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Abstract
THE ALLEVIATION OF LEARNED HELPLESSNESS IN
POOR READERS THROUGH MODELED OPTIMISM AND
COMPETENCY TRAINING: A SELF-EFFICACY ANALYSIS
. by
karen W. Stekel

Adviser: Professor Barry J. Zimmerman

The present study examined several variables that were hypothesized
to be related to the poor reading performance of sixty, fourth- and fifth-
grade children according to a social Tearning theory. Two variables were
jdentified for study: first, children's lack of reading competence and
second, their negativé self-efficacy beliefs. It is well known that
these poor readers' lack of basic skills leads to repeated failure
experiences. These experiences have been found in prior research to
foster feelings of helplessness in reading. Self-efficacy theory
specifies several points of intervention in this failure-helplessness
cycle. Direct and vicarious treatménts have been developed by social
learning theorists to improve children's motivation and performance.
These changes are assumed to come about because of increases in
children's self-efficacy.

In the present research, children were taught a semantic rule for
affix use. Competency training was carried out through direct
instruction on related stem words and affixes. Self-efficacy was
manipulated through exposure to an optimistic_or pessimistic model
learning the same task. It was found that children receiving competency
training outperformed their untrained peers on transfer measures of affix

use. These results were also evident during transfer testing after a one
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day delay. The children exposed to the optimistic model made higher self-
efficacy judgments than those who saw the pessimistic model during both
transfer and delayed transfer testing; however, only the difference
during the deiayed transfer phase achieved statistical significance.

The relationship between self-efficacy measures and task performance was
unexpectedly found to be low. This outcome was suggested to be due fo
inflated self-efficacy judgments by the children. The self-efficacy
ratings were found to vary based on the successfulness of the children's
performance however, These findings were discussed in the context of
self-efficacy theory and prior research. Limitations of the present
study were noted and suggestions for future research were offered.

Implications for education were described.
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CHAPTER I

Introduction

This study attempted to alleviate the performance deficits and
negative self-perceptions of children who experienced repeated failure
in reading. Many of the children who experience repeated academic
failure also lose interest in academic activities and are unwilling to
pursue them. Several theoretical, conceptual models have been devised
to explain the negative psychological effects of the children's
Aexperfences with. failure such as: eroded motivation, low achievement,
diminished self-esteem, anxiety, learned helplessness, and reduced self-
efficacy. Initially, these negative effects were all attributed to
anxiety. Ample literature documents the linkage of failure and anxiety
(Sarason, 1981), Some researchers hypothesized that children's
performance wduld be improved if their affective arousal could be
reduced. Research, however, yielded inconsistent results; reduced
anxiety did not always bring about improved achievement. Also the
anxiety hypothesis did not adequately treat the cognitive processes that
underlie anxiety. Until recently, anxiety research focused on
performance and instructional conditions rather than process variables.

More recently, the concept of learned helplessness has been used
to explain the performance deficits related to children's experiences
of academic failure. Learned helplessness refers to "the learning or
perception of independence between one's behavior and the presentption
and/or withdrawal of aversive events" (Dweck, 1975, p. 674).

The theory of learned helplessness holds that children's perceptions
of outcomes as uncontrollable, i.e. as independent of one's behavior,

influences children's willingness to try to learn. Previous research
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relied on children's self-reports to measure how much independence
between their ;ctions and outcomes they perceived, hence how helpless
they felt., More recently, elements of attribution theory and social
learning theory have been included in refinements of learned helplessness
theory (Seligman, 1975; Abramson, Seligman, & Teasdale, 1978; Miller &
Norman, 1979; Roth 1980).

In the present study, children's helplessness is measured
cognitively in terms of their self-reported concerns about achieving
success, faulty achievement and failure attributions and negative self-
percepts of ability or efficacy. Helplessness is measured behaviorally
as a lack of persistence and withdrawal from action and decreased
amplitude of performance. Together these cognitive and behavioral
outcomes constitute a helplessness syndrome (Butkowsky & Willows, 1980;
Fowler & Peterson, 1981; Johnson, 1981; Schunk, 1981).

The helplessness syndrome exhibited by poor students has concerned
educators. Recent evidence suggests that children with records of
chronic poor achievemént in school expressed profound feelings of
helplessness (Butkowsky & Willows, 1980; Fowler & Peterson, 1981;
Johnson, 1981), Furthermore, these feelings were responsible for
performance deficits associated with the "learned" helplessness syndrome.

To date, researchers have attempted to alleviate children's feelings
of helplessness by remedial instrucfion and by teaching them to interpret
more accurately (i.e., attribute) the success and failure of their
attemps to learn (Dweck, 1975; Butkowsky & Willows, 1980; Fowler &
Peterson, 1981; Johnson, 1981). Although attribution training efforts
have improved student achievement to some degree, the theory has little
to say about the role of children's behavioral competence and self-
concept in achievement striving.
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Recently, Bandura (1977; 1982) has presented a social learning
theory view of learned helplessness that considers children's
performance outcomes. and self-efficacy judgments as well as attribution
judgments. Bandura's (1977; 1982) self-efficacy theory assumes a
reciprocal relationship between feelings of helplessness and performance.
Poor performance leads to feelings of low self-efficacy and conversely,
these beliefs decrease future achievement efforts. In Bandura's approach,
sel f-referent beliefs and intellectual competence both determine
children's willingness to try to learn. The theory considers both facets
of the problem considered in the present study: (a) children lack basic
skills, and because they do not have basic skills, (b) they experience
punitive outcomes (e.g., failure}, which reinforce beliefs which lead
to helpless behavior. This approach implies that children need to
develop both basic competencies and expectations of self-efficacy. In
its strictest form, self-efficacy theory predicts that treatments promote
changes in persistence and performance through changes in a person's
sense of self-efficacy. Thus, experiences that raise a person's sense
of self-efficacy should also enhance a person's persistence and
performance quality. .

The reciprocal influence assumption can explain the helplessness of
children who repeatedly fail at academic tasks: Children who fail
repeatedly in a school subject will avoid these Tearning situations and
thereby sustain their negative self-efficacy beliefs indefinitely. The
advantage of self-efficacy theory is that it specifies several points
of intervention for breaking through this vicious cycle. It suggests a
two-pronged approach focusing on performance competence as well as

belief retraining. Social learning theory has another advantage: It



details hdw modeling experiences can influence children's self-efficacy
and competence as well as QigéSE'peFformance outcomes, Thus, personal
deficits in self-efficacy and competence need not be a limiting
condition for learning.

Evidence for the validity of self-efficacy theory in educational
applications is 1imited but promising. Recent studies have indicated
the following: modeled failure can inhibit student achievement (Brown
& Tnouye, 1978); modeled success can improve children's achievement
(Zimmerman & Ringle, 1981); successful performance experiences can also
improve achievement (Zimmerman & Blotner, 1979; Chartier & Friedlander,
1981 Schunk, 1981). A1so; vicariously induced achievement motivation
has been shown to have some degree of permanence and generalizability
to different tasks (Zimmerman & Ring]e; 1981); Further evidence
suggests that confidence verbalized by a model can affect children's
self-efficacy beliefs and performance (Zimmerman & Ringle, 1981),
Implications of this evidence are straightforward: vicarious experience
gained from confident, optimistic models can affect self-efficacy,
especially when it is integrated with corrective performance or
competency training,

To date, there has been no systematic investigation of how modeling
experiences affect helpless children's self-efficacy judgments, task
persistence, and achievement. The proposed study represents an attempt
to apply the self-efficacy theory of Bandura (1977; 1982) to alleviate
the feelings of helplessness of children who have experienced repeated
failure in reading.

Answers to the following questions will be sought: What is the

effect of modeled optimism (or pessimism) and the effect of direct



competency training on helpless children's persistence, achievement,
and self-efficacy? Will changes in efficacy beliefs and achievement
persist over time? What are the consequences of these beliefs on

subsequent learning behaviors?



Review of the Literature

Se1f—efficacy-Theony

The aim of self-efficacy theory is to provide a unifying conceptual
framework to describe diverse modes of influence that are known to alter
behavior. From a self-efficacy theory perspective, various modes of
influence partly alter coping behavior by creating and strengthening
sel f-percepts of efficacy {Bandura, 1982). Self-efficacy theory is
concerned with how people judge their own capabilities and how these
judgments affect their subsequent motivation and behavior. In this
theory'ft is assumed that judgments of self-efficacy determine how much
effort people will initially expend and how long they will persist in
the face of obstacles or aversive experiences (Bandura, 1977, 1982;
Bandura & Schunk, 1981; Brown & Inouye, 1978; Schunk, 1981}, The theory
also holds that perseverance can improve a person's achievement. For
this reason, self-efficacy seems an especially relevant dimension of
children's achievement behavior.

According to self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1977, 1982) people avoid
activities they believe exceed their coping capabilities, but they will
undertake activities that they judge to be within their own capabilities.
Thus, judgments of one's capabilities can determine one's choice of
activities and rate of skill acquisition. Because acting on misjudgments
of personal efficacy can produce aversive consequences {underachievement
or failure), accurate appraisal of one's own capabilities has considerable
functional value, |

In self-efficacy theory, a distinction is drawn between two

different kinds of expectations. According to Bandura {1977, 1982} these
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are: (1) efficacy expectation, the conviction that one can successfully
execute the behavior required to produce the desired outcomes; and (b)

outcome expectation, a person's estimate that a given behavior will léad
to certain outcomes, Efficacy and outcame éxpectations may be‘diagrammed

as shown in Figure 1. Efficacy and outcome expectations are

Insert Figure 1 here

differentiated because people can form separaté opinions whether: (a)
certain actions lead to desired outcomes and (b) whether they personally
can perform these actions, Conversely, people may believe themselves
capable of action but may believe that their actions will not be
successful,

Efficacy expectations are suggested to affect children's initiation
and persistence of coping behaviors. Also, children's self-efficacy
expectations determine the amount of effort they expend in difficult or
ambiguous situations. Their self-efficacy expectations will not be
sustained for long if component capabilities are missing, Behavior is
best predicted over the long term by considering both, expectations and
their behavioral consequences. '

According to self-efficacy theory, judgments of efficacy are based
on four principal sources of information: (a) enactive performance
attainments; (b) vicarious experiences observing the performance of
others; (c) verbal persuasion that one has certain capabilities; and
{d) physiological states accompanying performance (Bandura, 1977, 1982).
Successful performance opportunities can develop capabilities, and verify
and strengthen self-efficacy beliefs. Bandura (1977) cites research to

support the superiority of such performance-based procedures over purely
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symbolic methods (e.g., general attribution training) to induce Tasting
changes. in self-efficacy heliefs {Schunk, 1981).

Accarding to Bandura (1977), self-efficacy expectations derived
from vicarious experience, although highly influential, are more
vulnerable to change and extinction than those derived from persona1;
enactive expefiences. Observational learning involves social comparisons
between oneself and a model. Since the "fit" is never perfect, a model's
outcomes are a less dependable source of information for predicting
future personal success than are comtemporary personal experiences.
Bandura (1977) suggests that madeling procedures can nonetheless reduce
avoidance by raising efficacy expectations. Zimmerman and Ringle (1981)
provide some support for the hypothesis that vicarious experience affects
children's beliefs about their capabilities to succeed and influences
their achievement as well. Young children's persistence on retention
and transfer tasks increased significantly after modeling treatment.

