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ABSTRACT 

In this study the relationship between self-efficacy, 

self-evaluation, causal attribution and emotions of 300 

female students at the United Arab Emirates University is 

explored. The congruence between teacher evaluation of 

students and students' evaluation of their own performance in 

the past, present, and the future is investigated. Students 

completed the Motivated Strategies for Leeuming Questionnaire 

(MSLQ) and the Self-Efficacy euid Attribution of Academic 

Self-Evaluation Questionnaire (SEAASE-Q). 

Results of the study indicated significeuit correlations 

between the varicibles. Analysis of varicuice revealed no 

differences between teacher evaluation of students and 

students' evaluation of their own academic performance in the 

past. However, significant differences were found between 

teacher evaluation of students and students' evaluation of 

academic performance in the present and the future. Also, 

significcint differences were found between low, moderate, and 

high self-efficacious students in self-evaluation ability eind 

their evaluation of assignments and predicted final grade for 

the course. Seventeen strategies of academic self-evaluation 

were reported in the interview. The consistency of students' 

feeling about their academic self-evaluation is discussed. 

Implications for self-efficacy, self-evaluation, causal 

attribution and emotion are discussed. 



CHAPTER ONE 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Academic self-evaluation is an importeint aspect of 

students' learning and performemce in school (Balch, 1992; 

Good & Brophy, 1994; Sanna & Pusecker, 1994; Moreland, 

Miller, & Laucka, 1981; Schunk, 1981). Cognitive factors such 

as self-efficacy, attribution, and emotion are related to 

students' academic self-evaluation (Bandura & Cervone, 11988; 

Sanna & Pusecker; 1994; Schunk, 1982). At the beginning of a 

school year or a college semester, the teacher's first 

concern is to determine goals of the course, the curriculum, 

and ways to evaluate students' academic perfonnance. In the 

United Arab Emirates (UAE), the teacher constitutes the first 

and the final word concerning the course goal, curriculum, 

and evaluation of students' academic performemce. Because 

students in UAE depend upon and trust teachers' judgments, 

they determine their goals for a course after learning what 

the teacher expects from them. Teachers' evaluation standards 

vary from one to another depending upon teaching experience 

and the subject matter they teach. However, most teachers are 

not concerned with students' evaluation of their own learning 

or the attribution of their performance in class. In the UAE 

university, academic self-evaluation is a novel issue for 

students and teachers. 



Self-efficacy 

Bandura (1977), and Bandura and Cervone (1986) view 

self-evaluation and self-efficacy as two importcuit 

cognitively based determinants of motivation. Beindura (1977, 

1993) suggested that people's judgments of their ability 

(self-efficacy) influence their behavior. Self-efficacy is 

defined as one's beliefs eibout his or her capability to 

perform well on a given task or behavior. Different studies 

support the view that people's personal efficacy in certain 

settings influences their achievement and performance (Lent, 

Brown, and Larkin, 1984; Schunk and Lilly; 1984; Shell, 

Colvin, and Bruning, 1995). In addition, studies conducted on 

self-efficacy point out individual differences in efficacy 

beliefs that affect people's performance. That is, high self-

efficacious people tend to pursue a relatively high level of 

performeince (Beuidura, 1993); they tend to be more persistent 

in pressing their success, especially when they face 

difficult situations. On the other hand, low efficacious 

people tend to pursue a low level of performance and tend to 

be discouraged, especially if they have any doxibts about 

their ability (Bandura, 1977, 1993). 

Self-efficacy not only influences people's performance, 

but also influences their outcome expectations (Bcuidura, 

1977). For example, students who are characterized as high in 

self-efficacy believe that certain learning strategies, such 



as self-evaluation will lead to improvement of their academic 

performance. Not only do they believe in self-evaluation, but 

they apply self-evaluation as a leeuming strategy to improve 

their academic performance (Zimmerman & Pons, 1986). 

Self-evaluation 

Self-evaluation, identified as one of the strategies 

used by self-regulated learners (Zimmerman & Pons, 1986), is 

defined as "The process by which the learner takes stock of 

where he or she is in relation to where he or she is going 

euid determines whether to continue, modify, or cease 

enactment and or goal-setting strategies" (McCaslin & Good, 

in press, p. 174). However, there have been few studies that 

investigated self-evaluation and its relation to self-

efficacy and students' performance in school (Bandura, 1977, 

1983; Schunk, 1982; Newman, 1984; Sanna & Pusecker, 1994). 

Blumenfeld, Pintrich, Meece and Wessels (1982) discussed 

factors necessary for student self-evaluation. They suggest 

that developmental changes influence children's information 

processing skills, which are essential in evaluating 

perceptions of their ability. It is suggested that children 

need to lecum from their past performances to predict their 

future successes. 



Causal Attribution of Academic 

Performeuice 

After certain activities eure accomplished, people make 

causal explanations for the outcome of a given behavior or 

task. Attribution theory suggests that individuals' beliefs 

about the causes of their successes or failures are important 

to understand their achievement-related behavior. An 

attribution of a specific behavior or outcome is em inference 

that a person makes eibout what caused that specific behavior 

or outcome. In achievement related situations, students often 

attribute their academic performeince to ability, effort, task 

difficulty, or luck (Weiner, 1992). Individual differences in 

attribution are obvious within students' efficacy beliefs. 

That is, students who are portrayed as highly efficacious 

attribute their failure to insufficient effort, whereas low 

efficacious students attribute their failure to their low 

ability. Several studies showed that there is a relationship 

between students' self-efficacy and the attribution of their 

success or failure in achievement-related situations (Powers 

cind Wagner, 1984; Schunk, 1983). 

Prediction of Future Academic Performance 

In predicting one's future academic performance, such as 

a final grade in a course, students usually depend on their 

prior performance in a similar achievement situation 

(Atkinson, cited in Weiner, 1992), or on their attribution of 



a prior performance (Weiner, 1992). For example, if one 

believes that a given achievement task is similar to a prior 

successful one for which the person expended a small amount 

of effort to succeed, then the attribution of the present 

performance will be stable; that is success will be achieved 

with a small amount of effort. 

Emotions (Feelings) about Academic Performance 

Not only do students attribute the causes of their 

success or failure to different factors, they also develop 

general feelings (emotions) that follow each event or 

outcome, (e.g. happiness, sadness, frustration, euiger, or 

pride) which, as a result, influence their behavior (Weiner, 

1985). 

Assumptions of the Study 

In the present paper, the author speculates that 

students search for, develop, and set criteria for evaluating 

and judging their academic progress and academic achievement. 

They evaluate their academic progress during the semester or 

a school year, and they use their evaluation information in 

addition to their prior experience to predict a judgmental 

evaluation of their final grade in the course. In addition, 

the author speculates that students develop general emotions 

(feelings) toward an outcome or an event (e.g., feeling of 

happiness following a successful event or feeling of sadness 

following a failure event) (Weiner, 1985). 



The intent of this resesurch is to explore the 

relationship between self-efficacy, self-evaluation, causal 

attribution, and emotion of college students. In addition, 

students' performance as evaluated by both the course 

instructor cind the students themselves is a major 

consideration. 

Significance of the Study 

In the present study the relationship between self-

efficacy, self-evaluation, attribution, and emotions 

variables is explored. In previous studies, researchers 

investigated the relationship between either self-efficacy 

cuid self-evaluation or self-efficacy and attribution theory, 

yet few investigated the relationship of the four variables 

together. While there is a growing body of knowledge and 

research concerning academic self-evaluation in the United 

States, academic self-evaluation and, indeed, self-evaluation 

in general is a novel issue in the UAE for both students and 

teachers. 

For the present study a scale was developed that 

measures students' efficacy beliefs of their self-evaluation, 

self-evaluation of their assignments, causal attribution of 

their performcuice, and emotions (feelings) eUaout their 

performance on assignments and in the course. Previous 

studies in attribution focused on investigating pcurticipants' 

perceived causes of success and failure, but few investigated 
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participants' general feelings toward their success or 

failure (Weiner, 1985). 

The present study is focused on students' self-

evaluation of their academic progress in a course in 

congruence with the teacher's evaluation of students' 

academic progress in the past, present, and future. This 

describes how both students and the teacher evaluate, predict 

or attribute students' academic performeince. This is 

especially significant in the UAE culture where only 

teachers' evaluation is taken into consideration to evaluate 

students but not students' own evaluation of their academic 

performance. 

Although previous studies available in the literature 

provide an interesting conclusions regarding the relationship 

between self-efficacy, self-evaluation (e.g., Sanna & 

Pusecker, 1994), attribution (e.g.. Power & Wagner, 1984), 

and emotion, they are considered incomplete. For example, 

past studies conducted to examine these cognitive factors 

mentioned written questionnaires with little to no emphasis 

on personal interviews, which can be used to cleirify the 

respondent's misunderstanding, unclear questions, and probe 

vague answers to obtain meeiningful data (Judo, Smith, and 

Kidder, 1991). Written questionnaires provide useful 

information about students' academic performance; however, 

more in-depth information can be collected by observing 



30 

students' behavior or conducting personal interviews. Also, 

in several studies, the effect of variables on students' 

self-evaluation, such as goal setting, self-monitoring (e.g., 

Schunk, 1982, 1983), self-efficacy, and social comparison 

(e.g., Vrugt, 1994) was investigated, but I found no 

published studies investigating how euid why students go about 

evaluating their academic performance. Also, few studies 

integrated the four varieibles to investigate their effect on 

college students' academic performance. Self-efficacy, self-

evaluation, attribution, euid emotions of students' academic 

achievement were integrated in this study to provide a better 

understanding of students' cognitive dynamics of academic 

achievement. One way to do this was by conducting more 

empirical research that was focused on the four cognitive 

variables together. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to extend understanding of 

the relationship between self-efficacy, self-evaluation, 

causal attributions, and emotions of students' academic 

performance. Specifically, I investigate the relationship 

between a teacher's evaluation of students' performance and 

students' self-evaluations of their own performance in the 

past, present, and anticipated future. 



Questions of the Study 

The following research questions were proposed for 

investigation: 

1. What are the relationships between self-efficacy, self-

evaluation, causal attribution, and emotion of low, moderate, 

and high self-efficacious students? 

2. What are the relationships between students' academic 

self- evaluation of their present and future performeince and 

the perceived causes of success or failure of their 

evaluation? 

3. What is the relationship between students' confidence and 

the predicted final grade in the course? 

4. What are the differences between teacher and student 

evaluation of students' academic performance? 

a. What are the differences between teacher's evaluation 

of students and students' evaluation of their academic 

performance in the past? 

b. What cure the differences between teacher's evaluation 

of students and students' evaluation of their academic 

performance in the present (assignments)? 

c. What are the differences between teacher's evaluation 

of students and students' evaluation of their own academic 

performance in the anticipated future (predicted final grade 

for the course)? 
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5. What cure the differences between low, moderate, euid high 

self-efficacious students in their self-evaluation ability, 

self-evaluation of assignments, and prediction of final 

grades? 

a. What eure the differences between low, moderate, and 

high self-efficacious students in their self-evaluation 

ability. 

b. What are the differences between low, moderate, and 

high self-efficacious students in their academic self-

evaluation in the present ^assignments? 

c. what are the differences between low, moderate, and 

high self-efficacious students in their academic self-

evaluation in the future ^predicted final grade? 

6. Are students consistent in their emotions (feelings) about 

academic self-evaluation in the present and the future? 

7. What are strategies students use to evaluate their 

academic performance in college? 



CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

In this chapter contemporary literature regarding self-

efficacy, self-evaluation, causal attribution and emotion is 

reviewed. A description of self-efficacy theory as proposed 

by Bemdura (1977, 1993) and a review emd summary of the 

research is presented. Second, a description of self-

evaluation emd a review and suiranary of the research is 

presented. Third, a description of attribution and emotion 

theory as proposed by Weiner (1985) and a review and simmary 

of the reseeirch is presented. The paper ends with a 

discussion of the findings of the previous research as 

related to the present study. 

Self-efficacy Theory 

In presenting an integrative theoretical framework to 

explain and predict behavior change, Bandura (1977) proposed 

that behavior changes achieved by various methods are 

obtained from a common cognitive mechanism, namely self-

efficacv expectation. Self-efficacy expectation is defined as 

one's beliefs about his or her capability to perform well on 

a given task or behavior. Expectations of personal efficacy 

are hypothesized to "determine whether coping behavior will 

be initiated; how much effort will be expended; and how long 



will it be sustained in the face of obstacles and aversive 

experiences" (p. 191). 

According to the self-efficacy theory, a person's 

motivation is determined by two related expectancies: an 

efficacy expectcincv, meaning a person's belief that he or she 

Ccin perform the required behavior to produce the required 

outcome, and an outcome expectancy, meeining the person's 

belief that a given behavior will lead to a given outcome. 

Figure 1. The difference between efficacy expectations and 

outcome expectations. 

PERSON > BEHAVIOR > OUTCOME 

Efficacy Outcome 

Expectations Expectations 

Figure 1. Diagrammatic representation of the difference 

between efficacy expectations and outcome expectations as 

proposed by Bandura (1977, p. 193). 

Self-efficacy theory assumes that "psychological 

procedures, [for example, the need for academic self-

evaluation among students], serve as meauis of creating and 

strengthening expectations of personal efficacy" (Bandura, 

1977, p. 193) and that "efficacy beliefs influence how people 



feel, think, motivate themselves, cuid behave" (p. 118). If 

students are given the cheince to evaluate their academic 

progress (which represents their personal efficacy for self-

evaluation), then their knowledge of their academic progress 

is going to serve as means for strengthening expectations of 

their personal efficacy in predicting the final grade in the 

course. Bandura (1993) commented that, 

A major function of thought is to enable people to 

predict events and to develop ways to control those 

events that affect their lives....In learning predictive 

and regulative rules, people must draw on their 

knowledge to construct options, to weight and integrate 

predictive factors, to test and revise their judgments 

against the immediate and distal results of their 

actions, and to remember which factors they had tested 

eind how well they had worked, (p. 120) 

Bandura (1977) suggested that students might believe 

that a particular action will produce a certain outcome, but 

if they have any doubts about their ability to successfully 

perform the required behavior to reach the required outcome, 

then whatever belief or information they have will not 

influence their behavior. For example, students who believe 

they can evaluate their own academic progress during the 

semester will then be able to improve their academic learning 

and predict the final grade in the course. However, if 



students have any doubts regarding whether they can evaluate 

their academic progress (portfolios, assignments, exams, 

etc.)f then their beliefs will not influence their behavior. 

Therefore, Bandura (1977) suggested that expectations of 

personal efficacy affect both initiation and persistence of a 

person's behavior. Students' beliefs in their eU^ility to 

predict the final grade affects both initiation and 

persistence in terms of having confidence in their ability to 

reach the required outcome. Studies have shown that students 

with a high sense of academic efficacy are more persistent, 

effortful, and intrinsically motivated to leam than are low 

self-efficacious students (Schunk, 1984, 1989). 

Thus far, self-efficacy has been studied in relation to 

psychological issues such as treatment of sneike phobias 

(Bcindura, 1977), educational issues such as the influence of 

performance feedback about ability on male cuid female 

students (Schunk & Lilly, 1984), issues related to students' 

motivation and their academic attainment (Zimmerman, Bandura, 

& Pons, 1992), and issues related to ceireer options, academic 

performance, and persistence of college students (Lent, 

Brown, & Larkin, 1984, 1986). Results have shown that a 

person's self-efficacy expectations are advcuitageous in 

predicting behavior change in different settings. 

Using path analysis, Zimmerman, Bandura, and Pons 

(1992), investigated the causal role of students' self-



efficacy and academic goals in self-motivated academic 

attainment. It was hypothesized that students' perceived 

self-regulatory efficacy would influence their perceived 

self-efficacy for academic achievement, euid their efficacy 

should influence their personal goals and grade achievement. 

In addition, parents' academic goals for their children were 

also analyzed. The study speculated that self-efficacy 

beliefs and parental and student grade goals cure expected to 

be influenced by prior academic achievement. One hundred and 

two (50 boys and 52 girls) ninth and tenth graders from two 

high schools attending social studies classes were selected 

to participate in the study. 

To measure students' perceived self-efficacy, students 

were administered a 7-point scale ranging from (I) not too 

well to (7) very well. Two subscales were taken from 

Children's Multidimensional Self-Efficacy Scales developed by 

Bandura (1989). The two subscales were; 1) self-efficacy for 

self-regulated learning; and 2) self-efficacy for academic 

achievement. To measure students' grade goal, a rating scale 

developed by Lock and Bryan (1968) combined with five option 

responses was used shortly after the semester began. Students 

rated their goal expectation and the lowest grade they would 

find satisfying on a five grade level. Using the letter grade 

to measure parents' response option, parents were asked to 

answer two parallel goal items, "What academic grade do you 
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expect your child to receive in the social studies course?" 

and "What is the lowest academic grade you find satisfying 

for your child in this course?". At the end of the semester, 

students' grade in the social studies course of that semester 

and the prior year were obtained. 

The results of this study indicated a high reliability 

coefficient .87 for the self-efficacy for self-regulated 

learning scale and .70 for the self-efficacy for academic 

achievement scale. The items used to measure students' grade 

goals were correlated .65 with a reported reliability of .80. 

In addition, parents' goal items correlated .45 with a 

reported reliability of .63. The study showed that students 

rated their efficacy lowest for learning foreign languages 

and highest for learning reading and writing lemguages. It 

was found that 31% of the variance in the students' academic 

course attainment was explained by their perceived self-

efficacy for academic achievement and student goals. There 

was a significant correlation between students' prior grade 

in social science with their grade goals, academic self-

efficacy, their final grade in the course and their parents' 

grade goal. In addition, students' perceived self-efficacy of 

academic achievement correlated significantly with both their 

grade goals cuid their final grade in social studies. 

Furthermore, peurents' grade goals were found to be correlated 

significantly with students' grade goals. In general, the 
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path analysis in this study supported the cognitive view of 

self-regulated learning in that the higher the perceived 

self-efficacy of students, the higher the goals they set for 

themselves and the more committed students were to specific 

grade achievement for positive self-evaluation. 

Lent, Brown eind Leirkin (1984) investigated the 

relationship of self-efficacy beliefs to students' 

persistence and success among science and engineering college 

students. In peirticular, they investigated the relationship 

between self-efficacy and measures of academic aptitude. 

Also, the differences in self-efficacy between males and 

females were investigated. Forty-two students (28 male and 14 

female) participated in the study. Participeuits were 

undergraduates who attended a course in career/educational-

planning. This course is offered for students considering 

science and engineering majors and Ccireers. Participants 

completed pre-testing, testing, and follow-up testing. 

Students completed several indices of self-efficacy 

assessment in which they were asked to indicate how 

successfully they believed they could complete the 

educational requirement in 15 science and engineering fields. 

In addition, the self-efficacy assessment asked the students 

if they thought they could successfully complete the job 

requirement duties in particular classes. Strength of self-

efficacy was obtained by asking the students to estimate how 
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confident they thought they would be in completing the 

requirements. The students then were divided into two groups 

of high self-efficacy and low-self-efficacy. Additional data 

were obtained from university records. 

The study indicated that both level and strength of 

self-efficacy for educational requirement were related to 

students' academic achievement. High self-efficacious 

students achieved higher grades and persisted longer in their 

majors than did the low self-efficacious students. No 

significant differences were found between males and females 

in self-efficacy. In general, this study indicated that both 

level and strength of self-efficacy for educational 

requirements were generally related to students' academic 

outcome. Also, self-efficacy scores were found to moderately 

correlate with students' measures of academic achievement, 

namely high school rank and the math section of the 

Scholastic Aptitude Test. 

Vrugt (1994) investigated the effect of perceived self-

efficacy and social comparison on students' academic 

performance. Using both Bandura's theory of self-efficacy and 

Will's theory of downward comparison, Vrugt hypothesized that 

both self-efficacy and downward comparison, separate and in 

combination, affect college students' positive feelings of 

their skills and positive feelings of their academic 

performance. 



Two hundred and six college students from a psychology 

department participated in the study. Several weeks after the 

beginning of the course, students completed several questions 

on self-efficacy, such as the Self-Efficacy Magnitude (SEM). 

The SEM questions were teiken frcxti the Academic-Self-Efficacy 

questionnaire (ASE) that was developed by Wood and Locke 

(1987). In addition, students were asked to identify the 

qualities of a peer student with whom they mostly compared 

themselves. Using a seven point scale and seven questions in 

general on a pcirticular subject matter, peurticipants were 

asked to indicate how good they considered their peer student 

as compared to themselves. A Cronbach alpha for this scale 

was reported as .72. Also, using a 5 point scale reinging 

from proud to ashamed, students were asked about their 

feelings regarding their own skills. A Cronbach alpha 

reliability for this scale was reported as .88. Students' 

scores on their exams were used as an indicator of their 

academic performeuice. Ability, defined as intelligence, was 

controlled to detect the effect of self-efficacy. 

Although results of this study indicated no significant 

correlation between intelligence, SEM, comparison, and 

participant judgment of fellow students, correlation between 

SEM, comparison, participants' judgment of fellow students, 

and students' positive feelings about their skills were found 

to be significant. On the one hand, participants' feelings 
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correlated negatively with compeurison, eind, on the other 

hemd, they correlated significantly with participants' course 

results. In general, results of this study confirmed the 

study hypothesis that self-efficacy and downweird comparison 

influence students' positive feelings regarding their skills 

and their academic performance. However, no evidence was 

found to support the study hypothesis that self-efficacy in 

combination with downward comparison influenced students' 

feelings about their skills. 

Wilhite (1990) investigated whether self-efficacy, 

locus of control, or self-assessment of memory ability would 

function as a predictor of course achievement. One hundred 

eighty four college students participated in the study for a 

total of 9 to 11 weeks of a 13 week semester. To measure 

students' study activity in their course, students were asked 

to complete the Study Activity Survey (SAS). In addition, 

students were asked about their study time routines. To 

assess self-efficacy, students were administered an 

abbreviated form of the Self-Concept of Academic Ability Test 

(SCAAT). Furthermore, students ccMnpleted the Concept Mastery 

Test and the Everyday Memory Questionnaire. 

