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ABSTRACT

Underachievement among gifted students is a perplexing phenomenon since there
is no universally agreed definitions of underachievement and giftedness in the
literature. Statistics have shown that the problem is common and serious enough to
draw researchers’ attention to it. The literature suggested that underachievement might
be attributed to a combination of several factors, which include school factors, family
factors, peer influence, learning disability, and personality characteristics. Personality
factors like motivation and self-regulation were considered important variables in gifted
achievement.

This study examines the problem of underachievement among gifted high school
students. Low achievers were compared to high and moderate achievers on their
motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes toward
their school and teachers and class. Participants were all highly able students from
grades 10 and 11 in two academically selective high schools, one in Amman, Jordan
(n=169) and the other in New South Wales, Australia (n=197). Teachers were asked to
rank the students into high, moderate, and low achievers in terms of their performance
in two subjects, Arabic and Mathematics in Jordan and English and Mathematics in
Australia. Participants were asked to respond to three surveys that measured their
motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes toward
their school and teachers: the School Attitude Assessment Survey-R (SAAS), the
Inventory of School Motivation Scale -R (ISM) and the Motivated Strategies for
Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ-R). The results indicate that motivation, self-
regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes differentiated the three
groups of achievers. In addition, the results indicated that there was a significant
difference between males and females as well as between tenth and eleventh grade
students in the variables measured in this study. Further, culture played an important

role in affecting the results of both Jordanian and Australian studies.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction to the problem

Linking underachievement with gifted students is unusual since it is generally
believed that gifted students possess a cognitive ability for success in schools and they
are not expected to underachieve. Questions such as what might affect students’
achievement and whether gifted high achievers differ from gifted low achievers in
personality characteristics are a still a concern for many researchers such as McCoach
and Siegle (2003a). Researchers such as Freeman (1998) have shown that highly able
students are not a homogeneous group whether in terms of learning style, creativity,
speed of development, personality or social behavior. Therefore, there is a need to
understand the nature of such students; the differences between students who belong to
this group; and, whether these differences affect their achievement. The purpose of this
study, then, was to investigate the differences between tenth and eleventh grade high
achieving, moderate achieving and low achieving gifted students in terms of
motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal orientation and their attitudes
toward school and teachers. The participants were enrolled in two selective schools for
intellectually gifted students, one in Amman Jordan and the other in New South Wales
Australia. This chapter is divided into the following areas: background to the study, the
purpose of the study, definition of giftedness in Jordan, definition of giftedness in
Australia, research questions and hypotheses, the significance of the study, and

arrangement of the thesis.

15



1.2 Background to the study

Underachievement is one of the perplexing phenomena associated with gifted
students as there is no universally agreed definition of underachievement in the
literature of giftedness (Reis & McCoach, 2000). Hoffman, Wasson, and Christianson
(1985) reported that an estimated 50% of students with high ability do not achieve well.
Seeley (1993) estimated that 15% to 40% of gifted students are at risk of school failure.
Recently, Mathews and McBee (2007) investigated the underachievement of gifted
students in summer education programs; they found that less than 10% of students
could be considered underachievers. They stressed that even though 10% seemed a
small percentage of underachievers in comparison with the literature, the problem was
common enough and serious enough to draw researchers’ attention to it. According to
these statistics the problem does exist and might continue to increase if it is not
investigated.

Researchers attribute underachievement to a combination of several factors that
come together and cause students to underachieve (Baker, Bridger, & Evans, 1998;
Clark, 1992; Davis & Rimm, 1998; Emerick, 1992; Pendarvis, Howley, & Howley,
1990; Peters, Grager-Loidle, & Supplee, 2000; Seely, 1993). These factors can be
ordered as follows: first, researchers suggested that underachievement might be related
to school factors (Baker et al., 1998; Davis & Rimm, 1998; Emerick, 1992; Matthews
& McBee, 2007; McCoach & Siegle, 2003a; Rimm, 1997; Seely, 1993; Whitmore,
1980). Second, other researchers emphasized that underachievement might be related
to family factors (Baker, et al., 1998; Clark, 1992; Reis & McCoach, 2000; Rimm,
1997). Third, other groups of researchers emphasized that underachievement might be
related to more serious physical, cognitive, or emotional issues such as learning
disabilities, attention deficits, emotional disturbances, psychological disorders, or other
health impairments (Dowdall & Colangelo, 1982; Pendarvis, et al., 1990; Reis &
McCoach, 2000). Fourth, underachievement might be related to peer influence (Peters,
et al., 2000; Reis & McCoach, 2000). Finally, underachievement might be related to the
personality characteristics of gifted students such as low motivation, low self-
regulation, and low self-efficacy (McCoach & Siegle, 2003a; Peterson & Colangelo,
1996; Reis & McCoach, 2000). Indeed, personality factors like motivation and self-
regulation were considered important variables in gifted achievement for two reasons.

First, these variables were emphasized in the definitions of giftedness such as in
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Renzulli’s (1978) and Sternberg’s (1997) definitions. Second, the literature has shown
the importance of these variables in differentiating gifted underachievers from
achievers (McCoach & Siegle, 2003a).

Although numerous studies have investigated personality factors such as
motivation, self-regulation, and goal orientation using a comparison design, most of
these studies compared gifted achievers and underachievers (McCoach & Siegle,
2003a), or compared gifted students and non-gifted students (Davis & Connell, 1985;
Ford, 1995). In contrast, little research has compared three levels of gifted achievers.
Also, most of these studies either focused on one variable such as motivation (Philips &
Lindsay, 2006; Valhovick-Stetic, Vidovic, & Arambasic, 1999), self-regulatory
strategies ( Muir-Broaddus, 1995; Ruban & Reis, 2006), or goal orientations (Dai,
2000; Mattern, 2005) or combined two variables such as motivation and self-regulation
(Lau & Chan, 2001b; Yumusak, Sungur, & Cakiroglu, 2006) or self-regulation and
goals (Ablard & Lipschultz, 1998; Albaili,1998). By contrast, little research has
compared high achievers and low achievers combining motivation, self-regulation,
motivational goals, and goal orientations together and explored how these variables are
related to gifted students’ achievement. The importance of investigating all these
variables together is related to the fact that children’s goals affect their self-regulation
and motivation and how they engage and respond to academic tasks (Ablard &
Lipschultz, 1998; Hidi & Harackiewicz, 2000).

In terms of motivation among gifted students most of the literature has
investigated motivation in primary or junior high school children (Davis & Connell,
1985; Neber & Schommmer-Aikins, 2002; Vlahovic-Stetic et al, 1999). By contrast,
little research has investigated motivation among high school students even though
researchers have indicated that it is important to investigate motivation among high
school students since their achievement and motivation decreased with age (Eccles &
Midgely, 1989; Gottfried, Marcoulides, Gottfried, Oliver, & Guerin, 2007). Further,
little research has compared gifted high achievers and low achievers in terms of
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation.

In terms of the use of self-regulatory strategies among gifted students, the
literature is still inconsistent since some studies showed that self-regulation was related
to achievement (Ablard & Lipschultz, 1998; Muir-Broaddus, 1995; Pintrich & De
Groot, 1990) while other studies suggested the opposite (Malpass, O'Neil, & Hocevar,
1999; Rao, Moely, & Sachs, 2000). Also, most of this literature has compared gifted
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high achievers and low achievers in regular classrooms (Dresel & Haugwitz, 2005; Lau
& Chan, 2001b; Muir-Broaddus, 1995). By contrast little research has investigated self-
regulatory strategies in selective schools, although the context played an essential role
in the gifted students’ use of self-regulatory strategies (Dresel & Haugwitz, 2005). In
addition, little research has investigated the impact of culture on gifted students’ use of
self-regulatory strategies, which is important since research has shown that culture also
has a great effect on the type of self-regulatory strategies used by gifted students (Lau
& Chan, 2001b; Purdie & Hattie, 1996).

Similarly, the literature is also unclear in terms of goal orientations among
gifted students since some studies reported that high achievers were more oriented
toward mastery goals (Ablard & Lipschultz, 1998; Dweck & Leggett 1988) while other
studies suggested that performance goals are likely to relate to achievement only in
conjunction with mastery goal orientations (Pintrich, 2000b). Therefore, there is a need
to further investigate the use of these goals within their context to understand how these
goals are used and how they affect students' achievement. Also, most of these studies
have focused on the use of mastery and performance goals and ignored the social goal
(Ablard & Lipschultz, 1998; Chessor, 2004; Dweck & Leggett 1988; Ee Moore, &
Atputhasamy, 2003).

In terms of the relationship between goals and positive or negative outcomes the
literature is still unclear since some studies suggested that mastery goals are linked to
positive outcomes such as achievement and self-regulation (Ames & Archer, 1988;
Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990) and performance goals are related
to negative outcomes like shallow strategies and withdrawal of effort (Albaili, 2003;
Albaili, 1998). By contrast, other studies have showed that performance goals are
related to positive outcomes such as cognitive and metacognitive strategies (Bouffard,
Cvezeau, & Brodeleau, 1998) and increase in academic performance (Bouffard, et al.,
1998; Ee et al, 2003).

In terms of the role of school environment in affecting students’ achievement
most of the literature has compared gifted high achievers and low achievers in regular
classrooms. Little research has compared gifted students’ attitudes in a selective
program or school, which is important since research has indicated that gifted students’
attitudes affect their achievement in regular classrooms. Also, some research has
indicated that gifted students’ motivation and goals declined in selective programs for

gifted and talented students (Chessor, 2004; Craven et al, 2000). Furthermore research
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has indicated that students’ attitudes toward school declined as they got older (Wigfield
& Eccles, 1992).

Finally, in terms of gender most of the literature indicated that males were more
likely to have negative outcomes than females in terms of achievement, self-regulation,
goal orientation, and attitudes (Coalngelo, Kerr, & Maxy, 1993; Matthews & McBee,
2007; McCall, Beach, & Lau, 2000; Tuss, Zimmer, & Ho, 1995; Whitmore, 1980).
Nevertheless, little research has investigated gender differences among gifted students
in terms of motivation, self-regulation, goal orientation, and attitudes toward school in
selective school environments.

Overall, although the literature has examined motivation, self-regulation and goal
orientations among achieving and underachieving gifted students, the literature is still
limited, particularly in terms of theory, cross-cultural studies, and in investigating all
the motivational variables together. The main purpose of this research, therefore, is to
address this gap, and empirically examine whether there are differences between gifted
high, moderate, and low secondary school students in terms of motivation, self-
regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes toward their selective
schools and teachers, and it does so from cultural, gender, grade, achievement in
subject-area, and goal theory perspectives. The study took a comparative approach
since underachievement has not been looked in Jordan. Also, the literature suggested
that there is a a cross cultural difference in the use of self-regulatory strategies (Purdie
& Hattie, 1996) and the orientations toward task and effort ( Tuss, Zimmer, & Ho,
1995). Therefore, a comparative study of an Arabic and western country has the

potential to contribute to this literature.
1.3  Definition of giftedness in Jordan

Education is viewed in Jordan as a keystone for development and progress for
both individuals and society. Jordan, like many modern countries, has given great
attention to gifted education since it is considered very important for society. However,
the country has suffered from political, economical and social problems that leave little
time for providing for gifted and talented children (Subhi & Maoz, 2000). The
schooling system in Jordan consists of three stages: elementary (6-12), preparatory (13-
15) and secondary (16-19), with the first two stages being compulsory for boys and
girls.
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Gifted children are identified in Jordan as those who have demonstrated high
ability, high creativity and high task commitment. In addition, they added another
criterion, which is high achievement in Mathematics (Subhi & Maoz, 2000).
Standardized intelligence tests, creativity and achievement tests measure abilities and
task commitment is measured by achievement and rating scales and judgment of
teachers and parents (Subhi & Maoz, 2000). Therefore, multiple criteria identification
procedures were adopted in Jordan, particularly in the Jubilee School in which the
study was undertaken. Many programs are developed to cater and meet the needs of
gifted children, including acceleration, grade skipping, enrichment, Friday and summer
programs and special schools. Overall, it seems that Renzulli’s definition of giftedness

has been used in Jordan to identify gifted students.
1.4 Definition of giftedness in Australia

In Australia, each state has its own department of education and policies
concerning the gifted. In NSW there are different provisions to meet the needs of gifted
children, which include acceleration, grade skipping and special classes. Yet, NSW is
different from the other states in that it provides Agricultural Schools and Secondary
Selective Schools. These selective schools are characterized by competitive academic
entrance requirements (Braggett & Moltzen, 2000). Gagné's definition has been
adopted by the NSW Department of Education (Merrotsy, 2003) and, as mentioned
previously, Gagné (1995) differentiated between giftedness and talent and considered
the roles of intrapersonal and environmental catalysts, particularly motivation, in the
process of talent development.

Overall, although Jordan and Australia have used different definitions of
giftedness in their policies, it seems that some of the procedures used to select

participants in both selective schools in Jordan and NSW Australia are similar.
1.5 Purpose of the study

This study aimed to investigate the differences among high achieving, moderate
achieving, and low achieving high school students in terms of motivation, self-
regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and their attitudes toward their
selective school and teachers from gender, grade, cultural, achievement in subject-area,

and goal theory perspectives.
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1.6  Research Questions

Q1: To what extent do high achievers, moderate achievers, and low achievers differ in
their motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes
toward their school and teachers?

Q2: What is the relationship among motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals,

goal orientation, and attitudes and consequently achievement?

1.7 Research Hypotheses

1- Males will score lower than females in motivation, self-regulation, motivational
goals, goal orientations, and attitudes.

2- There will be no differences between tenth and eleventh grade students in terms
of motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and
attitudes.

3- There will be no differences between the Jordanian and Australian sample in

motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes.
1.8 Significance of the study

The present study will be an important study in the literature on gifted students’
education for several reasons. First, it represents an important step toward identifying
the differences among high, moderate, and low achievers on motivation, self-
regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes toward the school and
teachers. Second, the outcomes of this study may help educators to create programs that
meet the needs of gifted students. Also, investigating motivation, self-regulation and
goal orientations together will help to understand more clearly the picture of gifted
students’ achievement since all these variables are related and may combine in
explaining gifted students’ achievement. Third, investigating the feeling of belonging to
school and the relationship between teachers and students based on the students’
attitudes will help these schools to work on these issues that affect students’
achievement. Finally, the cross cultural aspect of the study will help in drawing
generalizations about the differences among the three levels of gifted achievers in both
Jordan and Australia in terms of motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal

orientations, and attitudes toward the school and teachers.
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1.9 Arrangement of the thesis.

In the line with the concerns of the present study, the next chapter will review
the literature related to gifted achievers’ and underachievers’ motivation, self-
regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes toward the school and
teachers and class. Following this, the method and instruments employed in this
research will be outlined in chapter 3. Then details of the results will be presented with
particular emphasis on the questions of the study in chapter 4. Chapter 5 will discuss
and compare in details the results of both studies. Also, it will present the conclusion

and recommendations, the limitations of the study, and directions for future research.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

Gifted underachievement has been a focus of research for over 35 years, with
many researchers pointing to the tremendous waste of human potential, socially as well
as personally, that it represents (Emerick, 1992). Statistics have shown that as many as
50% of gifted students underachieve (Heacox, 1991; Hoffman, et al., 1985). Personality
factors have been considered one of the significant factors that lead gifted students to
underachieve (Reis & McCoach, 2000). Research has shown, for example, that
motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, and goal orientations are important
characteristics in differentiating gifted high achievers from low achievers (Ablard &
Lipschultz, 1998; Albaili, 2003; Lau & Chan, 2001b; McCoach & Siegle, 2003a). Also,
researchers have emphasized that gifted students’ attitudes toward their school and
teachers might affect achievement and consequently differentiate gifted high achievers
from low achievers (McCoach & Siegle, 2003a). This chapter reviews background
information related to the definitions of giftedness, definitions of underachievement,
methods of identification, and causes of underachievement. This is followed by
research pertinent to the main questions raised in this study. These questions focus on,
first, differences between gifted achievers and underachievers in terms of motivation,
self-regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations and attitudes toward the school
and teachers. Second, the questions focus on the relationship among these variables.
Finally, this chapter will review the relationship between gender and underachievement

in terms of these variables.
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2.1 Definition of giftedness

Sternberg and Davidson (1986) emphasized the importance of having a 'useful'
definition of giftedness. They stated:

Giftedness is something we invent, not something we discover: it is what one

society or another wants it to be, and hence its conceptualization can change

over time and place. If the definition of giftedness is a useful one, then it can
lead to favorable consequences of many kinds, both for the society and for its
individuals. If the definition of giftedness is not useful, valuable talents may be
wasted and less valuable ones fostered and encouraged. It is thus important to us
all to understand just what it is we, and others, mean by the concept of

giftedness. (pp. 3-4)

Similarly, Renzulli (1986) stated:

A definition of giftedness is a formal and explicit statement that might

eventually become part of official policies or guidelines. Whether or not it is the

writer’s intent, such statements will undoubtedly be used to direct identification
and programming practices, and therefore we must recognize the consequential
nature of this purpose and the pivotal role that definitions play in structuring the

entire field. (p. 54)

Defining intelligence and giftedness are considered a challenge for many
psychologists and researchers. Through the literature there are many definitions of
giftedness. In fact, the definition of giftedness varies from one country to another and
even from one state to another (Reis & McCoach, 2000). One recent definition that has
influenced the literature on giftedness is the Differentiated Model of Giftedness and
Talent by Gagné (1995).

Gagné (1995) proposed a set of aptitudes or gifts which the child develops into
talents through interaction with a range of intrapersonal and environmental catalysts. In
the intrapersonal catalysts, motivation plays a crucial role in initiating, guiding and
sustaining the process of talent development. In the environmental catalysts, school
environment and teachers play an integral role in recognizing and developing giftedness
(Gagné, 1995). Gagné (1995) describes giftedness as the possession and use of
untrained and spontaneously expressed superior natural abilities or aptitudes at levels

significantly above average in one or more of the following domains of human ability:
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intellectual, creative, social and physical. Gagné (1995) suggested that at least 10% of
the population could be considered gifted in the intellectual domain. In contrast, talent
is linked to being above average in one or more areas of the following domains of
human performance: arts in all forms, business and commerce, caring services,
communications, media, science, technology and sport (Gagné, 1995).

Gagné's definition has been adopted for this study for several reasons. First, this
definition is widely accepted in many countries and most importantly it is used in the
policy of the NSW education system where the study was located. Furthermore, Gagné
(1995) highlighted the difference and relationship between giftedness and talent, which
are two basic concepts in the field. Moreover, Gagné's model highlighted that there is a
gap between potential and performance which is significant for this study, which
focuses on achievement (Gagné, 1995). Therefore, this definition provides a key to
understanding underachievement, suggesting that gifts that do not develop into talents
represent underachievement (Gagné, 1995).

Researchers (Clark, 1992; Davis & Rimm, 1998; Pendarvis, Howley, &
Howley, 1990; Renzulli, 1978) stressed that whether a person is judged as gifted
depends upon the values of the culture and different cultural groups show different
mean levels of performance on intelligence tests. In other words, different cultures
perceive giftedness differently due to different values and views of giftedness in these
cultures. Therefore, it is important to recognize how giftedness is defined in both
Jordan and Australia since the study is cross-cultural as will be presented in the method
chapter. Culture, like giftedness, has many definitions, however, in this study culture is
related to how particular groups of people perceive giftedness in relation to their values
and views at two levels: the macro level (the whole community), and the micro level

(the school community).
2.2 Definitions of underachievement

Giftedness and underachievement seem to be mutually exclusive concepts as
many writers have observed. Hoover-Schultz (2005) wrote:

Gifted underachievement, at first glance, seems like an oxymoron. How can a

gifted student also be an underachiever? By implicit definition gifted students

are those who have developed high levels of intelligence and consistently

perform at these high levels (Clark, 2002). Underachievement, on the other
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hand, is associated with a failure to do well in school. This seeming mismatch

of terms is puzzling--giftedness and underachievement do not mesh. Like an

oxymoron, they are at opposite ends of the educational spectrum. It is no

wonder that the underachievement of gifted students is such a mystery. (p1)
However, as long ago as the nineteen-sixties, Ralph, Goldberg, and Passow (1966)
observed that “the intellectually gifted underachiever is an ubiquitous phenomenon,
identifiable in all schools at all academic level; but he appears a most significant
challenge at the secondary school level” (p. 1).

Reis and McCoach (2000) pointed out the importance of defining giftedness and
underachievement before discussing any issues related to gifted underachievement. As
mentioned previously, there is no single concise definition of giftedness and definitions
differ from state to state and even from school to school (Ford, 1992; Reis & McCoach,
2000). Similar problems exist in defining underachievement. In the literature of
giftedness there are many definitions of gifted underachievement, with no universally
agreed definition of underachievement.

Some researchers (see, for example, Carr, Borkowski, & Maxwell, 1991)
defined underachievers as labels attached to students by researchers and teachers, based
on perceptions of inadequate school-based performance. McCall, Evahn, and Kratzer
(1992) defined underachievement as performance as judged by either grade or
achievement test scores that are significantly below the measured or demonstrated
aptitudes or potential for academic achievement. Heacox (1991) stated anywhere from
five to fifty percent of students identified as gifted and talented may also be
underachievers. Stoeger and Ziegler (2005) chose, as criteria for gifted
underachievement, an IQ of 130 or above and a scholastic achievement level at least
one standard deviation below this score. Supplee (1990) defined the underachiever as
an elementary student with high academic ability and low academic achievement. Clark
(1992) defined the gifted underachiever as someone who has performed exceptionally
well on a measure of intelligence but does not perform as well as expected for students
of the same age on school-related tasks.

Overall, most researchers agreed that underachievement was related to a
discrepancy between expected and actual performance (Clark, 1992; Davis & Rimm,
1998, Dowdall & Colangelo, 1982; Emerick, 1992; Lau & Chan, 2001a; McCoach &
Sieglé, 2003a; Reis & McCoach, 2000; Rimm, 1995, 1997, Seely, 1993; Supplee, 1990;
Stoeger & Ziegler, 2005; Whitmore, 1980). The problem in operationalising this
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definition of underachievement is related to the complexity of measuring both ability
and performance, along with the discrepancy between them (McCall, Beach, & Lau,
2000; Peters, Grager- Loidl, & Supplee, 2000).

In general, there are two methods of defining underachievers: the statistical and
nomination method (Lau & Chan, 2001a). In the statistical method, there are three
different statistical approaches for selecting underachievers. First, the absolute split
approach identifies underachievers as students who score higher than a certain
minimum — for example, top 5% on a measure of mental ability — but score lower
than a certain maximum — for example, bottom 5% on a measure of academic
performance (Lau & Chan, 2001a:, McCall et al, 2000). Several studies have used this
method (Baslanti & McCoach, 2006; Colangelo, Kerr, & Maxy, 1993; Lau & Chan,
2001a; McCoach & Siegle, 2003a; Muir-Broaddus, 1995; Rayneri, Gerber, & Wiley,
2003; Ruban & Reis, 2006). The limitation of this method is that underachievers with
lower levels of mental ability are excluded in the selection. Also, the absolute values of
score depend totally on the particular assessment scale or sample, and there is no
agreement on what particular splits should be used (Lau & Chan, 2001a).

Second, the simple difference score method may be used to select
underachievers within various levels of mental ability (Lau & Chan, 2001a). In this
method, researchers make a calculation of the discrepancy score by subtracting the
standardized performance score from the standardized ability score. Those students
whose discrepancy scores are greater than one are selected as underachievers (Lau &
Chan, 2001a). A number of studies have used this method (Carr et al., 1991; Preckel,
Holling, & Vock, 2006; Lau & Chan, 2001a; Stoeger & Ziegler, 2005; Tuss, Zimmer,
& Ho, 1995). Some researchers stressed that the statistical problem of this method is
related to what is called the ‘regression toward the mean’ problem. In other words,
individuals who score extremely high on one test are not expected to score quite so high
on the other and vice versa (Lau & Chan, 2001a).

The third technique is the regression method, in which researchers usually
calculate the regression of the achievement measure on the ability measure and then
calculate the deviation of each student’s score from the regression line (Lau & Chan,
2001a). Students with a large negative deviation, usually greater than one standard error
of estimate, are identified as underachievers (Lau & Chan, 2001a; McCall et al, 2000).
Some studies have used this method (Cheung & Rudowicz, 2003; Lau & Chan, 2001a).

This approach can include underachievers with different levels of mental ability, and
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has better reliability than the method of simple difference scores (McCall, et al., 2000).
Similar to the other two statistical methods, a criticism of the approach is that the use of
a cut-off point, such as one standard error, is arbitrary (Lau & Chan, 2001a; McCall et
al., 2000). Moreover, the approach will always generate a constant proportion of
students as underachieving in any sample since underachievers are defined as students
who fall one standard error below the regression of achievement on mental ability score
(Lau & Chan, 2001a).

In the nomination method, teachers, parents or peers are asked to nominate who
they think is underachieving or who has good potential but performs poorly (Lau &
Chan, 2001a). The nomination may occur by completing a checklist or through an
interview by the researcher. Following nomination, discrepancies between ability and
achievement are calculated for the nominated population to identify underachievers
(Lau & Chan, 2001a). Studies which used this method included those by Baum,
Renzulli, and Hébert (1995), Carr, Borkowski, and Maxwell (1991), Lau and Chan
(2001a), and Street (2001). Nomination is frequently used in practical contexts such as
in education and counseling (Lau & Chan, 2001a). Also, it is more subjective than the
other statistical methods, therefore, underachievers selected by this method could be
very different from those selected by statistical methods (Lau & Chan, 2001a).
Nevertheless, Borland (1978) argued that teachers were better identifiers of giftedness
if they were asked to rate specific indicators of giftedness rather than general ability,
and their assessments correlated better with IQ under those conditions. Further, he
commented that teachers were better identifiers of gifted underachievers.

Overall, each method has its own strengths and limitations. Teachers’
nomination is used in this study for several reasons. First, teachers in these selective
schools are experienced teachers in the field of gifted education, therefore, they are well
placed to determine when a student is underachieving. Second, teachers were not asked
to pick gifted students from non-gifted students. In this study all participants were high
ability students in two selective schools, therefore, nominations from within these
selective schools were used where the assumption was that the students would have
scored highly on the test given at the end of elementary school. Third, underachievers
were identified in terms of two subject areas, Arabic or English and Mathematics, and,
as research has shown, teachers were better identifier of giftedness if they were asked to

rate specific indicators of giftedness rather than general ability (Borland, 1978). Thus, it
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was believed that teachers would be able to identify the underachievers for the purposes
of this study.

In summary, although there are differences in definitions and measurement, the
most common definition of gifted underachievement was a discrepancy between
potential achievement and actual achievement (Clark, 1992; Davis & Rimm, 1998,
Dowdall & Colangelo, 1982; Emerick, 1992; Lau & Chan, 2001a; Lau & Chan, 2001b;
McCoach & Siegle, 2003a; Reis & McCoach, 2000; Rimm, 1997, 1995; Supplee, 1990;
Seely, 1993; Stoeger & Ziegler, 2005; Whitmore 1980). Therefore, this definition is
used in this study, with teachers’ nominations being the way that the discrepancy was

operationalized.
2.3 Causes of underachievement

In the literature, a number of contributing factors to gifted underachievement
have been identified. Researchers attribute underachievement to a combination of
several factors that come together and cause students to underachieve (Baker, Bridger,
& Evans, 1998; Clark, 1992; Davis & Rimm, 1998; Emerick, 1992; Pendarvis, et al.,
1990; Peters et al., 2000; Seely, 1993). Therefore, the causes of underachievement can
be organized as follows: first, researchers have suggested that underachievement might
be related to school factors (Baker, Bridger, & Evans, 1998; Davis & Rimm, 1998;
Emerick, 1992; Matthews & McBee, 2007; McCoach & Siegle, 2003a; Rimm, 1997,
Seely, 1993; Whitmore, 1980). Second, other researchers argued that
underachievement might be related to family factors (Baker, et al., 1998; Clark, 1992,
Reis & McCoach, 2000; Rimm, 1997). Third, other groups of researchers indicated that
underachievement might be related to more serious physical, cognitive, or emotional
issues such as learning disabilities, attention deficits, emotional disturbances,
psychological disorders, or other health impairments (Dowdall & Colangelo, 1982;
Pendarvis, et al., 1990; Reis & McCoach, 2000). Fourth, underachievement might be
related to peer influence (Reis & McCoach, 2000; Peters et al., 2000). Finally,
underachievement might be related the personality characteristic of gifted students such
as low motivation, low self-regulation, and low self-efficacy (McCoach & Siegle,
2003a; Peterson & Colangelo, 1996; Reis & McCoach, 2000). Therefore, this research
seeks to investigate differences between high achieving, moderate achieving and low

achieving high school students in terms of motivation, self-regulation, motivational
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goals, goal orientations, and their attitudes toward their selective schools and teachers
and does so from gender, grade, cultural, achievement in particular subjects, and goal

theory perspectives.
24 Motivation

Motivation is an important concept in the learning process and relevant to all
students (Martin, 2002). Motivation is related to the child’s energy and the drive to try
hard, study effectively, improve and work according to his or her potential (Ryan &
Deci, 2000). In other words, someone who is energized or activated toward an end is
considered motivated. Conversely, a person who feels no impetus or inspiration to act is
characterized as unmotivated (Ryan & Deci, 2000).

In the literature on gifted education, motivation is also recognized as playing an
integral role in achievement. Terman and Oden (1959) stressed that their sample of
gifted people did not differ based on intelligence but they differed significantly based
on personality and motivational patterns. Feldhusen (1986) considered motivation as an
essential component of his definition of giftedness. Silverman (1994) regarded
motivation as an important affective factor contributing to the success of intellectually
gifted students. Moreover, some authors have included motivation in their definition of
giftedness. For example, Renzulli (1978) described motivation as task commitment and
saw it as one of three essential components in giftedness. Gagné (1995) included
motivation in his model of giftedness and talent as one of the important intrapersonal
catalysts, which affects the development of aptitude into talent. Significantly, Gottfried
and his colleagues (2005) suggested that gifted motivation is a construct in its own right
that contributes uniquely to educational success and is not identical to gifted intellect.
Hence, motivation is so important that Gottfried recommended that it should be
considered as a criterion in, and of itself to improve selection into programs for gifted

and talented (Gottfried, Gottfried, Cook, & Morris, 2005).

2.4.1 Theories of Motivation

There are numerous theories that explain motivation. Schunk, Pintrich, and
Meece (2008) divided motivation theories into historical theories and contemporary
theories. Historical theories included Freud’s Theory, Behavioural Theories, Drive

theories, Arousal Theories, Purposive Theories, Cognitive Consistency theories, and
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Humanistic theories (Schunk et al., 2008). The contemporary theories of motivation
included Expectancy-Value theories of motivation, Attribution theories, Social
Cognitive theories, and Goal Orientation Theory (Schunk et al., 2008).

Schunk and his colleagues (2008) emphasized that the difference between
historical theories and contemporary theories is that the latter assume that motivation
involves cognition, or people’s thoughts, beliefs, goals, and self-representation. Second,
current theories assume that motivation bears reciprocal relations with other
achievement outcomes such as learning, performance, and self-regulation. Thus,
according to the contemporary theories, students with higher academic motivation are
predicted to learn more, achieve at higher levels, show greater interest in learning, and
display better self-regulatory effort directed toward learning (Schunk et al., 2008).
Third, contemporary theories assume that motivation is a complex phenomenon which
involves a host of personal, social and contextual variables. Fourth, contemporary
theories emphasized that motivation changes with human development. This indicates
that as students develop from children into adults, the influences on motivation, its
manifestation, and the variables it influences, change (Schunk et al., 2008). Finally,
contemporary theories assume that motivation reflects individual, group, and cultural
differences. Motivation can vary as a function of culture, socioeconomic status,
ethnicity, gender, and ability level. This does not mean that generalization can be made
about motivation, but it does mean that conclusions must be drawn judiciously with
reference to the characteristics of the learners being studied (Schunk et al., 2008).

In short, all of the assumptions of the contemporary theories mentioned above
are related to the focus of this study. One of the contemporary theories that exemplifies

most of these assumptions is Goal Orientation theory and is used in this study.

2.4.1.1 Goal Orientation Theory

Goal orientation is considered one of the more prominent theories within
motivational research (Ames, 1992; Anderman & Maehr, 1994; Dweck & Leggett,
1988; Schunk et al., 2008). It was developed to explain achievement behaviour,
children’s learning and performance on academic tasks and in school settings (Schunk
et al., 2008).

Goal theory is related to the role of purpose and meaning of an act and situation
in determining motivation (Anderman & Maehr, 1994). It was developed within a

social cognitive framework, therefore, the focus is on explaining how students’ goal
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orientations influence how they approach, engage and respond to achievement
situations (Ames, 1992; Dweck & Leggett, 1988). There are two major types of goals
which have been labeled differently as mastery and performance goals (Ames, 1992),
task and ability goals, task involved and ego involved (Maehr & Nicholls, 1980), or
learning and performance goals (Dweck & Leggett, 1988). Mastery goals are related to
task mastery and learning for purely intrinsic reasons (Ames, 1992; Anderman &
Maehr, 1994; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002; Smith, 2004;
Wolters, 2004). Performance goals are related to interest in demonstrating ability or
out-performing others (Ames, 1992; Anderman & Macehr, 1994; Dweck & Leggett,
1988; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002; Smith, 2004; Wolters, 2004). Researchers
(McInerney, Hinkely, Dowson, & Van Etten, 1998; Wentzel, 1994, 1989) have
suggested that students may hold nonacademic or social goal orientations that influence
their academic achievement because classroom evaluation reflects the pursuit of
multiple goals, both social and academic. Social goals include the desire to please one's
parents, to be important in a peer group, or to preserve one's cultural identity
(MclInerney et al, 1998; Wentzel, 1994).

Currently, much of the research has been concerned with how goals are
associated with the nature and the quality of investment in learning, that is, the positive
outcomes (adaptive) or the negative outcomes (maladaptive) that are related to these
goals. Many studies have found mastery goals are related to positive outcomes such as
cognitive and achievement outcomes (Ames, 1992; Anderman & Maehr, 1994; Dweck
& Leggett, 1988; Meece, Blumenfeld, & Hoyle, 1988). On the other hand, performance
goals are related to negative outcomes like surface level strategies (Ames, 1992;
Anderman & Maehr, 1994; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Meece et al., 1988). For a
summary of the relationship between goals and their outcomes, see Table 2.1.

Researchers make the argument that students who are focused on trying to learn
and understand the material and trying to improve their performances will maintain
their self-efficacy and free up their cognitive capacity, thereby allowing more cognitive
engagement and achievement (Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002).
On the contrary, students motivated by performance goals who are interested in trying
their best to get higher grades than others, might experience negative affect such as
anxiety, distraction and worrying about how others are doing, rather than focusing on
the task; therefore, this will diminish their cognitive ability, task engagement and

performance (Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002).
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Table 2.1

Goal Orientation and other Motivational and Cognitive Outcomes

Definitions/Outcomes

Mastery Goals

Performance Goals

Goal definitions

Success defined as
Value placed on
Reason for effort

Evaluation criteria

Errors viewed as
Outcomes associated
with different goals

Attributional patterns

Affect

Cognition

Behavior

Improvement, progress, mastery, creativity
innovation, learning

Effort, attempting challenging tasks
Intrinsic and personal meaning of activity

Absolute criteria, evidence of progress

Informational, part of learning

Adoptive, failure attributed to lack of effort,
outcome is seen as contingent on personal
effort

Pride and satisfaction for effortful success
Guilt associated with lack of effort

Positive attitudes toward learning

Intrinsic interest in learning

Use of "deeper” processing strategies
Use of self-regulatory strategies including
planning, awareness, and self-monitoring

Choice of more personally challenging tasks
More risk-taking, open to new tasks
More willing to seek adoptive help

High grades, better performance
than others, higher achievement
on standardized tests, wining at
all costs

Avoiding failure

Demonstrating one's worth
Norms, social comparison with
others

Failure, evidence of lack ability
or worth

Maladaptive, failure attributed to
lack of stable ability

Negative affect following failure
Use of more surface or rote
learning strategies

Choice of easier tasks

less willing to risks, try new
tasks

Less willing to seek adaptive
help

Material drawn from Ames (1992), Anderman and Maehr (1994), Schunk et al., 2008

Elliot and Harackiewicz (1996) suggested differentiation between two types of

performance goals: performance-approach and performance-avoidance orientations.

They argued that performance-approach related to the focus on outperforming others,

which is considered a positive outcome, while a performance-avoidance approach is

characterized by avoidance orientation processes that inevitably lead to negative

outcomes such as lack of self-efficacy, or poor engagement with the task. A recent

development in goal theory is differentiation between mastery approach and avoidance

(Pintrich, 2000a; Wolters, 2004). Pintrich (2000a) explained that the mastery-avoidance
goal orientation might be related to the approach ‘perfectionist’ students adopt in order

to preserve their high standards or expectations of themselves. However, there is a lack

of theoretical development and empirical research that may confirm whether or not a

mastery-avoidance goal orientation is possible (Pintrich, 2000a).
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Another line of development in goal theory is investigating the assumption that
students adopt or pursue many types of goals within any academic setting, with an
emphasis on mastery and performance-approach goals (Barron & Harackiewicz, 2001).

Another important point related to the focus of goal theory is the role of the
psychological environment in determining goal adoption (Ames, 1992; Ames &
Archer, 1988; Anderman & Maehr, 1994; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002; Midgley,
Anderman, & Hicks, 1995; Wolters, 2004). Many studies suggested that the
psychological environment of the classroom has a strong influence on the goals that
students adopt (Ames & Archer, 1988). Researchers (Ames, 1992; Ames & Archer,
1988; Meece, et al., 1988; Midgley, et al., 1995) have indicated that students adopt
different goals in different classrooms and that adoption of goals is related to the
teachers’ instructional practices, including evaluation, the nature of tasks, grouping, and
competition. Similarly, school can influence the goals that students adopt, for example
a school that appreciates high grades, performance, affiliation, and competition is likely
to create an environment that encourages students to focus on grades as the primary

focus of learning (Anderman & Maehr, 1994; Midgley et al., 1995) (See Figure 2.1).

Figure 2.1 Schematic representation of goal theory model. Adapted from
Anderman and Maehr, 1994

Maehr (1991) measured the effect of the psychological environment on students'

motivation at the fourth, sixth, eighth, and tenth grades. He found that the psychological
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climate of the school accounted for 7% of the variance in motivation at the fourth grade
level, 11% at the sixth grade, 14% at the eighth grade level, and 21% at the tenth grade
level. These findings suggested the culture of the school as a whole has a great impact
on students' motivation particularly when they get into higher grades (Maehr, 1991).

Goal theory is used in this study for several reasons. First, it is a useful theory
for understanding motivation of gifted students since motivation is a process that
involves goals that provide impetus for and direction to action (Schunk et al., 2008).
Also, this theory focuses primarily on describing the importance of two types of goals,
mastery and performance goals, in enhancing the students' achievement. This fits with
one of the aims of this study, which was to investigate whether high, moderate and low
gifted achievers differ in their orientations toward these goals. In addition, this study
investigated another type of goal, the social goal, since research has indicated that
students may hold nonacademic or social goal orientations that influence their academic
achievement because classroom evaluation reflects the pursuit of multiple goals, both
social and academic (Wentzel, 1994, 1989).

Moreover, goal theory suggested that there is a relationship among goals,
motivation, and self-regulation, that is, the adaptive and maladaptive outcomes related
to these goals. This study focuses on investigating the relationship among students’
motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and their attitudes
toward their school and teachers and class. Most importantly, goal theory pointed to the
role played by the school environment, which will be important to investigate for two
reasons. First, research has indicated the culture of the schools as a whole, has a great
impact on students' motivation particularly when they get into higher grades (Maehr,
1991). Second, in this study all the participants are high school students in selective
schools. Therefore, understanding the context and the school environment might lead to
understanding motivation. The study investigates the school environment in terms of
students’ attitudes toward their school and teachers and class and whether students’

attitudes toward their school and teachers might affect their achievement.

2.4.2 Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation

Motivation is divided into two types, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Intrinsic
motivation is perceived as the doing of an activity for its inherent satisfaction, for
example, the enjoyment of school learning characterized by an orientation toward

mastery, curiosity, persistence, and the learning of challenging difficult and novel tasks
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(Gottfried, 1985; Gottfried et al, 2005; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002; McInerney, 2002;
Philips & Lindsay, 2006; Ryan & Deci, 2000). On the other hand, extrinsic motivation
is related to doing something that leads to a separate outcome. It is associated with
winning; therefore, students tend to concentrate more on the prize involved in winning
(Cropper, 1998; Philips & Lindsay, 2006; Ryan & Deci, 2000).

A great body of literature has suggested the importance of motivation on
learning and achievement (Gottfried et al, 2005; Hoekman, McCormick, Barnett, 2005;
McCoach & Siegle, 2003a; Philips & Lindsay, 2006; Street, 2001). The majority of
these studies showed the importance of intrinsic motivation in enhancing achievement
(Davis & Connell, 1985; Vlahovic-Stetic et al, 1999). Also many of these studies
showed that gifted primary school students were more intrinsically motivated. It is
important to investigate the effect of motivation, particularly the effect of intrinsic
motivation, in differentiating gifted high achievers from low achievers among high
school students since many researchers indicated that students’ motivation declined
when they get older (Eccles & Midgely, 1989; Gottfried, Marcoulides, Gottfried,
Oliver, & Guerin, 2007).

Generally, the literature suggests the importance of motivation in achievement.
The question that remains is what role motivation plays in differentiating between high
achievers and low achievers. Arising from this is whether high achievers and low

achievers differ in being intrinsically motivated or extrinsically motivated.

