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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 c o m m o n 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. L o w 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 A m m a n , Jordan 

(n=169) and the other in N e w 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 w h o 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 A m m a n Jordan and the other in N e w 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. 
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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 5 0 % of students with high ability do not achieve well. 

Seeley (1993) estimated that 1 5 % to 4 0 % 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 1 0 % of students 

could be considered underachievers. They stressed that even though 1 0 % 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 8c 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, 2003 a; 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 8c 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). B y 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 & D e Groot, 1990) and performance goals are related 

to negative outcomes like shallow strategies and withdrawal of effort (Albaili, 2003; 

Albaili, 1998). B y 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. 

19 



Gifted children are identified in Jordan as those w h o 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. M a n y 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 N S W there are different provisions to meet the needs of gifted 

children, which include acceleration, grade skipping and special classes. Yet, N S W 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). Gagne's definition has been 

adopted by the N S W Department of Education (Merrotsy, 2003) and, as mentioned 

previously, Gagne (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 N S W 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 

Ql: T o 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 m a y 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 m a y 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 

5 0 % 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. 

23 



2.1 Definition of giftedness 

Sternberg and Davidson (1986) emphasized the importance of having a 'useful' 

definition of giftedness. They stated: 

Giftedness is something w e invent, not something w e 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. Jf the definition of giftedness is not useful, valuable talents m a y 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 w e 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 Gagne (1995). 

Gagne (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 

(Gagne, 1995). Gagn6 (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. Gagne (1995) suggested that at least 1 0 % 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 (Gagne, 1995). 

Gagne'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 N S W education system where the study was located. Furthermore, Gagne 

(1995) highlighted the difference and relationship between giftedness and talent, which 

are two basic concepts in the field. Moreover, Gagne's model highlighted that there is a 

gap between potential and performance which is significant for this study, which 

focuses on achievement (Gagne, 1995). Therefore, this definition provides a key to 

understanding underachievement, suggesting that gifts that do not develop into talents 

represent underachievement (Gagne, 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. H o w 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 puzzhng—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, (pi) 

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 & 

Siegle, 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 Hebert (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 Uterature, 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. 

2.4 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 w h o 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. Gagne (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 o w n 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 



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; A n d a m a n & 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 & Maehr, 1994; Dweck & Leggett, 

1988; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002; Smith, 2004; Wolters, 2004). Researchers 

(Mclnerney, 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 

(Mclnerney 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). O n the other hand, performance 

goals are related to negative outcomes like surface level strategies (Ames, 1992; 

Anderman & Maehr, 1994; Dweck 8c 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). 

O n 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 

Material drawn from A m e s (1992), A n d e r m a n and M a e h r (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, Sc 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, 1 1 % at the sixth grade, 1 4 % at the eighth grade level, and 2 1 % 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; Mclnerney, 2002; 

Philips & Lindsay, 2006; Ryan & Deci, 2000). O n 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 (2003 a) 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. H e found that academic 

intrinsic motivation was significantly and positively correlated with children's school 

achievement in general, and in Mathematics particularly. H e explained that 

Mathematics is perceived as a more difficult and challenging subject area than others. 

Therefore, children with higher intrinsic motivation in Mathematics m a y 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 N e w South Wales. The author found that both intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivation contribute to the academic success of gifted secondary students. H e 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 7th grade students in four selective high 

schools in N e w 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 G A T 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 10th and 11th 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 w h o studied just to get good scores 

without trying to understand the content deeply and to learn meaningfully might have 

experienced difficulty in the test. O n 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 

Uterature 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 G A T 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, tittle 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 o w n learning (Pintrich & D e 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 & D e 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 strategies 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 & D e 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 m a y not be aware that they 

use self-regulatory learning strategies, as the strategies have become an automated 

process for them. 

Pintrich and D e 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 w h o 

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, H i m (2006) also investigated the self-regulated learning 

(SRL) of mathematically gifted students in the 6th to 9th grades w h o 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). H i m (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 
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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 10th to 12th grade mathematically gifted students w h o 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 & D e 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 & D e Groot, 1990; Pintrich, Roeser, & D e 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. H e 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 h o w 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. H e 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 H o (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 (Mclnerney, 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 h o w 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 (Mclnerney et al, 1998; Wentzel, 1994). As a 

consequence, Mclnerney 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 (Mclnerney 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 O C 

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). O n 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 w h o 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). O n 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 w h o 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 G P A students at the United Arab Emirates University. Consistent 

with the previous studies, the results showed that students w h o 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 w h o 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 & D e 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. Gagne (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 (Gagne, 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; A m e s & 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 



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, 2003 a). 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 (2003 a) 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. H e 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 m a y 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 3 3 % were perceived by their 

parents to have had success in the O C 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 4 5 % were perceived by their parents 

to have had moderate success in the O C 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 5 2 % 

were perceived by their parents to have had low success in the O C 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 O C classes. 
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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 Uterature 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, especiaUy 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 M c B e e (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 

G P A group in their research was 7 0 % males. They also found that 7 8 % of the group 

that scored 1.5 or more standard deviations below the mean in summer program 

academic achievement was male. Interestingly, 7 0 % 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. 



In terms of motivation, the literature suggested that females would score higher 

than males in motivation (Tallent-Runnels, Olivarez, Walsh, & Irons, 1994). However, 

a recent 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, 

HeUer, 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 inteUectually 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 h o w 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). B y 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). B y 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 & D e Groot, 1990) and performance goals are related 
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to negative outcomes like shallow strategies and withdrawal of effort (Albaiti, 2003; 

Albaili, 1998). B y 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). 

FinaUy, 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. 

OveraU, although the literature has examined motivation, self-regulation and 

goal orientations among achieving and underachieving gifted students, the literature is 

stiU timited, 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. L o w 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 

AustraUa. This chapter discusses the method that was used in this study. It describes the 

sample, the research design, instruments, vahdity and reliability of these instruments, 

procedures of data coUection, 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 

inteUectual, 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 

accomphshments 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 A m m a n 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 N e w South 

Wales. Selective high schools in N S W have specific criteria for entry. Entry into these 

schools is determined by the student's results in the Selective High Schools Test in 

EngUsh (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 N S W Australia 

enroUed 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. 

