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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Need for the Study 

The trend toward accountability in education which began in 

the late 1960's has resulted in an evaluation of the educational 

system with an emphasis on making educators accountable or respon

sible for the quantity and the quality of the education of their 

students. In assessing accountability in the schools, many times the 

achievement scores of the students are used to determine the ef

fectiveness of the school system. Hyman (29) illustrated the limita

tions of this practice. He cited a case in which a teacher presented 

a well-prepared lesson to a class in which one of the students 

neglected to exert the necessary effort toward learning because of 

physical fatigue. The student's score on the achievement test re

flected a lack of learning in the topic area taught. In cases similar 

to this, if teachers were held accountable for learning based on 

the achievement scores of the students, the teachers would be blamed 

for conditions beyond their control. 

Stott (60) suggested that students should be held responsible 

in the learning process. Stott (60) expressed the belief that con

tinued transference of responsibility from students to teachers or 

situations causes the students to learn that they were not responsible 



For example, if students failed, this failure could be blamed on a 

lack of teacher preparation. Also, if students failed, complaints 

from parents to teachers would aid in raising the grade. Stott (60) 

emphasized the importance of holding students responsible in the 

learning process in order for them to succeed academically and 

socially. 

Johnson (33) emphasized the need for teachers to involve stu

dents in accepting responsibility in the learning process. He stated 

that students who do not accept responsibility in the learning process 

reap the natural consequences years later. By then, situations have 

developed which greatly reduce opportunities for improvement. 

Johnson (33) viewed student acceptance of responsibility in the 

learning process as essential for students to reach maximum fulfill

ment of their potential abilities. 

Thompson, Prater, and Poppen (63) suggested that students be

come motivated if they are given the opportunity to be responsible 

and accountable for their learning. One way of increasing a sense of 

responsibility is through responsibility education. In responsibility 

education, as described by Wharton (68), the education system shares 

a role with the family and the community in teaching students a sense 

of responsibility to themselves and others. Wharton has stated that 

responsibility education helps in "... improving the quality of life 

within the schools and subsequently in other social institutions in 

our society" (68:2). Wharton has also noted that responsibility 

education also helps to "... lead to the growth and development 



of citizens who are responsive and responsible members of the human 

race—the family, the community, the state, the nation, and the uni

verse" (68:4). 

Wharton (68) noted that in the past a major role of the family 

has been to teach children to be responsible citizens. However, 

with the increasing rate of divorces and altered family lifestyles, 

the family may not be able to fulfill its role of teaching children 

to be responsible citizens. Therefore, Wharton (68) foresaw the need 

for educators to assume an increased role in teaching children to 

be responsible citizens. To emphasize further the need for respon

sibility education, Wharton (68) pointed to increased crime rates of 

young people, to the increased unemployment rates of young people, 

and to proportionately low voting records of young people who are 

eligible voters. Wharton concluded: 

Finally, in a society that places such high value upon indivi
dual rights and freedom, it would seem that as educators we 
should take a leadership role in teaching that with rights 
come responsibility and with freedom comes accountability. (68:8) 

Statement of the Problem 

There were three major problems of the study. The first was 

to determine if a relationship existed between teachers' perceptions 

and students' perceptions of student assumption of responsibility in 

the classroom. The second problem was to determine if differences 

existed in student variables when students were classified according 

to their levels of assumption of responsibility in the classroom and 

according to whether their perceptions of assumption of responsibility 

agreed or disagreed with the perceptions of their teachers. Stiudent 



variables studied included the following: (a) Intellectual Achieve

ment Responsibility Questionnaire scores, (b) Junior Index of 

Motivation Scale scores, (c) Student Assumption of Responsibility in 

the Home Scale scores, (d) grade point averages, (e) sex, (f) ordinal 

positions in families, (g) numbers of siblings, and (h) work 

experiences. The third problem was to arrive at a predictive equa

tion in which student variables were used to predict the level of 

student assumption of responsibility in the classroom. 

Purposes of the Study 

In order to address the problems of the study, the following 

steps were undertaken: (1) to select ninth grade English teachers 

and students in one of their ninth grade classes for the sample, 

(2) to develop a valid and reliable instrument for assessing teacher 

and student perceptions of student assumption of responsibility in 

the classroom, (3) to assess agreement between teacher and student 

perceptions of student assumption of responsibility in the class

room, (4) to assess student variables through the use of pencil and 

paper tests and questionnaires, (5) to assess differences in student 

variables of the following two groups of students: those who were 

in agreement with teacher perception of their assumption of respon

sibility in the classroom and those who were in disagreement with 

teacher perception of their assumption of responsibility in the 

classroom, (6) to assess differences in student variables among 

students designated as assuming high, medium, or low levels of 

responsibility in the classroom within the following two groups: 



those who were in agreement with teacher perception of their assump

tion of responsibility in the classroom and those who were in dis

agreement with teacher perception of their assumption of respon

sibility in the classroom, (7) to arrive at a predictive equation 

using student variables to explain the variance of student assumption 

of responsibility. 

Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were tested: 

1. There is no significant relationship between teacher Student 

Assumption of Responsibility in the Classroom Scale (SARCS) scores 

and student Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Classroom 

Scale (SARCS) scores. 

2. There are no significant differences between students agreeing 

and those disagreeing with teachers on SARCS scores for the follow

ing variables: 

a. Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire 

scores 

1) Internality for positive events 

2) Internality for negative events 

3) Total internality 

b. Junior Index of Motivation Scale scores 

c. Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Home Scale 

scores 

d. Grade point averages 

e. Sex 



f. Ordinal positions in families 

g. Numbers of siblings 

h. Work experiences 

3. There are no significant differences among those students 

agreeing with teacher SARCS scores who scored themselves high, 

medium, and low on the SARCS for the following variables: 

a. Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire 

scores 

1) Internality for positive events 

2) Internality for negative events 

3) Total internality 

b. Junior Index of Motivation Scale scores 

c. Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Home Scale 

scores 

d. Grade point averages 

e. Sex 

f. Ordinal positions in families 

g. Numbers of siblings 

h. Work experiences 

4. There are no significant differences among those students dis

agreeing with teacher SARCS scores who scored themselves high, medium, 

and low on the SARCS for the following variables: 

a. Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire 

scores 

1) Internality for positive events 



2) Internality for negative events 

3) Total internality 

b. Junior Index of Motivation Scale scores 

c. Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Home Scale 

scores 

d. Grade point averages 

e. Sex 

f. Ordinal positions in families 

g. Numbers of siblings 

h. Work experiences 

5. There are no significant predictors for SARCS scores using the 

following variables: 

a. Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire 

scores 

1) Internality for positive events 

2) Internality for negative events 

3) Total internality 

b. Junior Index of Motivation Scale scores 

c. Student x\ssumption of Responsibility in the Home Scale 

scores 

d. Grade point averages 

e. Sex 

f. Ordinal positions in families 

g. Numbers of siblings 

h. Work experiences 
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Score and Limitations 

Findings in the study were limited to data collected from ten 

ninth grade English teachers and students from one of their ninth 

grade English classes during the fall of 1979. The sample was taken 

from an urban city with a population of approximately 156,000 people. 

Because of the number of instruments completed and the limited class 

time available for the testing, the English teachers chose one of their 

classes for participation rather than selection a few students through 

random sampling from all their classes. To minimize the effects of 

the teacher selection of classes, a maximum number of possible ninth 

grade English teachers and their classes participated. 

Assessment of student assumption of responsibility was dependent 

on honest teacher evaluation and honest self-evaluation by students 

of student assumption of responsibility in the classroom. In ad

dition, responses in evaluations may have differed because of un

controllable environmental and personal factors. To minimize these 

problems, the sample size was as large and diverse as possible and 

involved as many ninth grade English teachers and their students as 

possible within the designated city. Attention in the present study 

was limited to factors which could be obtained and measured through 

pencil and paper evaluation instruments. 

Data collection was conducted before and after Christmas vaca

tion. One of the advantages of this schedule was that teachers knew 

students by this time in the schoolyear. Therefore, the teachers 

could more accurately rate each student on the SARCS. Another 



advantage of this time schedule was that it was a convenient time 

for teachers to participate in data collection. Both students and 

teachers were willing to participate in the study at this time of the 

year. The disadvantage in collecting data at this time of the year 

was that the general festivities connected with Christmas could have 

influenced the attitudes of the students and the teachers.. Ratings may 

have been different at different times of the year. 

Definitions of Terms 

For the purposes of the study, the following definitions of 

terms were used: 

1. Accountability—"the extent to which a subordinate may be held 

by his superior to be directly responsible for results, good or bad" 

(65:80). 

2. Agree group—a group of students whose SARCS scores are in agree

ment with teachers' SARCS scores as determined by ranking the ab

solute values of the mathematical differences between students' and 

teachers' SARCS scores and dividing the ranking at the median. This 

group consisted of the half of the students with the least differences 

between their SARCS scores and their teachers' SARCS scores. 

3. Clerical responsibilities—the name of the category of respon

sibility items in the SARCS in which students are involved with the 

use and care of material items such as textbooks, paper, and note

books . 

4. Disagree group—a group of students whose SARCS scores are in 

disagreement with teachers' SARCS scores as determined by ranking the 



10 

absolute values of the mathematical differences between students' 

and teachers' SARCS scores and dividing the ranking at the median. 

This group consisted of the half of the students with the most dif

ferences between their SARCS scores and their teachers' SARCS scores, 

5. External control—the perception a person has that an event is 

not totally contingent upon that person's own actions regarding the 

event but is partially or totally the result of luck, chance, fate, 

control of powerful others, or unpredictable complexity of forces 

surrounding the individual (55). 

6. Extrinsic motivation—the motivation a person has to "perform 

the behavior in order to achieve some external reward" (14:652). 

7. Grade point average—the numerical average derived by adding 

course scores at the end of a quarter and by dividing the total by 

the number of scores in the total. 

8. High assumption of responsibility—a score within the upper third 

of the student scores on the Student Assumption of Responsibility in 

the Classroom Scale. 

9. Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire—the name 

of the instrument developed by Crandall, Katkovsky, and Crandall which 

was used to measure internality of students. 

10. Internal control—the perception a person has that an event is 

partially or totally the result of that person's own actions or 

characteristics concerning the event (55), 

11. Internality for negative events—the perception a person has that 

ne^^ative or unfavorable events are partially or totally the result 
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of that person's own actions or characteristics concerning the 

events. 

12. Internality for positive events—the perception a person has that 

positive or favorable events are partially or totally the result of 

that person's own actions or characteristics concerning the events. 

13. Intrinsic motivation—the motivation a person has to "... engage 

in a behavior if he does it because the behavior itself is reward

ing" (14:652). 

14. Junior Index of Motivation Scale—the name of the instrument 

developed by Jack Frymier which was used to measure student motiva

tion toward school. 

15. List of Responsibilities—the name given to the generated list 

of responsibilities a student might assume in the classroom. 

16- Low assumption of responsibility—a score within the lower third 

of the student scores on the Student Assumption of Responsibility 

in the Classroom Scale. 

17. Medium assumption of responsibility—a score within the middle 

third of the student scores on the Student Assumption of Respon

sibility in the Classroom Scale. 

18. Motivation—inciting an individual to action directed toward a 

goal when the individual has lacked something required for survival, 

health, or well-being of the individual (44). 

19. Personal Data Form—the name of the instrument developed by the 

researcher to obtain demographic information from students. 
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20. Personal responsibilities—the name of the category of respon

sibility items in the SARCS in which the students are involved in 

behaviors by themselves such as studying for tests, following 

directions, and following class routine willingly. 

21. Relationship responsibilities—the name of the category of respon

sibility items in the SARCS in which students are involved with 

their behaviors toward others such as respecting the teacher, being 

courteous, and helping other students understand information, 

22. Responsibility—involves doing something you know you are sup

posed to do without having to be told to do so (48). 

23. Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Classroom Scale— 

the name of the instrument developed by the researcher to measure 

student and teacher perception of student assumption of responsibility 

in the classroom. 

24. Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Home Scale—the name 

of the instrument adapted from the instrument developed by Sigelman, 

Ater, and Spanhel to measure student assumption of responsibility in 

the home, 

25. Student Responsibilities List—the name given to the List of 

Responsibilities as the developing instrument became ready for 

validation in the public schools. 

26. Total internality—the combined perceptions of internality for 

positive events and internality for negative events as determined by 

addine the Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire 

scores for internality for positive events and internality for nega

tive events. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

This study was primarily concerned with the problem of student 

assumption of responsibility which has emerged from the broader issue 

of accountability in education. Possible factors contributing to 

student assumption of responsibility in the learning process are 

emphasized in this study. Therefore, the review of literature in

cluded a perusal of accountability in education, student assumption 

of responsibility, and factors influencing student assumption of 

responsibility. 

Accountabilitv in Education 

History and Development of 
Accountability 

Morris (45) summarized the history of accountability in educa

tion. The family was the first educational system, survival was the 

objective of the family, and achievement of that objective was the 

test for accountability of the system. As families clustered into 

tribes and clans, the children began attending schools, and educa

tional accountability shifted from the parents to the teachers. 

Morris cited Socrates as an example of a teacher who was "... ac

countable unto death for his teaching" (45:323). Morris (45) noted 

emphasis on accountability in western education by writing: 

13 
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In Western education accountability has often taken the 
form of examinations administered at prescribed levels of 
the educational ladder. It was not uncommon for teachers 
to be retained, dismissed, or promoted on the basis of 
pupil performance on these examinations. A school whose 
students did not consistently score high on examinations 
might cease to attract sufficient students to make pos
sible its continued existence. (45:324) 

Taggart (61) traced the concept of accountability through 

American education. He stated that in the days of Thomas Jefferson, 

education was viewed as a tool to use in order to work toward success. 

It was believed that the opportunity for education should have been 

available for those who wanted to learn. Education itself could 

not guarantee social or economic success. It was the responsibility 

of the individual to use education to achieve success. Taggart (61) 

reported the continuation of student responsibility for learning 

until the progressive movement in education in the early 1900's. 

With this movement came the beginning of the trend for the school 

system to be responsible to a certain extent for student achievement, 

Morris (45) reported that a revival for emphasis on accounta

bility in education resulted from rapid changes in economic, societal, 

and personal values of the 1920's, rapid expansion of the progressive 

education system of the 1930's, and the post-sputnik era of the 1950's 

Morris (45) and Taggart (61) viewed the decades of the 1950's and the 

1960's as times when people believed that an education could fulfill 

their dreams of success. In the 1960's there was an extra surge for 

quality education in order to compete in the race for space. 

Schultheis stated that education was believed to be "... a likely 
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solution to many of the society's problems including poverty, crime, 

and unemployment" (57:30). 

The 1960's brought an increased demand for equality of educa

tion. Coleman (9) reported that with the passage of the Civil 

Rights Act in 1964 came the mandate for a survey to evaluate equality 

of educational opportunities in the schools. This survey headed by 

James Coleman was conducted on a nationwide scale. The survey and 

the report were completed within the two year time limit allowed. 

In 1966, the report was given to the President of the United States 

and to the Congress. Results from the survey indicated that school 

factors such as pupil expenditure, number of children per class, 

laboratory space, and number of volumes in the school library had 

less influence on student achievement than did home background, peer 

influence, and student attitude. 

As Kent (34) stated in his article in 1968, the Coleman Report 

reversed the thinking of people. Before the results of the survey 

were known, quality and equality of education had been measured in 

terms of the monetary input into the educational system. Kent (34) 

believed the Coleman Report directed attention to evaluating the 

educational system according to results rather than monetary input. 

In May 1970, Lessinger (37) also noted that a new concept in 

evaluation of education had arrived. He stated that education would 

be evaluated by the success of the educational system. The success 

of the system would be assessed by measuring learning achievement 

rather than by the resources or processes used. He believed the 
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educational system would be held accountable for the information 

learned by students. 

Lessinger (37) and Morris (45) cited growing evidence of 

problems existing in the educational system. For example, in 1971, 

Lessinger (36) noted that students were being graduated from high 

school without mastering basic skills such as reading. The diploma 

no longer guaranteed that students had achieved certain goals. 

Instead, it meant that students had spent time taking certain courses. 

In 1971, Morris (45) stated that students' parents who had high school 

and college educations were well educated. Consequently, judging 

from their own experiences, the parents expected more from the widely 

advertised advances in educational technology than the new techniques 

were providing. Lessinger (37) stated that voters were reluctant 

to support increasing taxes for educational purposes. Parents were 

becoming more insistent upon participating in decisions involving the 

educational system. Morris (45) identified another problem. Schools 

had been delegated the tasks of teaching traditions and values and 

preparing students to assume future leadership roles in the nation 

during a time when these traditions and values were shifting. People 

were looking toward the educational system to help provide answers 

to world problems. 

In 1971, Tyler (67) stated that increased interest in ac

countability of the educational system was the result of several 

factors. First, an increasing proportion of the family income was 

being used for school taxes. Taxpayers wanted to have the educational 
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system accountable for the use of tax money. Second, the importance 

of education had increased through the years. Jobs required the use 

of basic skills learned in the educational system. Knowing that 

these skills were essential for life work, parents became very con

cerned when their children had not learned the skills in the educa

tional system. Third, managerial processes had been developed to 

increase the efficiency of industries. It was thought that if in

dustries could be made accountable for resources they used, then the 

educational system could also be made accountable for resources it 

used. 

In pursuing the concept of accountability, Tyler (67) noted 

the emergence of six major issues concerning accountability. First, 

Tyler (67) described the controversy regarding the perception of 

education as a profession or as a service. If teaching is a profes

sion, it should only be judged by other professionals, since laymen 

do not have the knowledge or background to evaluate the work of a 

professional. However, since the educational system is funded by 

public money and acts as a service to the public, there are those 

who believe the educational system should be held accountable to the 

public for its work. 

The second issue discussed by Tyler (67) involved the question 

of which learning goals should be involved in educational accounta

bility. He stated: 

Parents of disadvantaged children emphasize the goals of 
reading comprehension, arithmetic computation and problem 
solving, and saleable occuational skills as the important 



18 

results for which the schools should be accountable. In 
their demands, little or nothing is said about art, music, 
science, and the social studies. The more articulate tax
payers' organizations mention reading, arithmetic, oc
cupational skills, and respect for law and order as the goals 
for which they would hold schools accountable. (67:3) 

Tyler (67) further noted that a problem existed if only certain 

learning goals were emphasized, because the rest of the school ob

jectives would be neglected. 

The third issue concerned setting student achievement goals 

for which the schools are held accountable. Tyler (67) observed 

that people, unfamiliar with individual differences in students and 

procedures used to develop standardized test norms, believed that 

standards for learning could easily be made. The people developing 

the standards concluded that the standard for learning should be 

that every child should learn a certain amount in one year. If a 

child failed, it was the fault of the school. Even if it were pos

sible to set a standard rate for learning, there would be those 

students who, because of learning difficulties, would be unable to 

meet the standard. 

The fourth issue concerned the measurement of achievement, 

Tyler (67) reported that if standardized tests were used to determine 

student achievement in school and thus to determine accountability 

of the school, results of the tests were compared to standard norms. 

The standard norms were developed by averaging the scores of students. 

The averages were computed using student scores exceeding the average 

and student scores below the average. Thus, a student taking the 

standardized test may have improved in individual achievement but 
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may not have met the standardized norm set for the school. Tyler 

expressed the opinion that the standard tests did not contain ",,. an 

adequate sample of exercises for the reliable measurement of the 

upper and lower thirds of school children" (67:4). He suggested 

the use of criterion-referenced tests to more dependably assess 

accountability in regard to student learning, but he also reported 

a lack of criterion-referenced tests that could be used for this 

purpose. 

The fifth issue addressed by Tyler (67) concerned the use of 

the accountability procedure. The accountability procedure, as 

Tyler intimated, involved steps used to analyze the education system 

to determine its inadequacies. Tyler identified two philosophies 

that could be used in handling the inadequacies once they were 

identified. One was that those responsible for inadequacies of 

schools in meeting certain goals should be fired. New personnel 

would then be employed to work toward meeting the unmet goals. The 

other philosophy was that teachers who were found to be deficient in 

meeting certain goals should be fired. Instead, they should be 

helped to recognize their inadequacies, to understand the importance 

of meeting the unmet goals, and to understand how their inadequacies 

could be corrected in order to meet the unmet goals. 

The sixth issue addressed by Tyler (67) involved the dilemma 

of placement of responsibility for educational results. Tyler stated 

that some people believed that teachers should be totally accountable 

for students' learning. However, Tyler identified additional factors 
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which influence students' learning. Some of these factors included 

influence from peer group, home environment, public tax support of 

the schools, school board allocation of funds, curriculum guides for 

teachers to follow, and school principals' influence on work and 

morale of the teachers. 