They observed an adult model persist (and fail) to solve a puzzle. The
model made statements about his confidence to solve the puzzle. His
statements of confidence were found to improve significantly the
children's estimates of their self-efficacy on a similar (transfer) task.
Furthermore, children's self-efficacy judgments on:a different
(generalization) task were also enhanced by exposure to the confident,
optimistic model.

According to Bandura (1977), verbal persuasion is a weak source
of influence compared with personal outcomes of performance. Other
people’s judgments of probable outcomes are usually less reliable as a
source of information than prior consequences of one's own coping efforts.

Perceived self-efficacy affects one's emotional arousal., Persons who



believe themselves to he competent are less beéet by"negative affect.
Success in coping in situations initially evoking fear or anxiety can
strengthen self-efficacy beliefs;

The impact of information on efficacy expectations depends on how it
is cognitively appraised. Bandura (1977) posits 5 central processor of
efficacy information. He suggests that people process, weigh, and
integrate diverse sources of information concerning their capabiiity, and
regulate their choice of behavior and of expenditure of effort
accordingly. Situational and contextual factors enter into these

P

cognitive appraisals. | e
r

Sel f-efficacy and Learned Helplessness

Chronic failure as a precursor of learned helplessness. Failures

and successes are integral parts of the learning process. Prolonged
academic failure is of concern to educators and parents because it
undermines motivation, and that can lead to withdrawal from learning
situations. Persons with learned helplessness believe that their responses
will not affect outcomes. This acquired belief can become permanently
debilitating, if those who feel helpless do not wil]ingfy expose

themselves to experiences which could change their negative beliefs.,

In learned helplessness theory, it is hypothesized that experience
with noncontingency (i.e., that actions are not followed by expected
outcomes) produces generalized expectancies for uncontrollability of
outcomes in the future. Originally, the helpless feelings were thought
to produce physical passivity (Seligman, 1975)}. Initial versions of
learned helplessness theory focused on specific behavioral deficits
rather than cognitive deficits, probably because learned heip1essness

theory and research evolved from animal studies. Recent versions have
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extended learned helplessness theory to specify the attributions that
underlie human deficits in motivation and performance (Abramson, Seligman,
& Teasdale, 1978; Miller & Norman, 1979, Roth; 1980). According to these
recent accounts, when outcomes are viewed as uncontrollable either |
personally or universally, the helpless hehavioral syndrome emerges.
Prolonged failure inevitably Teads to feelings of helplessness.

In support of this hypothesis, recent research indicates that
children who have experienced chronic failure do show evidence of
helplessness. These children make faulty attributions for outcomes,
especially following failure (Butkowsky & V{illows, 1980; Fowler &
Peterson, 1981; Johnson, 1981; Schunk, 1981), They also exhibit
diminished self-esteem (Butkowsky & Willows, 1980; Johnson, 1981) and
display low persistence {Butkowsky & Willows, 1980; Schunk, 1981),

Alleviation of learned helplessness deficits. An initial attempt

to alleviate learned helplessness deficits was conducted by Dweck (1975).
She reasoned that such deficits could be altered by changing children's
attributions for failure. Dweck asked teachers, school psychologists,
and middle-school administrators to rate the helplessness of 750 school
children. The 12 most severely helpless children were chosen from this
pool. The independent ratings of the children revealed that all displayed
reduced academic performance, especially following failure in regular
academic situations. In Dweck's experiment, the children were taught to
attribuyte failure in arithmetic to lack of effort rather than personal
inability. She found that children in the group that received effort-
reattribution training significantly outperformed helpless children in
the success-only condition., Children in the success-only condition were

given arithmetic problems which could be solved easily and within the
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the time limit on every trial. Success was attributed to the children's
responses, and failure, when it occurred, was glossed over or ignored,
Thus, children in this treatment condition did not learn how to cope with
failure realistically during learning or assessment, Children who were
taught to take responsihility for failure and to attribute failure to
lack of effort; evidenced improved performance. Also they changed their
beliefs about the cause of their failure from their ability to
jinsufficient (personal) effort.

Fowler and Peterson (1981) examined the effectiveness of direct
reattribution training to alleviate helplessness in reading. Data on
attribution and persistence were collected from 28 children who read
below grade level. The reading-level assessments were derived from
objective test scores and teachers' judgments.

Fowler and Peterson (1981} compared four treatments: (a) partial
reinforcement with single failure feedback; (b) partial reinforcement
with multiple failure feedback; {c) partial reinforcement with multiple
failure feedback and indirect attributiﬁn retraining; and (d) partial
reinforcement with multiple failure feedback and direct attribution
retréining. In the indirect condition, children's failures were verbally
attributed to a lack of effort by the adult experimenter-model. Direct
attribution retraining involved teaching children to use covert
rehearsal of self-instructions, The children listened to a record of a
peer model attributing outcomes to effort. Children in this direct
attribution retraining condition were asked to practice the statements
made by the peer model during three training sessions. During the first
session children repeated aloud the recorded attributions for outcomes.

During the second training session children were instructed to whisper

12



their attributions. Finally, they were told to tell themselves silently
what to say during the last session, These instructions were given
following feedback for each response the.children made during the three
training sessions. Fowler and Peterson (1981) found that only direct
attribution,retraining instruction significantly modified attributional
patterns. and increased the reading persistence of helpless cﬁi]dhen.
When they were taught to use covert, self-instruction, children altered
their perceptions of failure and changed their original attributions for
failure to their effort.

These conclTusions were similar to those drawn by Butkowsky and
Willows (1980). They suggested that poor readers' persistence and
expectancies of success in reading could be increased by modifying the
children's self-judgments of their performance. Butkowsky and Killows
(1980) studied the academic performance and self-concept of 72 fifth-
grade boys. They compared good, average, and poor readers for: task
persistence, estimated success, attributions for outcomes, and
expectancies of success following failure on two different tasks, The
reading-related task consisted of five solvable five-letter anagrams.

In the failure condition a single letter in each anagram was changed.
The changes made the anagrams unsolvable. The other task consisted of a
series of five line drawings which the children were asked to trace over
without Tifting their pens or retracing any lines. As with the reading-
related tasks, solvable and unsolvable forms of these puzzles were
constructed, Butkowsky and Willows (1980) concluded that poor readers
displayed characteristics indicating learned helplessness and Tow self-
concepts of ability. Poor readers' attributions for outcomes were

similar to those described by learned helplessness theorists (e.g.,
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Abramson, et al, 1978) and were consistent with attribution theory
interpretations of learned helplessness. Poor readers persisted af reading
and non reading tasks less than other children in the study. Also, these
children took less personal respoﬁsibility for success. They attributed
fai1ure; however,_to internal, stable causes; such as their ability. Of
special interest.to the present study were results involving expectancies
of future success; Poor readers' initial expectancies of future success
were lower than those of go;; readers. Moreover, poor readers'
expectancies of success transferred across tasks as well as following
failure. Butkowsky and Willows (1980) concluded, therefore, that poor
readers were more "reactive” to failure than other children in their study.
Also, poor readers reported less confidence in their ability to attain
future success after failure than good readers. Butkowsky and Willows
(1980) suggested that the way children perceive their potential for future
academic success and how they interpret academic outcomes may be as
important as an adequate level of ability for academic success.

Johnson (1981) studied children with chronic experiences of failure.
She attempted to compare an attributional interpretation of learned
helplessness theory with value expectancy theory. Value expectancy theory
stresses the need to consider the value of outcomes (e.g., attractiveness,
importance, reinforcement, incentive) and expectancy of success when
predicting behavior. Learned helplessness theory does not deal with
outcome value. Johnson (1981) studied how long children with chronic
experiences of failure persisted on an unsolvable problem if they were
paid for their effort. Their performance was compared to that of unpaid
peers. She also studied the children's attributions for failure on the

unsolvable problem, Her study compared the persistence and outcome
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attributions for three achievement groups: (a} average, (b} failing,

and {¢) failing but receiving remediation in various academic subjects.
Johnson examined the relationships among four variables: (a) school
achievement, (b) task persistence, (c) self-concept, and {d) attributions
for outcomes., She decided that a case could be made for any one of these
variables being the cause of any of the others. The final decision,
however, depended on the theoretical frame adopted. She found that
outcome value as well as expectancy of success affected the persistence
of failing children. Moreover, she found that when the monetary reward
was not achievable, it lost its reinforcement value. She interpreted
her results within a framework of learned he]p]essnéss theory, She noted,
however, that her results agreed with social learning theory: A
reinforcement which is not achievable loses its value but remediation

can help to reinstate success at academic tasks as a reinforcement for
children in her study. She concluded, therefore, that both expectancy
and outcome value were necessary to predict children's achievement
behavior. Further, she concluded that the inclusion of value in learned
helplessness theory wou]d'improve its validity. She suggested that
helpless children's self-esteem could be raised by teaching them to
attribute success to personal factors, such as ability.

In summary, all of the studies described above have focused on
children's helplessness in naturalistic settings. Furthermore, these
feelings of helplessness were initially acquired in naturalistic settings.
The children's prolonged experience with academic failure-was assumed to
be the main cause of their helplessness., Studies of the alleviation of
helplessness have focused on teaching the children to change their faulty

attributions for outcomes. The retraining has resulted in increased task
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persistence and improved achievement. The combined effects of subsequent
success and expectancies of future success improved helpless children's
self-referent beliefs.

Self-efficacy and Achievement

Self-efficacy theory incorporates many constructs postulated by
other theorists to explain motivation, such as locus of control,
attribution, and learned helplessness, Like the locus of control approach,
sel f-efficacy theory assumes that people's motivations are determined by
their beliefs about their personal control of their environment.
Consistent with attributional theories, self-efficacy theory states that
people's interpretations of outcomes are affected by specific task
properties such as stability. Like learned helplessness theories, the
self-efficacy approach focuses on experiences which lead to the self-
fulfilling consequences of personal beliefs of helplessness, Like
attribution theorists, social learning researchers assume that once a-
belief has been established, it affects performance and exposure to
subsequent experiences. The results of such diminished exposure sustain
the existing belief system. Vicarious learning experiences and the
suggestions of others can also affect one's self-percepts of efficacy or
futility.

Modeling studies. Self-efficacy theory has only recently been

applied to educational problems. Recently, several researchers have
investigated how well self-efficacy judgments explain children's

motivation to achieve on intellectual tasks. One of the first investigations
was conducted by Brown and Inouye (1978), They hypothesized that learned
helplessness could be induced through a vicarious faiiure experience by

a model who students perceived to be of similar competence. College
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students were used as subjects in their experiment, and the task involved
an unsolvable anagram. Subjects' perceptions of the model as having the
same or less competence than themselves was manipulated prior to
vicarious training. The results supported their hypothesis: students
who believed themselves to be of similar competence to the model
persisted for shorter times on the unsolvable task and displayed more
negative ratings of self-efficacy than did those who believed themselves
" to be of superior competence to the model. Results of this study
supported the argument that vicarious as well as direct experiences
could produce learned helplessness and that self-efficacy measures were
highly predictive of task persistence.