EngUsh 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 AustraUa 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) (Mclnerney & 

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 

(Mclnerney & Sinclair, 1992). Based on Maehr's approach, Mclnerney and his 

coUeagues proposed a hierarchical, multidimensional model of goals relevant for both 

western and non-western students (Mclnerney, Marsh &Yeung, 2003; Mclnerney, 

Yeung, & Mclnerney, 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 (Mclnerney & 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. 



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 (Mclnerney & 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 (Mclnerney & Sinclair, 1992). Studies which have used this instrument 

reported rehability statistics that varied from .67 to .82 (Mean = .76) (Mclnerney & AU, 

2005; Mclnerney & 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 Mclnerney 

(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 I S M 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 ( M S L Q ) is a self-report 

instrument designed to assess students' motivational orientations and their use of 

different learning strategies (Pintrich et al, 1993). The M S L Q 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'. 

65 



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^hree 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 behefs scale (measures h o w 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 o w n 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 

empiricaUy-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 
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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 utihzes 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 S A A S 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. ReUability 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 Altitude 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 S A A S - R by comparing S A A S - 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 vaUdity 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. 



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 

2. Attitudes toward teachers and class .881 

The Inventory of School Motivation Scale Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

l.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 

1. Students'attitudes toward school 

2. Students' attitudes toward teachers and class 

The Inventory of School Motivation Scale 

l.Task 

2. Effort 

3. Competition 

4. Social Power 

5. Affiliation 

6. Social Concern 

7. Praise 

8. Tokens 

9. Mastery Goals 

10. Performance Goals 

11. Social Goals 

The Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire 

1. Intrinsic Motivation 

2. Extrinsic Motivation 

3. Rehearsal 

4. Elaboration 

5. Organization 

6. Critical Thinking 

7. Metacognitive self-regulatory strategy 

Cronbach's Alpha 

.942 

.905 

Cronbach's Alpha 

.681 

.803 

.924 

.875 

.818 

.745 

.843 

.880 

.763 

.851 

.854 

Cronbach's Alpha 

.764 

.814 

.719 

.780 

.789 

.781 

.767 

N of Items 

7 

8 

N of Items 

4 

7 

6 

6 

3 

5 

5 

7 

5 

8 

5 

N of Items 

4 

4 

4 

6 

4 

5 

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). FinaUy, 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. 

OveraU, 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 AustraUa" 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 sUghtly greater consistency by the Australian 

students in the answers that the individual students gave to the various items of any of 

these five variables. 

3.5 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 N S W 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 w h o is a fluent Arabic speaker 

and famiUar 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 

AustraUan 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 aU 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 A N O V A 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 

AustraUa. 



Table 4.1 

Description of the Variables Analyzed in the Study 

Set of Analysis 1 

Responses Explanatory Variables 

1. Motivation 

Intrinsic 

Extrinsic 

2. Self-regulation 

Rehearsal 

Organization 

Elaboration 

Critical Thinking 

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 

Achievement in Arabic (Jordan) (Three levels)* 

Achievement in English (AustraUa) (Three levels)* 

Sex 

Grade 

Culture 

* 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. 



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 aU 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 aU 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 aU 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). 

85 



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 %2 (6, N = 169) = 

5.654, p= .46 and Mathematics %2 (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 %2 (2, N = 169) = 1.878, p=39 and achievement in 

Mathematics %2 (2, N = 169) = 3.632, p=A9. 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 %2 (2, N = 169) = 2.768, p= .25 and 

Mathematics %2 (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. 



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 A N O V A using Bonejferoni 

adjustment was used to determine the differences among the three groups. Basically 

Bonejferoni test was used to test multiple comparisons between treatment means since 

there are a large number of treatments is present. Most importantly, Bonejferoni 

adjustment can fix the problem of type one error. 

The assumptions that were tested in one way A N O V A 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, I, 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) (Mclnerney & Sinclair, 1992). Second, 



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 A N O V A and Post hoc comparison results to determine the 

differences among the three groups (see Tables 4.7 and 4.8). 
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Ĥ 
es 
r-

© 
P-
CO 
cs 

cs 
Ov 
CS 
cs 

ro 
vo 
cs" 
cs 

sc 

e 

1 
a 
to 

a 
JJ 

'3 

o 

I 

Ov 
FN 

in 
Tf 
CO 

oo 
p 
FN 

r-

1-1 

CO 

p 
to" 

p-
cs 

<N 
to 
mi 
mi 

Tf 
vq 
H 
mi 

p-
mi 

d 
mi 

fe. 
SC 
a a IN 

cn 

fe» 
IN 

O 

a 
a 
sc 
a 
u 

• 

— 
"a 
VI 
a 

_fe 

a 
sc 
© 
a 
es 
a 

2 

• 

O 
CJ 



s 
0 

•s 

I 
s 
u 

I 

00 

© 
in 

Tf 
00 
VO 

CO 
TI­
CS 

p-
© 
Ov 

00 
Ov 
© 

CO 
cs 
cs 

Tf 
in 

m 
cs 

mi 

cs 

Tf 
00 
Tf 

Tf 
CO 
p-

© 
cs 

3 

VO 
© 
00 

VO 

cs 

CO 
CO 
ejv 

© 
O 

in 

cs 
Ov 

00 
t-
© 

cs 
p-
mi 

vo 
m 

mi 

ov 
CO 

Tf 
OV 

vS 
OV 

p-

co 
© 

Tf 
p-

Ov 
p-

© 
© 
p-

00 
mi 
co 

co 
Tf 
OV 

OV 
mi 

© 

CO 
Tf 

cs 

•o 
Tf 

m 
vO 
mi 

vo 
p-
in 

cs 
ts 

oo 

ts" 

CO 
Tf 
mi 

vo 
VO 

JS 
SI 

es 
u 

a 
TJ 
© 

o 
to 

X 
sc 

s 
u 

a 
TJ 
O 

e 
to 

in 
cs 

ov 
© 
Ov 

© 
VO 

CO 
in 

© 
Tf 

P~ 
© 

VO 
VO 

© 
CO 

Tf 
Tf 

00 

Ov 
Tf 

OV 
mi 

es 
oo 

© 
o 
© 
CO 

Tf 
mi 

ITS 

Ov 
mi 

t-

© 
vd 
CN 

© 

Tf 

vo 
mi 

m 
Tf 

P4 
CO 
CO 
CN 

r-
P-
ts" 

es 
ITS' 

