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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to assess the relationship between causal 

attribution beliefs of students and their self-esteem. The sample of the study 

comprised of 3614 students including 1868 male and 1746 female students studying 

in the 10
th

 grade from 72 public sector schools across 6 districts (selected on the 

geographical basis) of Punjab. The data were collected by using two research 

instruments. A 5-point rating scale, Causal Attribution Beliefs Scale (CABS) was used 

to measure causal attributions beliefs of students. Eight attributes were included in the 

instrument i.e. ability, effort, strategy, interest, luck, task difficulty, parent‟s influence 

and teacher‟s influence. Another instrument, a 5-point rating scale, Rosenberg Self-

Esteem Scale (RSES) was used to measure self-esteem of the students.  

 According to the nature of the data and to address the research questions, 

different statistical techniques i.e. inferential statistics like Independent Sample t-

Tests, MANOVA, Pearson Product-Moment Correlations were applied. 

 The results of the study revealed that students endorsed all given causes 

(ability, effort, strategy, interest, luck, task difficulty, parent‟s influence and teacher‟s 

influence) as a potential cause of both success and failure. Identical patterns of 

success were observed in mathematics and English. Both girls and boys ranked 

teacher‟s influence, effort and parent‟s influence as their prime causes of success in 

mathematics. Both male students and female students believe teacher‟s influence, 

effort, parent influence and ability as the primary causes of their success in English. 

However, there were significant differences in failure attribution patterns. Male 

students consider lack of effort, lack of interest and wrong use of strategy as the main 

causes of their failure in mathematics. Whereas, female students considered lack of 

effort, wrong use of strategy and task difficulty as major causes of their failure in 
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mathematics. In the same way, male students‟ main causes of failure in English were 

ranked as lack of interest, lack of effort and wrong use of strategy. While female 

students ranked failure causes in English as lack of effort, task difficulty and wrong 

use of strategy. 

 Majority of the students showed high self-esteem levels. Only 14 % of the 

male students and 10 % of the female students exhibited low self-esteem level. 

Gender difference was found in self-esteem. Girls showed higher self-esteem level 

than boys. Similarly, urban students showed higher self-esteem level than rural 

students and science students showed higher self-esteem level than arts students.  

 Relationship between causal attribution beliefs of students and self-esteem 

was found at secondary level. A small, negative but significant correlation was found 

in failure attributions and self-esteem level of the students. The relationship between 

failure attributions in mathematics and self-esteem was found in three attributions i.e. 

ability, luck and parent‟s influence: whereas the relationship between failure 

attributions in English and self-esteem was found in five attributions i.e. ability, 

strategy, luck, parent‟s influence and teacher‟s influence. A small but positive 

correlation was found between success attributions and self-esteem level of the 

students. As far as success attributions in mathematics and self-esteem were 

concerned, four attributions i.e. ability, effort, interest and parent‟s influence were 

positively correlated. Similarly, relationship between success attributions in English 

and self-esteem was found in six attributions i.e. ability, effort, strategy, interest, 

parent‟s influence and teacher‟s influence. 

 Attributional patterns are changeable and can be taught to the students. The    

teachers should encourage their students to the attributions of controllable causes, so 

that changed self-perception brings academic improvement. The teacher‟s feedback is 
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very important in changing students‟ attributional beliefs. They must be trained in 

approaching their students, motivating them intrinsically and provision of suitable 

oral / written feedback to them so that in result students‟ desire to learn, to discover, 

to comprehend, to develop etc, can be flourished.   
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

Man is always learning new things. As a naturally motivated individual, he 

learns a variety of motor skills, information and behaviours in his early childhood 

(Ormrod, 1998). With the passage of time, he turns into a time binding individual 

where his present perception of things is influenced both by past events and future 

expectations (Bigge & Shermis, 1999). People are curious about things happening in 

their lives (Tollefson, 2000). When events occur, people try to explain this occurrence 

by finding out some reasons.  These explanations are referred to as causal attributions 

(Sprinthall & Sprinthall 1990). People are strongly motivated to explain their 

successes and failures through everyday language and behaviour (Ormrod, 2008). 

These causal attributions influence attitudes, feelings and future behaviours directly or 

indirectly.  

One can make an infinite number of different attributions in achievement 

situations. It can vary from person to person, situation to situation and culture to 

culture.  Factors like gender, age, locale, teacher and socio-economic status of parents 

not only influence students‟ learning but also contribute in success or failure of 

students. Educational research determines these factors to explain learning 

experiences of students in schools and classrooms.      

According to Frieze (1976), in achievement-related situations, we attribute 

success and failure to one of the four factors: our level of innate ability, the amount of 

effort put in, difficulty of the task and luck. Weiner (1976) placed these four attributes 

on three dimensions: locus, stability and controllability. This taxonomy of three 

dimensions is the cornerstone of Weiner‟s attribution model of achievement related 

behaviour. These four causes are general and applied in almost all settings. 
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According to Weiner (2000), people are scientists who are in constant search 

of understanding themselves and their surrounding environment so as to live 

according to their gained knowledge. In a real life situation, success and failure are 

perhaps the most common events which affect and, are affected by social context. 

Teachers, parents and peers have key role to play in the social context of a learner. 

By and large people attribute success to their own ability and effort. They take 

proactive approach and link failure to other factors i.e. environment and luck (Hunter 

& Barker, 1987). One of the main assumptions of attribution theory is the 

environment that is always interpreted to sustain a positive self-esteem. Take the 

example of parents who feel pride in explaining their child‟s success in terms of their 

parenting and sacrifices. Whereas poor schooling, lack of teaching-learning 

environment, bad company of friends, etc are considered the possible causes of 

failure. On the other hand, teachers take credit of students‟ success. They believe that 

success of students is the outcome of teachers‟ efforts; while failure is attributed 

either to lack of effort on part of students or home environment.  

The students remain busy in finding or constructing reasons to explain 

outcomes and events in their lives. Within the academic settings of school, these 

causal beliefs about academic performance influence motivation and achievement of 

students. Knowledge of attribution profile of students can lead to student motivation 

in multiple ways for academic achievement. As attributions are situation specific and 

context specific, so is the motivation. It can also vary according to the situation and 

context in the classroom or school. According to social cognitive motivational 

theorists, students‟ own views and beliefs about their learning and motivation are very 

important as they play a role of mediator between their actions and outcome 

achievements (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002).  



3 
 

A reason given by individuals for making self-seeking attributions is to 

maintain their self-esteem. Self-esteem is positive evaluation of one‟s own self. Self-

esteem is often measured on either high-low continuum or as positive-negative 

dimension. According to Baron and Byrne (2005), quality of the interaction between a 

mother and her infant determines how the small baby responds to other people 

throughout his or her life. This gives him confidence in creating positive attitude 

towards his own self. The emotional growth can be seen when individuals describe 

their self-esteem.  

Self-esteem has been studied extensively in three different streams as an 

outcome, self-motive and as a buffer for the self (Cast & Burke, 2002).  Students‟ 

attributions for success and failure are complex but highly significant because they are 

associated with their self-esteem. They affect students‟ motivation and persistence in 

daily school life (Gipps & Tunstall, 1998) where teachers need to know the 

attributional profile of their students for their future leaning. The consequences for 

causal attribution are important as they influence our future performances, aspirations, 

expectations and emotional reactions to success and failure. No known effort has been 

made to study causal attributions in Pakistan. The present study aims to find out 

relationship between causal attribution beliefs of high school students regarding 

success and failure, and their self esteem level. 

1.1 Statement of the Problem 

Many factors influence student learning. Educational research determines and 

feeds these factors into the teaching-learning process to enhance its effectiveness. 

Many studies have been conducted in this regard. These studies provide evidence that 

students‟ performance is significantly influenced by what students attribute their 

performance to (Nenty, 2010). Causal attribution beliefs differ between age groups 
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and cultures and depend on whether the causal target is one‟s own self or someone 

else.  The variation between these causal attributions depends upon the situation. 

Success and failure are two possible outcomes of the learning process which are 

related to students‟ self-esteem. In Pakistan, research on this important aspect of 

learning is almost non-existent. The present study explores the relationship between 

causal attributions beliefs about success and failure and self-esteem of high school 

students. 

1.2 Objectives of the Study 

The objectives of the study were to explore the causal attribution beliefs of 

students, to measure their self-esteem level and to find out relationship between 

causal attribution beliefs and self-esteem of students at secondary level.  

1.3 Research Questions 

Based on the objectives, the study addressed the following questions: 

1. What are the causal attribution beliefs of students regarding their 

success and failure? 

2. Is there any significant difference between male students‟ and female 

students‟ causal attribution beliefs? 

3. Is there any significant difference between rural students‟ and urban 

students‟ causal attribution beliefs? 

4. Is there any significant difference between humanities students‟ and 

science students‟ causal attribution beliefs? 

5. What is the students‟ self-esteem level? 

6. Is there any significant difference between male students‟ and female 

students‟ self-esteem level? 
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7. Is there any significant difference between rural students‟ and urban 

students‟ self-esteem level? 

8. Is there any significant difference between humanities students‟ and 

science students‟ self-esteem level? 

9. Is there any significant relationship between students‟ causal 

attribution beliefs and their self-esteem level? 

1.4 Significance of the Study 

Perceptions are important in one‟s life as they influence one‟s self-concept. 

Students‟ thoughts guide their motivation. Students are evaluated by parents, teachers 

and peers on the basis of their academic performances in school which results in high 

or low levels of self-esteem. The way an individual expresses the causes of success or 

failure, influences his future behaviour and motivation. 

The findings of this study would be beneficial for teachers, parents and school 

administration. It would be helpful for teachers in many respects.  Having insight into 

students‟ causal attribution beliefs, teachers would be able to choose appropriate 

teaching strategies, will be able to guide poor and failing students in better way, and 

adjust their teaching techniques incorporating students‟ individual differences. In this 

way, they will be able to motivate students to learn intrinsically.  

It would help parents in the sense that the knowledge of their children‟s causal 

attributions regarding success and failure would provide them an opportunity to take 

measures to resolve the problems related to teaching-learning process. They may 

modify their behaviour and guide and facilitate their children more effectively. This 

changed behaviour may yield positive and high self-esteem on part of the children and 

they would be more motivated toward learning which ultimately would result in better 

academic achievement. 
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It would help the school administration in creating a better school environment 

in which students would develop a positive mindset that would enhance their chances 

of success in academic settings.  

1.5 Delimitations of the Study 

The study was delimited to: 

1. The Public Sector Secondary Schools in Punjab 

2. 10
th

 class students only 

1.6 Operational Definitions 

Causal attribution 

It is the perceived reasons given by an individual to explain his/her success 

and failure. 

Self-esteem 

It is an individual‟s overall positive evaluation of the self. It is the self-

evaluation made by anyone about his own self along a high/low continuum or 

positive/negative dimension.  
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CHAPTER 2 

Review of the Related Literature 

This chapter describes review of literature on relationship between causal 

attribution beliefs about success and failure and self-esteem of students at secondary 

level. It describes the theoretical bases of attribution theory, the attribution process, 

developmental history, and present status of attribution research. Weiner‟s 

attributional model is explained due to its educational implications. It is followed by 

research on self-esteem and the relationship of self-esteem with causal attributions. It 

is concluded by discussing various empirical studies on causal attributions. Very little 

research is conducted on the relationship of causal attributions and self-esteem in 

academic achievement context. 

Attribution theory is a cognitive motivational theory (Lefrancois, 2000) and 

has a long tradition in philosophy and psychology. About two thousand years ago, 

Aristotle differentiated various types or classes of causes. After Aristotle, 

philosophers like Ockham, Hume, and Mill etc were concerned with what causation 

actually is; while psychologists turned their attention toward how people understand 

and perceive causation and make attributions. The philosophical theories of causation 

served as a model for psychological theory of causal attribution (White, 1990). The 

field of attribution research is one of the most productive fields of inquiry in social 

and educational psychology (Deschamps, 1997).  

The following section describes attributional approach to motivation followed 

by detailed account of attribution theory. The chapter is divided into three sections. 

As already described section one is about attribution theory and related concepts, 

while section two deals with self-esteem. Relationship between causal attributions and 

self-esteem is described in third section of the chapter.  
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2.1 An Attributional Approach to Motivation 

 It is generally observed that some students in classroom are more successful 

than others. Some students are more involved in the classroom, ready to take active 

part in discussions and ask more questions than their peers. Most educators and 

psychologists have termed it as motivation: a dispositional quality of every learner, 

which facilitates learning (McMillan & Forsyth, 1991).     

Motivation has been a central construct in educational and psychological 

research for the past 60 years. It plays a significant role in many theories of human 

development and learning (Weiner, 1992). Learning is the outcome of an interactive 

process where a learner interacts with someone in the environment like teacher, peer 

or parent etc. One accumulates knowledge through this interaction throughout his life. 

Learning and motivation are equally important and essential for performance. 

Through learning one acquires new skills and knowledge, while motivation keeps 

energy and activity level to desired intensity to achieve certain goals (Elliot, 

Kratochwill, Cook & Travers, 2000).  

Motivation affects learning and behaviour. Ormrod (2000) summarized 

several effects of motivation on students‟ learning and behaviour in figure 2.1.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1 How motivation affects learning and behaviour (Ormrod, 2000).  

There are many important influences of motivation for learning. McMillan & 

Forsyth (1991) enlisted few significant influences in their heuristic model of 

motivation. According to them, academic learning is a cognitive activity. When 

Motivation 

Goal-directed behaviour 

Effort and energy 

Initiation of activities 

Persistence with activities 

Cognitive processing 

Reinforcing consequences 

Enhanced 

performance 
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students are involved in a cognitive activity such as learning, their motivation is 

determined by two key factors: needs and expectations. Needs are of many types and 

they exist in hierarchy (Maslow, 1970). Maslow (1970) described physiological and 

safety needs are to be met before an individual is motivated to satisfy belonging, love 

and esteem needs. When these lower order needs are met, individuals strive for self-

actualization need.  

In educational context, need to achieve is an important aspect of learner 

behaviour.  Depending upon the interaction between children and their environment, 

some children (with favourable family environment) develop a strong need to achieve 

success while others develop a need to avoid failure (McMillan & Forsyth, 1991).  

Both types of students are present in classroom. The students who have a strong need 

to achieve success strive for excellence. They are motivated by an intrinsic desire to 

take pride in achievement. They possess a mindset that contributes to their 

accomplishments in school. On the other hand, students who have a need to avoid 

failure are not willing to take risk. Rather they are risk avoider. They know that 

failure leads to shame so either they try to accomplish easy tasks or may exhibit 

anxiety and fear. They attribute their performance to external causes like difficulty of 

the task or factors in environment and experience no emotion (Lefrancois, 2000).   

Expectations are learners‟ beliefs to satisfy their needs through particular 

behaviour. In this way, motivation becomes a function of both needs and 

expectations. Both needs and expectations are necessary for students to be motivated 

to attain satisfaction. Recent cognitive theories of motivation concentrate on self-

focused thoughts such as beliefs about one‟s efforts, competence and goals 

(Alderman, 2008). One of the cognitive theories of motivation is attribution theory 

that deals with „why‟ questions of human life, like „Why did I get a poor grade in the 
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exam?‟ or „Why don‟t any of my class fellows like me?‟ or „Why does he get higher 

marks than me?‟  

The foundation of attribution theory lies in the assumption that individuals try 

to understand why events have occurred (Weiner, 1972). The beliefs of people about 

what causes what guide future behaviour. It is a process that starts with a perception, 

advances through causal assessment and inferences and ends with a behavioural 

outcome. Here the focus is on perceived causes rather than the actual cause. Through 

attribution process, individuals develop better sense and meanings of the 

phenomenon. In this way attributional perspective enters in constructivist framework 

where individuals bring their own meanings to the environment. According to Ormrod 

(2000), attributions can be considered as knowledge construction in action. It links the 

process of thinking, feeling and action. Attributions affect success expectations, 

affective reactions and persistence at achievement related tasks (Gagne, Yekovich & 

Yekovich, 1993).  

2.2 Attribution Theory: An Overview    

In 1950s, behaviour and change in behaviour were the major themes of 

research in social psychology. Heider in 1958 published his book “The Psychology of 

Interpersonal Relations” that gave birth to attribution theory. It sparked research and 

became a comprehensively researched paradigm in social psychology with Edward 

Jones, Harlod Kelley and Bernard Weiner as leading anchors in attributional research. 

Attribution theory remained active field of research for the past fifty years and still 

remains a strong field of inquiry (Sweeton & Deerrose, 2010; Weiner, 2008).  

Reviewing attribution theory in achievement context, Graham (1991) surveyed 

the contents of the Journal of Educational Psychology from 1979 to 1988 and found 

66 published studies on attribution theory.  Vispoel & Austin (1995) quoted an 
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electronic search of the PsycLIT database and found over 2000 publications involving 

attribution theory in past five years. This much visibility of attribution theory is 

matchless in the motivational concepts.         

There is no single theory of attribution; rather it is amalgam of assumptions 

that are concerned with causal reasoning (Kelley & Michela, 1980).  According to 

attribution theorists, students are like intuitive scientists that are looking forward to 

explain the causes behind the outcomes (Weiner, 2000).  Perceived causes depend 

upon situation. The perceived causes of success or failure at sports are different from 

the perceived causes of success and failure at mathematics. Causes cannot be 

observed; rather inferences are made to explain causes behind successes and failures 

(Tuckman & Monetti, 2011).  

There are four major factors, found in attributional research, that seem to 

influence students when they form attributions. They include history of past successes 

and failures, role of reinforcement and punishment, expectations of adults (both 

family & teachers) regarding students‟ future performance and reaction/feedback 

given by adults on students‟ success or failure (Ormrod, 2000). 

Santrock (2006) enlisted frequently quoted causes of success and failure as 

ability, effort, task ease or difficulty, luck, mood and help or hindrance from others. 

Attribution processes provide a chance to individuals to take control of their 

environment through explanatory, predictive, egocentric, and interpersonal functions 

according to his need and situation (Forsyth, 1980). He may need to explain certain 

situation; or to cast certain prediction; or protection of his self, or his social identity.  

An attribution may fulfill a distinct purpose at a particular time or used as a multi-

dimensional. In this way, different attributions do different things for the attributor. 
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From 1970 onwards, the research in the field of attribution developed 

significantly. Both theoretical and empirical research developed in various dimensions 

to answer developing questions in the minds of researchers (Deschamps, 2010). 

Weiner‟s framework has been the most influential not only in education psychology, 

but also in clinical, health and sports psychology (Frederickson, Miller & Cline, 

2008).  Weiner‟s attributional model is concerned with achievement motivation and 

has educational and motivational implications.   

According to Heider (1958), human behaviour can be explained by internal 

factors or external factors. Kelly (1973) linked up the conditions in which people 

describe behaviours as internal or external factors. He was concerned with social 

attributions whereas, Weiner‟s focus was on self-attributions, i.e. how individuals 

measure their own performances in academic situations of success and failure.  He 

identified four possible causes of success and failure as ability, effort, luck, and task 

difficulty (Weiner, 1980).  An individual estimates his present and future positions on 

the basis of these attributes. Along with these four attributes, Hau & Salili (1993) 

found 60 more causes in their review on achievement attribution. As layperson‟s 

perception of causes is infinite, so the number of causes can be countless. It requires 

taxonomy to make some relationship among the causes. Forsyth, Story, Kelley & 

McMillan (2009) edited 600 causes of success and failure given by students to 175 in 

their study of students‟ perceptions of academic outcomes. They finally divided these 

causes into two broad categories i.e. facilitating causes and inhibiting causes. 