Lessinger (37) described how an educational performance con

tract could be used to make schools accountable for students' learn

ing. First, educational objectives for quality and quantity of 

students' learning would be clearly defined. Objectives would be 

made for the outcome rather than for the processes and resources 

necessary to reach the outcome. Assessing fulfillment of the ob

jectives would be achieved through testing. Lessinger gave an example 

of how the educational performance contract could work when he stated: 

If an air conditioning contractor promised that his 
installation will reduce interior temperature twenty 
degrees below outside temperatures, it takes only an 
accurate thermometer to determine if the promise has 
been met. Similarly, if an educational manager promises 
that all children attending his school will be able to read 
two hundred words per minute with ninety percent compre
hension on their twelfth birthday, as measured by a 
specific test, simply giving the test to all children on 
their twelfth birthday will readily reveal if the promise 
has been fulfilled, (37:52) 

Lessinger (37) stated that a weakness in the educational performance 

contract is that instead of working with physical, permanent, and 

predictable factors, educators are working with human, constantly 

changing, and unpredictable factors, 

Filogamo (19) reported the use of a program in which a private 

company was contracted to work in two school districts in Texarkana 
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to improve the quality of education and to reduce the dropout rate 

in their schools. The Dorsett Educational Systems of Norman, Oklahoma 

was contracted with the agreement that payments would depend upon 

the performance of the students. Filogamo stated the conditions of 

the contract as follows: 

Under the contract. Dorsett will receive a base 
figure of about $80 for each pupil who improves one grade 
level in eighty hours of instruction as reflected by 
standardized achievement tests administered by the 
Texarkana school districts. If a pupil in the program 
fails to achieve the agreed-upon grade level within one 
hundred sixty eight hours, the company's compensation 
drops to zero. In turn, the company will get a greater 
monetary reward for faster results. (19:53) 

The program was implemented. Instruction was given in an environ

mentally controlled classroom staffed with one professional and 

one paraprofessional. Audiovisual instructional materials and teach

ing machines were utilized. After 60 hours of instruction in reading 

and in math, tests were given to 55 of the 300 seventh through 

twelfth grade students participating in the program. Tests showed 

an average increase of 2.2 grade levels in reading and 1,4 grade 

levels in math, Dorsett was paid $20,000, 

In another report of the Texarkana project, Elam (15) de

scribed the demise of the program. Students took the Iowa basic 

skills post-tests which determined the fee paid to Dorsett. As 

students were taking the test, they remarked that they were tired 

of repeatedly answering the same questions. It was discovered that 

the Dorsett teaching machines had been programmed with variations 

of the standardized post-tests. Elam (15) stated that even though 
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the Texarkana project had been a disappointment, its failure had not 

discouraged others in using performance contracting. Elam (15), 

however, pointed to the hazard of making educators financially 

dependent upon the academic achievement of their students. With 

the increased pressure of accountability, educators thought they were 

compelled to teach the test so students could pass. Elam (15) viewed 

this practice as one that would be seriously damaging. It would 

allow the sacrifice of educational values for monetary values. 

Recent Trends and Development of 
Accountabilitv 

In 1979, Franklin (21) summarized the CBS television special 

report "Is Anyone Out There Learning?" which aired in August 1978. 

Franklin (21) reported that parents and children are discontented 

with the inadequacies of the educational system. Taxpayers are 

seeing that students are graduating without basic skills, and the 

taxpayers are demanding better educational results for their tax 

dollars spent. Franklin (21) listed elements believed to be con

tributing to problems in the schools. Among the elements listed 

were social promotion, grade inflation, and "... elective options 

which allow students to take easy courses to the detriment of ac

quiring skills in reading, writing, and arithmetic" (21:81). 

Baratz (2) noted the change in control of school policy from 

the education profession to the legislature and courts. According 

to Baratzcourts have dealt with such topics as ".,, school punish

ment procedure, desegregation, educational malpractice and equaliza

tion of resources" (2:10), 
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Fantini (16) and Johns (32) have stated that legislation and 

court cases have increased the problems concerning quality and 

equality of education. Fantini (16) stated that laws are being 

passed that make quality education a right by law. This places 

pressures on the schools to meet the standards set by the laws, 

Johns (32) outlined tax related problems related to educational 

funding. He pointed to the problem that equal amounts of money spent 

in schools do not equalize educational opportunities, since more money 

is required to provide equal educational opportunities for handi

capped students. 

Baratz (2) stated that in an attempt to increase the quality 

of education, "Over forty-five states have enacted or considered 

legislation or school board rulings regarding minimum competency 

testing" (2:11). Thompson (64) reported that in the Chicago public 

school system, beginning with the 1979 high school graduating class, 

all students must pass a proficiency test in basic skills before they 

graduate. Green (25) described the minimum competency program 

established in California. He stated: 

California has responded to the issue of minimal competency 
by requiring all school districts to identify, teach, and 
counsel students so they may achieve district-prescribed 
proficiency standards in reading, writing, and mathematics. 
(25:8) 

Starting in July 1980, high school students will not be allowed to 

graduate unless they have passed the proficiency standards established. 

Pinkney (50) viewed a competency based system involving parents, 

students, and teachers as a possible way to improve education. He 

(50) strongly emphasized the need to view the competency based 
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system as a way to help students rather than as means of blaming 

teachers. 

In addition to minimum competency programs, other programs 

have been suggested. Wint (70) suggested a maximum competency pro

gram for the school systems. In response to the problem of graduating 

students who cannot achieve basic skills, Wint (70) proposed that the 

high school diploma specify the area of competence in which the 

student excels. Roper and Roper (51) supported an increase in 

elective courses including English, mathematics, and social studies. 

They viewed the elective system as a way of strengthening the courses 

through competition to make the courses interesting to the students. 

However, Roper and Roper (51) also identified two major disadvantages 

of a totally elective system. One disadvantage is that students 

might not become proficient in basic skills. The second disadvantage 

is that teachers would hold their jobs on the basis of their ability 

to attract students for their classes. 

In response to the question of totally elective systems Butts 

(7), and Tyack and Hansot (66) strongly emphasized the need for a 

common education for the public good. Butts (7) stated that "the 

common goal of developing informed, committed, and responsible 

citizens for a democratic political community" (7:9) should be 

kept uppermost in planning curricula of innovation, experimentation, 

and diversity of approaches. 

Baratz (2) reported the emerging concepts of education beyond 

local and state control. Baratz (2) noted that Admiral Hyman Rickover 
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and Assistant Secretary for Education Mary Berry have suggested the 

development of national standards for schools. 

Definitions of Accountability 

Sederburg, Chabotar, and Lad (58) condensed the concept of 

accountability into two major definitions. One definition viewed 

accountability as a process. The other perceived accountability as 

a responsibility. Accountability described as a process involved 

utilization of a model or system decision-making approach. To 

illustrate the model or system approach, Sederburg, Chabotar, and Lad 

(58) described the Michigan Accountability Model. In the Michigan 

Accountability Model, six steps were outlined. The first step 

involved setting common goals for students. The second step related 

to setting performance objectives appropriate for certain develop

mental stages of the students. The third, assessing needs, involved 

a study of what the students could actually do in relation to the 

performance goals established. The fourth step was delivery system 

analysis. In this step plans were made to remedy problems discovered 

in the needs assessment step. Sederburg, Chabotar, and Lad (58) 

stated that examples of plans used were "... performance contracting, 

compensatory education, promising practices from experimental and 

demonstration schools, year-around schooling, intensified preschool 

menus, in-service training of teachers, and many others" (58:74). 

The fifth step involved evaluation and testing. The sixth step was 

making recommendations for improvement, Sederburg, Chabotar, and Lad 

(58) stated that the Michigan Accountability Model was based on 
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Dewey's five-step process for decision making. Sederburg, Chabotar, 

and Lad noted that Dewey's process for decision making included the 

following steps: 

1, Clearly identify the problem 
2, Develop a set of alternative solutions 
3, Analyze the alternatives in terms of their 

probable impact on the problem 
4, Implement the best alternative 
5, Evaluate the alternative to see if it was 

successful in resolving the problem, (58:76) 

In describing accountability as a responsibility, Sederburg, 

Chabotar, and Lad (58) included the idea of a chain of responsibility. 

This chain of responsibility would distribute assumption of respon

sibility among students, teachers, administrators, school boards, 

and the public. Rosser and Ford (52) and Buchan (5) included as

sumption of responsibility by parents as an important part of stu

dent learning. 

Neff (48) described the close association between accountability 

and responsibility. Neff stated: 

I would propose that "responsibility" be used to 
refer only to the voluntary assumption of an ob
ligation, while "accountability" be used to refer 
to the legal liability assigned to the performance 
or non-performance of certain acts or duties. (48:14) 

Neff (48) viewed differences of responsiveness to values as one of 

the causes of problems concerning assumption of responsibility. He 

believed that before a person assumes responsibility, the person 

needs to understand and be willing to accept the values that the 

obligation entails. The person also accepts the consequences of the 

behavior. Two or more people may disagree about the degree of 
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responsibility another person assumes. The reason the people dis

agree may be because the people disagreeing are responding dif

ferently to a set of values. Therefore, differences in assumption 

of responsibility may result from differences in responsiveness to 

values. 

Student Assumption of Responsibility 

Several authors including Miller (43) and Rosser and Ford (52) 

stated a belief that teachers should not be held responsible for 

lack of student achievement when factors outside of teacher control 

were involved. Miller (43) cited experiences obtained in the home 

and community environments as factors beyond teacher control. Rosser 

and Ford (52) stated that pupils' attitudes and inborn abilities are 

two factors that influence achievement of students and are beyond 

teacher control. Coleman (9) reported that the extent to which 

students believe they have control over their own destinies is a 

stronger factor related to achievement than all the school factors 

combined, 

Hughes (28) observed that society places great responsibility 

upon the educational system for the education of students. Hughes 

(28), Janeksela (30), and Baratz (2) expressed the opinion that 

learning is a two-way process, Hughes (28), Janeksela (30, and 

Baratz (2) stated that the teacher has the responsibility for 

teaching, and the students have the responsibility for learning. 

Johnson (33) emphasized the need for students to assume respon

sibility for their own learning. He noted: 
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Just as kids become dependent on the institution to 
regulate their behavior, so they depend on teachers 
to fill them with learning as if they were empty 
vats. (33:341) 

Johnson (33) continued by stating that students must be forced out 

of that passive role and forced into accepting responsibility for 

learning. He suggested use of open classrooms, inquiry methods, and 

independent study in the freshman through the senior years of high 

school. He indicated the existence of a relationship between stu

dent assumption of responsibility and student self-direction and 

self-motivation. Most of all, he believed, "They will have dis

covered that it is possible to learn independently of teachers and 

that such learning is stimulating and fun" (33:341). 

Bratter (4) noted that a need exists for schools to help 

students assume responsibility for their learning and for their 

living. He stated: 

In brief, students are encouraged not only to assume 
total responsibility for their behavior, but also to 
accept the natural consequences for their decisions. 
Students can select activities which interest them, 
as long as no one is disturbed. In so doing, students 
learn a respect for the right of others. (4:50) 

In 1971, Grunwald (26) reported that there were increasing 

problems and malcontent among students and teachers. She illustrated 

the impending crisis with examples of students not listening and of 

students rebelling, going on strike, and burning down school build

ings. Illustrations of teacher discontent included early retire

ment of senior teachers and resignations of discouraged one-year 

teachers. As a solution to the problems arising from a changing 
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society, Grunwald (26) stated a need for students and teachers to 

share responsibility in the educative process. She stated: 

We can no longer run schools for children: we must learn 
how to run schools with children. We must take them in 
as partners in the educative process. For one thing, 
teachers cannot and should not be held responsible for 
everything that happens in class . . . . Everyone in class 
is responsible for what happens in the classroom . . . . 
(26:56) 

Grunwald added that teachers need to help students "... assume 

responsibility toward themselves as well as toward others" (26:56). 

Carrieri (8) supported the idea that students should take 

responsibility for contributing to the school environment rather 

than destroying it through vandalism and misbehavior. He stated 

that students should be responsible for self-discipline and self-

control both in studies and in personal conduct. 

Barner (3) also took a stand for holding students, as well as 

teachers, accountable in the learning process. He saw weaknesses in 

the concept of total teacher accountability. He raised the question 

of teacher accountability for a student who does not want to learn 

and who does not want to attend school. Barner (3) noted that the 

teacher has the responsibility to help the student meet objectives, 

and the student has the responsibility to learn the objectives. 

Barner (3) included a hypothetical example of problems encountered 

in a situation of total teacher accountability. Barner stated: 

Next, I would like to give a hypothetical example. 
Mr. X, a teacher of Basic Mathematics is confronted with 
the problem that only five out of his twenty-five students 
are learning their objectives. He seeks the help of his 
chairman and other faculty. Their first reaction is that 



30 

perhaps the material is not interestingly presented. A 
glossy film and an AV package is made to spruce up the 
material. This brings little change and they conclude 
that the material of basic math is limited as to its 
interest to students. 

However, the course objectives are necessary for 
the students so the investigation continues. They think 
that perhaps the instructor is not teaching the material 
as well as he could. So, they prescribe teacher training 
for Mr. X. Then they find that he is conducting pretty 
decent class and that those five students who do learn the 
material are getting along well. Finally, they look at the 
students, and have to privately ask: "Are all of them here 
to learn?" The solution does not rest here, of course. 
There are other relevant questions such as "Are the students 
all capable of learning these objectives?" "Have we diagnosed 
their learning capabilities?" and "What sort of students do 
we have here?" However, my point remains as a primary con
sideration: "Just how many of these students are here to 
learn the material?" 

In my experience, as both a student and a teacher, 
Mr. X too often goes on the defensive when learning problems 
arise. How often do we question first the student's account
ability to the teacher and the college? Unfortunately, too 
often Mr. X will try to disguise the learning problem by 
giving generous credits only to let the next teacher hold 
the bag or continue the "adjustments". Ah ha! we say, Mr, 
X is committing a heinous crime. Yes, I agree, but remember 
the unbelievable pressure on Mr. X that goes against his 
blowing the whistle on the learning problem. It is this 
"learning problem" that we too often treat only as a "teach
ing problem", I am not saying that this is how problems 
are dealt with at every college. All I am saying is that 
too often we assume the student to be, prima facie, a learning 
animal who, given the proper feeding and climate by us, will 
blossom. (3:25) 

Student assumption of responsibility for education is not a 

new concept. In a book written in 1907, Mazzini (42) explained this 

responsibility by saying that each person is given a certain capability 

of learning. Further, he said: 

It is therefore your duty to educate yourselves as far as 
in you lies, and your right that the society to which you 
belong should not hinder you to your work of education, 
but should help you in it and supply you with means of 
education when you lack them. (42:83) 
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In 1955 Moss (46) conducted a study concerning students' be

havior in school settings. First, a list was developed telling how 

students should and should not act in school situations. Then 223 

students from grades seven through twelve, 20 teachers, and 23 parents 

used the Q-sort method to rank the statements "... ranging from what 

they considered to be the most important description of how students 

should act to the least important" (46:39). Rank order correlation 

between the lists of ranked statements by teachers and students was 

+.87, by parents and students was +.91, by teachers and parents was 

+.92, by male students and teachers was +.87, by female students and 

teachers was +.83, by male students and parents was +.89, by female 

students and parents was +.89, and by female students and male 

students was +.93. Study of student and teacher opinions of state

ments revealed that teachers placed a higher value than students 

did on the following statements: 

1% Level of Significance: 
Is responsible member of the class 
Co-operates with classmates 
Is honest in his dealings 
Understands goals of projects 
Shows responsibility 
Plays according to the rules 

5% Level of Significance: 
Has respect for buildings and things 
Sticks to the job 
Lives by the rules of the school 
Is alert 
Does not push other people to get seat 
Does his part (46:39) 

On the other hand, students placed a higher value than teachers 

did on the following statements: 
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1% Level of Significance: 
Is not profane 
Does not talk back 
Does not quarrel 

5% Level of Significance: 
Supports the team 
Does not smoke or drink 
Does not act silly 
Does not fool around (46:40) 

In 1955 Yourglich (72) conducted a study concerning traits 

of an ideal student and of an ideal teacher. First, a sample of 

35 teachers and 101 undergraduate students was drawn from a univer

sity. The participants were asked to list traits describing an ideal 

student and an ideal teacher. The following are characteristics of 

an ideal student listed by students and teachers in ranked order 

beginning with the first: 

Students: 

Diligence 
Maturity 
Cooperative 
Intelligence 
Dependability 
Integrity 
Understanding 
Meticulous 
Academic background 
School spirit 
Individuality 
Sense of humor 
Healthy 
Practical 

Teachers: 

Intelligence 
Diligence 
Integrity 
Maturity 
Cooperative 
Dependability 
Meticulous 
Understanding 
Individuality 
Academic background 
Sense of humor 
Practical 
Healthy 
School spirit (72:60) 

The traits in each list, that of the ideal student and that of the 

ideal teacher, were ranked from most important to least important, 

A correlation of agreement was determined between the rankings made 

by the students and the teachers of each list. The correlation 
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between student and teacher rankings of concepts of ideal student 

characteristics was +.89. 

In 1975 Foster, Alderman, Bell, and Shaw (20) developed a 

student-centered course evaluation form. The form was developed 

with statements directed toward assessment of student performance 

rather than teacher performance in the course. Five dimensions were 

represented on the form. They were power, classroom environment, 

personal meaningfulness, self-evaluation and responsibility for 

learning, and commitment. The dimension of power involved concepts 

of students' beliefs of the type of power the teacher held. The 

types of power included power over grades, power of punishment, power 

of leadership for direction of the classroom, power of student 

identification with the teacher, and power of teacher expertise with 

subject matter. The classroom dimension encompassed interaction of 

students with other students and students with the teacher in the 

classroom environment. The personal meaningfulness dimension in

volved the meaningfulness of the course to the student. The self-

evaluation and personal responsibility dimension of the form included 

the following statements: 

(self-evaluation) "I was able to achieve the goals I set up 
for myself." 
(self-evaluation) "I set up my own criteria for evaluating my 
learning," 
(responsibility) "I set up my goals in this course," 
(responsibility) "I felt personally responsible for my own 
learning." (20:7,8) 

The commitment dimension allowed a view of the involvement of the 

student in the course. This dimension was represented by these 

statements: 
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I will continue my studies in this area," 
"There were times when this course became a part 
of me." (20:8) 

The student-centered course evaluation form was developed from 

theories. It was then tested for validity and reliability using 

a sample of 321 graduate and undergraduate students. Foster, 

Alderman, Bell, and Shaw (20) stated that further revisions would 

need to be made to arrive at a reliable and valid evaluation form 

that could be used in courses with non-traditional student-centered 

course objectives. 

Factors Influencing Student Assumption 
of Responsibility 

Several authors have noted a link between student assumption 

of responsibility and such factors as motivation, internal-external 

control, assumption of responsibility in the home, grades, ordinal 

position in the family, and numbers of siblings in the family. These 

factors listed will be the focus of the present study. 

Motivation 

Burgett (6) explained the relationship between student assump

tion of responsibility in the learning process and motivation. He 

stated that initially students must be able to identify causes of 

their learning difficulties. This may come through knowledge of 

test results. Once students understand their deficiencies, they 

then become motivated to improve their performance. The students 

assume responsibility in the learning process by developing goals 

which lead to improved performance. 
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Morgan and King (44) described operant conditioning or in

strumental learning as a part of human learning. First, the par

ticipant becomes involved in activities. Results of the activities 

which lead toward the goal are reinforced. The more an activity is 

reinforced, the more the participant engages in the activity. 

Several motivational theories exist. Each theory describes 

variables underlying the concept of motivation. Maslow (41) described 

a motivation system in which a person is motivated by the strongest 

of needs at that point in time. When the more basic physiological 

needs are met, other needs become apparent which motivate the in

dividual to meet the needs. Thus, partial or complete gratification 

of a need leads the individual to recognize other needs which have 

always existed but have not been classified as top priority to be 

met. Needs of individuals have been placed in general categories 

and have been listed in order of priority. The list begins with 

the fundamental needs and ends with needs that are sought after all 

other needs have been met. First physiological needs must be met, 

then safety needs, then belongingness and love needs, then esteem 

needs, then the need for self-actualization, and finally aesthetic 

needs. As Maslow (41) stated, the order of the needs has been 

generalized. The order is fairly universal for the majority of 

people. However, it may vary slightly for a few individuals. Mas-

low also commented that needs are not always completely satisfied 

before fulfillment of other needs in the hierarchy is sought. 
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In his theory of personality developed in 1938, Murray (47) 

identified forty-five variables of personality including twenty 

manifest needs, eight latent needs, four inner states, and twelve 

general traits. These variables were deemed useful in understanding 

human behavior. Needs were viewed as drives or as a hypothetical 

force which promoted activity. Among the manifest needs was listed 

n Achievement. The lower case n in the notation of n Achievement 

represents need. Murray described the desires and effects of n 

Achievement as follows: 

To accomplish something difficult. To master, manipulate 
or organize physical objects, human beings, or ideas. To 
do this as rapidly, and as independently as possible. To 
overcome obstacles and attain a high standard. To excel 
one's self. To rival and surpass others. To increase 
self-regard by the successful exercise of talent. (47:164) 

Murray described actions related to n Achievement as follows: 

To make intense, prolonged and repeated efforts to 
accomplish something difficult. To work with single
ness of purpose towards a high and distant goal. To 
have the determination to win. To try to do every
thing well. To be stimulated to excel by the 
presence of others, to enjoy competition. To exert 
will power; -to overcome boredom and fatigue, (47:164) 

In 1953 McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, and Lowell (39) reported 

the development of the need achievement theory of motivation, an 

expansion of the need achievement aspect of Murray's theory of per

sonality. In the theory developed by McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, 

and Lowell (39), the expectation of pleasure or satisfaction is 

called n Achievement and the expectation of displeasure or pain is 

called f-Failure, The expectation of pleasure or satisfaction for a 
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certain situation will motivate the individual to continue the task. 