P -
in 

p-

o 

>f 

a 
'u 

a to > 

9 
0 
JS 
a 
en 
a 
X 
TJ 
u 
a 
* 
9 a 
FN 

'•5 
FF 

a 

1 
to 

io 
CO 
CO 

IO 
© 

OV 
Ov 

© 
© 

o 
p-

© 
cs 

© 
•rs 

mi 
VO 

a 

© 
IT-

C S 

Ov 

d 
tN 

co 

cs 

VO 
Tf 

© 
Ov 

CO 
VO 

Tf 

cs 

p-
io 
CO 

cs 

CO 
VO 

© 

cs 

o 
© 

© 
CO 
CN 

CN 
CS 

CS 

cs 

© 
© 
CO 
CS 

Tf 

vo 

cs 
oo 

©• 

VO 
Tf 

cs 
CO 

© 
© 

ts 
ro 

© 
P-

PF 
00 

© 
cs 

© 
cs 

© 
Tf 

© 
cs 

CO 

© 

vo 
OV 

VO 

Tf 

CO 
CO 
Tf" 

s 

P-
Tf 

© 
© 
CO 
CN 

ro 
oo 
es 
CN 

p-
p-
ro 
CN 

CO 
mi 
Tf 

OV 
Tf 

vd 

IO 
p-
p^ 

mi 
Tf 
PF 

Cvl 
eN 

P-

co 

io 
VO 

CS 

vo 

p-

d 

Tf 
CO 

oo 
cs 

© 
IO 
p^ 
•TS 

O 

mi 

oo 
00 

Ov 
PF 

Tf 
v© 

IO 
Tf 
r-' 

Tf 

P-

ro 
mi 

oq 
oo 

vo 
cs 
mi 
es 

CN 
CN 

© 
mi 

<N 

•o 

Tf 
•o 

Tf 
mi 

vo 
cs 

vq 

io 

a 

i 
9 

u 
a 

1 
cn 
• 
90 

l 

1 
TW 

a 
2 

a 
O 

O 

IN 

a 
• 

»S 

9 

o 
8 
Vi 
I 

CO 

2 

a 
g 

a 
> 

u 

a £ 

a 
9 

•a 
a 
u. 

I 
to 

If 

sc 
8 

a 
a 

a •a 
•F. 
Uc 

u 

S3 

2 
a 

a 
v 
L. 
• 

as 
a 
cn 

a 
fe 
"•2 

a 
sc 

s 
a 
a 

© 
«S 

>o 
vTS 



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 

A N O V A 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 A N O V A 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 A N O V A 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,/?<.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.Sl,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=l 1.75, 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=l 1.81, SD=2.56, p<.05) being more oriented toward affiliation than high achievers 

(M=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,/X.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 

Variable 
Competition 
Effort 

Affiliation 
Social Concern 

IO* 
grade/ 
Math 

10th 

grade/ 
Arabic 

L>M 

L>H 
M>H 

ll"1 

grade/ 
Math 

grade/ 
Arabic 

H>L 
H>L 

Males/ 
Math 

H>M 

Males/ 
Arabic 

L > H 
M>H 

Females/ 
Math 

Females/ 
Arabic 

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,/?<.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 

Variable 
Performance 
Goals 

IO* 
grade 
/Math 

10th 

grade/ 
Arabic 
L > H 
L > M 

11* 
grade 
/Math 

11* 
grade/ 
Arabic 

Males/ 
Math 

Male/ 
Arabic 

Females/ 
Math 

Females/ 
Arabic 

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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o Ĉ l 
© 

m ND 

© 

cn 
Tf 
© 
•' 

en 
© 
© 

* 
in 
p-

1 

-o 
CN 

q i* 

# 
DO 

© 
ri 

© 
i" 

S 
3 
-* 
l-i 
<N 

• a 

V 

1 
d 
1 V) 
e 
o 

1 
fi 
A 
i 
es 
"FR .a 
e 
e CS 

L 
e 

* 
9" 

3 

s s 
F H 

o 
e 

« 
:« o 
e 

F 

cJ 
0 

• P F 

es 
> 
B 
e 

g 
'B 
& 

•g ^H 

l« 

es 
o O 
A 
ej 

O CA 
O 
5 
o !/) 
„ 

o 
O 

rs 

s IM 

.. 
O 
fi 
to 

"es 
e 

O 

3 
S 
! 
§ 
f 
g 
9 

u 13 
s 
(« 
6' 
5 
o cc 
d 
e es 

-4i 

te 
< 

Si' 
o 
to 

H "S 
(5 rr 
n 

.1° is 
Vi 

.a 
C5 

es 
"a3 

o 

# 
* 
S 
Q 

u 
e 
a 
to 

i 

1 
e 
U 
S 
e 

£ 
"O 
s 
^-i 

75 
e 
-S 
s 

(C 
<< 
tc 
^ 
131) 

2 
cc 
& 
o 
es 

3 ec 
2 « to 
V 
cc 
Ol 

> 

•I 
e 
u $ 

ec 
s 
V 

s 
e 

a 

o o f H 

3 
s es 
S 
JS 
es 

s 
•a 
H 
E 

•s 
-< 

s 
(J 

u 
• P F 

X! 
es 

IF 

u 
"« 
U 
F^ 

u 
8 
*-S 
es 
N 

S 
.PF 

"3 
ri 
.2 
to 

'1̂  
es u 
o 
iii 
IF 

o 
o 
es 

o 
es 
to 

JS 
es 
to 
"cs 
Vi 

u 

1 
to *i 

< 
GA 

3 

•s 
S" 
IF 

to 
u es 

5 1 
ts 
^ 
5 

3 
•s 
•8 •a 
a u X T3 

§ 
es 
> •a 

IF 

to 

S; U H 

S 
Vi 
O 
H -< 
cc 

I ce 

C 
es 

<H» 



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 concern (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-i- social power+ social goals-i- 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 %2 (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 %2 (6, N=178) 