2.4.2.1 What is the role of motivation in differentiating between high achievers
and low achievers?

McCoach and Siegle (2003a) investigated the factors that differentiate gifted
achievers and underachievers among high school students in terms of attitudes toward
school and teachers, motivation, self-regulation, goal valuation, and academic self-
perceptions. They found that the greatest mean difference between gifted achievers and
gifted underachievers was in motivation and self-regulation. Another study by Baslanti
and McCoach (2006) compared gifted low, moderate, and high achievers among
college students in Bogazici University in Istanbul measuring the same variables as in
McCoach and Siegle’s (2003a) study.

A study by Lau and Chan (2001b) investigated the motivational variables of
gifted achievers and underachievers and non-gifted low achievers in Hong Kong. The

authors aimed to examine whether gifted underachievers could be distinguished from
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the other two groups of students. They found that motivational variables were important
factors in discriminating underachievers and high achievers. Underachievers had poorer
academic self-concept, lower attainment value on learning and used less effective
learning strategies when compared with high achievers. They found that there were no
significant differences between gifted underachievers and low achievers. They
suggested that the two groups of students had very similar motivational problems and
had very similar characteristics. The authors concluded that motivational problems
seemed to be closely related to students with poor achievement, regardless of their
levels of intellectual ability (Lau & Chan, 2001b).

In short, most of these studies indicated that motivation differentiated between
gifted achievers and underachievers. However, most of these studies measured
motivation in general and did not distinguish between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation

in differentiating between gifted high achievers and low achievers.

2.4.2.2 Do high achievers and low achievers differ in being intrinsically motivated
or extrinsically motivated?

The research on gifted primary school students suggested that gifted students
are more intrinsically motivated (Davis & Connell, 1985; Gottfried, 1985; Vlahovic-
Stetic et al, 1999) than non-gifted students. Gottfried (1985) investigated the
significance of intrinsic motivation among fourth and seventh grade children in terms
of school subjects and in terms of school learning in general. He found that academic
intrinsic motivation was significantly and positively correlated with children’s school
achievement in general, and in Mathematics particularly. He explained that
Mathematics is perceived as a more difficult and challenging subject area than others.
Therefore, children with higher intrinsic motivation in Mathematics may be able to
master challenging and difficult Mathematics tasks and show higher academic
achievement in this subject. In another study, Gottfried and his colleagues (2007)
investigated intrinsic math motivation and Mathematics achievement among secondary
school students. They found that achievement is a significant contributor to the
developmental decline in intrinsic Mathematics motivation from childhood to
adolescence. They also found that intrinsic Mathematics motivation was related to
initial and later levels of Mathematics achievement. The authors concluded that these
findings explain the contributory role of achievement to motivational decline in

Mathematics motivation. Also, Gottfried and his colleagues (2007) argued that these
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findings support the theoretical relationships expected between intrinsic motivation and
achievement.

In relation to gifted high school students, Street (2001) investigated the role of
motivation in academic achievement among secondary gifted students in a number of
schools in New South Wales. The author found that both intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation contribute to the academic success of gifted secondary students. He found
that intrinsic motivation contributed more to academic achievement than did extrinsic
motivation, particularly among year 9 students. Further, his data indicated that
extrinsically motivated students in year 7 might not continue to exhibit motivated
behavior in year 9.

Similarly, Hoekman, McCormick, and Barnett (2005) investigated the
relationships between motivational and affective variables, commitment to schoolwork,
and satisfaction with schoolwork among 7" grade students in four selective high
schools in New South Wales. They found that there was a positive relationship between
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation and satisfaction with schoolwork. They concluded
that intrinsic and extrinsic motivation could coexist.

A study by Craven, Marsh, and Print (2000) compared gifted and talented
students in a selective gifted and talented (GAT) program in mixed ability and streamed
classes among primary school children in Australia in terms of their self concept and
motivation. The results indicated that there was a decline of mastery, cooperative, and
intrinsic motivation of gifted and talented students in selective programs in comparison
with gifted and talented students in mixed ability and streamed classes. The authors
concluded that the selective GAT program did not support the increases in academic
self-concept and intrinsic motivation that were expected in the selective Gifted and
Talented Program.

Rao, Moley, and Sachs (2000) investigated the relationship between cognitive
and motivational variables and their relationship to Mathematics achievement among
high-, average-, and low-achievers in a sample of 10" and 11" grade Hong Kong-
Chinese students. The results indicated that low achievers showed decreases in their
perceptions of the value of school learning. The authors explained that Chinese culture
views academic success as being largely determined by diligence, which may lead them
to discount the value of school learning and good examination results and prompt them
to exert less effort in academic pursuits. The authors concluded that culture has a great

impact on students’ motivation and consequently achievement.
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Yumusak, Sungur, and Cakiroglu (2007) investigated the contribution of
motivational beliefs, and cognitive and metacognitive strategy use, to Turkish high
school students’ achievement in biology. The results showed that as the level of
extrinsic motivation increased, students’ achievement scores decreased. The authors
explained that this finding could have been due to the fact that items in the achievement
test required a higher level of thinking. So, students who studied just to get good scores
without trying to understand the content deeply and to learn meaningfully might have
experienced difficulty in the test. On the other hand, the results indicate that students
who obtained higher scores on the achievement test appeared to perceive biology as
more interesting, important, and useful than low achievers. Therefore, the authors
concluded that intrinsic goal orientation and task value are among the motivational
variables which are adaptive and positively associated with students’ academic
performance.

In sum, all of these studies suggested that motivation plays an important role in
achievement and in differentiating high achievers from low achievers. While some
literature has indicated that intrinsic and extrinsic motivation could coexist in
enhancing gifted students’ achievement (Hoekman, et al., 2005; Street, 2001), most
literature emphasized the importance of intrinsic motivation over extrinsic motivation
in relation to gifted students’ achievement (Street, 2001). The existing research has
investigated motivation among primary school children, compared gifted students to
non-gifted students, or focused only on high achievers without reference to comparison
groups. Researchers have indicated that it is important to investigate motivation among
high school students since students’ achievement and motivation have been seen to
decrease through junior high school (Eccles & Midgely, 1989; Gottfried et al., 2007).

Further, comparatively little research has compared gifted high achievers and
low achievers in terms of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation and in terms of achievement
in subject areas even though students’ motivation and achievement is affected in
relation to specific subject areas (Wigfield & Eccles, 1992; Gottfried et al., 2007).
Moreover, relatively few studies have investigated the importance of environmental
variables, such as selective school placement, that might affect gifted students’
motivation and achievement. In fact, research in general has indicated that the culture
of the school as a whole has a great impact on students' motivation particularly when
they get into higher grades (Maehr, 1991). Also, some research has indicated that a

selective GAT program did not support the expected increases in academic self-concept
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and intrinsic motivation (Craven et al., 2000). In addition, little research has
investigated motivation from a cross-cultural perspective although research with Asian
students has shown that culture has a great impact on students’ motivation (Rao, et al.,
2000). Finally, little research has investigated the motivation of gifted students from
goal theory perspective. It is important to do so since motivation is a process that
involves goals that provide impetus for, and direction to, action (Schunk et al., 2008).
Accordingly, this study addresses all these areas by comparing gifted high
achieving, moderate achieving, and low achieving high school students in terms of their
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation in selective schools and from achievement in subject

area, goal theory, and cultural perspectives.
2.5 Self-Regulation

The second variable that can play a significant role in the achievement of gifted
students is self-regulation. Sternberg (1997), for example, emphasized the importance
of self-regulation in the definition of giftedness. According to Sternberg (1997),
intellectual giftedness has three aspects: the first is related to context and usually refers
to analytical intelligence; the second is about experience and usually refers to
creativity; and the third is about the cognitive components of information processing
which is often called practical intelligence. These represent the cognitive structures and
processes that together produce intelligent behaviour. Accordingly, in this definition
Sternberg indicated the importance of metacognitive components, such as the ability to
analyze, evaluate, identify the problem, shape or adapt a strategy to a particular
situation, all of which are self-regulatory strategies (Risemberg & Zimmerman, 1992;
Sternberg & Davidson, 1986).

Self-regulated learners are those who engage in academic tasks for personal
interest and satisfaction and are metacognitively, motivationally, and behaviourally
active participants in their own learning (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Zimmerman &
Martinez-Pons, 1988). Self-regulated learners plan, organize, self instruct and self
evaluate at various stages of the knowledge acquisition process; they are self-
efficacious, autonomous, and intrinsically motivated (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990;
Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1988).

Zimmerman (1994) regards self-regulation as self-generated thoughts, feelings,

and actions which are oriented toward the achievement of goals. Zimmerman’s model
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is based on social cognitive theory in which he viewed self-regulation as the cyclical
interaction of personal, behavioural, and environmental factors. Pintrich (2004) viewed
self-regulation as a framework composed of four phases: forethought, monitoring,
control and reflection. Both models were used to investigate students’ motivation in
relation to their use of learning stfategies and academic achievement (Yumusak,
Sungur, & Cakiroglu, 2007). Pintrich’s model of self-regulation mainly focuses on the
role of goal orientations in self-regulation (Yumusak, et al., 2007). Also, Zimmerman’s
model concentrates on the cyclical nature of the phases: monitoring, control, and
reflection, while Pintrich’s model emphasizes the regulation of cognition, motivation
and affect, behaviour, and context in all phases (Yumusak, et al., 2007).

It is generally believed that self-regulation and metacognitive strategies are
significant predictors of academic achievement and that high achievers use self-
regulatory strategies (Ablard & Lipschultz, 1998; Him, 2006; Muir- Broaddus, 1995;
Pintrich & De Groot, 1990). Therefore, self-regulation and metacognitive strategies are

more often used by high achievers than low achievers.

2.5.1 Self-regulation among gifted students and non-gifted students

Zimmerman and Martinez-Pons (1990) found that gifted students compared to
non-gifted students, particularly high school students, deploy more self-regulatory
strategies. Similarly, Muir-Broaddus (1995) compared high achieving, underachieving
gifted, high achieving non-gifted, and average achieving non-gifted middle-school
students, in terms of acquisition and transfer of a strategy. The results indicated that
high achieving gifted students tended to exceed their peers in spontaneous strategy
implementation, strategy acquisition and generalization, and the number of analogies
solved. Also, the results indicated that deficits in strategic functioning were one source
of underachievement in the gifted population.

Accordingly, the literature indicates that high achieving gifted students use self-
regulatory strategies in comparison to non-gifted students. The question needs to be
asked is whether the same pattern exists when the comparison is between high

achievers and low achievers who are gifted.

2.5.2 Self-regulation among gifted high and low achievers

Ablard and Lipschultz (1998) investigated the relationship between

achievement and self-regulated learning among gifted primary school students who
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participated in special summer courses for gifted and talented students in the
northeastern region of the United States. They found that high achieving students use
the full spectrum of self-regulatory learning strategies rather than one particular type.
However, the results also indicated that some high achievers did not report the use of
self-regulatory strategies. They suggested, however, that some gifted high achievers
may have reported a variety of self-regulatory strategies, not because they actually use
them, but because they are aware of them. Similarly, some high achievers may not have
reported the use of self-regulatory strategies because they may not be aware that they
use self-regulatory learning strategies, as the strategies have become an automated
process for them.

Pintrich and De Groot (1990) investigated the relationship between achievement
and self-regulated learning among seventh grade students from eight science and seven
English classes in a small city school district in southeastern Michigan. The results
indicated that self-regulation was related to achievement. They also found that students
who used rehearsal, elaboration and organization performed better than those who
tended not to use them. The authors stressed that their study provided valid empirical
evidence that supports the importance of considering both motivation and self-
regulation components in models of classroom academic performance.

A study in Hong Kong by Lau and Chan (2001b) compared high achievers and
low achievers, aged 12-15 years old, on their motivational characteristics and learning
strategies. They found that underachievers had poorer learning strategies, effort
management, and time management when compared with high achievers. Consistent
with Lau and Chan’s study, Him (2006) also investigated the self-regulated learning
(SRL) of mathematically gifted students in the 6th to 9th grades who were attending
Olympic Mathematics enrichment courses in Hong Kong, using social cognitive theory.
The results showed that self-regulatory strategy as well as metacognitive self-regulation
and cognitive strategies were related to the academic performance of senior (grade 8
and 9) students, but not for that of the junior students (grade 6). Him (2006) explained
that the difference might be attributed to the higher demands of self-regulatory
strategies in the study of higher grade Olympic Mathematics. Further, motivation
(measured as self-efficacy, intrinsic value, task value, or learning goal) was found to
have significantly contributed to the use of self-regulatory strategies (measured as self-
regulation, metacognitive skills, or specific cognitive strategies such as elaboration,

organization, rehearsal, critical thinking) of both senior and junior mathematically

42



gifted students. The author found that the correlation between motivation and self-
regulation was moderate to high.

By contrast, other studies showed that self-regulation is not related to high
achievers. For example, Rao, Moely and Sachs (2000) investigated the relationship
between cognitive and motivational variables and their relationship to mathematics
attainment among high-, average-, and low-achievers in 10th and 11th grade Hong
Kong-Chinese students, using attribution theory. They found that there was no
relationship between self-regulation and academic achievement. They further explained
that this might be due to the way in which academic performance was measured and
social contextual influences on achievement motivation. In this study the authors used
performance on year-end class examinations to compare students within classes and
performance on the public examination to compare students across schools.
Furthermore, Chinese cultural beliefs have an impact on the results since this culture
emphasizes the importance of education, and the role of the examinations in screening
students for higher education. Thus, this encourages all students, regardless of ability,
to regulate their cognition and use cognitive strategies.

Consistently, a study by Malpass, O’Neil and Hocevar (1999) investigated the
effects of gender, self-efficacy, learning goal orientation, self-regulation and worry
among 10" to 12th grade mathematically gifted students who were primarily Asian
American . The results showed that self- regulation was not related to high
Mathematics achievement. Also, intrinsic motivation was positively related to self-
regulation but not related to high Mathematics achievement.

Dresel and Haugwitz (2005) investigated the use of self-regulatory strategies
among gifted students in regular classrooms. They found that gifted students used fewer
self-regulatory strategies in the regular classroom, which may not be applicable to
students in selective classes or schools. Therefore, they stressed that context played an
essential role in gifted students’ usage of self-regulatory strategies. Other researchers
(Rao, et al., 2000; Yumusak, et al, 2007) suggested that there is a need for much
research on the use of self-regulatory strategy in different contexts and in different
countries.

In a cross-cultural study based in Australia and Japan, Purdie and Hattie (1996)
compared different levels of achievers in a sample of upper secondary school students,
in terms of their use of self-regulatory strategies. The results showed that Japanese

students regarded memorization as the most important strategy of learning. However,
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the use of memorization was not found to be related to low achievement among
Japanese students. In contrast, even though Australian students reported less use of
memorization than Japanese students, high achieving students were more likely to use
memorization than low achieving students. The results of this study provided evidence
for the role of culture in influencing both Australian and Japanese students’ self-
regulatory strategies. In addition, the authors pointed to the role of educational contexts
on students’ self-regulated learning behaviour.

Overall, the literature is inconsistent in terms of the use of self-regulatory
strategies among gifted high achievers since some studies showed that self-regulation
was related to achievement (Ablard & Lipschultz, 1998; Him, 2006; Muir-Broaddus,
1995; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990) while other studies suggested the opposite (Malpass,
O'Neil, & Hocevar, 1999; Rao, Moely, & Sachs, 2000). While most of this literature
has compared gifted high achievers and low achievers in regular classrooms, little
research has investigated the use of self-regulatory strategies in selective school
environments, which is important since the context played an essential role in the usage
self-regulatory strategies among gifted students (Dresel & Haugwitz, 2005). Little
research has investigated the impact of culture on gifted students' use of self-regulatory
strategies, which also has a great effect on the type of self-regulatory strategies used by
gifted students (Lau & Chan, 2001b; Purdie & Hattie, 1996). Therefore, there is a need
to further investigate this issue in the context of schooling and the impact of culture on
the use of self-regulatory strategies to determine the generalizability of these results.
Accordingly, this study aims to compare gifted high achievers, moderate achievers and
low achievers in terms of their use of self-regulatory strategies, from a cross-cultural
perspective and in terms of achievement in two subject areas Mathematics and

language.

2.5.3 Relationship between Self-regulation and motivation

Research has shown the importance of motivation and self-regulation
components in classroom learning (Wolters & Pintrich, 1998). Researchers (Malpass et
al, 1999; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Pintrich, Roeser, & De Groot, 1994) found that a
higher level of intrinsic motivation was positively related to self-regulation among
primary and high school students. Consistently, Cheong (2000) found that intrinsic

value was very strongly associated with strategies and self-regulation among secondary
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students in Hong Kong. He concluded that cognitive strategies and self-regulation can
be used as predictors of academic performance since they were positively correlated.

In short, the literature has indicated that there was a positive correlation between
motivation and self-regulation. Nevertheless, little research in the literature of gifted
education has investigated the correlation between motivation and self-regulation and
its relation to achievement. Also, little research has investigated the relationship
between motivation in terms of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation and self-regulation
and consequently how these affect students’ achievement. Most literature has shown
that intrinsic motivation is related to self-regulatory strategies, however, little research
has investigated whether a similar pattern can exist between extrinsic motivation and
self-regulation and thereby positively affect students’ achievement. Accordingly, this
study addresses these limitations by investigating the relationship between motivation
(intrinsic and extrinsic) and self-regulation, and their relation to achievement. Indeed,
this study does not only cover the relationship between motivation and self-regulation
but also tries to include other variables that might be related to students’ motivation and
self-regulation, which thereby affect students’ achievement. Therefore, this study
investigates the relationships among motivation, motivational goals, self-regulation and

goal orientations, attitudes toward school.
2.6 Motivational Goals

Motivational goals in this study are related to task, effort, competition, social
power, affiliation, social concern, praise, and tokens. Most research suggested that
motivational goals such as task and effort are associated with high achievers while
praise, rewards and peer help are associated with low achievers (Albailai, 2003). Philips
and Lindsay (2006) investigated the factors which influenced motivation among 15
gifted students, aged 14 to 15 years, in five secondary schools in England. The results
indicated that students liked rewards and recognition as well as praise from their
teachers. Also, they found that intrinsic and extrinsic motivation were also evident.

A study by Albaili (2003) investigated the linkage between goal orientations
and underachievement among intellectually gifted male students in secondary schools
in the United Arab Emirates, using goal theory. He found that the intellectually gifted
achieving students were more oriented toward effort, task, and competition than were

intellectually gifted underachieving students; the intellectually gifted underachievers
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were more oriented toward verbal feedback and social dependency for peers than were
achievers. Albaili (2003) explained that the results could be attributed to the
educational system of the United Arab Emirates, where most of the educational
activities and practices are related to competitive behavior. Students are encouraged to
be involved in such activities to demonstrate their competitive behavior (Albaili, 2003).

Regarding the role of motivational goals in terms of subject area, a study by
VanderStoep, Pintrich, and Fagerlin (1996) examined college students’ knowledge,
motivation, and self-regulatory learning strategies in humanities, social science, and
natural science college courses. They found that high achievers had higher levels of
task value in both the natural and the social science courses at the end of the term, but
this did not hold in the humanities courses. The authors explained that levels of task
value were somewhat lower in the humanities courses due to the fact that introductory
level college English courses are often required courses that generate little interest or
value for the students.

In a cross-cultural study, Tuss, Zimmer, and Ho (1995) investigated the
understanding of attributional orientation of underachieving students in terms of their
achievement in Mathematics, in three countries — China, Japan, and the United States
— using Weiner’s attributional theory. The results indicated that Asian students,
particularly Chinese, perceived effort as a more important factor in their achievement
than do American students. In contrast, the American students more highly valued
ability, task difficulty and situational factors, such as mood, than did the Asian students.
The authors concluded that cultural factors influenced the way both underachievers and
achievers perceived the causes of academic underachievement.

In short, most literature indicated that motivational goals such as task, effort,
competition, and affiliation differentiated gifted high achievers from low achievers.
Little research has investigated the orientations toward motivational goals in terms of
achievement in subject-area, although research has indicated that students’ motivational
goals and achievement vary according to the subject area (VanderStoep et al., 1996).
Also, little research has investigated the use of motivational goals from a cross-cultural
perspective, although research has indicated that culture plays an important role in
affecting gifted students’ orientations toward these motivational goals (Tuss, et al.,
1995). Moreover, research has indicated that school environment and educational
systems had a strong effect on students’ use of motivational goals particularly in the

orientation toward competition (Albaili, 2003). Therefore, this study investigates
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motivational goals among different levels of gifted achievers in a selective school

environment, from achievement in subject- area, and cross-cultural perspectives.
2.7  Goal Orientations

The third variable that was assessed in this study is goal orientations. In the
domain of academic achievement, goals have been the focus of many studies since it
was believed that they could be powerful motivators of behaviour (Wentzel, 2000).
Wentzel (2000) defined goals with respect to content, as a cognitive representation of
what it is that an individual is trying to achieve in a given situation. Hsieh, Sullivan,
and Guerra (2007) defined goal orientations as the motives that students have for
completing tasks, which may include developing and improving ability (mastery goals),
demonstrating ability (performance approach goals), and hiding lack of ability
(performance avoidance goals). There are two types of achievement goal orientations:
mastery or task-oriented goals and performance or ego-oriented goals (Ames & Archer,
1988; Dweck, 1986; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Pintrich, 2000a; Wentzel, 2000). Some
researchers have proposed a third goal, which is the social goal (McInerney, et al.,
1998; Wentzel, 1993).

There are a number of different labels that have been used for similar
constructs. For example, the terms learning, task, task-involved, and mastery goals have
all been used to refer to goals that orient the individual to focus on the task in terms of
mastering or learning how to do the task (Pintrich, 2000a; Wolters, Yu, & Pintrich,
1996). Meanwhile, labels like performance, relative ability, and ego-involved goals
have been used to refer to goals that orient the individual to focus on the self, ability, or
performance relative to others (Pintrich, 2000a). In this study these goals were referred
to as mastery and performance goals. Also, students may hold non-academic or social
goal orientations that influence their academic achievement. Therefore, social goals
may be related to the desire to please one's parents, to be important in a peer group, or
to preserve one's cultural identity (McInerney et al, 1998; Wentzel, 1994). As a
consequence, McInerney and his colleagues believed that academic achievement might
be influenced not only by students’ mastery and performance goal orientations but also
by their social goal orientation (MclInerney et al, 1998). The question still needs to be
determined as to which type of goals contribute most to students’ achievement and,

thus, the type of goals held by high achievers and low achievers.
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2.7.1 Which type of goals contribute most to students’ achievement and what

type of goals do gifted high achievers and low achievers have?

It is generally believed that mastery goals are more related to achievers (Ablard
& Lipschultz, 1998; Dweck & Leggett, 1988). Yet studies on gifted achievers and
underachievers suggested that gifted high achievers might be oriented toward
performance goals (Ee, Moore, & Atputhasamy, 2003). Dia, Moon, and Feldhusen
(1998) reviewed research related to the effects of goal orientations on the achievement
of gifted students. They found that there was limited research in gifted education
literature to support the advantage of mastery goal structures over performance
structures for gifted or academically talented students. However, researchers like
Pintrich (2000b) stressed that performance goal orientation is likely to relate to
achievement only in conjunction with mastery goal orientation. Also, research shows
that students who pursue multiple classroom goals that are social as well as mastery
also tend to be high achievers (Wentzel, 1989).

Ee, Moore, and Atputhasamy (2003) found that high achievers reported higher
levels on mastery and performance goal orientations and less on work avoidance
tendencies. They concluded that students’ orientations toward mastery and performance
goals may be due to the highly competitive academic environment in Singapore, which
focuses on high achievement through competition. They further explained that the
culture of Singaporean schools, teachers, and parents emphasized the importance of
high achievement. Therefore, students may be oriented in pursuing these goals.

Dai (2000) investigated the relationship between goal orientation constructs to
high ability and high achievement adolescents in summer residential programs for the
gifted, using goal theory. The results indicated that despite the fact that students
achieved a high level of success in school, they were not free from performance goal
concerns, including fear of failure and not living up to the high expectations of peers
and teachers.

Barron and Harackiewicz (2001) advocated the theory that multiple goals
related positively to achievement. They investigated the role of achievement goals in
promoting achievement among college students. Both their studies indicated that both
mastery and performance goals were significant, providing support for the multiple

goal perspective.
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Similarly, other researchers suggested that students who pursued multiple
classroom goals that were social as well as mastery tended to be high achievers
(Wentzel, 1989). A study by Chan (2008) investigated four goal orientations (mastery
goals, performance approach goals, performance avoidance goals, and social goals) and
their relationships to achievement among a heterogeneous sample of Chinese gifted
students in Hong Kong. The sample was selected in terms of their giftedness or talents,
their academic and non-academic achievement, and represented students from a broad
age range. The results indicate that gifted students endorsed performance learning and
social goals over performance—approach and performance-avoidance goals which
allayed the concern that Hong Kong education system with its emphasis on
examinations might lead the general population of students to focus on performance
goals rather than learning goals. Also, the results indicated that learning goals and
performance-approach goals were not negatively correlated.

In contrast to the previous studies, Mattern (2005) compared the achievement
patterns of college students who held both mastery and performance approach goals
simultaneously to students who held either mastery or performance goals only. The
results showed that the multiple goal groups did not perform significantly better than
students in the single goal groups. However, a significant difference was found between
the high mastery group and the high performance group.

A study by Chessor (2004) investigated the interrelationship of self concept,
motivation and achievement among primary gifted and talented children in special
classes for gifted, using the theory of social comparison. The results showed a lowering
of all motivational goals, mastery goals, performance approach, and performance
avoidance, for gifted students in the Opportunity Class (OC; the name given to the
gifted class). Chessor (2004) concluded that students’ mastery goals declined because
their emotional development was not as advanced as their cognitive development.
Nevertheless, the results indicated that students who were highly successful in OC
classes may have been more mastery goal oriented and students who experienced low
success may have been more performance goal oriented or performance avoidance
oriented.

Overall, the literature is inconsistent in terms of the orientations of goals since
some studies reported that high achievers were more oriented toward mastery goals
(Ablard & Lipschultz, 1998; Dweck & Leggett 1988) while other studies suggested that

performance is likely to relate to achievement only in conjunction with mastery goal
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orientations (Ee et al, 2003; Pintrich, 2000b). Therefore, there is a need to further
investigate the use of these goals within their context to understand how these goals are
used and how they affect students' achievement. Also, most of these studies have
focused on the use of mastery and performance goals ignoring the existence of the
social goal (Ablard & Lipschultz, 1998; Chessor, 2004; Dweck & Leggett 1988; Ee et
al., 2003). Moreover, research has indicated that the culture of the school has an impact
on the students’ orientations toward goals (Chessor, 2004; Ee et al, 2003). Therefore,
this study addresses these limitations by comparing gifted high, moderate, and low
achieving gifted students in terms of mastery, performance, and social goals in a

selective school placement.

2.7.2 Are mastery goals related to positive outcomes? Are performance and

social goals related to negative outcomes for gifted students?

Research has indicated that mastery goals have been always linked to positive
outcomes such as attribution of success to effort, preference for challenging tasks and
deep processing strategies (Ames & Archer, 1988; Anderman & Maehr, 1994; Dweck
& Leggett, 1988; Green & Miller, 1996; Hsieh, Sullivan, & Guerra, 2007; Linnenbrink
& Pintrich, 2002; Meece et al., 1988). On the other hand, performance goals related to
negative outcomes like shallow strategies, withdrawal of effort, and persistence of
academic performance (Albaili, 2003; Anderman & Maehr, 1994; Dweck & Leggett,
1988; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002; Meece et al., 1988). Nevertheless, some studies
reported some positive effects of performance goals such as cognitive and
metacognitive strategies (Bouffard, Vezeau, & Bordleau, 1998) and increase in
academic performance (Bouffard, et al., 1998; Ee et al, 2003). These findings suggest
that students' achievement could be enhanced by pursuing mastery goals or
performance goals or some researchers suggested that adopting mastery as well as
performance goals might be related to positive outcomes (Barron, & Harackiewicz,
2001; Wolters, Yu, & Pintrich, 1996).

Regarding research among high school and elementary school students,
Wolters, Yu, and Pintrich (1996) investigated the relationships among goal orientation,
students’ motivational beliefs and self-regulated learning with seventh and eleventh
grade students in terms of English, Mathematics, and Social Studies. The results
indicated that adopting mastery and performance goal orientations (goals related to

doing better than others) related positively to task value, efficacy, test anxiety, and
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cognitive strategy use, self-regulation and academic performance. Nevertheless, the
results indicated that adopting mastery goals was not related to achievement. Also,
results indicated that adopting extrinsic goal orientations where students only focused
on grades were related to maladaptive motivational and cognitive outcomes. They
found that these results were similar in all subjects.

Consistent with the previous study, Bouffard, Vezeau, and Bordeleau (1998)
indicated that younger students who had high mastery goals had higher self-regulation
strategies when compared with older students. The results indicated that performance
goals were related to self-regulation particularly cognitive and metacognitive strategies
and academic performance at the higher school level.

Green and Miller (1996) investigated the relationship among college students’
self-reported goal orientations, perceived ability, cognitive engagement while studying,
and course achievement. The results indicated that mastery goals were positively
correlated with perceived ability and meaningful cognitive engagement (self-regulation
and deep strategy use). On the other hand, performance goals were positively correlated
with shallow cognitive engagement which negatively influenced midterm achievement.
Interestingly, the results indicated that there was a link from meaningful cognitive
engagement to shallow cognitive engagement.

Schraw, Horn, Thorndike-Christ, and Bruning (1995) reported that students
high on mastery goal orientation reported more strategy use (integration, organization,
memorization) and metacognitive knowledge than those low on this orientation. The
results indicated that students who were high on mastery goal orientation demonstrated
high academic achievement and used more strategies and processed more
metacognitive knowledge than those low on this orientation.

Albaili (1998) investigated the relationships between goal orientations and the
use of cognitive strategies and academic achievement for undergraduate college high,
moderate, and low GPA students at the United Arab Emirates University. Consistent
with the previous studies, the results showed that students who scored higher on the
mastery goal orientation scale were more likely to be cognitively engaged in the use of
elaboration and organizational strategies. In contrast, students who scored higher on
performance goal orientation were more likely to use rehearsal strategies and somewhat
less likely to use elaboration and organizational strategies.

In sum, the relationship between goals and positive or negative outcomes is still

unclear since some studies suggested that mastery goals are linked to positive outcomes
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such as achievement and self-regulation (Ames & Archer, 1988; Dweck & Leggett,
1988; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990) while performance goals are related to negative
outcomes such as shallow strategies and withdrawal of effort (Albaili, 1998). By
contrast, other studies have showed that performance goals are related to positive
outcomes such as cognitive and metacognitive strategies (Bouffard, et al., 1998) and
increase in academic performance (Bouffard, et al., 1998; Ee et al, 2003). Also,
research has shown that motivational goals declined in selective programs for gifted
and talented students (Chessor, 2004; Craven, et al, 2000). Moreover, research has
shown that students’ motivation and goals affect their self-regulation and how they
engage and respond to academic tasks (Ablard & Lipschultz, 1998; Hidi &
Harackiewicz, 2000). Therefore, this study compares gifted high, moderate and low
achievers in terms of motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations
and attitudes toward school, teachers and class in a selective school placement. Also,
this study focuses on investigating the relationship among these variables and how they

affect students’ achievement.
2.8 Attitudes toward school

The last variable that was assessed in this study was students’ attitudes toward
school and teachers. Gagné (1995) indicated the importance of the environmental
catalyst in the development from giftedness into talent. In the environmental catalysts,
school environment and teachers played an integral role in recognizing and developing
giftedness (Gagné, 1995). The role of the psychological environment was also
emphasized in contemporary theories of motivation, particularly in the Social Cognitive
theory and Goal Orientation theory. Social Cognitive theory proposes that personal,
environmental, and bahavioural factors operate separately but interdependently as
students engage in academic tasks (Schunk et al., 2008). Also, Goal Orientation theory
stressed the importance of investigating the school environment particularly in
determining goal adoption (Ames, 1992; Ames & Archer, 1988; Anderman & Maehr,
1994; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002; Midgley, et al., 1995; Wolters, 2004).

The literature has shown that students’ attitudes toward school and teachers and
class had a strong effect on students’ achievement in general (Church, Elliot, & Gable,

2001; Nolen, 2003; Roeser, Midgely & Urden, 1996). Therefore, the question needs to
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be asked whether students’ attitudes toward school and teachers can differentiate

between gifted high achievers and low achievers.

2.8.1 Differences between gifted high achievers and low achievers in their

attitudes toward school and teachers

Literature in gifted education has shown that school is considered one of the
factors involved in underachievement of gifted students (Baker et al., 1998; Emerick,
1992; Matthews & McBee, 2007; McCoach & Siegle, 2003a). Most literature on gifted
students in regular classrooms has shown that high achievers had more positive
attitudes toward school and teachers than did low achievers (Ford, 1995; McCoach &
Siegle, 2003a). The same pattern existed in selective programs for gifted and talented.
Nevertheless, research has shown that selective programs for the gifted and talented did
not necessarily support the positive outcomes, particularly in relation to self-concept,
motivation and mastery goal orientation (Chessor, 2004; Craven et al, 2000).

McCoach and Siegle (2003a) compared gifted high achieving and low achieving
high school students in terms of their attitudes toward school and teachers. They found
that gifted high achievers were more positive in their attitudes toward their school and
teachers than were underachievers. However, these factors did not aid significantly in
the classification of gifted students as either high achievers or underachievers after
controlling for the goal valuation and motivation/self-regulation factors. Similarly, a
study by Baslanti and McCoach (2006) compared high achieving, moderate achieving,
and low achieving college students in terms of their attitudes toward school. The results
were consistent with the results in the McCoach and Siegle (2003a) study, with high
achieving students being more positive in their attitudes toward school and teachers
than were low achievers.

Colangelo, Kerr, Christensen, and Maxey (1993) compared gifted high
achieving and underachieving juniors on a number of characteristics such as gender,
ethnicity, family income, attitudes toward school, out-of-class accomplishments,
academic and career plans, and need for services. In terms of students’ attitudes toward
school, the results indicated many gifted underachievers thought their school was good,
however, they were less likely than high achievers to be satisfied with their classroom
instruction and the guidance they received. Therefore, the authors concluded that it was
difficult to make generalizations about the gifted underachievers’ attitudes toward

school because the data were conflicting.
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Street (2001) found that personal pleasure in achievement, long term goals, and
positive links with at least one of the teachers, were significant in gifted students’
achievement. He further stressed that not all teachers needed to establish positive links
to sustain motivation. In fact this relationship was successful especially for
intrinsically-motivated students. Similarly, Ford (1995) investigated achievement and
underachievement among gifted, potentially gifted, and average African American
students in terms of their perceptions of factors negatively or positively affecting their
achievement. She found that underachievers felt less positive about their relationship
with their teachers. Also, they felt that they did not have sufficient opportunities to
understand what was taught. Underachievers were also less positive about science,
reading, and Mathematics than were achievers. Therefore she suggested that school
personnel may need to work on building positive relationships with these students.

Regarding gifted students’ attitudes in selective programs, Chessor (2004)
conducted three studies in which she investigated the effect of special class placement
on self-concept, motivation, goal orientations and achievement. One of these studies
investigated the effects of special class placement for gifted primary school children,
using parents’ perceptions. The results indicated that 33% were perceived by their
parents to have had success in the OC class. The parents reported that their children
were enjoying success and performing well in their high school and two out of the
seven gained entrance to selective high schools. The parents of the moderate success
group reported positive as well as negative aspects. They reported that competition and
pressure were negative. The results indicated that 45% were perceived by their parents
to have had moderate success in the OC class. For the low success group, the parents
reported that style of teaching and management of the class did not suit their child.
They believed that motivation and teaching style were factors which contributed to the
low success of their children in the opportunity class. The results indicated that 52%
were perceived by their parents to have had low success in the OC class and no student
from this group was accepted in the selective high school. Importantly, parents whose
children were accepted into the selective high school reported that they were doing well
and they were in the right place. Chessor (2004) concluded that grouping primary gifted
students together in selective gifted classes had the potential for positive outcomes,
especially in terms of achievement. The achievement of gifted and talented students

was high and remained high in their selective OC classes.

54



In sum, the literature indicated that gifted students’ attitudes toward school,
teachers, class and student-teacher relationships did affect gifted students’ achievement
and differentiated between gifted high achievers and low achievers. Nevertheless, most
of the literature compared gifted high achievers and low achievers in the regular
classroom. Little research has compared gifted students’ attitudes in a selective
program for gifted students, which is important since research has indicated that gifted
students’ attitudes do affect their achievement in regular classrooms. Also, some
research has indicated that gifted students’ motivation and goals declined in selective
programs for gifted and talented students (Chessor, 2004; Craven et al, 2000).
Furthermore, research has indicated that students’ attitudes toward school declined as
they got older (Wigfield & Eccles, 1992). Therefore, this study addresses these
shortcomings by comparing gifted high, moderate, and low achieving high school
students in terms of their attitudes toward school, teachers and class in a selective

school environment.
2.9 Underachievement and gender

Much research has shown that gifted males were more likely to underachieve
than gifted females, especially in the early grades (Tuss et al., 1995; Whitmore, 1980).
Colangelo, Kerr, Christensen and Maxey (1993) found that males were underachievers
in classroom performance and standardized test scores. Moreover, the results indicated
that male high achievers outnumbered female high achievers while male
underachievers outnumbered female underachievers.

Matthews and McBee (2007) examined highly gifted students attitudes toward
their school to learn. They wanted to find whether these attitudes would predict which
students would underachieve in a summer program context. They reported that the low
GPA group in their research was 70% males. They also found that 78 % of the group
that scored 1.5 or more standard deviations below the mean in summer program
academic achievement was male. Interestingly, 70% of the group of students who
reported one or more behaviour problems was also male though these were not
overlapping sets of students. Another study by McCall et al (2000) found that more
males were identified as underachievers than females but the ratio was substantially
less than two to one. Consistently with the previous literature, Lau and Chan (2001b)

found that among 27 underachievers in Hong Kong, 25 were boys.
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In terms of motivation, the literature suggested that females would score higher
than males in motivation (Tallent-Runnels, Olivarez, Walsh, & Irons, 1994). However,
arecent study by Preckel, Goetz, Perkun, and Kleine (2008) investigated gender
differences among gifted and average ability sixth graders in terms of interest, self-
concept, and motivation in achievement in Mathematics. The results show that in both
ability groups, boys scored significantly higher than girls. Most importantly, the results
suggested that gender differences were larger in the gifted group than in the average
ability group. Also, the results supported the assumption that gender differences in
motivation, self-concept, and interest in Mathematics were more associated with gifted
than average ability students.

In terms of goal orientation, Ablard and Lipschultz (1998) found that high
achieving adolescent girls were more oriented toward mastery goals than boys but there
was no difference in the orientation toward performance goals. However Ziegler,
Heller, and Broome (1996) found that high achieving, high ability adolescent girls were
more oriented toward performance goals than boys.

In terms of self-regulation, females have consistently showed higher levels of
self-regulated learning than males (Ablard & Lipschultz, 1998; Risemberg &
Zimmerman, 1992; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1990). Wolters and Pintrich (1998)
found that females reported higher levels of cognitive strategy use than males across
three subject areas: English, Mathematics, and Social Studies. Interestingly, the
reported level of regulatory strategy use was similar among all subject areas for both
males and females.

In terms of effort, Hong and Aqui (2004) found female high achievers in
academic Mathematics reported expending more effort in the general task category and
in Mathematics compared to male high achievers. Finally, in terms of attitudes, Martin
(2002) found that gifted girls revealed more negative math attitudes, compared to the
boys, at all grade levels.

Overall, research has indicated males were more likely to have negative
outcomes than females in terms of achievement, self-regulation, goal orientation, and
attitudes. Therefore, this research also aims to determine whether there is a gender
difference in motivation, self-regulation, goal orientation, and attitudes toward school
in selective school environment and to recognize the impact of culture on gifted

underachievement.
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2.10 The limitations of the literature

In conclusion, the literature on motivation, self-regulation, and goal orientations
has several limitations. First, in terms of comparison among gifted students the
literature can be divided into six groups. The first group contains studies which
compared intellectually gifted students to non-gifted students (Davis & Connell, 1985;
Ford, 1995). The second group of studies compared intellectually gifted primary school
students and intellectually gifted secondary school students (Ee et al, 2003; Him, 2006;
Neber & Schommer-Aikins, 2002). The third group of studies compared mixed groups
(gifted high achievers and gifted underachievers and high or low non-gifted achievers)
(Lau & Chan, 2001b; Muir-Broaddus, 1995; Vlahovic-Stetic et al, 1999). The fourth
group of studies compared gifted students in different programs such as selective
classes and mixed ability classes (Chessor, 2004; Craven et al, 2000). The fifth group
compared gifted high achieving students to gifted low achieving students (Albailai,
2003; Baslanti & McCoach, 2006; Colangelo et al, 1993; McCoach & Siegle, 2003a).
The sixth group compared gifted high achieving students to gifted low achieving and
moderate achieving students (Albailai, 1998; Baslanti & McCoach, 2006; Peterson,
2000).

Researchers in most of these studies compared gifted students focusing on one
variable such as motivation (Philips & Lindsay, 2006; Valhovick-Stetic, Vidovic, &
Arambasic, 1999), self-regulatory strategies (Muir-Broaddus, 1995; Ruban & Reis,
2006), or goal orientations (Dai, 2000; Mattern, 2005) or combined two variables such
as motivation and self-regulation (Lau & Chan, 2001b; Yumusak, Sungur, & Cakiroglu,
2006) or self-regulation and goals (Ablard & Lipschultz, 1998; Albaili, 1998). By
contrast, little research has compared high achievers and low achievers combining
motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, and goal orientations together and
explored how these variables are related to gifted students’ achievement. The
importance of investigating all these variables together is related to the fact that
children's goals affect their self-regulation and motivation and how they engage and
respond to academic tasks (Ablard & Lipschultz, 1998; Hidi & Harackiewicz, 2000).
Also, little research has compared three levels of achievers.