Three causal dimensions are used to explain success and failure attributes, i.e. 

locus, stability and controllability (Weiner, 1985, 1992). The first aspect of causes is 

its locus, origin or location.  Locus can be internal or external. In an academic 

situation, a student may attribute his success or failure to internal factors or external 
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factors (Hunter & Barker, 1987). Internal factors may include his ability to do well in 

a certain subject or effort put in for achieving better grades in test or examination. 

External factors may include luck, teacher‟s influence, and difficulty of the task or 

home environment. 

Second dimension, stability of the cause, compares stable and unstable causes. 

Some causes are stable over time while others are not (Tuckman & Monetti, 2011; 

Weiner, 1992; Bar-Tal, 1978). For example, luck is not stable and is subject to change 

over the period of time. Same is true for effort. On the other hand, ability and 

intelligence are considered as stable attributions. Initially four attributes (ability, 

effort, task difficulty and luck) were placed within the locus of causality (internal vs. 

external) and stability (stable vs. unstable) scheme of categorization. Later a third 

dimension, controllability was added to the list which categorizes causes as 

controllable vs. uncontrollable. There are certain causes like effort, hard work and 

attention, which are under control of an individual and he can be held responsible for 

them. Whereas, some other causes like ability, intelligence and luck are out of one‟s 

control and he cannot be answerable for them. 

Weiner (1985) believed that causal dimensions influence various aspects of 

achievement behaviour. His three dimension attribution factors can be seen in table 

2.1.  It has been widely quoted in research studies (Bar-Tal, 1978; Forsyth & 

McMillan, 1981; Russell, 1982; Hunter & Barker, 1987; Graham, 1991; Vispoel & 

Austin, 1995; Deschamps, 1997; Boruchovitch, 2004; Pishghadam & Modarresi, 

2008; Tuckman & Monetti, 2011; Farid & Iqbal, 2012). Ability and effort are 

originated within the person. So, they are considered as internal causes. Whereas, task 

difficulty and luck originate outside the person, so, they are said to be external causes. 

Ability and task difficulty are stable over a period of time while effort and luck are 
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unstable causes and they change with passage of time. Only effort is highly 

controllable cause and a learner can put an extra effort to achieve success. 

Table 2.1 

Attribution Factors and Dimensions 

Attribution Factors Causal Dimensions 

Locus    Stability   Controllability 

Ability  Internal  Stable Uncontrollable  

Effort  Internal  Unstable   Controllable  

Task difficulty External  Stable  Uncontrollable  

Luck  External  Unstable  Uncontrollable  

(Based on Weiner, 2000, 1976) 

People try to make sense of their own behaviour and the behaviours of others 

by finding explanations and causes. They are in search of cognitive control of the 

world.  Cognitive approach of motivation explains that our behaviour is determined 

by our thinking (Wool folk, 2004). Any un-expected failure event breeds attributions 

and normally we try to find reasons and causes to safeguard our self-esteem. 

Many cognitive methods are available to deal with academic achievement. 

Attribution theory is one such way that has roots in social psychology. It provides yet 

another way of understanding how individuals explain and react to their performance. 

Causal attributions can also be used to secure an accurate and deep understanding of 

affective reactions of students regarding their success or failure situations in future. 

According to Tuckman and Monetti (2011), when students are successful and the 

reason quoted is internal then they feel a sense of pride and achievement with high 

self-esteem. They enjoy this moment of success and expectation is that in future too, 

they will repeat this performance. On the other hand, feelings of deep shame and 

sorrow are experienced on failure outcome. Research deals with these attributions 

made by students about their own success and failures and how these influence future 

hopes, concerns and subsequent achievement motivation.  
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Cognitive theories maintain thoughts and mental processes are central in 

motivation. Academic learning, which is mainly a cognitive activity, depends upon 

the motivational level of the student, his needs and expectations (McMillan & 

Forsyth, 1991).  

Attributions influence motivation. It has certain characteristics that affect 

motivational level of the students.  There are certain unmotivated students who have a 

long history of failures and believe that no matter what they do, they still will fail. 

They give up easily, avoid taking personal responsibility for their failures and 

ultimately develop low self-esteem.  On the other hand, motivated students believe in 

effort. They know that effort is a pre-requisite for success. So their motivation level is 

always high and they keep on struggling (Tuckman & Monetti, 2011).   

Seifert (2004) describes an attributional mechanism as specified by Weiner 

and explained as in figure 2.2. The three characteristics of attributions (locus of 

causality, stability & controllability) lead to emotional responses that result in 

behavioural outcomes. Theses behavioural responses are the interest of the 

researchers as these provide ground for investigation. 
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Figure 2.2 the mechanism of attribution-motivation process (Seifert, 2004) 
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2.3 Empirical Research on Attribution Theory   

Soon after the research on attribution theory flourished, measures were 

developed to assess its strengths and weaknesses. Various aspects and factors were 

studied. Attribution theory has been in extensive use to address various educational 

issues like motivational strategies, examination anxiety, learned helplessness, 

discipline problems, students‟ help-seeking behaviour, teachers‟ praise and individual 

differences (Hau & Salili, 1993). Attributions and sex differences in achievement 

were studied thoroughly and theoretical models for sex differences were suggested 

(Mc Hugh, Frieze & Hanusa, 1982; Frieze, Whitley, Hanusa & McHugh, 1982); 

attributions of success and failure were studied in relation to emotions or affective 

reactions (Weiner, 1985, 2000, 2010), and self-esteem related issues (Brockner & 

Guare, 1983; Skaalvik, 1990). 

Available literature describes three methodological approaches to study causal 

attributions. These are situational, dispositional and critical methods (Vispoel & 

Austin, 1995). Every method has its own strength and limitations. The use of method 

depends upon the objectives and nature of the study. Hau & Salili (1993) divided 

attribution instruments into two major categories as dispositional and situational. 

 Dispositional instruments seek to measure individual differences in 

attributions. Whereas situational instruments have more focus on environmental 

factors, that influence and shape the attributions of the individual. Instruments like 

vignettes, forced choice items questionnaires, free response questionnaires and rating 

scales are used by researchers to measure attributions. An important scale was 

developed by Russell (1982) as Causal Dimension Scale (CDS) which measured 

individual‟s perceived causes in particular situations. CDS is considered one of the 

better methods of assessing causal dimensions. 
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Three ways are used to instigate an achievement attribution, i.e. natural events, 

laboratory tasks and scenarios (Hau & Salili, 1993). Students can be asked to attribute 

naturally occurring events like test in a class or term examination. While performing 

tasks in laboratory, they come across natural events and attribute events accordingly. 

The third way is provision of hypothetical situations to learners through which they 

attribute their attributions. The method employed by researcher to initiate attribution 

from learners depends upon the intensions of the researcher. This choice depends 

upon whether the researcher is focusing on individual differences, situational factors 

or achievement attributions.  

All the three ways have their advantages and disadvantages. Natural events are 

real situations and have direct consequences for the person. Actual affective and 

emotional reactions like pride, surprise, shame or guilt are generated in the process. 

While in laboratory, researcher enjoys freedom in event construction. Its outcome is 

artificial. The third way, scenarios, employed by most researchers provides 

hypothetical situations to learners for instigation of attributions. Here these events are 

experimenter-designed and defined and learners attribute them accordingly. 

Martinko & Thomson (1998), proposed a synthesized model integrating 

various dimensions of Kelley‟s social attributional model and Weiner‟s achievement 

motivational model. They gave many reasons for this synthesis and explained its 

importance for organizational researchers.       

Causality of attribution has been investigated in many perspectives in varied 

age-group samples in various countries of the world. People do not attribute their 

causes of success and failure in vacuum. They provide solid reasons for the outcomes. 

It has been studied in achievement context, family influence, and influence of the 
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teacher, effect of gender, examination anxiety, emotions, foreign language learning 

especially English language, mathematics and cultural contexts.  

Age and gender influence attribution patterns of the learners. Attributions for 

success and failure are associated with cognitive level of the learner. Young children 

consider effort and ability the same thing. With the passage of time, when they 

develop cognitively they start differentiating ability from effort (Alderman, 2008). 

Similarly, male and female students differ in their explanation for success and failure. 

A summarized result of various research studies on gender are described as follows, 

that described varied emotional reactions and expectations for future success and 

failure.    

2.3.1 Attributions and gender difference. 

Attribution research is full of studies where gender difference is studied 

extensively. Attribution patterns differ in male and female students across the world.  

Students explain their personal successes or failures differently (Bar-Tal & Darom, 

1979; McHugh, Frieze & Hanusa, 1982; Frieze, Whitley, Hanusa & McHugh, 1982; 

Wigfield, 1988; Chaudhary & Solkhe, 2011, Gobel, Thang, Sidhu, Oon & Chan, 

2013). Usually female students‟ academic achievement is considered better than male 

students, but when it comes to attribution, girls attribute their failure to lack of ability 

and consider external attributions (luck etc) responsible for their success. Another 

important observation is that girls under value their overall performance, while boys 

tend to overestimate their performances (Alderman, 2008). 

 Sweeney, Moreland & Gruber (1982) studied gender differences in 

performance attributions of university students. Success attributions were internalized 

by both the groups, while women externalize their failure attributions to luck as 

compared to men. Gender differences in attributions for success and failure situations 
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across subject areas were measured by Ryckman & Peckham (1987).  Results of this 

study indicated that boys and girls had difference in their mean scores on effort 

attributions. 

 Emotional reactions are the natural outcome of success and failure 

experiences. Life in a classroom is full of affective experiences with motivational 

significance (Graham, 1991). These emotional reactions produce causal thinking and 

guides toward future action. Detail account of relationship between emotions and 

attributions is explained in the following. It describes intrapersonal and interpersonal 

theories of motivation from the perspective of attribution presented by Weiner. 

2.3.2 Relationship between emotions and attribution. 

To study emotions, is a vast and complex task. Happiness and un-happiness 

are task outcomes. Being outcome-dependent, they are attribution-independent 

feelings. The causal attributions about success and failure have emotional 

consequences. They play a central role in affective life. Success produces positive 

emotions while failure generates negative emotions (Tuckman & Monetti, 2011). 

Weiner (1985) presented a complete theory of achievement motivation and emotions 

in attributional perspective. He explained that causes of success and failure have 

common properties of locus, stability and controllability. The perceived cause breeds 

emotional reactions that lead future expectations and subsequent behaviour is 

emotions of different magnitude. Emotional experiences like anger, gratitude, guilt, 

hopelessness, pity, pride and shame are commonly affected by these three dimensions 

of causality. In figure 2.3, Weiner describes simple structure of four causes, the two 

dimensions of causality linking them to expectancy and value. 
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   Figure 2.3 Representation of the four main causes of behaviour, their 

dimensional properties (locus and stability), and linkages to affect and expectancy 

(Weiner, 2010)  

 

Weiner (2010), explained attribution-emotion linkages according to his three 

dimensional taxonomy: i.e. locus, stability and controllability. Table 2.2 describes 

relationship between locus of causality and feelings. 

Table 2.2 

Relationship between Locus and Feelings  

Locus  Success  Failure  

Internal  Confidence  

Pride 

Competence 

Satisfaction  

Guilt 

Regret   

Resignation 

Shame  

External  Gratitude 

Thankfulness  

Anger 

Surprise  

        Based on Weiner, 2010    

Weiner (2000) presented intrapersonal and interpersonal theories of 

motivation from the perspective of attribution. Intrapersonal theory describes self-

directed emotions like pride, guilt and shame; while interpersonal theory deals with 

other-directed thoughts and feelings of anger and sympathy.  

Explaining the intrapersonal theory, Weiner describes that when an event like 

success or failure occurs, students give a behavioural reaction. The sequence of 

motivation starts with achievement outcome. One is happy on the attainment of some 
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goal and the other is sad on failure. When unexpected, negative and sudden outcome 

takes place, attributional processes starts. The list of why questions (like “why did this 

happen?”) exert pressures on individual to locate the reason/s behind failure either 

with the self or in the environment. A cause is then selected which shares the common 

properties of locus, stability, and controllability. Ability or effort are considered 

internal causes of success and help from others or easiness of the task is external 

causes. Duration of the cause is also of vital interest as some causes (aptitude in 

mathematics) are stable over the period and some causes (chance) are temporary or 

unstable. Aptitude is internal, stable but uncontrollable cause and chance/luck is 

external and unstable cause. If learner gives stable cause, then the same outcome can 

be expected in future success or failure.  

Human behaviour depends upon thoughts and feelings. If failure is attributed 

internally as low ability, then low self-esteem results in low expectancy of success 

and the outcome is dropping out from schools/colleges. This problem of dropping out 

is common and needs attention. Attributional theorists suggested that if cause is 

linked to external, then self-esteem is maintained and performance can be increased 

(Brockner & Guare, 1983).    

In figure 2.4, we find the attributional theory of intrapersonal motivation as 

described by Weiner himself as explained above. 
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Figure2.4 An attributional theory of intrapersonal motivation (Weiner, 2000) 
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There is a link between the attributions we make about success and failure and 

future behavior. Future expectations are based on stability of the cause. Research on 

high achievers revealed that successful people make use of massive effort to be 

successful and they attribute their success to internal factors. A study conducted by 

Georgiou (1999) supported this by examining the achievement attributions of Greek 

Cypriot 477 sixth grade students. Another key finding of this study was gender 

difference.  Female students attributed their achievement to effort while male students 

attributed it to ability. 

 Interpersonal motivation theory is grounded in social environment where 

peers, teachers and parents are also key actors. They share happiness and sadness on 

achievement performances of their loved ones. When achievement outcome is failure, 

then causal search is instigated. Here the teacher or a parent who is involved in causal 

understanding may reach to a different factor from the failing student. The selected 

cause is explained in dimensions of locus, stability and controllability. The 

controllability dimension is very important here. Labeling the responsibility of a 

failing outcome generates anger which produces anti-social responses of punishment 

and reprimand. In figure 2.5, achievement failure event is explained by Weiner in the 

context of interpersonal motivation.  
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Figure 2.5 An attributional theory of interpersonal motivation (Weiner, 2000) 

 



26 
 

 Certain moral emotions exist in and out of the classroom. Weiner (2007) 

enlisted 12 such emotions that can be studied in educational context. These emotions 

have dimensions of locus and controllability. Four emotions have uncontrollable 

properties and are linked to ability such as envy, scorn, shame and sympathy; other 

eight have controllable characteristics and are linked to effort like admiration, anger, 

gratitude, guilt, indignation, jealousy, regret and schadenfreude (pleasure derived 

from another‟s misfortune). Table 2.3 explains these emotions in two dimensions of 

locus and controllability.  

Table 2.3  

Moral Emotions along with their Locus and Controllability  

Emotions Locus Controllability 

Envy (negative emotion) Directed towards others-produce anti-

social actions  

Uncontrollable  

Scorn (negative emotion) Directed towards others-produce anti-

social actions 

Uncontrollable 

Shame (negative emotion) Directed towards the self-leads to 

withdrawal 

Uncontrollable 

Sympathy or pity External-give rise to pro-social 

behaviour  

Uncontrollable 

Admiration (positive 

emotion) 

Directed outward-evokes positive 

behavioural responses 

Controllable 

Anger (negative emotion) Directed to an external target Controllable 

Gratitude (positive 

emotion) 

Directed to an external target Controllable 

Guilt (negative emotion) Self-directed Controllable 

Indignation  Directed to an external target Controllable 

Jealously  Directed to an external target Controllable 

Regret (negative emotion) Self-directed Controllable 

Schadenfreude (positive 

emotion) 

Self-directed effect Controllable 

           Based on Weiner, 2007    

Emotions are also associated with self-esteem. Satisfaction and pride on 

achievement and dissatisfaction and embarrassment on defeat or failure are common 

examples. Students attribute positive outcome to self to maintain their pride. Brown 

and Dutton (1995) conducted a study to investigate self-esteem and emotional 
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reactions to success and failure. They found that poor performance caused severe 

emotions in both high self-esteem and low self-esteem groups. The intensity level was 

greater in low self-esteem as compared to high self-esteem group because they were 

more concerned with protecting their self from the damages of failure. 

2.4 Self-esteem 

As a construct, self-esteem is as old as psychology itself. It has become a 

household word. It is perception of the person, rather than a reality (Baumeister, 

Campbell, Krueger & Vohs, 2003). There is lack of consensus among psychologists 

about the definition of self-esteem. Many definitions are available in text books of 

psychology and research articles published around the world. Over 200 definitions of 

self-esteem are present in literature (London, 1997). Baumeister et al. (2003) literally 

defined self-esteem as the value people place on themselves. Broadly, it can be 

defined as the overall evaluation of one‟s own self. Self-esteem can also be referred to 

self-worth or self-image (Santrock, 2006). 

Affectionate feelings about one‟s own self are developed in early days of life 

when children gets the attention of their surrounding people like parents and other 

family members. Rise and fall in self-esteem results in strong emotional reactions. 

The learners enjoy certain feelings towards classroom learning like pride, enjoyment, 

anxiety, anger and boredom etc. 

There is no theory of self-esteem yet it has been researched as an outcome, 

self-motive and buffer for the self. Those intellectuals, who follow self-esteem as an 

outcome, focus on those processes which generate self-esteem. Those who search 

self-esteem as self-motive, look for the ways that sustain or increase it. Lastly, 

exploration of self-esteem as a buffer for the self provides security from risky 

experiences. Cast & Burke (2002) proposed an overall theory of self-esteem by 
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combining these three concepts into the framework of identity theory. They claimed 

that self-esteem plays a fundamental role in the process of self-verification in a group. 

It also plays a role of a defense mechanism. When someone comes across the 

unsuccessful identity verification issues, previous successful efforts of self-

verification protects him from the suffering linked to lack of self-verification.  

Self-esteem is generally measured as high SE vs. low SE or positive SE vs. 

negative SE continuum. Research on self-esteem grew like a mushroom in 1970s and 

1980s where self-esteem movement flourished in America. This appeal of high self-

esteem mounted from individual to societal level. This led to development of many 

scales for measuring self-esteem like Rosenberg scale which is known for its uni-

dimensional factor structure. 

Self-esteem is measured absolutely by self report instruments. Mostly people 

score high in self-esteem questionnaires because they are in a habit of speaking well 

about their own self and they try to avoid giving undesirable answers in these 

questionnaires (Baumeister et al. 2003). Self-esteem has been linked to many other 

variables of human life like academic achievement, job and task performance, 

interpersonal relations, aggression, violence, delinquency and antisocial behaviour, 

happiness, coping, depression, health, smoking, alcohol and other drugs, and eating 

disorders (Baumeister et al. 2003). 

2.4.1 Self-esteem and academic achievement. 

Self-esteem has remained a popular area of concern for researchers in 

educational settings. Many studies have found positive correlation between self-

esteem and academic achievement. Still there are researchers who claim that there is 

no significant relationship between self-esteem and academic achievement. Good 

work and high grades in school leads to high self-esteem. This belief prevails that 
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high self-esteem and good school performance go side by side (Baumeister et al. 

2003). 

A comparative study of adolescent students in England and the United State 

was launched to find out the relationship of self-esteem with academic achievement. 

Booth & Gerard (2011) used mixed methodology and longitudinal data in the western 

cultural context of UK and US adolescents. Results depict differences in self-esteem 

level. Students from US were having higher self-esteem as compared to UK students 

across the school year. Significant correlation was seen between self-esteem and 

academic achievement of the sample. Gender difference was also observed in the 

findings. They concluded that strength of this relationship between self-esteem and 

academic achievement depends upon societal context.  

2.4.2 Self-esteem and gender difference. 

Academic achievement and gender are related with self-esteem. Nations with 

diversified culture and religions investigated self-esteem and found various patterns. 

Comparative studies also took place to see this pattern of self-esteem among people of 

various age groups.  

