe that their performance on 

given tasks was under their control. These subjects expended more 

effort and performed better than a control group who received no 

information about the controllability of outcomes. 

Moreover, research by Weiner and Kukla ( 1970) has shown that 

individuals with high levels of achievement motivation attribute their 

failure to insufficient effort (which is controllable) rather than to low 

ability, whereas individuals with low levels of achievement motivation 

tend to attribute their failures to their lack of ability. 

Skinner et al. (1990) found that children who believe their performance is 

under their own personal control are more likely to earn better grades 

because their perceived control enhanced their engagement in 

academic cognitive tasks. Moreover, both experimental research (e.g. 

Dweck, 1976) and field research (e.g. Nolen-Hoeksema, Girgus, & 

Seligman, 1986) indicate that the relations between perceptions of 

controllability and success are bi-directional. When children believe that 

they can exert control over success, they perform better on cognitive 

tasks. And when they succeed in school, they are more likely to view 

school performance as a controllable outcome. This implies a self

fulfilling cycle. It suggests that children who are not doing well in school 

will perceive themselves as having no control over academic successes 

and failures, and these beliefs will subsequently generate performances 

that serve to confirm their beliefs (Seligman, 1973). 
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Excessive course content and poor organisation of study material may 

lead to feelings of loss of control. But several researchers (Perry & 

Magnusson, 1987; Perry, Magnusson, Parsonson, & Dickens, 1986; and 

Perry & Tunna, 1988) have found that even good instruction is only 

effective when students perceive some control over their own academic 

performance. 

In an earlier study I (Moore, 1998) found that, for Indians and whites, 

attributing failure to uncontrollable causes was negatively related to 

expectancies for academic success. And it has often been found that 

people who feel that they have no control over events develop an 'out of 

my hands' attitude which results in feelings of helplessness which lead 

to various performance deficits (reviews by Hartlage, Alloy, Vazquez, & 

Dykman, 1993; and by Hertel & Rude, 1991 ). 

Moreover, research has shown that temporarily deprivation of a sense of 

control leads to the motivational and emotional symptoms that are seen 

in depression (Burger & Arkin, 1980; Gleicher & Weary, 1991; Pittman & 

Pittman, 1980). Among others who have shown a simultaneous 

association of depression and perceptions of uncontrollability as well as 

negative-outcome expectancies and performance deficits are: Brown & 

Weiner (1984); Covington and Omelich (1979b); Edwards and Weary 

(1993); Jacobson, Weary and Edwards (1996); Langer, 1983; Pintrich 

and Schunk (1996), and Weisz, Weiss, Wassermann, & Rintoul (1987). 

The foregoing sections lead to the following two hypotheses for the present 

study: 
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~·~~-~~~-~-·--~-------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 
1> 
f• . , ...... 
: ··· Hypothesis 8.8 

The correlation·between attributing success to ability and expectancies 
is greater than the correlation between attributing success to effort and 

•..... ···• expectancies 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I ,. 
I 
I 

•.·· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I ,. 
I 
I 
I ,. 
I· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I ... ·. ,. 
r:·. 
! 
I. 

I 
I ,. 
I 

I. 

' ..... 
I 

This hypothesis was confirmed for: White males, realists and those who 

f'1adpreviously passed (see Table 8.22). 

The hypothesis was not confirmed for any other group. Indeed the 

correlations between attributing success to effort and expectancies was 

greater than those relating to attributing success to ability and expectancies 

in: tti~ <>total group, black females, white females, underestimators, 

overestimators, those who passed, those who failed and those who previously 

passed(see Table 8.23). 

Furthermore it was found that attributing success to effort (rather than 

ability}was positively related to perceptions of effort expenditure for all groups 

(see Table 823). 

Moreover, perceptions of· effort ·were significantly positively corretated 

with achievementfor four ofthe subgroups (see Table 8.24). 

· Table8.22 
L f>rod~ct moment correlations between expectancies and attributing 
: sLlccess to ability and effortJor the various groups 
I 
I 
I 
I. 
I 
I 
I. 

Correlations between 
expectancies & 

attributi11g success to 
· ability 

r 
0,23 
0,49 

Correlations.· between 
expectancies &. 

attributing success to 
effort 

r 
0,35 

NS 

0,37 
041 
0,43 
0,34 
0,30··· 
0,34 
0,41 
0,28 
0;41 
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1::.:.:. I 

' f<::: 
I . 

I Table8.23 
1:· .. 
r::::::. .. ,:-.-:· 
i.·.:: .. 
1 .. ·. 
I 

Product moment correlations between perceptions of effort expenditure 
~fld attributing success to ability and effort for the various groups 

L< .· 
,:·:.:·:··· 
f:.:··:· .:· 
1:.:: .... ·: 
k':./. 
•·:-::: ·-::·· 
f: 

' , ... 1>· 
.-:·· .. 
j:.:·: 

' I 
t>. 
I . ..... 
I . 
1:·:·. · .. 
..... 
I. 
I ,. 
•·· I 
I 
I 
···:. , .. 
I 
I 
F 
I , .... ,.. 
I 

' I 

I 
I 
I ,. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
f'::-:: 
I 
I 
I. 
F·< , .. 
I 
I:: 

< Totataroup· 
.··· >Black male 

•·•• 1 White·male 
Black female 

.·.••· White female 

\) : ~~~~;~;timator .. 

·.···· Overestimators 
•••·'Passed·· 

Failed 
> :. Ptevious/vfJassed 

·.· Previouslyfailed 
·• ·.·. 

f · Table 8.24 . 

•1 

. 

Correlations between 
attributing success to · 
ability & perceptions 
of effort expenditure 

r 
NS 

NS 

NS 

0,31 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

NS 
NS 
NS 

.· .. •· 

NS .· 

. 

Correlations between 
attributing success to 

effort & perceptions of 
effort expenditure 

r 

0,76 
0,87 
0,61 
0,76 
0,72 
0,78 
077 I 

0,76 
0,76 

•. 0,78 
0,76 

:· Product moment· correlations betweenachievement and attributing 
:·· .. · · ~uccess to ability and effort for the various groups 
F.· :···> .:::· .. :·:· .... 
' .. I:-··. 
r::::-:·: 
1-: ,. ,. ·•. 
I 
1.-: 
I 

I 

' 1-:-:· . .... 
.:.....:•:. ·. 
f.-:>:. 
;:..·.· 

::: .... :.: ..... _.:.>:·:.·· . ·.::.- ... · 

Corr~lations·between 
achievement& 

attributing ·success to 
ability 

r 
NS 
NS 

. 0,41 
0,28 

NS 

Correlations between 
achievement&· 

attributing success to 
effort and 

r 
0,36 
0,38 
0,30 

NS 

0,21 

t < bts~~ssio~ ... ·· 

t @~ resultsdo not support Weiner's suggestions that expectancies and 
;.::·:··· 

l . / ttibtivation are more likely to be associated with attributing past success to 

I 
I 
I 
I -

~/ ? ~~ijt~fa~of"~ (e.g,iability)ratherthanto unstableJactors{e:Q~effort), Rather it , 
r.. : 
~:~:· .... ·~::~:~:·~-:~·J:L~:i.- ... ~-~-~:...::~:~:~.~--..~.-..... ------·- -- ------- - -- - .. --- -- - - -- - - -- - - -- - - - - -- - -- --- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _: 
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~~--~~-~----~----~~------------~---------------------------------------------------------------, 

: .E)ppeE)rs (overall)that attributing past success to effort, (rather than to ability) ,. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I . 
1>.·.······ 

I 

~ .... 

is.r~latedt() expectancies, perceptions of effort expenditure·and achievement. 

::····-----------------------------: ·Hypothesis 8.9 
I 

: The correlation between attributing failure to lack of effort and 
l <expectancies is greater than the correlation between attributing failure 

tolackof ability 

The hypothesis was not confirmed for any of the 12 groups. 
I 
I 
I· 

; An inspectionofthedata revealedatew anomalies: 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• Fqr those who failed the subsequent examinations, expectancies and 
I 
I 
I 
I. 
I. ..... 
I 

'• 

.·attributing previous failure to lack . of effort were significantly negativ~ly 

related (r =- 0,33). 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I , ... 

·• for overestimators and thqse who have a history of failure, attributing 

failure to lack of effort was negatively and significantly correlated with 

perceptions of eff9rt expemditure ((achievement•. motivation). (See Table 

8.25,)·. I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
f.· 
I 
I 

: · Table 8.25 ... ··· 
I 

l . Product.momentc()rrelations·between. perceptions. ()f effort expenditure 
: .•· ancl attril?titing failure to lacl< •. of effort and lack of ability for ttle.·vari9us 
1<: 

: groups 
I . . . . . . . . . 
(:.: ::.:-:.:. , .. 
I .. 
F:.· .. :-<·.·.· ... 
(.::.:.:-::· .. ·":>>· , .. · , .. , .. 
I 
I. 
I": •...... 
1·>.: 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
1··· 
.-.:·:· 
i:.:::< .. ,. 
1:: ,. 

Correlations·•between 
··• >attl"ibuting failure to ·· 

··· · Jac:f<ofabilifyand· 
.· > perg~ptions of effort 

. .. expenditure ,. 

Correlations between 
attriputiflgfailure to l~ck 

of efforfand 
perceptions of effort 

expenditure· 
r 

'-033 I 

I ., 
I 
I 
I 
I 

- ... ;... __ ._:-~:--~.;;,; ... ·~ ~:.;i;· ... __ :.;.. ._·~·:...;,, .. --·- -- - ----- --·- .. --·- - - ~- - ------- - - ..;.· .. - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -· 
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!'..,., ""..- - ,..- - -- - - - - -- -- - - - -- - -- - - - - - - -- - -- - - - -- - -- - -- - -- - - - -- - -- - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - -- - - - -- -
1 . ...... 
1:··. 
I· 

: · Disc:ussion 
.... ·.·. .· ... -:.::.. <. · .. · . 
I 

: Accorqing to attribution theory attributing failure to (a) stable and 
I 
I 

: uncontrollable factorswhether internal or external (e;g, lack of ability, teacher 
I :.:-:_\:.··: ·. ·. . . . . . - . :.·· .·.. ·.:· :.:.: . { 

! bias) <results in IQ\Yered expectancies for future success and feelings of j 
! hop~lessness (b) unstable and controllable factors (e.g. lack of effort) are ! 
l < ~dapti~et as these are within the students' power to correct. In other words, ·' ,. 
I. 

: ~ttributin9 failure to lack ofeffort (rather than lack of ability) should result in , . .. 
: · h()pefor future success, increased expectancies and motivation. 
I .. 
I 
I 
I• 
I 
I 
I 

The results of the present study suggestthat attributing past failures to: 

L . • lack of ability are indeed maladaptive for those who are prone to failure. ,. 
I 
I 
I ... 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

•· ,. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I ,. 
1:"" 

That is, the more unsuccessfut students tend to attribute their pastfailures 

to lack of .ability, the lower their future performance; The fact thaf there 

were no significant correlations for the other groups may be explained by 

suggesting that5ome students may see intelligence as unstable: they may 

believe thatth~ir intelligence Gan .improve with education and effort -and 

this qoesnotnecessarily reduce·.motivation. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

.·.1 
I 
I 

• · lack of effort may, Jpr certain groups, lead to decreased. expectancies for 

success andfutt.Jrei effort.expenditure~ 1'1 mY·•··199§ study l··foundthat... j 
• 

< attribution$ of.failure to lack of .consistent effort were significantly and 

negatiyelyrelat~dto achi~vementmotivati9n for blacks (r= -0,28),.lndians 

(r = ,.Q,'73), ~l"lcf .whites (r= ..0,47), It is possible that~rtain groups of Unisa 
.· .. · ... ·.· ... ·.... . . .. . .. ·.· .. ·.· .. . . . . . . 

students perceive effort as uncontrolla.ble. Forexample, sorne students 

may f~I that they are unable to ihcrease their efforts because of their 
.. ..... . . 

.. . · .. ··. . .·.·. ··. 

f(3.mily ahd.workcommitments .. And·SUCh feelings may lead to decreased 
. . . . . 

•··•··· ..•. motivatioh and effort expenditure. 

~;,. __ ~·~ ;;,;.: ____ ;,.. __ ._ -- ---·--..; __ ._ __ --- ----·- ------- --- ----------- ----- --- --- ----- -- -------- --- --- -~ 

Although no theory or research could be found concerning the relations 

between realistic/unrealistic expectations and attributions relating to 

insufficient effort and lack of ability the following hypotheses were tested: 
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•• I 
I 
I 

• ,. 
I 
f·.·. 
I· .. 

Hypothesis 8.10 

There is no> significant difference between those who have realistic 
••·expectations and those.who have unrealistic·expectations with regard to 
attributing failure•to·(a) insufficient effort, and(b) lack of ability 

The .null t"typotheses were rejected. Anovas and post hoc Scheffe tests 
I . 

: revealed that, in comparison with overestimators, underestimators (a) 
• I 

: ·disagreed mqre strongly thattheir previous failures were due to lack of ability 
.-:· ·>> .... .. .. . · .. 

l ··• / (see Table 8.26), ~nd(b} were more likely to attribute previous failures tolack 
' I 
: ofeffort(see Table 8.27). 
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Table 8.26 
Scheffe grouping for the mean scores for attributing failure to lack of 
ability obtainedby the·various groups 

Mean 
Overestimators 1,80 
Realists 1,63 

1,35 
Minimum significantdifference = 0,42 · 

.. . .. 

