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R ABSTRACT

= ;
Albert Bandura theorizes that ante

, edént to the
7 R
initiatior of an action is an assessment ¢f one's current

i
¥

. Lo ’ = 7 .
ability to perform the/task at hand. 'This‘assesipent is

‘termed a judgement of self-efficacy. fReSearch has;indigafedi

t .-
1 S

thet self{efficacy<has a %ignifieant influence on ﬁhe
eperformaﬁee'ef a variety of tasks. The‘@resenéﬁstudy consiet—
ed of two eéperimente which: (lf addressed the‘felationEhip
5etween~selfQEfficacy and studeﬁt performanee on,ecaaemiCJ
tasks (the Cahadian Tests of Basic Skiils; feading and
mathemagicsbsubtests);/and (2) exemineg,t%e;relative.
effectiveness of self—instruétioealftraining and‘ré@%onai
'emotive‘ceuhsell%ng in imprb%iﬁg’stﬁdents"selfeefficacy
judgements. | ’

Invboth experiments, £éét ankious grade‘ten students
were aesigned randomly to one of three treatment groupé -
ratioeel emotive counselliﬁg, self—instfuctional tfaining,
or a placebo conérol group,which waé structured to éerallel
the other two groups in format.

| ‘Forty-one velunteer students partieipated in the.fifSt
experimeht. Thir;; volﬁnteers partieipated in the second

experiment. Task-specific efficacy probes were administered

iii
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efficacy“theory and.reseeréh*gre discussed.

. B} .
o . { . . \‘*:13
i -

\,

to the studénts on three occasions over a six-weéek period.

Reading and mathematics tests were administered befdre and

‘ . |
afterftheiexperimental treatments. pﬁ? » B : _ ‘
: / N : , ; ) 4
) ‘Besuite frem bbth experiments‘indAicated;that.‘stuck';,’ntsr.l
effieacx/judgements@either predicted their performance on
téetecaéemic téééé;*hor wefefaffected by the experiﬁental'
tfeetmeht with one exception;fiIh experiment two, a
¥ . . : )

51gn1f1cant treatment effect was found on the self- efflce/y////’

' mathematlcs probes at p0§ttest. Thls result indicated. that

the experlmental groups scored higher~en the posttest self~

B
SEENEEN

effieacy mathematics probes than the'plébebo,contfol gréup:

'In geheral, the results indiCated no relationship between‘Z

=

students' self-efficacy judgements and their corresponding

E

performahces on the Canadian Tests of Basic Skills.

Implications of these resultsffér‘the development of self-

,'/’

k2 ‘ ‘ i

Pl
By - 3 *
. - . 3 .-
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" decades (Alpert &;Haber;él960; Liebert & Morris, 1967: Mandler °

because of their ameliofative'efféctApn,the débilitétihg

. CHAPTER I -

STATEMENT OF PROBLEM AND T
LITERATURE REVIEW 5

The purpose of this studi-&as to examine thg effects ;

&

on the self-efficacy judgemepts»ofxfgét-anxibus sfudents of ~

two counselling strategies for alleyiating test—anXiéfy. ':L

- ‘L i . i . " . o 4
Extensive research has”been done on tést-anxiety over several

- P

‘&'Sarason,719§2; Spence, i95§fmwine, l97l). This&re?é?rch o
‘COndludes-thég many~adblescen£;.aﬁd,young adults feqfiangiéty QZ.? {D
when they énéiéigafe and/prré;pe£iepqe %eft»situatiéﬁé in

rhiéh sch@élénq:uﬁivergitykééudfy & Spié}bergér, 1971;.

Meichepbgam, lé72} ?araéqny\l957;_Wigé, 1971):: Th;s én*i‘ty " )
can bé détrimenfal to the individual's pé;fdfyance becau;e

it draws his/her‘coqgentration\aﬁgy frém task—felévant cogéiii, Q

nitive processes. Theréfore, the level of success attained is

i

lower than that which‘she/he is capable of reaching. Stra-

tegies which help the individual cope with the anxiety,

anxiéty and their faéi1itatioﬁ~bf¢task-réievant concentration;

cah increase the level of suceéssratt&ined; Repeated -

successful use of coping *strategies increases the probability
of their generalized application,tOVOther stressful situations.

1



0 her/his dearth of successful eXperiences in using coping

For example, the 1ndiv1dual S adaptation to the demands of

to apply oopingwstrategies,to her/his experiences with<teSt

anxiety ,is less likely to have positive results from test

‘w

. S - e

-~

job situations and personal relationships;can be improved by
. /
her/his application of techniques learned 1n coping With -

|\ '1’ al

Sl
Com

test anxiety. In cdntrast the indiVidual who' has not - learned

=5

Q
k
P

P

situations and,is'handicappédFin'new; stressful situationsvbyi:

\ 5 : E 7 ﬁ ﬂi “ c o ) . . . "47 7? ) - ) :7;‘ )
strategies to handle iest anx1ety.v ’ i ‘ \ o R P’
g T = 4

To date, most of the re%parch on test anx1ety has con-- e

e

-
o

cerned 1tsel w1th un1vers1ty students, despite 1nd1cations j:;v- :

R

that early identification and treatment would forestall the |

progressive nature of the problems encountered’by test nx1ou§,h,WW,fi

/.

1ndiv1duals.' The negative assoc1ation between anx1e€§ aﬁ%t:kL
‘ '—ﬂ {

v

/ abhievement tends to increase with the grade level (Gaudry &

Spielberger,;197l) ‘Coupling this evidence with an awareness ’ ‘ ﬁf

R

ofpthe frequently stressful nature of the adolescent years

points to.the wisdom‘of'focussiné the treatment-of test anxiety

s - ?
E . - . .
%

at the‘high’schdol rather than the.uniyersity leveli//// S A
t/ % . ./

TwO counsellin§ strategies applicable to the treatment

of test anxiety are ‘Ellis’ %rational_emotive counselling

(Ellis, 1962, 1977) and Meichenbaum's self-instructional
training (1977). Both strategies are cognitive res%}ucturing =
g :

37
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3
- : 5.

e , . L . o o
methods and,” as such, are s;mliar in their identification

of cognition‘as the cause of‘behaﬁioural and émotional change;

They propose that maladaptive thought patterns give rise to

emotional disorders, and envision the major task of treatment '

as being the restructuring of: faulty cggnitiohs. quevef¢
there are clear d%sginctions;between’fié two strategies -
' )
£ - )
in their views 'of maladaptive thought patterne, in their

A

use of behaviour Change techniques, and in %héir exhoftative

characteristics - which will be discussed in"greater detailﬂ

) later in this chapter. Research Mas been done on the

F

S w

ameliora;ion of test anxiety by rational emotive counselling
\/ ’ - £y

(Goldfried, Linehan & Smith, 1978; Maes & Heimann, 1972;

i&;;; = iz

Montgomery, 1971; Osarchuk, l974),,§ndfby self-instructional

EL
g

- training (Holroyd, l9jé; Husseiﬁ & LéWrence, 1978; Meichehbaum,

4

«

1972). -

rs

More recently, considerable effort also has been expended

- in the explication-of the relationship between ‘individuals'
performance on various tasks and their judgements of self-
gificacY (Baﬁdura, l977a; Bandura & Adams, 1977; Bandura,
Bandura &, Schunk, 1980; Schunk, 1981; Biran & Wilson, 1981;
Gauthier & Ladouceur, 1981; Kazdin, 1979; Sappington, Ruséell,

Triplett & Goodwin, 1981; Zimmerman & Ringle, 1981). This

PO
<

TwenD

Na

e il s 2 1o

il
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study attempts to clarify tne role of self-efficacy in the

"amelioration of test“anxiety by examining its utility as an

accurate predictor of the performance of test anxiousrhigh

 school students before and after rational emotive counselling

andiéelf{inStructional training interventions.

;  This chapternbeéins:with ambrief discussion of social
learning°theory as a preanblé to an examination of Albért"
Bandnra's £néory of self-efficacy (1975). éelf-efficacy'
theory:is the fogus of much nf the chapter - its functibns,i\: v
énurceé,‘ané dimensions are described. éThis leads to a
discusaion'qf pertinent studies of the }eiationship between
self;efficacY'and performance. Following this major portion
of thé chapter_%s a éoncise examinatinn of fesn-anXiety'

theory,‘rationalsemotive‘therapy fbg.test anxiety‘(Ellis),'and
self-instructional training for itest anxiety (Meichenbaum) .

I

'Thesefinterventiéns are analyzed in &erms of their likely

effects on the self-efficacy judgemenﬁg of participants.
. p
The chapter concludes with the formation of specific hypo-

theses for this study.
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Social Learning Theory

E2N

The principles upon which social learning theory is
based are that human behaviour is largely acquired and that
learning principles account for such acquisition (Dollard &

-

Miller, 1941, 1950; Bandura, 1969, 1977). Basic behavioural
laws apply but a;ergiven a broad scepe, one‘tﬁat includes:
recognition of tﬂe role of cognitive mediaﬁion and of the’
influence of social context. For example, observationai
learning -is a powerful faetor affecting behaviour. As an
intrinsic pert of daiiy life, werobserve a wide renge'of
behaviourei Our cognitive skills are used to analyze“the:

implications of these observations for our own conduct, with

the cemplexities of_social,cbntext influencingrfheranalysis;

The acguisition of novel respéhses is exptained by social

L
.

=

learning theory as occurring through%bbservationalGlearning;

Learning occurs even if the learner does not overtly rehearse

the behaviour or imi?ate the model. Therefore, the learning'

R o :
is acguired without direct reinforcement. The role of

vicarious reinforcement is crucial in observational learning.

‘ Consequently, the complexity of social influences on behaviour

becomes more evident.
Social learning theory recognizes the diversity of

factors which affect the acquisition>of a behaviour. The

ront
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-,-r/

similarity of the model to ‘the observer, the difficulty of

the task at hand, and the patternAof‘reinforcement experienced
by the model can be significant factors.i Also, theAdegree of
ettention,to, and the pereeption of, salient aspects of the
modelled behaviour by the observer are importanr ro the
ecquisition of novel respenses; 'The'individual'e cognitive
processing of the informetion and her/his symbolic and/or
overt rehearsal will influence the le?el_of dbServational
learning.

A clear distinction is made in“social-learning'theory

~ between the acquisition and performance of behaviours.

Myriad numbers of behaviours are acquired which are never

performed by the individual for a variety of reasons, most
. , : . 7 .

; ‘
related to reinforcement. Behaviéurs perceived as beneficial

b

for rhe model are more likely to be performed than‘these
perceived as disedvantageous; In addition, the individuei
makes self—evaluatiﬁe judgements about the range of behaviours;
she/he aequiree, performing those which are appraised as
rewarding, congruent with self-image, aed within the range
of personal abiliry. Behaviours which are acquired but-not
performed may be accompanied by iﬁadequate metiVatioﬁ, be
perceived as too complex; be incompatible with personal

values, or be viewed as having negative reinforcement potential.



Reinforcement is as important to social learning theory

as it is to other learning theories. It is claSSifiéé accord- -

ing to fixed or variable schedules, and ratio or interval

bases. Most human reinforcement occurs én a vayiable ratié - 'J
. . , , { o '
or a'variable interval basis: both the number 6f unreinforced
\ _ f ,
responses and the time intervals between reinfqrcer§ continually
vary. The emphasis im social learning theory is on the
social nature of reinforcers - peer approval, financial i
reward, status; in short, culturally determined rewards. .
Negative reinforcers generally do not possess the same power
to shape behaviour as do positive reinforcers. : _ : o
. ) T ‘}. ’l -
Albert Bandura, a prominent social learning theorist,
envisions. human behaviour as a continuous, reciprocal inter-
action between éognit}ve,‘béhavioural, and environmental

factors. Emphasis is plaéed on -the social context and the

vicarious aspects of social learning. People possess the
- "5 ° - )

e

ability to control their béhaviours; therefore, they are an

influence on, as well as being influenced by, their enViroh—
ments. Bandura's social learning perspective of the individual

is that she/he is neither a self-directed person nor an

T ok s

environmentally controlled object: instead, the individual
and the enviﬁonment interact by the process of reciprocal

determinism to constantly shape each other. Bandura stresses




- /' - .
real life situations and the cognitive, symbolic capacities

by'which humans determine their behaviour, In his more recent
work . (1977, 1978, 1980), he examines the influence of cognitidn-

in areas like Self—reinforcement; self-control, and self-

efficacy.

.

Self-Efficacy Theory g

J— | S - -

i

Bandura's theory of»self—etficaey>suggests‘thet perfor-
mance of a éiven task, no4matter how elementary and repetit;,
ious the task itself, is iefluenced‘by ihtricate, often
ebscure,.and everchanging factors whichiaffect the overaii
performance and its subskills. Therefore, anteeedent to?“i
the iyitiation of an action is an assessment ofyone's eurrentr
abilitf te perfefm the task at hand. ‘This asseesﬁent is
whdt‘Bendura cells a judgement of seif-egticacy. The construct
of self-efficacy is differentiated from that of eutcome
expectation: "An outcome expectation‘iSrdefined as a person's
estimate that a given behavior will lead to certain outcomes.
An efficacy expectation is the conviction thet one can
successftlly execute the behavior required to ptquce the
outcomes" (Bandura, 1977, p. 193). According to selfeefficacy‘

theory, psychological procedures affect behaviour by changing

perceptions of self-efficacy.



The construct of self-efficacy ‘is differehtiatealfrom‘

thatfof self-concept. Self-concept is a globél perspective,

enq%mpassing the person's self-image and attitude toward

lffe)sand the interaction between these two factors. Self-

I kY
i

éoncept pertains to the unique,;comprehensive‘vision the person
bas of herself/himself. Self—effﬂpacy is a task-specific
! : ) :

‘construct which directs attention to the intricacies of
individual percepts of efficacy in relation to a particular

task. Self-efficacy expectations are concerned precisely with

. A
A N

&

the demandsfof the task at hand,ﬂ;hé ehviﬁonmental factors
at thét specific time, énd the performer of the task.

Perceived seif;éf%icacy influences humaﬁ behavioqr in-
various wa?s. First, one's selection of/activities aﬁa
environments ig affected by one's estimate of personal
efficacy. Avoidaﬁce ofréctivitieé deemed beyond Qés;ﬁ
“capabilities can limit personal gréWth-and,perpetuate negéfive-_'
perceptions. Inaccurate efficacyjjudgéments in fhe opposite
direction, overestimation of capébilities, influenceé behhviour
by leading the individual into situationé involving frustra-
tion, failure, and even danger. Obviously, accurate assessmeht
ofrself-efficacy}is a skill essential to the acquisition of

coping behaviours. =



10

A second significant influemnce of self-efficacy on -
B . . . 4 7

behaviour lies in its determination of the -degree and duraﬁioﬁ

of effort that will be invested by a‘performer, especially

-

,when'ﬁegativé factors are assbciated with the behaviour'at -
'hana; An individual with strong perceptions‘of=séif—efficacy’
nwili perséVere in the facé of difficulties. Since enduriég,
‘concerted effort is favourable to the development of'éersonal
Acapabilities; tééhniquesAtﬁat foster sglf—efficacy‘likely
wilikbenefié.thé individual byrﬁroviding increased'oppbftun%—

ties for success. Hazards, difficulties, and frustratiens
i : R

will provide valuable feedback for the participant who feels

‘highly self—efficécious, oftén;introducing a serise of challenge

: i
the individual who has weaker perceptions of self-efficacy

that leads to greater and longer-lasting efforts. Conversély,

will slacken her/his efforts when confronted with,obStacléS/
. , ' VA

to success. Her/his”application to tﬂ} task will be less//
coﬁgentrated and sooner terminated, thereby pfedisposing'thé
" endeavour to failure‘and theindiQidual to an ihéomplete
develdpment of personal skills.

2

Finally, self-efficacy judgéments influence thought
patterns and emotional arousal before and during Eefformance

of tasks. A person with weaker self-efficacy will be more

likely to reiterate negative personal appraisals and to
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fmégnify_ﬁhe‘challenges-of a task than willﬁa persoﬁ with
strong pérceptions of seif—eff%cacy. ‘The emotioﬁal arousal
cbncomitant with the negative thoughﬁipattern hampers success-
ful performance by focussing atféntion'on debilitéting self-
éssessménts ;t the expense of attentipnAto-theitask. The
positive thought pattefn‘aﬁd low emotional Arousaiﬁpf'the :
persdh witﬁ strong efficécy_expeétations“encourages‘her/hiﬁ -
torexpedite appropriate action, treating challehges as
indica£grs that greater efforé is requi;e@, not as indictments

of personal abilities.

Sources of Information About Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy judgements evolve fom four sourCesrpf'%% jéf 
information: performancé'écgomplishménts, vicarious‘expé;iénces,
verbal'persuasion, and physioloéical arousal.  | ’

Enadtive experiences have.been shown to be theumdst
~ effective source of efficaéyiinformation (Bandura[ Adams, &
Beye:,AlQ77; Bandura, Jeffrey, & Gajdos, 1575). The-pattern'
of successes and failures in performahcezéccomplishments-is
~cru§iai to thérdevelopment of strong efficacy expectations.
Successes, par%}cularly_ét the outset, enhance this develop-
ment. Occasionél, subsequgnt failures aré likgly‘to‘have
little éffect. Iﬁitial failures weaken efficacy expectations

as do repeated failures.

Ay



It is necéssary to understand how and to what.peoble

. attribute successful and/or unsuccessful performances on

specific tasks. In making such attributions, individuals
may weigh their performanceslin terms of the task's difficulty,
the amount of efforf.they expended inlperformihg the task,

the amount of external assistance the§ negeiﬁed, and the

pattern of successes and failures associated with past

exposure to the task. 1If an unsuccessful performance is

-viewed as the result of insufficient effort or the difficulty

of the task itself, that failure is uplikely to weaken efficacy

expectations. If the individual exerted considerable effort,

or assesses the task as being relatively simple, or received

<

valuable external assistance in performiﬂg the task, and

rpefformed unsuccessfully, that failure ig likely to weaken

'efficacy expectations. Judgements of self-efficacy are

affectea by peoplels att;ibﬁtions of the importance of these
factors to their successes and failures.r |
Vicarious expefiencés are another‘source of information
for efficacy expectaéions. This source is less reliable than
is that of performance accompl%shments because it depends on
social comparison infereﬁﬁés'drawn b; the iﬂdividual performer.

Perceived similarity to another (in, terms of personality and

physical characteristics, in effort exerted, or in coping
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strategies enacted) is an important varieble from Whieh'
inferences may be drawn (KaZdin, 1374% Brown &‘inouye{»l978;
Bandura, 1977). The éleser the perceived similarity,lﬁith
respect to these factors, the more powerful tﬁeaexperience_
will be in proyiding information for efficacy expectations.
~ The clsrity_ef the relationship between,the behaviour of -
o, z ,

another, and the outcome alsd'effegts the inferences drawn.