Relationship of self-esteem, gender and academic achievement was studied at 

undergraduate level students of Iran with the help of Persian version of RSES. The 

researchers found significant gender difference in self-esteem but their analysis 

showed no significant relationship between self-esteem and academic achievement 

(Naderi, Abdullah, Aizan, Sharir & Kumar, 2009). 

Students undergo a change when they enter college from school. Many 

important things which were responsibility of school teachers become duty of 

students. They face a period of transition from school to college. A study was 

conducted to compare the effects of self-esteem and perceived control on students‟ 
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academic performance of first year college students. Stupnisky, Renaud, Perry, 

Ruthig, Haynes & Clifton (2007) conducted a longitudinal study of 802 first year 

college students. According to their findings perceived control is more powerful 

predictor of college students‟ academic performance than traditionally used self-

esteem.  

Self-esteem is important because success and failure go side by side and it 

becomes more important when people anticipate or experience failure. Decades of 

research proved that we should not consider that high self-esteem is good and low self 

esteem is bad; rather it can be vice versa. There are times when one‟s actual 

competence does not match his self-evaluation, but still this unrealistically 

high/positive self-esteem can have a positive effect on outcomes. Negative events 

have their effects on self-esteem that result in low self-esteem. For example, failing a 

test have an effect on self-esteem. Those having low self-esteem level will focus more 

on their weaknesses and others with high level of self-esteem will highlight their 

strengths. 

2.5 Relationship between Causal Attributions and Self-Esteem 

Weiner started his research to find relationship between attributions, self-

esteem and achievement. Results of his studies showed that consistently, high 

achievers having high self-esteem attributed their success to ability which is an 

uncontrollable, internal and stable attribution. When students fail in a test or in an 

exam, they blame something else so that they can preserve their self-esteem. And 

when some failing student is successful, he is unable to enjoy the experience of 

success because he thinks it is due to some other factor out of his control i.e. luck 

(Weiner, 1980,1992). 
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Successful students believe in self-motivation, perseverance and effort. Their 

positive mindsets help them achieve success. Another quality of them is their 

approach towards mistakes. They take mistakes as learning opportunities that 

motivate them to keep on working rather than feel defeated and dejected (Goldstein & 

Brooks, 2007). 

Majority of studies describe an inclination to attribute success to internal 

factors like ability or effort and failure to luck or task difficulty, the external locus. 

Self-esteem is linked with success so people safeguard their self-esteem while 

explaining the outcomes. Similar results were found in Norway.  Skaalvik (1990) 

studied attribution of perceived academic results and its relationship with self-esteem 

in senior high school students in Norway. It was found that male students had higher 

self-esteem as compared to female students. A study conducted on Black high school 

and college students revealed that certain attributions are related to self-esteem and 

academic performances. Belgrave, Johnson & Carey (1984) studied attributions and 

its relationship with self-esteem and academic performance in Black high school and 

college students. 

Attributions play a critical role in the life of students, teachers and principals. 

Teachers attribute failure to students and success to themselves. Teachers teach 

students over the course of a school day and leave their influence on them. They must 

try to know and understand what their students believe about the reasons for their 

academic success and failure (Anderman & Midgley, 1998). With this key knowledge 

they will be able to guide and evaluate their students to maintain a positive motivation 

toward studies. US President Obama (2009) says, “From the moment students enter a 

school, the most important factor in their success is not the colour of their skin or the 

income of their parents, it‟s the person standing at the front of the classroom”. The 
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knowledge of factors that influence causal attribution is important for teachers as they 

will help teachers to ensure the development of desirable attribution patterns among 

students (Nenty, 2010). 

Perceptions of students and teachers regarding the difficulties faced by 

students at secondary level were studied by Hui (2001). Both the teachers and the 

students attributed students‟ difficulties to family members, friends and school 

environment. However, they differed in level of intensity. In finding out the causes 

behind why do students think they fail, Banks & Woolfson (2008), conducted a study 

on 53 students. They divided them into three groups, i.e. learning difficulty, low-

achieving, and averagely achieving. They found significant difference of attribution 

for failure among the three groups.  

Academic self-esteem is determined by locus of causality. Being a student, if 

one believes in one‟s ability and can achieve success then he has a positive self 

concept. On the other hand, if students have beliefs that no matter how much they try 

hard, they will never be successful, they doubt their ability which results in low self-

esteem (Child, 2007). 

Students with low self-esteem blame themselves for their failures. Brockner 

and Guare (1983) conducted a study on college students enrolled for an introductory 

Psychology class. They came to the result that performance of students with low self 

esteem can be improved if their prior expectations are boosted and their focus is 

shifted from self to task difficulty.  

Attributions are influenced by direct and indirect cues (Alderman, 2008). A 

direct cue is the outcome of any task like result of a test or a paper. Indirect cues may 

include feedback from a teacher in a classroom. Graham (1991) mentioned three 

styles of feedback that may be communicated by teacher and considered as sources of 
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indirect cues such as praise and blame, sympathy and anger, and help and neglect. 

Classroom feedback and evaluation used by teacher affects attributional inclination of 

learners. Internal attributions (ability and effort) are associated with high 

achievements and external attributions (task difficulty and luck) are held responsible 

for low achievement in schools (Weiner, 1976).  

Oren (1983) conducted a study on 559 fifth and sixth grade students of 

different socio-economic backgrounds and mixed racial combinations. He analyzed 

the effects of evaluation and feedback practices in the classroom on patterns of 

students‟ attributional tendencies. He concluded that provision of regular and frequent 

feedback resulted in less attributional dispersion. 

Teachers‟ beliefs are important for their students. Teachers‟ behaviour 

influence students‟ attributions. Students‟ attributions depend upon the behaviour 

shown by their teachers in the classroom. Teacher‟s pity, sympathy or anger 

influences students‟ attributions. Attributions of first grade teachers were studied. 

Results showed that teachers had different attributions for boys and girls in 

mathematics (Fennema, Peterson, Carpenter & Lubinski, 1990).  

Feedback is associated with self-esteem of students. It is a critical feature of 

the teaching-learning process. It is considered as structuring condition for learning. As 

feedback is given by others, so it is important for the students. Feedback given in a 

classroom by teacher is directly related to rise and fall in self-esteem of students. 

Teachers are known for their feedback and empirical results show that teachers give 

different feedback to boys and girls. Extensive verbal feedback is the trademark of 

early year‟s education which turns into written feedback with the passage of time 

(Gipps & Tunstall, 1998). 
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Parental involvement is positive and beneficial to the child‟s school success. 

Those parents, who believe this, get involved with schools and take active part in the 

educational development of their children. Parental attributions and parental 

involvement was studied by Georgiou & Tourva (2007) and found similar results. 

Parental background is also closely related to self-esteem. Their status, academic 

background and occupation have a significant influence on self-esteem level of their 

children. Demo and Williams (1983) conducted a study on 830 grade 7 students to 

measure self-esteem as a function of social class. They found a direct proportion 

between self-esteem and students‟ age. Social class was found to be greater 

determinant of self-esteem among 8
th

 graders than 5
th

 graders.  

In a study regarding children‟s attributions of musical success and failure, 

Painsi and Parncutt (2004) described children attributing their musical success mainly 

to internal factors such as ability and effort. According to their study, children were 

more influenced by their teachers as compared to their parents. 

By employing a retrospective critical incident methodology, Vispoel & Austin 

(1995) measured success and failure of 211 junior high school students in four subject 

areas (English, Math, General Music, and Physical Education). They identified four 

more causal factors as strategy, interest, teacher influence and family influence, in 

addition to traditional causal attributes of ability, effort, task difficulty and luck. The 

results of their study showed that students were more likely to give credit to their 

family and teachers for their successes than to blame them for their failures. 

Foreign language learning is an integral part of existing education system of 

the world. Almost all the developing countries are trying to learn foreign language. 

Second language acquisition is very important in today‟s global world.  Failure in FL 

is common and it hinders the progress in language learning. Many issues are related 
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with FL and attribution theory is one such theory which can lead way in language 

learning.  

Learners‟ perception of success and failure were measured in foreign language 

learning of university students in Iran. Two phase study was launched by Pishghadam 

& Modarresi (2008). Along with validation of their instrument, they measured 

attributions of 442 students in English. According to results, students attributed their 

perceived successes and failures to intrinsic motivation and language policy. Male 

students attributed success to emotions and self-image (stable and internal factors) as 

compared to women, who attributed for luck and external causes for their success. 

Not only English, but learning of other foreign languages is important. 

Students studying French, German and Spanish described their perceptions of success 

and failure in foreign language learning in UK.  William, Burden, Poulet & Maun 

(2004) studied secondary school students attributions for success and failures in 

learning foreign languages and the ways in which these attributes vary according to 

age and gender. Six attributions were identified as reasons for both success and 

failure. Gender difference was also observed. Girls cited teachers as a support in 

learning FL while boys quoted teachers responsible for their reason for failure in FL 

learning. 

Individual differences in low-income families were investigated by examining 

causal attributions through reading achievement test. O‟Sullivan & Howe (1996) 

study sample comprised of 513 students from grade 3, 6 and 9, and one parent of each 

student belonging to low-income families. The results showed that positive 

attributions and high level of reading achievement are linked. Most cited attributions 

were reading ability, liking for reading and help at home. Parents and students 

attributions are consistently associated with each other. With development in age and 
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grade, students become more focused. This study is one of the first of its kind as it 

deals with socio-economic difference in academic attributions in reading 

achievement.     

Causal attributions of success and failure remained a strong inquiry in 

different age group students in varied cultural context. Researchers found attributional 

patterns of success and failure in their studies. Success and failure are two possible 

outcomes of the learning process which are related to students‟ self-esteem.  In 

Pakistan, research on this important aspect of learning is almost non-existing. 

Therefore, the present study was designed with its focus on finding out relationship of 

causal attributions with self esteem of secondary school students.  
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CHAPTER 3 

Method and Procedure 

This chapter describes and explains the method and procedures adopted for 

this study, including research design, population, sample, development of instruments 

and data collection procedure. 

3.1 Research Design  

 A descriptive survey research design was chosen for this study. This study 

investigated the relationship between causal attribution beliefs of students and their 

self-esteem at secondary school level. So, survey research was chosen as it describes 

opinions, beliefs, attitudes, and behaviours of the people through direct questioning 

from a representative sample at a particular time (Creswell, 2011; Best & Khan, 

1999). 

3.2 Population 

The target population of the study included all high schools students of the 

Punjab province enrolled in class 10
th

.  The accessible population of the study 

comprised of all high schools students in six districts selected on the basis of 

geographical boundaries of the Punjab. Students belonged to families of different 

geographical areas and cultural contexts all over the Punjab with varied socio-

economic status. 

3.3 Sample 

An attempt was made to draw adequately representative sample from the 

target population of public sector secondary schools in Punjab. According to 

geographical boundaries, the Punjab province can be divided into three regions 

namely northern, central and southern Punjab (Wilder, 1999). For representation of all 

the regions in data collection, two districts were selected from each region i.e. district 
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Mianwali and district Khushab from northern Punjab, district Okara and city district 

Lahore from central Punjab, and district Bahawalpur and district Bahawalnagar were 

selected from southern Punjab for data collection. 

The population of the study is spread over thirty six districts of Punjab. 

According to Punjab statistics census 2011, there are 5,598 public sector secondary 

schools in Punjab.  If random sample would have been selected from all the 5,598 

public sector secondary schools in Punjab, this would have very difficult to collect 

data from such a scattered sample. Therefore, it was decided to use multi-stage 

stratified sampling technique to draw the sample from selected districts. 

Following procedure was adopted for sample selection.  

i. Each district was divided into two strata on the basis of locality 

i.e. urban high schools and rural high schools. 

ii. Each stratum was further split into two sub-stratum i.e. boys 

high schools and girls high schools. 

iii. Three schools were selected randomly from each sub-stratum.   

iv. All students of 10
th

 class from each selected school were taken 

as the sample. 

Both questionnaires (CABS and RSES) were distributed among students in the 

respective classrooms. Demographic variables about the students like their gender, 

group, locale, parents‟ education, parents‟ profession and academic achievement 

in class 9
th

 were also asked in the CABS. 

Figure 3.1 explains the process of selecting sample. 
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Figure 3.1: Flow chart of sample 

 

*
Actual size of the sample was 3614 students. 

Table 3.1 describes district-wise sample of 72 schools. The sample comprised 

of 3614 students of which 1746 were female students and 1868 were male students. 

Table 3.1  

District-Wise Distribution of Sample of Male Students and Female Students 

S# District  Male  Female  Total  

1 Bahawalnagar  393 358 751 

2 Bahawalpur  333 226 559 

3 Khushab  254 276 530 

4 Mianwali  280 316 596 

5 Okara  224 254 478 

6 Lahore 384 316 700 

 Grand Total  1868 1746 3614 

 

Total No. of Districts in the Punjab (36) 

Geographically selected Districts (6) 

One district (12 schools) 

Boys Schools (3) Girls Schools (3) 

Urban Schools (6) Rural Schools (6) 

Girls Schools (3) Boys Schools (3) 

 No. of schools selected from one district (12) 

 Total no. of schools selected from six districts (12*6= 72) 

*Average number of grade 10 students from six selected districts 

 (72*50=3600) 
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3.4 Selection and Development of Instruments 

Two instruments were used to collect data for the study. The detail of each 

instrument regarding purpose, construction and characteristics (reliability and 

validity) is given below.  

3.4.1 Causal Attributions Beliefs Scale (CABS). 

Causal Attributions Beliefs Scale (CABS) was developed by the researcher to 

identify causal attributions beliefs of the students. It was a Likert type five-point 

rating scale. In the light of literature review, the instrument was based on taxonomy of 

8 types of beliefs to investigate students‟ attributions for success and failure in 

English and Mathematics. These were ability, effort, task difficulty, luck, strategy, 

interest, family influence and teacher influence. Initially constructed questionnaire 

was reviewed by a panel of researchers (Appendix E). 

To ensure content validity, it was shared with Weiner, Russell and Forsyth 

(eminent researchers in the field of attribution theory) and they proposed changes in 

the questionnaire. Keeping in view their suggested changes, the questionnaire was 

finalized. B. Weiner (personal communication, Nov1, 2010) advised to make all 

wording parallel and identical in the questionnaire. While D. R .Forsyth (personal 

communication, Nov14, 2010) agreed with the given set of attribution measures to be 

adequate to measure the basic theoretical causes of academic performances as 

identified in classic theories of attributions.  

  Same numbers of items were provided for each cause and for each outcome 

and for each subject (mathematics and English). Parallel item wordings were used. 

Same phrase was used for mathematics and English. All the causes were enlisted 

under one stem like when I perform well/bad in mathematics/English in school due to 

……….In this way , there were two situations each for mathematics and English as 



41 
 

one for success and second for failure. Reliability of the questionnaire was determined 

through pilot testing. 

As shown in table3.2, eight attributions, used in current study, were 

categorized along three dimensions of locus, stability and controllability. This 

categorization is suggested by Weiner (1979) and Russell (1982), and was used by 

Vispoel & Austin in their study in 1995. Tuckman & Monetti (2011) described 

various causal attributes on each of the three dimensions. 

Table 3.2  

Dimensional Classification Scheme for Causal Attributions 

 Dimensions 

Attributions Locus  Stability  Controllability 

Ability Internal  Stable Uncontrollable 

Effort  Internal  Unstable Controllable 

Strategy  Internal  Unstable Controllable 

Interest Internal  Unstable Controllable 

Task Difficulty  External  Stable  Uncontrollable 

Luck  External  Unstable Uncontrollable 

Parent‟s Influence External  Stable Uncontrollable 

Teacher‟s Influence External  Stable  Uncontrollable 

        (Tuckman & Monetti, 2011: Vispoel & Austin, 1995) 

3.4.2 Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale (RSES) 

Rosenberg Self-esteem scale (RSES) revised edition, developed by Rosenberg 

(1989) was used to measure self esteem level of students. It consists of 10 items that 

are answered on a four point scale ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. 

According to Rosenberg (1979), these ten items assess worth of a person as a human 

being. It contains an equal number of positive worded items and negative worded 

items. Positive worded items of the RSES are 1, 3, 4, 7 and 10 whereas negative 

worded items of RSES are 2, 5, 6, 8 and 9. 

It is relatively a simple and accessible scale and the author/successors have 

explicitly permitted to use this scale. It has been translated in a considerable number 
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of languages. Schmitt & Allik (2005) simultaneously administrated RSES to measure 

self-esteem level of college students in 53 nations around the globe. It was translated 

into 28 languages and administered to 16,998 participants. Table 3.3 describes 

reliability of the instrument for this study in some selected countries. 

Table 3.3  

Reliability of the RSES within Some Selected Countries 

S # Country     Cronbach‟s alpha 

1 Bangladesh    .79 

2 Bolivia   .70 

3 Dec. Repub. Congo  .45 

4 Ethiopia   .64 

5 India   .81 

6 Malaysia   .74 

7 Tanzania   .61 

8 United Kingdom  .90 

9 United States   .88 

Schmitt & Allik (2005) 

The instrument was translated into Urdu by three language experts (Appendix 

F). One bilingual expert translated the scale in Urdu. The second expert, who was 

kept unfamiliar to the original scale, translated this Urdu version back into English. 

 Then a final version was prepared with the help of third expert and was pilot 

tested to ensure its validity and measure reliability in the Pakistani context. For the 

sake of this study, a neutral opinion i.e. unsure was added to convert the scale into 

five point Likert scale. This modification was made to make it a 5-point scale that 

allows the respondents to express a neutral opinion about a statement when they are 

not sure whether they agree or disagree with it (Miller & Levin, 2007).  

3.5 Pilot Study 

A pilot study was conducted to measure reliability of both scales used in the 

final study i.e. causal attribution belief scale (CABS) and Rosenberg self-esteem scale 
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(RSES). There were 396 students (not part of main study) of 10
th

 class from district 

Mianwali and district Bahawalnagar who responded to these questionnaires. The 

sample comprised of 224 female and 172 male students. There were 288 science 

students and 108 arts group students respectively. Both urban students and rural 

students were included in the sample of the pilot study.  

With the help of local teacher in the classroom, both questionnaires were 

administered. The researcher explained the questionnaires to the students. Over 450 

questionnaires were distributed. Incomplete questionnaires were not used in data 

analysis. Through SPSS, Cronbach‟s alpha was calculated for both the scales as 

shown in table 3.4. 

Table 3.4 

Reliability of the CABS & RSES 

Scale  Cronbach‟s alpha 

CABS 0.823 

RSES 0.684 

 

 The value of reliability coefficient, Cronbach‟s alpha depends upon the 

number of items in the scale. When short scales are used, it is common to find low 

values of Cronbach‟s alpha, e.g., 0.5 (Pallant, 2001). According to Schmitt (1996), 

Cronbach‟s alpha increases with increase in length of the test. Rosenberg self esteem 

scale is a small, ten item questionnaire. Different Cronbach‟s alpha values of RSES 

were found in study conducted by Schmitt & Allik (2005). They simultaneously 

administered RSES in 53 nations around the globe and found a range of 0.45 to 0.90 

of Cronbach‟s alpha values. Rizwan, Aftab, Shah and Dharwarwala (2012) described 

psychometric properties of the Rosenberg self-esteem scale in university students of 

Pakistan. By using the original scale (in English), they reported a Cronbach‟s alpha of 

0.71 of RSES in their study. Cronbach‟s alpha of 0.684 of translated version of RSES 
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in Urdu is mentioned in this study. There is no sacred level of acceptance or un-

acceptance of alpha. In many cases, researchers consider low levels of alpha quite 

useful to study different constructs, especially when personal perceptions are under 

consideration (Schmitt, 1996). 