Table8~21 
Scheffe•grC>uping for the .l'Tlean !;C()res.for attributing failure to lack of 
~ffort obtained by .the various groups .. 

--~---.~~~ .......... ~~~~~~~---. 
Mean 

·. 4,1T 

.·•3,36 
Minimum significant differenee "' 0,60 

The mean ~corE:ts suggest tt)at underestimators, realists, and overestimators 

were rnore likely to attribt.1tetheir failures to lack of effort (underestimators 
f 
I· 
I 
I 
I 

j> >more soth~noverestimators)rattierthanto lack ofabiUty: 
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r-~----~-~---------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1 >Hypothesis 8.11 

There is no signifi"cant difference between those who have realistic 
•·e")(pectationsandthose who have unrealistic expectations with regard.to 

, . attributing success to (a) effort, and (b) ability ·· ... _________ ......., ______________________ _. .. 
f: 
I .· .. . ... . . 

: The hull hyp9thesescould not be ·rejected. Anovas and post hoc Scheffe tests 
1.>.:.- . ·.·. .···.:·.····.·· . .·. 

: revealed no significant differences between those who have realistic 
I 

expectations and those who have unrealistic expectations with regard to 

attributing success to effort and ability. 

As can be seen in Table R13 (under Hypothesis 8.5), underestimators, 
I 

: realists, and overestimators tend to attribute their previous successes to both 
I 
I 

i e{fortand ability. 
I 
I 
I 

Discussion 

The results ofthe hypotheses relating to attribution theory suggest that: 

i •• Students' beliefs about the cavses of their past performance influence 
I 
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theiriexpectancies .andachievementrelated behaviour. 

•· Externalising success can be self"-handicapping - le; the. more inclined 

students were to attribute their past successes to external factors the Jess 

effort·they subsequently perceived themselves to expend. 

• • All groups of students, including unsuccessful students, tended to make 

· ftihcUonaL attributions; Jhat is, they .. were inclined· to .. (a) ·attribute . their 

su~~ssesto a coQ1bination .ofability.and effort, ·•and (b)•·accept personal 

responsibility>fC>fJheir failures(i.e. students were prone to attribute their 

failures tcr1ackofetf9rtratherttian to lack of ability). 

These attributionaLpattems are generally regarded as adaptive as they 

enhance expectancies; •. motivation andfuturepersistence. 
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Chapter 9 

Conclusions 

The main aims of this study were to (a) explore a wide variety of theories and 

past findings to gain insights about the possible correlates of academic 

expectancies; (b) construct and refine a number of instruments suitable for 

measuring the relevant variables; (c) collect and analyse data from South 

African students, and compare them with theory and past research, and ( d) 

arrive at conclusions as to how realistic and unrealistic self-perceptions and 

expectations relate to academic performance. 

Chapters 2 to 8 dealt with (a), (b), and (c). In this final chapter the 

reliability and validity of the scales constructed for the empirical study are 

considered; conclusions are reached about the usefulness of these scales; 

noticeable patterns emerging from the findings are outlined and discussed, 

and the implications of the study are considered. 

Conclusions regarding the quality of scales used in this study are based on 

the definitions of reliability and validity as defined by Gregory (2000). 

Reliability 

The internal consistency of all the complex scales used in the present study 

can be considered adequate. To ensure the reliability of these scales (a) the 

Cronbach Coefficient alpha was used, and (b) only items with item-total 

correlations of greater than 0,30 were retained (see Chapter 2 for details). 

Although temporal consistency is usually determined by administering 

the same test twice to the same group of subjects, scales may also be 

considered to have temporal consistency if they repeatedly show (a) 

differences between individuals (or groups) who are really different, and (b) 

similarities for those who are alike (Slavin, 1984). Such differences and 
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similarities were apparent in the data obtained from my two samples from a 

similar population (samples of third-year students taken in 1997 and 1999). 

For example, a comparison of the results from my 1997 and 1999 studies 

showed that (a) overall LOC, Internal LOC were significantly and positively 

related to perceptions of effort expenditure (achievement motivation), (b) black 

students were significantly more internal than their white counterparts 

(especially with regard to beliefs that success depends on effort, and that 

people are able to influence political events), and (c) blacks were significantly 

less internal than white students with regard to attributions relating to 

'Personal Control'. 

With regards to self-determination, in both studies, it was found that (a) 

although all groups of students had relatively high levels of both intrinsic and 

extrinsic motivation, whites were significantly more intrinsically motivated than 

blacks, and (b) Identified Regulation (rather than any of the other subscales) 

contributed to perceptions of effort expenditure (achievement motivation). 

In sum, it appears from the data that the LOC and Self-determination 

scales possess a satisfactory degree of reliability. 

Validity 

According to the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing 

(American Educational Research Association, American Psychological 

Association, & National Council on Measurement in Education, 1985) a test is 

valid to the extent that the conclusions made from its scores are appropriate, 

meaningful, and useful. 

Face validity is subjective and should not be confused with objective validity 

which is technically determined. However, it is nonetheless important that the 

test items 'look' highly relevant to what is being measured by the instrument. 

In both studies, items within the extracted factors were scrutinised to 

determine their relevance. Items which did not 'look' relevant were eliminated. 

The factors were then labelled according to their face value (see Chapter 2 for 

details). 
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Predictive validity, which refers to the extent to which scores on a scale 

predict subsequent behaviour, can be measured by means of correlation 

coefficients between scores on a scale and later behaviour (Fraenkel & 

Wallen, 1993, and Gregory, 2000). 

In this study noticeable patterns (described in what follows) emerged, 

which appear to be relevant in predicting future academic performance. 

Concurrent validity may be assessed by correlation coefficients between 

test scores administered at about the same time. The higher the correlation 

coefficients, the more accurate the predictions are likely to be (Fraenkel & 

Wallen, 1993). 

In this study there is ample evidence for the concurrent validity of the 

scales. (See Chapter 4 for those relating to perceptions of effort expenditure 

and self-determination; Chapter 5 for those relating to perceptions of ability 

and task difficulty; Chapter 7 for those relating to LOC, and Chapter 8 for 

those relating to attributions). 

Construct validity may be ascertained by: 

• factor analysis of test scores to determine if the items are homogeneous 

and therefore measure a single construct. 

In the present study factor analyses results in six factorially distinct 

complex scales (i.e. 'LOC', 'Perceptions of effort expenditure', 'Self

determination', 'Perceptions of one's own ability', 'Perceptions of task 

difficulty', 'Desire for the course to be easier') and various subscales. The 

fact that surprisingly similar factors emerged for both my past and present 

studies for the LOC and Self-determination scales indicates that the scales 

(and their subscales} are homogeneous and therefore measure certain 

constructs. 

• research to ascertain whether (a) test scores covary with other test scores 

as predicted by well-established theory, and (b) research to discover 

whether group differences on test scores are theory-consistent. 

Although certain results of the present study confirmed existing theory, 

others did not. It must be remembered that well-established theory has 

generally been based on research findings relating to American or 
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European samples. These populations differ considerably from South 

African populations in terms of traditions, culture, and political climate. 

In sum, taking all the evidence relating to the scales used for the 

present study allows me to state what follows with an acceptable amount of 

confidence. 

LOC as a single bipolar dimension 

For my past and present studies Rotter's scale was converted to a normative 

rather than ipsative measure and was further refined through a 'pre-pilot' 

study and a pilot study (Moore, 1998), and further conceptual and item 

analyses. But when used as a unidimensional measure this refined scale still 

proved useful only for showing a relation between LOC and achievement 

motivation (both studies). 

LOC as a dual-dimensional space 

As suggested by Wong and Sproule (1984) more meaningful insights may be 

gained by treating LOC as two separate dimensions rather than as a single 

bipolar dimension. The present study showed, for example: when LOC was 

treated as a single dimension, it was found that white female students were 

more internal than their male counterparts. However, when LOC was treated 

as being on two separate dimensions it became evident that white females did 

not have significantly higher levels of internal LOC. Rather they had 

significanty lower levels of external LOC than white males (see Chapter 7, 

Hypothesis 7.3). Thus, the dual conceptualisation of LOC opens up new 

horizons for research. 

LOC as a set of distinct factors 

The present study showed, moreover, that even further insights may be 

gained by (a) treating internal and external LOC as a set of distinct factors, 

and, (b) extracting subscales relevant to the particular population. 

Factor analyses in my previous and present studies revealed four 

clearly distinct factors in external LOC. In addition to those relating to 

'Powerful Others' and 'Luck' (as indicated by Levenson, 1981) two factors 
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were found relating to what I have called 'Impotence' and 'Opportunities'. The 

subscale 'Impotence' appears to be particularly important as it was found that 

although all groups had relatively low levels of external LOC (and three of its 

four subscales - 'Luck', 'Powerful Others', and 'Opportunities'), all groups 

had relatively high levels of 'Impotence'. Furthermore, in both studies it was 

found that it was feelings of impotence that were associated with poor 

performance. This finding suggests that feelings of impotence may be better 

predictors of achievement in South African students than unidimensional 

LOC. 

However, the data from both studies suggested that, for a South 

African student population, further insights are not necessarily gained by 

separating external LOC items into those relating to 'Powerful Others' and 

those relating to 'Luck'. 

Further, factor analyses in my present and previous studies revealed 

four clearly distinct factors in internal LOC. In addition to those relating to 

'Personal Control' and 'Control Ideology' (as suggested by Gurin et al. 1969) 

two factors were found relating to what I have called 'Effort' and 'Political 

Control'. 

The results of both studies support the suggestion by Gurin et al. 

( 1969) that meaningful insights into LOC can be gained by separating the 

internal LOC items into those relating to 'Control Ideology' and those relating 

to 'Personal Control'. For example, it was shown that although black students 

had higher overall LOC scores, they obtained lower scores on 'Personal 

Control' than whites but there is no difference between the groups with regard 

to 'Control Ideology' (see Chapter 7, Hypotheses 7.2 & 7.7). 

In addition to the factors relating to 'Personal Control' and 'Control 

Ideology' two factors, relating to 'Effort' and 'Political Control', were also 

identified. These factors seem to be important because scores on the 

subscales representing them were found to be significantly correlated with a 

number of other variables. For example, a belief in the importance of effort for 

success was positively correlated with overestimations and with perceptions 

of effort expenditure (achievement motivation). 
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It must be noted that although there were similarities between my 1997 

and 1999 data, there were also differences. However, these may be indicative 

of the changing climate within South Africa. For example, it was found that 

females have become more internal (especially with regard to 'Personal 

Control') and males less internal (especially with regard to beliefs in 'Effort'). 

Classification of attributions relating to past success and 
failure 

According to Weiner (1986) attributions relating to past success and failure 

can be classified according to various dimensions (such as the 

controllable/uncontrollable dimension) 

However, both studies showed little to be gained from categorising 

attributions according to Weiner's dimensions when conducting empirical 

research relating to motivation and achievement. Indeed more meaningful 

relations were found between individual items and other variables than 

between causal dimensions and these variables. 

Factors inherent in self-determination 

According to self-determination theory (Oeci & Ryan, 1985, 1991; & Ryan & 

Deci, 2000) there are (a) two qualitatively different types of motivation, namely 

'Intrinsic Motivation' and 'Extrinsic Motivation', and (b) at least three different 

forms of Extrinsic Motivation (see Chapter 4). 

The data of my past and present study confirm that significant insights 

may be gained by not only treating self-determination as two separate 

dimensions, but by treating 'Extrinsic Motivation' as a set of distinct factors. 

For example, in both studies, when self-determination was treated as being on 

a single dimension it did not correlate with achievement motivation. When 

self-determination was treated as being on two separate dimensions only 

'Intrinsic Motivation' was found to be positively related to achievement 

motivation. However, when 'Extrinsic Motivation' was treated as a set of 

factors 'Identified Regulation' correlated positively to achievement motivation 

(see Chapter 4, Hypothesis 4.6). 
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1. General optimism 

The descriptive statistics revealed that, one month prior to the examinations, 

the black, white, male and female groups were all generally positive about 

themselves and optimistic about the outcome of the forthcoming examination. 

On average, all of these groups: 

a) expected to gain more than 65% in the forthcoming examinations (cf. 

Appendix 5, Table A.1 ); 

b) believed that their significant others expected them to gain at least 69% in 

the examinations (cf. Appendix 5, Table A.19); 

c) were more than 65% confident about the accuracy of their expectations 

(cf. Appendix 5, Table A.10 ); 

d) expected the class average to be above 57% (cf. Appendix 5, Table A.22); 

e) wished for a mark above 70% (cf. Appendix 5, Table A.13); 

f) reported that at least 55% is the lowest mark with which they would be 

satisfied (cf. Appendix 5, Table A.16); 

g) considered themselves to have considerable ability (cf. Appendix 5, Table 

A.62); 

h) considered their own intelligence to be above the average of their school 

mates' (cf. Appendix 5, Table A.29), and considered their own ability to be 

above that of the present class average (cf. Chapter 5, Table 5.5); 

i) perceived themselves to have exerted a reasonable amount of effort on 

their studies (cf. Appendix 5, Table A.41 ); 

j) agreed that they should know everything about the subject in order to be 

adequately prepared for the examinations (cf. Appendix 5, Table A.38); 

k) regarded psychology as a valuable subject (cf. Appendix 5, Table A.26); 

I) did not perceive the course to be too difficult (cf. Appendix 5, Table A.68); 
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m) displayed a combination of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation (which 

Heyman and Dweck (1992) suggest to be beneficial for achievement). (cf. 