Should the,association:betWeen’the obse;ved behaVioﬁr and
AR
the outcome appear strong and:definitefgthen the information
gained from that vicarious experience will have greater
significanee than it would if the association were vague.
Verbal petsuasion is a thifd, widel§,used sgurce of
efficacy expectations. As with vicarious experience, verbal
persuasion produces weaker expectetiOns than éoesyenactive
performance because it lacks the power and reliability”of

direct, personal experience. The degree of conspnance between

verbai persuasion and an‘individﬁal‘s experiences'largely
determines the impact of this source of 5Tfieacy ihformation,
Discrepancy between the exhortation and the'experience may )
result in rejection of the message and in significanthwaning
of the persuader's'credibility. However, should the persuader

be highly esteemed by the performer, she/he may be exhorted

to initiate and maintain efforts in activities that otherwise

j
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would have been rejected (Bandura, 1980).
Combining verbal.persuasion with circumstances conducive

3

to succeSs'ie like%y to elicit ?reater effort and greater
probability of success. Vf£e ma;ibulation;of'the situetion‘to'
ensurt such circumstances is an essenfiel factor in the posit}Ve
contribution of verbal persuasion to perceived self-efficac&
(Bandura, 1977). , ) : . -

Emotionel arousal is £he fourth seurce of efficecy//////%
inforﬁation.' Valuable‘data can be gafhered ffom Oohe's assees—
ment of one's state of physioloéical arousal in a given
: si%ﬁatibn.! High/levels of arousal ueua;iy are related\’
invefsely to success. Awareness of this fact can lead the
individual to feel anticipatory arousal, which fgrther impedes
the. development of stfong efTiEacy expeetations.

It is the cognitive appraieal of the arousal iéﬁormation,
that is significant. Thﬁs, appraisal of an anxiety—fraught
task often produces fear which is more debilitating to, and
éelt more keenly by, the person who has low efficacy ekpecta—

tions (Bandura, 1969, 1970). Chenging this person's cognitive

appraisal can diminish the level of emotional arousal so that

performance is improved. This improvement,

a stronger, more positive basis for self-efficacy é&xpectations.

in’ turn, provides
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Common social learninéq;heory interventions make use of:
o TR : T : -

& -
wR -

these four sources of information about self-efficacy. The

‘principle modes of induc{:'ionﬂ?j_yfq

*

information from perfofmance
experiences are participénf,modelling, in vivo desenéigiZation;
performance exposure, and:self—in$;rﬁ¢£ed performance.
Vicéripﬁs/é%periehces, thé secona source of ianrmatiopfor
efficacy expectations, most commohly occur through strétegies
which use‘li§e~ahd/or symbolic_modelling.‘ The third source,
verbal peréuasion, magés use of interventions marked by
exhortatibn, s;égestioh; self—instruction,rand interpretive‘
techniques. -Finally, infqrmafibn“éérived.fromvemotionai
arousal isfevidentriﬁ interventiohs uéing bioféedback; relai—
ation, attribufion,'éymbolic desensitiéation, aﬁdrsymbdlic;
exposure. .
The " information derised from the four sources previously
discussed then must be appraised by the individual. It is

this inte}pretation of efficacy information that is pertinent

to the individual's percept of efficacy. She/he may perform

successfully in a single "simulated" situation but not transfer

the behaviour to a real life situation because of a belief
that there is little relationship between the two experiences.
Cognitive appraiSaIE’of the causes of one's behaviour may

=

result in attributing success to skill, to effort, to external

&
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aids, or to the simplicity of the task. Each of these
attributions will have a significantly different effect on

self-efficacy. For example, the belief that one SUCceedadr

.
—primafily'because one exerfed,extreme effor£ dr recg}véd R 'ifi
considerable help will gt strengthen the person'alrsén'se_b'f’;7 /w
efficacy as mﬁch as‘theﬂzélief thaﬁ one succeededjprimarily E;l
becausé-of skill or ability. ’
The Measurement of Self-Efficacy

, . S

'éfficacy expectations inhefentlyrpossess three bropéfties
relevanf.to peffoggance: gmégnitude,xgénerality, and strehgth.
After cohéidefaﬁibnrof é list of skills, arranged in“oréer of
increasingidifficulty, which together coﬁstitutéithe't%sk ét'

'hand, the inﬁividual ié askedftoindicate.how suqqgésfu}wshe/irﬂ
he expectf to be4in pgrforming thesé ékillsi Thé prépertybof 3'}
seif—efficacy being measured in this case is termed magnitude.
Generality is another dimeﬁsipn of efficgcy expectationé. ~

It indidates the degreevof specificity'of the judgement. 5oeq

the appraisal 6f the ékperience prodﬁce a specific, circum~

scribed expectation or does it produce a widely—rangingf more

general one? An efficacy expectation which has high generality -

encompasses a range of related behaviours. "Finally, the

-

strength of an expectation reféfs to its ability to withétand,\

. disconfirming experiences. -A weak or uncertain expectation
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will be susceptible to change through an unsuccessful
encounter, while a strong or certain expectation will be more
résilient in the face of adverse cornditions (Bandura,‘l977).
Because these dimensions of efficacy judgements interact

with performancé, it is important to assess both the expecta-

tions>and the performance at appropriate times in the activity

or intervention in order to determine*their reciprocal effects.

Studies of the Relationship Betweé% Self-Efficacy and

Performance .
S

Research on self-efficacy has established the value of -
self-efficacy as a predictor of performance on various tasks.
The stronger the perceived efficacy; the greater the effort
and the persistence applied to the task at hand. Studies
also corroboréte the contention that enactmént is the most
powerful source of strong efficagy expectations.

Bandura and his colleagues coﬁducted a’serieé 6f empirical
studies of self-efficacy, focussing their éttention on the
treatment 'of anxiety with snake phobic aduits. Bandura and.
Adams (1977) conducted two studies on the effects of systematic
desensitization and participant modelling on avoidance
behaviour through the influence of efficécy expectations.

In the first: study, Bandura and Adams (1977) examined

the hypothesis that systematic desensitization creates and

T T FP P R AT J VI
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strengthens efficéqy expectations, thereby decreasing avoidance
beﬂéviour.b They concluded that efficacy expectations
accurately predicted changes in aVQidancé behaviour. The_
degree to which the participahts approached theAsﬁakes was a
reflection of their efficacy expectations. Also consistentr N
wffh self-efficacy theory was the fihding that sfrong percepts
of efficacy tend to be inversely related ﬁa?high levels of
anxiéty aromsal. Participants who,experiencéd weak levels of
arousal tended to express .strong percepts of self-efficacy,
whilé:those who éxperieﬁéed high levéié of arousal tended to
express weak éércepts of self-efficacy.

4 1In the second study, Bandura and Adams. (1977) employed

the techniquetof participépt modelling to examine the hypo-
thesis that this intervention cre;tes and strengtheﬁs efficacy
éxpectations. At different points during the‘treatment, the
participants made efficacy judgements‘concerning theirvfutur;.
perfbrmance on é hierarchy of tasks. These judgements were.
distinguished by their congruence with the behavioural change
evinced by subsequent performances. Participant modelling
emerged as a strong source of effic;gy information.

Bandura, Adams, and Beyer (1977) concentrated théir
efforts on the hypothesis that an increase in the level and

[

strength of self-efficacy is accompanied by a heightened
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intensity and persistence of effort. Three treatment groups.
were formed - performance experiences, vicarious mddelling,
and control. The enactive treatment was the most powerful of

the three. The expectatioﬁs~of efficacy'produced were higher,

stronger, and more generalized than were those resulting from

P
«

the vicarious modelling treatment. Also,- the measure of séif; .

efficacy was éccurate in its prediction of subsequent behaviour.
The influences of cognitive modelliﬁg and direct exper-
ience techniques on self-efficacy were explored in tyg/;;udies
by Bandura, Adams,,Hardy; and Howells (1980). In the first
study, snake phobic participants responded to‘hierarchicai
scenes of interactions with snakes, before and after treatment
with éogniﬁive modelling techniques. The results showed thaﬁ
symbolic modelling streégthened apéroéch behaviour. Again,
perceived efficacy was an accurate predictbr of subsequent
performance. ‘\V /
The second study by Bandura, Adams, Hardy, and Howells
(1980) treated agoraphobiCs in a performance experience
programme. Skills of self—relaxation, pféximal goal ;etting,
assertiveness; and expressiveness were the primary concern
of pre?aratory group sessionsl The ensuing sessions were

composed of field mastery experiences, involving'a field

therapist with a participant in activities Specifically
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designed'to facilitate that participant's mastery‘of Hér/hisg
particular_féar. The activities were arrangedrin-orderrof
iﬁbrea;;ng difficulty; for example, the indiyidual fearful
of car travel m&ved progressively from ridiﬁg in a car on a
suburban street to busier streets, lécalrhighwaysérand free-
ways, with the therapist'COntrolling the expogure to each
level in the hierarchy according to'the-céping skills evident .
:in thé individual's behaviouf. The study's resulfg confirmed
enactive mastery és a significant enhancer‘of efficacy
expectatipns.and self—efficacy aé an accurateéﬁredictor of
subsegﬁénﬁperformance. |

This series of studies provided evidence thét'Various
tréatmenfs.can enhance self-efficacy - pérticipant.modelling,
systematic desensitization, and vicarious modelliﬁg wefévthe
dominant techniques. They also corroborated thé propositions
‘that participant modelling providesrthe most powerful source
of efficacy information, that éfficac;vexpectafionscan predict
the. level of behaviour change, ‘and fhat self-efficacy can
predict subsequent behaviour on a variety of tasks.

Subsequent research has extended¢kn0wledge about self-
efficacy by applying various modés of treatment to a wide

range of participants, with measurements of self-efficacy

béing,taken at set points during the intervention.
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Work by Kazdin (19793 ahd Jaremko (1980) showed that

' treatments of deficits in social skills enhanced’sglf—efficacy
in relation to the éasks in qﬁestion. Kazdiﬁ found that

: increasesrin self-efficacy were accompanied bygimprOQements

in asserti;éﬁégills. Covert modellingAproducedrsignificant
gains in both seif—report and behavioﬁralAﬁeasures of asgertive— B |

ness and self-efficacy. Jéremkd (1980) treated public speaking 3

anxiety with stress inoculation training, finding that the .

-

—

treatment,increased self-efficacy and decreased reported
levels of anxiety.

Snake phobia was the focus of studiesiS?\Sauthier and

Ladoucier (1980) and Sappington, Russell, Triplett, and
Ggodwin (1981). Gauthier and Ladoucier investigated the-

possibility that the public or private nature of efficacy- ’ ‘ :

-

statements had an effect on performance. They found no
significant difference between public and private efficacy

estimates. Also, they reported a positive relationship between

Vi i Lo 1 B

.efficacy judgements and performance. Sappington, et al.

(1981) found that modelling improved relevant percepts of

efficacy with snake phobic &dults.
Zimmerman and Ringle (1981) moved the focus of research
from adults to children, and from anxiety/phobia to performance

on wire ring and embedded word puzzles. One hundred first




and second grade children observed a ﬁodel attempt to solve

a WireAring puzzle withjvary{ng §egree$ of persisﬁence and;
varying stateméﬁfs of ébnfidence; The childrenrwere>preSented
with an unsolvable ring puggie and, after a time lapse of
one day, an unso%yable embedded word puzzle. The high
'perSistence of the model and thevmodel's statements of
~confidence increaséd the children's-pérsistence on both tasks.
However, the résults'for the self-efficacy judgements seem

to indicate a need for further self-efficacy research with é
variety of age groups because‘of'the appérently'inexplicable
relationship between the children's degree of task pérsistence'
and their self-éfficacy estimateé. ‘The five minute modelling
treatment; asncompafed ﬁo the thirty second treatment,
signif;cantly increased the children's task persistence but
decreased their self-efficacy percepts. This result appears
to contradict some aspécts of self-efficacy theory. Ringle
and Zimmerman speculate as to the possible reasons for the
apparent contradiction 4nd propose three h?potheses. It could
be that the children in the 1981 study felt constrained to
behave as thé model had behaved, despite their beliefs to

the contrary. Also, it could be that the children felt that'
the situation was relaFively private and non-threatening; *

therefore, that they were able to expend considerable
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persistence even in thé face of thei; doubﬁful éxpectations
of success. A final hypothesis Pr&posed’byrzimmerman’and'v
Ringle is that it could be th;t tﬂe children's ability to
predict their behaviéur will improve‘withvagé._'The authOrs'
éonclusion is4that further ;esearch in the fieldAéf self—l
efficacy is needed, particularly in relation to the effect of
age on judgements of self-efficacy. o |

The studies which have been discgssed up fo this point
have examined the construct of self—efficacy with regard to

v ,

snaks phobia, deficits in social skills,‘and performahce on
eleééntary puzzles. Researchers also have addressed their
efforts to the expliéation of the relationship between self-
effiﬁacy and intellectual tasks - the current discuséion\turns
ﬁow to a sampling of.these studies.

Brown and Innouye (1975) extended the empirical support'
for self-efficacy theory, working with young adults on an
anagram task. Their basic hypothesis was that learned help-
lessﬁess could be induced by»ﬁodelling. Their résults:proviAed
evidence that perCeiveduefficacy predicts performance, and
revealed the importance of an observer's belief abouf the
credigility of the model he observed. Forty male college

students were assigned randomly to one of four groups: one

group was led to believe that its members were of similar
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competence to the model; the second, to believe that its
members were;Superior to the.model;ﬁFhé third was.givenrno
information'regarding,the mbdelfs compétence, and the fourth
was exposed to no model. Each parﬁicipant worked at an
anagram;task;'those in the first three groups WOrking.albngsidé
a médél and observing‘the model failyat tﬁertask, those iﬁ
the fourth group working at the taék Qithout a model. The
first and thirdrgroups showed ;ess persistence at the task
than'did the second and fourth groups. In reéard to the
application of sélf—effiéacy'theory, this study supports.
previogs ipaiéations that the stronger the percepts of efficacy,
the more persistent the individual's eff$rts on the task in
quesfion.

" $chunk (1978) also contributed to the empirical support
for sélf—efficacy theory, working with ybung children iﬁ the
field of arithmetic*achievemenﬁ. ~ Schunk provided one grbﬁp_
with training consisting of modélling,‘guided performance,
corrective feedback, and self-directed mastery. The second -
group‘rec?ived didactic instruction. Schunk's results were
. that both treatments .enhanced the children's assessments of
self-efficacy, that their perSistehce and accuracy on the

tasks were increased, and that their efficacy judgements

accurately predicted their subsequent performance.
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Continuing the previous study's examination of childreh's

mathematical performance, Bandura and Schunk (1980) researck

the hypotheSisvthat self—motivation‘through-proximal4goal-

setting facilitates the development’pf compgtencies, effica
v o o ‘
expectations, and intrinsic interest. ‘They selected childre

~

A

who showed gross deficits and disinterest in mathematical i
tasks, assigning them randbmly to onefof,four self—directed'\

learning groups. They found that the group with proximal

I

sub-goals developed stronger efficacy expec#ations and greate

interest and competence in arithmetic,taské than the groups

with distal goals or no reference to goals. There was a high \

~ degree of congrdig> betwéen thé acéurécY‘of performance and
interest in the given tasks and the children's efficacy
expectations.

In hié 1981 study, Schunk again worked with children
showing low arithmetic achievement. Two of his three proposed
hypoﬁheses were concerned with self-efficacy theory: one
predicted that a cognitive mddélling'tréatment, with practise
sessions and cofrective modelling, would be more beheficial
to the developﬂgnt of the skills in questionrand té the
development of self;efficacy than would a didactic inst;uction

treatment. The other hypothesis concerned with self—efficacy

predicted that effort attribution in the modelling:treatment

|

!
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quld préve»more effective in improving achié:ZZQnt,
persistence, self-efficacy, and aCcuracy of self—appraisal‘
than would effort attribution iﬁ the didagtié instruction
treatment. Schuﬂk found that‘both treatments were beneficial

to thé'development of division pérsistence, accuracy, and ;

?gélf;efficacy percepts, but that the cognitive modelling

freatment Was more effective in increasing accuracy. Also,
his results confirmed that hypotheéis that effort attribution

Y

in the modelling treatment would produce self-efficacy'judge-::'V

o

ments which were more accurate prediétdfsvof subsequent
performance than would effort attribution in the didactic
Ereatment. :

This group of studies - Brown and Innouye, 1978; Séhunk,
1978; Bandura and Schunk, 1980;: échunk, 1981 - provide evidenceA
of the applicability of the cohstruct of self-efficacy to

some intellectual performance tasks.

Test Anxiety

Researchers in test anxiety express somewhat different ‘
views on the nature of anxiety and its effect on performance.

The currently popular view that anxiety has an adverse effect

on ‘performance because the individual must cope with the
\ E
anxiety as;well as the task in question, thereby restricting

X,
.

o -
» -
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the concentration she/he can devote to the task, seems logical
(Mandler & Sarason, 1952). Alpert and Haber (1960), however,
focussed more detailed attention on individual differences
in hypothesizedvrelationships between anxiety and performance,

proposing that anxiety may facilitate or debilitate performance

-

in a test situation, depending on specificAindividdal and

situational factors. Recognitidn,of the possibility of
facilitative éffects of anxiety on performéné;;iin certain
situations, broadens the earlier theofizing of Mandler and
Saréson (1952). |

ﬁiebert and Morrié (1967) éontributed to the undefstanding

\ :

of test anxiety by identifying the two distinct components of
worry and emotionality within test anxiety. They view worry,
‘rathef than émotionality, as the aspect of anxiety which |
_adversely affects performance. Emotionality is perceived
as a state of physiological ardusal; worry, on the other hénd,
is characterized as a cognitive‘concern a?out'performance.'
Liebert and Morris found a significant correlation between
students' level of worry and their judgements about how ﬁell
théy would perform on édtest, and no significant correlation
- between their expressed level of emotionél arousél énd these

same judgements. The research reported py Morris and Liebert

appears to confirm Yerkes-Dodson's Law -(1908), which proposes
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that theifelationship between arousal and performance forms an
inverted U _curve. The extremes of ar9usal are not as facili-
~tative'to‘performance/as are the moderate levels. The lowest
extreme of arousal p;:;;;;g littlé or no basis for perforﬁénce,
and the highest extreme has a debilitative effect on pérforménce.

AMore recent studies (Frost, 1968; Gaudry & Bradshaw,
1970; Gaudry & Spielberger, l97i) prqvide further indication
that high. test anxiety is associated with low performance.
Thus, despite variations within test anxiety theory regarding
the exact nature of anxiety and its precise effects on
performance, there seems to be a general consensus that highly
test anxious individuals will perform iess successfully than-
less anxious pupils, because of their extrem%fanxiety levels.

)

CognitiVe—Behavioural Treatm ts of Test Anxiety.

PRI Y

Cognitive behaviour modification is based on the »
?

proposition that.emotionalrdisorders stem from»maladaptive

) A

thought patterns and that the purpose. of intefvention is to
identify and changé these maladaptive patternsato more posi-
tive, constructive patterns. Within the. scope of cognitive

behaviour modification lies a wide variety,of"apé&oaéhgs to,
and techniques fbr, behaviour change. Two strétegieé which

are applicable to the treatment of test anxiety are those

devised by Ellis (1962, 1977) and Meichenbaum (1972).
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Ellis' rational emotive counselling (REC). Ellis' (1962)

research andrwritings form the basis for rational emotive
counselling. In this approach, irrationai beliefs are held
to be the source of most problems an individual encounters.
"Her/his irrational inclinations to hold a distorted view of
the wdrld, to fail‘toAprofit from experience, and to make
unrealistic demands of himself and others - cause beliefs
which perpetuate distresé. Mény individuals have established
a firm habit of interpreting preferences és peeds and, through
powerful inner self-talk, they realize an event's irrational
potential instead of its rational possiBilities. Revising
illogical beliefs by correcting self-talk is the basis of
REC: a brief look at these tenets.follows.