Brown and Inouye's research indicated that from a social learning
perspective, lowered self-efficacy expectations and helplessness could
result from indirect (vicarious) experiences with failure. Vicarious
influences have important social implications because they can affect
groups as well as individuals. Brown and Inouye showed that behavioral
competence does not necessarily guarantee high or even realistic self-
efficacy percehtions. Low perceived self-efficacy may lead even
competent individuals to shun activities or avoid optimal effort and to
fail as a result., The extent to which other people's failure
precipitates learned helplessness and undermines personal self-efficacy
depends on the similarity subjects perceive between the model! and his or
her situation, and their own competence aﬁd task parameters. Brown and
Inouye (1978) studied.modeled failure and interproted their findings
within a self-efficacy framework. They did not study the effects of the

success of a peer model,
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Chartier and Friedlander (1981) studied the effects of modeled
success on adult subjects, using an experimental paradigm similar to that
described by Brown and Inouye, Chartier and Friedlander obtained modeling
effects as well as direct participation effects. Thus, their results idd
validity to the hypothesis that vicarious experience can induce changes
in performance and beliefs about efficacy.

Zimmerman and Blotner (1979) reported a study examining the
influence of modeling on young children's persistence during problem
solving. They exposed white, middle-class children in the first and
second grades to an adult model who persisted for either a long or short
duration on a wire puzzle task, Both the model's duration of persistence
and degree of success significantly affected the children's task
persistence in the expected direction. Children exposed to a successful,
persistent model persisted longer on the task than did children in the
control group; whereas children exposed to the unsuccessful, nonpersistent
model persisted for a significantly shorted time on the task than did the
control group. This study provides evidence that modeling experience
could improve children's persistence, Although the study was designed
to be compatable with Bandura's self-efficacy hypothesis, no effort was
made to study the children's self-efficacy judgments.

A study conducted by Zimmerman and Ringle (1981) represents the
first effort to study the role of self-efficacy estimates during
observational learning with young children, As suggested by the theory,
self-efficacy estimates were collected before, during, and after the
modeling experience in a task-specific manner: children were shown
the task and then asked to give a first self-efficacy estimate for

solving the problem; children gave a second self-efficacy estimate after
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observing the adult model fail on the task; and they gave a third estimate
after their own attempts at solving the unsolvable puzzle. The study

was intended as a replication and extension, using Black and Hispanic
subjects, of the aforementioned study by Zimmerman and Blotner (1979).
Zimmerman and Ringle attempted to examine for the first time the
generalization and retent&on of vicariously acquired motivations to
achieve, Retention was measured using a wire puzzle task after a one-
day delay. Generalization was assessed by use of an embedded figures
task. Zimmerman and Ringle also sought to examine the effects of the
model's expressed degree of confidence during the model's problem solving
--optimism or pessimism--on the children's self-efficacy ratings and
their task persistencé. )

The results provide the first evidence that vicariously induced
motivations to achieve are generalizable to a different task. Also,
transfer findings were obtained after a one-day delay, indicating some
degree of permanence in the children's vicariously enhanced achievement.
These findings are notable because they show no performance declines.on
transfer tasks. This study also provides the first evidence that
confidence about achieving a solution that is expressed by an adult model
can influence the children's persistence. The impact of the model's
statements of confidence were stronger in situations where the overt
modeTing experience supported the model's expressed beliefs. In the
Ziﬁmerman and Ringle study, the model's statements proved to have seven
times more influence on the children's task persistence than the model's
actual duration of persistence. Thus, Zimmerman and Ringle support
conclusions drawn by Brown and Inouye regarding the importance of the

observer's beliefs about a model's credibility.
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A related study was conducted by Schunk (1981). Although he did
not test hypotheses from learned helplessness theory, all the children
in his sample experienced profound, repeated failure in arithmetic and
displayed deficits identified in other research.as characteristic of
learned helplessness. These deficits included: (a) chronic Tow
achigvement, (b) reluctance to engage in or approach achievement-related
tasks, resulting in diminished persistence, (c) eroded self-esteem, and
(d} faulty attributions for achievement outcomes. As in other studies,
subjects in the Schunk study appeared to display helplessness because of
their beliefs., Either they did not believe that their efforts would
result in success (personal helplessness); or they did not believe that
anyone could produce the desired behavior (universal helplessness).

Schunk's focus, however, differed from an attributional interpretation
of helplessness theory. He derived his hypotheses from self-efficacy
theory, He incorporated the differences between efficacy-based futility
and outcome-based futility as determinants of beliefs thought to
precipitate helplessness, especially following experiences of chronic
failure,

Schunk investigated how modeling and effort reattribution affected
the achievement, persistence, and self-referent beliefs of children who
had failed repeatedly in arithmetic. His sample included 56 fourth-grade
children who had experienced frequent failure in arithmetic. He drew his
subjects from regu]ar‘eTemeﬁtary classes but selected children on the
basis of their repeated failure in arithmetic. Ostensibly, choosing
subjects from regular classes eliminates those with severe learning

disabilities., Children enrolled in regular classes do not have diagnosed
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learning disabilities, as a rule, and are considered capable of grade-
level work.

Schunk reasoned that active engagement in learning promotes the
development oflskil1s and self-efficacy belijefs. Effort reattribution
was postulated to affect the amount of effort the children expended. He
hypothesized that modeling would result in higher arithmetic achievement,
longer persistence, improved self-efficacy, and greater accuracy of self-
appraisal than would didactic instruction. Also, within treatments,
effort reattribution was expected to lead to improvements on these
measures,

The results led Schunk to conclude that modeled instruction,
especiaT]y when combined with effort reattribution training, was more
effective than didactic instruction in promoting skill development. He
found no significant differences in the effects of treatments on self-
efficacy or persistence. He éttributed the failure to support the
hypothesis of significant gains in self-efficacy to the similarity of the
instructional treatments. Both treatments provided children with
instruction concerning division principles, practical applications of
these principles, guided practice and problem solving, corrective
feedback, and self-directed mastery. The major difference between
treatments was that children in the modeling condition observed division
strategies during instructional sessions whose content differed from the
examples given in the feedback sessions. Children's reattributions to
effort did not influence self-efficacy, persistence, or skill
accomplishment., Perceived efficacy was shown to be an accurate predictor
of arithmetic performance across levels of task difficulty and treatment

conditions.,
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~ An interesting aspect of this study concerned the indirect versus
the direct effects of the treatments on persistence and accuracy of
self-perceptions.. Schunk developed a four-variable path . Halysis. Direct
causal 1inks emerged from treatment to self-efficacy, from self-efficacy
to persistence, from self-efficacy to accuracy, and from persistence to
accuracy. He found no direct paths from treatment to persistence or to
accuracy. He concluded that treatment, therefore, had no direct effect
on either persistence or accuracy. His analysis revealed: the treatment
influenced persistence and accuracy indirectly through its effects on
self-efficacy; sel f-efficacy also influenced accuracy indirectly through
persistence. His findings are consistent with self-efficacy theory in
its strictest interpretation, which postulates thét treatments promote
changes in behavior through changes in self-percepts of efficacy
(Bandura, 1977), Thus, the study by Schunk (1981) offers evidence for
the validity of self-efficacy theory as a frame in which to study the
modification of he]p]es§ children's beliefs and subsequent persistence
and achievement, Furthermore, his use of path analysis revealed
significant relationships which were not supported by more traditional
analytic techniques.

Bandura and Schunk (1981) studied the self-motivation, self-efficacy
beliefs, and competencies of children who exhibited gross deficits and
lack of interest in mathematical tasks. "The mathematical tasks were
presented as a hierarchic series of simple operations. Thus, children
could master complex skills by completing a set of easier computations.
Completion of these component computafions represented proximal sub-
goals for children in the Bandura and Schunk study. They reasoned that

perceived competence would mediate personal efficacy beliefs and thereby
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generate interest in a mathematical task. They predicted that self-
motivation through the implementation of proximal sub-goals would prove
to be most effective in cultivating intrinsic interest, mathematical
competencies, and self-percepts of efficacy in mathematical activities.
Further, they hypothesized that self-efficacy would predict subsequent
accuracy of the children's performance on mathematical tasks and on their
levels of intrinsic interest. The result indicated that proximal sub-
goals increased self-efficacy estimatés. Children who used proximal
sub-goals surpassed all others in subtractive skills achievement. With
respect to persistence, children who gained in self-efficacy because of
their skill acquisition solved problems easily and, therefore, did not
need to spend much time on the task. Also, these children were most
accurate in their appraisals of their self-efficacy in terms of their
actual performance., Proximal sub-goals were found to affect intrinsic
interest positively.

Bandura and Schunk's data supported the contention that skill
acquisition builds self-efficacy. Children who achieved mastery of
mathematical operations displayed increased self-efficacy. Also, these
children's interest in previously shunned activities was increased after
skill acquisition. Skillful children needed less time to solve problems
than their less skilled counterparts. This factor attenuated the
relationship between self-efficacy and persistence.

Bandura and Schunk conducted an analysis of congruence bhetween
sé1f—efficacy judgments and performance. They found that accurate self- -
efficacy judgments depended on the complexity and variety of skills
required for successful performance. Self-efficacy estimates were found

to depend on: task characteristics (e.g., level of difficulty, multiple
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operations); personal characteristics (e.g., accuracy of self-knowledge,
selective attention to competencies and deficiencies); and external
standards against which performances were appraised. Bandura and Schunk
concluded that judgments of self-efficacy are not simply reflections of
past performance. Self-efficacy judgments reflect an inferential process
which is continuous and interactive rather than discrete and sequential.
This process reflects an interrelationship among personal, environmental,
and behavioral factors.,

In formal statements of self-efficacy theory, Bandura (1977; 1982)
has predicted that providing children with modeled and guided performance,
corrective feedback, and self-directed mastery fosters the development of

self-efficacy. Evidence suggests also that vicarious experiences with
persistent, confident, and successful models éhanges children's beliefs
about their self-efficacy and competence (Brown & Inouye, 1978; Chartier
& Friedlander, 1981; Zimmerman & Blotner, 1979; Zimmerman & Ringle, 1981},
There have been attempts to combine skill training and effort reattribution
treatments to improve the persistence and achievement of children
manifesting severe academic deficiencies {Dweck, 1975; Butkowsky &
Willows, 1980; Fowler & Peterson, 1981; Johnson, 1981; Schunk, 1981).

Only Schunk (1981) attempted to alter children's beliefs about their

sel f-efficacy. The other research reported with helpless children did
not attempt to change their'self-efficacy judgments.

Because self-efficacy is postulated to have motivational effects,
it is especially relevant to children's success in academic situations.
Experiences designed to raise self-efficacy should increase children's

expectancies for success. Their increased expectancies should increase
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their willingness to approach and engage in activities they formerly
avoided and should improve children's task persistence.

Research cited by Zimmerman and Rosenthal (1974) suggests that
providing explanatory principles with exemplary modeling is more effective
than providing explanatory principles alone as a means of developing
children's cognitive skills. Additional evidence has been presented
which suggests that vicarious or observational learning conditions which
inc1ude these features also changes children's self-efficacy beliefs
(Brown & Inouye, 1978; Zimmerman & Blotner, 1979; Zimmerman & Ringle,
1981).