Appendix 5, Tables A.47 & A.50); 

n) displayed a high level of internal LOC (which is generally seen to be 

associated with achievement motivation, various types of achievement 

related behaviours, and achievement) (cf. Chapter 7 & Appendix 5, Tables 

A.71 & A.89); 

o) attributed previous successes to internal factors (cf. Chapter 8, Table 8.3) 

and previous failures to lack of effort rather than lack of ability (cf. Chapter 

8, Table 8.8). (According to attribution theory (see Chapter 8) such 

patterns are adaptive as they enhance motivation, effort expenditure and 

thus performance). 

Such a generally rosy outlook seems to promise good results - or at least a 

high pass rate. Yet this promise was not fulfilled. And a search for possible 

reasons for this descent from great expectations to somewhat grim reality 

brings one's immediate attention to the facts that: 

• expectancies were positively and significantly related to achievement for 

the 'passed' groups but not for the 'failed groups' (cf. Chapter 3, Table 

3.3); 

• the 'failed' groups overestimated their future achievements to a 

significantly greater extent than the 'passed' groups did (cf. Chapter 3, 

Tables 3.10 & 3.11); 

• in all groups overestimations were negatively correlated with marks 

obtained (total group r = -0,82). (cf. test of Hypothesis 3.2 in Chapter 3). 

Further insights into the reasons for disappointing examination results may 

therefore be gained by examining a pattern of findings relating to 

overestimators. 
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2. Findings relating to the group of overestimators 

On average the group of overestimators achieved significantly lower marks in 

the examinations than realists and underestimators did (cf. Chapter 3, Table 

3.21 ). (Their marks were on average 11,46 % below class average.) This may 

be attributed to circularity between the definition of overestimators and marks 

obtained. (e.g. If every student expected the same mark then, by definition, 

overestimators would gain lower marks than underestimators). But other 

findings support the contention that the relation between overestimated 

expectations and relatively poor performance should not be merely attributed 

to such circularity. For example: 

a) This group expected significantly higher marks than both realists and 

underestimators did (cf. Chapter 3, Table 3.19). 

b) Although their expectancies were positively correlated with their academic 

performance (r= 0,45), their expectancies were unrealistically high (cf. 

Chapter 3, Table 3.1 ). 

c) They were, moreover, significantly more confident about the accuracy of 

their expectations than underestimators (cf. Chapter 3, Table 3.25). 

Furthermore, it can be seen from Table 3.26 that as confidence levels 

increased so did overestimations. 

d) They perceived their significant others' expectancies of them to be 

significantly higher than realists did (cf. Chapter 6, Table 6.4). 

e) Their own expectancies were significantly and positively correlated with 

their significant others' expectancies (cf. test of Hypothesis 6.1 in Chapter 

6). This suggests that the (perceived or real) views of significant others 

may shape the expectancies of overestimators. 

f) Their expectancies were more closely related to their wishful thinking than 

to their actual achievements (cf. Chapter 3, Table 3.6). In other words, 

their expectancies seem to be affected to a greater extent by what they 

would like to see happen rather than by objective probability. 

g) Their expectancies about the class average were also significantly higher 

than those of realists and underestimators (cf. Chapter 3, Table 3.20). 
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h) They perceived themselves to have expended significantly more effort on 

their studies than realists and underestimators did (cf. Chapter 4, Table 

4.4). 

i) But their perceptions of the amount of effort they expended on their studies 

were not correlated with their achievement (cf. Hypothesis 4.2). 

j) Their perceptions of their own ability were higher than those of the 

underestimators (cf. Chapter 5, Table 5.8). 

k) They put a significantly higher value on psychology than underestimators 

did (cf. Chapter 3, Table 3.9). 

I) They had significantly higher scores than realists and underestimators for 

internal LOC, 'Effort', 'Control Ideology' and (cf. Chapter 7, Tables 7, 1, 

7.17, & 7.12). 

m) They had significantly higher scores than underestimators for 'Extrinsic 

Motivation', 'Identified Regulation' and 'External Regulation' (cf. Chapter 4, 

Tables 4.11, 4.10, 4.12, 4, 13). 

n) Although they perceived the psychology course to be slightly less difficult 

than underestimators did, they were nonetheless significantly more 

inclined than underestimators to express a strong need to improve their 

study skills (cf. Hypothesis 5.11 in Chapter 5). 

These results are in strong contrast to theory and research findings which 

suggest that poor performance is likely to be associated with negative self

perceptions and lack of motivation. As mentioned in previous chapters, it has 

often been suggested that students may be unsuccessful because they lack 

confidence; perceive themselves to have little ability; attribute failure to lack of 

ability; have an external LOC, and therefore have low expectancies for 

success and lack motivation. (Compare this with U), (c), (I), (a) and (h) above.) 

It may be argued that the contrary results of the present study relating 

to overestimators reflect a response bias - their highly positive self-reports 

may be affected by a desire to give what they believe to be socially desirable 
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responses. They may perhaps have been encouraged by the dictum "if you 

believe in yourself then others will too". 

There are, however, some other explanations for their inflated self

reports. For example: 

• Feedback from significant others may contribute to their inflated 

perceptions of their own ability. As Maciver (1987) points out, significant 

others tend to tell students, especially those who are unsuccessful, that 

they can do better, thus implying that their ability is higher than what their 

performance suggests. And as (d), (e), and (f) above indicate, it is possible 

that their wishful thinking may be influenced by wanting not to disappoint 

others. 

• They may have protected their self-esteem by making downward 

comparisons when assessing their own potentials. 

• They may have based their own expectations on criteria carried over from 

a context which required lower standards. Their poor performance at 

university may therefore be attributed to the fact that they are unrealistic 

about the standards required there, and do not realise how much effort is 

required to meet those standards. 

• It may be true that they do expend a relatively high degree of effort on their 

studies as indicated in (h) above - but this effort is misdirected. In short, 

this group of students may work hard, but are l}Q_tworkiqgeffectively. From 

personal experience I have found that some poor students work very hard 

indeed at memorising their study material ~!Q()~Lc:1~~R_pr999ssjng_ it (i.e. 

without thinking about its meaning, its implications, and its possible 

applications - and without forming associations between various items of 

knowledge). If they don't understand the meaning of given material, then 

they are forced to resort to memorising it And if they (rightly) feel they 

have expended a great deal of effort on memorisation, they gain 

confidence about their own capacity to do well in the examinations. It is 

thought that ~-)(l~i~~i~!IY motivated students are less successful than those 

who are more intrinsically motivated because they use superficial -

strategies such as rote learning in an attempt to remember the material 
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verbatim (cf. Chapter 4). And, as indicated in (m) above, these 

overestimators were relatively more extrinsically motivated than the 

underestimators. 

• Furthermore, it was found that internal LOC (and especially a belief in the 

power of effort) was positively significantly related not only to 

overestimation, but also to perceptions of effort expenditure (cf. 

Hypothesis 7. 1 in Chapter 7). It was nevertheless associated with poor ~-

performance. These results appear to indicate, yet again, that 

overestimators' self-perceptions are influenced by their ideals rather than 

by reality). 

The findings relating to the realistic group reaffirm suggestions from those 

relating to overestimators. 

3. Findings relating to the realistic group 
(a) By the definition of this group, their expected marks were within 9% above 

and 9% below the marks they actually gained in the examination. 

(b) Their average mark was 4.93% above the class average. 

(c) Their expectancies were positively correlated with their academic 

performance (r = 0,84) (cf. Chapter 3, Table 3.1 ). 

( d) Their own expectancies were not significantly correlated with the 

expectancies of their significant others (cf. test of Hypothesis 6.1 in 

Chapter 6). It is possible that their own expectancies are grounded in 

reality rather than being influenced by the expectancies of significant 

others. 

( e) Their expectancies were more closely related to their actual achievements 

than to their wishful thinking (cf. Chapter 3, Table 3.6). In other words, (in 

contrast to overestimators) their expectancies appear to be influenced 

more by reality than by their hopes and desires. 

(f) Their expectancies were positively correlated with their perceptions of how 

much effort they expended on their studies (cf. Hypothesis 4. 1 in Chapter 

4). 
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(g) Unlike overestimators, realists' perceptions of effort expenditure were 

positively correlated with their achievement (cf. Chapter 4, Table 4.1) 

which suggests that the quality of effort of this group may be more 

effective. 

What is particularly noticeable about this group is that their scores on most 

variables fell between the scores of the over- and underestimators. For 

examples see scores on: 

• perceptions of the value of Psychology (cf. Chapter 3, Table 3.9); 

• expectancies (cf. Chapter 3, Table 3.19); 

• confidence levels (cf. Chapter 3, Table 3.25); 

• perceptions of effort expenditure (cf. Chapter 4, Table 4.4); 

• self-determination (cf. Chapter 4, Table 4.1 O); 

• extrinsic motivation (cf. Chapter 4, Table 4.11 ); 

• perception of their own ability (cf. Chapter 5, Table 5.8); 

• desire for course to be easier (cf. Chapter 5, Table 5.1 O); 

• need to improve study skills (cf. Chapter 5, Table 5.11 ); 

• internal LOC (cf. Chapter 7, Table 7.1 ); 

• attributing success to internal factors (cf. Chapter 8, Table 8.3); 

• attributing success to ability (cf. Chapter 8, Table 8.13); 

• attributing failure to lack of ability (cf. Chapter 8, Table 8.26). 

• attributing failure to lack effort (cf. Chapter 8, Table 8.27); 

Overall, this looks like a balanced group, whose perceptions of themselves 

and the required academic standards nicely match the reality of their 

academic performance. Again the moderate nature of their scores may be 

attributed to a response bias which inclines them to give 'central or moderate' 

responses to subjective questions. But this suggestion does not hold up 

against the objective fact that they also obtained 'central or moderate' marks 

in the examinations. 
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The findings relating to underestimators are in even further contrast to 

those of the overestimators. 

4. Findings relating to the group of underestimators 

a) Underestimators achieved significantly higher marks in the examinations 

than both realists and overestimators did. On average they gained a 

distinction mark, which was 17,47% above class average. 

b) Nevertheless this group had the lowest expectancies. (cf. Chapter 3, 

Table 3.1). 

c) They were, moreover, significantly less confident than overestimators 

about the accuracy of their expectations (cf. Chapter 3, Table 3.25). 

d) Although their expectancies were positively correlated with their academic 

achievements (r = 0,86), they were unrealistically low (cf. Chapter 3, Table 

3.1 ). 

e) Their own expectancies were not related to their significant others' 

expectancies (cf. test of Hypothesis 6.1 in Chapter 6). It is possible, that 

their own expectancies are based on their modest self-perceptions rather 

than on the expectancies of significant others. 

f) Their expectancies were more closely related to their actual achievements 

than to their wishful thinking (cf. Chapter 3, Table 3.6). In other words, (as 

with realists, but in contrast to overestimators) their expectancies appear 

to be grounded more in reality than in their hopes and desires. 

g) Their perceptions of their own ability were significantly lower than the 

overestimators' perceptions of their own ability (cf. Chapter 5, Table 5.9). 

h) Their expectancies were positively related to their perceptions of how 

much effort they expended on their studies (cf. test of Hypothesis 4.1 in 

Chapter 4). As similar results were found for the realistic group, but not for 

the overestimators, this suggests that the quality of effort in the realistic 

group and underestimators may be more effective than that of the 

overestimators. 
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i) They perceived themselves to have expended significantly less effort on 

their studies than overestimators did (cf. Chapter 4, Table 4.4). The fact 

that this group achieved a distinction average suggests that they did, in 

fact, expend a great deal of effort, yet perceived that their efforts were 

relatively insufficient in terms of the standards expected of them. 

j) Their perceptions of how much effort they expended were positively 

correlated with their achievements (cf. Chapter 4, Table 4.1 ). 

k) They did not consider the value of psychology to be as high as 

overestimators did (cf. Chapter 3, Table 3.9). 

I) They were significantly less extrinsically motivated than realists or 

overestimators (cf. Chapter 4, Table 4.11 ). 

m) This was the only group who did not perceive themselves to be in good 

control of their studies (cf. Appendix 5, Table A.33). 

n) They were more self-determined than overestimators (cf. Chapter 4, Table 

4.10). In combination, (h), (i) and 0) above also suggest that they use more 

successful learning strategies (e.g. deep processing), in an attempt to 

understand the material rather than in an attempt to merely remember it 

verbatim (cf. Chapter 4). 

At first glance it may appear that this most successful group has a tendency to 

be cautious, and give modest responses to questions relating to their self

perceptions. Although it consisted mainly of white females, their relatively 

humble responses may not necessarily reflect feminine modesty (or a 

tendency to make what females might consider to be socially desirable 

responses). 