In general, findings of this study indicated that the 

SCAAT was a significant predictor in a college course. The 

best predictor of course achievement was students' self-

assessment of their memory ability. The study showed that 
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students who assessed their memory positively reported 

external locus of control. Students who reported a positive 

Self-Concept tended to do better in the course. The cognitive 

scale of Focus on Test Relevance was correlated positively 

with students' course grade. Two self-assessment management 

scales of Assiduous Resource Management correlated negatively 

with course grade. 

Shell, Colvin, and Bruning (1995) investigated the 

nature of achievement level and grade differences in self-

efficacy, causal attribution, and outcome expectancy beliefs 

of 4th, 7th, and 10th grade students' reading and writing 

achievement. Three hundred thirty-six students (155 female, 

193 male and 16 students who did not report their sex) 

participated. There were 105 fourth graders. 111 seventh 

graders, and 148 tenth graders. Students completed the self-

efficacy scale for reading and writing that is reported in 

Shell et al. (1995). The self-efficacy scale consisted of two 

parts, a task subscale and a skill subscale. To measure 

students' outcome expectancy, students were asked to rate the 

importance of reading and writing for achieving six goals on 

a 5-point scale ranging from "not important at all" to "very 

important". To measure students' beliefs of the causality of 

success, students were asked to rate the importance of six 

different causes (effort, ability, luck, task difficulty and 

teachers' help) on a 5-point scale (ranging from "not very 
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importemt" to "very important") for being good in reading and 

writing. Students' reading and writing skills were measured 

using the California Achievement Test (CAT). 

Findings of this study indicated that there were 

differences eunong 4th, 7th, and 10th graders in their belief 

variables. There were no differences between 7th cind 10th 

graders in outcome expectancy and causal attribution beliefs. 

Grade differences occurred only for task self-efficacy; it 

was higher at each successive grade level. Differences were 

found between the beliefs of high and low achievers. "Low 

achievers exhibited a potentially dysfunctional belief 

pattern of ascribing higher outcome expectancy to reading and 

writing while simulteuieously expressing lower self-efficacy 

for their reading and writing and ascribing higher causality 

to factors that are external or uncontrollable" (Shell, et 

al., 1995, p. 395). 

Schunk cind Lilly (1984) investigated sex differences and 

influence of performance feedback on self-efficacy and 

attribution. They also investigated whether self-efficacy and 

attribution differ as a function of grade. Sixty students (30 

boys and 30 girls) from a middle school participated in the 

study. Students completed a pretest on self-efficacy for 

learning how to solve residue problems. Following the self-

efficacy measure, students were trained on how to solve 

residue problems. After students finished solving the residue 
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problems, they were assessed on their attributions for their 

problem solving progress. Following the attribution 

assessment, students were assessed on their self-efficacy 

using the same pretest scale. 

Results of this study showed that female students 

entered the test with lower self-efficacy than did the male 

students. Also, it was found that eighth graders solved more 

residue problems correctly than sixth graders, sixth graders 

attributed causes of their progress on problem solving to 

effort more so them did eighth graders. It was found that the 

more students solved problems correctly, the more they 

attributed their success to ability and the higher were their 

self-efficacy judgments. 

SxMmeirv 

To summarize, investigation of the relationship between 

students' self-efficacy and their academic achievement 

provide evidence of a high relicibility of self-efficacy as a 

measure, for example, .87 reliability coefficient of self-

efficacy for self-regulated lecu:Tiing scale and .70 for the 

self-efficacy for academic achievement scale (Zimmerman, 

Bandura, & Pons, 1992). Self-efficacy was found to affect 

people's behavior, especially in an academic setting, such as 

that 31% of the veuriance in the students' academic course 

attainment was explained by their perceived self-efficacy for 

academic achievement (Zimmermein et al.). Also, self-efficacy 



in combination with academic goal correlated .56 with 

students' prior grades. The higher the perceived self-

efficacy of students, the higher goals they set for 

themselves eind the more committed they were to specific grade 

achievement (Zimmerman et al). 

Other resesirchers found both level and strength of self-

efficacy for educational requirements were related to 

students' academic achievement. High self-efficacious 

students achieved higher grades and persisted longer in their 

majors thaui did the low self-efficacious students. No 

significant differences were found between males cind females 

in self-efficacy. In addition, both levels and strength of 

self-efficacy for educational requirements were generally 

related to students' academic outcome. Self-efficacy scores 

were found to be moderately correlated with students' 

measures of academic achievement, namely high school remk euid 

the math Scholastic Aptitude Test (Lent, Brown, & Larkin, 

1984). Self-efficacy with downward comparison was found to 

influence students' positive feelings regarding their skills 

and their academic performance (Vrugt, 1994). A study of 

self-efficacy with causal attribution reported differences 

among 4th, 7th, and 10th graders in their beliefs variedjles, 

but no differences between 7th and lO"* graders in outcome 

expectancy and causal attribution beliefs (Shell, Colvin, & 

Bruning, 1995). A study of self-efficacy in relation to 
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causal attribution reported eight graders solved more 

problems correctly them sixth graders. Also, sixth graders 

attributed causes of success to more effort than did eighth 

graders. The more problems students solved correctly, the 

more they attributed their success to ability and the higher 

were their self-efficacy judgments (Schunk & Lilly, 1984). 

In short, previous studies provide a starting point for 

the present study to investigate and expand on the self-

efficacy variable. Self-efficacy in past studies has been 

investigated from different perspectives with several 

variables. Yet, self-efficacy was not used to focus on 

investigation of a specific skill such as evaluation of an 

assignment. In the present study, self-efficacy is examined 

in relationship to the students' self-evaluation of their 

assignment and final grade in a course, their perceived 

causal attribution of their success or failure, and their 

emotions about their performance. Most importemtly, several 

studies depended only on written questionnaires and others 

controlled students' environment to investigate these issues 

rather than using multiple methods, such as interviews as " 

well as written questionnaires. 

Academic Self-evaluation 

Bandura (1983) described two cognitively based 

mechanisms of motivation. One mechanism is operated by 

exercising forethought; the other is obtained from internal 
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standcurds and self-evaluation reactions of the person's own 

performance. Bandura suggested that for self-evaluation to be 

achieved throughout, internal compeurison requires both 

personal standards and knowledge of the person's own level of 

performance. It is suggested that neither one alone—personal 

standards nor knowledge of the person's own level of 

performance—can provide a basis for self-evaluation 

performance. Therefore, each one alone has little 

motivational impact. 

Self-evaluation is defined as "The process by which the 

learner takes stock of where he or she is in relation to 

where he or she is going eind determines whether to continue, 

modify, or cease enactment and or goal-setting strategies" 

(McCaslin & Good, in press, p. 174). Self-evaluation is also 

defined as "comparing one's progress with one's goal to 

determine whether progress is acceptable cuid reacting to that 

assessment" (Schunk, cited in Maehr & Pintrich, 1991, p.86). 

Zuckerman (cited in McCaslin & Good, in press), defined self 

evaluation as; 

The ability to differentiate one's knowledge, partial 

knowledge, emd ignoreuice in a manner that is as 

optimistic as possible, perceiving in the areas of 

ignorance and inability not evidence of his or her 

weakness and helplessness, but a prospective of further 

improvement. (p. 6 5) 



Rief (cited in Sanders & Coker, 1991) described 

self-evaluation as follows: 

...students knew themselves as learners better than 

anyone else. They set goals for themselves emd 

judged how well they had reached those goals. They 

thoughtfully and honestly evaluated their own 

learning.... As teachers/learners, we have to 

believe in the possibilities of our students by 

trusting them to show us what they know and valuing 

what they are able to do with that knowledge, (p. 

279) 

Self-evaluation has been studied in relation to 

vciriables that influence students' academic performance. 

Self-evaluation is one of several strategies of self-

regulated learning (Zimmerman et al., 1992; Zimmerman & Pons 

1986; Zimmerman & Risemberg cited in Pintrich, Brown, & 

Weinstein, 1994;). Zimmerman describes a self-regulated 

learner as planning, self-monitoring, self-initiative, 

persistent, and one who restructures his or her environment. 

In addition, self-regulated learners are described as low in 

anxiety, intrinsically motivated and cognitively engaged 

(Pintrich & Garcia cited in Pintrich, et al.). Self-

regulatory processes depend on a student's self-efficacy, 

which is considered one source of a student's motivation 

(Bandura, 1977). For example, Zimmerman and Risemberg (cited 
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in Pintrich, et al.) investigated self-regulatory learning 

variables that influenced college students' development of 

writing. Participants were 95 students who enrolled in eight 

writing courses. Students were administered four instruments 

that measured constructs related to self-regulation. 

The study showed that students' final grade was 

significantly correlated with grade goal, self-efficacy for 

academic performance, verbal aptitude and self-evaluative 

standards. Moreover, they found that all tested veiriables— 

self-efficacy for academic achievement, self-regulatory 

efficacy for writing, self-evaluative standeurds, and grade 

goals—^were significantly correlated with each other. Their 

general findings indicate that two types of perceived self-

efficacy influence students' development of writing 

proficiency; namely, academic self-efficacy and self-

evaluative standards. 

Self-evaluation was studied in relation to students' 

goal setting cuid effect on performance (Schunk, 1981, 1982b; 

Schunk & Gaa, 1981) For example, Schunk and Gaa (1981) 

suggested that one of the ways students cem develop their 

capacity for self-evaluation is through goal setting. 

Students must examine strategies needed to demonstrate a high 

level of achievement. Schunk and Gaa reported findings of two 

separate studies that were conducted by them to investigate 



51 

the effect of goal setting in promoting skill learning emd 

self-evaluation. 

One study was conducted by Gaa (cited in Schunk emd Gaa, 

1981) in which the effect of students' goal setting 

conferences on students' reading achievement was 

investigated. In this study, students from first and second 

grade were assigned by sex and level of reading to three 

experimental conditions (conferences with goal setting, 

conferences without goal setting, or no conferences). In 

addition, teachers rated students' performance on a weekly 

basis. These ratings were used by the experimenter to provide 

feedback to students in the goal setting condition with 

achievement. Participants who were in a non-conference group 

did not psirticipate in the conference. To investigate the 

effects of goal setting conferences, all students 

participated in individual goal setting. During these 

conferences, students were asked to indicate the goals they 

wanted to attain cuid how certain they were in attaining that 

particular goal. At the end of the week, teachers rated 

students' goal attainments; finally, students' reading 

achievement was measured the following week. 

The results of this study indicate that goal setting 

influenced students' reading achievement and their self-

evaluation capability. Students who set goals were motivated 
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to focus their effort on accomplishing the skills they had 

selected for each week. 

Another finding reported by Bandura and Schunk (cited in 

Schunk and Gaa, 1981) examined the effect of proximal goals 

on students' achievement, self-perceived competency, skill 

development progress, and their accuracy of self-appraisal. 

Pcurticipants were third grade students who were identified by 

their teachers as lacking skills, self-confidence and 

interest in arithmetic. In addition, children's skills and 

self-perceived competencies in siabtraction were measured. 

After assessments, students were assigned to three conditions 

(proximal goal, distal goal, or general goal). Following the 

fourth session, the posttest was administered. Participants 

were shown cards that had a pair of subtraction problems, 

which varied in difficulty. Each participeint was asked 

individually to evaluate his or her ability to solve each 

problem. Then, participants' subtraction skills were 

measured. 

Findings of this study indicated that students in the 

proximal goal condition were motivated to achieve higher than 

participants in other conditions. For example, students in 

the proximal goal condition completed 74% of the lessons in 

four sessions, whereas participants in the distal-goal 

finished 55% and the general goal completed 53%. 



Moreland, Miller, and Laucka (1981) investigated the 

evaluative accuracy of undergraduate college students. They 

hypothesized that students' accuracy of their perfonneuice 

evaluation and knowledge of their instructor's rating will 

correlate highly with their overall level of course 

achievement. Twenty-nine females and 23 males from an 

introductory psychology course participated in the study. The 

study focused on assessing students' evaluative accuracy 

using two essay questions. Students were asked to list their 

instructors' grading criteria and predict the number of 

points they expected to receive on their essay response. In 

addition, students were given three classmates' essay 

responses euid asked to estimate the number of points each 

student would get from the course instructor. Later on, the 

three course instructors were given students' essays and the 

list of their grading criteria for evaluation. The findings 

of this study indicated that poor students were less accurate 

them other students in evaluating their own performance in 

the course. The reason was not that poor students were not 

aware of the instructors' grading criteria but because they 

failed to apply the grading criteria to their own course 

work. No differences were found between poor and good 

students in the evaluating other students' performance. The 

study also showed that all students learned about the grading 

criteria as the semester went on. 



Researchers also have investigated how students judged 

their performance in terms of effort/ability. For example, 

Stipek and Tannatt (1984) hypothesized that children's rating 

of their ability will decline with age. They also expected to 

find that children's peer rating will be lower them their 

self-rating. To investigate these hypotheses, Stipek and 

Tannatt first interviewed 96 children, 16 boys and 16 girls 

from three groups: preschool kindergarten and first grade, 

eind second and third grade. The interview questions in this 

study were focused on asking children to name the best and 

the worst activities, rate their own work euid the smartest 

classmate in the class, and finally rate the best euid the 

worst thinkers in the class. In this study students' rating 

of their ability was higher than their rating of their peers' 

cibility. Rating for self declined with grade, whereas rating 

for peers did not differ among the three grade levels. 

Students' rating of their ability was significantly 

correlated with their teacher's rating of their ability. 

To investigate the relationship between children's 

achievement and their self-perception in mathematics, Newman 

(1984) conducted a study of 185 students in grades 2, 5 and 

10. He hypothesized that students' self-percept ion will be 

influenced by achievement between grade two and five. 

Children from all three grades completed the Wide Range 

Achievement Test (WRAT) Arithmetic subtest. Level I of the 



arithmetic subtest was administered to grades 2 and 5; level 

II was administered to grade 10. In addition, students in 

grade 2 and 5 were administered the Wechsler Intelligence 

Scale for Children (WISC) Arithmetic subtest, whereas, 

students in grade 10 were administered three math tests, one 

math computation test (COMPIO), and two mathematical problem 

solving tests (MPSAIO) and (MPSBIO). The general findings of 

this study indicated that students' self-perception of their 

math ability had no influence on their later achievement. 

Also, it concluded that the effect of achievement on later 

self-evaluation occurred more among young children than older 

children. 

Previous studies described thus far used correlational 

designs; however, Schunk (1982) investigated the effect of 

self-monitoring on students' academic achievement and their 

precepts of self-efficacy in mathematics using an 

experimental design. Schunk hypothesized that both self-

monitoring and external monitoring have ein equal effect in 

promoting children's achievement. Thirty students (15 male 

and 15 female) from an elementary school participated in the 

study. Students were individually assessed using self-

efficacy judgment. Children were given 18 subtraction 

problems that assessed problem difficulty, not the actual 

solution. After students had finished the self-efficacy 

assessment, they were given a subtraction skill test of 18 
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problems. Following the tests, children were assigned to 

either of three conditions: self-monitoring, external 

monitoring, or no monitoring. 

Findings of the study showed that children who received 

monitoring procedures exhibited higher subtraction skill and 

persisted longer on tests theui did the no monitoring 

students. The general findings of the study indicated that as 

students tend to monitor their own learning, they tended to 

develop high self-efficacy. Self-monitoring directed students 

to pay more attention to the work. Also, the children learned 

more information about their academic progress in the self-

monitoring condition than did the others. 

In addition, Sanna cuid Pusecker (1994) explored the idea 

of self-efficacy emd self-evaluation with an experimental 

design. Their findings were remarkably similar to those of 

previous correlational studies. They examined the effect of 

efficacy expectancy and valence of self-evaluation on 

performance among 30 male and 30 female undergraduate 

students. They conducted two experiments. In the first, 

efficacy expectancies were manipulated by feedback and item 

difficulty. Two levels of self-evaluative outcome expectancy 

and two levels of efficacy expectancy were manipulated in a 2 

X 2 between subject factorial design. They predicted that 

participants who evaluated their own performauice would 

perform better than those who did not evaluate their own 



performance in the high efficacy condition and worse than 

those who did not evaluate their performance in the low 

efficacy condition. Also, they predicted a positive self-

evaluation for high-efficacy self-evaluation peirticipants, 

whereas low-efficacy self-evaluation participants were 

predicted to evaluate themselves negatively. Students were 

asked to participate in a Remote Associates Test (RAT). 

Students in the high efficacy condition performed seven itans 

from the easy RAT list, whereas, students in the low efficacy 

condition performed seven items from the difficult RAT list. 

Later on, the experimenter told the high efficacy students 

that they had performed very well emd that they had scored in 

the top 20% of students tested in their university. On the 

other hand, low efficacy students were told that they had 

performed very poorly and that they had scored in the bottom 

20% of students tested in their university. To allow for a 

self-evaluation performance, the experimenter informed the 

students that they were going to work on more items, going to 

have the answer list and going to be left alone to score 

their own items. 

Sanna and Pusecker (1994) found that the higher the 

efficacy manipulation during the experiment, the stronger the 

self-efficacy. In the high efficacy condition, students who 

participated in evaluating their own performance believed 

that they would evaluate themselves positively. On the other 
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hand, those who were in a low efficacy condition believed 

that they would evaluate themselves negatively. In general, 

the first experiment confirms other findings that students' 

performance can be affected by valence of self-evaluation not 

just by self-evaluation per se. 

In the second experiment, Sanna and Pusecker (1994) 

tested the relations eunong expectancies, social and self-

evaluative outcome expectancies, and participemts' 

performance. For this study 120 students (60 male emd 60 

female) from an introductory psychology course participated. 

Efficacy expectancies were manipulated by varying task 

difficulty. Students answered 10 items from the easy RAT list 

euid 10 items from the difficult RAT list. 

The results of this study showed that in the easy list 

condition, self-evaluation students believed to a greater 

extent that they would evaluate themselves positively than 

non-evaluation students. However, in the difficult condition, 

self-evaluation students believed that they would evaluate 

themselves more negatively than non-evaluation students. 

Also, in the easy list condition, experimenter evaluation 

students reported that they believed the experimenter would 

evaluate them more positively theui the non-experimenter 

students. On the contrary, in the difficult list condition, 

experimenter evaluation students reported that they believed 

that the experimenter would evaluate them more negatively 
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than the non-experimenter students. Students who worked on 

the easy list produced higher self-efficacy than those who 

worked on the difficult list. 

Balch (1992) investigated the relationship between 

academic ability and accuracy of self-assessment of 90 

introductory psychology students. Students were offered two 

additional scores to participate in the study. According to 

all-but-final-exam totals, students were categorized into 

above average, average, and below average. During the two 

hours final exam, students were asked to predict their grade 

on the final exam before and after the final exam. For the 

posttest prediction, students were told to take the final 

exam, and make their predictions based on how well they 

believed they had done on it. 

Results of the study indicated that above average 

students accurately predicted their pretest and posttest 

grade on exam. Average students significantly overestimated 

their pretest but not their posttest. Below average students 

significantly overestimated their final exam on both pretest 

and posttest. Findings of this study indicated that the lower 

students' academic eibility the more they overestimated their 

scores on the final exam. 

Summary 

To siammarize, few studies have been done to investigate 

students' academic self-evaluation. For example, when self-



evaluation was studied in relation to goal setting, it was 

found that goal setting influenced students' reading 

achievement and their self-evaluation capability. Students 

who set goals were motivated to focus their effort on 

accomplishing the skills that they had selected for each 

week. Also, students who set proximal goals for themselves 

judged their eibility in solving problems as higher. They were 

more accurate and solved more problems as well (Schunk, 1981, 

1982; Schunk & Gaa, 1981). In addition, children who 

monitored themselves tended to develop high self-efficacy, 

pay more attention to the work, and leam more information 

about their academic progress (Schunk, 1982). 

When self-evaluation studies were done in relation to 

self-efficacy, it was found that student performance can be 

affected by the valence of self-evaluation not just self-

evaluation. High efficacious students who evaluated their own 

performance believed that they would evaluate themselves 

positively. On the other heind, those who were in a low 

efficacy condition and evaluated themselves believed that 

they would evaluate themselves negatively (Sanna & Pusecker, 

1994). In addition, when self-evaluation was studied in 

relation to task difficulty, it was found that students who 

encountered easy tasks reported that they believed that they 

would evaluate their responses positively and that the 

experimenter would evaluate them positively. To the contrciry. 



students who encountered difficult tasks reported that they 

would evaluate their euiswers negatively euid that the 

experimenter will evaluate them negatively as well (Sanna & 

Pusecker, 1994). Also, when self-evaluation was studied in 

relation to academic performance, it was found that poor 

students were less accvirate than other students in evaluating 

their own performance in the course. No differences were 

found between poor and good students in evaluating other 

students' performance (Moreland, Miller, & Laucka, 1981). 

Students' self-perception of their math ability had no 

influence on their later achievement. The effect of 

achievement on later self-evaluation occurred more among 

young children thaua older children (Newman, 1984). 

In short, previous studies conducted to investigate 

self-evaluation provided valuable information about the 

relationship of academic self-evaluation with other variables 

(e.g., self-efficacy, goal setting, and task difficult). 

However, most of these studies followed one lead in 

investigating self-evaluation, that is, they focused on 

written questionnaires rather than combining this method with 

other methods (e.g., interviews) to collect data. In 

addition, other studies used restricted designs (e.g., 

experimental) to investigate self-evaluation. For example, 

studies conducted by Schunk (1982a, 1982b, 1983, 1991) 

provided interesting conclusions regeirding self-evaluation. 



