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Abstract 

A self-reporting instrument was constructed to measure causal explanations of the educational outcomes in the 

secondary student population. The instrument measured 8 types of beliefs: ability, effort, luck, task difficulty, 

strategy, interest, family influence and teacher influence. Secondary school students from large, public schools 

completed the instrument. The sample comprised of 396 students from selected districts of Punjab. Students 

confirmed all causes as potential causes of their success and failure. Parents and teachers were more a cause of 

success than failure. There was significant difference in causal attributional pattern of male and female students.    

Keywords: Causal attributions, success, failure, academic achievement 

1. Introduction 

Causal attributions are the justifications provided by us to the events taking place in our lives especially when 

outcomes are unsatisfactory to our hopes. We give self justifications to maintain our ego and esteem levels by 

providing these explanations. In almost all settings and spheres of life this process works in the same way but 

when it comes to competitive world, this process becomes more critical. In the field of education, where success 

and failure are two possible outcomes for any learner the conceptualization of causes of success and failure 

becomes most important matter as he/she has to attribute it with some possible factors like ability, effort or 

environment. Weiner (1976) provided four factors to explain these attributions like ability, effort, task difficulty 

or luck. People mostly attribute success to their own effort or ability and failure is linked to luck or some other 

environmental factors (Hunter & Barker, 1987). 

Causal attribution has been studied in various countries among students of different levels for measuring their 

beliefs about successes and failures. It has a rich legacy that started with four prominent causes and is still a 

growing empirical construct for researchers (Boruchovitch, 2004; Forsyth, Story, Kelley & McMillan, 2009; 

Gipps & Tunstall 1998; Hui, 2001; Hovemyr, 1998; Lei, 2009; Nenty, 2010). Weiner’s (1976) attributional 

model of achievement motivation and emotion dominated research in the field of social and educational 

psychology (McAuley, Duncan, Russell, 1992).  For Weiner (2008), attribution inquiry is still strong enough to 

attract attention of the researchers as students still react when they hear about their grades in a classroom test or 

in a paper. 

Explaining motivation from an attribution perspective, Weiner (2005) describes that in achievement contexts the 

process of motivation begins with the exam outcome. If outcome is positive, student is happy and if outcome is 

negative then his frustration and sadness leads him to causal ascriptions. Examining emotional diversity in the 

classroom, Weiner (2007) enlist anxiety as a self-directed emotion. This is most concerning emotion for 

educational psychologists. Appraisals generates emotions like envy, scorn, admiration, anger, gratitude, guilt, 

indignation, jealously, regret, shame and sympathy. He suggests broadening the study of emotions in 

achievement contexts as emotions have their social context and functions too that need to be addressed. 
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 Various methods are employed by researchers to assess the attributions of students. Proudfoot, Corr, Guest and 

Gray (2001) explain various methods to measure causal attributions and attributional style. They divided these 

under four broad categories. First category contains various scales that require subjects to choose from a list of 

given attributions like ability, effort, luck etc. In the second set of strategies, people freely describe the causes of 

specific out come and it’s up to researcher to rate attributions. Third is content analytical procedure, which is 

used to map out causal attributions from already existing written materials like diaries, articles etc. The fourth 

method asks respondents to rate their personal or hypothetical attributions. 

The development of causal dimension scale (Russell, 1982) was one of the valid and reliable measures which 

provided researchers an open-ended causal attribution for achievement. Russell (1992) removed the short 

comings in his CDS and provided CDS II. We find three major methodologies to measure causal attribution 

beliefs. Vispoel & Austin (1995) listed them as situational, dispositional and critical incident methodologies. 

Explaining the short comings of situational and dispositional studies they argue that these types fail to assess 

real-life responses of the individual. While in critical incident methodology, respondents evaluate real events of 

success and failure. 

Interviews, open-ended questionnaires, forced-choice items questionnaires and rating scales are mostly used 

techniques in measuring attributions. In early works of Weiner (1976) we find him favoring traditional attributes 

of ability, effort, task difficulty and luck in academic related situations. While in his later works he described 

relationship between attributions, self-esteem and achievement. The attributional responses are categorized on 

the basis of bipolar dimensions (Vispoel & Austin, 1995) which are already suggested by Weiner (1976) and 

Russell (1982) as internal and external. We find three kinds of information that explain success and failure, i.e. 

locus, stability and controllability (Weiner, 1985).  Locus is the location of a cause that whether it is internal or 

external. Internal factors may include ability or effort of a learner. According to Weiner (1976, 1985) ability and 

effort produces more impressive change as compared to luck or task difficulty. Pride comes out after success or 

victory; and humiliation or shame is the outcome after defeat or failure in any competitive task.   