Review of the literature on children characterized as helpless
reveals no systematic investigations of children's vicarious experience
with an optimistic model and competency training. The present study
represents a first attempt to test instructional hypotheses derived from
self-efficacy theory concerning semantic rule learning by children
displaying helplessness.

The present study concerns the effects of peer-modeled optimism
(and pessimism) and competency training on self-efficacy, achievement,
and persistence. Children who have experienced repeated failure in
reading will be taught a semantic rule for prefix~suffix use. Finally,
the present study represents an attempt to test hypotheses from self-
efficacy theory. It will be argued that instruction will improve self-
efficacy, increase achievement, and reduce the motivational disruption
associated with helplessness, that is, increase persistence. It is
expected that these improvements will transfer to analogous tasks and

persist over time,
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Hypotheses
Hypotheses are advanced separately for each dependent variable and

phase of this study. The first set of hypotheses refers toc the initial
Transfer Phase. During initial Transfer Phase testing, feedback was
given following each response the children made.

1. Children receiving competency training and observing

an optimistic model will show:

a. higher self-efficacy on a transfer task than

will children receiving either treatment separately.
b. higher persistence on a transfer task than will
children receiving either treatment separately,

c. higher rule learning on a transfer task than will

children receiving either treatment separately.
2. Children receiving competency training will show:

a, higher self-efficacy on a transfer task than

children who do not receive competency training.
b. higher persistence on a transfer task than
children who do not receive competency training.

c. higher rule learning on a transfer task than

children who do not receive competency training.
3. Children observing an optimistic model will show:

a. higher self-efficacy on a transfer task than

will children observing a pessimistic model .
b. higher persistence on a transfer task than
will children observing a pessimistic model.
The second set of hypotheses refers to the Delayed Transfer Phase.

During delayed transfer testing, no feedback was provided.
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4, Children receiving competency training and observing
an optimistic model will show:

a. higher self-efficacy on a delayed transfer task

than children in any other condition.

b. higher rule learning on a delayed transfer task

than children in any other condition.
5. Children receiving competency training will show higher

self-efficacy on a detayed transfer task than will children

who do not receive competency training.
6. Children receiving optimism-no competency training will
show:

a. lower self-efficacy on a delayed transfer task

than will children in the competency training-pessimism
group.

b. Tlower rule learning on a delayed transfer task

than will children in the competency training-pessimism

group.
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CHAPTER II
Method

Subjects and Experimenter

Subjects were 60 children of predominantly lowgr-middle class
backgrounds, ranging jn age from 8 years to 11 years 1 month, with a
mean age of 9 years 8 months; There were 38 males and 22 females.
Children were drawn from seven Catholic parochial schools. In the
sample, six children were in the fifth grade, 52 were in the fourth
grade, and two were repeating third gradg. As an fnitia1 screening
procedure for learned helplessness, teachers were asked to identify
students in their classes who displayed gross deficits in reading and
who exhibited low interest in reading-related activities. These
children were further screened on the basis of their low scores on the
state-wide Pupil Evaluation Program (PEP) examination. At the start of
- third grade they scored below a raw score of 20 on this first criterion.
A third screening criterion involved their scores on the Science
Research (SRA) reading subtest given during the spring to third grades
throughout the archdiocese. These youngsters fell at or Ee1ow grade
equivalent scores of 2.5. Children who were below these criteria were
included in the sample. Parental conSent was obtained (Appendix D) for
their participation in a training study. A female graduate student
served as experimenter.

Design

The experimentai design was a 2 x 2 factorial with the following
independent variables: training condition with two levels (competency
training or no training); and modeling judgments condition with two

levels (optimism or pessimism). The dependent variables included:
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judgments of self-efficacy; persistence; and semantic rule learning
outcomes. Data for these variables were col1eéted during three separate
phases of the study: pretraining, initial transfer, and delayed

transfer. A summary of the design is presented in Figure 2.

Insert Figure 2 here

Measures

Helplessness. Children's helplessness in reading was assessed

using two measures: a l4-item questionnaire completed by their teachers;
and a seven-item questionnaire cbmp]eted personally be each child. The
teachers' questionnaire was adapted from one developed by Fowler and
Peterson (1981). Teachers were asked to express how applicable each
statement was with respect to a barticular cHi]d. The "higher the scale
value, the greater the helplessness. A high congruence between self-
report data and observed student helplessness was found in the Fowler
and Peterson (1981) study. The items asked about the child's behaviors
during reading; help-seeking behaviors; persistence in the face of
difficulty; spontaneous enthusiasm during reading activities; pride in
one's work; reactions to praise; attributions for achievement outcomes;
and avoidance behaviors. This instrument is 1isted in Appendix E.
Before measuring the students' pretraining self-efficacy, children
were given seven questions designed to assess their feelings of
he]p]essgess with'respect to reading and related activities. Subjects
were asked to'indicate their confidence about various situations
re]ate& to reading on a five-point scale. The higher the scale value,
the greater the self-perceived helplessness. These questions asked how

confident the subjects felt about the following: a) not knowing what
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to do during a classroom reading assignment; b) being the only student
who does not finish a classroom reading assignment; c) being calied on
td read aloud in class; d) never learning how to read; e) not being
able to answer questions about a reading assignment; f) not recognizing
new words when reading. Finally, g) they were asked to rate how often
they had trouble concentrating on their reading. This instrument is
presented in Appendix F.
Root Words

The experimenter trained each subject individually to define 10
root words with 80% accuracy. These root words were used throughout the
study in conjunction with affixes and constituted the experimental tasks.
These words were selected from teaching materials appropriate for use
with regular fourth- and fifth-grade classes. Words selected from the
sight and meaning vocabularies of the fourth grade were: use, help,

connect, cook, heat, arrange, pack, play, taste, work. An additional six

root words were used during the competency training and debriefing

sessions only. These words were: Joy, sorrow, cheer, place, trust,

and do. These words and their definitions are Tisted in Appendix A.
Affixes

The experimental task involved learning and transfer of a prefix-
suffix semantic rule. Six affixes that could combine with all ten root
words were chosen. The affixes included three prefixes: un-, re-, and
dis-; and three suffixes: -er, -ful, and -less. These affixes and their
definitfons are listed in Appendix B. They were presented to the subjects
either as part of the competencf training session or during the

debriefing process.
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The three stimulus 1ists used are similar in composition: the same
ten root word: and six affixes appeared on each 1ist. The various |
combinations of these roots and affixes, however, makes each 1ist
distinctive. For example, heater méans "a thing which provides or emits
heat or warmth;" heatless means "“cold; without any heat;" and reheat
means "to make hot or warm again." The task of learning the semantic
rules involved knowing: a) the meaning of the root words and affixes;
and b} how addition of the affix altered the meaning of the root word.
These 1ists are presented in Appendix C.

Self-Efficacy Judgments

A board was constructed to assess the children's self-efficacy. A
moveable pointer enabled the children to indicate "how sure" they were
about defining correctly the word shown. The pointer could be moved to
one of five numbers on a scale ranging between two faces which depicted
"very unsure" (scale value 1) and "positively sure" (scale value 5). The
higher the scale value, the greater the children's perceived self-efficacy.
‘This instrument is presented in Appendix H.

Procedure

Preassessment Phase

The experimenter escorted each subject to the room designated for
their use. The experimenter and subject were seated at right angles to
each other at the corner of a desk or table. The experimenter explained
that the study was part of a project to Tearn how boys and girls learn to
define words when they read; To minimize students' concerns about being
evaluated, they were told that their answers would be confidential.

Then the experimenter presented to the subject the helplessness questions.

She read the following instructions to each subject:
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Your answers to the following questions will help us learn

how boys and girls in the fourth and fifth grade feel about

reading. Please answer the questions as honestly as you

can. Circle the number which best describes your feelings.

A circle around the number 1 means that you do not worry at

all about that statement. A circle around the number 2

means that it worries you just a littie. A circle around

the number 3 means that you worry about it sometimes. A

circle around the number 4 means that you worry about it

more often. A circle around the number 5 means that you -

worry about it a lot or all the time.
The subject's understanding of the scale was then checked. When the
subject completed the seven questions, the experimenter said,

We will be Tooking at many words during the next few days.

To make sure that we mean the same thing when we use these

words, I would like to look at some of them with you now.

Please tell me what each word means. I will tell you if

you are right or not and then we will work on the words

that gave you trouble.
Subjects were trained to a level of 80% accuracy on the ten root words.
This criterion was achieved when the subject could define correctly the
same eight {or more) words on two consecutive passes through the 1ist of
root words. During the Preassessment Phase, the experimenter gave feed-
back to each response the subjects made. If the response was correct,
she said, "OK, that's correct.” If the response was partially correct,
she said, "Well, that's almost right. Do you want to try again or do you
want me to tell you? If the response was not correct, she said, "No,
that's not right. The word means . Now you say it. Can you
use it in a sentence?" At the end of the Preassessment Phase the
experimenter escorted the child back to the classroom. The next child
was tested and trained in the same way.

Pretraining Phase

The Pretraining Phase was conducted on the next consecutive school
day following the Preassessment Phase. The experimenter escorted each

child to the room. They were seated at right angles to each other, the
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subject to the left of the experimenter. This seating arrangement
aliowed for eye-contact and enabled the experimenter to handle the word
cards with the least distraction to the children. When the experimenter
brought the child into the room the cards were lying face-down on the
table. She placed the self-efficacy board in front of the subject after
they were seated and said,

I am going to show you some words. I would like you to use

this board to show how certain you are that you know the

meaning of each word. Move the pointer to the number 1 if

you are positive that you do not know what the word means.

If you are very unsure of the meaning, move the pointer to

the number 2. If you are just a little unsure of the

meaning, move the pointer to the number 3. If you are pretty

sure of the meaning, move the pointer to the number 4, If

you are positive that you know what the word means, move the

pointer to the number 5.
The experimenter then let the child practice moving the pointer and
touching the board. This was done to minimize the novelty of the self-
efficacy instrument. The experimenter gave the child the instructions
for making self-efficacy judgments. She said:

I am going to show you one card at a time. Please say the

word you see on the card. Then use the arrow to show how

sure you are about defining the word correctly. Are there

any questions?
The experimenter then showed the child each word from the Pretraining
Phase 1ist (List 1), one-at-a-time, and recorded his or her estimate of
self-efficacy for each word. This constituted the measure of
Pretraining self-efficacy.

When all the words had been displayed and the child had indicated
his or her judgment of self-efficacy for each, the experimenter said,
"0K, now let's see what these words mean. This time, please tell me
what you think the word means." The experimenter showed each word to

the subject again. If the subject gave a correct response, the
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experimenter said, "That's right," or "Goodf.and “Now let's go on to the
next word." If the response was not correct she said, "No, that's not
correct. Would you rather skip this word and go on to the next one or
would you 1ike to try again?" The experimenter recorded the number of
attempts the subject made to define each word. This constituted the
measure of Pretraining Phase persistence. The accuracy of each response
was also recorded for each word on List 1. This constituted the measure
of Pretraining Phase semantic rule learning outcome. At the end of the
Pretraining Phase, subjects in the no-training condition were shown either
~the optimistic or pessimistic film, depending on assignment to
experimental treatment groups. Children in the competency training
condition were given explicit instruction in structural analysis and
synthesis by the experimenter.