However, most his studies were conducted in controlled 

environments, in which peirticipants were required to work 

mostly with subtraction problems, not with problems of their 

choice. Also, students in Schnook's studies were neither 

given the opportunity to evaluate their performemce nor were 

they given the chance to express their feelings toward what 

were they doing. Furthermore, students were not given the 

opportunity to attribute their success or failure in an 

uncontrolled environment; instead, casual attributions were 

limited by the researcher to effort and ability. 

Attribution and Emotion Theory 

Weiner's attribution theory posits that individuals' 

beliefs about the causes of their success or failures are 

important in understanding achievement-related behavior. An 

attribution of specific behavior or outcome is cin inference a 

person makes about what causes a specific behavior or 

outcome. Kelly, (cited in Weiner, 1985) states that the 

attributer is "a seeker after knowledge; his latent goal in 

attaining knowledge is that of effective management of 

himself and his environment" (p. 548). 

Causal Attribution of Academic PerformcUice 

Weiner, in his attributional theory of achievement 

motivation and emotion, describes four major perceived causes 

of success or failure in achievement related situations: 

ability, effort, task difficulty, and luck (Weiner, 1992). In 
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addition, perceived causes of success and failure share three 

dimensional spaces: stcibility (stable-unstable), locus 

(internal-external), and controllability (controllable-

uncontrollable) . Locus dimension—that describes human 

behavior to be a result of factors within the environment and 

factors within the person—came to the field of psychology 

through the work of Rotter (Weiner, 1992). Weiner then 

identified the three dimensions with the possibility of 

considering intentionality and globality as other causal 

structures. For the purpose of this study, I adopted the four 

causes of success and failure described by Weiner and added 

to them other causes: namely, study skills, teacher factor, 

performance in the course, enjoyment, and belief in God. For 

the purpose of the present study, I focused on locus, 

stability, and controllability as causal structures. Weiner 

(1985) links the structure of causal thinking to emotion euid 

motivation. Using the three dimensions of causality (locus, 

stability, and controllability), the researcher classified 

the causes of success or failure of students' evaluation of 

their academic performance in the present and the past as 

follows: 

Effort, ability, study skills, and enjoyment were 

classified as internal, steible, and controllable. Luck, task 

difficulty, and teacher factor were considered external, 

unstable, and uncontrollable. Performance in the course was 



external, stable, and uncontrollable. Belief in God is 

thought to be external, unstable, and controllable. According 

to Weiner (1985), perceived causality differs from person to 

person and from one culture to Mother, depending on the 

meaning or the dimensional location of the cause. An example 

of the cultural differences is belief in God's role in 

peoples' life. In American culture, belief about God's role 

in peoples' life is thought to be external, unstcible, and 

uncontrollable, whereas in the United Arab Emirates' culture, 

belief about God's role is thought to be external, unstable, 

and controllable. For example, a student in UAE believes that 

if his or her behavior is approved by God then God will 

reward him or her, whereas an unapproved behavior gets 

punished by God. Putting all this in an academic context 

describes the following: A student who studies honestly and 

does not cheat believes that he or she will get God's 

blessing in his or her academic performance, and as a result, 

will get a high grade because he or she deserves it. Another 

student who studies and knows that he or she is cheating, 

believes that God's blessing will not be in his or her 

academic performance, and as a result, will get a low grade 

because he or she deserves it. 

The stability of a cause influences the relative 

expectancy of future success. For example, if students 

attribute their repeated failure to their low cUaility, then 



the low eibility will be perceived as a stable cause. The 

locus of cause influences a person's self-esteem 2uid pride. 

In the previous example, students attributed their failure to 

ability, which is intemeLl; therefore, the student 

experienced low self-esteem and shame because the locus of 

the failure cause (low ability) is stable eind internal. 

Feelings femotions^ about Academic Performance 

Weiner (1985) proposed that a general positive or 

negative emotion follows an outcome based on its perceived 

success or failure alone. Weiner also links causal dimensions 

to emotions. For example, emotions of pride and self-esteem 

eire linked with the locus dimension; anger, guilt, shame, 

gratitude, and pity are linked with controllability 

dimension; and feelings of hopefulness or hopelessness are 

linked with stability dimension. 

The controllability dimension also has an effect on 

students' emotion. If the cause is internal and controllable, 

then the student experiences guilt, whereas if the cause is 

internal and uncontrollable, the student experiences shame. 

When applying this dimension to the previous example, if the 

student attributed his failure to low ability, which is 

stable, internal and uncontrolleJale, then the student 

experiences shame but not guilt, because he or she cannot 

change its nature. 



In the present study, the reseeurcher did not attempt to 

examine the link between feelings and causal dimension; 

instead, the researcher investigated students' feelings cibout 

the self-evaluation of their assignments and their feelings 

about the predicted final grade in the course. 

Attribution emd Academic Performcuice 

Powers and Wagner (1984) conducted a study to 

investigate middle school students' attribution of their 

success or failure. Specifically, the study compares the 

attribution of academic achievement of middle school students 

in grade 6, 7, and 8; compares attribution of academic 

achievement of middle school students with the attribution of 

high school students; and examines the relationship of 

students' achievement motivation with their attributions of 

their success or failure. The six hundred and one 

participants consisted of 70 sixth graders, 212 seventh 

graders, 227 eighth graders, 30 ninth graders, cmd 62 

eleventh graders. Data for the study was collected through 

the Multidimensional-Multiattributional Causality Scale 

(MMCS). Items on the scale are designed to measure students' 

attribution of success or failure to their effort, ability, 

luck, or contextual events. In addition, students completed 

the Achievement Motivation Scale (AMS). Students rate 

themselves on how hcurd they work, how hard their teacher 
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thinks they work, how serious they are, and what kind of 

interests keep them fraai getting good grades. 

Results in this study showed that students' attributions 

of their success to ability and their attribution of their 

failure to ability, remained stable throughout the middle 

school. In addition, ninth graders attributed their school 

success much less to their ability thaui did other graders; 

sixth graders attributed their school failure more to bad 

luck than students in other grade. More male students 

attributed their failure in school to bad luck than did 

female students. Ability and effort as internal causes of 

success were positively correlated with students' achievement 

motivation. On the other hand, the attribution of failure to 

contextual events were negatively correlated with achievement 

motivation, whereas failure or success to luck were 

correlated to students' achievement motivation. 

Nicholls (1979) investigated students' academic 

attainment and their perception of their own attainment as 

predictors of attribution of outcomes in reading to ability, 

effort, luck, and difficulty. Five hundred and forty students 

from a public school in New Zealeind participated in the 

study. Students' ages reuiged from 6 to 12. Students were 

asked to complete a self-percept ion of attainment scale in 

which 28 schematic faces were introduced to students to 

choose the face that best represented their attainment level. 
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Following the self-perception of attainment, students were 

asked to think of a time when they did very well in reading 

(success). Then, they were asked to provide reasons for this 

good performance. For the failure attribution, students were 

asked to think about times when they did poorly in reading. 

Students responded by pointing at or circling their answers. 

In addition, teacher rating of the students' order of 

attainment was obtained. 

Nicholls found that the youngest students differed more 

than the oldest ones in their attainment. For example, twelve 

year old students' causal attribution correlated with their 

perceived attainment. Students with high attainment 

attributed their success to ability, whereas students with 

low attainment attributed their success to effort and luck. 

On the other heind, 12 year old students with low attainment 

attributed their failure to low ability and less likely to 

luck than those who perceived their attainment as high. 

Twelve year old girls' attainment correlated positively and 

significantly with attributed ability, but negatively with 

both attributed effort and luck. Girls were more likely to 

attribute their failure to poor ability them boys. Teachers 

rated girls higher on attainment than they did boys. 

Attribution cmd self-efficacv 

Schunk (1982a) investigated effects of effort 

attributional feedback on children's perceived self-efficacy 



and achievement. It was hypothesized that effort 

attributional feedback given to children regarding their past 

achievCTient would be most effective in promoting their 

perceived self-efficacy and academic achievement, whereas 

attributional feedback given for children's future 

accomplishment would not promote self-efficacy. Forty 

children (26 males euid 14 females) peirticipated in the study. 

Children's ages remged from 7 yeeurs 5 months to 10 years 7 

months. Children were administered the arithmetic skill test, 

and their persistence on task was recorded and averaged 

within two levels of difficulty. Then, students were 

administered self-efficacy judgments. Afterward, children 

were shown sample pairs of subtraction problems for two 

seconds. Without solving these problems, children were asked 

to rate their certainty of being able to solve these 

problems. Children who solved 20% of the problems were 

excluded from the study. The rest were randomly assigned to 

one of four treatments, ten students in each group: past 

attribution, future attribution, monitoring, or training 

control. For the past attribution group, the proctor observed 

students and every eight minutes walked up to the child and 

made a comment about the student's prior achievement and 

effort. For the future attribution group, the proctor made a 

comment about future efforts and achievement. For the 

monitoring group, the proctor observed children and departed 
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without making comments. Finally, the training control group 

served as a control for the treU-ning procedures. Children who 

were not monitored had contact with the proctor during 

reading of the explanatory page. Following the treatment 

session, a posttest was administered individually. The same 

procedures as the pretest were used except that self-efficacy 

was assessed before and after the skill test, and a parallel 

form of the skill test was used so that students did not 

become familiar with the problems. 

Results of this study indicated no differences because 

of sex or experimenter on any of the pre-or posttests. Also, 

results of the study provided evidence that attributional 

feedback linked with students prior achievement promoted 

self-efficacy, task involvement, and skill development. In 

contrast, attributional feedback linked with students' future 

achievement did not promote achievement behavior simply 

because of training. The past attribution condition group 

showed a significant increase of self-efficacy. 

Schunk (1983) investigated the effect of attributional 

feedback (ability and effort) given to students during their 

engagement in subtraction problem-solving on their self-

efficacy and achievement. Forty-four elementary school 

students in third grade, ages 8 years 4 month to 10 yeeurs 2 

months participated. Children were administered the pretest 

individually. First, they completed a self-efficacy 



evaluation for solving subtraction problems. Then they were 

given 25 subtraction problems to solve. Finally, students 

were assigned to one of four treatments: ability ' 

attributional feedback (give/not give) or effort 

attributional feedback (give/not give). Students received 

training on how to solve the problems. Students worked on the 

problems alone and received no feedback on how they 

performed. After observing the students progress every 8 

minutes, the examiner gave the students ability attributional 

feedback on how they were doing. In the effort condition, the 

examiner gave the students effort attributional feedback. In 

the effort and ability feedback condition, the examiner gave 

students both ability and effort feedback. Finally, in the no 

attribution feedback condition, students were monitored by 

the examiner, and for their performance, the examiner said, 

"OK". Then, students were examined on how much effort they 

expended during the training. After the three training 

sessions, they were administered the posttest. 

The findings showed that there were no significeint 

differences due to sex, examiner, or classroom, eind no 

significant differences between experimental conditions in 

any pretest measure. Ability feedback condition exhibited 

higher subtraction skills than other conditions. Conditions 

that received feedback demonstrated higher subtraction skills 

than the non-feedback conditions. Students in ability 



conditions reported higher self-efficacy than those in other 

conditions. Although the self efficacy judgment of effort 

condition and ability/effort condition did not differ from 

each other, students in these conditions did report higher 

self-efficacy than those in no feedback conditions. 

Persistence correlated negatively with both self-efficacy and 

skills. Students in the ability condition reported that they 

expended less effort than those in the effort only condition; 

they reported higher effort judgment of their performance 

than did students in the non-feedback condition. 

Summary 

To summarize, the study in which that causal attribution 

was investigated provided interesting evidence that students' 

attributions of their success or failure to ability remained 

stable throughout middle school. Ability and effort as causes 

of success were positively correlated with students' 

achievement motivation (Power & Wagner, 1984). The youngest 

students differed more than the older ones in their 

attainment. Twelve year old students' causal attribution 

correlated with their perceived attainment. Students with 

high attainment attributed their success to ability, whereas 

students with low attainment attributed their success to 

effort and luck. On the other hand, 12 year students with low 

attainment attributed their fed-lure to low ability and less 

likely to luck thcui those who perceived their attainment as 



high. Furthermore, twelve year old girls' attainment 

correlated positively eind significeuitly with ability, but 

negatively with both effort and luck. Girls were more likely 

to attribute their failure to poor ability theui were boys 

(Nicholls, 1979). 

Other studies showed that when students were provided 

with feedback regeurding their ability, they exhibited higher 

subtraction skills than those who did not receive feedback on 

their ability. Students who received feedback on their 

ability reported high self-efficacy and expended less effort 

in solving problems (Schunk, 1983). 

In short, previous studies investigated students' causal 

attribution provided interesting information about students 

academic performance, yet these studies, as it was the case 

in the studies that investigated self-efficacy and self-

evaluation, had limitations regarding their methodologies emd 

designs. For example, these studies used only written 

questionnaires (e.g., Nocholls, 1979; Powers and Wagner, 

1984) to investigate students' casual attribution of their 

academic performance. In addition, other studies focused on 

students mathematical or reading abilities rather than 

investigating students' causal attribution in different 

subject matters (e.g., Schunk, 1983; 1982a). 



Discussion euid Conclusion 

The results of previous studies provide a starting point 

for more elaboration of the theoretical linkages between four 

cognitive variables: self-efficacy, self-evaluation, causal 

attribution success or failure, and emotion. These findings 

suggested these cognitive factors influence each other and 

influence students' academic performance. Self-efficacv plays 

eui important role in an achievement related situation. For 

example, high efficacious students tend to achieve higher and 

persist more on their tasks than low efficacious students 

(Bandura, 1977, 1993; Zimmerman, et al., 1992). 

Research on academic self-evaluation indicates that 

students who expect to do well tend to evaluate their 

academic performemce positively and tend to be high 

efficacious, self regulatory learners (Sanna & Pusecker, 

1994). Other variables, such as goal setting, planning, self-

monitoring, social comparison, awareness of instructor's 

criteria for evaluation all tended to relate to self-

evaluation (e.g., Moreland, Miller, & Laucka, 1981; Newman, 

1984; Schunk, 1982; Schunk & Gaa, 1981; Stipek & Tannatt, 

1984). 

Studies on causal attribution and emotion ffeeling^ 

indicated that high achievers often attribute their success 

to their high ability and their failure to their lack of 

effort; whereas, low achievers often attributed their success 



to luck and their failure to lack of eibility. In addition, 

those who perceived themselves as high efficacious students 

attributed their success to their high ability amd their 

failure to their lack of effort. On the other hand, those who 

perceived themselves as low efficacious students attribute 

their success to luck euid their failure to low eibility 

(Schunk, 1983; Power & Wagner, 1984; Schunk & Lilly, 1984). 

Although much is learned fron previous research on self-

efficacy, self-evaluation, attribution emd emotion each with 

different variables, more is to be learned by combining these 

factors, especially using personal interviews as well as 

written questionnaires. 

As previously indicated, studies conducted to 

investigate self-efficacy, self-evaluation, casual 

attribution and emotion focused on written questionnaires as 

their primeury source of data collection (e.g., Bandura, 1977, 

1993; Moreland, Miller, & Laucka, 1981; Newmem, 1984; Stipek 

& Tannat, 1984; Sanna & Pusecker, 1991; Zimmerman et al, 

1992;). In addition, these written questionnaires were 

focused on collecting information about students' academic 

ability based on standardized measures (e.g., the Wide Range 

Achievement Test (WRAT) Arithmetic subtest; the Wechsler 

Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC) Arithmetic subtest; 

one math computation test (COMPIO), euid two mathematical 

problem solving tests (MPSAIO) and (MPSBIO). Using written 



questionnaires as a primary source of collecting data has its 

advantages as well as its disadvantages. One advcuitage of the 

written questionnaires is it allows the researcher to collect 

a large amount of data in a short period of time. However, 

the disadvantage of written questionnaires concern students' 

honesty emd their response accuracy. Students who provide 

self-report through written questionnaires might not be 

honest. For example, students' might be concerned about who 

is going to see their responses besides the researcher. Also, 

students might be concerned about the influence their 

responses to the questionnaire has on the teacher's 

evaluation of their performance in the classroom. 

Furthermore, standardized tests used to measure students' 

ability, although normed on the majority, might underestimate 

students' abilities emd performance. In addition, several 

studies that investigated students' efficacy, self-

evaluation, causal attribution and emotions used experimental 

designs (Schunk & Gaa, 1981; Schunk, 1982, 1983; Schunk & 

Lilly, 1984), in which the environment as well as students' 

performance was controlled by the experimenter. As a result, 

this provided incomplete information about the investigated 

topics. Therefore, in the present study, the researcher 

focused on measuring students' beliefs in their ability to 

evaluate their assignment, the self-evaluation of their 

academic performance in the past, present and the future 
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using both written questionnaires and individual interviews. 

Although misleading information might be collected using 

written questionnaires due to lack of honesty or inaccuracy 

of students' responses, individual interviews are important 

for verifying and collecting in-depth information. 

To the researcher's knowledge, when it came to the 

influence of these factors on students' academic performance 

in the UAE culture, no published studies were found. 

Investigating self-efficacy, self-evaluation, attribution emd 

emotion may provide an understanding of cognitive influences 

on UAE female students' academic achievement. Furthermore, 

the issue of self-evaluation in the UAE culture is a novel 

one and is of interest to the researcher. The findings of 

this study are expected to differ from that of the American 

culture for the following reasons. First, in the UAE culture, 

the educational system is not designed to increase students' 

beliefs about their ability to evaluate their academic 

progress. Second, in UAE cultiire in particular, females eure 

dependent on teachers as the first euid the last source of 

their information. Furthermore, students' faith in their 

teachers' judgment is great so that the idea of self-

evaluation is novel to whomever may encounter it. Finally, in 

the UAE culture, the educational system is not designed to 

give students a chance to discuss their perceived causes of 

success or failure. In general, students do not discuss or 
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have a chance to think about how they feel after an exam or 

after any performance on a task except to discuss their 

mistakes. 

Self-efficacy, self-evaluation, causal attribution, and 

emotion related to students' academic achievement need to be 

integrated to provide a better understemding of students' 

cognitive dynamics of academic achievement. One way to do 

this is by conducting more empirical research that is focused 

on the four cognitive varieibles together. Therefore, in the 

present study, I propose to investigate the relationship 

between self-efficacy, self-evaluation, causal attribution, 

and emotion of students' success smd failure using both 

written questionnaires and individual interviews. 

Chapter three provides a description of the methodology 

that is used to investigate these issues. It begins by 

restatement of the purpose of the study, description of the 

design, and then a detailed description of the methodology 

(participants, instrumentation, and procedures). 



CHAPTER THREE 

METHODS 

Restatement of the Purpose of the Study 

In the present study three major issues are 

investigated: 

1. The relationship between students' self-efficacy, academic 

self-evaluation, causal attributions, and emotion. 

2. The relationship between teacher's evaluation of students' 

performance and students' evaluation of their own performance 

in the past, present and anticipated future. 

3. Strategies students use to evaluate their academic 

progress. 

Design of the Study 

This research is designed to investigate the 

relationship between self-efficacy, self-evaluation, 

attribution and emotion of female college students. To test 

this relationship, Pearson correlation coefficient was 

performed. Also, the resesurcher investigated the congruence 

between teacher evaluation of students and students' 

evaluation of their academic performance in the past, 

present, and future. To test this relationship, a one-way 

analysis of variance was performed relating group (teacher 

and students) to evaluation of students' academic performance 

in the past, present and the anticipated future. After 

students had completed the self-efficacy questions, they were 
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categorized according to low, moderate or high efficacious 

students. Students' responses to the self-evaluation 

questionnaire were compared across the three groups. The 

reseeircher investigated the difference between the three 

groups in academic self-evaluation ability, evaluation of 

academic performance in the present euid the future. To test 

this, a one way euialysis of variance was performed relating 

self-efficacy levels (low, moderate, or high) to academic 

self-evaluation ability, to evaluation of the present 

performance, and to academic self-evaluation in the future. 

Twenty-two students were interviewed to investigate the 

strategies students use to evaluate their academic 

perf ormeuice. 

Participants 

The pcurticipeints were three-hundred undergraduate female 

students and their male teachers (N=2); teacher 1 had 65 

students and teacher 2 had 235 students. All participeuits 

were volunteers who attended the UAE university. 

Teachers. Two teachers volunteered to participate; they gave 

their permission for their classes to peurticipate eind they 

gave an evaluation of participants' academic performance in 

three ways: in the past, present euid future. One teacher 

participemt from Egypt had seven years teaching experience at 

the UAE university. He taught 305 students in four courses. 
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The other teacher from UAE had less than one year teaching 

experience. He taught 83 students in two courses. 

Students. The students who volunteered to participate in the 

study were enrolled in psychology courses (social psychology, 

society psychology, general psychology, developmental 

psychology, and educational psychology). These classes were 

offered to students at euiy college level in the educational 

psychology department. Participcuits were frcan a middle class 

social economic status in the UAE culture. Students' ages 

ranged between 18 and 25. The majority of students in the 

sample were citizens of the United Arab Emirates. 

Instrumentation 

Two measures were used to assess students' perception of 

their classroom performsmce. One measure, the Motivated 

Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ), part A, 

motivation (Self-efficacy of learning and performcuice), 

developed by Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, and Mckeachie (1991), 

was used. The second measure, the Self-Efficacy eind 

Attribution of Academic Self-Evaluation Questionnaire 

(SEAASE-Q) developed by the reseeurcher to assess students' 

self-efficacy, self-evaluation, attribution, and emotions 

(feelings) of their performeuice was also used. 

Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) 

The MSLQ, designed by Pintrich et al. (1991), is a self-

report questionnaire, developed for college students. It 



contains two sections: 1) motivation section which consists 

of 31 items that measure students' goals eind value beliefs 

for a course; 2) The leauming strategies section which 

consists of 31 items that measure students' use of cognitive 

emd metacognitive strategies and 19 items that measure 

students' management of different resources. For the purpose 

of the present study, the researcher selected the following 

eight items frc«n the motivation section because these items 

represent expectancy components of motivational orientation: 

self-efficacy of learning and performemce; 

"I believe I will receive eui excellent grade in this class." 