But their modest opinions of their own capacities may indeed reflect 

their high standards. And (n) above affirms the suggestion that self

determined students are more successful than those who tend to be more 

extrinsically motivated. 
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Implications 

The above findings relating to overestimators, realists and underestimators 

present clearly consistent patterns of negative relations between optimistic 

self-perceptions and academic achievement. But these patterns lend little 

support to some of the theories that gained popular acclaim in the twentieth 

century and spawned a number of programmes for empowering people 

through bolstering their self-perceptions . 

. There is, of course, much to be said for such programmes for people 

whose performance depends largely on self-confidence. For example, such 

interventions may be helpful for capable underachievers who lack motivation. 

As Atkinson (1964) points out, people will not engage in learning without the 

thought that they have some chance of being successful. As findings of this 

and other research (discussed in Chapter 4) have sho\AJl'l, students who 

perceive themselves to be academically competent tend to invest more effort , 

in completing tasks, have greater expectancies, and are more motivated than 

students who see themselves as academically incompetent. 

Moreover, as Rotter (1966) argues, motivation depends not only on the 

expectation that one can be successful but also that one's success will 

depend on one's own actions. Therefore empowerment programmes aim not 

only to build self-esteem but also an internal LOC - in the hope that such 

positive self-perceptions would become a self-fulfilling prophecy. 

The results of my past and present study show that motivation 

(perceptions of effort expenditure) is indeed positively related to positive self

perceptions and an internal LOC. But the results also suggest that lack of 

motivation may not be the main problem underlying poor academic 

performance in South African groups. It appears that something may block 
~ I 

the path from motivation to actual achievement. And it seems that the block 

may be caused by overoptimism. 

Possible dangers of over optimistic self-perceptions 
Programmes that aim to boost self-confidence may be effective for 

entrepreneurs or sportsmen whose lack of confidence makes them too 
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cautious to take risks - or for politicians and salesmen who lack the 

confidence to sell themselves or their products. But there is little evidence in 

the findings of the present study to suggest that self-confidence will be 

translated into real achievement where the criterion of achievement is a test of 

knowledge and academic skill. 

The results of this study suggest that overoptimistic perceptions may in 

fact be maladaptive in an academic context. Indeed these findings suggest 

that accurate or even underoptimistic self-assessments may be more 

conducive to success. Among the possible reasons for this are that: 

• overoptimism may reflect ignorance of standards required. In other words, 

overconfident students may have insufficient knowledge to know what they 

should know and don't know. (It takes a learned underestimator like 

Fran9ois Voltaire to recognise that "The more I read, the more I meditate; 

and the more I acquire, the more I am enabled to affirm that I know 

nothing" - or a wise man like Socrates to confess "As for me, all I know is 

that I know nothing ".) 

• overconfidence may reflect ignorance of adequate study methods (a 

glimpse of the overestimators' insight into this appears in their expression 

of a need to improve their study skills (cf. test of Hypothesis 4.12 in 

Chapter 10). 

• overconfidence may result in complacency, inappropriate preparation, or 

carelessness. 

When academic outcomes fall short of overoptimistic expectations students 

may feel frustrated and angry - and develop a negative attitude towards 

learning and the academic institution. Indeed, as Griffin et al., (1992) remark, 

the benefits of overconfidence may be purchased at a high price. 

It therefore appears that, despite the fact that so much research has 

attested to the value of illusory optimism for happiness and mental health (cf. 

Chapter 2) in an academic context educators should reconsider the traditional 

view which stresses the importance of accurate self-perceptions. And the 

main challenge is to achieve this without dampening students' motivation. 



Chapter 9: Conclusions 237 

It would hardly be feasible or acceptable to quell overoptimism by 

deliberately demolishing self-esteem and thus destroying motivation. This is 

surely not the way to go about improving performance. As George Bernard 

Shaw pointed out "It is easy - terribly easy - to shake a man's faith in 

himself. To take advantage of that to break a man's spirit is devil's work." 

To avoid the negative consequences of overconfidence students 

should therefore be encouraged to have a modicum of optimism. As 

mentioned, moderately optimistic expectations sustain hope for future 

success, thereby enhancing motivation, persistence and activity level. 

Nevertheless such optimism should be balanced by accurate self

assessments and recognition of standards. This may be facilitated by: 

• helping them understand what they know and what they do not know; 

• helping them diagnose their particular difficulties and weaknesses in terms 

of the requirements of their courses; 

• encouraging them to monitor their own progress. This may be achieved by 

requiring them to paraphrase in their own words what they have learned 

and to apply their knowledge - if they cannot explain what they are 

learning or apply it they should realise that they have comprehension 

problems. It is now widely recognised that it is the 'teacher' and not the 

student receiving the tutoring, who benefits the most. Explaining and 

answering questions enables one to realise specific gaps in one's 

knowledge and understanding. Therefore students may be encouraged to 

take turns in 'teaching' each other. Numerous studies have shown the 

effectiveness of this method (Dansereau, 1988}, for 

~~ {4, ~ ~ f1'U" ~t ~ f1'U" ~t ~,, 
(Ralph Waldo Emerson) 
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Origins of items in the questionnaire 
Symbols used in the table refer as follows: 
I Item relating to internal LOC 
E Item relating to External LOC 
T Trice's item relating to Achievement Motivation 
R Ray's item relating to Achievement Motivation 
Int Vallerand et al. 's item relating to Intrinsic Motivation 
Ext Vallerand et al.'s item relating to Extrinsic Motivation 
0 = Own item for the present study 
* Wording of original item was modified 
® = Item reverse-scored for this scale 

1. *Becoming a success is a matter of hard work rather than luck 
2.1 tis important for me to do well in ps)'thology 
3.1 would like to graduate fram university, but there are more important things in my life 
4. *Doing assignments on time is always important to me. 
5. *I am studying for the pleasure I gain from broadening my knowledge about subjects that appeal to me 
6. *Getting a goad job depends on being in the right place at the right time 
7. *I am studying forthe pleasure of improving myself 
8. *I feel excited when I read about something inleresting 
9. What happens to me is my own doing 
10. *When I study I experience pleasure and satisfaction from learning new things 
11. *The peaple who become bosses are those who were lucky enough to be in the right place first 
12. *I have often found that what is going to happen will happen, regardless of what I do 
13. *I am studying because I think that a university education will better prepare me for a career 
14. *I study because it will help me gain pleasure from communicating ideas to others 
15. I wish that my courses required less effort 
16. The world is run by a few peaple in power, and there is not much the little guy can do about it 
17. *I am studying to prove to myself that I am capable of getting a university degree 
18. *Some pea pie don't use the opportunities that come their way, so if they don't do well it's their own fault 
19. *I get restless oranna)'Bd when I feel I am wasting my time 
20. *I often feel that I have little inffuence over the things that are happening to me 
21. *When I study I gain pleasure from discovering new things 
22. *I usually plan ahead to make time for study 
23. With enough effort we can wipe out political corruption. 
24. *I am studying because it will enable me to enler the job market in a field I like 
25.1 can easily be talked out of studying 
26. I am studying for the pleasure that I experience when I read interesting books 
27. *It is not wise to plan farahead because many things tum out to be a matter of luck 
28. For me there are many more important things than getting goad marks 
29. People's misfortunes usually result fram the mistakes they make 
30.1 work hard for ps)'tholagy 
31. *I am studying because I think that a university education will better prepare me for a career 
32. *When I study I gain pleasure fram becoming completely absorbed in what I am reading 
33. Most misfartunes are the result of lack of ability, ignorance, laziness, or all three 
34.1 am mnfident that I can perform as well as or better than other students in this course 
35. *I am studying for the pleasure of improving my personal skills 
36. If I work hard I can improve my intelligence 
37. As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us are the victims of forces we can neither understand nor control 
38.1 won't be able to work hard before the exams because of other things I have to do 
39. I feel that what happens in my life is mostly determined by God 
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40. *There is no chance of protecling my academic mreer from bad luck 
41. I usually do mare studying than I intended to do 
42. *Even if one has ability one will not be given leadership responsibility without appealing to those in power 
43. *I am studying because I believe that a few mare years of edumtion will improve my ability at work 
44. Whether or not I have a car acddent is mostly a molter of luck 
4S. *I am studying to show myself that I am intelligent. 
46. People like me have very little chance of protecting our personal interests when they conflict with those of strong 

pressure groups 
47. I have no talent for ps,.:hology 
48. *I am studying because I want to have a good life later 
49. I am usually able to protect my personal interests. 
SO. I need to improve my study skills 
Sl. When I get what I want, it's usually because I worked hard for it 
S2. *I am studying because my studies allow me to learn about things that interest me 
53. In order to make my plans work, I have to make sure that they fit in with the desires of people who have power 

over me 
54. My life seems to have been determined by my own actions 
SS. *I study bemuse I want to show myself that I can succeed academimlly 
56.1 am above dass average 
57. When I get what I want, its usually because I am lucky. 
58. *I never allow sodal activilies to affect my studies 
S9. Intelligence is fixed at birth and cannot be improved 
60. At school I was more intelligent than most of my dassmates 
61. By taking an active part in politiml and sodal affoirs the people can control world events 
62. I think my ability for doing ps,chology is above average 
63.1 usually do less studying than I intended to do 
64. *Mostafthe unhappy things in people's lives are due to bad luck 
6S. Most of the assignments are too difficult for me 
66. I often feel I am not coping with the ps,.:hology course 
67. I would like the ps,.:halogy course to be easier 
68. I feel I should know everything to be adequately prepared for exams 
69. Before the exams I feel I have little or no control over haw wall things will go, no matter how much I have studied 
70. lhe ps,chalogy courses are difficult on the whale 
71.1 think my ps,.:hology marks will be above average 
72. To me it is important that what I am learning makes sense 
73.1 anjoy solving problems 
7 4.1 want to do wall so that I can show people I'm smart 
7S. Its very important to me that the lecturers like my work 
76. t would like to get high marks without having to study hard 
n. Ps,.:halogy is an important subject for me 
78. Studying ps,.:halogy keeps me from doing other things I would like to do 
79. Studying ps,.:halogy takes too much effort 
80. It takes skill and ability rather than luck to become a boss 
81.lt' s worth making sacriftces to succeed with my studies 
82.1 would like to do wall because it would please my family 
83. I always prepare well for exams 
84. I do as little as possible when studying ps,.:halogy 
8S. *In the long run people get the respect they deserve 
86. *To get what I want I have to please those above me 
87. Evel')'One should be allowed to pass the exams they write 
88. *I am studying in order to have a better solory later on 
89. t would like the assignments to be easier 
90. *Suuess depends on knowing the right people 
91. *I mn prelfy much control what will happen in my life 
92.1 am easily distracted when I'm working 
93. *The average penon can have an influence on government decisions 
94. *My life is controlled to a great extent by auidental happenings 
9S. *I study for the satisfaction I feel when I master difficult academic tasks 
96. *It is difficult for people to have much mntrol over the things politicians do 
97. Passing exams is good enough for me - I don't need to do well 
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Appendix 2a 

Classification of attributions relating to success 

Symbols used in the table refer to the following: 
I = attribution relating to internal factor 
E = attribution relating to external factor 
S = attribution relating to stable factor 
US = attribution relating to unstable factor 
C = attribution relating to controllability 
UC = attribution relating to uncontrollability 
E = attribution relating to effort 
A = attribution relating to ability 
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QI ..E 
E QI e E Q Q -c: 

0 QI 0 
c: ::0 

... 
6i 

c: 
Cl :::::> 
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- - -x c °' ...... 

::0 - :::::> 
0 - ..E QI c: ::0 e ~ Cl -~ c: -= 0 
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1. I am generally intelligent I s UC A 
2. I have an aptitude [special ability] for the subject(s) I s UC A 
3. I studied hard for this/these exam(s) I us c E 
4. of factors beyond my control E c 
5. the exam(s) was/were easy E us UC 
6. psychology is an easy subject E s UC 
7. I was lucky E us UC 
8. I am interested in the subject(s) I s UC 
9. I use effective study methods I s c 

10. I studied consistently throughout the year I us c E 
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Appendix 2b 

Classification of attributions relating to failure 

Symbols used in the table refer to the following: 
I = attribution relating to internal factor 
E = attribution relating to external factor 
S = attribution relating to stable factor 
US = attribution relating to unstable factor 
C = attribution relating to controllability 
UC = attribution relating to uncontrollability 
E = attribution relating to lack of effort 
A = attribution relating to lack of ability 

c: d 
.2 c: cu 
c .2 :::c; 
cu c ....E 
E cu e E i:5 i:5 --c: 

I failed because ... 

c; cu 0 
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c; - ....E ... c: :::c; e ii c ---:: '°"' c: 

0 ...., 
1. I am not intelligent I s UC A 
2. I have no aptitude [specific ability] for the subject(s) I s UC A 
3. I didn't study hard enough for this/these exam(s) I us c E 
4. of factors beyond my control E UC 
5. the exam(s) was/were difficult E us UC 
6. psychology is a difficult subject E s UC 
7. I was unlucky E us UC 
8. I am not interested in the subject I s UC 
9. I do not use effective study methods I s c 

10. I didn't study consistently throughout the year I us c E 
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Appendix 3 

The Questionnaire 

Dear Student, 

I am doing research that will help lecturers understand students' feelings and 

other factors that affect academic performance - and I'd be most grateful for 

your help. 

Please help by completing the following questionnaire and returning it 

before October in the enclosed prepaid envelope. 