However, after repetition of the same expectation for pleasure and 

its pleasurable fulfillment, McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, and 

Lowell (39) noted that the same situation loses its power to motivate, 

since the probability for the pleasurable outcome has become a 

certainty. When the expectation becomes certainty, the situation 

becomes boring. McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, and Lowell (39) 

developed the generalization that any situation must contain a 

moderate degree of novelty to remain pleasurable, for, when there is 

an expectation of pleasure mixed with uncertainty, the situation 

remains interesting. However, when the expectation of pleasure 

becomes absolutely certain, the situation becomes boring to the in

dividual. On the other hand, an individual may develop certain 

expectations for a situation. When the individual is not able to 

meet the expectations, avoidance motives result. 

McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, and Lowell (39) explained the part 

motivation plays in instrumental learning. They stated that "motiva

tion often facilitates problem-solving or instrumental learning" 

(39:93). They described the ways motivation facilitates problem-

solving by stating: 

... (1) that the organism seeks to maximize pleasure and 
minimize pain, (2) that responses which cue off anticipated 
pleasure will be made preferentially, (3) that in a problem-
solving situation some responses will tend to be more 
closely associated with pleasure, and (4) that these 
responses will tend to be repeated since they cue off 
anticipated pleasure more dependably. (39:93) 

To measure n Achievement, McClelland (38) used Murray's 

Thematic Apperception Test, This test involved having individuals 
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look at selected pictures. The individuals were then requested to 

write a story answering questions concerning the background informa

tion of current activities and final results of the story. The in

dividuals writing the story wrote their opinions of the stories be

hind the pictures. Judges then analyzed the stories according to 

statements of need, instrumental activities, obstacles, anticipa

tions of the outcome, and success or failure in reaching the goal. 

Judges scored the results following the scoring procedure. 

In 1963, Feather (18) conducted a study to measure persistence 

in terms of the strength of the motives to achieve success or avoid 

failure. To assess the motive to achieve success. Feather (18) 

administered Murray's Thematic Apperception Test, and to assess the 

motive to avoid failure Feather (18) administered the Mandler-

Sarason Test Anxiety Questionnaire. To judge persistence at a task. 

Feather (18) administered a two-item puzzle to the subjects. The 

first item was impossible to solve. The second item was easily 

solved. The subject's were allowed twenty minutes to complete both 

tasks. They were not allowed to see the second item until they were 

ready to start on the second item. However, they were not required 

to finish the first item before working on the second item. It was 

found that when the initial achievement task was very difficult, 

persistence was positively related to the initial expectation of 

success among students in whom the motive for success was greater 

than the motive for avoidance of failure. There was no relation

ship between persistence and initial expectation of success among 
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subjects in whom the motive for avoidance of failure was greater than 

the motive for success. 

Frymier (23) developed a theory of motivation toward school. 

His theory contains two major principles. One principle is that 

motivation gives direction and intensity to human behavior. The 

other principle is that motivation gives purpose or direction to life. 

To explain his theory of motivation toward school Frymier (23) 

began by listing seven basic purposes of school. These basic purposes 

of school are part of the principle that motivation gives purpose or 

direction to life. Frymier stated: 

The basic purpose of schools is to help children learn. 
But helping children learn means helping children learn: 

1. to value learning 
2. to want to learn 
3. how to learn 
4. to value knowledge 
5. to acquire knowledge 
6. to understand knowledge 

7. to behave according to knowledge. (23:24) 

Frymier (23) explained that these seven purposes to be learned are 

arranged in a hierarchy of learning behavior. The primary step on 

which the succeeding steps are based is for the student to value 

learning. Next, the student begins to want to learn. Then, the 

student learns the skills of learning, that is, how to learn. The 

steps logically progress until the ultimate step is to behave 

according to knowledge. 

The second part of Frymier's explanation of motivation is that 

motivation gives intensity to human behavior. He listed the follow

ing as factors which affect intensity of motivation: 
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1. Availability and quality of stimuli 
2. Perceptual openness 
3. Handling of dissonance 
4. Physiological functioning 
5. Anxiety. (23:25) 

Frymier (23) viewed these factors as those which help the student 

strive toward goals. 

Frymier (23) stated that motivation is affected by stimuli 

acting on individuals. Individuals must have stimuli to survive. 

Without stimuli, individuals do not reach their potential abilities. 

In reacting to a lack of stimuli, individuals search for stimuli 

or manufacture their own stimuli. 

Frymier (23) described the perceptual openness of individuals 

as that personality characteristic which encourages individuals to be 

receptive to new experiences and challenges. Individuals seek new 

experiences and capably handle the stimuli involved. 

Frymier (23) described the handling of dissonance as the 

ability individuals have to act in resolving differences in stimuli 

affecting them. When individuals are confronted with ambiguous 

stimuli, dissonance occurs and helps in motivating individuals to act. 

Frymier (23) cited the physiological functioning of individuals 

as a factor influencing motivation. Physiological functioning in

cludes individual characteristics such as basal metabolic rate, 

endurance, and cardiovascular functioning strength. 

Frymier (23) explained that a certain amount of anxiety or 

apprehension increases motivation. However, too little or too much 

anxiety decreased motivation. People must be apprehensive enough 
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about a situation to respond. However, too much apprehension causes 

overstimulation and confusion which reduce the ability of individuals 

to act. 

Frymier (23) developed a theoretical model of motivation 

related to learning in an academic setting. The theory known as 

academic motivation involves the interrelationship of three dimen

sions. The three dimensions are the internal-external dimension, 

the intake-output dimension, and the approach-avoidance dimension. 

The first dimension is the internal-external dimension. The 

internal portion of the dimension encompasses the characteristics 

within an individual that are present in the learning situation. 

Examples of internal characteristics are self-concept and values. 

The external portion of the dimension encompasses the character

istics found in the environment surrounding the individual. Examples 

of external characteristics are parental approval, teacher actions 

and expressions, peer reactions, availability of learning materials, 

and type of learning materials used. Frymier (23) noted that the 

internal-external dimension is the source of academic motivation. 

The second dimension is the intake-output dimension. The 

intake-output dimension involves the behavior of the individual in 

the learning situation. Those who are at the intake end of this 

dimension are those individuals who seek information by reading and 

listening. At the output end of this dimension are those in

dividuals who assimilate information through talking with others and 

through writing. Frymier (23) indicated that academic motivation 
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becomes manifest in the behaviors reflected in the intake-output 

dimension. 

The third dimension is the approach-avoidance dimension. 

Frymier (23) called the approach-avoidance dimension the directional 

dimension. This dimension must be studied in relation to other 

dimensions to arrive at meaningful conclusions. In essence, the 

approach-avoidance dimension involves reactions of individuals to 

factors such as teacher approval, peer acceptance, and good grades. 

For example, if individuals are drawn toward working for teacher 

approval, the individuals fall into the approach part of the dimen

sion. On the other hand, if individuals try to avoid teacher approval, 

the individuals fall into the avoidance part of the dimension. 

Frymier (23) emphasized the importance of the interrelationship of 

the dimensions. It is the total effect that is important. Also, 

it is the overall pattern of behavior of the individual that should 

be studied rather than isolated events. 

In 1970, Frymier (22), described the development of the Junior 

Index of Motivation (JIM) Scale, a test to measure academic motiva

tion in adolescents. The Junior Index of Motivation Scale consists 

of 80 statements of which 30 are filler items. For each statement, 

an opinion is expressed noting strong agreement, slight agreement, 

slight disagreement, or strong disagreement. A score for the answers 

is then computed. 

In 1970 Frymier (22) reported the results of studies involving 

the Junior Index of Motivation Scale. In one study, the validity of 
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the JTM was assessed. First, the JIM Scale scores and the Sequential 

Tests of Educational Progress (STEP) scores of 265 seventh grade 

students were analyzed. It was found that students who had high 

JIM Scale scores also had significantly higher STEP scores at the .01 

level of significance. Second, a panel of experts was formed. It 

consisted of teachers who had taught at least five years on the junior 

high level and who held masters degrees. It also included univer

sity deans and department heads from departments of educational 

psychology and juvenile deliquency. This group of 168 experts was 

divided into two groups. One group answered the JIM Scale as they 

believed an adolescent with high motivation would answer it. The 

second group answered the JIM Scale as they believed an adolescent 

with low motivation would answer it. It was found that those experts 

answering the JIM Scale as they believed highly motivated students 

would, scored significantly higher on the JIM Scale than the experts 

did who completed the JIM Scale as they believed students with lov/ 

motivation would. The difference was significant at the .01 level. 

In 1970, Frymier (22) reported that a test for reliability of 

the JIM Scale was conducted. The split-half coefficient of reliabil

ity for the JIM Scale for a sample of 120 seventh, eighth, and ninth 

grade students was +.72. 

In 1975, Frymier, Norris, Henning, Henning, and West (24) 

reported results of a study to determine the predictive value of the 

JIM Scale in determining which students would go to college and 

which students would not. The JIM Scale and academic achievement 
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tests were given to 853 seventh grade students. Six years later, 

questionnaires were sent to the former seventh grade students to 

determine their educational status. It was found that those students 

attending college had received significantly higher JIM Scale scores 

as seventh grade students than did students not attending college. 

The difference was significant at the .001 level. 

Authors viewing the applications of theories of motivation in 

the educational process have noted the importance of motivation. 

The following example seemed to reflect the theoretical implications 

of Maslow's hierarchy of needs. Harrison and Scriven (27) reported 

findings from personal interviews with students, teachers, and 

counselors; classroom observations; achievement tests; personality 

and self-concept scales; and cumulative records. Those students who 

appeared to be highly motivated were interested in fulfilling cognitive 

needs and in achieving self-fulfillment. Those students who appeared 

to have low levels of motivation seemed to be more interested in 

making money and in obtaining sensual gratification. 

While reviewing motivation as essential in the educational 

system, authors identified factors, conditions, and characteristics 

which must be present for motivation to exist. Wilson (69) identified 

four groups of factors essential for effective motivation in the 

educational setting. One group contains physical factors such as 

lighting, heating, air-conditioning, seating arrangement, and comfort. 

A second group includes teacher-related factors such as teacher 

preparation for teaching the course and presentation of the course 
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at a level which is neither too elementary nor too advanced. A 

third group includes emotional factors such as teacher enthusiasm, 

teacher demonstration of respect and acceptance of individuals and 

ideas, and peer acceptance. A fourth group includes utilizing the 

skill of listening to improve relationships with people. 

Jeter (31) listed several factors important in student motiva

tion toward school. Some of these include home conditions, academic 

abilities, self-concept, and aspiration level. Other factors leading 

to student motivation include classroom atmosphere, personality of 

the teacher, relationship between teacher and students, teacher 

expectancy for student performance, teacher response to student 

performance, teacher assessment of student performance, relevance of 

the curriculum to the student, and allowance for student creativity 

within the curriculum. 

Among the motivational factors involved in the learning process 

are those which the teacher can control. However, there are powerful 

motivational factors over which the teacher has no control, Jeter 

(31) identified home conditions, academic abilities, self-concept, 

and aspiration level as motivational factors beyond teacher influence, 

Harrison and Scriven (27) strongly emphasized the fact that teachers 

cannot control important motivational factors including parental 

education and occupation, Harrison and Scriven (27) noted that 

"... the underlying forces controlling motivation lie beyond the 

teacher's control" (27:18). Harrison and Scriven (27) also noted 

that in comparison to the home influence on student motivation, that 
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the school has relatively little influence in the development of 

the motivation level of the student. 

In 1975, Cullen, Cullen, Hayhow, and Plouffe (13) reported 

their study of the motivational value of grades in school. In their 

study of 233 ninth and eleventh grade students, they found that 

grades did have a motivating effect on students. When given an 

assignment which would not affect their grades, 13.6 percent of the 

students in the sample completed the assignment. When students could 

earn extra points by completing the assignment, 41.7 percent of the 

students in the sample completed the assignment. When failure to 

complete the assignment resulted in loss of points, 64.1 percent of 

the students in the sample completed the assignment. 

Farley and Rosnow (17) reported results of motivational re

search. One hundred eighteen students from the seventh and the 

eleventh grades first answered the question "Why are you in school?" 

The three most frequent responses to reasons for being in school 

from most to least important were as follows: to learn, to prepare 

for later life and the future, and to get a job. Next, the students 

were asked "What could make you do better in school?" Farley and 

Rosnow related the results as follows using the word "themes" as a 

term to describe major ways to do better in school: 

The single highest ranked theme for each of the four 
groups was: Grade 7 males "better study habits" plus 
"more freedom in school;" grade 7 females "better study 
habits;" grade 11 males "greater teacher effort;" grade 11 
females "more interesting activities and classes." A 
comparison of the grade 7 and grade 11 results here suggests 
an emphasis on "internal control" in the younger Ss and 
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"external control" in the older Ss, that is, the former 
emphasize self-effort while the latter emphasize the 
efforts of teachers. (17:53,54) 

Farley and Rosnow (17) suggested the need for further research to 

find the significance of internal and external control as sources 

of motivation toward learning. 

Deci, Benware, and Landy (14) reported the increasing interest 

on the relationships between intrinsic motivation and extrinsic 

motivation. They stated: 

Research evidence has indicated that when rewards are 
high, a person's intrinsic motivation tends to be 
low, whereas when rewards are low, one's intrinsic 
motivation tends to be high. (14:663) 

Lepper and Greene (35) reported findings of their experiments on the 

relationships between intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation. 

Lepper and Greene discovered that use of extrinsic rewards on pre

viously intrinsically rewarded task performance reduced the effect

iveness of the intrinsic reward upon subsequent repetition of the 

task. Lepper and Greene emphasized that extrinsic rewards do not 

always reduce intrinsic motivation, but that under certain circum

stances intrinsic motivation can be undermined. Lepper and Greene 

illustrated the beneficial use of rewards by giving an example. If 

children are given rewards for completion of experiences that are 

new to them and that help them learn about their abilities concerning 

the task, the children develop a sense of accomplishment. The 

children are led to believe that they are personally responsible 

for the success. With this feeling of success due to their own 

actions, the children would probably be intrinsically motivated to 

repeat the task. 
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Thompson, Prater, and Poppen (63) and Ack (1) stated that a 

need exists to make subject matter relevant to the students in order 

to help the students become motivated to learn. Thompson, Prater, 

and Poppen (63) listed additional ways to help students become 

motivated. These include providing opportunities to exercise re

sponsibility and accountability for their own learning process and 

providing situations in which the student succeeds and is rewarded 

for achievement. 

Internal-External Control 

Rotter (33) developed the Social Learning Theory which contained 

four basic concepts. These concepts are behavior potential, expectancy, 

reinforcement value, and psychological situation. Rotter defined 

these concepts as follows: 

Behavior potential may be defined as the potentiality of 
any behavior's occurring in any given situation or 
situations as calculated in relation to any single 
reinforcement or set of reinforcements. (47:12) 

Expectancy may be defined as the probability held 
by the individual that a particular reinforcement will 
occur as a function of a specific behavior on his part 
in a specific situation or situations. Expectancy is 
systematically independent of the value or importance 
of the reinforcement. (53:12) 

Reinforcement value of any one of a group of potential 
external reinforcements may be ideally defined as the 
degree of the person's preference for that reinforce
ment to occur if the possibilities of occurrence of all 
alternatives were equal. (53:13) 

The fourth concept, the psychological situation, includes aspects 

of an individual's internal and external environment acting as 

stimuli to the individual. 
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To see the application of the Social Learning Theory to life, 

examples may be studied. Rotter (54) began the explanation of the 

Social Learning Theory by stating basic learning laws. He stated 

that among animal learning laws, there is the following concept: 

A behavior followed by a reward tends to be repeated, 
and a behavior followed by punishment tends not to be re
peated. This seems to imply that reward and punishment 
act directly on behavior, but I think this formulation 
is too simplistic to account for many types of human be
havior . . . at least with human beings who have begun 
to form concepts, the important factors in learning 
were not only the strength and frequency of rewards and 
punishment but also whether or not the person believed 
his behavior produced the reward or punishment. . . 
rewarding a behavior strengthens an expectancy that 
the behavior will produce future rewards. (54:37) 

Rotter (55) further stated the following concerning this theory: 

... an event regarded by some persons as a reward or 
reinforcement may be differently perceived and reacted 
to by others. One of the determinants of this reac
tion is the degree to which the individual perceives 
that the reward follows from, or is contingent upon, 
his own behavior or attributes versus the degree to 
which he feels the reward is controlled by forces outside 
of himself and may occur independently of his own 
actions. (55:1) 

Rotter (55) stated that when individuals view the reinforcement of 

their behavior dependent upon forces outside themselves such as luck, 

chance, fate, or control of powerful others, the belief is labeled 

external control. When the individuals view the reinforcement of 

their behaviors contingent upon their own behaviors, the belief 

is labeled internal control. An individual may have varying degrees 

of internal or external control or may have a combination of both 

internal and external control. 
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Rotter (55) developed Rotter's I-E Scale, a measure of internal-

external control in which 29 pairs of forced choice statements are 

listed including five filler statements. The statements represent 

outlooks on life. One statement in each pair reflects belief in 

internal control, and the other reflects belief in external control. 

The respondents read each pair of statements and choose the one 

statement in each pair that best matches their beliefs. 

In 1971, Phares (49) reported findings of his study involving 

internal-external control and reinforcement, Phares (49) administered 

Rotter's I-E Scale to his sample of 216 undergraduate students. Paid 

volunteers from the upper ten percent and the lower eight percent of 

the range in scores were selected to participate in the remainder 

of the study. Twenty-two internals and 17 externals were chosen for 

the study. The students recorded their attitudes concerning the 

Stromberg Dexterity Test, the Rotter-Jensen Group Level of Aspiration 

Test, anagrams, and digit span standardized tests. The students 

stated their reinforcement value for each test by ranking the extent 

to which they would like to succeed on the test and by distributing 

100 points over the four tests to show their preferences. The stu

dents then decided upon a minimal goal level which was the lowest 

grade that would be satisfying. Next, the students related their 

expectancies concerning the test by telling the score they expected 

to receive. The students were then given standardized tests, Tlie 

students were given failing scores, those falling below their 

minimal goal level, on their first and second ranked tests. After 
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taking the tests and receiving the resulting scores, the students 

again recorded their rankings, point distributions, minimal goal 

levels, and expectancy statements. In comparing statements before 

and after failure on the tests through the use of jt-tests, it was 

found that there was no significant difference for expectancy or 

minimal goal levels between internals and externals. However, it 

was found that externals lowered their value of reinforcement after 

failure to a greater extent than internals did. 

Crandall, Katkovsky, and Crandall (11) developed a scale for 

measuring internal control of an individual in the academic situation. 

They called the scale the Intellectual Achievement Responsibility 

Questionnaire (lAR). Crandall, Katkovsky, and Crandall (11) de

scribed the goal of the lAR as "assessing children's beliefs in 

reinforcement responsibility exclusively in intellectual-academic 

achievement situations" (11:93). Crandall, Katkovsky, and Crandall 

also noted that the Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Question

naire reports a total score reflecting internal or self-responsibility 

and separate subscores for beliefs in internal responsibility for 

successes and for failures. 

Crandall, Katkovsky, and Preston (10) conducted a study involv

ing 40 students from first, second, and third grades. Among the 

variables studied were fantasy need achievement, manifest anxiety, 

intellectual attainment value, and "... the child's belief that he, 

rather than other persons, usually caused the successes and failures 

he experienced in intellectual achievement situations" (10:649). 
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Crandall, Katkovsky, and Preston (10) administered Murray TAT 

cards to study fantasy need achievement, the Children's'Manifest 

Anxiety Scale to study manifest anxiety, and the Children's Achieve

ment Wishes Test to measure the intellectual a.ttainment value. 