=3.677, p=.12. Also, the results indicate that there was no significant difference in the 

number of females and males in terms of achievement in Mathematics %2 (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 

%2 (2, N=197) =32.289, p=.0O0. 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 (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 

A N O V A results were presented in terms of grade, sex, and achievement in English 

and Mathematics. One way A N O V A using Bonejferoni adjustment was used to 

determine the differences among the three groups. The assumptions that were 

tested in one way A N O V A 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 , 0 , 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 

A N O V A 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 A N O V A 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, S D = 3.96, 

p<.05) being more intrinsically motivated than low achievers (M=l 1.00, S D = 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, S D = 4.61, 

p<.05) being more intrinsically motivated than low achievers (M=l 1.00, S D = 4.40, 

/K.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,/?<.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 

Intrinsic 
Motivation 

10th 

grade 
/Math 
M>L 
H>L 

10th 
grade/ 

E 

11th 

grade/ 
Math 
H>M 
H>L 

11th 
grade/ 

E 

Males/ 
Math 

H>M 
H>L 
M>L 

Males/ 
E 

Females/ 
Math 

H>M 
H>L 
M>L 

Females/ 
E 

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, /K.05) 

being more intrinsically motivated than moderate achievers (M=18.62, SD=4.04, 

/?<.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, S D = 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, S D = 

4.86, p<.05) being more intrinsically motivated than moderate achievers (M=16.17, 

S D = 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, S D = 4.21, p<.05) being more intrinsically motivated than low 

achievers (M=11.26, S D = 4.42,/K.05) (see Tables 4.15 and 4.16). 

In terms of extrinsic motivation, the descriptive results and one way A N O V A 

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, S D = 4.60, /x.05) being 

more extrinsically motivated than low achievers (M=12.91, SD=5.41,/X.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, 

/x.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, S D = 

4.ll,p<.05) being more extrinsically motivated than low achievers (M=18.10, S D = 

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,/?<.05) being more extrinsically motivated than low 

achievers (M=13.60, SD=7.42, /X.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 

Variable 

Extrinsic 
Motivation 

10th 

grade/ 
Math 

M > L 
H>L 

10th 

grade/ 
E 

11th 
grade/ 
Math 

11th 
grade/ 
E 

Males/ 
Math 

M>L 
H>L 

Males/ 
E 

Females/ 
Math 

M>L 
H>L 

Females/ 
E 

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 A N O V A 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, S D = 4.60, p<.05) using rehearsal more frequently than low achievers 

(M=10.72, SD=5.41,/7<.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,/x.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,/x.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 

Variable 

Rehearsal 

10th 

grade 
/Math 
M>L 
H>L 

10th 
grade/ 
E 

11th 
grade 
/Math 

11th 

grade/ 
E 

Males/ 
Math 

H>L 

Males/ 
E 

Females/ 
Math 

H>L 

Females / 
E 

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,/?<.05) using elaboration more 

frequently than low achievers (M=19.50, SD=7.03,/K.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 

Variable 

Elaboration 

IO01 

grade/ 
Math 

H>L 

10th 
grade/ 
E 

ir 
grade/ 
Math 

H>M 

11th 

grade/ 
E 

Males/ 
Math 

H>L 

Males/ 
E 

Females/ 
Math 

H>L 

Females / 
E 

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=l 1.04, 

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,/?<.05) using organization more frequently than low 

achievers (M=11.04, S D = 5 . 8 5 , / K . 0 5 ) . 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,jp<.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,/?<.05) using organization 

more frequently than low achievers (M= 12.26, SD=5.70,/?<.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,/?<.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,/7<.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 

Variable 

Organization 

IO* 
grade/ 
Math 

M>L 
H>L 

10th 

grade 
IE 

H>L 

11th 

grade/ 
Math 

11th 
grade/ 
E 

Males/ 
Math 
H>L 
M>L 

Males/ 
E 

Females/ 
Math 
M>L 
H>L 

Females/ 
E 

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, /x.05) using critical thinking more 



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 frequentiy 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, S D = 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 

Variable 

Critical 
Thinking 

10th 

grade/ 
Math 

M>L 
H>L 

10th 

grade/ 
E 

11th 

grade/ 
Math 

H>L 
H>M 

11th 
grade 
IE 

Males/ 
Math 

H>L 

H>M 

Males/ 
E 

Females/ 
Math 

H>L 

Females/ 
E 

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, S D = 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,/?<.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 

Variable 
Metacognitive Self-
Regulatory 
Strategy 

10th 
grade/ 
Math 

M>L 
H>L 

10th 
grade/ 
E 

11th 
grade/ 
Math 

11th 
grade 
/E 

Males/ 
Math 

H>L 

Males/ 
E 

Females/ 
Math 

M>L 
H>L 

Females/ 
E 

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 A N O V A 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,/?<.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, /?<.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 

Variable 

Effort 

Task 

Competition 
Social 
Concern 
Social 
Power 

10°* 
grade 
/Math 
M>L 
H>L 
M>L 
H>L 

H>L 

10°* 
grade 
IE 

H>L 

M>L 

11th 
grade 
/Math 

H>L 
H>L 
H>M 

11th 
grade 
/E 

H>L 
M>L 
H>L 
M>L 
H>L 

Male/ 
Math 

H>L 

H>L 

Male/ 
E 

H>L 

H>L 

H>L 

Female/ 
Math 
H>L 
H>M 
M>L 
H>L 

H>L 

M>L 

Females/ 
E 
H>L 

H>M 

M>L 
H>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,/?< .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,/x.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,/?<.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, 

S D = 3.95, p<.05) being more oriented toward effort than low achievers (M=22.63, 

SD=4.80,/?<.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,/?<.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,/?<.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=l 1.65, 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 A N O V A 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,/x.05) being significantly more oriented to mastery 

goals than low achievers (M=18.93, SD=2.64, /x.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,/x.05) being significantly more oriented to 

performance goals than low achievers (M=21.06, SD=5.85,/?<.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,/?<.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 

Variable 
Mastery 
Goals 
Performance 
Goals 

Social Goals 

IO* 
grade/ 
Math 

H>L 

10th 
grade/ 
E 

11th 

grade/ 
Math 

H > L 
M>L 

11th 
grade/ 
E 

L>M 

Males/ 
Math 

Males/ 
E 

Females/ 
Math 
M>L 
H>L 

Females/ 
E 

M>L 

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 A N O V A 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,/?<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 

significantiy 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,/?<.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, 

/K.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 

Variable 
Attitudes 
toward the 
school 
Attitudes 
toward 
teachers and 
class 

10th 

grade/ 
Math 

H>L 
M>L 

H>L 

10th 
grade/ 
E 

H>L 
M>L 

11th 

grade/ 
Math 

11th 
grade/ 
E 

Males/ 
Math 

H>L 

H>M 

Males/ 
E 

Females/ 
Math 

Females/ 
E 

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. 
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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 a result, 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. 