Your answers will be strictly confidential. In fact, there are no good or bad 

answers. Any answer is "right" if it describes what you know or feel. So please 

be honest and don't choose an answer because it "seems the right thing to 

say". Just answer truthfully. 

Apologies for the fact that the questionnaire is only in English. We are unable 

to afford the expense of producing it in more than one lanQuage. 

t¥--
Yours sincerely, (Caryl Moore) 

First some questions about yourself 

What do you like best about studying at 
Unisa? ..................................................................................................... .. 

What do you most dislike about studying at 
Unisa? ........................................................................................................ . 

I am I Male I Female I Please make a cross (X) in the blocks that apply to you. 

I am I Black I Indian I White I Coloured I Other I 
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What is your age? .............. years 

What is your student number? - I - I 

(Roughly) what do you think your average mark 
will be for the exams in psychology this year ? ................. % 

How sure are you of getting this much? 

I 100% sure 75% sure 50% sure 25% sure 0% sure 

What average mark do you wish you would get? ................... % 

What is the lowest mark you would be satisfied with? ................. % 

Who is the most important person in your life? ........................................... . 

What mark do you think this person would expect you to get? ................ % 

What do you think the average mark for the whole class will be? ............. % 

Psychology is a I feminine I neutral I masculine I type of subject 

On the following pages are statements about why you passed or failed 
exams in the past. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or 
disagree with each statement, as shown below. 

If you strongly disagree with the statement, mark the first block 

If you disagree with some reservations, mark the second block 

gii:' are uncertain as to whether you agree, or not, mark the middle! 1 121-¥14151 

If you agree with some reservations mark the fourth block 

If you strongly agree, mark the fifth block 
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Please answer the following questions if you passed any of the last exams you 

wrote 

., 
~ ., 
00 

"' ~ "' '5 .s < 
» ., » 

Oo 
., t! Oo ... ., 

c Cll ., c 
0 "' (..) ~ g !: "' c 00 

[/) '5 :::i < IZl 
I passed because ... 

1 I am generally intelligent.. ......................................... . I 1 213 415 

2 I have an aptitude (special ability) for the subject(s) 1 213 415 

3 I studied hard for this/these exam(s) ......................... . 1 213 415 

4 of factors beyond my control... ............................... . 1 213 4 5 

5 the exam(s) was/were easy ...................................... . 11213 4 5 

6 psychology is an easy subject ................................. . I 1 213 4 5 

71 was lucky ................................................................ . I 1 213 4 5 

8 I am interested in the subject(s) .............................. . I 1 213 4 5 

9 I use effective study methods ................................... . I 1 213 4 5 

1 O I studied consistently throughout the year ................. . I 1 213 4 5 

Please answer the following questions if you failed any of the last exams you 
wrote. 

I failed because ... 

1 I am not intelligent... .................................................. 1 2 3 14 5 

2 I have no aptitude [specific ability] for the subject(s) .. 1 2 3 14 5 

3 I didn't study hard enough for this/these exam(s) ...... 1 2 3 4 5 

4 off actors beyond my control. .................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

5 the exam(s) was/were difficult... ................................ 1 2 3 4 5 

6 Psychology is a difficult subject... .............................. 1 2 3 4 5 

7 I was unlucky ............................................................ 1 12 3 4 5 

8 I am not interested in the subject .............................. 1 12 3 4 5 

9 I do not use effective study methods ......................... 1 12 3 4 5 

10 I didn't study consistently throughout the year ........... 1 12 3 4 5 
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Please also answer the following questions, which relate to how you 
feel about yourself and the world Remember there are no good or bad 
answers An answer is "right" if it describes what you really feel 
Consider each statement carefully and don't worry if you feel that 
some seem to be similar 

1 Becoming a success is a matter of hard work rather than luck 
2 It is important for me to do well in psychology 

' 3 I would like to graduate from university, but there are more important 
things in my life 

4 Doing assignments on time is always important to me 
5 I am studying for the pleasure I gain from broadening my knowledge 

about subjects that appeal to me 
6 Getting a good job depends on being in the right place at the right time 

' 7 I am studying for the pleasure of improving myself 
8 I feel excited when I read about something interesting 
9 What happens to me is my own doing 
10 When I study I experience pleasure and satisfaction from learning 

new things 
11 The people who become bosses are those who were lucky enough to be 

in the right place first 
12 I have often found that what is going to happen will happen, regardless 

of what I do 
13 I am studying because I think a university education will better prepare 

me for a career 
14 I am studying because it will help me gain pleasure from 

communicating ideas to others 
15 I wish that my courses required less effort 
16 The world is run by a few people in power, and there is not much the little 

guy can do about it 
17 I am studying to prove to myself that I am capable of getting a 

university degree 
18 Some people don't use the opportunities that come their 

way, so if they don't do well it's their own fault 
19 I get restless or annoyed when I feel I am wasting my time 
20 I often feel that I have little influence over the things 

that are happening to me 
21 When I study I gain pleasure from discovering new things 
22 I usually plan ahead to make time for study 
23 With enough effort we can wipe out political corruption 
24 I am studying because it will enable me to enter the job 

market in a field I like 
25 I can easily be talked out of studying 
26 I am studying for the pleasure that I experience when I read interesting books 
27 It is not wise to plan far ahead because many things tum out to be a 

matter of luck 
28 For me there are many more important things than getting good marks 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
l 2 3 4 5 
I 2 3 4 5 

I 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 

I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 

121314151 

11!213\4\51 

I ~1~1;1:1~1 
I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 

I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 

I ~ I ; I ; I : I ~ I 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
l 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
I 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

I ~ I ; I ; I : I ~ I 
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29 People's misfortunes usually result from the mistakes they make 
30 I work hard for psychology 
31 I am studying for a degree because it will help me make a better choice 

regarding my career 
32 When I study I gain pleasure from becoming completely absorbed in what 

I am reading 
33 Most misfortunes are the result oflack of ability, ignorance, laziness, 

or all three 
34 I am confident that I can perform as well as or better than other students 

in this course 
35 I am studying for the pleasure of improving my personal skills 
36 If I work hard I can improve my intelligence 
37 As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us are the victims of forces we 

can neither understand, nor control 
38 I won't be able to work hard before the exams because of other things 

I have to do 
39 I feel that what happens in my life is mostly determined by God 
40 There is no chance of protecting my academic career from bad luck 
41 I usually do more studying than I intended to do 
42 Even if one has ability one will not be given leadership responsibility 

without appealing to those in power 
43 I am studying because I believe that a few more years 

of education will improve my ability at work 
44 Whether or not I have a car accident is mostly a matter of luck 
45 I am studying to show myself that I am intelligent 
46 People like me have very little chance of protecting our personal interests 

when they conflict with those of strong pressure groups 
4 7 I have no talent for psychology 
48 I am studying because I want to have a good life later 
49 I am usually able to protect my personal interests 
50 I need to improve my study skills 
51 When I get what I want, it's usually because I worked hard for it 
52 I am studying because my studies allow me to learn about things 

that interest me 
53 In order to make my plans work, I have to make sure that they fit in with 

the desires of people who have power over me 
54 My life seems to have been determined by my own actions 
55 I study because I want to show myself that I can succeed academically 
56 I am above class average 
57 When I get what I want, it's usually because I am lucky 
58 I never allow social activities to affect my studies 
59 Intelligence is fixed at birth and cannot be improved 
60 At school I was more intelligent than most of my classmates 
61 By taking an active part in political and social affairs the people can 

control world events 
62 I think my ability for doing psychology is above average 
63 I usually do less studying than I intended to do 
64 Most of the unhappy things in people's lives are due to bad luck 
65 Most of the assignments are too difficult for me 
66 I often feel I am not coping with the psychology course 

1~1~1:1~1 
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67 I would like the psychology course to be easier 
68 I feel I should know everything to be adequately prepared for exams 
69 Before the exams I feel I have little or no control over how well things 

will go, no matter how much I have studied 
70 The psychology courses are difficult on the whole 
71 I think my psychology marks will be above average 
72 To me it is important that what I am learning makes sense 
73 I enjoy solving problems 
74 I want to do well so that I can show people I'm smart 
75 It's very important to me that the lecturers like my work 
76 I would like to get high marks without having to study hard 
77 Psychology is an important subject for me 
78 Studying psychology keeps me from doing other things I would like to do 
79 Studying psychology takes too much effort 
80 It takes skill and ability rather than luck to become a boss 
81 It's worth making sacrifices to succeed with my studies 
82 I would like to do well because it would please my family 
83 I always prepare well for exams 
84 I do as little as possible when studying psychology 
85 In the long run people get the respect they deserve 
86 To get what I want I have to please those above me 
87 Everyone should be allowed to pass the exams they write 
88 I am studying in order to have a better salary later on 
89 I would like the assignments to be easier 
90 Success depends on knowing the right people 
91 I can pretty much control what will happen in my life 
92 I am easily distracted when I am working 
93 The average person can have an influence on government decisions 
94 My life is controlled to a great extent by accidental happenings 
95 I study for the satisfaction I feel when I master difficult academic tasks 
96 It is difficult for people to have control over the things politicians do 
97 P~sing_ e~ams_ is _good enough for me: I ~-9.!!~!.~~~ to._~~-~~!_l_. __________ _ 

Thank you for your co-operation 
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4. Doing assignments on time is always important to me. 

22. I usually plan ahead to make time for study. 

30. I work hard for psychology. 

41. I usually do more studying than I intended to do. 

58. I never allow social activities to affect my studies. 

63. I usually do less studying than I intended to do. * 

76. I would like to get high marks without having to study hard. * 

83. I always prepare well for exams. 

84. I do as little as possible when studying psychology. * 

92. I am easily distracted when I am working. * 

* Item was reverse-scored 

34. I am confident that I can perform as well as or better than other students 
in this course. 

47. I have no talent for psychology.* 

56. I am above class average. 

62. I think my ability for doing psychology is above average. 

71. I think my psychology marks will be above average. 

* Item was reverse-scored 
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5. I am studying for the pleasure I gain from broadening my knowledge 

about subjects that appeal to me. 

7. I am studying for the pleasure of improving myself. 

8. I feel excited when I read about something interesting. 

10. When I study I experience pleasure and satisfaction from learning new 
things. 

14. I am studying because it will help me gain pleasure from communicating 

ideas to others. 

21. When I study I gain pleasure from discovering new things. 

26. I am studying for the pleasure that I experience when I read interesting 
books. 

32. When I study I gain pleasure from becoming completely absorbed in what 
I am reading. 

35. I am studying for the pleasure of improving my personal skills. 

52. I am studying because my studies allow me to learn about things that 
interest me. 

73. I enjoy solving problems. 

95. I study for the satisfaction I feel when I master difficult academic tasks. 

Identified Regulation 

13. I am studying because I think a university education will better prepare 
me for a career. 

24. I am studying because it will enable me to enter the job market in a field I 
like. 

31. I am studying for a degree because it will help me make a better choice 
regarding my career. 

43. I am studying because I believe that a few more years of education will 
improve my ability at work. 
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Introjected Regulation 

17. I am studying to prove to myself that I am capable of getting a university 
degree. 

45. I am studying to show myself that I am intelligent. 

55. I study because I want to show myself that I can succeed academically. 

External Regulation 

74. I want to do well so that I can show people I'm smart. 

75. It's very important to me that the lecturers like my work. 

82. I would like to do well because it would please my family. 
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Luck 

27. It is not wise to plan far ahead because many things turn out to be a 
matter of luck. 

40. There is no chance of protecting my academic career from bad luck. 

44. Whether or not I have a car accident is mostly a matter of luck. 

57. When I get what I want, it's usually because I am lucky. 

64. Most of the unhappy things in peoples' lives are due to bad luck. 

94. My life is controlled to a great extent by accidental happenings. 

Impotence 

16. The world is run by a few people in power, and there is not much the little 
guy can do about it. 

37. As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us are the victims of forces 
we can neither understand, nor control. 

96. It is difficult for people to have control over the things politicians do. 

Powerful Others 

53. In order to make my plans work, I have to make sure that they fit in with 
the desires of people who have power over me. 

86. To get what I want I have to please those above me. 



Appendix 4:Composition of final scales 251 

Opportunities 

6. Getting a good job depends on being in the right place at the right time. 

11. The people who become bosses are those who were lucky enough to be 
in the right place first. 

90. Success depends on knowing the right people. 
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Control Ideology 

18. Some people don't use the opportunities that come their way, so if they 
don't do well it's their own fault. 

29. People's misfortunes usually result from the mistakes they make. 

33. Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability, ignorance, laziness, or all 
three. 

Personal Control 

9. What happens to me is my own doing. 

49. I am usually able to protect my personal interests. 

54. My life seems to have been determined by my own actions. 

91. I can pretty much control what will happen in my life. 

Effort 

1. Becoming a success is a matter of hard work rather than luck. 

36. If I work hard I can improve my intelligence. 

51. When I get what I want, it's usually because I worked hard for it. 

80. It takes skill and ability rather than luck to become a boss. 

Political Control 

23. With enough effort we can wipe out political corruption. 

61. By taking an active part in political and social affairs the people can 
control world events. 

93. The average person can have an influence on government decisions. 



In the following tables: 

Appendix 5 

Descriptive statistics 

'Previously passed' indicates the group of students who had passed all the 

psychology examinations prior to completing the questionnaire (at the 

third year level); 

'Previously failed' indicates the group of students who had already failed at 

least one psychology examination prior to completing the 

questionnaire; 

'Passed' indicates students who passed the examinations after completing the 

questionnaire. 