There is a link between the attributions we make about success and failure and future behavior. Future 

expectations are based on stability of the cause. Some causes are stable over time while others are not (Bar-Tal, 

1978). For example, luck is not stable and is subject to change over the period of time. Research on high 

achievers revealed that successful people make use of massive effort to be successful and they attribute their 

success to internal factors. 

The third dimension of attribution theory is controllability of the cause i.e. whether the cause is under control of 

the person or not. There are certain causes like effort and attention, which are under control of an individual and 

he can be held responsible for them. Whereas, some other causes like ability and luck are out of one’s control 

and he cannot be answerable for them. Successful students believe in self-motivation, perseverance and effort. 

Their positive mindsets help them achieve success. Another quality of them is their approach towards mistakes. 

They take mistakes as learning opportunities that motivate them to keep on working rather than feel defeated 

and dejected (Goldstein & Brooks, 2007). 

Attribution research explains that different attribution patterns exist between successful students and 

unsuccessful students. We should not only understand the causes that are provided by students but also take 

notice of the process through which they pass during it. There exists a relationship between achievement and 

attribution style of the students. Cortes-Suarez & Sandiford (2008) describes passing and failing students’ 

attributions in college algebra through experimental design. By using CDS II, they found the attributes of 

passing and failing students. 

Attributional perspective has its roots in constructivism that propagates that individuals bring their own 

meanings to world and these meanings are personal to them. As a child whatever we learn, we are busy in 

constructing new knowledge. Our interpretations of our experiences influence the specific things we learn from 

those experiences (Ormrod, 1998) and that may be reflected in our subsequent behaviours and actions. This 

boosts motivation for future learning. 

Causal attribution beliefs differ between age groups, cultures and depend on whether the causal target is one’s 

own self or someone else.  The variation between them depends upon the situation. In Pakistan, research on this 

important aspect of learning is almost non-existing and there has been no instrument to measure causal 

attributions among students. The purpose of this study was to devise a questionnaire for secondary school 

students in Pakistan to measure the perceived causes of their success and failure. Data were collected from some 

schools of district Mianwali and district Bahawalnagar both from urban high schools and rural high schools.  
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2. Method & procedure   

2.1Sample 

The sample comprised of 396 students from government sector schools of both urban and rural locale. These 

students were selected conveniently during the personal visit to these schools.  There were 224 female students 

and 172 male students in the sample from two districts i.e. district Mianwali (159) and district Bahawalnagar 

(237). There were 108 arts group students and 288 science group students. The demographic variables 

information part of the questionnaire explained that students belonged to families having varied socio-economic 

status. 

2.2 Development of the Instrument 

In the light of literature review, the instrument was based on taxonomy of 8 types of beliefs to investigate 

students’ attributions for success and failure in English and mathematics. These were ability, effort, task 

difficulty, luck, strategy, interest, family influence and teacher influence.  

The draft questionnaire was shared with Weiner, Russell and Forsyth (eminent researchers in the field of 

attribution theory) and they proposed changes in the questionnaire. Keeping in view their suggested changes, the 

questionnaire was finalized. We made all wording parallel and identical in the questionnaire. Our set of 

attribution measures was adequate to measure the basic theoretical causes of academic performances as 

identified in classic theories of attributions. We provided same number of items for each cause and for each 

outcome and for each subject (mathematics and English). We also phrased the same for each cause for 

mathematics and English. We  grouped all causes and enlisted them under one stem like when I perform 

well/bad in mathematics/English in school is due to………..In this way we had two situations each for 

mathematics and English as one for  success and second for failure. The final questionnaire had two identical 

forms, i.e. one having success situations (success in mathematics and success in English) and other having 

failure situations (failure in mathematics and failure in English). 

2.2.1 Reliability Statistics 

The CABS questionnaire has two identical forms with one having success attributions and other having failure 

attributions. Table 2 explains the reliability statistics of the questionnaire with its subscales.  

Table 2 shows that failure attribution form has a greater reliability α than success attribution form. Over all 

reliability co-efficient α is 0.823 of the questionnaire. 

2.3 Procedure 

The head teachers of selected schools were contacted and after getting their consent, researcher visited 

respective classes to collect data from students in the presence of local teachers. Researcher explained the 

questionnaire to students and satisfied their quires before filling the causal attribution beliefs questionnaire 

(CABS). The students were given success situation form first. When they filled-in the form, it was collected 

back and failure situation form was distributed among them. A school period of 35 minutes was utilized in all 

this process.  

3. Results 

Table 3 explains attribution scale means of the success scale and failure scale. Means are measured across the 

subject area i.e. mathematics and English According to rank order (based on total means), the students success 

attributions were arranged in descending order (from highest to lowest) as teacher influence (4.08), effort (3.99), 

strategy (3.97), interest (3.995), parent influence (3.90), ability (3.775), luck (3.63) and task difficulty (3.39). 