Second, in terms of motivation among gifted students most of the studies
suggested that motivation plays an important role in achievement and in differentiating

high achievers from low achievers. Most of the literature has investigated motivation
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among primary or junior high school children (Davis & Connell, 1985; Neber &
Schommmer-Aikins, 2002; Vlahovic-Stetic et al, 1999). By contrast, little research has
investigated motivation among high school students even though researchers indicated
that it is important to investigate motivation among high school students since students’
achievement and motivation decreased as they get older (Eccles & Midgely, 1989;
Gottfried, Marcoulides, Gottfried, Oliver, & Guerin, 2007). Further, little research has
compared gifted high achievers and low achievers in terms of intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation.

Third, the literature is inconsistent in terms of the use of self-regulatory
strategies among gifted students since some studies showed that self-regulation was
related to achievement (Ablard & Lipschultz, 1998; Muir-Broaddus, 1995; Pintrich &
De Groot, 1990) while other studies suggested the opposite (Malpass, et al., 1999; Rao,
et al., 2000). Also, most of this literature has compared gifted high achievers and low
achievers in regular classrooms (Dresel & Haugwitz, 2005; Lau & Chan, 2001b; Muir-
Broaddus, 1995). By contrast little research has investigated self-regulatory strategies
in selective schools, although context played an essential role in the gifted students’ use
of self-regulatory strategies (Dresel & Haugwitz, 2005). In addition, little research has
investigated the impact of culture on gifted students’ use of self-regulatory strategies,
which is important since research has shown that culture also has a great effect on the
type of self-regulatory strategies used by gifted students (Lau & Chan, 2001b; Purdie &
Hattie, 1996).

Fourth, the literature is inconsistent in terms of goal orientations among gifted
students since some studies reported that high achievers were more oriented toward
mastery goals (Ablard & Lipschultz, 1998; Dweck & Leggett 1988) while other studies
suggested that performance goals are likely to relate to achievement only in conjunction
with mastery goal orientations (Pintrich, 2000b). Therefore, there is a need to further
investigate the use of these goals within their context to understand how these goals are
used and how they affect students' achievement. Also, most of these studies have
focused on the use of mastery and performance goals and ignored the social goal
(Ablard & Lipschultz, 1998; Chessor, 2004; Dweck & Leggett 1988; Ee et al,, 2003).

In terms of the relationship between goals and positive or negative outcomes the
literature is still unclear since some studies suggested that mastery goals are linked to
positive outcomes such as achievement and self-regulation (Ames & Archer, 1988;

Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990) and performance goals are related
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to negative outcomes like shallow strategies and withdrawal of effort (Albaili, 2003;
Albaili, 1998). By contrast, other studies have showed that performance goals are
related to positive outcomes such as cognitive and metacognitive strategies (Bouffard,
et al., 1998) and increase in academic performance (Bouffard, et al., 1998; Ee et al,
2003).

Fifth, in terms of the role of school environment in affecting students’
achievement most of the literature has compared gifted high achievers and low
achievers in regular classrooms. Little research has compared gifted students’ attitudes
in a selective program or school, which is important since research has indicated that
gifted students’ attitudes affect their achievement in regular classrooms. Also, some
research has indicated that gifted students’ motivation and goals declined in selective
programs for gifted and talented students (Craven et al, 2000; Chessor, 2004).
Furthermore research has indicated that students’ attitudes toward school declined as
they got older (Wigfield & Eccles, 1992).

Finally, in terms of gender most the literature indicated that males were more
likely to have negative outcomes than females in terms of achievement, self-regulation,
goal orientation, attitudes, and interest in subject areas (Colangelo, et al., 1993;
Matthews & McBee, 2007; McCall et al, 2000; Tuss et al., 1995, Whitmore, 1980).
Nevertheless, little research has investigated gender difference among gifted students in
terms of motivation, self-regulation, goal orientation, and attitudes toward school in
selective school environments.

Overall, although the literature has examined motivation, self-regulation and
goal orientations among achieving and underachieving gifted students, the literature is
still limited, particularly in terms of theory, cross-cultural studies, and in investigating
all the motivational variables together. The main purpose of this research, therefore, is
to address this gap, and empirically examine whether there are differences among gifted
high, moderate, and low secondary school students in terms of motivation, self-
regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes toward their selective
schools and teachers, and it does so from cultural, gender, grade, achievement in

subject-area, and goal theory perspectives.
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CHAPTER THREE

METHOD

Introduction

This study examines the problem of underachievement among gifted high
school students. Low achievers were compared to high and moderate achievers on their
motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes toward
their school and teachers. Participants were all highly able students from grades 10 and
11 in two academically selective high schools, one in Jordan and the other one in
Australia. This chapter discusses the method that was used in this study. It describes the
sample, the research design, instruments, validity and reliability of these instruments,
procedures of data collection, and procedures of data analysis.

The study aims to answer two basic questions and three hypotheses. The first
questions aims to investigate to what extent high achievers, moderate achievers, and
low achievers differ in their motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal
orientations, and attitudes toward their school and teachers. The second question aims
to investigate the relationship among motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals,
goal orientation, and attitudes and consequently achievement. The first research
hypothesis aims to examine whether males scored lower than females in the variables
measured in this study. The second hypothesis investigated whether there was any
difference between tenth and eleventh grade students in each culture in terms of the
variables measured in this study. The third hypothesis examined whether there was any
difference between the Jordanian and Australian samples in terms of the variables

measured in this study.
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3.1 The sample

The sample of this study comprised tenth and eleventh grade students in two
coeducational selective high schools in Jordan and Australia. Participants were chosen
from these grades since research has shown that students’ motivation, interest in subject
area, attitudes toward school, and achievement decreased in high school (Eccles &
Midgely, 1989; Gottfried, Marcoulides, Oliver & Guerin, 2007; Maher, 1991). All the
students were high ability students, although the definition of giftedness differed

between the two countries.

3.1.1 First study: Jordanian Sample

The sample was drawn from one of the elite schools in Jordan, The Jubilee
School. The Jubilee School is an independent coeducational boarding secondary school
which offers a four-year educational program for students with high intellectual ability
and commitment to scholarship. The Jubilee School is part of the Jubilee Institute
which is, in turn, part of the King Hussein Foundation (KHF). There are approximately
425 students in grades 9-12 with a maximum number of 25 students in every section
from various socioeconomic backgrounds and geographic regions in Jordan. Special
consideration is always given to students who come from the remote and
underprivileged areas of the kingdom. Basically, the school aims at meeting the special
intellectual, social, and emotional needs of academically gifted students. Also, it aims
at serving as a model of educational excellence for public and private secondary
schools in Jordan and the Arab region.

A rigorous multiple-criteria system is applied for selecting students in
The Jubilee School. Criteria include academic distinction and outstanding
accomplishments over the previous five semesters, teachers’ ratings of the
students’ behavioral characteristics and satisfactorily passing the entrance exam
which is a scholastic aptitude test that was especially developed in Arabic for
the Jubilee School in three areas — Mathematics, verbal and logical thinking —
in addition to a personal interview.

In the academic year 1998/1999, the school allocated 5% of its student
population to outstanding students from the Arab countries. In terms of the curriculum,
the school is distinguished by its extra and co-curricular activities. For example, all

students are exposed to a variety of experiences on both national and international
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levels. They are offered opportunities to meet and converse with politicians,
academicians, economists and social leaders on current issues and future challenges.
Finally, they are also encouraged to design and implement research studies, projects,
and surveys.

The sample of the Jordanian study consisted of 169 gifted high school students
from grades 10 and 11 in an academically selective high school in Amman Jordan (the
Jubilee school) enrolled in the first semester 2006/2007. There were 88 participants
from year 11 and 81 participants from year 10. The majority of the participants in the
study identified themselves as Jordanian. There were 88 participants who were 16 years
old, 73 who were 15 years old, 5 participants who were 17 years old and 3 participants
who were 14 years old. The mean age of the participants was 15.6. In terms of their
achievement in Arabic, there were 49 low achievers, 72 moderate achievers, and 48
high achievers and in Mathematics, there were 39 low achievers, 62 moderate

achievers, and 68 high achievers. Overall, there were 95 males and 74 females.

3.1.2 Second study: Australian Sample

The sample was drawn from a selective high school in regional New South
Wales. Selective high schools in NSW have specific criteria for entry. Entry into these
schools is determined by the student's results in the Selective High Schools Test in
English (including reading and writing), Mathematics and general ability, together with
their primary school's assessment of their performance in English and Mathematics.
Other evidence of academic merit may also be considered.

Currently there are approximately 720 students in the school. One hundred and
twenty of the students who perform well in the selective schools examination are
accepted every year. If students drop out or change schools then students high on the
original reserve list are offered places. Because there is a small number of students who
do not go on to complete years 11 and 12, these students' places are taken by new
students so the number of students at the school is constant. Also, an additional 10
students are allowed to enrol at the school for years 11 and 12.

The curriculum at the School has been described as a broad, sound and balanced
curriculum. The development of the curriculum model was based upon the desire to
allow students to progress at their own rate through a course of study rather than being
locked into a specific year group throughout their secondary education. Basically, the

curriculum is developed to allow students to choose a course of study which will meet
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their individual needs and abilities. Finally, students excel in activities like sports and
drama, even though it is primarily a school acclaimed for academic achievement.

The sample for the Australian study consisted of 197 gifted high school students
from grades 10 and 11 in an academically selective high school in NSW Australia
enrolled in the second semester 2007/2008. There were 94 participants from year 11
and 103 participants from year 10. The majority of the participants in the study
identified themselves as Australian. Regarding their age, there were 92 participants who
were 16 years old, 73 who were 15 years old, 31 participants who were 17 years old
and 1 participant who was 14 years old. The mean age of the participants was 15.78.
English and Mathematics teachers were asked to rank the participants into high,
moderate and low achievers. In terms of their achievement in English, there were 19
low achievers, 71 moderate achievers and 107 high achievers. In terms of their
achievement in Mathematics there were 41 low achievers, 78 moderate achievers and

59 high achievers. Overall, there were 101 males and 96 females.

3.1.3 Selection of achievement groups

As indicated previously, this study compared three achievement levels because
previous research has focused only on high and low achievement. Teachers in Jordan
and Australia were asked to nominate whether the students were performing at a high,
moderate, or low level. The research did not specify what percentage in each group
given the selective nature of the school. Rather, the teachers back their nominations on
their extensive experience over a number of years to designate these groups. For both
samples, students were allocated to high, moderate, and low achieving grouping in both
Mathematics and Arabic or English. In addition to the teachers’ nominations, the
students in the Australain sample were also asked to rank them selves in to three levls
of achivers in English and Mathematics. A Pearson moment correlation was done to see
the relationship between the teachers’ nomination and the students’ rankings. The
results show that there was a strong correlation between the teachers’nominations and

students’rankings in Mathematics but it was weak in English.
3.2 Research Design

The research design was a cross-cultural, comparative between groups design

that employed three standardized tests assessing students’ motivation, self-regulation,
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motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes toward their school and teachers.
The explanatory variables are achievement in terms of English and Mathematics in
Australia and Arabic and Mathematics in Jordan; grade; sex; and, culture. The
responses variables are motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal

orientations, and attitudes toward their school and teachers and class.
3.3 Instruments

In this study, three instruments were used to assess students’ motivation, self-
regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes toward their school and
teachers. First, participants’ goal orientations as well as their motivational goals were
measured using the Inventory of School Motivation Scale-R (ISM) (McInerney &
Sinclair, 1992). Second, participants’ attitudes and preferences toward the learning
environment were measured using the School Attitude Assessment Survey-R (SAAS)
(McCoach & Siegle, 2003a). Finally, participants’ learning strategies, intrinsic and
extrinsic motivation were measured using the Motivated Strategies for Learning

Questionnaire (MSLQ-R) (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia & Mckeachie, 1991).

3.3.1 The Inventory of School Motivation Scale (ISM-R)

The Inventory of School Motivation Scale was constructed around a number of
dimensions drawn from Personal Investment Theory and Self-Concept Theory
(MclInerney & Sinclair, 1992). Based on Maehr’s approach, McInerney and his
colleagues proposed a hierarchical, multidimensional model of goals relevant for both
western and non-western students (MclInerney, Marsh & Yeung, 2003; MclInerney,
Yeung, & MclInemey, 2001). The scale includes eight Motivational Goal scales—Task,
Effort, Competition, Social Power, Affiliation, Social Concern, Praise, and Tokens—
which can be grouped into three more general goals: Mastery Goals, Performance
Goals and Social Goals. There are also four Sense-of-Self Scales: Sense of Purpose,
Self-Reliance, Negative Self-Concept and Positive Self-Concept. The response format
for the items is Likert scale and includes strongly disagree, disagree, unsure, agree and
strongly agree (MclInerney & Sinclair, 1992). In this study only Task, Effort,
Competition, Social Power, affiliation, Social Concerns, Praise, Tokens, Mastery
Goals, Performance Goals, and Social Goals scales were used because these variables

are related to the Goal Theory that was used in this study.
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The Task scale measures interest in the task and wanting to improve
understanding. The effort scale measures the effort students are willing to put forth to
understand something or to improve. Competition is a measure of competitiveness in
learning. Social power refers to an individual's need to function in a position of
authority through leading a group. Affiliation measures the importance of working with
others in groups. Social Concern measures the concern a student has for the welfare of
his or her peers. The Praise scale measures the importance placed on receiving verbal
praise from others. Tokens measure the importance of obtaining tangible rewards for
achievement (McInerney & Sinclair, 1992).

The Mastery General Scale measures the students’ orientations toward
mastering or learning how to do the task and the Performance General Scale measures
how performance oriented they are in relation to the other students. Finally, the Social
General Scale is related to how socially oriented students are, which includes the desire
to please one's parents, to be important in a peer group, or to preserve one's cultural
identity (McInemey & Sinclair, 1992). Studies which have used this instrument
reported reliability statistics that varied from .67 to .82 (Mean = .76) (McInerney & Ali,
2005; McInerney & Sinclair, 1992). Also, Radda, Iwamoto and Patrick (1998) in their
study of the motivational factors that influence achievement and retention in school for
American Indian students from two communities showed that the Inventory of School
Motivation Scales scored high internal consistency of .91. Watkins and McInemey
(2003) evaluated the use of the Inventory of School Motivation Scale among Filipino
students; the results indicated that except for Self- Reliance (.46), Self-Esteem (.58),
and Task (.58), the ISM scales were all very adequate exceeding 0.70. They concluded
that ISM was reasonably reliable and valid for use with Filipino students. Similarly,
Yeung and Yeung (2001) tested the applicability of Task, competition, effort and praise
in the ISM among Chinese students in Hong Kong, the results supported the
applicability of the ISM’s Task (.73), Effort (.77), Competition (.79), and Praise (.84).

3.3.2 The Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ-R)

The Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) is a self-report
instrument designed to assess students’ motivational orientations and their use of
different learning strategies (Pintrich et al, 1993). The MSLQ consists of two main
scales: the Motivation Scale and the Self-Regulation scale. The instrument utilizes a 7-

point Likert scale ranging from ‘not at all true of me’ to ‘very true of me’.
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The Motivational scale proposes three general motivational constructs:
expectancy, value and affect (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & Mckeachie, 1993). In the
Expectancy scale there are two related subscales which are constructed to assess
students’ perceptions of Self-Efficacy and control beliefs for learning. In the Value
scale there are three subscales that focus on the reasons why students engage in an
academic task. The three subscales are Intrinsic Goal Orientation (learning and mastery
goals), Extrinsic Goal orientation (a focus on grades and approval from others), and
Task value beliefs scale (measures how interesting, useful, and important the course
content is to the students). Finally, the Affect scale includes the Test Anxiety scale,
which taps into students’ worry and concern over taking exams (Pintrich et al, 1993).

The Learning Strategies (Self-Regulatory Strategies) contain three general
scales: cognitive, metacognitive and resource management. Cognitive strategies include
students’ use of basic and complex strategies for the processing of information from
texts and lectures. The most basic Cognitive Strategy subscale provides a measure of
the use of Rehearsal by students. The use of more complex strategies is measured by
two subscales, the use of Elaboration strategies such as paraphrasing and summarizing
and Organization strategies such as outlining. In addition, a subscale on Critical
Thinking is included which concerns students’ use of strategies, for example, applying
previous knowledge to new situations or making critical evaluations of ideas (Pintrich
et al, 1993).

The second general category is Metacognitive Control Strategies, which is
measured by one scale concerning the use of strategies that help students control and
regulate their own cognition. This subscale includes planning (setting goals),
monitoring of one’s comprehension, and regulating. The third general strategy category
is Resource Management, which includes four subscales on students’ regulatory
strategies for controlling other resources besides their cognition (Pintrich et al, 1993).

Pintrich and his colleagues (1993) showed that the six motivational subscales
and the nine learning strategies subscales represent a coherent conceptual and
empirically-validated framework for assessing student motivation and use of learning
strategies. Research (Pintrich et al., 1991; Pintrich et al, 1993; Yumusak, et al., 2007)
showed the coefficient alphas for all the scales demonstrate good internal consistency.
The coefficient alphas for the motivational scales demonstrated good internal
consistency estimates (.90). Also, the Test Anxiety and Intrinsic Goal Orientation

subscales yielded good internal consistency estimates (.80 and .74 respectively). The

66



alphas of learning strategies scales are reasonable, with most coefficient alphas above
.70. Similarly, a study by Yumusak and his colleagues (2007) showed that the
reliability coefficients ranged from 0.54 to 0.85 for the motivation section and from

0.50 to 0.78 for the learning strategies section of the questionnaire.

3.3.3 The School Attitude Assessment Survey (SAAS-R)

The survey contains 43 items designed to measure students’ attitudes toward
school and teachers, motivation, self-regulation, goal valuation, and academic self-
perception. The instrument utilizes a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from strongly
disagree to strongly agree. In this study only Attitudes toward Teachers and Attitudes
toward School scales were used. The Attitudes toward School and Teacher factors
measure students’ self-reported satisfaction with their school environments by
measuring the intensity of their positive or negative affect for or against school and
objects associated with school (McCoach & Siegle, 2003b).

Research (McCoach & Siegle, 2003b; McCoach, 2002) provided evidence of
the construct validity and reliability of the instrument for students' motivation, self-
regulation and goal valuation. McCoach (2002) in her initial study showed that scores
from the SAAS seemed to demonstrate evidence of adequate validity and reliability for
use as a research instrument on a population of secondary students. However, Peer
Attitudes scale did not provide unique information (McCoach, 2002).

In a follow-up cross-validation study of the School Attitudes Assessment
Survey-Revised, McCoach and Siegle (2003b) found that the mean differences between
achievers’ and underachievers’ attitudes toward teachers and school, goal valuation,
motivation, and self-regulation, were statistically significant (p<.001) and the reliability
coefficients for individual factors were above .88. Reliability analysis indicated that the
scores on the subscales showed an internal consistency reliability coefficient of at least
.80 on each of the five factors. It was 0.92 for the 6-item Goal Valuation subscale, 0.94
for the 11-item Motivation, Self-Regulation subscale, 0.85 for the 4-item Attitude
toward Teachers subscale, and 0.92 for Attitude toward School subscale. Most
importantly, this instrument was able to differentiate between gifted achievers and
underachievers.

In an independent investigation, Suldo and her colleagues (2008) investigated
the psychometric properties of the SAAS-R by comparing SAAS-R scales to other

indicators of attitudes and behaviors relevant to school functioning among students in
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general education and college preparatory programs. The findings supported the
construct validity of the SAAS-R.

3.4 Instruments’ Reliability

As the instruments have not been implemented in Jordan or Australia with this
population, the reliabilities of the instruments needed to be assessed. Therefore,
reliability analysis of all the scales in the Jordanian and Australian studies was
employed to determine the scales that showed good internal consistency reliability

coefficients as presented in Tables 3.1 and 3.2.
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Table 3.1

Reliability of the School Attitude Assessment Survey, the Inventory of School Motivation Scale and
the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire in the Jordanian Sample

The school Attitude Assessment Survey Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items
1. Attitudes toward school 915 7
2. Attitudes toward teachers and class .881 8
The Inventory of School Motivation Scale Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items
1. Task 445 4
2. Effort .826 7
3. Competition 783 6
4. Social Power .896 6
5. Affiliation 789 3
6. Social Concern 754 5
7. Praise .882 5
8. Tokens .886 7
9. Mastery Goals .858 5
10. Performance Goals 857 8
11. Social Goals .861 5
The Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire = Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items
1. Intrinsic Motivation .594 4
2. Extrinsic Motivation 472 4
3. Rehearsal .666 4
4. Elaboration .769 6
5. Organization .665 4
6. Critical Thinking .790 5
7. Metacognitive self-regulatory strategy .785 12

Table 3.1 shows the internal consistency estimates of reliability for the scales
and subscales used in this study in the Jordanian sample. Generally speaking, the scales
used in this study showed moderate to high internal consistency, as indicated by
Cronbach’s coefficient alpha. The highest Alpha was recorded in the School Attitude
Assessment Survey particularly in the Students’ Attitude toward School subscale,
which was about (.92). In fact, both subscales in The School Attitude Assessment
Survey were very high. In the Inventory of School Motivation Scale, all scales showed

high internal consistency which ranged from .75 to .89. The highest alpha was recorded
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in the Social Power subscale (.90) and the lowest alpha was recorded in the Task
subscale (.45) which was considered unreliable. Finally, all the scales in The Motivated
Strategy for Learning Questionnaire showed moderate internal consistency which
ranged from .59 to .79. The highest alpha was recorded in the Critical Thinking
subscale (.79) and the lowest alpha was recorded in the Extrinsic subscale (.47) which

was considered unreliable. Overall, all the scales used in this study were reliable except

for the Task and the Extrinsic subscales.
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Table 3.2
Reliability of the School Attitude Assessment Survey, the Inventory of School Motivation

Scale and the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire in the Australian Sample

The school Attitude Assessment Survey Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items
1. Students’ attitudes toward school 942 7
2. Students’ attitudes toward teachers and class 905 8
The Inventory of School Motivation Scale Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items
1. Task 681 4
2. Effort .803 7
3. Competition 924 6
4. Social Power .875 6
5. Affiliation .818 3
6. Social Concern 745 5
7. Praise .843 5
8. Tokens .880 7
9. Mastery Goals 763 5
10. Performance Goals .851 8
11. Social Goals .854 5
The Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items
1. Intrinsic Motivation 764 4
2. Extrinsic Motivation 814 4
3. Rehearsal 719 4
4. Elaboration 780 6
5. Organization .789 4
6. Critical Thinking 781 5
7. Metacognitive self-regulatory strategy 767 12

Table 3.2 shows the internal consistency estimates of reliability for the scales
and subscales used in this study in the Australian sample. Generally speaking, the
scales used in this study showed moderate to high internal consistency, as indicated by

Cronbach’s coefficient alpha. The highest Alpha was recorded in the School Attitude
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Assessment Survey particularly in the Students’ Attitudes toward School subscale,
which was .94. Similarly, the Students’ Attitudes toward Teachers and Class subscale
was also high (.91).

In the Inventory of School Motivation Scales, all scales showed high internal
consistency which ranged form .92 to .68. The highest alpha was recorded in the
Competition subscale (.92) and the lowest alpha was recorded in the Task subscale
(.68). Finally, all the scales in the Motivated Strategy for Learning Questionnaire
showed high internal consistency which ranged from .81 to .72. The highest alpha was
recorded in the Extrinsic Motivation subscale (.81) and the lowest alpha was recorded
in the Rehearsal subscale (.72). Overall, all the scales used in this study were reliable;
there were no scales that were unreliable as in the Jordanian study.

Overall, the values of Cronbach’s alpha for the Jordnaian and the Australian
students showed very good agreement for almost all of the 20 variables that were
measured. For the 15 of these variables the difference “Cronbach’s alpha for the
Jordan- Cronbach’s alpha for Australia” was between -0.1 and +0.1. The remaining five
variables were task (difference= -0.236), competition (-0.141), intrinsic (-0.170),
extrinsic (-0.342) and organization (-0.124). In each of these five variables given, the
Cronbach’s alpha for the Australian students was greater than the corresponding value
for Jordanian students. This indicates slightly greater consistency by the Australian
students in the answers that the individual students gave to the various items of any of

these five variables.
35 Procedures of Data Collection

Prior to the implementation of the study, the researcher obtained permission
from a number of different parties for conducting the study. Permission was sought
from NSW Department of Education, from the participating schools’ principals and
participants’ approval. Arabic and Mathematics teachers in Jordan and English and
Mathematics teachers in Australia were asked to rank the students into high, moderate,
and low achievers in terms of their performance in these subjects. The contact teachers
in each of the selective schools facilitated the distribution and collection of the
informed consent forms with the students' parents or guardians.

All questionnaires were translated into Arabic for the Jordanian participants in

order to optimize the learners' understanding of the content of the Questionnaire
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(Appendices F, G, and H). The questionnaires were translated by the researcher first,
and then they were checked and modified by a teacher who is a fluent Arabic speaker
and familiar with this topic. The Questionnaires were completed under the supervision
of the researcher and teachers in each school during two regular class periods.
Standardized instructions were read aloud to students and they could ask questions.
Students were reassured that all the collected data would be confidential and used for
research only. The whole procedure took about 60 minutes. The Jordanian sample
completed the questionnaires at the end of the first term (November 2006). The

Australian sample completed the questionnaires at the beginning of the second semester
(July 2007).

3.6 Procedures of Data Analysis

The first step in the data analysis strategy was to compute descriptive statistics
for all questions, using the computer software SPSS version 15 (Statistical Package for
the Social Sciences). The second step was conducting the reliability analysis of all the
scales used in this study. Third, Pearson moment correlations were conducted to
determine the relationship among the variables measured in this study. Then, a series of
univariate analyses was completed to determine the interaction effects of the
explanatory variables (achievement levels, sex, grade, and culture) on the response
variables (attitudes toward school, motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, and
goal orientations). Fifth, one way ANOVA including Post hoc pair wise multiple
comparisons using Boneferroni test were then completed to evaluate differences on
specific variables in terms of sex and grade for each culture. Finally, Pearson moment
correlations and linear regressions were used to examine the relationship among
attitudes toward school, motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal

orientation, and achievement.
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS

Introduction

The results presented in this chapter are based on a comparison group design.
Three survey instruments were used to measure the five primary response variables,
students’ motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and
attitudes: the Inventory of School Motivation Scale -R (ISM), the Motivated Strategies
for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ-R) and finally the School Attitude Assessment
Survey-R (SAAS). Each of these primary responses was further sub-categorized
according to the subscales as identified in Table 4.1. Participants were divided into
three groups in terms of their teachers' rankings of the students’ learning outcomes in
two subjects, Arabic and Mathematics in Jordan, and English and Mathematics in

Australia.
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Table 4.1

Description of the Variables Analyzed in the Study
Set of Analysis 1

Responses Explanatory Variables

1. Motivation

Intrinsic Achievement in Arabic (Jordan) (Three levels)*
Extrinsic Achievement in English (Australia) (Three levels)*
2. Self-regulation
Rehearsal
Organization Sex
Elaboration Grade
Critical Thinking Culture
Metacognitive
3. Motivational goals
Task
Effort
Competition
Affiliation
Social Power
Social Concern
Praise
Tokens
4. Goal orientations
Mastery Goals
Performance Goals
Social Goals
5. Students’ Attitudes
Attitudes toward the school

Attitudes toward teachers

* The analyses were repeated using Achievement in Mathematics as the response variable rather
than achievement in Arabic or English

4.1 Pretest Analysis

In order to establish whether the response variables were dependent an initial
correlation analysis was undertaken as shown in Table 4.2. The Pearson moment
correlations showed that there were strong to moderate relationships between the

variables of the study.
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There was a strong positive relationship between performance goals and
motivational goals, for example there was a strong positive relationship between
performance goals and social power (r=.78), performance goals and competition
(r=.71), performance goals and praise (r=.62), and performance goals and tokens
(r=.71). Also, mastery goals had a strong positive relationship with praise (r=.50) and
with effort (r=.56). There was a positive strong relationship between social goals and
affiliation (r=.66) and social goals and social concern (r=.55) which all were
significant at the .01 level.

There was a strong positive relationship among goals, for example, mastery
goals had a positive strong relationship with performance goals (r=.59). Also, there
was a strong positive relationship between social goals and performance goals (r=.52)
which all were significant at the .01 level.

There were strong positive relationships among the self-regulatory strategies,
for example, elaboration and metacognitive self-regulatory strategy (r=.78),
elaboration and organization (r=.68), elaboration and critical thinking (r=.71). There
was a strong relationship between rehearsal and elaboration (r=.63), rehearsal and
organization (r=.68), rehearsal and metacognitive self-regulatory strategy (r=.70).
Also, there was also a strong relationship between organization and metacognitive
self-regulatory strategy (r=.74) and critical thinking and metacognitive self-regulatory
strategy (r=.66) which all were significant at the .01 level.

Furthermore, the results showed that there was a positive strong relationship
between intrinsic motivation and elaboration (r=.56), intrinsic motivation and critical
thinking (r=.66), intrinsic motivation and metacognitive self-regulatory strategy
(r=.53), intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation (r=.50), and intrinsic motivation
and effort (r=.52) which all were significant at the .01 level.

There was a strong positive relationship between task and effort (r=.54). Also,
there was a strong positive relationship between competition and social power (r=.63),
competition and extrinsic motivation (r=.51), competition and tokens (r=.51). Finally,
there was a strong positive relationship between social power and tokens (r=.52)
which all were significant at the .01 level.

This suggested that it might be appropriate to undertake a multivariate analysis,
which could allow patterns evident in multivariate space and not in univariate space to
be detected. Also there is control on the over-all type 1 error rate when conducting one

analysis rather than twenty. One could expect significant findings in 5 per cent of the
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analyses purely by chance. However the complexity of a multivariate analysis with 20

response variables provides a level of complexity that might not aid understanding.
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Second, a series of univariate analysis was completed to determine the
interaction effects of explanatory variables (achievement levels, sex, grade, and
culture) on the responses variables (motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals,
goal orientations, and attitudes). In conducting the univariate analysis the first step
involved determining if there were any interactions between the groups, grades, sex,
culture and achievement in language and achievement in Mathematics. A summary of
these interactions were displayed in Tables 4.3 and 4.4. Where there were significant
interactions between the explanatory variables then subsequent analyses were

conducted to determine the nature of the interaction (see also Appendices A and B).
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Tables 3.3 and 3.4 indicate that for the achievement in Mathematics
classification of students into motivational levels, an examination of the nature of the
interaction suggested that analysis within culture would be necessary for all but social
goals, attitudes toward school, attitudes toward teachers and class, rehearsal,
metacognitive self-regulatory, social power, affiliation, social concern, praise, and
tokens. However, for the achievement in language groups, the results suggested that
analysis within culture would be necessary for all but praise, tokens, and attitudes
toward teachers.

Therefore, another series of univariate analyses was completed to determine the
interaction effects of the explanatory variables (achievement levels, sex, grade,) on
each of the response variables (motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal
orientations, and attitudes) for each culture. Basically, the results show that there was a
significant interaction between these variables and the explanatory variables (sex,
grade, and achievement levels) in both the Australian and the Jordanian samples as

shown in Tables 4.5 and 4.6.
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Table 4.5 indicates that in terms of achievement in Mathematics in the
Australian sample, the results show there was a significant interaction between sex and
achievement in Mathematics in social power (p<.05). There was also a significant
interaction between grade and achievement in Mathematics in intrinsic motivation
(p<.05), extrinsic motivation (p<.05), and rehearsal (p<.05). However, in the Jordanian
sample, the results show there was no significant interaction between sex and
achievement in Mathematics or grade and achievement in Mathematics in any of the
variables measured in this study.

Table 4.6 indicates that in terms of achievement in language in the Australian
sample, the results show there was a significant interaction between sex and
achievement in language in intrinsic motivation (p<.05), extrinsic motivation (p<.05),
rehearsal (p<.05), and attitudes toward the school (p<.05). There was also a significant
interaction between grade and achievement in language in intrinsic motivation (p<.05),
extrinsic motivation (p<.05), task (p<.05), and attitudes toward the school (p<.05). In
the Jordanian sample, the results show there was a significant interaction between sex
and achievement in language in organization (p<.05), metacognitive self-regulatory
strategy (p<.05), and affiliation (p<.05). There was also a significant interaction
between grade and achievement in language in task (p<.05), effort (p<.05),
competition (p<.05), and performance goals (p<.05).
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4.2 Results Study 1 (Jordanian)

4.2.1 Comparison of demographic information of high achievers,

moderate achievers and low achievers

The current study employed a comparative design that examined students’
motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes toward
school and teachers, among the three levels of achievers. Therefore, it is important to
recognize the similarity of the demographic characteristics of the three groups. The
demographic characteristics were gathered as part of the questionnaires that the
participants completed as presented in chapter 3.

Results indicated that there was no significant age difference among the
three levels of achievers in terms of their achievement in Arabic x2 (6, N=169) =
5.654, p= .46 and Mathematics x> (6, N= 169) = 5.390, p=.50. Also, there was no
significant difference in the number of females and males in each group in terms
of their achievement in Arabic x> (2, N= 169) = 1.878, p=.39 and achievement in
Mathematics > (2, N= 169) = 3.632, p=.19. Finally, the results also show that
there was no significant grade difference among the three levels of achievers in
terms of their achievement in Arabic x2 (2, N=169) =2.768, p= .25 and
Mathematics x* (2, N= 169) =2.115, p=.35.

4.2.2 Pretest Differences

A reliability analysis of all the scales was employed to determine a good
internal consistency reliability coefficient as presented in chapter 3. Univariate
analysis was conducted to determine the interactions between the response variables
(motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, and goal orientations, and attitudes)
and explanatory variables (achievement in Arabic, achievement in Mathematics, sex,
and grade) (see Tables 4.5 and 4.6). Univariate analysis indicated there were
interactions between the explanatory variables and the response variables. Therefore,
the results were analyzed in terms of achievement in Mathematic and language, sex,

and grade.
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4.2.3 Differences among high achievers, moderate achievers and low achievers
in their motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal orientation, and

attitudes.

The main aim of the study was to compare the three levels of achievers in
terms of their motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and
attitudes toward the school and teachers and class. Univariate analysis was used to
uncover the main and interaction effects of explanatory variables (achievement levels,
grade, and sex) on the response variables (motivation, self-regulation, motivational
goals, goal orientations, and attitudes). One way ANOVA using Bonefferoni
adjustment was used to determine the differences among the three groups. Basically
Bonefferoni test was used to test multiple comparisons between treatment means since
there are a large number of treatments is present. Most importantly, Bonefferoni
adjustment can fix the problem of type one error.

The assumptions that were tested in one way ANOVA s were that the
dependent variables were normally distributed and the homogeneity of the population.
The results through Q-Q plots indicate that the dependent variables are normally
distributed. Regarding the homogeneity of the population, Levene’s test was used to
test this assumption if results were significant below .05 then other tests such as Welch
and Brown- Forsythe were used. If the results were not significant below .05 then the
assumption has been violated and the results regarding post hoc comparison were not
considered.

The results of Leven’s test indicate that this assumption has not been violated
except for social concern for tenth grade students in terms of their achievement in
Mathematics, eleventh grade students in terms of their achievement in Arabic, and
male students in terms of their achievement in Arabic. Praise and social goals for tenth
grade students in terms of their achievement in Mathematics. Task and intrinsic and
extrinsic motivation for eleventh grade students in terms of their achievement in
Mathematics. Finally, competition for female students in terms of their achievement in
Mathematics (see Appendices C, D, E, F, G, H, L, J).

Three scales were used to measure the participants’ motivation, self-regulation,
motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes. First, participants’ goal
orientations as well as their motivational goals were measured using the Inventory of

School Motivation Scale —-R (ISM) (McInerney & Sinclair, 1992). Second,
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participants’ attitudes and preferences toward the learning environment were measured

using the School Attitude Assessment Survey-R (SAAS) McCoach & Siegle, 2001).
Third, participants’ learning strategies, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation were
measured using the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ-R)
(Pintrich, Smith, Garcia & Mckeachie, 1991).

4.2.4 Research Question 1: To what extent do high achievers, moderate
achievers, and low achievers differ in their motivation, self-regulation,

motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes toward the school and

teachers and class?

This section presents the descriptive results of motivation, self-regulation,
motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes among the three groups. Also, this
section presents one way ANOVA and Post hoc comparison results to determine the

differences among the three groups (see Tables 4.7 and 4.8).
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4.2.4.1 Motivation difference among the three levels of achievers

One of the aims of this study was to determine the difference among the three
groups in their use of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, which were measured using the
Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire. The descriptive results and one way
ANOVA based upon the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ-R)
are presented in Tables 4.7 and 4.8. In terms of their extrinsic motivation, the results
show that there was a significant difference between tenth grade low and moderate
achievers in terms of their achievement in Arabic. Also, there was a significant
difference between male high achievers and moderate achievers in their extrinsic
motivation. However, these results were not considered in this study since this scale
showed a low reliability coefficient as shown in chapter 3. The Intrinsic Motivation
subscale shows that there were no significant differences among the three levels of
achievers across grade and gender whether in terms of their achievement in Arabic or

Mathematics.

4.2.4.2 Self-regulation difference among the three levels of achievers

The descriptive results and one way ANOVA based upon the Motivated
Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ-R) showed that there was no significant
difference among the three achievers in terms of their use of the self-regulatory

strategies (see Tables 4.7 and 4.8).

4.2.4.3 Modevotional goals difference among the three levels of achievers

The descriptive results and one way ANOVA based upon the Inventory of
School Motivation Scale -R (ISM) showed that there were significant differences
among the three groups in terms of their achievement in Arabic in a number of
motivational goals. First, the results show that tenth grade low achievers and moderate
achievers differed in competition, with low achievers (M =25.94, SD=3.96, p<.05)
being more competitive than moderate achievers (M=22.87, SD=4.11, p<.05). Second,
the results also showed that there was a significant difference between tenth grade low
achievers and high achievers in their affiliation, with low achievers (M =12.15,
SD=2.87, p<.05) being more oriented toward affiliation than high achievers (M =9.31,
SD=3.63, p< .05). Also, there was a significant difference between tenth grade moderate

achievers and high achievers in their affiliation, with moderate achievers (M =11.51,
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SD=2.58, p<.05) being more oriented toward affiliation than high achievers (M =9.31,
SD=3.63, p< .05).Third, there was a significant difference between eleventh grade high
and low achievers in terms of their achievement in Arabic in their orientations toward
effort, with high achievers (M =30.80, SD=3.88, p<.05) being more oriented toward
effort than low achievers (M =27.86, SD=4.36, p< .05). Fourth, there was a significant
difference between eleventh grade high and low achievers in terms of their achievement
in Arabic in competition, with high achievers (M =27.16, SD=2.79, p<.05) being more
competitive than low achievers (M =24.07, SD=4.86, p< .05) (see Tables 4.7 and 4.9).
There were also significant sex differences among the three levels of achievers

in terms of their achievement in Arabic in motivation goals. For example, there was a
significant difference among male high achievers, moderate and low achievers in their
affiliation, with low achievers (M=11.75, SD=2.79, p<.05) being more oriented toward
affiliation than high achievers (M=9.13, SD=3.29, p<.05) as well as moderate achievers
(M=11.81, SD=2.56, p<.05) being more oriented toward affiliation than high achievers

=9.13, SD=3.29, p<.05). Finally, in terms of achievement in Mathematics the results
show there was a significant sex difference between high achievers and moderate
achievers in competition, with male high achievers (M=25.57, SD=4.16, p<.05) being
more competitive than moderate achievers (M=22.81, SD=5.45, p<.05) (see Tables 4.8
and 4.9).

Table 4.9
The Difference in Competition, Effort, and Affiliation for the Three Levels of Achievers

within Grade and Gender in terms of Achievement in Arabic and Mathematics

10® 10" 1% 11°

grade/ | grade/ | grade/ | grade/ Males/ | Males/ Females/ | Females/
Variable Math Arabic | Math Arabic Math Arabic Math Arabic
Competition L>M H>L H>M
Effort H>L

L>H L>H

Affiliation M>H M>H
Social Concern

Note H: High achievers, M: Moderate achievers, L: Low achievers

4.2.4.4 Goal orientations difference among the three levels of achievers
The descriptive results and one way ANOVA based upon the Inventory of
School Motivation Scale -R (ISM) showed that there was a significant difference among

tenth grade high, moderate, and low achievers in terms of their achievement in Arabic in

their orientation toward performance goals with low achievers (M=33.78, SD=3.37,
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p<.05) being significantly more oriented toward performance goals than high achievers
(M=28.08, SD=7.67, p<.05). Also, there was a significant difference between tenth
grade low and moderate achievers in their orientation toward performance goals with
low achievers (M=33.78, SD=3.37, p<.05) being significantly more oriented toward
performance goals than moderate achievers (M=29.47, SD=5.62, p<.05) (see Tables 4.7
and 4.10). Yet, the results show that there were no significant differences among the
three levels of achievers across grade and gender in their use of mastery and social

goals.

Table 4.10

The Difference in the Orientations toward Performance Goals for the Three Levels of

Achievers within Grade and Gender in terms of their Achievement in Arabic and

Mathematics

10% 100 11% 1%

grade | grade/ | grade | grade/ Males/ | Male/ | Females/ | Females/
Variable /Math | Arabic | /Math | Arabic Math Arabic | Math Arabic
Performance L>H
Goals L>M

Note H: High achievers, M: Moderate achievers, L: Low achievers

4.2.4.5 Attitudes difference among the three levels of achievers

The descriptive results and one way ANOVA based upon the School Attitude
Assessment Survey-R (SAAS) showed that there were no significant differences among
the three achievers in their attitudes towards their school and teachers and class. Most of
the students had positive attitudes toward their school and teachers and classes as shown

in Tables 4.7 and 4.8.