The most commonly held irrational beliefs are prominent
in the de&elopment of anxiety and hostility, which are the
two most distressing and damaging emotions, in Ellis'
opinion. Simply stated, these irrational béliefs are:

(1) Being loved by everyone is a dire necessity.
(2) I should be thoroughly competent and intelligent in

all efforts.

(3) Some people and atts are bad and wicked, and should<£e

punished or eliminated.

SRORPIR
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(4) It is ter;i?le and*catast;ophic thaf 1ife is not - - *L" ”";';
workigégcw&?asjl had’ planned. V

(5) Much human unhappiness is externally caused.

(6) I should be terribly'conEerned about thingé that are,
or may be, dangerous.

(7) 1Inertia can achieve happiness.

(8) I need someone or something stronger or greater than”N
myéelf on which to rely. |

(9) Bécaudé something'strongiy affected me once, iEfwill

continue to do so; therefore, I am controlled by my 

past history. | 'l ‘

(10) what others do is V;tal to mé and I should,striye to
change them in diréctions that suit me.

(11) I have virtually no éonfrol ovef my émotions and

r-
cannot help feeling certain things.

L :
(12) It is better and easier to avoid responsibilities and

difficulties than to face them.

Rational emétive counselling focusses inifiallyvon the
exposure of the client tq tbe basic tenéts of rational emotive
theory, as briefly délinéated above, ;sing the technique of - — rw~m}—
verbal persuasion. Then, the client-is encouraged to,identify  e

her/his own irrational beliefs. The counsellor challenges

these irrational beliefs and provides more rational,
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altefnative beliefs through her/his ﬁodelling of rationai
Versioﬁs which contradict the cufrent beliefs. Numerous |
practice sessions, both in counselling meetings and és
homework, involve the gradual elimination of irrational
beliefs gnd.Eheir replacement with more constructive,
ration;l ories. To strengthen positive behavioural patterns -
associated with rationél thougﬁt batterns, treatment sessions
include behaQioural rehearsal and practice tasks aimed at
the further development of rational béliefs and positive
behaviou&s.

The counseIlQr'é role is active and directive in réisiﬁg

the self—defeating beliefs»to consciousness. persuading the
client of the illogicality of maintainigg them and, con-
comitantly, her/his own distress; and eﬁcourages, thrbugh
direct confrontation,‘argumén;,;and homework, a new, more
rational perspective. Although aggressive cognitive methods
are used o reorganize emotional reactions, general therapeutic
methods are eclectic. However, the moré emotional a method

or a technique, the more wasteful it is considered because
emotion is a more excited, less rational kind of thinking

that, without control and aPalysis, can lead to distressing

irrational beliefs. Accordingly, emphasis is placed not on

a warm, supportive counsellor/client relationship in REC; but

Ty
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on the counsellor as a ,teacher; explaining, assigning, and » -

evaluating. ‘Ellis believes that this emphasis accomplishes
the dual pufpose of avoiding transference and counter-
transference d;fficulties while correcting the irrational

belief thatAthe_bliént must be loved by all significant

people. ' < 4 “ , v o

1

£

Techniques ?sed with rational emotive counselling are
in keeping with its active, pragmatic nature and its ° .
utilita;ianIView of methods and subﬁect matter. Thé subjegt : .
matter of counselling sess%ons‘focusses on observable‘iearping‘
that can be héld‘accoﬁntable for disturbed behaviour, but
it includes client history, test data,'Observed-and reported
beha&iour and feelings - in short, everything that cémes to
the counsellor's attention i% potentially uséful. The*éclectic’
’choice of techniques encouraged by REC does not impiy thaf

~ @ e v

its treatment procedures are haphazard or random: REC
involves both verbal and behavioural elements in a balanced 2
intervention.

Examination of studies concerned specifically with the

effects of rational emotive counselling on test anxiety * —

-

A

discloses wi&ely ranging procedures. Uniform, replicable
methodology is not a marked characteristic of many of these

studies, a situation which may be attributable to a
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cohéiderable variety among treatments which are classified as
%

REC, and'to a tendency to proﬁide only very general

descriptions of treatment procedures. For example, studies

by Maes and Heimann (1972), Montgomery (1971), and Osarchuk

(1974) all concern themselves.with the treatment of fest

anxiety with REC, and all show REC as either equal or Superior

to othef‘t;éatments in the alleviation of test anxiety. |

However, such methodological aspects as the-é&péfience and - 3

training of the therapists, the length of»the:E&eatﬁent times, §

the description of REC techniques used, and the comparison

between these techniques and the other treatments used, are

reported eitﬁer not at all or so briefly as to make replicatioh
of the studies and comparisons between them imprecise.

More recently, Goldfried, Linehan, and Smith (1978), | »> !
similarly directfgg their attention to theAtreatment of test
anxiety with REC, found it to be superior to a prolonged |
exposure therapy aﬁd to a waiting list control. The quality
that makes this study more useful than those previously
mentioned is its methodological precision. All treatments f
are described carefully and all procedures are outlined ; i ,%

clearly. Therefore, more useful conclusions can be drawn : , K

and more precise guidelines for further research can be . ;

followed.




Meichenbaum's self-instructional training (SIT).

Méichenbaum's (1972) work moves a&ay from that of Ellis,
injthe direction of more flexible, indiyidual analy;es of:A
thinking styles. The client is trained to identify her/his -
own, particular, maladaptive self-statements which aré e
interfe}ing with her/his ability to perform a.particular task.
Typically, she/he‘then observes the counsellor performing
the behaviour iﬁ guestion. The'counSellor'performs success-
fully and vérbalizes the cognitive strategies that are being
. N

used to aid the successful performanCe. Verba}izations used
at this point in sélf—instructi;nal training may include an
appraisal of taék'requirements, self-statements that emphaSize
personal capabilities and minimize anxiety, and>self— |
reinforceﬁent for successful performahce. After Suchv
observational learning, the élient is invited to perform
‘the task in gquestion, while v%rbalizing the appropriate sélf—
instructions. The counsellor prévides feedback to establish
the use of constructive self-statements to replace the previous
maladaptive thoughts.

A crucial aspect of self—instructional training is the
individual's recognitibn of her/hié own, peculiar thinking

style. The counsellor uses a wide range of techniques to

enable the client to identify clearly her/his characteristic

.



thinking>pattern, to learn_new 5éhavi§urs and coping ..
strategies thét replace the former, un;atisfactory ones, ;nd
to use her/his recognition éf her/his characféristic cognitive'
style as an indication’that the new behaviours are appropriate
at the particular times they are needed.

Examination of studies concerned §pecifically with'the,

-effects of self-instructional training on test anxiety shows

that SIT is an effective treatment. ~Meichenbaum (1972)

used SIT and systematic desensitization as his two treatment
groups, with a third group which was eithe£ no—treatment‘or
waiting list control. He found‘*the results produced by the
SIT treatment %o be superior than those produced by the'éther
two groups. Holfﬁyd (1976) compared SIT with a carefully
constructed control -group ;nd alternative forms of treatment,
finding it tgnbe the most effective in its alleviation of
test anxiety. Similarly, Hussain and Lawrence (1978)
structured a study which encoﬁpassed two treatment groups,

a discussion control, and a waiting list control, with test
anxious participants. They found that the SIT treatment

group equalled the others on behavioural measures and was

superior on subjective measures.
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Comparisons and contrasts between REC and SIT. Both

rational emotive counselling and self-instructional training’
operate from the common ground of emphasis on the causal
importance of'self—statements and thought patterns for
behaviour. They both seek to change'maladaptive to adaptive
behaviour through oognitive restructuring. iHowever, REC
emphasizes an established set of irrational ideas,'and"uses
exhortation and persuasion as primary techniques in the
counsellor/olient relationship. The assumption of an aggre-
ssive, challenging personality‘by the connsellor is important
to the sucoess of rational emotive counselling. On tne other

Kl

hand, selféinstructional training tends to emphasize the~
itmportance of individual thought patterns rat%er,than a common
core of irrational beliefs. SIT also employs a widerrrange
of techniques for behaviour change sthan does REC - focussing “
in'particular'on the graduated practice of new, adaptive
behaviours®and the self—statementsrneeded to support and
strengthen them. |

Refleotion on REC and éIT, with frespect to the sources
of information about self-efficacy discussed earlier in this
chapter leads to two conclusions. First, rational emotive

counselling emphasizes one mode of efficacy information, that

of verbal persuasion. REC uses the mode of enactive



37

performance to some‘degrée, and those of emotional éfousal
and vicarious performance as well, to étlesser degree. .
However, verbal peréuasion emerges. as the dominant mode through
‘which information about self—effiqacy is transmitted. The
second'conclusion.to be drawn heré is that SIT tends to .use

all four sources 6f efficacy informatibnvsomewhat more equally -
‘enactive performance, vicarious pérformance, verbal persuasion,
and émotional arousal - bﬁt stilliwith an emphasis on the

first two sources named.

Hypotheses and.Predictions
for the Current Study

s i e ok Mo i on 1

NN

The current study examines the effects of‘rational

~

emotive counselling and self-igglructionalrtraining on high

L AEIST 1 Aot 4 ma

school students with test anxiety. Consistent with Bandura's

st

e R

analysis of sources of information about'sélf—efficacy, the

present study predicts that, since self-instructional training

eméloys techniques drawing more evenly from all four sources
e :

[ S SR TP L

of self-efficacy information, it will be more powerful in
producing stronger percepts of efficacy than will rational
emotive counselling, which reliés to a greater extent on

verbal persuasion as a primary source of self-efficacy

information. Specifically, the study tests the following :

L]
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hypotheses:

1. Based on self-efficacy theory, it is predicted that
SIT will be more effective than REC in increasing efficacy
expectatipns. |

2, It is h&pothesized that measﬁres éf selffefficacy
with respect to perfbrmanée during tests will serve as
accurate predictors of éuch performance and will predict and

correlate highly with performance measures regardless of the

counselling interventio

emploYed‘to treat test anxiety.
This study ext previous research into the utility
of self-efficacy/judgements as p;édictor%‘of behaviour change,
and the influenée_bn treatment effectiveneés of different

sources of self-efficacy information used by diffgrent

counselling interventions.



CHAPTER II
EXP\EQENT ONE

This chapter has a dual pufpose. It discusses the
methods used to plan and condﬁct4experiment one, and describes
the obtained results. The discuésion of methods begins with\
information on the setting and participants of experiment
one. Theﬁ, thg instruments are describede The studyrinvolQed
screening instruments, pre- and bqsttesting instruments, and

-

'seif—efficacyrprobes. Also containea in the methods seCtion
is a description of ?heJdesign and proéedures df experiment
one. Compieting thérdiscﬁssion of methods is an examination
of the three'experimental treatments - ratidnal’emotive
counselling, self—instfuctiﬁhal training, énd placebo control.
The results‘of experiment one are described in the final
section of tﬁe'chapter. Descriptive statistics are reported,
followed by'a presentation of correlatiqnal analyses and

inferential tests of between group and within group

differences.

39
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Method

- Setting and Participants
The study took place in a junior secondary school (grades
8 to 10), with a total enrollment of approximately 800 students.

The school draws students from a largely suburban community

e

whose socioceconomic status is.primarily middle class.'_All;
grade 10 students were given basic information about thev
programmé by a’gggbol counsellor. Tﬁls information consisted
’of'the concept of test anxiety, the purpose of the’screening
session,aand the_organization and format of the counselling‘
‘sessions.

An initial group of aﬁ grade ld students sdbsequéntly'
volunteered to pafticipate in the écreening session, each
one returning a signed form giving parental cénsent for the
screening session (see Appendix A). This group was assessed
on study habits, levels of anxiety, ang specificiﬁy of anxiefyl

From this group, 41 participants were selected for the study;

25 females, 16 males (see Haynes, 1982, for specific selection

-
s

criteria). These 41 students were given further information
by the ,grhool counsellor about the pretesting session, the
goals of the proéramme, and the schedule of the prbgramme
sessions. Also, each student was given a parental‘consent

_ s
letter which summarized tT&s information, and was asked to
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return it, signed, as proof of permission to participate in
the test anxiety programme (see Appendix Bi.

The Rarticipants were assigned’réndomiy to one of three
groups - rational emotive éounseiliﬁg (REC), self-instructional
training SITj, orrcontrol (CON) . ‘To ensu;e eguivalent sex
compositi n across all groups, all female stﬁdents were
éésigned prior to the assignment of the male students. The
resulting group compositioﬁs were as follows: . 14 participaﬁts
in the REC group (5 male, 9 female), 14 partici ts in the ;
SIT grdup (5 méleh 9 female), and 13 participants in the
control grdup (6 male, 7 female).

Instruments

Three sets of instruments were used in this study. One ' ' #

» adtie o

set was used to sereen the volunteer group, a second set

et

measured performance and self-report variables at the pre-
and posttesting sessions, and a third set measured self-report

variables at pretesting, end of treatment, and posttesting

points. .

Screening instruments. The screening instruments used

in the study were the Study Habits Checklist (Preston &

e g d e i o bt G gk

Botel, 1967), the Fear Survey Schedule (Wolpe, 1973), and
the Test Anxiety Scale (Sarason, 1978). These three instru-

ments wére intended to provide information for the selection
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of p;rticipants who shared the following three characteristics:
high levels of test anxiety, low ﬁo moderate levels of general
anxiéty, and adequate study skills. |

To éelect pafticipants who posSessed adequate study
skills, the Study Habits Checklist (Preston & Botel, 1967)
was used. It is.a self—report instrumenf of 37-items,
applicable‘to grad§ 9 through university levels. Its guestions
concern study habits such as previewing, reading, ngtetaking
-while,reading, remembering, report writing, listening and
taking class notes, preparing for examinatioﬁs, taking
examinations, planning time, and arranging physiéal setting.
Norms are available for grade nine to first yéar university,
based on the testiné of 5,997 s#hdents in Pennsylvania.

Brown (1964) reported data regarding the vélidity of this
instrument, indicating that, of 16 vafiables, 4 distinguished
significantlf between over- and under-achievers. Averade
reliability of..9l was determined by split-half correlations
at each gréde level.

The Fear Survey Schedule (Wolpe, 1973) is a 108-item
questionnaire whizﬁ measures general anxiety.. With </
Dr. Wolpeds permission (see Appendix C), the dfiginal Fear
Survey Schedule was modified~slightly SO thaf it was directed

specifically to the age-group in question. The result was
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a 99-item questionnaire which was appropriate for the grade 10

volunteer group and was used to identify the individual within

this group who showed high levels of general anxiety.
Screening these individuals out of the study meant that the

focus of the treatment groups could be test anxiety, not

general anxiety.
The Test Anxiety Scale (Sarason, 1978) is a 37—it§m
- scale which measures both worry and emotionality aspects of .- -
test anxiety. With Dr. Sarason's permission (see Appendix D),
the original Test Anxiety Scale was modified to make it

applicable to grade 10 students. References to college

situations became references to high school situations. This

modified scale was intended to provide information for the

oSt o LA s 400

selection of participants who showed high levels of test

A

anxiety.

Pre- and posttesting instruments. The following four

s ity ekt s, Tt et

instruments were administered at pre~ and posttesting sessions

i i

as dependent variable measures: the State-Trait Anxiety
In&entory ~ State Form (Spielberger, 1970), the State-Trait
Anxiety Inventory - Trait Form (Spielberger, 1970), the
Canadian Tests of Basic Skills (King, 1981), and the Test

Anxiety Inventory (Spielberger, 1980).
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The State-Trait Anxiety Inventory - Trait Form .
(Spielberger, 1970) was administered at béth pre- and post-
testIng sessions. It is a’self;report4measure of indiviaual
vulnerability to anxiety-provoking situations, in which the
-participant is asked to indicate how ;he/he generally feels.
The Trait Form of the Staée—Trait Anﬁiety InVentory (STATI)

has high internai consistency: the alpha reliability co-
efficients range(fro;j.83 to .92 (Spielberggr, Gorsuéh, &
LuShene, 1970). Test-retest ;eliability coefficients are
high also, réngingrfrom .73 to .86. The STAI-Trait Form
correlates with varioué other anxiety scalés, thus providing
evidence for its concurrent validity. Spielberger (1970) |
views the Taylor €1953) Manifest«Anxiety Scale and the IPAT

Anxiety Scale (Cottell & Scheier, 1963) as alternate measures

to the STAI;Trait Scale, the former showihg a correlation of
.83 with the STAI—frait Form, and the latter, a correlatiqn of ™~
.76.

Th; Canadian Tests of Basic Skills (King, i981) also
was admihistered at both testing sessions. The High School
Multilevel Edition, LevelsrlS—lB, Form 5 was used. Only the
reading comprehension ahd mathematicé subtests were used .. —
for this study because the subjects of English and mathematics

, X
were common to all grade 10 students. Therefore, these two
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subtests were closer than the others to the actual classroom
experienees of the participants. The CTBS was emplbyed as
the performance measure in this study to permit an examination
6f the relationship between test anxiety and test performance.
Based on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (HiefonYmus, 1961),
the CTBS is intended to measure studeﬁts‘ proficiency in
skills which are accepted as being fundamental go;ls in
secondary edugcation (King, 1981). King's (1981) research ;
reports split-half reliability coefficients for the readigé
compréhensioh and mathemagicé subtests at .86 and-.9l,
respectively. The samé rESéarch shows a correlation between
these two subtests of .71, an indicator of a moderately high
degreé/of commonality between them.
Immedigtely”afterrcompleting the two CTBS subtests, the
participants we;e asked to complete ‘the State-Trait Anxiety
Inventory ~ State Form (Spielberger; 1970), a self-report
measure-of h%Wlthe indivigual feels at that par£icular time.
Because situational factors have such profound influence on
state measures (Spielbergef, Gorsuch, & Lushene, 1970), the
low test—fetest reliability coefficients for fhe STAI—State
Form (median xr = .32) is explicable.. As with the previously

discussed STAI-Trait Form, the State Form has high internal

consistency: Spielberger, Gorsuch, and Lushene (1970) report
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alpha reliability coefficienté ranging from .83°to .92, This
research also provides evidence for construct validity,
reporting that the mean ssores for state anxiety of 977
undergréduate coilege students were higher in an examination
situation than they were in a normal situation.

| The fourth and final instruments in this set was the
Test Anxiety Inventory (Spielberger, 1980), a self-report g}
measure of the individual's anxiety in test situations. The
test-retest reliability coefficients of the TAI drop fromhéﬁi
over a one month.period to .62 over a’six month period (ﬁéss,
1978). Spielberger (1980) discusseé.two possible reasbns

for this drop - that the personality characteristics of high

school sfudents can change conéiderably over a six month

period, resulting in lowe%/coefficiehts, and that the
educational and career goals of high school students
change’similarly over such a time period, affecfing their
reported £est anxiety. The two components of teét anxiety -
worry and emotioﬁality - are measured,byvthe TAI. Its
‘correlation with the Worry_apd Emotionality Questionnaire
(Liebert & Morris, 1967) provides evidence for .its concurrent
and cohstruct Qalidity. The Worry écalerof Liebert and

Morris' qguestionnaire (WEQ) correlated .74 with the TAI worry

scale, and the WEQ emotionality scale correlated .84 with the

4
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- TAI emotionality scale. The alpha reliability coefficient -
for the TAI is reported at .91.