Similarly, descending rank order for failure attributions included effort (3.395), strategy (3.29), interest (3.275), 

task difficulty (3.155), luck (2.89), teacher influence (2.835), ability (2.805) and parent influence (2.795). These 

findings suggest that participants confirmed all attributions as perceived causes of their success and failure. The 

mean of success scale clearly describes that all attributions have greater mean score than 3 which suggest that 

these are possible causes of success of students. As far as failure scale is concerned, there is mixed response. 

The participants did not accept the same causes (as attributed for their success) being the possible cause of their 

failure. So, they were reluctant to attribute all causes as perceived causes of their failure. 

We studied attributions subject wise to get better idea about perceived causes of success and failure (table 4). 

Similar patterns of success attributions were found between male students and female students. Both male and 

female students attributed teacher influence, strategy, effort and interest as important causes of their success in 

mathematics. Interesting findings occurred in success attributions of English, where female students attributed 

teacher influence, effort, parent’s influence, strategy and interest as leading causes of their success. Male 
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students quoted strategy, interest, teacher influence, effort and parent’s influence as foremost causes of their 

success. 

Table 4 also describes failure attributions of students. Male students quoted interest, strategy, effort, task 

difficulty, parent’s influence and luck as main causes of their failure in mathematics. Female students cited 

effort, interest, task difficulty, strategy, luck and ability as foremost causes of their failure in mathematics. 

It was quite interesting to report the failure attributions in English. Male students described their failure 

attributions in following rank order; interest, strategy, effort, task difficulty, luck, parent’s influence, teacher 

influence and ability. Whereas, female students reported effort, strategy, task difficulty, interest, ability, teacher 

influence, luck and parent’s influence as causes of their failure in English.  

We used independent sample t-test to measure significant difference in causal attributions of students on the 

basis of gender.  Independent sample t-test was conducted to find out the mean difference in failure attributions 

of male & female students in mathematics. Surprisingly, male students endorsed some items more than others 

like strategy, interest, luck, task difficulty and parent’s influence. The mean scores of male students on these 

attributes surpass mean scores of female students (table 5).   Table 5 shows that there is statistically significant 

difference in students’ failure attributions in mathematics regarding strategy, interest, luck, parent’s influence 

and teacher’s influence.  Significant difference in scores for strategy on males (M=3.48, SD=1.09) and female 

(M=3.11, SD=1.43); t (394) =2.973, p=0.003
*
. Statistically significant difference in scores for interest on males 

(M=3.54, SD=1.19) and female (M=3.24, SD=1.35); t (394) =2.334, p=0.022
*
. Similarly, significant difference 

in scores for luck on males (M=3.13, SD=1.38) and female (M=2.70, SD=1.40); t (394) =2.995, p=0.003
*
; 

significant difference in scores for parent’s influence on males (M=3.24, SD=1.37) and female (M=2.46, 

SD=1.45); t (394) =5.393, p=0.000
*
, and significant difference in scores for strategy on teacher influence 

(M=2.96, SD=1.30) and female (M=2.65, SD=1.56); t (394) =2.146, p=0.032
*
. The remaining three failure 

attributions i.e. ability, effort and task difficulty have no statistically mean difference.  

Independent sample t-test was conducted to find out the mean difference in failure attributions of male & female 

students in English. Male students mean score is greater than female students in all failure attributions and 

except for ability attribution, it is greater than 3. This suggests that male students strongly approved every cause 

as a potential cause of their failure in English (table 6). Table 6 shows that there is statistically significant 

difference in students’ failure attributions in English regarding strategy, interest, luck and parent’s influence. 

The other four failure attributions i.e. ability, effort, task difficulty and teacher’s influence show no significant 

difference.   Statistically, significant difference in scores for strategy on males (M=3.56, SD=1.05) and female 

(M=3.13, SD=1.44); t (394) =3.463, p=0.001
*
. Similarly, significant difference in scores for interest on males 

(M=3.66, SD=1.18) and female (M=2.82, SD=1.44); t (394) =6.397, p=0.000
*
. Statically significant difference 

in scores for luck on males (M=3.16, SD=1.38) and female (M=2.69, SD=1.33); t (394) =3.418, p=0.001
*
; and 

significant difference in scores for parent’s influence on males (M=3.04, SD=1.32) and female (M=2.62, 

SD=1.49); t (394) =2.996, p=0.003
*
. 