3.6 Administration of the questionnaires 

A list of secondary schools of the selected districts was retrieved from the 

website: http://www.schools.punjab.gov.pk/schoolcensus. Twelve schools from 

each selected district were randomly selected. A permission letter for data 

collection was taken from the worthy advisor. Along with the copy of this 

permission letter, researcher visited the sample schools and met the respective 

head/principal of the institution. With their due permission, researcher visited the 

respective classes and explained the objectives of his visit to students. Both 

questionnaires were administered by the researcher himself to collect data in real 

classroom situations in the presence of respective teachers.  

3.7 Data Analysis 

A survey study was designed to determine the relationship between causal 

attribution beliefs of students and their self-esteem at secondary school level. In 

this study, data was analysed by using descriptive statistics to calculate attribution 

subscale means and standard deviations. Gender-wise causal attributions of 

students were measured through independent sample t-test. Locale-wise causal 

attributions of students were measured through independent sample t-test. 

Independent sample t-test was also used to find out the mean difference in causal 

attributions of humanities students and science students in the subjects of mathematics 

and English.  
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MANOVA was performed to examine the effect of the gender, locale and 

academic major (science/humanities) and outcomes (success/failure) on the 

attributions.  

Self-esteem level of students was analyzed separately. Independent sample t-

test was used to find out the mean difference in self-esteem level of students on the 

basis of gender and locale. Similarly, independent sample t-test was also used to find 

out the mean difference in self-esteem level of humanities students and science 

students to get the exact picture of the sample. 

Pearson r was applied to correlate between self-esteem level of students and 

their causal attributions of success and failure in mathematics and English.  
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CHAPTER 4 

Analysis and Interpretation of Data 

This chapter consists of data analysis of the results to answer the research 

questions. The study explored the relationship of causal attributions of success and 

failure, and self-esteem at secondary level. Eight causes (ability, effort, task difficulty, 

luck, strategy, interest, family influence and teacher influence) for success and failure 

were included in the instrument. Students‟ self-esteem level was measured to correlate 

it with causal attributions. 

 Two self-administrated research questionnaires were used to collect data from 

3614 students of 10th class taken from 72 schools of 6 districts of Punjab. Causal 

attributions about success and failure in mathematics and English were measured 

through CABS and self-esteem was measured through RSES. Both descriptive 

statistics and inferential statistics were used to analyze the data using SPSS 17. 

Demographic characteristics of the sample are described in table 4.1. 

Table 4.1  

Distribution of Sample According to Gender, Locale and Group  

Variable N Percentage 

Gender  

  Male 

 Female   

 

1868 

1746 

 

52 

48 

Locale  

 Rural  

 Urban  

 

1550 

2064 

 

43 

57 

Group 

 Humanities  

 Science  

 

1167 

2447 

 

33 

67 

 

Total 3614 100 
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4.1 Results Pertaining to Causal Attributions 

Table 4.2 describes attribution means and standard deviations in 

mathematics and English according to outcome as success and failure in these 

subjects.   

Table 4.2 

Attribution Scale Means and Standard Deviation by Subject Area and Outcome 

(Success & Failure) 

Success scale Mathematics 

M    SD 

    English 

M      SD 

     Total
*
 

  M        SD 

Ability 4.04 1.052 4.10 1.052 4.07 1.052 

Effort 4.22 0.902 4.21 0.939 4.22 0.921 

Strategy 4.05 1.007 4.06 1.004 4.05 1.005 

Interest 4.07 1.060 4.07 1.055 4.07 1.057 

Luck 3.85 1.172 3.81 1.143 3.83 1.157 

Task difficulty 3.63 1.289 3.68 1.226 3.66 1.257 

Parent‟s influence 4.19 1.072 4.20 1.044 4.19 1.058 

Teacher‟s influence 4.27 1.022 4.31 0.969 4.29 0.995 

 

Failure scale 

      

Ability 2.71 1.322 2.67 1.332 2.69 1.327 

Effort 3.25 1.267 3.10 1.299 3.17 1.283 

Strategy 3.15 1.311 3.02 1.350 3.08 1.331 

Interest 3.16 1.349 3.05 1.388 3.11 1.368 

Luck 2.84 1.311 2.80 1.268 2.82 1.289 

Task difficulty 3.11 1.352 3.05 1.356 3.08 1.354 

Parent‟s influence 2.62 1.435 2.67 1.455 2.65 1.445 

Teacher‟s influence 2.84 1.436 2.83 1.484 2.84 1.46 
*
Total represents the mean attribution scale score across subject areas i.e. mathematics & English 

 Through total sample mean, success attributions were ranked in order of 

preference as teacher‟s influence (4.29), effort (4.22), parent‟s influence (4.19), ability 

(4.07), interest (4.07), strategy (4.05), luck (3.83) and task difficulty (3.66). Similarly, 

according to total sample means, failure attributions were ranked in order of 

preference as effort (3.17), interest (3.11), strategy (3.08), task difficulty (3.08), 

teacher‟s influence (2.84), luck (2.82), ability (2.69) and parent‟s influence (2.65). 
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Collectively, the total mean scores suggested that participants agreed upon that 

all causes are a potential cause of their success and failure. However, students 

endorsed some causes more than others. All the success attributions had a mean score 

above 3.5, which revealed that all causes were viewed by students as possible causes 

of their success. As far as failure attributions were concerned, means score of four 

causes fell below 3, which proposed that students were reluctant to uphold these 

causes as potential causes of their failure in mathematics and English. 

Table 4.3 showed attributions ranked in order of importance for failure in 

mathematics by male and female students. 

Table 4.3 

Rank Order and Mean Scores of Failure Attributions in Mathematics by Male and 

Female Students   

 Male(1868)  Female(1746) 

Rank Attributions M SD Rank Attributions M SD 

1 Effort 3.23 1.270 1 Effort 3.27 1.264 

2 Interest 3.20 1.354 2 Strategy 3.12 1.331 

3 Strategy 3.18 1.292 3 Interest 3.12 1.342 

4 Task difficulty 3.10 1.348 4 Task difficulty 3.12 1.356 

5 Teacher‟s influence 2.93 1.435 5 Luck 2.83 1.311 

6 Luck 2.85 1.310 6 Teacher‟s influence 2.73 1.432 

7 Parent‟s influence 2.76 1.425 7 Ability 2.69 1.277 

8 Ability 2.74 1.363 8 Parent‟s influence 2.46 1.429 

 

Male students quoted lack of effort, lack of interest, wrong use of strategy and 

task difficulty as leading causes of their failure in mathematics. Parents and teachers 

were more a cause of success than failure. Similarly female students considered lack 

of effort, wrong use of strategy, lack of interest and task difficulty as main causes of 

their failure in mathematics. The first three failure attributions quoted by male and 

female students had internal locus of control (effort, interest & strategy). 
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Table 4.4 showed attributions ranked in order of importance for failure in 

English by male and female students. 

Table 4.4 

Rank Order and Mean Scores of Failure Attributions in English by Male and Female 

Students   

 Male(1868) Female(1746) 

Rank Attributions  M  SD Rank Attributions  M  SD  

1 Interest 3.17 1.362 1 Effort 3.08 1.344 

2 Effort 3.12 1.256 2 Task difficulty 3.02 1.379 

3 Strategy 3.10 1.316 3 Strategy 2.94 1.382 

4 Task difficulty 3.07 1.335 4 Interest 2.93 1.405 

5 Teacher‟s influence 2.96 1.484 5 Luck 2.76 1.253 

6 Luck 2.83 1.281 6 Teacher‟s 

influence 

2.70 1.474 

7 Parent‟s influence 2.79 1.450 7 Ability   2.62 1.287 

8 Ability  

     

2.72 1.371 8 Parent‟s influence 2.55 1.451 

 

Male students ranked their most to least failure attributions in English as lack 

of interest, lack of effort, wrong use of strategy and task difficulty. While female 

students ranked their most to least failure attributions in English as lack of effort, task 

difficulty, wrong use of strategy and lack of interest. The failure attributions in 

English quoted by students had internal locus of control (interest, effort & strategy). 
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Table 4.5 showed attributions ranked in order of importance for success 

in mathematics by male and female students. 

Table 4.5 

Rank Order and Mean Scores of Success Attributions in Mathematics by Male and 

Female Students   

 Male (1868)  Female(1746) 

Rank Attributions  M  SD  Rank  Attributions  M  SD  

1 Teacher‟s 

influence 

4.21 1.087 1 Teacher‟s 

influence 

4.33 0.943 

2 Effort 4.17 0.946 2 Effort 4.28 0.848 

3 Parent‟s influence 4.16 1.093 3 Parent‟s influence 4.23 1.049 

4 Interest 4.04 1.079 4 Strategy 4.11 0.959 

5 Ability 4.00 1.121 5 Interest 4.10 1.039 

6 Strategy 3.99 1.047 6 Ability 4.08 0.972 

7 Luck 3.79 1.217 7 Luck 3.90 1.120 

8 Task difficulty 3.59 1.307 8 Task difficulty 3.67 1.269 

 

Similar patterns of success attributions were observed in male and female 

students in mathematics. Both male and female students ranked teacher‟s influence, 

effort and parent‟s influence as primary causes of their success. While describing 

success in mathematics, male students quoted causes that had external locus (teacher‟s 

influence & parent‟s influence) as well as internal locus (effort & interest). Similarly 

female students also quoted causes that had external locus (teacher‟s influence & 

parent‟s influence) as well as internal locus (effort & strategy). 
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Table 4.6 showed attributions ranked in order of importance for success 

in English by male and female students. 

Table 4.6 

Rank Order and Mean Scores of Success Attributions in English by Male and Female 

Students   

 Male(1868)  Female(1746) 

Rank Attributions  M  SD Rank  Attributions  M  SD  

1 Teacher‟s influence 4.24 1.046 1 Teacher‟s influence 4.38 0.875 

2 Effort 4.16 0.990 2 Effort 4.28 0.876 

3 Parent‟s influence 4.14 1.104 3 Parent‟s influence 4.26 0.971 

4 Ability  4.03 1.127 4 Ability  4.18 0.959 

5 Interest 4.00 1.110 5 Strategy 4.14 0.936 

6 Strategy 3.99 1.058 6 Interest 4.14 0.987 

7 Luck 3.76 1.177 7 Luck 3.85 1.103 

8 Task difficulty 3.69 1.241 8 Task difficulty 3.68 1.209 

 

Identical patterns of success attributions were observed in male and female 

students in English. Both male and female students ranked teacher‟s influence, effort 

parent‟s influence and ability as primary causes of their success. While describing 

success in English, both male and female students quoted causes that had external 

locus (teacher‟s influence & parent‟s influence) as well as internal locus (effort & 

ability). 
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Table 4.7 showed attributions ranked in order of importance for failure in 

mathematics by rural and urban students. 

Table 4.7 

Rank Order and Mean Scores of Failure Attributions in Mathematics by Rural and 

Urban Students   

 Rural(1550)  Urban(2064) 

Rank Attributions  M  SD Rank  Attributions  M  SD  

1 Interest 3.19 1.315 1 Effort 3.30 1.264 

2 Effort 3.18 1.269 2 Task difficulty 3.21 1.359 

3 Strategy 3.09 1.319 3 Strategy 3.20 1.304 

4 Task difficulty 2.98 1.332 4 Interest 3.14 1.373 

5 Teacher‟s influence 2.81 1.463 5 Luck 2.87 1.333 

6 Luck 2.79 1.280 6 Teacher‟s influence 2.85 1.416 

7 Ability 2.74 1.329 7 Ability 2.70 1.317 

8 Parent‟s influence 2.70 1.444 8 Parent‟s influence 2.56 1.425 

 

Rural students quoted lack of interest, lack of effort, wrong use of strategy and 

task difficulty as leading causes of their failure in mathematics. Similarly urban 

students considered lack of effort, task difficulty, wrong use of strategy and lack of 

interest as main causes of their failure in mathematics. The failure attributions in 

mathematics quoted by rural students had internal locus of control (interest, effort & 

strategy). Similarly, the failure attributions in mathematics quoted by urban students 

had internal locus (effort, strategy & interest). 
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Table 4.8 showed attributions ranked in order of importance for failure in 

English by rural and urban students. 

Table 4.8 

Rank Order and Mean Scores of Failure Attributions in English by Rural and Urban 

Students   

 Rural(1550)  Urban(2064) 

Rank Attributions  M  SD Rank  Attributions  M  SD  

1 Effort 3.06 1.303 1 Effort 3.13 1.296 

2 Interest 3.03 1.393 2 Task difficulty 3.08 1.383 

3 Strategy 3.01 1.367 3 Interest 3.07 1.384 

4 Task difficulty 3.00 1.319 4 Strategy 3.03 1.338 

5 Teacher‟s influence 2.88 1.530 5 Luck 2.80 1.299 

6 Luck 2.80 1.225 6 Teacher‟s influence 2.79 1.448 

7 Parent‟s influence 2.79 1.495 7 Ability 2.64 1.344 

8 Ability 2.72 1.315 8 Parent‟s influence 2.59 1.418 

  

Rural students quoted lack of effort, lack of interest, wrong use of strategy and 

task difficulty as leading causes of their failure in English. Similarly urban students 

considered lack of effort, task difficulty, lack of interest and wrong use of strategy as 

main causes of their failure in English. The failure attributions in English quoted by 

rural students had internal locus of control (effort, interest & strategy). Similarly, the 

failure attributions in English quoted by urban students had internal locus (effort, 

interest & strategy). 
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Table 4.9 showed attributions ranked in order of importance for success 

in mathematics by rural and urban students. 

Table 4.9 

Rank Order and Mean Scores of Success Attributions in Mathematics by Rural and 

Urban Students   

 Rural(1550)  Urban(2064) 

Rank Attributions  M  SD Rank  Attributions  M  SD  

1 Teacher‟s influence 4.35 0.951 1 Effort 4.25 0.863 

2 Effort 4.19 0.951 2 Teacher‟s influence 4.21 1.068 

3 Parent‟s influence 4.17 1.088 3 Parent‟s influence 4.21 1.060 

4 Ability 4.06 1.036 4 Interest 4.10 1.025 

5 Interest 4.04 1.104 5 Strategy 4.07 0.981 

6 Strategy 4.03 1.040 6 Ability 4.02 1.064 

7 Luck 3.89 1.149 7 Luck 3.81 1.189 

8 Task difficulty 3.64 1.302 8 Task difficulty 3.62 1.279 

 

Rural students quoted teacher‟s influence, effort, parent‟s influence and ability 

as leading causes of their success in mathematics. On the other hand, urban students 

attributed effort, teacher‟s influence, parent‟s influence and interest in mathematics as 

causes of their success in mathematics. While describing success in mathematics, both 

rural and urban students quoted causes that had external locus (teacher‟s influence & 

parent‟s influence) as well as internal locus (effort & interest).  
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Table 4.10 showed attributions ranked in order of importance for success 

in English by rural and urban students. 

Table 4.10 

Rank Order and Mean Scores of Success Attributions in English by Rural and Urban 

Students   

 Rural(1550)  Urban(2064) 

Rank Attributions  M  SD Rank  Attributions  M  SD  

1 Teacher‟s influence 4.35 0.953 1 Teacher‟s influence 4.27 0.980 

2 Parent‟s influence 4.20 1.045 2 Effort 4.23 0.929 

3 Effort 4.20 0.951 3 Parent‟s influence 4.20 1.043 

4 Ability 4.11 1.033 4 Ability 4.10 1.066 

5 Interest 4.05 1.111 5 Strategy 4.09 0.985 

6 Strategy 4.03 1.027 6 Interest 4.09 1.010 

7 Luck 3.83 1.154 7 Luck 3.79 1.134 

8 Task difficulty 3.74 1.210 8 Task difficulty 3.64 1.236 

 

A similar pattern of attributions was found in success attributions of rural and 

urban students in English. Both rural and urban students ranked teacher‟s influence as 

leading cause of their success in English. The other major causes quoted by rural 

students were parent‟s influence, effort and ability. Similarly, urban students 

described effort, parent‟s influence and ability as major causes of their success in 

English. While describing success in English, both rural and urban students quoted 

causes that had external locus (teacher‟s influence & parent‟s influence) as well as 

internal locus (effort & ability). 
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Table 4.11 showed attributions ranked in order of importance for failure 

in mathematics by humanities and science students. 

Table 4.11 

Rank Order and Mean Scores of Failure Attributions in Mathematics by Humanities 

and Science Students   

 Humanities (1167)  Science (2447) 

Rank Attributions M SD Rank Attributions M SD 

1 Interest 3.34 1.290 1 Effort 3.22 1.282 

2 Effort 3.30 1.235 2 Strategy 3.16 1.338 

3 Task difficulty 3.22 1.355 3 Interest 3.08 1.368 

4 Strategy 3.14 1.255 4 Task difficulty 3.06 1.348 

5 Teacher‟s influence 3.06 1.453 5 Luck 2.78 1.321 

6 Ability 2.96 1.344 6 Teacher‟s influence 2.73 1.416 

7 Luck 2.96 1.281 7 Ability 2.60 1.295 

8 Parent‟s influence 2.81 1.434 8 Parent‟s influence 2.52 1.426 

 

Humanities students described lack of interest, lack of effort, task difficulty 

and wrong use of strategy as main causes of their failure in mathematics. Similarly 

science students considered lack of effort, wrong use of strategy, lack of interest and 

task difficulty as main causes of their failure in mathematics. The failure attributions 

in mathematics quoted by humanities students had internal locus of control (interest, 

effort & strategy). Similarly, the failure attributions in mathematics quoted by science 

students had internal locus (effort, strategy & interest). 
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Table 4.12 showed attributions ranked in order of importance for failure 

in English by humanities and science students. 

Table 4.12 

Rank Order and Mean Scores of Failure Attributions in English by Humanities and 

Science Students   

 Humanities(1167)  Science(2447) 

Rank Attributions M SD Rank Attributions M SD 

1 Interest 3.25 1.290 1 Effort 3.05 1.308 

2 Task difficulty 3.24 1.235 2 Strategy 3.01 1.364 

3 Effort 3.21 1.355 3 Interest 2.96 1.398 

4 Teacher‟s influence 3.10 1.255 4 Task difficulty 2.95 1.353 

5 Strategy 3.04 1.453 5 Luck 2.76 1.274 

6 Parent‟s influence 2.97 1.344 6 Teacher‟s influence 2.70 1.479 

7 Ability 2.89 1.281 7 Ability 2.57 1.322 

8 Luck 2.88 1.434 8 Parent‟s influence 2.53 1.438 

 

Humanities students quoted lack of interest, task difficulty, lack of effort and 

teacher‟s influence as leading causes of their failure in English. Similarly science 

students considered lack of effort, wrong use of strategy, lack of interest and task 

difficulty as main causes of their failure in English. While describing failure in 

English, humanities students quoted causes that had internal locus (interest & effort) 

as well as external locus (task difficulty & teacher‟s influence).The failure attributions 

in English quoted by science students had internal locus of control (effort, strategy & 

interest).  
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Table 4.13 showed attributions ranked in order of importance for success 

in mathematics by humanities and science students. 

Table 4.13 

Rank Order and Mean Scores of Success Attributions in Mathematics by Humanities 

and Science Students   

 Humanities(1167)  Science(2447) 

Rank Attributions M SD Rank Attributions M SD 

1 Teacher‟s influence 4.20 1.094 1 Teacher‟s influence 4.30 .984 

2 Effort 4.18 .923 2 Effort 4.24 .891 

3 Parent‟s influence 4.13 1.083 3 Parent‟s influence 4.22 1.066 

4 Strategy 4.02 1.035 4 Interest 4.10 1.050 

5 Interest 4.01 1.080 5 Ability 4.07 1.034 

6 Ability 3.98 1.088 6 Strategy 4.07 .994 

7 Luck 3.92 1.151 7 Luck 3.81 1.180 

8 Task difficulty 3.70 1.281 8 Task difficulty 3.59 1.292 

 

Similar patterns of success attributions were found in humanities and science 

students in mathematics. Both humanities and science students quoted teacher‟s 

influence, effort and parent‟s influence as primary causes of their success. While 

describing success in mathematics, humanities students quoted causes that had 

external locus (teacher‟s influence & parent‟s influence) as well as internal locus 

(effort & strategy). Similarly science students also quoted causes that had external 

locus (teacher‟s influence & parent‟s influence) as well as internal locus (effort & 

interest). 
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Table 4.14 showed attributions ranked in order of importance for success 

in English by humanities and science students. 

