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This study addressed the attributional predispositions 

and specific attributions for success and failure of 

seriously emotionally disturbed adolescent males and 

nondisturbed, regular education adolescent males 

(hereafter referred to as disturbed students and 

nondisturbed students, respectively). Specifically 

the purpose was to determine an attributional predisposition 

of disturbed students and nondisturbed students. 

Furthermore, this study sought to ascertain whether 

disturbed students and nondisturbed students indicated 

different attributions for success and failure at 

achievement tasks. The study then examined the congruence 

between students' attributional predispositions and 

their actual attributions. 

Data were collected from 40 Caucasian students in 

a suburban Dallas, Texas, public school district, 20 

of whom were disturbed students and 20 nondisturbed 

students. Each student completed the Nowicki-Strickland 



Locus of Control Scale (Nowicki & Strickland, 1973). 

Students completed as many three-column addition problems 

as possible in 5 minutes. Students were asked to 

attribute their success to ability, effort, luck, or 

task difficulty. Students again completed as many 

three-column addition problems as possible in 5 

minutes. However, without the subjects' knowledge 

during the second testing, the time had been shortened 

to 4.25 minutes. Students were asked to attribute 

their failure to complete as many problems to ability, 

effort, luck, or task difficulty. 

An analysis of the results indicated that (a) 

disturbed students and nondisturbed students did not 

differ in their attributional predispositions; (b) 

disturbed students and nondisturbed students differed 

in their attributions for success; (c) disturbed 

students and nondisturbed students did not differ in 

their attributions for failure; (d) disturbed students 

and nondisturbed students indicated no relationship 

between their attributional predispositions and their 

specific attributions for success and failure; and 

(e) the Nowicki-Strickland Locus of Control Scale 

(Nowicki & Strickland, 1973) is not a reliable measure 

of specific attributional preferences for either 

population. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

It is generally recognized that academic 

achievement is largely contingent upon intellectual 

ability; however, the beliefs children have regarding 

their potential for achieving success and avoiding 

failure may be powerful influences on their motivation 

and performance. Previous research in educational 

settings has demonstrated that different psychological 

constructs are related in important ways to a variety 

of achievement behaviors. Although the theoretical 

foundation of each construct differs, they all assert 

that students' self-perceptions influence their behaviors 

in achievement contexts (Swedlaw, 1982). 

Assignment for event causation, specifically 

the reasons for success and failure, is the primary 

focus of the attributional model of achievement 

motivation developed by Weiner (1971, 1972, 1974b, 

1979). Two basic assumptions of the attribution 

theory are (a) there is a desire to 

determine the causes of events and (b) these perceived 

causes shape behavior. Success or failure is 

attributable to one of four causes: ability, effort 



difficulty of task, and/or luck (Brophy & Rohrkemper, 

1981; Weiner, 1974b). These four attributions have 

been separated into locus of control and 

stability (Guttman, 1980; Weiner, 197^b). Locus of 

control is categorized as either external or internal 

(Weiner, 1979). Two of the four attributions, effort 

and ability, represent internal control, while task 

difficulty and luck represent external control 

(Christenson, Ysseldyke, Wang, & Algozzine, 1983; 

Guttman, 1980). Applicable to more than academic 

outcomes, locus of control refers to individuals' 

beliefs of whether the perceived reinforcement, 

positive or negative, are the results of their own 

behaviors or due to factors over which the individual 

has no control (Lefcourt, 1976; Perna, Dunlap, & 

Dillard, 1983; Rotter, 1966). 

Folkes (1978) demonstrated that individuals are 

more likely to appraise their actions 

and arrive at attributions when confronted with 

failure than when they experience success. Diener 

and Dweck (1978) noted that during task performance, 

"failure-oriented" students especially tend to assign 

event causation. Measures of locus of control, 

therefore, can be viewed as a means of assessing the 



degree of personal responsibility that individuals 

assume for their success and failure in different 

situations. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to determine an 

attributional predisposition of seriously emotionally 

disturbed and non-disturbed adolescents by administering 

the Nowicki-Strickland Locus of Control Scale 

(Nowicki & Strickland, 1973) (Appendix A). Furthermore, 

this study sought to ascertain whether seriously 

emotionally disturbed adolescents and non-disturbed, 

regular education adolescents indicate different 

attributions for success and failure at achievement 

tasks. Students were requested to attribute their 

successes and failures to either (a) ability, 

(b) effort, (c) level of task difficulty, or (d) 

luck. An additional task examined the congruence 

between students' attributional predispositions and 

their actual attributions for success and failure at 

achievement tasks. 

Definition of Terms 

As used within this study, the following 

definitions apply. 



Seriously emotionally disturbed adolescents: 

Refers to 

(i) a condition exhibiting one or more of 

the following characteristics over a long period 

of time and to a marked degree, which adversely affects 

educational performance: (a) an inability to learn, 

unexplained by intellectual, sensory, or health factors; 

(b) an inability to build or maintain interpersonal 

relationships with peers or teachers; (c) inappropriate 

behaviors or feelings under normal circumstances; 

(d) a pervasive mood of unhappiness or depression; 

and (e) a tendency toward physical symptoms associated 

with school or personal problems. 

(ii) The term includes children who are autistic 

or schizophrenic. The term does not include children 

who are socially maladjusted, unless it is determined 

that they are seriously emotionally disturbed (Federal 

Register, 1977). 

For the purposes of this study, the term will not 

include children who are identified as being autistic 

or schizophrenic. It will be limited to students in 

grades 7 through 9 who have been identified as 

seriously emotionally disturbed by a suburban Dallas, 

Texas public school district. 



Attributions: Refers to the inferences that 

an observer makes about the cause of behavioral outcomes, 

either one's own or those of other persons (Bar-Tal, 

1978). For this study, attributions will be limited to 

ability, effort, task difficulty, and luck. 

Locus of Control: Refers to the belief that a 

response will, or will not, influence the attainment of 

a reinforcement, regardless of the nature of that 

reinforcement. To the extent that individuals believe 

that their actions are instrumental in attaining a 

goal, they are said to have an internal locus of 

control. A belief that outcomes are the result of 

forces over which one has little control indicates an 

external locus of control (Rotter, 1966). For this 

study, internal locus of control will be indicated by 

attributing outcomes to ability or effort and external 

locus of control will be indicated by attributing 

outcomes to task difficulty or luck. 

Attributional Predisposition: Refers to the 

natural tendency students have in assigning causes of 

events to either external or internal factors. 

Significance of the Problem 

Recent studies have investigated how children 

cognitively appraise their performance and arrive at 

attributions for their successes and failures in 



achievement contexts (Weiner, 1972, 1974a). Research 

findings (Crandall, Katkovsky, & Preston, 1962; Lessing, 

1969; McGhee & Crandall, 1968; Messer, 1972) indicated 

that the perception of control was related to socioeconomic 

class, sex, IQ, and academic achievement. McGhee and 

Crandall (1968) found that internal responsibility for 

academic failure was a consistent predictor of 

achievement test scores for boys. Furthermore, the 

researchers found that internal responsibility for 

academic success/failure predicted report card averages 

for boys. Messer (1972) suggested that students who had 

higher report card grades had a higher degree of internal 

locus of control. Lefcourt (1976) reported that locus 

of control scores were of value in predicting academic 

achievement. There are reports in the literature 

(Crandall, Katkovsky, & Crandall, 1965; Crandall, 

et al., 1962; McGhee & Crandall, 1968; Messer, 1972) 

which document the existence of a relationship between 

locus of control and academic achievement with non-

exceptional students. 

In contrast, Fincham and Barling (1978) indicated 

that there were few investigations addressing locus of 

control with exceptional children, and that more 

research was warranted. Those studies involving 



exceptional children and locus of control yielded 

conflicting results (Baken, 1978; Chapman & Boersma, 

1979; Hisama, 1976). Hisama (1976) found no difference 

between 48 normally achieving students and 48 students 

with learning and behavioral problems on Bialer's 

(1961) Children's Locus of Control Scale. Baken (1968) 

developed and utilized the Children's Internal-External 

Control Scale in a study of three groups of 8l 

homebound students. Baken (1968) found no difference 

between the scores of the three groups which included 

emotionally disturbed, physically handicapped, and 

health-impaired students. Chapman and Boersma (1979) 

developed and administered the Intellectual Achievement 

Responsibility questionnaire to a group of 8l learning 

disabled students and 8l normally achieving students. 

Their investigation revealed that learning disabled 

students ascribed responsibility for school-related 

success to external sources, but that normally achieving 

students attributed school-related success to internal 

sources. 

There is a paucity of research concerning the 

concept of locus of control as it relates to seriously 

emotionally disturbed students (Perna, Dunlap, & 

Dillard, 1983). By applying the attributional model to 



the perceived causes of success and failure of 

seriously emotionally disturbed students, information 

might be gained which could facilitate the implementation 

of more effective intervention procedures. Examples 

might include procedures involving (a) behavioral 

management, (b) behavioral self-control, and (c) 

self-responsibility training. 

Limitations 

In assigning causal attributions to successes 

and failures, students were limited to the attributions 

identified by Weiner (1974). These included ability, 

effort, luck, and level of task difficulty; thus 

precluding attributions to other potential causes, 

such as fatigue or indifference. This study was 

further limited in that the sample was drawn from a 

single school district. Hence, the generalizability 

may be limited to school districts with comparable 

socioeconomic and ethnic composition. 

This study is additionally limited in that the 

sample population consisted of Caucasian, middle 

school males from middle class, socioeconomic backgrounds. 

Furthermore, generalization of the results of this 

study is limited in that all subjects were adequately 

performing on grade-level academic tasks. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Addressed within this review of the literature 

are the theories and research surrounding the 

attribution of causation and locus of control as 

they relate to success and failure. The investigations 

reviewed relate to the perceived causes of academic 

success and/or failure of non-exceptional and 

exceptional students, 

Attribution Theory 

Employing a cognitive approach to motivation, 

researchers (Frieze & Weiner, 1971; Weiner, 1972) 

have combined ideas from achievement motivation 

and locus of control in order to postulate two dimensions 

of causal attributions for success and failure. The 

locus of control dimension includes (a) internal 

attributions in terms of ability or effort and 

(b) the external ascriptions of task difficulty and 

luck (Weiner, 197*0. A second dimension of stability 

is comprised of task difficulty and ability, which 

may be considered relatively stable; whereas, luck 

and effort may vary from one situation to another. 

12 
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Weiner (197^a) noted a third dimension that may be 

understood as the try factor. As a result, effort 

is generally expended intentionally and luck, ability, 

and task difficulty fall on the unintentional end of 

the spectrum. 

Research in the attributional tradition has 

demonstrated that causal ascriptions for past 

performance are an important influence on expectancies 

of future performance. Furthermore, social learning 

theorists like Rotter (1966) contend that, given 

failure, expectations of a different outcome will be 

maximized when reinforcements are perceived as internally 

controlled, as in skill situations. Expectations of 

a different outcome will be minimized when reinforcements 

are perceived as externally controlled, as in chance 

situations. For example, persons who attribute 

failure to insufficient effort may not expect 

future failure since, presumably, they could exert 

greater effort and succeed. If failure is attributed 

to an external cause such as bad luck, future 

performance is less predictable, and a shift in 

expectations is less likely. However, since (a) 

skill is stable and internal and (b) luck is more 

variable and external, comparisons of expectancy 
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shifts between tasks that elicit either skill or 

chance perceptions of responsibility confound the 

two dimensions of causality (stability and locus of 

control). 

An investigation by Weiner, Nierenberg, and 

Goldstein (1976) directly pitted the locus of control 

analysis against the causal stability explanation. 

After giving subjects up to five success experiences at 

a block-design task, the investigators requested the 

subjects to indicate (a) their expectancy of future 

success and (b) their causal attributions for their 

performance. Making judgements within a single 

causal dimension permitted a direct test of the locus 

versus stability interpretations of expectancy 

change. 