Independent sample t-test was conducted to find out the mean difference in success attributions of male & 

female students in mathematics. Surprisingly, female students mean score is greater than male students in every 

success attributions. Both male and female students strongly agreed upon every cause as a potential cause of 

their success in mathematics (table 7). Table 7 explains that only luck attribution has statistically significant 

difference in success attributions in mathematics. There is no significant mean difference in remaining seven 

attributions i.e. ability, effort, strategy, interest, task difficulty, parent’s influence and teacher influence. 

Significant difference in scores for luck on males (M=3.51, SD=1.39) and female (M=3.79, SD=1.18); t (394) 

=2.097, p=0.037
*
. 

Independent sample t-test was conducted to find out the mean difference in success attributions of male & 

female students in English. A quite similar pattern of success attributions was observed in English. Female 

students mean score was greater than male students in every success attributions. Both male and female students 

strongly recognized every cause as a potential cause of their success in English (table 8). Statistically significant 

difference was observed in luck attribution in mathematics while task difficulty and parent’s influence have 

significant difference in English.  Table 8 shows that there is statistically significant difference in students’ 

success attributions in English regarding task difficulty and parent’s influence. Significant difference in scores 

for task difficulty on males (M=3.36, SD=1.31) and female (M=3.66, SD=1.36); t (394) =2.154, p=0.032
*
. 

Similar significant difference in scores for parent’s influence on males (M=3.75, SD=1.23) and female (M=4.08, 

SD=1.07); t (394) =2.775, p=0.006
*
. The remaining six success attributions in English show no statically 

significant difference.  
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Data were collected on success attributions and failure attributions from same participants, so within sample 

(paired sample) t-test was conducted to compare subject-wise significant difference in causal attributions of 

students. A paired sample t-test was conducted to compare success attributions and failure attributions of male 

students in mathematics. 

Table 9 explains that there exists significant difference in all attributions. Success attributions have greater mean 

scores than failure attributions except for task difficulty where mean score of failure attribution is greater than 

mean score of success attribution (table 9). Male students strongly endorsed every success attribution as all 

success attributions have means scores greater than 3. While they rated effort, strategy, interest, luck, task 

difficulty and parent’s influence as potential causes of failure (means scores of these six causes were greater 

than 3). Significant difference in scores for ability as success attribution (M=3.59, SD=1.377) and ability as 

failure attribution (M=2.94, SD=1.296); t (171) =-5.505, p=0.000
**.

 Similar significant difference in scores for 

effort as success attribution (M=3.97, SD=0.920) and effort as failure attribution (M=3.43, SD=1.266); t (171) 

=-5.138, p=0.000
**

; significant difference in scores for strategy as success attribution (M=3.99, SD=1.005) and 

strategy as failure attribution (M=3.48, SD=1.094); t (171) =-5.231, p=0.000
**.

 

Reported significant difference in scores for interest as success attribution (M=3.91, SD=1.164) and interest as 

failure attribution (M=3.54, SD=1.191); t (171) =-2.930, p=0.004
**. 

Significant difference in scores for luck as 

success attribution (M=3.51, SD=1.391) and luck as failure attribution (M=3.13, SD=1.384); t (171) =-2.519, 

p=0.013
*. 

Similar significant difference in scores for task difficulty as success attribution (M=3.12, SD=1.303) 

and task difficulty as failure attribution (M=3.31, SD=1.255); t (171) =1.572, p=0.018
*. 

In the same manner, 

significant difference in scores for parent’s influence as success attribution (M=3.80, SD=1.166) and parent’s 

influence as failure attribution (M=3.23, SD=1.379); t (171) =-3.989, p=0.000
**

 ; and significant difference in 

scores for teacher’s influence as success attribution (M=4.06, SD=0.980) and teacher’s influence as failure 

attribution (M=2.96, SD=1.301); t (171) =-9.074, p=0.000
**.

 

A paired sample t-test was conducted to compare success attributions and failure attributions of male students in 

English. Table 10 explains that there is no significant difference in task difficulty attributions for success and 

failure in English. The remaining seven attributions show significant difference in mean scores. Male students 

strongly endorsed every success attribution as possible cause of their success in English (M>3). Surprisingly, 

except for ability, they rated effort, strategy, interest, luck, task difficulty, parent’s influence and teacher’s 

influence (M>3) as perceived causes of their failure in English. We found an identical pattern of success and 

failure attributions in male students in mathematics and English. Interesting failure attribution pattern emerged 

in mathematics and English. Along with six common attributions, they added teacher’s influence as potential 

cause of their failure in English.   

Significant difference in scores for ability as success attribution (M=3.71, SD=1.291) and ability as failure 

attribution (M=2.86, SD=1.390); t (171) =-6.585, p=0.000
**. 

Reported significant difference in scores for effort 

as success attribution (M=3.88, SD=1.158) and effort as failure attribution (M=3.37, SD=1.299); t (171) =-

4.188, p=0.000
**.