4.2.5 Research Question 2: Relationship among motivation, self-regulation,

motivational goals, goal orientations, attitudes, and achievement

Scatter plot was run before estimating the relationship between variables
because if the dots were not clustered on a straight line, there was no need to run
correlation or simple regression. The scatter plot indicated that there were linear
relationships between a number of variables, for example, performance goals and social
power; performance goals and praise, and elaboration and critical thinking. A Pearson
product moment correlation was then conducted to determine the degree of relationship

between these variables as shown in Table 4.11.
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The Pearson moment correlation showed strong to moderate relationships
between the variables of the study. There was a strong relationship between goals and
motivational goals, particularly between performance goals and social power (r=.71),
performance goals and competition (r=.65), performance goals and praise (r=.66), and
performance goals and tokens(r=.68) which were all significant at the .01 level.
Moreover, there was a positive strong relationship between social goals and affiliation
(r=.62), social goals and social concem (r=.55) which were all significant at the .01
level. Finally, there was a strong positive relationship between mastery goals and
competition (r=.52), and mastery goals and praise (r=.51), which were all significant at
the .01 level.

There were also strong positive relationships among the three goals. For
example, there was a strong positive relationship between performance goals and
mastery goals (r=.62), and performance goals and social goals (r=.61) which were all
significant at the .01 level. Moreover, there was a positive strong relationship between
effort and competition (r=.51), competition and social power (r=.52), social concern and
affiliation (r=.50), and praise and tokens (r=.59), which were all significant at the .01
level.

The results indicted that there were strong positive relationships between
elaboration and metacognitive self-regulatory strategy (r=.79), elaboration and critical
thinking (r=.71), elaboration and rehearsal (r=.61), and rehearsal and organization
(r=.61), which were all significant at the .01 level. There was a strong relationship
between organization and metacognitive self-regulatory strategy (r=.75), and
metacognitive self-regulatory strategy and critical thinking (r=.68), which were all
significant at the .01 level. Also, there was a strong positive relationship between
intrinsic motivation and critical thinking (r=.57), and critical thinking and organization
(r=.53) which were all significant at the .01 level. Finally, there was a strong positive
relationship between students’ attitudes towards school and students’ attitudes towards
their teachers and class (r=.60), which was significant at the .01 level.

As a result, linear regression analysis was used to gain a better understanding
of the relationship among these variables and the form of the relationships, using the
enter method. Each dependent variable was regressed on the variables with which it
had a strong relationship. Table 4.12 presents the results of linear regression for the

previously discussed relationships.
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The following table illustrates the outcome of the regression between the
variables that showed strong relationship. For example, effort, competition, social
power, social goals, praise, tokens, and mastery goals predicted performance goals.
Thus, this model is accurate since r= .91 indicates a strong relationship between the
criterion variable and the predicted variables. The significant factor that corresponds to
the F value is 0.000 and thus there is a linear relationship. The regression equation,
which would predict performance goals, is:

Predicted Performance Goals= competition+ social power+ social goals+ praise+
tokens+ mastery goals.

Predicted Performance Goals= .176+.417+.232+.236+.243+.297. Finally, these models
were regressed in terms of the achievement in Arabic and Mathematics as predictors
using the enter method to see whether achievement levels could predict any of the

dependent variables as shown in Table 4.13.
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Table 4.13 illustrates the outcome of the regression between the dependent
variables (motivation, self-regulation, goal orientations, and attitudes) and independent
variables (achievement in Arabic and Mathematics). The results show that there was no
strong relationship between any of the dependent variables and the independent
variables. However, in multiple regressions other factors such as R Square, the
significance F value, and the significance p value were considered important in
interpreting multiple regression models. In social science R Square of 9 % is
considered respectable and the significance F and p value has to be below .05.
Therefore, achieving levels predicted some of the dependent variables such as
competition, social concern, intrinsic motivation, and critical thinking. Achievement in
Mathematics predicted competition with R Square= .033, F= .065, p=.026.
Achievement in Arabic predicted social concern with R Square=.026, F= .114, p=
.038. Achievement in Mathematics predicted intrinsic motivation with R Square= .024,
F=.141, p= .048. Achievement in Mathematics predicted critical thinking with R
Square=.032, F=.081, p=.027. However these models might not be considered strong

since the R Square is low.
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4.3 Results study 2 (Australian)

4.3.1 Comparison of demographic information of high achievers, moderate

achievers, and low achievers

As mentioned previously, the current study employed a comparative design
that examined motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals and goal orientations
among the three levels of achievers. The demographic characteristics were gathered as
part of the questionnaires that the participants completed.

The results indicated that there was a significant age difference among the
three levels of achievers in terms of their achievement in English x> (6, N= 197)
=14.674, p=.023. Nevertheless, the results show that there was no age difference
among the three levels in terms of their achievement in Mathematics x° (6, N=178)
=3.677, p=.72. Also, the results indicate that there was no significant difference in the
number of females and males in terms of achievement in Mathematics x2 (2, N=178)
=.835, p=.66. However, the results indicate that there was significant difference in the
number of females and males in each group in terms of their achievement in English
x2 (2, N=197) =32.289, p=.000. Similarly, the results indicate that there was a
significant grade difference among the three levels in terms of their achievement in
English x2 (2, N=197)=14.348, p=.001 but the results show that there was no
significant grade difference among the three levels in terms of their achievement in

Mathematics * (2, N=178) =3.258, p=.20.

4.3.2 Pretest Differences

Reliability analysis was employed to determine a good internal consistency
reliability coefficient as presented in chapter 3. Univariate analysis was conducted to
determine the interactions of the response variables (motivation, self-regulation,
motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes) on the explanatory variables

(achievement in Mathematics and English, sex, and grade) (see Tables 4.5 and 4.6).
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4.3.3 Differences among high achievers, moderate achievers, and low achievers

in their motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal orientation, and

attitudes.

The aim of the study was to compare the three levels of achievers in terms
of motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes
toward the school and teachers. Univariate analysis was used to uncover the main
and interaction effects of explanatory variables (achievement levels, grade, and
sex) on the response variables (motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals,
goal orientations, and attitudes). The results show that there were interactions

between the explanatory variables and the response variables. Therefore, one way

ANOVA results were presented in terms of grade, sex, and achievement in English

and Mathematics. One way ANOVA using Bonefferoni adjustment was used to
determine the differences among the three groups. The assumptions that were
tested in one way ANOVA were that the dependent variables were normally
distributed and the homogeneity of the population. The results through Q-Q plots
indicate that the dependent variables are normally distributed. Regarding the
homogeneity of the population, Levene’s test was used to test this assumption if
results were below .05 then other tests such as Welch and Brown- Forsythe were
used. If the results in those two tests were not significant below .05 then the
assumption has been violated and the results regarding post hoc comparison were
not considered. The results of Leven’s test indicate that this assumption has not
been violated except in Affiliation for the tenth grade students in terms of their
achievement in English, male students in terms of their achievement in English
and Mathematics. Social Goals for eleventh grade students in terms of their

achievement in Mathematics and for male students in terms of their achievement

in Mathematics. Finally, in attitudes toward the school for eleventh grade and male

students in terms of their achievement in Mathematics (see Appendices K, L, M,

N, O, P, Q,R).
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4.3.4 Research Question 1: To what extent do gifted high achievers, moderate
achievers and low achievers differ on their motivation, self-regulation,

motivational goals, goal orientation, and attitudes toward the school

and teachers and class?

This section describes the descriptive results of motivation, self- regulation,
motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes among the three groups. One way
ANOVA using Boneferroni adjustment was used to determine the differences among

the three groups (see Tables 4.14 and 4.15).
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4.3.4.1 Motivation difference among the three levels of achievers

The descriptive results and one way ANOVA based upon the Motivated
Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ-R) showed that there were significant
mean differences within each of the tenth grade, eleventh grade, males and female
students in terms of their achievement in Mathematics in their intrinsic motivation.
First, there was a significant mean difference between tenth grade moderate and low
achievers in their intrinsic motivation with moderate achievers (M=17.75, SD=3.96,
p<.05) being more intrinsically motivated than low achievers (M=11.00, SD= 4.40,
p<.05). Also, there was a significant difference between tenth grade high achievers and
low achievers in their intrinsic motivation with high achievers (M=19.47, SD=4.61,
p<.05) being more intrinsically motivated than low achievers (M=11.00, SD= 4.40,
p<.05) (see Tables 4.14 and 4.16).

Second, there was a significant mean difference between eleventh grade high
and moderate achievers in their intrinsic motivation, with high achievers (M=20.91,
SD=2.84, p<.05) being more intrinsically motivated than moderate achievers
(M=17.23, SD=4.57, p<.05). Also, there was a significant difference between eleventh
grade high achievers and low achievers in their intrinsic motivation, with high
achievers (M=20.91, SD=2.84, p<.05) being more intrinsically motivated than low
achievers (M=16.71, SD=3.22, p<.05) (see Table 4.15 and 4.16).

Table 4.16
The Difference in Intrinsic Motivation for the Three Levels of Achievers within Grade and
Gender in terms of Achievement in English and Mathematics

Variable | 10™ 10th 11" 11th Males/ | Males/ | Females/ | Females/
grade | grade/ | grade/ | grade/ | Math | E Math E
/Math | E Math E
Intrinsic M>L H>M H>M H>M
Motivation | H>L H>L H>L H>L
M>L M>L

Note: H: High achievers, M: Moderate achievers, L: Low achievers

Third, there was a significant mean difference between male high and moderate
achievers in their intrinsic motivation with high achievers (M= 20.93, SD=2.94, p<.05)
being more intrinsically motivated than moderate achievers (M=18.62, SD=4.04,
p<.05). Also, there was a significant mean difference between male high achievers and

low achievers in their intrinsic motivation with high achievers (M=20.93, SD=2.94,
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p<.05) being more intrinsically motivated than low achievers M=15.16, SD=4.55,
p<.05). Moreover, there was a significant mean difference between male moderate
achievers and low achievers in their intrinsic motivation with moderate achievers
(M=18.62, SD=4.04, p<.05) being more intrinsically motivated than low achievers
(M=15.16, SD= 4.55, p<.05) (see Tables 4.15 and 4.16).

Fourth, there was a significant mean difference between female high and
moderate achievers in their intrinsic motivation with high achievers (M=19.03, SD=
4.86, p<.05) being more intrinsically motivated than moderate achievers (M=16.17,
SD=4.21, p<.05). Also, there was a significant mean difference between female high
achievers and low achievers in their intrinsic motivation with high achievers (M=19.03,
SD=4.86, p<.05) being more intrinsically motivated than low achievers (M=11.26,
SD=4.42, p<.05). Moreover, there was a significant mean difference between female
moderate achievers and low achievers in their intrinsic motivation with moderate
achievers (M=16.17, SD=4.21, p<.05) being more intrinsically motivated than low
achievers (M=11.26, SD=4.42, p<.05) (see Tables 4.15 and 4.16).

In terms of extrinsic motivation, the descriptive results and one way ANOVA
based upon the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ-R) showed
that there were significant mean differences within each of the tenth grade, male, and
female students in terms of their achievement in Mathematics. First, there was a
significant mean difference between tenth grade moderate and low achievers in their
extrinsic motivation with moderate achievers (M= 20.27, SD= 4.60, p<.05) being
more extrinsically motivated than low achievers (M=12.91, SD=5.41, p<.05). Also,
there was a significant difference between tenth grade high achievers and low
achievers in their extrinsic motivation with high achievers (M=21.44, SD=5.13,
p<.05) being more extrinsically motivated than low achievers (M=12.91, SD=5.41,
p<.05) (see Tables 4.15 and 4.17).

Second, there was a significant mean difference between male moderate and
low achievers in their extrinsic motivation with moderate achievers (M=22.11, SD=
4.17, p<.05) being more extrinsically motivated than low achievers (M=18.10, SD=
4.77, p<.05). Also, there was a significant mean difference between male high
achievers and low achievers in their extrinsic motivation with high achievers
(M=22.54, SD=3.69, p<.05) being more extrinsically motivated than low achievers
(M=18.10, SD=4.77, p<.05) (see Tables 4.15 and 4.17).
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Third, there was a significant mean difference between female moderate
achievers and low achievers in their extrinsic motivation with moderate achievers (M=
20.62, SD=5.18, p<.05) being more extrinsically motivated than low achievers
(M=13.60, SD=7.42, p<.05). Also, there was a significant mean difference between
female high achievers and low achievers in their extrinsic motivation with high
achievers (M=21.57, SD=5.24, p<.05) being more extrinsically motivated than low
achievers (M=13.60, SD=7.42, p<.05) (see Tables 4.15 and 4.17).

Table 4.17

The Difference in Extrinsic Motivation for the Three Levels of Achievers within Grade and
Gender in terms of Achievement in English and Mathematics

10™ 10" 11th 11th

grade/ | grade/ | grade/ | grade/ | Males/ | Males/ | Females/ | Females/
Variable Math E Math E Math E Math E
Extrinsic M>L M>L M>L
Motivation | H>L H>L H>L

Note: H: High achievers, M: Moderate achievers, L: Low achievers

4.3.4.2 Self-regulation difference among the three levels of achievers

The descriptive results and one way ANOVA based upon the Motivated
Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ-R) showed that there was significant
difference among the three groups in their use of the self-regulatory strategies in terms
of their achievement in English and Mathematics. In terms of their achievement in
Mathematics, there was a significant mean difference between tenth grade high
achievers and low achievers in their use of rehearsal with high achievers (M=16.28,
SD=5.13, p<.05) using rehearsal more frequently than low achievers (M=10.72,
SD=5.41, p<.05). Also, there was a significant mean difference between tenth grade
moderate achievers and low achievers in their use of rehearsal, with moderate achievers
(M=15.88, SD= 4.60, p<.05) using rehearsal more frequently than low achievers
(M=10.72, SD=5.41, p<.05).

Moreover, there was a significant mean difference between male high achievers
and low achievers in their use of rehearsal with high achievers (M=16.26, SD=3.77,
p<.05) using rehearsal more frequently than low achievers (M=12.68, SD=6.15, p<.05).
Similarly, there was a significant mean difference between female high achievers and

low achievers in their use of rehearsal with high achievers (M=16.39, SD=5.34, p<.05)
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using rehearsal more frequently than low achievers (M=12.42, SD=5.74, p<.05) (see
Tables 4.15 and 4.18).

Table 4.18

The Difference in the Use of Rehearsal for the Three Levels of Achievers within Grade
and Gender in terms of Achievement in English and Mathematics

10" 10th 11th | 11®

grade grade/ | grade | grade/ | Males/ | Males/ | Females/ | Females /
Variable /Math E /Math | E Math E Math E

M>L
Rehearsal | H>L H>L H>L

Note: H: High achievers, M: Moderate achievers, L: Low achievers

There was a significant mean difference between tenth grade high achievers
and low achievers in their use of elaboration, with high achievers (M=24.91, SD=6.18,
p<.05) using elaboration more frequently than low achievers (M=18.52, SD=7.07,
p<.05). Also, there was a significant mean difference between eleventh grade high
achievers and moderate achievers in their use of elaboration with high achievers
(M=27.52, SD=6.03, p<.05) using elaboration more frequently than moderate
achievers M =23.56, SD=6.50, p<.05). Furthermore, there was a significant mean
difference between male high achievers and low achievers in their use of elaboration
with high achievers (M=26.80, SD=4.88, p<.05) using elaboration more frequently
than low achievers (M=21.68, SD=6.06, p<.05). Similarly, there was a significant
mean difference between female high achievers and low achievers in their use of
elaboration with high achievers (M=24.96, SD=7.41, p<.05) using elaboration more
frequently than low achievers (M=19.50, SD=7.03, p<.05) (see Tables 4.15 and 4.19).

Table 4.19
The Difference in the Use of Elaboration for the Three Levels of Achievers within Grade
and Gender in terms of Achievement in English and Mathematics

10 | 10th 11" 1"

grade/ | grade/ | grade/ | grade/ | Males/ Males/ | Females/ | Females /
Variable Math | E Math E Math E Math E
Elaboration | H>L H>M H>L H>L

Note: H: High achievers, M: Moderate achievers, L: Low achievers

There was a significant mean difference between tenth grade high achievers

and low achievers in their use of organization with high achievers M=17.28,
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SD=5.27, p< .05) using organization more frequently than low achievers (M=11.04,
SD=5.85, p<.05). Also, there was a significant mean difference between tenth grade
moderate achievers and low achievers in their use of organization with moderate
achievers (M=15.05, SD=5.01, p<.05) using organization more frequently than low
achievers (M=11.04, SD=5.85, p<.05). Moreover there was a significant mean
difference between male high achievers and low achievers in their use of organization
with high achievers (M=16.60, SD=3.40, p<.05) using organization more frequently
than low achievers (M=12.26, SD=5.70, p<.05). There was a significant mean
difference between male moderate achievers and low achievers in their use of
organization with moderate achievers (M=15.40, SD=4.85, p<.05) using organization
more frequently than low achievers (M=12.26, SD=5.70, p<.05)

Furthermore, there was a significant mean differences between female high
achievers and low achievers in their use of organization with high achievers
(M=18.07, SD=6.13, p<.05) using organization more frequently than low achievers
(M=12.95, SD=6.37, p<.05). Additionally, there was a significant mean difference
between female moderate achievers and low achievers in their use of organization with
moderate achievers (M=17.02, SD=4.55, p<.05) using organization more frequently
than low achievers (M=12.95, SD=6.37, p<.05).

In terms of achievement in English, results show that organization was the
only significant result. There was a significant mean difference between tenth grade
high achievers and low achievers in their use of organization with high achievers
(M=15.89, SD=5.99, p<.05) using organization more frequently than low achievers
(M=9.50, SD=3.56, p<.05) (see Tables 4.15 and 4.20).

Table 4.20
The Difference in the Use of Organization for the Three Levels of Achievers within
Grade and Gender in terms of Achievement in English and Mathematics

10" 10 | 11*® 11th

grade/ | grade | grade/ | grade/ | Males/ | Males/ | Females/ | Females/
Variable Math /E Math E Math E Math E

M>L H>L M>L
Organization | H>L H>L M>L H>L

Note: H: High achievers, M: Moderate achievers, L: Low achievers

In terms of their Achievement in Mathematics there was a significant mean
difference between tenth grade high achievers and low achievers in their use of critical

thinking with high achievers (M=19.08, SD=5.59, p<.05) using critical thinking more
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frequently than low achievers (M=14.30, SD=6.73, p<.05). Also, there was a
significant mean difference between tenth grade moderate achievers and low achievers
in their use of critical thinking with moderate achievers (M=18.48, SD=5.46, p<.05)
using critical thinking more frequently than low achievers (M=14.30, SD=6.73,
p<.05). Moreover, there was also a significant mean differences between eleventh
grade high achievers and low achievers in their use of critical thinking with high
achievers (M=20.82, SD=6.56, p<.05) using critical thinking more frequently than low
achievers (M=15.50, SD=4.96, p<.05). Similarly, there was a significant mean
difference between eleventh grade high achievers and moderate achievers in their use
of critical thinking with high achievers (M=20.82, SD=6.56, p<.05) using critical
thinking more frequently than moderate achievers (M=15.82, SD=5.46, p<.05).

In addition, there was a significant mean difference between male high
achievers and low achievers in their use of critical thinking with high achievers
(M=22.82, SD=4.58, p<.05) using critical thinking more frequently than low achievers
(M=17.15, SD=5.78, p<.05). There was also a significant mean difference between
male high achievers and moderate achievers in their use of critical thinking with high
achievers (M=22.82, SD=4.58, p<.05) using critical thinking more frequently than
moderate achievers (M=18.61, SD= 5.39, p<.05). There was a significant mean
difference between female high achievers and low achievers in their use of critical
thinking with high achievers (M=16.64, SD=5.74, p<.05) using critical thinking more
frequently than low achievers (M=12.55, SD=5.49, p<.05) (see Table 4.15 and Table
4.21).

Table 4.21
The Difference in the Use of Critical Thinking for the Three Levels of Achievers within
Grade and Gender in terms of Achievement in English and Mathematics

10® 10" 11" 11th

grade/ | grade/ | grade/ | grade Males/ | Males/ | Females/ | Females/
Variable | Math | E Math /E Math E Math E
Critical | M>L H>L H>L
Thinking | H>L H>M H>M H>L

Note: H: High achievers, M: Moderate achievers, L: Low achievers

Finally, in terms of their achievement in Mathematics there was a significant
mean differences between tenth grade high achievers and low achievers in their use of

metacognitive self- regulatory strategy with high achievers (M=50.70, SD=10.05,
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p<.05) using this strategy more frequently than low achievers (M=37.54, SD=11.31,

p<.05) also, there was a significant mean difference between tenth grade moderate

achievers and low achievers in their use of metacognitive self- regulatory strategy with

moderate achievers (M=47.08, SD=9.66, p<.05) using this strategy more frequently
than low achievers (M=37.54, SD=11.31, p<.05).

Similarly, there was a significant mean difference between male high achievers

and low achievers in their use of metacognitive self-regulatory strategy with high

achievers (M=51.90, SD=7.75, p<.05) using this strategy more frequently than low

achievers (M=43.42, SD=10.59, p<.05). Furthermore, there was a significant mean

difference between female high achievers and low achievers in their use of

metacognitive self-regulatory strategy with high achievers (M=50.18, SD=11.46,

p<.05) using this strategy more frequently than low achievers (M=38.60, SD=11.68,

p<.05). Also, there was a significant mean difference between female moderate

achievers and low achievers in their use of metacognitive self-regulatory strategy with

moderate achievers (M=47.45, SD=9.67, p<.05) using this strategy more frequently
than low achievers (M=38.60, SD=11.68, p<.05) (see Tables 4.15 and 4.22).

In terms of their achievement in English, there was a significant mean

difference between female high achievers and low achievers in their use of

metacognitive self-regulatory strategy with high achievers (M=47.22, SD=10.62,

p<.05) using this strategy more frequently than low achievers (M=34.95, SD=15.54,

p<.05)
Table 4.22

The Difference in the Use of Metacognitive Self-Regulatory Strategy for the Three Levels of
Achievers within Grade and Gender in terms of Achievement in English and Mathematics

10th 10th 11th 11th

grade/ | grade/ | grade/ | grade | Males/ Males/ | Females/ | Females/
Variable Math | E Math /E Math E Math E
Metacognitive Self-
Regulatory M>L M>L
Strategy H>L H>L H>L H>L

Note: H: High achievers, M: Moderate achievers, L: Low achievers.

4.3.4.3 Motivational Goals difference among the three levels of achievers

The descriptive results and one ay ANOVA based upon the Inventory of

School Motivation Scale -R (ISM) showed that there were significant differences

among the three groups in terms of their achievement in English in a number of
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motivational goals. First, the results showed that tenth grade high achievers and low
achievers differed in their effort, with high achievers (M=26.43, SD=4.38, p<.05)
being more oriented toward effort than low achievers (M=21.50, SD=4.23, p<.05) (see
Table 4.15 and Table 4.26). In addition, there was a significant difference between
eleventh grade high and low achievers in their orientation toward effort, with high
achievers (M=26.37, SD=4.03, p<.05) being more oriented toward effort than low
achievers (M=22.75, SD=4.53, p<.05).

There was a significant difference between male high achievers, and low
achievers in their orientation toward effort with high achievers (M=27.00, SD=4.53,
p<.05) being more oriented toward effort than low achievers (M=22.76, SD=4.10,
p<.05) (see Table 4.14). Similarly, there was a significant difference between female
high achievers, and low achievers in their orientation toward effort with high achievers
(M=26.11, SD=4.08, p<.05) being more oriented toward effort than low achievers
(M=21.20, SD=5.26, p<.05). There was also a significant difference between female
high achievers, and moderate achievers in their orientation towards effort with high
achievers (M=26.11, SD=4.08, p<.05) being more oriented toward effort than
moderate achievers (M=22.47, SD=4.58, p<.05) (see Tables 4.15 and 4.23).

Second, there was a significant difference between eleventh grade high and
low achievers in their orientation toward task with high achievers (M =18.23,
SD=1.36, p<.05) being more oriented toward task than low achievers (M=16.61,
SD=2.02, p<.05). There was also a significant difference between eleventh grade
moderate achievers and low achievers in their orientation toward task, with moderate
achievers (M=17.83, SD=1.48, p<.05) being more oriented toward task than low
achievers (M=16.61, SD=2.02, p<.05). Furthermore, there was a significant difference
between male high and low achievers in their orientation toward task with high
achievers (M=18.23, SD=1.79, p<.05) being more oriented toward task than low
achievers (M=16.64, SD=2.02, p<.05) (see Tables 4.15 and 4.23).

Finally, there was a significant difference between eleventh grade high and low
achievers in their orientation toward competition, with high achievers (M= 21.31,
SD=6.15, p<.05) being more competitive than low achievers (M=14.46, SD=7.41,
p<.05). There was also a significant difference between eleventh moderate and low
achievers in their orientation toward competition, with moderate achievers (M= 21 31,

SD=6.15, p<.05) being more competitive than low achievers (M=14.46, SD=7.41,
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p<.05). Moreover, there was a significant difference between male high achievers and
low achievers in their orientation toward competition, with high achievers (M=22.08,
SD=6.28, p<.05) being more competitive than low achievers (M=16.71, SD=7.17,
p<.05). Finally, there was a significant difference between female high achievers and
low achievers in their orientation toward competition with high achievers (M=17.88,
SD=7.22, p<.05) being more competitive than low achievers (M=8.80, SD=4.38,
p<.05). There was also a significant difference between female moderate achievers, and
low achievers in their orientation toward competition with moderate achievers
(M=18.94, SD=6.11, p<.05) being more competitive than low achievers (M=8.80,
SD=4.38, p<.05)

There was a significant difference between tenth grade moderate achievers and
low achievers in their orientation toward social concern, with moderate achievers
(M=19.57, SD=2.86, p<.05) being more oriented toward social concern than low
achievers (M=05.60.61, SD=2.70, p<.05) (see Tables 4.15 and 4.23).

Table 4.23
The Difference in Effort, Task, and Competition for the Three Levels of Achievers within
Grade and Gender in terms of Achievement in English and Mathematics

10" 10" 11th | 11th
grade grade grade | grade | Male/ Male/ | Female/ | Females/
Variable /Math /E /Math | /E Math E Math E
M>L H>L H>L
Effort H>L H>L H>L | H>L H>L H>M H>M
M>L M>L M>L
Task H>L H>L | H>L H>L H>L
H>L | M>L M>L
Competition | H>L H>M | H>L | H>L H>L H>L H>L
Social
Concern M>L
Social
Power M>L

Note: H: High achievers, M: Moderate achievers, L: Low achievers

In terms of achievement in Mathematics, the results also showed that there was a
significant difference among the three levels of achievers in task, effort, and
competition. There was a significant difference between tenth grade high achievers and
low achievers in their orientation toward task, with high achievers (M=17.68, SD=1.92,
p<.05) being more oriented toward task than low achievers (M=16.26, SD=2.70, p<.05).

There was also a significant difference between tenth grade moderate and low achievers
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in their orientation toward task, with moderate achievers (M=17.88, SD=1.90, p< .05)
being more oriented toward task than low achievers (M=16.26, SD=2.70, p<.05).
Moreover, there was a significant difference between eleventh grade high and low
achievers in their orientations toward task with high achievers (M=18.34, SD=1.36,
p<.05) being more oriented toward task than low achievers (M=17.00, SD=1.71, p<.05).

Finally, there was a significant difference between female high achievers, and
low achievers in their orientation toward task with high achievers (M=18.00,
SD=1.69, p< .05) being more oriented toward task than low achievers (M=15.95,
SD=2.67, p<.05). There was also a significant difference between female moderate
achievers and low achievers in their orientation toward task with moderate achievers
(M=18.08, SD=1.72, p<.05) being more oriented toward task than low achievers
(M=15.95, SD=2.67, p<.05) (see Tables 4.15 and 4.23).

There was a significant difference between tenth grade high achievers and low
achievers in their orientation toward effort with high achievers (M=27.16, SD=4.06,
p<.05) being more oriented toward effort than low achievers (M=22.63, SD=4.80,
p<.05). Also, there was a significant difference between tenth grade moderate achievers
and low achievers in their orientation toward effort with moderate achievers (M=26.08,
SD=3.95, p<.05) being more oriented toward effort than low achievers (M=22.63,
SD=4.80, p<.05).

Moreover, there was a significant difference between male high achievers, and
low achievers in their orientation toward effort with high achievers (M=26.96,
SD=4.47, p<.05) being more oriented toward effort than low achievers (M=23.44,
SD=4.00, p<.05). Finally, there was a significant difference between female high
achievers and low achievers in their orientation toward effort with high achievers
(M=27.35, SD=3.25, p<.05) being more oriented toward effort than low achievers
(M=23.10, SD=5.16, p<.05). There was also a significant difference between female
high achievers, and moderate achievers in their effort with high achievers (M=27.35,
SD=3.25, p<.05) being more oriented toward effort than moderate achievers
(M=24.39, SD=4.44, p<.05) (see Tables 4.15 and 4.23).

There was a significant difference between eleventh grade high and low
achievers in their orientation toward competition with high achievers (M=23.17,
SD=4.31, p<.05) being more competitive than low achievers (M=15.06, SD=7.24,

p<.05). There was also a significant difference between eleventh grade high and
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moderate achievers in their orientation toward competition, with high achievers
(M=23.17, SD=4.31, p<.05) being more competitive than moderate achievers
(M=19.19, SD=5.77, p<.05). Furthermore, there was a significant difference between
male high achievers and low achievers in their orientation toward competition with
high achievers (M=19.41, SD=6.46, p<.05) being more competitive than low achievers
(M=15.00, SD=6.72, p<.05). Similarly, there was a significant difference between
tenth grade high and low achievers in their orientation toward competition with high
achievers (M=23.17, SD=4.31, p<.05) being more competitive than low achievers
(M=15.06, SD=7.24, p<.05). Finally, there was a significant difference between
female high achievers and low achievers in their orientation toward competition with
high achievers (M=19.92, SD=6.63, p<.05) being more competitive than low achievers
(M=14.54, SD=7.35, p< .05).

There was a significant difference between female moderate achievers and low
achievers in their orientation toward social power with moderate achievers (M=15.00,
SD=4.87, p<.05) being more oriented toward social power than low achievers
(M=11.65, SD=4.77, p< .05) (see Tables 4.15 and 4.23).

4.3.4.4 Goal orientations difference among the three levels of achievers

The descriptive results and one way ANOVA based upon the Inventory of
School Motivation Scale -R (ISM) showed that there was a significant difference
among tenth grade high, moderate, and low achievers in terms of their achievement in
English and Mathematics in their orientation towards performance goals and mastery
goals (see Table 4.15).

In terms of their achievement in Mathematics, there was a significant mean
difference between tenth grade high achievers and low achievers in their orientations
toward mastery goals, with high achievers (M=21.14, SD=2.62, p<.05) being
significantly more oriented to mastery goals than low achievers (M=18.12, SD=4.02,
p<.05). There was a significant mean difference between eleventh grade moderate
achievers and low achievers in their orientations toward mastery goals, with moderate
achievers (M=20.95, SD=3.08, p<.05) being significantly more oriented to mastery
goals than low achievers (M=18.93, SD=2.64, p<.05).

Also, there was a significant mean difference between eleventh grade high

achievers and low achievers in their orientations toward performance goals, with high
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achievers (M=27.52, SD=5.16, p<.05) being significantly more oriented to
performance goals than low achievers (M=21.06, SD=5.85, p<.05).

There was a significant difference between female moderate and low achievers
in their orientation toward mastery goals with moderate achievers (M =20.31,
SD=2.43, p<.05) being significantly more oriented toward mastery goals than low
achievers M=17.09, SD=4.02, p<.05). There was also a significant difference between
female high and low achievers in their orientation toward mastery goals with high
achievers (M =20.82, SD=2.61, p<.05) being significantly more oriented toward
mastery goals than low achievers (M=17.09, SD=4.02, p<.05) (see Tables 4.15 and
4.24).

In terms of achievement in English, there was a significant difference between
female moderate and low achievers in their orientations toward performance goals
with moderate achievers (M=26.16, SD=5.75, p<.05) being significantly more
oriented towards performance goals than low achievers.

Finally, there was a significant difference between eleventh grade moderate
and low achievers in their orientations toward social goals with low achievers
(M=18.69, SD=4.02, p<.05) being significantly more oriented toward social goals
than moderate achievers (M=15.30, SD=4.27, p<.05) (see Tables 4.15 and 4.24).

Table 4.24
The Difference in the Orientations toward Mastery and Performance Goals for the Three
Levels of Achievers within Grade and Gender in terms of Achievement in English and

Mathematics

10" 10th | 11" 11th

grade/ | grade/ | grade/ | grade/ | Males/ | Males/ Females/ | Females/
Variable Math | E Math E Math E Math E
Mastery M>L
Goals H>L H>L
Performance H>L
Goals M>L M>L
Social Goals L>M

Note: H: High achievers, M: Moderate achievers, L: Low achievers

4.3.4.5 Attitudes difference among the three levels of achievers

The descriptive results and one way ANOVA based upon the School Attitude
Assessment Survey-R (SAAS) showed that there was a significant difference among
tenth grade students in term of their achievement in English and Mathematics. In terms

of their achievement in English there was a significant difference between tenth grade
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high and low achievers in their attitudes toward their teachers and class with high
achievers (M=39.92, SD=8.24, p<.05) being significantly more positive in their
attitudes than low achievers (M=30.50, SD=9.29, p<.05). There was also a significant
difference between tenth grade moderate and low achievers in their attitudes toward
their teachers and class with moderate achievers (M=, 40.32, SD=9.29, p<.05) being
significantly more positive in their attitudes than low achievers (M=30.50, SD=8.40,
p<.05).

In terms of their achievement in Mathematics there was a significant difference
between tenth grade moderate and low achievers in their attitudes toward their school
with moderate achievers (M=40.43, SD=7.44, p<.05) being significantly more
positive in their attitudes than low achievers (M=34.62, SD=9.91, p<.05). There was
also a significant difference between tenth grade high and low achievers in their
attitudes toward their school with high achievers (M=40.83, SD=6.60, p<.05) being
significantly more positive in their attitudes than low achievers (M=34.62, SD=9.91,
p<.05). There was a significant difference between tenth grade high and low achievers
in their attitudes toward their teachers and class with high achievers (M=42.61,
SD=6.92, p<.05) being significantly more positive in their attitudes than low achievers
(M=36.45, SD=9.10, p<.05).

Finally, there was a significant difference between male high and low
achievers in their attitudes toward their teachers and class with high achievers
(Group3, M=45.12, SD=6.26, p<.05) being significantly more positive in their
attitudes than low achievers (M=38.73, SD=8.44, p<.05). There was also a significant
difference between male high and moderate achievers in their attitudes toward their
teachers and class with high achievers (M=45.12, SD=6.26, p<.05) being significantly
more positive in their attitudes than moderate achievers (M=39.69, SD=8.12, p<.05)
(see Tables 4.15 and 4.25).
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Table 4.25

The Difference in the Attitudes toward School and Teachers for the Three Levels of

Achievers within Grade and Gender in terms of Achievement in English and Mathematics

10® [10th [ 11™ 11th
grade/ | grade/ | grade/ | grade/ | Males/ | Males/ | Females/ | Females/
Variable Math | E Math E Math E Math E
Attitudes
toward the H>L
school M>L
Attitudes
toward
teachers and H>L H>L
class H>L M>L H>M

Note: H: High achievers, M: Moderate achievers, L: Low achievers

4.3.5 Research Question 2: Relationship among motivation, self-regulation,

motivational goals, goal orientations, attitudes, and achievement

A scatter plot was run before estimating the relationship between variables.

The scatter plot indicated that there was an obvious linear relationship between

variables, including metacognitive self-regulatory strategy and elaboration;

performance goals and social power; and, intrinsic motivation and extrinsic

motivation. A Pearson product moment correlation was then conducted to determine

the degree of relationship among these variables as shown in Table 4.26.

133




Pel

[IRA] Ul JUIMIANPPY A /YOV “‘YSTISUT Ul JUNMIAMPY H IV ‘SSe[0 pue SI3yoed)

SpIesmo) sapmmje SUIPMS DLVS ‘[00YIs SpIeso) sapnjie sjuapngs :gvs ‘A3sjeng L1ojemsay-yRs 2apusooejo 300 ‘Sunjuny [BonLL) eanL)) ‘uoneziuesiQ) ;310 ‘uopeioqey qer ‘[esIesyay
g3y ‘UONBANOIA JISULIXY XY UOPBANOJN JISULIIU] U] ‘S[EOL) DUCULIOII 5)/0J13J ‘S[E0s) LI3)SE]N 5)/SeA ‘TONBNLY IV ‘WII0UC)) [E190§ )/[e0s ‘Iamod [enog :d/enog ‘uonnadmo)) :duo)
*(P2[18)-7) [3A3] S0°0 ) IE JueoyTudIs SI UOHRILIO)) ,.*(PI[Te]-7) [2A3] [0°0 ) I& JUBdYIUSIS ST UONB[IIIO)) 44 FION

T w400€  #49TT 44007 #¥9PE xxLOET ax60€ #4867  #x8ST x18€  wxl6t L80"  xxEVT  xl6T 811" %981 9Il’ 950" LYT x+LI€  #x1T€ +x00VT JA/PVIT
«x00€" = ser o1l el 100 08I 780 601" SE0° SS0° 9z1- 1L0° LOT' 900’ 9L0 810’ il - 8E0" €617 xx697 01T A /WPOVIT
- ; . JUAIMIAAIPY
«9TT" el T waClL #a0PE k16T aaOVE aa96E wklOE #49EET  #x69€ 4TSI xxl6T  #xS8Y 180"  #xL9E° 11T VPO #x0ST #49LT xxIEF €€ 5LVS0T
00T N AA T R9ET #2907 kxSLT xx86T  4xk11€ 4k6ST sxPIE #+L8]°  wx681  subTi LEDT  #xLST  *#b8T L0 w817 #4800 wxltt  #+09T  QyS6l
, SI3YIBI] PUE [00YIS YY) PIEMO) SIPIYIIY
“4OPE" celr *HOPE #x9ET Toek€09T BT waBCLT 4a9697  wxI9FT xxZ8CT  xxI0E w908 ax€8V  a981°  xaS8C  aaVIE k€817 #09T  x+L6T  x=88F  x+€LC  Soowpprgl
wxLOE" 1000 **16T  xx90T  #x£09° Tow95E aal19T waBPY al8ET waT6CT  xxl9ET  #x96T  aa€l€ waOVT  wkOVT wxIST k4997 ##S8T  wsb6T  #a€€€°  #+L8T7 [eommry Ly
605 #0810 #¥OPE  xxSLT  xa8IL  #x9SE S w80 ##O1L  wklIY 4x0TS abPlT 4x8TT  #x99F 101" #xSSE™ 4TST 880"  #+€1T #4867 #+19%  x81€°  Zugror
“+86T 750" **96E  x+867°  #x8SL  #x119°  xx80L Tl OV ST aa0ST kD6 x6LE 4817 waPIET xxSOT  aVBDT waOLT  aab6T  #x69€°  ++PST  qergesy
#4857 6010 **LOE  #x[1E€  %x969°  xa8bY  4x9IL  axbT9 S kkbIP kTS wk6TT 48510 aabER €90°  xx0EE" %2087 #981°  xa€1T #4617 wxESY  xx1TE€  yoyrpr
uonemINg-JIPs
exl18¢ Ge0r  *9EE  kx6ST  xxI9F axl8€  sxLIV  4xOWF  4xbIV T kLIS KOLD ##6EET  xxSTV #a81T k€9 ab6I PEL xaZST #480S°  #46LE #xITV  jxmeey
e Gcor  *x69E  #xPIE wxl8S  axT6S  #x0TS  wxSPST  xaPTS kLI S BLT xk0TT xS SOT"  #x89T €97 6T1°  #SLL #4897 #xS8F  «x81Y qurzy
WOTIBALJOTAT
180" 971~ *LOT P90"  #x10E°  #xL9€  «bPDT xx0ST 62T «OLI  #6LI T aaPOT #487€  wxlPT aalLT #xxSSST #49S9" #4187 70 xL9T 90 oedosTI
weEhT [Lo°  **COE  #xTIE  #x90€  #x96T  #+877  #xT6T  48SI°  #46€€°  xs0CT  #ab6T S k€Y w119 xxLSY° Ier 860" xx6IL’  #+€S9  xxT0E  #TIE ool
16T LO1 **S8Y  xxPTP xkE8Y  xx€1E wx99F  kx6LE akPEV xkSTV aa€PY #a87€  wxESH T H9STT wx08V wkOLET aSPIT aab6T xa€PE %095 xxI1ST  oysepg
{4 , ___SuopwjuaLIQ [e09
I 900" 180 LEO'  +981°  #x0OPT 101" €81 £90°  #x81T SO #xTPT 119" 49G1° T aa€6E PI0=  x6LT  #xLSE 4x6LE 90 £60° suoyoy'g
981" 9L0"  **L9E  #xLST  #xS8E"  xxOPT  xxSSE  xxPOE  xkO0EE  #xEOP #4897 #xTLT  #xLS9 #4087  4xE6€ - w0C 8FI'  xxI8P  #496€  xaPIE xxlTV  asreage
9IT" 810" *+11T  #4P8T  #aPIE  #xIST #4TST #xS9T #2087  #kP6l°  4x€9T  «xSSS 1217 «aOLE’ P10~ #xZ0€ S aab6E 9zl 090~ #ZIE€ #4617 epogg
950" b 0" TLOT  x€81° xx99T 880"  «bFI"  «981 pEL 621" %959’ 860"  #SPIT  +6LI 1 R - K0ST 260 00 020 nyv's
ot ge0"  #*0ST #4817 w4097  #4S8T°  #a€1T  #x0LT  #x€1T #xIST #SLIT xxI8T  ax6IL  wxP6T  xxLSE  xxI8H 9Z1°  +0SI° T w618 0S8 wa6LT djemog'd
wsllE #6C1T  KHILT  xx80T  #xL6T  xxP6T  xx8ST  mxb6T  wx61T  xxSOST  xxS9T T20° xS kAEPE ##6LE xx96€ 090°- ) [ T wal0V O dwoyg
welT6 52697  A¥IEV wxlbF #4880 4a€€E  #xl0V x469E  wx€SP xx6LE  xxS8F  xLOT  xaZ0E  4x09S 190" wabl€ xaCTIE 0SO"  %#9SE€"  «xLOV T w088 aoyyz
wwOVT  #s01T  EEE wx09T  wx€LE #xL8T  wa8IE  xaPST #xIT€ axlTV 81V P90T  #kZIE #xlIS £60° LTV #461T 070  *#6LT  +#0EF  ##0€S < wsep
ik : SIe0n [muonEApOl

1T 02 61 St LY 91 s1 vi £l ZI 11 () § 6 8 L 9 S v £ (4 I

a1duung UPDIISNY IYF U JUIWIAIIYIY PUD SIPNIIY SUOPDIUILI() ]DOL) ‘SIDOL) |DUORDAROM “UORDINSIN-[}oS “U0VA0H fO SUONVIILLIO ) FUILIOFY MOSLDIL
Wit il .