The experimenter and subject remained seated, the experimenter
placed a legal-sized yellow pad in front of the child. She also pléced
two felt-tipped pens on the table. Then she said, "Some of the words on
the Tist seemed to give you trouble. I want to show you something that
might make it easier for you in the future to understand big words."

The experimenter printed several words on the pad in front of the chiid.
She said, "What do these words mean?" The words were: joy, sorrow,

cheer, place, trust, and do. After the subject defined the words, the

experimenter printed a suffix after each of these root words. The

words became: joyful, sorrowful, cheerful, placer, truster, and doer.

Again, the experimenter asked the subject to define the words. She gave
the subject explicit instruction as to the meaning of each suffix and how
adding it to a root word changed the meaning of the original word. Thus,

the subject received explicit instruction in semantic rules for structural
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analysis and synthesis. The experimenter introduced the third suffix:

joyless, cheerless, and asked the subject, "Do you see how adding a

suffix changed the meaning of these words? Did you notice that the
suffixes -ful and -less have opposite meanings when they are added to a
root word?" She repeated the semantic rule for morpheme analysis using

prefixed words as examples: unjoyful, undo, replace, redo. She

explicitly instructed the child about the meaning of these prefixes and
what effect they had on the meaning of the root words. Then the
experimenter asked the subject, "What does the word displace mean?" To
illustrate the meaning of the prefix dis-, the experimenter used the
example of five friends who play schoolyard basketball together every
day. She said,

Each has a place on the team until a new boy moves into the

neighborhood. The new friend is fast, tall, and the best

basketball player in the borough. There is room for only

five boys on the team. Now there are six friends. One will

have to sit on the bench. The one who sits on the bench

does not have a place on the team any more. He lacks a

place on the starting team. He has been displaced by the

new boy on the block.
Then the experimenter asked the subject to explain distrust. If the
subject did not say "lack of trust" the experimenter prompted the child
to give the correct definition. At the conclusion of this prompting, the
meaning of distrust was stated clearly. She used another story about
"Tost homework" and "someone who used to be your best friend" and how
"you lack trust in him after he lost your homework." Also, the
experimenter gave examples in which both a prefix and suffix had been

added to a root word: distrustful, uncheerful. These were given to

i1lustrate how the prefix and suffix could be used to discern the meaning
of a word, even if the child was unsure of the meaning of the root alone.

At the conculsion of the competency training session, subjects were
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shown the appropriate modeling fiim, depending on their experimental
group assignment. After viewing the film, the experimenter escorted each
child back to the classroom. She reset the equipment and materials and
called for the next child. Children in the competency training group
were provided with explicit instruction in semantic rules for structural
analysis and synthesis. They were trained with words not on any of the
other lists. In the no-training condition, subjects received no
instruction.

Children exposed to the optimistic model viewed a 90-second
Polavision film of a peer model (an eleven-year old boy) giving
optimistic responses to the self-efficacy instrument with words from the
Transfer Phase list (List 2). Optimistic responses were operationalized
as scale values of 4 ("pretty sure") and 5 {"positive" or "very sure").

" The film showed the experimenter and model sitting across a small table
with the word 1ist cards, face-down in front of the experimenter. The
self-efficacy board was in front of the model. Children saw only the
arms of the experimenter and mode]l from the elbows down, to focus
attention on the modeling behavior and on the task. The film was
synchronized with an audiocassette of the model verbalizing tﬁe scaled
responses to each word displayed. The model pronounced each word as it
was displayed and moved the pointer to the appropriate scale position as
the experimenter replaced the card. Then the model verbalized how
certain he was of correctly defining the word he had just seen. For
example, the experimenter displayed the word "rearrange." The model said,
"regrrange" and moved the pointer to position 4 on the scale. The
experimenter replaced the card at the bottom of the deck. The model

~ said, "I'm pretty sure that I know what that word means." The
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experimenter said nothing., Words from the Transfer Phase 1ist {List 2)
were displayed in the same order in which they occurred in the Transfer
Phase assessment.

Children exposed to the pessimistic model also viewed a 90-second
Polavision film of the same peer model giving pessimistic responses to
the self-efficacy instrument using words from the Transfer Phase list
(List 2). Pessimistic responses were operationalized as scale values of
1 ("very unsure"), 2 (“pretty unsure"), and 3 ("not too sure"). The film
was identical to the optimism film except that pessimistic responses were
given to the words displayed. For example, the experimenter displayed
the word "rearrange." The model said "rearrange" and moved the pointer
to position 1 on the scale. The experjmenter replaced the card in the
deck. The model said, "I'm very unsure about that word. I don't know
what it means." Words were displayed in the same order in which they
occurred in the Transfer Phase assessment.

The four experimental groups were defined in terms of combinations
of independent variab]és: treatment condition (competency training or
no training) and modeling condition {optimism or pessimism). In the |
competency training and optimism conditioh, the experimenter provided
subjects with explicit instruction and guided practice in learning and
using a semantic rule relating to structural analysis and synthesis.
Children in this group were exposed to an optimistic model. They viewed
a film of a peer model responding to the self-efficacy instrument with
optimistic judgments. Words from the Transfer Phase 1ist were used in
the film. In a competency training and pessimism condition, the
experimenter provided subjects with explicit instruction and guided

practice in learning a semantic rule for structural analysis. Children
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in this condition were exposed to a pessimistic model. They viewed a
film of a peer model responding to the self-efficacy instrument with
pessimistic judgments. Words from the Transfer Phase 1ist were used.
In an optimism-only condition, subjects received no training. They
viewed the film of the optimistic model. 1In a pessimism-only condi-
tion children received no training. They viewed a film of the
pessimistic model.

Trans fer Phase

The Transfer Phase occurred on the next consecutive school day
following the Pretraining Phase. Procedures were identical to those
used in the previous bhase. As in the previous phase, feedback was
given after each response the subject made. Data were collected for
self-efficécy judgments, persistence, and semantic rule learning out-
comes, relative to the subject's responses to words from the Transfer
Phase list (List 2).

Delayed Transfer Phase

The final, Delayed Transfer Phase occurred on the next consecutive
school day following the Transfer Phase session. Children were given
words from the Delayed Transfer Phase 1ist (List 3) without feedback to
measure their retention of the semantic rules. Procedures for adminis-
tering the self-efficacy instrument were identical with those used in
the previous phases of the study. Self-efficacy judgments were also
recorded in the same manner as in the earlier phases. Children were not
given feedback about the accuracy of their responses during this phase
of the study. This was done to permit examination of the retention of
'the semantic rule learning and to provide further evidence for'the

transfer of learning across phases. Because no feedback was given, no
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persistence data could be collected during this final experimental
phase. Following self-efficacy assessments; the experimenter said,
"Let's see if you éan go straight through the 1ist of words this time."
She then shdwed the child each word on List 3. When the child responded
to the word, no feedback was given. Rather, the experimenter made
neutral verbalizations, such as "umm" or "next." When the child's
accuracy had been recorded for all ten words on the Delayed Transfer
list (List 3) the debriefing sessions began.
Debriefing

During debriefing, children in the no-competency training group
were provided with instruction on the prefix-suffix_semantic rule and
how to apply this rule to regular reading assignments. Children in the
competency training group were provided with a review of the prefix-
suffix rule application. If the child héd any questions, the experimen-
ter answered them. Children were thanked for their help and given
silver stickers (Appendix G} for their participation in the study,
After debriefing, the experimenter returned the children to the classroom.
Scoring

Measures of self-efficacy for each phase were obtained by summing
the efficacy judgments for all ten words on each stimulus list.
Similarly, measures of persistence were obtained by summing the number
of attempts at definition made for all words on each list. (Only two
persistence measures were obtained since no feedback was given during
the Delayed Transfer Phase of the study.) Outcome accuracy of rule
learning was obtained by summing the correct responses for each 1list after
each phase. Separate measures of helplessness were obtained by: a)

summing the responses children made to the seven-item scale of
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self-reported helplessness; and b) summing the teachers' responses

to the l4-item helplessness rating scale.
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CHAPTER III

Results

Main Analysis

The three dependent variables were analyzed using analysis of
variance progedures.1 Separate analyses of variance were conducted for
each experimental phase because hypotheses were advanced for within-
phase differences. Data from semantic rule learning outcomes for both
transfer and delayed transfer phases were analyzed using two separate
2 x 2 (for two instruction conditions: competency training/no training
and two modeling conditions: optimism/pessimism) analyses of variance.
Self-efficacy data were analyzed using the same types of analyses. A
single 2 x 2 analysis of variance model was used to analyze persistence
data from the Transfer Phase. Phase-specific t-tests were conducted to
test specific hypotheses concerning self-efficacy judgments. The
dependent variable means (and standard deviations), by phase, are
presented in Table 1.

.Analyses of Transfer Phase data revealed a significant main effect
for treatment condition, F (1,59) = 13.19, p <.001l. Children who
received competency training scored higher on semantic rule learning
(M = 8.77) than did those who did not receive training (M = 7.17). This
effect accounted for almost 19% of the variance. The optimism main
effect and optimism x training interaction did not prove significant.

Analysis of Delayed Transfer Phase data also revealed a significant

main effect for treatment conditions, F (1,59) = 5.95, p <.02. Children

1There were no reliable differences due to sex on any of the pretreatment
or posttreatment measures; therefore, the data were pooled for.
subsequent analyses. ‘
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Table 1

Dependent Variables by Phase: Means (and Standard Deviations)

Treatment Group® Pretraining

Rule Learning Outcome Self-efficacy Persistence

Competency

Training and . 5.93 40.53 12.67
Optimism (1.98) (4.02) (2.47)
Compentency

Training and 5.93 36.47 12.33
Pessimism - (1.76) (5.46) (3.58)
Optimism 5.67 : 38.73 12.0
Only (1.59) _ (5.79) (4.82)
Pessimism 5.40 38.67 12.13
Only : (1.80) (8.02) (4.34)
*N=60; n=15
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Table I (cont'd)

Dependent Variables by Phase: Means {and-Standard Deviations)

Treatment Grdup* Initial Transfer

Rule Learning Qutcome Self-efficacy Persistence

Competency

Training and 9.0 41.93 13.487
Optimism (1.00) (5.11) (5.10)
Compentency

Training and 8.53 38.67 14.60
Pessimism (1.60) (6.66) (6.13)
Optimism A 7.0 o 39,53 14.40
Only (1.81) (6.30) (5.96)
Pessimism "7.33 37.87 15.73
Only . (2.19) : (6.89) (5.87)

*N=60; n=15
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Table 1 (cont 'd)

Dependent variables by Phase: Means (and Standard Deviations)

Treatment Groups* Delayed Transfer

Rule Learning Outcome | Self-efficacy

Compentency -
Training and 7.27 43,13
Optimism (2.15) o (5..34)
Compentency

Training and 7.33 35.73
Pessimism (1.99) | | (6.45)
Optimism 6.33 39.73
Only (1.59) (7.64)
Pessimism 5.80 38.80
Only. {2.08) (7.20)
*N=60; n=15
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who received competency training scored significantly higher in semantic
rule learning (M = 7.30) than did those who did not receive training

(M = 6.07). The training main effect accounted for almost 10% of the
pe]ayed Transfer Phase variance. No other main effect and no interactions
were significant for semantic rule learning during delayed transfer
testing.