 Similar significant difference in scores for strategy as success attribution (M=3.98, SD=0.958) 

and strategy as failure attribution (M=3.56, SD=1.054); t (171) =-4.118, p=0.000
**.

 Significant difference in 

scores for interest as success attribution (M=3.97, SD=1.061) and interest as failure attribution (M=3.66, 

SD=1.189); t (171) =-2.652, p=0.009
**.

 

Table 10 describes significant difference in scores for luck as success attribution (M=3.47, SD=1.290) and luck 

as failure attribution (M=3.16, SD=1.383); t (171) =-2.290, p=0.023
*. 

Similar significant difference in scores for 

parent’s influence as success attribution (M=3.75, SD=1.237) and parent’s influence as failure attribution 

(M=3.04, SD=1.323); t (171) =-5.348, p=0.000
**. 

In the same manner, significant difference in scores for 

teacher’s influence as success attribution (M=3.97, SD=1.189) and teacher’s influence as failure attribution 

(M=3.02, SD=1.317); t (171) =-7.265, p=0.000
**. 

A paired sample t-test was conducted to compare success attributions and failure attributions of female students 

in mathematics. Table 11 describes that except for task difficulty attribution there is statistically significant 

difference in remaining seven attributions of success and failure in mathematics. Female students strongly 

endorsed every success attribution (M>3). For female students effort, strategy, interest and task difficulty were 

the possible causes of their failure in mathematics (M>3). Reported significant difference in scores for ability as 

success attribution (M=3.82, SD=1.080) and ability as failure attribution (M=2.68, SD=1.375); t (223) =-9.913, 

p=0.000
**. 

Similar significant difference in scores for effort as success attribution (M=4.01, SD=0.970) and 

effort as failure attribution (M=3.49, SD=1.267); t (223) =-5.058, p=0.000
**. 

Statistical significant difference in 

scores for strategy as success attribution (M=3.99, SD=0.930) and strategy as failure attribution (M=3.11, 

SD=1.427); t (223) =-8.268, p=0.000
**. 

In the same manner, significant difference in scores for interest as 
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success attribution (M=4.01, SD=0.951) and interest as failure attribution (M=3.24, SD=1.1357); t (223) =-

6.784, p=0.000
**.

 

In table 11, significant difference in scores for luck as success attribution (M=3.79, SD=1.180) and luck as 

failure attribution (M=2.70, SD=1.404); t (223) =-9.413, p=0.000
**. 

Reported significant difference in scores for 

parent’s influence as success attribution (M=3.91, SD=1.215) and parent’s influence as failure attribution 

(M=2.45, SD=1.457); t (223) =-11.710, p=0.000
**. 

Similar significant difference in scores for teacher’s influence 

as success attribution (M=4.08, SD=1.096) and teacher’s influence as failure attribution (M=2.65, SD=1.559); t 

(223) =-10.486, p=0.000
**. 

A paired sample t-test was conducted to compare success attributions and failure attributions of female students 

in English. Table 12 explains that there exists significant difference in all attributions. Female students endorsed 

every success item. For them, every factor is a potential cause of success (M>3). However, they endorsed some 

items more than others. Surprisingly, they rated effort and strategy (M>3) as potential causes of their failure in 

English. Reported significant difference in scores for ability as success attribution (M=3.92, SD=1.135) and 

ability as failure attribution (M=2.77, SD=1.347); t (223) =-9.980, p=0.000
**.

 Similar significant difference in 

scores for effort as success attribution (M=4.08, SD=0.985) and effort as failure attribution (M=3.28, 

SD=1.308); t (223) =-8.035, p=0.000
**.

 In the same manner, significant difference in scores for strategy as 

success attribution (M=3.94, SD=1.067) and strategy as failure attribution (M=3.12, SD=1.441); t (223) =-

7.223, p=0.000
**.

 

Statistically significant difference in scores for interest as success attribution (M=3.93, SD=1.002) and interest 

as failure attribution (M=2.82, SD=1.443); t (223) =-9.625, p=0.000
**. 

Similar significant difference in scores 

for luck as success attribution (M=3.68, SD=1.144) and luck as failure attribution (M=2.69, SD=1.338); t (223) 

=-8.900, p=0.000
**. 

Reported significant difference in scores for task difficulty as success attribution (M=3.66, 

SD=1.369) and task difficulty as failure attribution (M=2.93, SD=1.563); t (223) =-5.726, p=0.000
*. 

In the 

similar manner, significant difference in scores for parent’s influence as success attribution (M=4.08, 

SD=1.074) and parent’s influence as failure attribution (M=2.62, SD=1.498); t (223) =-12.132, p=0.000
**. 