"I'm certain I can understeind the most difficult material 

presented in the readings for this course." 

"I'm confident I cem understand the basic concepts taught in 

this course." 

"I'm confident I can understand the most complex material 

presented by the instructor in this course." 

"I'm confident I can do an excellent job on the assignments 

and tests in this course. 

"I expect to do well in this class." 

"I'm certain I can master the skills being taught in this 

class." 

"Considering the difficulty of this course, the teacher, and 

my skills, I think I will do well in this class." 
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These items assess two aspects of expecteuicy; that is, 

expectancy for success, for example, "I believe I will 

receive an excellent grade in this class."; and self-

efficacy, for example, I'm confident I ceui understand the 

most difficult material presented in the readings for this 

course." Expectancy of success indicated students' 

performance expectation, in particular, task performcince. 

In sum, self-efficacy in the MSLQ refers to judgments 

about one's eibility to complete a task as well as confidence 

in the required skills to perform the task (Pintrich et al., 

1991). 

In the MSLQ, students rated themselves on a seven point 

Likert scale ranging from "not at all true of me" to "very 

true of me". Students' score on self-efficacy of leeiming and 

performance was computed by summing the eight items emd 

tedcing the average. 

The MSLQ previously was translated to Arabic by two 

faculty members in the Department of Educational Psychology 

at the UAE University and administered to college students in 

the UAE. This translation was used in the present study. 

Relicibilitv Coefficient of the MSLQ in the 

Present Study 

Cronbach alpha reliability test was performed for the 

MSLQ, self-efficacy of performance emd learning (See Vol. II, 

Technical Report, Appendix A, TadDle 1). 
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Self-Efficacv and Attribution of AgadeniTr Self-Evaluation 

Questionnaire fSEAASE-0) 

The Self-Efficacy emd Attribution of Academic Self-

Evaluation Questionnaire (SEAASE-Q) was developed 

specifically for college students (See Vol. II, Technical 

Report, Appendix B). The SEAASE-Q is based on a general view 

of self-efficacy and attribution theory (see theoretical 

framework of this study, p.17-31 & p.46-57) consistent with 

culturcil norm in the UAE. It is a self-report measure 

developed to assess college students' beliefs about their 

ability to evaluate their own academic performance and their 

beliefs of their perceived causes of success or failure and 

their emotions in evaluating their academic performance. 

There are three sections in the SEAASE-Q: self-efficacy, 

self-evaluation, and attributional knowledge and emotion. 

The self-efficacy section consists of 7 items to assess 

college students' beliefs in their ability to evaluate their 

academic performance. An example of a self-efficacy item is; 

"I believe I can evaluate my assignment." 

The self-evaluation section consists of 16 items to 

assess students' self-evaluation ability. An example of a 

self-evaluation item is: "When I work on my assignment, I 

make changes if needed to improve my work." 

The attribution section consists of 44 items regarding 

the causes of student success or failure in academic 
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evaluation. The attribution section is divided into two 

parts, one 22 item part asks students about their believed 

causes for success or failure and their feelings toweurd the 

evaluation of their assignment. An example of an attribution 

item is: "I believe I will get this grade for the following 

reason: I worked very hard on the assignments". An example of 

a feeling item is, "I feel happy edjout getting this grade on 

the assignment". 

The second part of the attribution section begins by 

asking students to respond to three items: First, what grade 

does the student expect to get for the course: "I expect to 

get .... as a final grade for this course". For predicting the 

final grade, students are given the option of grades to 

choose from: A, B+, B, C+, C, D+, D, and F, which corresponds 

to 4.0, 3.5, 3.0, 2.5, 2.0, 1.5, 1.0, and 0 (according to the 

UAE university grading policy). The second question is: "How 

confident are you in getting this grade?". For students' 

confidence in getting their final grade, there is a 5-point 

scale to choose from, reinging from very confident to not 

confident at all. The third item was: "I believe I will get 

this grade for the following reason.". These reasons focus on 

ability, effort, luck, task difficulty, teacher as a factor, 

study skills, students' performeuice in the course, enjoyment, 

and belief in God. An example of an attribution item is: "I 

am smart enough to get this grade in this course". 



Rationale for Developing the SEAASE-0 

Because data for this research study were to be 

collected in the UAE, it was necessary to develop an 

instrument that focused on the specific research questions, 

instead of tremslating approximate instruments. The SEAASE-Q 

is focused directly on the assessment of students' self-

efficacy, self-evaluation, and attribution and emotion of 

their success or failure. 

In addition, the instruments that were used to measure 

self-efficacy in the literature were focused on specific 

subject matter, such as self-efficacy emd judgment of 

mathematical problem solving (Schunk & Lilly, 1982). The 

other instruments listed below focus on only one aspect of 

students' beliefs about performance, for example, the College 

Academic Self-Efficacy (CASE) (Owen & Formein, 1988); self-

efficacy to measure students' beliefs in completing their 

educational requirements and job duties performance (Lent, 

Brown & Larkin, 1984); self-efficacy for reading and writing 

(Sell St Colvin, 1995). Therefore, this instrument is meant to 

focus on one issue; that is, students' self-evaluation. 

Beuidura (1986) stressed the difference between efficacy 

expectations and outcome expectations. Self-efficacy measures 

that cire designed to measure students' ability fail to make a 

clear distinctions between the two (efficacy expectation and 

outcome expectation) (Owen & Forman, 1988). The present 



instrument, the SEAASE-Q, makes a theoretical distinction, 

although not empirical, between the efficacy expectations, 

that is, self-efficacy of students' academic self-evaluation 

(Section I) and the outcome expectation; that is, students' 

actual evaluation of their outcome (Section II). Finally, 

this measure is developed because of a lack of emy measure to 

measure self-efficacy, self-evaluation, attribution and 

emotion in the UAE. While the Motivated Strategies for 

Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) developed by Pintrich, et al. 

(1991) assessed college students' motivational orientations 

eind their use of different learning strategies, it did not 

serve as a measure to assess how the students evaluate their 

current performance. However, part A of the MSLQ was used to 

measure students' self-efficacy of their performance and 

learning. The MSLQ has been translated into Arabic, but as 

yet, no reliability or validity of the measure has been 

reported for the full instrument. In the MSLQ, there is a 

section that measures students' self-efficacy, but does not 

measure self-evaluation, attribution, or emotion. Therefore, 

it was necessary to develop a questionnaire that addressed 

items to answer questions in the present study. 

Scoring the SEAASE-Q 

Students responded to each item in sections one and two, 

self-efficacy and self-evaluation, with a 5-point response 

option: 1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Most of the 



time, and 5 = Always. In section three, peurt one cuid part 

two, attribution and feelings, a 5-point response option 

consisted of: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Not 

Sure, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree. In all three 

sections, a response one indicated a low score smd five 

indicated a high score for the measxired construct. For each 

section, student responses were siammed and averaged. 

In the self-efficacy section, students were divided into 

three categories of self-efficacy in evaluating their 

assignment based upon their standeurd deviation from the meem. 

Students who scored at one or more than one standard 

deviation ahov& the mean, above a score of 3-84 (3.22+.62), 

were categorized as relatively high in self-efficacy. 

Students who scored at or more thcui one standard deviation 

below the mean, below a score of 2.60 (3.22-.62), were 

categorized as relatively low in self-efficacy. Students who 

scored within one standard deviation above and below the 

mean, between scores of 2.61 and 3,83, were categorized as 

relatively moderate in self-efficacy (See Vol. II, Technical 

Report, Appendix A, Table 2 and Table 3). 

In the self-evaluation section, students also were 

divided into high, moderate, and low categories based upon 

their standard deviation from the mean. Students who scored 

at or more than one standard deviation eOaove the mean, above 

a score of 4.10, were categorized as relatively high self-



evaluative. Students who scored at or more than one standard 

deviation below the meem, below a score of 3.18, were 

categorized as relatively low self-evaluative. Students who 

scored within one standard deviation above and below the 

mean, between the scores of 3.19 and 4.09, were categorized 

as relatively moderate self-evaluative (See Vol. II, 

Technical Report, Appendix A, Table 4 euid Table 5). 

In the attribution section, part 1 & 2, items were 

divided as to locus (internal vs. external), stability 

(stable vs. unstable) eind controllability (controllable vs. 

uncontrollable). Students' responses to the items were summed 

and averaged. The same items then were re-coded and scored to 

form a pattern of UAE female students perceived causes of 

success or failure dimensions; that is, internal, stable, and 

uncontrollable. 

Translating the fSEAASE-0^ 

The original SEAASE questionnaire was developed in 

English; however, the leuiguage spoken in the United Arab 

Emirates is Arabic; therefore, it was necessary to translate 

the questionnaire from English to Arabic and modify its items 

to suit the culture. Following are procedures in which the 

questionnaire was translated, checked by a pemel of Arab 

judges, and pilot studies conducted with UAE female college 

students. 



On March 23, the researcher, with the help of two 

faculty members in the Educational Psychology Department, 

treinslated the questionnaire from English to Arabic. To proof 

check the questionnaire, it was translated from Arabic to 

English. 

Validity of the SEAASE-0 

Items in the SEAASE-Q were not systematically einalyzed 

regarding validity. However, both UAE students euid faculty 

members were asked to provide feedback on items in the 

SEAASE-Q. In the United States, five faculty member in the 

educational psychology department (committee members) at the 

University of Arizona provided their feedback regarding the 

clarity and conciseness and its appropriateness in addressing 

the content before it was translated from English to Arabic. 

In addition, three faculty members in the Department of 

Educational Psychology at the UAE university, who have a 

background in self-efficacy and attribution theory, checked 

item content, especially with what is considered suiteible in 

the UAE culture. 

Two faculty members provided feedback to judge the 

content of the addressed items in the questionnaire. One 

faculty member, a specialist in testing and measurement, 

provided feedback on the options used in the questionnaire. 

Additional feedback was collected from seven faculty members 

cind one teaching assistant at the UAE university during which 
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several items in the questionnaire were reworded and/or 

eliminated. For example, in section II, self-evaluation, 

there was an item that said "If I get a high grade on this 

assignment, I will try to get an even a higher grade on the 

next one" was removed because the judges thought it might be 

confusing to students and instead preferred that I keep the 

item that says "Even if I get a low grade on this assignment, 

I will try my best to get a higher grade on the next one". 

Also another item, "The teacher did a good job in this 

course" was eliminated because there was another simileir item 

"The teacher taught well in this course" that addressed the 

same meaning cuid the judges suggested keeping it in the 

questionnaire. 

After the UAE judges had reviewed euid provided their 

feedback on the translated items, they were given the chemce 

to look at the items in English and provide their feedback 

regarding the translation of the items to Arabic. 

One faculty member, who teaches measurement in 

education, suggested that the options of answers in the 

questionnaire should be cheuiged to suit the addressed items. 

Therefore, options to items were changed from "Completely 

True, Mostly True, Equally True and Untrue, Mostly Untrue, 

and Completely Untrue" to options of "Never, Rarely, 

Sometimes, Most of the time, and Always" for section I, 

self-efficacy, and section II, self-evaluation. Options of 



"Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Not Sure, Agree, euid Strongly 

Agree" were adopted for section III, attribution of students' 

success or failure eind emotions. 

Changes in the SEAASE-0 Based on the First Pilot Study 

After the questionnaire had been modified, it was given 

to 30 UAE students in an educational psychology course to 

evaluate the items. Students were asked to read each item and 

the scale's instruction carefully, then provide their 

comments regarding the clarity of the items in addressing the 

content. Feedback was provided for several items which were 

reworded or removed based on student feedback. For example, 

there was an item that read "The teacher likes me." Students 

were against this item; they believed that there was nothing 

between the teacher and the student but respect. It was 

changed to read: "the teacher respects me," because in the 

Arabic language and, in particular in the UAE dialect 'like' 

and 'love' have almost the same meaning, euid either word 

could be used intercheuigeably with the other. The judges did 

not suggest removal because all but one were faculty members 

from different Middle-eastern countries, and they thought 

that the item was appropriate, whereas students thought that 

the item was offensive. Two other items, "I feel guilty about 

getting this grade on the assignment" emd "If I get this 

grade in this course, I will feel guilty," were removed from 

the questionnaire, because according to students' feedback. 



guilt is experienced when one coiranits a crime, not when one 

gets a low grade. Two additional items, "1 feel grateful 

about getting this grade on the assignment" and "I will be 

grateful if I get this grade in this course," were removed 

because students thought that they were confusing and that 

one cannot be grateful to oneself nor to others when it comes 

to getting a grade for the assignment or the course. 

Changes in the SEAASE-0 Based on the Second Pilot Study 

Students' comments in the first pilot study were taken 

into consideration, but not removed from the questionnaire 

because the researcher wanted to leam of the students' 

reactions to these when they answered the questionnaire. 

However, the students' suggestion to include the item "the 

teacher respects me" was added to the questionnaire. 

Therefore, the questionnaire was administered once again to a 

different group of 34 female students in a statistical euid 

measurement course as a second pilot study. When the 

questionnaire was administered students made comments about 

the same item, "the teacher likes me," and some of them 

refused to answer it. On the item "the teacher respects me", 

the students thought that the item was appropriate. They also 

made the same comments about feelings of guilt euid 

gratefulness. In addition, there was an item "Other students 

helped me" where almost everyone in the class stopped and 

asked the researcher what does the statement meein. When the 



researcher explained, the students responded that there is no 

such thing as 'other's' help. This is understeuidable, because 

students interpreted help as cheating and not collaboration. 

Because of the leurge undergraduate classes at the UAE 

university, students are rarely asked to work in groups or 

even collaborate in working on their assignment. Therefore, 

this item was removed. Another item "Compeared to others in 

this class, I believe I can evaluate my assignment better 

than anyone" was removed because most students thought it 

unclear and that it was difficult to know how others were 

doing. 

In short, students' feedback and comments in both pilot 

studies were used to modify the items to suit the UAE 

culture. 

Reliability Coefficient of the SEAASE-0; pilot data 

The SEAASE-Q was administered to 54 female students in 

the College of Education at the UAE university. Students were 

selected to match the study participants. Cronbach alpha 

reliability analysis of this pilot study is presented in Vol. 

II, Technical Report, Appendix A, Table 6. 

Reliability Coefficient of the SEAASE-Q; 300 female 

students who pcurticipated in the study 

The SEAASE-Q was administered to the 300 female students 

who participated in the study. Cronbach alpha reliability 

analysis of this sample is presented in Appendix A, Table 7. 



Prcacedures 

Selection of Teuraet Student Group 

Permission was granted for the study by the College of 

Education in the UAE University. As mentioned earlier, the 

study was focused on examining the relationship of students' 

self-efficacy, self-evaluation, attribution, and emotion of 

their evaluation of assignments and their academic 

performance in the course. Importantly, a second purpose was 

to examine the congruence between students' evaluation of 

their own academic progress and their instructors' evaluation 

of them in the past, present, and future. One essential 

requirement for the study was to find a course in which 

students were required to work on assignments throughout the 

semester. Also, it was preferable that students did not 

receive grades on their assignments until later in the 

semester so that they had the cheuice to evaluate their own 

assignments and not be influenced by what they received from 

the course instructor. 

Data Collection 

One male instructor of Social Psychology and Psychology 

of Society who met the criteria offered his classes to 

participate in the study. 

On March 17, the researcher met with the first group of 

students, explained the purpose of the study and asked 

students who wanted participate to prepeire a copy of their 
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assignment to be hemded in to the resecircher. It was 

necessary for students to evaluate their assignment and 

assign a grade before handing it in. 

On May 5, 1996, section I (self-efficacy), section II 

(self-evaluation), and section III (attribution part 1 and 

emotions) were administered to a sample of 83 students. 

Eighteen students dropped with the final being 65. 

Before adininistering the questionnaire, students were 

asked if they had worked on their first assignments, if they 

had evaluated their own assignment eind, if not, could they 

evaluate it during the administration time and assign a grade 

to it, using the university grading policy from A to F that 

represented scores from 4.0 to 0. 

The administration time was 20 to 30 minutes. Students 

also were asked to hand in their assignments graded by 

themselves to the reseeurcher. During the course of the study, 

several students dropped out from the sample. Another male 

faculty member, who gives several undergraduate assignments 

during the semester but does not grade them, offered his 

classes to participate in the study. 

For the purpose of this study, students were asked to 

write their identification number on the questionnaire, were 

assured that their responses were confidential euid that no 

one had access to it but the investigator. 



After students had completed the self-efficacy section, 

the researcher scored their responses and located six 

students, two high self-efficacious, two middle self-

efficacious, and two low self-efficacious students. The 

researcher asked these students if they wanted to be 

interviewed, but they did not. Later in the semester, the 

researcher asked the students if they would like to volunteer 

for an interview and left a blank sheet for them to sign 

their names and set appointments for interviews. Twenty-three 

students signed their name; 22 were actually interviewed. 

The final sample consisted of two male instructors and their 

students (instructor 1, N of students =65, and instructor 2, 

N of students = 235). Both instructors were asked to provide 

their evaluation of students' academic performance in their 

courses in the past, present aind future. Instructor 1 

promised to send his evaluation by mail but nothing was 

received from him. Instructor 2 provided his evaluation at 

the end of the semester. 

Assignments Required from Students 

Students in the first group (N = 65), were asked to 

provide a one or two page summary of three research articles. 

The summary was focused on the major peurts of scientific 

research (e.g., the purpose of the study, questions, eind 

hypotheses raised by the author(s)). The students were asked 

to provide brief, but sufficient information about the 
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sample, instruments, design of each study, the most important 

results, and any recommendations the author(s) addressed in 

the studies. 

For the second group (N = 235) assignments differed 

depending on the content of the course. For example, in the 

general psychology course, students were asked to choose a 

theory in psychology covered in class and discuss it, in 

three to four pages, using at least three references. In the 

developmental psychology course, students were asked to 

choose and interpret five different holy statements from the 

holy book that address stages of developments of human 

beings. In the educational psychology course, students were 

asked to go to an elementary school and interview three 

teachers about difficulties facing teachers in elementary 

schools. In particular, students were asked to focus on 

difficulties regarding learning goals, understanding students 

and solving their problems, teaching methods and interaction 

with students, and, finally, assessing students' academic 

achievement. Students were asked to discuss these 

difficulties and provide solutions and suggestions to solve 

them. 

To evaluate their assignments, students were asked to 

use the university grading policy that matches both 

instructors' grading criteria; that is, A = 4.00, B+ = 3.5, 

B = 3.00, C+ = 2.5, C = 2, D+ = 1.5, D = 1, and F = 0. 



Interviews 

On May 19, 1996 the researcher begeui to interview 

students individually. The total time was 8 days. Each 

interview lasted from 20 to 30 minutes. 

The interview data were based on students' responses to 

ten open-ended questions regarding academic self-evaluation, 

strategies of academic self-evaluation, and students' feeling 

cdDout the evaluation of their own academic performance in the 

course (See Vol. II, Technical Report, Appendix C). 

Students were interviewed individually two weeks before 

the final exam. This allowed students enough time to digest 

the issue of academic self-evaluation and develop their 

feelings toward their evaluations. 

Twenty interviews were tape-recorded and two were not. 

All the students said that they would normally have refused 

to be taped, but informed me that they allowed taping because 

they trusted me. 

Coding Interviews 

When coding at the University of Arizona, it was 

difficult to find someone who spoke Arabic with a UAE 

dialect, had a background in motivational theories, and was 

willing to code the interview with the researcher for the 

purpose of having inter-rater reliability. The researcher had 

one of two options; either rewrite the interview in standard 

Arabic or in English and, in either case, find someone with 
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the appropriate knowledge base to do the coding. Fortunately, 

there was a graduate student in the Educational Psychology 

Depeurtment at the University of Arizona who speaks Arabic was 

willing to code the interviews; however, this student speeiks 

Arabic with a Kuwaiti dialect, which is different from the 

UAE dialect in the meaning of several words, slang, and some 

idioms. For example, "sebal", a word that is pronounced and 

spelled the same, means monkey in the UAE dialect, whereas in 

the Kuwaiti dialect it meeins peanuts. Another word "serwal", 

also spelled and pronounced the same, means trousers in the 

UAE dialect, cuid underweeur in the Kuwaiti dialect. 

"AwaderreUc" means to depart from in the UAE dialect, whereas 

in the Kuwaiti dialect, it means get you in trouble. 

Therefore, the researcher transcribed and treinslated the 

interviews into English. 

Inter-rater RelicUjilitv fPercent Agreement) 

To ensure "blind" coding of students' interview data, 

all responses were typed and numbered from one to 22. 

Students' responses were read several times by the 

researcher, and units to be coded were identified. The 

researcher assigned coding categories to units of data, that 

is paragraphs, sentences, or a sequence of peuragraphs that 

were identified. All data were coded twice independently, 

once by the researcher and a second time by the graduate 

student. The agreement percentage was computed by dividing 
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the number of agreements over the number of agreements plus 

the number of disagreements. The percent of the agreement 

between the two coders was .88. Later, all differences were 

resolved after discussion reaching a 100% agreement. 

Fourteen coding categories emerged from the interviews 

with 22 students (See Vol. II, Technical Report, Appendix A, 

Table 8). For example, coding category 1, meaning of self-

evaluation, was focused on different perceptions of students' 

self-evaluation in general rather than one certain specific 

meaning. Coding category 2, evaluation of academic 

performance in the course, was focused on students' initial 

academic evaluation in the course. Coding category 3, 

teacher's feedback, focused on statements from students 

indicating the importance of teacher's feedback. Coding 

category 4, grade oriented goals, was focused on statements 

from students indicating their concern about getting high 

grades. Coding category 5, what students do after they finish 

their assignments, was focused on students' initiated 

evaluation of their assignments. Coding category 6, 

strategies of academic self-evaluation, was focused on 

methods, approaches, or strategies students use to evaluate 

their academic self-evaluation. Coding category 7, feelings 

toward the idea of assignment evaluation, was focused on 

students' feelings when they were first asked to evaluate 

their assignments. Coding category 8, thoughts following 
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assignment evaluation, was focused on what came into 

students' minds after they evaluated their assignments. 