Self-efficacy probes. - To investigate the relatidnship/”

between the students'’ perceptions of self-efficacy and their
peffdrmance in test situations, efficacy probes were usedat
three poihts in the study. .
During the pretesting session, the efficacy probes were
administered after the performancé measures; ﬁhat4is, the
reading comprehension and mathematics subtests of the‘éfﬁs;

——

to énsure the participants' understanding of the sPecific
tasks referred to in tﬂe probes. The same set of probes was
administered twiée more -~ at the end of the counselling
treatment‘seSSions and during the posttesting session. At
the end of the counsélling treatment sessions, participanté
were shown copiés of the CTBS subtests prior to completing
the efficacy probes. They were asked‘to recall the,situation
of the pretesting session during which they worked on the
reading cémprehension and mathematics subtests, and listehed
to the reading'of a éample question from each of these two
tests. As in the pretesting session, during the posttesting,
the probes were administered after the performance measures

to which the probes referred; i.e., the CTBS subtests.

Measurement of efficacy expectations at these three points
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were intended to”guarantee_the participancs' femiliarityi:
~  with the particular performance referred to in the probes, to
;alicw for examination of the reciprocal influence between
expectations and pefformance, and to,permit tests cf-the,
predictive value of self-efficady judgements. .

The set of efficacy probes used in this stuay was composedv
of 19 separate probes under the title) Seif—Efficacy Question-
naire (see Aﬁpendix E). Three sample'probes began the
guestionnaire. These probes used a common task of performing
a standing jump of one‘foct, two feet, and six feet to ensure
that all participante comprehended clearly the self-report
»nature offthe probes, the directicn of the rating scale used,

—

and the significance of the ten points on the scale. The

. - 5 _
next six probes related to performance on tne reading
comprehension subtest of the CTBS, arranged in order of
increasing task difficulty. Six more probes were construcced
andrarranged in the same  fashion, and related to the CTBS
mathematics subtest. The final four probes were generality
probes, asking participantS'to,estimete their confidence
regarding their ability to improve test results in courses
taken during the school term in question.

The first or lowest level of task difficulty presented

by the six reading comprehension probes concerned a simple



task that was constructgd with the expéctation that all
participants would be confident in their ability to perform

the task successfully. The reméining five*reading.comprehension
probes increased the Eask difficulty at regular intervals -
fovthe point’that, with the sixth and‘final probe, it was
expected that all participants wogld find task performaﬁce

extremely difficult. The six mathematics probes were construct-

ed and afranged to represent the same rapge of difficulty.
The four generality probes asked the participants to judge
their confidence in their ability to improve their test
results in one, two, three, and ultimately four, of the
~courses taken during that school term.

The rating scale which accompanied each probé ranged
from 10 to 100, marked at intérvals of 10. -Yerbal descriptors
occurred at four points: 10 - very uncertain, 40 - maybe,

?

70 - pretty sure, 100 - very certain. During the éompletion
.of £hé 3 sample probes, the participants w;re encouraged to;n
considef éll 10 points of the scale, and to iudge the degree ;
of certainty that they could perform the tasks referenced. -

Using%%he sample probes, response demonstrations were given

and verbal reactions were invited as methods of emphasizing

the importance of considering all gradétiops of the self- , %

report measure.
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As indicated in'Chaptér One, under the heading
"Measurement of Self-Efficacy", efficacy judgements may be

,measuréd in terms of magnitude, strength, and~generality.

3 .
&

»In this study, all efficacy measurés wereraverage strength
measures. To obtaiﬁ average strength scores, individtal
responses to a given set of efficécy probes (e.g., those
referring to CTBS reading comprehension, CTBS mathegatics,
orQQénerality) were summed and the sum was divided by the
- number of probes in that set.

s

Design and Procedures

All grade 10 studenté were given a brief description
of the cénceét of test'an#iety and the proposed'test anxiet§
counselling programme by a scﬂotl tounsellor. All stﬁdents
were encouraged to return a pérental consent form permitting'
them to attend a screéningvsession. Of the gfade_lO group,
78 students returned this signed consent form. From thete
students, 41 participants were selected for the study (seé
Haynes, 1982). The 41 participants returned the secondrsigned
parental consent forﬁ_permitting themvtouparttcipate in the
study (see Appendix B), and met as one group for the pretestiﬁg
session. A graduate student’in educational counselling

conducted the pretesting session using a standardized set of

instructions (see Appendix F) and, as a conclusion to this
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session, reviewed the purpoée of the test anxiety programme,

el LT v et v Lo

ianrmed the participants of their gfoup-assignments, ana‘
iésﬁed a schedule of each group'é eight treatment sessions
and the one posttesting session. ' o

Each of the three éounselling groups - rational emotive

counselling (REC), self-instructional training (SIT), and

placebo control (CON) - was scheduled for eight 50-minute

.- sessions over a 5-week period. All three groﬁps met on the‘
(/A same calendar day for each of the eight sessions, with the

hourly session times rotated so that each group had experiences

! Shank it Grinlia e e o | i

similar to those of the other groups in meeting at different

i

times during the school day. All counselling sessions were

held in one room of the school: all screening, pretesting,

P

end of treatment, and posttesting sessions were held in the

cafeteria of the school. The eight counselling sessions were
"~ scheduled so that they occurred at regular inté:vals over a

5-week time period, and were cohducted by a graduate student

‘in educational counselling, notrthe same student who had .

-administered the screening tests and pretests.

The end of treatmept testing, consisting of the - , §
administration of the previously described Self—Effiqaéy
Questionnaire, occurred one week after the cpnclusidn of

the eighth and final session for each treatment group.

R A A e e
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Posttesting, including the third administfation of the Self-

- Efficacy Questionnaire, occurred within two weéks of the
eighthltreatment'séssion. The samé graduate cqunselling
student yho had aaministered the screeﬁing tests and pretests:
conducted  the end>of treatment probeé and the postteéts.ur

Treatments

Thé three treatmenﬁs resuited from the development of
REC, SIT and CON'cqunselling programmes, which focussedvon
the treatment of test ankiety in high séhool students (Merrick,
1983; Walléce, 1983). This cbﬁnselling éurriéuium research
produced manuals containing détailed plans for all counséiling
sessions. The concurrent development of thesevmanﬁéls
permitted their construction along parallel lines. Accordf
ingly, the format of all lessons was highly similar and the
amount of time althted to instruction;‘interaction,

independent activity, and homework was relativeiy uniform

across treatments.

Each session was 50-minutes in length. There were eight
of these sessions in each of the three treatments. VThe manual
was explicit in its presentation of each session: this’
explicit quality, and the concentrated feheafsal of and
refé;ence to each session's material by the counsellor,

-

ensured that the manual's curriculum was performed as directed.

3
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Every session, or lesson, was introduced by a’sfatgd goal

for that particular lesson, an overview, and a éummary of
procedures with the amount of time allottéd to each prqcedure,
Thié{introduétion was followed by a list of performance
objectives and a list of materials required for the lesson.
The lesSonritself was preSenied in precise detail.. Counsellor
actiyities were described,vwith*suggested vérbalizations
‘often provided; Acéompanying student éctivities, wheh
approériété,'were arranged sg that their correspondence to

the counséilor activities was clear. A sﬂégésted time
allotment acéompanied every activity. The lesson was
concluded'bila summary‘and/or a homework task. Attendéncé

- records were kept for each lesspn, as well as notes onjhome—
Qork coﬁplétion. The manual also_provided a form for the
establishment of an absentee buddy system, whereby any
participant who missed a lesson could de?end onranother
individual to contaét him/her with detaiis of~activities,

hand-out materials, and homework.

Rational emotive coﬁnsellinggLREC). This treatment
was based on Eliis' rational e&otivé ;herapy (1977) .
Comprehension of thg major REC concepts was the'first éoal;
i.e., the relationship between thinking and feeling, and the

way different interpretations of an event can produce different

b
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emotions. Care Qas taken to establish.this comprehension
firmly, by ;epetition, rewording, accurate stuéenf verbal-
izations, examples, aﬁd discussion. ‘Individual experiences
with test anxiéty formed the next subject ofcthe RECrtreatment.
Personal accounts of ;nstances of test anxiety were invited

so that individual students could develop the ability to
recbgnize their own irratibnal beliefs. ‘Building bn this
ability, skiil developﬁent prdgressed to the feplacément of

the irrafional béliefs with more reasonable, rational ones

and the establishment of the new rational beliefs and
pehaviours. fhe critically important process was that of

the replacement of the irrational beliefs with rational ones -
in this procéss, the counsellor's crucial funcfion was gctively
aﬁdraggressively to dispute the irrational beliefs. The

final goal of REC was that individual students would be ablé

to recognize their own irrational beliefs and replace them
with ratiéﬁal beliefs, particularly Qithin test ahxious,
situatiéns; Use of imaggry, role reversal, active disputation, .
and written homework was evident in the REC treatment.

Self~-instructional training (SIT). This treatment was

based on Meichenbaum's self-instructional training (1974).

A hl

The basic concept introduced at the outset was that anxiety

stemmed from one's thoughts, or self-statements. In test

’
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situations, self-defeating statements increased anxiety levels.
Therefore, awareness of these debilitating self-statements
was established as being an essential precursor to their

eradication and to lowered test anxiety. Once all participants.

had become aware of negative self-statements and their

concdmitantssrousal of negative émotions, effortsstofcréate
positive responses incompatible with them could begin. The B
goal Qas that the positive Self-statemsnts would‘replace the
nsgative ones, with a resulting improvement in handling
tsst anxiety.

The treatment sessions began with discussions of affective

and physical manifestations of test anxiety. Working from

observational notes made by each participant, the concept

of negative.self—statements was emphasized. Then, the idea

A Bk vt i Rl 2l
;

that changing these. self-statements could alleviate test

it i

anxiety was introdﬁced. Practice of this change began with
verbalised posisive self-statements, gradually becoming
whispered and finally covert sslf—statements. Techniques used
in the treatment sessions were varied - relaxation breathing

(modelled and. performed), overt self-talk (modelled*and ¥

performed), in viva homework assignments, role playing,
simulated test situation, thought-stopping, guided imagery,

group dynamics.
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Placebo control (CON). This treatment was based on

research -showing that non-directive therapy has minimal
therapeutic power, if uséd in isolation from other therapeutic
methods (Rachman & Wilson, 1980). Therefore, the CON sessions
. )
focussed oh relationship enhancement as the foundation of the
treatment. Eééh'session deveiéped a théﬁe reiated to ﬁést
anxiety and ifs format was structured closely to that of
corresponding REC and SIT sessions. The themeé deélt with
were grbup introductions;-definitiéns of test anxiety: 7
teéchersrand test/anxiety; subject areas and test anxiety;

study skills; moral dilemmas, such as cheating; fears; and

phobias.
Results

In this section of the thesis, descriptive statistics

(means and standard deviatiohs)'fpf all treatment groups

for the experimental variables at each administration of the .
efficacy probes are,feported. (See Hayneé, 1982, for a
@iscussion of the reliability of the screeniﬁg instruments.)
Later in the chapter, corrélational»analyses are presented,.
and inferential tests of beﬁween group and within grouﬁ -
differences are discussed. The chapter concludes with a

A

summary of experimental results.
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Descriptive Statistics i : ~ ‘ ;

‘This discussion of descriptive statistics was intended

IR T T

té map trends in the data and to increase the reader{s
familiarity with the data. There is no intention that any
of the'aiscussion in this section shouid be taken to imply _4&
statistical or clinicgl differences between groups or over time.
vAs Table 1 indicates, all three treatmentjéroups were
relatively similar on the pretest performance measures
(CTBS reading ahd mathematics subtestss. Considering pre-
to posttest changes on the CTBS reéding subtest;‘the SIT
group showed the greatest increa§e, with control and REC
groups showiné some improvément;. Pre- to posttest comparisons
of the CTBS mathematics results indicate that, while all ﬁhree.
groups improved, the REC and SIT grbups showed the greatest
increaseés. }
As Table 2 indicates, all three treatment groups were

relatively similar on the pretest self-efficacy probes. 1In

both the reading and the mathematics probes at pretest,

the SIT group scored the highest, the REC group next, and the
ACON group scoréd lowest. All three gréﬁp;, on the self-
Aefficacy probes related t?{;athematics performance, showed
an increase from pretest to end of treatment, then a decrease

on the posttest probes. 1In both the reading and the
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Means and Standard Deviations of All Groups on
CTBS Measures at Pretest and Posttest
‘ in Experlment One

Measure Treatment - Pretest Posttest

‘Group X SD X ~ SD
CTBS REC 18.67 6.88 20.78 9.23
Reading SIT -16.25 6.7? 21.00 7.06
CON 20.00 6.78 23.00 8.80
CTBS Math REC 16.78' 7.79 20.56 8.16
' ' CSIT . 14.50 5.11 18.25 6.34
. CON 15.11. 7.15 17.00 6.33

Y

Means and Standard Deviations of All Groups on

Table 2

-

Self Efficacy Measures at Pretest, End of Treatmentl/
and Posttest in Experiment One

Measure - Treatment Pretest - _End-. <~ -~ -Postteést
Group X SD SR SD X SD
SE ‘REC 6.35 0.82 6.35 0.83 6.20  1.71
Reading SIT 6.38 1.67 6.98 1.41 7.10 0.93
CON 5,98 0.88 7.19 1.36 7.00 1.34
SE REC 6.32 1.33 | 6.48 1.08 | 6.24 0.97
Math SIT 6.75 1.87 7.22  0.58 6.99 1.40.
CON 5.76  1.62 6.87 1l.41 ‘6.70 1.10
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o & f el

_ v &
mathematics posttest probes, &he SIT group scored the highest, -
the control’group next highest, and the REC group'scofed‘

lowest. Figures 1 and 2 clarify the relative standings of

-

the three treatment groups on the self-efficacy probes for
reading ana méthematics. S

Figures 3 and 4 plot the CTBS and self-efficacy means
of all three groups’on the reading and mathematics subtests, -
and are intended to facilitate comparisons between gfoups and
ibetween CTBS éhd Self;efficacy means. Figure 3 shows that
the SIT and CON groups had increasea perfofmanée on the CTBS
reéding shbtest aécompanied’byrincreased self-efficacy. fhe
REC group also had increased CTBS performahce; but no accém-
panyidg_incféase in self-efficacy. A similar situation is
fevealéd by‘Figure 4. Both the SIT ahd CON groups showed
increased performance dn the CTBS maﬁhematics subtests
accompanied by increaéed self-efficacy, while the REC group

2

showed increased CTBS performance with no accompanying increase

Ain self-efficacy. - , - ?

Correlational Analyses

A 10-point scale (ranging from 10 to-100 in -intervals:
of 10) accompanied each efficacy probe in the study. The

higher the rating on the scale, the higﬁer the judged efficacy.

The participants circled one number on each scale to indicate
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Figure 2: Mean scores for all groups on the self-

efficacy mathematics probes in experiment
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their certainty about their ability to perform thértaék
described by that effiéacy'probe. An average stfength score
was calculated from thgse responses to the efficacy probes.
Asrpreviously explained,tgn éverage strehgth sgofe,was -
obtained by summing ihdividual respoﬂses tb a giyen set Qf

efficacy probes, and dividing this sum by the number of probes

N ;
5

in that set.

The higher the average efficacy stréngth score, the
stronger the judgement of ability to'perfdrm_theutasks Within
thé£ group of probes. The iowéf the’average efficacy strength.
.scofe, the weaker tﬁe belief }n the ability to perfofm the |
tasks in‘question;

'The average efficacy strength scores were correlated
with performance results on the CTBS subtests to which they
reférred.? The preteSt<éffiéacy éfrength scores were cor;elated
with both;bfe; and posttestACTBS éubtest performancés: The
.end of treatment efficacy streﬁgth scoreé and the posttest
efficacy scorQE‘Wg}e correlated only with the posttest CTBS
subtest performances. These correlatibns are presented by
group in Table 3 and 4.

Only one statistically reliable correlation emerged when

the pretest self-efficacy probes were correlated with the

pretest CTBS scores for mathematics or reading. The SIT

<



‘and Average Self-Efficacy Strength Scores

Table 3

, - Experiment One '
- Pearson Correlations Between CTBS Reading Scores

65

CON

Group "REC , SIT
1 (n=12) 2 (n=14) 3 (n=11)
, ‘ ,

CTBS Reading Pre Post Eue Post _ Pre Post
Self-Efficacy
Strength Scores 7 - - v

Pretest: Probes |-0.12( 0.34 ‘0.66**| -0.04 0.1le6 0.19

End of Treatment 0.27 - 0.66%* 0.50

Probes

Posttest Probes 0.72%* 0.56%* 0.70%*
* p { .05
** p < .01

Table 4
Experiment One _
Pearson Correlations Between CTBS Math Scores
and Average Self-Efficacy Strength Scores
Group REC SIT CON
1 (n=12) 2 (n=14) 3 (n=11)

CTBS Math Pre Post .Pre Post Pre Post
Self-Efficacy
Strength Scores :

Pretest Probes 0.51| 0.78**) 0.31 0.49 0.52 | 0.68%*

End of Treatt

Probes . ' 0.72%%* 0.44 0.68%*
Posttest Probes 0.92%* 0.63%* 0.66%*

A4 et e e i e a0

P S

e e
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group's pretest self-efficacy probes correlated significaﬁtiy'
with thisfgroup's:perfofmance on thé CTBS readiné pretest

(r = .66, p { .01). These results suégést that, with one
éxceptidn, the participénts were unable £o predigt £heir
performance on the CTBS pretests.

Significant reiationships emerged in two of the three
groups, fhe REC and CON treatments,.when average efficacy
strength scores for the pretest probes wereacorrelated with
perfOrmanée on the CTBS mathematics posttest (£_=7.7é;

p <7;0i; r= .68, p ¢ 405). No relapiohshiprwas found between
— - 2

the aVeragé éfficaéy strength scores for the pret?st probes
and performance on the CTBS readipg posttest. These results
suggest that the participants were better able to predict
their performénce on a mathematically-oriented rather than a
reading—oriénted task.’

- When average efficacy strength g&ores fbr the end of 
treatment probes were correléted with performance on the
CTBS posttest, the SIT group showed a significant result on
the correlation between end of treatment probes and scores
on the reading subtest (r = .66, p < .01); and for both the
REC and CON groups, correlétions betweén»end of trea£mént

N

probes and scores on the mathematics subtest were significant

(r = .72, p< .01; r = .68, p  .05). Thus, the REC and
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CON gfbupsjfended'to bé/more,acéﬁrateithan théVSIT gfoub.in
their pretést and end of treatment predictions;of theif |
perfofmance on the CTBS mathematics pqsttest.

Cbnsistently significant relafionsﬁips became évident
when the posttest averagéefficacy strength scores wgfe-

correlated with posttest performance on both the reading

and mathematics subtests for all three groups. These results

indicate that, after completion of the three treatment

programmes and the CTBS §6§Etests, all participants were
better able to predict their performance on the CTBS reading

K\ :
and matHematics subtests.

Inferential Tests

The description of inferential tests in this chapter
will be limited to a discussion of the self—éfficacy variables.
Inferential tests for the CTBS variables may be found in
Haynes, 1982. Briefly, Haynes' analyses indicaté that all
groups (considered together)‘improved from\pre— to posttest
on CTBSVreading (21'27 = 13.36, p  .01) and CTBS mathematics
(F1,27 = 21.23, p < .01). - No between group differences were
found on either of the CTBS variables.

In order to test for between group treatment effects,
one way anaﬁyses of variance (see Appendix G) were éerformed

on self-efficacy, reading, and mathematics scores at each of




the three administrations of these probes - pretest,'end
of treatment, and posttest. No significant treatment effects
were fQund.