Crandall, Katkovsky, and Preston (10) utilized the Children's 

Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire to assess 

"the child's belief that he, rather than other persons, usually 

caused the successes and failures he experienced in intellectual 

achievement situations" (10:649). Crandall, Katkovsky, and Preston 

stated that two of the statistically significant findings were as 

follows: 

First, as might be anticipated, children who stated high 
expectations of intellectual success held standards 
commensurate with their expected performances; the higher 
the children's expectations of success were, the higher 
were their achievement standards. (10:653) 

The other significant association among predictor 
variables was found between the children's intellectual 
attainment values and their belief in self-responsibility 
for intellectual achievement reinforcements. The higher 
the children's intellectual attainment values, the more 
likely they were to believe that they, rather than others, 
were responsible for the reinforcements which accrued to 
their everyday achievement efforts. (10:654) 

In 1975, Taub and Dollinger (62) conducted a study. They 

stated: 

The present study tested the assumption that an 
individual's perception of purpose in an experiment 
can be an important source of motivation, affecting 
his performance as much as or more than the tangible 
or social rewards also available. (62:179) 

A sample of 248 students from fourth and fifth grades was involved 

in the study. The students were given the Intellectual Achievement 
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Responsibility Questionnaire. The total LAR scores were used to 

divide the students into groups of students making high total lAR 

scores, students making medium total lAR scores, and students 

making low total lAR scores. Each of these was then divided into 

four groups. There was one reward group and one no reward group 

which represented those students who received a candy bar reward 

for participation in the study and those students who received no 

candy bar reward for participation. The other two groups were 

purpose and no purpose. In one group, the task to be completed was 

introduced to the students as being important and as having a pur

pose. The group labeled no purpose represented the group in which 

no purpose was given for completion of the task, Taub and Dollinger 

(62) summarized the results by reporting that the performances of 

students making high total lAR scores were unaffected by motivational 

manipulations, purpose together with reward improved the performance 

of students making medium total lAR scores, and reward and purpose 

individually and together improved the performance of students making 

low total lAR scores. 

Student Assumption of Responsibility 
in the Home 

The concept of a relationship between student assiimption of 

responsibility in the home and student assumption of responsibility 

in the school is emphasized in Rural Education—Partners for 

Accountability: Legislators; School Boards, Administrators; 

Teachers; Parents; Community (or Citizens); Students. In this 
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article, the relationship between home training and school training 

is stated as follows: 

Parental training strongly influences the account
ability of students in rural—and city—schools. Work habits 
and experience in responsibility in the home usually carry 
over into the school setting. Many rural students, es
pecially in agricultural areas, are responsible for regular 
chores and sharing the family work load. They know how to 
apply themselves and make wise use of leisure time. 
Readiness to accept responsibility, coupled with the 
desire to learn, makes for accountable students and future 
citizens, (56:30,31) 

Sigelman, Ater, and Spanhel (59) conducted a study to assess 

assumption of responsibility in the home. The sample included 91 

mentally retarded persons living at home, 163 mentally retarded 

persons living in an institution, and 74 normal children. The mean 

age of the mentally retarded persons living at home was 16,1 years, 

the mean age of the mentally retarded persons living in an in

stitution was 18.7 years, and the mean age of the normal children 

was 13,1 years. Sigelman, Ater, and Spanhel described the survey 

used to assess the assumption of responsibility in the home as 

follows: 

The homemaking survey designed for the study was 
composed of 65 items, each of which named a homemaking 
task and required the respondent, the subject's parent 
or primary caretaker, to check one of five options to 
indicate that the subject participated about 0 percent, 
25 percent, 50 percent, 75 percent, or 100 percent of the 
time when the task was done in the household or cottage. 
The greater the sum of the item scores, the greater the 
subject's level of homemaking participation. (59:357) 

Findings in the study indicated that normal children assumed greater 

household responsibility than mentally retarded persons living at 
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home, and mentally retarded persons living at home assumed greater 

household responsibility than mentally retarded persons living in an 

institution. 

Grades 

McGhee and Crandall (40) reported a higher report card grade 

average for students with a high level of internal control as compared 

to those students with a low level of internal control. They re

ported the following: 

The attainment of higher grades seems to be facilitated 
by both the acceptance of responsibility for attaining 
success and the acceptance of blame for causing 
failures. (40:95) 

In another study, Crandall and McGhee (12) theorized that a 

relationship existed between student assumption of responsibility 

and academic achievement. They stated: 

If we can assume that good academic performance has 
some positive value for most students, then the child 
who holds a strong expectancy that his endeavors are 
capable of producing good grades should spend more time 
and effort in studying and in related intellectual and 
academic activities than will the child who does not 
expect to be able to attain reward. (12:637) 

Five studies were conducted including students attending junior high 

school, high school, and college. In each study, one or more of 

the following measures of academic performance was included: report 

card grades, total achievement test percentile from the Iowa Test 

of Basic Skills, California Achievement Test scores, and Iowa Tests 

of Educational Development, However, none of the studies included 

all of the measures in the same study. In each study, students 
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indicated their expected level of achievement on the experimental 

task. Crandall and McGhee summarized the findings of the studies 

as follows: 

All five studies demonstrated consistent positive 
relationships between expectancy estimates and all 
measures of academic performance used. The correla
tions ranged from .26 to .64 and all were significant 
at the .05 level or better using two-tailed tests. 
(12:642) 

Ordinal Positions in the Family and 
Numbers of Siblings 

In the article, "Youngest, Middle, Oldest Does It Matter?" 

(71), personality characteristics of individuals were categorized 

according to the ordinal positions of the individuals of the family. 

Three categories were developed including oldest and only children, 

middle children, and youngest children. In the article, "Youngest, 

Middle, Oldest Does It Matter?", the personality characteristics of 

these groups were described as follows: 

Oldest and only children tend to be leaders, more 
responsible, more mature, more independent, competitive, 
trustworthy, more fearful, more conservative, aggressive, 
and higher in self-esteem. 

Middle children tend to be more diplomatic, vie for 
attention, have more patience, be more easygoing, and strive 
to be different. 

Youngest children tend to be more possessive, be more 
dependent, have less initiative, be more sociable, feel 
more secure, be more creative, be more tolerant, and have 
a harder time developing identity and skills. (71:44) 

Crandall, Katkovsky, and Crandall (11) conducted a study in

volving a sample of 923 elementary and high school students enrolled 

in third, fourth, fifth, sixth, eighth, tenth, and twelfth grades. 

Among the factors studied were scores received on the Intellectual 
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Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire, family size, and ordinal 

positions in the family. Findings tended to support the hypothesis 

that first-bom children exhibit more internal control than later 

born children. Crandall, Katkovsky, and Crandall (11) hypothesized 

that the reason for this is because the first-born children are often 

given more responsibility in the care of younger brothers and sisters 

and more responsibility in the management of the household. Crandall, 

Katkovsky, and Crandall stated: 

Thus, the eldest child comes to observe both the con
sequences of his actions upon his own successes and 
failures and also the effect of his actions upon the 
welfare of his younger siblings and of the total 
family unit. (11:106) 

Further reasoning behind the results of the study were that the 

later bom children develop the concept that someone else will take 

care of them and that someone else is more responsible for their 

actions than they are. The diverse range of internal control is not 

as readily exhibited in the one or two children families as in larger 

families. One or two children families provide opportunities for 

each child to assume responsibility and to develop independently. 

Larger families provide an environment in which individuals do not 

have the opportunity to assume as much responsibility for direction 

of their activities and those of the family. 

Summary 

The issue of accountability in education has existed through

out history. Within the issue of accountability exists the problem 

of the acceptance of responsibility for student learning. History 
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has shown that the responsibility for student learning has ranged 

from complete student assumption of responsibility for learning to 

complete teacher assumption of responsibility for student learning. 

In recent years emphasis has been placed on the accountability or 

responsibility of teachers and the schools for student achievement. 

Various endeavors have been employed to arrive at maximum 

student achievement. In the 1950's and the 1960's, increased spend

ing within the schools was used to improve programs and to maximize 

student achievement. When anticipated levels of student achieve

ment were not met, other attempts were made to improve student 

achievement. In the 1970's, performance contracting and competency-

based programs, among others, were utilized. In these programs, the 

schools were expected to guarantee a certain degree of student 

achievement. However, it was found that a complex interrelationship 

of factors influences student achievement. Some of these factors 

include student factors such as motivation, internal-external control, 

assiimption of responsibility in the home, grades, ordinal positions 

in the family, and numbers of siblings. Authors expressed opinions 

that these factors might be associated with student assumption of 

responsibility in the classroom. However, there was a lack of 

empirical research to support the opinions. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Overview 

The methods and procedures employed in the study were focused 

on attaining data concerning student assumption of responsibility in 

the classroom. Goals of the study included identifying behaviors 

representing student assumption of responsibility in the classroom 

as well as identifying factors associated with student assumption of 

responsibility in the classroom. 

To achieve the goals set forth, the study was conducted in 

three phases. The first phase of the project was to develop the 

instrument called Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Class

room Scale (SARCS) by generating a list of responsibilities students 

might assume in the classroom. The second phase involved validating 

and finalizing the responsibility items. The third phase of the study 

was to collect data through administration of the SARCS and other 

instruments. 

Sample Selection 

Data were collected from teachers and students in each of 

the eight junior high schools in a city with a population of approxi

mately 156,000 people. Different teachers and students participated 

in various phases of the research. Participants included a total of 

59 
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20 ninth grade English teachers, 2 ninth grade science teachers, and 

433 students from the ninth grade classes of these teachers. 

Students in English and science classes were selected for the study 

since all ninth grade students were required to take these courses. 

Therefore, a diverse group of students was attained. English teachers 

and their classes were chosen for the majority of the sampling be

cause of the universal application of findings to other classroom 

environments. Specific sampling procedures will be described in the 

explanations of each phase of the research. 

Preliminary Research Steps 

The researcher met in May 1979 and in November 1979 with the 

Assistant Superintendent of Schools to obtain permission to collect 

data in the chosen school system. Two meetings were required since 

data were collected during two school years. After permission was 

granted, letters were sent from the administrators to potential 

participants in the study to inform them that permission had been 

granted to the researcher to conduct the study. The researcher then 

telephoned the participants to explain the purpose of the project 

and to request their participation. 

Development of Student Assumption 
of Responsibility in the 

Classroom Scale 

Generation of Responsibility Items 

The first phase of the study was conducted between May 3 and 

May 18, 1979. Iii this phase, responsibility items were generated to 
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develop the instrument called Student Assumption of Responsibility 

in the Classroom Scale. This instrument was designed to assess 

teacher and student perceptions of student assumption of respon

sibility in the classroom. The chairperson of the English Department 

of each of the eight junior high schools was selected to participate 

in this phase of the study due to the advantage of extended experience 

and expertise. This teacher and each student in one of the teacher's 

ninth grade English classes were provided with a form entitled List 

of Responsibilities. This form included a definition of the word 

"responsibility," directions requesting each person to list at least 

ten responsibilities they believed ninth grade students might show-

in the classroom, and space for the listing of the responsibilities. 

A copy of the instructions for these teachers and a copy of the List 

of Responsibilities are included in Appendix A. 

The lists from the eight teachers and their 211 students were 

assimilated to form a composite list of responsibilities known as 

List of Responsibilities. The responsibilities were then grouped 

by the researcher into the following categories: clerical respon

sibilities, personal responsibilities, and relationship respon

sibilities. The composite list contained 84 responsibilities grouped 

as follows: 11 clerical responsibilities, 53 personal respon

sibilities, and 20 relationship responsibilities. The list was then 

ready for validation. 

Validation of Responsibilitty Items 

The second phase of the study, validating the responsibility 

items, was conducted in two parts. The first part was conducted 
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between June 11 and June 29, 1979, at Texas Tech University in 

Lubbock, Texas, Five university faculty members, each having had 

experience teaching in the public school system, served as panel 

members to validate the List of Responsibilities. Four of the 

faculty members were from the Department of Home Economics Education 

and one of the faculty members was from the Department of Clothing 

and Textiles. These faculty members first judged the List of Respon

sibilities for the following: (1) clarity of each item; (2) correct 

placement of items in the categories of clerical, personal, and 

relationship responsibilities; (3) the need for additional items 

that should be included; and (4) items that should be.deleted. 

Adjustments in wording and number of statements were made accord

ing to the suggestions of this university panel. The list was then 

validated a second time by the same faculty members using the same 

criteria as before. Additional changes regarding items and clarity 

of wording were made in the List of Responsibilities. After this 

phase of the validation process, the resulting list was called Student 

Responsibilities List and consisted of 49 responsibilities grouped 

in the following categories: 12 clerical responsibilities, 26 

personal responsibilities, and 11 relationship responsibilities. 

The second part of the validation involved participation by 

ninth grade public school teachers and students. For ease in valida

tion, the Student Responsibilities List was presented in a Likert 

scale format. Beside each responsibility statement columns labeled 

very important, quite important, important, somewhat important, and 
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unimportant were provided with space for participants to indicate 

with a check mark their opinion as to the importance of a student 

exhibiting each responsibility in the classroom. The list was then 

ready for the public school validation. 

Validation in the public school system was conducted between 

November 15 and December 7, 1979. Two ninth grade English teachers 

and two ninth grade science teachers each selected six of their 

ninth grade students to validate the Student Responsibilities List, 

Both the teachers and the students responded to the instrument. 

The teachers chosen were randomly selected. The twelve ninth grade 

English teachers who had not participated in the development of the 

instrument were assigned a number. Then, the researcher used a table 

of random numbers to select two English teachers. All ninth grade 

science teachers in the school system were listed and assigned a 

number. There were seventeen science teachers. Then, the researcher 

used a table of random numbers to select two science teachers. The 

teachers were instructed to each select for participation in the study 

two students they believed showed high responsibility in the class

room, two students they believed showed medium responsibility in the 

classroom, and two students they believed showed low responsibility 

in the classroom. These judgments on the part of the teacher were 

not shared with the researcher or the students. The teachers and 

the students then indicated their opinions of the importance that a 

student show each responsibility in the classroom. The instructions 

to the teachers and the Student Responsibility List that was validated 

are included in Appendix B. 
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Finalization of Student Assumption 
of Responsibility in the Classroom 
Scale 

The Student Responsibilities List validated by the four teachers 

were examined separately from those of the twenty-four students, 

since both teacher and student perceptions of responsibility in the 

classroom were to be analyzed as a part of the final study. Numerical 

values were placed on the Likert scale categories as follows: very 

important = 5, quite important = 4, important = 3, somewhat important 

= 2, and unimportant = 1. Responses were averaged for each state

ment for teachers and for students. Those statements on either the 

teachers' lists or the students' lists that received an average 

score of 3 and above in the validation process were deemed valid 

and important. Only those statements receiving an average response 

below 3 from both teachers and students were eliminated. Those 

statements receiving an average response above 3 from teachers and 

below 3 from students, or vice versa, were retained, since they 

showed disagreement in perceptions between teachers and students 

which was one of the variables to be tested in the hypotheses in 

the present study. As a result, only one responsibility statement 

received an average rating below 3 and was deleted. 

The final list of 48 responsibilities consisted of 12 respon

sibilities in the category of clerical responsibilities, 25 respon

sibilities in the category of personal responsibilities, and 11 

responsibilities in the category of relationship responsibilities. 

The Student Responsibility List was then converted to the Student 
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Assumption of Responsibility in the Classroom Scale. A Likert scale 

format was utilized for final data collection. The following 

response categories were placed after each statement: always, often, 

sometimes, seldom, and never. Directions for the teacher were 

developed stating that the teacher was to rate one student on each 

form and that a check mark should be placed beside each respon

sibility statement to indicate how often the student being evaluated 

showed the responsibility in the classroom. Directions for the 

students indicated that a check mark should be placed beside each 

responsibility to indicate how often the students felt they showed 

the responsibilities in the classroom. The responsibility statements 

in the teacher and student copies of the SARCS were identical. Only 

the directions for the teachers and for the students for the SARCS 

differed. A teacher version and a student version of the Student 

Assumption of Responsibility in the Classroom Scale are found in 

Appendix C. 

Development of Personal 
Data Form 

In order to collect data concerning sex, ordinal positions in 

the family, numbers of siblings, and work experiences, the Personal 

Data Form was developed by the researcher. The student's name was 

requested to keep all student data identified and to facilitate 

obtaining grade point averages. The Personal Data Form consisted 

of five questions. Open-ended questions were used for obtaining the 

student's name, number of brothers and sisters, and work experiences. 
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Closed-ended questions were used for obtaining sex identification 

and the student's position in the family. A copy of the Personal 

Data Form is found in Appendix D, 

Selection of Instruments 

In addition to the Student Assumption of Responsibility in the 

Classroom Scale and the Personal Data Form, three other instruments 

were utilized in the study. These instruments were used to obtain 

data concerning the student variables of internal control, motivation 

toward school, and student assumption of responsibility in the home. 

The short form of the Intellectual Achievement Responsibility 

Questionnaire (lAR) developed by Crandall, Katkovsky, and Crandall 

(11) measured the following components of internal control: in

ternality for positive events, internality for negative events, and 

a resulting combined score for total internality. This measuring 

device was selected for its special focus on internal control in an 

academic setting. Questions in the instrument were stated to measure 

internality specifically for academic responsibility in school, 

Crandall, Katkovsky, and Crandall (11) conducted a test-retest 

reliability study of the lAR for samples of students in a range of 

grade levels from third through twelfth grade. The reliability co

efficients for the sample of seventy ninth grade students were ,47 

for internality for positive events, ,69 for internality for negative 

events, and .65 for total internality. For the present study, the 

researcher selected the short form of the lAR because of the number of 
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instruments used in the study and the limited amount of class time 

allowed for the research. This short form contained fourteen mul

tiple choice response items, A copy of the short form of the 

Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire is found in 

Appendix E, 

The Junior Index of Motivation (JIM) Scale developed by Frymier 

(22) measures a student's motivation toward school. This instrument 

was selected for its emphasis on the measurement of student motiva

tion to learn in school. The instrument contains 80 items which are 

rated using a Likert scale format. Response to items was made ac

cording to the following scale: strong support, slight support, 

slight opposition, and stong opposition. Frymier (22) conducted 

a split-half reliability study of the JIM Scale for a sample of 120 

seventh, eighth, and ninth grade students. The reliability coef

ficient was +- 72. A copy of the Junior Index of Motivation Scale is 

found in Appendix F. 

The instrument. Student Assumption of Responsibility in the 

Home Scale, was adapted from an instrument used by Sigelman, Ater, 

and Spanhel (59). The Student Assumption of Responsibility in the 

Home Scale contains 60 responsibility items which are rated on a 

Likert scale format with the following scale: always, often, some

times, seldom, and never. A copy of the Student Assumption of 

Responsibility in the Home Scale is found in Appendix G. 
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Collection of Data 

The third phase of the study, collection of data, was conducted 

between December 17, 1979 and January 11, 1980. Ten ninth grade 

English teachers who had not participated in developing or validating 

the Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Classroom Scale 

administered instruments to one of their ninth grade English classes. 

Each of the eight junior high schools was represented. The school 

mail system was used to distribute and receive information. 

The teachers administered the instruments in their classes on 

two consecutive days. On the first day, the Student Assumption 

of Responsibility in the Classroom Scale, the Student Assumption of 

Responsibility in the Home Scale, and the Personal Data Form were 

administered. On the second day, the Junior Index of Motivation Scale 

and the Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire were 

administered. While the students were completing the forms, the 

teacher completed a teacher copy of the Student Assumption of 

Responsibility in the Classroom Scale for each student in the class. 

The students' names were written on each form so that all the data 

for each student could be easily matched and so that the name would 

be available to obtain the student's grade point average. Students 

and teachers were assured that the information would be kept con

fidential. The instruments were then returned to the researcher, 

A copy of the letter with the instructions to the teacher for col

lection of data is included in Appendix H, 
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The final collection of data, obtaining grade point averages, 

was conducted between January 28 and February 1, 1980. The researcher 

telephoned the ninth grade school counselor at each of the eight 

junior high schools to make an appointment to obtain grades for the 

participating students. The researcher obtained the quarter average 

grade for each class each student had taken during the first quarter 

which ended November 30, 1979, These grades were numerical scores. 

A total of the scores was computed and divided by the number of 

scores to arrive at the grade point average for each student. Scores 

were computed on a one hundred point scale.. The quarter grades rather 

than the six weeks grades were used since the quarter grades extended 

over a greater span of time and were believed to be more representative 

of grades earned. 

Analysis of Data 

The instruments were scored by the researcher. The point 

values placed on responses in the Student Assumption of Responsibility 

in the Classroom Scale and the Student Assumption of Responsibility 

in the Home Scale were as follows: always = 5, often = 4, sometimes = 

3, seldom = 2, and never = 1. Totals of the responses yielded the 

students' scores. The Intellectual Achievement Responsibility 

Questionnaire had values of +1 or -1 placed on one of the responses 

for each statement as determined by the standardized scoring system. 

The total of the +1 items resulted in a score for internality of 

positive events. The total of the -1 items resulted in a score 
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for internality of negative events. The total of the scores for 

internality of positive events and negative events resulted in the 

score for total internality. Values placed on responses in the 

Junior Index of Motivation Scale were as follows: strong support = 

+2, slight support = +1, slight opposition = -1, and strong op

position = -2. Fifty of the 80 statements in the instrument are 

used in determining the score by following a specific scoring system 

accompanying the copyrighted Junior Index of Motivation Scale. 