A significant main effect for modeling condition was found for self-
efficacy during the Delayed Transfer Phase, F (1,59) = 5.77, p <.02.
Children who observed the optimistic model gave significantly higher
self-efficacy estimates (M = 41.43) than did youngsters who observed the
pessimistic model (M = 37.27). Tﬁe modeling effect accounted for 9% of
the variation in self-efficacy during delayed transfer testing. Means
for self-efficacy from pretraining through delayed transfer are presented
in Table 2. No other main effects and no interaction effects for self-
efficacy attained statistical significance.

An effort was made to examine the reliability and validity of the
~ self-efficacy measures used in the present study. The reliability of
these'ﬁéasures was assessed using coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1970).

The obtained coefficients were .67 for pretesting, .74 for transfer, and
.80 for delayed transfer testing.

The validity of the self-efficacy measures was assessed using the
following analysis. Self-efficacy judgments for correctly defined words
were compared to those given for incorrect or incomplete responses for
all children. This was performed separéte]y for each phase-specific
stimulus 1ist and results of the correlated t-tests are presented in

Table 3. Analyses revealed that for all phases, self-efficacy judgments
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Table 2

Self-efficacy Means (and Standard Deviations)

by Phase by Modeling Condition

Phases
Modeling .
Condition Pretraining Trans fer Delayed Transfer
Optimism 39.63 40,73 41.43
(4.98) (5.77) (6.70)
Pessimism 37.57 38.27 37.37
(6.84) (6.67) (6.90)

47



Tabte 3
Correlated t-tests for Efficacy and

Rule Learning Outcomes

Phase Correct Answer Wrong Answer t-testd
Pretraining 4,15 3.54 4,60%
Trans fer 4,07 2.70 5.57%
Delayed Transfer 4,22 3.09 7.16%
a N =60 ) )

* p <01
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given for correct answers were significantly higher than for incorrect
answers.

The persistence, or number of attempts the children made to get
the correct definition during assessment was analyzed using a 2 x 2
analysis of variance model. This analysis failed to reveal any
significant main effects or interactions.

Data from two formal measures of helplessness (the Helplessness
Rating Scale completed by teachers, and the Children's Self-Reported
He1p1essness Scale) failed to confirm the teachers' initial
characterization of subjects as helpless. The reliability of the
Helplessness Rating Scale was assessed using'Cronbach‘s alpha statistic.
The obtained coefficient was very high, .97. These data are presented
in Table 4. Average scale values so close to 1 ("does not apply at all")
indicated that the teachers did not judge these children as helpless in
reading. This outcome was puzzling because of extensive evidence in
school records of the children's repeated failure in reading and their
low scores on objective reading tests, and because it contradicted
informal initial ;eacher judgments of the children. In view of these
anomalous and benign teachers' ratings, further analyses of these data
would have been pointless.

Children's self-reported feelings of helplessness (Children's Self-
Reported Helplessness Scale) did not provide much evidence for
characterizing subjects as helpless in reading. Responses to the seven
questions about self-perceived helplessness are summarized in Table 5.
The children reported helplessness values near the mid-point (M = 2.76)
of the five-point scale, indicating that they only "worried sometimes"

about the statement presented to them. However, responses to items
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Tahle 4

Helplessness Rating Scale for Teachers?

Mean
Item Content Responseb
1, CAi1d acts passive at start of reading activities 1.60
2, Teacher must get child started in reading activities 1.50
3. Child makes only half-hearted attempts at feading and does
not Believe that he/she will succeed 1.62
4, Child becomes easily discouréged and quits trying in the
face of difficulty during reading 1.83
5, Child does not ask for felp if he/she meets obstacles in
reading, 1.95
6. If reading task goes poorly, child becomes disruptive 1.48
7. If reading task goes poorly, child withdraws 1.90
8. Child does not show reading work to teacher spontaneously 1.82
9. Child does not show enthusiasm or pride during or about
. reading 1.75
10. Praise makes child uncomfortable or tense 1.17
11. Child does not respond to praise 1,37
12, Child attributes failure to ability, not effort 1,53
13. Child attributes success to extqrna1 factor, not ability
or effort 1.28
14, Child does just enough work in reading to avoid punishment,
rather than to succeed in reading 1.85

a8 Scale values ranged between 1 ("does not apply at all") to 5 ("very

h

applicable")
N =60
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Tahle 5

Children's Self-reported Helplessness Scaled

Mean

Item Content ' ResponseD
1. Worried about not knowing what to do during in-c]ags

reading assignment ' 2.53
2. Morried that all others in class will finish work but

he/she wiTl not finish 2.48
3. MWorried about reading aloud to class . 2.15
4, Worried about never learning how to read 3.12
5. Worried about not being able to answer questions abbuf

a reading assignment 2.92
6. Worried about not recognizing new words while reading 3.01
7._ Problems concentrating during reading 3.03

3 scale values ranged between 1 ("™not at all")} and 5 {"all the time")

b N =60



assessing worry about: not learning how to read; inability to answer
questions based on the reading assignments; and difficulty in
recognizing new words were slightly higher indicating that children in
the sample had greater doubts about their ability to read than in other
areas. The Children's Self-Reported Helplessness Scale's reliability
was assessed using coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1970). A coefficient of
.59 was obtained.

Correlational Analyses

Pearsop correlations were calculated for all dependent variables
across phases, and for subjects' objective test scores in reading, and
self-reported helplessness. These correlations are preéented in Table
6. With respect to subjects' prior achievement, raw scores on the Pupil
Evaluation Program (PEP) examination in reading were significantly
related to their grade equivalent scores on the reading subtest of the -
Science Research Associates (SRA) examination, r = .51, p <.0l. PEP
scores were inversely related to persistence across the Pretraining and
Initial Transfer Phases (r = -.20, p <.08, and r = -.30, p <.01,
respectively). PEP scores wére positively related to both Initial and
Delayed Transfer Phase rule learning outcomes (r = .20, p <.06, and
r = .27, p <02, respectively). PEP scores were positively related to
children's initial self-efficacy judgments, r = .28, p «02. SRA grade
equivalents were inversely related to both persistence measures, r =
-.25, p_<.03,'and r=-.38, p<.0l, respectively. Suprisingly, SRA

scores and self-reported he]pléssness were positively re]ated, r=.,27,

p <.02.
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Table 6

Pearson Correlations Among Dependent Measuresd

Variables PEP SRA  LH PSE TISE  T25E PPR TPR PO TI0  T20
Pupil Evaluation

Program Exam (PEP) .51*. =06 .28 ..05 01 -,200  -,30* .03 200 27+
Science Research

Associates Exam (SRA) L27% 10 .08 -,04 .25+ .,38*..13 -.01 .10
Helplessness (LH) -.24* . 11 -.24* - 20" .04 .28 .,200 -.02
Pretraining

Self-efficacy (PSE) ST .60* ,31* .07 ,35*% .06 11
Initial Transfer Self-efficacy (T1SE) 9% 27* .02 .2{* .16 -.01
Delayed Transfer Self-efficacy {T2SE) L30* . 02 .33 L29%  ,06
Pretraining Persistence (PPR) LA8% 04 01 -,08
Transfer Persistence (TPR) -.24%  _ 35% o 17!
Pretraining Rule Learning Outcome (PO) W37% 35
Inittal Transfer Rule Learning Outcome (T10) .33*

Delayed Transfer Rule Learning Outcome (T20)

a N =60

* p o<.05
' op <10

53



Self-reported helplessness was negatively related to almost all of
the other variables in the study. (Only negative correlations attained
statistical significance.) Of some interest were identical correlations
obtained between measurers of self-reported helplessness and phase-specific
self-efficacy measures. Both Pretraining and Delayed Transfer Phase
self-efficacy were inversely related to the measure of self-reported
helplessness, r = -,24, p «.03. These negative correlations suggest that
subjectsAwho perceived themselves as able to define words on these phase-
specific Tists did not perceive themselves as helpless prior to any
experimental manipulations. Surprisingly, self-reported helplessness was
inversely related to Pretraining persistence, r = -20, p <.07. Negative
correlations between self-reported helplessness and rule learning outcome
measures suggest that subjects who did not perceive themselves as helpless
initially were able to define words from the Pretraining (r = -.28, p <
.06) and initial transfer (r = -.20, p «.06) Phase lists. Feedback was
provided to their responses to these word lists and might, therefore,
explain why the negative correlation between self-reported helplessness
and the Delayed Transfer Phase outcome measure did not attain statistical
significance.

With respect to the dependent variables, measures of self-efficacy
were significantly related across phases: Pretraining and Initial Transfer

Phase self-efficacy,

I
)

= .57, p «.01; Pretraining and Delayed Transfer

Phase self-efficacy, r

.60, p <01; and Initial and Delayed Transfer

Phase self-efficacy,

I
1

= ,79, p «,01. Pretraining and Initial Transfer
Phase persistence were also significantly related, r = .48, p <.0l. Rule
Tearning outcome measures were significantly related acorss phases:

Pretraining and Initial Transfer Phase outcomes, r = .37, p <.01;
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Pretraining and Delayed Transfer Phase outcomes, r = .35, p <.01; Initial
and Delayed Transfer Phase outcomes, r = .33, p «.0l,

Several dependent variahles were significantly related both across
phases and between phases and between variables as well, Pretraining
self-efficacy was related to Pretraining persistence, r = ,31, p <.01,
Pretraining self-efficacy was also related to Pretraining learning
outcome, r = .35, p<.0l, Imnitial Transfer Phase self-efficacy and
Pretraining Phase persistence were related, r = .27, p .02, Pretraining
learning outcome and Initial Transfer Phase self-efficacy were related,
r=.24, pc.04. Delayed Transfer self-efficacy was related to
Pretraining persistence, r = .39, p <.01. Also, Delayed Transfer Phase
self-efficacy was related to both Pretraining and Initial Phase learning
outcome measures, r = .33, p<.0l and r = .29, p<.0l, respectively,
Initial Transfer persistence was inversely related to Pretraining Phase
outcome, r = .17, p<.10. Initial Transfer persistence and outcome
measures were also inversely related, r = -.35, p «.01. These
correlations suggest the nature of the relationship between self-efficacy
and achievement. Also, these correlations indicate an inverse
relationship between persistence and achievement, This inverse
relationship suggests that the relatijonship between self-efficacy and
persistence may not be linear.

Conclusions

Specific hypotheses were advanced for each phase of the study. It
was predicted that children receiving competency training and observing
an optimistic model would show higher self-efficacy, semantic rule

learning, and persistence on an initial transfer task (with feedback) than
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would children receiving either treatment separately. These hypotheses
were not supported by.the data. No 1ntefact10n effects proved to be
statistically sigﬁificant during initial Transfer Phase testing for any
of the dependent variables.