'Failed' indicates students who failed the examinations after completing the 

questionnaire. 

In the following tables the total number of subjects may vary slightly from one 

table to another. This is because a few subjects neglected to answer certain 

isolated questions in the questionnaire (or did not eventually write the 

examinations). As mentioned, all questionnaires that were too incomplete 

were discarded. 



Table A.1 
Marks expected by the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White 
females females 

N 250 423 580 135 183 361 
Mean 66,02 65,59 65,54 65,80 66,37 65,43 
Std Dev 9,40 8,16 8,79 8,23 9,72 8,16 
Minimum 50,00 40,00 40,00 50,00 50,00 40,00 
Maximum 99,00 95,00 99,00 88,00 99,00 95,00 

Table A.2 
Marks expected by the various pass and failure groups 

Black 
males 

67 
65,07 
8,49 
50,00 
80,00 
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White 
Males 

62 
66,58 
8,17 

50,00 
88,00 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 485 190 381 315 
Mean 66,08 64,00 66,82 64,03 
Std Dev 8,64 8,51 8,29 8,91 
Minimum 40,00 50,00 50,00 40,00 
Maximum 99,00 90,00 95,00 99,00 

Table A.3 
Marks expected by the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 289 114 
Mean 64,20 68,06 62,06 
Std Dev 8,10 8,60 8,23 
Minimum 50,00 50,00 40,00 
Maximum 90,00 99,00 75,00 



254 

Table A.4 
Average marks obtained by the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 244 394 556 122 182 339 62 55 
Mean 47,28 66,00 59,43 56,62 46,95 66,08 48,24 65,53 
Std Dev 8,91 12,03 14,16 13,23 8,87 12,15 9,04 11,38 
Minimum 24,00 32,00 24,00 33,00 24,00 32,00 33,00 44,00 
Maximum 70,00 91,00 91,00 88,00 70,00 91,00 64,00 88,00 

Table A.5 
Average marks obtained by the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 289 114 
Mean 63,85 47,46 76,39 
Std Dev 9,32 8,78 7,79 
Minimum 42,00 24,00 60,00 
Maximum 88,00 66,00 91,00 

Table A.6 
Average marks obtained by the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 486 192 360 304 
Mean 65,61 41,98 65,55 51,03 
Std Dev 10,21 5,52 12,06 12,00 
Minimum 50,00 24,00 33,00 24,00 
Maximum 91,00 49,00 91,00 86,00 
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Table A.7 
Gender x race composition of the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Black Males Black females White males White females 
N % N % N % N 

Realists 18 29,5 32 17,78 35 63,64 160 
Underestimators 0 0 3 1,67 9 16,36 98 
Overestimators 43 70,5 145 80,56 11 20,00 78 
Total 61 100 180 100 55 100 336 
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Table A.8 
The difference between expected mark and mark obtained for the 
various race and gender groups 

% 
47,62 
29,17 
23,21 
100 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 244 394 556 122 182 339 62 55 
Mean 18,47 -0,45 6,07 8,69 19,28 -0,64 16,00 0,71 
Std Dev 12,62 11,69 15,04 11,21 12,31 11,81 13,33 10,90 
Minimum -13,00 -29,00 -29,00 -17,00 -13,00 -29,00 -8,00 -17,00 
Maximum 48,00 37,00 48,00 42,00 48,00 37,00 42,00 24,00 

Table A.9 
The difference between expected mark and mark obtained for the 
various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 485 190 360 302 
Mean 0,49 21,97 1,09 12,94 

Std Dev 11,85 10,07 13,01 14,53 
Minimum -29,00 1,00 -24,00 -29,00 
Maximum 41,00 48,00 48,00 46,00 
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Table A.10 
Confidence levels of the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 245 422 574 135 178 360 67 62 
Mean 68,98 66,71 65,59 72,59 67,70 65,49 72,39 73,79 
Std Dev 15,91 17,38 16,86 18,04 15,81 16,94 15,77 18,35 
Minimum 50 0 0 0 50 0 50 25 
Maximum 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Table A.11 
Confidence levels of the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 287 114 
Mean 65,53 69,51 63,82 
Std Dev 16,91 16,41 18,84 
Minimum 25 25 0 
Maximum 100 100 100 

Table A.12 
Confidence levels of the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 485 188 379 315 
Mean 66,65 67,69 67,22 66,43 
Std Dev 17,60 16,03 16,93 17,79 
Minimum 0 25 0 0 
Maximum 100 100 100 100 
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Table A.13 
Marks desired by various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 247 422 576 135 180 360 67 62 
Mean 72,42 75,36 74,18 73,53 73,12 75,15 70,54 76,55 
Std Dev 11,23 8,63 9,91 9,26 12,31 8,42 7,39 9,76 
Minimum 50,00 50,00 50,00 55,00 50,00 50,00 55,00 60,00 
Maximum 99,00 99,00 99,00 99,00 99,00 99,00 85,00 99,00 

Table A.14 
Marks desired by realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 289 114 
Mean 73,54 74,82 72,20 
Std Dev 9,13 10,77 8,72 
Minimum 50,00 55,00 50,00 
Maximum 99,00 99,00 90,00 

Table A.15 
Marks desired by various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 485 190 381 315 
Mean 74,83 71,40 75,69 72,19 
Std Dev 9,72 9,73 9,20 10, 11 
Minimum 50,00 50,00 50,00 50,00 
Maximum 99,00 99,00 99,00 99,00 
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Table A.16 
Marks regarded as satisfactory by various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 247 422 576 135 180 360 67 62 
Mean 56,00 59,43 58,02 58,19 55,84 59,35 56,42 59,92 
Std Dev 7,55 8,23 8,22 7,85 7,82 8,20 6,83 8,42 
Minimum 25,00 45,00 25,00 40,00 25,00 45,00 40,00 50,00 
Maximum 75,00 85,00 80,00 85,00 75,00 80,00 75,00 85,00 

Table A.17 
Marks regarded as satisfactory by realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 289 114 
Mean 58,24 57,87 57,84 
Std Dev 8,64 7,89 7,55 
Minimum 25,00 40,00 45,00 
Maximum 85,00 75,00 70,00 

TableA.18 
Marks regarded as satisfactory by various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 
N 485 190 381 315 
Mean 59,28 54,78 60,21 55,47 
Std Dev 8,12 7,26 8,10 7,00 
Minimum 45,00 25,00 45,00 40,00 
Maximum 85,00 75,00 85,00 75,00 
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Table A.19 
Significant others' expectancies in the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 228 319 468 114 168 270 60 49 
Mean 76,31 70,42 72,92 73,59 76,12 70,57 76,83 69,59 
Std Dev 14,21 12,31 13,61 12,83 14,54 12,54 13,30 11,08 
Minimum 50,00 40,00 40,00 50,00 50,00 40,00 60,00 50,00 
Maximum 99,00 99,00 99,00 99,00 99,00 99,00 99,00 90,00 

Table A.20 
Significant others' expectancies in the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 208 259 85 
Mean 69,76 75,92 72,20 
Std Dev 12,70 13,90 12,65 
Minimum 40,00 50,00 50,00 
Maximum 99,00 99,00 99,00 

Table A.21 
Significant others' expectancies in the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 378 174 300 271 
Mean 72,85 73,40 71,62 74,88 
Std Dev 13,43 13,83 12,73 14,10 
Minimum 40,00 50,00 40,00 50,00 
Maximum 99,00 99,00 99,00 99,00 

• 
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Table A.22 
Predictions of expected class average by the various race and gender 
groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

242 399 549 131 175 341 67 58 
Mean 63,68 58,27 60,55 59,09 64,91 58,39 60,46 57,59 
Std Dev 10,81 6,40 8,44 9,41 10,45 6,32 11, 16 
Minimum 40,00 40,00 40,00 40,00 40,00 40,00 40,00 
Maximum 90,00 75,00 90,00 90,00 90,00 75,00 90,00 

Table A.23 
Predictions of expected class average by the realistic and unrealistic 
groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 259 278 107 
Mean 58,22 62,92 58,92 
Std Dev 6,66 10,92 5,55 
Minimum 40,00 40,00 40,00 
Maximum 75,00 90,00 70,00 

Table A.24 
Predictions of expected class average by the various pass and fail 
groups 

6,89 
40,00 
75,00 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 461 183 365 301 
Mean 59,28 63,10 59,69 60,86 
Std Dev 7,17 11,00 7,76 9,36 
Minimum 40,00 40,00 40,00 40,00 
Maximum 80,00 90,00 90,00 87,00 
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TableA.25 
Perceptions of the gender of psychology 

Gender Frequency % 
Neutral 616 86,6 
Feminine 64 9,0 
Masculine 31 4,4 

Table A.26 
Perceptions of the value of psychology by the various race and gender 
groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

250 422 579 134 183 361 67 61 
Mean 4,63 4,43 4,50 4,53 4,58 4,46 4,76 4,29 
Std Dev 0,55 0,54 0,54 0,54 0,58 0,53 0,43 0,56 
Minimum 1,00 2,00 1,00 3,00 1,00 2,00 3,00 3,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 

TableA.27 
Perceptions of the value of psychology by the realistic and unrealistic 
groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 289 114 
Mean 4,46 4,60 4,42 
Std Dev 0,51 0,56 0,53 
Minimum 3,00 1,00 2,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 

Table A.28 
Perceptions of the value of psychology by the various pass and fail 
groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 486 192 381 317 
Mean 4,48 4,61 4,49 4,52 
Std Dev 0,51 0,59 0,51 0,58 
Minimum 2,00 1,00 3,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 
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TableA.29 
Social comparison by the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 248 422 578 133 182 361 66 61 
Mean 3,71 3,51 3,51 3,94 3,59 3,46 4,05 3,84 
Std Dev 1, 15 1,10 1,09 1,00 1,16 1,06 1,06 0,95 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 2,00 1,00 1,00 2,00 2,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 

Table A.30 
Social comparison by the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 271 288 114 
Mean 3,51 3,69 3,59 
Std Dev 1,06 1, 12 1,08 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 

Table A.31 
Social comparison by the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 485 191 380 316 
Mean 3,62 3,52 3,59 3,64 
Std Dev 1,05 1,96 1,06 1,2 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 



Perceptions of 'lack of study control' by various groups 

Table A.32 
Perceptions of lack of study control by the various race and gender 
groups 
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Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 249 422 578 134 182 361 67 
Mean 2,60 2,58 2,62 2,55 2,59 2,59 2,63 
Std Dev 0,85 0,82 0,87 0,79 0,89 0,81 0,74 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 4,50 5,00 4,50 4,50 5,00 4,00 

Table A.33 
Perceptions of lack of study control by the realistic and unrealistic 
groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 288 114 
Mean 2,69 2,56 3,94 
Std Dev 0,88 0,87 0,66 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 2,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 4,50 

Table A.34 

61 
2,49 
0,86 
1,00 
3,50 

Perceptions of lack of study control by the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 486 191 380 317 
Mean 2,55 2,75 2,44 2,82 
Std Dev 0,85 0,85 0,78 0,91 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 4,50 5,00 
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Table A.35 
Perceived need to improve study skills by the various race and gender 
groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

249 422 578 134 182 361 67 61 
Mean 4,29 3,76 3,93 4,07 4,30 3,74 4,24 3,89 
Std Dev 0,65 0,96 0,90 0,83 0,59 0,97 0,80 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 2,00 1,00 1,00 2,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 

Table A.36 
Perceived need to improve study skills by the realistic and unrealistic 
groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 288 114 
Mean 3,85 4,15 3,72 
Std Dev 0,92 0,81 0,87 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 

Table A.37 
Perceived need to improve study skills by the various pass and fail 
groups 

Passed Failed Previously Previously failed 
passe d 

N 486 191 380 317 
Mean 3,83 4,28 3,70 4,26 
Std Dev 0,91 0,69 0,93 0,74 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 

0,86 
2,00 
5,00 
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Table A.38 
Perceptions of a need to know everything by the various race and 
gender groups 
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Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

248 422 578 133 182 361 66 61 
Mean 4,17 4,01 4,09 3,96 4,18 4,04 4,12 3,82 
Std Dev 0,99 1,07 1,02 1, 10 0,97 1,05 1,05 1, 18 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 

Table A.39 
Perceptions of a need to know everything by the realistic and unrealistic 
groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 271 288 114 
Mean 4,04 4,14 3,96 
Std Dev 1,02 1,03 1, 10 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 

Table A.40 
Perceptions of a need to know everything by the various pass and fail 
groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 485 191 380 316 
Mean 4,01 4,21 4,01 4,11 
Std Dev 1,07 0,95 1,05 1,05 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 
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Table A.41 
Perceptions of effort expenditure by the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 250 422 579 134 183 361 67 61 
Mean 3,73 3,21 3,38 3,47 3,72 3,21 3,75 3,19 
Std Dev 0,47 0,63 0,60 0,75 0,41 0,59 0,59 0,82 
Minimum 2,00 1,00 1,00 1,30 2,20 1,00 2,00 1,30 
Maximum 4,60 4,60 4,80 4,50 4,60 4,60 4,50 4,50 