Coding category 9, feelings following assignment evaluation, 

was focused on students' feelings after they had evaluated 

their assignments. Coding category 10, feelings following 

predicted final grade, was focused on students' feelings 

after they have predicted their final grade in the course. 

Coding category 11, thoughts towcurd the issue of academic 

self-evaluation, was focused on students' thinking and 

reaction to the issue of academic self-evaluation. Coding 

category 12, self-efficacy expectation, was focused on 

statements indicating students' beliefs in their ability to 

evaluate their academic progress in the course, assignments 

and final grade. Coding category 13, effort, was focused on 

students' expended effort whether in working on their 

assignments or working in the course. Coding category 14, 

motivation, was focused on statements indicating student 

interest or motivation in working on their assignments or in 

the course. 

S\immarv of Operational Definitions of Dependent Variables 

The following were definitions of dependent variables 

used in the study: 

Students' self-efficacy is defined as students' beliefs 

in their ability to evaluate their assignments in the course. 

The self-efficacy scores are represented by summing and 
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averaging students' total score of responses to eight items 

on section I of the SEAASE-Q. 

Academic Self-evaluation is defined as students' ability 

in evaluating their assignments. Scores for self-evaluation 

are represented by summing and averaging students' total 

score of responses to 16 items on section II of the SEAASE-Q. 

Students' evaluation of their academic performeince in 

the past is defined as students' perceived evaluation of 

their academic performance in the past. Students provided GPA 

scores as an indication of their academic performance in the 

past. 

Students' evaluation of their academic performance in 

the present is defined as students' evaluation of their first 

assignment in the course. In part 1 of Section III in the 

SEAASE-Q, students were asked to respond to em item to assign 

a grade for themselves, "I give my assignment: A, B+, B, C+, 

C, D+, or D". These letter grades represent 4.0, 3.5, 3.0, 

2.5, 2, 1.5, 1, and 0 according to the UAE university grading 

policy. 

Students' evaluation of their academic performance in 

the anticipated future is defined as students' predicted 

final grade for the course. In part 2 of Section III of the 

SEAASE-Q, students are asked to answer the item, "I expect to 

get ...as a final grade for this course" and they were given 
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the same letter grade options as in students' evaluation of 

their academic performemce in the past. 

Students' confidence is defined as students' confidence 

level of predicting their final grade in the course. 

Students' confidence level is represented by their responses 

to the item, "I am ... that I will get this particular grade 

for the course" that is included in part 2 of section III of 

the SEAASE-Q. Students choose one option of a 5-point scale 

(5 = very confident, 4 = confident, 3 = not sure how 

confident, 2 = not confident, and 1 = not confident at all). 

Causal attribution of success or failure is defined as 

students responses to 12 items that address causes of their 

success or failure in evaluating their assignments (effort, 

ability, luck, assignment difficulty, study skills, teacher 

factor, course difficulty, performance in course, enjoyment, 

and belief in God), section III part one, and causes of their 

success or failure in predicting their final grade (effort, 

ability, luck, course difficulty, study skills, teacher 

factor, course difficulty, performance in course, enjoyment, 

and belief in God), section III part two. 

Feelings (emotions) is defined as students' feelings 

toward the assignment evaluation, section III part one, and 

their feelings toward predicted final grade, section III part 

two. 
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Teacher's past evaluation is defined as the teacher's 

perceived evaluation of students' academic performcince in the 

past. Teacher's present evaluation is defined as teacher's 

evaluation of students' first assignment in the course. The 

teacher provided present evaluation using the UAE university 

grading policy; that is, from A to F. Teacher's future 

evaluation is defined as the teacher's evaluation of 

students' academic performcince in the anticipated future, 

that is, teacher's predicted final grade for students in the 

course. The teacher provided future evaluation using the 

UAE university grading policy; that is, from A to F in all 

evaluations. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS 

Data analysis in this chapter follows the presentation 

of questions proposed in this study. Prior to investigating 

these questions, the difference between students in self-

evaluation was investigated. Second, descriptive statistics 

of dependent variables were presented. Third, the difference 

in students' efficacy, as identified by both the SEAASE-Q and 

the MSLQ, was investigated. Finally, prior to coding the 

interviews and investigating strategies students use to 

evaluate their academic performance, differences in students' 

efficacy, as identified by the SEAASE-Q and the MSLQ, were 

investigated; correlation of dependent veiriables was 

performed; descriptive statistics of the dependent variable 

among the 22 students were presented; the consistency of 

their feelings about their evaluation was calculated; and 

students' responses to the interview questions were 

described. 

Difference Between Students without Teacher Evaluation and 

Students with Teacher Evaluation 

The t-test analysis between students who have teacher 

evaluation (N=65) and those who do not have teacher 

evaluation (N=235) was calculated first (see Table 9). The 

table shows that there was no significant difference in self-

evaluation cibility between the two groups of students. 
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Table 9 

T-tests for Independent Samples of aroupino 

Variable N M SD SE 

Self-evaluation 

Grouping 1 65 3.7390 .489 .061 

Grouping 2 235 3.6188 .452 .030 

Mean Difference = .1423 

Levene's Test for Equality of V«u:iances: F=.275 P=.601 

t-test for Equality of Means 

Variances T-value 2-Tail SE of 95% CI for Diff 

Sig Diff 

Equal 1.86 298 .063 .065 1 • o
 
o
 
.247) 

Unequal « 00
 

96.45 .078 .067 (-.014, .254) 

Therefore, the two groups were combined for the 

remainder of the analyses (N=300), except when emalyzing the 

congruence between teacher evaluations of students and 

students' self-evaluation (N=235). 

Means and Standard Deviations of Dependent Variables 

The means and standard deviations for each of the 

dependent variables in the study are presented in Table 10. 

As this table indicates, students' reports averaged in the 

moderate remge for all measures except the attribution data. 

For example, students' self-efficacy was measured with the 

SEAASE-Q and the MSLQ. In both measures, students reported 



moderate levels of self-efficacy (MSEAASE-Q = 3.22; MISLQ 

5.04). Students' perceived causes as internal (M=2.83), 

stable {M=2.90), and uncontrollable (M=2.85). 

Table 10. 

Means, standard deviations for dependent variables^ 

Variedjles M SD N 

TFOTURE 1.75 1.32 230 

GPA 2.35 .53 286 

TP AST 2.37 1.31 230 

TPRESENT 2.40 1.39 230 

SFUTURE 2.69 .72 300 

iLocaspz 2.83 .23 300 

STABLBPZ 2.83 .23 300 

ILOCOSPl 2.83 .22 300 

UNCONTPl 2.85 .22 300 

UNC0NTP2 2.85 .23 300 

STABLEPl 2.90 .23 300 

SPRESENT 3.09 .61 298 

CONFIDEN 3.57 .80 297 

FEELINGl 3.63 .65 300 

EVALUATE 3.64 .46 300 

FEELING2 3.73 .78 300 

HSLQ 5.04 1.04 300 
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'Variable definitions; 

TFUTURE = Teacher's evaluation of students' academic 

performemce in the anticipated future. 

GPA = Students' evaluation of their academic performance 

in the past. 

TP AST = Teacher's evaluation of students academic 

performance in the past. 

TPRESENT = Teacher's evaluation of students' academic 

performance in the present (assignment). 

SPRESENT = Students' evaluation of their academic performance 

in the present (assignments). 

SFUTURE = Students' evaluation of their academic performance 

in the anticipated future (predicted final grade in 

the course). 

ILOCUSl = Internal dimension of students' perceived causes 

of success or failure of evaluating their 

assignments (IL0CUS2 = for students' predicted 

final grade). 

STABLEPl = Stedaility dimension of students' perceived causes 

of success or failure of evaluating their 

assignments (STABIiE2 = for students' predicted 

final grade). 

UNCONTPl = Uncontrollability dimension of students' perceived 

causes of success or failure of evaluating their 
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assignments (UNC0NT2 = for students' predicted 

final grade). 

EFFICACY = Students' self-efficacy as measured by the SEAASE-

Q. 

CONFIDEN = Students' confidence level in predicting the final 

grade. 

FEELINGl = Students' feelings towcird self-assigned grade on 

assignment. 

EVALUATE = Students' ability to evaluate their assignments. 

FEELING2 = Students' feelings toward the predicted final 

grade. 

MSLQ = Students' efficacy beliefs of their leeuming and 

performance in the classroom as identified by the 

selected eight items in the Motivated Strategies 

for Learning questionnaire (MSLQ). 

Difference Between the SEAASE-O and the MSLQ in Identifying 

Self-efficacy 

To investigate differences between students identified 

by both the SEAASE-Q and the MSLQ in self-efficacy, a t-test 

for paired samples was performed. A significant difference 

was found between students' self-efficacy as measured with 

the SEAASE-Q auid their self-efficacy as measured by the MSLQ 

(See Table 11). 
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Table 11 

T-tests for Paired Sample (300 students^ 

Number of 2-tail 

Variable pairs Corr Sig Mean SD SE of Meem 

SEAASE-Q 3.2194 7624 7036 

300 .337 .000 

MSLQ 5.0418 1.041 .060 

Paired Differences | 

Mean SD SE of Mean | t-value df 2-tail Sig 

1.8225 1.017 .059 | -31.03 299 .000 

95% CI (-1.938, -1.707) | 

Relationships Between Self-efficacv. Self-evaluation, Causal 

Attribution and Emotion, cuid Dependent Variables 

To investigate the relationship between self-efficacy, 

self-evaluation, attribution and emotion, the Pearson 

correlation coefficient was performed. Correctional analyses 

among dependent variables were conducted in two ways, first, 

interrelationships among variables overall (See Vol. II, 

Technical Report, Appendix A, Table 12) and second, 

interrelationships among dependent variables for each of the 

three levels of students' efficacy as identified by the 

SEAASE-Q (See Vol. II, Technical Report, Appendix A, Table 

13, 14, 15) and the MSLQ (Appendix A, Taible 16, 17, 18). As 
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illustrated in Table 12, several significant correlations 

among dependent veiriables emerged. For example, students' 

self-efficacy, as measured by the SEAASE-Q, correlated 

significantly with their self-efficacy as measured by the 

MSLQ, r=.3371, p=.000. Students' pattern of their success and 

failure of evaluating their assignments correlated 

significeuitly with each other. For example, students' 

internal dimension correlated significantly high with their 

stability dimension, r=.6327, p=.000 and significantly high 

with their uncontrollability dimension, r=.9490, p=.000. 

Efficacy Levels and Students' Perceived Causes of Success or 

Failure of Academic Self-evaluation in the Present 

(Assignment) 

To investigate the relationship between low, moderate, 

and high self-efficacious students' self-evaluation of their 

academic performance in the present, and their causal 

attribution, a Peaurson correlation coefficient was performed 

in two ways. First, a correlation was calculated among 

students in the three efficacy levels identified by the 

SEAASE-Q (See Tables 19, 20, 21). Second, a correlation was 

calculated among students in the three efficacy levels 

identified by the MSLQ (See Tables 22, 23, 24). 

As illustrated in Table 19, there was significant 

correlations between low self-efficacious students' 
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evaluation of their academic performance in the present and 

the "effort" causal attribution. 

Table 19 

Correlation coefficients of low efficacious students^ 

fSEAASE-Q) evaluation of their academic performance in the 

present and their perceived causes of success or failure 

Effort Ability Luck Assignment Study Teacher 

difficulty skills factor 

SPRESENT .2717 -.0121 .2378 .0266 .1931 .0247 

(55) (55) (54) (55) (55) (55) 

P= .045 P= .930 P= .083 P= .847 P= .158 P= .858 

Teacher Teacher Course Performance Enjoyment Belief 

factor factor difficulty in course in God 

SFRESENT -.0886 -.2352 .2400 .2003 -.0298 -.0881 

(55) (55) (55) (55) (55) (55) 

P= .520 P= .084 P= .078 P= .143 P= .829 P= .522 

As illustrated in Table 20, there were significeuit 

correlations between moderate self-efficacious students' 

evaluations of their academic performance in the present and 

causal attributions of effort, study skills, luck, teacher 

factor on item 30 emd item 31, and course difficulty. 
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Table 20 

Correlation coefficients of moderate efficacious students^ 

^SEAASE-0^ evaluation of their academic performance in the 

present and their perceived causes of success or failure 

Effort Ability Luck Assignment Study Teacher 

difficulty skills factor 

SPRESENT .3469 .1297 .1879 -.0837 .2065 -.1219 

(190) (190) (188) (190) (190) (189) 

P= .000 P= .074 P= .010 P= .251 P= .004 P= .095 

Teacher Teacher Course Performance Enjoyment Belief 

factor factor 1 difficulty in course in God 

SPRESENT .1959 .1516 .1581 .1085 .0066 .0932 

(190) (190) (189) (188) (190) (190) 

P= .007 P= .037 P= .030 P= .138 P= .928 P= .201 

As Table 21 illustrates, there were significant 

correlation between high self-efficacious students' 

evaluation of their academic performeuice in the present with 

their causal attribution of effort, performance in the 

covirse, and belief in God. 
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Table 21 

Correlation coefficients of hioh efficacious students^ 

fSEAASE-0) evaluation of their academic performance in the 

present and their perceived causes of success or failure 

Effort Ability Luck Assignment Study Teacher 

difficulty skills factor 

SPRESBNT .2669 .1998 .0696 -.2282 .1079 -.1371 

(53) (53) (53) (53) (51) (53) 

P= .053 P= .151 P= .621 P= .100 P= .451 P= .328 

Teacher Teacher Coarse Performance Enjoyment Belief 

factor facto difficulty in course in God 

SPRBSENT .2081 .0187 .2143 .3135 .1241 .2993 

(53) (53) (53) (53) (53) (53) 

P= .135 P= .895 P= .123 P= .022 P= .376 P= .029 

As Table 22 illustrates, there were significeint 

correlations between low self-efficacious students' 

evaluation of their academic performance in the present and 

their causal attribution of "effort". 
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Table 22 

Correlation coefficients of low self-efficacious fMSLQ) 

students^ eva.'-uation of their assignments with their 

perceived causes of success or failure of their evaluation 

Effort Ability Luck assignments Study Teacher 

difficulty slcills factor 

SPRESENT .3057 -.0636 .0594 .0274 .1141 -.2206 

( 54) ( 54) ( 53) ( 54) ( 54) ( 54) 

P= .025 P= .648 P= .673 P= .844 P= .411 P= .109 

Teacher Teacher Course Performance Enjoyment Belief 

factor factor difficulty in course in God 

SPRESENT .0142 -.0799 .2169 -.0445 -.0158 -.0228 

( 54) ( 54) ( 53) ( 54) ( 54) ( 54) 

P= .919 P= .566 P= .115 P= .750 P= .910 P= .870 

As TedDle 23 illustrates, there were significant 

differences between moderate self-efficacious students' 

evaluation of their academic performemce in the present and 

their casual attribution of effort, luck, study skills, 

course difficulty, and performance in course. 
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TeJsle 23 

Correlation coefficients of moderate efficacious students^ 

fMSLO) evaluation of their academic performance in the 

present and their perceived causes of success or failure 

Effort Ability Luck Assigiunent Study Teacher 

difficulty skills factor 

SFRESENT .3093 .1381 .2559 -.0834 .2041 .0579 

(191) (191) (190) (191) (190) (190) 

P= .000 P= .057 P= .000 P= .251 P= .005 P= .428 

Teacher Teacher Course Performance Enjoyment Belief 

factor factor difficulty in course in God 

SPRESENT .1069 .0793 .1653 .1549 .0615 .1158 

(191) (191) (191) (189) (191) (191) 

P= .141 P= .275 P= .022 P= .033 P= .398 P = .111 

As Table 24 illustrates, there were significant 

correlations between high self-efficacious students' 

evaluation of their academic performance in the present and 

their casual attribution of effort, assignment difficulty, 

study skills, and course difficulty. 
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Table 24 

Correlation coefficients of high efficacious students^ 

fMSLO^ evaluation of their academic performance in the 

present and their perceived causes of success or failure 

Effort Ability Luck Assignment Study Teacher 

difficulty slcills factor 

SPRESENT .3970 .1353 .2246 -.3472 .2794 -.0744 

(53) (53) (52) (53) (52) (53) 

P= .003 P= .334 P= .109 P= .011 P= .045 P= .596 

Teacher Teacher Course Performeuice Enjoyment Belief 

factor factor difficulty in course in God 

SPRESENT .0686 .0841 .3106 .1420 .0500 .0131 

(53) (53) (53) (53) (53) (53) 

P= .625 P= .549 P= .024 P= .311 P= .722 P= .926 

Efficacy Levels and Students' Perceived Causes of Success or 

Failure of Academic Self-evaluation in the Future fPredicted 

Final Graded 

To investigate the relationship between low, moderate, 

and high self-efficacious students' self-evaluation of their 

academic performance in the future, and their causal 

attribution, a Pearson correlation coefficient was performed 

in two ways. First, correlation was calculated among students 

in the three efficacy levels identified by the SEAASE-Q (See 



119 

Tables 25, 26, 27). Second, correlation tests were calculated 

among students in the three efficacy levels identified by the 

MSLQ (See Tables 28, 29, 30). 

As Table 25 illustrates, there were significant 

correlations between low self-efficacious students' 

evaluation of their academic performance in the future and 

their causal attribution of ability, luck, and performance in 

the course. 

Table 25 

Correlation coefficients of low self-efficacious fSEAASE-0^ 

students' predicted final grade with their perceived causes 

of success or failure 

Effort Ability Luck. Course Study Teacher 

difficulty skills factor 

SFDTURE .1781 .3875 .4706 -.1400 .0996 -.0028 

(55) (55) (55) (55) (55) (55) 

P= .193 P= .003 P= .000 P= .308 P= .469 P= .984 

Teacher Teacher Course Performance Enjoyment Belief 

factor factor difficulty in course in God 

SFUTURE -.1872 .0631 .1083 .3780 .1109 .0171 

(55) (55) (55) (55) (55) (55) 

P= .171 P= .647 P= .431 P= .004 P= .420 P= .901 

As Table 26 illustrates, there were significant 

correlations between moderate self-efficacious students' 
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evaluation of their academic performance in the future and 

their causal attribution of effort, ability, luck, study 

skills, course difficulty, emd performance in the course. 

Table 26 

Correlation coefficients of moderate self-efficacious 

fSEAASE-0) students^ predicted final grade with their 

perceived causes of success or failure 

Effort Ability Luck Course Study Teacher 

difficulty skills factor 

SFUTURE .1477 .3827 .4108 -.1359 .1701 -.0074 

( 191) ( 191) ( 191) ( 191) ( 190) ( 191) 

P= .041 P= .000 P= .000 P= .061 P= .019 P= .919 

Teacher Teacher Course Performance Enjoyment Belief 

factor factor difficulty in course in God 

SFUTURE .1162 -.0340 .2396 .4807 .0962 -.0158 

( 191) ( 191) ( 191) ( 191) ( 191) ( 191) 

P= .109 P= .641 P= .001 P= .000 P= .185 P= .829 

As Table 27 illustrates, there were significant 

correlations between high self-efficacious students' 

evaluation of their academic performance in the future and 

their causal attribution of effort, ability, luck, study 

skills, and performance in the course. 
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Table 27 

Correlation coefficients of high self-efficacious ^SEAASE-0^ 

students' predicted final grade with their perceived causes 

of success or failure 

Effort Ability Luck Course study Teacher 

difficulty skills factor 

SFUTURE .3576 .3714 .5295 -.0436 .3037 .1513 

( 54) ( 54) ( 54) ( 54) ( 54) ( 54) 

P= .008 P= .006 P= .000 P= .754 P= .026 P= .275 

Teacher Teacher Course Performance Enjoyment Belief 

factor factor difficulty in course in God 

SPUTURE .2148 .0070 .2414 .4942 .1882 .0894 

( 54) ( 54) ( 54) ( 54) ( 54) ( 54) 

P= .119 P= .960 P= .079 P= .000 P= .173 P= .520 

As Table 28 illustrates, there were no significant 

correlations between low self-efficacious students' 

evaluation of their academic performance in the future emd 

the perceived casual attribution of success or failure. 