4.4 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). 



Table 4.29 

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

and Attitudes in the Jordanian Sample 

Variables 

Task 

Effort 

Competition 

Social Power 

Affiliation 

Social Concern 

Praise 

Tokens 

Mastery Goals 

Performance Goals 

Social Goals 

Intrinsic Motivation 

Extrinsic Motivation 

Rehearsal 

Elaboration 

Organization 

Critical Thinking 

Metacognitive 

Attitudes toward school 

Attitudes toward teachers 

sex 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

N 

74 

95 

71 

91 

72 

93 

71 

91 

72 

94 

73 

92 

73 

90 

71 

91 

72 

93 

74 

94 

74 

93 

72 

93 

73 

91 

74 

93 

73 

93 

73 

94 

70 

90 

72 

86 

71 

92 

69 

90 

M 

18.91 

18.16 

28.97 

28.41 

25.01 

24.19 

23.49 

23.05 

11.76 

11.17 

20.74 

19.14 

21.05 

18.86 

23.82 

23.67 

22.68 

21.69 

31.96 

30.60 

20.24 

19.14 

22.06 

22.60 

23.18 

22.54 

17.50 

17.02 

29.00 

28.99 

17.82 

17.12 

23.11 

24.27 

52.64 

51.87 

39.15 

37.79 

37.72 

38.28 

SD 

1.27 

1.70 

3.99 

4.85 

3.53 

4.98 

4.45 

5.80 

2.56 

2.99 

2.87 

3.59 

3.38 

5.27 

5.57 

7.62 

2.13 

3.82 

4.17 

7.37 

3.37 

4.52 

3.91 

4.66 

3.97 

4.32 

5.32 

6.11 

7.04 

7.95 

5.22 

5.65 

6.83 

6.45 

11.56 

14.48 

8.21 

9.60 

9.38 

9.42 

F 

6.383 

3.091 

10.931 

2.526 

1.435 

2.696 

14.335 

9.115 

7.338 

15.777 

3.145 

1.334 

0.283 

3.554 

1.034 

0.485 

0.547 

5.332 

0.989 

0.427 

Sig. 

0.012 

0.081 

0.001 

0.114 

0.233 

0.103 

0.000 

0.003 

0.007 

0.000 

0.078 

0.250 

0.596 

0.061 

0.311 

0.487 

0.461 

0.022 

0.321 

0.514 

t 

3.159 

3.271 

0.794 

0.814 

1.186 

1.238 

0.527 

0.544 

1.348 

1.376 

3.099 

3.178 

3.085 

3.224 

0.136 

0.141 

1.978 

2.116 

1.422 

1.512 

1.748 

1.806 

-0.801 

-0.819 

0.977 

0.986 

0.532 

0.540 

0.009 

0.009 

0.826 

0.835 

-1.092 

-1.084 

0.363 

0.370 

0.955 

0.974 

-0.368 

-0.368 

df 

167 

166.79 

160 

159.50 

163 

161.82 

160 

159.96 

164 

161.81 

163 

162.98 

161 

153.33 

160 

159.40 

163 

149.40 

166 

152.03 

165 

164.32 

163 

161.91 

162 

158.98 

165 

163.59 

164 

161.59 

165 

160.14 

158 

144.15 

156 

155.66 

161 

159.24 

157 

146.79 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

*0.002 

0.001 

0.428 

0.417 

0.237 

0.218 

0.599 

0.587 

0.179 

0.171 

*0.002 

0.002 

*0.002 

0.002 

0.892 

0.888 

0.050 

0.036 

0.157 

0.133 

0.082 

0.073 

0.425 

0.414 

0.330 

0.326 

0.595 

0.590 

0.993 

0.993 

0.410 

0.405 

0.276 

0.280 

0.717 

0.712 

0.341 

0.331 

0.714 

0.714 

*P<.05 



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. 



Table 4.30 

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

Orientations, and Attitudes in the Australian Sample 

Variables 

Task 

Effort 

Competition 

Social Power 

Affiliation 

Social Concern 

Praise 

Tokens 

Mastery Goals 

Performance Goals 

Social Goals 

Intrinsic Motivation 

Extrinsic Motivation 

Rehearsal 

Elaboration 

Organization 

Critical Thinking 

Metacognitive 

Attitudes toward school 

Attitudes toward teachers 

sex 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

female 

male 

N 

95 

97 

92 

97 

96 

100 

94 

100 

94 

101 

96 

100 

86 

88 

95 

99 

95 

99 

94 

99 

94 

100 

93 

97 

94 

101 

92 

99 

92 

99 

94 

99 

92 

98 

94 

98 

95 

101 

92 

101 

M 

17.57 

17.68 

25.09 

25.91 

17.62 

19.67 

14.06 

16.17 

9.55 

10.69 

18.89 

19.08 

18.96 

18.98 

16.53 

18.58 

19.85 

20.26 

23.67 

25.70 

15.64 

17.26 

15.90 

18.67 

19.43 

21.51 

15.18 

15.31 

22.62 

24.48 

16.38 

15.24 

15.47 

19.59 

45.96 

48.39 

38.17 

39.78 

40.15 

41.47 

SD 

2.09 

1.76 

4.55 

4.38 

7.16 

6.48 

5.19 

5.38 

3.14 

2.70 

3.63 

3.38 

4.37 

3.80 

6.19 

6.46 

3.11 

3.06 

6.88 

6.15 

4.53 

4.12 

5.47 

4.25 

6.39 

4.45 

5.59 

4.84 

7.55 

6.56 

6.02 

5.05 

5.89 

5.61 

11.2 

9.80 

9.56 

7.15 

8.26 

7.95 

F 

0.69 

0.06 

3.16 

0.24 

4.02 

2.70 

3.10 

1.10 

0.10 

2.12 

2.60 

6.62 

10.17 

0.93 

2.11 

3.57 

0.56 

0.80 

4.90 

0.11 

Sig. 