It was also expected that children receiving competency training
would show higher self—efficacy,'rule learning, and persistence on an
initial transfer task than would children in either modeling condition.
Only one of these hypotheses was supported; a significant main effect for
treatment condition was obtained. Children who received competency
training scored higher on semantic rule learning outcome measures than
did their untrained peers. No training effects were obtained on self-
efficacy or persistence measures.

Children viewing the optimistic model were expected to.show higher
self-efficacy and persistence (but not necessarily rule learning) on an
initial transfer task than children receiving only pessimism. The data
did not provide support for the hypothesized modeling effect during the
Initial Transfer Phase. ‘

For the Delayed Transfer Phase, it was anticipated that children
receiving competency training and optimism would show higher self-efficacy
and rule learning on the delayed transfer task (without feedback) than
would children receiving either treatment separately. The hypothesized
interaction between competency training and modeling did not attain
statistical significance. |

Also, children receiving competency training were expected to
show higher self-efficacy on a delayed transfer task than were children
in either modeling condition. This hypothesized treatment effect for

self-efficacy was not supported by the data. However, analyses revealed
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a significant training effect on rule learning. Children who received
competency training scored significantly higher on a delayed transfer task
than their untrained peers, irrespective of the mpde]ipg condition.
Finally, children receiving only optimism were expected to show
lower self-efficacy and rule learning on a delayed transfer task than the
children who received competency training. This predicted effect was not
supported by the data. Rather, the children who observed the optimistic
mode1 gave significantly higher self-efficacy estimates than those who
viewed the pessimistic model, irrespective of treatment condition.
Predictions concerning rule Tearning outcomes did not attain statistical

significance.
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CHAPTER IV

Discussion

" Semantic Rule Learning

The present results indicate that training children in rules of
word structure analysis and morpheme synthesis was effective even though
the children had previously experienced repeated failure in reading.
Moreover, these performance gains were found to transfer to novel word
stems and affix combinations after two days. Thus, the results provide
some evidence for the delayed transfer of prefix-suffix rule learning.

These results, although statistically reliable, did not reflect a
numerically substantial change in definition skill, Performance levels
of trained and untrained children were separated only by approximately
one point, The small differences indicated the relatively high Tevels
of skill by untrained children. Since there was little evidence of
ceiling effects, the small differences indicate that more extensive
training was needed to bring the younsters to mastery of the prefix-
suffix rule,

Self-efficacy Judgments

None of the predictions regarding self-efficacy were supported.
However, a significant main effect for modeling condition {optimism/
pessimism) was obtained during Delayed Transfer Phase testing. Children
exposed to an optimistic model gave significantly higher self-efficacy
judgments than did those exposed to a pessimistic model. An examination
of the means for the optimism and pessimism treatment groups from
pretraining through delayed transfer revealed that exposure to an
optimistic model produced consistent improvements in children's self-

efficacy judgments. These nonsignificant improvements occurred during
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initial transfer testing despite feedback to the children regarding
their successes. During delayed transfer testing when no feedback was
given, these differences in self-efficacy attained statistical
significance. These results imply that modeled self-efficacy judgments
and some degree of personal experience on the task can alter an
observer's self-efficacy beliefs.

The construct of self-efficacy is closely related to the construct
of causal attributions (Stipek and.heisz, i981). As was discussed
earlier, self-efficacy refers to a person's expectations of control over
outcomes of future events, Attribution theory is related to a person's
perception of control over a past event., Acctording to this approach,
people who judge outcomes as determined by controllable internal forces
are likely to be motivated to perform in that situat%on in the future,
Bandura has noted that one's own performance attributions concerning
past experiences should be related to self-efficacy judgments of future
events. In the present study, the children's self-efficacy judgments
appeared to have influenced the children's interpretation of their
feedback during the initial transfer phase. Children exposed to the
optimistic model increased their self-efficacy judgments from initial to
delayed transfer phases; whereas children exposed to the pessimistic
model decreased their self-efficacy judgments between these two phases.
Although no causal attribution data were collected in the present study,
it would appear that modeled optimism influenced the children's causal
attributions of their feedback during the jnitial transfer phase. This
interpretation receives support by the fact that significant di fferences
in modeled self-efficacy emerged after the children performed during

initial transfer (self-efficacy increased before delayed transfer).
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Another possible éxp]anation for the observed results might be that
aversive forms of feedback such as criticism were not used. Students
were simply told that their answer was incorrect. This factor might
have reduced potential differences in feelings of helplessness between
groups and could explain why optimism was sustained by the no-competency
training group.

A more plausible explanation, however, involves the self-efficacy
measure, Children's initial self-efficacy judgments were uniformly high,
between three (“"somewhat sure") and four ("pretty sure") on a five-point
scale. Such optimistic judgments were unrealistic given middle levels
of semantic rule functioning. Such ceiling effects reduced the potential
for improvements in self-efficacy. Zimmerman and Ringle (1981) reported
that subjects in their study also gave very optimistic judgments. These
outcomes "obviated a statistical test of the relationship between self-
efficacy and persistence 1n.prob1em solving" (p. 492). Bandura and
schunk (1981) discussed the possibility that "“incongruities between
perceived seif-efficacy and action® might reflect misrepresented task
demands as well as lack of skills or knowledge {p. 595). They remarked
that it was not surprising that some subjects overestimated their
capabilities, especially when the task appeaféd simpie. This finding
raises the question of whether children can hake accurate self-referent
judgments about efficacy without some form of pretraining. Self-efficacy
judgments apparently do not veridically reflect past performance, as
Bandura (1982) has noted. He argued that they reflect the results of an
inferential process based on attributions of importance to personal and

situational factors which accompany performance,
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In an effort to examine the validity of the self-efficacy scale in
the present study, the children's self-efficacy judgments for correct
definitions were compared to judgments for incorrect definitions. These
analyses did indicate some degree of validity for the children's self-
efficacy judgments as was expected. Correct definitions were accorded
' higher self-efficacy judgments than incorrect definitions. These
differences were, however, quite small., This analysis shows that the
self-efficacy measures were valid according to relative criterion but not
according to an absolute criterion. These self-efficacy data indicated
that tne children did not experience helplessness to any substantial
degree,

Learned Helplessness

In recent research on academic achievement, learned helplessness
has been described as emerging from a history of poor achievement,
negative outcomes, and attributional patterns to personal inability
(Butkowsky & Willows, 1980; Fowler & Peterson, 1981; Johnson, 1981),

Tne present study attempted to define helplessness as resulting from:

a learning history of nonreward or punishment; beliefs of personal
inadequacy and futility; and a lack of requisite task-related skills.
Both objective and self-report data failed to support initial
characterizations of these children as helpless in reading. Only scores
from standardized tests documented the children's inability to read at
grade level.

The results suggest that the teachers' ratings were skewed in a
direction different from the children's self-reported helplessness.
Children reported feeling worried about reading and related activities

“sometimes;" teachers, however, did not rate these children as helpless
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in similar activities related to reading. Teachers' responses to the
helplessness rating scale fell below a vaiue of two. This indicated very
little perception of helplessness in their students' reading. Post-
experimental conversations with teachers revealed one reason for the
disparity of teachers' informal and formal assessment of students as
helpless., The teachers admitted to reluctance in formally describing
their children as "helpless," The children's self-report data generally
also failed to reveal significant féelings of helplessness “Th reading.
Task-specific questions dealing with self-efficacy elicited the
same pattern of overly optimistic responses as did the more general
helplessness questions. Apparently, subjects did not consider themselves
as inept in prefix-suffix rule use despite their repeated failures in
reading, and their willing participation in the study which was depicted
in part as providing tutorial or instructional help for poor readers. A
question must be raised invo]ving how widespread feelings of (learned)
helplessness are and in which specific subareas of reading they occur
most often. Dweck (1975) selected a sample of only 12 subjects from a
pool of 750 children. (It is possible that a profbund level of
helplessness is not found among parochial school children because of the
entrance selection requirements.) It appears that profound cases of
learned helplessness, so vividly described in the literature, are not
widespread. Clearly, the children involved in the present study did not
hold pessimistic beliefs about their ability to define words, and
therefore, did not demonstrate the self-fulfilling conseqﬁences of

helplessness.
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Persistence

Another disappointing aspect of the results was the lack of
findings with respect to persistence. Despite the findings of Zimmerman
and Ringle (1981) that a model's verbal statements of confidence (self-
efficacy judgments) affected children's persistence more than did the
actual modeled behav%or of the task, the present results indicate that
persistence data are not always a linear function of self-efficacy or
intellectual competence. This position is supported by research
conducted by Zimmerman and Martinez (1983). They found a negative
relationship between children's persistence and their measured
intelligence on an unsolvable task. They concluded that highly
intellectually competent individuals do not blindly persist on a problem
solving task but instead discontinue if their hypotheses do not yield
positive outcomes.

A reason for the lack of consistent correlation between self-efficacy
measures and task persistence on solvable problem solving tasks was
revealed in a study by Bandura and Schunk.(1981). They conc1uded that
children who gain high self-efficacy through mathematics skill
acquisition'solve problems readily and do not need to spend much time on
each problem. This outcome, of course, lowers their persistence score.
It is possible that children who doubt their capabilities may quite sooner
than those who beljeve that they can master a task. Conversely, they may
- persist extraordinarily long, distrusting the outcomes due to their
insecurity about making personal competence judgments. This analysis
suggests that persistence measures may be a much more complex measure of

motivation than initially believed.
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Summary
There have been relatively few studies of the relationship between

self-efficacy judgments and learning (Bandura & Schunk, 1981; Zimmerman
& Ringle, 1981), 1In the present study, competency training ledrto small
increases in performance on immediate and delayed transfer tasks, but not
to reliable:changes in self-efficacy judgments. The magnitude of the
improvement in semantic rule use was not very large and this may. have
undermined efforts to test validly a self-efficacy hypothesis. It
appears that valid self-efficacy assessment with young children may
require some form of specific scale-related instruction. To date, much
sel f-efficacy research on young children seems to have been contaminated
by their systematic overestimation.

Vicarious exposure to an optimistic model affected children's self-
efficacy judgments. Zimmerman and Rihgle (1981} found that exposure to
a confident model significantly affected young children's self-efficacy
estimates as well as their persistence. They found that observation of
a confident {i.e., optimistic) model persisting for a short duration
produced significantly higher self-efficacy estimates on similar and
transfer tasks., In the present study, children who observed an
optimistic model gave significantly higher self-efficacy judgments than
did those who saw a pessimistic model perform, Thus, the results
provide some support for the findings reported by Zimmerman and Ringle
(1981), that children's self-efficacy could be influenced by observational
learning. Moreover, the present results indicate that this influence can
emerge after a delay between children's exposure to an optimistic model

and their subsequent self-efficacy judgments.
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There was no support, however for self-efficacy hypotheses
concerning increased persistence. In fact, persistence was found to be
inversely related to both efficacy and learning outcome measures in the
present study. In prior research, the use of persistence measures has
yielded equivocal results which indicate that reconceptualization is
needed regarding the use of the;e measures.