To determine which students were in agreement and in disagree

ment with teachers on the SARCS, the absolute value of the mathematical 

difference between each teacher's score and each student's score was 

computed. These differences were ranked from smallest to largest 

representing most agreement to least agreement. The distribution of 

difference scores was split at the median. Half of the scores 

representing most agreement were labeled agree. The other half of 

the scores, which represented the least agreement, were labeled 

disagree. This division of scores enabled analysis of samples of 

equal size. 

To determine low, medium, and high levels of assumption of 

responsibility, the students' scores on the Student Assumption of 

Responsibility in the Classroom Scale were ranked from lowest to 

highest. The lower third of the scores was labeled low level of re

sponsibility, the middle third was labeled medium level of respon

sibility, and the upper third was^labeled high level of responsibility. 

Tnis division of scores enabled analysis of equal sample sizes. 
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The Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Classroom 

Scale was analyzed. Coefficient alpha was used to determine the 

reliability of the Student Assumption of Responsibility in the 

Classroom Scale. The Pearson product moment correlation technique 

was used to determine the correlation between the scores of each 

category of responsibilities and the total Student Assumption of 

Responsibility in the Classroom Scale scores. The analysis of 

variance technique was used to analyze differences between mean 

student SARCS scores and mean teacher SARCS scores. 

The hypotheses were tested using statistical analyses. The 

Pearson product moment correlation technique was used to determine 

the relationship between teacher perception and student perception 

of student assumption of responsibility in the classroom. Student 

scores on the SARCS and teacher scores on the SARCS were correlated. 

The analysis of variance technique was used to analyze stu

dents' scores on Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Class

room Scale in relation to the following variables: Intellectual 

Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire scores. Junior Index of 

Motivation Scale scores. Student Assumption of Responsibility in 

the Home Scale scores, and grade point averages. 

Chi-square tests were used to analyze students' scores on the 

Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Classroom Scale in rela

tion to the following variables: sex, ordinal positions in fam

ilies, numbers of siblings, and work experiences. 



72 

Stepwise multiple regression was used to arrive at a predictive 

statement on student perception of student assumption of respon

sibility in the classroom considering the following variables: 

Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire scores. 

Junior Index of Motivation Scale scores. Student Assumption of 

Responsibility in the Home Scale scores, grade point averages, sex, 

ordinal positions in families, numbers of siblings, and work 

experiences. 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSES AND INTERPRETATION 

OF DATA 

The study consisted of three major problems. The first prob

lem was to determine if a relationship existed between teachers' 

perceptions and students' perceptions of student assumption of 

responsibility in the classroom. The second problem was to deter

mine if differences existed in student variables when students were 

classified according to their levels of assumption of responsibility 

in the classroom and according to whether their perceptions of as

sumption of responsibility agreed or disagreed with the perceptions 

of their teachers. Student variables studied were Intellectual 

Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire (lAR) scores. Junior Index 

of Motivation (JIM) Scale scores. Student Assumption of Respon

sibility in the Home Scale scores, grade point averages, sex, ordinal 

positions in families, numbers of siblings, and work experiences. 

The third problem was to arrive at a predictive equation which could 

be used to predict the level of student assumption of responsibility 

in the classroom. 

Data for the final analyses of the study were collected from 

10 ninth grade English teachers and 198 ninth grade English students. 

Of these 198 students, 108 were males, and 90 were females, 

73 ' 
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The Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Classroom 

Scale (SARCS) was developed, validated, and utilized as described in 

Chapter III. The SARCS was used to measure teachers' and students' 

perceptions of student assumption of responsibility in the classroom. 

The minimum possible score was 0 representing no assumption of re

sponsibility in the classroom, and the maximum possible score was 

240 representing the highest assumption of responsibility in the 

classroom. The range of students' SARCS scores in the study was from 

95 through 240. The range of teachers' SARCS scores in the study was 

from 94 through 240. 

The Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire was 

used to measure the degree of internal control of students in school 

situations. The three scores obtained were internality for positive 

events, internality for negative events, and total internality, A 

continuum of scores from -7 through +7 was possible on the lAR. 

Scores from 0 through +7 represented internality for positive events. 

Scores from 0 through -7 represented internality for negative events. 

The score for total internality was obtained by adding the scores 

for internality for positive events and for negative events. There

fore, the possible range for scores for total internality was from 

-7 through +7. The scores obtained through data collection for 

internality for positive events ranged from 0 through +7, The 

scores obtained from internality for negative events ranged from 0 

through -7, The scores obtained for total internality ranged from 

-6 through +5, 
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^ ^ Junior Index of Motivation Scale was administered to obtain 

scores measuring student motivation toward school. The minimum score 

possible was 0 which indicated low student motivation toward school. 

The maximum score possible was 200 which represented high student 

motivation toward school. The scores obtained in the study ranged 

from 41 through 160. 

The Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Home Scale was 

administered. The minimum score possible was 0 representing no as

sumption of responsibility in the home. The maximum score possible 

was 300 representing the highest level of assumption of responsibility 

in the home. The scores obtained in the study ranged from 115 through 

264. 

Data concerning sex, ordinal positions in families, numbers 

of siblings, and work experiences were collected through the use of 

the Personal Data Form. Grade point averages were obtained from 

school records. 

The purpose of this chapter is to report the analyses and 

interpretation of the data in the study. The chapter is divided 

into analysis of the Student Assumption of Responsibility in the 

Classroom Scale, testing of hypotheses, and summary of findings. 

Analysis of the Student Assumption of 
Responsibility in the Classroom 

Scale 

The Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Classroom 

Scale (SARCS) was developed, validated, and utilized to measure 

teachers' and students' perceptions of student assumption of 
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responsibility in the classroom. The SARCS consisted of the follow

ing three categories of responsibility: 12 clerical responsibilities, 

25 personal responsibilities, and 11 relationship responsibilities. 

Reliability of the SARCS 

The internal consistency statistic, coefficient alpha, was 

utilized to test the reliability of the SARCS. Each category of 

responsibility items within the SARCS was found to be highly reliable 

as was the total instrument. The data relating to the reliability 

of the SARCS are presented in Table 1. 

TABLE 1 

RELIABILITY OF THE STUDENT ASSUMPTION OF 
RESPONSIBILITY IN THE CLASSROOM 

SCALE (SARCS) 

Levels of 
SARCS Categories Coefficient Alphas Significance 

Clerical responsibilities +.85 .01 

Personal responsibilities +.92 ,01 

Relationship responsibilities +.87 .01 

Total SARCS +.97 .01 

As can be seen, the total SARCS had a reliability coefficient 

alpha of +.97 at the .01 level of significance. The high reliability 

coefficient for the total instrument and the responsibility categories 

indicates that the responsibility statements yielded consistent data. 
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Correlations of Responsibility 
Category Scores Within the SARCS 
With Total SARCS Scores 

Pearson product moment correlations were used to correlate 

the subtotal scores of each responsibility category and the total 

SARCS scores using the student SARCS scores. As Table 2 reveals, 

correlations ranged from .74 through .79. 

TABLE 2 

PEARSON PRODUCT MOMENT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SARCS 
CATEGORY SCORES AND TOTAL SARCS SCORES USING 

STUDENTS' SARCS SCORES 

Variables 
Levels of 
Significance 

Clerical responsibility scores and 
total SARCS scores 

Personal responsibility scores and 
total SARCS scores 

Relationship responsibility scores and 
total SARCS scores 

.75 

.79 

.74 

.01 

.01 

,01 

The correlation between personal responsibility scores and total 

SARCS scores was the highest. Students' scores in each respon

sibility category correlated positively with the total SARCS scores 

of the students. A student receiving a high score in a category 

wo uld receive a high total SARCS score. Also, if a student received 

a low score in a category, the total SARCS score would be low. 
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Differences in SARCS Scores 
Between Groups 

The mean of the 10 teachers' SARCS and the mean of the 198 

students' SARCS scores can be seen in Table 3. Teachers rated 

students higher than the students rated themselves on the SARCS. 

TABLE 3 

MEAN SARCS SCORES OF TEACHERS AND STUDENTS 

Sources of Perceptions N SARCS Means 

Teachers 10 208.9 

Students 198 197.2 

Analysis of variance was used to determine if the mean of the 

teachers' SARCS scores and the mean of the students' SARCS scores 

were significantly different. The results can be seen in Table 4. 

TABLE 4 

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEAN TEACHERS SARCS SCORES AND MEAN 
STUDENT SARCS SCORES AS DETERMINED BY ANALYSIS 

OF VARIANCE 

Sources of 
Variation 

Between 

Within 

Sums of 
Squares 

13650.6 

110640,9 

df 

1 

19 7 

Mean 
Squares 

13650.6 

561,6 

F-Value 

24.31 

Level of 
Significance 

,001 
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The difference between the mean of teachers' SARCS scores and 

the mean of students' SARCS scores was significantly different at the 

.001 level. The teachers perceived their students as assuming a 

significantly higher level of responsibility in the classroom than 

the students perceived of themselves. 

For purposes of analyses in the study, the students' SARCS 

scores were divided into two groups. The first group included those 

students whose SARCS scores were in agreement with their teachers' 

SARCS scores. The second group included those students whose SARCS 

scores were in disagreement with their teachers' SARCS scores. To 

determine these two groups, the absolute value of the mathematical 

difference between each teacher's SARCS score and each student's 

SARCS score was determined. The absolute values were ranked and 

placed in a frequency table. The median was determined for the 198 

sets of scores. The half of the students whose SARCS scores dif

fered least mathematically from their teacher's SARCS scores were 

placed in the group of 100 students whose SARCS scores were in agree

ment with their teachers' SARCS scores. The half of the students 

whose teacher and student SARCS scores differed most mathematically 

were placed in the group of 98 students whose SARCS scores were in 

disagreement with the te.achers' SARCS scores. 

The mean SARCS scores for the students whose SARCS scores were 

in agreement with the teachers' SARCS scores and the mean SARCS scores 

for the students whose SARCS scores were in disagreement with the 

teachers' SARCS scores were analyzed. As is shown in Table 5, 
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students who agreed with teachers rated themselves higher on the 

SARCS than students who disagreed with teachers on SARCS scores. 

TABLE 5 

MEAN STUDENT SARCS SCORES FOR THOSE STUDENTS WHOSE 
SARCS SCORES WERE IN AGREEMENT AND DISAGREEl-IENT 

WITH TEACHERS' SARCS SCORES 

Groups N Students Mean Scores 

Students agreeing with teachers 100 

Students disagreeing with 
teachers 98 

205,7 

188,5 

An analysis of variance test was conducted to determine if a 

difference existed between the means of the students' SARCS scores 

for those students agreeing and those students disagreeing with 

teachers' SARCS scores. As is seen in Table 6, there was a dif

ference, significant at the .001 level, between the means of stu

dents' SARCS scores for those agreeing and those disagreeing with 

teachers' SARCS scores. The students whose SARCS were in agreement 

with the teachers' SARCS scores scored themselves significantly 

higher on the SARCS than those students whose SARCS scores were in 

disagreement with the teachers' SARCS scores. 

An analysis was also made of the teachers' SARCS scores for 

those students whose SARCS scores were in agreement and those whose 

SARCS scores were in disagreement with teachers' SARCS scores. As 

is shown in Table 7, teachers rated students rather consistently 
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whether the students' SARCS scores were in agreement or disagreement 

with the teachers' SARCS scores. 

TABLE 6 

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEAN STUDENT SARCS SCORES FOR THOSE 
STUDENTS WHOSE SARCS SCORES WERE IN AGREEMENT AND 
DISAGREEMENT WITH TEACHERS' SARCS SCORES AS" 

DETERMINED BY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

Between 

Within 

Sources of Sums of 
Variation Squares df 

14625.94 1 

134490.20 196 

Mean Level of 
Squares F-Value Signifivance 

14630.00 

686.20 
21.32 .001 

TABLE 7 

MEAN TEACHER SARCS SCORES FOR THOSE STUDENTS WHOSE SARCS 
SCORES WERE IN AGREEMENT AND DISAGREEMENT WITH 

TEACHERS' SARCS SCORES 

Groups N Teachers' Mean Scores 

Students agreeing with teachers 100 

Students disagreeing with teachers 98 

208,0 

209,9 

An analysis of variance test was conducted to determine if a 

significant difference existed between the mean of teachers' SARCS 

scores for those students whose SARCS scores were in agreement and 

those students whose SARCS scores were in disagreement with teachers' 

SARCS scores. As is seen in Table 8, there was no significant dif

ference at the .05 level or beyond between teachers' SARCS scores for 
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the students whose SARCS scores were in agreement and those whose 

SARCS scores were in disagreement with teachers' SARCS scores. 

TABLE 8 

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEAN TEACHER SARCS SCORES FOR THOSE STUDENTS 
WHOSE SARCS SCORES WERE IN AGREEMENT AND DISAGREEMENT WITH 

TEACHERS' SARCS SCORES AS DETERMINED BY 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

Sources of Sums of Mean Level of 
Variation Squares df Squares F-Value Significance 

Between 172.50 1 172.50 

Within 146235.00 196 746.10 
.23 NS* 

Not significant at the .05 level or beyond. 

In addition to studying student variables in terms of those 

students who agreed and disagreed with teachers' SARCS scores, three 

other divisions were made within the group of students who agreed 

and the group of students who disagreed. Those three divisions were 

the divisions of students who scored high, medium, and low on the 

SARCS. To determine these groups, a ranked frequency table was made 

of the student SARCS scores. Then the third of the students who 

rated themselves highest on the SARCS were placed in the high group. 

The third of the students who rated themselves lowest on the SARCS 

were placed in the low group. The third of the students rating them

selves between the high and the low scoring groups were placed in the 

medium group, 
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Testing of Hypotheses 

The scores and individual data attained from the testing pro

cedures described in Chapter III were analyzed for each hypothesis. 

Each hypothesis was accepted or rejected at the ,05 level of sig

nificance. The analysis and interpretation for each hypothesis is 

reported. 

Hypothesis 1 

There is no significant relationship between teacher 
Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Classroom 
Scale (SARCS) scores and student Student Assumption of 
Responsibility in the Classroom Scale (SARCS) scores. 

The Pearson product moment correlation obtained between teachers' 

SARCS scores and students' SARCS scores was +.25 which was signifi

cant at the .01 level of significance. This relationship is il

lustrated in Table 9. The null hypothesis was rejected. This in

dicated that if teachers rated students high on responsibility in 

the classroom, there was a tendency for the students to rate them

selves high, and if the teachers rated the students low, the stu

dents tended to rate themselves low. 

TABLE 9 

PEARSON PRODUCT MOMENT CORRELATION OF TEACHERS' 
AND STUDENTS' SARCS SCORES 

Variables Correlated r Level of Significance 

Teacher SARCS scores 
+.25 .01 

Student SARCS scores 
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Hypothesis 2 

There are no significant differences between students 
agreeing and those disagreeing with teachers on SARCS scores 
for the following variables: 

a. Intellectual Achievement Resonsibility Questionnaire 
scores 
1) Internality for positive events 
2) Internality for negative events 
3) Total internality 

b. Junior Index of Motivation Scale scores 
c. Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Home Scale 

scores 
d. Grade point averages 
e. Sex 
f. Ordinal positions in families 
g. Numbers of siblings 
h. Work experiences 

Hypothesis 2: Parts a, b, c, d 

Parts a, b, c, and d of Hypothesis 2 were analyzed through the 

use of the one-way analysis of variance technique to determine if 

significant differences existed between the mean lAR internality 

for positive events scores, the mean lAR internality for negative 

events scores, the mean lAR total internality scores, the mean 

Junior Index of Motivation Scale scores, the mean Student Assumption 

of Responsibility in the Home Scale scores and the mean grade point 

averages of the students whose SARCS scores were in agreement and the 

students whose SARCS scores were in disagreement with teacher SARCS 

scores. There were 100 students in the agree group and 98 students 

in the disagree group. The mean scores of persons in the agree and 

disagree groups for each of the variables are presented in Table 10. 
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TABLE 10 

VARIABLE MEANS FOR STUDENTS mOSE SARCS SCORES WERE IN 
AGREEMENT AND DISAGREEMENT WITH TEACHERS' 

SARCS SCORES 

Mean Scores of Students 

Variables 

LAR: Internality for positive 
events scores 

LAR: Internality for negative 
events scores 

lAR: Total internality scores 

Agreed 
(N=100) 

+5.65 

-6.08 

-1.79 

Disagreed 
(N=98) 

+5.76 

-6.07 

-1.41 

Junior Index of Motivation 
Scale scores 119.10 120.60 

Student Assumption of 
Responsibility in the Home 
Scale scores 206.70 199.50 

Grade Point Averages 79.81 79.16 
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The data relating to the testing of parts a, b, c, and d of 

Hypothesis 2 are found in Table 11. The F-values obtained were not 

significant. Therefore, parts a, b, c, and d of Hypothesis 2 were 

accepted. 

Hypothesis 2: Parts e, f, g, h 

Chi-square tests were used to test parts e, f, g, and h of 

Hypothesis 2 to determine if significant differences existed between 

the number of students in the agree group and the number of students 

in the disagree group who were in various categories on the following 

variables: sex, ordinal positions in families, numbers of siblings, 

and work experiences. Ordinal positions in the family were placed 

in five categories as follows: only or first child, second child, 

third child, fourth child, and fifth through twelfth child. Numbers 

of siblings were placed in five categories as follows: none or one, 

two, three, four, and five through ten. Work experiences were placed 

in three categories as follows: care of children, employed, and none. 

The results of the chi-square tests are presented in Table 12, The 

chi-square obtained for each variable was not significant. There

fore, parts e, f, g, and h of Hypothesis 2 were accepted. 

From the evidence, there are no significant differences between 

students agreeing and those disagreeing with teachers on perceptions 

of student assumption of responsibility in the classroom as measured 

by the SARCS when the students are examined according to their 

status on the following variables: lAR internality for positive 

events, lAR internality for negative events, lAR total internality, 
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TABLE 12 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STUDENTS WHOSE SARCS SCORES WERE IN AGREEMENT 
AND STUDENTS WHOSE SARCS SCORES WERE IN DISAGREEMENT WITH 

TEACHERS' SARCS SCORES ON INDIVIDUAL VARIABLES AS 
DETERMINED BY CHI-SQUARE 

Individual 
Variables 

Numbers in 
Agree 
Group 

(N=100) 

Numbers in 
Disagree 
Group 
(N=98) df 

Levels of 
Significance 

Sex 
Males 
Females 

Ordinal positions in 

families 
Only or tirst child 
Second child 
Third child 
Fourth child 
Fifth through 
eleventh child 

Numbers of siblings 
None or one 
Two 
Three 
Four 
Five through ten 

Work Experiences 
Care of children 
Employed 
None 

50 
50 

35 
27 
14 
12 

12 

31 
25 
17 
10 
17 

48 
45 
7 

58 
40 

37 
19 
16 
13 

13 

22 
28 
17 
17 
14 

31 
59 
8 

1 1,68 NS* 

4 1,64 NS* 

4 3,78 NS* 

2 5,59 NS* 

No t significant at the ,05 level or beyond. 
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J^^ Scale scores. Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Home 

Scale scores, grade point averages, sex, ordinal positions in fam

ilies, numbers of siblings, and work experiences. 

Hypothesis 3 

There are no significant differences among those 
students agreeing with teacher SARCS scores who scored 
themselves high, medium, and low on the SARCS for the 
following variables: 

a. intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire 
scores 
1) Internality for positive events 
2) Internality for negative events 
3) Total internality 

b. Junior Index of Motivation Scale scores 
c. Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Home Scale 

scores 
d. Grade point averages 
e. Sex 
f. Ordinal positions in families 
g. Numbers of siblings 
h. Work experiences 

The absolute values of the mathematical differences between 

students' and teachers' SARCS scores were placed in the rank order 

from 0 through 76, The median score was 17.5, Those 100 students 

whose SARCS scores were in agreement with the teachers' SARCS scores 

had scores in the range from 0 through 17. The 100 students whose 

SARCS scores were in agreement with their teachers' SARCS scores were 

placed in rank order from those with the highest SARCS scores to those 

with the lowest SARCS scores. The 100 students were then divided 

into three approximately equal groups. Thirty-four students with 

the highest scores had SARCS scores ranging from 216 through 240, 

The 33 students designated as having medium SARCS scores had scores 

ranging from 201 through 215. The 33 students with low SARCS scores 

had scores ranging from 95 through 200. 
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Hypothesis 3: Parts a, b, c, d 

Parts a, b, c, and d of Hypothesis 3 were analyzed through the 

use of the one-way analysis of variance technique to determine if 

significant differences existed among the mean ̂ AR internality for 

positive events scores, the mean lAR internality for negative events 

scores, the mean lAR total internality scores, the mean Junior Index 

of Motivation Scale scores, the mean Student Assumption of Respon

sibility in the Home Scale scores, and the mean grade point averages 

of students who agreed with their teachers' SARCS scores and who 

perceived that they assumed high, medium, and low levels of respon

sibility in the classroom. The mean scores on each of these variables 

for the students in the high, medium, and low assumption of respon

sibility groups are presented in Table 13. 