Table 4.14 

Rank Order and Mean Scores of Success Attributions in English by Humanities and 

Science Students   

 Humanities(1167)  Science(2447) 

Rank Attributions  M  SD Rank  Attributions  M  SD  

1 Teacher‟s influence 4.26 1.035 1 Teacher‟s influence 4.33 0.936 

2 Effort 4.20 0.929 2 Effort 4.22 0.943 

3 Parent‟s influence 4.16 1.058 3 Parent‟s influence 4.22 1.037 

4 Ability 4.09 1.058 4 Ability 4.11 1.049 

5 Interest 4.03 1.093 5 Strategy 4.10 0.979 

6 Strategy 3.98 1.050 6 Interest 4.09 1.035 

7 Luck 3.88 1.130 7 Luck 3.77 1.147 

8 Task difficulty 3.72 1.218 8 Task difficulty 3.67 1.229 

 

Similar patterns of success attributions were observed in humanities and 

science students in English. Both humanities and science students quoted teacher‟s 

influence, effort and parent‟s influence as primary causes of their success. While 

describing success in English, humanities students quoted causes that had external 

locus (teacher‟s influence & parent‟s influence) as well as internal locus (effort & 

ability). Similarly science students also quoted causes that had external locus 

(teacher‟s influence & parent‟s influence) as well as internal locus (effort & ability). 
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Independent sample t-test was conducted to find out the mean difference 

in causal attributions of male & female students in mathematics.  

Table 4.15  

Comparison of Failure Attributions of Male and Female Students in Mathematics   

Attributions Gender N M SD df    t p 

Ability  Female 1746 2.69 1.277 3612 -1.095 0.274 

Male 1868 2.74 1.363    

Effort  Female 1746 3.27 1.264 3612 1.056 0.291 

Male 1868 3.23 1.270    

Strategy  Female 1746 3.12 1.331 3612 -1.186 0.235 

Male 1868 3.18 1.292    

Interest  Female 1746 3.12 1.342 3612 -1.829 0.068 

Male 1868 3.20 1.354    

Luck  Female 1746 2.83 1.311 3612 -0.430 0.667 

Male 1868 2.85 1.310    

Task difficulty  Female 1746 3.12 1.356 3612 0.377 0.706 

Male 1868 3.10 1.348    

Parent‟s influence Female 1746 2.46 1.429 3612 -6.402
 

0.000
* 

Male 1868 2.76 1.425    

Teacher‟s influence Female 1746 2.73 1.432 3612 -4.066
 

0.000* 

Male 1868 2.93 1.435    
*p< 0.05  

Table 4.15 indicated that there was significant mean difference in students‟ 

failure attributions in mathematics regarding parent‟s influence and teacher‟s 

influence. The remaining six failure attributions showed no significant mean 

difference. 

Significant difference was found in scores on parent‟s influence for males 

(M=2.76, SD=1.425) and females (M=2.46, SD=1.429); t (3612) =-6.402, p= 0.000
*
. 

Similarly, there was significant difference scores on teacher‟s influence for males 

(M=2.93, SD=1.435) and females (M=2.73, SD=1.432); t (3612) =-4.066, p=0.000
*
.  

Analysis also showed that male students attributed failure in Mathematics to parents‟ 

influence (Male M = 2.76, Female M = 2.46) and teachers‟ influence (Male M = 2.93, 

Female M = 2.73) more than female students.   
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Independent sample t-test was conducted to find out the mean difference 

in causal attributions of male & female students in English.  

Table 4.16 

Comparison of Failure Attributions of Male and Female Students in English  

Attributions Gender N M SD df t p 

Ability Female 1746 2.62 1.287 3612 -2.456
 

0.014
* 

Male 1868 2.72 1.371    

Effort Female 1746 3.08 1.344 3612 -1.097 0.271 

Male 1868 3.12 1.256    

Strategy Female 1746 2.94 1.382 3612 -3.444
 

0.001
* 

Male 1868 3.10 1.316    

Interest Female 1746 2.93 1.405 3612 -5.085
 

0.000* 

Male 1868 3.17 1.362    

Luck Female 1746 2.76 1.253 3612 -1.768 0.077 

Male 1868 2.83 1.281    

Task difficulty Female 1746 3.02 1.379 3612 -1.255 0.209 

Male 1868 3.07 1.335    

Parent‟s influence Female 1746 2.55 1.451 3612 -4.967
 

0.000* 

Male 1868 2.79 1.450    

Teacher‟s influence Female 1746 2.70 1.474 3612 -5.181 0.000* 

Male 1868 2.96 1.484    
*p< 0.05  

Table 4.16 showed significant mean difference in students‟ failure attributions 

in English regarding ability, strategy, interest, parent‟s influence and teacher‟s 

influence. The other three failure attributions i.e. effort, luck and task difficulty 

showed no significant difference in scores. 

Significant difference was found in scores for ability: males (M=2.72, 

SD=1.371) and female (M=2.62, SD=1.287); t (3612) =-2.456, p=0.014
*
. Similarly, 

significant difference was found in scores for strategy: males (M=3.10, SD=1.316) 

and female (M=2.94, SD=1.382); t (3612) =-3.444, p=0.001
*
. Significant difference 

was found in scores for interest: males (M=3.17, SD=1.362) and female (M=2.93, 

SD=1.405); t (3612) =-5.085, p=0.000*, and significant difference was also found in 

scores for parent‟s influence on males (M=2.79, SD=1.450) and female (M=2.55, 
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SD=1.451); t (3612) =-4.967, p=0.000*.  Significant difference was found in scores 

for teacher‟s influence on males (M=2.96, SD=1.484) and female (M=2.70, 

SD=1.474); t (3612) =-5.181, p=0.000*.  

Analysis also showed that male students attributed failure in English to ability 

(Male M = 2.72, Female M = 2.62), strategy (Male M = 3.10, Female M = 2.94), 

interest (Male M = 3.17, Female M = 2.93), parents‟ influence (Male M = 2.79, 

Female M = 2.55) and teachers‟ influence (Male M = 2.96, Female M = 2.70) more 

than female students.   

Independent sample t-test was conducted to find out the mean difference 

in causal attributions of male & female students in the subject of mathematics.  

Table 4.17  

Comparison of Success Attributions of Male and Female Students in Mathematics   

Attributions  Gender N M SD df t p 

Ability Female 1746 4.08 0.972 3612 2.093
 0.036

* 

Male 1868 4.00 1.121    

Effort Female 1746 4.28 0.848 3612 3.680 0.000
* 

Male 1868 4.17 0.946    

Strategy Female 1746 4.11 0.959 3612 3.574 0.000
* 

Male 1868 3.99 1.047    

Interest Female 1746 4.10 1.039 3612 1.691 0.091 

Male 1868 4.04 1.079    

Luck Female 1746 3.90 1.120 3612 2.725 0.006
* 

Male 1868 3.79 1.217    

Task difficulty Female 1746 3.67 1.269 3612 1.701 0.089 

Male 1868 3.59 1.307    

Parent‟s influence Female 1746 4.23 1.049 3612 2.028 0.043
* 

Male 1868 4.16 1.093    

Teacher‟s influence Female 1746 4.33 0.943 3612 3.667 0.000
* 

Male 1868 4.21 1.087    

*p< 0.05  

 Table 4.17 described success attributions of students in mathematics. There 

was significant difference found in six out of eight attributions i.e. ability, effort, 
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strategy, luck, parent‟s influence and teacher‟s influence. Two success attributions i.e. 

interest and task difficulty showed no significant difference in mean scores. 

Significant difference was found in scores for ability: males (M=4.0, 

SD=1.121) and female (M=4.08, SD=0.972); t (3612) =2.093, p=0.036
*
. Similarly, 

significant difference was found in scores for effort: males (M=4.17, SD=0.946) and 

female (M=4.28, SD=0.848); t (3612) =3.680, p=0.000
*
. In the same manner, 

significant difference was found in scores for strategy: males (M=3.99, SD=1.047) 

and female (M=4.11, SD=0.956); t (3612) =3.574, p=0.000
*
. Similarly, significant 

difference was found in scores for luck: males (M=3.79, SD=1.217) and female 

(M=3.90, SD=1.120); t (3612) =2.725, p=0.006
*
. Significant difference was found in 

scores for parent‟s influence: males (M=4.16, SD=1.093) and female (M=4.23, 

SD=1.049); t (3612) =2.028, p=0.043
*
, and significant difference was also found in 

scores for teacher‟s influence: males (M=4.21, SD=1.087) and female (M=4.33, 

SD=0.943); t (3612) =3.667, p=0.000
*
. 

Analysis also showed that female students attributed success in mathematics to 

ability (Female M = 4.08, Male M = 4.00), effort (Female M = 4.28, Male M = 4.17) 

strategy (Female M = 4.11, Male M = 3.99), luck (Female M = 3.90, Male M = 3.79), 

parents‟ influence (Female M = 4.23, Male M = 4.16) and teachers‟ influence (Female 

M = 4.33, Male M = 4.21) more than male students.   
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Independent sample t-test was conducted to find out the mean difference 

in causal attributions of male & female students in the subject of English.  

Table 4.18  

Comparison of Success Attributions of Male and Female Students in English   

Attributions  Gender N M SD df t p 

Ability Female 1746 4.18 0.959 3612 4.460
 

0.000
* 

Male 1868 4.03 1.127    

Effort Female 1746 4.28 0.876 3612 3.854 0.000
* 

Male 1868 4.16 0.990    

Strategy Female 1746 4.14 0.936 3612 4.396 0.000
*
 

Male 1868 3.99 1.058    

Interest Female 1746 4.14 0.987 3612 4.045 0.000
* 

Male 1868 4.00 1.110    

Luck Female 1746 3.85 1.103 3612 2.369 0.018
* 

Male 1868 3.76 1.177    

Task difficulty Female 1746 3.68 1.209 3612 -0.346 0.729 

Male 1868 3.69 1.241    

Parent‟s influence Female 1746 4.26 0.971 3612 3.521 0.000
* 

Male 1868 4.14 1.104    

Teacher‟s influence Female 1746 4.38 0.875 3612 4.339 0.000
* 

Male 1868 4.24 1.046    

*p< 0.05  

Table 4.18 described success attributions of students in English. There was 

significant difference found in seven out of eight attributions i.e. ability, effort, 

strategy, interest, luck, parent‟s influence and teacher‟s influence. There was no 

significant difference found in task difficulty attribution. 

Statistically significant difference was found in scores for ability: males 

(M=4.03, SD=1.127) and female (M=4.18, SD=0.959); t (3612) =4.460, p=0.000
*
. 

Similarly, significant difference was found in scores for effort: males (M=4.16, 

SD=0.990) and female (M=4.28, SD=0.876); t (3612) =3.854, p=0.000
*
. Statistically 

significant difference was found in scores for strategy: males (M=3.99, SD=1.058) 

and female (M=4.14, SD=0.936); t (3612) =4.396, p=0.000
*
. In the same manner, 
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significant difference was found in scores for interest: males (M=4.0, SD=1.110) and 

female (M=4.14, SD=0.987); t (3612) =4.045, p=0.000
*
.  Statistically, significant 

difference was found in scores for luck: males (M=3.76, SD=1.177) and female 

(M=3.85, SD=1.103); t (3612) =2.369, p=0.018
*
. Significant difference was found in 

scores for parent‟s influence: males (M=4.14, SD=1.104) and female (M=4.26, 

SD=0.971); t (3612) =3.521, p=0.000
*
, and significant difference was also found in 

scores for teacher‟s influence: males (M=4.24, SD=1.046) and female (M=4.38, 

SD=0.875); t (3612) =4.339, p=0.000
*
. 

Analysis also showed that female students attributed success in English to 

ability (Female M = 4.18, Male M = 4.03), effort (Female M = 4.28, Male M = 4.16) 

strategy (Female M = 4.14, Male M = 3.99), Interest (Female M = 4.14, Male M = 

4.00) ,  luck (Female M = 3.85, Male M = 3.76), parents‟ influence (Female M = 4.26, 

Male M = 4.14) and teachers‟ influence (Female M = 4.38, Male M = 4.24) more than 

male students.   
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Independent sample t-test was conducted to find out the mean difference 

in causal attributions of rural students and urban students in the subject of 

mathematics. 

Table 4.19  

Comparison of Failure Attributions of Rural and Urban Students in Mathematics   

Attributions  Locale N M SD df t p 

Ability  Rural 1550 2.74 1.329 3612 0.960 0.337 

Urban 2064 2.70 1.317    

Effort  Rural 1550 3.18 1.269 3612 -2.893
 

0.004
* 

Urban 2064 3.30 1.264    

Strategy  Rural 1550 3.09 1.319 3612 -2.463 0.014
* 

Urban 2064 3.20 1.304    

Interest  Rural 1550 3.19 1.315 3612 1.124 0.261 

Urban 2064 3.14 1.373    

Luck  Rural 1550 2.79 1.280 3612 -1.791 0.073 

Urban 2064 2.87 1.333    

Task difficulty  Rural 1550 2.98 1.332 3612 -5.024 0.000
* 

Urban 2064 3.21 1.359    

Parent‟s influence  Rural 1550 2.70 1.444 3612 2.965 0.003
* 

Urban 2064 2.56 1.425    

Teacher‟s influence  Rural 1550 2.81 1.463 3612 -0.801 0.423 

Urban 2064 2.85 1.416    

*p< 0.05  

Table 4.19 reported that there was significant mean difference in rural 

students‟ failure attributions and urban student‟s failure attributions in mathematics. 

Except for effort, strategy, task difficulty and parent‟s influence, there was no 

significant difference in failure attributions of ability, interest, luck and teacher‟s 

influence of students.  

Significant difference was found in scores for effort:  rural students (M=3.18, 

SD=1.269) and urban students (M=3.30, SD=1.264); t (3612) =-2.893, p= 0.004
*
, and 

significant difference was found in scores for strategy: rural students (M=3.09, 
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SD=1.319) and urban students (M=3.20, SD=1.304); t (3612) =-2.463, p=0.014
*
. 

Similar significant difference was found in scores for task difficulty: rural students 

(M=2.98, SD=1.332) and urban students (M=3.21, SD=1.359); t (3612) =-5.024, 

p=0.000
*
, and significant difference was found in scores for parent‟s influence on 

rural students (M=2.70, SD=1.444) and urban students (M=2.56, SD=1.425); t (3612) 

=2.965, p= 0.003
*
. 

Analysis also showed that urban students attributed failure in Mathematics to 

effort (Urban M = 3.30, Rural M = 3.18), strategy (Urban M = 3.20, Rural M = 3.09) 

and task difficulty (Urban M = 3.21, Rural M = 2.98) more than rural students. Rural 

students attributed failure in mathematics to parent‟s influence (Rural M = 2.70, 

Urban M = 2.56) more than urban students.  
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Independent sample t-test was conducted to find out the mean difference 

in causal attributions of rural students and urban students in the subject of 

English.  

Table 4.20  

Comparison of Failure Attributions of Rural and Urban Students in English 

Attributions  Locale N M SD df t p 

Ability Rural 1550 2.72 1.315 3612 1.812 0.070 

Urban 2064 2.64 1.344    

Effort Rural 1550 3.06 1.303 3612 -1.459 0.145 

Urban 2064 3.13 1.296    

Strategy Rural 1550 3.01 1.367 3612 -0.292 0.770 

Urban 2064 3.03 1.338    

Interest Rural 1550 3.03 1.393 3612 -0.818 0.413 

Urban 2064 3.07 1.384    

Luck Rural 1550 2.80 1.225 3612 0.163 0.871 

Urban 2064 2.80 1.299    

Task difficulty Rural 1550 3.00 1.319 3612 -1.627 0.104 

Urban 2064 3.08 1.383    

Parent‟s influence Rural 1550 2.79 1.495 3612 4.151
 

0.000
* 

Urban 2064 2.59 1.418    

Teacher‟s influence Rural 1550 2.88 1.530 3612 1.799 0.072 

Urban 2064 2.79 1.448    

*p< 0.05  

Table 4.20 showed that apart from one attribution i.e. parent‟s influence there 

was  no significant mean difference in reaming seven attributions of rural students‟ 

failure attributions and urban student‟s failure attributions in English. Significant 

difference was found in scores for parent‟s influence on rural students (M=2.79, 

SD=1.495) and urban students (M=2.59, SD=1.418); t (3612) = 4.151, p= 0.000
*
. 

Analysis also showed that rural students attributed failure in English to parents‟ 

influence (Rural M = 2.79, Urban M = 2.59) more than urban students. 
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Independent sample t-test was conducted to find out the mean difference 

in causal attributions of rural students and urban students in the subject of 

mathematics.  

Table 4.21  

Comparison of Success Attributions of Rural and Urban Students in Mathematics 

Attributions  Locale N M SD df t p 

Ability Rural 1550 4.06 1.036 3612 1.158 0.247 

Urban 2064 4.02 1.064    

Effort Rural 1550 4.19 .951 3612 -1.690 0.091 

Urban 2064 4.25 .863    

Strategy Rural 1550 4.03 1.040 3612 -1.208 0.227 

Urban 2064 4.07 .981    

Interest Rural 1550 4.04 1.104 3612 -1.720 0.086 

Urban 2064 4.10 1.025    

Luck Rural 1550 3.89 1.149 3612 2.031
 

0.042
* 

Urban 2064 3.81 1.189    

Task difficulty Rural 1550 3.64 1.302 3612 0.596 0.551 

Urban 2064 3.62 1.279    

Parent‟s influence Rural 1550 4.17 1.088 3612 -1.122 0.262 

Urban 2064 4.21 1.060    

Teacher‟s influence Rural 1550 4.35 .951 3612 4.064 0.000
* 

Urban 2064 4.21 1.068    

*p< 0.05  

Table 4.21 showed that only two success attributions i.e. luck and teacher‟s 

influence show significant mean difference. The reaming six success attributions of 

rural students and urban students in mathematics showed no significant differences.  

Significant difference was found in scores for luck on rural students (M=3.89, 

SD=1.149) and urban students (M=3.81, SD=1.189); t (3612) = 2.031, p= 0.042
*
, and 

significant difference was also found in scores for teacher‟s influence on rural 

students (M=4.35, SD=0.951) and urban students (M=4.21, SD=1.068); t (3612) = 

4.064, p= 0.000
*
. Analysis also showed that rural students attributed success in 
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mathematics to luck (Rural M = 3.81, Urban M = 3.81) and teacher‟s influence (Rural 

M = 4.35, Urban M = 4.21) more than urban students. 

Independent sample t-test was conducted to find out the mean difference 

in causal attributions of rural students and urban students in the subject of 

English.  