The Pearson moment correlation showed that there were strong to moderate
relationships between the variables of the study. There was a strong positive
relationship between performance goals and motivation goals, for example performance
goals and social power (r=.72), performance goals and competition (r=.65),
performance goals and praise (r=.66), and performance goals and tokens (r=.61). Also,
there was a positive strong relationship between social goals and affiliation (r=.66) and
social goals and social concern (r=.56). Moreover, mastery goals had a strong positive
relationship with task (r=.51) and with effort (r=.56) which all were significant at the
.01 level.

There were strong positive relationships among the self-regulatory strategies,
for example, elaboration had a positive strong relationship with metacognitive self-
regulatory strategy (r=.76), and with organization (r=.71). There was a strong
relationship between organization and elaboration (r=.71), and organization and
rehearsal (r=.72). Furthermore, the results also showed that there was a positive strong
relationship between rehearsal and elaboration (r=.62), and rehearsal and
metacognitive self-regulatory strategy (r=.70). Finally, there was a positive strong
relationship between critical thinking and elaboration (r=.61), critical thinking and
metacognitive self-regulatory strategy (r=.60) which all were significant at the .01
level.

There was a strong positive relationship between task and effort (r=.53). Also,
there was a strong positive relationship between competition and social power (r=.52),
competition and extrinsic motivation (r=.51). Moreover, intrinsic motivation had a
strong relationship with a number of variables, including rehearsal (r=.52), elaboration
(r=.55), critical thinking (r=.59), organization (r= .52), and metacognitive self-
regulatory strategy (r=.58). Finally, there was a strong positive relationship between
intrinsic motivation and achievement in Mathematics (r=.50) which all were significant
at the.01 level.

As aresult, linear regression analysis was used to gain a better understanding of
the relationship among these variables and the form of the relationship using the enter
method. Each dependent variable was regressed on the variables with which it had a
strong relationship. Table 4.27 presents the results of linear regression for the previously

discussed relationships.
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The following table illustrates the outcome of the regression of the variables that
had strong relationships. For example, competition, social power, praise, and tokens
predicted performance goals. Thus, this model is accurate since R= .88 indicates a
strong relationship between the criterion and the predicted variables. The significant
factor that corresponds to the F value is 0.000 and thus there is a linear relationship. The
regression equation, which would predict performance goals, is:

Predicted Performance Goals= competition+ social power+ praise+ tokens.
Predicted Performance Goals= .713+.265+.446+.399+.265. Finally, these models
were regressed in terms of the three groups using the stepwise method to see

whether there was a difference in the models in terms of the three groups, as shown
in table 4.28.
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Table 4.28 illustrates the outcome of the regression between the dependent
variables (motivation, self-regulation, goal orientations, and attitudes) and independent
variables (achievement in English and Mathematics). The results show there was no
strong relationship between the dependent variables and independent variables except
between intrinsic motivation and achievement in Mathematics. In multiple regressions
other factors such as R Square, the significance F value, and the significance p value
were considered important in interpreting multiple regression models.

The results show that there were strong models with respectable R Square value
and weak models with low R Square value. The strongest models were intrinsic
motivation, extrinsic motivation, elaboration, organization, critical thinking, effort,
competition, and mastery goals. In all of these models achievement in Mathematics
predicted these variables. Achievement in Mathematics predicted intrinsic motivation
with R Square= .258, F=.000, p= .000. Also, achievement in Mathematics predicted
extrinsic motivation with R Square= .157, F=.000, p= .000. Achievement in
Mathematics predicted elaboration with R Square=.092, F=.000, p=.000.
Furthermore, achievement in Mathematics predicted organization with R Square=.100,
F=.000, p= .000. Achievement in Mathematics predicted critical thinking with R
Square=.110, F= .000, p= .000. Achievement in Mathematics predicted metacognitive
self-regulatory strategies with R Square=.120, F=.000, p= .000. In addition,
Achievement in Mathematics predicted competition with R Square= .105, F=.000, p=
.000. Finally, achievement in Mathematics predicted mastery goals with R Square=
085, F= .000, p=.000. Most importantly, achievement in Mathematics and English
predicted effort with R Square= .131, F=.000, p= .001, .021

Similarly, the rest of the models were predicted mostly by achievement in
Mathematics, however, these models were considered weak since the R Square is weak.
For example, achievement in Mathematics predicted performance goals with R Square=

.060, F=.005, p=.003.
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44 Research Hypotheses

Hypothesis (1): Males will score lower than females in motivation, self-regulation,
motivational goals, and goal orientations, and attitudes

To test this hypothesis an independent T test was conducted in each
culture to examine whether males scored lower than females in the variables

measured in this study (see Tables 4.29 and 4.30).
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Table 4.29

Differences between Females and Males in Motivation, Self-Regulation, Motivational Goals, Goal Orientations,
and Attitudes in the Jordanian Sample

Variables

sex N M SD F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Task female 74 18.91 1.27 6.383 0.012 3.159 167 *0.002
male 95 18.16 1.70 3.271 166.79 0.001
Effort female 71 28.97 3.99 3.091 0.081 0.794 160 0.428
male 91 28.41 4.85 0.814 159.50 0.417
Competition female 72 25.01 3.53 10.931 0.001 1.186 163 0.237
male 93 24.19 4.98 1.238 161.82 0.218
Social Power female 71 23.49 445 2.526 0.114 0.527 160 0.599
male 91 23.05 5.80 0.544 159.96 0.587
Affiliation female 72 11.76 2.56 1.435 0.233 1.348 164 0.179
male 94 11.17 2.99 1.376 161.81 0.171
Social Concern female 73 20.74 2.87 2.696 0.103 3.099 163 *0.002
male 92 19.14 3.59 3.178 162.98 0.002
Praise female 73 21.05 3.38 14.335 0.000 3.085 161 *0.002
male 90 18.86 527 3224 153.33 0.002
Tokens female 71 23.82 5.57 9.115 0.003 0.136 160 0.892
male 91 23.67 7.62 0.141 159.40 0.888
Mastery Goals female 72 22.68 2.13 7338 0.007 1.978 163 0.050
male 93 21.69 3.82 2.116 149.40 0.036
Performance Goals female 74 31.96 4.17 15.777 0.000 1.422 166 0.157
male 94 30.60 7.37 1.512 152.03 0.133
Social Goals female 74 20.24 3.37 3.145 0.078 1.748 165 0.082
male 93 19.14 452 1.806 164.32 0.073
Intrinsic Motivation female 72 22.06 391 1.334 0.250 -0.801 163 0.425
male 93 22.60 4.66 -0.819 16191 0.414
Extrinsic Motivation female 73 23.18 397 0.283 0.596 0.977 162 0.330
male 91 22.54 432 0.986 158.98 0.326
Rehearsal female 74 17.50 532 3.554 0.061 0532 165 0.595
male 93 17.02 6.11 0.540 163.59 0.590
Elaboration female 73 29.00 7.04 1.034 0.311 0.009 164 0.993
male 93 28.99 7.95 0.009 161.59 0.993
Organization female 73 17.82 522 0.485 0.487 0.826 165 0.410
male 94 17.12 5.65 0.835 160.14 0.405
Critical Thinking female 70 23.11 6.83 0.547 0.461 -1.092 158 0.276
male 90 24.27 6.45 -1.084 144.15 0.280
Metacognitive female 72 52.64 11.56 5.332 0.022 0.363 156 0.717
male 86 51.87 14.48 0.370 155.66 0.712
Attitudes toward school fernale 71 39.15 8.21 0.989 0.321 0.955 161 0.341
male 92 37.79 9.60 0.974 159.24 0.331
Attitudes toward teachers female 69 3172 9.38 0427 0514 -0.368 157 0.714
male 90 38.28 9.42 -0.368 146.79 0.714

*P< .05
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Table 4.29 indicates that in the Jordanian sample males scored lower than
females in their orientations toward task with females (F= 6.38, p<.05). Also, males
scored lower than females in social concern (F= 2.67, p<.05). Finally, the results
indicate that males scored lower than females in praise (F= 14.34, p<.05). Since it is not
a null hypothesis the 2-tailed significant results have to be divided by 2. Therefore,

these results support the hypothesis that males will score lower than females in terms of

task, social concern, and praise.

145



Table 4.30

Differences between Females and Males in Motivation, Self-Regulation, Motivational Goals, Goal

Orientations, and Afttitudes in the Australian Sample

Variables sex N M SD F Sig. t df Sig, (2-tailed)
Task female 95 17.57 2.09 0.69 041 -0.364 190 0.717
male 97 17.68 1.76 -0.363 183.47 0.717
Effort female 92  25.09 455 0.06 0.80 -1.261 187 0.209
male 97 2591 4.38 -1.259 185.49 0.209
Competition female 96 17.62 7.16 3.16 0.08 -2.096 194 *0.037
male 100 19.67 6.48 -2.092 190.23 0.038
Social Power female 94 14.06 5.19 0.24 0.63 -2.770 192 *0.006
male 100 16.17 5.38 -2.773 191.88 0.006
Affiliation female 94 955 3.14 4.02 0.05 -2.718 193 *0.007
male 101 10.69 2.70 -2.703 184.14 0.008
Social Concern female 96  18.89 3.63 2.70 0.10 -0.367 194 0.714
male 100 19.08 3.38 -0.367 191.51 0.714
Praise female 86 18.96 4.37 3.10 0.08 -0.038 172 0.970
male 88 18.98 3.80 -0.038 167.63 0.970
Tokens female 95 16.53 6.19 1.10 0.30 -2.253 192 *0.025
male 99 1858 6.46 -2.255 192 0.025
Mastery Goals female 95 19.85 3.11 0.10 0.75 -0.923 192 0.357
male 99 2026 3.06 -0.923 191.37 0.357
Performance Goals female 94  23.67 6.88 2.12 0.15 -2.169 191 *0.031
male 99 2570 6.15 -2.163 186.08 0.032
Social Goals female 94 15.64 4.53 2.60 0.11 -2.591 192 *0.010
male 100 17.26 4.12 -2.584 187.51 0.011
Intrinsic Motivation female 93 15.90 5.47 6.62 0.01 -3.898 188 *0.000
male 97 18.67 425 -3.878 173.72 0.000
Extrinsic Motivation female 94 1943 6.39 10.17 0.00 -2.649 193 *0.009
male 101 21.51 445 -2.616 164.64 0.010
Rehearsal female 92 15.18 5.59 093 0.33 -0.170 189 0.865
male 99 1531 4.84 -0.169 180.60 0.866
Elaboration female 92  22.62 7.55 2.11 0.15 -1.825 189 0.070
male 99 2448 6.56 -1.816 180.78 0.071
Organization female 94 16.38 6.02 3.57 0.06 1427 191 0.155
male 99 15.24 5.05 1.421 181.79 0.157
Critical Thinking female 92 1547 5.89 0.56 045 -4.926 188 *0,000
male 98  19.59 5.61 -4.919 185.66 0.000
Metacognitive female 94  45.96 11.2 0.80 037 -1.597 190 0.112
male 98  48.39 9.80 -1.592 184.17 0.113
Attitudes toward school female 95 38.17 9.56 490 0.03 -1.334 194 0.184
male 101  39.78 7.15 -1.322 173.81 0.188
Attitudes toward teachers female 92 40.15 8.26 0.11 0.74 -1.133 191 0.259
male 101 41.47 7.95 -1.131 187.69 0.260

*P<.05
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Table 4.30 indicates that in the Australian sample females scored lower than
males in competition, social power, affiliation, tokens, performance goals, intrinsic
motivation, extrinsic motivation, and critical thinking. First, females scored lower than
males in competition (F=3.16, p<.05). Second, females scored lower than males in
social power (F=.24, p<.05). Third, females scored lower than males in affiliation
(F=4.02, p<.05). Fourth, females scored lower than males in tokens (F=1.10, p<.05).
Furthermore, females scored lower than males in performance goals (F=2.12, p<.05).
Moreover, females scored lower than males in social goals (F=2.60, p<.05). Females
also scored lower than males in intrinsic motivation (F=6.62, p<.05). In addition
females scored lower than males in extrinsic motivation (F=10.17, p<.05). Finally,
females scored lower than males in critical thinking (F=.56, p<.05). As a result, this

hypothesis was rejected.

Hypothesis (2): There will be no differences between tenth grade and eleventh
grade students in terms of motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, and goal
orientations, and attitudes.

To test this hypothesis an independent T test was conducted to determine
whether there was no difference between tenth and eleventh grade students in each

culture in terms of the variables measured in this study (see Tables 4.31 and 4.32).
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Table 4.31

Differences between Tenth and Eleventh grade Students in Motivation, Self-Regulation, Motivational
Goals, Goal Orientations, and Attitudes in the Jordanian Sample

Variables Grade N M SD F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Task 10 81 1842 151 0.039  0.844 -0.520 167 0.604
11 88 1855  1.63 -0.522 166.99 0.603
Effort 10 75 2815 452 0.002  0.966 -1.340 160 0.182
11 87 29.09 444 1338 155.65 0.183
Competition 10 80 2375 429 0279  0.598 -2.294 163 *0.023
11 85 2531 442 -2.296 162.85 0.023
Social Power 10 76 2237 563 2127 0.147 -2.026 160 *0.,044
11 86 24.02 477 -2.005 147.76 0.047
Affiliation 10 80 11.06  3.14 7530 0.007 -1618 164 0.108
11 86 1177 246 -1.604 149.66 0.111
Social Concern 10 79 1913 376 3729 0.055 -2.682 163 *0.008
11 86 2051 285 -2.651 145.02 0.009
Praise 10 79 1938 474 0919 0339 -1.231 161 0.220
11 84 2027 453 -1.229 159.21 0.221
Tokens 10 77 2322 636 1389 0.240 20918 160 0.360
11 85 2420 7.4 -0.923 159.96 0.357
Mastery Goals 10 78 2177 261 1.741  0.189 -1.331 163 0.185
11 87 2244 368 -1.355 155.05 0.177
Performance Goals 10 80 30.10  6.00 0.089  0.766 2214 166 *0,028
11 88 3219 623 2218 165.42 0.028
Social Goals 10 80 1899 435 3509  0.063 -1.965 165 0.051
11 87 2022 374 -1.953 156.48 0.053
Intrinsic Motivation 10 78 2147 480 2052 0.154 -2.530 163 *0,012
11 87 2316 374 -2.496 145.02 0.014
Extrinsic Motivation 10 77 2277 419 0.265  0.608 -0.164 162 0.870
11 87 2287 417 -0.164 159.47 0.870
Rehearsal 10 79 1701 568 0.809 0370 -0.468 165 0.640
11 88 1743 586 -0.469 164.03 0.640
Elaboration 10 79 2784 786 0.856  0.356 -1.900 164 0.059
11 87 3005 7.3 -1.891 158.08 0.060
Organization 10 80 1669 5.8 0.002  0.966 -1.683 165 0.094
11 87 1810  5.30 -1.679 162.01 0.095
Critical Thinking 10 75 2273 642 1708 0.193 -1.860 158 0.065
11 85 2467 670 -1.865 156.90 0.064
Metacognitive 10 75 5139 1371 0017  0.896 -0.755 156 0.451
11 83 5298 1275 -0.752 15143 0.453
Attitudes toward school 10 76 36.88 895 0.006 0937 -2.009 161 0.046
11 87 3970 893 -2.009 158.00 0,046
Attitudes toward teachers 10 76 3664 842 2028  0.156 -1.805 157 0.073
11 83 3931 1006 0.071
*P<.05
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Table 4.31 indicates that in the Jordanian sample eleventh grade students scored
higher than tenth grade students in competition, social power, social concern,
performance goals, intrinsic motivation, and attitudes toward the school. First, eleventh
grade students scored higher than tenth grade students in competition (F= .28, p<.05).
Second, eleventh grade students scored higher than tenth grade students in social power
(F=2.13, p<.05). Third, eleventh grade students scored higher than tenth grade students
in social concern (F=3.73, p<.05). Fourth, eleventh grade students scored higher than
tenth grade students in performance goals (F=.089, p<.05). Furthermore, eleventh grade
students scored higher than tenth grade students in intrinsic motivation (F=2.05, p<.05).
Finally, Eleventh grade students scored higher than tenth grade students in their
attitudes toward their school (F=.006, p<.05). Overall the results reject the null
hypothesis as there is a difference between tenth and eleventh grade students in terms

of competition, social power, social concern, performance goals, intrinsic motivation,

and attitudes toward the school.
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Table 4.32

Differences between Tenth and Eleventh Grade Students in Motivation, Self-Regulation, Motivational Goals, Goal

Orientations, and Attitudes in the Australian Sample

Variables grade N Mean SD F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Task 10 99 17.44 2.19 9.75 0.00 -1.38 190 0.169
11 93 17.83 1.59 -1.393 178.93 0.165
Effort 10 98 25.80 449 0.01 092 0.884 187 0.378
11 91 25.22 4.47 0.884 186.1 0.378
Competition 10 102 17.71 7.14 1.28 0.26 -2.055 194 *0.041
11 94 19.71 6.48 -2.063 193.96 0.040
Social power 10 101 15.42 5.69 2.30 0.13 0.717 192 0474
11 93 14.86 5.04 0.721 191.72 0.472
Affiliation 10 101 10.39 2.81 2.30 0.13 1.182 193 0.239
11 94 9.88 3.13 1.177 187.07 0.241
Social Concern 10 102 19.07 3.39 0.83 0.36 0.328 194 0.744
11 94 18.90 3.63 0.327 189.66 0.744
Praise 10 85 18.71 429 091 0.34 -0.856 172 0.393
11 89 19.24 3.88 -0.854 168.36 0.394
Tokens 10 101 18.18 6.48 0.29 0.59 1.354 192 0.177
11 93 16.94 6.28 1.356 191.48 0.177
mastery Goals 10 100 19.82 3.28 0.66 0.42 -1.124 192 0.262
11 94 20.32 2.87 -1.129 191.08 0.260
performance Goals 10 102 24.58 6.97 1.48 0.23 -0.304 191 0.761
11 91 24.87 6.16 -0.307 190.99 0.760
Social Goals 10 100 16.99 429 0.15 0.7 1.678 192 0.095
11 94 15.94 4.46 1.676 190.03 0.095
Intrinsic Motivation 10 100 16.79 5.34 1.38 0.24 -1.511 188 0.132
11 90 17.90 4.72 -1.521 187.94 0.130
Extrinsic Motivation 10 101 19.10 6.14 9.71 0.00 -3.807 193 *0.000
11 94 22.03 4.41 -3.851 181.69 0.000
Rehearsal 10 98 14.89 5.48 0.82 0.37 -0.991 189 0.323
11 93 15.63 490 -0.994 188.34 0.322
Elaboration 10 99 22.42 7.30 0.83 0.36 -2.375 189 *0,019
11 92 24.84 6.70 -2.383 188.97 0.018
Organization 10 100 14.91 5.89 1.73 0.19 -2.325 191 *0.021
11 93 16.75 5.05 -2.338 189.77 0.020
Critical Thinking 10 97 17.68 6.18 0.38 0.54 0.185 188 0.853
11 93 17.52 6.04 0.185 187.92 0.853
Metacognitive 10 100 46.08 1149 283 0.09 -1.546 190 0.124
11 92 48.43 941 -1.559 187.56 0.121
Attitudes toward school 10 102 38.77 8.75 0.63 043 -0.398 194 0.691
11 94 39.26 8.10 -0.4 193.99 0.690
Attitudes toward teachers 10 99 39.46 8.78 482 0.03 -2.457 191 *0,015
11 94 42.30 7.10 -2471 186.37 0.014
*<.05
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Table 4.32 indicates that in the Australian sample eleventh grade students
scored higher than tenth grade students in competition, extrinsic motivation,
elaboration, organization, and attitudes toward teachers and class. First, eleventh grade
students scored higher than tenth grade students in competition (F= 1.28, p<.05).
Second, eleventh grade students scored higher than tenth grade students in extrinsic
motivation (F=9.71, p<.05). Third, eleventh grade students scored higher than tenth
grade students in elaboration (F=.083, p<.05). Furthermore, eleventh grade students
scored higher than tenth grade students in organization (F=1.73, p<.05). Finally,
Eleventh grade students scored higher than tenth grade students in their attitudes toward
their teachers and class (F=4.82, p<.05). Overall, the results reject the null hypothesis
as there is a difference between tenth and eleventh grade students in terms of

competition, extrinsic motivation, elaboration, organization, and attitude toward

teachers and class.

Hypothesis (3): There will be no difference between the Jordanian and Australian

samples in terms of motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, and goal orientations,

and attitudes.
To test this hypothesis an independent T test was conducted to determine
whether there was no difference between the Jordanian and Australian samples in

terms of the variables measured in this study (see Tables 4.33).
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Table 4.33

The Difference between the Jordanians and the Australians in Motivation, Self- Regulation, Motivational Goals,
Goal Orientations, and Attitudes

Variables culture N M SD F Sig. t daf Sig. (2-tailed)
Task studyl 169 1849 157 11.00 0.0 4583 359 *,000
study2 192 1763 193 4.644 356.74 .000
Effort studyl 162 28.65 449 0.42 0.52 6.536 349 * 000
study2 189 2552 448 6.534 340.55 .000
Competition stadyl 165 2455 441 4149 0.0 9.46 359 *.000
study2 196 1867  6.89 9.807 336.38 .000
Social Power stadyl 162 2325 524 0.40 053 14.31 354 *.000
study2 194 1515 538 14.34 345.83 .000
Affiliation studyl 166 1143 282 0.03 0.87 4.188 359 .000
study2 195 1014 297 4206 354.87 *.000
Social Concern studyl 165 1985 338 0.06 081 236 359 019
study2 196 1899  3.50 2367 352.43 *+018
Praise studyl 163 1984 464 1.59 021 1.816 335 070
study2 174 1898  4.08 1.809 322.92 071
Tokens stadyl 162 2373 6.8 0.87 035 8.792 354 *.000
study2 194 1758 640 8.747 335.06 .000
Mastery Goals stadyl 165 2212 322 0.03 0.86 6.166 357 .000
stady2 194 2006  3.09 6.145 3427 *.000
Performance Goals studyl 168 3120  6.19 321 0.07 9.591 359 *.000
study2 193 2472 658 9.633 356.85 .000
Social Goals studyl 167 19.63 408 2.66 0.10 7.021 359 *.000
study2 194 1648 439 7.06 356.92 .000
Intrinsic Motivation studyl 165 2236 435 492 0.03 9.991 353 *.000
study2 190 1732 507 10.1 352.94 .000
Extrinsic Motivation studyl 164 2282 417 1068 0.0 4386 357 *.000
study2 195 2051 556 4.494 352.53 .000
Rehearsal studyl 167 1723 576 3.17 0.08 342 356 *.001
study2 191 1525 520 3397 33737 001
Elaboration studyl 166 2899  7.54 061 044 6972 355 *.000
study2 191 2359  7.10 6.942 3412 .000
Organization studyl 167 1743 546 0.05 0.83 2.791 358 006
study2 193 1580  5.56 2795 35233 *.005
Critical Thinking studyl 160 2376  6.63 091 034 9.054 348 *.000
study2 190 1760  6.10 8.99 326.8 .000
Metacognitive studyl 158 5222 1320 826 0.00 3.944 348 *.000
study2 192 4721 1058 3.862 298.46 .000
Attitudes toward school studyl 163 3839 9.02 127 026 -0.671 357 503
study2 196 3901 843 -0.666 335.58 506
Attitudes toward teachers studyl 159 3804 938 4.37 0.04 -3.011 350 *.003
study2 193 4084 8.1 -2.969 314.46 003

Note: Study 1= Jordan, Study 2= Australia

*P<.05
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Table 4.33 indicates that there was a significant difference between the
Jordanian and Australian samples in almost all of the variables measured in this study.
Jordanian gifted students scored higher than the Australian gifted students in task,
effort, competition, social power, affiliation, social concern, tokens, mastery goals,
performance goals, social goals, intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, rehearsal,
elaboration, organization, critical thinking, and metacognitive self-regulatory strategies.
However, Australian gifted students scored higher than the Jordanian gifted students in
their attitudes toward their teachers. It is important to mention that the values of
cronbach’s alpha for the Jordanian and the Australian students showed a slightly greater
consistency by the Australians in the answers given by the same student in terms of

task, competition, intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, and organization.
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CHAPTER FIVE

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Introduction

The main aim of this study was to determine the difference among gifted high,
moderate, and low achievers in terms of motivation, self-regulation, motivational
goals, goal orientations, and attitudes toward their school and teachers and class. This
study is one of the first to investigate all these variables together and within the
context of a selective school and cross-cultural perspective. This chapter will discuss
the findings from the data analyses described in chapter 4 and draw conclusions to
each of the research questions and hypotheses in the first and the second study. It will
present recommendations from the findings of this study in terms of the implications
for theory, policy, and practice. Finally, this chapter will present the conclusion and

limitations of this study.

5.1 Research Question 1

The main research question of the study was to determine the difference among
the three groups in terms of motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal
orientations, and attitudes toward school and teachers. The descriptive results one way
ANOVA as well as post hoc pair wise multiple comparisons using Boneferroni test

were used to answer this question.
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5.1.1 Motivation

One of the aims of this study was to determine the difference among the three
groups in their intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, which were measured using the

Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ).

5.1.1.1 The difference among the three levels of achievers in intrinsic and extrinsic

motivation

The literature is inconsistent in terms of the effect of intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation on gifted students’ achievement since some studies showed that extrinsic
motivation is related to low achievers and intrinsic motivation is related to high
achievers (Yumusak, et al., 2007). In comparison, other studies suggested that intrinsic
and extrinsic motivation could coexist in enhancing gifted students’ achievement
(Hoekman, et al., 2005; Street, 2001). The literature emphasized the importance of
intrinsic motivation over extrinsic motivation in relation to gifted students’
achievement (Street, 2001). This study has extended previous research by
investigating intrinsic and extrinsic motivation among three levels of achievers in a
selective school context and from cross cultural perspective.

The findings of this study indicate a clear difference between the Australian
and Jordanian gifted students in their intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. The findings
in the Australian study indicate that in terms of achievement in Mathematics, tenth
grade high and moderate achievers were more intrinsically motivated than low
achievers. High and moderate achievers were also more extrinsically motivated than
the low achievers. Additionally, in terms of achievement in Mathematics, eleventh
grade, male and female high achievers were more intrinsically motivated than
moderate and low achievers. However, the results in the Jordanian study indicate that
there was no significant difference among the three levels of achievers in their intrinsic
and extrinsic motivation. Interestingly, most of the significant results in the Australian
study were in terms of achievement in Mathematics which indicates that Mathematics
is appreciated in the school. For example high achievers are more likely to be involved
in external competition such as Mathematics Olympiad and hence this would affect

their extrinsic motivation.
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The fact that higher levels of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation were related to
high achievers in the Australian study supports the findings of previous research
(Hoekman, et al, 2005; Philips & Lindsay, 2006; Street, 2001). Street (2001) found
that both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation contribute to the academic success of gifted
secondary students with particular emphasis on intrinsic motivation, However, in the
current study, the results show that students’ motivation to achieve is more likely to be
extrinsic than intrinsic, particularly in the Australian sample (see Table 4.33). This
finding is consistent with Craven and her colleagues’ (2004) study in which they
found that the GAT program did not support the increases in intrinsic motivation that
were expected in the selective GAT program.

The findings in the Jordanian sample might be explained by the value placed
on education in general in Jordan, particularly for gifted students. Also, the sample
was drawn from one of the most elite schools in Jordan and to be accepted in this
school is considered important to the students socially as well as personally. In other
words, Jordanian students want to do well to please their families as well as
themselves. Another important point is that the extrinsic motivation subscale rendered
a low reliability coefficient in the Jordanian sample (see chapter 3). This indicates
that the extrinsic motivation subscale was not sensitive enough to measure students’
extrinsic motivation. Also, the culture of school encourages intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation through giving the students the chance to select their subjects and
activities at the same time as encouraging rewards and competition.

In comparison, in the Australian study the findings were consistent with the
literature and suggested that intrinsic and extrinsic motivation were both associated
with high achievers. Further, this study illustrates that intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation could coexist to promote gifted students’ achievement in a selective school
environment. This indicates that intrinsic and extrinsic motivation are not mutually
exclusive; they are not necessarily in conflict. Students use both types of motivation to
boost their achievement. However, the results indicate that students were more
extrinsically motivated to achieve than intrinsically motivated. Ryan and Deci’s
(2000) explanation may be applicable here, as they stressed that because many of the
tasks that educators want their students to perform are not inherently interesting or

enjoyable, forms of extrinsic motivation became an essential strategy for successful
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teaching. Similarly, in the Australian study it is possible to say that teachers make
learning more interesting and enjoyable by encouraging extrinsically motivated
students through rewarding them and recognizing their achievement. Therefore, this
encourages all students whether they are extrinsically motivated or intrinsically
motivated to become more involved in competitive performance. Most importantly,
the Australian culture in general values academic achievement and competition.
Therefore, this may encourage students to become more involved in competitive

performance.

5.1.2 Self-Regulation

The second variable that was assessed in this study was self-regulatory
strategies. The self-regulatory strategies that were measured in this study were:
rehearsal, elaboration, organization, critical thinking, and metacognitive self-
regulatory strategies. These variables were measured using the Motivated Strategy
for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ).

5.1.2.1 The difference among the three levels of achievers in their use of self-

regulatory strategies

The literature is inconsistent in terms of the use of self-regulatory strategies

among gifted high achievers since some studies showed that self-regulation was

related to achievement (Ablard & Lipschultz, 1998; Muir-Broaddus, 1995; Pintrich &

De Groot, 1990; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1986, 1988). In comparison, other

studies particularly among Asian students suggested the opposite (Malpass, O'Neil, &

Hocevar, 1999; Rao, Moely, & Sachs, 2000). This study has extended previous
research by investigating the use of self-regulatory strategies among three levels of
achievers in a selective school context and from a cross-cultural perspective.

The findings of this study indicate a clear difference between the Australian
and Jordanian gifted students in their use of self-regulatory strategies. In the
Australian study, low achievers were low in all types of self-regulatory strategies,
particularly tenth grade students in terms of their achievement in Mathematics.
However, the results show that in terms of achievement in English tenth grade low

achievers were low in organization only. Interestingly, in terms of achievement in
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Mathematics, eleventh grade moderate achievers were similar to the low achievers,
that is, they were low in their use of elaboration and critical thinking.

These findings are consistent with the literature in the western countries which
reported that self-regulation is more evident in high achievers (Ablard & Lipschultz,
1998; McCoach & Siegle, 2003a; Muir-Broaddus, 1995; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990;
Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1986, 1988). Moreover, most of the significant results
were in terms of achievement in Mathematics which may reflect the ways in which
Mathematics compared to other subjects taught in the school, whereby there is more
emphasis on explicitly teaching strategic skills.

In the literature there are many theories that explain the lack of the use of self-
regulatory strategies among low achievers. Pintrich and De Groot (1990) indicated that
the dysfunctional motivational processes act as an important variable in the use of self-
regulatory strategies. Purdie and Hattie (1996) suggested that the physical and social
contexts of the use of learning strategies together with personal factors, such as the
level of one’s knowledge and metacognitive awareness, allow students to become self-
regulating in learning and therefore optimizing their learning outcomes. In social
cognitive theory self-efficacy is considered an important influence on a person’s
choice of activity and the use of self-regulatory strategies (Zimmerman & Martinez-
Pons, 1990).

Other researchers such as Zimmerman (1994) suggested that the nature of the
classroom context plays an important role in facilitating self-regulatory strategies. He
argued that a classroom that does not allow for much choice of strategies to perform
tasks limits the use of self-regulatory strategies. Similarly, Cohen (1994) found that
classroom activities can have an important influence on students’ motivation and the
level of self-regulated learning in the classroom. Ames (1992) found that teachers’
practices, methods, and the type of task they ask the students to do can influence the
students’ motivational goals as well as their self-regulated learning.

Accordingly, there may be a number of reasons why the use of self-regulatory
strategies is associated with gifted students’ achievement in the Australian study. First,
motivation plays an important role in the increased use of self-regulatory strategies
and, as the linear regression results indicated, intrinsic motivation is positively related

to self-regulation. Therefore, low achievers did not have the intrinsic motivation or the
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interest in tasks that allowed them to use self-regulatory strategies for learning and
achievement at a high level. Second, it is possible to say that the low achievers’ low
level of knowledge and awareness of cognitive strategies did not allow them to
become self-regulating in their learning. Third, the less frequent use of self-regulatory
strategies may be because the environment of the school is not sufficiently demanding.
This means that school activities and practices may not encourage them to use the self-
regulatory strategies. Also, it might be said that teachers’ practices and activities did
not influence the students’ motivation and this directly affected their use of self-
regulatory strategies.

In the Jordanian study, self-regulatory strategies did not differentiate gifted
students’” achievement in that all gifted students, regardless of their achievement level,
used self-regulatory strategies. This finding corresponds with the previous findings in
the study by Rao and colleagues (2000) in which they found that high achievers and
low achievers did not differ in their use of self-regulatory strategies. They explained
that cultural belief of the educational systems might affect the results. Similarly, in the
Jordanian sample it might be worth to mention that Jordanian culture emphasizes the
importance of education and the importance of examinations for higher education
which encourages all students, regardless of their level, to regulate their cognition and
use cognitive strategies. Another important reason is related to the fact that most of
these students were highly gifted in Mathematics and the environment of school
encourages achievement in Mathematics and demands the use of self-regulatory
strategies through its activities. Therefore, to be able to master these challenges and
activities, students have to use these strategies and, systematically, these strategies
become automated and they engage them unconsciously.

In conclusion, the findings of this study demonstrate that culture had an impact
on the results of the two studies which correspond with the findings of Purdie and
Hattie (1996) and Yumusak and his colleagues (2007) in which they stressed that use
of self-regulatory strategies differs across different cultures. Indeed, the culture of the
school and its practices also affect students’ use of self-regulatory strategies which is
obvious in the Jordanian sample in which the emphasis on Mathematics achievement

and Mathematics activities demand the students use self-regulatory strategies

159



regardless of their achievement level and the use of self-regulatory strategies did not

differentiate between gifted high achievers and low achievers.

5.1.3 Motivational Goals

The third variable that was assessed in this study was motivational goals. The
motivational goals that were measured in this study were task, effort, competition,
affiliation, social concern, social power, praise, and tokens. These variables were

measured using the Inventory of School Motivation Scale (ISM).

5.1.3.1 The difference among the three levels of achievers in motivational goals

The literature has indicated that motivational goals such as task, effort,
competition, and affiliation differentiated gifted high achievers from low achievers
(Albaiali, 2003). This study adds to the findings of previous research by investigating
the orientations toward motivational goals in terms of achievement in subject-area, in
a selective school context, and from a cross-cultural perspective.

The findings of this study indicated that there are similarities between the
Australian and Jordanian high achievers in their orientations toward a number of
motivational goals. The results show that Jordanian high achievers considered effort
and competition important variables to their achievement in Arabic. Similarly,

Australian high achievers considered effort, task, and competition important variables

to their achievement in English and Mathematics. All of these findings were consistent

with Albaili’s (2003) study in which he found that high achievers were more oriented
toward task, effort, and competition than low achievers.

Eleventh grade high achievers in both studies were more competitive than low
achievers which can be explained by the highly competitive environment of the
schools which support and encourage competition in general. Also, in the Australian
sample tenth grade high achievers were more competitive than low achievers. Within
the Jordanian sample other motivational goals such as affiliation differentiated gifted
students’ achievement. Tenth grade low achievers considered affiliation an important
motivational goal to their achievement in Arabic. This finding supports previous

literature (Albaiali, 2003). In comparison, in the Australian sample tenth grade
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moderate achievers were more socially concern than low achievers which doesn’t

support the previous literture (Albaiali, 2003).

5.1.4 Goal Orientations

The fourth variable that was assessed in this study was goal orientations. In this
study, goals were divided into mastery approach goals, performance approach goals

and social goals. All these goals were measured using the Inventory of School
Motivation Scale (ISM).

S.1.4.1 The difference among the three levels of achievers in the orientations
toward mastery, performance, and social goals

The literature is inconsistent in terms of the orientations of goals since some
studies reported that high achievers were more oriented toward mastery goals (Ablard
& Lipschultz, 1998; Dweck & Leggett 1988) while other studies suggested that
performance is likely to relate to achievement in conjunction with mastery goal
orientations (Ee et al, 2003; Pintrich, 2000b). In other words, research has suggested
that performance goals might be beneficial under certain conditions such as a
competitive environment or a situation where mastery goals are also present (Midgley,
Kaplan, & Middelton, 2001). This study has extended the previous literature by
comparing three levels of gifted high school students in terms of orientations toward
mastery, performance, and social goals in a selective school context and from a cross-
cultural perspective.

The results of this study indicate a clear difference between the Australian and
Jordanians’ three levels of achievers in their orientations toward mastery and
performance goals. First, in the Jordanian study, tenth grade low achievers were more
likely to hold performance goals than the moderate and high achievers in terms of their
achievement in Arabic. In comparison, the Australian eleventh grade high achievers
were more oriented toward performance goals than low achievers in terms of their
achievement in Mathematics. Second, in the Australian study mastery goals were
significantly lower for the low achievers among tenth grade and female students in
terms of their achievement in Mathematics. In comparison in the Jordanian sample

mastery goals did not differentiate gifted students’ achievement. Even though, there
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was a cultural difference in the orientations toward mastery and performance goals,
social goals did differentiate gifted students’ achievement in the Australian sample in
which low achievers were more oriented toward social goals than moderate achievers
which is in consistent with the literature that support achievement can be influenced
by social goals (McInerney et al, 1998).

In relation to performance goals, in the Jordanian sample the findings were
consistent with Chessor’s (2004) study in which she found that students who
experienced low success in an OC class may have been more performance goal
oriented or performance avoidance oriented. This finding might be explained by the
argument made by goal theory researchers that students motivated by performance
goals will be interested in trying their best to get higher grades than others and this
might have negatively affected students’ focus on the task. Therefore, this would
diminish their cognitive ability, task engagement, and performance (Dweck & Leggett,
1988; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002). Accordingly, it might be said that Jordanian low
achievers were interested in getting higher grades to please their families as well as
themselves and this directly affected their performance. The findings of the Australian
study were consistent with the literature that suggested that performance goals are
likely to relate to achievement only in conjunction with mastery goal orientations (Ee
et al, 2003; Pintrich, 2000b).

The literature has provided explanations for the positive outcomes of
performance goals. The literature provided evidence that performance goals have
positive effects, particularly in secondary and college contexts (Urden, 1997). Other
researchers suggested that either type of goals can promote interest but the effect of
these goals depends on personality and contextual factors (Harackiewicz, Barron, &
Elliot, 1998). Bouffard and his colleagues (1998) explained that older students
understand that not only gaining knowledge but being able to translate this knowledge
into academic achievement is an important criterion for accessing high school levels.
They further stressed that mastery goals are crucial to younger students but the
relevance of performance goals for adaptive function may increase with school levels.

Accordingly, reasons why performance goals were related to eleventh grade
high achievers in the Australian study can perhaps be explained by eleventh grade

in Australia being characterized as a high stakes, performance-oriented learning
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environment which require students to respond to examinations and assignments all
within the context of performance and competition (Smith, 2004). Therefore, high
school students consider academic achievement as an important criterion for their

success in moving to the next level of high school and then college level.

5.1.5 Attitudes

The final variable that was assessed in the first research question was students’
attitudes toward school and teachers and class which were measured using the School

Attitude Assessment Surveys (SAAS).

5.1.5.1 The difference among the three levels of achievers in their attitudes
toward their school and teachers

The literature has indicated that gifted students’ attitudes toward school,
teachers and class did affect their achievement and differentiated between gifted high
achievers and low achievers. However, most of this literature investigated students’
attitudes in a mainstream school setting. This study has extended previous research by
investigating students’ attitudes toward their school, teachers and class among three
levels of gifted high school students in a selective school context and from a cross-
cultural perspective.

The results of this study indicated a clear difference between the Australian
and Jordanian three levels of achievers in their attitudes toward their selective school
and teachers and class. The results indicate that in the Australian study moderate and
high achievers were more positive in their attitudes toward the school, teachers and
class particularly among male students. This finding is consistent with the literature
(Baslanti & McCoach, 2006; McCoach & Siegle, 2003a). However, in the Jordanian
study, students were all positive in their attitudes toward their school, teachers and
class regardless of their achievement level.