0.41 

0.80 

0.08 

0.63 

0.05 

0.10 

0.08 

0.30 

0.75 

0.15 

0.11 

0.01 

0.00 

0.33 

0.15 

0.06 

0.45 

0.37 

0.03 

0.74 

t 

-0.364 

-0.363 

-1.261 

-1.259 

-2.096 

-2.092 

-2.770 

-2.773 

-2.718 

-2.703 

-0.367 

-0.367 

-0.038 

-0.038 

-2.253 

-2.255 

-0.923 

-0.923 

-2.169 

-2.163 

-2.591 

-2.584 

-3.898 

-3.878 

-2.649 

-2.616 

-0.170 

-0.169 

-1.825 

-1.816 

1.427 

1.421 

-4.926 

-4.919 

-1.597 

-1.592 

-1.334 

-1.322 

-1.133 

-1.131 

df 

190 

183.47 

187 

185.49 

194 

190.23 

192 

191.88 

193 

184.14 

194 

191.51 

172 

167.63 

192 

192 

192 

191.37 

191 

186.08 

192 

187.51 

188 

173.72 

193 

164.64 

189 

180.60 

189 

180.78 

191 

181.79 

188 

185.66 

190 

184.17 

194 

173.81 

191 

187.69 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

0.717 

0.717 

0.209 

0.209 

*0.037 

0.038 

*0.006 

0.006 

*0.007 

0.008 

0.714 

0.714 

0.970 

0.970 

*0.025 

0.025 

0.357 

0.357 

*0.031 

0.032 

*0.010 

0.011 

*0.000 

0.000 

*0.009 

0.010 

0.865 

0.866 

0.070 

0.071 

0.155 

0.157 

*0.000 

0.000 

0.112 

0.113 

0.184 

0.188 

0.259 

0.260 

*P<.05 



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,/?<.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,/?<.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,/?<.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). 



Table 4.31 

Differences between Tenth and Eleventh grade Students in Motivation, 

Goals, Goal Orientations, and Attitudes in the Jordanian Sample 

Self-Regulation, Motivational 

Variables 

Task 

Effort 

Competition 

Social Power 

Affiliation 

Social Concern 

Praise 

Tokens 

Mastery Goals 

Performance Goals 

Social Goals 

Intrinsic Motivation 

Extrinsic Motivation 

Rehearsal 

Elaboration 

Organization 

Critical Thinking 

Metacognitive 

Attitudes toward school 

Attitudes toward teachers 

Grade 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

N 

81 

88 

75 

87 

80 

85 

76 

86 

80 

86 

79 

86 

79 

84 

77 

85 

78 

87 

80 

88 

80 

87 

78 

87 

77 

87 

79 

88 

79 

87 

80 

87 

75 

85 

75 

83 

76 

87 

76 

83 

M 

18.42 

18.55 

28.15 

29.09 

23.75 

25.31 

22.37 

24.02 

11.06 

11.77 

19.13 

20.51 

19.38 

20.27 

23.22 

24.20 

21.77 

22.44 

30.10 

32.19 

18.99 

20.22 

21.47 

23.16 

22.77 

22.87 

17.01 

17.43 

27.84 

30.05 

16.69 

18.10 

22.73 

24.67 

51.39 

52.98 

36.88 

39.70 

36.64 

39.31 

SD 

1.51 

1.63 

4.52 

4.44 

4.29 

4.42 

5.63 

4.77 

3.14 

2.46 

3.76 

2.85 

4.74 

4.53 

6.36 

7.14 

2.61 

3.68 

6.00 

6.23 

4.35 

3.74 

4.80 

3.74 

4.19 

4.17 

5.68 

5.86 

7.86 

7.13 

5.58 

5.30 

6.42 

6.70 

13.71 

12.75 

8.95 

8.93 

8.42 

10.06 

F 

0.039 

0.002 

0.279 

2.127 

7.530 

3.729 

0.919 

1.389 

1.741 

0.089 

3.509 

2.052 

0.265 

0.809 

0.856 

0.002 

1.708 

0.017 

0.006 

2.028 

Sig. 

0.844 

0.966 

0.598 

0.147 

0.007 

0.055 

0.339 

0.240 

0.189 

0.766 

0.063 

0.154 

0.608 

0.370 

0.356 

0.966 

0.193 

0.896 

0.937 

0.156 

t 

-0.520 

-0.522 

-1.340 

-1.338 

-2.294 

-2.296 

-2.026 

-2.005 

-1.618 

-1.604 

-2.682 

-2.651 

-1.231 

-1.229 

TO.918 

-0.923 

-1.331 

-1.355 

-2.214 

-2.218 

-1.965 

-1.953 

-2.530 

-2.496 

-0.164 

-0.164 

-0.468 

-0.469 

-1.900 

-1.891 

-1.683 

-1.679 

-1.860 

-1.865 

-0.755 

-0.752 

-2.009 

-2.009 

-1.805 

df 

167 

166.99 

160 

155.65 

163 

162.85 

160 

147.76 

164 

149.66 

163 

145.02 

161 

159.21 

160 

159.96 

163 

155.05 

166 

165.42 

165 

156.48 

163 

145.02 

162 

159.47 

165 

164.03 

164 

158.08 

165 

162.01 

158 

156.90 

156 

151.43 

161 

158.00 

157 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

0.604 

0.603 

0.182 

0.183 

*0.023 

0.023 

*0.044 

0.047 

0.108 

0.111 

*0.008 

0.009 

0.220 

0.221 

0.360 

0.357 

0.185 

0.177 

*0.028 

0.028 

0.051 

0.053 

*0.012 

0.014 

0.870 

0.870 

0.640 

0.640 

0.059 

0.060 

0.094 

0.095 

0.065 

0.064 

0.451 

0.453 

0.046 

*0.046 

0.073 

0.071 

*P<.05 



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. 