Table 4.22  

Comparison of Success Attributions of Rural and Urban Students in English 

Attributions  Locale N M SD df t p 

Ability Rural 1550 4.11 1.033 3612 0.161 0.872 

Urban 2064 4.10 1.066    

Effort Rural 1550 4.20 0.951 3612 -0.863 0.388 

Urban 2064 4.23 0.929    

Strategy Rural 1550 4.03 1.027 3612 -1.763 0.078 

Urban 2064 4.09 0.985    

Interest Rural 1550 4.05 1.111 3612 -1.305 0.192 

Urban 2064 4.09 1.010    

Luck Rural 1550 3.83 1.154 3612 1.116 0.265 

Urban 2064 3.79 1.134    

Task difficulty Rural 1550 3.74 1.210 3612 2.515 0.012
* 

Urban 2064 3.64 1.236    

Parent‟s influence Rural 1550 4.20 1.045 3612 0.098 0.922 

Urban 2064 4.20 1.043    

Teacher‟s influence Rural 1550 4.35 0.953 3612 2.486
 

0.013
* 

Urban 2064 4.27 0.980    

*p< 0.05  

Table 4.22 described that only two success attributions i.e. task difficulty and 

teacher‟s influence showed significant mean difference. The reaming six success 

attributions of rural students and urban students in English showed no significant 

differences.  

Significant difference was found in scores for task difficulty on rural students 

(M=3.74, SD=1.210) and urban students (M=3.64, SD=1.236); t (3612) = 2.515, p= 
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0.012
*
, and significant difference was found in scores for teacher‟s influence on rural 

students (M=4.35, SD=0.953) and urban students (M=4.27, SD=0.980); t (3612) = 

2.486, p= 0.013
*
. Analysis also showed that rural students attributed success in 

English to task difficulty (Rural M = 3.74, Urban M = 3.64) and teacher‟s influence 

(Rural M = 4.35, Urban M = 4.27) more than urban students. 

 Independent sample t-test was conducted to find out the mean difference 

in causal attributions of humanities students and science students in the subject 

of mathematics.  

Table 4.23 

Comparison of Failure Attributions of Humanities Group and Science Group Students 

in Mathematics 

Attributions  Group N M SD df t p 

Ability Humanities 1167 2.96 1.344 3612 7.802
 

0.000
* 

Science 2447 2.60 1.295    

Effort Humanities 1167 3.30 1.235 3612 1.695 0.090 

Science 2447 3.22 1.282    

Strategy Humanities 1167 3.14 1.255 3612 -0.332 0.740 

Science 2447 3.16 1.338    

Interest Humanities 1167 3.34 1.290 3612 5.683 0.000
* 

Science 2447 3.08 1.368    

Luck Humanities 1167 2.96 1.281 3612 3.901 0.000
* 

Science 2447 2.78 1.321    

Task difficulty Humanities 1167 3.22 1.355 3612 3.396 0.001
* 

Science 2447 3.06 1.348    

Parent‟s influence Humanities 1167 2.81 1.434 3612 5.717 0.000
* 

Science 2447 2.52 1.426    

Teacher‟s influence Humanities 1167 3.06 1.453 3612 6.563 0.000
* 

Science 2447 2.73 1.416    

*p< 0.05  

Table 4.23 described failure attributions of humanities students and science 

students in mathematics. There was significant difference found in six out of eight 
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attributions i.e. ability, interest, luck, task difficulty, parent‟s influence and teacher‟s 

influence. Two failure attributions i.e. effort and strategy showed no significant 

difference in mean scores. 

Statistically significant difference was found in scores for ability: humanities 

students (M=2.96, SD=1.344) and science students (M=2.60, SD=1.295); t (3612) 

=7.802, p=0.000
*
, and significant difference found in scores for interest: humanities 

students (M=3.34, SD=1.290) and science students (M=3.08, SD=1.368); t (3612) 

=5.683, p=0.000
*
. 

Significant difference was found in scores for luck: humanities students 

(M=2.96, SD=1.281) and science students (M=2.78, SD=1.321); t (3612) =3.901, 

p=0.000
*
. Statistically significant difference was found in scores for task difficulty: 

humanities students (M=3.22, SD=1.355) and science students (M=3.06, SD=1.348); t 

(3612) =3.396, p=0.001
*
, and significant difference was also found in scores for 

parent‟s influence: humanities students (M=2.81, SD=1.434) and science students 

(M=2.52, SD=1.426); t (3612) =5.717, p=0.000
*
. Similar significant difference was 

found in scores for teacher‟s influence: humanities students (M=3.06, SD=1.453) and 

science students (M=2.73, SD=1.416); t (3612) =6.563, p=0.000
*
. 

Analysis also showed that humanities group students attributed failure in 

mathematics to ability (Humanities M = 2.96, Science M = 2.60), Interest 

(Humanities M = 3.34, Science M = 3.08), luck (Humanities M = 2.96, Science M = 

2.78), task difficulty (Humanities M = 3.22, Science M = 3.06), parents‟ influence 

(Humanities M = 2.81, Science M = 2.52) and teachers‟ influence (Humanities M = 

3.06, Science M = 2.73) more than science students. 
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Independent sample t-test was conducted to find out the mean difference 

in causal attributions of humanities students and science students in the subject 

of English.   

Table 4.24 

Comparison of Failure Attributions of Humanities Group and Science Group Students 

in English   

Attributions  Group N M SD df t p 

Ability Humanities 1167 2.89 1.327 3612 6.917
 

0.000
* 

Science 2447 2.57 1.322    

Effort Humanities 1167 3.21 1.272 3612 3.641 0.000
* 

Science 2447 3.05 1.308    

Strategy Humanities 1167 3.04 1.322 3612 0.477 0.633 

Science 2447 3.01 1.364    

Interest Humanities 1167 3.25 1.346 3612 6.022 0.000
* 

Science 2447 2.96 1.398    

Luck Humanities 1167 2.88 1.252 3612 2.576 0.010
* 

Science 2447 2.76 1.274    

Task difficulty Humanities 1167 3.24 1.344 3612 5.967 0.000
* 

Science 2447 2.95 1.353    

Parent‟s influence Humanities 1167 2.97 1.449 3612 8.410 0.000
* 

Science 2447 2.53 1.438    

Teacher‟s influence Humanities 1167 3.10 1.460 3612 7.586 0.000
* 

Science 2447 2.70 1.479    

*p< 0.05  

Table 4.24 described failure attributions of students in English. Apart from 

strategy attribution, there was significant difference found in remaining seven 

attributions i.e. ability, effort, interest, luck, task difficulty, parent‟s influence and 

teacher‟s influence. 

Significant difference was found in scores for ability: humanities students 

(M=2.89, SD=1.327) and science students (M=2.57, SD=1.322); t (3612) =6.917, 

p=0.000
*
. Similar significant difference was also found in scores for effort: 
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humanities students (M=3.21, SD=1.272) and science students (M=3.05, SD=1.308); t 

(3612) =3.641, p=0.000
*
. Statistically significant difference was found in scores for 

interest: humanities students (M=3.25, SD=1.346) and science students (M=2.96, 

SD=1.396); t (3612) =6.022, p=0.000
*
. Similar statistical significant  difference was 

found in scores for luck: humanities students (M=2.88, SD=1.252) and science 

students (M=2.76, SD=1.274); t (3612) =2.576, p=0.010
*
, and significant difference 

was also found in scores for task difficulty: humanities students (M=3.24, SD=1.344) 

and science students (M=2.95, SD=1.353); t (3612) =5.967, p=0.000
*
. In the same 

manner significant difference was found in scores for parent‟s influence: humanities 

students (M=2.97, SD=1.449) and science students (M=2.53, SD=1.438); t (3612) 

=8.410, p=0.000
*
, and significant difference was found in scores for teacher‟s 

influence: humanities students (M=3.10, SD=1.460) and science students (M=2.70, 

SD=1.479); t (3612) =7.586, p=0.000
*
. 

Analysis also showed that humanities group students attributed failure in 

English to ability (Humanities M = 2.89, Science M = 2.57), effort (Humanities M = 

3.21, Science M = 3.05),   Interest (Humanities M = 3.25, Science M = 2.96), luck 

(Humanities M = 2.88, Science M = 2.76), task difficulty (Humanities M = 3.24, 

Science M = 2.95), parents‟ influence (Humanities M = 2.97, Science M = 2.53) and 

teachers‟ influence (Humanities M = 3.10, Science M = 2.70) more than science 

students. 
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Independent sample t-test was conducted to find out the mean difference 

in causal attributions of humanities students and science students in the subject 

of mathematics. 

Table 4.25  

Comparison of Success Attributions of Humanities Group and Science Group 

Students in Mathematics 

Attributions Group N M SD df t p 

Ability Humanities 1167 3.98 1.088 3612 -2.342
 

0.019
* 

Science 2447 4.07 1.034    

Effort Humanities 1167 4.18 0.923 3612 -1.864 0.062
 

Science 2447 4.24 0.891    

Strategy Humanities 1167 4.02 1.035 3612 -1.321 0.187
 

Science 2447 4.07 0.994    

Interest Humanities 1167 4.01 1.080 3612 -2.316 0.021
* 

Science 2447 4.10 1.050    

Luck Humanities 1167 3.92 1.151 3612 2.805 0.005
* 

Science 2447 3.81 1.180    

Task difficulty Humanities 1167 3.70 1.281 3612 2.273 0.023
* 

Science 2447 3.59 1.292    

Parent‟s influence Humanities 1167 4.13 1.083 3612 -2.348 0.019
* 

Science 2447 4.22 1.066    

Teacher‟s influence Humanities 1167 4.20 1.094 3612 -2.762 0.006
* 

Science 2447 4.30 0.984    

*p< 0.05  

Table 4.25 illustrated success attributions of humanities students and science 

students in mathematics. There was significant difference found in six out of eight 

attributions i.e. ability, interest, luck, task difficulty, parent‟s influence and teacher‟s 

influence. The success attributions of effort and strategy showed no significant 

difference in mean scores. 

Significant difference was found in scores for ability: humanities students 
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(M=3.98, SD=1.088) and science students (M=4.07, SD=1.034); t (3612) =-2.342, 

p=0.019
*
, and significant difference found in scores for interest: humanities students 

(M=4.01, SD=1.080) and science students (M=4.10, SD=1.050); t (3612) =-2.316, 

p=0.021
*
. 

Similarly, significant difference was found in scores for luck: humanities 

students (M=3.92, SD=1.151) and science students (M=3.81, SD=1.180); t (3612) 

=2.805, p=0.005
*
, and significant difference found in scores for task difficulty: 

humanities students (M=3.70, SD=1.281) and science students (M=3.59, SD=1.292); t 

(3612) =2.273, p=0.023
*
.  Significant difference was found in scores for parent‟s 

influence: humanities students (M=4.13, SD=1.083) and science students (M=4.22, 

SD=1.066); t (3612) =-2.348, p=0.019
*
. Similarly, significant difference was found in 

scores for teacher‟s influence: humanities students (M=4.20, SD=1.094) and science 

students (M=4.30, SD=0.984); t (3612) =-2.762, p=0.006
*
. 

Analysis also showed that science students attributed success in mathematics 

to ability (Science M = 4.07, Humanities M = 3.98), Interest (Science M = 4.10, 

Humanities M = 4.01), parents‟ influence (Science M = 4.22, Humanities M = 4.13), 

and teachers‟ influence (Science M = 4.30, Humanities M = 4.20) more than 

humanities students. While humanities students attributed success in mathematics to 

luck (Humanities M = 3.92, Science M = 3.81) and task difficulty (Humanities M = 

3.70, Science M = 3.59) more than science students. 
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Independent sample t-test was conducted to find out the mean difference 

in causal attributions of humanities students and science students in the subject 

of English.  

Table 4.26  

Comparison of Success Attributions of Humanities Group and Science Group 

Students in English  

Attributions  Group N M SD df t p 

Ability Humanities 1167 4.09 1.058 3612 -0.692 0.489 

Science 2447 4.11 1.049    

Effort Humanities 1167 4.20 0.929 3612 -0.655 0.512 

Science 2447 4.22 0.943    

Strategy Humanities 1167 3.98 1.050 3612 -3.114
 

0.002
* 

Science 2447 4.10 0.979    

Interest Humanities 1167 4.03 1.093 3612 -1.787 0.074 

Science 2447 4.09 1.035    

Luck Humanities 1167 3.88 1.130 3612 2.641 0.008
* 

Science 2447 3.77 1.147    

Task difficulty Humanities 1167 3.72 1.218 3612 1.261 0.206 

Science 2447 3.67 1.229    

Parent‟s influence Humanities 1167 4.16 1.058 3612 -1.743 0.081 

Science 2447 4.22 1.037    

Teacher‟s influence Humanities 1167 4.26 1.035 3612 -2.105 0.035
* 

Science 2447 4.33 0.936    

*p< 0.05  

Table 4.26 showed success attributions of humanities students and science 

students in English. Three out of eight success attributions showed significant 

difference in mean scores i.e. strategy, luck and teacher‟s influence. There was no 

significant difference found in mean scores of remaining five success attributions in 

English i.e. ability, effort, interest, task difficulty and parent‟s influence.  

 Significant difference was found in scores for strategy: humanities students 

(M=3.98, SD=1.050) and science students (M=4.10, SD=0.979); t (3612) =-3.114, 
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p=0.002
*
. Similar significant difference was found in scores for luck: humanities 

students (M=3.88, SD=1.130) and science students (M=3.77, SD=1.147); t (3612) 

=2.641, p=0.008
*
. In the same manner, significant difference was found in scores for 

teacher‟s influence: humanities students (M=4.26, SD=1.035) and science students 

(M=4.33, SD=0.936); t (3612) =-2.105, p=0.035
*
. 

Analysis also showed that science students attributed success in English to 

strategy (Science M = 4.10, Humanities M = 3.98), and teachers‟ influence (Science 

M = 4.33, Humanities M = 4.26) more than humanities students. While humanities 

students attributed success in English to luck (Humanities M = 3.88, Science M = 

3.77) more than science students. 

A one way MANOVA was performed to examine the effect of the gender, 

locale and academic major (science/humanities) and outcomes (success/failure) 

on the attributions.  

Table 4.27 

The Summary of MANOVA Results with Gender, Locale and Group as Independent 

Variables and Attributions as Dependent Variable   

Effect  Value  F  Hypothesis 

df 

Error 

df 

Sig  Partial Eta 

Squared 

Gender  0.971 3.298 32 3.575 0.000
* 

0.029 

Locale  0.966 3.903 32 3.575 0.000
* 

0.034 

Group  0.937 7.537 32 3.575 0.000
* 

0.063 

Gender x Locale 0.978 2.544 32 3.575 0.000
* 

0.022 

Gender x Group 0.975 2.811 32 3.575 0.000
* 

0.025 

Locale x Group 0.983 1.924 32 3.575 0.001
* 

0.017 

Gender x Locale x 

Group 

0.977 2.677 32 3.575 0.000
* 

0.023 

*p< 0.01  

As table 4.27 shows, the results for the MANOVA indicated a significant main 

effect for gender and locale. Wilks‟s Λ = 0.971, F (32, 3.575) = 3.298, p<0.000
*
, η

2
 = 

0.029 and Wilks‟s Λ = 0.966, F (32, 3.575) = 3.903, p<0.000
*
, η

2
 = 0.034 
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respectively. A significant interaction between gender and locale was also seen. 

Wilks‟s Λ = 0.978, F (32, 3.575) = 2.544, p<0.000
*
, η

2
 = 0.022. 

Similarly, table 4.27 shows significant main effect for gender and group 

(academic major as science and humanities).  Wilks‟s Λ = 0.971, F (32, 3.575) = 

3.298, p<0.000
*
, η

2
 = 0.029 and Wilks‟s Λ = 0.937, F (32, 3.575) = 7.537, p<0.000

*
, 

η
2
 = 0.063 respectively. A significant interaction between gender and group was also 

seen. Wilks‟s Λ = 0.975, F (32, 3.575) = 2.811, p<0.000
*
, η

2
 = 0.025. 

 Significant main effect for locale and group (academic major as science and 

humanities) was also found.  Wilks‟s Λ = 0.966, F (32, 3.575) = 3.903, p<0.000
*
, η

2
 = 

0.034 and Wilks‟s Λ = 0.937, F (32, 3.575) = 7.537, p<0.000
*
, η

2
 = 0.063 

respectively. A significant interaction between locale and group was also seen. 

Wilks‟s Λ = 0.983, F (32, 3.575) = 1.924, p<0.001
*
, η

2
 = 0.017. Collectively, a 

significant interaction between gender, locale and group was observed. Wilks‟s Λ = 

0.977, F (32, 3.575) = 2.677, p<0.000
*
, η

2
 = 0.023. 
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4.2 Results Pertaining to Self-Esteem   

RSES was used to measure self-esteem level of the students. In this study it 

was used as a 5-point rating scale with a range of 0-50, with 50 indicating the highest 

possible score. The scores of 30 or below were considered as low self-esteem while 

scores above 31 were considered as high self-esteem. The range of self-esteem level 

of male students was (15-50) and that of female students was (14-50). There were 177 

female students out of 1746 female students who showed low self-esteem (less than 

30 score on RSES) i.e. 10 % of the female sample students. There were 257 male 

students out of 1868 male students who showed low self-esteem (less than 30 score on 

RSES) i.e. 14 % of the male sampled students. 

Independent sample t-test was conducted to find out the mean difference 

in self-esteem level of male students and female students. 

Table 4.28 

Self-Esteem Level of Male and Female Students 

Gender N M SD df t p 

Male 1868 37.36 5.722 3612 2.861
 

0.004
* 

Female 1746 37.92 5.945  
  

 
*
p < 0.05 

Table 4.28 showed that there was significant mean difference in self-esteem 

level of male students (M = 37.36, SD = 5.722) and female students (M = 37.92, SD = 

5.945); t (3612) = 2.861, p = 0.004
*
. Analysis also showed that self-esteem level of 

female students (M = 37.92) is greater than male students (M = 37.36). 
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Independent sample t-test was conducted to find out the mean difference 

in self-esteem level of rural students and urban students. 

Table 4.29 

Self-Esteem Level of Rural and Urban Students 

Locale  N M SD df t p 

Rural  1550 37.11 5.739 3612 4.625
 

0.000
* 

Urban  2064 38.02 5.894  
  

 
*
p < 0.05 

Table 4.29 showed that there was significant mean difference in self-esteem 

level of rural students (M = 37.11, SD = 5.739) and urban students (M = 38.02, SD = 

5.894); t (3612) = 4.625, p = 0.000
*
. Analysis also showed that self-esteem level of 

urban students (M = 38.02) is greater than rural students (M = 37.11). 

Independent sample t-test was conducted to find out the mean difference 

in self-esteem level of humanities students and science students. 

Table 4.30  

Self-Esteem Level of Humanities Group and Science Group Students 

Group  N M SD df T p 

Humanities  1167 36.40 5.683 3612 8.803
 

0.000
* 

Science  2447 38.21 5.830  
  

 
*
p < 0.05 

Table 4.30 showed that there was significant mean difference in self-esteem 

level of humanities students (M = 36.40, SD = 5.683) and science students (M = 

38.21, SD = 5.830); t (3612) = 8.803, p = 0.000
*
. Analysis also showed that self-

esteem level of science students (M = 38.21) is greater than humanities students (M = 

36.40). 
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4.3 Relationship between Causal Attribution Beliefs and Self-Esteem   

A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to 

assess the relationship between causal attribution beliefs of success and failure 

and self-esteem of the students. 

Table 4.31  

Correlations between Causal Attribution Beliefs and Self-esteem  

Attributions  Failure in 

mathematics 

Failure in 

English  

Success in 

mathematics  

Success in 

English  

Ability  -.137
** 

-.166
**

 .103
**

 .165
**

 

Effort  -.041 -.071
**

 .162
**

 .191
**

 

Strategy -.058
** 

-.122
**

 .086
**

 .153
**

 

Interest -.087
** 

-.084
**

 .119
**

 .144
**

 

Luck -.102
**

 -.119
**

 .040
*
 .044

**
 

Task difficulty -.026 -.068
**

 .016 .028 

Parent‟s 

influence 

-.187
**

 -.221
**

 .136
**

 .130
**

 

Teacher‟s 

influence  

-.095
**

 -.150
**

 .089
**

 .137
**

 

**p<0.01, *p <0.05 

 The guidelines suggested by Cohen (1988) to interpret the value of “r” are as 

follows: 

Small, r = .10 to .29, or -.10 to -.29 

Moderate r = .30 to .49, or -.30 to -.49, 

High r = .50 to 1, or -.50 to -1. 