Findings in the Jordanian sample might be explained in relation to the fact that
the selective school is one of the elite schools in Jordan and it is considered an
achievement in itself to be accepted in this school for its high reputation for the quality

of education and teachers. Therefore, students who came from other public schools to
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the selective school found a great difference between their former schools and this

school in terms of its activities, curriculum, and education.

S.1.6 What do high, moderate, and low achievers look like in terms of

motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes

In line with the previous findings, in the Australian study the results show that
most of the variables of the study differentiated the three levels of achievers, although
most of these significant differences were in terms of their achievement in
Mathematics. In terms of achievement in English, high achievers can be described as
students who were using organization as a strategy for learning, were oriented toward
effort, task, and competition and were positive in their attitudes toward their teachers
and class. Second, moderate achievers can be described as students who were oriented
toward task and competition and were positive in their attitudes toward teachers and
class. Third, low achievers can be described as students who were not oriented toward
effort, task, and competition, did not use self-regulatory strategies particularly
organization, and were not positive in their attitudes toward their teachers and class.
However, they were oriented toward social goals.

In terms of achievement in Mathematics, high achievers in the Australian study
can be described as intrinsically and extrinsically motivated, using all types of self-
regulatory strategies, oriented toward mastery and performance goals, task, effort, and
competition, and were positive in their attitudes toward their school, teachers and
class. Moderate achievers can be described as students who were intrinsically and
extrinsically motivated, using all types of self-regulatory strategies, oriented toward
task and effort, and were positive in their attitudes toward their school. Low achievers
can be described as students, who were not intrinsically or extrinsically motivated, did
not use self-regulatory strategies, were not oriented toward mastery and performance
goals, task, effort, and competition, and were not positive in their attitudes toward
their school, teachers and class.

The results in the Jordanian study show that competition, effort, affiliation, and
performance goals were the only variables that differentiated the three levels of

achievers. Also, most of these significant differences were in terms of their
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achievement in Arabic. In terms of achievement in Arabic, high achievers can be
described as students who were not oriented toward performance goals and affiliation.
However, they were oriented toward effort and competition. Moderate achievers can
be described as those who were not oriented toward performance goals, and
competition. However, they were oriented toward affiliation. Low achievers can be
described as those who were oriented toward performance goals, and affiliation. They

were not competitive in the eleventh grade but they were competitive in the tenth

grade.

5.2 Research Question Two

The second question aimed to investigate the relationship among motivation,
self-regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, attitudes toward school and
teachers and class, and achievement. This question was answered using Pearson
moment correlations and linear regression.

The findings of this study indicate a clear difference between the Australian
and Jordanian gifted students in their intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. In the
Jordanian study, the results indicated that intrinsic motivation was predicted by critical
thinking. This finding suggested that intrinsic motivation is important in the use of
self-regulatory strategies particularly in critical thinking. Therefore, teachers and
educators need to consider intrinsic motivation in the use of self-regulatory strategies.
This finding supported the literature that suggested that intrinsic motivation is related
to self-regulatory strategies (Cheong, 2000; Malpass et al, 1999; Pintrich & De Groot,
1990; Pintrich, Roeser, & De Groot, 1994). However, the results show that neither
achievement in Arabic nor achievement in Mathematics predicted intrinsic motivation
which is inconsistent with the literature that suggested that intrinsic motivation is
related to achievement (Yumusak, et al., 2007). This finding suggested that Jordanian
students regardless of their achievement level were intrinsically motivated and that
students were pressured to do well. In other words they want to do well to please their
family and the society in general.

In the Australian study, the results show that intrinsic motivation was predicted

by extrinsic motivation, rehearsal, elaboration, and critical thinking. The fact that
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intrinsic motivation was predicted by extrinsic motivation suggested that intrinsic and
extrinsic motivation among the Australian students were not in conflict but
complemented each other. Also, intrinsic motivation was predicted by self-regulatory
strategies which indicate again that intrinsic motivation is a vital element in the use of
self-regulatory strategies. Most importantly, both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation
were predicted by achievement in Mathematics which is consistent with the literature
that suggested that intrinsic and extrinsic motivation could coexist to promote gifted
students’ achievement (Hoekman, et al, 2005; Philips & Lindsay, 2006; Street, 2001).
This suggested that among the Australian students intrinsic and extrinsic motivation
were both important to boost students’ achievement.

The findings of this study indicate mixed results between the Australian and
Jordanian gifted students in their use of self-regulatory strategies. In the Jordanian
study there was a strong correlation among the self-regulatory strategies measured in
this study. Also, the results show that these strategies predicted each other. This
indicates that these strategies were not in conflict and they complement each other.
This finding might be because all of the Jordanian students were highly gifted in
Mathematics and the environment of the school demands the use of these strategies
through its challenging activities. Therefore, students use all of these strategies to meet
these demands and they might use them unconsciously. However, neither achievement
in Arabic nor achievement in Mathematics predicted any of these strategies which is
inconsistent with the literature that suggested that self-regulation is related to
achievement (Ablard & Lipschultz, 1998; Muir-Broaddus, 1995; Pintrich & De Groot,
1990; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1986, 1988). This finding might be explained by
the importance of education, examination, and higher education in the Jordanian
culture. Therefore, this encourages students regardless of their achievement level to
regulate their cognition and use cognitive strategies.

In the Australian study the results show that the self-regulatory strategies were
strongly correlated and they predicted each other. This indicates that the students use
these strategies since the environment demands the use of these strategies through its
activities. Unlike the Jordanian study, self-regulatory strategies were predicted by

achievement in Mathematics which is consistent with the literature that suggested that
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self-regulation is related to achievement (Ablard & Lipschultz, 1998; Muir-Broaddus,
1995; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1986, 1988).

There were also mixed results between the Jordanian and Australian gifted
students in the orientations toward goals. In the Jordanian study the results indicated
that performance goals and mastery goals were not adaptive or related to positive
outcomes. Performance goals were related to competition, social power, social goals,
praise, tokens, and mastery goals. Also, performance goals were predicted neither by
achievement in Arabic nor achievement in Mathematics. This finding suggested that
performance goals were not adaptive and they were related to negative outcomes. This
finding supported the argument advocated in goal theory in which students motivated
by performance goals will be interested in getting high grades and this will directly
affect their focus on the task and cognitive engagement and therefore will affect their
performance. Accordingly, it might be said that Jordanian low achievers were
interested in getting higher grades to please their families as well as themselves and
this directly affected their performance.

Mastery goals were related to competition, praise, and performance goals.
Also, mastery goals were not predicted by achievement. Most importantly there was
no relationship between mastery goals and self-regulatory strategies as researchers in
goal theory assumed. Interestingly, there was a positive linear relationship among
performance goals, mastery goals, and social goals. This finding is consistent with
Chan’s (2008) study in which he found that learning goals and performance-approach
goals were not negatively correlated. This finding indicates that Jordanian gifted
students did not perceive these goals as contrasting goals. The conception of success
and academic achievement could be a social endeavor in the Jordanian culture with the
implication that the three goal orientations could be related through the Jordanian
cultural perspective of interdependence and social goals of bringing honour to one’s
family by working hard.

In the Australian study, the results indicate that performance goals were
generally not adaptive. Performance goals were predicted by competition, social
power, praise, and tokens. However, performance goals were adaptive or related to
positive outcomes when used by high achievers. Most importantly, performance

goals were predicted by achievement in Mathematics. Mastery goals were adaptive
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since they were predicted by task and effort and used by high achievers. Also,
mastery goals were predicted by achievement in Mathematics. This finding is
consistent with the literature that suggested that mastery goals were adaptive
(Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002). This finding suggested
that task and effort were important elements in the orientations toward mastery
goals. However, mastery goals were not adaptive since they were not predicted by
self-regulatory strategies. The findings of the Australian study supported the goal
theory assumption that students adopt or pursue many types of goals within any
academic setting, with an emphasis on mastery and performance-approach goals
(Barron & Harackiewicz, 2001).

The results in both studies show that social goals were predicted by social
concern and affiliation. Also, social goals in both studies were not predicted by
achievement. This suggested that social concern and affiliation were important in the
orientations toward social goals.

In conclusion, the results show a clear difference between the Jordanian and
Australian sample in the relationship among these variables and consequently
achievement. However, there are several marked similarities. First, both studies
showed that self-regulation is predicted by intrinsic motivation which suggested the
importance of intrinsic motivation in the use of self-regulatory strategies. However,
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation were not related to achievement as in the Australian
study. Also, the results in the Australian study indicated that intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation were not in conflict as they were both important to boost students’
achievement. Second, in both studies the self-regulatory strategies had strong
correlation with each other which indicates that these strategies were not in conflict
but they complement each other and the students use these strategies since the
environment demands the use of these strategies through its activities. However, self-
regulation in the Australian study was related to achievement, unlike the Jordanian
study. Third, performance goals were not adaptive or related to positive outcomes
except in the Australian study performance goals were predicted by achievement in
Mathematics. Interestingly, in the Jordanian study performance goals, mastery goals,
and social goals were strongly correlated which indicates success and academic

achievement are related to the Jordanian cultural perspective of interdependence and
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social goals of bringing honour to one’s family by working hard. Mastery goals in the
Jordanian study were not adaptive unlike the Australian study where mastery goals
were related to positive outcomes since they were predicted by task and effort. Also,
they were predicted by achievement in Mathematics. Fourth, social goals in both

studies were predicted by social concern and affiliation and they were not related to

achievement.

5.3 Research Hypotheses

5.3.1 Hypothesis (1): Males will score lower than females in motivation, self-

regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes

The results in the Jordanian study supported this hypothesis and males scored
lower than females in task, social concern, and praise. The findings might be explained
in relation to the fact that girls in general value the importance of friendship,
relationships, and praise in their lives. However, the results in the Australian study
rejected this hypothesis and females scored lower than males in intrinsic motivation,
extrinsic motivation, competition, social power, affiliation, tokens, performance goals,
social goals, and critical thinking. Findings in the Australian study were all
incongruent with the literature. The literature suggested that females would score
higher than males in motivation (Tallent-Runnels, Olivarez, Walsh, & Irons, 1994).
Also, the literature suggested that gifted girls would use more self-regulatory strategies
than gifted boys (Ablard & Lipschultz, 1998; Wolters & Pintrich, 1998; Zimmerman
& Martinez-Pons, 1990). In addition, the literature suggested that gifted girls would be
oriented more toward performance goals than males (Ziegler, Heller, & Broome,
1996). However, findings that males were more competitive than females were
consistent with previous research (Sassen, 1980). Sassen (1980) explained that girls
resist competition at the expenses of other things such as the maintenance of
friendship. However, this explanation is not applicable in the study since males were

more oriented toward affiliation than females.
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5.3.2 Hypothesis (2): There will be no differences between tenth and eleventh

grade students in terms of motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal

orientations, and attitudes

The results in the Jordanian sample rejected this hypothesis and the results
indicate that eleventh grade students were higher in intrinsic motivation, competition,
social power, social concern, performance goals, and in their attitudes toward their
school. Similarly, in the Australian sample the hypothesis was rejected as eleventh
grade students were higher in intrinsic motivation, competition, elaboration,
organization, and attitudes toward teachers and class.

It is unclear why eleventh grade students were higher in intrinsic motivation,
social power, and social concern and attitudes toward the school and teachers and class
in the Jordanian and Australian samples. However, it is possible that because eleventh
grade students were closer to the end of school, they paid more attention to their
studies. Findings related to extrinsic motivation and competition in the Australian
sample can be explained as eleventh grade students need to respond to examinations
and assignment all within the context of performance and competition to prepare for

the high school examinations.

5.3.3 Hypothesis (3): There will be no difference between the Jordanian
and Australian samples in motivation, self-fegulation, motivational goals,

goal orientations, and attitudes

The hypothesis was rejected because the results suggest that there was a
significant difference between the Jordanian and Australian students in these variables.
Jordanian gifted students scored higher than the Australian gifted students in most of
the variables measured in this study, except in the attitudes toward teachers and class.

First, the results clearly favored the Jordanian students over the Australians in
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. This may be because education in general is very
important to Jordanian students and particularly to gifted students. In fact,
achievement is considered an important priority to students as well as to their families
since the Jordanian culture values academic achievement and high achievers.
Therefore, students are motivated to achieve and perform well to reach this status in

the community. Also, as indicated previously, the sample was drawn from one of the
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elite schools in Jordan and this school is known for its high reputation in terms of its

activities and curriculum and it is considered an achievement to be accepted in this

school.

Second, the results also clearly favored the Jordanian students over the

Australians in rehearsal, elaboration, organization, critical thinking, and metacognitive

self-regulatory strategies. This finding might be explained again in relation to the
environment that demands the use of self-regulatory strategies through its activities
and curriculum. The other important point is the Jordanian sample is highly gifted in
Mathematics. Therefore, this enables the students to use the self-regulatory strategies
to meet these demands and to master these challenges.

Third, the results show that Jordanian gifted students were more oriented
toward task, effort, competition, social power, affiliation, social concern, and tokens
than the Australian gifted students (see Table 4.33). This finding is consistent with
Tuss, Zimmer, and Ho’s (1995) study in which they suggested that culture plays an
important role in the orientation toward motivational goals. This finding might be
explained in relation to the fact that Jordanian culture values the importance of effort
to succeed and the importance of the family and strong relationship between the
members of the community.

Fourth, the results indicate that Jordanian gifted students were using more
mastery, performance, and social goals than Australian gifted students. It might be
possible to say that the school environment in the Jordanian study encourages the
orientation toward these goals through its activities and practices more than the school
in the Australian study. Most importantly, the results show mastery, performance, and
social goals were strongly correlated, which means that these goals are related to one
another and academic achievement is considered important in the Jordanian culture.
Fifth, the results show that Australian gifted students were more positive in their
attitudes toward their teachers and class than Jordanian gifted students. This finding
might be related to the fact that Jordanian teachers are more authoritarian teachers;

they are strict with their students and not social with them.
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54 Implications of the findings of the study

The findings in this study indicate a number of theoretical and practical
implications. Low achievers in this study reported low levels of intrinsic motivation,
extrinsic motivation, self-regulatory strategies, task, effort, competition, mastery goals,
and performance goals, and negative attitudes toward the school and teachers and
class, particularly in the Australian sample. Therefore, school educators and
psychologists are urged to consider different ways to enhance the learning
environment based on these variables to establish an adaptive behavior. From a
theoretical perspective, goal theory researchers have indicated that mastery goals are
adaptive and performance goals are maladaptive. The new trend in goal theory has
indicated that mastery and performance goals can both be adaptive. Mastery goals
were adaptive in the Australian sample, however, in the Jordanian sample mastery
goals were not adaptive. Performance goals in both studies were not adaptive.
However, performance goals in the Australian sample were adaptive only when used
by high achievers.

The findings in the Australian sample indicates performance and mastery goals
were used by high achievers which supports the argument made by Barron and
Harackiewicz (2001) that students pursue many types of goals within any academic
setting, with an emphasis on mastery and performance approach. In addition, the
findings in the Australian study indicate that intrinsic and extrinsic motivation were
not in conflict, as high achievers were intrinsically and extrinsically motivated.
However, in the Jordanian study intrinsic and extrinsic motivation did not differentiate
the three levels of achievers. In line with previous findings, culture had a great impact
on students’ orientations toward goals. Therefore, goal theory needs to be revised to
include the importance of culture in affecting students’ orientations toward goals.
Also, goal theory needs to address the role played by teachers, parents, and peers in
shaping students’ goals whether these goals are mastery or performance or social
goals.

This study points to the strong relationship among the three goals in the
Jordanian sample. This indicates that these goals are related to one another and the

conception of success and academic achievement could be a social endeavor in the
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Jordanian culture. Also, among both samples the results indicate that intrinsic
motivation is important in the use of self-regulatory strategies.

This study also point to the importance of task, effort in the orientations toward
mastery goals particularly in the Australian sample. Therefore, goal theory can be
specifically useful in how to orient students toward mastery goals. Most importantly,
the findings of this study point to the importance of including the other type of
performance goals, which is avoidance performance goals. Avoidance performance
goals are related to avoiding the demonstration of lack of ability.

From a practical perspective, classroom activities have to provide
opportunities to work cooperatively with one another and allow the students to use
self-regulatory strategies. Similarly, teachers can shape the classroom environment
to focus students on mastery, performance goals or both using tasks that are
meaningful and challenging as well as using a variety of tasks. Thus, this will allow
the students to choose the task that they find personally interesting.

In terms of teachers’ instructions, daily instructions should be designed with a
sense of purpose and organized to promote students’ intrinsic motivation thereby
teachers must be acting as a motivating influence. Most importantly, teachers need to
consider both motivation and cognition simultaneously and not simply focus on
motivating the students without considering the cognitive consequences of
motivational enhancement. Therefore, intervention programs must be targeted to
increase low achievers’ knowledge of self-regulatory strategies. Also, teachers’
instructional strategies should promote awareness of their affective orientations in
learning, how to implement the instructional strategies that develop quality social
environment in the class to reduce the negative attitudes toward the class.

School counselors and teachers must be supportive with the low achievers by
working with these students on how to be task committed and spend more effort on the
task, and guide and assist them in the use of self-regulatory strategies. Teachers and
counselors should explore ways to measure factors that may contribute to low
motivation, self-regulation, task, and effort and mastery, and performance goals
among gifted students. Similarly, teachers should evaluate different approaches used
in teaching and how a particular approach might affect students’ motivation, self-

regulation, and goal orientations.
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In terms of the curriculum, the curriculum in the gifted and talented program must
contain activities that enhance gifted students’ motivation, and meet their individual

needs and interests, in order to reduce their negative attitude toward the school.

5.5 Conclusion

This study aimed to investigate the differences among high achieving, moderate
achieving, and low achieving high school students in terms of motivation, self-
regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and their attitudes toward their school
and teachers from gender, grade, cultural, achievement in subject area, and goal theory
perspective.

In the Australian study the results show that most of the variables of the study
differentiated the three levels of achievers, although most of these significant
differences were in terms of their achievement in Mathematics which probably reflects
the nature of the discipline. There is a perception that Mathematics performance is
objective and convergent, that is, there is a clear correct answer to problems. This
compares with English, which may be perceived as being more subjective and
divergent, with multiple possibilities for “correctness”. The difference in the nature of
these disciplines, then, results in different strategies.

In terms of achievement in English, high achievers were using organization as a
strategy for learning, were oriented toward effort, task, and competition and were positive
in their attitudes toward their teachers and class. Second, moderate achievers were
oriented toward task and competition and were positive in their attitudes toward teachers
and class. Third, low achievers were not oriented toward effort, task, and competition, did
not use self-regulatory strategies particularly organization, and were not positive in their
attitudes toward their teachers and class. However, they were oriented toward social
goals.

In terms of achievement in Mathematics, high achievers in the Australian study
were intrinsically and extrinsically motivated, using all types of self-regulatory
strategies, oriented toward mastery and performance goals, task, effort, and
competition, and were positive in their attitudes toward their school, teachers and class.

Moderate achievers were intrinsically and extrinsically motivated, using all types of
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self-regulatory strategies, oriented toward mastery goals, task, social concern, and
effort, and were positive in their attitudes toward their school. Low achievers were not
intrinsically or extrinsically motivated, did not use self-regulatory strategies, were not
oriented toward mastery and performance goals, task, effort, and competition, and were
not positive in their attitudes toward their school, teachers and class.

The results in the Jordanian study show that competition, effort, affiliation, and
performance goals were the only variables that differentiated the three levels of
achievers. Also, most of these significant differences were in terms of their
achievement in Arabic. In terms of achievement in Arabic, high achievers were not
oriented toward performance goals and affiliation. However, they were oriented toward
effort and competition. Moderate achievers were not oriented toward performance
goals, and competition. However, they were oriented toward affiliation. Low achievers
were oriented toward performance goals and affiliation. They were not competitive in
the eleventh grade but they were competitive in the tenth grade.

Overall, in the Jordanian study high, moderate, and low achievers were similar
in their characteristics except they differed in motivational goals and performance
goals. In comparison, in the Australian study the high and moderate achievers were
differentiated from the low achievers in almost of all the variables of the study.
Motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes toward
school and teachers differentiated gifted high and moderate achievers from low
achievers. Indeed, both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation had affected gifted students’
achievement and all types of self-regulatory strategies also had an impact on gifted
students’ achievement. Effort, task, and competition also affected gifted students’
achievement. Mastery, performance, and social goals were also found to affect gifted
students’ achievement. Finally, students’ attitudes toward their school and teachers
and class also differentiated gifted high and moderate achievers from the low
achievers. All of these findings were consistent with the literature that suggested that
motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal orientation, and attitudes were
important variables that affect gifted students’ achievement.

The findings in the Jordanian study can be explained first in the light of the
impact of Jordanian culture or the society in general which gives a great emphasis to

education in general and Mathematics achievement in particular as well as to the
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importance of competition and effort to achievement. Therefore, Jordanian students
feel the pressure to do well in school to please their families and themselves. Second,
the school environment also had a great impact on the results since this school places a
great importance to competition, effort and Mathematics achievement. Hence, the
results clearly indicate that most of significant results were in terms of achievement in
Arabic.

The results show a clear difference between the Jordanian and Australian
sample in the relationship among these variables and consequently achievement but
there are several marked similarities. Both studies suggested the importance of
intrinsic motivation in the use of self-regulatory strategies since the results indicated
the linear relationship between intrinsic motivation and self-regulatory strategies.
Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation were not predicted by achievement in the Jordanian
study which means that neither intrinsic nor extrinsic motivation did affect students’
achievement. On the other hand, in the Australian study intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation affected students’ achievement. Most importantly, intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation in the Australian study were not in conflict as they were both important to
boost students’ achievement. Also, both studies indicated that the self-regulatory
strategies were not in conflict but they complement each other and the students used
these strategies since the environment demands the use of these strategies through its
activities. However, in the Jordanian study self- regulation did not affect students’
achievement unlike the Australian study where self-regulatory strategies were related
to achievement. Furthermore, performance goals in both studies were not related to
positive outcomes. However, in the Australian study performance goals were predicted
by achievement in Mathematics. Interestingly, in the Jordanian study performance
goals, mastery goals, and social goals had a linear relationship which is related to the
importance of success and academic achievement in the Jordanian culture and the
importance of interdependence and social goals of bringing honour to one’s family by
working hard. Mastery goal in the Jordanian study were not related to positive
outcomes but in the Australian study mastery goals were related to positive outcomes
such as task and effort as well as achievement in Mathematics. In both studies social
concern and affiliation were important in the orientations toward social goals. Also,

social goals in both studies were not related to achievement.
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The first hypothesis examined gender difference and was accepted for the
Jordanian and was rejected for the Australian sample. The results among the Jordanian
sample might be related to the fact that males scored lower than females in variables
that were more valued by girls than boys such as task, social concern, and praise.
Findings in the Australian study were all incongruent with the literature (Ablard &
Lipschultz, 1998; Tallent-Runnels, Olivirez, Walsh, & Irons, 1994; Wolters &
Pintrich, 1998; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1990).

The second hypothesis examined grade difference and it was rejected for both
samples. There is no explanation why eleventh grade students were higher in intrinsic
motivation, social power, and social concern and attitudes toward the school and
teachers and class in the Jordanian and Australian samples. However, it can be argued
that eleventh grade students were closer to the end of school, and therefore paid more
attention to their studies. Also, the finding that eleventh grade students in the
Australian sample were high in extrinsic motivation and competition can be explained
by their need to respond to examinations and assignments all within the context of
performance and competition to prepare for the higher school certificate examinations.
Overall, gender and grade played an important role in affecting the results. Therefore,
future research needs to investigate the role of gender and grade in terms of these
variables.

The third hypothesis examined the difference between the two samples and
was also rejected for both the Jordanian and Australian samples. The results clearly
favoured the Jordanian students over the Australians in most of the variables measured
in this study, except in the attitudes toward teachers and class. This finding might be
related to the fact that Jordanian teachers are more authoritarian teachers; they are
strict with their students and not social with them. By contrast, Australian teachers
were more positive, open, and social with the students. Therefore, Australian students
were more positive in their attitudes toward their teachers and class.

In conclusion, cultural difference, contextual factors particularly school
environment, and teachers’ practices had a great impact on the results of this study as
indicated previously. Most importantly, the findings of this study have shown that
gifted students are not a homogeneous group; they do differ in their motivation, self-

regulation, motivational goals, goal ordinations, and attitudes. Therefore, it is
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important to address the individual educational needs of gifted students and match

these with a suitable program. Further, gifted students do differ from one culture to

another.

5.6 Limitations

The results of this study must be interpreted cautiously in the light of several
limitations. First, students' ability is not measured by an IQ score. The participants in
both studies were being accepted in their selective schools through school entrance
exams. In the Australian study, entry into Selective High Schools in NSW is
determined by the students’ results in the Selective High Schools Test in English
(including reading and writing), Mathematics and general ability, together with their
primary school's assessment of their performance in English and Mathematics. Other
evidence of academic merit may also be considered. Similarly, in the Jordanian study,
a rigorous multiple-criteria system is applied for selecting students in The Jubilee
School. Criteria include academic distinction and outstanding accomplishments over
the previous five semesters, teachers’ ratings of the students’ behavioral characteristics
and satisfactorily passing the entrance exam which is a scholastic aptitude test that was
especially developed in Arabic for the Jubilee School in three areas — Mathematics,
verbal and logical thinking — in addition to a personal interview.

Second, this study focused on investigating personality characteristics of gifted
students among three levels of achievers. Evidence related to students’ learning
disability, emotional or psychological problems were not included, even though,
literature has shown that underachievement might be related to these factors (Dowdall
& Colangelo, 1982; Pendarvis, et al., 1990; Reis & McCoach, 2000). Similarly, other
information related to socioeconomic backgrounds was not included and it is possible
that socioeconomic background might affect the results.

Third, the sample in both studies was not similar, the Jordanian sample were
highly gifted in Mathematics and was drawn from one of the elite schools in Jordan
and in the region. Students in this school were accepted from various socioeconomic
backgrounds and geographic regions in Jordan. A special consideration is always

given to students who come from the remote and underprivileged areas of the
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kingdom. In comparison, in the Australian study the sample were not selected on
performance in Mathematics alone. Students in this selective school excel in activities
like sports and drama, even though, it is primarily a school acclaimed for academic
achievement.

Fourth, the use of self-report to measure students’ perceptions of their
motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes toward
the school can be effective, however, the results need to be replicated with other
measures such as observation and interviews. Interview and classroom observation
may give more depth and details to how teachers’ practices might affect students’
goals and self-regulation.

Fifth, even though the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire is a
valid and reliable instrument used to measure students’ motivation and self-regulation
in different cultures, Pintrich (2004) indicated that the instrument does not contain
scales that measure the use of strategies to control motivation and affect as well as the
influence of the context on motivation and self-regulation.

Finally, using Pearson moment correlations and linear regressions to explain
the relationship among motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal
orientations, and attitudes toward the school is not adequate to explain this
relationship. Whilst robust statistical analyses that were adequate do not provide
casual direction. Further research using research designs that permit the use of
statistical procedures that allow conclusions to be drawn about casual pathways is

needed

5.7 Recommendations for Future Research

Although a great deal of research has already been conducted on students’
personality characteristics there is a clear need for additional research in this area. This
study has shown that low achievers were negative in their attitudes toward their school
and teachers and class. Therefore, educational research is urged to further examine
how specific features of the classroom environment might affect a variety of aspects of
students’ motivation. Research should also examine the existing education system and

policy makers or classroom practices. Future research might investigate the effects of
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instructional methods on motivation as well as the role of teachers’ goals in students’
orientations toward mastery or performance goals. Second, future research might also
consider the collection of longitudinal data to explore the environment’s role in
affecting gifted students’ achievement.

This study has indicated that gender had an impact on the study and most of
these findings were inconsistent with the literature. Thus, future research needs to
investigate conflicting research findings regarding gender and motivational variables
to determine the pattern of gender differences in various domains as well as in various
grade levels and cultures.

Further, this study has shown that performance goals can be adaptive for
secondary school students whose promotion to higher levels of education requires
good academic achievement. Future research should explore this development. Also,
future research might also explore the role played by performance avoidance goals in
affecting gifted students’ achievement in a selective school context. It would be
worthwhile also to explore the role played by self-concept in affecting the use of self-
regulation.

This study focused on comparing three levels of achievers in a selective school
context. Future research should be conducted comparing different types of programs
such as acceleration, pullout programs as well comparing different types of giftedness
and from achievement in other subject areas. Finally, there is a need to investigate the
role of learning disability, emotional or psychological problems, and socioeconomic
backgrounds in affecting gifted students’ motivation and consequently their
achievement. Most importantly, there is a need to explore how motivation varies in
different cultures since this study has shown Jordanian gifted students were different
in their motivation, self-regulation, motivational goals, goal orientations, and attitudes
from the Australians. It would be interesting to see how the results differ across other

cultures.

180



REFERENCES

Ablard, K. E., & Lipschultz, R. E. (1998). Self-regulated learning in high-achieving
students: Relations to advanced reasoning, achievement goals, and gender.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 90(1), 94-101.

Albaili, M. A. (1998). Goal orientations, cognitive strategies and academic
achievement among United Arab Emirates college students. Educational
Psychology, 18(2), 195-203.

Albaili, M. A. (2003). Motivational goal orientations of intellectually gifted achieving
and underachieving students in the United Arab Emirates. Social Behaviour
and Personality, 31(2), 107-120.

Ali, J., & MclInermey, D. M. (2005). An analysis of the predictive validity of the
Inventory of School Motivation (ISM). Paper presented at the International
Educational Conference, Sydney, Australia, 27th November-1st December
2005. Retrieved from the Australian Association for Research in Education
(AARE) Web site: www.aare.edu.au/05pap/ali05403.pdf

Ames, C. (1992). Classroom: Goals, structures, and student motivation. Journal of
Educational psychology, 84(3), 261-271.

Ames, C., & Archer, J. (1988). Achievement goals in the classroom: Students’
learning strategies and motivation processes. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 80(3), 260-267.

Anderman, E. M., & Maehr, M. L. (1994). Motivation and schooling in the middle
grades. Review of Educational Research, 64(2), 287-309.

Baker, J. A., Bridger, R., & Evans, K. (1998). Models of underachievement among
gifted preadolescents: The role of personal, family, and school factors.

Gifted Child Quarterly, 42(1), 5-15.

181


http://www.aare.edu.au/05pap/aU05403.pdf

Barron, K. E., & Harackiewicz, J. M. (2001). Achievement goals and optimal
motivation: Testing multiple goal models. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 80(5), 706-722.

Baslanti, U., & McCoach, D. B. (2006). Factors related to underachievement of
university students in Turkey. Roeper Review, 28(4), 210-215.

Baum, S. M., Renzulli, J. S., & Hébert, T. P. (1995). Reversing underachievement:
Creative productivity as a systematic intervention. Gifted Child Quarterly,
39(4), 224-235.

Borland, J. H. (1978). Teacher identification of the gifted: A new look. Journal for the
Education of the Gifted, 2, 13-22.

Bouffard, T., Cvezeau, C., & Brodeleau, L. (1998). A developmental study of the
relationbetween combined learning and performance goals and students’
self-regulated learning. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 68, 309-
319.

Braggett, E. J., & Moltzen R. I. (2000). Programs and practices for identifying and
nurturing giftedness and talent in Australia and New Zealand. In K. A. Heller,
F.J. Monks, R. J. Sternberg & R. F. Subotnik (Eds.), International Handbook
of Giftedness and Talent (2nd ed., pp. 779-797). Oxford: Elsevier.

Carr, M., Borkowski, J. G., & Maxwell, S. E. (1991). Motivational components of
underachievement. Developmental Psychology, 27(1)108-118.

Chan, D. W. (2008). Goal orientations and achievement among Chinese gifted
students in Hong Kong. High Ability Studies, 19(1), 37-51.

Cheong, L. K. (2000). A study of self-regulated learning and academic performance of
high and low achieving students in Hong Kong. Unpublished Master’s
dissertation, the University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong.

Chessor, D. (2004).The impact of grouping gifted primary school students on self
concept, motivation and achievement. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
University of Western Sydney, Australia.

Cheung, C. K., & Rudowicz, E. (2003). Underachievement and attributions among
students attending schools stratified by student ability. Psychology of
Education, 6(4), 303-323.

182



Church, M. A, Elliot, A. J., & Gable, S. L. (2001). Perceptions of classroom
environment, achievement goals and achievement outcomes. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 93(1), 43-54.

Clark, B. (1992). Growing up gifted. (4th ed.). New York: MacMillan.

Cohen, E. G. (1994). Restructuring the classroom. Conditions for productive small
groups. Review of Educational Research, 64(1), 1-35.

Colangelo, N., Kerr, B. A., Christensen, P., & Maxey, J. (1993). A comparison of
gifted underachievers and gifted high achievers. Gifted Child Quarterly, 37(4),
155-160.

Craven, R. G., Marsh, H. W., & Print, M. (2000). Gifted streamed and mixed-ability
programs for gifted students: Impact on self-concept, motivation and
achievement. Australian Journal of Education, 44(1), 51-75.

Cropper, C. (1998). Is competition affective classroom tool for gifted students?
GiftedChild Today Magazine, 21(3), 28-31.

Dai, D.Y. (2000). To be or not to be (challenged), that is the question: Task and ego
orientations among high-ability, high-achieving adolescents. The Journal of
Experimental Education, 68(4), 311-330.

Dai, D. Y., Moon, S. M., & Feldhusen, J. F. (1998). Achievement motivation of gifted
students: A social cognitive perspective. Educational Psychologist, 33(2/3),
45-63.

Davis, G., & Rimm, S. (1998). Education of the gifted and talented. (4th ed.).
Needham Heights, MA: Allyn & Bacon.

Davis, H. B., & Connell, J. P. (1985). The effect of aptitude and achievement status on
the self-system. Gifted Child Quarterly, 29(3), 131-135.

Dowdall, C. B., & Colangelo, N. (1982) .Underachieving gifted students: Review and
implications. Gifted Child Quarterly, 26(4), 179-184.

Dresel, M., & Haugwitz, M. (2005). The relationship between cognitive abilities and
self-regulated learning: Evidence for interactions with academic self-concept
and gender. High Ability Studies, 16(2), 201-218.

Dweck, C. S. (1986). Motivational processes affecting learning. American

Psychologist, 41(10), 1040-1048.

183



Dweck, C. S., & Leggett, E. L. (1988). A social-cognitive approach to motivation and
personality. Psychological Review, 95(2), 256-273.

Eccles, J. S., & Midgley, C. (1989). Stage-environment fit: Developmentally
appropriate classrooms for young adolescents. In R. E. Ames C. Ames (Eds.),
Research on Motivation and Education, (Vol. 3, pp. 139-186). New York, NY:
Academic Press.

Ee,J., Moore, P.J., & Atputhasamy, L. (2003). High-achieving students: Their
motivational goals, self-regulation and achievement and relationships to their
teachers’ goals and strategy-based instruction. High Ability Studies, 14(1), 23-
39.

Elliot, A., & Harackiewicz, J. M. (1996). Approach and avoidance achievement goals
and intrinsic motivation: A mediational analysis. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 70(3), 461-475.

Emerick, L. J. (1992). Academic underachievement among the gifted: Students’
perceptions of factors that reverse the pattern. Gifted Child Quarterly, 36(3),
140-146.

Feldhusen, J. F. (1986). A conception of giftedness. In R. J. Sternberg & J. E.
Davidson (Eds.), Conceptions of giftedness (pp. 112-127). New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Ford, D. Y. (1992). Self perceptions of underachievement and support for the
achievement ideology among early adolescent African-Americans. Journal of
Early Adolescence, 12(3), 228-252.

Ford, D. Y. (1995). A study of achievement and underachievement among gifted,
potentially gifted, and average African-American students. Storrs, CT:
University of Connecticut, The National Research Center on the Gifted and
Talented.

Freeman, J. (1998). Educating the very able: Current international research. London:
The Stationery Office.

Gagné, F. (1995). From giftedness to talent: A developmental model and its impact on
the language of the field. Roeper Review, 18(2), 103-111.

Gottfried, A. E. (1985). Academic intrinsic motivation in elementary and junior high

school students. Journal of Educational Psychology, 77(6), 631-645.

184



Gottfried, A. W., Gottfried, A. E., Cook, C. R., & Morris, P. E. (2005). Educational
characteristics of adolescents with gifted academic intrinsic motivation: A
longitudinal investigation from school entry through early adulthood. Gifted
Child Quarterly, 49(2), 172-186.

Gottfried, A. E., Marcoulides, G. A., Gottfried, A.W., Oliver, P. H., & Guerin, D.W.
(2007). Multivariate latent change modeling of developmental decline in
academic intrinsic math motivation and achievement: Childhood through
adolescence. International Journal of Behavioural Development. 31(4), 317-
327.

Green, B. A., & Miller, R. B. (1996). Influences on achievement: Goals, perceived
ability, and cognitive engagement. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 21,
181-192.

Harackiewicz, J. M., Barron, K. E., & Elliot, A. J. (1998). Rethinking achievement
goals: When are they adaptive for college students and why? Educational
Psychologist, 33, 1-21.

Heacox, D. (1991). Up from underachievement: How teachers, students and parents
can work together to promote student success. Minnesota: Free Spirit
Publishing.

Hidi, S., & Harackiewicz, J. M. (2000) Motivating the academically unmotivated: A
critical issue for the 21St century. Review of Educational Research, 70(2), 151-
179.

Him, N. M. (2006). Self-regulated learning strategies of mathematically gifted
students. Unpublished Master’s dissertation, the University of Hong Kong,
Hong Kong.

Hoekman, K., McCormick, J., & Barnett, K. (2005).The important role of optimism in
motivational investigation of the education of gifted adolescents. Gifted Child
Quarterly, 49(2), 99-110.

Hoffman, J. L., Wasson, F. R., & Christianson, B. P. (1985). Personal development for
the gifted underachiever. Gifted Child Today, 8(3), 12-14.

Hong, E., & Aqui, Y. (2004). Cognitive and motivational characteristics of
adolescents gifted in Mathematics: Comparisons among students with different

types of giftedness. Gifted Child Quarterly, 48(3), 191-201.

185



Hoover-Schultz, B. (2005). Gifted underachievement: Oxymoron or educational
enigma? Gifted Child Today, 28(2), 46-49.

Hsieh, P. H., Sullivan, J. R., & Guerra, N. S. (2007). A closer look at college students:
Self-efficacy and goal orientation. The Journal of Secondary Gifted Education,
18(3), 454-491.

Lau, K. L., & Chan, D. W. (2001a). Identification of underachievers in Hong Kong:
Do different methods select different underachievers? Educational Studies,
27(2), 187-200.

Lau, K. L., & Chan, D. W. (2001b). Motivational characteristics of under-achievers in
Hong Kong. Educational Psychology, 21(4), 417-430.

Linnenbrink, E. A., & Pintrich, P. R. (2002). Motivation as an enabler for academic
success. School Psychology Review, 31(3), 313-327.

Maehr, M. L. (1991). "The psychological environment of the school": A focus for
school leadership. In P. Thurston & P. Zodhiates (Eds.), Advances in
educational administration (pp.51-81). Greenwich, CT: AJ.

Maehr, M. L., & Nicholls, J. G. (1980). Culture and achievement motivation: A
second look. In N. Warren (Ed.), Studies in cross-cultural psychology (Vol. 2,
pp.- 221-267). New York: Academic Press.

Malpass, J. R., O'Neil, H. F., & Hocevar, D. (1999). Self-regulation, goal orientation,
self efficacy, worry, and high-stakes math achievement for mathematically
gifted high school students. Roeper Review, 21(4), 281-295.

Martin, A. J., (2002). Motivating the gifted and talented: Lessons from research and
practice. Australian Journal of Gifted Education, 11 (2), 26-34.

Martin. R. M. (2002). Math attitudes of gifted students: A focus on gifted girls in the
elementary grades. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Virginia Polytechnic
Institute and State University, USA.

Mattern, R. A. (2005). College students' goal orientations and achievement.
Internationallournal of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education, 17(1),
27-32.

Matthews. M. S., & McBee, M.T. (2007). School Factors and the underachievement of
gifted students in a talent search summer program. Gifted Child Quarterly,
51(2), 167-181.

186



McCall, R. B., Beach, S. R., & Lau, S. (2000). The nature and Correlates of
underachievement among elementary schoolchildren in Hong Kong. Child
Development, 71(3), 785-801.

McCall, R. B, Evahn, C., & Kratzer, L. (1992). High school underachievers. Newbury
Park, CA: Sage.

McCoach, D. B. (2002). A validation study of the School Attitude Assessment Survey.
Measurement and Evaluation in Counseling and Development, 35(2), 66-77.

McCoach, D. B., & Siegle, D. (2003a). Factors that differentiate underachieving gifted
students from high-achieving gifted students. Gifted Child Quarterly, 47(2),
144-154.

McCoach, D. B., & Siegle, D. (2003b). The school Attitudes Assessment Survey —
revised a new instrument to identify academically able students who
underachieve. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 63(3) 414-429.

Mclnerney, D. M. (2002). Helping kids achieve their best. NSW Australia: Allen &
Unwin.

Mclnerney, D. M., Marsh, H. W., & Yeung, A. S. (2003). Toward a hierarchical
model of school motivation. Journal of Applied Measurement, 4(4), 335-357.

Mclnemey, D. M., & Sinclair, K. E. (1992). Dimensions of school motivation. A
cross- cultural validation study. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 23(3),
389-406.

Mclnemey, D. M., Yeung, S. Y., & Mclnemey, V. (2001) Cross-cultural validation of
theInventory of School Motivation (ISM). Journal of Applied Measurement, 2,
134-152.

Meece, J. L., Blumenfeld, P. C., & Hoyle, R. H. (1988). Students' goal orientations
and cognitive engagement in classroom activities. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 80 (4), 514-523.

Merrotsy, P. (2003). The education of gifted students in NSW- an appraisal.
Australian Journal of Gifted Education, 12(2), 18-27.