Expectancy estimates were examined for each of 

the causal judgements. For both the internal and 

external causes, expectancy increments were positively 

associated with the stability of the attribution. 

Following a successful experience, expectancy of 

future success rose. However, if the success was 

attributed to a stable cause, like ability or low 

task difficulty, there was a greater increment in 

the subjective expectancy of future success than if 
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the positive outcome was attributed to unstable 

causes. In a similar manner, failure that was 

attributed to low ability or to the high level of 

task difficulty decreased the expectation of success 

more than failure attributed to bad luck or insufficient 

effort. 

Attributions are associated differentially with 

affective states. Weiner (1980) suggests that in 

achievement situations at least three sources of 

affect exist: 

1. Reactions that are directly associated 

with the outcome (i.e., feeling "good" 

after success and "bad" after failure). 

2. Reactions that are directly associated 

with the attributions (i.e., a feeling of 

suprise when the outcome is attributed to 

luck). 

3- Reactions that are associated with 

self-esteem (i.e., competence, pride, and 

shame). 

Bar-Tal (1978) suggests that the locus of control 

dimension particularly influences the affective 

reactions of pride and shame. People generally 

experience more pride when they can attribute success 

to either ability or effort. A reduced degree of 
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pride will result if a successful outcome is associated 

with the external causes of task difficulty and luck. 

The contrary is also true, A greater amount of shame 

will result if failure is attributed to internal 

causes and less shame will be experienced when external 

attributions are made. 

In addition to the locus-affect connection, 

there is a relationship between causal stability 

and emotions. Weiner, Russell, and Lerman (1978) 

found that the affects of depression, apathy, and 

resignation were reported primarily when attributions 

for failure were internal. This study suggests that only 

those attributions which convey the idea that events 

will not change in the future lead to feelings of 

helplessness, capitulation, and depression. 

In an investigation supporting a stability-emotion 

link, Arkin and Maruyama (1979) assessed university 

students' attributions for their success or failure 

in class. Anxiety associated with academic performance 

was measured. When success was attributed to stable 

causes, students reported relatively little anxiety. 

Among the unsuccessful students, stability and 

anxiety were found to be positively correlated. 
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Attribution and Non-Exceptional Students 

In a series of investigations, Weiner (1972, 

197^b) investigated how non-exceptional students 

cognitively appraise their performance and arrive 

at attributions for their successes and failures in 

achievement contexts. Additional studies (Crandall, 

Katkovsky, & Preston, 1962; Lessing, 1969; McGhee & 

Crandall, 1968; Messer, 1972) demonstrated that 

non-exceptional students' perceptions of causation 

were related to socioeconomic class, sex, IQ, and 

academic achievement. Battle and Rotter (1963) 

developed and used the scores from the Children's 

Picture Test of Internal-External Control to suggest 

that attributions become more internal with age and 

that internality was associated with higher social 

status as opposed to lower socioeconomic status. 

Pearl, Bryan, and Herzog (1981) examined the 

attributional assignments of non-exceptional students 

at a bowling game, under conditions of high or low 

success. They found that non-exceptional students 

in both high and low success conditions tended to 

attribute the cause of success and failure to effort, 

an internal cause. 

Butkowsky and Willows (1980) investigated the 
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attributional assignments of non-exceptional students 

who were good or average readers. In a manipulated 

failure situation, non-exceptional students generally 

did not attribute failure to lack of ability. 

Chapman and Boersma (1979) and Swedlaw (1982) 

reported that non-exceptional students attributed 

success to either ability or effort. Hence, success 

was viewed as internal. 

Lefcourt (1976) and Messer (1972) examined the 

relationship of attributions and academic success. 

Both studies suggested that non-exceptional students 

who had higher report card grades attributed academic 

success or failure to either ability or effort, 

internal causes. 

Attribution and Exceptional Students 

In utilizing the attributional model to explain 

personal expectancies and achievement behaviors of 

exceptional children, it is helpful to note that much 

attributional research would appear to have implications 

for exceptional populations. Illustrative of these 

implications is a two-phase study conducted by 

Andrews and Debus (1978). The initial phase examined 

the relationship between persistence at an achievement 

task and individual differences in cognitive 
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attributional predispositions. 

The sample population consisted of sixth grade 

students who judged the causes for the outcome in 

terms of (a) luck, (b) task difficulty, (c) effort, 

and (d) ability. Those students who attributed 

failure to insufficient effort, an unstable cause, 

showed more persistence; whereas, those students who 

attributed failure to stable causes (ability and task 

difficulty) were less persistent. 

In Phase 2 of the study, Andrews and Debus (1978) 

attempted to influence achievement behavior by providing 

effort attributional feedback to some of the subjects 

who had least frequently attributed failure to lack 

of effort during Phase One. At immediate and delayed 

posttests, subjects who previously had received 

effort feedback persisted longer and attributed success 

and failure to effort more frequently than did students 

who had not received the feedback. 

In a study explaining the attributional preferences 

of exceptional children, Pearl, Bryan, and Herzog (1981) 

examined learning disabled children's explanations for 

success and failure under conditions where success and 

failure were manipulated. Learning disabled students 

in the successful condition tended to favor effort as 
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an explanation for their success. However, learning 

disabled students in the failure condition attributed 

their failure to task difficulty or luck. Students 

who perceive these latter factors as responsible for 

a lack of success would not be inclined to alter their 

behavior. Task difficulty is a stable factor, and 

although luck is unstable, one can do nothing to 

improve it. 

Butkowsky and Willows (1980) examined the specific 

self-perceptions that contributed to motivational and 

performance deficits among children with reading 

problems. Children of poor reading ability were 

assessed on anagram and puzzle completion tasks, 

in which success and failure were manipulated. With 

respect to attributional preferences for failure 

outcomes, poor readers inferred a lack of ability, 

which indicates a lack of perceived competence. 

There are important implications of an attributional 

model of achievement behavior for seriously emotionally 

disturbed students. Perna, Dunlap, and Dillard (1983) 

report that seriously emotionally disturbed male 

students who felt a high degree of self-responsibility 

for their successes and failures showed greater gains 

in academic achievement. These findings were in general 
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agreement with previous studies (Seeman, 1963; Seeman 

& Evans, 1962) which linked cognitive activity with 

locus of control. Swedlaw (1982) reports that 

individuals who attribute failure to insufficient 

effort are likely to expend greater effort and persist 

longer than individuals who attribute failure to a 

lack of ability. Due to the fact that exceptional 

students may translate their failure into attributions 

of lack of ability, it is unlikely that they will 

persist at tasks that appear challenging (Swedlaw, 

1982). Thus, changing attributional tendencies may 

change the self-defeating type of behavior. 

Locus of Control 

Locus of control is a psychological construct 

that refers to individuals' beliefs of whether positive 

or negative reinforcements are due to their own actions 

or to factors beyond their control (Lefcourt, 1976). 

A belief in "external" control reflects the belief that 

outcomes are determined by factors over which the 

individual has no control (Rotter, 1966). A belief 

in "internal" control reflects the belief that outcomes 

are determined by factors over which the individual 

does have control. Locus of control is related to the 

attribution theory in that causal attributions are 
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classified along two dimensions: stability and locus 

of control (Guttman, 1980; Weiner, 1974b). 

Locus of Control and Non-Exceptional Students 

A number of studies have investigated non-exceptional 

students' internal versus external orientation 

(Lefcourt, 1976; McGhee and Crandall, 1968; Messer, 

1972; Swedlaw, 1982; Weiner, 197-4b). McGhee and 

Crandall (1968) found that the internal responsibility 

for academic achievement was a consistent predictor 

of achievement test scores for non-exceptional boys. 

They further found that internal responsibility for 

academic success or failure was a reliable predictor 

of report card grades for non-exceptional students. 

These findings are in general agreement with the 

studies of Lefcourt (1976) and Messer (1972) which 

reported that non-exceptional students who had higher 

grades consistently attributed academic success or 

failure to internal causes. Nowicki and Roundtree 

(1971) found a significant relationship between internal 

attributions and higher grade point averages of non-

exceptional college students. 

Several investigations (Hallahan, Gaijar, Cohen, 

& Tarver, 1978; Mindingall, Libb, & Welsch, 1980; 

Swedlaw, 1982) lend credence to the assertion that 
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non-exceptional students are more internally oriented, 

as opposed to externally oriented, in their attributions 

for success and failure at achievement tasks. Lincoln 

and Chazan (1978) found that internality increases with 

age for non-exceptional students; thus supporting the 

theoretical contention of Lawrence and Winschel (1975) 

that locus of control is developmental in nature and 

that students become progressively more internal with 

maturity. 

Locus of Control and Exceptional Students 

Although Fincham and Barling (1978) report that 

there are few investigations of locus of control 

with exceptional children, those investigations 

that have been conducted (Baken, 1978; Chapman & 

Boersma, 1979; Hisama, 1976) have yielded conflicting 

results. Swedlaw (1982) reports that most investigations 

of locus of control and learning disabled students 

indicate that learning disabled students are more 

external in their locus of control orientation. 

Mindingall, Libb, and Welsch (1980), in a study 

involving learning disabled students, found that 

learning disabled students are more external in their 

orientation than other children. These investigators 

found that externality was more apparent in older 
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children; hence, they concluded that as students are 

exposed to more academic failures, the more likely 

they are to develop an external locus of control 

orientation. Hallahan, Gaijar, Cohen, and Tarver ( 1 9 7 8 ) 

likewise reported that learning disabled students were 

more external in their orientation with a matched normal 

group. Their study suggested that the learning 

disabled child's external locus of control pervades a 

wide range of behaviors rather than being specific to 

academic situations. An investigation by Lincoln 

and Chazan (1978) provided additional support for 

the assertions of Mindingall, Libb, and Welsch (1980) 

and Hallahan et al. ( 1 9 7 8 ) . In addition to finding 

that learning disabled students were more externally 

oriented, Lincoln and Chazan ( 1978) found that the 

progression from external to internal orientation was 

considerably slower for exceptional students. 

Contrary to the preceding studies, other research 

has not supported the assertion that exceptional 

students have a more external locus of control. In 

a study of domain specific locus of control orientation, 

Williams, Gaa, and Liberman C1981) found some similarity 

between exceptional and non-exceptional students. 

Conflicting with previous studies, this study indicated 
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that learning disabled students were more internally 

oriented with respect to intellectual tasks. Boersma 

and Chapman (1978) and Hisama (1976) found no 

significant difference in locus of control orientation 

for exceptional and non-exceptional students. These 

results were further substantiated by Pearl, Bryan, 

and Donahue (1979). Baken (1978) found no difference 

between locus of control orientation of seriously 

emotionally disturbed students, physically handicapped 

students, and health-impaired children. 

Perna, Dunlap, and Dillard (1983) report that 

there is a dearth of research about the concept of 

locus of control as it relates to seriously emotionally 

disturbed students. In one of the few studies with 

such a population, Perna, Dunlap, and Dillard (1983) 

discovered that students who have a higher degree of 

internal locus of control made greater gains in 

academic achievement. Their sample population consisted 

of 63 male students identified as emotionally disturbed. 

The results were in general agreement with the 

study by Crandall, Katkovsky, and Preston (1962) 

which established moderate correlations between 

academic achievement and the degree of internal 

locus of control. In contrast, other studies (Crandall, 
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Katkovsky, & Crandall, 1965; McGhee & Crandall, 1968) 

have Indicated no relationship between internal locus 

of control and academic achievement. 

Weiner (1980, 1982) has incorporated emotion 

into his cognitive theory of motivation. In general, 

his accounts of the relationship among cognition, 

emotion and behavior is similar to Bower's (1981) in 

that emotions mediate the causal influence of cognition. 