Similarly, significant difference in scores for teacher’s influence as success attribution (M=4.17, SD=1.059) and 

teacher’s influence as failure attribution (M=2.77, SD=1.595); t (223) =-10.468, p=0.000
**. 

4. Discussion 

When students receive results from their teacher after a class test or an examination they give reaction. Good or 

bad feelings do emerge. Research studies do not agree on a single set of attributions rather they provide space to 

extract traditional as well as non traditional attributional categories (Nenty, 2010: Weiner, 2010: Forsyth, Story, 

Kelley & McMillan, 2009: Vispoel & Austin, 1995: Bar-Tal, 1978). Causes are of many types but importantly 

good causes increases the chances of success whereas bad causes increase the possibility of failure (Forsyth, 

Story, Kelley & McMillan, 2009).  

In this study, we provided with a list of attributions to students to check their perception about success and 

failure in the school subjects of Mathematics and English. We found similar patterns of success and failure 

attributions. Students documented their success attributions by quoting teacher influence, parent’s influence, 

effort and strategy as prime causes of their success. This tells the importance of teacher and family in student’s 

life. The students are still willing to give due credit to their teachers and parents/family in country like Pakistan 

where social realities are changing.  

Collectively, these students backed every item. For them, every factor is a potential cause of both success and 

failure. However, they endorsed some items more than others. The respondents endorsed all attributions for 

success but were reluctant to endorse all given attributions for their failure. Significant mean difference emerged 

in failure attributions of male students and female students in mathematics and English. Results are in 

consonance with Sweeney, Moreland & Gruber (1982). They found gender differences in performance 

attributions. A critical incident method was employed by Vispoel & Austin (1995) to study same list of 

attributions in junior high school students.  

We used a small questionnaire to study only 8 causal attributions for success and failure. More causal 

attributions can be studied by expanding the list of attributions. The sample size was also small. The limited 

sample can be increased and more students can be included for further investigation. Students from private 

sector can also be added to study their causal attribution beliefs about success and failure.  
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Tables  

Table 1 

Distribution of Participants by Gender and District 

District   Gender    Total 

Mianwali  Female     22 

   Male    137 

Bahawalnagar   Female    202 

   Male    35 

Total       396  

 

Table2 

Reliability Statistics of the Instrument 

N of Items     Cronbach’s Alpha (α) 

16      (Success Attributions)    0.801 

16     (Failure Attributions)    0.820 

32    (Total)       0.823 

 

Table 3 

Attribution Scale Means and Standard Deviation by Subject Area and Outcome (Success & Failure) 

Success scale Mathematics 

 

M     SD 

   English                    Total
*
 

 

 M    SD         M             SD 

   

Ability    3.72   1.18   3.83 1.21 3.775 1.105 

Effort 3.99   0.94 3.99 1.06 3.99 1.00 

Strategy 3.99    0.96 3.95 1.02 3.97 0.99 

Interest  3.97    1.05 3.94 1.02 3.955 1.035 

Luck 3.67    1.28 3.59 1.21 3.63 1.245 

Task difficulty 3.25    1.41 3.53 1.35 3.39 1.38 

Parent influence 3.86    1.19 3.94 1.15 3.90 1.17 

Teacher influence 4.08    1.04 4.08 1.12 4.08 1.08 

       

Failure scale 

 

      

Ability       2.80    1.38 2.81 1.36 2.805 1.37 

Effort 3.47    1.26 3.32 1.27 3.395 1.265 

Strategy 3.27    1.31 3.31 1.30 3.29 1.305 

Interest  3.37    1.29 3.18 1.40 3.275 1.345 

Luck 2.89    1.41 2.89 1.37 2.89 1.39 

Task difficulty 3.26    1.40 3.05 1.47 3.155 1.435 

Parent influence 2.79    1.47 2.80 1.43 2.795 1.45 

Teacher influence 2.79    1.45 2.88 1.48 2.835 1.465 

Total
* 
represents the mean attribution scale score across subject areas i.e. mathematics & English   
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Table 4 

Means and Standard Deviations by Outcome (Success, Failure) in Subject Area of the Students by Gender 

Success Scale Mathematics English 

 Male Female Male Female 

 M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Ability  3.59 1.29 3.82 1.08 3.71 1.29 3.92 1.14 

Effort 3.97 0.92 4.01 0.97 3.88 1.15 4.08 0.98 

Strategy 3.99 1.01 3.99 0.93 3.98 0.95 3.94 1.06 

Interest  3.91 1.16 4.01 0.95 3.97 1.06 3.93 1.01 

Luck 3.52 1.39 3.79 1.18 3.47 1.29 3.68 1.14 

Task difficulty 3.12 1.30 3.35 1.47 3.36 1.31 3.66 1.36 

Parent influence 3.80 1.16 3.91 1.21 3.75 1.23 4.08 1.07 

Teacher influence 

 