The statistics resulting from the analyses of parts a, b, c, 

and d of Hypothesis 3 are presented in Table 14. Non-significant 

F-values were obtained for the following variables: internality for 

positive events, internality for negative events, total internality, 

and student assumption of responsibility in the home. Therefore, 

parts a and c of Hypothesis 3 were accepted. The F-value relating 

to motivation scores was significant at the ,05 level, and the F-

value relating to grade point averages was significant at the ,001 

level. Therefore, parts b and d of Hypothesis 3 were rejected. 

Using the least significant difference test, it was found that 

a significant difference existed between the mean Junior Index of 

Motivation Scale scores of those students who had scored low on the 



TABLE 13 

VARIABLE MEANS FOR STUDENTS IN HIGH, MEDIUM, AND LOW 
GROUPS OF RESPONSIBILITY WHO AGREED WITH TEACHERS' 

SARCS SCORES 

92 

Variables 

Mean Scores of Students of Varying 
Levels of Responsibility 

High 
(N=34) 

Medium 
(N=33) 

Low 
(N=33) 

lAR: Internality for 
positive events scores +5.79 

lAR: Internality for 
negative events scores -7,97 

LAR: Total internality scores -1,85 

Junior Index of Motivation 
Scale scores 125.90 

Student Assumpiton of 
Responsibility in the 
Home Scale scores 206,20 

Grade Point Averages 84.53 

+5.70 

-6.06 

-1.79 

120.50 

207.80 

77.79 

+5.45 

-6,21 

-1.73 

110,80 

206,10 

76,97 
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SARCS and those who were in the high group. Those who scored low 

on the SARCS had significantly lower mean JIM scores than those who 

scored high on the SARCS. 

It was also determined through the use of the least signifi

cant difference test that there was a significant difference between 

the mean grade point averages of the students in the low and high 

groups on the SARCS and between the students in the medium and high 

groups on the SARCS. Those scoring low on the SARCS had a signifi

cantly lower mean grade point average than those scoring high on the 

SARCS. Those students with medium scores on the SARCS also had a 

significantly lower mean grade point average than those scoring 

high on the SARCS. 

These findings support the hypotheses that there are no sig

nificant differences among mean internality scores and mean student 

assumption of responsibility in the home scores of those students 

in the high, medium, or low levels of responsibility in the class

room whose SARCS scores are in agreement with the teachers' SARCS 

scores. However, findings indicated that there are significant 

differences among the mean motivation scores and mean grade point 

averages of those students in the high, medium, or low levels of 

responsibility in the classroom whose SARCS scores were in agreement 

with the teachers' SARCS scores. These students who perceived they 

assumed low levels of responsibility scored significantly lower on 

motivation and had significantly lower grade point averages than 

students who perceived they assumed high levels of responsibility 

as indicated on the SARCS. 



96 

Hypothesis 3: Parts e, f, ^̂  h 

Chi-square tests were used to test parts e, f, g, and h of 

Hypothesis 3 to determine if significant differences existed among 

the numbers of students in the high, medium, and low levels of 

responsibility groups whose SARCS scores were in agreement with 

teachers' SARCS scores, who were classified in various categories on 

the following variables: sex, ordinal positions in families, numbers 

of siblings, and work experiences. Ordinal positions in families 

were placed in three categories as follows: only or first child, 

second or third child, and fourth through eleventh child. Numbers 

of siblings were placed in three categories as follows: none or 

one, two or three, and four through ten. Work experiences were 

placed in two categories as follows: care of children and employed. 

The categories for each variable and the number of high, medium, 

and low responsibility students who were in each category are sum

marized in Table 15. When the data for the students were divided 

into groups of those students whose SARCS scores were in agreement 

and disagreement with teachers' SARCS scores and into groups of high, 

medium, and low levels of responsibility, the number of students 

who had no work experiences was too small to be accurately analyzed 

using the chi-square test. Therefore, the category of none for 

work experiences was eliminated in this chi-square test. 

The statistics resulting from the analyses of parts e, f, 

g, and h of Hypothesis 3 are presented in Table 15. The chi-square 

values obtained for the four variables of sex, ordinal positions 
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in families, numbers of siblings, and work experiences were not 

significant at the .05 level or beyond. Therefore parts e, f, g, 

and h or Hypothesis 3 were accepted. 

These findings supported the hypothesis that there are no sig

nificant differences among students in high, medium, and low groups 

of responsibility agreeing with teachers' SARCS scores regarding the 

variables of sex, ordinal positions in families, numbers of sib

lings, and work experiences. 

Hypothesis 4 

There are no significant differences among those 
students disagreeing with teacher SARCS scores who 
scored themselves high, medium, and low on the SARCS 
for the following variables: 

a. Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire 
scores 
1) Internality for positive events 
2) Internality for negative events 
3) Total internality 

b. Junior Index of Motivation Scale scores 
c. Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Home Scale 

scores 
d. Grade point averages 
e. Sex 
f. Ordinal positions in families 
g. Numbers of siblings 
h. Work experiences 

The absolute values of the mathematical differences between 

students' and teachers' SARCS scores were placed in rank order from 

0 through 76. The median score was 17.5, Those 98 students whose 

SARCS scores were in disagreement with the teachers' SARCS scores 

had scores in the range from 18 through 76, The 98 students whose 

SARCS scores disagreed with their teachers' SARCS scores were placed 

in rank order from those with the highest SARCS scores to those with 
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the lowest SARCS scores. The 98 students were then divided into 

three approximately equal groups. These 98 students had SARCS 

scores ranging from 95 through 240. Thirty-three students with the 

highest scores had SARCS scores ranging from 201 through 240. The 

34 students designated as having medium SARCS scores had scores 

ranging from 181 through 200, The 31 students with low SARCS scores 

had scores ranging from 95 through 180. 

Hypothesis 4: Parts a, b, c, d 

Parts a, b, c, and d of Hypothesis 4 were analyzed through the 

use of the one-way analysis of variance technique to determine if 

significant differences existed among the mean lAR internality for 

positive events scores, the mean lAR internality for negative events 

scores, the mean lAR total internality scores, the mean Junior Index 

of Motivation Scale scores, the mean Student Assumption of Respon

sibility in the Home Scale scores, and the mean grade point averages 

of students whose SARCS scores were in disagreement with their 

teachers' SARCS scores and who perceived that they assumed high, 

medium, and low levels of responsibility in the classroom. The mean 

scores on each of these variables for the students in the high, 

medium, and low assumption of responsibility groups are presented 

in Table 16. 

The statistics resulting from the analyses of parts a, b, c, 

and d of Hypothesis 4 are presented in Table 17. Non-significant 

F-values were obtained for the following variables: internality 

for positive events, internality for negative events, motivation, 
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TABLE 16 

VARIABLE MEANS FOR STUDENTS IN HIGH, MEDIUM, AND LOW 
GROUPS OF RESPONSIBILITY WHO DISAGREED WITH 

TEACHERS' SARCS SCORES 

Mean Scores of Students of Varying 
Levels of Responsibility 

High Medium Low 
Variables (N=33) (N=34) (N=31) 

lAR: Internality for 
positive events Scores +5.94 +5.65 +5,68 

lAR: Internality for 
negative events scores -6,03 -7.88 -6.32 

lAR: Total internality scores -1.97 -2.44 -2.77 

Junior Index of 
Motivation Scale scores 115.90 119.60 126.80 

Student Assumption of 
Responsibility in the 
Home Scale scores 

Grade Point Averages 

208.20 

83,48 

190,60 

79,24 

200,00 

74,48 
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and student assumption of responsibility in the home. Therefore, 

parts al, a2, b, and c of Hypothesis 4 were accepted. The F-value 

relating to total internality was significant at the .01 level, 

and the F-value relating to grade point averages was significant 

at the .01 level. Therefore, parts a3 and d of Hypothesis 4 were 

rejected. 

Using the least significant difference test, it was found that 

a significant difference existed between the mean lAR total internality 

scores of those students who had scored low on the SARCS and those 

who had scored high on the SARCS. Those who scored low on the SARCS 

had significantly more negative total internality than those who 

scored high on the SARCS. 

It was also determined through the use of the least significant 

difference test that there was a significant difference between the 

mean grade point averages of the students in the low and high groups 

on the SARCS. Those scoring lower on the SARCS had a significantly 

lower mean grade point average than those scoring high on the SARCS. 

These findings support the hypothesis that there are no sig

nificant differences among mean lAR internality for positive events 

scores, mean lAR internality for negative events scores, mean motiva

tion scores, and mean student assumption of responsibility in the 

home scores of those students perceiving themselves in the high, 

medium, or low levels of responsibility in the classroom whose SARCS 

scores were in disagreement with their teachers' SARCS scores. 

However, findings indicated that there are significant differences 
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among mean lAR total internality scores and mean grade point averages 

of those students perceiving themselves in the high, medium, and low 

levels of responsibility in the classroom whose SARCS scores were in 

disagreement with the teachers' SARCS scores. Those students who 

perceived that they assumed low levels of responsibility scored with 

more internality for negative events and had significantly lower 

grade point averages than students who perceived they assumed high 

levels of responsibility as indicated on the SARCS, 

Hypothesis 4: Parts e, f, g, h 

Chi-square tests were used to test parts e, f, g, and h of 

Hypothesis 4 to determine if significant differences existed among 

the numbers of students in the high, medium, and low groups of 

responsibility whose SARCS scores were in disagreement with teachers' 

SARCS scores, who were classified in various categories on the fol

lowing variables: sex, ordinal positions in families, numbers of 

siblings, and work experiences. These variables were placed in the 

same categories as they were in Hypothesis 3. The categories for 

each variable and the number of high, medium, and low responsibility 

students who were in each category are summarized in Table 18. When 

the data for the students were divided into groups of those students 

whose SARCS scores were in agreement and disagreement with teachers' 

SARCS scores and into groups of high, medium, and low levels of re-

responsibility, the number of students who had no work experiences 

was too small to be accurately analyzed using the chi-square test. 

Therefore, the category of none for work experiences was eliminated 

in this chi-square test. 
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The statistics resulting from the analyses of parts e, f, g, 

and h of Hypothesis 4 are presented in Table 18. The chi-square 

values obtained for the variables of ordinal positions in families 

and numbers of siblings were not significant at the .05 level or 

beyond. Therefore, parts f and g of Hypothesis 4 were accepted. 

However, the chi-square value obtained from the sex variable was 

significant at the .01 level, and the chi-square value obtained for 

the work experience variable was significant at the .05 level. 

Therefore, parts e and h of Hypothesis 4 were rejected. 

These findings supported the hypothesis that there are no 

significant differences among students in high, medium, and low 

groups of responsibility disagreeing with teachers' SARCS scores 

regarding the variables of ordinal positions in the family and numbers 

of siblings. However, findings indicated that there are significant 

differences among students perceiving themselves in high, medium, 

and low groups of responsibility disagreeing with teachers' SARCS • 

scores regarding the variables of sex and work experiences. Those 

students who perceived that they assume high levels of responsibility 

in the classroom tended to be female. Those students who perceived 

that they assumed low levels of responsibility were employed. 

Hypothesis 5 

There are no significant predictors for SARCS scores 
using the following variables: 

a. Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire 
scores 
1) Internality for positive events 
2) Internality for negative events 
3) Total internality 
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b. Junior Index of Motivation Scale scores 
c. Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Home Scale 

scores 
d. Grade point averages 
e. Sex 
f. Ordinal positions in families 
g. Numbers of siblings 
h. Work experiences 

Stepwise multiple regression was conducted for the data from 

the entire sample of 198 students. The purpose of this statistical 

analysis was to determine the combination of variables that best 

explained the variance of the students' SARCS scores. To achieve 

this, each independent variable was analyzed to find the best 

predictor of the dependent variable, SARCS scores. Once the best 

predictor was found, the other independent variables were analyzed 

to find the independent variables which when used in conjunction with 

the best predictor explained the most variance of the SARCS scores. 

The process of stepwise multiple regression continued until the 

contribution of an independent variable was found to be non-signifi

cant. At this point, analysis through stepwise multiple regression 

was completed. The variables analyzed in the study included lAR 

internality for positive events scores, lAR internality for negative 

events scores, lAR total internality scores, Junior Index of 

Motivation Scale scores, grade point averages, sex, ordinal positions 

in families, numbers of siblings, and work experiences. 

The statistics resulting from the analysis of the variables 

of Hypothesis 5 are presented in Table 19. The best predictors 

of student SARCS scores were grade point averages. Junior Index of 
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TABLE 19 

COEFFICIENTS OF DETERMINATION OF STUDENTS' SARCS SCORES ON 
ASSESSMENTS AND INDIVIDUAL VARIABLES AS DETERMINED BY 

STEPWISE MULTIPLE REGRESSION 

Cumulative 
Assessments and In- Coefficient of Levels of 
dividual Variables Determination Significance 

Grade Point Averages ,22 ,001 

Junior Index of Motivation Scale scores ,25 .01 

Student Assumption of Responsibility 

in the Home Scale scores .31 .001 

lAR: Total internality scores ,32 NS* 

.35 .01 
lAR: Internality for negative 

events scores 

lAR: Internality for positive 
events scores 

Sex 

Ordinal positions in families 

Work Experiences 

Numbers of Siblings 

.42 .001 

.43 NS* 

,43 NS* 

.43 NS* 

,43 NS* 

*Not significant at the ,05 level or beyond 
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Motivation Scale scores, and Student Assumption of Responsibility 

in the Home Scale scores. The variable, grade point averages, by 

itself accounted for 22 percent of the variance of the students' 

SARCS scores. The combined effect of grade point averages and 

Junior Index of Motivation Scale scores accounted for 25 percent of 

the variance of the students' SARCS scores. Grade point averages. 

Junior Index of Motivation Scale scores, and Student Assumption of 

Responsibility in the Home Scale scores together explained 31 percent 

of the variance of students' SARCS scores. The next variable, lAR 

total internality, was analyzed and resulted in an F-value that was 

non-significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the lAR total in

ternality and remaining variables of Intellectual Achievement 

Questionnaire scores, sex, ordinal positions in the family, numbers 

of siblings, and work experiences could not be used as predictors 

of students' SARCS scores. Parts al, a2, a2, e, f, g, and h of 

Hypothesis 5 were accepted. Parts b, c, and d of Hypothesis 5 were 

rejected. 

Findings suggest that grade point averages, Junior Index of 

Motivation Scale scores, and Student Assumption of Responsibility 

in the Home Scale scores explained 31 percent of the variance in 

the students' SARCS scores. This means that in using these three 

variables as predictors, that 69 percent of the variance is still 

unexplained. 
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Summary of Findings 

Findings of the study yielded information concerning the 

analysis of the Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Class

room Scale as well as the information resulting from testing of the 

hypotheses. The findings of the study will be divided into summary 

of the analysis of the Student Assumption of Responsibility in the 

Classroom Scale and summary of hypothesis testing. 

Summary of the Analysis of the 
Student Assumption of Responsibility 
in the Classroom Scale 

Analysis of the Student Assumption of Responsibility in the 

Classroom Scale for reliability indicated strong internal consistency 

of +.9 7 at the .01 level of significance. Coefficient alpha was 

the statistic used to test for internal consistency. 

Correlations of the scores of the responsibility categories 

within the SARCS and the total SARCS scores yielded high positive 

correlations. When students scored high on one category of the SARCS 

they had a high total SARCS score, and when students scored low on 

one category of the SARCS they had a low total SARCS score. 

There was a significant difference between the mean of the 

teachers' SARCS scores and the mean of the students' SARCS scores. 

Teachers tended to rate students higher on the SARCS than the 

students rated themselves. 

There was a significant difference between the mean SARCS 

score of students whose SARCS scores were in agreement with teachers' 

SARCS scores and the mean SARCS score of students whose SARCS scores 
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were in disagreement with teachers' scores. Those who agreed with 

their teachers rated themselves significantly higher on assumption 

of responsibility in the classroom than students who disagreed with 

their teachers. 

There was no significant difference between the mean SARCS 

score of teachers rating students whose SARCS scores were in agree

ment with teachers' SARCS scores and the mean SARCS score of teachers 

rating students whose SARCS scores were in disagreement with teachers' 

SARCS scores. This indicated that teachers rated students consistently 

on the SARCS whether the students' SARCS scores were in agreement or 

disagreement with the teachers' SARCS scores. 

Summary of Hypothesis Testing 

Hypothesis 1: There was a significant correlation of +.25 

between teachers' SARCS scores and students' SARCS scores. This 

was significant at the ,01 level. 

Hypothesis 2: There were no significant differences between 

students whose SARCS scores were in agreement with teachers' SARCS 

scores and those students whose SARCS scores were in disagreement 

with teachers' SARCS scores for the following variables: lAR 

internality for positive events scores, lAR internality for negative 

events scores, lAR total internality scores. Junior Index of 

Motivation Scale scores. Student Assumption of Responsibility in the 

Home Scale scores, grade point averages, sex, ordinal positions in 

families, numbers of siblings, and work experiences. 
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Hypothesis 3: There were no significant differences among 

those students whose SARCS scores were in agreement with teachers' 

SARCS scores and who scored themselves high, medium, and low on the 

SARCS for the following variables: lAR internality for positive 

events scores, lAR internality for negative events scores, lAR 

total internality scores. Student Assumption of Responsibility 

in the Home Scale scores, sex, ordinal positions in the family, 

numbers of siblings, and work experiences. 

There were significant differences among those students whose 

SARCS scores were in agreement with teachers' SARCS scores and who 

scored themselves high, medium, and low on the SARCS for the follow

ing variables: Junior Index of Motivation Scale scores and grade 

point averages. Those students who were in agreement with the 

teachers and who scored low on the SARCS had significantly lower 

mean JIM Scale scores than those who scored high on the SARCS. 

Those students who scored low on the SARCS had a significantly 

lower mean grade point averages than those scoring high on the SARCS, 

and those students with medium scores on the SARCS had significantly 

lower mean grade point averages than those students scoring high 

on the SARCS. 

Hypothesis 4: There were no significant differences among 

those students whose SARCS scores who were in disagreement with 

teachers' SARCS scores and who scored themselves high, medium, and-

low on the SARCS for the following variables: lAR internality for 

positive events scores, lAR internality for negative events scores. 

Junior Index of Motivation Scale scores, Student Assumption of 
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Responsibility in the Home Scale scores, ordinal positions in fam

ilies, and numbers of siblings. 

There were significant differences among those students whose 

SARCS scores were in agreement with teachers' SARCS scores and who 

scored themselves high, medium, and low on the SARCS for the fol

lowing variables: lAR total internality scores, grade point averages, 

sex, and work experiences. Those students who scored low on the 

SARCS had total internality scores that were more negative than those 

who scored high on the SARCS. Those students who scored low on the 

SARCS had a significantly lower mean grade point average than those 

scoring high on the SARCS, There were significantly more females 

who rated themselves high on the SARCS than females. There were 

significantly more students employed who rated themselves low on 

the SARCS. 

Hypothesis 5: The best predictors for SARCS scores were grade 

point averages. Junior Index of Motivation Scale scores, and Student 

Assumption of Responsibility in the Home Scale scores. The combined 

effect of these variables explained 31 percent of the variance of 

the students' SARCS scores. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER 

RESEARCH 

The purposes of this chapter are to summarize the study, draw 

conclusions based on the findings, and make recommendations for 

further research in the area of student assumption of responsibility 

in the classroom. This chapter is divided into four main parts. 

These parts are the summary of the study, findings of the study, 

conclusions and implications, and recommendations for further re

search. 

Summary of the Study 

The study consisted of three major problems. The first problem 

was to determine if a relationship existed between teachers' per

ceptions and students' perceptions of student assumption of respon

sibility in the classroom. The second problem was to determine if 

differences existed between student variables when students were 

classified according to levels of their assumption of responsibility 

in the classroom and according to whether their perceptions of 

assumption of responsibility agreed or disagreed with the percep

tions of their teachers. Student variables studied were Intellectual 

Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire scores. Junior Index of 
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Motivation Scale, scores. Student Assumption of Responsibility in 

the Home Scale scores, grade point averages, sex, ordinal positions 

in families, numbers of siblings, and work experiences. The third 

problem was to arrive at a predictive equation which could be used 

to predict the level of student assumption of responsibility in the 

classroom. 

In order to assess teachers' and students' perceptions of 

student assumption of responsibility in the classroom, the Student 

Assumption of Responsibility in the Classroom Scale (SARCS) was 

developed, validated, and utilized. To generate responsibility 

items for the SARCS, eight ninth grade English teachers and 211 of 

their ninth grade students listed at least ten responsibilities they 

believed a ninth grade student might show in the classroom. These 

lists were then assimilated to make a composite list which was 

divided into responsibility categories of clerical responsibilites, 

personal responsibilities, and relationship responsibilities. The 

composite list of responsibilities was validated by 5 university 

faculty members, 4 ninth grade public school teachers, and 24 of 

their ninth grade students. The validated list was finalized and 

administered in the data collection process. 

The Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire (lAR) 

was used to collect data on the variable of internality. The Junior 

Index of Motivation (JIM) Scale was used to collect data concerning 

motivation toward school. The Student Assumption of Responsibility 

in the Home Scale was used to assess student assumption of respon

sibility in the home. The Personal Data Form was developed to 
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obtain student information concerning sex, ordinal positions in fam

ilies, number of siblings, and work experience. 

The final data in the study were collected from 10 ninth grade 

English teachers and their 198 ninth grade students. Each teacher 

completed one SARCS for each student to indicate the teacher's 

perception of the student's assumption of responsibility in the class

room. Each student completed one SARCS to indicate that student's 

perception of self assumption of responsibility in the classroom. 

In addition to completion of the SARCS, each student completed 

the Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire, the Junior 

Index of Motivation Scale, the Student Assumption of Responsibility 

in the Home Scale, and the Personal Data Form. The researcher ob

tained students' grade point averages from school records. 

Data were analyzed. Student SARCS scores were divided into 

groups. First, the absolute values of the mathematical differences 

between students' SARCS scores and teachers' SARCS were placed in 

rank order and divided into two approximately equal groups. The 

group of 100 students with the smallest differences between teacher 

SARCS scores and student SARCS scores was labeled the group of 

students whose SARCS scores were in agreement with teachers' SARCS 

scores. The group of 98 students with the largest differences be

tween teacher SARCS scores and student SARCS scores was labeled the 

group of students whose SARCS scores were in disagreement with 

teachers' SARCS scores. 

The 100 students whose SARCS scores were in agreement with 

teachers' SARCS scores were divided into three groups of high, 
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medium, and low responsibility. The SARCS scores of the students in 

the group agreeing with teachers were placed in rank order and were 

divided into three approximately equal groups. Those students with 

the highest SARCS scores were designated as having a high level of 

responsibility. Those students with the medium SARCS scores were 

designated as having medium responsibility. Those students with low 

SARCS scores were designated as having low responsibility. 

Finally, the 98 students whose SARCS scores were in disagree

ment with teachers' SARCS scores were divided into three groups of 

high, medium, and low responsibility. The same process was used to 

divided this group as was used to divide the group of students whose 

SARCS scores were in agreement with teachers' SARCS scores. 

Statistical tests were used to analyze the Student Assumption 

of Responsibility in the Classroom Scale* Coefficient alpha was used 

to test the reliability of the SARCS in terms of internal consistency. 

The Pearson product moment correlation technique was used to deter

mine the relationships between SARCS responsibility category scores 

and total SARCS scores. One-way analysis of variance was used to 

test differences in means between teachers' SARCS scores and stu

dents' SARCS scores, differences in means between students' SARCS 

scores for those students whose SARCS socres were in agreement and 

disagreement with teachers' SARCS scores, and differences in means 

between teachers' SARCS scores for those students whose SARCS scores 

were in agreement and disagreement with teachers' SARCS scores. 



118 

In testing hypotheses, the Pearson product moment correlation 

technique was used to test the relationship between teachers' SARCS 

scores and students' SARCS scores. One-way analysis of variance was 

used to test hypotheses involving the variables of Intellectual 

Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire scores. Junior Index of 

Motivation Scale scores. Student Assumption of Responsibility in the 

Home Scale scores, and grade point averages. Chi-square tests were 

used to test hypotheses involving the variables of sex, ordinal 

positions in the family, numbers of siblings, and work experiences. 

Stepwise multiple regression was used to determine predictors of 

student SARCS scores. 

Findings of the Study 

The findings of the study were divided into two groups. These 

two groups are the summary of the analysis of the Student Assumption 

of Responsibility in the Classroom Scale and the summary of the 

results of the hypotheses tested. 

Summary of the Analysis of the 
Student Assumption of Respon
sibility in the Classroom Scale 

Analysis of the SARCS resulted in the following findings: 

1, The SARCS was tested for reliability. The coefficient 

alpha was used to test the internal consistency of the students' 

SARCS scores. The students' SARCS was found to have high internal 

consistency with coefficient alpha = +,97 at the ,01 level of 

significance. 
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2. The SARCS has three major categories of responsibilities 

including clerical responsibilities, personal responsibilities, and 

relationship responsibilities. Students' SARCS scores for each 

category were correlated with the students' total SARCS scores. 

Strong positive correlations ranging from .74 through ,79 existed 

between the scores of the responsibility categories and the total 

SARCS scores, 

3. The mean teachers' SARCS score was significantly higher 

than the mean students' SARCS score. 

4. Those students whose SARCS scores were in agreement with 

teachers' SARCS scores had a significantly higher mean SARCS score 

than those students whose SARCS scores were in disagreement with 

teachers' SARCS scores. 

5. There was no significant difference between the mean 

teachers' SARCS score for students whose SARCS scores were in agree

ment with teachers' SARCS scores and the mean teachers' SARCS score 

for students whose SARCS scores were in disagreement with teachers' 

SARCS scores. 

Summary of the Results of 
Hypotheses Tested 

Analyses of the hypotheses resulted in the following findings: 

1. There was a significant correlation of +.25 at the .01 

level of significance between teachers' SARCS scores and students' 

SARCS scores, 

2. There were no significant differences between students 

whose SARCS scores were in agreement with teachers' SARCS scores and 
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those students whose SARCS scores were in disagreement with teachers' 

SARCS scores for the following variables: lAR internality for 

positive events scores, lAR internality for negative events scores, 

LAR total internality scores. Junior Index of Motivation Scale scores. 

Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Home Scale scores, grade 

point averages, sex, ordinal positions in the family, numbers of 

siblings, and work experiences. 

3. There were no significant differences among those students 

whose SARCS scores were in agreement with teachers' SARCS scores and 

who scored themselves high, medium, and low on the SARCS for the 

following variables: lAR internality for positive events scores, 

LAR internality for negative events scores, lAR total internality 

scores, Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Home Scale 

scores, sex, ordinal positions in families, numbers of siblings, 

and work experiences. 

4. There were significant differences among those students 

whose SARCS scores were in agreement with teachers' SARCS scores and 

who scored themselves high, medium, and low on the SARCS for the 

following variables: Junior Index of Motivation Scale scores and 

grade point averages. Those students who scored low on the SARCS 

had significantly lower mean JIM scores than those who scored high 

on the SARCS. Those students who scored low on the SARCS had sig

nificantly lower mean grade point averages than those scoring high 

on the SARCS, and those students with medium scores on the SARCS had 
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significantly lower mean grade point averages than those students 

scoring high on the SARCS. 

5. There were no significant differences among those students 

whose SARCS scores were in disagreement with teachers' SARCS scores 

and who scored themselves high, medium, and low on the SARCS for the 

following variables: lAR internality for positive events scores, 

lAR internality for negative events scores. Junior Index of Motivation 

Scale scores. Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Home Scale 

Scores, ordinal positions in families, and numbers of siblings. 

6. There were significant differences among those students 

whose SARCS scores were in disagreement with teachers' SARCS scores 

and who scored themselves high, medium, and low on the SARCS for 

the following variables: lAR total internality scores, grade 

point averages, sex, and work experiences. Those students who scored 

low on the SARCS had mean total internality scores that were more 

negative than those who scored high on the SARCS. Since the total 

internality scores were the result of the sums of the internality for 

positive events scores and the internality for negative events scores, 

the total internality scores may be positive, neutral, or negative. 

The findings of this hypothesis showed that students who scored low 

on the SARCS had a stronger belief in internality for negative 

events than those students who scored high on the SARCS, Those 

students who scored low on the SARCS had a significantly lower mean 

grade point average than those scoring high on the SARCS, There 

were significantly more females who rated themselves higher on the 



122 

SARCS than males among those whose SARCS scores were in disagree

ment with the teachers' SARCS scores. Also, there were significantly 

more students who were employed who rated themselves lower on the 

SARCS. These students were also in the group of students whose 

SARCS scores were in disagreement with their teachers' SARCS scores, 

7. The best predictors for students' SARCS scores were grade 

point averages. Junior Index of Motivation Scale scores, and Student 

Assumption of Responsibility in the Home Scale scores. The combined 

effect of these variables explained 31 percent of the variance of 

the SARCS scores. 

Conclusions and Implications 

The following conclusions and implications resulted from 

analyses and interpretation of the data collected: 

1. The SARCS has high internal consistency, and strong 

positive correlations exist between the categories of responsibility 

items and the total SARCS scores. This indicates that che SARCS is 

a dependable instrument that can be used to measure student assump

tion of responsibility in the classroom, 

2. Students and teachers perceive student assumption of 

responsibility in the classroom differently. Teachers rated students 

higher than the students rated themselves. There may be several 

reasons for this. This may be because teachers are not aware of the 

daily student assumption of responsibility but have developed overall 

impressions of each student's assumption of responsibility in the 

classroom. Students may have greater expectations for themselves 



123 

than they are actually meeting, or students may realize they are 

supposed to be doing more and realize they are not. For these 

reasons, the students may be ranking themselves lower. 

3, Those students whose SARCS scores were in agreement with 

teachers' SARCS scores had a significantly higher mean SARCS score 

than those students whose SARCS scores were in disagreement with 

teachers' SARCS scores. Student and teacher personality factors 

may be influencing the ratings. If the students perceive themselves 

in the same way teachers do in terms of assumption of responsibility 

in the classroom, these students may be able to communicate better 

with that teacher and understand the teachers' instructions more 

fully than if they have perceptions that are not in agreement with 

those of the teachers. 

4, Teachers' SARCS ratings of students were about the same 

whether the student was in agreement or disagreement with teachers' 

SARCS scores, This may indicate that a teacher develops an overall 

impression of the classes a whole rather than of individuals. 

5, Students and teachers had a +,25 correlation at the ,01 

level of significance between their SARCS scores. This indicates 

that there is some agreement between the perceptions of students and 

teachers regarding student assumption of responsibility in the class

room as measured by the SARCS, In general, teachers are aware of 

a certain amount of responsibility their students are assuming. 

This provides a foundation to begin efforts toward improving student 

assumption of responsibility. 
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6. The differences between students agreeing and disagreeing 

with the teachers on SARCS scores for eight variables were not 

significant. It may be concluded that those students who agree and 

disagree with their teachers are not different in terms of inter

nality, motivation, assumption of responsibility in the home, grade 

point averages, sex, ordinal positions in families, numbers of 

siblings, and work experiences. Students who agree and disagree with 

teachers may vary on other factors. 

7. The differences among students agreeing with teachers and 

rating themselves high, medium, and low were not significant for the 

variables of internality, assumption of responsibility in the home, 

sex, ordinal positions in the family, numbers of siblings, and work 

experiences. It may be concluded that those students whose SARCS 

scores were in agreement with teachers' SARCS scores and who rated 

themselves high, medium, and low are not different in terms of 

internality, assumption of responsibility in the home, sex, ordinal 

positions in families, numbers of siblings, and work experiences, 

8. Students who scored low on the SARCS and whose SARCS scores 

were in agreement with teachers' SARCS scores had significantly lower 

mean JIM scores than those students who scored high on the SARCS. 

This finding indicates the importance of using known methods of 

helping students become and remain motivated toward school in order 

for them to become more responsible. If the SARCS is utilized in 

identifying students assuming low responsibility in the classroom, 

these students can be given additional help. This help would be 
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directed toward helping students become more motivated. The help 

could be in the form of special counseling, utilization of different 

methods of teaching, and special application of school learning to 

relevant and meaningful interests within the students personal lives. 

In order to provide extra help for the students, allowances must be 

made for the people helping the students to have the necessary time 

required, the necessary materials available, and the cooperation of 

other people involved in helping the students. 

9, Students who scored low on the SARCS and whose scores were 

in agreement with teachers' SARCS scores had significantly lower mean 

grade point averages than scoring high on the SARCS, and those stu

dents with medium SARCS scores had significantly lower mean grade 

point averages than those students scoring high on the SARCS, Part 

of student assumption of responsibility in the classroom involves 

use of good study habits. Perhaps student training in study habits 

and assumption of responsibility would help students with lower grade 

point averages increase their grade point averages. In addition, 

information explaining ways to improve study habits could be shared 

with the parents of the students. Perhaps with additional help for 

students at home, the study habits could be greatly improved. Also, 

if the students' parents become involved in helping the students, 

several improvements could be made. For example, the parents would 

be more aware of the progress of their children in school. The 

parents could help their children and the teachers by discovering 

deficiencies of students early. Then, the deficiencies could be 
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corrected before they became enormous obstacles for the students to 

overcome. Also, with the additional help from the parents, the 

students would have reinforcement from home as well as from school. 

Communication among students, parents, and teachers could be improved 

which would provide better understandings among all concerned. 

Perhaps with these improved communications, problems concerning 

student graduation with minimum competencies and funding for schools 

could be better understood and hopefully improved. 

10. There were no significant differences among those students 

whose SARCS scores were in disagreement with teachers' SARCS scores 

and who scored themselves high, medium, and low on the SARCS for the 

following variables: lAR internality for positive events scores, 

lAR internality for negative events scores. Junior Index of Motivation 

Scale scores. Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Home Scale 

scores, ordinal positions in families, and numbers of siblings. 

This finding indicated that differences among high, medium, and low 

responsibility groups within the group of students whose SARCS scores 

were in disagreement with teachers' SARCS scores could not be explained 

by these seven variables, 

11, Students who scored low on the SARCS and whose SARCS 

scores were in disagreement with teachers' SARCS scores had signifi

cantly lower mean lAR total internality scores than those students 

in the high group. This finding indicated that improvement of stu

dent study skills might help students. If students studied for 

tests, the students might feel responsible for passing the test 
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which would be rated as a higher lAR total internality. Also, if 

the students could be placed in a situation in which they continually 

succeeded, then their lAR total internality would increase. An 

example of a situation to help students succeed is to provide 

extrinsic motivation for new tasks being learned. After students 

learn the new task, the personal satisfaction of having succeeded 

in the new task provides the intrinsic motivation which would help 

the students want to try new tasks in the future. With each success, 

the students would feel more and more responsible for their successes 

and would then have a much higher lAR total internality. 

Another suggestion for helping the student involves student 

training in decision-making processes. Knowledge that consequences 

of decisions that the students make can affect their lives could 

help the students change present assumption of responsibility in the 

classroom. If students could see the consequences that a lack of 

education or a lack of basic skills would make upon their lives, 

perhaps they would become more interested in assuming responsibility 

in the classroom. For example, students could be placed in a situa

tion in which they chose a lifestyle they wanted for themselves. 

They would then trace the steps necessary to fulfill their goal of 

the lifestyle. In other words, the students would identify a goal. 

A source of motivation would be planning to meet the goal. The 

students would list the steps necessary in meeting the goal. Then, 

a hypothetical situation could be given to the students. This 

hypothetical situation would involve a decision-making process. 
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The students would think through the hypothetical situation to find 

the results of actions taken to solve the hypothetical situation. 

Then, the student would consider the effect of the results of actions 

on the goal that was set. The example just explained could easily 

be compared to the importance of assuming responsibility in the 

classroom and the importance of education in meeting the goals of a 

lifestyle, 

12. Students who scored low on the SARCS and whose SARCS scores 

were in disagreement with teachers' SARCS scores had a significantly 

lower mean grade point average than those who scored high on the 

SARCS. This finding in addition to the finding regarding grade point 

averages in the group of students whose SARCS scores were in agree

ment with teachers' SARCS scores indicated a strong need for emphasis 

on development of good study habits, 

13, Female students in the group of students whose scores were 

in disagreement with teachers' SARCS scores tended to rate themselves 

higher on the SARCS than did male students. This finding may in

dicate that female students tend to be more interested in school 

than male students and are therefore assuming more responsibility 

in the classroom. To help male students become more interested in 

school, decision-making classes could be offered which would help 

male students see how education can help them meet their goals in 

life. These classes could also be offered to female students who 

lack interest in school. 
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14- Regularly employed students in the group of students whose 

SARCS scores were in disagreement with teachers' SARCS scores rated 

themselves low on the SARCS. This finding may be because these 

students in the disagree group are focusing their energies on the 

employment and have placed assumption of responsibility in the class

room as a second priority. These students could be good candidates 

for existing high school programs which allow half-day school 

training and half-day job training. 

Reasons for agreement or disagreement between students and 

teachers for all hypotheses tested could include rapport of students 

and teachers. Communication in all areas needs to remain open be

tween students and teachers to promote better understanding. With 

this better understanding, solutions to problems may be more easily 

found. 

15, Predictors for students' SARCS scores are grade point 

averages. Junior Index of Motivation Scale scores, and Student 

Assumption of Responsibility in the Home Scale scores. The combined 

effect of these variables explained 31 percent of the variance of 

the SARCS scores. To identify students of varying levels of assump

tion of responsibility in the classroom, these variables could be 

examined. The variables could be used as a starting point in helping 

students become more responsible in the classroom. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

After completions of the study, a need for further research is 

indicated. The following are recommendations for further research: 
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1. Replicate the study in various parts of the country to 

see how findings compare to findings of this study, 

2. Study different divisions of student SiARCS scores. For 

example, the direction of agreement or disagreement between teacher 

and student SARCS scores could be studied. In the study reported, 

the absolute value of the mathematical differences in the teacher 

and student SARCS scores was studied. Another approach would be 

used to analyze the variables associated with groups of students 

who rated themselves higher than the teachers did and with groups of 

students who rated themselves lower than the teachers did, 

3. Administer the SARCS to high school students as a pretest 

and as a post-test for students entering the program involving half-

day school training and half-day job training. Analyze the pretest 

SARCS scores and the post-test SARCS scores to detect differences in 

the mean SARCS scores indicating changes in the student assumption 

of responsibility in the classroom, 

4. Utilize the SARCS at different grade levels to see if 

student perception of student assumption of responsibility in the 

classroom changes with grade levels, 

5. Utilize the SARCS in testing the same group of students 

over a period of five years to see if the student perception of 

student assumption of responsibility in the classroom changes with 

age. 

6. Utilize the SARCS as a pretest and a post-test for a unit 

of study of good study habits. Analyze the pretest and post-test 

scores to detect differences in the mean SARCS scores. 
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7. Analyze correlations between student SARCS and the variables 

used in this study to find degrees and directions of relationships 

between student SARCS scores and the variables studied, 

8. Study other student variables to find variables that can 

explain the remaining 69 percent of the variance of the SARCS scores. 

Other variables that might be tested include student self-concept, 

student rapport with the teacher, parental support of the student, 

and parental support of the teacher, administrators, and school 

system. 
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INSTRUCTIONS TO THE TEACHERS 

May 4, 1979 

Dear 

In an attempt to determine characteristics of a student who 
accepts responsibility in the learning process, the first step is 
to collect student and teacher perceptions of what student respon
sibility should be in the class. 

Please give the attached forms to one of your ninth grade 
regular English classes. Each student in the class will complete 
one, and you, the teacher, will complete one. Please return these 
by school mail to me at Junior High School by May 18, 
1979, 

Thank you for your assistance in this research. If there 
are any questions please call me at home: . 

Sincerely, 

Carolyn Douglas 
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List of Responsibilities 

Responsibility involves doing something you know you are supposed to 

do without having to be told to do so. 

Directions: Keeping the above definition in mind, list at least 10 

ways you believe a ninth grade student might show responsibility 

in class. 

1. 

2. 

3, 

4, 

5. 

6, 

7. 

8, 

9, 

10, 

(List others on the back of th is sheet , ) 
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INSTRUCTIONS TO THE TEACHERS 

November 16, 1979 

Dear 

As a doctoral candidate, I am preparing a doctoral dissertation 
identifying factors associated with student responsibility in the 
classroom. As a part of the study, I am developing a scale which 
will measure student assumption of responsibility in the classroom. 
The first step in developing the scale has been completed by compiling 
suggestions made by ninth grade students in regular English classes 
and their teachers. The suggestions were made for responsibilities 
ninth grade students might show in the public school classroom. 

The next step, validation of these responsibilities, is es
sential for the scale to be of any use or importance. Your help in 
validating the scale is of utmost importance since it will indicate 
the extent to which the scale truly represents responsibilities 
typically assumed by ninth grade students. 

To validate the scale, complete one of the enclosed forms 
yourself and then select six of your regular ninth grade students 
to complete the forms also. In selecting students to complete the 
forms, select two students who often show high levels of respon
sibility in your classroom, two students who show medium levels of 
responsibility in your classroom, and two students who show low 
levels of responsibility in your classroom. Please do not identify 
in any way either to the students or to me which level of respon
sibility you feel each represents. 

Please return the forms through the school mail to me at 
Junior High by December 7, 

Thank you for your assistance in this research. Your help 
is greatly appreciated. If there are any questions, please call me 
at home: • 

Sincerely, 

Carolyn Douglas 
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Student Responsibilities List 

Directions: 

Keep the following definition in mind as you read and answer 
each of the statements below. 