Children who were characterized as helpless in reading and who
expressed moderate self-reported helplessness gave significantly higher
sel f-efficacy estimates after exposure to an optimistic peer model, The
observed differences in efficacy judgments however, were small. Thus,
they provide Timited support for vicarious alleviation of certain
helplessness symptoms through the observation of an optimistic peer
model. Formal assessment of children by their teachers did not supportl
their initial, informal judgments of the children as helpless.

Considered with the children's moderate self-reported helplessness,
failure to support initial characterization of subjects as truly helpless
undercuts the validity of the study as a test of hypotheses involving
helplessness. In future research, larger training effects are required
to test self-efficacy hypotheses. These may be achieved by redesign of
the training and testing tasks, or by selection of larger samples of more
severely disabled children as subjects. To ensure that subjects are
adequately classified as disabled, teachers may have to be given more
assistance to accurately evaluate their students. Also, little social
learning research has focused on remediating helplessness in children
identified as helpless by self-report data.

It was difficult to ensure optimal condifions in the present study:

persistence measures did not assess children's motivation; severe forms
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of helplessness were not as prevalent as originally thought; and young
children tended to overestimate their efficacy to perform. Despite the
cohditions, competency training produced performance changes, and there
is reason to expect that the procedure can work in future research. The
present study does offer a basis for improving the procedures for future
studies., Self-efficacy beliefs and helplessness are legitimate
educational concerns and deserve the attention of future research
efforts.

Educational Implications

Despite its limitations, this study has important implications for
the field of education. The challenge to educators involves providing
children with strategies for makin§ realistic, accurate assessments of
their own efficacy. Children may need to learn how to assess which tasks
they can perform, and to differentiate between problems that are
unsolvable and problems that they do not yet have the skills to solve.
Chi]dren_can be taught how to make these different types of judgments.
Results of this and previous research suggest that children's efficacy
judgments can be guided by the example of adults and peers. Also,
observational learning can affect groups as well as individual learners.
The provision of valid statements of confidence during instruction can
provide learners with the example they need to make accurate self-referent
assessments., Also, providing children with time to assimilate a model's
optimism or to authenticate their own competence through direct
performance attainments can improve the accuracy of their self-efficacy
judgments,

Another implication concerns skill acquisition. According to self-
efficacy theory, self-efficacy belief change along will not sustain
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behavioral changes; the development of constituent competencies is also
needed.

Persistence may not be an accurate measure of motivation. The
relationship between persisting behavior and the motivation construct is
probably more complex than indicated by this and current research.
Teachers should understand that telling children to "try harder" or "try
again" can be cdunterproductive and self-defeating in some circumstances.
Continued perseveration in their use of a poor strategy is unwise.

Varied performance or alternatives in goals is preferable. When
children can make accurate appraisals of their competencies and task
demands, persistence is less 1ikely and less desirable as a psychological
outcome. '

In practical terms, children need accurate knowledge of their
capabilities to perform successfully in school. They should spend enough
time on achievement-related activities to develop requisite sk111§ and
accurate self-efficacy beliefs. Self-judgment rules can be influenced
by what children observe in class. They are susceptible to influences
from both peers' and adults' verbal and nonverbal behaviors. Children
who erroniously doubt their efficacy will succumb to the self-fulfilling
consequences of their negative beliefs. Such children need enactive
experiences to confirm their potential to learn and their essential
competence, Interventions should consider both facets of the problem
accompanying academic failure--children's actual capabilities and their
sel f-referent beliefs. The roie of observational learning in developing

accurate self-efficacy beliefs warrants further consideration.
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APPENDIX A

Root Words

Preassessment List

USE
HELP

CONNECT
COo0K
HEAT
ARRANGE
PACK

PLAY
TAST

WORK

'to put into service for a purpose as an instrument or material

to make easier for another person; to do part of another
person's work

to join or be joined together

to prepare food for eating by using heat

a sensation of hotness or warmth; to emit warmth

to put into a certain order; to adjust; to form plans

to put things or objects into a container for transport or
storage

to participate in a game; to have fun

to discover or-test the flavor of something by putting it in
one's mouth

to make mental or physical effort towards a goal

Compentency Training List

JOY
SORROW
CHEER
PLACE

DO
TRUST

a deep emotion of pleasure or great happiness

a deep feeling of grief or sadness

a feeling of gladness

a particular area on a surface, a position; to put into a
particular position

to act or perform a work, duty, job

to believe in the reliability, truth, or strength of a person

or thing; confidence
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APPENDIX B

Affixes
Prefix. List
re- again
un- not
dis- lack of
Suffix List
-er one who performs an action or function named by the root
- ful full of; a lot of

-less none; without any
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APPENDIX C

Stimulus Lists

Pretraining Phase - List 1

USEFUL able to produce good results; able to do the work; having
many functions

HELPER a person who mgkes it easier for another person; an assistant

RECONNECT  to join or put together again

COOKLESS  without cooking or heating food for a meal

ARRANGER someone who puts things in order; someone who makes plans

UNPACK to také things out of a container or storage

REPLAY to play a game or recording over again

DISTASTE a lack of taste; a lack of flavor

WORKLESS without effort; without work

HEATER a thing which provides or emits heat or warmth
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APPENDIX C {(cont'd)

Stimulus Lists

Initial Transfer Phase - List 2

PLAYER

TASTEFUL
REARRANGE

COOKER
DISCONNECT

USELESS
WORKER

REPACK
UNHELPFUL
HEATLESS

a person who takes part in a game or plays a musical
instrument

having good taste; full of flavor

to put things in order again; to put things in a different
order

a thing used to prepare food in; a person who cooks

to break or sever the connection; to take apart; lack of
connection

serving no purpose, without purpose; good for nothing

a person who expends énergy or effort for a purpose; a
person who has a job

to put things into a container or storage again

not giving help; useless

cold; without heat
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APPENDIX C (cont'd)

Stimulus Lists

Delayed Transfer Phase -

st 3

PLAYFUL . full of fun

DISARRANGE  Tack of order

CONNECTER a person ovr thing that joins other things together

TASTELESS having no flavor; showing poor taste

RECOOK to prepare food again by heating it (again)

HELPLESS needing help or assistance; without aid

DISUSE lack of use

REHEAT to make hot or warm again

PACKER a person who puts things into a container or storage
REWORK to do something again to get a different result; to do a

job over again
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"APPENDIX D

Parental Consent Form

Dear Parent:

We would 1ike to include your child in a very brief (one week) and
new tutorial project in Reading; designed to correct some basic problems
in vocabulary development, Students selected to participate in this
project should Tearn a very basic skill to help them understand new words.
By participating in this Reading project, students are also expected to
feel better about themselves and their chances for success in Reading
and related activities,

While information will be collected to assess improvement in your
child's performance, this information will be used only for diagnostic
purposes and will not become part of your child's school record.

The Archdiocese has given. permission for this project but it is not
. part of the regular school program so we are requesting your permission
to include your child in the group of students who will receive the
individualized tutoring. |

Please return this consent form tomorrow. Thank you for your
cooperation,

I give permission for to participate in

the project.

(signature) (date)
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APPENDIX E

Helplessness Rating Scale for Teachers

Suppose you give your entire class reading exercises. Assume that
you offer "good reader awards" to those who work diligently and that you
make sure that each child receives tasks that are suited to his or her
Tevel of ability,

CIRCLE the number which best indicates the way you think that

(name of child) would behave during the

reading activity. A circle around number "1" means that the statement

is not at all applicable. A circle around number "2" means that it is a
little applicable. A circle around number "3" means that it is somewhat
applicable, A circle around number "4" means that it is more applicable.
A circle around number "5" means that the statement is very app]icablelto
the child's behavior during reading. Please feel free to comment at any
point.

How Applicahle is the Statement?

Not A
at All Little Somewhat More A Lot

1. Instead of beginning the

reading exercises immediately,

the child will just sit there

and make no attempt to begin

work. 1 2 ' 3 4 5
2, The child will not begin

until you (the teacher) inter-

vene to help him or her get

started 1 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX E (cont'd)

Helplessness Rating Scale for Teachers

How Applicable is the Statement?

3. When the child does begin

to read, the attempt appears

half-hearted, as though he or

she doesn't believe he or she

could ever win an award. 1 2 | 3
4. If the child encounters

any obstacle in reading, he

or she will get very dis-

couraged and stop trying. 1 2 3
- 5. On these occasions the

child will not ask for help. 1 2 3
6. If the reading task is

not going well, the child

will become disruptive. 1 2 3
7. If the reading task is

not going well, the child

withdraws. 1 2 3
8. The child will not

spontaneously show his or

her work in reading to the

Not A
at All Little Somewhat More A Lot
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
4 5

teacher, 1 2 3
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APPENDIX E (cont‘d)

Helplessness Rating Scale for Teachers

~ How Applicable is the Statement?

Not A
at ANl Little Somewhat More A Lot

9. When asked how he or she

is doing with reading

exercises, the child will not

respond with pride or

enthusiasm, 1 4 3 4 5
10, When you praise the .
child's work in reading, he

or she will look tense and

uncomfortable. 1 2 3 4 5
11. When you praise the

child's work in reading, he

or she will not respond with

any visible change of

expression, 1 2 3 4 5
12. If the child does not

win a prize, he or she will

think it is because he or

she is poor in reading, not

because he or she did not

try. 1 2 3 4 5

76



APPENDIX E (cont'd)

Helplessness Rating Scale for Teachers

How Applicable is the Statement?

Not A
at All Little Somewhat More A Lot

13. If the child does win a
prize, he or she will think he
or she received it because the
teacher is being nice and not
becausé the child read well
and really earned it. ‘ 1 2 3 4 5
14, Overall, the child will
do just enough to barely get
by (to avoid punishment),
rather than enough to win an
award (achieve success) in

reading and related activities. 1 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX F

Children's Self-Reported Helplessness Scale

Your answers to the following questions will help us learn how boys
and girls in the fourth grade feel about reading. Please answer the
questions. as honéstly as you can, CIRCLE the number which best describes
your feelings,

A circle around number "1" means that you do not worry at all about
the statement. A circle around number "2" means that it worries you a
little., A circle around number "3" means that you worry about it
sometimes. A circle around number "4" means that you worry about it
more often, A circle around number "5" means that you worry about it a
lot or all the time,

How Worried I Feel

A Lot
Not Some- More or All

at all A Little times Often the Time

1. When you have a reading

assignment during class, how

worried are you that you won't

know what to do? 1 2 3 4 5
2. When you have a reading

assignment, how worried are

you that everyone else will

finish but you will not? 1 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX F (cont'd)

Children's Self-Reported Helpless Scale

3. How worried are you that
the teacher will call on you
to read aloud?

4, How worried are you that
you may never learn how to
read?

5. How worried are you that
you won't be able to answer
questions about a reading
assignment?

6. When you read something,
how worried are you that you
won't recognize many words?
7. How often do you have
troubTe concentrating on

your reading?

How Worried I Feel

A Lot
Not Some- More or Al
at all A Little times Often the Time
1 2 3 4 5 '
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 &
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP!
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APPENDIX G

Silver Stickers
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Not
Sure

APPENDIX H
Self-Efficacy Board

Very
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