122 

Table 28 

Correlation coefficien-ts of low self-efficacious fMSLO> 

students' predicted final grade with their perceived causes 

of success or failure 

Effort Ability Luck Course Study Teacher 

difficulty skills factor 

SFUTURE -.1506 .2155 .1985 -.0997 .0228 -.0404 

{ 54) ( 54) ( 54) ( 54) ( 54) ( 54) 

P= .277 P= .118 P= .150 P= .473 P= .870 P= .772 

Teacher Teacher Course Performance Enjoyment Belief 

factor factor difficulty in course in God 

SFUTORE -.1678 -.0192 -.1084 .1461 -.0880 .0299 

( 54) ( 54) ( 54) ( 54) { 54) { 54) 

P= .225 P= .890 P= .435 P= .292 P= .527 P= .830 

As Table 29 illustrates, there were significant 

correlations between moderate self-efficacious students' 

evaluation of their academic performance in the future and 

their causal attribution of effort, ability, luck, and 

performance in the course. 
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Table 29 

Correlation coefficients of moderate self-efficacious fMSLO) 

students' predicted final grade with their perceived causes 

of success or failure 

Effort Ability Luck Course study Teacher 

difficulty skills factor 

SFUTURE .1725 .3121 .3652 -.0077 .0395 -.0131 

( 193) ( 193) { 193) ( 193) ( 192) { 193) 

P= .016 P= .000 P= .000 P= .916 P= .587 P= .856 

Teacher Teacher Course Performance Enjoyment Belief 

factor factor difficulty in course in God 

SFUTURE .0062 -.0889 .1288 .4500 .0185 .0187 

( 193) ( 193) ( 193) ( 193) ( 193) ( 193) 

P= .932 P= .219 P= .074 P= .000 P= .799 P= .796 

As Table 30 illustrates, there were significant 

correlations between high self-efficacious students' 

evaluation of their academic performance in the future and 

their casual attribution of effort, ability, luck, study 

skills, course difficulty, and enjoyment. 
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Table 30 

Correlation coefficients of high self-efficacious fMSLO^ 

students' predicted final grade with their perceived causes 

of success or failure 

Effort Ability Luck Course Study Teacher 

difficulty skills factor 

SFUTURE .3292 .3532 .4542 .0512 .2817 -.1849 

( 53) ( 53) ( 53) ( 53) { 53) ( 53) 

P= .016 P= .009 P= .001 P= .716 P= .041 P= .185 

Teacher Teacher Course Performance Enjoyment Belief 

factor factor difficulty in course in God 

SFUTORE .1282 -.0203 .3703 .2725 .3229 -.0213 

( 53) ( 53) ( 53) ( 53) { 53) ( 53) 

P= .360 P= .886 P= .006 P= .048 P= .018 P= .880 

Students' Pattern of Perceived Causes of Success or Failure 

of their Academic Self-evaluation in the Present emd the 

Future 

To investigate the relationship between students' 

evaluation of their academic performance in the present and 

the future euid the causal attribution pattern of their 

success or failure (internal, stcdDle, and uncontrollable), a 

Pearson correlation coefficient was performed in two ways. 

First, variables were correlated among students in the three 
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efficacy levels identified by the SEAASE-Q (See Tables 31, 

32, 33). Second, variables were correlated among students in 

the three efficacy levels identified by the MSLQ (See Tables 

34, 35, 36). 

As Table 31 illustrates, there were no significeuit 

correlations between low self-efficacious students' 

evaluation of their academic performance in the present and 

the future with their causal attribution pattern of success 

or failure (internal, stable, cind uncontrollable). 

TedJle 31 

Correlation coefficients of low self-efficacious fSEAASE-0^ 

students' evaluation of their academic performance in the 

present and the futxire with the causal attribution pattern of 

their success or failure finternal, stable, and 

uncontrollable) 

ILOCUSPl IL0CUSP2 STABLEPl STABI.EP2 ONCONTPl 0NC0NTP2 

SPRESENT 

SFUTURE 

-.0825 

( 55) 

P= .549 

-.1292 

( 55) 

P= .347 

-.0054 

( 55) 

P= .969 

-.1130 

( 55) 

P= .412 

.1185 

( 55) 

P= .389 

.1757 

( 55) 

P= .199 

.1693 

( 55) 

P= .217 

.2042 

{ 55) 

P= .135 

.1089 

( 55) 

P= .429 

.1513 

( 55) 

P= .270 

.0256 

( 55) 

P= .853 

.1097 

( 55) 

P= .425 

As Table 32 illustrates, there were significemt 

correlations between moderate self-efficacious students' 
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evaluation of their academic performance in the future with 

the causal attribution pattern of their success or failure 

(internal/ stable, uncontrollable). 

Table 32 

Correlation coefficients of moderate self-efficacious 

fSEAASE-Q) students' evaluation of their academic performcince 

in the present emd the futtire with the causal attribution 

pattern of their success or failure finternal, stable, cuid 

uncontrollable) 

ILOCUSPl IL0CUSP2 STABLEPl STABLEP2 UNCONTPl UNC0NTP2 

SPRESENT .0309 -.0221 .0514 .0569 -.0022 .0332 

( 190) ( 190) ( 190) ( 190) ( 190) ( 190) 

P= .672 P= .762 P= .481 P= .435 P= .975 P= .650 

SFUTURE .1685 ,1687 .1996 .2550 .1366 .1727 

{ 191) ( 191) ( 191) ( 191) ( 191) { 191) 

P= .020 P= .020 P= .006 P= .000 P= .059 P= .017 

As Tadsle 33 illustrates, there were significant 

correlations between high self-efficacious students' 

evaluation of their academic performance in the future with 

the causal attribution pattern of their success or failure 

(internal and uncontrollable). 
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Table 33 

Correlation coefficients of high self-efficacious fSEAASE-Q> 

students^ evaluation of their academic performance in the 

present and the futvire with the causal attribution pattern of 

their success or failure (internal, steible. eind 

uncontrollcdale) 

ILOCUSPl IL0CUSP2 STABLEPl STABLEP2 UNCOWTPl UNC0WrP2 

SPRESENT -.0515 .0218 2598 .1011 -.0117 -.0863 

( 53) ( 53) ( 53) ( 53) ( 53) ( 53) 

P= .714 P= .877 P= .060 P= .471 P= .934 P= .539 

SFUTORE -.1457 -.2980 • 1254 .1872 .1287 .2755 

( 54) ( 54) { 54) ( 54) ( 54) ( 54) 

P= .293 P= .029 P= .366 P= .175 P= .354 P= .044 

As Table 34 illustrates, there were no significant 

correlations between low self-efficacious students' 

evaluation of their academic performance in the present and 

the future with their causal attribution pattern of success 

or failure (internal, stable, and uncontrollable). 



128 

Table 34 

Correlation coefficients of low self-efficacious (MSLO) 

students^ evaluation of thejr academic performeince in the 

present and the future with the causal attribution pattern of 

their success or failure rinternal, stable, and 

uncontrollable) 

ILOCUSPl IL0CUSP2 STABLEPl STABLEP2 UNCONTPl 0NC0NTP2 

SPRESENT .1189 .1491 .0702 .1702 -.1076 -.1462 

( 54) ( 54) { 54) ( 54) ( 54) ( 54) 

P= .392 P= .282 P= .614 P= .219 P= .439 P= .292 

SFOTURE -.1090 .0121 .1911 .1088 .1216 -.0191 

( 54) ( 54) ( 54) ( 54) ( 54) ( 54) 

P= .433 P= .931 P= .166 P= .433 P= .381 P= .891 

As Table 35 illustrates, there were significeuit 

correlations between moderate self-efficacious students' 

evaluation of their academic performeince in the future with 

the causal attribution pattern of their success or failure 

(internal, steible, uncontrollable). 
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Table 35 

Correlation coefficients of moderate self-efficacious (MSLQ) 

students' evaluation of their academic performance in the 

present and the future with the causal attribution pattern of 

their success or failure (internal, stable, and 

uncontrollable) 

ILOCUSPl II.0CUSP2 STABLEPl STABLEP2 ONCONTPl ONCONTP2 

SPRESENT -.0448 .0422 .0782 .0936 .0025 -.0453 

( 191) ( 191) ( 191) ( 191) ( 191) ( 191) 

P= .539 P= .563 P= .282 P= .198 P= .972 P= .533 

SPUTORE -.1950 -.1937 .0733 .2021 .1582 .1899 

( 193) ( 193) ( 193) ( 193) ( 193) ( 193) 

P= .007 P= .007 P= .311 P= .005 P= .028 P= .008 

As Table 36 illustrates, there was a significant 

correlation between high self-efficacious students' 

evaluation of their academic performance in the future and 

their causal attribution pattern, stability, of their success 

or failure of their academic performemce in the present. 
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Table 36 

Correlation coefficients of high self-efficacious fMSLO^ 

students^ evaluation of their afiadenn'c performance in the 

present and the future with the causal attribution pattern of 

their success or failure (internal, stable, and 

uncontrollable) 

ILOCUSPl IL0CUSP2 STABLEPl STABLEP2 ONCONTPl UNC0NTP2 

SPRESENT .0877 -.1669 .2123 -.1932 -.0889 .1662 

( 53) ( 53) ( 53) ( 53) ( 53) ( 53) 

P= .532 P= .232 P= .127 P= .166 P= .527 P= .234 

SFUTORE .1402 -.0091 .4416 .2421 -.1272 .0128 

( 53) ( 53) ( 53) ( 53) ( 53) ( 53) 

P= .317 P= .948 P= .001 P= .081 P= .364 P= .927 

Relationship Between Students' Confidence and Academic Self-

evaluation in the Future (Predicted Final Grade) 

To investigate the relationship between students' 

confidence and their evaluation of their academic performance 

in the future (predicted final grade), a Pearson correlation 

coefficient was performed among the three efficacy levels as 

identified by the SEAASE-Q. 
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Low self-efficacious students' confidence {N=55) did not 

correlate significantly with their academic self-evaluation 

in the future, r=.1386, p=.313. Moderate self-efficacious 

students' confidence (N=188) correlated significcuitly with 

their academic self-evaluation in the future, r=.3470, 

p=.000. High self-efficacious students' confidence (N=54) 

correlated significeuitly with their academic self-evaluation 

in the future, r=.3954, p=.003. 

A Pearson correlation coefficient was performed to 

investigate the relationship between students' confidence, as 

identified by the MSLQ, and their academic self-evaluation in 

the future. 

Low self-efficacious students' confidence (N=55) 

correlated significeuntly negatively with their academic self-

evaluation in the future, r=-.4699, p=.000. Moderate self-

efficacious students' confidence (N=192) correlated 

significantly with their academic self-evaluation in the 

future, r=.3511, p=.000. High self-efficacious students' 

confidence (N=51) correlated significantly with their 

academic self-evaluation in the future, r=.5155, p=.000. 

Teacher's Evaluation of Students vs. Students' Evaluation of 

their Academic Performance in the Past, Present, and Future 

To investigate the congruence between teacher 

evaluations of students euid students' self-evaluation 
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ability, one-way emalysis of variance was performed. As Table 

37 indicates, there were no differences between teacher and 

students in evaluation of students' academic performance in 

the past. 

Table 37 

A one way analysis of vctriance for students' academic 

performance in the past 

Source df Sum of Meeui F F 

Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 

Between Groups I .0714 .0714 .0716 .7892 

Within Groups 452 450.9054 .9976 

Total 453 450.9768 

To investigate the congruence between teacher 

evaluations of students and students' self-evaluation of 

their academic performeuice in the present (assignment), a 

one-way analysis of veuriance was performed. As Table 38 

indicates, there were significant differences between teacher 

evaluations of students and students' evaluation of their 

academic performance in the present. 
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Table 38 

A one way analysis of veiriance for students' academic 

performance in the present 

Source Sum of 

Squares 

Mean 

Squares 

F 

Ratio 

F 

Prob. 

Between Groups 1 61.4610 61.4610 54.0952 .0000 

Within Groups 461 523.7712 1.1362 

Total 462 585.2322 

To investigate the congruence between teacher evaluation 

of students and students' self-evaluation of their academic 

performance in the future (predicted final grade), a one way 

analysis of varieince was performed. As Table 39 indicates, 

there were significeuit differences between teacher 

evaluations of students and students' evaluation of their 

academic performance in the future. 
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Table 39 

A one vav analysis of variance for students^ academic 

performance in the future 

Source Sum of 

Squares 

Mean 

Squares 

F 

Ratio 

F 

Prob. 

Between Groups 1 92.6192 92.6192 82.4467 .0000 

Within Groups 463 520.1260 1.1234 

Total 464 612.7452 

Because of the small veuriability in students' self-

efficacy scores as identified by the SEAASE-Q (SD = .62) vs. 

a wide variability in students' efficacy scores as identified 

by the MSLQ = 1.04), investigation of students' efficacy 

level in relation to their self-evaluation ability, and 

academic self-evaluation in the present and the future 

focused on students' self-efficacy as identified by the 

SEAASE-Q. 

Efficacy levels and Students' Self-evaluation Ability 

To investigate differences between low, moderate, and 

high self-efficacious students in self-evaluation ability, a 

one way analysis of variance was performed. As Table 40 

indicates, there were significant differences among the three 

groups. High self-efficacious students' self-evaluation 

ability was higher (M=3.9361) thcui moderate self-efficacious 

and low self-efficacious students. Moderate self-efficacious 
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students' self-eveiluation (M=3.6346) was higher theui low 

self-efficacious students. 

Table 40 

A one way analysis of variance for students' self-evaluation 

ability 

Source Sum of 

Sgueures 

Mean 

Squares 

F 

Ratio 

F 

Prob. 

Between Groups 2 8.0471 4.0236 21.3809 .0000 

Within Groups 297 55.8907 .1882 

Total 299 63.9378 

Efficacy Levels and Students' Evaluation of their Academic 

Performance in the Present fAssignment) 

To investigate differences between low, moderate, eind 

high self-efficacious students' evaluation of their academic 

performance in the present (assignment), a one way analysis 

of Veiriance was performed. As Table 41 indicates, there were 

significant differences between the three groups. High self-

efficacious (M=3.3962) students evaluated their assignments 

higher than both moderate and low self-efficacious. Moderate 

self-efficacious (M=3.1000) evaluated their assignments 

higher than low self-efficacious (M=2.7455) students. 
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Table 41 

A one way analysis of variance for low, moderate, and high 

self-efficacious students^ evaluation of their academic 

performctnce in the present 

Source df S\un of Mean F F 

Squeures Squares Ratio Prob. 

Between Groups 2 11.5159 5.7580 17.3831 .0000 

Within Groups 295 97.7156 .3312 

Total 297 109.2315 

Efficacy Levels and Students' Evaluation of their Academic 

Performance in the Future fPredicted Final Grade) 

To investigate differences between low, moderate, and 

high self-efficacious students' evaluation of their academic 

performance in the future (predicted final grade), a one way 

analysis of variance was performed. As Table 42 indicates, 

there were significant differences between the three groups. 

High-efficacious students (M=2.9167) evaluated their future 

academic performance higher than moderate (M=2.7304) and low 

self-efficacious students (M=2.3455). However, moderate and 

high self-efficacious did not differ from each other. 
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Table 42 

A one way einalvsis of variance for low, moderate, and high 

self-efficacious students' evaluation of their academic 

performance in the future 

Source df Sum of Hean P F 

Sc[ueures Squares Ratio Prob. 

Between Groups 2 9.6114 4.8057 9.8997 .0001 

Within Groups 297 144.1752 .4854 

Total 299 153.7867 

Consistency of Students' Emotions (Feelings> about Academic 

Self-evaluating in the Present (Assignment) 

To investigate the consistency of students' feelings 

about their self-evaluation, agreement of their feelings 

across positive and negative items were checked. Then the 

frequency of their agreement was calculated. Students who 

indicated "Strongly Agree" or "Agree" to positive items and 

indicated "Disagree" or "Strongly Disagree" to negative 

items, were considered consistent in their feelings about 

self-evaluation. On the other hand, students who indicated 

"Strongly Agree" or "Agree" to positive items and indicated 

"Strongly Agree" or "Agree" to negative items, were 

considered inconsistent in their feelings about their self-

evaluation. 
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As Table 43 illustrates, students' feelings were 

consistent on positive items. 

Table 43 

The consistency of students' positive feelings about their 

assignment evaluation 

Response 

category Value Frequency % Valid % Cum % 

Inconsistent 0.00 105 35.0 35.4 35.4 

Consistent 1.00 192 64.0 64.6 100.0 

Missing . 3 1.0 Missing 

Total 300 100.0 100.0 

As Table 44 illustrates, students' feelings were 

consistent on negative items. 

Table 44 

The consistency of students' negative feelings about their 

assignment evaluation 

Response 

category Value Frequency % Valid % Cum % 

Inconsistent 0.00 147 49.0 49.2 49.2 

Consistent 1.00 152 50.7 50.8 100.0 

Missing . 1 .3 Missing 

Total 300 100.0 100.0 

As Table 45 illustrates, when positive cind negative 

items were combined, students' feelings were not consistent 
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about their academic self-evaluation in the present 

(assignments). 

Table 45 

The consistency of students' feelings, comhined positive emd 

negative items, about their assignment evaluation 

Response 

category Value Frequency % Valid % C\im % 

Inconsistent 0.00 177 59.0 59.2 59.2 

Consis-ten-t 1.00 122 40.7 40.8 100.0 

Hissing . 1 .3 Missing 

Total 300 100.0 100.0 

Consistency of Students' Emotions (Feelings> about Academic 

Self-evaluation in the Futiire (Predicted Final Graded 

As Table 46 illustrates, students' feelings were 

consistent on positive items. 

Table 46 

The consistency of students' positive feelings about their 

predicted final grade 

Response 

Category Value Frequency % Valid % Cum % 

Inconsistent 0.00 114 38.0 38.3 38.3 

Consistent 1.00 184 61.3 61.7 100.0 

Missing . 2 .7 Missing 

Total 300 100.0 100.0 
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As Table 47 illustrates, students' feelings were 

inconsistent on negative items. 

Table 47 

The consistency of students' negative feelings cibout their 

predicted final grade 

Response Value Frequency % Valid % Cum % 

category 

Inconsistent 0.00 153 51.0 51.2 

Consistent 1.00 146 48.7 48.8 

Hissing . 1 .3 Missing 

Total 300 100.0 100.0 

As Table 48 illustrates, when positive and negative 

items were combined, students' feelings were inconsistent 

about the academic self-evaluation in the future (predicted 

final grade). 

Table 48 

The consistency of students' feelings, combined positive and 

negative items, about their predicted final grade 

Response Value Frequency % Valid % Cum 

Category % 

Inconsistent 0.00 184 61.3 61.5 61.5 

Consistent 1.00 115 38.3 38.3 38.5 

Missing . 1 .3 Hissing 

Total 300 100.0 100.0 

51.2 

1 0 0 . 0  
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Statistical Analysis of Dependent Veuriables Among 

22 Students Who Participated in the Interview 

Twenty-two female students were interviewed to 

investigate the issue of academic self-evaluation. 

Differences Between the SEAASE-O and the MSLO in Identifying 

Students^ Efficacy Beliefs 

To investigate difference between students' efficacy 

level as identified by the SEAASE-Q eind the MSLQ, a t-test 

for paired samples was performed. As Table 49 illustrates, 

significant differences were found between self-efficacy 

(SEAASE-Q) and self-efficacy (MSLQ). 

Table 49 

T-tests for paired samples fN = 22) 

Number of 2-tail 

Variable Pairs Corr Sig Mean SD SE of Mean 

SEAASE-Q 3 .3595 .678 .145 

22 .259 .245 

MSLQ 5 .7864 .670 .143 

Paired Differences | 

Mean SD SE of Mean | t-value df 2-tail Sig 

-2.4268 .821 .175 ] -13.87 21 .000 

95% CI (-2.791, -2.063) | 
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Correlation of Dependent Veiriables Among 22 Students 

Correlations among dependent variables was calculated in 

two ways. First, relationships among dependent variadJles were 

conducted for students in the three efficacy levels as 

identified by the SEAASE-Q, low, moderate, and high (See Vol. 

II, Technical Report, Appendix A, Table 50, 51, 52). Second, 

relationships among dependent variables were calculated for 

students in the two efficacy levels as identified by the 

MSLQ, moderate and high (See Vol. II, Technical Report, 

Appendix A, Table 53, 54). 

Self-efficacv 

Frequency of students' efficacy level was described. As 

Table 55 illustrates, there were four low self-efficacious, 

12 moderate self-efficacious, and six high self-efficacious 

students identified by the SEAASE-Q. 

Table 55 

Students' efficacy levels as measured bv the SEAASE-Q fN=22^ 

Response Value Frequency % Valid Cum 

category % % 

Low 1.00 4 18.2 18.2 18.2 

Moderate 2.00 12 54.5 54.5 72.7 

High 3.00 6 27.3 27.3 100.0 

Total 22 100.0 100.0 
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As Table 56 illustrates, there were 13 moderate self-

efficacious, and nine high self-efficacious students 

identified by the MSLQ. 

Table 56 

Students^ efficacy levels as measured bv the MSLQ fN = 2 2 )  

Response Value Frequency % Valid Cum 

Category % % 

Moderate 2.00 13 5^. ,1 59.1 59.1 

High 3.00 9 40 .9 40.9 100.0 

Total 22 100, .0 100.0 

Means and Standeurd Deviations of Students^ and Teacher 

Evaluation of Students' Academic Performance in the Past, 

Present, and Future 

The meem with standeird deviations of students' academic 

self-evaluation in the past, present, and future was 

described in Table 57 

Table 57 

Means and standard deviations of students' academic self-

evaluation in the past, present, and the future fN = 2 2  \  

Variable M SD 

GPA 2.457 7655 

Spresent 3.182 .628 

Sfuture 3.023 .732 
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The mean with standard deviations of teacher evaluation 

of students' academic performance in the past, present, cuid 

future was described in Table 58. 

Table 58 

Mecins and steindard deviations of teacher's evaluation of 11 

students' academic performcmce in the past, present, emd the 

future 

Variable M SD 

Tpast .682 .462 

Tpresent 3.455 1.011 

Tfuture 3.227 .876 

Students' Confidence 

As Table 59 illustrates, there were five students who 

were not sure how confident, ten were confident, and six were 

very confident. 
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Table 59 

Frequency of students' confidence levels in predic-fcino their 

final grade in the course fN = 22) 

Response 

Category Value Frequency % Valid % Cum % 

Not sure how-

confident 3.00 5 22.7 23.8 23.8 

Confident 4.00 10 45.5 47.6 71.4 

Very confident 5.00 6 27.3 28.6 100.0 

• 1 4.5 Missing 

Consistency of Students' Feelings about the Academic Self-

evaluation 

As Table 60 illustrates, students' feelings were 

consistent on positive items. 