 Remember the negative sign only refers to the direction of the relationship, not 

the strength. 

 Lodico, Spaulding & Voegtle (2010) provided interpretations and practical 

uses of correlation coefficients of different sizes. According to them, if size of 

correlation is 0 to 0.19, then either there is no relationship or a weak relationship 

exists between the variables. If the sample size is 1,000 or more, then it is likely to be 
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statistically significant. As the sample size in study at hand is large enough i.e. 3614, 

relationship can be rendered as significant. 

 In table 4.31, the correlation coefficient showed that relationship between 

failure attributions in mathematics and self-esteem existed in only three attributions 

out of eight, i.e. ability (r = -.137
**

, p < .01), luck (r = -.102
**

, p < .01) and parent‟s 

influence (r = -.187
**

, p < .01). This relationship is small and indicates negative 

correlation.  

The correlation coefficient showed that relationship between failure 

attributions in English and self-esteem exists in five attributions out of eight, i.e. 

ability (r = -.166**, p < .01), strategy (r = -.122
**

, p < .01), luck (r = -.119
**

, p < .01), 

parent‟s influence (r = -.221
**

, p < .01) and teacher‟s influence (r = -.150
**

, p < .01). 

This relationship is small and indicates negative correlation. 

As far as relationship between success attributions in mathematics and self-

esteem was concerned, it was found that relationship existed in four attributions out of 

eight, i.e. ability (r = .103**, p < .01), effort (r = .162
**

, p < .01), interest (r = .119
**

, p 

< .01) and parent‟s influence (r = .136
**

, p < .01). This relationship is small and 

indicates positive correlation. 

Similarly the correlation coefficient showed that relationship between success 

attributions in English and self-esteem existed in six attributions out of eight, i.e. 

ability (r = .165**, p < .01), effort (r = .191
**

, p < .01),  strategy (r = .153
**

, p < .01), 

interest (r = .144
**

, p < .01) , parent‟s influence (r = .130
**

, p < .01) and teacher‟s 

influence (r = .137
**

, p < .01) . This relationship is small and indicates positive 

correlation. 

 

 



84 
 

CHAPTER 5 

Summary, Findings, Conclusions, Discussion and 

Recommendations  

This section describes the summary of the study, its findings on the basis of 

data analysis, conclusions drawn from the findings, discussion and recommendations. 

5.1 Summary 

The purpose of the study was to find out relationship between causal 

attribution beliefs of students about success and failure and their self-esteem at 

secondary level. The objectives of the study were to explore the causal attribution 

beliefs of students, to measure their self-esteem level and to find out relationship 

between causal attribution beliefs and self-esteem of students at secondary level.  

 The study deals with nine research questions. The data were collected by using 

two research instruments. Causal attributions of success and failure of students were 

measured through CABS and self-esteem was measured through RSES. These 

instruments were administered in seventy two schools in six districts of Punjab. 

Sample of the study comprised of 3614 students (1868 male and 1746 female) 

studying in 10th
 
class. Both rural and urban students having humanities and science 

group were part of the sample. 

According to the nature of the data and to address the research questions, 

descriptive statistics and inferential statistics like independent sample t-test, 

MANOVA, and Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient were computed. On 

the basis of data analysis with the use of above mentioned statistical tests following 

findings were drawn. 
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5.2 Findings 

Following were main findings of the study. 

1. According to mean scores , success attributions were ranked  in order of 

preference as teacher influence, effort, parent influence, ability, interest, 

strategy, luck and task difficulty (table 4.2). 

2. Similarly, failure attributions were ranked in order of preference as effort, 

interest, strategy, task difficulty, teacher‟s influence, luck, ability and parent‟s 

influence (table 4.2). 

3. Mean scores of all success attributions was greater than 3. Contrary to mean 

scores of success attributions, mean scores of some failure attributions fell 

below 3, which implied that students did not endorse all causes as possible 

cause of their failure.  

4. Failure attributions in mathematics described that male students consider lack 

of effort, lack of interest and wrong use of strategy as the main causes of their 

failure. Whereas, female students considered lack of effort, wrong use of 

strategy and task difficulty as major causes of their failure in mathematics 

(table 4.3). 

5. According to male students, main causes of their failure in English were 

ranked as lack of interest, lack of effort and wrong use of strategy. While 

female students ranked causes of their failure in English as lack of effort, task 

difficulty and wrong use of strategy (table 4.4).   

6. Success attributions of male students and female students showed similar 

pattern in mathematics. Both girls and boys ranked teacher‟s influence, effort 

and parent influence as their prime cause of success in mathematics (table 

4.5).  
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7. Identical pattern was found in success attributions in English. Both male 

students and female students believe teacher‟s influence, effort, parent 

influence and ability as the primary causes of their success in English (table 

4.6).   

8. According to rural students, leading causes of their failure in mathematics 

were interest, effort, strategy and task difficulty. Similarly urban students 

considered effort, task difficulty, strategy and interest as main causes of their 

failure in mathematics (table 4.7). 

9. Rural students quoted effort, interest, strategy and task difficulty as leading 

causes of their failure in English. Similarly urban students considered effort, 

task difficulty, interest and strategy as main causes of their failure in English 

(table 4.8). 

10. While explaining causes of their success in mathematics, rural students quoted 

teacher‟s influence, effort, parent‟s influence and ability. On the other hand, 

urban students attributed effort, teacher‟s influence, parent‟s influence and 

interest in mathematics as causes of their success in mathematics (table 4.9). 

11. Rural students quoted teacher‟s influence, parent‟s influence, effort and ability 

as leading causes of their success in English. Similarly urban students 

considered teacher‟s influence, effort, parent‟s influence and ability as main 

causes of their success in English (table 4.10). 

12. Humanities students described interest, effort, task difficulty and strategy as 

main causes of their failure in mathematics. Similarly science students 

considered effort, strategy, interest and task difficulty as main causes of their 

failure in mathematics (table 4.11). 
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13. While describing their failure in English, humanities students quoted causes 

like interest, task difficulty, effort and teacher‟s influence. Similarly science 

students considered effort, strategy, interest and task difficulty as main causes 

of their failure in English (table 4.12). 

14. It was found that both humanities and science students quoted teacher‟s 

influence, effort and parent‟s influence as primary causes of their success in 

mathematics (table 4.13). 

15. Both humanities and science students quoted teacher‟s influence, effort and 

parent‟s influence as primary causes of their success in English (table 4.14). 

16. It was found that there was significant mean difference in two out of eight 

failure attributions in mathematics i.e. parent‟s influence and teacher‟s 

influence. The mean score of male students was greater than female students. 

Reported significant difference in mean scores for parent‟s influence (t= -

6.402
*
, p<.05) and teacher‟s influence (t= -4.066

*
, p<.05) (table 4.15).   

17.  Significant mean difference was found in five out of eight failure attributions 

in English. Statistically significant difference in mean scores for ability (t= -

2.456
*
, p<.05), strategy (t= -3.444

*
, p<.05), interest (t= -5.085

*
, p<.05), 

parent‟s influence (t= -4.967
*
, p<.05) and teacher‟s influence (t= -5.181

*
, 

p<.05). The mean score of male students was greater than female students 

(table 4.16). 

18. It was found that six out of eight success attributions had significant mean 

difference. These were ability, effort, strategy, luck, parent‟s influence and 

teacher‟s influence. The mean score of female students was greater than male 

students. Reported statistically significant difference in mean for ability (t= 

2.093
*
, p<.05), effort (t= 3.680

*
, p<.05), strategy (t= 3.574

*
. p<.05), luck 
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(t=2.725
*
, p<.05), parent‟s influence (t= 2.028

*
, p<.05) and teacher‟s influence 

(t= 3.667
*
, p<.05) (table 4.17). 

19. It was found that except for task difficulty success attribution there was 

significant mean difference in remaining seven attributions in English. The 

female students reported higher mean score than male students. Significant 

difference found in scores for ability (t= 4.460
*
, p<.05), effort (t= 3.854

*
, 

p<.05), strategy (t= 4.396
*
, p<.05), interest (t= 4.045

*
, p<.05), luck (t= 2.369

*
, 

p<.05), parent‟s influence (t= 3.521
*
, p<.05) and teacher‟s influence (t= 

4.339
*
, p<.05) (table 4.18). 

20. It was found that four out of eight failure attributions in mathematics were 

having significant mean difference.  Except for parent‟s influence, urban 

students showed greater mean score than rural students. Statistically 

significant difference reported for effort (t= -2.893
*
, p<.05), strategy (t= -

2.463
*
, p<.05), task difficulty (t= -5.024

*
, p<.05) and parent‟s influence (t= 

2.965
*
, p<.05) (table 4.19).  

21. While exploring mean difference in failure attributions of rural and urban 

students in English, it was found that only parent‟s influence had significant 

mean difference. While remaining seven failure attributions had no significant 

mean difference.  Significant mean difference reported for parent‟s influence 

(t=4.151
*
, p<.05) (table 4.20). 

22. As far as success attributions of rural and urban students in mathematics were 

concerned, it was found that there was significant mean difference in two out 

of eight success attributions. Significant mean difference reported for luck 

(t=2.031
*
, p<.05) and teacher‟s influence (t=4.064

*
, p<.05) (table 4.21). 
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23. Similarly there was significant mean difference in two out of eight success 

attributions in English. Rural students showed greater mean scores than urban 

students. Reported significant mean difference for task difficulty (t=2.515
*
, 

p<.05) and teacher‟s influence (t=2.486
*
, p<.05) (table 4.22). 

24. It was found that that there was significant mean difference in six out of eight 

failure attributions in mathematics of humanities and science students. 

Humanities students had greater mean scores than science students. Reported 

significant mean difference for ability (t=7.802
*
, p<.05), interest (t=5.683

*
, 

p<.05), luck (t=3.901
*
, p<.05), task difficulty (t=3.396

*
, p<.05), parent‟s 

influence (t=5.717
*
, p<.05) and teacher‟s influence (t=6.563

*
, p<.05) (table 

4.23). 

25. Except for strategy attribution, there was significant mean difference in 

remaining seven failure attributions in English. Humanities students showed 

greater means score than science students. Significant mean difference 

reported for ability (t=6.917
*
, p<.05), effort (t=3.641

*
, p<.05), interest 

(t=6.022
*
, p<.05), luck (t=2.576

*
, p<.05), task difficulty (t=5.967

*
, p<.05), 

parent‟s influence (t=8.410
*
, p<.05) and teacher‟s influence (t=7.586

*
, p<.05) 

(table 4.24). 

26. It was found that there was significant mean difference in six out of eight 

success attributions in mathematics. Except for luck and task difficulty 

attributions, science students had greater mean scores than humanities 

students. Significant mean difference reported for ability (t= -2.342
*
, p<.05), 

interest (t= -2.316
*
, p<.05), luck (t= 2.805

*
, p<.05), task difficulty (t= 2.273

*
, 

p<.05), parent‟s influence (t= -2.348
*
, p<.05) and teacher‟s influence (t= -

2.762
*
, p<.05) (table 4.25). 
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27.  As far as success attributions of humanities and science students in English 

were concerned, it was found that three out of eight success attributions had 

significant mean difference. Except for luck attribution, science students 

showed greater mean score than humanities students. Reported significant 

mean difference for strategy (t= -3.114
*
, p<.05), luck (t= 2.641

*
, p<.05) and 

teacher‟s influence (t= -2.105
*
, p<.05) (table 4.26). 

28. Significant main effect for gender and locale was found. Wilks‟s Λ = 0.971, F 

(32, 3.575) = 3.298, p<0.000
*
, η

2
 = 0.029 and Wilks‟s Λ = 0.966, F (32, 

3.575) = 3.903, p<0.000
*
, η

2
 = 0.034 respectively. A significant interaction 

between gender and locale was also observed. Wilks‟s Λ = 0.978, F (32, 

3.575) = 2.544, p<0.000
*
, η

2
 = 0.022 (table 4.27). 

29. There was significant main effect found for gender and group (humanities and 

science).  Wilks‟s Λ = 0.971, F (32, 3.575) = 3.298, p<0.000
*
, η

2
 = 0.029 and 

Wilks‟s Λ = 0.937, F (32, 3.575) = 7.537, p<0.000
*
, η

2
 = 0.063 respectively. A 

significant interaction between gender and group was also seen. Wilks‟s Λ = 

0.975, F (32, 3.575) = 2.811, p<0.000
*
, η

2
 = 0.025 (table 4.27). 

30. Significant main effect for locale and group (humanities and science) was also 

found.  Wilks‟s Λ = 0.966, F (32, 3.575) = 3.903, p<0.000
*
, η

2
 = 0.034 and 

Wilks‟s Λ = 0.937, F (32, 3.575) = 7.537, p<0.000
*
, η

2
 = 0.063 respectively. A 

significant interaction between locale and group was also seen. Wilks‟s Λ = 

0.983, F (32, 3.575) = 1.924, p<0.001
*
, η

2
 = 0.017 (table 4.27). 

31. Overall, a significant interaction between gender, locale and group was 

observed. Wilks‟s Λ = 0.977, F (32, 3.575) = 2.677, p<0.000
*
, η

2
 = 0.023 

(table 4.27). 
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32. The range of self-esteem scores for female students was 14 – 50 (14 being the 

lowest and 50 being the highest).There were 177 female students out of 1746 

female students who showed low self-esteem (less than 30 score on RSES) i.e. 

10 % of the female sample students. 

33. The range of self-esteem scores for male students was 15 – 50 (15 being the 

lowest and 50 being the highest). There were 257 male students out of 1868 

male students who showed low self-esteem (less than 30 score on RSES) i.e. 

14 % of the male sampled students. 

34. There was significant mean difference found in self-esteem level of male 

students (M = 37.36, SD = 5.722) and female students (M = 37.92, SD = 

5.945); t (3612) = 2.861, p = 0.004
*
 (table 4.28). 

35. Significant mean difference was found in self-esteem level of rural students 

(M = 37.11, SD = 5.739) and urban students (M = 38.02, SD = 5.894); t 

(3612) = 4.625, p = 0.000
*
 (table 4.29). 

36. Significant mean difference was found in self-esteem level of humanities 

students (M = 36.40, SD = 5.683) and science students (M = 38.21, SD = 

5.830); t (3612) = 8.803
*,

 p = 0.000 (table 4.30). 

37. Relationship between failure attributions in mathematics and self-esteem was 

found in only three attributions out of eight failure attributions i.e. ability (r = -

.137**, p < .01), luck (r = -.102
**

, p < .01) and parent‟s influence (r = -.187
**

, 

p < .01). This relationship is small and indicates negative correlation (table 

4.31). 

38. Relationship between failure attributions in English and self-esteem was found 

in five attributions out of eight failure attributions i.e. ability (r = -.166**, p < 

.01), strategy (r = -.122
**

, p < .01), luck (r = -.119
**

, p < .01), parent‟s 
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influence (r = -.221
**

, p < .01) and teacher‟s influence (r = -.150
**

, p < .01). 

This relationship is small and indicates negative correlation (table 4.31). 

39.  Relationship between success attributions in mathematics and self-esteem was 

found in four attributions out of eight success attributions i.e. ability (r = 

.103**, p < .01), effort (r = .162
**

, p < .01), interest (r = .119
**

, p < .01) and 

parent‟s influence (r = .136
**

, p < .01). This relationship is small and indicates 

positive correlation (table 4.31). 

40. Relationship between success attributions in English and self-esteem was 

found in six attributions out of eight success attributions i.e. ability (r = 

.165**, p < .01), effort (r = .191
**

, p < .01), strategy (r = .153
**

, p < .01), 

interest (r = .144
**

, p < .01), parent‟s influence (r = .130
**

, p < .01) and 

teacher‟s influence (r = .137
**

, p < .01). This relationship is small and 

indicates positive correlation (table 4.31). 

5.3 Conclusions 

The conclusions of the study drawn on the basis of the findings are as follows: 

The students have difference in their failure attributions in mathematics and 

English. Male students considered effort and interest as major causes of their failure 

in mathematics and English. On the other hand, female students attributed their failure 

in mathematics and English to effort, strategy and task difficulty.  

The students have similar patterns of success attributions. The highest 

attributional responses given by students in mathematics and English are same. Both 

male students and female students quoted teacher‟s influence, effort and parent‟s 

influence as leading causes of their success in mathematics and English. 
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Rural students described interest, effort and strategy as main causes of their 

failure in mathematics and English. Whereas, urban students considered effort, task 

difficulty, strategy and interest as causes of their failure in mathematics and English. 

While explaining their success in mathematics and English, rural students 

considered teacher‟s influence, effort and parent‟s influence as main causes of their 

success in mathematics and English. Urban students attributed similar causes for their 

success in mathematics and English. 

Humanities students considered interest, effort and task difficulty as main 

causes of their failure in mathematics and English. Science students attributed effort, 

strategy and interest for their failure in mathematics and English. 

Humanities students attributed their success to teachers‟ influence, effort and 

parent‟s influence in mathematics and English. Science students categorized same 

attributions for their success in mathematics and English. 

Collectively, students endorsed every success item. For them every factor is a 

potential cause of both success and failure. However, they endorsed some items more 

than others while citing failure attributions. 

Significant main effect and interaction for gender and locale was found. 

Similarly significant main effect and interaction for gender and group (humanities and 

science) was also found. Significant main effect and interaction for locale and group 

(humanities and science) was also observed. Overall, a significant interaction between 

gender, locale and group was found.  

Majority of the students showed high self-esteem level.  Only 14 % of the 

male students and 10 % of the female students showed low self-esteem level. 

Gender difference was found in self-esteem level of the students. Girls showed 

higher self-esteem level than boys. Rural students and urban students showed 
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difference in their self-esteem levels. Urban students showed higher self-esteem level 

than rural students. Humanities students and science students had different self-

esteem levels. Science students showed higher self-esteem level than humanities 

students. 

A very small negative relationship existed between failure attributions in 

mathematics and self-esteem. Small negative relationship existed between failure 

attributions in English and self-esteem. Small positive relationship existed between 

success attributions in mathematics and self-esteem. Small positive relationship 

existed between success attributions in English and self-esteem. 

These small correlations described that there was a very small but significant 

relationship was found between causal attributions of success and failure, and self-

esteem of the students at secondary level in Pakistan. 

5.4 Discussion 

 The current study investigated relationship between causal attributions of 

success and failure, and self-esteem of the secondary school students. The sample of 

the study comprised of 3614 students studying in 10
th

 class from seventy-two 

randomly selected secondary schools of six districts in Punjab. Two self-administered 

research questionnaires were used to collect data. The study explored nine research 

questions. The results of the analysis and relationships between variables were 

concluded in the previous section. The given conclusions are discussed research 

question-wise in the following. 

 Research question 1. 

 Causal attribution beliefs of students regarding their success and failure were 

measured. Students described their perceived causes of success and failure in school 

subjects from a given list of eight attributions i.e. ability, effort, strategy, interest, 
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luck, task difficulty, parent‟s influence and teacher‟s influence. The first four having 

internal locus and the later four having external locus. While explaining their failure 

attributions, students quoted causes that had internal locus of control i.e. effort, 

interest and strategy. These attributions are internal, unstable and controllable causes 

of failure as predicted by Weiner (1972) and explained by Vispoel & Austin (1995). 