In order to examine experimental changes from pretest

to pqgttéﬁfoEWo way analyses~of variance (treatment x time)
were conducted (see Appendix G). These analyses fevealed

no significant main effects on treatment by time interaétion
effects. Complete 3”(pretest,rend §f treatment, and posttest)
x 3 (REC,‘SIT, and CON) analyses of variance Qere not conducted 7

because such analyses were not germane te the central hypo-

theses of the study.



CHAPTER III
EXPERIMENT TWO

This chapter-has a dual pﬁrpose. it discﬁsses the
mefhods used to plan and conduct experiment two, and describes
the obtained results. The discugsionlof methods begins with
.informatfon on the setting and par;i¢ipants of experiment
two. Then, the instfuments, which are identical to those used
in experiment one, are reviewed. Also contained in the
methods section is a description of the deéign and procedures,
with the focus on differences between experiment one and
experiment two. 'Completiné ﬁhe discussio;/6f methods is an
examination of the experimental treatments, again with the
focus on differénces between experiment one and experimént
two. The results of experimen£ two are described in the’final'
section of the chapter. Descriptive statistics ;re repofted,
followed by a presentation of correlational analyses and
inferential tests of between group and within group

differences.

69
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Method

Setting and Participants

The study took place in a junior secondary school
(grades 8 to iO), with a total enrollment of approximately
550\students; The school draws students from a largely
suburban community whose soéioeconomic status is primarily
middle class. All grade 10 students were given basic infor-
mation about‘the programme by a school counsellor. This
information consisted of the concept of test anxiety, the
puréose of the screening session, and the organization and
format of the counselling sessions. .

An initial group of 42 students subsequently volunteered
to participate in the screening session, éach'one returning
a signed form giving parental consent for the scfeening
session (see Appendix A). This group was assessed’on study
habits, levels of anxiety, and specificity of énéiety.
Because there were not enough volunteer participants to
warrant screening as in the first experiment, all 42 wvolunteers
were accepted for participation in the study (see Haynes,
1982, for screeniﬁg selection discussion). _These 42 students -

were given further information by the school counsellor about

the pretesting session, the goals of the programme, and the

Y
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SQhedule of the programme sessions. Also, each student~

was given a parental consent letter which summarized this
information, and was asked to return it, signed, as proof
of permission to participate in the test anxiety programme

(see Appendix B)..

The participants were assigned randomly to one of three

groups ~ rational emotive counselling (REC), self-instructional

[

training (SIT), or control (CON). To ensure equivalent sex
composition across all éroups, all female studentsiwefe
assigned prior to the aséignment of the male stﬁdénts. The
resulting group coﬁpositioqs were as follows: 10 participants
in the REC group (2 male, 8 femaie), 11 participants in the
SIT group (3 male, 8 female), and 9 participants in the CON

_ , N

group (2 male, 7 female).

Instruments

Three sets of instruments, identical to those in
expériment one, were uséd. One set was used to screen the -
volunteer group, a second set measured performance and self-
report variables at the pre- aga posttesting sessions, and
a third set measured self-report variables at pretesting, .

end ofstreatment, and posttesting points. All of these

3

instruments have been described in Chapter II.

A TSNP,
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Design and Procedures

re

All grade 10 students were 'given a brief description of

~

the concept of test anxiety and the proposed test anxiety

counselling pfogramme by a school counsellor. All students

‘were encouraged to return a parental consent form permitting
them to attend a screening session. Of the grade 10 grdup,
42 "students returned this signed consent form. _Analysis of

the scréenipg‘grouﬁus test results revealed no significant

. ,Q

differences, therefore éll students who pgrticipated in the

screening session were accepted as participants in the study

- -

(see ﬁaynes, 1982).
A total of 31 students returned the second signed

parental consent form permitting them to participate in the

study, and met as oneé group for the pretesting'séssion. The
same school counsellor who had provided previous information
about the study conducted the pretesting, using the same

standardized set of instructions as for experiment onet (see

Appendix F). As a conclusion to the pretesting session, this
-counsellor reviewed the purpose of the teaE/gpxiety programme,

informed the participants of their group assignments, and — —

issued a schedule of each group's eight treatment sessiomn

and the oné posttesting session. The treatment sessions were

-:conducted by the school counsellor. This ceounsellor was
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known to all the participants as one of three ‘counsellors

“within that particular gschool-and was a graduate student in
, . .

‘

educational counselljing. oo : o : .

Each of the three counselling groups - rational emotive

P

coynselliﬁg (REC), sélf—instrdctional training (s1T), and

placebo control (CON) - was scheduled for'eight 50-minute
. . . * L . - -
sessions over a 6-week period.  All threeﬂgroups‘met on the

‘same calendar day fs; each‘oé the.eight sesFions,Qyith the®
héufly session times rotated so "that each-éropp»had similar
éz@efiences to the other groups in meeﬁihé at éiffefent times
;duriﬁé the school day; All counseiling sessions wére held
in one room of‘the school: ailrscreening; prétesting, ana

. ¢ - - L ’ - B .
-posttesting sessions were held in the cafeteria of the -school. -

ey iR

’Thg school timetable operated on a 4-day cycle; therefore,

“the 8 counselling sessions were scheduled so that they

occurred every fourth school day, covering a 6-week time

period::

N h R . ¥

The end of treatment testing, consisting of the

adﬁinistration of. the previoﬁély described Self-Efficacy‘

Questionnaire, occurred at the conclusion of the eighth and . -

i

the third admiﬁistration of the Self-Efficacy Qdestionnaire,

e

occurred within one week of the eighth treatment session.

Ly .
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_The same counsellor who had conducted the‘prétestinj and
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-

counselling sessions administered the end of Ereatmept'probes . *
and the posttests.

Treatmehts ) .

The fhree tfeaﬁﬁents resulted from the development of
REC, SIT, and CON coﬁnselling programme;, foilowing the same
manuals .a§ used-in experiment one which were the product of
counselling curriculum research by Merrick (1982) ahd Wallace
(1982). The coﬁcurrent developmenf of these manuals'permitted’
their-constructign along parallel lines. Accordingly, the
forﬁat of all lessons was highlyAsimilar and the amount of
time allotted to instructionﬁ interaction,findependent ;;tivity,
and hoﬁework was relatively uniform across treatments;

In both experiments one and two, the counsellors
followéd the same ﬁanuals. 1Also, the two counsellors met at
weekly interva}s over the durationléf the experiments to
review the manuals; plans for counselling seésions scheduled.
fof that week; ensuring -that their delivery of-thé treatments

was comparable. An additional pufpose of these weekly

meetings was to review completed sessions, providing feedback

to the manuals' designers on the practical application of

the counselling treatments (see Merrick, 1982; Wallace,

‘1982). ?ij : | ' | ’
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Consideration’ of the results of these meetings and the

' céntent of logbooks kept by both counselloré led to the
conclusion that the rational emotive counselling and the
self-instructional training were conducted in a highly

similar fashion in experiments one and two. .(For a discussion
of these two couﬁéelling treatments, please see chépter two.)
A second conclusion resulting from examination of fhe matefial
from fhe wéékly meetings‘and the counsellors' logbooks was
that the placebofcontrol tfeathent‘in ekperiment two héd
varied at times from the manual. (See Haynés, 1982, for a
discussion of the variations‘of the control treatment in
experiment two from the mapuait) Detailed perusal of the
differences between the control manual arnd the actual content
of the Fontrol'treatment in experiﬁent'two revealed that these
differences violated neither the focus bn”relationship

enhancement nor the non-directive orientation which were the

dominant characteristics_gf;tha;control treatment. 7W;;W”

Results

A~
In this section of the thesis, descriptive Stéfiétidé'
(means and standard deviations) for all treatment groups

for the experimental variables at each administration of the

efficacy probes are reported. (See Haynes, 1982, for a
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$ . .
discussion of the reliability of the screening instruments.)

Later in-the chapter, correlational analyses are presented,

and inferential tests of between group and within group

\gifferences are discussed. The.chapter'concludes with a
AN : ,
sdmmary of experimental results.

Descriptive Statistics

\ y ‘ :
THis discussion of descriptive statistics was intended

\

°

to map trends in the data and to increase the reader's

. ) ‘
familiarity %ith the data. There is no intention that any

\ . . . .
of the discussion in this section should be taken to imply
statistical or cliﬁical differences between groups or over
time.

As Table 5 indicatesl‘all,three groups were ielatively

3

similar on the pretest CTBS mathematics.  However, on the
pretest CTBS reading, the range widened to extend more than
®

10 points between the mean of the control group and the mean

‘of the REC group. Considering pre- to posttest changes on
the»CfBS reedieé subteei,rthe'REC»group showed the greatest
increase, and SIT showed the ieast. Pre- to posttest
comparisons of the éTBSumathematics'results ingicateifhet the
improvements of ailrthree groups are similar, with REC'ahd‘

SIT showing more improvement than the control group. The

pre- to posttest changes on the reading subtest were greater
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Table 5

Means and Standard Deviations of All Groups on
CTBS Measures at Pretest and Posttest in -
Experiment Two '

Measure Treatment Pretest Posttest | i
~ Group X SD X 'SD L
CTBS o REC 23.43  5.74 | 31.43  7.76 -
Reading SIT 18.14 4.41 | 22.86 5.81 ;
CON 13.17  3.92 | 19.17 5.35 | i
CTBS Math REC ‘ 21.71 5.41 | 24.00 6.30
SIT 17.57 5.38 | 19.28 5.50
CON 15.33 .4.84 | 16.00 2.19

‘than those on the mathematics subtest. : ) 'é

e

As Table 6 indicates, all three treatment groups were-
. Rl -
relatively similar on the pretest efficacy probes. In both
the reading and the mathematics probes at pretest, the SIT

group scored the highest, the REC group next, and the CON- )

~—

group scored lowest. On the self-efficacy probes related

(s

to reading and mathematics performance, the CON group showed
Fod - . .
1 o )

the greatest increase from pretesf to end of treatment and

was the only group that showed a decrease from end of treat-
ment to pééttest. The CON group emerged as the lowest of
the three groups on the posttest probes. The most consistent

changes were shown by theAREC grouﬁ. On the self—efficacx'

bt
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Table 6

Means and Standard Deviations of
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All Groups on.

Self Efficacy Measures at Pretest, End of Treatment,
' and Posttest in Experiment Two

Measure Treatment Pretest End Posttest
Group x SD X& SD X SD
SE REC | 6.50 1.40] 7.23 1.79| 7.52 1.40
Reading SIT 6.74 2.19] 6.98 0.91} 7.50 1.18
CON 5.67 1.37| 7.22 0.57| 6.41 0.97
SE Math REC 6.42 1.310.6.92 1.69| 7.26 1.35
. SIT ' 6.71 1.76 | 6.28 1.10| 7.50 1.14
CON 6.23 1.40] 6.94 1.02| 6.05 1.00

probes related to reading and mathematics performance, the

REC group showed an increase from pretest to end of treatment,

then a further increase from end of treatment to posttest.

All groups showed an increase from pre

test to end of treat-~

ment, with the exception of the SIT group on mathematics

performance. The SIT group then showe
from the end of treatment to the postt

5 and 6 clarify the relative standings

-~

groups on the self-efficacy probes for

=

Figures 7 and 8 plot the CTBS and

of all three groﬁps on the reading and

and are intended :to facilitate compari

1

d the greatest increase
ést probeﬁ. Figures
of the‘threé treatment
reading and mathematics.
self—effic%cy means
mathematics subtests,

sons between groups and
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Figure 5: Mean scores of all groups on the self- .
: efficacy reading probes in experiment two.
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Figure 6: Mean scores for all groups on the seglf-

efficacy mathematics probes in experiment +two.
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between CTBS and self—gfficaéy means. Figﬁre 7 shows Ehét;
in reading, the seif—efficacy means and the CTBS means follow”
a more closely aligned pattern for the REC group than they

do for the other two groups. At all thrge assessment times, .
the self-efficacy meéns exceed the CTBS means for both the
SIT and CON groups, in reading. Figure/8 shoﬁs that, ih
mathematics, the self—efficacy meaﬁs<and the CTBS means again

follow a more closely aligned péttern for the REC group than

‘they do for the other two groups. Also, in mathematics,both

the SIT and CON groups have self-efficacy means that exceed
CTBS means, as they did in reading.

Correlational Analyses

Refer to chépter two, for a discussion of'the calculation
of average efficacy strength scores. Average efficaéy

strength scores were correlated with performanée results on

the CTBS subtests to which they referred. The pretest efficacy‘

strength scores were correlatéd with both pre- and posttest
CTBS subtest performances. The end of_treatmént efficacy
strength scores and the posttest efficacy strength scores
were correlated only with the posttest CTBS subtest'pérfdfm—;
ances. These correlations are presented by group in Tables,

7 and 8,
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Table 7
Experiment Two
Pearson Correlations Between CTBS Reading Scores
-.and Average Self-Efficacy Strength Scores
Group REC _siT CON
1(n=10) 2(n=11) 3(n=10)
) - AN — -
CTBS Reading Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
Self—Efficacy
.Strength Scores . :
Pretest Probes 0.48| 0.74%* 0.15 | -0.05 0.04 0.27
End of Treatment : '
.Probes 0.53 0.21 0.63%*
Posttest Probes 0.44 0.20 0.19
* p < .05 .
** p < .01
p Table 8
Experiment Two
Pearson Correlations Between CTBS Mathematics Scores
and Average Self-Efficacy Strength Scores
Group REC. ~ SIT CON
1(n=10) 2(n=11) 3 (n=10)
A
CTBS Math Pre Post Pre Post | Pre Post
Self-Efficacy
Strength Scores | _ ,
Pretest Probes 0.61 [ 0.88*%* || "0.08| 0.10 || -0.10f -0.26
'End of Treatment . 7 L
"Probes 0.42 0.20 0.04
Posttest Probes 0.52 -0.08 -0.04

* p ( .05

** p (.01
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Only three statistically reliable correlations emerged.

When average efficacy strength scores for the pretest :self-

efficacy probes were correlated with CTBS ‘posttest performance,

the REC group showed significant relationships in both — ?f'
reading and mathematics (r = .74,‘p_< :65; r= .88, p ( .o1).
When average efficacy strength scores for the end éf treatment
probes wefe correlated with performance'on the CTBS posttésﬁs,
the CON group showed a.significant,result on the reading
}subtest (r = .63, p <‘.05). When iverage efficacy strength
scores for the posttest probes wereicorrelated with CTBS
posttest performances, no.significant'rélationships emerged.

Inferential Tests

The discussion of results of inferential tests.in this
, A : L . N
chapter will be limited to a discussion of the self-efficacy

variableji Inferential tests for the CTBS variables may be

found in Haynes, 1982. Briefly, Haynes' analyseé’fgdicate

that all groups (considered together) improved from pre- to

pQEEtest on CTBS reading (21'17 = 49.96, p < .01). Signifi-

cant between group differences at posttest were apparent on

CTBS mathemat;cs (25,17‘

= 4.06, p { .05) and CTBS reading

(EQ 17 = 6.30, p < .01). With,both,differencesfbeiﬁg,f,

attributable to higher scores for tke two experimental groups

A}

than for the control group.




In brde} to test for betweenAgreup—treatmentwéffects, -

one way analyses of variance (see Appéndix H) were performed -

on self—efficacy, reading, and mathematics scores at each-
of the three administrations Of the self-efficacy probes -

pretest, end of treatment, and posttest. One significdnf

\____,«—/

treatment eff?ct was found - on the self-efficacy mathematics

- posttest probes (§i2,28)'= 4.36, p_< .05) . This result
. : : , 9 = - ' '
indicated that, after completion of the three treatment -Q

pfogrammes,'the experimental groups exceeded the performance
of the control group on the self-efficacy mathematics probes.
\ No other significant treatment effects were found.

To further analyze the source of treatment effects on

the self-efficacy posttest mathematics probes, a priori

contrasts were conductéd.r Tﬁeééﬁérb;iér; conérééééﬁQé£é
‘J%ased on the experimental hypothesis that the SIT treatment
4ﬁ)wouid be more effective thanxéither.REC or C;N in its
influence on sélf—éfficacy judgements, and that both treat-

ament groups would be more effective than the control group.

Therefore, a priori tests contrasted the two treatment groups

’ -

against the contrel group and.the two treatment groups

1 - ’ J 13 . L
c~./ against each other. As the tables,ULJQQxﬂMLuLiLJndféate;
-these cont?%sts indicated that the treatment‘groups (REC

and SIT) scored significantly highe?® than the control group

]
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on the self-efficacy posttest mathematics probes (2(28) =

2,91, p < .05), and that_theref;as nowstatistically reliable’

difference between the REC and SIT groups.
In order to examine experimental changes from pretest
to postted®, two way analyées'of'variance (treatment x time)

were conducted (see Appéndix H). These analyses revealed no

significant main effects on treatment by time interaction

effect. Complete 3 (pretest, end of treatment, and posttest)
x 3 (REC, SIT, and CON) analysés of variance were not conducted
because such analyses were not germane to the central hypo-

theses of the study.



CHAPTER IV

Fo

+-*  CONCLUSIONS

E
e - -

e

»

This qhépfer discuéses ﬁhg;results of exéeriments one
and twoih The implications ofithese results for the original
hypotheses are analyzed. Finaliy, thetheor%;icai énd
pracfical implications of thé findings are discussed.

Two hypotheses were established in chapter bne..‘It
was prediéted that, based on self-efficacy theéry, seif—
instructional training would be more effective than rati;nal
emqtive éounselling in ingreasing efficacy expectatiohs.
Secondly, it was hYpothesized that self—gffiéacy measures

pertaining to test performance would serve as accurate

predictors of such performance, and would predict and correlate

highly with performance measures regardless of the, counselling

intervention used to treat test anxie}y.

Summary of Results

In experiment one, the inferential tests (see chapter two)
revealed that there were norstatisticélly significant treat-
ment, time, or interaction effects on the self-efficacy

reading and mathematics probes. In expériment two, the

88
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inferential tests (see chapterithree) revea}ga that there
was one ste;istically significant treatment effect. On the
postrest self;efficacyAmethematics probes, the performance of
both experimental groups (REC and SIT) exceeded thac of the’
placebo control (CON) group. . When a priori contrasts weren
Lconducted on.the self;efficacy'probes'to further analyze the
source of this treatment effect, results indicated;that the
experimental groups scored 51gn1f1cantly higher than the
control group on the posttest mathematics probes and thgt
there was no statistically reliaoie difference between the
SIT and REC groups. The conclusion is?}hat the predictisg
‘made in hypothesis one, that.SIT would,beﬂmore effective than
REC in iocreasing efficacy expectations, Was'not supported
by the results of experiments one and two;

In experiment one, the correlational’analyses (see
chepter two)‘revealed one significant correlationnbetween
pretest self—erficacy probes and pretesr CTBS performance,
and five correlations that did not reach significant levels.
When pretest self-efficacy probes were correiated with'post-
test CTBS performance, two of a possible six significant
correlations resulted. When end of treatment self-efficacy

probes were correlated with posttest CTBS performance, three

of a possible six significant correlations resulted. Finally,

e
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the correlation between‘posttest eelf—effiéacy probes end
posttest CTBS'performance reveeled significant results in
each of the six instaﬁces - rational emotive counsellingl
self—instruetional rrainiﬁg, aﬁd piacebo control had -
significant correlations beﬁweenposttesr probesvand posttest
performence iﬁ readiné'and mathematics; Therefore, invj
experiment one, a significant trend emerged across pretest%
end of'trearment,‘and posttest eorrelations, indicating fhat
éelf—effieécy measures pertaining to performance correlated
highly with performance measures, regardless of ceunsellihg
interveﬁtion used. Theiconclusion is that hypothesis twé,
which proposed that self-efficacy measures would eerve as
accurate pre?ictors of performance and Would predict and
correlate hiéhly with performance measures reg;rdless of
treatment ﬁsed, was suépQrted partially. - The trend evident
from the correlational analysee in.ex?eriment one shews‘
that self-efficacy measures did correlate eignificantly
with performance measures regardless of treatment but that
self-efficacy measures did not serve as accurate predictors
of performanceﬁat all experimental points.