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 

Task 

Effort 

Competition 

Social power 

Affiliation 

Social Concern 

Praise 

Tokens 

mastery Goals 

performance Goals 

Social Goals 

Intrinsic Motivation 

Extrinsic Motivation 

Rehearsal 

Elaboration 

Organization 

Critical Thinking 

Metacognitive 

Attitudes toward school 

Attitudes toward teachers 

grade N Mean SD 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

10 

11 

99 

93 

98 

91 

102 

94 

101 

93 

101 

94 

102 

94 

85 

89 

101 

93 

100 

94 

102 

91 

100 

94 

100 

90 

101 

94 

98 

93 

99 

92 

100 

93 

97 

93 

100 

92 

102 

94 

99 

94 

17.44 

17.83 

25.80 

25.22 

17.71 

19.71 

15.42 

14.86 

10.39 

9.88 

19.07 

18.90 

18.71 

19.24 

18.18 

16.94 

19.82 

20.32 

24.58 

24.87 

16.99 

15.94 

16.79 

17.90 

19.10 

22.03 

14.89 

15.63 

22.42 

24.84 

14.91 

16.75 

17.68 

17.52 

46.08 

48.43 

38.77 

39.26 

39.46 

42.30 

2.19 

1.59 

4.49 

4.47 

7.14 

6.48 

5.69 

5.04 

2.81 

3.13 

3.39 

3.63 

4.29 

3.88 

6.48 

6.28 

3.28 

2.87 

6.97 

6.16 

4.29 

4.46 

5.34 

4.72 

6.14 

4.41 

5.48 

4.90 

7.30 

6.70 

5.89 

5.05 

6.18 

6.04 

11.49 

9.41 

8.75 

8.10 

8.78 

7.10 

9.75 

Sig. 

0.00 

0.01 0.92 

1.28 

2.30 

0.91 

0.29 

0.66 

1.48 

0.15 

9.71 

0.82 

1.73 

0.38 

2.83 

0.63 

4.82 

0.26 

2.30 0.13 

0.13 

0.83 0.36 

0.34 

0.59 

0.42 

0.23 

0.7 

1.38 0.24 

0.00 

0.37 

0.83 0.36 

0.19 

0.54 

0.09 

0.43 

0.03 

t 

-1.38 

-1.393 

0.884 

0.884 

-2.055 

-2.063 

0.717 

0.721 

1.182 

1.177 

0.328 

0.327 

-0.856 

-0.854 

1.354 

1.356 

-1.124 

-1.129 

-0.304 

-0.307 

1.678 

1.676 

-1.511 

-1.521 

i -3.807 

-3.851 

-0.991 

-0.994 

-2.375 

-2.383 

i -2.325 

-2.338 

I 0.185 

0.185 

) -1.546 

-1.559 

5 -0.398 

-0.4 

J -2.457 

-2.471 

df 

190 

178.93 

187 

186.1 

194 

193.96 

192 

191.72 

193 

187.07 

194 

189.66 

172 

168.36 

192 

191.48 

192 

191.08 

191 

190.99 

192 

190.03 

188 

187.94 

193 

181.69 

189 

188.34 

189 

188.97 

191 

189.77 

188 

187.92 

190 

187.56 

194 

193.99 

191 

186.37 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

0.169 

0.165 

0.378 

0.378 

*0.041 

0.040 

0.474 

0.472 

0.239 

0.241 

0.744 

0.744 

0.393 

0.394 

0.177 

0.177 

0.262 

0.260 

0.761 

0.760 

0.095 

0.095 

0.132 

0.130 

*0.000 

0.000 

0.323 

0.322 

*0.019 

0.018 

*0.021 

0.020 

0.853 

0.853 

0.124 

0.121 

0.691 

0.690 

*0.01S 

0.014 

*P<M 



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,/?<.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 Sig. df Sig. (2-tailed) 