Summary 

Although attributional and locus of control 

research often yield conflicting results, the bulk 

of evidence demonstrates (a) that a difference exists 

between the attributions and the locus of control 

orientation of non-exceptional and exceptional students 

and (b) that attributions and locus of control affects 

academic achievement/performance. Contrary to these 

studies, a few investigations have reported' opposite 

findings. 

A manifestation of the failure orientation of 

seriously emotionally disturbed students (Gallagher, 

1975) may be found in the attributions they make for 

achievement outcomes. These children tend to see failure 

as insurmountable and might attribute failure to a 

stable cause such as lack of ability or high level of 

task difficulty. Nondisturbed students would likely 
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attribute failure to unstable causes that can be 

modified, such as insufficient effort or bad luck. 

The maladaptive, self-defeating belief of 

disturbed youth may increase over time, as a result 

of repeated confrontations with failure. These 

students may develop a belief that they have no 

control over their environments or fates. This 

perceived independence of responses and outcomes 

reflects an external locus of control orientation 

and may manifest itself into depression and lower 

self-esteem (Swedlaw, 1982). 

Teachers wishing to foster cognitive engagement 

will need to view learning and motivation as a 

multidimensional construct; consisting of both internal 

and external assignment of event causation (Corno & 

Mandinach, 1983). They will need to see it as 

stemming from a combination of student, task, and 

instructional characteristics. 



CHAPTER BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Andrews, G, R. & Debus, R. L. (1978). Persistence 
and the casual perceptions of failure: Modifying 
cognitive attributions. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 70, 154-156. 

Arkin, R. M. & Maruyama, G. M, (1979). Attribution, 
affect, and college exam performance. Journal 
of Educational Psychology, 71, 85-93. 

Baken, W. B. (1978). Locus of control: Characteristics 
of a home-bound population. Exceptional Children, 
45, 208-210. 

Bar-Tal, D. (1978). Attributional analysis of achievement 
related behavior. Review of Educational Research. 
48, 259-271. " 

Battle, E. S. & Rotter, J. B. (1963). Children's 
feelings of personal control as related to social 
class ethnic group. Journal of Personality, 3, 
482-490. ^ " 

Boersma, P. J. & Chapman, J. W. (1978). Self-
perceptions of ability, expectations, and locus 
of control in elementary learning disabled children. 
Birmingham: University of Alabama. 

Bower, G, H. (1981). Mood and memory, American 
Psychologist, 36, 129-148. 

Butkowsky, I. S. & Willows, D, M. (1980), Cognitive 
motivational characteristics of childrens varying 
in reading ability: Evidence of learned helplessness 
in poor readers. Journal of Educational Psychology, 
72, 408-422. * ^ 

Chapman, J. W. & Boersma, P. J. (1979), Learning 
disabilities, locus of control, and mother attitudes. 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 71(2), 250-258. 

Corno, L. & Mandinoch, E. B. (1983). The role of 
cognitive engagement in classroom learning and 
motivation. Educational Psychologist, 18(2). 
88-108. — 



29 

Crandall, V. C. , Katkovsky, w . , & Crandall, V. J. 
(1965). Children's bel iefs in their own control 
of reinforcements in intellectual-achievement 
situations. Child Development, 36, 101-109. 

Crandall, V, J., Katkovsky, W. , & Preston, A. (1962). 
Motivational and ability determinants of young 
children's intellectual achievement behaviors. 
Child Development, 33, 643-661. 

Pinchman, F. & Barling, J. (1978). Locus of control 
and generosity in learning disabled, normal 
achieving, and gifted children. Child Development, 
4£> 530-533. 

Frieze, I. & Weiner, B. (1971). Cue utilization and 
attributional judgment for success and failure. 
Journal of Personality, 39, 591-606. 

Gallagher, R. A. (1975). Structuring academic 
tasks for emotionally disturbed children. In 
H. Dupont (Ed.), Educating emotionally disturbed 
children. New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston. 

Guttman, J. (1980). Pupils', teachers', and parents' 
causal attributions for problem behavior at school. 
The Journal of Educational Research, 76(1), 14-21. 

Hallahan, D. P., Gaijar, A. H., Cohen, S. V., & 
Tarver, S. G. (1978). Selective attention and 
locus of control in learning disabled and normal 
children. Journal of Learning Disabilities. 4. 
47-52. 

Hisama, T, (1976). Achievement motivation and the 
locus of control of children with learning 
disabilities and behavior disorders. Journal 
of Learning Disabilities, £, 387-392. 

Lawrence, E, A. & Winschel, J. F, (1975). Locus of 
control: Implications for special education. 
Exceptional Children, 4l, 483-490. 

Lefcourt, H. M. (1976). Locus of control: Current 
trends in theory and research. Hillsdale, N. J.: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 



30 

Lessing, E. E. (1969) - Racial differences in indices 
of ego functioning relevant to academic achievement. 
Journal of Genetic Psychology. 115, 153-167. 

Lincoln, A. & Chazan, S. (1978). Perceived competence 
and intrinsic motivation in learning disabled 
children. Journal of Clinical Child Psychology, 
_8, 213-216. 

McGhee, P. E. & Crandall, V. C. (1968). Beliefs in 
internal-external control of reinforcement and 
academic performance. Child Development, 39, 
91-102. — 

Messer, S. B. (1972). The relation of internal-external 
control and academic performance. Child Development, 
43, 1456-1462. 

Mindingallj A., Libb, J. W. , & Welch, M. (1980). 
Locus of control and personality functioning of 
learning disabled children. Journal of Clinical 
Psychology, 36, 137-141. 

Nowicki, S. & Roundtree, J. (1971). Correlates 
of locus of control in a secondary school 
population. Developmental Psychology, 4, 477-478. 

Pearl, R., Bryan, T., & Donahue, M. (1979). 
Learning disabled children's attributions for 
success and failure. Unpublished manuscript. 

Pearl, R., Bryan, T., & Herzog, A. (1981). Learning 
disabled and nondisabled children's strategy 
analyses under conditions of high and low success. 
Paper presented at the meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association, Los Angeles. 

Perna, S. J., Dunlap, W. A., & Dillard, J. W. (1983). 
The relationship of internal locus of control, 
academic achievement, and IQ in emotionally disturbed 
boys. Behavior Disorders, 9(1), 36-43. 

Rotter, J. B. (1966), Generalized expectancies for 
internal versus external control of reinforcement. 
Psychological Monograph, 80. 

Seeman, M. (1963). Alienation and social learning 
in a reformatory. American Journal of 
Sociology, 69, 270-284. 



31 

Seeman, M. & Evans, J. W. (1962). Alienation and 
learning in a hospital setting. American 
Sociological Journal, 27, 772-783. 

Swedlaw, S. H. (1982). Attributions for failure 
among low and high self-concept learning disabled 
and nondisabled students. Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, University of Houston, Houston. 

Weiner, B. (1972). Theories of motivation. Chicago: 
Markham Publishing Company. 

Weiner, B. (Ed.). (1974a). Achievement motivation 
and attribution theory. Morristown, N. J.: 
General Learning Press. 

Weiner, B. (1974b). Cognitive views of human motivation, 
New York: Academic Press. 

Weiner, B. (1980). Role of affect in rational 
(attributional) approaches to human motivation. 
Educational Researcher, 9, 4-11. 

Weiner, B. (1982). An attribution theory of motivation 
and emotion. Series in clinical and community 
psychology: Achievement, stress, and anxiety, 223-245. 

Weiner, B., Nierenberg, R., & Goldstein, M. (1976). 
Social learning (locus of control) versus 
attributional(causal stability) interpretations 
of expectancy of success. Journal of Personality, 
44, 52-68. ~ 

Weiner, B., Russell, D., & Lerman, D. (1978). 
Affective consequences of causal attributions. 
In J. H. Harvey, W. J. Ickes, & R. P. Kidd (Eds.), 
New directions in attribution research (Vol. 2), 
Hillsdale, N^ J.: Erlbaum. 

Williams, R. E., Gaa, J. P., & Liberman, D. (1981). 
Domain specific locus of control orientation of 
learning disabled adolescents. International 
Conference of the Association of Children with 
Learning Disabilities, Atlanta. 



CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES 

Hypotheses 

The following statistical hypotheses were tested: 

Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference 

in the attributional predispositions of seriously 

emotionally disturbed adolescent males and nondisturbed, 

regular education adolescent males as measured by the 

Nowicki-Strickland Locus of Control Scale (Appendix A) 

(Nowicki & Strickland, 1973). 

Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference 

in the attributions for success of seriously emotionally 

disturbed adolescent males and nondisturbed, regular 

education adolescent males as indicated by the 

Attributional Survey for Success (Appendix B). 

Corollary 2a.—There is no significant 

difference in the attributions for success of seriously 

emotionally disturbed adolescent males and nondisturbed, 

regular education adolescent males on Day 1 of this 

investigation. 

Corollary 2b.—There is no significant 

difference in the attributions for success of seriously 

emotionally disturbed adolescent males and nondisturbed, 
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regular education adolescent males on Day 2 of this 

investigation. 

Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference 

in the attributions for failure of seriously emotionally 

disturbed adolescent males and nondisturbed, regular 

education adolescent males as indicated by the 

Attributional Survey for Failure (Appendix C). 

Corollary 3a.—There is no significant 

difference in the attributions for failure of seriously 

emotionally disturbed adolescent males and nondisturbed, 

regular education adolescent males on Day 1 of this 

investigation. 

Corollary 3b.—There is no significant 

difference in the attributions for failure of seriously 

emotionally disturbed adolescent males and nondisturbed, 

regular education adolescent males on Day 2 of this 

investigat ion. 

Hypothesis 4: There is no significant relationship 

between the attributional predispositions and attributions 

for success and failure of seriously emotionally 

disturbed adolescent males. 

Corollary 4a.—There is no significant 

relationship between the attributional predispositions 

and the attributions for success of seriously emotionally 
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disturbed adolescent males on Day 1 of this Investigation. 

Corollary 4b.—There is no significant 

relationship between the attributional predispositions 

and the attributions for failure of seriously emotionally 

disturbed adolescent males on Day 1 of this investigation. 

Corollary 4c.—There is no significant 

relationship between the attributional predispositions 

and the attributions for success of seriously emotionally 

disturbed adolescent males on Day 2 of this investigation. 

Corollary 4d.—There is no significant 

relationship between the attributional predispositions 

and the attributions for failure of seriously emotionally 

disturbed adolescent males on Day 2 of this investigation. 

Hypothesis 5: There is no significant relationship 

between the attributional predispositions and attributions 

for success and failure of nondisturbed, regular 

education adolescent males. 

Corollary 5a.—There is no significant 

relationship between the attributional predispositions 

and the attributions for success of nondisturbed, 

regular education adolescent males on Day 1 of this 

investigation. 

Corollary 5b.—There is no significant 

relationship between the attributional predispositions 
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and the attributions for failure of nondisturbed, 

regular education adolescent males on Day 1 of this 

investigation. 

Corollary 5c.—There is no significant 

relationship between the attributional predispositions 

and the attributions for success of nondisturbed, 

regular education adolescent males on Day 2 of this 

investigation. 

Corollary 5d.—There is no significant 

relationship between the attributional predispositions 

and the attributions for failure of nondisturbed, 

regular education adolescent males on Day 2 of this 

investigation. 

Subject s 

In an effort to control extraneous variables 

that might affect attributional predispositions and 

attributions, such as sex, race and socioeconomic 

status, a homogeneous population was sought. The 

population under investigation in this study was 

comprised of male, Caucasian adolescents. Forty 

middle school students from a suburban Dallas, Texas 

public school system served as the subjects. Twenty 

students were identified as seriously emotionally 

disturbed, utilizing the State of Texas criteria. 

The remaining students were nondisturbed, regular 
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education students. 