In experiment two, the correletional analyses (see

chapter three) revealed no significant correlations between

pretest self-efficacy probes and pretest CTBS performance.
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~When pretest self-efficacy probes. were correlated Wiﬁh
posttest CTéS perforﬁénce, two of é”possible’sik signifieghf
correlations resultédf When end of treatment'self—efficagy .
. probes wer%géorrelatedwith posttest CTBS perférmanéeivoneg%;

ﬁggga possibfé’six significant correlations resulted. + Finally,

g1

the correlation‘be£ween posttest self—efficacy proﬁes,an&
poSttesf CTBS performance reééaleq no ségnificant,resuips.’
Therefore, intéxperimeﬁt two, no significaﬁt trend emerged
across pretesf, end of treatﬁent, andﬂpostteSt correlétions,
The conclusion is that hypothesis two was not supported by
the results of experiment two.

In summary, the results of experiments one agé two .
pfovided no support for‘hypothésis'one} Self—instructionai
training did not prove tb be more effective than rational
emotiveicounseliing in increasing efficacy expectationé.
Comparison of the resulté of the correlatiohal analyses’o%
experiments one and two with thelre;ulté reported in other
studies of self-efficacy (Bandura &_Adéms; 1977;,Banduré,
Adams, & Beyer, 1977; Bandura, Adams, Hardy, & Howells( 1980; -
Bandura & Schunk, 1980),re§eals that the significant
correlations reported by this study do nof provide sufficient

justification for the support of hypothesis two. Self-

efficacy measures pertaining to performance were not accurate
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redictafrs of performance, nor were they cerrelated highly

ase of’posttest measures in eéperiment one. Even at post- .

i
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With-performance regardleséﬂof tFeatment used, except in @he
] ,

tést in experiment one, ﬁhe relafionsﬁip between Self;effic;éY'
and pgrformancé was much weaker than such relétionships feport-
ed in other previous experiments‘(Bandurav& Adams; 1977;
Bandura, Adams, & éeyer, 1977; Bandura, Adams, Hardy, &
Howells, 1980; Bandura & Schunk, 1980);

Disdussion of Resu%;} ‘

This section of chapter four addresses the guestion

of why the results of th}s study generally did not support
self-efficacy theory. A va;iety of possible factoré
contributing to these experimental'resultsvwiIl be explbred.‘_?
The fi}st group of possible factors to be examined will bé
some which have an impact on an'iﬁdividual's attribution( .

of attainments to her/his personal efficacy - sex differences,

effort attributions, and rate and pattern of achievements

i -# . . -
will be discussed. This discussion will be succeeded by

an exploration of the importance of the definition, the
familiarity, and the commonality of a task to self-efficacy
judgements in this stuéy. Coricltiding this section of chapter

four will be an analysis of the sources of information for

-
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7self—eff1cacy in this study. This analysis inyvolves an

ﬁbeyond their control than to those within their power to

&

evaluation of Bandura s theory of the sources o6f self- effiéacy
z\

information in light of the results of this resparch. %{

In both experiments one and two,‘there was a preponderance

of femalelvolunteers and partieipants. Developmental influerices

- | |
operate 40 encourage mifimal expectations of girls' abilities
- ¥ . : ' O —

- in many situations (Bandura, 1980) .  The deleterious effects

[ 2

of the cultural modelling of sex-role stereotypes on female

students' performance on achievement tasks has been researched

extensivelj géée Bandura, 1980, for discussion and references);

e

Another suhject of research has been the evaluation of girls'

achievemehts by parents and teachersr(Bandura, l980), revealing
that there is a tendency to lower expectations, to cr1t1c1ze

T
1ntellectual aspects, and to attribute failures to ability

rather'than motivation with female students as opposed to male
stud \ts.g Adolescent girls, therefore, may possess a more

pergistent sense of inefficacy than adolescent boys, and may

tend to attifibute their test performances more to factors

change. The effects of sex-role stereotypes on girls'

»

perceived self-efficacy are a possible influence on the results

of this study.-

o
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Attainments_gained with great effort can be taken to

mean that an individual has lesser ability. Such attain- S

N L S YL PO YN R FC R
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- ments are likely tq%%ave a weaker impact on sglf—efficac§
(Bandtra, i98Q). aThisrstudy inyolvedvinitial visits té ;ll

grade 10 classrooms by a counsellor who described the intent,
duration, and viability of the prdposed:test aﬂxiety treatment.‘ ] L

= .

Subseqﬁéﬁtiy; volunteers werg/éncouraged byrpublic address
notites and printedistUdent anno%iiiéghts to return signed %@@' o
iparentai éopséntformgfor a screening session. "'In the same | |
éashion, reminders for screening session attendance and

permission~from teachers to allow volunteers to attend screen- <y

ing testg were given. The result Qas a second, similariy
‘publitized'consent form. Pretesting of participants was : 7
fbllaﬁgd by finalization of group meeting schedules, reitera- §
tion of the validity of all three treatmgnts, and emphasis
of the importance of group attendance and confidentiality.

1t is possible that one result of these combined actions

was the message to participants that they must have a serious

problem to warrant sucH attention. Such an appraisal could,

in turn, havé diminished the impact of performance acqomplish—

el H

ments on self-efficacy.
The rate and pattern of attainments is another area which

could have implications for the results of this study.
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Bandur%;(19éo) explained that‘individuals who expe;ience
periddic failure within a pattern of continual improvément
are more Likely ﬁo experience increased selffgfficacy than
those who succeedrinitially andrthen éercéive a.levelling'df
.achievement. The time period involVed in this,studylmay

have been too restricted to allowrthis experience of periodijc
failure within a pattern of grédqal, continuél impfovement.A
-Therefore, the interventions may have had litﬁle impéct on
the development“of self-efficacy because ofithié time
liﬁitation.

This aiscussion now turns to an gxploratioq of the
importance of the ggfinition, familiaritf, and commonality of
a task to{§elf—efficacy judgements in this study®

Mostigelf-efficacy research has concentrated la;gely
on clearly ééfinedatasks which were non-academic (Bandura &
Adams, 1927; Bandura, Adams, & Beyer, 1977; Bandura, Adams,i
Hardy, & waellé, 1980; Biran & Wilson, 1981). These S£udies
were concérned with phobic behaviouré which were ahalyzedv
and described in minute detail, a situation made possible
by the clearly observable nature oﬁ the béhaviours in ques ién.
Consffuction of self-efficacy ﬁrobes which reflected thei
participant's degree of certainty about successful task

performance was. accomplished because of this characteristic
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of the behaviours. Every behaviolir in these studies was
. [ 3 - . . ‘j;» A. : )
rarchical series of tasks,

' capable of analysis into a h%
o o .
arranged. in order of incréésiqg difficulty. The detail and
specificity of éach task was a significant factor in the
B . -

close relationship between the self-efficacy probes and ‘the
behaviours in question.

Even in research which has focussed on academic behaviour
(Bandura & Schunk, 1980; Schunk, 1978, 1981l), the tasks have

" been capable of clear definition and detailed . analysis in a.. -

higrarChical fashion. Their corresponding self-efficacy

’ﬁrobes also have been defined clearly, with easily distinguish-

ed graduated steps.

The behaviour in guestion during this study was performance"

on the,CTé§ féading and mathematics subtests. None éf the .
participanzs had héd exposure to a tés£ similar in format
and content to the CTBS within the current school vyear.

As a result, the communication to the participants of the .
demands of the tasks involved in perfongﬁgg ma& have” been
so vague that discrepancies between self-efficacy judgements
and performance resultéd. A iack of>a cleér grasp of the
skills necessary for successful perférmanceAand a lack ofia
clear reiationship betwgég the self-efficacy probes and the-

corfesponding levels of task performance may have meant that®
b . '

L,
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the probes did.not,reflect the par£icipants' degree of
certaiﬁty'about éuccessful performance;

In addition to the clear definition of)} a task and its
accompanying probe, the participants' m111ar1ty w1th a task
ié ;mportant to accurate self—efficac%fjudgements. Most
past research has invoived a hi@h degreé{of familiari£y
with the behaviour ih,question (Bandura & Adams, 1977;

- Bandura, Adams, & Beyer, 1977; Bandura, et<al,‘l980).
Therefore, the corresponding self—efficacy probes had a

firm base in persdhal exéerience. In this study, theﬁs§mpleu
probes had a definite fogngﬁtion in experience - fhe
participants'were encouraged to perform, compare, illustrate,
and discuss the tasks involved in the sample probes. Héncé,r
it seems probable thét th;qparticipants felt familiar with
the sample taéﬁ\?f performing.a standing jump of Varying .
~distances and grasped the significance of the corresponding
self-efficacy probes, asking them fo judge their ability to
perform tﬂe task successfully.

However, the CTBS reading and’mathematics’subtests,
whilg qhosen for théir similarity in subject mattef to courées
common to all grade ko participants in this étudy, may- have
been removed significantly in fqrmat'and content from the

reality of classroom test situations. The system of answering

L3
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the questiions on the CTBS subtests was not one commonly used~*

in classrogm test'situations. Also, few of the participants

were familiar with the experience of taking short, timed
. - . . - - ‘i—%
tests in réading and mathematics. Finally, the necessity

for self-assessment 0of test performance was new to all of

the participants. Theréfore, the situation of completing the )

whir

'1*“ . . .
two CTBS subtests and their corresponding self-efficacy

probes:- may have meant that the participants had such t , 1
insufficient past experiences'from which to draw efficacy

5

information that'fhgir eﬁfiCécy estimates involved cénsiderabie
»:misjudgement. )

As well as definition of and familiarity with é‘fask,
ighe commonality of experience with the task in qﬂes?ion.méy S
be important‘to the results of this study. The Subject areas
of reading aﬂd mathematics were seiected as the academic
performance meaéures in this study because thevaere the
only two suﬁject areas to whicﬁ éli grade 10 students were

exposed during the school terms under consideration. There-

fore, it seemed that the CTBS readingvand mathematics subtests E

would involve mdére commonality of ekperience than any other
acédemic performance measures. In reality, the participants
were enrolled in English courses which varied widely in

format, content, and testing situations. Testing of reading
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e
skills in other subject areas varied even more widely.
Therefore, the relationship between the participantsg‘ h‘
classroom experiences and the demands of the CTBS reading
~ gfﬁ - "‘i k

subtest ranged from a close relationship for some* partigip?nai

e

to a dista one for others.: Similarly, fhe commonality
.(;"Vh N K A - - -

experéenee by the CTBS mathematics subtest was overestimated

An analys1s of the sources of 1nformation for self—

efficacy‘insthis study, involving an evaluation of-Bandura;s

theory of sources of self;efﬁicacy information, concludes
this se¢tion of chapter four. |
'Bandura (1978, 1980) theorizes that self-efficacy
. : ‘ _ P

‘information is drawn from four main sources. (Refef to

chaptér one for a complete discussion of the sources of self-

efficacy information.) He proposes that enactive performance

is the most powerful source of efficacy information because

L. 4
S

.

it is based on personal mastery experiences.. Vicarious

experiences provide the second most powefful'source of séyffv

efficacy information and are influential particularly when

used in combination with other modes. Bandura (l9é0) dese;ibes

vicarious experiences as having less 1nfluence in their effect
,m”t

.
on efficacy expectations than direct experience. The third k

a4

strongest source of efficacy information is verbal persuas1oﬂ

-

.of experience in mathematics, and the representation of thlS -

{
et

e ar
- E;T?,A\v
I &%
;
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the fourth is emotional arousal. -
It appears that what mayi;ztgfﬁappened in this study is
‘that the pafticipaﬁts did not have sufficient past éxperiencé .
withiCTBS perfbrmance to inc#ease their efficacy expectations.
- De#pifé the presenEe Qf vicéridusexpe;égnce, Verbal:
Vpeé%ﬁésién, éhd g%dtibﬁ§l arousalas sources of efficacy
i;formation, tﬁe.participantsisimply may have been affectea[
jb§ their iﬁabiiity~té draw ianrmation from bersona;
exéeriehces to such an.éxtent that their percebtions of self-
efficacy dia not iﬁéreasésignificaﬁtly. Is it possible
Eﬁat self—efficacy is an index'of the—degrée éf enactive
_pérfbfmance? ferhaps the single significant treatment éffécg
reflects the fact that SIT and REC made considerably more use
of enactive performance asvarsource of efficaqy‘information

- than did the control treatment. - Further, it may be that

enactive performance must assume an even more influential

position in a treatment to enable the theory of self-efficacy to

opérate as Bandura theoxizes./ However, some caution should -
be exercised in drawing this conclusion solely from the results,
of the experiments reported in this thesis, particUlarl? gi§en
the'p0ssi£ility (even with tightl? céntrolled treatment
curricula) of some uncontrolled counsellor confgund across

the two experiments.

T

Sk s

LS
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Implications for Research, Theory, and Practice

]

A concern to which futureareseafch could address itself
is the,methodology.of measufeé;nﬁ of $elf;efficacy‘judgements.
Precision in the anaiysis of the demands of a behaviour and
the CSnStruC;ion of corresponAing self-efficacy proﬁes should
be a priority.'-First, a- behaviour shéuld be capable of
being aﬁalyzed into a series of'hierarchidal tasks, arranged
~in order of inCreasihg difficulﬁy; Also;‘a behaviour should
be capablelof such clear definition tha£ the relationship
between it and the cdrrespon@ing sélf—efficacy probe is
 evident. Finally,:the‘familiarity of participants with the
behavidﬁr in question and the commonality of their past
experiences relating to this behaviour should be a consider-

)

ation in future research. Participants who have a firm
base iﬁ‘personal experignce reiating to a behavi6ﬁ;’Z;>
question éould be compared £o participants who have.little
Oor no experience, in order to clarify the role of task
familiarity in self-efficacy judgements. Similarly,
participants who have a high degree of commonality of past
experience relating to a behaviour in question could be

'comparéd to participants who have-a wide range of experience.

v .
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The influence of the duration oﬁ_aﬁ intervention on
self—éfficacy judgements could be considered by future

research. Experiments one and two covered a 5- to 6- week

Y

treatment period. Reseanch that examined the effects of a
lengthier treatment period on efficacy estimatés would be i
valuable. Persistence of effects over time could be examined

by a more extended intéfvention period and/or assessment- of ' o

participénﬁs with a- apse subsequent toiinterventipn;
Thefdevelopméntal aspect of Sélfﬁgffigacy judgements

is oné that Bandura (1980) discusses briefly, outlining the

rela%ionship of efficacy estimates to early childhood,

adolescence, adulthood, middle years, and old age. Delineation .

of the characteristics peculiar to the adolescent age group

and the rélationship between these characteristics and self-
efficac§'judgements could be an area of future research.

For example, the preoccupation of some adolescents with

[

their immediate social milieux, with their peer relationships,

ES

and with their interaction with authority figures could be

exploredvin relation to the development of self-efficacy in

academic and non-academic tasks.
In regard to the theoretical implications of this study,
self-efficacy theory may be linked inextricably with the mode

-

of enactive performance. The results of the inferential

»
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 tests conducted.in this study geeﬁ £o indicate a ne&d for
closer analysis of thé theory of the sources of self—efficacy
~info;matioﬁ, The crucial aspect of the cogniti&e assessmeﬁt
of efficacy information could deserve further theoretical

. ) ﬁgr
consideration. '

There are é,numbef of issuesrstemming from this stud?"
which have implications for counselling pfac?ice. The merits
ofrgroup intervention in a pﬁblic schégl seﬁting re4emphasized
by the treatments used iﬁ this study (see Haynes, 82;
Merrick, 1983; Wallace, 1983). Group intervention permits
the maximum use of time and influence by a school counsellor.
However, allétting more concentrated. time and/or planning a
more extended tfeatment period than was done by this study
may be more productive, despite the fact thaf the time
restraints inherent in many échool counselling‘situations‘.
predispose such decisions toward shofter treatment,periods.

Another issue reiéted #;hcounselling practice is the §$‘
influencévof an intervention's placement in the school term
'qgﬂ’school year on its ultimate effects. 1In thié study,
the occurrence of the treatments within the finai term of

the participants' final year in the two schools in question

-may have had significance in terms of the results.
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The fact that the hypotheses proposed at the outset of
- ~ : o ’
this study were not supported by the results may have

implications for the importance of refined communication skills

and classroom observations in school counselling. More

sophisticated communication skills and more detailed classroom -

observatiens in this study may have facilitated'the‘forging
of closervlinks,between the selfiefficaey probes,-the CTBS
"reading and mathematics‘subtests, aﬁd the,participants'
classroom test experience. The importance of these aspectsv
of schooi:eounselling to the success of future ihterventions_
ehould be censidered.

The idiosyncratic nature of an adolescent group may be'.
a facter.in tte influence of.a group treatment programme on
self-efficacy judgements. It is possib}e.that the geminance
of the social aspects of an adolescent group minimizes the
apparent distinctionsibetween different treatﬁents. Therefore,
a counsellor's perception of, end consequent awareness‘ef,
artreatmentfs unique focus and structure may differ radically
fromian>adolescent particrpant's ;erception and awareness,
because of the participant's preoccupation with greup
interaction. A resulting implication for counselling practice

3

is the consideration of the affect.of the peculiar quality
& / .

of an adolescent group on a group treatment programme.

TRy TV |
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While many of the fqregoing points relate to the self-

efficacy focus of this thesis, it should be remémﬁered that

the treatment programmes in this sﬁudy wére Very _powerfuf].-r

both in alleviating test énxiety‘and in improving test

performance (Haynes, 1982). “ConseQuently, structured group

“interventiohsvcould<be reSearcbéd more Widely becéusé”of

théir implic::}bns for ;hé relat%onshipbetwéensélf—effiéacy ;l-

-

and performance.

Summary

Thié study initially proposed two hypotheses. First,
iﬁ was predicted that self-instructional traininé would be
more effective than ?ationé;aemotive counSelliﬁg'iﬁ'increaSing
efficacy expec@ations. Theiresults of experiments one and
two feVealed that this hypothesisJyas not suppérted. The 4{
second hypothesis Qas that self-éfficécy'measures pertaining
to test performance would serve as accurate predictors of
such performance, and wouid predict and correlate highly
with performance measures regardless of the counselling
intervention used to treat test anxiety. Therresults supported
this‘hypothesis partially. In experiment one, self-

efficacy measures did correlate significantly with
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performance measures regardless of treatment but did not
serve as accurate predictors of perférmance at all
‘experimental points. In expériment two, the second hypothesis

was not supported.
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Instructional Psychology Research Group
Faculty of Education L v '

Simon Fraser University
Burnaby, B.C., Canada

V5A 156

(604) 291-3395

November 20, 1981

Dear Parent:

Taking tests is a large part of high school. Most teachers use tests
to determine how much their students have learned. ¥nfortunately, some
students do not do as well on tests as they could because they get anxious
about taking tests. Frequently tfiey have studied well. and know the’infor—v
mation, but they become frightened and blank out when they begin to, take
the test. This is unfortunafe, because these students could be getting
better grades if they could control their anxiety.. S

Duriqg/the 1981-82 school year, we are conducting a project in- E
which we will be asking about 36 tenth grade students in your schog}‘tqf

- participate. ‘The purpose of this project is to add to our knowled@@féf

s,

>

4,

effective methods of helping students deal with their anxiety about™
tests. o ' . .