Tcible 60 

The consistency of students' positive feelings about their 

assignment evaluation = 22) 

Response Value Frequency % Valid Cum 

Category % % 

Inconsistent 0.00 6 27.3 27.3 27.3 

Consistent 1.00 16 72.7 72.7 100.0 

Total 22 100.0 100.0 

As Table 61 illustrates, students' feelings were 

consistent on negative items. 
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Table 61 

The consistency of students^ negative feelings about their 

a s s i g n m e n t  e v a l u a t i o n  f N  =  2 2 )  

Response Value Frequency % Valid Cum 

category % % 

Inconsistent 0.00 9 40.9 40.9 40.9 

Consistent 1.00 13 59.1 59.1 100.0 

Total 22 100.0 100.0 

As Table 62 illustrates, when positive and negative 

items were combined, students' feelings were inconsistent. 

Table 62 

The consistency of students' feelinas. combined positive eind 

n e g a t i v e  i t e m s ,  a b o u t  t h e i r  a s s i g n m e n t  e v a l u a t i o n  f N  =  2 2 )  

Response Value Frequency % Valid Cum 

category % % 

Inconsistent 0.00 12 54.5 54.5 54.5 

Consistent 1.00 10 45.5 45.5 100.0 

Total 22 100.0 100.0 

As Table 63 illustrates, students feelings toward their 

academic self-evaluation in the future were consistent on 

positive items. 
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Table 63 

The consistency of student's positive feelings about their 

p r e d i c t e d  f i n a l  g r a d e  f N  =  2 2 )  

Response Value Frequency % Valid Cum % 

category % 

Inconsistent 0.00 7 31.8 31.8 31.8 

Consls-bent 1.00 15 68.2 68.2 100.0 

Total 22 100.0 100.0 

As Table 64 illustrates, students' feelings were 

consistent on negative items. 

Table 64 

The consistency of students' negative feelings cibout their 

p r e d i c t e d  f i n a l  g r a d e  r N  =  2 2 )  

Response Value Frequency I Valid Cum 

category % % 

Inconsistent 0.00 8 36.4 36.4 36.4 

Consistent 1.00 14 63.6 63.6 100.0 

Total 22 100.0 100.0 

As Table 65 illustrates, when positive and negative 

items were combined, students' feelings were consistent. 
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Table 65 

The consistency of students^ feelings, combined positive and 

negative items, about their predicted final grade fN = 2 2 )  

Response Value Frequency % Valid % Cum 

category % 

Inconsistent 0.00 10 45.5 45.5 45.5 

Consistent 1.00 12 54.5 54.5 100.0 

Total 22 100.0 100.0 

Description of Students^ Responses 

to Interview Questions 

(See Vol. II, Technical Report, Appendix D for Transcribed 

Interviews) 

Meaning of Self-evaluation 

The general meaning of self-evaluation differed from one 

student to euiother with most students concentrating on grade 

cuid academic performance level. Self-evaluation for one 

student represented her ability and for others their effort. 

For example, one student defined self-evaluation as effort 

expended, another by evaluating academic performance 

depending on work done. Also, self-evaluation was defined as 

awareness of one's own academic level. For example, one 

student defined self- evaluation as awareness of the subject 

matter, understanding, studying and getting ready for exams. 

Another example was to obtain, maintain, or determine one's 
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academic level as a part of being aware of it. Self-

evaluation was also defined in relation to peers and the 

teacher. For example, students reported knowledge of academic 

performance in relation to other's performance and paying 

attention to the teacher in class. Self-evaluation was 

defined as being aware of one's weaJcnesses in terms of 

knowing how to solve academic problems. 

Academic level was a major issue in self-evaluation for 

several students. For example, self-evaluation was defined as 

satisfaction with one's own performance; the quality of one's 

own performeince level; determination of the highest academic 

level one could reach; knowledge of one's own average 

academic level; and academic performance as compared to 

university policy. 

Self-evaluation in a course was described as getting a 

good grade in the course. Students mentioned grades as a 

major source of anxiety and concern in college life. For 

example, one student defined self-evaluation in a course as 

doing whatever the teacher asked students to do to get a high 

grade. Other definitions of self evaluation in a course were 

to evaluate the grade given in the course and to participate 

in class, to evaluate teacher's performance in the class, eind 

one's attention to lecture. 

When students were asked if they ever evaluated 

themselves in that peirticular course and why, twelve students 
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emswered yes and ten answered no. Students who said yes gave 

reasons such as to think over their grade and the work done 

in the course; to evaluate their overall performance in the 

course cuid predict a final grade for the course; to raise 

their GPAs; consider graduate studies; to be at the academic 

level that a student should be; and to evaluate their work on 

assignments. Students who answered no reported they never 

thought about it; they were not used to evaluating 

themselves; teachers did not encourage them to do so; and 

they never had any ideas eUDout what self-evaluation was. 

Strategies of Academic Self-evaluation 

As Table 66 illustrates, there were 17 strategies 

mentioned by students. These strategies remged from making an 

effort, following the right way to write papers and 

assignments, checking whether the question was answered 

properly to comparing efforts with teacher's required 

standards, and memorizing. 

Tcible 66 

Strategies of academic self-evaluation 

Strategies students used (would use) to evaluate their 

academic performance in college 

TT Make an effort 

2. Follow the right way of writing a paper or assignment 

3. Fulfill requirements of the course 

4. Evaluate the effort expended on assignments; check the 
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Table 66 - Continued 

Strategies students used (would use) to evaluate their 

academic performance in college 

references used; check whether the question was answered 

properly; and focus the answer to the question 

5. Check if effort meets teacher's standcurds and requirement 

6. Compare grade earned with the work done 

7. Attendance and participation in exhibitions 

8. Start giving oneself a low grade, then throughout the 

semester depending on one's performance, change the grade 

9. Evaluate hours spent studying 

10. Try to figure out right from wrong; raise questions; 

review work; discuss it, until reach goals 

11. Go over what is written 

10. Compare performance with the university's grading policy, 

then, compare performance with an over achiever peer to do 

what the over-achiever is doing 

12. Set standards; identify goals, set goals; and try to find 

more than one way to accomplish the goal 

13. MaJce cin effort to predict the final grade for the course 

14. Memorize the subject and try to understand it 

15. Pay attention to participation, achievement in writing 

papers, designs of papers, and the way topics are presented 

16. Go over the assignment or a paper and compare it with 

one' s performance in the course 

17. Show assignment to a higher achiever; get feedback; make 

changes, then hand it in 
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The Importance of Teacher Feedback 

Students were also asked whether they use teacher's 

feedback to evaluate their academic performcince. Students' 

responses varied from describing teacher's feedback as very 

important to not important. For example, several students 

mentioned using teacher's feedback when necesseury. Other 

students described it as important and useful, especially to 

enhance their performance level; to clarify an assignment 

question; to build ideas over what the teacher suggests; to 

clarify written comments; and to understand their performance 

on papers and reports. Another said that it was importemt 

because some teachers take exam questions from lectures. 

Others described the teacher as being 100% correct. 

Several other students felt that they did not need to 

use the teacher's feedback all the time. For example, one 

student mentioned that she only uses the teacher's feedback 

at times because each assignment was different. Therefore, 

feedback on one might not help for the other. One student 

said that even though they went to the teacher for advice, 

the teacher did not know everyone's performance in the class; 

therefore, the student believed that she knew how to evaluate 

her own performance better than the teacher. In addition, two 

students said that they did not use teacher's feedback if 

they felt that they were going to do well and if they tried 
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to understand the lectvire. One student said that she felt 

that sometimes the teacher was fair and at other times, not 

fair. Another student said that teacher's feedback or 

comments motivated some students and frustrated others. 

Students' Emotions fFeelings^ When First Asked to Evaluate 

their Assignments 

When students were asked about their feelings when the 

researcher asked them to evaluate their assignments, seven 

students felt that it was allright because one must leam to 

evaluate herself. Another student thought that this might be 

the teacher's idea, so she wemted to give herself the highest 

grade she could. Later, she evaluated her assignment after 

checking her grade throughout the semester; however, she was 

not upset nor was she happy. Three students reported that 

they were surprised because it was the first time someone 

asked them to evaluate their own assignment, emd because they 

were used to predicting a general grade for the course not 

evaluating their assignments. One student wondered what grade 

she would actually get, not how she would evaluate her 

assignment. Two students reported that it was a good idea, 

because it helped students and it was a way of keeping 

students on track. One student was upset because the reality 

would be something else. Another felt that the task reassured 

her that she was on the right track. One student reported 

that it was something new, and she had never done it before. 
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but she wanted to give it a try; she learned a lot and 

considered it a first step toweurd evaluating herself. One 

student felt that it was a streuige question, but she liked 

it. Another said that it was new for all of them, eind that 

they evaluated the teacher in general but never an 

assignment. 

Students' Thoughts Following Assignment Evaluation 

When students were asked what was the first thing they 

thought they should do after they have evaluated their 

assignments, one student reported that she went and asked the 

instructor about his grading criteria to make sure that she 

evaluated each part as she should. Four students reported 

that the first thing that came to mind was what the teacher 

would give them on the assignments. Three students reported 

what they thought provided causes for evaluating their 

assignments the way they did. On the other hand, three 

students did not think of anything. Another student said that 

she thought of doing better assignments in the future. One 

mentioned that she asked the teacher about the in^ortant 

points that he was looking at in the assignment because she 

was planning to avoid mistakes in the coming assignments. 

Another said that she went over it to see if euiything was 

missing cind made a copy for herself. Another one thought 

about whether she deserved the grade she gave herself. 

Another student wished to get the grade she gave herself. 
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because she believed that she deserved it. One student had 

doubts about the grade she assigned to her assignment, but 

when she reviewed the assignment one more time, she was 

convinced that she deserved the A. Two students decided to do 

their best to accomplish the grade they have assigned for 

themselves. One student said the first thing she thought 

about was the teacher's feedback. Another said that she 

expected this grade from the beginning of the semester and 

that she hoped she would get it. 

Students' Feelings Following Assignment Evaluation 

When students were asked how they felt after they had 

evaluated their assignments and why, one student reported 

that she was relieved to finish and evaluated the assignment 

and would be happy and satisfied if she got this grade. 

Another reported that she was confused because she was not 

sure whether she deserved this grade on the assignment. One 

student felt that the teacher would give her the same grade 

she gave to her assignment because she deserved it. In 

addition, another student reported that she was happy and 

wished she would get the same grade. Furthermore, one 

student felt happy. Another student felt happy because her 

evaluation of the assignment resulted in a better grade than 

the grade she got on her exam. Five students felt that they 

deserved these grades because they worked hard by themselves. 

One student said that if she got the grade she assigned to 
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her assignment, then it was O.K. If not, then there was 

nothing she could do. Yet einother student felt O.K. after 

evaluating her grade and gave herself a B+, because, she 

believed that one started from the bottom 2uid then step by 

step reached the top. Another student felt that she deserved 

this grade, but if the teacher gave her a C, then it would be 

unfair. One student said that she confidently gave her 

assignment em A because she worked hard on it and because she 

liked it. Another student felt that she deserved this grade, 

because she evaluated the assignment based on standards she 

set for herself. One student wished that the teacher would 

give her the same grade she gave to herself because this was 

her academic level in general. Another student reported that 

she was not sure whether she was going to accomplish the 

grade she gave her assignment. One student felt that she gave 

her assignment a B+ because she knew that her academic level 

in that class was between B and B+. One student said that she 

wished to get a higher grades euid if she got a lower grade, 

she would be upset. One student said that she evaluated her 

assignment based on the teacher's evaluation standards in 

exams. 

Students' Feelings Following the Evaluation of their Academic 

Performance in the Future fPredicted Final Grade) 

When students were asked about their feelings regarding 

predicting their final grade for the course, and why, one 
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Student reported that she felt satisfied, because when she 

predicted her final grade, she took into consideration every 

grade she received in the course. One student did not know 

why she chose the predicted grade, but she said that it may 

be due to the fact that she got a good grade in the midterm; 

therefore, if she did her best then she would get a higher 

grade. Another student was sad because her performance in the 

course so far did not indicate that she would get a good 

grade for the final. Another student felt happy because she 

was able to evaluate herself in the course. One student 

wondered what the teacher would give her in the course; 

however, if she did not get what she expected, then it would 

be enough to benefit from the course. Two students hesitated 

at first, because they did not weuit to predict a grade and 

then regret it or be shocked if the actual grade was 

something else. Another student hesitated for a second even 

though she was sure that she deserved an A. Another student 

felt that she might give herself more than she deserved. 

Another predicted a C+ and was upset, because she knew that 

if she studied she could do better. Two students were 

confident that they would get whatever grade they predicted. 

One student believed that whenever she worked hard in amy 

course she get a higher grade, not less than a B or a B+, and 

the second student was hoping to get the predicted grade with 

the upcoming exams being easy. Another student felt that with 
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God's blessing, she hoped to get a B+. One student reported 

that the course was excellent but she was not sxire about her 

future evaluation; she said that when she did badly she felt 

frustrated. Two students did not describe their feelings 

regarding the predicted grade, yet they described how they 

attempted to predict their final grade. For example, both 

students said that they depended on their performemce in the 

first exam and the mid term to predict their final grade. 

One reported a normal feeling. Finally, another student did 

not describe her feelings but reported that this course was 

demanding and that she was doing her best to get a B+. 

Students^ Thoughts Toward the Issue of Academic Self-

evaluation 

When students were asked their thoughts regeurding 

academic self-evaluation, and why, all interviewed students 

approved and encouraged academic self-evaluation. For 

example, one student reported that academic self-evaluation 

is a good idea and must be required from every student, 

because through self-evaluation students become aware of 

strengths and weaknesses of their academic progress. On the 

other hand, one student reported that academic self-

evaluation could be bad and good at the same time. It is good 

because students are given the chance to evaluate their own 

work; and bad because it is not real and students do not get 

whatever they deserve. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION 

The present study investigated the relationship between 

self-efficacy, self-evaluation, attribution and emotion 

(feeling) of success or failure of UAE female college 

students' academic performsuice. Also, the resecurcher 

investigated the relationship between the teacher's 

evaluation of students' performance and students' evaluation 

of their own performance in the past, present, and the 

euiticipated future. 

Students without Teacher Evaluation vs. Students 

with Teacher Evaluation 

In the students' self-evaluation, there were no 

differences between the 65 students who had no teacher 

evaluation and the 235 students who had teacher evaluation. 

Relationship Between Self-efficacy, Self-evaluation. Causal 

Attribution, cind Emotion among Low, Moderate, 

eind High Self-efficacious Students 

On the average students' efficacy belief scores on the 

MSLQ deviated 1.04 units from the mean and their efficacy 

belief scores on the SEAASE-Q deviated .62 units from the 

mean. This indicates that students' efficacy beliefs as 

identified by the MSLQ eure more variable and, as a result, 

efficacy levels, as categorized by the MSLQ, may be 

overlapping. Therefore, in this chapter I will discuss 
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findings of the study in relation to students' efficacy 

beliefs as identified by the SEAASE-Q because of the small 

variability in students' scores in this measure. Results of 

students' efficacy as identified by the MSLQ is presented in 

chapter four and Volume II (Technical Report). 

Low Self-efficacious Students 

Low self-efficacious students in this study were 

characterized as those who had a low belief in their ability 

to evaluate their academic progress. They were low self-

evaluative, had little to no confidence in their sd^ilities, 

expended more effort throughout the semester, and were not 

certain adiout their feelings edaout their self-evaluation 

judgments. 

Findings in this study indicate that students' efficacy 

beliefs did not account for their confidence in predicting 

their final grade in the course. Also, findings suggest that 

students might not take into consideration performance 

throughout the semester to predict their final grade. In 

addition, lack of correlation between students' confidence 

and their feelings toward the predicted final grade indicates 

that students might be uncertain about their feelings toward 

the evaluation of their academic performeuice. Another 

explanation may be that low self-efficacious students did not 

develop feelings towards their self-evaluation because of 

their strong belief in the teacher's evaluation. 
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Low self-efficacious students were also, characterized 

as those who took into taking into consideration their 

perceived performemce in the past to evaluate their academic 

progress throughout the semester. For exan^le, students' took 

into consideration their GPA to predict their final grade in 

the course. However, findings of this study indicate that 

students' ability to evaluate their assignments was not 

influenced by their perceived academic performance level in 

the past (GPA). 

Moderate Self-efficacious Students 

Moderate self-efficacious students are cheiracterized as 

those who took into consideration their efficacy beliefs to 

report their academic abilities. That is, their efficacy 

beliefs motivated them to report their self-evaluation 

ability, to have confidence in their abilities, to expend 

more effort throughout the semester, and to feel positively 

about their self-evaluation judgment. 

Findings indicate that students' efficacy beliefs 

accounted for the academic self-evaluation ability in the 

course. Findings indicate that students took into 

consideration their performance on their assignments to 

predict a final grade in the course. Furthermore, students' 

academic self-evaluation ability is not influenced by their 

perceived academic performeince level in the past (GPA). 

However, students took into consideration their GPA to 
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predict their final grade in the course. In addition, 

students who believed in their academic self-evaluation 

ability, perceived the causes of success or failure of their 

performance as internal. Findings indicate that students' 

confidence was consistent with their evaluation, which 

resulted in positive feelings of their prediction. 

High Self-efficacious Students 

High self-efficacious students were characterized as 

those who had high belief in their ability to evaluate their 

academic progress. They took into consideration their 

efficacy beliefs which motivated them throughout the semester 

to report their self-evaluation ability, to evaluate their 

performance in the future, to report high confidence in their 

abilities, and to expend more effort. However, they were not 

certain about their feelings toward their academic progress. 

Findings indicate that students' confidence in 

predicting their final grade is associated with their belief 

in their ability to accomplish a task in the course. This 

means that students, who believed they could evaluate their 

academic progress well, had higher confidence in predicting 

the final grade in the course. Findings indicate that 

students' GPA was associated with their ability to evaluate 

their assignments and their confidence in predicting final 

grade in the course; that is, students took into 

consideration their GPA to evaluate and predict their 
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academic performance in the futiire. These results indicated 

the import€uice of students' GPA. in evaluating their present 

and future academic performance. Belief in ability to 

evaluate one's assignment in the course depends not only on 

the assignments, but also on how students perceived their 

academic level in the course. 

In short, findings of this study indicated that academic 

self-evaluation was a novel issue to low, moderate, and high 

self-efficacious students' at the UAE university. 

Furthermore, these findings confirmed the importance of 

efficacy beliefs in motivating academic self-evaluation. 

However, this does not suggest that self-efficacy with its 

different levels causes academic self-evaluation. 

Efficacy Levels and Students' Perceived Causes 

of Success or Failure of Academic Self-evaluation 

in the Present (Assignment) and the Future 

(Predicted Final Grade) 

Findings of this study suggest that low self-efficacious 

students thought that effort was as important as did the 

moderate and high self-efficacious students. In addition, 

moderate self-efficacious students added a teacher factor to 

their attribution. 

High self-efficacious students ascribed the causes of 

their success to effort, performance in the course, and 

belief in God. Studies conducted on attribution of students' 
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success or failure suggested that effort is an attributional 

cause that is more often used by younger children (Stipek & 

Tunnatt, 1984; Power & Wagner, 1984; Schunk, 1983). However, 

findings of this study showed that effort as a possible 

attribution of success or failxire was mentioned by all 

college students. 

Powers and Wagner (1984) reported a significant 

correlation between effort emd ability to students' academic 

motivation until ninth grade, then again in middle school. 

The present study reported a significant relationship between 

effort and students' academic achievement among college 

students. This suggests that effort should not be viewed as 

perceived causes of success or failure only among children. 

Among UAE college students, effort might be as important a 

cause of success or failure as ability. 

Low, moderate, and high self-efficacious students 

ascribed academic self-evaluation in the future to ability, 

luck, and performemce in the course. Moderate self-

efficacious students added effort, study skills and course 

difficulty as perceived causes or their success or failure in 

predicting their final grade. High self-efficacious students 

ascribed the causes of success or failure to effort, study 

skills and performance in the course. 

Effort was reported as being as important as eibility 

among all these groups as the perceived causes of success or 
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failure of the assignment evaluation. In addition moderate 

and high self-efficacious students perceived effort as 

important in predicting their final grade in the course. This 

supported the findings of Weiner and Kukla (cited in Weiner, 

1993) where students who were characterized as high in 

ability but low in effort failed the exam, whereas low in 

ability and high in effort succeeded in the exam. This may 

indicate that the UAE culture puts a great deal of emphasis 

on effort in college life; to get a high grade, students are 

expected to expend more effort and to value the effort they 

expend- Studies conducted on causal attribution suggested 

that expending effort might suggest lack of ability (Schiank, 

1982; Stipek, 1984; Weiner, 1985); however, findings in the 

present study showed that effort was as importamt as eibility 

even among high self-efficacious students in the UAE 

university. Schunk (1982) suggested that effort as em 

attribution feedback has a social reinforcement. If children 

are told that they work hard and eure doing a good job, this 

may indicate approval to the child. This might be true in the 

UAE culture where expending effort and valuing effort was 

expected and expending more effort made the student look good 

in others' eyes. Another explanation could be that in the UAE 

culture, concepts of effort and ability are dependent on each 

other even at the college level. That is, smart students aire 

expected to expend more effort to succeed. 
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Emphasis on effort among moderate and high self-

efficacious students was not necesseorily eui indication of low 

sd)ility in UAE culture. It might have been an indication of 

pride in working heurd as well as being smeirt enough to heindle 

the assignment and the course. Schunk (1982) suggested that 

"effort that leads to success should not be avoided since it 

constitutes little personal threat and may be a source of 

pride" (Schunlc, 1982, p. 554). Covington and Omelich (cited 

in Schunk, 1982) found that college students who attributed 

their success to effort, even though they reported lower 

self-attribution of ability, reported a great sense of pride 

euid satisfaction from those who say they expended low effort. 

Another explanation for why effort was mentioned by low, 

moderate, and high self-efficacious students as em important 

reason for their success or failure was that those who 

evaluated their assignments low or predicted low final grade 

as high as others did, did not want, to be judged negatively 

by others such as the teacher or peers in the class. Weiner 

(1993) suggested that "Without question, individuals who fail 

because of lack of effort are evaluated more negatively theui 

are those who failed because of a lack of ability." (p. 959). 