Task 

Effort 

Competition 

Social Power 

Affiliation 

Social Concern 

Praise 

Tokens 

Mastery Goals 

Performance Goals 

Social Goals 

Intrinsic Motivation 

Extrinsic Motivation 

Rehearsal 

Elaboration 

Organization 

Critical Thinking 

Metacognitive 

Attitudes toward school 

Attitudes toward teachers 

studyl 

study2 

studyl 

study2 

studyl 

study2 

studyl 

study2 

studyl 

study2 

studyl 

study2 

studyl 

study2 

studyl 

study2 

studyl 

study2 

studyl 

study2 

studyl 

study2 

studyl 

study2 

studyl 

study2 

studyl 

studyl 

studyl 

study2 

studyl 

study2 

studyl 

study2 

studyl 

study2 

studyl 

study2 

studyl 

study2 

Note: Study 1= Jordan, Study 2= 

*P<05 

169 

192 

162 

189 

165 

196 

162 

194 

166 

195 

165 

196 

163 

174 

162 

194 

165 

194 

168 

193 

167 

194 

165 

190 

164 

195 

167 

191 

166 

191 

167 

193 

160 

190 

158 

192 

163 

196 

159 

193 

18.49 

17.63 

28.65 

25.52 

24.55 

18.67 

23.25 

15.15 

11.43 

10.14 

19.85 

18.99 

19.84 

18.98 

23.73 

17.58 

22.12 

20.06 

31.20 

24.72 

19.63 

16.48 

22.36 

17.32 

22.82 

20.51 

17.23 

15.25 

28.99 

23.59 

17.43 

15.80 

23.76 

17.60 

52.22 

47.21 

38.39 

39.01 

38.04 

40.84 

Australia 

1.57 

1.93 

4.49 

4.48 

4.41 

6.89 

5.24 

5.38 

2.82 

2.97 

3.38 

3.50 

4.64 

4.08 

6.78 

6.40 

3.22 

3.09 

6.19 

6.58 

4.08 

4.39 

4.35 

5.07 

4.17 

5.56 

5.76 

5.20 

7.54 

7.10 

5.46 

5.56 

6.63 

6.10 

13.20 

10.58 

9.02 

8.43 

9.38 

8.11 

11.00 

0.42 

41.49 

0.40 

0.03 

0.06 

1.59 

0.87 

0.03 

3.21 

2.66 

4.92 

10.68 

3.17 

0.61 

0.05 

0.91 

8.26 

1.27 

4.37 

0.00 

0.52 

0.00 

0.53 

0.87 

0.81 

0.21 

0.35 

0.86 

0.07 

0.10 

0.03 

0.00 

0.08 

0.44 

0.83 

0.34 

0.00 

0.26 

0.04 

4.583 

4.644 

6.536 

6.534 

9.46 

9.807 

14.31 

14.34 

4.188 

4.206 

2.36 

2.367 

1.816 

1.809 

8.792 

8.747 

6.166 

6.145 

9.591 

9.633 

7.021 

7.06 

9.991 

10.1 

4.386 

4.494 

3.42 

3.397 

6.972 

6.942 

2.791 

2.795 

9.054 

8.99 

3.944 

3.862 

-0.671 

-0.666 

-3.011 

-2.969 

359 

356.74 

349 

340.55 

359 

336.38 

354 

345.83 

359 

354.87 

359 

352.43 

335 

322.92 

354 

335.06 

357 

342.7 

359 

356.85 

359 

356.92 

353 

352.94 

357 

352.53 

356 

337.37 

355 

341.2 

358 

352.33 

348 

326.8 

348 

298.46 

357 

335.58 

350 

314.46 

*.000 

.000 

*.000 

.000 

*.000 

.000 

*.000 

.000 

.000 

*.000 

.019 

*.018 

.070 

.071 

*.000 

.000 

.000 

*.000 

*.000 

.000 

*.000 

.000 

*.000 

.000 

*.000 

.000 

*.001 

.001 

*.000 

.000 

.006 

*.005 

*.000 

.000 

*.000 

.000 

.503 

.506 

*.003 

.003 



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. 



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 

A N O V A as well as post hoc pair wise multiple comparisons using Boneferroni test 

were used to answer this question. 



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 ( M S L Q ) . 

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 Uterature 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. 



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 G A T program did not support the increases in intrinsic motivation that 

were expected in the selective G A T 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 

Uterature 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 m a y 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 



teaching. Similarly, in the AustraUan study it is possible to say that teachers make 

learning more interesting and enjoyable by encouraging extrinsicaUy motivated 

students through rewarding them and recognizing their achievement. Therefore, this 

encourages all students whether they are extrinsically motivated or intrinsicaUy 

motivated to become more involved in competitive performance. Most importantly, 

the Australian culture in general values academic achievement and competition. 

Therefore, this m a y 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 ( M S L Q ) . 

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

regulatory strategies 

The Uterature 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 & 

D e 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 



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 & D e Groot, 1990; 

Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1986, 1988). Moreover, most of the significant results 

were in terms of achievement in Mathematics which m a y 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 D e 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. H e 

argued that a classroom that does not allow for much choice of strategies to perform 

tasks Umits 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. A m e s (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 m a y 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 



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 m a y be because the environment of the school is not sufficiently demanding. 

This means that school activities and practices m a y 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 



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 affiUation differentiated gifted high achievers from low achievers 

(AlbaiaU, 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 

AustraUan 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, 

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

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

with AlbaiU'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 (AlbaiaU, 2003). In comparison, in the Australian sample tenth grade 



moderate achievers were more socially concern than low achievers which doesn't 

support the previous literture (AlbaiaU, 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). 

5.1.4.1 The difference among the three levels of achievers in the orientations 

toward mastery, performance, and social goals 

The Uterature 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 AustraUan 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 



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 (Mclnerney 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 O C 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 Uterature 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, & 

EUiot, 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 



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 then-

success in moving to the next level of high school and then coUege 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 Uterature 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 w h o came from other public schools to 



the selective school found a great difference between their former schools and this 

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

5.1.6 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 w h o 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 w h o were oriented 

toward task and competition and were positive in their attitudes toward teachers and 

class. Third, low achievers can be described as students w h o 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 aU 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 w h o were intrinsically and 

extrinsicaUy motivated, using all types of self-regulatory strategies, oriented toward 

task and effort, and were positive in their attitudes toward their school. L o w achievers 

can be described as students, w h o 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 can be 

described as students w h o were not oriented toward performance goals and affiliation. 

However, they were oriented toward effort and competition. Moderate achievers can 

be described as those w h o were not oriented toward performance goals, and 

competition. However, they were oriented toward affiliation. L o w achievers can be 

described as those w h o 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 AustraUan 

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 & D e Groot, 

1990; Pintrich, Roeser, & D e 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 



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 & D e 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 



self-regulation is related to achievement (Ablard & Lipschultz, 1998; Muir-Broaddus, 

1995; Pintrich & D e 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 

imptication 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 



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 

AustraUan 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 



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 AustraUan study were all 

incongruent with the literature. The literature suggested that females would score 

higher than males in motivation (TaUent-Runnels, Olivarez, Walsh, & Irons, 1994). 

Also, the Uterature 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. 



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 w h y 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-regulation, 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 



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 AustraUan 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. 



5.4 Implications of the findings of the study 

The findings in this study indicate a number of theoretical and practical 

implications. L o w 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 



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 h o w 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, h o w 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 h o w 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 h o w a particular approach might affect students' motivation, self-

regulation, and goal orientations. 



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 m a y 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 aU types of 



self-regulatory strategies, oriented toward mastery goals, task, social concern, and 

effort, and were positive in their attitudes toward their school. L o w 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 affiUation. L o w achievers 

were oriented toward performance goals and affiliation. They were not competitive in 

the eleventh grade but they were competitive in the tenth grade. 

OveraU, 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 



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. O n 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. 



The first hypothesis examined gender difference and was accepted for the 

Jordanian and was rejected for the AustraUan 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, Olivarez, 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 w h y 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. 

OveraU, 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 AustraUans 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. B y 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 



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 N S W 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 

especiaUy 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 

disabiUty, emotional or psychological problems were not included, even though, 

Uterature 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 w h o come from the remote and underprivileged areas of the 



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 

m a y give more depth and details to h o w teachers' practices might affect students' 

goals and self-regulation. 

Fifth, even though the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire is a 

vatid 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. 

FinaUy, using Pearson moment correlations and Unear 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' 

personaUty 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 



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, puUout 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 h o w the results differ across other 

cultures. 
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