4.06 0.98 4.08 1.09 3.97 1.18 4.17 1.05 

Failure Scale  

 

        

Ability  2.95 1.37 2.68 1.37 2.86 1.39 2.77 1.34 

Effort 3.44 1.26 3.49 1.26 3.37 1.23 3.28 1.31 

Strategy 3.48 1.09 3.11 1.42 3.56 1.05 3.12 1.44 

Interest  3.54 1.19 3.24 1.35 3.66 1.18 2.82 1.44 

Luck 3.13 1.38 2.71 1.40 3.16 1.38 2.69 1.33 

Task difficulty 3.32 1.25 3.21 1.51 3.21 1.34 2.93 1.56 

Parent influence 3.24 1.38 2.45 1.46 3.04 1.32 2.62 1.49 

Teacher influence 2.96 1.30 2.65 1.56 3.02 1.31 2.77 1.59 

 

 

Table 5 

Comparison of Failure Attributions of Male & Female Students in Mathematics 

Attributions Gender N M SD df    t   P 

Ability  Female 224 2.69 1.37 394 1.864  0.063 

Male 172 2.94 1.37    

Effort  Female 224 3.49 1.27 394 0.428 0.669 

Male 172 3.44 1.26    

Strategy  Female 224 3.11 1.43 394 2.973
 

0.003
* 

Male 172 3.48 1.09    

Interest  Female 224 3.24 1.35 394 2.334
 

0.022
* 

Male 172 3.54 1.19    

Luck  Female 224 2.70 1.40 394 2.995
 

0.003
* 

Male 172 3.13 1.38    

Task difficulty  Female 224 3.21 1.51 394 0.758 0.449 

Male 172 3.32 1.25    

Parent’s influence Female 224 2.46 1.45 394 5.393
 

0.000
* 

Male 172 3.24 1.37    

Teacher’s influence Female 224 2.65 1.56 394 2.146
 

0.032
* 

Male 172 2.96 1.30    
*p<0.05 
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Table 6 

Comparison of Failure Attributions of Male & Female Students in English 

Attributions Gender N M SD df t p 

Ability  Female 224 2.77 1.34 394 0.604 0.546 

Male 172 2.86 1.39    

Effort  Female 224 3.28 1.30 394 0.713 0.476 

Male 172 3.37 1.22    

Strategy  Female 224 3.13 1.44 394 3.463 0.001
* 

Male 172 3.56 1.05    

Interest  Female 224 2.82 1.44 394 6.397 0.000
* 

Male 172 3.66 1.18    

Luck  Female 224 2.69 1.33 394 3.418 0.001
* 

Male 172 3.16 1.38    

Task difficulty  Female 224 2.93 1.56 394 1.897 0.059 

Male 172 3.21 1.34    

Parent’s influence Female 224 2.62 1.49 394 2.996 0.003
* 

Male 172 3.04 1.32    

Teacher’s influence Female 224 2.77 1.59 394 1.753 0.080 

Male 172 3.02 1.31    
*p<0.05 

 

 

Table 7 

Comparison of Success Attributions of Male & Female Students in Mathematics 

Attributions Gender N M SD df t p 

Ability  Female 224 3.83 1.08 394 1.902 0.058 

Male 172 3.59 1.29    

Effort  Female 224 4.01 0.97 394 0.488 0.626 

Male 172 3.97 0.92    

Strategy  Female 224 3.99 0.93 394 0.014 0.989 

Male 172 3.99 1.01    

Interest  Female 224 4.01 0.95 394 0.962 0.337 

Male 172 3.91 1.16    

Luck  Female 224 3.79 1.18 394 2.097 0.037
* 

Male 172 3.51 1.39    

Task difficulty  Female 224 3.35 1.47 394 1.678 0.094 

Male 172 3.12 1.30    

Parent’s influence Female 224 3.91 1.21 394 0.884 0.377 

Male 172 3.81 1.16    

Teacher’s influence Female 224 4.08 1.09 394 0.238 0.812 

Male 172 4.06 0.98    
*p<0.05 
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Table 8 

Comparison of Success Attributions of Male & Female Students in English  

Attributions Gender N M SD df t p 

Ability  Female 224 3.92 1.13 394 1.681 0.094 

Male 172 3.71 1.29    

Effort  Female 224 4.08 0.98 394 1.784 0.075 

Male 172 3.88 1.15    

Strategy  Female 224 3.94 1.06 394 0.398 0.691 

Male 172 3.98 0.95    

Interest  Female 224 3.93 1.00 394 0.363 0.717 

Male 172 3.97 1.06    

Luck  Female 224 3.68 1.14 394 1.691 0.092 

Male 172 3.47 1.29    

Task difficulty  Female 224 3.66 1.36 394 2.154 0.032
* 

Male 172 3.36 1.31    

Parent’s influence Female 224 4.08 1.07 394 2.775 0.006
* 

Male 172 3.75 1.23    

Teacher’s influence Female 224 4.17 1.05 394 1.742 0.082 

Male 172 3.97 1.18    
*p<0.05 

 