Table A.42 
Perceptions of effort expenditure by the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 289 114 
Mean 3,28 3,60 3,20 
Std Dev 0,66 0,56 0,58 
Minimum 1,00 2,00 1,60 
Maximum 4,80 4,60 4,60 

Table A.43 
Perceptions of effort expenditure by the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 486 192 381 317 
Mean 3,32 3,60 3,36 3,42 
Std Dev 0,64 0,56 0,63 0,64 
Minimum 1,30 1,00 1,30 1,00 
Maximum 4,80 4,50 4,80 4,60 
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Table A.44 
Self-determination of the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 250 422 579 134 183 361 67 61 
Mean 3,22 3,37 3,32 3,27 3,22 3,38 3,21 3,34 
Std Dev 0,27 0,38 0,33 0,40 0,26 0,35 0,29 0,50 
Minimum 2,55 1,91 2,27 1,91 2,64 2,45 2,55 1,91 
Maximum 4,00 4,59 4,59 4,41 3,95 4,59 4,00 4,41 

Table A.45 
Self-determination of the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 
N 272 289 114 
Mean 3,30 3,27 3,38 
Std Dev 0,35 0,33 0,34 
Minimum 1,91 2,45 2,45 
Maximum 4,18 4,41 4,41 

Table A.46 
Self-determination of the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 
N 486 192 381 317 

Mean 3,32 3,23 3,37 3,24 
Std Dev 0,35 0,30 0,35 0,33 
Minimum 1,91 2,45 2,14 1,91 
Maximum 4,41 4,27 4,59 4,32 
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Table A.47 
Intrinsic Motivation of the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 250 422 579 134 183 361 67 61 
Mean 3,92 4,07 4,04 3,93 3,91 4,10 3,93 3,92 
Std Dev 0,51 0,51 0,47 0,65 0,48 0,45 0,58 0,75 
Minimum 1,50 1,92 1,50 1,92 1,50 2,67 2,50 1,92 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 4,92 5,00 5,00 4,83 4,92 

Table A.48 
Intrinsic Motivation of the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 289 114 
Mean 4,02 3,97 4,00 
Std Dev 0,50 0,52 0,49 
Minimum 1,92 1,50 2,42 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 4,92 

Table A.49 
Intrinsic Motivation of the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 486 192 381 317 
Mean 4,02 3,92 4,06 3,96 
Std Dev 0,50 0,51 0,47 0,55 
Minimum 1,92 1,50 2,42 1,50 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 
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Table A.50 
Extrinsic Motivation of the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 250 422 579 134 183 361 67 61 
Mean 2,37 2,54 2,46 2,48 2,38 2,52 2,34 2,64 
Std Dev 0,54 0,61 0,59 0,62 0,55 0,59 0,53 0,70 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,20 1,00 1,00 1,20 1,40 
Maximum 4,40 4,40 4,40 4,00 4,40 4,40 3,50 4,00 

(A low score indicates high levels of extnns1c mot1vat1on) 

Table A.51 
Extrinsic Motivation of the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 289 114 
Mean 2,43 2,42 2,63 
Std Dev 0,60 0,58 0,54 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,50 
Maximum 4,00 4,40 3,90 

(A low score md1cates high levels of extnns1c motivation) 

TableA.52 
Extrinsic Motivation of the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 486 192 381 317 
Mean 2,48 2,40 2,53 2,38 
Std Dev 0,60 0,54 0,59 0,59 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 4,10 4,40 4,40 4,40 

(A low score md1cates high levels of extnns1c mot1vat1on) 
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Table A.53 
External Regulation in the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 248 422 578 133 182 361 66 61 
Mean 2,59 2,91 2,79 2,74 2,57 2,93 2,65 2,84 
Std Dev 0,69 0,85 0,81 0,83 0,65 0,84 0,79 0,91 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,33 1,00 1,00 1,33 1,33 
Maximum 4,67 5,00 5,00 5,00 4,00 5,00 4,67 5,00 

(A low score indicates high levels of external regulation) 

Table A.54 
External Regulation in the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 271 288 114 
Mean 2,79 2,68 2,99 
Std Dev 0,81 0,79 0,82 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,67 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 

(A low score indicates high levels of external regulation) 

Table A.55 
External Regulation in the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 485 191 380 316 
Mean 2,81 2,70 2,85 2,70 
Std Dev 0,83 0,75 0,77 0,86 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 

(A low score indicates high levels of external regulation) 
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Table A.56 
Introjected Regulation in the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 250 422 579 134 183 361 67 61 
Mean 2,94 2,76 2,77 2,99 2,96 2,69 2,88 3,13 
Std Dev 0,95 0,96 0,93 1,07 0,94 0,90 0,98 1, 18 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,33 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 

(A low score indicates high levels of introjected regulation) 

Table A.57 
Introjected Regulation of the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 289 114 
Mean 2,69 2,92 2,80 
Std Dev 0,96 1,01 0,85 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 4,33 

(A low score indicates high levels of introjected regulation) 

Table A.58 
Introjected Regulation of the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 486 192 381 317 
Mean 2,79 2,86 2,87 2,75 
Std Dev 0,99 0,91 0,97 0,94 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 

(A low score indicates high levels of introjected regulation) 
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Table A.59 
Identified Regulation of the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 250 422 579 134 183 361 67 61 
Mean 1,79 2,09 1,98 1,91 1,82 2,09 1,71 2,14 
Std Dev 0,61 0,74 0,71 0,69 0,62 0,74 0,57 0,75 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 4,75 5,00 4,75 5,00 4,75 5,00 3,75 5,00 

(A low score indicates high levels of identified regulation) 

TableA.60 
Identified Regulation of the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 289 114 
Mean 1,97 1,84 2,22 
Std Dev 0,71 0,63 0,71 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 4,25 4,75 5,00 

(A low score indicates high levels of 1dent1fied regulation) 

Table A.61 
Identified Regulation for the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 486 192 381 317 
Mean 2,00 1,84 2,05 1,87 
Std Dev 0,70 0,64 0,75 0,65 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 4,75 5,00 4,75 

(A low score indicates high levels of identified regulation) 
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Table A.62 
Perceptions of ability in the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 250 422 579 134 183 361 67 61 
Mean 3,77 3,84 3,77 3,93 3,72 3,82 3,90 3,97 
Std Dev 0,52 0,60 0,58 0,57 0,52 0,59 0,52 0,65 
Minimum 2,20 1,60 2,20 1,60 2,40 1,80 2,20 1,60 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 4,80 5,00 

TableA.63 
Perceptions of ability in the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 
N 272 289 114 
Mean 3,80 3,85 3,64 
Std Dev 0,57 0,58 0,59 
Minimum 1,60 2,20 2,20 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 

Table A.64 
Perceptions of ability in the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 
N 486 192 381 317 
Mean 3,84 3,67 3,90 3,69 
Std Dev 0,60 0,51 0,55 0,60 
Minimum 1,60 2,20 2,20 1,60 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 
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Table A.65 
Desire for course to be easier in the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 250 422 579 134 183 361 67 61 
Mean 2,91 2,16 2,45 2,46 3,04 2,12 2,55 2,36 
Std Dev 0,69 0,61 0,76 0,68 0,66 0,58 0,65 0,73 
Minimum 1,20 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,40 1,00 1,20 1,00 
Maximum 4,60 4,00 4,60 4,20 4,60 4,00 4,20 3,80 

Table A.66 
Desire for the course to be easier in the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 289 114 
Mean 2,35 2,68 2,20 
Std Dev 0,73 0,73 0,68 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 4,40 4,60 3,80 

Table A.67 
Desire for the course to be easier in the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 486 192 381 317 
Mean 2,32 2,84 2,26 2,68 
Std Dev 0,72 0,68 0,67 0,75 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 4,40 4,60 4,40 4,60 
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Table A.68 
Perceptions of task difficulty in the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females mates males 

N 248 422 578 133 182 361 66 61 
Mean 2,47 2,41 2,47 2,29 2,57 2,41 2,20 2,38 
Std Dev 0,77 0,68 0,72 0,71 0,76 0,68 0,75 0,68 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 4,50 4,00 

Table A.69 
Perceptions of task difficulty in the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 271 288 114 
Mean 2,43 2,47 2,52 
Std Dev 0,71 0,76 0,62 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 4,00 

Table A.70 
Perceptions of task difficulty in the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 485 191 380 316 
Mean 2,40 2,60 2,38 2,54 
Std Dev 0,70 0,74 0,72 0,72 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 4,00 
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Table A.71 
Overall LOC scores for the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 250 422 579 134 183 361 67 61 
Mean 3,64 3,62 3,63 3,57 3,62 3,65 3,69 3,44 
Std Dev 0,38 0,39 0,37 0,46 0,32 0,38 0,51 0,38 
Minimum 2,29 2,46 2,46 2,29 2,57 2,46 2,29 2,54 
Maximum 4,68 4,75 4,75 4,68 4,54 4,75 4,68 4,39 

Table A.72 
Overall LOC scores for the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 289 114 
Mean 3,58 3,65 3,62 
Std Dev 0,42 0,39 0,31 
Minimum 2,46 2,29 2,96 
Maximum 4,68 4,54 4,54 

Table A.73 
Overall LOC scores for the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 486 192 381 317 
Mean 3,62 3,61 3,63 3,61 
Std Dev 0,40 0,36 0,39 0,40 
Minimum 2,29 2,57 2,29 2,57 
Maximum 4,57 4,68 4,75 4,68 
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TableA.74 
External LOC scores for the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 250 422 579 134 183 361 67 61 
Mean 3,55 3,64 3,61 3,52 3,52 3,68 3,62 3,40 
Std Dev 0,52 0,49 0,51 0,59 0,46 0,48 0,65 0,50 
Minimum 1,94 2,11 1,72 1,94 2,11 2, 11 1,94 2,17 
Maximum 4,94 4,78 4,94 4,78 4,94 4,78 4,78 4,56 

(High scores indicate low levels of External LOC) 

Table A.75 
External LOC scores for the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists OVerestimators Underestimators 

N 272 289 114 
Mean 3,58 3,57 3,67 
Std Dev 0,55 0,53 0,44 
Minimum 2,17 1,72 2,72 
Maximum 4,94 4,83 4,72 

(High scores indicate low levels of External LOC) 

Table A.76 
External LOC scores for the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 486 192 381 317 
Mean 3,62 3,52 3,64 3,53 
Std Dev 0,53 0,51 0,49 0,56 
Minimum 1,94 1,72 1,94 1,72 
Maximum 4,94 4,78 4,94 4,83 

(High scores indicate low levels of External LOC) 



TableA.77 
Scores on 'Luck' for the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black 
females females males 

N 250 422 579 134 183 361 67 
Mean 3,93 3,95 3,94 3,87 3,91 3,99 3,98 
Std Dev 0,62 0,52 0,57 0,62 0,57 0,52 0,74 
Minimum 1,83 2,50 1,83 2,00 1,83 2,50 2,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 

(High scores indicate low levels of 'Luck') 

Table A.78 
Scores on 'Luck' for the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 289 114 
Mean 3,88 3,96 4,00 
Std Dev 0,58 0,61 0,49 
Minimum 2,17 1,83 2,83 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 

(High scores indicate low levels of 'Luck') 

Table A.79 
Scores on 'Luck' for the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 486 192 381 317 
Mean 3,93 3,93 3,94 3,91 
Std Dev 0,57 0,60 0,53 0,63 
Minimum 1,83 2,00 2,00 1,83 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 

(High scores indicate low levels of 'Luck') 
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61 
3,75 
0,46 
2,67 
4,83 
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TableA.80 
Scores on 'Impotence' for the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 250 422 579 134 183 361 67 61 
Mean 2,64 2,92 3,94 2,73 2,66 2,93 2,60 2,87 
Std Dev 0,58 0,59 0,57 0,58 0,57 0,60 0,59 0,56 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,83 1,33 1,00 1,00 1,33 1,67 
Maximum 4,00 4,67 5,00 4,00 4,00 4,67 4,00 4,00 

(Low scores indicate high levels of 'Impotence)') 

Table A.81 
Scores on 'Impotence' for the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 289 114 
Mean 2,84 2,75 2,85 
Std Dev 0,56 0,62 0,56 
Minimum 1,00 1,33 1,67 
Maximum 4,67 4,33 4,00 

(Low scores indicate high levels of 'Impotence)') 

TableA.82 
Scores on 'Impotence' for the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 486 192 381 317 
Mean 2,86 2,65 2,88 2,74 
Std Dev 0,56 0,64 0,59 0,60 
Minimum 1,00 1,33 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 4,67 4,33 4,67 4,33 

(Low scores indicate high levels of 'Impotence)') 
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Table A.83 
Scores on 'Powerful Others' for the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 249 422 579 134 182 361 67 61 
Mean 3,65 3,65 3,65 3,57 3,63 3,69 3,71 3,40 
Std Dev 0,88 0,82 0,85 0,97 0,85 0,80 0,98 0,94 
Minimum 2,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 2,00 1,50 2,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 

(High scores indicate low levels of 'Powerful others') 

Table A.84 
Scores on 'Powerful Others' for the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 288 114 
Mean 3,65 3,64 3,59 
Std Dev 0,87 0,92 0,71 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 2,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 

(High scores indicate low levels of 'Powerful others') 

Table A.85 
Scores on 'Powerful Others' for the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 486 191 380 317 
Mean 3,65 3,59 3,71 3,55 
Std Dev 0,85 0,92 0,80 0,96 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 