Balch (1992) suggested that students who do not 

understeind the material adequately spent more effort 

memorizing emd, as a result, overestimating their preparation 

for the exam. This might have been the case for low self-
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efficacious students in this study. Low self-efficacious 

students reported effort as a reason for why they deserve the 

self-assigned grade and the predicted final grade might be 

for their effort at memorizing rather than at how well they 

worked on the assignments or the course. As suggested by 

Balch, below average students would perform better in school 

if they learned how to study comprehensively before they 

attempted self-assessment. This might be the case for low 

self-efficacious students in this study. They might have 

accurately evaluated their academic performeince if they 

learned how to study more comprehensively. 

Students' Pattern of Perceived Causes of Success or 

Failure of their Academic Self-evaluation 

in the Present and the Future 

A pattern that described UAE female college students' 

perceived causes of their success or failure of their 

assignment evaluation and their predicted final grade is 

internal, stable, cmd uncontrollable. Low self-efficacious 

students did not show any pattern in their evaluation of 

assignments and predicted final grade. It might be that low 

self-efficacious students were unaweure of how the pattern 

might fit their evaluation because they did not have 

feedback from the teacher that they could use to determine 

the causes of success or failure of their performance. 

Moderate and high self-efficacious students' evaluation of 
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their assignments did not correlate significantly with the 

pattern (internal, stable, and uncontrolledDle) of their 

perceived causes of success or failure in evaluating their 

assignments, which suggests that causal attributions were not 

determined because students were thinking about the 

assignment in the present and had no feedback from the 

teacher to back their perceived causal attribution of their 

evaluation. In addition, findings indicated that students 

attributed their success or failure in the course to internal 

causes such as effort, ability, euid study skills. 

Relationship Between Students' Confidence and Academic 

Self-evaluation in the Future 

(Predicted Final Grade) 

Low Self-efficacious Students 

In this category, students had little-to-no confidence 

in predicting their final grade. This suggested that 

students' efficacy beliefs influenced their confidence in 

academic related situations. Students who believed that they 

would evaluate their academic performance poorly had no 

confidence in predicting their final grade in the course. 

Another explanation could be that students' prediction of the 

final grade was not based on their beliefs in their ability 

in the course. In this case, students might be experiencing 

feelings of shame: shame of knowing their low predicted grade 

and shame of others' judgment of their low performeuice. 
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Students might not have been honest because they might have 

thought that someone was going to recognize their name since 

they indicated their identification number on the 

questionnaire. 

Moderate Self-efficacious Students 

In this category, students' confidence level in 

predicting their final grade accounted for their prediction 

of their final grade in the course. The higher they predicted 

their final grade, the more confidence they had in their 

prediction. 

High Self-efficacious Students 

In this category, the higher the grade the students 

predicted the more confident they were about their 

prediction. This suggested that efficacy beliefs influenced 

not only students' confidence level but also their evaluative 

judgments about their academic performeuice at the end of the 

semester. In other words, students who believed that they 

would evaluate their academic performance well had great 

confidence in their beliefs and tended to make an accurate 

prediction of their academic performance in the course. 

Teacher's Evaluation of Students vs. Students' 

• Evaluation of their Academic Performcuice 

in the Past, Present, and Future 

The teacher's evaluation of students' academic 

performeuice in the past did not differ frcxa students' 
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evaluation of their academic performance in the past. This 

suggested that the teacher may have evaluated students' 

academic performeuice in the past lower than their true 

performance because he did not want to over-estimate their 

academic performance at the beginning of the semester. 

Another explemation could be that to estimate students' past 

academic performance in these classes^ the teacher depended 

on his previous experience with students in other classes. On 

the other hand, students might not want to over-estimate 

their academic performance in the past eind, as a result, they 

started with a low evaluation then throughout the semester 

increased their evaluation, depending on their performance in 

the course and the course difficulty. 

Teacher's evaluation of students' performance differed 

from students' evaluation of their performance in the present 

(assignments). Compeured to the teachers' evaluation, students 

overestimated their evaluation of their assignments by almost 

one grade level. This overestimated evaluation of the 

assignments could be because students believed that they were 

doing their best and, as a result, deserved higher grades. 

Teacher's evaluation of students' performance in the 

future differed from students' evaluation of their own 

performance (predicted final grade). Students evaluated their 

future performance in the course higher than the teacher did. 

Students might have depended on the teacher's feedback as a 
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criteria to predict the final grade in the course. Students 

may have believed that they were working hard throughout the 

semester and were expecting to get what they predicted. 

Students' confidence level was between "not sure how 

confident" and "confident" suggesting uncertainty in 

predicting the final grade, however, they were certain about 

the effort they felt they expended throughout the semester. 

The teacher underestimated students' future scores in 

the course by one grade level, and students overestimated 

their academic performeuice in the course by one grade level. 

This suggests that the teacher might not have tadcen into 

account a future improvement in students' academic 

performance throughout the semester and predicted that 

average students' final grade in the course will be between a 

D+ and a C. 

Teacher's evaluation of students' academic performance 

in the present (assignments) euid the anticipated future 

(predicted final grade) suggests that the teacher might have 

underestimated students' performance for the following 

reasons. For example, the teacher might have not been 

satisfied with students' performance on their assignments or 

their performance throughout the semester. Also, this 

underestimated evaluation could be because of teacher 

expectation. Teachers' expectations are defined as 

"inferences that teachers make about the futvure behavior or 
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academic achievement of their students, based on what they 

know about these students now" (Good & Brophy, 1994, p. 83). 

The teacher's expectation could have positive and negative 

effects (Good & Brophy). Wcxaen's abilities in the Arab 

culture, in particuleu: in the UAE, are underestimated by men. 

Therefore, because these courses were taught by a male 

teacher in a female college, teacher expectation might have 

influenced the teacher's evaluation. For instcuice, the 

teacher might not favor female students and might believe 

they were not doing their best on the assignment. He, 

therefore, evaluated their performance on assignments as low. 

Because of cultural factors, such as less engagement in 

work between men and women ctnd separate schools and colleges 

for boys and girls, female students feel shy when taught by 

male teachers. As a result, they do not show their ability 

which makes it easier to underestimate their academic 

performeince. Also, it could be that it was the students' 

first assignments in their courses emd the teacher could not 

detect individual differences among them. 

Efficacy Levels and Students' Self-

evaluation Ability 

This study found notable differences between low, 

moderate, cuid high self-efficacious students in their eibility 

to evaluate their assignments. High self-efficacious 

students' eibilities to evaluate their assignments were found 
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to be significantly higher than both low and moderate self-

efficacious students. In addition, moderate self-efficacious 

students' ability to evaluate their assignments were found to 

be higher than low self-efficacious students. This result 

supported the findings of Sanna and Pusecker (1994), in that 

high self-efficacy evaluation students were positive self-

evaluative and reported improved performeuice, whereas low 

self-efficacy evaluative were negative self-evaluative and 

reported impaired performance. This indicated that when 

students evaluate their assignment well, their ability tends 

to be higher them when they evaluate their assignments 

poorly. One explanation could be that low self-efficacious 

students depended on rehearsal study habits rather than 

comprehensive study skills. Therefore, the type of study 

skills used might influence how students evaluate their 

academic progress and detect their strengths and weeUcnesses. 

Balch (1992) concluded that "If studying with more 

comprehension represents more elaborative encoding than rote 

rehearsal, then students who rely on the latter might have 

severe self-assessment problems." (p. 140) 

Efficacy Levels and Students' Evaluation 

of their Assignments 

Significcuit differences were found between low, moderate 

and high self-efficacious students in the evaluation of their 

assignments. High self-efficacious students evaluated their 
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assignments higher than low and moderate self-efficacious 

students. In addition, moderate self-efficacious students 

evaluated their assignments higher than low self-efficacious 

students. In the low self-efficacy group, students' belief 

about self-evaluation did not account for their evaluation of 

their assignments. This finding supported Sanna and 

Pusecker's (1994) study findings that high self-efficacious 

students are positive self-evaluative and higher achievers 

than low self-efficacious students. Other studies (Moreland, 

Miller, & Laucka, 1981) suggested that students might not try 

to evaluate their academic performeuice because they lack 

information necessary to mcUce such judgments. On the 

contrary, this study suggests that female college students 

might not take academic self-evaluation seriously because it 

was a novel issue and not well understood in the UAE culture 

and also because of students' dependency on the teacher as 

the first and accurate evaluator of their academic 

performance. 

Another expleuiation that low self-efficacy students 

evaluated their assignments emd their performance as low in 

the course was because they might have been anxious at the 

time the researcher asked them to evaluate their assignments. 

They could be worried eibout how the teacher would evaluate 

them. When the researcher asked students to report their 

evaluation of their assignments, it was two weeks before the 
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finals. Students may have been worried about their grade on 

the final exam. This reason might have limited low self-

efficacious students' evaluation of their assignments and 

their performance in the course. Low self-efficacious 

students who evaluated their assignments lower them moderate 

or high efficacious students may lack a sense of awcureness of 

why they deserved the self-assigned grade on assignments. 

This belief pattern of the deserved self-assigned evaluation 

may have a strong negative impact on motivation of academic 

self-evaluation. 

The results in this study supported findings of Lent, 

Brown, and Larkin (1984) in that the level of self-efficacy 

is related to students' academic outcome. Lent, Brown, and 

Lcurkin found that compared to low self-efficacious students, 

high self-efficacious students achieved higher grades and 

persisted longer in technical majors. Findings in this study 

reported that high self-efficacious students had higher 

GPA's, evaluated their assignments higher, and predicted 

higher final grade in the course than did moderate and low 

self-efficacious students. 

Efficacy Levels and Students' Predicted 

Final Grade in the Course 

A substantial difference was found between low, 

moderate, and high self-efficacious students in predicting 

their final grade in the course. High cuid moderate self-
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efficacious students predicted a higher final grade than low 

self-efficacious students. However, moderate emd high self-

efficacious students did not differ significantly from each 

other in predicting their final grade. Both moderate emd high 

self-efficacious students' prediction of final grade was near 

a B average; whereas low efficacious students predicted a 

final grade near a C average. This finding suggested students 

who believed that they would evaluate their academic 

performance well tended to predict a higher final grade for 

the course them those who believed they would evaluate their 

academic performance poorly. 

Findings of this study supported findings of Zimmerman, 

Bandura, and Pons (1992), who reported that high efficacious 

students were more confident and attained higher academic 

performance. This study concluded that high self-efficacious 

students reported higher GPA, a higher self-evaluation of 

assignments, higher predicted final grade, and were more 

confident about their predictions. 

Consistency of Students' Emotions (Feelings) 

about Academic Self-Evaluation in 

the Present and the Future 

In general, students' feelings toward their self-

evaluation were inconsistent depending on whether they were 

encountering positive versus negative items. For example, 

students' feelings were more consistent on the positive items 
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than on the negative items. Inconsistency of students' 

feelings toweurd the negative items were expected since 

negative feelings were not easy to determine, especially in 

an achievement related situation. Also, it could have been 

that students in UAE university failed to meike a distinction 

between the negative items that resulted in their 

inconsistency responses. During pilot studies and during 

administration of the SEAASE-Q, students had difficulty 

differentiating between feelings of sadness, anger and 

frustration. Student comments were that all negative items in 

the SEAASE-Q had one meaning: dissatisfaction. In the UAE 

culture these feelings were the opposite of being happy. 

Another interpretation of these inconsistencies in students' 

feelings was that females in the UAE culture might not have 

had the proper tools to express their feelings. This is 

understandable in a culture where feelings are rarely 

discussed, especially in achievement related situations. 

Also, it could be that because academic self-evaluation 

was a novel issue to students, their self-evaluations of 

their assignments and final grade might be inaccurate or 

unsteible. As a result, this influenced students' feelings 

toward their self-evaluation as inconsistent. 

Another explanation of the inconsistency in students' 

feelings might be that the items in the emotion section were 

not reflecting students' feelings toweurd their evaluation and 
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performance; instead, they were reflecting students' anxiety 

because of lack of self-evaluation ability cuid being unable 

to control their learning that caused the inconsistency in 

their feelings. McCaslin and Good (in press) concluded that 

"Lack of opportunity for self-evaluation in these settings 

may leave students feeling less aware and in control of their 

own learning cuid thereby increase anxiety" (p.57). According 

to Good & Brophy (1994), students should be given the 

opportunity to take responsibility for their own learning, be 

their own assessors, emd leam to evaluate their own academic 

growth. 

Inconsistency in students' feelings might be due to the 

fact that students were asked to include their identification 

numbers for research purposes. As a result, students did not 

feel comfortable expressing their feelings honestly. 

Strategies of Academic Self-evaluation 

Seventeen strategies of academic self-evaluation were 

mentioned by the students during the interview. Academic 

self-evaluation was a novel issue to female college students, 

whereas teacher's evaluation was considered acceptable and 

accurate. Students' definitions and strategies of academic 

self-evaluation and strategies were focused more on pleasing 

the teacher than pleasing themselves, getting higher grades 

than learning, and assignment evaluation rather than 

evaluation of academic progress. 
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Effort was mentioned in several strategies as an element 

of academic self-evaluation, such as: check if effort meets 

teacher's standards and his or her requirement, and evaluate 

the effort expended on assignments. This suggests that effort 

was as important as other elements (e.g., goal setting or 

comparing performeuice with the university grading standards), 

and was valued by college students in the UAE college. 

Certain strategies of academic self-evaluation were 

grade oriented, that is, evaluation for the purpose of 

raising GPAs or getting higher grades. Examples of strategies 

that are grade oriented are giving oneself a low grade at the 

beginning of the course; then throughout the semester 

depending on one's performcuice chemging the grade, cind 

comparing performance with the university's grading policy. 

Strategies such as attending and peurticipating in 

exhibitions, memorizing the subject and trying to understand 

it, and evaluating the hours spent studying were focused on 

study habits rather than evaluating academic progress. In 

addition to suggesting that academic self-evaluation was a 

novel issue for students in the UAE university, this 

explained why students did not have strategies for academic 

self-evaluation to talk about. 

Other strategies of academic self-evaluation focused on 

methods of assignment evaluation rather than academic 
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progress evaluation. Such strategies were to follow the right 

way in writing a paper or the assignment; see if they 

fulfilled the requirements for the course; check the 

references used; euid check whether the question was answered 

properly. 

Additional strategies mentioned veuried from going over 

what was written, participating in class, writing successful 

papers, properly designing papers and presenting topics, and 

comparing a written paper with one's performcince in the 

course. Students in the UAE depended heavily on teachers' 

evaluation because of the grading that was involved. 

Therefore, academic self-evaluation might not have been as 

important to students because they knew that whatever grade 

they might assign for themselves was not considered by the 

teacher. 

In summary, the present study suggested that self-

efficacy, students causal attribution of success or failure 

of their performcince, and emotion (feelings) are important 

cognitive factors that motivated students to determine their 

academic self-evaluation. Also, the self-efficacy theory can 

provide a useful framework for conceptualizing the role of 

academic self-eveiluation within academic performemce in 

college. Furthermore, there might be other factors that 

motivated students to academic self-evaluation, such as the 

teacher, students' self-concept, and goal setting. 
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Strategies students used to evaluate their academic 

progress could assist college level teachers to understand 

students' academic needs and provide them with the academic 

environment in which academic self-evaluation is encouraged 

and dependency on teachers' evaluation is discouraged. The 

results of a student's academic self-evaluation could help 

the teacher identify individued. differences among students; 

identify their strengths and wecdcnesses, and teach students 

strategies of academic self-evaluation. 

Implications of Findings 

Theoretical Implications 

Self-efficacy, self-evaluation and attribution were 

viewed as cognitive motivations that influenced and impacted 

on students' thoughts, behaviors, and feelings in an academic 

related situation. Since findings of this study as well as 

others are consistent with the self-efficacy theory, self-

evaluation would be best understood through the self-efficacy 

theory. A theoretical model that described and explained 

academic self-evaluation in relation to self-efficacy and 

attribution theory is needed. 

Research Implications 

Future reseeirch in the field of students' academic self-

evaluation should focus on extending people's understanding 

about the relationship of students' self-efficacy eind 

attribution of their success or failure to academic self-
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evaluation. Future research should follow the lead of this 

study in depending on written questionnaires as well as 

personal interviews to investigate such issues. In addition, 

other methods of collecting data, such as observation, could 

provide in-depth information on academic self-evaluation. 

Future research is needed to investigate different 

approaches and strategies of academic self-evaluation used by 

high self-efficacious students who might provide effective 

academic self-evaluation skills. Much could be done to teach 

low self-efficacious students about academic self-evaluation. 

Much also can be done to change or modify moderate self-

efficacious students' strategies of academic self-evaluation. 

Applied Implications 

Teachers at a college level need to do more than demand 

standcurds and requirements for students to perform on a 

specific level. They need to create an environment in which 

college students are given the opportunity to develop their 

sense of self-efficacy, in particular, belief in their 

ability to evaluate their academic performance, opportunity 

to actually evaluate their academic progress during the 

semester, and not depend entirely on teachers' evaluation, 

instead using the teacher's eveiluation as feedback to improve 

their academic performance. 

Since the issue of academic self-evaluation is a novel 

and a challenging issue in the UAE culture, teachers should 
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be trained on how to teach students academic self-evaluation. 

Students, in particular in UAE, need to be taught strategies 

or methods of academic self-evaluation. Intervention programs 

should be considered in which teachers and students develop 

strategies and plan together to encourage students' sense of 

self-efficacy and academic self-evaluation, especially for 

low and moderate self-efficacious students who might benefit 

most from such programs. 

Academic self-evaluation might treiin students to manage 

and adjust their study time and change or adjust their study 

skills to enhance their academic performauice in the course. 

Students who manage their study time eind evaluate their 

academic progress might be motivated to persist euid study 

longer to reach their goals. 

Limitations 

Limitations in this study are concerned with the design, 

generalizability, and the measurements used in the study. 

Design of the Study 

The original research was planned so that certain 

procedures followed one another throughout the semester: 

students were to leam about the purpose of the research; 

prepare their evaluation of the assignment during the first 

month; complete section I (self-efficacy) and II (self-

evaluation); hand in their assignments; complete interviews; 

and finally complete section III part one (attribution) amd 



184 

two (emotions). Because of the dropout rate which occurred 

after data were first collected, the design of the study had 

to be modified. The researcher administered the SEAASE-Q on 

another group just two weeks before the final. The second 

group had two days to prepare their evaluation of the 

assignment instead of one month. They did not have time to 

complete sections I cuid II earlier and they completed the 

SEAASE-Q at once. The interview of the 22 students did not 

take place before finishing section III; it occurred one week 

before the final. These changes may have affected the way 

students evaluated their assignment and the way they 

responded to the questionnaire. 

Generalizabilitv 

Findings of the present study ar& limited in their 

generalizability regarding gender, interview sample, emd 

time. Findings probably are generalizeUDle to female college 

students at the UAE university. Furthermore, findings of 

students' interviews are limited to students who volunteered 

for the interview. Even though students volunteered to 

participate in the study, when the researcher identified two 

students from the three efficacy levels, no one weuited to 

participate for the interview until it was open to 

volunteers. Students who participated in the interview, when 

categorized by the SEAASE-Q, were four low, 12 moderate, and 

six high self-efficacious students. When students were 
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categorized by the MSLQ, they were 13 moderate cuid nine high 

self-efficacious students. Therefore, they eure not considered 

representative of the sample in the study, especially in 

self-efficacy. 

Because of the vast change in the UAE culture concerning 

women and the opportunity of higher education for them inside 

the country and abroad, findings of this study probably cire 

generalizable only to female students at the UAE university 

in the year 1996. Five or ten years from now women might show 

more confidence in their ability and use self-evaluation as a 

means for higher achievement and success not only in academic 

related situations but also in the work place. 

Measurement 

Even though the reseeurcher reported a high reliedaility 

coefficient for the internal consistency of the items in the 

SEAASE-Q, section III, part one and two, perceived causes of 

success or failure were found to be low in reliability. This 

indicated a need for further investigation of items to 

address students' attribution of their success or failure in 

evaluating their assignments and their predicted final grade 

in the course. Therefore, further reliability coefficients 

for the parts in section III are required. 

Even though the researcher used a peuiel of judges to 

examine the items in the SEAASE-Q, in terms of addressing 

what it was supposed to address and its appropriateness to 
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the UAE culture, systematic analysis of content validity and 

face validity should have been conducted. 

Future Directions 

Findings of the present study indicate a significant 

relationship between self-efficacy, self-evaluation, 

attribution of success or failure, and emotion; however, most 

of these correlations were low to moderate. This indicates 

that part of the questionnaire was measuring what it was 

intended to measure and the other part may be measuring other 

confounding variables. As a result, substantial veiriance of 

students' academic self-evaluation remained unexplained. 

Therefore, research examining students' academic self-

evaluation in relation to other self-regulatory factors, such 

as self-reactive influences among different levels of self-

efficacy is needed. 

Future studies should focus on investigating the pattern 

of students' perceived success or failure in evaluating their 

assignments since no significeuit correlation was found 

between students' pattern of causal dimension of their 

success or failure (internal, stable, and uncontrollcQjle) and 

the evaluation of their assignments in the course. 

Future studies concerning the issue of academic self-

evaluation should focus on examining students' bias in 

evaluating their academic performance. This should be 

investigated in a culture such as UAE, where students sure 
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never given the chance to be independent and evaluate their 

own academic progress. 

Future research is needed to investigate students' 

academic self-evaluation in relation to teachers' 

expectations. Teachers' comments emd feedback about students' 

learning might influence students' perceived self-eUaility and 

encourage or discourage student self-evaluation. It is 

necessary to investigate whether teachers' expectations 

influences students' ability to evaluate their academic 

progress, confidence in their evaluation, and their feelings 

about their self-evaluation. 
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