 

 

Table 9 

Comparison of Success and Failure Attributions of Male Students in Mathematics 

Attributions Outcomes M SD df t p 

Ability  Failure 2.94 1.296 171 -5.405 0.000
** 

Success 3.59 1.377    

Effort  Failure 3.43 1.266 171 -5.138 0.000
** 

Success 3.97 0.920    

Strategy  Failure 3.48 1.094 171 -5.231 0.000
** 

Success 3.99 1.005    

Interest  Failure 3.54 1.191 171 -2.930 0.004
** 

Success 3.91 1.164    

Luck  Failure 3.13 1.384 171 -2.519 0.013
* 

Success 3.51 1.391    

Task difficulty  Failure 3.31 1.255 171 1.572 0.018
* 

Success 3.12 1.303 
   

Parent’s influence Failure 3.23 1.379 171 -3.989 0.000
** 

Success 3.80 1.166 
   

Teacher’s influence Failure 2.96 1.301 171 -9.074 0.000
** 

Success 4.06 0.980    

N=172
           **

P<0.01       
*
P<0.05 
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Table 10 

Comparison of Success and Failure Attributions of Male Students in English 

Attributions Outcomes M SD df t P 

Ability  Failure 2.86 1.390 171 -6.585 0.000
** 

Success 3.71 1.291    

Effort  Failure 3.37 1.229 171 -4.188 0.000
** 

Success 3.88 1.158    

Strategy  Failure 3.56 1.054 171 -4.118 0.000** 

Success 3.98 0.958    

Interest  Failure 3.66 1.189 171 -2.652 0.009** 

Success 3.97 1.061    

Luck  Failure 3.16 1.383 171 -2.290 0.023
* 

Success 3.47 1.290    

Task difficulty  Failure 3.21 1.344 171 -1.099 0.273 

Success 3.36 1.319 
   

Parent’s influence Failure 3.04 1.323 171 -5.348 0.000
** 

Success 3.75 1.237 
   

Teacher’s influence Failure 3.02 1.317 171 -7.265 0.000** 

Success 3.97 1.189    

N=172
                 **

P<0.01       
*
P<0.05 

 

 

 

Table 11 

Comparison of Success and Failure Attributions of Female Students in Mathematics 

Attributions Outcomes  M SD df t p 

Ability  Failure 2.68 1.375 223 -9.913 0.000
** 

Success 3.82 1.080    

Effort  Failure 3.49 1.267 223 -5.058 0.000** 

Success 4.01 0.970    

Strategy  Failure 3.11 1.427 223 -8.268 0.000** 

Success 3.99 0.930    

Interest  Failure 3.24 1.357 223 -6.784 0.000** 

Success 4.01 0.951    

Luck  Failure 2.70 1.404 223 -9.413 0.000** 

Success 3.79 1.180    

Task difficulty  Failure 3.21 1.511 223 -1.257 0.210 

Success 3.35 1.478 
   

Parent’s influence Failure 2.45 1.457 223 -11.710 0.000** 

Success 3.91 1.215 
   

Teacher’s influence Failure 2.65 1.559 223 -10.486 0.000** 

Success 4.08 1.096    

N=224
                **

P<0.01       
*
P<0.05 
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Table 12 

Comparison of Success and Failure Attributions of Female Students in English 

Attributions Outcomes  M  SD df t p 

Ability  Failure 2.77 1.347 223 -9.980 0.000** 

Success 3.92 1.135    

Effort  Failure 3.28 1.308 223 -8.035 0.000** 

Success 4.08 0.985    

Strategy  Failure 3.12 1.441 223 -7.223 0.000** 

Success 3.94 1.067    

Interest  Failure 2.82 1.443 223 -9.625 0.000** 

Success 3.93 1.002    

Luck  Failure 2.69 1.338 223 -8.900 0.000** 

Success 3.68 1.144    

Task difficulty  Failure 2.93 1.563 223 -5.726 0.000** 

Success 3.66 1.369 
   

Parent’s influence Failure 2.62 1.498 223 -12.132 0.000** 

Success 4.08 1.074 
   

Teacher’s influence Failure 2.77 1.595 223 -10.468 0.000** 

Success 4.17 1.059    

N=224
             **

P<0.01       
*
P<0.05 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