(High scores indicate low levels of 'Powerful others) 
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Table A.86 
Scores on 'Opportunities' for the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 250 422 579 134 183 361 67 61 
Mean 3,45 3,37 3,42 3,29 3,45 3,42 3,45 3, 11 
Std Dev 0,77 0,79 0,79 0,85 0,76 0,77 0,82 0,88 
Minimum 1,00 1,33 1,00 1,00 1,67 1,33 1,00 1,33 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 

.. 
(High scores indicate low levels of 'Opportunities') 

TableA.87 
Scores on 'Opportunities' for the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 289 114 
Mean 3,36 3,38 3,46 
Std Dev 0,85 0,80 0,66 
Minimum 1,33 1,00 2,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 

(High scores indicate low levels of 'Opportunities') 

Table A.88 
Scores on 'Opportunities' for the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 486 192 381 317 
Mean 3,39 3,83 3,43 3,35 
Std Dev 0,79 0,83 0,75 0,87 
Minimum 1,33 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 

(High scores indicate low levels of 'Opportunities') 
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Table A.89 
Internal LOC scores for the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 250 422 579 134 183 361 67 61 
Mean 3,81 3,58 3,68 3,66 3,81 3,59 3,81 3,51 
Std Dev 0,50 0,46 0,48 0,49 0,50 0,46 0,51 0,44 
Minimum 1,40 2,00 1,40 2,60 1,40 2,00 2,60 2,60 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 4,90 5,00 5,00 4,90 4,60 

Table A.90 
Internal LOC scores for the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 289 114 
Mean 3,59 3,80 3,51 
Std Dev 0,46 0,51 0,44 
Minimum 2,00 1,40 2,60 
Maximum 4,70 5,00 4,70 

Table A.91 
Internal LOC scores for the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 
N 486 192 381 317 
Mean 3,62 3,77 3,61 3,75 
Std Dev 0,47 0,51 0,47 0,49 
Minimum 2,00 1,40 2,00 1,40 
Maximum 5,00 4,80 5,00 5,00 
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Table A.92 
Scores on 'Personal Control' for the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 250 422 579 134 183 361 67 61 
Mean 3,53 3,82 3,71 3,67 3,49 3,83 3,63 3,72 
Std Dev 0,63 0,55 0,61 0,53 0,64 0,57 0,61 0,40 
Minimum 1,50 2,00 1,50 2,50 1,50 2,00 2,50 3,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 4,75 5,00 5,00 4,75 4,75 

Table A.93 
Scores on 'Personal Control' for the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 289 114 
Mean 3,71 3,67 3,72 
Std Dev 0,59 0,64 0,49 
Minimum 2,00 1,50 2,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 4,75 

Table A.94 
Scores on 'Personal Control' for the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 486 192 381 317 
Mean 3,77 3,51 3,79 3,61 
Std Dev 0,58 0,61 0,56 0,63 
Minimum 2,00 1,50 2,00 1,50 
Maximum 5,00 4,75 5,00 5,00 
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Table A.95 
Scores on 'Effort' for the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 250 422 579 134 183 361 67 61 
Mean 4,39 4,02 4,18 4,09 4,39 4,05 4,38 3,81 
Std Dev 0,48 0,52 0,52 0,61 0,46 0,51 0,54 0,56 
Minimum 1,75 2,00 1,75 2,25 1,75 2,00 3,25 2,25 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 4,50 

Table A.96 
Scores on 'Effort' for the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 289 114 
Mean 4,07 4,32 3,98 
Std Dev 0,56 0,53 0,36 
Minimum 2,00 1,75 2,75 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 

Table A.97 
Scores on 'Effort' for the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 486 192 381 317 
Mean 4,09 4,35 4,06 4,28 
Std Dev 0,52 0,54 0,50 0,56 
Minimum 2,00 1,75 2,00 1,75 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 
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Table A.98 
Scores on 'Political Control' for the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 250 422 579 134 183 361 67 61 
Mean 3,52 3,10 3,23 3,39 3,44 3,11 3,74 3,01 
Std Dev 3,52 0,73 0,69 0,87 0,61 0,71 0,80 0,83 
Minimum 1,67 1,00 1,00 1,33 1,67 1,00 2,00 1,33 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 4,67 

Table A.99 
Scores on 'Political Control' for the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 289 114 
Mean 3,14 3,40 3,16 
Std Dev 0,74 0,74 0,64 
Minimum 1,33 1,00 1,33 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 4,33 

Table A.100 
Scores on 'Political Control' for the various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 486 192 381 317 
Mean 3,21 3,37 3,19 3,36 
Std Dev 0,74 0,72 0,70 0,76 
Minimum 1,00 1,67 1,33 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 4,67 5,00 
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Table A.101 
Scores on 'Control Ideology' for the various race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females fem ales males males 

N 250 422 579 134 183 361 67 61 
Mean 3,24 3,09 3,16 3,14 3,28 3,08 3,13 3,15 
Std Dev 0,91 0,77 0,82 0,85 0,91 0,77 0,91 0,79 
Minimum 1,00 1,33 1,00 1,67 1,00 1,33 1,67 1,67 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 

Table A.102 
Scores on 'Control Ideology' for the realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 289 114 
Mean 3,09 3,26 2,95 
Std Dev 0,75 0,92 0,71 
Minimum 1,67 1,00 1,67 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 4,67 

TableA.103 
Scores on 'Control Ideology' for the pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 486 192 381 317 
Mean 3,11 3,22 3,09 3,24 
Std Dev 0,77 0,95 0,75 0,89 
Minimum 1,33 1,00 1,33 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 



Table A.104 
Scores on attributing previous success to internal factors for the 
various race and gender groups 
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Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 241 421 568 135 174 359 67 
Mean 3,88 3,81 3,82 3,82 3,88 3,82 3,88 
Std Dev 0,52 0,55 0,54 0,57 0,53 0,53 0,48 
Minimum 1,83 2,16 1,83 2,17 1,83 2,33 2,83 
Maximum 4,83 5,00 5,00 4,83 4,83 5,00 4,83 

Table A.105 
Scores on attributing previous success to internal factors for the 
realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 280 113 
Mean 3,78 3,87 3,79 
Std Dev 0,54 0,55 0,56 
Minimum 2,17 1,83 2,50 
Maximum 5,00 4,83 5,00 

Table A.106 
Scores on attributing previous success to internal factors for the 
various pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 
N 484 184 378 311 
Mean 3,84 3,78 3,91 3,72 
Std Dev 0,54 0,57 0,51 0,57 
Minimum 2,17 1,83 2,87 1,83 
Maximum 5,00 4,83 5,00 4,83 

62 
3,76 
0,67 
2,17 
4,83 
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Table A.107 
Scores on attributing previous success to external factors for the 
various race and gender groups 
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Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 241 421 568 135 174 359 67 
Mean 1,86 1,95 1,92 1,88 1,88 1,95 1 ,81 
Std Dev 0,68 0,63 0,66 0,61 0,72 0,63 0,56 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 4,67 4,00 4,67 4,67 4,67 4,00 3,00 

Table A.108 
Scores on attributing previous success to external factors for the 
realistic and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 280 113 
Mean 2,00 1,90 1,94 
Std Dev 0,62 0,69 0,60 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 4,00 4,67 3,33 

Table A.109 
Scores on attributing previous success to external factors for the 
various pass and fail groups 

62 
1,96 
0,65 
1,00 
4,00 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 
N 484 184 378 311 
Mean 1,92 1,86 1,93 1,90 
Std Dev 0,64 0,68 0,65 0,66 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 4,67 3,67 4,67 4,00 
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Table A.110 
Scores on attributing previous success to effort for the various race and 
gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

241 421 568 135 174 359 67 62 
Mean 4,00 3,51 3,69 3,64 4,02 3,55 3,93 3,31 
Std Dev 0,76 1,05 0,94 1, 12 0,70 1,00 0,91 
Minimum 1,50 1,00 1,00 1,00 2,00 1,00 1,50 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 

Table A.111 
Scores on attributing previous success to effort for the realistic and 
unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 280 113 
Mean 3,59 3,81 3,67 
Std Dev 0,98 0,92 1,02 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 

Table A.112 

1,27 
1,00 
5,00 

Scores on attributing previous success to effort for the various pass and 
fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 484 184 378 311 
Mean 3,65 3,82 3,75 3,56 
Std Dev 0,98 0,91 0,96 0,98 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1.00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 



Table A.113 
Scores on attributing previous success to ability for the various race 
and gender groups 
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Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 241 421 568 135 174 359 67 
Mean 3,46 3,92 3,72 3,75 3,43 3,91 3,52 
Std Dev 0,90 3,92 0,82 0,78 0,91 0,68 0,87 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 

Table A.114 
Scores on attributing previous success to ability for the realistic and 
unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 272 280 113 
Mean 3,72 3,68 3,77 
Std Dev 0,79 0,87 0,75 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 2,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 

Table A.115 
Scores on attributing previous success to ability for the various pass 
and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously passed Previously failed 

N 484 184 378 311 
Mean 3,81 3,44 3,90 3,54 
Std Dev 0,74 0,93 0,72 0,88 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 

62 
4,00 
0,62 
2,50 
5,00 
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Table A.116 
Scores on attributing previous failure to internal factors for the various 
race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
Females Females Males Males 

N 169 119 242 66 124 101 45 18 
Mean 2,40 2,68 2,52 2,51 2,40 2,66 2,40 2,80 
Std Dev 0,57 0,45 0,52 0,53 0,59 0,45 0,51 0,48 
Minimum 1,00 1,50 1,00 1,33 1,00 1,50 1,33 1,83 
Maximum 3,67 3,67 4,17 3,50 3,67 3,67 3,17 3,50 

TableA.117 
Scores on attributing previous failure to internal factors for the realistic 
and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 82 184 27 
Mean 2,63 2,45 2,57 
Std Dev 0,47 0,58 0,49 
Minimum 1,33 1,00 1,83 
Maximum 3,67 4,17 4,83 

Table A.118 
Scores on attributing previous failure to internal factors for the various 
pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously failed 

N 145 150 304 
Mean 2,55 2,46 2,52 
Std Dev 0,53 0,57 0,56 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 3,67 4,17 4,17 

• 
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Table A.119 
Scores on attributing previous failure to external factors for the various 
race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
Females Females Males males 

169 119 242 66 124 101 45 18 
Mean 2,45 2,76 2,62 2,47 2,52 2,69 2,24 3,13 
Std Dev 2,45 0,81 0,84 0,89 0,86 0,83 0,85 0,63 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,67 
Maximum 5,00 4,33 5,00 3,67 5,00 4,33 3,67 3,67 

Table A.120 
Scores on attributing previous failure to external factors for the realistic 
and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 82 184 27 
Mean 2,70 2,57 2,46 
Std Dev 0,94 0,86 0,72 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 2,00 
Maximum 5,00 4,33 4,30 

Table A.121 
Scores on attributing previous failure to external factors for the various 
pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously failed 

N 145 150 304 
Mean 2,63 2,57 2,60 
Std Dev 0,88 0,87 0,86 
Minimum 1,00 1,20 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 4,00 5,00 
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Scores on attributing previous failure to lack of effort for the various 
race and gender groups 
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Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females females males males 

N 169 119 242 66 124 101 45 
Mean 3,29 4,00 3,56 3,68 3,19 4,00 3,54 
Std Dev 1, 11 0,84 1,09 0,99 1, 11 0,85 1,04 
Minimum 1,00 1,50 1,00 1,50 1,00 1,50 1,50 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 

Table A.123 
Scores on attributing previous failure to lack of effort for the realistic 
and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 82 184 27 
Mean 3,87 3,36 4,17 
Std Dev 0,94 1,06 1,00 
Minimum 2,00 1,00 2,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 

Table A.124 
Scores on attributing previous failure to lack of effort for the various 
pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously failed 

N 145 150 304 
Mean 3,80 3,33 3,57 
Std Dev 1,08 1,02 1,07 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 5,00 5,00 5,00 

18 
4,06 
0,78 
2,50 
5,00 
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§~pl"e,s (:)ij af.trit)llti(lg previous faih1re to lack of ability 

Table A.125 
Scores on attributing previous failure to lack of ability for the various 
race and gender groups 

Blacks Whites Females Males Black White Black White 
females fem ales males males 

N 169 119 242 66 124 101 45 
Mean 1,76 1,65 1,74 1,64 1,83 1,60 1,56 
Std Dev 0,71 0,70 0,77 0,57 0,74 ~ 0,72 0,57 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 4,00 3,50 4,00 2,50 4,00 3,50 2,50 

Table A.126 
Scores on attributing previous failure to lack of ability for the realistic 
and unrealistic groups 

Realists Overestimators Underestimators 

N 82 184 27 
Mean 1,63 1,80 1,35 
Std Dev 0,73 0,73 0,70 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 4,00 4,00 4,00 

Table A.127 
Scores on attributing previous failure to lack of ability for the various 
pass and fail groups 

Passed Failed Previously failed 

N 145 150 304 
Mean 1,56 1,85 1,73 
Std Dev 0,69 0,75 0,73 
Minimum 1,00 1,00 1,00 
Maximum 4,00 4,00 4,00 

18 
1,89 
0,56 
1,00 
2,50 
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