Socioeconomic status was determined by Hollingshead's 

Index of Social Position (Hollingshead & Redlich, 1967). 

The index utilizes parents' ecological area of residence, 

occupationj and education to determine socioeconomic 

status. Data delineated in Appendices J and K illustrate 

the social position scores for the seriously emotionally 

disturbed subjects and the nondisturbed, regular education 

subjects, respectively. All subjects of the sample 

population were representative of the middle socioeconomic 

class. 

The sample population consisted of 40 middle school 

students selected from grades 7 through 9- Of these 

40 subjects, 20 were seriously emotionally disturbed with 

a range of ages from 12 years 5 months to 13 years 9 

months (X=13 years 2 months). The range of ages of the 

20 nondisturbed, regular education students was from 

12 years 7 months to 13 years 9 months (X=13 years 

2 months). Data delineated in Appendix L illustrates 

specific ages for both groups of students. 

The students were selected from two of the school's 

rosters: nondisturbed, regular education, Caucasian male 

students and seriously emotionally disturbed, Caucasian 

male students. According to school personnel, students 

in both groups were functioning at age-expected grade 
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levels. Both rosters were mutually exclusive. Utilizing 

a Table of Random Numbers, 20 students were selected 

from each roster. In this study, seriously emotionally 

disturbed adolescent males are referred to as disturbed 

students. Nondisturbed, regular education adolescent 

males are referred to as nondisturbed students. 

Instrumentation 

Nowicki—Strickland Locus of Control Scale: (Appendix A). 

The Nowicki-Strickland Locus of Control Scale 

(Nowicki-Strickland, 1973) was designed to provide a 

reliable, methodologically precise measure of generalized 

locus of control that could be administered to a wide 

range of children. The scale is a paper-and-pencil 

instrument consisting of 40 items that are answered 

either yes or no. The items describe situations across 

interpersonal and motivational areas such as affiliation, 

achievement, and dependency. According to the authors, 

the items are readable at the fifth grade level and are 

designed for use with students in grades 3 through 12. 

Estimates of reliability were determined via the 

split-half method and corrected by the Spearman-Brown 

formula. Satisfactory estimates of internal consistency 

(r=.8l) were obtained and subsequently supported by 

test-retest reliabilities. 
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Construct validity was determined by examining 

the Nowicki-Strickland Scale's relationship to two 

other measures of locus of control. These included 

the (a) Bialer-Cromwell Scale (Bialer, 1961) and 

(t>) Rotter Adult Scale (Rotter, 1966). There was a 

significant relationship to the other scales at the 

.01 level. 

The reliability and validity of the present scale 

has subsequently received support from a number of other 

investigations (Nowicki & Barnes, 1973; Strickland, 1972). 

Thus, the Nowicki-Strickland Locus of Control Scale is 

an appropriate instrument for assessing locus of control. 

Attributional Surveys for Success and Failure: 

(Appendices B and C). 

The Attributional Surveys consist of four simple 

items which represent causal attributions. The items were 

derived from the investigations discussed in Chapters I 

and II of this study. Random selection was used for the 

ordering of items on the final instrument. 

Construct validity of the items is derived from the 

attributional model delineated by Weiner (1972, 1974b, 

1980). The causal attributions identified were (a) ability, 

(b) effort, (c) luck, and (d) task difficulty. 

Tasks 1, 2, 3, and 4: (Appendices D, E, F, and G). 

Each Task is composed of 50 three column addition 
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problems appropriately spaced on a single 11 x 14 

sheet of paper, developed specifically for this 

investigation. This type of problem was selected 

because all students in the sample population should 

have mastered this type of problem by the fourth grade 

(Rucker & Dilley, 1981). 

Tasks 2 and 4 are replicas of Tasks 1 and 3, 

respectively. The difference between Tasks 1 and 2 

and Tasks 3 and 4 is that the order of the additive 

elements has been changed. The same problems were 

used so that the level of difficulty was ensured of 

remaining constant. 

Administration Procedures 

The following delineation of step-by-step 

procedures was closely adhered to in this investigation, 

Two days were used to check the consistency of student 

responses. All instruments were hand delivered and 

administered by this investigator. The instruments 

were individually administered to the students. 

Day 1: 

Step 1: Each student, upon arrival to the 

testing site, was thanked for agreeing to 

participate in this investigation. 

Step 2: Students were requested to 
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complete the Nowicki-Strickland Locus of 

Control Scale. The Investigator read each 

item aloud while the students followed along 

and marked a response to each item. 

Step 3: Students were given Task #1 

(Appendix D) and instructed to work as 

many problems as they could in 5 minutes; 

accuracy and careful work was stressed. 

Step 4: Students were stopped after 5 

minutes and Task #1 was graded. 

Step 5: The investigator told each student 

"You did x problems." 

Step 6: Students were given the 

Attributional Survey for Success (Appendix B) 

The investigator asked "Why do you think 

you were able to complete x problems?" 

This established Attribution #1. 

Step 7: As the students followed along 

and marked their responses, the investigator 

read the four choices aloud. 

Step 8: If more than one response was 

indicated, students were instructed to 

mark the most important reason. 

Step 9: Students were then given Task #2 
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(Appendix E) as the investigator remarked 

"I want you to look over these 

problems, I'd like to see if you 

can complete the same number of 

problems again in 5 minutes. The 

problems will not be exactly like the 

first ones, but they will be just 

about as hard." 

Step 10: At the end of 4.25 minutes, the 

investigator stated "Five minutes are up. 

Let's see how many you finished." Students 

were not told the time had been shortened; 

thus manipulating failure and success. 

Step 11: After checking the responses 

against the answer key, the investigator 

stated "You did x problems. Did you finish 

as many as you did on the first task?" 

Step 12: Students were given the Attributional 

Survey for Failure (Appendix C) and asked 

"Why do you think you did not finish as 

many problems as before?" This established 

Attribution #2. 

Step 13: The investigator then read the 

four possible choices aloud and the students 
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followed along marking their response. 

Step 14: If students indicated more than one 

response, the investigator asked for the most 

important choice to be marked. 

s t eP 15: Day 1 concluded on a positive note. 

The investigator thanked the students for their 

cooperation and indicated that they had done a 

good job. 

Day 2: 

Step_l: Each student, upon arrival to the 

testing site, was thanked for returning 

to participate in this investigation. 

Step 2: Students were given Task #3 

(Appendix P) and instructed to work as 

many problems as they could in five minutes; 

accuracy and careful work was stressed. 

Step 3: Students were stopped after 5 minutes 

and Task #3 was graded, 

Step_4: The investigator told each student 

"You did x problems." 

St_ep__5: Students were given the Attributional 

Survey for Success (Appendix B). The investigator 

asked "Why do you think you were able to complete 

x problems?" This established Attribution #3. 
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Step 6: As the students followed along and 

marked their responses, the investigator 

read the four choices aloud. 

Step 7: If more than one response was 

indicated, students were instructed to mark 

the most important reason. 

Step 8: Students were then given Task 4 

(Appendix H) as the investigator remarked 

"I want you to look over these 

problems. I'd like to see if you can 

complete the same number of problems 

again in 5 minutes. The problems will 

not be exactly like the first ones, but 

they will be just about as hard." 

Step 9: At the end of 4.25 minutes, the 

investigator stated "Five minutes are up. 

Let's see how many you finished." Students 

were not told the time had been shortened; 

thus manipulating failure and success. 

Step 10: After checking the responses 

against the answer key, the investigator 

stated "You did x problems. Did you finish 

as many as you did on the first task?" 

Step 11: Students were given the Attributional 
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Survey for Failure (Appendix C) and asked 

"Why do you think you did not finish as many 

problems as before?" This established 

Attribution #4. 

Step 12: The investigator then read the four 

possible choices aloud and the students 

followed along marking their response. 

Step 13: If the students indicated more than 

one response, the investigator asked for the 

most important choice to be marked. 

Step 14: Day 2 concluded on a positive note. 

The investigator thanked the students 

for their cooperation and for participating 

in the study. All students were told they 

had done a good job. 

Statistical Procedures 

For each subject responding, a score from 0 

to 40 on the Nowicki-Strickland Locus of Control 

Scale (Nowicki & Strickland, 1973) was obtained. 

The scores on the Nowicki-Strickland scale fall 

along a continuum with 0 representing the most 

external locus of control and 40 representing the most 

internal locus of control. In addition, four scores 

were obtained from the Attributional Surveys: two 
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scores each from the Attrlbutional Survey for Success 

and the Attrlbutional Survey for Failure, 

Following the procedures of Gay (1976), the t test 

for unrelated samples was used to test Hypothesis 

1. To test for a significant difference in attributions 

for success and failure (Hypotheses 2 and 3), a Chi-square 

Test of Independence was used (Ferguson, 1981). To 

examine the relationship between attrlbutional 

predispositions, as measured by the Nowicki-Strickland 

Scale (Nowicki & Strickland, 1973) and attributions 

for success and failure (Hypotheses 4 and 5), as 

determined by the Attrlbutional Surveys for Success 

and Failure, the point-biserial correlation was used. 

All data were analyzed with the Statistical Package for 

the Social Sciences (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner & 

Bent, 1975). 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The Nowicki-Strickland Locus of Control Scale 

(Nowicki & Strickland, 1973) consists of 40 items 

describing situations across interpersonal and 

motivational areas such as affiliation, achievement, 

and dependency. Administration of this scale yielded 

a raw score for each student, 

The Attributional Surveys consisted of four items 

which represent causal attributions as derived from 

the investigations of Andrews and Debus (1978) 

Arkin and Maruyama (1979), Chapman and Boersma (1979), 

Lefcourt (1976), Messer (1972), and Weiner (1980). 

Administration of Tasks 1, 2, 3, and 4 associated 

Attributional Surveys yielded a score of 0 or 1, 

representing external and internal attributions, 

respectively. 

Subjects were male Caucasian adolescents in grades 

7 through 9. Subjects were either seriously emotionally 

disturbed students, according to State of Texas criteria, 

or nondisturbed, regular education students. Raw data 

presented in Appendices H and I delineate the attributional 

predispositions and specific attributions of the 
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disturbed students and the nondisturbed students, 

respectively. 

Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference 

in the attributional predispositions of seriously 

emotionally disturbed adolescent males and nondisturbed, 

regular education adolescent males as measured by the 

Nowicki-Strickland Locus of Control Scale (Appendix A) 

(Nowicki & Strickland, 1973). 

A t—test for a difference between two independent 

means was utilized to ascertain whether disturbed 

students and nondisturbed students differed significantly 

in their attributional predispositions. Data presented 

in Table I summarize the results of the statistical 

analysis. 

TABLE I 

t-TEST OP INDEPENDENT MEANS OP 
LOCUS OP CONTROL (LOC) - (HYPOTHESIS 1) 

Seriously 
Disturbed 

Emotionally 
Adolescents 

Nondisturbed, Regular 
Education Adolescents 

Subj ect LOC Subj ect LOC 

1 12 21 15 

2 25 22 19 

3 10 23 9 

(table continues) 
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Seriously Emotionally 
Disturbed Adolescents 

Subjects LOC 

Nondlsturbed, Regular 
Education Adolescents 

Subject LOC 

4 13 24 12 

5 11 25 10 

6 21 26 14 

7 3 27 4 

8 4 28 7 

9 4 29 10 

10 15 30 14 

11 15 31 12 

12 12 32 10 

13 14 33 7 

14 10 34 9 

15 19 35 10 

16 12 36 14 

17 19 37 13 

18 12 38 19 

19 13 39 11 

20 12 40 15 

x =12.8; x =11.7; df=38: t=.6945 
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The t-test for independent means showed no 

significant difference at the p<.05 level (t=.69^5) 

in the attributional predispositions of disturbed students 

and nondisturbed students. As stated, Hypothesis 1 

was retained. 

Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference 

in the attributions for success of seriously emotionally 

disturbed adolescent males and nondisturbed, regular 

education adolescent males as indicated by the 

Attributional Survey for Success (Appendix B). 

Corollary 2a.—There is no significant 

difference in the attributions for success of seriously 

emotionally disturbed adolescent males and nondisturbed, 

regular education adolescent males on Day 1 of this 

investigation. 

Corollary 2b.— There is no significant 

difference in the attributions for success of seriously 

emotionally disturbed adolescent males and nondisturbed, 

regular education adolescent males on Day 2 of this 

investigation. 

Hypothesis 2 was tested by examining Corollaries 

2a and 2b. A Chi—Square Test of Independence was 

utilized to determine whether disturbed students and 

nondisturbed students differed significantly in their 
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attributions for success. Data presented in Tables II 

and III summarize the results of the statistical analysis 

of Corollary 2a and 2b. 

TABLE II 

CHI-SQUARE TEST OP INDEPENDENCE 
OP ATTRIBUTIONS FOR SUCCESS ON 

DAY 1 - (COROLLARY 2a) 

Attributions 

Internal External 

Seriously Emotionally 
Disturbed Adolescent 13 

Nondisturbed, Regular 
Education Adolescents 20 

df=1; x
2=8.4848 

The Chi-Square Test of Independence showed a 

significant difference at the p<.05 level (x2=8.4848) 

in the attributions for success of disturbed students 

and nondisturbed students on Day 1 of this investigation, 

Two of the cells in Table II have fewer than 10 

frequencies, thus, Yates' correction for continuity 
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was applied, following the recommendations of Bruning 

and Kintz (1977). Chi-square with Yates' correction 

for continuity yielded a significant difference (x2=3.9063) 

at the £<.05 level in the attributions for success of 

disturbed students and nondisturbed students on Day 1 

of this investigation. Thus, as stated, Corollary 2a 

was rejected. 

TABLE III 

CHI-SQUARE TEST OP INDEPENDENCE 
OP ATTRIBUTIONS FOR SUCCESS ON 

DAY 2 - (COROLLARY 2b) 

Attributions 

Internal External 

Seriously Emotionally 
Disturbed Adolescents 13 7 

Nondisturbed, Regular 
Education Adolescents 19 1 

df= 1; X2=5.625 

The Chi-Square Test of Independence yielded a 

significant difference at the p<,05 level (x2=5.625) 
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in the attributions for success of disturbed students 

and nondisturbed students on Day 2 of this investigation. 

Two of the cells in Table III have fewer than 10 

frequencies, thus Yates* correction for continuity was 

applied, following the recommendations of Bruning and 

Kintz (1977). Chi-square with the Yates' correction 

yielded a significant difference (x2=6.2338) at the 

p<.05 level in the attributions for success of disturbed 

students and nondisturbed students on Day 2 of this 

investigation. As stated, Corollary 2b was rejected. 

Since Corollary 2b, as well as Corollary 2a, was rejected, 

the null Hypothesis 2 was rejected. 

Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference 

in the attributions for failure of seriously emotionally 

disturbed adolescent males and nondisturbed, regular 

education adolescent males as indicated by the Attributional 

Survey for Failure (Appendix C). 

Corollary 3a.—There is no significant difference 

in the attributions for failure of seriously emotionally 

disturbed adolescent males and nondisturbed, regular 

education adolescent males on Day 1 of this investigation. 

Corollary 3b.—There is no significant 

difference in the attributions for failure of seriously 

emotionally disturbed adolescent males and nondisturbed, 
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regular education adolescent males on Day 2 of this 

investigation. 

Hypothesis 3 was tested by examining Corollaries 

3a and 3b. A Chi-Square Test of Independence was 

utilized to determine whether disturbed students 

and nondisturbed students differed significantly in 

their attributions for failure. Data presented in 

Tables IV and V summarize the results of the statistical 

analysis of Corollary 3a and 3b, respectively. 

TABLE IV 

CHI-SQUARE TEST OP INDEPENDENCE 
OP ATTRIBUTIONS FOR FAILURE ON 

DAY 1 - (COROLLARY 3a) 

Attributions 

Internal External 

Seriously Emotionally 
Disturbed Adolescents 14 6 

Nondisturbed, Regular 17 
Education Adolescents 

3 

df=l; X2=3.7929 
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The Chi-Square of Independence yielded no 

significant difference at the p<.05 level (x
2=3.7929) 

in the attributions for failure of disturbed students 

and nondisturbed students on Day 1 of this investigation. 

Two of the cells in Table IV have fewer than 10 

frequencies, thus Yates' correction for continuity was 

applied, following the recommendations of Bruning and 

Kintz (1977)• Chi—square with the Yates' correction 

yielded no significant difference (x2=.5735) at the 

p<.05 level in the attributions for failure of disturbed 

students and nondisturbed students on Day 1 of this 

investigation. Thus, as stated, Corollary 3a was retained 

TABLE V 

CHI-SQUARE TEST OP INDEPENDENCE 
OP ATTRIBUTIONS FOR FAILURE ON 

DAY 2 - (COROLLARY 3b) 

Attribution s 

Internal External 

Seriously Emotionally 
Disturbed Adolescents 14 6 

Nondisturbed, Regular 
Education Adolescents 18 2 

df=1; X2=2.5 
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The Chi-Square Test of Independence yielded no 

significant difference at the £<.05 level (x2=2.5) 

in the attributions for failure of disturbed students 

and nondisturbed students on Day 2 of this investigation. 

Two of the cells in Table V have fewer than 10 frequencies, 

thus Yates' correction for continuity was applied, 

following the recommendations of Bruning and Kintz 

(1977). Chi-square with the Yates' correction yielded 

no significant difference (x2=1.4063) at the p<.05 

level in the attributions for failure of disturbed 

students and nondisturbed students on Day 2 of this 

investigation. Since Corollary 3b, as well as Corollary 

3a, were retained, Hypothesis III, as stated, is retained. 

Hypothesis 4: There is no significant relationship 

between the attributional predispositions and attributions 

for success and failure of seriously emotionally 

disturbed adolescent males. 

Corollary 4a.—There is no significant 

relationship between the attributional predispositions 

and the attributions for success of seriously emotionally 

disturbed adolescent males on Day 1 of this investigation. 

Corollary 4b.—There is no significant 

relationship between the attributional predispositions 

and the attributions for failure of seriously emotionally 
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disturbed adolescent males on Day 1 of this investigation. 

Corollary 4c.—There is no significant 

relationship between the attributional predispostions 

and the attributions for success of seriously emotionally 

disturbed adolescent males on Day 2 of this investigation. 

Corollary 4d.—There is no significant 

relationship between the attributional predispositions 

and the attributions for failure of seriously emotionally 

disturbed adolescent males on Day 2 of this investigation. 

Hypothesis 4 was tested by examining Corollaries 

4a, 4b, 4c, and 4d. The point-biserial correlation 

was utilized to determine if a relationship exists 

between the attributional predispositions and attributions 

for success and failure of disturbed students. Data 

presented in Table VI, VII, VIII, and IX summarize the 

results of the statistical analysis for Corollaries 

4a, 4b, 4c, and 4d, respectively. For purposes of 

statistical analysis, external and internal attributions 

were assigned the numerical values of 0 and 1, respectively 
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TABLE VI 

POINT-BISERIAL CORRELATION OP ATTRIBUTIONS 
FOR SUCCESS AND ATTRIBUTIONAL PREDISPOSITIONS (LOC) 
OP SERIOUSLY EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED ADOLESCENT MALES 

ON DAY 1 - (COROLLARY 4a) 

Subject s Attributions LOC 

1 1 12 

2 1 25 

3 1 10 

4 0 13 

5 1 11 

6 1 21 

7 0 3 

8 0 4 

9 0 4 

10 0 15 

11 0 15 

12 1 12 

13 1 14 

14 1 10 

15 0 19 

16 1 12 

17 1 19 

(table continues) 
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Subjects Attributions LOC 

18 1 12 

1 9 1 13 

20 1 j_2 

df=l8; rpb=.3239; t=.4525 

The point-biserial correlation yielded no significant 

relationship at the p<.05 level (t=.4525; rpb=.3239) 

between the attributional predispositions and the 

attributions for success of disturbed students on Day 1 

of this investigation. Hence, Corollary 4a is retained. 

TABLE VII 

POINT-BISERIAL CORRELATION OP ATTRIBUTIONS 
FOR FAILURE AND ATTRIBUTIONAL PREDISPOSITIONS (LOC) 
OF SERIOUSLY EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED ADOLESCENT MALES 

ON DAY 1 - (COROLLARY 4b) 

Subjects Attributions LOC 

1 1 12 

2 1 2 5 

3 1 10 

(table continues) 
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Subj ects Attributions LOC 

4 1 13 

5 1 11 

6 0 21 

7 0 3 

8 0 4 

9 1 4 

10 1 15 

11 0 15 

12 1 12 

13 0 14 

14 1 10 

15 1 19 

16 0 12 

17 1 19 

18 1 12 

19 1 13 

20 1 12 

df=18; rpb=.3239; t=1.4525 

The point-blserial correlation yielded no 

significant relationship at the p<.05 level (t=1.4525; 
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rpb~•3239) between the attributional predispositions 

and the attributions for failure of disturbed students 

on Day 1 of this investigation. Thus, Corollary 4b 

is retained. 

TABLE VIII 

POINT-BISERIAL CORRELATION OP ATTRIBUTIONS 
FOR SUCCESS AND ATTRIBUTIONAL PREDISPOSITIONS (LOC) 
OP SERIOUSLY EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED ADOLESCENT MALES 

ON DAY 2 - (COROLLARY 4c) 

Subj ects Attributions LOC 

1 1 12 

2 1 25 

3 1 10 

4 0 13 

5 1 11 

6 0 21 

7 0 3 

8 0 4 

9 1 4 

10 0 15 

11 0 15 

12 1 12 

13 1 14 

(table continues) 
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Subj ects Attributions LOC 

14 1 10 

15 0 19 

16 1 12 

17 1 13 

18 1 19 

19 1 12 

20 1 13 

df=l8; rpb=.3239; t=1.4525 

The point-biserial correlation Indicated no 

significant relationship at the p<.05 level 

(t=1.4525; rpb=.3239) between the attributional 

predispositions and the attributions for success of 

disturbed students on Day 2 of this investigation. 

Thus, Corollary 4c is retained as stated. 
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TABLE IV 

POINT-BISERIAL CORRELATION OP ATTRIBUTIONS 
FOR FAILURE AND ATTRIBUTIONAL PREDISPOSITIONS (LOC) 
OF SERIOUSLY EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED ADOLESCENT MALES 

ON DAY 2 - (COROLLARY 4d) 

Subj ects Attributions LOC 

1 1 12 

2 1 25 

3 1 10 

4 1 13 

5 1 11 

6 0 21 

7 0 3 

8 0 4 

9 1 4 

10 1 15 

11 0 15 

12 1 12 

13 0 14 

14 1 10 

15 1 19 

16 0 12 

17 1 19 

(table continues) 
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Subjects Attributions LOC 

18 1 12 

19 1 13 

20 1 12 

df=l8; rpb=.ll62; t=,4966 

The point-biserial correlation yielded no 

significant relationship at the p<.05 level (t=.4966; 

r ^=.1162) between the attributional predispositions 

and the attributions for failure of disturbed students 

on Day 2 of this investigation. As stated, Corollary 

4d is retained. Since Corollary 4d, as well as 

Corollaries 4a, 4b, and 4c, was retained, Hypothesis 

IV is retained as stated. 

Hypothesis 5: There is no significant relationship 

between the attributional predispositions and attributions 

for success and failure of nondisturbed, regular education 

adolescent males. 