We require a group of tenth grade students who experience high
anxiety when'they must take tests. Thése students will be assigned to
a class in which a trained,counsellor will teach students how to cope
with test anxiety. These classes will take place one hdir a week,’during
regular school time, over a period of eight weeks during winter, 1982.
The teachers, principal and school district have approved the project. .=

We would like to assess as many tenth grade students as we can so
that we may be sure the selected group is composed of students who are'

" anxious about taking tests. The screening procedure will occur in a one

hour class during regular school time. The gQuestionnaires that will be
administered during this one hour screening session have one purpose --
to identify those students who are test-anxious. We assure you that

all informatipn will be held in the strictest confidence; this information

i

~will be available only to the university project staff. Also, if at.any

time between now and the end of your chjld's participation, he or she
wishes to withdraw from the project, he\or she should feel free to do so.
We would greatly appreciate a phone calljto let us know, should this occur. o

If your child is asked to participate in the research project, you

will be contacted so that you may receive further information and give
your consent to his/her participation in the classes.

« o« o Over



- RM/3f

e & o » 2 ’ 109

If I can provide any furthef;information, please contact ﬁe.
If your child would like to participate and has your permission,

please have him or her sign and return the attached form. Also, would

you please sign the form. Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Dr. Ron Marx
Associate Professor
291~3628 .

'y

s )



Instructlonal Psychology Research Group

Faculty of Education
Simon Fraser University
Burnaby, B.C., Canada

.V5A 1S6

~

“

(604) 291-3395

Consent Form .

e

The purpose of this form is to obtain your approval . for Egnr/

child's participation in the screenlng session for a research /project

we are conducting during the school ‘year 1981-82. The resear h pro-
ject, 'Cognitive-Behavioral. Counselllng and Test Anxiety', will focus
on teaching tenth grade students who experience test anxiety how to

control their anxiety, L T

The screenlng session involves a&mlnlsterlng questionnaires during
a one hour class in order to select students who experience test anxlety.

This session will take place during reqgular school time. Your ¢ iia's
anonymity is assured. You will be contacted following the scréening if

your child's participation in the research project is requested.

Pleése.sign below if you approve of yourrchild's participation in

‘the screening session. Also, please have your child sign if he or she-

would like to participate. It is very important that this form be re-
turned to school within three days after you receiye it. Thank you.

o
=

I hereby grant permission for my child - to parti-

(name) ‘
cipate in the screenlng se551on for this project. I am aware that my

s

child may. withdraw from participating at any time befére,oi during the

project.

Parent's signature
g

Date

Child's signature o

‘Date ~ N _
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Instructlonal Psychology Research Group
Fasulty of Education

Simon Fraser University _fd”i@
Burnaby, B.C., Canada R
VE6A 186 - (604) 291 g5
: ) Z
ki »:‘ix B e
®

Dear Parents,

During the 1981-82 school year, we are conducting a research
project, 'Cognitive-Behavioral Counselling and Test Anxiety', in which
we are asking 36 tenth grade students from your school to participate.
The purpose of this research is to add to our knowledge of, effective
methods of helping students deal with their anxfety about tests

You previously gave your consent‘for you child's participation

he 'screening session for this research project, . The results of - .
that screening indicate that your child is one of a number of students.
who could benefit from instruction in ways of dealing with test anxiety.
We believe that these students will gain from their classes on test
anxiety and will enjoy an increased awareness of various aspects of
test situations . L =

The class -sessions will take place w1th a trained counsellor ‘
for one hour per week, during regular school time, over an eight—week o
period during winter, 1982. The teachers, principal, and school S
district have approved the project.

Your child's identity will not be revealed in any way. All _
information will be held in the strictest confidence. Also, if at .
any time between now and the end of your child's participation he or -
she wishes to withdraw from the project, he or she should feel free
to do so. Should this occur, we would greatly appreciate a phone call .. .
to let us know. If you would like to obtain copies of the research ' ’
report -at the completion of the project, please contact me. You can
register any complaint about the project with me or with Dr. -George
Ivany, Dean, Faculty of Educationm.
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At thls time we are asking your permission for your chlld's par-
ticipation in the one hour assessment session. If I can be of assistance
in describing the procedure further, please contact me, If you woild
like to obtain copies of the research report at the ‘completion of-:the .
project, please contact me. You can register any,complalnt about the
project with me or with Dr. George. Ivany, Dean’,’ ‘Faculty of Education..
1f your child would like to participate and has your permission, please °
sign and return the attached form. Thank you for your con51derat10n.

Sincerely,

~ ,' Dr. Ron Marx
. . . Associate’ Professor
* - L 291-3628

iy

;'
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Instructional Psychology Research Group
Faculty of Education ’
Simon Fraser University

Burnaby, B.C., Canada, o S
VA 1S6 | (604) 291-3395

4 : R < o

S . o

Consent  Form

The purpose of this form is to obtain your consent for your
child's participation in the research project we are conducting during
the school year 1981-82. The reséarch project, 'Cognitive-Behavioral
Counselling and Test Anxiety', will focus on teaching tenth
grade students who experiemce. anxiety when they must take tests, how
to cope with that anxiety. S ‘ ’

The classes will take place at school duriﬁg regular school time.
They will take one hour a week over an eight week period.

Please indicate your approval for your-child's participation

in the 'screening session. Please have your child sign the form
also. Thank you. ) | I .

I hefeby grant permission for my child ' -~ to participate
in this project. I am aware that my child may withdraw from participating
at any time before or during the project. ’

b
«

= « 1

Parent's signature '

Child's signature . Date
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¥7ve>1 TEMPLE UNIVERSITY

J.

]
.

E

»

'«.
o0 00

SCHOOL OF MEDICINE

DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHIATRY

‘ . - -
' l OF THE COMMONWEALTH SYSTEM OF HIGHER EDUCATION 1l6é
_ : ;
A

BEHAVIOR THERAPY SECTION - c/o Eastern Pcnmylvnnh Plychhtﬂc Institute, Henry Avenue, Phlhdclphl- Pa. 19129 - Tel. 115-435-9548

Divector ° Amsociate Director
Joseph Wolpe, M.D. B Paul Latimer, M.D., Ph.D.

March 22, 1982

Ms. Chris Haynes -

-Research Assistant

Instructional Psychology Research Group
Faculty of Education

~ Simon - Fraser University

Burnaby, B.C., Canada --
V5A 1S6.°.

Dear Ms. Haynes:

Thank you for your letter which has only.now come to my attention.
Schedule for your study.
With best wishes,

Yours sincerelv.
- JosephMolpe, M.D.
Profégsor of. Psychiatry and

Dir tor, Behavior Therapy Unit

JW:bjs

Centennial Challenge Program 1884-1984>

I
‘can see no objection to your using a modification of the Fear Survey
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UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON

SEA , WASHINGTON 98195 118

Department of Psychology NI-25

October 13,1981

Christopher R. Haynes
Research Assistant
Instructional Psychology _
Research Group ' ‘ .
Simon Fraser University ‘

Burnaby, British Columbia

Canada V5A 156

Dear, Mr Haynes,
(

Your revision of the Test Anx1ety Scale for use with~high schoo] students
looks like a first-rate job. You have my permission to use both the .
original Test Anxiety Scale and your revision of it.

I very much appreciated the kind words contained in your letter. Good
Tuck to you in your own research. Needless to say, I'd apprec1ate hearing
about your work as it develops and as you complete 1t

Best regards,

Sincerely,

SIS T

D
Irwin G. Sarason
Professor

16S: jbs
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SELF-EFFICACY QUESTIONNAIRE
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Check tﬁe number. that matches how sure or certain you are that you can

standing jump a distance of one foot (.3 metres).

10 . very uncertain
20 ,
30
40 maybe
50
’60
‘ 70 _ pretty sure
80
90

100 very certain Y
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Check the number that matches how sure or certain you are that you can

standing jump a distance of two feet (.6 metres).

10

20

30

40

50

60

70-

80

90

100

very uncertain

maybe

pretty sure

very certain

B
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Check the number that matches how sure or certain you are that you can

standing jump a distance of six feet (2 metres).

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

g

100

very uncertain

maybe

pretty sure

very certain
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Check the number that matches how sure or certain you are that you can

answer one question correctly on the reading comprehension test.

10 very uncertain
20

30

40 maybe

50

60

70 pretty sure

80

90

100 very certain
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Check the number that matches how sure or certain you are that you can

answer five questions correctly on the reading comprehension test?

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

very uncertain

maybe

pretty sure

very certain

—_—

AN

2

i
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Check the number that matches how sure or certain you are that you can

answer ten questions correctlx'on the readihg comprehension test.

10

20.

30

60

70

80

90

100

very uncertain

maybe

pretty sure

very certain
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Check the numbei‘ that matches how sure or certain you are that you can

ansWer twenty questions correctly on the reading comprehension test?

N

10
20
30

40

50
- 60

70

80

90

100

very uncertain

maybe

pretty sure,

very certain

.
i
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Check the number that matches how sure or certain you are that you can

answer forty questions correctly on the reading comprehension test?

10

- 20

30

40

50

60

70

80‘

N 90

100

very uncertain

. maybe

pretty sure

very certain
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a

. Check the number that matches how sure or certain you are tﬁt you can

answer sixty questions correctly on the reading compreherision test?

>

-

10 very mcertZin
.

30 _

40 maybe

56 I | .

e
70 _ prettysure
80
Y

90 .

T 100 very certain



Check the number that matches how sure or certain you are that you can -

answer one question correctly on the mathematies test?

10 .
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
.

- 100

very uncertain

maybe

pretty sure

1]

very certain

3

130

10.
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Check the number that matchés how sure or certain you are that you can .

answer five questions correctly on the mathematics test? -

~

A
\
N
R

S | Qery uncertain
20
30
40 maybe
50
60
7.0 . fpretty sure
80

90 -

100 very certain
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Check the number that matches how sure or certain you are that you can

answer ten questions correctly on the mathematies test.

7 .

10 __ very uncertain

b

20

o

40 méybe - -
50

60

70 pretty sure

80

90

100 very certain
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Check the number that matches hdw sure or certain you are that you can

answer twenty questions correctly on the mathematics test.

10
20
30

40

60
70
80
90

100

very uncertain

maybe

pretty sure

very certain

13.
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Check the number that matches how sure or certain you are that you can

answer forty questions correetly on the mathematies test. .

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

N

90

100

very uncertain

maybe.

pretty sure

very certain

14.

!
3
1

st AR ko Tt o e
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‘Check the number that matches how sure or certain you are that you can

*answer sixty questions correcfly on the mathematies test?

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

100

- very uncertain

maybe

| pretty sure

-very certain

15.
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Check the number that matches how sure or certain you are that you can

improve your test results in one subjéct by the end of the term?

10
20
30
40
50
60
70
, 80
90

100

very uncertain

maybé

pretty sure .

very certain

a

16.
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Check the number that matches how sure or certain you are that you can

improve your test results in two subjects by the end of the term.

10

20

30

40

50

70
80
90

100

very uncertain

pretty sure

very certain

&

17.
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Check the number that matches how sure or certain you are that you can

im'prove your results in three subjects by the end of the term.

10

20

30

40

50

60

ST

80
90

100

very uncertain

" maybe

.. prettysure

very certain

18.-
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Check the number that matches how:sure or certain you-are that you can

- improve ydur' results in four subjects by the end of the term.

10
20
30
40
50
60
70

80

90 -

100

very uncertain

fngybe

‘pretty sure

very certain

19.
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Instructional Psychology Research Group 141
Faculty of Education
Simon Fraser University  *

Coghitive-Behavioral Counselling and Test Anxiety

SCREENING TEST INSTRUCTIONS

Méterials'Required: o . s

Adequate>supply‘of Study Habit éﬁecklists. %
TAS/FSS booklets.

Face sheets.

Sharpened pencils.

1 stapler. -

1l red pen.‘

Directions:

1. Assemble the students together. They will need a pehcil; Have the

tests in two stacks at the front of thg roém. One stack,will be the

20

Study Habits Checklist, the other will be the combined Fear Survey/

Test Anxiety Booklet.

-

2. Begin with the following introductory statement 23

"Taking tests is a large part of high school. Most
teachers use tests to determine how much .their students
have learned. Unfortunately, some students do not do
as well on tests as they could because they get anxious
about taking tests. Frequently they have studied well
and know the information, but they become frightened and
blank out when they begin to take the test. This is un-
fortunate, because these students could be getting
better grades if they could control their anxiety. The
project you are now involved in may help you to deal
with any anxiety you have about tests. This particular
screening session will assist us in determining who
would most benefit from participation in this project."
. 5

3. Explain briefly to the students the structure of the testing sessibn:

3

i.e. "There are three sets of tests here and I will explain what
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11.
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you have to do before each test." - .
Continue By handing out the Study Habits Checklist and saying,

"This is the Study Habits Chebklist;_please do not write on- this yet."

When every student has a copy you will say ...

"You will notice on the front a place for your name,
age, school, sex, and date of birth. Where it asks

for your date .of birth I would like you to write

only the_year and month of your birth. Any questions?
0.X., please write that information on the front

and then put your pencils down.:" S -

' Emphasize for each test that all questions should be answered and-

. that they should write'clearly. .

When everyone is finished,. read the instructions on the front of

the s.H.C. to thg group. ’The example ‘is self—explanatory.r Ask>thém
to begin, The test shouid take no more than ten_minutés.

When they have completed this test give one copy of ;he FSS/TAS book-
let to each student. Tell them to complete their names .and schools
on the front. ' ' o 4 '

Read the instructions to them as before and have them complete the

first test in the booklet)which is the TAS. Explain clearly that

they are not to turn to the second test until told tS do so. No one

should begin the second test until you have explained theuinstructiogs.

Read the instructions for the final test (FSs), emphasizing the fact

that they need not sit and think about eacH’answer for a long time.

When all tests have been completed ask them to placé the S.H.C. on

top of the FSS/TAS booklet and then collect all tests;

Take your supply of face sheets and stapie together a face sheét‘

and the two test booklets completgd by eaéh student. The order should
be: face sheet, Study Habits Checklist, TAS/FSS booklet. At this

point you may wish to alphabetize all tests.

WA et vt
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13.

14.

15.

16.
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On the front of the face sheet write in the appropriaté school code,

‘I.D. number, and sex code.

In the spaces left blank fornage, use the year to month conversion

table and write in the app?opriate number. of months.

In,order to convert the Study Habits Checklist-responses into a form

that can'be keypuncﬁéd, you.will need to go thréugh each student’s

test and ao the following:

(a) For eaéh gectionrthe student has marked an Xrin, detexmine
wﬁicﬁ number on a scale of 1 to 5 that thié would corresp&hd
to. Tge‘column on the léft will be one and onbtﬁe extreme
righf, five.

(bi Once the number has been determined write it in the margin
with a red pen. If there is no response,veﬁter a "9".

(C), Do this for all responses and on all Study Habits Checklist

bqoklets;

4

Look through each test and check if an answer is pfovided for each

 item. 1If an item is blank insert a "9". Briefly check each sheet

for legibility.

Return all tests to I.P.R.G., S.F.U.
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Faculty of Eéucation
Simon Fraser .University ~

Cognitive-Behavioral Counselling and Test Anxiety

YEAR TO MONTH CONVERSION TABLES

v

AGE IN MONTHS TAKEN FROM THE 1ST DEC. 1981

Date of Birth ' Months
1964 - 12 204 gi
1965 - 1 203
1965 - 2 202
1965 - 3 201 o
1965 - 4 200 . -
. 1965 - 5 R 199 o
1965 ~ 6 198
1965 - 7 197 :
1965 - 8 196 : !
1965 - 9 . 195 S
1965 - 10 IR 194
1965 - 11 , e » 193
1965 - 12 192 : -
1966 - 1 191 "
1966 - 2 190 . ' : o
+ 1966 - 3 189 ’ ' :
1966 - 4 188 . :
1966 - 5 , 187 , . ;
1966 - 6 ’ - 186 ]
1966 - 7 185 ;
1966 - B : 184 - .
1966 - 9 183
1966 - 10 182 :
1966 - 11 . 181 _— . i
1966 - 12 : 180
1967 - 1 179 .
1967 - 2 . 178 >
1967 - 3 177 :
1967 ~ 4 - - -176 - =
1967 - 5 175 , :
1967 -~ 6 174 : R
1967 ~ 7 - 173 i
1967 - 8 172
1967 - 9 . 171
1967 - 10 , ' 170
1967 - 11 ' 169

1
=
S}

1967 168




: 145
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TEST INSTRUCTIONS

Materials required:

1.

Adequate supply of Self-Evaluation Questionnaires (STAl X-1 and X-2).
Canadian Tests of Basic S$kills Booklets (Form 5).
CTBS - answer sheets.

Test Anxiety Inventory.

Face sheets.

Sharpened pencils.

1l stapler (loaded).

1l time piece.

Directions:

Assemble the students together. They will need a pencil. Have the tests
in four (4) stac at  the front of the room. One stack will be the STA 1
(X1 and X2). O stack will be the CTBS booklets with the answer sheets
inside the front cover. The third stack will be the TA 1. Finally, you
will have a stack of cover sheets.

Begin with the following introductory statement.

"As you are aware you are all involved in a project designed to help you
deal with the anxiety you feel about taking tests. Part of thls project
is designed to let us know Jjust how effective we have been in helplng
you overcome anxiety. This session will help us to evaluate how well

we do." . ’
Explain briefly the structure of the testinpg session.

"There are four tests to be completed altogether. This will réquire you

to listen to my instructions and to follow them carefully."
T

Continue by handing out STA 1. Hand this out with the side marked x2
face up. When you have done this say the following.

"This is a Self-EvaluaEtéh Questionnairef Please put your name on the
top. Make sure that the side you are writing on says, 'STA 1 Form X2'.

Continue by reading through the directions with the class. Emphasize the
four categories that range from "Almost never" to "Almost Always." BAsk
the students to begin and to put down their pencils when the questionnaire
is complete. Time allocated to this test is 10 minutes.

As the class finishes, hand out the CTBS (Form 5) booklets complete with
answer sheets inside the front cover. .

"This is the Canadian Test of Basic Skills. It looks like a very long
test but we will be using only part of it today."

Every student will now have a booklet.
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11.

12.

13.

_students. Continue by saying,
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"Take out the answer sheet marked Reading Comprehen51on and wrlte your
name and school in the top right hand corner "

When this is complete have the students turn to Page 3 of the CTBS.
Read the section marked "Directions"™ and explain the sample item to the

B

»

"In this booklet you will see it says you have 40 minutes. We will do
this particular test for only 1% minutes. °You will begin at question 1

and you will answer as many questions as possible. You may begin now.
I will tell you when 1% minutes has elapsed.”

el
Begin timing and in 12 minutes say,
"You have now had lffminutes, please put ydur pencils down. Now take
out the second answer sheet marked 'Mathematics'. Put your name and
school on the top and then turn to Page 21."

On Page 21 of the CBTS once again read the directions and then inform
the students as before that they will have only 12 minutes to complete
this test. Have the students start and begin timing them.