Definition: Responsibility involves doing something you are 
supposed to do without having to be told to do so 

The statements listed below are responsibilities a ninth grade 
student might show in the classroom. For each statement decide how 
important you think it is that a student shows each responsibility. 
Then place a check in the appropriate column. There are no right or 
wrong answers. There are only your opinions. If there are state
ments you do not understand or which are unclear, please tell me so 
be writing comments next to them. 
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4-1 
CO 

X 
13 
CU 
6 
o 
en 

4-1 
3 
CO 
4-1 
54 
o 
a 
e •H 
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13 

3. Keeps graded papers in notebook 

Clerical Responsibilities 

1. Brings necessary materials to class such as 
paper, pen, pencils, and assignments 

2. Keeps books in good condition 

4. Corrects mistakes when papers are returned 
5. Leaves school property in good condition 

Uses own possessions such as books, paper, 
pen, and pencils 

7. Writes neatly and legibly 
8, Helps keep the classroom neat and clean 
9. Brings a pass to class when tardy 

10 Promptly returns papers that must be signed 
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1 1 , Promptly returns borrowed items such as the 
teacher's reference books 

12. Promptly takes care of fees 

Personal Responsibilities 

1. Uses available class time to work on 
assignments 

2. Completes assignments on time 
3. 
4. 

Promptly makes up work missed during absences 
Brings other work to do after completing 
class work 

5. Studies for tests 
Asks questions when explanations are not 
understood 

2_. 
8. 
7. Uses sources allowed to complete work 

Contributes to class discussions in a 
positive way 

9. Is well groomed 
10, Voluntarily comes for extra help from the 

teacher when needed 
11, Is seated when the tardy bell rings 
12. Is quiet when the tardy bell rings 
13. Follov/s directions 
14, Does work to the best of ability 
15, Concentrates on the work of the class 

during the class period 
16, Avoids disturbing others 
17, Attends to personal business before class 

starts 
18. Obeys school rules 
19. Obeys class rules 
20. Asks questions relating to topic 

24 
25 

21. Accepts results of own behavior 
22. Follows class routine willingly 
23, Attends school regularly 

Behaves when visitors are present 
Speaks in a way that is easily heard 

26 Adds humor to the class 
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Relationship Responsibilities 

1, Respects the teacher 
2, Respects the teacher's belongings 
3, Waits for a turn for the teacher's help 

3 
CO 

4 Is courteous 
5. Listens to others when they talk 
6, Respects other students' belongings 
7, Encourages other students to be quiet 
8. Allows the teacher to settle problems 

Helps other students understand information 
10 Cooperates with the teacher 
11. Cooperates with the students 
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TEACHER COPY 

Student's Name 

Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Classroom Scale 

Directions: 

Keep the following definition in mine as you read and answer 
each of the statements below. 

Definition: Responsibility involves doing something you know 
you are supposed to do without having to be told 
to do so. 

The statements listed below are responsibilities a ninth grade 
student might show in the classroom. For each statement, decide 
how often you believe the student you are rating shows the respon
sibility stated. Then, place a check in the appropriate column. 
There are no right or wrong answers. There are only your opinions 

en 
>^ 
CO 

3 
CU 
4-1 

en 
CU 

CU 
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o 
en 

o 
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C U 

eo 

Clerical Responsibilities 

1. Brings necessary materials to class such as 
paper, pen, pencils, and assignments 

54 
<U 
> 
CU 

z 

2. Keeps books in good condition 
3. Keeps graded papers in notebook 
4. Corrects mistakes when papers are returned 
5. Leaves school property in good condition 

11 

6. Uses own possessions such as books, paper, 
pen, and pencils 

7. Writes neatly and legibly 
8. Helps keep the classroom neat and clean 
9. Brings a pass to class when tardy 

Promptly returns borrowed items such as 
the teacher's reference books 

10. Promptly returns papers that must be signed 

12. Promptly takes care of fees 
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Personal Responsibilities 

1. 

~ 

3. 

4. 

_7_. 
8. 

10. 

Uses available class time to work on 
assi_gnments 
Completes assignments on time 
Promptly makes up work missed during 
absences 
Brings other work to do after completing 
class work 
Studies for tests 
Asks questions when explanations are not 
understood 

7. Uses sources allowed to complete work 
Contributes to class discussions in a 
positive way 

9. Is well groomed 
Voluntarily comes for extra help from the 
teacher when needed 

en P»̂  
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5 
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23. Attends school regularly 
24. Behaves when visitors are present 
25, Speaks in a way that is easily heard 

Relationship Responsibilities 

i. Respects the teacher 
2. Respects the teacher's belongings 

11. 
12. 
13. 
14, 
15. 

16, 
17, 

18, 
19, 
20, 
21, 
22, 

Is seated when the tardy bell rings 
Is quiet when the tardy bell rings 
Follows directions 
Does work to the best of ability 

i • ' 

/ 

Concentrates on the work of the class during = 
the class period 
Avoids disturbing others 
Attends to personal business before 
starts 
Obeys school rules 
Obeys class rules 
Asks questions relating to topic 
Accepts results of own behavior 
Follows class routine willingly 

i 

class i 

\ 
i ' 

\ ' •: 

i 

t 

} 

' •• 
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3. 
4. 

Waits for a turn for the teacher's help 
Is courteous 

en 
>̂  
CO 
5 

i-i 

< 

3 
(U 
4-1 
MH 
O 

en 
QJ 
S 

•H 
4-1 
CU 

e O 
en 

ip ! 1 ! 

e o 
"3 
r - l 
CU 

en 

5-1 
CU 
> 
CU 
Z 

i ! 
1 

Listens to others when they talk 
6. Respects other students' belongings 
7. Encourages other students to be quiet 
8. Allows the teacher to settle problems 

Helps other students understand information 
10 Cooperates with the teacher 
11. Cooperates with the students 
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Name 

Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Clas sroom Scale 

Directions: 

each o f tL"^^ following definition in mind as you read and answer 
eacn ot the statements below. 

Definition: Responsibility involves doing something you know 
you are supposed to do without having to be told 
to do so, 

The statements listed below are responsibilities a ninth grade 
student might show in the classroom. For each statement, decide 
how ottenxou, as a student, show the responsibility stated. Then 
place a check in the appropriate column. There are no right or 
wrong answers. There are only your opinions. 

Clerical Responsibiliites 

1, Brings necessary materials to class such as 
paper, pen, pencils, and assignments 

2. Keeps books in good condition 
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3. Keeps graded papers in notebook 
4. Corrects mistakes when papers are returned 
5. Leaves school property in good condition 
6. Uses own possessions such as books, paper, 

pen, and pencils 
7, Writes neatly and legibly \ < 1 
8, Helps keep the classroom neat and clean i 1 
9, Brings a pass to class when tardy ] 

10, Promptly returns papers that must be signed ' i 
11. Promptly returns borrowed items such as the • { 

teacher's reference books ' ; 
12, Promptly takes care of fees • j 
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Personal Responsibilities 

1. 

3, 

4. 

Uses available class time to work on 
assignments 
Completes assignments on time 
Promptly makes up work missed during 
absences 

:. • I ; 

Brings other work to do after completing 
class work 

5. Studies for tests 
6. Asks questions when explanations are 

not understood 
7. Uses sources allowed to complete work 
8. Contributes to class discussions in a 

positive way 
9. Is well groomed 

10. Voluntarily comes for extra help from the 
teacher when needed 

11. Is seated when the tardy bell rings 
12. Is quiet when the tardy bell rings 
13. Follows directions 
14. Does work to the best of ability 
15. Concentrates on the work of the class 

during the class period 
16. Avoids disturbing others 
17. Attends to personal business before class 

starts 
18. Obevs school rules 

20 

24 

19, Obeys class rules 
Asks questions relating to topic 

21, Accepts results of own behavior 
22. Follows class routine willingly 
23, Attends school regularly 

Behaves when visitors are present 
25, Speaks in a way that is easily heard 

Relationship Responsibilities 

1. Respects the teacher 
2, Respects the teacher's belongings 
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3, Waits for a turn for the teacher's help 
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4. Is courteous 
5. Listens to others when they talk 
6. Respects other students' belongings 
7. Encourages other students to be quiet 
8. Allows the teacher to settle problems 
9. Helps other students understand information 

10. Cooperates with the teacher 
11. Cooperates with the students 
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Personal Data Form 

1, Name 
(first) (last) 

2, Sex: male f̂emale 

3. Number of brothers and sisters: 

4. Position in your family: (Circle a number below. For example 

if you were the first child born, you 

would circle "1") 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Other (indicate) 

5. In the space below list work experiences that you have had: 
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Name 

The Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire 
(Short Form) 

General Instructions: This questionnaire describes a number 
of common experiences most of you have in your daily lives. These 
statements are presented one at a time, and following each are 
two possible answers. Read the description of the experience care
fully, and then look at the two answers. Choose the ̂ ne that most 
often describes what happens to you. Put a circle around the "A" 
or the B' in front of that answer. Be sure to answer each question 
according to how you really feel. 

If at any time, you are uncertain about the meaning of a 
question, raise your hand and one of the persons who passed out the 
questionnaires will come and explain it to you. 

1. If a teacher passes you to the next grade, would it probably 
be 

A. because she liked you, or 

B. because of the work you did? 

2. When you do well on a test at school, is it more likely to be 

A. because you studied for it, or 
B. because the test was especially easy? 

3. Suppose your parents say you are doing well in school. Is this 
likely to happen 

A. because your school work is good, or 
B, because they are in a good mood? 

4. Suppose you did better than usual in a subject at school. Would 
it probably happen 

A. because you tried harder, or 
B. because someone helped you? 

5. When you find it hard to work arithmetic or math problems at 
school, is it 

A. because you didn't study well enough before you tried them, 
or 

B. because the teacher gave problems that were too hard? 
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6. When you forget something you heard in class, is it 

A. because the teacher didn't explain it very well, or 
B, because you didn't try very hard to remember? 

7. If your parents tell you you're acting silly and not thinking 
clearly, is it more likely to be 

A, because of something you did, or 
B, because they happen to feel cranky ? 

8, When you don't do well on a test at school, is it 

A. because the test was especially hard, or 
B. because you didn't study for it? 

9. If a teacher didn't pass you to the next grade, would it 
probably be 

A. because she "had it in for you," or 
B. because your school work wasn't good enough? 

10. Suppose you don't do as well as usual in a subject at school. 
Would this probably happen 

A. because you weren't as careful as usual, or 
B. because somebody bothered you and kept you from working? 

11. Suppose your parents say you aren't doing well in your school 
work. Is this likely to happen more 

A. because your work isn't very good, or 
B. because they are feeling cranky? 

12. When you find it easy to work arithmetic or math problems at 
school, is it usually 

A. because the teacher gave you especially easy problems, or 
B. because you studied your book well before you tried them? 

13. When you remember something you heard in class, is it usually 

A. because you tried hard to remember, or 
B, because the teacher explained it well? 

14. If your parents tell you that you are bright or clever, is it 
more likely 

A. because they are feeling good, or 
B. because of something you did? 
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JIM SCALE 

STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE 

(Form F) 

Jock R. Frymier 
Coll«q« of Education 

The Ohio Stof* University 

G>iumbus, Ohio 

DIRECTIONS 

We are trying to find out how students think and feei about a number of important topics. In order 
to do this, we would like to ask you to answer some questions. This is not an intelligence test nor an in
formation test. There are no "right" or "wrong" answers. The best and only correct answer is YOUR 
PERSONAL OPINION. Whatever your answer is, there will be many who agree and many who dis
agree. What we really want to know is HOW YOU FEEL about each statement. 

Read each statement very carefully, and then indicate your agreement or disagreement by marking 
it, according to the following scale, in the appropriate space beside each statement. 

-f 1 alight support, agreement —1 slight opposition, disagreement 
-r2 strong support, agreement —2 strong opposition, disagreement 

You may have as much time as you need, so read each statement very carefully and answer it the 
best way you can. 

Copyrigkt 1996—Jack R. Frymier 
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1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12-
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 

+ 1 slight support, agreement _ i alight opposition, disagreement 
+ 2 strong support, agreement _ 2 strong opposition, disagreement 

Late afternoon is the best time of day. 
Many children have often been punished without cause. 
Students should be made to go to school until they are 18 years old. 
Being right is more important than being kind. 
School ia more fun when teachers let students do things they want to. 
Pupils who try should get good grades even if they make mistakes. 
Successful people are those who make the most money. 
The best way to spend a free evening is with a good book. 
Most young people do not want to go to school. 
Some new ideas are interesting, but moat of them are not. 
Practical people are usually highly respected. 
Knowing the answer is more important than knowing where to get the answer. 
Many young people feel grouchy. 
The best people refuse to depend on other persons. 
Some teachers make school more interesting than others. 
A person's feelings on a topic are not as important as the facts. 
There are more important things in the world than making money. 
It does not really help much to study about people from other lands. 
Life is mostly sorrow with just a little joy. 
Some students have to study more than others. 
Many youngsters often want to run away from home. 
Being a good speaker is just as important as being a good speller. 
Some teachers seem to enjoy making students suffer. 
Our whole trouble is that we won't let God help us. 
Most people worry more before they take a test than during the test. 
No one seems to understand young people. 
Learning to cooperate is more important than learning to compete. 
Most people would like school better if teachers did not give grades. 
The world we live in is a pretty lonesome place. 
Social progress can only be achieved by returning to our glorious past. 
It is very foolish to advocate government support of education. 
Most people's hardest battles are with ihemseives. 
There is nothing new under the sun. 
Helping other people is the key to happiness. 
Life seems to be one big struggle after another. 
Most people just don't give a "darn" for others. 
The best way to achieve security ia for the government to guarantee jobs. 
Some people do not appreciate the value of an education. 
Most young people feel uncomfortable around someone of the opposite sex. 
Many new ideas are not worth the paper they are printed on. 

GO ON TO NEXT PAGE 
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+ 1 slight support, agreement _ i slight opposition, disagreement 
4-2 strong support, agreement _ 2 strong opposition, disagreement 

t ) 41. Many teachers are not considerate of students' feelings. 
I I 42. Teachers are generally underpaid. 

1 1 43. Being unhealthy is worse than being unhappy. 
ZZ] 44. It is better to forget than to forgive. 
I I 45. Pupils who copy during an examination should fail the test. 
1 I 46. Young people should be free to follow their own desires. 
I . J 47. Listening to a good speaker is the best way to learn. 
I 1 48. The present is all too often full of unhappiness. 
1 I 49. Most people just don't know what is good for them. 
1 I 50. Understanding yourself helps one understand others. 
I I 51. People who dream a lot at night are apt to be crazy. 
1 I 52. Familiarity breeds contempt, so one should never be too friendly. 
I I 53. There is a real limit to man's intelligence. 
I I 54. People who are insulted generally deserve to be. 
1 I 55. Experience may be a good teacher, but schools are better. 
I I 56. Wasting time is even worse than wasting money. 
I I 57. People who are quick thinkers usually jump to conclusions. 
I I 58. Moat people do not have good ideas until they grow up. 
I I 59. When people are unhappy they should talk to someone about it. 
I I 60. Looking good ia juat as important as being good. 
I I 61. The best part of education is that which people teach themselves. 
I I 62. Famous people usually have a lot of money. 
I I 63. Most people cannot learn from the experience of others. 
I I 64. The dreamer is a danger to society. 
I I 65. Most teachers like to drive students if they have the chance. 
I I 66. God helps those who help themselves. 
i [ 67. One can never desire too much of a good thing. 
I I 68. Being a liar is better than being a gossip. 
I I 69. Asking questions usually gets you into trouble. 
I I 70. Not many people in the world are really kind. 
I I 71. The biggest part of being successful is determination. 
I I 72. Teachers know more and do less than most other people. 
p n 73. Hope is really no better than worry. 
I I 74. School is not all that it's cracked up to be. 
I I 75. Everything tiiat people do is either right or wrong. 
I I 76. Quick thinking is always better than being polite. 
( I 77. The gentle person often treats himself severely. 
I [ 78. Everybody ought to do something worthwhile everyday. 
f~~l 79. We are never really as happy as we think we are. 
I 1 80. All those who fail have worked in vain. 

STOP! CLOSE YOUR TEST BOOKLET 
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Name 

Student Assumption of Responsibility in the Home Scale 

Directions: The following are tasks that may be done at home. When 
the task needs to be done, how often do you do the task? Beside 
each task, place a check in the appropriate blank. 

Always Often Sometimes Seldom Never 

Repair Jobs: 
1. Repair personal belongings 

or recreational equipment 
2. Repair small household 

equipment 
3. Repair yard equipment 

Outside Tasks: 
4. Clean sidewalks 

(shoveling snow or 
sweeping) 

5. Mow the yard 
6. 
_7^ 
8. 

Do gardening 
Do pruning 
Paint the house 

9. Clean windows 
10. Wash car 
11. Walk or ride bike to: 

a. School 
b. Friends' houses 

c. Neighborhood stores 

Meal Preparation: 
12. Cook breakfast 
13. Cook lunch 

18. 

14. Cook dinner 
15. Prepare snacks or 

desserts or simple food 
items 

16. Set table 
17. Clean table after meal 

Wash dishes (or fill 
dishwasher) 

19. Dry and store dishes 
(or empty dishwasher) 
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Always Often Sometimes Seldom Never 

20. Prepare grocery shop-
_ping list 

21. Buy groceries 

Cleaning Chores: 
22. Dust furniture 
23. Sweep hard surface 

floors 
24. Mop hard surface 

floors 
25. Vacuum rugs or car

pets or shake out 
small rugs 

26. Clean refrigerator 
27. Clean oven 
28. Take out garbage 
29. 
30. 

Make own bed 
Change bed linens 

Clothing Tasks: 
31. Mend or alter 

clothes 
32. 

33. 

Sew own clothes 
(with sewing machine) 
Decide what to wear 
for different 
activities 

34. Shop for own clothes 
35. Plan own wardrobe 
36. Put away own clothes 

after wearing 
37. Wash clothes by hand 
38. Wash clothes by machine 
39. 
40. 

Iron clothes 
Help fold and put 
laundry away 

41. Straighten closets 
42. Straighten drawers 

Money Management: 
43. Plan gift lists 
44. Shop for gifts 
45. Make exchange or return 

purchases to stores 
46 Handle own allowance 
47 Handle money received 

for specific needs 
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Always Often Sometimes Seldom Never 

48. Manage own personal 
savings fund 

49. Balance own checkbook 
50. Decide amount of money 

needed for personal 
expenses 

Miscellaneous: 
51. Plan family recrea

tion or holiday 
activities 

52. Choose own friends 
53. Answer telephone 
54. Select pets 
55. Cares for pet 

a. Feed pet 
b. Groom pet 

56. Care for younger 
children in family 

57. Care for elderly in 
the home 

58 Do school work 
59. Go alone to personal 

appointments (dentist, 
doctor, music lesson) 

60, Decorate own rrom 
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Instructions to Teachers for Collection of Data 

December 17, 1979 

Dear 

As a doctoral candidate, I am preparing a doctoral disserta
tion identifying factors associated with student responsibility 
in the classroom. I need your help in collecting information 
from one of your ninth grade regular English classes. Guidelines 
for collecting the information are listed on the next page. If 
you have any questions, please call me at home: • 

Please return the forms through school mail to me at 
^Junior High by January 11, 1980. 

Thank you for your assistance in this research. Your help 
is greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Carolyn Douglas 
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Guidelines for Collection of Information 

The purpose of the study is to identify factors associated 
with student responsibility in the classroom. 

1. Testing needs to be done in one of your ninth grade regular 
English classes. 

2. Testing should require no more than two class periods. If 
possible, testing should be done in two consecutive days. 

3. Students need to write their names on each test or form. All 
information will be kept confidential. 

4. Each test contains its own directions. Please make sure students 
read them. 

DAY 1: 

a. Each student completes Student Assumption of Responsibility 
in the Classroom Scale. This test is the students' views on 
their own behaviors in the classroom. (approx. time: 20 min.) 

b. You, as the teacher, will complete one Student Assumption of 
Responsibility in the Classroom Scale rating each student. 
This test is the teacher's perception of each student's 
behavior in the classroom. Be sure to write the student's 
name on the test as you rate that student's behavior. 

c. Each student completes Student Assumption of Responsibility 
in the Home Scale. Students need to write their names on 
their tests. C^pprox. time: 20 min.) 

d. If time remains, the students can complete Personal Data 
Form. Questions concerning numbers of brothers and 
sisters in the family and position in the family refer to 
the family in which the student lives. Work experiences 
also include babysitting. (approx. time: 5 min.) 

DAY 2: 

a. Each student completes Personal Data Form if this has not 
been done in Day 1. 

b. Each student completes the JIM Scale. Students need co 
write their names in the name blank. (approx. time: 30 min.) 
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c. Each student completes Intellectual Achievement Respon
sibility Questionnaire. Students need to write their names 
on their tests. (approx. time: 10 min.) 
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