Midgley, C, Anderman, E, & Hicks, L. (1995). Differences between elementary and
middle school teachers and students: A goal theory approach. Journal of Early
Adolescence, 15(1), 90-113.

187



Midgley, C., Kaplan, A., & Middleton, M. (2001). Performance-approach: Good for
what; for whom, under what circumstances, and at what cost? Journal of
Educational Psychology, 93(1), 77-86.

Muir-Broaddus, J. E. (1995). Gifted underachievement insights from the
characteristics of strategic functioning associated with giftedness and
achievement. Learning and Individual Differences, 7(3), 189-206.

Neber, H., & Schommer-Aikins, M. (2002). Self-regulated learning with highly gifted
students: The role of cognitive, motivational, epistemological, and
environmental variables. High Ability Studies, 13(1), 59-74.

Nolen, S. B. (2003). Learning environment, motivation and achievement in high
school science. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 40(4), 347-368.

Pendarvis, E. D., Howley, A. A., & Howley, C. B. (1990). The abilities of gifted
children. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Peters, W. A. M., Grager-Loidl, H., & Supplee, P. (2000). Underachievement in gifted

Children and adolescents: Theory and practice. In K. A. Heller, F. J. Monks, R.

J. Sternberg, & R. F. Subotnik (Eds.) International handbook of giftedness and
talent (2nd ed. pp. 609-620). Amsterdam: Elsevier.

Peterson, J. S., & Colangelo, N. (1996). Gifted achievers and underachievers: A
comparison of patterns found in school files. Journal of Counseling and
Development, 74(4), 399- 407.

Phillips, N., & Lindsay, G. (2006). Motivation in gifted students. High Ability Studies,
17(1), 57-73.

Pintrich, P. R. (2000a). An achievement goal theory perspective on issues in
motivation terminology, theory, and research. Contemporary Educational
Psychology, 25, 92-104.

Pintrich, P. R. (2000b). Multiple goals, multiple pathways: The role of goal
orientation in learning and achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology,
92(3), 544-555.

Pintrich. P. R. (2004). A conceptual framework for assessing motivation and self-

regulated learning. Educational Psychology Review, 16(4), 385-407.

188



Pintrich, P. R., & De Groot, E. V. (1990). Motivational and self-regulated learning
components of classroom academic performance. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 82(1), 33-40.

Pintrich, P. R., Roeser, R. W., & De Groot, E. A .M (1994). Classroom and individual
differences in early adolescents' motivation and self-regulated learning.
Journal of Early Adolescence, 14(2), 139,161.

Pintrich, P. R., Smith, D., Garcia, T., & McKeachie, W. (1991). A manual for the use
of the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ). Ann Arbor,
MI: NCRIPTAL, School of Education, The University of Michigan.

Pintrich, P. R., Smith, D. A. F., Garcia, T., & Mckeachie, W. J. (1993). Reliability and
predictive validity of the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire
MSLQ). Educational and Psychological Measurement, 53, 801-813.

Preckel, F., Goetz, T., Pekrun, R., Kleine, M. (2008). Gender differences in gifted and
average-ability students: Comparing girls' and boys' achievement, self-concept,
interest, and motivation in Mathematics. Gifted Child Quarterly, 52(2), 146-
159.

Preckel, F., Holling, H., & Vock, M. (2006). Academic underachievement:
Relationship with cognitive motivation, achievement motivation, and
conscientiousness. Psychology in the Schools, 43(3), 401-411.

Purdie, N., & Hattie, J. (1996). Cultural differences in the use of strategies for self-
regulated learning. American Educational Research Journal, 33(4), 845-871.

Radda, H. T., Iwamoto, D, & Patrick, C. (1998). Collaboration, research, and change:
motivational influences on American Indian students. Journal of American
Indian Education, 37(2), 2-20.

Ralph, J. B., Goldberg, M. L., & Passow, A. H. (1966). Bright underachievers. New
York: Teachers College Press.

Rao, N., Moely, B. E., & Sachs, J. (2000). Motivational beliefs, study strategies, and
Mathematics attainment in high and low-achieving Chinese secondary school
students. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 25, 287-316.

Rayneri, L. J., Gerber, B. L., & Wiley, L. P. (2003). Gifted achievers and gifted
underachievers: The impact of learning style preferences in the classroom. The

Journal of Secondary Gifted Education, 14(4), 197-204.

189



Reis, S. M., & McCoach, D. B. (2000). The underachievement of gifted students:
What do we know and where do we go? Gifted Child Quarterly, 44(3), 152-
170.

Renzulli, J. S. (1978). What makes giftedness? Reexamining a definition. Phi Delta
Kappan, 60(5), 80-184.

Renzulli, J. S. (1986). The three ring conception of giftedness: A developmental model
for creative productivity. In R. J. Sternberg & J. E. Davidson (Eds.),
Conceptions of Giftedness (pp. 53-92). New York: Cambridge University
Press.

Rimm, S. B. (1995). Why bright kids get poor grades and what you can do about it.
New York: Crown Publishing Group.

Rimm, S. B. (1997). An underachievement epidemic. Educational Leadership, 54(7),
18-22.

Risemberg, R., & Zimmerman, B. J. (1992). Self-regulated learning in gifted students.
Roeper Review, 15(2), 98-101.

Roeser, R. W, Midegly, C., & Urden, T. C. (1996). Perceptions of the school
psychological environment and early adolescents psychological and
behavioural functioning in school: The mediating role of goals and belonging.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 88(3), 408-422.

Ruban, L., & Reis, S. M. (2006). Patterns of self-regulatory strategy use among low
achieving and high achieving university students. Roeper Review, 28(3), 148-
156.

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Intrinsic and extrinsic motivations: Classic
definitions and new directions. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 25, 54-
67.

Sassen, G. (1980). Success anxiety in women: A constructivist interpretation of its
source and its influence. Harvard Educational Review, 50, 13-24.

Schraw, G., Horn, C., Thorndike-Christ, T., & Bruning, R. (1995). Academic goal
orientations and student classroom achievement. Contemporary Educational
Psychology, 20, 359-368.

Schunk, D. H., Pintrich, P. R., & Meece, J. L. (2008). Motivation in education.:
Theory, research, and applications. (3rd ed.) New Jersey: Prentice Hall.

190



Seely, K. R. (1993). Gifted students at risk. In L. K. Silverman (Ed.), Counseling the
gifted and talented (pp. 263-276). Denver, CO: Love Publishing.
Silverman, L. K. (1994). Affective curriculum for the gifted. In J. Van Tassel-Baska

(Ed.), Comprehensive curriculum for gifted learners (2nd ed., pp.325-346).
Needham Heights, MA: Allyn and Bacon.

Smith, L. (2004). Changes in student motivation over the final year of high school.
Journal of Educational Enquiry, 5(2), 64-85.

Sternberg, R. J. (1997). A Triarchic view of giftedness; theory and practice. In N.
Colangelo & G. A. Davis (Eds.), Handbook of gifted Education (2nd ed., pp.
43-53). Needham Heights, MA: Allyn and Bacon.

Sternberg, R. J., & Davidson, J. E. (Eds.). (1986). Conceptions of giftedness. New
York: Cambridge University Press.

Stoeger, H., & Ziegler, A. (2005). Evaluation of an elementary classroom self-
regulated learning program for gifted mathematics underachievers.
International Education Journal, 6(2), 261-271.

Street, P. (2001).The role of motivation to the academic achievement of gifted
secondary students. Gifted Education International, 15, 164-177.

Subhi, T., & Maoz, N. (2000). Middle East Region: Efforts, Policies, Programs and
Issues. In K. A. Heller, F. J. Monks, R.J. Sternberg & R.F. Subotnik (Eds.),
International Handbook of Giftedness and Talent (2nd ed., pp. 743-756).
Oxford: Elsevier.

Suldo, S. M., Shaffer, E. J., & Shaunessy, E. (2008). An independent investigation of
the validity of the School Attitudes Assessment Survey-Revised. Journal of
Psychoeducational Assessment, 26(1), 69-82.

Supplee, P. L. (1990). Reaching the Gifted Underachiever: Program Strategy and
Design. New York: Teachers College Press.

Tallent-Runnels, M. K., Olivdrez, A., Lotven, A. C. C., Walsh, S. K., Gray, A., &
Irons, T. R. (1994). A comparison of learning and study strategies of gifted and
average-ability junior high students. Journal of Education for the Gifted, 17,
143-160.

Terman, L. M., & Oden, M. H. (1959). The gifted group at mid-life: 35 years' follow-
up of the superior child. Stanford, CA: Stanford University press.

191



Tuss, P., Zimmer, J., & Ho, H. Z. (1995). Causal attributions of underachieving fourth
grade students in China, Japan, and the United States. Journal of Cross-
Cultural Psychology, 26(4), 408-425.

Urden, T. C. (1997). Achievement goal theory: Past-results, future directions. In M.
Maehr & P. R. Pintrich (Eds.), Advances in motivation and achievement (Vol.
10, pp. 99-141). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

VanderStoep, S. W., Pintrich, P. R., & Fagerlin, A. (1996). Disciplinary differences in
self regulated learning in college students. Contemporary Educational
Psychology, 21, 345-362.

Vlahovic-Stetic, V., Vidovic, V. V., & Arambasic, L. (1999). Motivational
characteristics in mathematical achievement. A study of gifted high-achieving,
gifted underachieving and non-gifted pupils. High Ability Studies, 10(1), 37-
49.

Watkins, D., & Mclnerney, D. M. (2003). The reliability and validity of the inventory
of school motivation: A Filipino investigation. The Asia-Pacific Education
Researcher, 12(1), 87-100.

Wentzel, K. R. (1989). Adolescent classroom goals, standards for performance, and
academic achievement: An interactionist perspective. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 81(2), 131-142.

Wentzel, K. R. (1993). Social and academic goals at school: Motivation and
achievement in early adolescence. Journal of Early Adolescence, 13, 4-20.

Wentzel, K. R. (1994). Relations of social goal pursuit to social acceptance,
classroom behaviour and perceived social support. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 86(2), 173-182.

Wentzel, K. R. (2000). What is it that I'm trying to achieve? Classroom goals from a
content perspective. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 25, 105-115.

Whitmore, J. R. (1980). Giftedness conflict and Underachievement. Boston: Allyn
& Bacon.

Wigfield, A., & Eccles, J. S. (1992). The Development of achievement task values: A

theoretical analysis. Developmental Review, 12, 265-310.

192



Wolters, C. A. (2004). Advancing achievement goal theory: Using goal structures and
goal orientations to predict students' motivation, cognition, and achievement.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 96(2), 236-250.

Wolters, C. A., & Pintrich, P. R. (1998). Contextual differences in students motivation
and self-regulated learning in Mathematics, English and social studies
classrooms. Instructional Science, 26, 27-47.

Wolters, C. A, Yu, S. L., & Pintrich, P. R. (1996). The relation between goal
orientation and students' motivational beliefs and self-regulated learning.
Learning and Individual Differences, 8(3), 211-238.

Yeung, N. T. Y., Yeung, A. S. (2001). Does school motivation change over secondary
school years? Paper presented at the Australian Association for Research in
Education (Fremantle, Australia), 2nd -6th December 2001. Retrieved from the
Australian Association for Research in Education (AARE) Web site:
ww.aare.edu.au/01pap/yeu01019.htm - 34k

Yumusak, N., Sungur, S., & Cakiroglu, J. (2007). Turkish high school students'
Biology achievement in relation to academic self-regulation. Educational
Research and Evaluation, 13(1), 53-69.

Ziegler, A., & Heller, K. A. & Broome, P. (1996). Motivational preconditions for girls
gifted and highly gifted girls in Physic. High Ability Studies, 7, 129-143.

Zimmerman, B. J., & Martinez-Pons, M. (1986). Development of a structured
interview for assessing student use of self-regulated learning strategies.
American Educational Research Journal, 23, 614-628.

Zimmerman, B. J., & Martinez-Pons, M. (1988). Construct validation of a strategy
model of student self-regulated learning. Journal of Educational Psychology,
80(3), 284-290.

Zimmerman, B. J., & Martinez-Pons, M. (1990). Student differences in self-regulated
learning: Relating grade, sex, and giftedness to self-efficacy and strategy use.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 82(1), 51-59.

Zimmerman, B. J. (1994). Dimensions of academic self-regulation: A conceptual
framework for education. In D. H. Schunk & B. J. Zimmerman (Eds.), Self
regulation of learning and performance: Issues and educational applications

(pp. 3-21). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

193


http://ww.aare.edu.au/01pap/yeu01019.htm

APPENDICES

194



S61

S0>dy

*SSE[D PUE SIIYDEI) PIBMO) SIPMILIE SHUIPNYS :),LVS ‘[00YdS PIesso) SOpPNINRIE SHUIPNIS VS ‘S[e0D) [B1I0S :0)/S ‘S[eos) dueuniopdd 10/ ‘s[eon) L1sefy]

YD/ ‘uIdU0) [0S :)/S ‘UOREHHIY LV ‘19M0d [BPOS d/S HOuT ‘UH ‘Agradooeiapy 3PN ‘Supjary [, (8ane) 1) ‘aoneziuesi( 310 ‘uoneioqery (qefy ‘[esIeaydy (yIY ISULYXT IIXF IISULIAY (U] HON

08" 00T 88" $88° £91” 6SL 198 6LT (43 % 961" SIL pbSL ELT [4x4 889" 1e1 4% 601" | *S€0" | OLE 2amm> , dFenSue| Uy
JUSWIAIYI®E . IpBIB , XIS
*6€0° =100° 6T 960’ oLl (x40 1439 per 891" 9T 6£9 Ir £0¢”’ 98¢" sTT L8O 81§ 091" | =070° | *b10° aamm)  dsensue|
T JUIWIAINYIE , Ipeds
£€9’ a4 16L 6¢¢ S6¢’ LLE 90¢’ P6s 254 9IL we SLT 18T L1 1444 814 906 LYl | =9%0° | €9 2umnd 4 23engue]
: Ul JUIUIIAIIE , XIS
aImd
*820° *800° 196 *£00° (48 9l SOl ozr LT 80 *C00 #910° *L00’ *900° 8¢ *610° 991 060" | +200° | +810° | « d3en3ue] m judwasdNPyY
8L¢ £60° 1§ 981" Ei [4id oy £58° Lyl 0ge” 6LT 006 8LE 1444 £91° pel 850" *670° | «T€0" | SIT JInyma , Ipeas , xas
SIT 98T Z80° 086’ yie LLY 9eL 8LL (454 €05 v £8L S90° *870° 888" ¥900 £50° *S10° | +000" | +€20° MM , dpeasd

wT *600° 991" *800° *S00° 1294 Sos $90° *S€0’ *$T0° 100° 1243 *100° *L00’ *P70° 114 *8T70° *C€0° | +000° | »100°
AIMymd , Xas
Y9 080 8LT £9T S0 0gs” 980° 1¥6 (A4 Y49 €LY 89¢° *h0’ 10¢ 850 180° *600° 65 980" | 8SI’ Jdendue] u
JUIUWIIANYIE , IpRIB , XIS
asen3uej
69" S8L *p10° 90L’ 685" (944 86T £0s 118 119 LT 179 *CE0° 18 1443 8LY Y43 61t 687 | 80U ul JUSUIRAJNYIE  dpeld

“38en3due |
179 LIT” 665 orr- 8.8 80T *100° 89T *810° 698 we S¥S \[4% *800° 018 *920° S8y 090° £1T | «Th0’ UL JUSWIAIMIE 4 XIS
98I" 150’ 886 §9¢” (433 [43% 6t 696 8L Ly 128 Ly 11 S80° 8Ty’ 99T *870° EIT° | «€10° | «60° Ipead 4 xa$
66" *£P0° %000 *000° *000 909 (414 *900° *P00° *000° *000° %000 000" *000 *000° *000° *000° 000" [ «000" | x000 mym)
*ST10 10T Y44 435 *0£0° *000 *200° LEY *LT0° {14 »000 *100° *C00 *820° a4l =110 *600° P70 | «000" | «900° 33en3ue| m JuaWIAINPY
*000° *100° L *Lp0’ *£10° 166 *£0’ *610° LIL (944 *900° 911" =70 *«C10 *170° *000° *000° *£10° | «000" | +000° pern
*C20° *Ch0° 413 L60’ LY $80° L9% 81 1z 90 *£00° 090 08L *800° *000 *000° 110 +LEO' | «000" | 000 X38
JLVYS SvS /8 o/d O/N oy | osteld J/8 Bv d/s | duop RUC | ASeL PN no EETY) qea Wy | oxg | Dup SIqELIBA
A10jpuedxy
sapmmy SUONEBJUILI( [eODH s{eo) jeuoleAnop suonBmM3y-J[as UONBALOIA
sasuodsayy

a3oNSUDT Ul JUIWIANYIY JO Swiay Ul SAPNARY PUD ‘SUONDIUILI() [DOD) ‘S[DOD) [puoyvaAyo ‘uoyvindsy-Jjas ‘uonwayopy fo siskjpuy amrarup) ayJ

V XIANHAddV



961

S0>dy
*SSE[d PUE SJ9GIBI) PIEAO] SIPMINE SIUIPNYS :DLVS ‘[00YdS PIBMAC) SIPMINE SHUIPNMIS :SVS ‘S[E0D) [B10S :1)/S ‘S[e0) dduewrtopad 19/ ‘Sfeon A1sep
IO/ ‘UIDUO) [B10S :D/S ‘UONBIIIPY JJV “1amod [B10S /S 9104 (T @AnIuS0de)d )9 ‘Sunjuiy ], [ednL) 1) ‘woneziuedr :810 ‘vonesoqe[y :qe[d ‘[esIeayay Ydy ISuInxy (Nxy dsuinu] :1uf 20N/

868 £eT 98%" 94 68L a4 8ST 8 98 £L6 L1y $8Z | €06 16%° L86 668 | €86" | ¥8T | x6£0° | 889 3IMMD 4
Y)eul Ul JUIWIAIYDE , IPeId , XIS
er €8T wy L8L sor 098" 1234 oy Sse” 618 1Le osL | o1E” 109 (434 PLE | 1LY | WO | 9TT | €SE aImmo
» JIeU U JUIWIAINYIE , dpead
34 £88° goL 686" 909 866 Ip6 8L 65¢” 09¢” 1429 06L | LOT §Ts Sog’ 129 | 899" | STT | 661" | 956 3Immd
+ [ITW UL JUSWIAIYIE , X3S
96 18¢ IS¢ L8O *¢T0° 5%4 oyl 98¢" P0T 980 *PT0’ 811" | %600 *600 oLy’ 10" | 8ST | «P00° | x000° | x000° 3INMI , YPei Ul JUIMWIAINOY
98L 189° L6T 1434 £79° 9LT LT 00t £L6 61T 9IL 6L0° | 99L (453 67¢° €18 | IpST] 806 | 8L | €N UMD , 2peas , X3S
SEy 16¢ oL s8I 61y 1334 L8 0£9’ 9% Ly 1oL 0LT | OlF (444 oL Iee | €Iy | T6T | 080" | 80O amyno , 3pesd
86¢” 886 9L% 916’ 1203 (323 [44% Loy’ [4%4 080° 866 6£9" | 1T 06T ws’ 0£S™ | 6L9 | €ev' | 8IS | TTL MM , X3S
608 99¢” 618 67t 9t9’ 658" 99¢” 089 86T 68¢” YA% el | 86L 088" 19 L69" | LTS | S9¢ | 9957 | pLY
i Ul JUSWIAINIE , dpeis , Xas
9T’ 6Tr 0L0 1374 1y SLO P19 [4¢4 001 +0£0° geL 98¢ | 10L 6Ly 85T L6y | 1€9° | SSP | xT00" | TLY 1B U1 JUdUWIAINYIE , dpead
1Ly 10¢° *110 *910° *020° ozl *6£0° 080 *800° *800° LSO TLE | *L10° 1439 120 88V | 996 | 1.8 | 810" ] +60° Yeur ul JusWIAIYIE . XIS
868" 096 GER’ Y94 90L 669 $06° L0T P0T 68 766’ 69L | €¥Y 9Ly 96 8¢l | 08T | eov 187 | £0% Ipes3 , x38
850° 780 886’ *C10° 970" oIy 08T LY $80° see’ x000° *000" | «¥70° 6L0° *000° *920° | #T00° | 109" | *100° | %000 3fmmy
x$00° 166 *000 +000° *000 »000 *P10° *LEO *000 x000° x000 000" | x000° x000 *000 100" | %000° [ x000° [ x000° | +000 Yjew Ul JudmAINpPy
*€10° 09T 69¢ €8T 690’ 12204 SEL *9€0° bLY 106 *C10° 6T | ol SLO (414 IO | +€00° | LST° | x000° | 000 peIn
06T olg 90§° 0LS 89 (419 960" 801" 1 4X4 50 L6y’ eve | 1T (133 *000 861" [ VIV | 6 | ZEI' | +£00° X3§
JLVS SVvS 9/8 O/d IMN JoL | osteld J/S v d/S wog) Ja | dseL PN wo 310 | qe@ | wod [ axg | o

se|qeLrep Alojeuepdxy

sapmmy suonejyuwdLI() [e0DH S[E0S) [BUOKHEBANOJA suonen3ay-JIos UoIBANOIA

sosuodsay

SOYDWIYIDIY U JUIWIAIYDY JO SULIZ) Ul SIPMIIY PUD ‘SUOYDIUILI() [0 ‘SIPOD) [pUOYPANOJN ‘UoyDINSaY-[12S ‘UoyDARORY fO SisKpuy dpLIaUs) Y]

4 XHANHAddV



L61

S0>d,

Py’ ssep pue SIdYOeI I, pIemo) SIpONNYV ~-0C

011 [00Y2S 3Y) PIemo) SIpNNRY -61

¥9¢’ IANTUS0deR -8T

128 Supjuryy, reonL) -L1

LYE uopeziue3iQ -91

ST uopetoqery -S1

oL [esxedydy -1

LTr UONBANIOJA JISULIIXY -€ T

v16° UONEBANOIA disuLnuy -7 |

Lo sfeo9 rewos -11

+b00° x000° *LEO’ S[e05) DUBWIOLIR] -0T
SST- s[eon) Axd)Se| -6

8L suNo, -8

1743 asread -L

o1 9ST1’ *ST0’ WIIDUO)) [BL0S -9
+010° +€20° ¥9€0° uoneIyyV -
(474 Jamo( [ePoS -

629’ uopnadwo) -¢

990’ yoyd -7

L9V Asey, -1

AYjASIO J-umoag POPM S UdAY] sdjqeriep

(Aprys umuvplof) Nqoay ul JUIWIANYIY 119Y] o SuLia] ul SpUapnIS IpvLo) Yyua [ 10f 51533 2ounlivp Jo Anaussowtoy



861

S0>dx

cLE SSE[D pUE SIAYOBA], PIEAMO0) SAPMIMNV -0

LLL [00YDS Y} PIEAMO) SOPMINY -61

S09° dARu30deP -81

0z8’ Sunjuryy, rednlr) -L1

€96 uonezue3iQ -91

6ce’ uoyetoqey -S|

999 [esteayay -pi

956’ UONEANOIN JISULDXY -¢T

L6 UONBANJOA JIsUuLnu] -7 1

L9 §24 xP00’ S[eoDd [ewos -1
y8¢ S[e0L) DUBULIOLJ -0T

oSy’ s[eoo) AIdISE -6

88¢ SUNOL -8

1239 asteld -L

0c8’ 8SL *CP0’ UI2U0)) [B10S -9
L6t uoneINYyV -§

o1y IIM0J [B1OS -p

(439 uonn_duwo)) -¢

Y44 ol -

vel jysel -1

)Asio J-umoxg PR S U9Ad] SI[qelIBA

(Apny§ uDIUDPIOS) SOUDWIYIDIY Ul JUIWIAINYDY d13Y] 0 SuLId] Ul SPUIPIIS IPDID) YJUI dof 51531 2ouv1VA Jo Andussowol

d XIANAddV



661

S0>dy
POl SSE[O pUE SIYIEBI], PIEMO) SapNNNY -0T
09¢ [00YDS 3Y) pIEMO) SIPMINPY -61
vEL 3AnTu302BPN -81
1€ Supjuyx, [eduL) -L1
91¢ uopeziuesiQ -91
1LY uonyetogery -S|
6£6° [esreaydy -v1
6£T 091 *T€0° UONBANIOJA] JISULIIXT =€
9T UONRANOJA] dIsuLnu] -7
1248 s[eod rewos -11
ocr S[eox) duUeULIONRJ -1
6C1” S[eo) AI3SBIA -6
L6T SuIYO I, -8
109° asteld -L
[16° 419 *010 WIDUO)) [e1d0S -9
0cs uoneIyV -
811 JIMOJ [B10S ~p
1248 uonnddwo)) ~¢
(423 J1033H -T
109 ysel, -1
YjhsioJ-umoxg PPPRPM S, U2Ad7 SI[qelIe A

(Apmy§ uvIUDPIOS) 1gVIY U1 JUIWIIAIYIY 413Y) JO SULId) Ul SYUIPNIS IPDID) YJUIAIYT 10f $1S3) 2ouvLIDA Jo KnauaSowofy

q XIANAddV



00¢

S0>dy

68 SSE[D pue SIdYded ], PIeMO) SIpmINyY -0T

091" [00Y2S Y} pIemo] sopnmuny -61

e dANTUS0IER -8T

yov’ Supuy [, (eonu) -L1

81y’ uoneziuesIQ -91

vLL uoneloqe[y -s1

LEY [es1edydy -p1

6£C 091’ *€€0° UONEAIOJA] JISULXY -C]
LOL Ly *P00° UOHRANOIN disuLnu] -7 |
L6L s[eoD [enog -11

859 S[e00) NUBWLIOLRJ -0

o S[e0D) AIISEA -6

91 SUINo], -8

(1% asreld -,

€90’ UI20u0)) [e1os -9

£96° UoneIIY -§

148’ Imod [e10g -p

ser uoynadwo)) -¢

661 HoyH -7

0LT 8¢T *x910° jsel -1
YJASI0,J-umorg PP S UdAd] So[qeLIB A

(Apn3§ uviuppaof) SoUPWIYIDYY Ul JUIWIAIIYIY 419Y] JO SWLId) Ul STUIPNIS IPVID) YIUIAI]T 10f SISa] 2ounLIDA fo KnauaSowoyy

A XIANAddV



10¢

$0>ds

(k2d SSE[O pue SIdYILJ |, pIesmo) sapmiiny -07
IS¢ [00YDS 3Y) pIemo) SApNUNY -61
YL ANTUS0ePA -81
LoL SupfuIy [, (BN -L]
08L’ uoneziue3IQ -91
9LE uoneloqery -1
56 [es1eayay -1
3% UONJBANIOJA] JISULIIXY =€ ]
98L’ UONEBANOIA] dIsuInu] -7
ol S[eod) [enos -11
vl S[B0S) DUBWIOLI -0
ceL s[eos) A1)sepy -6
L SudYyo[, -8
v69 astelq -
so [LO° *010° UIDUO)) [RIOS -9
65T uoneIYYV -S
9¢0’ IIM0J [eog -
LLE uonnaduio) -¢
€09° 18001 C rd
o8L AseL -1
AY)ASIO J-umoag PP S, UdAJ] SjqeLIe A

(ApmyS uvuvpaof) 21quaY Ul JUIWIANYIY 419y} [0 SwL13] Ul SJUBPNIS VN L0f 51537 2ouvLiv fo KnauaSowoyy

D XIANHAddV



¢

§0>dx
€L6 SSB[J puek SI13YJed ], pIeMO) SapmIgy -0
420 [00Y2S 3y} premo) sapmIny -6
rAVA ANIU300EIIA -8
8¢S’ Supjuiy [, [edni) L1
ocL uonezIe3IQ -9
24 uone.roqe[y -S|
oL [esI1edyay ~p1
Y48 UONEBANOJN JISULIX ~€ ]
LYT uoyeAno disuryuy -z
S0T S[eo)) [epog -1
L9G" S[e0D) dUEMWLIOLRJ ~(]
140} S[e0D) AWISBA -6
LS sud¥o], -8
L6T Isteld -
299 UINUO)) [BIIO0S -9
£96° uoneIYV -
698’ Mo o -
19 uonyaduro) -¢
90’ Moy -7
LT HASe[, -1
AYAsioJ-umnolig PP S WA sdlqeLIB A

(Apmis umuvpaof) soypuaywpy WUIAY Y 119Y] Jo suriay ur spuIPpMIS AN 40 53531 2oupLIVA fo GrausSowoyy

H XIANAddV



£0C

S0>dy
€6¢’ SSE[) pue SIdYIEI ], pIesmo) sapniny -0T
148 [00YdS 3Y) pIEMO) SIPMIPY -61
YoL ANTUS00e)SA -81
LEL Sunjuiyf, reonL) -L1
186° uonezue3i() -91
6SS uoneloqery -S|
IS¢ [es1eayay -p1
Y42 UOJBATIOJA] JISULIIXT -€ T
1233 uoneAno Jsurnuy -gy
9eT S[eo) [eoS -11
I S[e05) dUBULIOLIRJ -0
8LY’ s[eox) A1)SeA -6
2145 SUIYO[, -8
1233 asreaq -L
oot UIDUO)) [B10S -9
6CS UONENyYyvV -
6Le’ JIMOJ [B100S -p
128 uonnadwo) -¢
SLL 1043 -T
01T Aser -1

ayifsioJ-umoag POPM S, UdAd] sajqeriep

(Apmy§ uvUDpPIOf) I1gVLY UL JUIUIAINYIY 413Y) O SULLI] UL STUIPNIS DU 40f S1S3) 2oUDLIDA fo KrauaSowopy

I XIANHddV



0T

$0>dy

LOL SSB[D pue SIdYOBI], pIeso) sapmmy -07

6L9° [00Y2S 3Y) PIEA0) SIPMINY -61

81y 3ANU300eR -1

1S0° Supquiy [, eonw) -L1

vT9’ uoneziue3iQ -91

89T LOT +€00" uoneIoqefy -ST
6vT [esaeayay -1

LLY UON)BANIOIA] JISULXY -¢ 1

[er UONBANOIA JisTlnu] -1

9% sfeoD) [e1os -11

88y S[eo0s) dUBULIONMI] -0

865" s[eoD) AISeIA -6

9¢6’ suayo[, -8

S6L asteld -L

850° WINUO)) [B1OS -9

9GSt uoneIYJY -S

SS0° 1m0 [e120S -

Ser 080’ *xCh0’ uonna3dwo)) -¢
9¢ MoyyH T

888" LA

AYJASIOJ-UMO0IY POPM S UAY] SO[qeLIC A

(Apny§ upIUDPAOS) SOUDWIYIDIY UL JUIUWIIAINYDY 413Y] JO SULId] Ul SJUBPNYS' VU3 ] 40f 5153 2IUDLIDA Jo Knouadowor]

[ XIANHAddV



174

SO>dy

0o sse]o pue SIdYOBI ], Plemo) SIpMIMYV -0¢
708 [00YDS 3Y) PIeMo) SIpNMINYV -61
926’ dAnTuS0dePR 81
oL Supfuryy, e -L1
102 uonezmediQ -91
168 uoneIoqefy -S|
806 Tesieaydy] -pI
33 UONEANIOJA] JISULNXY -€ T
L8S UONRANOJA] dIsuLnu] -7 |
ovs’ s[eon) [e10s -1
90Y° S[eon) ddueULIo)RJ -01
181 S[eon) AIdISeA -6
%43 SudYOL, -8
08%’ astend -L
08T WI3DU0)) [e00S -9
SLS SIS *SE0° uonenyy -s
19 Iamod [eros -p
01T uonnaduwo)) -¢
L6 Moyd -7
8€S AseL -1
AYIASIOJ-umolyg PP S UIAJ] sd[qerIep

(Apnys uvypysny) ysySug ut JUWaANYIy 13y} fo SuLIa] ul SUaPMIS IpoLY YuaJ 10f 1531 20uvLIDA fo Knaua3ouoy

M XIANHddV



90¢

S0>dy
267 SSB[) pUE SIdYIEI ], PIemo)} SOPMINY -0T
12T [00YDS 3Y) plemo) sopmiy -6l
768 AANUS00BIIA -8
0LT Supjuiyy, (eontr) -L1
osL uopezuesIQ 91
4% 3 uoneloqery -S1
cle [esreayay -p1
e8¢’ UONRATJOJAL ISULXH -¢T
998’ UONEBANOJA JsuLnuy -7
o1 S[eod fewos -I1
9CL S[eo) duewI0LR ~(1
vLL Sfeoo) L19)SE A -6
VLY SUINOL, -8
91° asteld -L
ST WIDUo)) [eog -9
(435 uoneqyyv -§
1104 IIMO0d [Be1oS -p
GRE” uonnadwo)) -¢
LST Joud -7
1294 jsel -1
y)fsI10 J-umoxg PPM S UIAY] sdjqerIep

(Apnys uvyDLISNY) SOPDWAYIDIN U1 JUIWIANYIY J19Y] JO SwiId] ul SJUdPMIS IPV.L) Yua | 10f s1533 douvLivA fo Kpoussowoyy

T XIANAddV



LOT

S0>dx
0S9’ SSed puE SIYOeI |, pIemo) SIPMINY -0T
88¢" [00Y2S Y} pIeMO) SIPNINY -61
Yog” AANTS00EIA -8T
879 Sunquiy L, onL) L1
czs uoyezmaediQ -91
8T uoyesoqery -S|
Ir [esaeayay -1
LY UONJRANIOJA OISULNXTH €]
esl” UoyeAnoA dtsulnuy -¢
986 s[eoy) [epos -11
SLT S[e05) dUEWI0JR] 01
v6b s[eon) AISeIA -6
£86° SWIYO[L -8
679 Isteld -L
QcL UIIDUO)) [B1I0S -9
824 uonenyyv -s
88y’ IIM0{ [eP0S -p
1849 uoynaduo)) -¢
1232 yojy -C
ot ASeL -1

AYJASIO J-umoIg POPM S UAAY] sdqeLe A

(Kpnys upypysny) ysySuz ul JUIWIAYIY 119Y] f0 SULIA) Ul SJUIPNIS IPDIL) Y1U3Ad)H 10f S153) 2IUDLIDA Jo &pauadowofy

A XIANHAddV



80T

S0>dy
ré bﬁ. mwd—o C:« m..@.—oﬂvh m-.-ﬂgcu mvm-:u_ﬂ-< -@N
86" L6V +810° [00Y2S Y} PAeMO) SIPMINY -6
026 ANTUS0JBIIA -81
SLS Suppuiy g, eoni) =LY
4t uonezesiQ -91
L1V uoyeloqery -S|
€ [esaeayay -1
6v¢ UONBANOJA] JISULNXT -€
YLO UOHRATIOJA] disutnu] -7
7S 91§ *610° s[eoo [epos -1
wmm. m—dcmv Ooﬂﬂahc.t@n— A:
€L S[eon) AIISBA -6
88L’ SuMo [, -8
YSL asredd -,
©m~ ‘ —:00:@0 —«mocm .w
679 uoneYv -§
LLL Jamod [e1os -p
+100° %000 *€20° uonnddwio) -¢
61¢ oly -7
LES yser, -1
0..—?@.5&.:39;— .—o—@ >> S a=0>01~ m@—ﬂﬁh& >

(Apmis upyDLISNY) SOUDWYIDIY Ul JUIUWBANYIY J13Y}) JO SWiLa) Ul SJUIPNIS IPVLD) YIUIAd]5 10f 5153) 20UDLIDA Jo Kp1auasoulofy

N XIANAddV



607

§0>dx

Co6R’ sseo pue SIdYIe ], piesol sopmIYv =07

LEV [00Y2S 3Y) PIEMO)} SIPMINY -61

685 3AnIu302eR 81

0zs Sunuryg, feonti) -LT

675 uoneziaesiQ -91

YT uoneIoqefy -S1

780° resreayay -b1

L96 UONBANOIA JISULIXY -€]

gIL UONEBANOJA dsULu] 7]

SLL s[eon) [e1os -1

62¢" sfeon) duewIoln -1

Y61 s[eon) KIS -6

1259 SuIYOJ, -8

LIL asteld -L

L9T UI0U0)) [E1OS -9

0 691 ad ¥ uoneyIv -s
909° IImod [eros -

8Ly uonnadwo)) -¢

LSy JI033H -T

SLY ysel -1

AYIASIO J-umolg PPM § U347 SJ[qeLIBA

(Kpmys upypSNY) YSYSUF Ul JUIWANYIY 1194} Jo swuay ut spuapmy§ VI 0f 1533 IIUDLIDA Jo fnauadowoyy

O XIANAddV



01¢

S0>dx

ST SSEe]d pue SJIPEI ], pIemo) SIpMINY -0T

980’ 6L0° 440 [00YDS ) pIeMO) SIpMINY -61
SS9’ 3ANTU30deRA -1

6v¢ Supjuiq L [eont) -L1

680° uonezmesiQ -91

LY uonetoqery st

*1p0’ L8O *0T0° [es1edyay -v1
1744 UONBANOIA OISULIIXY -¢T

1254 uoyeAROIA disulnuy -¢1

194 I8¢ *£€0° s[eos) renos -11
LLS S[E05) PUBWIOLIJ -0

680° S[eoD) AIISBIA -6

999 SUIYOL -8

61L asreld -L

aar UINUO)) [BI0S -9

6LY PLY V0’ uoneyyv -s
pLS 1204 [EROS -p

gee uopnaduo)) -¢

€06 oud -7

986’ jyser -1

aY)AsI0 J-umorg PR S WA SI|qelIBA

(Apmy§ upLAISNY) SIYDUWIYIDPY U1 JUIWIAIIYIY 112Y) JO SuLId) Ul SYUIPNIS VPN 40f §153) 3IUVLIDA Jo &nauadowoy

d XIONAddV



1ie

$0>dy
86L SSe[d pue SId3Yded ], pIemo) sapniny -7
yLO [00YDS 3Y) PIEMO) SOpPMINY -61
€0¢’ AARUB00LIIA] -8
9¢6’ Supjuiy I, (eINLID LY
) uoyjeziuesiQ -9|
SLY uoneloqery -S|
8LY [estedyay -1
€79 UOIJBATIOJA] SULIIXH -€1
618 uoneAnoy dwsurnuy -Zy
808" s[eod) [eos -11
16S° S[B0D) dUBWLIOLId] -0
878’ s[eon A)Se| -6
786 SUayo[, -8
R14% Isteld -L
$08° UJIIDUO)) [B0S -9
6L8 uoneIYyVv -s
86Y° 13m0 TEDOS -p
*£00° *£00° *6¥0° uonpadwo) -¢
8YL o9 -2
_ 866 ysel -1
3YhsioJ-umnoag PP S UdAdT] sI[qentep

(Apnys uvypasny) ysySusy ul JUaWA1YIy 113Yy3 JO SWIL3] Ul SJUIPNIS A[PUL3 ] J0f S153) 2IUDLIDA fo KjtauaSowopy

O XIANAddV



(414

S0>dy
$8L° SSE[D puE SIYIEI ], pIeMO) SIPNUNY -0T
L1g [00YDS 3Y) pIEMO) SSPMINY -61
661" 3ANTUZ0EIA 81
0¢6’ Sunfuiy . redntr) Ly
e uonezuEsiQ -91
€16 uonetoqefy -s1
1§75 [esreayay -pI
€LO UOHBANOJA JISULIIXY -€ [
76 UOLIEANOJA] dIsULU] -7 [
LLE S[eoD [eos -I1
8L6 S[B0) dUBULIOLIdJ -0
P8I S[eOn) AIRISBIAl -6
916 SUd¥0], -8
981 astead -L
80T UIDUO)) [BI0S -9
ovT uonelyjv -s
1233 JIM0( [0S -p
886° uonnddwo)) -¢

*P00’ *C00’ *8T0° Jiod -7
eLT jsel -1
IY)ASI0 J-umoIg PPRM S UdAd] SI[qelIe A

(Apmi§ uvyDYSNY) SOUDWIYIDYY UL JUIWIANYIY 1124 JO SULIA) UY SJUIPTYS IIDULI ] JOf 1537 2IUDLIDA Jo K11aurSowoF]

d XIANAdd V



¢1c

L 9|1S|v|E|T ! "SSE[0 SI) UL [BLI9JBW 9SIN0D AY) UIea] 01 SW 10§ Juepodw ST -0
L 9 1S |v|e|T I "SSE[D ST Ul [BLISJEW Sy UIEd] J,UOP [ JI )[0B] UMO AW ST)] -6
L 9|1 S |v|E| T 1 “ToMmSUR ] UBD [ 189) oY) JO sured JOY1o UO SWAII INOqe JUTY) ] 159) B 9¥e) | USYM -8
L 9 1S|v|ElT 1 “0U JyS1I oW 10] JuIy) SUIAJSIIES JSOUX dY) ST SSE[O SIY) Ul 9peIs pooT & SulaD -L
L 9| S|(¥v|€]| T 1 *$SB[O S1Y) 10J STUIPBSI 9Y) UI Pojuasald [eLIAIEW JNOLIJIP ISOUX 9Y) PUB)ISISPUN UED T UTEUID W ] -9
L 9| S|Vv|€| T I "SSE[O S1Y) Ul 9peS JUI[[IDXI UB JAIDI [[IM [ 9AdI[eq | -§
L 91 S|v[€]|T ! "SOSSB[O JOYIO UI SSB[O SIY) Ul Ured] | Jeym asn 0) 9[qe 2q [[Im [ Uiyl J -p
L 9 |Siv|E| T I ‘syuapms 19410 Yym paredwioo Jurop we | Kj10od moy noqe JuIy) | s3) & aye) | USYM-¢
L 9 |s|rvlel T I “SSB[O ST Ul [BLISIBW Y} WIed] 0} A[qQe 3q 1M | Uy ‘skeam ojendordde ur Apws | J1 -¢
L 9 |s|vlel e I SSUTY) MU WIBS] UBD | 0S dw SaFud[[eyd ATeal 1ey) [euojew 19§o1d | “STy) 31} SSBO Uf -
I
i Joonny
joonndwpA | 9 [ s [p|€]| T | NEIN juduRle)§