 When explaining their success attributions students were not fixed to causes 

that have internal locus (ability, effort, strategy and interest) or causes that have 

external locus (luck, task difficulty, parent‟s influence and teacher‟s influence); rather 

they had provided their own perceptions in explaining perceived causes of their 

success. Their success attributions are internal, stable/unstable and 

uncontrollable/controllable as well as external, stable/unstable and 

uncontrollable/controllable. Similar findings were also obtained by Vispoel & Austin 

(1995). They found domain-specific instead of bipolar dimensions as theoretically 

predicted dimensions in Weiner‟s model. 

 Both male and female students attributed their failure in mathematics and 

English to internal, unstable and controllable causes. While explaining their success 

attributions in mathematics and English, both male and female students were not fixed 

to locus, stability or controllability of the causes; rather they were having mixed 

perception about the causes of success in mathematics and English. 

 Research question 2.  

 Significant mean difference was found between causal attribution beliefs of 

male and female students regarding success and failure. Significant mean difference 

was found in students‟ failure attributions in mathematics regarding parent‟s influence 

and teacher‟s influence. Similarly, significant mean difference was found in students‟ 

failure attributions in English regarding ability, strategy, interest, parent‟s influence 
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and teacher‟s influence.  

 There was significant difference in six out of eight success attributions in 

mathematics i.e. ability, effort, strategy, luck, parent‟s influence and teacher‟s 

influence. In the same manner, there was significant difference found in English 

success attributions in seven out of eight attributions i.e. ability, effort, strategy, 

interest, luck, parent‟s influence and teacher‟s influence. In this way, students have 

similar patterns of failure attributions and success attributions.  

 It was observed that students were more willingly to credit teachers and 

parents for their successes than to blame them for their failures in mathematics and 

English. This may be the societal and cultural influence in Pakistan. Respect of elders 

remained a hall mark of culture in Pakistan. Teachers are considered as influencing 

agent in life of students. The results of this study clearly verify this point of view. 

Basic human needs are fulfilled by family. Parents are the binding force in any family 

and traditionally Pakistan has a prevailing dynamic family system. The existence of 

combined family system in rural areas accommodates human needs. The students‟ 

attributional responses look honest but overly positive to maintain their self-prestige. 

It results in that majority of male and female students have shown high self-esteem 

level. 

 Number of studies investigated gender differences in attributions for 

achievements (Bar-Tal & Darom, 1979; McHugh, Frieze & Hanusa, 1982; Frieze, 

Whitley, Hanusa & McHugh, 1982; Wigfield, 1988; Chaudhary & Solkhe, 2011). 

Sweeney, Moreland & Gruber (1982) studied performance attributions of students and 

found gender differences.  Ryckman & Peckham (1987) also found gender differences 

in their study. Similar patterns in success attributions were observed in male and 

female students while they had difference in failure attributions.   
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 Research question 3. 

 Significant mean difference was found between causal attribution beliefs of 

rural and urban students. Significant mean difference was found in students‟ failure 

attributions in mathematics regarding, effort, strategy, task difficulty and parent‟s 

influence. In English, significant mean difference was found in parent‟s influence as 

failure attribution.  

 Two success attributions in mathematics i.e. luck and teacher‟s influence 

showed significant mean difference. Similarly, in English, two success attributions i.e. 

task difficulty and teacher‟s influence showed significant mean difference. This result 

is consistent with the findings of previous research conducted by Gobel, Thang, 

Sidhu, Oon & Chan (2013) in Malaysia. They studied attributions of success and 

failure in English language among rural and urban undergraduates.  

 Research question 4. 

 Statistically significant mean difference was found between causal 

attribution beliefs of humanities and science students. There was significant 

difference found in six out of eight failure attributions in mathematics i.e. ability, 

interest, luck, task difficulty, parent‟s influence and teacher‟s influence. As far as 

English was concerned, apart from strategy attribution, there was significant 

difference in remaining seven attributions i.e. ability, effort, interest, luck, task 

difficulty, parent‟s influence and teacher‟s influence. 

 Success attributions of students in mathematics described that there was 

significant difference in ability, interest, luck, task difficulty, parent‟s influence and 

teacher‟s influence. Similarly, success attributions in English showed significant 

mean difference in strategy, luck and teacher‟s influence. 
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 Research question 5. 

 Majority of the students achieved high self-esteem level scores at RSES. The 

range of self-esteem scores on RSES was up to (15-50) for male students and (14-50) 

for female students (14/15 being the lowest and 50 being the highest). This shows that 

either students had attempted the scale carelessly or provided socially accepted 

answers to maintain their self-prestige. There were 257 male students out of 1868 

male students (14% of the male students) who got less than 30 score on RSES. 

Similarly, there were 177 female students out of 1746 female students (10% of the 

female students) who got less than 30 score on RSES. Similar results were found by 

Farid & Akhtar (2013) in their study of self-esteem level of secondary school students 

in Pakistan. There were 15% of the male students who showed low self-esteem. 

Similarly, 24% of the female students showed low self-esteem level in their study.     

 Research question 6. 

 Significant mean difference was found in self-esteem level of male and female 

students. Female students showed higher mean scores as compared to male students 

mean scores, indicating that female students have greater self-esteem level than male 

students. Skaalvik (1990) reported males had higher self-esteem level than females 

which is quite opposite to current study results. Here female shows higher self-esteem 

level than male. 

 Research question 7. 

 Significant mean difference was found between rural students‟ and urban 

students‟ self-esteem level. Urban students had higher self-esteem level than rural 

students. This result is consistent with the findings of previous research (Farid & 

Akhtar, 2013) in Pakistan. The sample of their study comprised of 396 secondary 

school students. Urban students showed higher self-esteem level than rural students. 
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 Research question 8. 

 Significant mean difference was found between humanities students‟ and 

science students‟ self-esteem level. Science students showed higher self-esteem level 

than humanities students. Same results were found in a study of self-esteem level of 

secondary school students in Pakistan conducted by Farid & Akhtar (2013).  

 Research question 9. 

A small, negative but significant correlation was found in failure attribution 

and self-esteem level of the students. The relationship between failure attributions in 

mathematics and self-esteem was found in three out of eight attributions, i.e. ability 

(internal, stable & uncontrollable), luck (external, unstable & uncontrollable) and 

parent‟s influence (external, unstable & uncontrollable). The relationship between 

failure attributions in English and self-esteem was found in five out of eight 

attributions, i.e. ability (internal, stable & uncontrollable), strategy (internal, unstable 

& controllable), luck (external, unstable & uncontrollable), parent‟s influence 

(external, unstable & uncontrollable) and teacher‟s influence (external, unstable & 

uncontrollable). This relationship is small and indicates negative correlation. 

As far as relationship between success attributions in mathematics and self-

esteem were concerned, four out of eight attributions, i.e. ability (internal, stable & 

uncontrollable), effort (internal, unstable & controllable), interest (internal, unstable 

& controllable) and parent‟s influence (external, stable & uncontrollable) were 

positively correlated. Similarly, relationship between success attributions in English 

and self-esteem was found in six out of eight attributions, i.e. ability (internal, stable 

& uncontrollable), effort (internal, unstable & controllable), strategy (internal, 

unstable & controllable), interest (internal, unstable & controllable), parent‟s 

influence (external, stable & uncontrollable) and teacher‟s influence (internal, stable 
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& uncontrollable). A small but significant- positive correlation was found between 

success attributions and self-esteem level of the students.  

 The study in hand shows very small but significant relationship between 

causal attributions of success and failure, and self-esteem of the students. The students 

irrespective of their gender, locale or group have provided the similar kind of 

responses in the study. Skaalvik (1990) found no relationship between self-esteem and 

pattern of attributions. This result is in-line with Nwamaka (2011).  He found 

relationships between self-esteem, causal attributions and academic achievement 

among Secondary school students. According to him, self-esteem was positively 

associated with internal attribution for success.   

5.5 Recommendations    

 In the light of findings and conclusions, following recommendations are 

suggested: 

1.  Through attributions things attain more meanings. Attribution patterns are 

changeable and can be taught. Teachers should approach their students to 

make adaptive and accurate attributions. They should encourage their students 

to the attributions of controllable causes, so that changed self-perception 

brings academic improvement. In this whole process, teachers need to be 

patient and very careful.  

2. Study of causal perception is central feature of student‟s motivation and 

performance. Attributions possess those characteristics that affect motivation. 

It should be made part of teacher training programmes, so that teachers are 

aware of the attributional process of their students.    

3. Feedback is very important instrument through which student‟s attributional 

beliefs can be changed. Teachers can influence their students through suitable 
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feedback. They are in a better position to locate the actual cause behind an 

event. They should provide differential feedback, rather than global feedback. 

Teachers need due training in how to approach their students and provide 

suitable oral / written feedback. 

4. Importance of putting effort in achieving outcome cannot be denied. Students 

must be trained through attributional retraining intervention plan by teachers 

where motivational feedback can improve their academic achievement which 

leads to decrease in drop-out rate at secondary level. 

5. A positive self-esteem is considered as a desirable attribute for students. 

Efforts are needed on all levels to enhance it. Attempts should be made to 

capitalize on intrinsic motivation. Parents and teachers need to join hands to 

exploit intrinsic motivation so that in result students desire to learn, to 

discover, to comprehend, to develop etc, can be flourished.    

6. To a large extent, motivation is an inborn quality of each learner, but learned 

instructors can do more to raise motivation by structuring their classrooms 

attentively.  

Recommendations for further research 

1. Attribution research needs to be persuaded vigorously in Pakistan to solve 

complex problems of academic achievement and motivation of students. 

2. The focus of this study was only eight causal attributions. More causal 

attributions can be studied. 

3. Only public school students‟ causal attributions were studied. A comparative 

study between public and private students can be conducted.  

4. Large sample can be taken in future as this sample is of only six districts of 

Punjab province and other variables can be added like GPA, age, socio-
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economic status of the family, different educational levels etc. 

5. Experimental research can be conducted to investigate causal attribution 

beliefs of students.  

6. Causal attributional beliefs of teachers about students can be studied to gain 

insight into their perceptions. 
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Causal Attribution Beliefs Scale 
 

The following questionnaire intends to measure the causes of success and failure. You 

are instructed to read the following statements carefully and rate each statement 

according to your own experiences in school, where 

 

1 stands for Strongly Disagree (SD) 

2 stands for Disagree (D) 

3 stands for Un-decided (UD) 

4 stands for Agree (A) 

5 stands for Strongly Agree (SA) 

 

Name: _____________________  Father Name: __________________ 

School: ___________________________________       District: _________________ 

Father Education: ______________________Mother Education: _______________ 

Father Occupation: _____________________Mother Occupation: ______________ 

Group: Science / Arts      Gender: Male / Female 

Marks in 9
th

 Class: ___________              Marks in Maths: _______   

Marks in English: _______ 

 

 

 

 

Whenever I perform well at mathematics test/paper in 

school, it is because of 

SD D UD A SA 

1. My ability 1 2 3 4 5 

2. My hard work  1 2 3 4 5 

3. My thorough revision of the course material 1 2 3 4 5 

4. My keen interest in the subject 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Being lucky  1 2 3 4 5 

6. Having easy questions in the test/paper 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Parental support for learning mathematics 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Better teaching by the teacher 1 2 3 4 5 
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Whenever I perform well in English test/paper in school, it is 

because of 

SD D UD A SA 

1. My ability 1 2 3 4 5 

2. My hard work  1 2 3 4 5 

3. My thorough revision of the course material 1 2 3 4 5 

4. My keen interest in the subject of English 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Having a good luck 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Having easy questions in the test/paper 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Parental support for learning English 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Better teaching by the teacher in the 

 classroom 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

 

 

 

Whenever I perform poor at mathematics test/paper in 

school, it is because of 

SD D UD A SA 

1. My  low ability 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Lack of effort  1 2 3 4 5 

3. Lack of practice 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Lack of interest in mathematics 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Being un-lucky  1 2 3 4 5 

6. Having difficult questions in the test/paper 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Lack of parental support for learning 

 mathematics 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. Lack of help from my teacher 1 2 3 4 5 
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Whenever I perform poor at English test/paper in school, it is 

because of 

SD D UD A SA 

1. My  low ability  1 2 3 4 5 

2. Lack of effort  1 2 3 4 5 

3. Lack of preparation 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Lack of interest in English 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Unfortunate/Bad luck  1 2 3 4 5 

6. Having  difficult questions to understand in 

 the test/paper 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. Lack of parental support for learning English 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Lack of help from my teacher 1 2 3 4 5 
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Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 
 

Following statements intends to measure your perceptions about your own self. You 

are instructed to read the following statements carefully and rate each statement 

according to your own life experiences, where 

1 stands for Strongly Disagree (SD) 

2 stands for Disagree (D)  

3 stands for Un-decided (UD) 

4 stands for Agree (A) 

5 stands for Strongly Agree (SA) 

 

Name: _____________________  Father Name: __________________ 

School: ___________________________________          

     

Statements SD D UD A SA 

1. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself 1 2 3 4 5 

2. At times I think I am not good at all. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. I feel that I have a number of good qualities. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. I am able to do things as well as most other people. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. I certainly feel useless at times. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. I feel that I am a worthwhile person -- at least as good as 

 others. 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. I wish I thought more highly of myself. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. All in all, I think I am a failure. 1 2 3 4 5 

10. I take a positive attitude towards myself.  1 2 3 4 5 
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List of Experts for Questionnaire Development 

 

Sr. 

# 
Name of Expert Qualification/ Status Institution 

1. Dr. Muhammad 

Anwer  

Ph D (Education) University of the Education, 

Okara Campus, Okara  

2. Dr Shumaila 

Shahzad  

Ph D (Education) Government College University, 

Faisalabad   

3. Mahfooz ul Haq Ph D 

Scholar(Education) 

University of the Punjab, Lahore 

4. Munir Hussain  Ph D 

Scholar(Education) 

University of the Punjab, Lahore  

5. Imtiaz Ali Ph D 

Scholar(Education) 

University of the Punjab, Lahore  
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List of Experts for Translation of Questionnaire 

 

Sr. 

# 

Name of 

Expert 
Qualification/ Status Institution 

1. Ghulam Farid M.Phil Urdu, M.A English, 

M.Ed 

Principal, APS&C, 

Nowshera Cantt  

2. Ms.Sabeen 

Qamar 

M. Phil Student (Education), 

M.A English, M.Ed 

The City School, Ravi 

Campus, Lahore  

3. Mahfooz ul 

Haq 

M.A English, Ph D 

Scholar(Education) 

University of the Punjab, 

Lahore 
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Names of Sample Schools 

 
District Lahore 

 

 

1. Govt. Pilot Secondary School for Girls Wahdat Colony Urban 

2. Govt. Girls High School Kahna Nau Lahore (City) Rural 

3. Govt. High School Shahzadha Purana Kahna Lahore (City) Rural 

4. Govt. Model High School Model Town Lahore Urban 

5. Govt. Model Girls High School Samanabad Lahore Urban 

6. Govt. Central Model High School Samanabad Lahore Urban 

7. Govt. Girls Higher Secondary School Chung Lahore Rural 

8. Govt. High School Mohlan Wal Lahore Rural 

9. Govt. High School  Chung Lahore Rural 

10. Govt. Pilot Secondary School Wahdat Colony Urban 

11. Govt. Girls High School Arriyan Raiwind Road Lahore (City) Rural 

12. Govt. Model Girls High School Model Town Lahore Urban 

 

 

District Okara 

 

 

1. Govt. High School Chuchak, Okara Rural 

2. Govt. High School Ajit Sar Okara Rural 

3. Govt. High School 4/GD Okara Rural 

4. Govt. Girls High School Lasharian, Okara Rural 

5. Govt.MC High School, Okara Urban 

6. District Public School & College Okara Urban 

7. Govt. Millat High School Renala Khurd, Okara Urban 

8. District Public School & College Okara Rural 

9. Govt. Girls High School Kohala, Okara Rural 

10. Govt. Model High School Renala Khurd, Okara Urban 

11. Govt. Girls High School Depal Pur, Okara Urban 

12. Govt. Girls High School Haveli Lukha, Okara Urban 
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District Mianwali 

 

 

1. Govt. High School Kala Bagh Mianwali Urban 

2. Govt. Girls Model High School No. 1 Mianwali Urban 

3. Govt. Girls Model High School No. 2 Mianwali Urban 

4. Govt. Girls Shahbaz Sharif High School Mianwali Urban 

5. Govt. Girls High School Daud Khel Mianwali Rural 

6. Govt. Higher Secondary School Mochh Mianwali Rural 

7. Govt. Higher Secondary School Daud Khel Mianwali Rural 

8. Govt. High School Pakki Shah Mardan Mianwali Rural 

9. Govt. Comprehensive High School Mianwali Urban 

10. Govt. M.C. High School Mianwali Urban 

11. Govt. Girls Higher Secondary School Kammar Mushani 

 Mianwali 

Rural 

12. Govt. Girls High School Jalal Pur Mianwali Rural 

 

 

 

District Khushab 

 

 

1. Govt. High School Khatwan, Khushab Rural 

2. Govt. High School Pail, Khushab Rural 

3. Govt. High School, Khushab Urban 

4. Govt. High School, Noor Pur Thal Khushab Urban 

5. Govt. High School, Nari Khushab Rural 

6. Govt. Technical Model High School, Johuar abad, Khushab Urban 

7. Govt. Model Girls High School Johuar abad, Khushab Urban 

8. Govt. Girls Higher Secondary School Khushab Urban 

9. Govt. Girls High School, Noor Pur Thal, Khushab Urban 

10. Govt. Girls High School, Chak No. 51/ MB, Khushab Rural 

11. Govt. Girls High School Khura, Khushab Rural 

12. Govt. High School Peelowains, Khushab Rural 
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District Bahawalpur 

 

 

1. Govt. Abbasia Higher Secondary School, Bahawalpur Urban 

2. Govt. Technical High School, Bahawalpur Urban 

3. Govt. High School Khankah Shareef, Bahawalpur Rural 

4. Govt. High School Sama Satta,  Bahawalpur Rural 

5. Govt. Girls High School, Bahawalpur Urban 

6. Govt. Girls High School Hasil Pur  Mandi,  Bahawalpur Rural 

7. Govt. Girls High School Model Town A, Bahawalpur Urban 

8. Govt. Girls High School Hasil Pur, Bahawalpur Urban 

9. Govt. High School No.1, Hasil Pur, Bahawalpur Urban 

10. Govt. Girls High School Khankah Shareef, Bahawalpur Rural 

11. Govt. Girls High School Chak No. 58/F, Bahawalpur Rural 

12. Govt. High School Chak No. 58/F, Bahawalpur Rural 

 

 

 

District Bahawalnagar 

 

 

1. Govt. Girls Higher Secondary School Dahran Wala,  

 Bahawalnagar 

Urban 

2. Govt. Higher Secondary School Dahran Wala,  Bahawalnagar Urban 

3. Govt. Girls High School Chishtian, Bahawalnagar Urban 

4. Govt. Model High School Chishtian, Bahawalnagar Urban 

5. Govt. High School Mcleod Ganj, Bahawalnagar Rural 

6. Govt. Girls High School Mandi Sadiq Ganj, Bahawalnagar Rural 

7. Govt. High School Mandi Sadiq Ganj, Bahawalnagar Rural 

8. Govt. Girls High School Chak No. 54/F, Bahawalnagar Rural 

9. Govt. High School Chak No. 54/F, Bahawalnagar Rural 

10. Govt. Girls High School Chak No. 10/FW, Bahawalnagar Rural 

11. Govt. Model High School, Minchinabad, Bahawalnagar Urban 

12. Govt. Girls High School, Minchinabad, Bahawalnagar Urban 

 

 