Corollary 5a.—There is no significant 

relationship between the attributional predispositions 

and the attributions for success of nondisturbed, 

regular education adolescent males on Day 1 of this 

investigation. 
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Corollary 5b.—There is no significant 

relationship between the attributional predispositions 

and the attributions for failure of nondisturbed, 

regular education adolescent males on Day 1 of this 

investigation. 

Corollary 5c.—There is no significant 

relationship between the attributional predispositions 

and the attributions for success of nondisturbed, 

regular education adolescent males on Day 2 of this 

investigation. 

Corollary 5d.—There is no significant 

relationship between the attributional predispositions 

and the attributions for failure of nondisturbed, 

regular education adolescent males on Day 2 of this 

investigation. 

Hypothesis 5 was tested by examining Corollaries 

5a., 5b, 5c, and 5d. The point—biserial correlation 

was utilized to determine if a relationship exists 

between the attributional predispositions and attributions 

for success and failure of nondisturbed students. Data 

presented in Tables X, XI, XII, and XIII summarize the 

results of the statistical analysis for Corollaries 5a, 

5b, 5c, and 5d, respectively. For purposes of statistical 

analysis, external and internal attributions were 
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assigned the numerical values of 0 and 1, respectively, 

TABLE X 

POINT-BISERIAL CORRELATION OP ATTRIBUTIONS 
FOR SUCCESS AND ATTRIBUTIONAL PREDISPOSITIONS (LOC) 

OP NONDISTURBED, REGULAR EDUCATION ADOLESCENT 
MALES ON DAY 1 - (COROLLARY 5a) 

Subj ects Attributions LOC 

1 1 15 

2 1 19 

3 1 9 

4 1 12 

5 1 10 

6 1 14 

7 1 4 

8 1 7 

9 0 10 

10 1 14 

11 1 12 

12 1 10 

13 1 7 

14 1 9 

15 1 10 

16 1 14 

(table continues) 
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Subjects Attributions LOC 

17 1 13 

18 1 19 

19 1 11 

20 1 15 

df=l8; rpb=.1050; t=.4^79 

The point-biserial correlation yielded no 

significant relationship at the g<.05 level (t=.4479; 

rpb =* 1 0 5°) b e t w e e n the attributional predispositions 

and the attributions for success of nondisturbed 

students on Day 1 of this investigation. As stated, 

Corollary 5a is retained. 

TABLE XI 

POINT-BISERIAL CORRELATION OP ATTRIBUTIONS 
FOR FAILURE AND ATTRIBUTIONAL PREDISPOSITIONS (LOC) 

OF NONDISTURBED, REGULAR EDUCATION ADOLESCENT 
MALES ON DAY 1 - (COROLLARY 5b) 

Subjects Attributions LOC 

1 1 15 

2 1 19 

(table continues) 
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Subj ects Attributions LOC 

3 1 9 

4 1 12 

5 1 10 

6 1 14 

7 1 4 

8 1 7 

9 1 10 

10 1 14 

11 1 12 

12 1 10 

13 1 7 

14 1 9 

15 0 10 

16 1 14 

17 1 13 

18 1 19 

19 1 11 

20 1 15 

df=l8; rpb=.1050; t=.4479 

The point-biserial correlation yielded no 
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significant relationship at the p<.05 level (t=.4479; 

rpb=*105°) b e t w e e n the attributions for failure and the 

attributional predispositions of nondisturbed students 

on Day 1 of this investigation. As a result, Corollary 

5b is retained as stated. 

TABLE XII 

POINT-BISERIAL CORRELATION OF ATTRIBUTIONS 
FOR SUCCESS AND ATTRIBUTIONAL PREDISPOSITIONS (LOC) 

OF NONDISTURBED, REGULAR EDUCATION ADOLESCENT 
MALES ON DAY 2 - (COROLLARY 5c) 

Subj ects Attributions LOC 

1 1 15 

2 1 19 

3 1 9 

4 1 12 

5 1 10 

6 1 14 

7 1 4 

8 1 7 

9 0 10 

10 1 14 

11 1 12 

(table continues) 
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Subj ects Attributions LOC 

12 1 10 

13 1 7 

14 1 9 

15 1 10 

16 1 14 

17 1 13 

18 1 19 

19 1 11 

20 1 15 

df=18; rpb=.1050; t=.4479 

The point-biserial correlation showed no 

significant relationship at the p<.05 level (t=.44?9; 

rpb=•1050) between the attributions for success and 

the attributional predispositions of nondisturbed 

students on Day 2 of this investigation. Thus, 

Corollary 5c is retained. 
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TABLE XIII 

POINT-BISERIAL CORRELATION OP ATTRIBUTIONS 
FOR FAILURE AND ATTRIBUTIONAL PREDISPOSITIONS (LOC) 

OF NONDISTURBED, REGULAR EDUCATION ADOLESCENT 
MALES ON DAY 2 - (COROLLARY 5d) 

Subjects Attributions LOC 

1 1 15 

2 1 19 

3 1 9 

4 1 12 

5 1 10 

6 1 14 

7 1 4 

8 1 7 

9 0 10 

10 1 14 

11 1 12 

12 1 10 

13 1 7 

14 1 9 

15 1 10 

16 1 14 

17 1 13 

(table continues) 
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Subjects Attributions LOC 

I® 1 ]_g 

19 1 

20 ]_ 

11 

15 

df=l8; r b=.0871; t=.3710 

The point-biserial correlation showed no 

significant relationship at the £<.05 level (t=.3710; 

rpb = ,° 8 7 1^ between the attributions for failure and the 

attributional predispositions of nondisturbed students 

on Day 2 of this investigation. As stated, Corollary 

5d is retained. Since Corollary 5d, as well as 

Corollaries 5a, 5b, and 5c, was retained, Hypothesis 5 

is retained as stated. 

Summary of Results 

Disturbed students and nondisturbed students 

did not indicate a difference in attributional predispositions 

both groups of students indicated an external attributional 

predisposition. When assigning causal attributions for 

success at an academic task, a difference was found 

between disturbed students and nondisturbed students. 

However, no difference was indicated in the attributions 
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for failure at academic tasks. 

The attributional predispositions indicated by 

disturbed students was not supported by causal attributions 

for success and failure at academic tasks. Furthermore, 

the attributional predispositions indicated by nondisturbed 

students were not in congruence with the specific 

causal attributions for success and failure at academic 

tasks. 
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CHAPTER V 

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The study reported herein addressed the attributional 

predispositions and the attributions for success and 

failure at achievement tasks of adolescent males classified 

as seriously emotionally disturbed according to State 

of Texas criteria and nondisturbed, regular education 

adolescent males. The purpose - of: tbi£ssfeud$ywas.st<&c 

determine an attributional predisposition of disturbed 

and nondisturbed students and to ascertain whether these 

two groups of adolescent males reflected different 

attributions for success and failure at achievement 

tasks. An examination was made to determine the 

congruence between subjects' attributional predispositions 

and their actual attributions for success and failure 

at achievement tasks. 

Findings 

An analysis of the results indicate the following. 

1. Adolescent males classified as seriously 

emotionally disturbed and nondisturbed, regular education 

adolescent males did not differ significantly in their 

attributional predispositions. 

2. Disturbed students and nondisturbed students 
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differed significantly in their attributions for success. 

3. Disturbed students and nondisturbed students did 

not differ significantly in their attributions for failure. 

4. Disturbed students indicated no significant 

relationship between their attributional predispositions 

and their specific attributions for success and failure. 

5. Nondisturbed students indicated no significant 

relationship between their attributional predispositions 

and their specific attributions for success and failure. 

A Discussion of the Results 

When examining the results of this study, caution 

should be exercised in comparing these results with 

results yielded by different measuring instruments. 

Further caution should be exercised when generalizing 

these results to populations other than Caucasian, male, 

middle school adolescents from middle socioeconomic 

backgrounds. 

Disturbed students and nondisturbed students did 

not indicate a difference in attributional predispositions. 

As measured by the Nowicki-Strickland Locus of Control 

Scale (Nowicki & Strickland, 1973), an external attributional 

predisposition was indicated by both groups of students. 

On a scale from 0 to 40, with 40 representing the most 
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internal attributional predisposition, disturbed students 

had a mean score of 12.8 and nondisturbed students 

had a mean score of 11.7. 

When assigning attributions for successful 

achievement tasks, 14 of the 20 disturbed students on 

Day 1 and 13 disturbed students on Day 2 attributed 

success to internal causes. The remaining seven 

students attributed success to external causes. On 

the other hand, 19 of the 20 nondisturbed students 

indicated internal causes and one student indicated 

external attributions on Day 1 and Day 2. 

Upon examining the specific attributions for 

failure at achievement tasks, no difference was found 

between disturbed students and nondisturbed students. 

On Days 1 and 2 of this investigation, six disturbed 

students attributed failure at achievement tasks to 

external causes. The remaining 14 students attributed 

failure to internal causes. On Day 1 of the investigation, 

only one nondisturbed student attributed failure to an 

external cause. On Day 2, only two nondisturbed students 

attributed failure at achievement tasks to external 

causes. 

The attributional predispositions of the disturbed 

students on the Nowicki-Strickland Scale were different 

from the actual attributions revealed to this investigator 
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for the achievement tasks. The majority of disturbed 

students (N=l8) indicated an external attributional 

predisposition on the Nowicki—Strickland Locus of 

Control Scale (Nowicki & Strickland, 1973) with a mean 

score of 12.8. On Day 1 of this investigation, only 

seven of the 20 students who were classified as seriously 

emotionally disturbed indicated external attributions 

for success. The majority of disturbed students 

indicated internal attributions in contrast to the 

attributional predispositions measured by the Nowicki-

Strickland Scale (Nowicki & Strickland, 1973). When 

confronted with failure, six disturbed students 

attributed failure to external causes. Contrary to 

the attributional predispositions, 14 of the 20 disturbed 

students indicated internal causes for failure. On Day 

2 of this investigation, seven subjects assigned 

external causes for success; thereby agreeing with.the 

Nowicki-Strickland Locus of Control Scale's (Nowicki & 

Strickland, 1973) indication of an external attributional 

predisposition. The remaining 13 subjects, who were 

classified as seriously emotionally disturbed, selected 

internal causal attributions for success. Six disturbed 

students attributed failure to external causes on Day 2 

of this investigation and 1(J subjects selected internal 
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causal attributions. 

These results are in accord with the conflicting 

results of previous studies (Baken, 1978; Chapman & 

Boersma, 1979; Hisama, 1976). An examination of the 

attributional predispositions of the disturbed students 

in this study support the findings of Mindinghall, Libb, 

and Welsch (1981) which indicate that exceptional 

learners are more external in nature. However, an 

examination of the specific attributions for the 

achievement tasks of the disturbed students in this 

study show that the majority of subjects attributed 

success and failure to internal causes; thus supporting 

the findings of Williams, Gaa, and Liberman (1981). 

Consequently, these findings lend credence to Perna, 

Dunlap, and Dillard's (1983) perceived need for further 

research in this area. 

The attributional predispositions of nondisturbed 

students on the Nowivki-Strickland Scale were also 

different from the actual attributions revealed to this 

investigator on the achievement tasks. All nondisturbed 

students indicated an external attributional predisposition 

on the Nowicki-Strickland Locus of Control Scale (Nowicki & 

Strickland, 1973) with a mean score of 11.7. On Day 1 

of the study, the majority of nondisturbed students 
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indicated internal attributions for success and failure 

at achievement tasks. Internal causal attributions 

were again assigned for success and failure at achievement 

tasks in Day 2 of this investigation. 

An examination of the attributional predispositions 

of the nondisturbed students in this study conflict 

with the findings of previous, studies (Mindingall, Libb, & 

Welsch, 1980; Swedlaw, 1982) which reported that non-

exceptional learners are more internally oriented. 