‘NOA SIQLIISIP 1S3 JeY) L PUB | UIIM)IQ JIQUINU 3Y) PUlj ‘no£ JO INI) SSI] 10 JIOUWN S| JUIWIE)S 3Y) J] *T 31D ‘noA Jo ana) [[e jou st
JUAWIAJE)S B J1 £ APIID NOA JO NI} £I3A ST JUIWIA)E)S 3Y) JuIY) noL Ji ‘suonsonb ay) Jomsue 0) Mo[aq d[eds Yy 3s() -d[qissod se £[eIndde
S JoMSUE )snf ‘STomsue Suoam 10 JYSLI OU I 3I3Y) JOqUISUIRY *SIPN)I)IE pue UOIJRANOUI INoK Jnoqe yse suonsanb Juimoy[oy 3y,

(O'ISIN) TAITVNOLLSHANO ONINYVAT 04 ADALVILS AALVAILON AHL

S XIANHAddV



14%4

"op 01
L 9 {s|v|e!l T I pauued | 1eym ystulj | 21054 1nb | Jey) sSeYD S1Y) 10§ ApMIS | USYm pa1oq 10 AZe[ OS [39) USYO | -L€
L 91S|[¥v|E] T 1 “Burpeal Aw snooj djay 01 suonsonb dn axeul | ‘sse[d SIy) 10J FUIPEAI USYM -9¢
L 9 | s|ylel e 1 "$SE[D SIY) 10J YIOM KUI UO 9JB1jUSOU0D UeD | 1oy doe(d e ur Aprys Affensn | -G¢
L 9 |s|vl€l T 1 "pUSLIJ B 1O 9)RUISSR[O © 0] [eLIdjewW oY) ure[dxa 01 A1) U)o [ ‘sse[d s1y) J0j JUIApMIS USYM -p¢
L 9|1 S|(PlE|T I "s3UIy) 910 JO SupjuIy) W ] 9snedsq sjutod juentodwr SSTW ua)jo | Swl sse[o SuLn( -€¢
L 9 |s|yle!l e 1 "S1ySnoy) Aul oz1ues10 swl d[oy 01 [ELIAJEU oY) SUIINO [ ‘SSe[d SIY) JO s3uIpeal oyl Apws [ USYM -7€
"SSB[O
L 9| S[v|€|T 1 SIY) UL [[oM Op [[ia T YUIY) [ ‘S[[DIS AW PUB ‘I94de3) 3y ‘SSE[O SIY) JO AJNOYJIp 3y} ULPISUOD -T¢
‘SI19Y10
L 9 | sivlel T 1 10 ‘spuauy ‘Aiure) Aur 03 A)1jige Aul moys 01 jueniodur st J1 9sned3q SSB[O SIY) Ul [[om Op 0} Juem | -Q¢
L 9|l s|vlel I "$SB[0 SIY) UT Jy3ne) 3ureq S[[DS aY) I9)seW ued | ureprad ul [ -6
L 9 |s|plel T 1 "urexs ue aye} [ uaym isej Juneaq eay Aw [99) [ -87
L 9 | s|yle| T 1 -ou1 0] Juepsoduil AI9A ST $Se[O 1Y} JO Janew 103(qns 3y Jurpueisiopu() -Lg
L 9| S[bvj€]| T 1 "SSBJ ST Jo Jopew 103(qns 3y a1y [ -97
L 9 |s|rlel T I ‘ygnous prey 4111, UpIp [ ISNeIq ST I1 ‘SSB[O STY) UT Jy3ne) FuIsq [eLIgIeW SY) puelsIdpUn 1, Uop I JT -ST
"opeid poos e aajuerens 1, uop
L 9 |slvlel e I A9 J1 USAS WOI WIBI[ Ued | Jey) sjuswugisse asooyo | ‘sse[d siy) ur Ayunuoddo o) aaey [ USYM -4
L 9| S|P|E]|T 1 “UIe9[ 0) S I0J [nJasn ST SSe[O Sy} Ul [eLIs)ewl ay) July} | -¢7
-91qissod
L 9 | sivlel| z 1 se A]Yy3no1oy) se Juduod Ay} puelsiapun o) Julk1) s1 sse[d s1y) ur sur 10§ Sury) Surkysnes sow Y J -7
L 9| S|v|¢E| T 1 "SSB[O SIY} UI [[om Op 01103dX3 [ -IZ
L 9 (s|v|c| I "SSB[O SIY) Ul $1S3) pue SJUSWUIISSE 9y) U0 qol JUS[[39X3 Ue Op UBD | JUIPIJUOD W] -OT
L 9 /S |v|E|T 1 "WeX9 Ue a)e) [ uaysm Jurjaa) 1osdn Asesun ue daey [-¢]
L 9(s|v|el| T I "SSB[O SIY} JO [BLIJBW JY) PUBISIOPUN [[IM [ USY) Y3noud prey AN I JI -1
L 9 |S|v|€]| T I "SSBIO STY) JO BTG JUUOD Y} UI PAISIIAUI AJOA WiB | -/ ]
L 9|s|v|c| 2 I "uIea] 0] JNOLJJIP ST 1T JT USAS AJISOLIND AUl $asnore jey) [eLrdjewt 19Ja1d [ ‘s1y3 oYIf SSe[0 B U[ -9
L 9 | slvlelz 1 "SSB[O SIY) UI Joyoea) oY) AQ pajuasald [eLidlew xa[dwod JsOul 9Y) PUBISISPUN UBD | JUSPIJUOD W ] -G
L 9 sivlelz 1 "3uryre] Jo saouanbasuoos oy Jo JuIyl I $1S9) 981 [ USYM P
L 9 |slivliele 1 "SIU9PNIS I3Y)0 Y3 JO ISOW URY) SSB[ SIY) Ul S9peIT 191199 193 0) Juem [ ‘Ued I JI -¢1
L 9 s lvlel T 1 "SSe[O S1Y) U1 1y3ne) s3doouod dIseq ay1 WIes] Ueod [ JuSpuod W, J -7

S

"

.DU&&M\—UOOM e W..:H-OW ST $seld0 SIY) Ul WwIia2uod
< Wisoadinr s1 ot ayRir sur 103 Fury suvrroduur 1sowr SUYUL -T¥

R

)




SIc

u

(9]

*91qIssod IoAUIYM SISSEB[O JOYIO0 UL 9SO} 03 SSB[O SIY) Ul Seapl 91e[al 03 A1) [ -79

"SSe[0 S1y} J0J Su1£pnis Usym I9A0 I Juipeas
1snf uey) Joyjel 11 wolj ures| 03 pasoddas we | 1eys aproap pue 01do) & YSnory) yuIy) o1 A1 | -19

'sired Asea oYy Apmys A[uo 10 dn 9A13 19U310 | I[NOLIJIP ST SSB[O SIY UT JI0M USYM -(9

‘sse[o sty ut s3doouod juentodwit JO QW PUTWSI 0] SPIOM AdY SZLIOWSW | -6S

‘[[oM pueIsIopun 3 uop | s1doouod AJLIe[d 0] Iayoedl 9yl Jse [ -§S

(ol ol ol oWl o

o\ |\ |\& |\&

wmiwnwmwmwn

<t (| T

e |00 e e |0

A NN

v (| oy | |y

"JNOQe [[e Se 11 JBUYA MOUY 3,UOP | Inq SSB[O SIY} J0] SUIPeal Udaq dARY [ JeY) Pulj UdJoO | -LG

o

u

<

o

(9]

—

‘91418
Suryoeo) §,I0yoea) 9y} pue spuowaIInbal sse[o STy} 1§ 0) Iopio ul Apris | Aem ay) a3ueyo 01 £n [ -9§

u

N

(9]

*$Se[O SIY) Ul SUIApnis U9aq AR [ [BLIDIBUW AU} PUL]SIOPUN | 2INS 3xeW 0] suonsanb J[as Aw yse [ -§§

*pozIuesSIo ST 31 MOY 23S 0] J1 WIS UaJo | ‘A[ySnoIoy) feuslew mau Apius | 210Joq -pS

e

<

o

(g

“UoISSNOSIp pue
sgurpear se yons ‘sadInos JUIIJJIp WOl uoneuLIojur 13y3ago) [nd | ‘sseo STy} 10 Apnis [ USYM -€S

o

<

N

(9]

"2[nPaYIS ApNJs B 0} JOuSs 0) prey 3 puyy [ -7S

o

<

o

(9]

"1 JNOQe SBAPI UMO AW dO[3AP 01 A1} pue Jurod SurlIe}S B SB [BLIdJBUI SSB]O STY) 18] | -[S

o

N

(9]

"SSB[J 9U) WOIJ SJuUapnis
Jo dnoid & ynm [eLISJEW SY3 SSOOSIP O SWN) SPISE 10§ UJO | ‘sseyd siy) Joj Surdpnis uayp -0S

~

e

u

<

N

(9]

Teuatew 109[qns aztuedio sw djay 01 sa[qe} 10 ‘sweiderp ‘sureyo o[dwis oYeW | -6

~

o

u

<

N

(9]

-

"3UIOp 318 9M JBUM OYI] 1,UOP [ JT USAS SSB[D SIY) UI [[9M Op 0] pIey YIom | -8p

"90UdpI1Ad uniioddns pood s1 a19y) J1 9p1Oop
01 A1} [ ‘s3uIpeal 9y} ul IO sse[o Ul pajuasaid st uolsn[ouod 1o ‘uonelaidioul ‘£100y) e Usyp -Lp

"urede J9A0 pUe JIAO STUIPRAI SY) PUR SIJOU SSB[D AUI PRI  ‘SSB[O SIY) I0] SUIApNIS USYM -9p

"$SR[O SIY1 JO SIUSWUFISSE 9y} 9)9[dWI0d 03 SSB[O SIY) WIOL] SJUIPNIS JOYI0 Y}IM HIOM O] A1l | -Sp

‘[ELISTRW JY) Pl | ABM 9Y) 95URYD | ‘PUBISIIPUN 0] }[NOYYJIP SIe SSB[O SIY) JO STUIPESI Y J] -bp

e e~

LI ie|e|e

wiwniwnn|n

A RS RS AR AR

i enenen|en

NN N ey

| vy |

"SSBJ SIY) 10J awir} Apnis AW Jo 9sn poo oyew | -¢p

~

o

w,

(9]

‘seap1 Juenodun
1SOUI 3y} pulj 03 A1) pue $IJ0U SSB[O AW pue sFurpeal oy ySnomy) oF | ‘sse[d STy1 10] ApnIs [ USYM -Zb

ETRY
2in31y 03 A1 pue }oeq 03 | ‘sse[d siyy 10 Surpear wl | SUIYISWIOS INOQR PISNJUOD SW0I3] [ USYM -

‘auoAue woiyj djoy
INOYJIAM ‘UMO AW UO JIOM 9Y3 Op 01 A1 | ‘SSE[O SIY} Ul [eLIS1eW SUTUIRS] 9[qNOI} dARY [ JT USAH -0p

|\

"19A0 pUE J3A0 J[3s Aul 0) el ew ay) Suides sonoeld | ‘sseo siy 10y Aprus [ uaym -6€

‘Surourauos
(5] o TS sFury: Suruo, = a 3 UDPJPO § -RE




91¢

L 9[sv|el| T I "SSE[O Ul UOISSNOSIP SB Yons saNI1ANIE SSE[O 19410 Ul s3urpeal sse[o oy wolj seapt Ajdde 0 Any-18
L 9 [s|rle| T I WEX5 Ue 210J2q SSUIPEAI 10 SAJ0U AUl MIIARI 0) WY puly Afore1 -8
L 9 | s|v|€]| T I "SPIEMISIFE 10O J1 HIOS | 210S 3YBW ] ‘SSE[O UT S310U Sunye) pasnjuod 333 [ JI -6L
‘pouad

L 9 |s|vlel T I Aprys yoes Ul SanIAnoe AUl 10311p 0) J3pI0 Ul J1osKu 10J s[O3 398 T ‘sse[d s1y) 10§ Apuis [ uaym -8L
L 9 | s|vlelT I "SNTATIOR JOYJO JO 9SNEISq SSE[O SIY) U0 i yonw K10 puads ,uop ] 18yl puy USYo J -LL
L 9 |[s|vle] T I [0 puE}sIapun 3 ,uop ] $1daduod YoIym SUTULIAP O3 K111 sse[d S1y) 10 SUTAPTIS USYM -9,
L 9 [ slvlelt I -K1essadau J1 d[9y 10J JySe Ued | WoyMm SSe[d SIY) Ul sjuspms Auopt 0) AD ] =S
ystuy

L 9 |S|¥v|€E| T I I (nun Surspiom dasy 03 oFeuew | ‘SUrISAIOUIUN PUE [|NP A€ S[BLIAJBW SSB[J dY) Usym U9AH -bL
L 9 |s|bvlE|T I ‘Kjre[n3a1 ssepo SIy) puane I -gL
L 9| s|v|€e|T I *S)SI] 9Y) 9ZLIOWIAW PUE SSB[D SIY) 10J SW juejrodunt Jo sist| oyeu [-gL
"S9ATIRUIDIR

L 9 | Ss|¥v|lE|T I s1qissod 3y INOGE JUIY) [ ‘SSE[O STY) Ul UOISN[OUOD IO UOTLISSSE Ue Tedy 10 Peal | IOASUIYM -TL
L 9 | S|v|€|T I $SE[D ST} 10] Sjuowugisse pue s3urpeal Ap[eam au) yim dn doay 1 181 2InS W | QL
"$SR[O SIY) WO S1dadu0d

L 9 |Ss|vle| T I oy} pue sSuIpeal aY) U3IMIdQ SUOIIIUUOD Sunjew £q Sse[o SIY) Ul [eLISJeW dY) pUe)SISpun o) AN -69
L 9 [ s|yle| T 1 “djy 10] SSe]O SIY) Ul JUSPMIS JOYJOUL JSE | SSB[O SIY) Ul [ELISIBW SY) pueISIopuUN ) Ued | USYM -89
*$QJOU SSB[O
L 9 |s|vlelT I Aur pue sSuIpeal oY) Wo1J Seap! UBW dY) JO SSLEWWNS JOLIG UM | ‘SSB[O SIY) J0J Apris | USYM -L9
L 9 [s|rvle]l T I "SSe[D SIY) Ul SUIUIEI] WIE [ 1eyM 0] PRI UMO Au1 Jo seap! Yiim punore Aerd 01 An | -99
L 9 |s|v|e|l T 1 ‘3uipnis 10J apise 138 0) doefd re[n3al1 v ARy [ -S9
L 9 silvlel T T ‘mOowd] Apealje ] 1eym O} [eLIdjeul 9yl B[ O An I ‘sse[o siyl J0J Fuipeal USYM -9
T L _puc I5A0 OF J sselo SIin I0J ADNnis J USYAA -€9




L1T

‘AANLS AHL ALVAI'TVA OL INVLIOdII SI STHL LNd “UAAO ANV JIAO SNOLLSHNO ANVS
AHL ONDISV IV I LVHL WAAS AVIN LI “TOOHDS LV MJOM OL MII'T NOA MOH LNO ONIANIA NI ALSTIALNI LSNf AV I
‘SUAMSNV ONOYM YO LHOTY ON YV TIAHL "LSAL V LON SI STHL AHTIINHNTT-

"INAWALV.LS AHL HLIM HHIOVSId 40
TTAOV NOA HONIN MOH SMOHS LVHL YAMSNYV JHL ATIYID NOA LVHL TINS IIVIA

*] S[0II0 P[NOM NOA UY] STYI YIIMm sa13esip £[Suox)§ nok Ji
-G O[OII0 P[NOM NOK UIY! STY) YHim dda3e £j3uoxy§ nok J1

c b ¢ e I ooyos je K10)s1y Suiop Aofua |
xq

9218e sa1gesip U0 Yo2 40f asuodsad anok 31241)
A[Buonyg 9218y  amsjoN daaSesiq  ABuong [00YIS JE HIOM 0} I sjuapnis MOH

— Jjdwrexd ue JA13 S,19]
“AAMSNY ALVIIdOdddV THL ATOYID TIIM NOA ‘ININTTIOV A0 THATT YNOA ALVIIANI OL
“JuawIdaIge 10 JUAWIAAITESIP JO [9AI] © 10J PUEJS YD § ‘p ‘¢ ‘T ‘T SIIqUINU Y, JUIWNEIS 34} Yjim (S) AMAOV A TONOULS 10 juduidje)s
oy PIM (p) ATADV “(€) AANS LON 318 JUSUINE)S 34} In (7) AAYDVSIA Yudwdes ayy yia (1) AFADVSIA A TONOYLS nok jey) Les ued
nox *STY) I 13e JasInof NoL yonuwt Moy dul [[9) 03 No£ JueMm | “JOOYDS J& YI0M 0} Y| SIUIPNJS MOV JNoqe Jno Surpuly ux PIjsaIdul AAInS Sy,

(INSD ATVIS NOILVALLOW TOOHDS 40 AJO.LNHANI HHL

L XHANHddV



4

81¢

[OOYDS T8 [[om Op sjuapmis 19Y10 djoy 03 1| [ "§T

[OOYPS 1& 19410 Yors d[oy 0) SJudpms 10J jueniodwir A19A ST *LT

auo[e uey Joyel [ooyos 1e s[doad 1ay1o yim 10m 03 19J21d | *97

[00yos 18 [qIssod s yonw st SpUsLY Yim YIom 01 AN | 'sT

SIOYI0 )1 SUDHIOM WE | USYM [00YDS J& SIoM 153G AW 0P ] *$T

dnoi3 e Jo Jopea] 9Y) 9q 01 A} UYO | €T

2UI 901)0U 0} SSB[O 3Y) JUBM [ ISNEII] [00YDS Je pley SjIom | °7T¢

1opea] dnois e 9q 0) Sw 10§ yuerodwit A19A ST "7

dnois e Jo a8reyd ul 3ureq 9¥I] [ [00Y9S 1Y *(T

SpuoLj [00yds A Jo Juoij ut yuenodwt [99) 0) JueM ] 6T

dnoi3 e Jo o8reyd ur Jnd 9q [[IM | 1BY) [OOYDS Je pIey Yiom | Q]

SSE[O UI 159q 9Y) JO 2uo ure ] udym Addey ATuo wre | L]

SO)BWISSE[O AW URY) 191)9q 39 O} [00YIS JB [[9M Op 0] JUeMm | ‘9]

SI9U10 UeY) 19)39q 9q 0) SulA1) Wi, [ J1 JopIey JIom [ ST

[00Y9s 18 SIaYI0 YIm 3adwiod 0) I [ *pI

sw 03 Jueptodwit K194 S13811j SUTWo)) €1

owi 03 Juepodwt st SutuuIp 7T

NIOM[O0Yds Aul 191329 Op 03 3ulAn semfe ure [ *1|

[ooyos 1e SSUry) Mau pueisiopun 0} A1) 0) prey Jiom [ *Q

JIom AU UT POISAIdIUI W | 9snedaq [00YDS Je pIey Al | °¢

An 1 Japrey o) wa[qoid oY) 1oprey Y[, °g

IopIeY U9AQ A1) [ YIom[o0yds Aul ut Jutaoidwut wre | USYm *L

JI0OM[00YDs AW Je poog we | jey) 2Ins oxyew 03 pIey AN °9

Sunsarour purj [ 1ey) YIoM[ooyos Je suwl) JUo[ e JUR{Iom purl ) Uop | *§

T

I0M][O0YDS AW YIIM I9YMIWOS U3 We | Jey) MOW] 0) padu | *p

Yiom[ooyos Aul ut Juraordwit ure [ 1ey) 23s 0) M1 [ °€

NIom SUnSAIANUL YPIM JopIey AN |

mmmmmmmm‘nmmmlﬂlﬂmmlﬂll’)lhlnlh'nlhlhlnlnlnln

AR R R AR AR AR AR R R N I I IR IR IR IR A IR TR IR R TR

MmN ndnnn nlnnminn el ealalnnanin el

AN A AN QAANQAANAN QAN QS

v | | | e | o | e | o e v oy v oy | v | oy | oy |y v | v | v | v | | oy | v | v | |

191199 11 9yew! 0) ureSe SUTYIOWOS OpP 0) IdULYD IY) UIAIS Suraq oYI[ [ °[

Jans

]

asaadesip

U0 YOV 4of 2suodsat anol 21241
JOOPIS 3@ Uy Ios uy 2SOAIIUY




61¢

dnoi13 e Ul we [ USYM PIIBATIOW JSOW WE | °§S

SIOYIO )M YIOM | USYM PIIBATIOU JSOUI UIE [ °LS

19pEJ] B QWEDAQ | UAYM PIleATjoul JSOUW WIE | *9G
SIS0 UBY) 19339q SUIOP IR | USYM PIJBALIOUI JSOW Ure | *S9

posteld WIe [ usysm pajeAnow JSOW Ure | ps

dnoi3 e Jo 95reyo Ul UIe [ Uaym PaJeAjoul 3o UIE | "¢S

SIoI0 Iim 3unaduliod Uie | UdYm PIJBATIOW JSOW W | *T§

SIOUIO Kq PIONOU WE | USym PIIBAOW JSOW WIE [ *T§

S)TeUl pOO3 AT | USYM PIJBATIOUI JSOU UIE | *(S

SpIemal 9AI0AI | USYM PIJBALIOW JSOUI W | *Gf

JI0OM]OOYDS AW Op Ued | Jeyf) JUSPIJUOD WIe | USYM PIJBATIOWT JSOW WIE | "8

JJOM AW 8 19119 SUI0J3q WE | USYM PIIBATIOUI JSOUI UIE | *Lp

swia[qoId SUIAOS IR | USYMm PIJBATIOW JSOW UIE | “9p

JuIyIowIos 18 poo3 We | USyM PajeATIoOw Jsow Wie | *Gp

Suraoxdurn YIom AUl 93§ | USYM PIIBALIOW ISOW WIE | *pp

1opIey JIOM p[NOMm | [OOYDS J& SPIemal 103 | J] “€p

PIemal & oYI] | :YSnOoua 10U ST JIom PoO3 I10] 3steld *Th

[00yoS 18 1opIey yiom dul sd[ay SABIJNID JUSW FUINAD) ‘I

ow 07 Juejioduin SI JIOM[OOYDS pooS AWl 10] pIemal e SUNI_D *Op

syuared Aw woi} syuasaid 10§ [0OYOS Je pIey YIoMm | “6€

1040B3) 9y} WIOILJ SPremal I0J SSe[d ul pIey YIoMm | °g¢

PIEMAI JO U WOS 193 UBD | UAYM SSB[O UL JS9q JI0M [ °LE

aw 03 Jueiodwn ST YI0M[OOYdS poo3 10] sjudred Aul woly asteld “9¢

JIom[ooyds poos Aur 10§ pasieid aq 01 Juem | *S¢

POIRATIOUI UIE | USYM 1S9Qq JIOM | [OOYDS 1V “pE

owl 03 Juepiodulr ST YI0M[OOYDS POO3 10} SPULY AWl WOY asTeld *€€

aw 03 Juepodull ST IOM[OOYIS POOS AW 0] SIAYILI) AW WO 3sTeld *TE

1O0YDS 1B [[om Sulop 3} uare spudLyy Aut yi Addeyun swr sayeu I ‘¢

AN NN AN AN AN NN NN NN

ot oy | | v | oyt | | oy | oy |y | v | v v |y | oy | oy |y | v | vt | vt |t | oyt |y o | ot | v | vt vt | )

JlosAw

[[2/ OS OP 1,UOP I JI UDAD NIOM[OOYIS JIay1 yuim sxoyio Surdiey Lofua J “g¢

¥ T T T T T T T T T Tt T | [P T[T T T T

-

#mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm en e o en e

%

jooyos 1e ajdoad 12yo noqge 2awd J 6T

|

Pl 0|00 e e | w|wlwnnin) nlnlnln]n]n]n v n o] n ] e n




0cc

SISYJO0 JOJ WIOU0D SUIMOYS WE [ uaym pajeAnow 3sowl we | *19
s1oyjo Surdjoy we J uoysm pajeATIOW jsowl wWe J “09

I

n o N

JRIES

| vt |

I

LA JAT A FJCIRRAT 3 X lnm N




17¢

-3unsaidul aIe sasse[d AN ST

"aUI 21| 03 W3S SIaYded) AN ‘1

“auI JNOQE JIed S19Yoea) AN €1

"SIYOE9) AUl O] [[oM de[_1 ] °TT

auI 10} [00Yds poo3 B SIS, ‘TT

“Jooyos sty jo pnoid we | Q1

"SOSSB[0 AW AYI[ ] "6

"$Ia1j0'3) P03 oIe [00YdS STY} 18 SISYJE) dY) JO SO '§

"J00Y0S STYI AT ] °L

"3UNS210)UT JUTUIEI| 9yl SIaYoed) AN "9

"$19Yoea) AW [ [ 'S

“oul 10] Uojewl poos e Si [00YdS ST, §

"oul Ul 159q 9Y) INO SFuLIq [00YDS STYT, '€

ol el ol oSl ol oSl ol ol I ol oYl ol i ol ull o)
(e ¢ [\(\e\e |\ \e|\e e e
Ww\nwninwnm,mi,nminin i nwn,mnn
(|| ||| TP ||| T T T
¢ en|enenen | en lenen enlen o en ) ¢
ANNNNNNAN NN

‘Jooyds poos e SIS, ‘7

e Rl bl Al Bl Rl Rl A A N A N A Al A R B A

S b € “Jooyds STy} 03 03 [ eyl pe[S wre | ‘|

e~
e
(o]

943y | 9313esip Jou Jaudesiq jusuidjel§
9213y AjSuong | 2013y | Apysys | 9913e JIYPPN Apysys sa13esiq | 29a3esig L[3uon)§

-uonsanb 1ad 90100 Ssuodsar auo A[UO [0110 35I| "dAZe A[3U0I)S 10] SPUEIS (L) pue 32a3esIp A[Suoa)s 10] spueis (]) aIoym
() 01 (1) wouj afuel e asn ‘uonsanb yoes SuLromsue U] "SIUSWIILIS Suimor[oy ays ynm 2213es1p 10 23188 nok A[3uons moy el ases|d :J 1ed

(SVVS) AFAANS INHNSSASSY HANLLILLV TOOHOS HHL



(44

SONI'TAAA ¥NOA LNO9V TNIHLAYL 34 dSVA'1d
JOOHDS SIHL LV ANOANV A€ NAIS d4 LON TIM SHAMSNY TVAAIAIANI 4N0A SV AYJIOM LON ddiIN NOA-

.............................................................................

............................................................................

LUl U10q J3Yje) IN0A sem AIunod Jeym -
11 01 ?dpeid-¢

srewdg SR :JIIPUIN) °T

L1 91 &I vl 98V ‘T

-uopysanb 3ad 3d10yd Isuodsax Juo LJuo Isooyd ISBI :IT LAV




£TC

o- o (i o =0 o sy e v \ A A ’ ° - A
3= o i 0 o) o e M P ) e @ T e 507 \ . 4 } o . A
. e : \ A A 3 0 \ A
A st e >R e IR = e per® |
2~ 550 ey =17 e i s AETE ey ' A . ’ ° - A
T A e 0 b v S \ . 4 } ° . A
A Ry i
0 5Ty ey ey
ovoiT)
ST

e sTh oy ATy R O i LS N Y ndlan: Sl o s AR &
emcrey Ay [P T ST SO R A M (6 S (e P sTh evsfey ATy i o O <D L s et e R sTh 9% sty Ay hol
SCHH o oK ey Fee e (KTl 7 e 7 T opp € re(p (¥ pevie vod o gms? ¥ s o0 e D o1 st e (0 jpeCe sTh

SIFVAV NI (QTSIN) AIVNNOILLSANO ONINIVHT M0A SHIDHLVILS A4LVALLON dHL

A XHANAdAV




1414

YA~ I SECY s (e e \ A 4 3 0 L A
AA™ T g et (e v iy \ A 4 3 0 \ A
WA T *0E Ty (T \ A A 3 ° \ A
o A" (51 P 7 e o) e AT o & D Sy s \ A A 3 0 \ A
vt <t (o) SO R0 P (e
347 F 0 ©F e w1 e 0 T , g . ’ ° b A
A4 (7w A0 o vy o e 10 80 o \ A A 3 0 1 A
7w RS0 \ A A 3 o v A
AA (w0 700 e ety (P ) ey o o oy o o~ D (s oy
LA™ |0 oD 3 6 ey o \ A A 3 ° . A
iatmil
SRRt s i S b s Wi S i Sl Seaa A b aiaY \ y 4 ’ ° - A
b - AR CeC ARl o (e peer \ A A 3 o \ A
VL= () T T S i 9 s ey e \ A A 3 ° \ A
AL 0 7 R (e ey \ A A 3 o \ A
i
L oo e D e e 2 o e < s ey , ) - ; ° . A
gt
o\~ 10 1 A g o ¢ o ok (oD ey YO 6D P ) W ' A 4 } ° . A
34~ o e peTnD s ¢ S e D \ A 4 3 ° \ A
o T
A ) TP (O (D 31 S D 0 e e (RS 60 ! A 4 ; ° . A
- A A ac” =17 o ipne i e 00 ¢ e e \ A A 3 0 \ A
Y 8 & (et o sy e
RO e s € wiihd Bl Sl Wl S A 0 Y A ' ) . ’ ° . A
.fuwﬁ_qqtjﬂ)j‘qumdﬂ_q. \ A A 3 ¢ \ A
b= AR 51 P e e e e =00 ¢ e e ‘ A 4 3 0 \ A
dﬂﬂJ. R , . . \ A i 3
- o (5 e ¢ 8 (e € IR0 0 iRt (i T IRy ‘ ° » A
S oY e B ) . \ A A 3
A e e e e . . " ’ ° - A




§CT

=7 8 e €801 o e 6 pre (e
A o™ Ze [0 ey o (9 gy o oo ey o 60 i

3~

a

-~

>

Lo~ | 08 e ([T STy oY €S0 |0 (0 e oy

+ o= M (T I A PTETY MRS ([P v v oy oD (e o0 et (e

b3~ I " (= s g e S ity € i

Y37 S D ey <t A0 o <y <t i s o e 0 o ey

> | > | > | > | >

13> | 3> | 3> 3| 3

N e N | N | W

Q /] /] /] /] /]

oA I o I O I o o I o

> > > > | >

A3" (51 SED (e 80 ¢ Ry F o (6 oy (oF D (e o0 e’

iy
L 37 9 (000 Py (o (6679 g oo ey € s (e oy

>

3~

Q

-~

>

03~ Arh? €3 wrf = o0 o e (KR

337 10 ST ey e s svg S 8 e

437 9 AP < e i ¢ ey e

haa dBao I Tos WA O S
A3~ =) [0 Py e 69 A3 40 6019 s s € oo

b D N N

3~ > | 3 3~

N N W | e

/] a a a

- e |

> > | > >

(37 90 s ¢ o€ 3 oD < ) (e 6Ty e

| <3717t 2 P & o pee

| €Ty

b4~ I 10 pey (e (59 [y pee o0 R o0 e oy

VAT e 0 P e gt vy

AL™ TR XA AT S 100 P e

LA s e e ree ) i 5K 6 8012 pee

04 (2 90 P (prrT K™ (0 (5T 6 o7 oD e

347 [M17F (KSR 68 689 pyce

44" SXP e oy A M T e e g0 |50 80 e (09

347 7T ) ST W (e (9 e oy pee e 60 e ey 8

| > > | (> | > > | >

| 31|33 > |33

- NS N el | e e | e - A

(0 |0 |0 0|0|0o| @ aoa o

R e e F el ol T Bl B P

> | > (||| T |>| >

(R

A O e A i R ) e e 18 e o e €

»

3

[

't

>

+ A O 0D P’ € e e RO o iy 20

\

e = e it e i o e

S

I |

|




9TC

Ly e == e KT vy £ eepifehy 6 1) e 0 e e

-
>
>
A
o
-~
>

TSera R
v ey e o e e (e S 1% st i ie D

bAT I o i 6 o e ) e st AT s i

VA~ S [T (i e o0 (3D ¥y e 8 SP < oy’

AA™ RS EED (58 € 1 P (e (RS S
LA™ = 10 ey o (=F D |0 v e (i & (e Sy

oA~ 17 o1 e (PR R P 6 (D (e

AR D T D D

AA" =0 Wy D frSD e

A~ (7 1 e i ¢ e (e €erer e e

A" (55 AFTED ISty RS ey SR € e

R R R AR AR R R R -
o|o|/o oo 0 0 0 o 0 a
>|>|>|>|> || >|[>|> >

AT ST AT (Y e Y i s

mso € pme e w00 6 e e
b (SFD (0 e e oy e 0 g0 oD o § e o #0 fyecd

- | |- | |- | |om | ||
r (> (>(3[(3%>3|%|3| »
~ | | | | | | ||

-~
a

>

yL= = & e e o i ) o 5 ) e e e

AL O o e e 56w

L (e A erTh E W e

o IS vy s ol vy

3Lt (R FO et € ket e ) o e v ey

AL 7 (€00 gy o (O s (e € oD o A e

> | > (| ||| > || | > > |>|> > ||| >

P P P D N Pl e
|3 (3|3 |3 (3|3
N N N || e | e (e
o| o |00 |0
| ||| ||
>| > (> > |>|>

AL T 0 rs) e e = o 1KY & o (K500 st S0 sy

Rl Sl gl o
L1 9 (€0 P e (19 s pf e 30 o/ o e

-
>
>
A
(]

-~
>

| 17 s 50 e oy o e (00 e G0 i

Lo~ (5 Ferer isT 1A 7 e vl (o < s e e

yo (P P <t #e 1P et (1 g iy Sy

Ao~ 7 M 3T ety ) ¢ e e o0 e

o o o o

i~

Lo~ (=¥ 0 {35 ey it =T o e wo i € e < CRO

o

T oo oSt =@ e e s ¢ y~ry gioce’ ¢ wd

-~ -~ - -~ - -~
Fiv| » > | > > |
b > (3 (3 |3 |»
V(% | we T Y R

| ST = e - P ST S =T~ p—— PP Y=

(

e e | | e |
> > > > |>

~]

o~




LTT

(61 ST 9 vE g8 Fpre o wwe (o e e oo <P (O
5| ST v Fpre o e e e e oo D o

I \ A A 3 0

%Arv _d] iy :DW....M q&

P s e

e riCe <P (R&FY Py .

- . vl ¢ e

P L aadl € vE|ge) Foro SO | s | s

or$) -.d.«... .ﬂ.ﬂ} e 9>
e U Y\ o

< 0 e O ey (T T o e S0 RS (P
SP 0 KRR \mAmAm3me oI o ) 0 o0 ey | i ey |
()" 151 ST D e o (e e = o e <60 (e (o)

k.ﬂbq_mﬁodﬁ?:ﬂma.fv ._ﬂwaﬂd._%,c.ﬂ_mmJ«U—ﬂsJﬁoq..Uq_mﬁodﬁ?:ﬂm&:v._n_wﬂd.m«,qﬂﬂq.bqﬁﬁodﬁ?:ﬂmtALv..n.ﬁ%.%b.gﬁoﬂbq.ﬂodﬂ?:ﬂm&
I3 RFP - v KD B A e sty e [ (0 (O v (0 ree 5P e 10 o1 e " e |0 0 e 9 e e S

HNIVIAV NI NSD ATVIS NOLLVALLOIW TOOHDS 40 AJOLNHANI HHL

M XHANHdIV



8CC

AL D Sy R € SFO HOC) ¢ (o

LA ety (0 (50 gy préefiop

PAT I (OSED e O R o0 ooty o0 e
b= = |0 ol ) o pod ey ¢ el

VA= e SRS g o0 ol oy oD e |

A= (S0 mei) geep oree 560 6oy o0 (RO ¢ o

L= (D ey =0 mp2 oy’

o \ =T S| oo e o0 (ROFO

3= = oy (RFCR0 ¢ (el

A= 0 (SO RED o3 iy 1

A2 o ey

A0 Sy <7 oD o (el s e

s gD S <t (P e ey v e o0 10 6 oty

b Sy K oA ¢ oo e -

athiakebialice i desid

A= P e oreen rem) ¢ oo oo -

L= (e Sy <70 o i e 6 ooy (e

> | | | | | (> [ | | (> | (| (> |

o= K ¥ 0 1D o 7 80 =1” pet e i o oy

3= =2 {2 |0 7 () 09 o o0 oo (e -

AT R (D 0 e

A" (T S80S e FEO (o vy ¢

|3 (3|3 (|3 (%33 (3% (3% (3 |3 (3 |3 |3 |3 3 (3 3 3| 3

- | e | e A . J ““““““““““““““““““

R e Ty o D 78 oo 59 s e

> | | |

o rirCe <60 |16y Py 5P e
IRYE® e e

fore
callad X

sallalL K

caller

%.mmq

K=\? ui.\,d_ﬂfﬂdﬁ..zlf.

ST W O T K S i =ty (€ ey 0 TPy s vy ST ot e e e e B8RO [ e o0 e ety FsE sTSOC 150 ey o




67C

*o~ 570 o iy Sy St e o7 S e

b3~ 560 [©F ity Sy s (=D 17 e’

V3= 5560 [ cjpey oo 560 [©F (v A a7 12 oo (e

A3~ 5560 09 cppefy ot e oy
137550 [ cpy s (<P (T

03—t o8 oy ot (P ¢ o8 oy

33~ 560 [0 oty oo (O (ot e

437 (S ST o7 s © (Y o (i e s

237 P2 Pt T O s ST (PReye

(3 =D 70 rhee <o fmoer® o e e (st ¢ ey

C 3= D o7 osigpe Kepet? (e ¢ ey o iy (0

bA™ | D S0y ¢ = =D 570wy 0 o

VA | D 30y £ e e 0 op” s o0 0

a5 0 e T e 30 e

La= 0 i o @ e o0 o

0A= ((F0 (0 P2 gopr® (e

o | o~ | | o | | o | o~ | e~ || o | o~ o | e~ | — | —

> (> (> [ J> [ [ | [ | [ [>» > | |>» |»

3 |3 (3|3 (3|3 |3 |3 [+ [3(|3 |3 3 |3 (3 [}

wwwwwwwwwwwwwwww

o o L] o Q L Q o o o o o o o o o

34- q ICH (F (pei 6 (prCry Fopr® D (e o of) +0 e

A4 0 P 8 ) R 0 (oo o7 e e

s 47 0 e P e PR 0 Pt o o e

(4 550 9 e oy et ¢ | e ¢ prtey

A T rerg (SO0 6 v e ey e D <t e s

| vam o Akt (50 7 ey

YA (=T o are (e (R0 fFem | o e ¢ (prley

AA= 0 (P e |0 Py | e e ¢ ety

LA (F0 (P  rRe (TR0 o, o0 ypeD Oy

o A= =¥ |2 1= = 1=’ st s s ) ey

3 a- e e M o ¢ ey T jovD oD RSCRO

r | | « - - - - - - - -

(>3 |3 |3 (3 |3 |3 3 |3

b 1> | [ | [ [ [>» [» [» |»

L
w | . o2 - - - -y -y - -y

‘ao|o|oa |a|oa|a|o |a | a]|a

#




0tc

(L= 5550 [©F oy oy oo (0 e ARTED

P4 SE0 [©F) oy Syfy stom pmyeT KO0

bo- 560 ) cpfy oYy oo o o et ¢ ey

Vo ¥ 0 v cjpafy Sy orem (560 87 ooy ¢

| Ao~ 560 o8 ity oy omem =D v RS

Lo— (S0 x| SFC|orem (=2 e ot oy

00~ 50 [ cipey Ty e (5 [of® e~ (RSCH0

30° 1560 [©f oy Yy aem e

Ao 550 8 cipety sy oo o e R o vt oy’

Ao- o0 [ clgriy oy oo (e oY (KR

rloer | | o | | o= | [ | o | o | &~

)')-)—)—)—)—)—)—)—)—)—

vl | e | e - -~ -~ oo - -

‘o |o (o f{oa|o |oa |6 |0 |6 a

i i R e S et S A e e i BT ARAR T

[Ll—l—l—l—l—l—l—l—l—

[~




1€¢

erq_big

3\ = FFr?) oo

AL FX (0 e

AL~ TS <o v S a0

\Am oo (e vy <o Ay [0

VAN g e ey

rl_djd!mUdu\dk.

Y= (O 8 e Py O 0

>

- _d}dd.q _743..1«.

- R et O e v ) o

-_41.,51.9.

- [0 e ey i

- |wlao |~

- o wwe ey ) (O w0t

A= wTo :.a‘dﬂjd.mdq .

- e ©OT ¢ e ey

o | |m || e | | | || | | |-
|| ||| ||| | |> [»

(%3 (|| ||| |3 |3 (>

N0 el | | od |0 | wd | ed | el el |0l |0l el | e | el | e

o |o|lo|jlo|jo|jo|jo|oa|0|O0|O0O |0 |0 |0Q O

|| e e e | | | | | | | | |

b D D I D D D Dl Dl Dl D -l >l -l

fpe e

el
Cal .&,ﬁwd

43
33

Ty
el X

Call b
ReFige) F R

3
i
E

vi (gt

Ao

viigt

(A) o2 (g0 free " O3 & oo gy <0 (7§ Fse P 0
IMRCS RED 1 (79 67 59 4o e oF (gD (97 oA 160 o 5P 0 (i i iy’ 6 (i [P 610 e vv o0 () 12 () < () o 95 of 60 e €

DIIVAV NI (SVVS) ATIAANS INTFNSSVASSV HANLLLLY TOOHDS AHL

X XHANAAAV




(454

S-reriy ¢

: 11
7 e s LR
€ e Lot =
i
I- e

(M0 e 2 0 KRSy 7 T I