Continue in 15-minutes by saying,

"You have now had lf—minutes; Please stop writing and put your pencils
down. Please close your booklet and put it at one side of your desk.
Keep the answer sheets out. Now we will go back to the first test I
gave you. Please turn to the back of the Self-BPvaluation Questionnaire;

/‘)

it will’ say on the top STA-1 Form X-1. Put your name on the top as before."

14 .
Continue by reading the directions at the top of the STA 1 Form X-1.
Make a special note of pointing out the difference in the scale descrip-
tion, i.e. it ranges from "Not at all" to "Very much so."

"You may now begin this test. It should not take ver lon Plgase
work quickly and quietly." Rencn tes Ao Yl s %ﬂwm ; a 12T,

Time allocated is 10 minutes.
While the students are doing this test the teacher will colleéct the
CTBS booklets making sure students have not left answer sheets inside

the covers.

After ten minutes, or before if every one has !inished « e .

"Thank you for being so cooperative in helping me complete this task.

We have nearly finished all the tests."

Take the stack of Test Anxiety Inventories and distribute one to each
student. Say the following, -

"This is a Test Attitude Inventory. Please write just your name on the
t " = :
op. .

r

@

+

i 5 b s iz i e i
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14, Now read the directions to the group as printed at the top. “The 20
’ questions in this test should take no more than 10 mlnutes, and most
students will probably be finished before that :

PLEASE NOTE: INSTRUCTION 15 APPLIES:TO MARY HILL AND PORT MOODY' SCHOOLS
ONLY (CODE 1 AND CODE 3).  IF YOU ARE NOT'INVOLVED WITH ONE OF
THESE SCHOOLS PROCEED WITH INSTRUCTION' 16.

15. When all students have finished distribute the Self-Effigacy Probes. Ask
the students to write their names on the top aS'indicatea Read through
the instructions with the students and allow them five minutes to complete

~"the probes. :

16. Every student should now have on their desk the following answer sheets.

- a copy of the STA 1 (X-1 and X-2)

- a Reading Comprehension answer. sheet for the CTBS
-~ a Math answer sheet for the CTBS

— a TA 1 sheet l

- the Efficacy Probes (Code 1 and 3 schools only)

17. The Counsellor will now take the face sheets and the stapler and will
collect the tests of each student, taking the. tests and stapling . them to
the face sheet. Ask the students the follow1ng'

"T will now collect all four answer sheets (all five for Code 1 and 3
schools). Please make sure you have your name on each test. Thank you
for helping me to get through this task smoothly. Please don't leave
until I tell you to do so." i

’

18. when ali answer sheets and tests are collected and stapled to a face
sheet the students may be dismissed.
’ »

19. The counsellor will now take the tests and complete the information on
the face sheet. o : ' ,

20. In completing the face sheet you will need the student list and corres-
ponding I.D. numbers. The following information will also assist you:

I's

School - ] : School Code Ndﬁber

_Mary Hill Secondary

1
W.J. Mouat (Clearbrook) 2
Port Moody 3
West Vancouver 4
Treatment GroqEA” ‘ Treatment Group Code
Rational Emotive Counselling 1
Self Instructlonal Tralnlng ' 2
Control - o 3

2l &f&t (vt (. Lv {\4»«.( ahet ‘,;n ‘{‘}n'f‘lLLM;/
/ I~ fﬂAﬁaT"
2;quﬁuar

- > Lelos
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21. Return all tests to IPRG, SFU.

22, Thank you for following thé directions carefully.r '

B
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" EXPERIMENT ONE

ANALYSES OF VARIANCE TABLES
FOR THE SELF-~EFFICACY VARIABLES
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‘Table 1

One-Way Analysis of Variance on the
Self-Efficacy Reading Pretest Probes
Experiment One '

150

Source : Ss as MS F

P
Between Groﬁps 1.1268 2 0.5634 0.371  0.6928
Within Groups 51.6300 34 +1.5185 '
Total -~ 52.7568 36
~Table 2
One-Way Analysis of Variance on the
Self-Efficacy Reading End of Treatment Probes
Experiment One
Source ' Ss af MS’ F P
Between Groups 4.5072 2 2.2536 1.473  0.2435
Within Groups 52.0186 34 © 1.5300 ¢
Total 56.5258 36 '
Table 3
One-Way Analysis of Variance on the
Self-Efficacy Reading Posttest Probes
Experiment One
Source . SS daf MS F P
Between Groups 5.9257 2 2.9629 1.635 0.2100
Within Groups  61.6241 /34  1.8125 ‘
Total . 67.5499 36 T~ )
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" Table 4

7 One-Way Analysis of Variance on the
Self-Efficacy Mathematics Pretest Probes
- Experiment One

Sourcev ) SS | daf MS F P
Between Groups 6.0672 2 3.0336 1.132 0.3341
Within Groups 91.0872 34 - 2.6790 ’

Total . 97.1544 36

Table 5

One-Way Analysis of Variance on the
Self-Efficacy Mathematics End of Treatment Probes
Experiment One

Source SS daf MS F -~ P
Between Groups  3.5140 2 1.7570 1.604 0.2159
Within Groups ' 37.2335 34 #1-0951 ‘
Total 40.7475 36 |

Table 6

One-Way Analysis of variance on the
Self-Efficacy Mathematics Posttest Probes
Experiment One

Source | ' ss af MS F P
Between Groups 3.6195 2 1.8097 1.275  0.2923
Within Groups™ 48.2414 34 1.4189

Total 51.8609 36

Y




152

Table 7

Two-Way Repeated Measures Anova on the
Self-Efficacy Reading Probes at Pre- and Posttest
Experiment One

‘Source - , SS af MS F P

Between Groups

Treatment 25628 2 1.314 0.700 0.504 .
Errory 63.861 34 1.878

"Within Subjects
Time . 5.132 1 5.132 3.533 0.069
Treat X Time 4.418 . 2 2.209 1.521 0.233
Error, : 49,391 34 1.453

Total 125.43 ‘ 73

Table 8

» Two-Way Repeated Measures Anova on the
Self- Efflcacy Mathematics Probes at Pre- and Posttest
Experiment One -0

—

Source ss . daf  MS F P

Between Subjects

Treatment 6.142 o2 3.071 0.895 0.418

Errorp 116.709 34 : ,
Within Subjects . h ]

Time 2.478 1 2.478 3.726 0.062 @ :

Treat x Time 3.365 2 1.683 2.530 0.095 ;

Error,, 22.627 34 0.665 ” _
Total 151.311 73 y
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EXPERIMENT TWO

ANALYSES OF VARIANCE TABLES
FOR THE SELF-EFFICACY VARIABLES
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Total 48.3527 30
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Table 1
One~Way Analysis of Variance on the
Self-Efficacy Reading Pretest Probes
Experiment Two
Source SS : af MS F P
Between Groups 6.5549 2 3.2775 1.131 %®.3370
Within Groups 81.1311 = 28 2.8975
Total 87.6861 30
o ~ Table 2
One-Way Analysis of Variance on the
Self-Efficacy Reading End of Treatment Probes
: Experiment Two
- ’ N
Source = L af . MS F P
Between Groups 0.4169 2 -0.2085 0.173 0.8420
Withifi Groups 33.7252 28 1.2045
Total 34.1421 | 30 ‘
Table 3 -
One-Way Analysis of Variance on the
Self-Efficacy Reading Posttest Probes
Experiment Two
Source SRR daf MS F P
Between Groups  8.1206 2 4.0603  2.826 0.0762
Within Groups 40.2321 28 - 1.4369
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Table 4
One-Way Analysis of Variance on the
Self ~Efficacy Mathematics Pretest Probes
Experlment Two

~

Source SS ~ df  Ms - F P
Bween Groups 1.2317 2 0.6158  0.270  0.7657
Within Groups 63.9745 28  2.2848 |
Total 65.2062 30
ta
Table 5°

One-Way Analysis of VarianEé»on the
s
Self-Efficacy Mathematics End of Treatment Probes
Experiment Two

Source w "  ss  af _ MS F P
Between Groups 2.9767 2 1.4883 1.007 0.3781
Within Groups 41.3731 28 1.4776 - ?
Total 44,3498 30
Table 6
o R e

One-Way Analysis of Variance on the
Self- -Efficacy Mathematics Posttest Probes
Experiment Two

Source ss af MS F
Between Groups 12.0189 2 6.0094  4.358
Within Groups 38.6085 28  1.3789

Total 50.6273 30 \)

¥Significant
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Table 7 S : ®

Two-Way Repeated4Measures ANOVA on the
SeTf-Efficacy Reading Probes at Pre- and Posttest”
Experiment Two ' '

-

i

Source . ss  4af  Ms F P

Between Subjects : . X o
Treatment 14.565 2 7.282 2.503 - 0.100

Errory, 81.466 '28 2.910 ‘ ]
Within Subjects ' _ 3
Time 11.012 1 11.012 7.729  0.010 C
Treat x Time .  0.252 2 0.126 ., 0.088 0.916 EEREEEE
Error,, ©39.895 28 1.425 . x ]
Total 147.19° 61
‘Table 8 ‘
/ <

Two-Way Repeated Measures ANOVA on the
Self-Efficacy Mathematics Probes at Pre- and Posttest
Experiment Two™ — R -

Ve

Source ' ss -  af . MS . F P

Between Subjects - , ' 7 ‘
Treatment 9.965 2 4.983 1.939 0.163

Errory , 71.948 28 = 2.570 )

Within Subjects- : : ‘ ; » '
Time \ 3.522 1. 3.522 3.220 0.084
Treat x Time © 3.336 ~2  1.668 _ 1.525 0.235
Error,, 30.633 28 1.0 o

Total 119.404 61

¥4
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A Priori Contrasts on the Self-Efficacy
Mathematics Posttest Probes,

Experiment Two

Value SE T af P
Contrast 1  1.3135 0.4513 2.910 28 . 0.007* : .
0.5131 -0.418 28 0.679

Contrast 2 -0.2143

*significant



- / : T ” 158

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Alpert, R., & Haber, R. Anxiety in educational achievement
situations. Journal of Abnormal Social Psycholoqy,
1960, 61, 207-215.

" Bandura, A. Principles of,Beﬁavior Modification. New York:
Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1969.

Bandura, A. Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of
behavior change. Psychological Revieww 1977, 84,
191-215 (a).

Bandura, A. Social Learning Theory. Englewood Cliffs,
N.J.: Prentice Hall Inc., 1977 (b).

e

Bandura, A. Reflections on self-efficacy. Advances in
Behaviour Research and Therapy, 1978, 1, 237-269.

Bandura, A. Gauging the relationship between self-efficacy
judgement and action. Cognitive Therapy and Research,
1980, 4(2), 263-268. ' '

Bandura, A. Self-referent thought: A developmental analysis
of self-efficacy. In J.H. Flavell and L. Ross (Eds.),
Social Cognitive Development: Frontiers and Possible
Futures. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981.

s

Bandura, A. Self-efficacy mechanism in human agency.
. American Psychologist, 1983, 1, 22-32.

Bandura, A., & Adams, N.E. Analysis of self-efficacy theory
of behavioral change. Cognitive Therapy and Research,
1977, 1, 287-310.

Bandura, A., Adams, N.E., & Beyer, J. Cognitive proceSses
mediating behavioral change. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 1977, 35, 125-139. o

«

Bandura, A., Adams, N.E., Hardy, A.B., & Howells, G.N.
Tests of the generality of self-efficacy theory.
Cognitive Therapy and Research, 4(1), 1980, 39-66.

[REDAERR RS

e

e
it B

L, T BT e s s




’ | o | 159

Bandura, A., Jeffrey, R.W., & Gajdos, E. Genefalizing changé
through participant modeling with self-directed mastery.
Behavior Research and Therapy, 1975, 13, 141-152.

Bandura, A., & Schunk, P.H. Cultivating competence, self-
efflcacy and intrinsic interest through proximal self-

.motivation. _Journal of Personallty and Soc1al Psychology,

1980.

¥
¢ 3

Bandura, A., & Simon, K.M. The role of proximal intentions;
in self-regulation of refractory behavior. Cognitive
Therapy and Research, 1977, 1(3), 177412§.

Biran, M., & Wilson, G.T. Treatment of phobic disorders using

cognitive .and exposure methods: A self-efficacy analysis.

Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 1981,
49(6), 886-899.

Bréwn,‘S.M. Variables associaﬁed with overachievement sand
underachievement. Unpubllshed doctoral dlssertatlon,
University of Pennsylvanla, 1964.

Brown, I., Jr., & Innouye, D.K. Learned helplessness through
"modeling: The role of perceived similarity in competence.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1978,
36, 900-908. \

Cottell, R.B., & Scheier, I.H. Handbook fdr,the IPAT anxiety
scale. Champaign, Illinois: 1Institute for Personality
‘and Ability, 1963 (manual). ?

Dollard, J., & Miller, N.E. Personality and psychotherapyi
An analysis in terms of learning, thinking and culture.
New York: McGraw Hill, 1950. -

Ellis, A. Reason and emotion in pSychotherapy. New Yorkﬁ
Lyle Stuart, 1962. i

Ellis, A. Humanistic psychotherapy. New York: McGraw Hill,
"1973. . : '

Ellis, A. Growth through.reason. North Hdllywood,
California: Wiltshire, 1975.

a,



160

Frost, B.P. Anxiety and educational achievement. British
Journal of Educational Psychology, 1968, 38, 293-302.

.

4
.
49
i

v
g

‘Gaudry, ‘E., & Bardshaw, G.D. The differential effect of
anxiety on performance in progressive and terminal
school examinations. Australian Journal of Psychology, ‘ >

- 1970, 22, 1-4. _ : —

Gaudry, E., & Spielberger, C.D. Anxiety and educational
achievement. Sydney: John Wiley & Sons, Australasia ‘ R 5
~Pty. Ltd., 1971. : 3

Gauthier, J., & Ladouceur, R. The influené% of self-efficacy
reports on performance. . Paper presented at the
Fourteenth Annual Meeting of the Association for the
Advancement of Behavior Therapy, New York, November :
1980. : i

¥

Goldfried, M. R., Linehan, M.M., & Smith, J. L. Reduction of
test anxiety through-cognitive restructurlng. Journal
of Consulting and Clinical Psycholoqy, 1978, 46(1),
32-39.

ipdiet

Haynes, C.R. Self instructional training and rational
emotive - counselling with test anxious high school }
students. M.A. thesis, Simon Fraser University, 1982.

Holroyd, K.A. Cognition and desensitization in the group
treatment of test anxiety. Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology, 1976, 44(6), 991-1001. . -~

i s i e

AP R s

Jaremko, M.E. The use of stress inoculation training in the
reduction of public eaking anxiety. Journal of
Clinical Psychology, 1980, 36(3). '

v

Kazdin, A.E. Effects of covert modeling and model reinforce-
ment on asserfive behavior. Journal of Abnormal
Psychology, 1974, 83, 240 252,

Kazdin, A.E. Imagery elaboration and self-efficacy in the
covert modeling treatment of unassertive behavior.
Journal of Counselling and Clinical Psychology, 1979,
47(4), 725-733.




161

King, E.  Canadian tests of basic skills (High School Edition).
Scarborough, Ontario: Nelson Canada Ltd., 1982
(manual). ’ )

Liebert, R.M., & Morris, L.W.  Cognitive and emotional»
components of test anxiety: A distinction and some
initial data. Psychological Reports, 1967, 20, 975-
978. ' ‘ : o

Maes, W.R., & Heimann, R.A. The comparison of three
approaches to the reduction of test anxiety in high
school students. Unpublished manuscript, Arizona
State University, October 1970.

Mandler, G., & Sarason, S.B. A study of anxiety and learning.
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1952, 47,
166-173. ' T

-

‘Meichenbaum, D.H. Cognitive modification of test anxious
college students. Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology, 1972, 39, 370-380.

‘Meichenbaum, D.H. Cognitive-Behavior Modification. New
York: Plenum Press, 1977.

Merrick, R. The development of a rational emotive counselling
~handbook for the treatment of test anxiety in high school
students. M.A. Project In preparation, Simon Fraser
University, 1983.

Miller, N.E., & Dollard, J. Social arning and imitation.
New Haven: Yale University Press, 1941.

Montgomery, A.G. Comparison of the effectiveness of systematic
desensitization, rational emotive therapy, implosive
therapy, and no therapy, in reducing test anxiety in
college students. Doctoral dissertation, Washington
University, 1971 (Abstract). ‘ ‘

Morelli, E.A. Self-efficacy and athletic performance of
800 meter runners. M.A. thesis, Simon Fraser University,
1981. ‘ ’




162

. Osarchuk, M.M. A comparison of a cognitive, and a behavior
therapy with test anxious college students. Unpublished -
doctoral dissertation, Adelphi, University of.New York,

1974. -

Preéton,-R.C.,.& Botel, M. Study Habits Checklist. Science
Research Associates, Inc., 1967 (manual).

Rachman, S.J., & Wilson, G.T. The effects of psychological
therapy. Oxford: Pergamon Press, 1980. - '

Ross, G.R. .The development and validation of a scale of
dysfunctional self—regard. Unpublished doctoral
dissexrtation, University of South Florida, 1978.

Sarason, I.G. Test anxiety, general anxiety, and intellectual
performance. Journal of Consulting Psychology, 1957,
21, 485-490. '

Sarason, I.G. The test anxiety scale: Concept and research.
In C.D. Spielberger & I.G. Sarason (Eds.), Stress and
anxiety (Vol. 5). Washington, D.C.: Hemisphere Publish-
ing,- 1978.

Sappington, A.A., Russell, C., Triplett, V., & Goodwin, J.
Self-efficacy expectanéies, response-outcome expectancies,
emotionally based expectancies, and their relationship
to avoidant behavior and its reduction through therapy.
Journal of Clinical Psychology, 1981, 37(4), 737—7%6,

Schunk, D.H. Self-efficacy in achievement behavior.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Stanford University,
1979.

Schunk, D.H. Modeling and atf&ibutional effects on children's
acliievement: -A self-efficacy analysis. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 1981, 73(1), 93-105.

Spence, K. (1958) cited in E. Gaudry & C.D. Spielberger
(Eds.), Anxiety and educational achievement. Sydney:
John Wiley & Sons, Australasia Pty. Ltd., 1971.

Spielberger, C.D. Test anxiety inventory. Palo Alto,
California: 1980 (manual).

» , -~




163

Spielberger, C.D., Gorsuch, R.L., & Lushene, R.F.
The State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI), Palo Alto,
California: Consulting Psychologists Press, 1970
(manual) .

Taylor, J.A. A personality scale of manifest anxiety.
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1953, 48,
285-290.

Wallace, L. The'deVelopment of a self-instructional manual
for the treatment of test anxiety in high school
students. M.A. project. In preparation, Simon Fraser
University, 1983. '

Wine, J.D. Test anxiety and the direction of attention.
Psychological Bulletin, 1971, 76, 92—;04.
, a : AW
Winer, B.J. Statistical principles -in e;perlmental design.
New York: McGraw Hill, 1971

Wolpe, J. Fear Survey Schedule."EducatiQnal and Industrial
Testing Service, California, 1969 (manual).

Wuensche, M. Interviéwing skills and test anxiety treatment.
M.A. thesis. 1In preparation, Simon Fraser University,
1983. o '

Yerkes, R.M., & Dodson, J.D. The relation of strength of
stimulus to rapidity of habit-formation. Journal of
Comparative Neurology and, Psychology, 1908, 18, 459-
482.

Zimmerman, B.J., & Ringle, J. Effects of model persistence _
and statements of confidence on children's self-efficacy
and problem solving. Journal of Educational Psychology,
1981, 73(4), 485-493. g '