However, the specific causal attributions for success 

and failure of the nondisturbed students in this 

study lend support to the assertion that non-exceptional 

learners are more internally oriented. 

The findings of Boersma and Chapman (1978) and 

Hisama (1976) found no significant difference in the 

causal attributions of exceptional and non-exceptional 

learners. Although the results of this study lend 

credence to the above assertion, caution should be 

exercised in interpreting these results due to the 

number of disturbed students who did, in fact, differ 

in assignment of causal attributions. As a result, 

these findings further support Perna, Dunlap, and 

Dillard's (1983) perceived need for additional research 

in this area. 
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Conclusions 

When examining these subjects' responses caution 

should be exercised in comparing these results with 

results yielded by different measuring instruments and 

generalization to non-similar populations. Based on 

the outcomes of this investigation, one or more of the 

following conclusions may be drawn. 

1. As measured by the Nowicki-Strickland Locus of 

Control Scale (Nowicki & Strickland, 1973), there is 

no difference in the attributional predispositions of 

disturbed students and nondisturbed students. 

2. Based upon the specific causal attributions of 

the majority of (a) disturbed students and (b) nondisturbed 

students, there is no difference in the specific attributions 

of the two groups. The majority of both the disturbed 

students and the nondisturbed students indicated 

internal attributions. 

3. Based upon the specific internal causal 

attributions for success and failure at achievement tasks, 

the Nowicki-Strickland Locus of Control Scale (Nowicki & 

Strickland, 1973) did not serve as a reliable measure of 

specific attributional preference for either population. 

The scale indicated an external predisposition for both 

groups which is directly opposite their actual attributions. 
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4. Based upon the contradiction between attributional 

predispositions and assignment of specific causal 

attributions of disturbed students and nondisturbed 

students more research is warranted in this area. 

Educational Implications 

A major implication resulting from this study is 

the need for educators to scrutinize the relationship 

between academic attributions and academic performance 

in an effort to comprehend the complexity of achievement 

behavior. According to Swedlaw (1982), causal attributions 

play a role in determining academic motivation and 

behaviors. Consequently, a change in attributions should 

result in a change in performance. The studies of 

Andrews and Debus (1978) and Deiner and Dweck (1978) 

support this assumption by attaining change in students' 

achievement behaviors by teaching students to attribute 

failure to something other than lack of ability. 

While not statistically significant, there is a 

sufficient number of disturbed students who disagreed 

with the majority of students in their group by assigning 

external attributions for achievement tasks. Thus, the 

need for educators to scrutinize the difference in the 

attributions of disturbed students and nondisturbed 
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students remains. If disturbed students can begin 

attributing success and failure to internal causes 

then, perhaps, re-entry into the mainstream of the 

educational process can be more easily facilitated. 

Furthermore, if successful academic performance is 

linked to the degree of internalization, as supported 

in the literature (Bar-Tal, 1978; Swedlaw, 1982), 

perhaps disturbed students can be instructed in 

internalizing attributions, and thus raise their 

academic performance. Once these students have learned 

to internalize attributions, like their peers, perhaps 

they can be taught to internalize behavioral attributions, 

thereby establishing an effective intervention strategy. 

Caution should be exercised, however, in teaching the 

internalization of attributions so that students' 

self-esteem will not be damaged. 

Further implied in this study is the fact that as s 

disturbed students begin to internalize attributions 

for academics and behavior, less classroom disruption 

may occur. This potentially could lessen disruption 

within the educational setting. 

Recommendations 

In view of the findings of this study, the following 

recommendations are presented. 
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1. There is a need for further research to develop 

a locus of control instrument which is more reliable 

in predicting the attributions of these populations. 

The development of a more reliable instrument could 

shorten the time needed to determine a student's 

attributional preference and, thus facilitate the 

delivery of services. 

2. Based upon the literature (Chapman & Boersma, 

1979; Swedlaw, 1982), which suggests that academic 

performance increases with the degree of internalization, 

there is a need for students to receive training in 

assigning causal attributions. Once this training 

has taken place, an indepth analysis and evaluation 

should be conducted to determine the effectiveness of such 

programs. 

3- There is a need for research to be conducted 

and evaluated as to the effectiveness of formal training 

programs which reinforce constructive attributions for 

success and failure, as suggested by Bar-Tal (1978). 

Bar-Tal (1978) and Brophy and Rohrkemper (1981) suggest 

that those programs should be based on the assertion 

that behavior is determined by personal choice and 

increases intrinsically motivated behavior. 

4. Based on the findings of this study in which 
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disturbed students and nondisturbed students indicated 

different attributional predispositions and specific 

attributions for success and failure, there is a need 

for further research to be conducted to investigate 

this incongruence. 

5. There is a need for further research to be 

conducted with a larger and more diverse sample 

population since this study was limited to 40 Caucasian, 

middle school males from middle class socioeconomic 

backgrounds. 
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Appendix A 

1 he N o w i c k i - S t r i c k l a n d Locus o f Contro l Scale 

Please answer YES or NO to the t o l l owing ques t ions . 

Do you 4 t ha t most problems w i l l solve themselves 
i f you j * d o n ' t foo l ,-ji 1 Ji then'!? 

D<» you be l ieve tha t you can stop y o u r s e l f from ca tch ing 
a cold? 

A re s >' r k ids j u s t horn lucky? 

Most of the time do v i fee l t h a t q e t i i n q qood qrades 
means a great deal t i yiu? 

Ore you of fer ; bianted for th ings that j u s t a r e n ' t 
ymir f a u l t 7 

r . Do you be l ieve that i f somebody s tud ies hard enough 
he or she can pass any s u b j e c t 7 

Do you feel t ha t most of the t ime i t doesn ' t pay to 
t ' ty hard because th ings never tu rn out r i g h t anyway? 

8. Do you fee l t ha t i f t h ings s tar t , out we l l in the 
morning t h a t i t ' s going to be a good day no mat ter 
what you do? 

9. Do you feel t ha t most o f the time parents 1isten 
t o w h a t t h e i r c b i 1 d r e n h a v e t o s a y ? 

l b . Do you be l ieve tha t w ish ing can make good things happen? 

11. When you get punished does i t u s u a l l y seem i t s for 
no good reason a t a l l ? 

1?. Most o f the time do you f i n d i f hard to change a 
f r i e n d ' s (mind) op in ion? 

13. Do you fee l that, cheer ing more than luck helps a 
team win 7 

14. Do you feel t h a t i t ' s near l y impossible to change your 
p(irents niind about anyth ing? 

15. Do you be l ieve tha t your parents should a l low you to 
make most o f your own dec is ions? 
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i e , Do you fee l ttv> f w*ion y.m do "v.oieth ir>] wrong t h e r e 1 s 
ve ry l i t t l e you < ,u; .!*) ! o i t r i 1 t ? 

. 1 . Do you b e l i e v e t h a t most k i d s are j u s t born good a t 
s p o r t s ? 

IB- Are most o f the o the r k ids your- age s t r o n g e r than 
you are? 

J 9, Do you f e e l that, one o f the nest ways to handle most 
problems is j u s t no t to t h i n k about them? 

k 'L Do you f e e l t h a t you have no cho ice i n d e c i d i n g who 
your f r i e n d s are? 

<• • • I f you f i n d a fou r l e a f c l o v e r do you b e l i e v e t h a t 
11 migh t b r i n g you good 1uck? 

' •• Do you o f t e n f e e l t h a t whether you do your ) m /.•-rk 
eas much to do w i t h the k inds o f grades you ger? 

c :>. Ijo you t o - ! thai, -'!> - ; k i d your age dec ides to h i t 
you, t " f ' s 1 i t * ,»• \<M, ran do to s top him o r her? 

<'il - Have you ever had a good tuck charm? 

r ' : • I b e l i e v e t h a t whether or not peop'e l i k e you 
r s on how you ac t? 

j ' i : W i l l your paren ts u s u a l l y he lp you i f you ask them to? 

i-< • Have you t e l l : t h a t when people were mean to you i t 
was usua 11 y f o r no reason a t a l l ? 

2 ' d . Most, or the t i m e , do you f ee l t h a t you can change what, 
(night happen tomorrow by what you do today? 

2 ; ' . ijo you b e l i e v e t h a t when bad t h i n g s are go ing to happen 
they j u s t a re go ing t o happen no m a t t e r what you t r y to 
do to s top them? 

Do you t h i n k t h a t k i d s can ge t t h e i r own way i f t hey 
j u s t keep t r y i n g ? 

J l . Host o f the t ime do you f i n d i t use less t o t r y t o ge t 
your own way at. home? 

'•?„ Do you f e e l that, v/hen good t h i n g s happen they happen 
because o f hard work? 
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J.). Do you feel tha t when somebody your age wants to be 
y o u r enemy the re ' s l i t t l e you can do ' to change matters? 

J4 . Do you feel tha t i t ' s easy to get f r iends to do what 
you want them to? 

• Do you usua l ly feel that that you have l i t t l e to say 
about you get to 931; at home7 

if'. Do you reel t r o t when somebody doesn't, l i k e you there 's 
l i t t l e you can do about i f ? 

P - Do you usual ' > fv i tha t i f >. 1 -est useless to t r y 
"in school be*t • most otl;< jr cm lerv? re j u s t p la in 
smarter than you are? 

38. Are you the kind of person vt i , h r l >eves that planning 
aaead makes things turn out 

39. N f the t ime, do you fer->! t h ; ; you h.ive l i t t l e to 
s n i t what, your fami l y ck-e i.It". U- do i 

40. Do you th ink i t ' s bet ter to be s m a r t than to be lucky? 



Appendix B 

Attributional Survey for Success 

Student Name: Date 

Why do you think you were able to complete as many 

problems as you did? 

I was lucky. 

I tried hard. 

I was able to do that kind of problem. 

_The problems were easy. 
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Attributional Survey for Failure 

Student Name: Date 

Why do you think you did not finish as many problems 

as before? 

_The problems were too hard. 

_I'm not able to do that kind of problem. 

_I didn't try hard enough. 

_I was unlucky. 

Or 

If you were able to finish more problems this time, 

why do you think you didn't complete as many problems 

the first time? 

The problems were too hard, 

_I'm not able to do that kind of problem. 

_I didn't try hard enough 

_I was unlucky. 
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Appendix D* 

TASK #1 

Please comp le te as many prob lems as you can . 

491 672 239 

8 7 3 , 345 564 

3?6 731 K9ft 

.ILL 363 n ? 

4 7 3 764 

574 387 

746 564 
4 6 3 8 3 7 

' 4 2 153 

567 H9 444 
313 207 347 

4 5 3 0 4 3 386 

.12.8 . _46S J98 

587 \ 5 7 8 8 J 3 

469 736 ? 7 i 

867 4 6 8 763 

J!1L 8 3 6 568 

576 576 U 2 

332 245 103 

0 4 8 3 0 8 
0 9 8 4 6 6 467 

479 4 6 3 
777 6 4 3 
331 755 
336 932 

6 8 5 963 100 
392 376 376 
376 265 358 578 985 947 

871 098 

972 352 
8 1 3 562 
567 644 
675 021 

762 763 
987 309 
286 300 
6 7 5 999 

293 074 
364 933 
457 983 
983 0 2 3 

287 197 
457 019 467 

802 503 
JL6JL 298 ]77 

9 2 8 ] 8 4 9 J 2 
268 398 4 6 8 
587 386 578 

387 290 

376 
002 
9 3 8 
398 

387 603 
444 891 736 

3
9^ 567 644 984 

~-L- 812 462 847 

431 467 
174 057 
464 444 642 1 2 2 

JBB 678 198 

933 888 598 
392 198 476 

is 11 » 4S $ 
«. i l l s . Jg » 

*These were appropriately spaced on 11 x lH paper. 
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task t2 

P lease complete as many problems as you can. 

326 731 564 . 567 021 
489 363 896 675 644 
«91 672 239 972 352 
8 7 3 345 112 813 562 

313 207 347 987 
H 8 465 298 675 
567 119 444 762 
4;>3 043 386 286 

4 6 3 837 268 398 
098 466 467 387 
746 564 928 184 
0 4 8 308 587 386 

392 376 
685 963 

578 985 

376 479 463 394 
378 336 932 837 
376 331 755 473 

JUL J]_7_ 64 3 339 

376 265 358 386 

987 347 567 644 
326 212 812 462 
110 871 098 387 
7^2 153 444 891 

309 
999 
763 
300 

867 £68 763 41,7 noo 
4 6 9 ?36 271 364 983 
0 2 1 836 568 983 023 

-ML 578 833 290 074 

574 387 268 298 177 
832 245 103 802 508 
4 7 3 764 457 019 46? 
576 576 112 287 197 

468 
290 
912 
578 

376 
398 
938 
002 

927 379 
871 •* 253 

129 
748 687 

462 847 
603 

984 
847 
603 
736 

122 Ifi4 2SJ 7 8 8 6 7 8 

2S? 4 4 4 765 888 598 
*?} 0 5 7 933 198 476 
7 2 1 864 392 642 ]98 

0 ° 4 709 980 988 467 
4 0 9 233 881 432 999 

? f" 3« '' 
3 7 4 - . 421 887 644 326 

*These were appropriately spaced on 11 x Ik paper. 
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TASK _#3 

P l e a s e comple te as many problems as you can . 

7 5 6 349 606 443 
097 221 843 132 
780 301 129 333 
645 768 77 7 219 

617 887 824 735 
4&S 111 132 762 
4 9 0 480 083 473 
576 _398 333 298 

717 % 789 391 098 
364 874 086 653 
7 7 7 031 566 IB? 
9 2 7 .409 / 65S 606 

564 735 980 775 
7 ? 3 031 576 756 

Oil 364 874 086 
525 753 396 509 
9 7 3 761 987 3(,2 
362 129 780 301 

397 
111 
102 
098 

362 
387 
099 
209 

973 
36? 
226 
382 

4 2 2 867 309 768 
098 888 333 109 273 

800 
897 

653 
573 
423 
098 

133 655 717 980 111 
3 9 7 926 409 655 443 
H I 7 6 7 762 226 606 
9 8 8 *65 756 337 768 

387 645 227 012 567 
476 298 034 398 042 
566 083 873 587 00? 
534 532 777 824 219 

843 031 372 132 739 
097 765 119 873 765 
7 7 3 908 309 323 102 
0 9 3 608 362 909 687 

060 422 273 564 312 
1 9 0 735 867 333 980 
309 888 775 768 098 
8 0 0 732 031 364 753 

086 657 874 396 756 
5 p5 987 653 573 721 
423 362 113 362 129 
6 &5 717 761 301 980 

*These were appropriately spaced on 11 x 14 paper. 
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TASK Jf4 

Please complete as many problems a s you c a n . 

097 
645 
756 
780 

364 

309 

B43 132 I ] ] 
777 2\9 098 
606 44 3 397 
129 333 102 

576 398 333 
490 480 083 
465 i n 1 3 i , 
617 887 

927 409 655 
7 1 7 789 y 391 

? 2 3 031 576 
4 2 Z 312 867 
098 888 333 

J £ £ _ 735 980 

973 761 9 3 ; 
364 874 

362 129 780 
5 2 5 753 396 

113 655 71? 
988 465 756 
" 1 767 762 
397 926 " 409 

476 298 034 
566 083 873 
887 645 227 
534 532 777 

097 765 n g 
843 031 372 
093 608 362 
773 908 309 

423 362 113 
655 717 761 
657 874 396 
509 987 653 

298 209 
478 099 
762 387 

324 735 362 

III ' ° 3 1 5 6 6 182 226 
/ 4 086 653 362 

606 382 
098 973 

756 897 
309 768 
109 273 
775 800 

362 
986 
301 
509 

980 m 
337 768 
226 606 
655 443 

398 042 
587 002 
012 567 
824 219 

873 765 
132 789 
909 687 
323 102 

190 I I I 0 3 1 3 6 4 7 5 3 
1 9 0 735 867 333 qon 

« 2 273 5fi4 I n 
— — - 7 ?5 768 098 

362 129 
301 980 
756 086 
573 721 

*These were appropriately spaced on 11 x 14 paper. 
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Appendix H 

Raw Data 

Seriously Emotionally Disturbed Adolescent Males 

(A=Ability; E=Effort; L=Luck; T=Level of Task Difficulty; 

LOC=Attributional Predisposition) 

Subjects Task #1 Task #2 Task #3 Task #4 LOC 

1 E E E E 12 

2 A E A E 25 

3 A E A E 10 

4 T E T E 13 

5 A E A E 11 

6 A L T L 21 

7 L L L L 3 

8 L L L L 4 

9 T E A E 4 

10 T E T E 15 

11 T L T L 15 

12 E E E E 12 

13 E L E L 14 

14 E E E E 10 

15 T E T E 19 

(table continues) 
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S u b j e c t s T a s k #1 T a s k #2 T a s k #3 T a s k #4 LOC 

16 E L E L 12 

17 E E E E 19 

18 E E E E 12 

19 E E E E 13 

20 A E A E 12 



Appendix I 

Raw Data 

Nondisturbed, Regular Education Adolescent Males 

(A=Ability; E=Effort; L=Luck; T=Level of Task Difficulty; 

LOC=Attributional Predisposition) 

Subjects Task #1 Task #2 Task #3 Task #4 LOC 

1 A E A E 15 

2 A E A E 19 

3 A g E E 9 

4 A E A E 12 

5 A E E E 10 

6 A E A E 14 

7 A E A E 4 

8 A E A E 7 

9 T E L E 10 

10 A E A E 14 

11 A E E E 12 

12 A E E E 10 

13 A E A E 7 

14 A E A E 9 

15 A L E E 10 

(table continues) 
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Subjects Task #1 Task #2 Task #3 Task #4 LOC 

16 A E E E 14 

17 A E A E 13 

18 A E E L 19 

19 A E E E 11 

20 A E E L 15 



Appendix J 

Hoilingshead's Index o£ Social Position 

Seriously Emotionally Disturbed Adolescent Males 

Subject Social Position Score 

1 57 

2 82 

3 76 

4 63 

5 62 

6 63 

7 77 

8 84 

9 59 

10 65 

11 65 

12 72 

13 80 

14 81 

15 72 

16 63 

17 57 

18 60 

19 71 

20 75 
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Appendix K 

Hollingshead s Xndsx of Social Position 

Nondisturbed, Regular Education Adolescent Males 

Subj Social Position Score 

1 64 

2 77 

3 63 

4 71 

5 82 

6 84 

7 76 

8 71 

9 60 

10 69 

11 69 

12 84 

13 85 

14 57 

15 86 

16 70 

17 59 

18 67 

19 63 

20 64 

104 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Andrews, G. R. & Debus, R. L. (1978). Persistence 
and the casual perceptions of failure: Modifying 
cognitive attributions. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 70, 154-156. 

Arkin, R. M. & Maruyama, G. M. (1979). Attribution, 
affect, and college exam performance. Journal 
of Educational Psychology, 71, 85-93. 

Baken, W. B. (1978). Locus of control: Characteristics 
of a home-bound population. Exceptional Ghildren, 
45., 208-210. 

Bar-Tal, D. (1978). Attributional analysis of achievement 
related behavior. Review of Educational Research, 
4_8, 259-271. 

Battle, E. S. & Rotter, J. B. (1963)• Children's feelings 
of personal control as related to social class ethnic 
group. Journal of Personality, 3_, 482-490. 

Bialer, I. (1961). Conceptualization of success and 
failure in mentally retarded and normal children. 
Journal of Personality, 29, 303-320. 

Boersma, P. J. & Chapman, J. W. (1978). Self-percept ions 
of ability, expectations, and locus of control in 
elementary learning disabled children. University 
of Alabama. 

Bower, G. H. (1981). Mood and memory. American 
Psychologist, 36, 129-148. 

Brophey, J. E. & Rohrkemper, M. M. (1981). The 
influence of problem ownership on teachers' perceptions 
of and strategies for coping with problem students. 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 73, 295-311. 

Bruning, J. L. & Kintz, B. L. (1977). Computational 
handbook of statistics. Glenview, Illinois: Scott, 
Foresman, and Company. 

Butkowsky, I. S. & Willows, D. M. (1980). Cognitive 
motivational characteristics of children varying 
in reading ability: Evidence of learned helplessness 
in poor readers. Journal of Educational Psychologv, 
72, 408-422. 

105 



106 

Chapman, J. W. & Boersma, P. J. (1979). Learning 
disabilities, locus of control, and mother attitudes. 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 71(2), 250-258. 

Christenson, S., Ysseldyke, J., Wang, J., & Algozzine, 
B. (1983). Teachers' attributions for problems 
that result in referral for psychoeducational 
evaluation. The Journal of Educational Research. 
76(3), 17^-180^ — 

Corno, L. & Mandinoch, E. B. (1983). The role of 
cognitive engagement in classroom learning and 
motivation. Educational Psychologist, 18(2), 
88-108. 

Crandall, V. C., Katkovsky, W. & Crandall, V. J. 
(1965). Children's belief in their own control 
of reinforcements in intellectual-achievement 
situations. Child Development, 36, 91-109. 

Crandall, V. J., Katkovsky, W., & Preston, A. (1962). 
Motivational and ability determinants of young 
children's intellectual achievement behaviors. 
Child Development, 33_, 643-661. 

Diener, C. & Dweck, C. (1978). An analysis of learned 
helplessness: Continuous changes in performance, 
strategy, and achievement cognitions following 
failure. Journal of Personality and Social Psvcholosv. 
36, 451-4627 

Federal^Register. (1977, August 23). Education of 
handicapped children: Implementation of part B of 
the Education of the Handicapped Act. Washington, 
D. C.: U. S. Office of Education. 

Ferguson, G. (1981). Statistical analysis in 
psychology and education (5th Ed.). New York: 
McGraw-Hill, Inc. 

Fincham, F. & Barling, J. (1978). Locus of control 
and generosity in learning disabled, normal achieving, 
and gifted children. Child Development, 49, 
530-533. — 

Folkes, V. S. (1978). Causal communication in the early 
stages of affillative relationships. Unpublished 
doctoral dissertation, University of California, 
Los Angeles. 



107 

Frieze,_I. & Weiner, B. (1971). Cue utiliztion and 
attributional judgement for success and failure. 
Journal of Personality, 39, 591-606. 

Gallagher, R. A. (1975). Structuring academic 
tasks for emotionally disturbed children. In 
H. Dupont (Ed.), Educating emotionally disturb^ 
children, New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston. 

Gay, L. ( 1 9 7 6 ) . Educational research: Competencies 
for analysis and application. Columbus, Ohio: 
Charles E. Merrill. 

Guttman, J. ( 1 9 8 0 ) . Pupils', teachers*, and parents' 
causal attributions for problem behavior at school. 
The Journal of Educational Research. 76(1), 14-21.' 

Hallahan, D. P., Gaijar, A. H., Cohen, S. V., & 
Tarver, S. G. (1978). Selective attention and 
locus of control in learning disabled and normal 
children. Journal of Learning Disabilities. 41 
^7-52. ~ ! ~ —' — 5 

Hisama, T. (1976). Achievement motivation and the 
locus ̂  of control of children with learning 
disabilities and behavicir disorders. Journal 
of Learning Disabilitiesj. 9, 387-392. 

Lawrence, E. A. & Winschel, J. P. (1975). Locus of 
control: Implications fdr special education. 
Exceptional Children. 4l|, 483-490. 

Lefcourt, H. M. (1976). Locus of control: Current 
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