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Abstract 

 

The Relationship Between Academic Resilience and Sources of Self-
Efficacy: Investigation, Intervention, and Evaluation 

 

 

 

 

Carlton Jing Fong, MA 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2011 

 

Supervisor:  Gary Borich 

 

 
Most low-achieving students continue to perform poorly throughout school.  

However, not all students remain on this achievement trajectory; a subset of initially low-

achieving students appear to break this achievement pattern.  This phenomenon is called 

academic resilience, a student’s capacity to overcome prior academic difficulty.  The 

proposed study investigates low-income, low performing sixth-grade students, who will 

be classified into three groups based on their academic improvement in eighth grade: 

resilient (large improvement), buoyant (moderate improvement), and nonresilient (little 

or no improvement).  The purpose of this study is to examine the differences among 
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resilience groups on Bandura’s (1997) sources of self-efficacy as a function of sex and 

ethnicity, using a 3x3x2 MANOVA.  

The implications for the proposed study suggested the development of an 

intervention to cultivate the four sources of self-efficacy for low-performing students in 

order to increase academic resilience. This report also includes an evaluation plan, which 

outlines the essential components from a theoretical intervention program, a logic model 

for this program, and the proposed method to measure the reported outcomes. 
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Introduction 

Broadly, resilience is defined as successful adaptation despite risk and adversity 

(Masten, 2001).  In the literature, resilience is traditionally understood to be recovering 

from risk factors such as poverty, family difficulty, parental death or divorce, substance 

abuse, mental illness, learning disability, medical risk or other disadvantaged situations.  

Martin and Marsh (2009) have termed this kind of resilience to acute and chronic 

setbacks as life resilience, and they claimed that this field of research has received much 

attention (see Masten, 2001). 

However, Martin and Marsh (2006) specifically examined the academic context 

and the associated challenges, setbacks, and pressures, arguing for greater understanding 

of academic adversities and the ways to cope with them.  They have termed a different 

construct called academic resilience, which refers to academic achievement despite a 

challenging or threatening circumstance in the educational process.  Interestingly, Martin 

and Marsh pointed out that there has been little research on academic resilience despite 

how all students may experience some level of poor performance, adversity, or challenge 

at school. 

In a seminal piece entitled “Ordinary Magic: Resilience Processes in 

Development,” Masten (2001) demystified resilience as not the “magical” quality of 

certain invulnerable individuals, but rather a product of ordinary and basic human 

adaptational systems.  The assumption behind resilience is that if these systems are 

protected and functional, a child’s development will be robust despite the threat of 

disadvantage and adversity.  Alternatively, if these systems are impaired, then the child’s 



 2 

risk of developmental problems is greater (p. 227).  Thus, understanding these processes 

and systems of resilience that account for positive outcomes in spite of threats to 

development is a critical issue.  

Resilience research has examined many personal and social-contextual factors in 

order to predict academic resilience; however, there has been a lack of studies that focus 

on the motivational processes through which resilient students change (Catterall, 1998).  

Therefore, the focus of this proposed resilience study is the sources of self-efficacy.  

Bandura (1997) identified perceived self-efficacy as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to 

organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments” (p. 3).  

Self-efficacy is essentially a student’s confidence to perform a task, and these beliefs 

have been directly linked to academic performance (see Usher & Pajares, 2008).  

Bandura proposed that self-efficacy is informed by four sources: mastery experiences, 

vicarious experiences, social persuasions, and physiological states.  Research has 

supported a significant relationship between self-efficacy and academic resilience (e.g., 

Borman & Overman, 2004; Martin & Marsh, 2006); however, the specific sources of 

self-efficacy have not been examined in regards to academic resilience.  Therefore, the 

overarching research question proposed is: What is the relationship between academic 

resilience and the sources of self-efficacy for middle school students? And to what 

magnitude do these sources of self-efficacy influence academic resilience?  

This study is situated in the social-cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986), which 

provides the ideal framework for this kind of research (Martin, 2002).  A brief synthesis 

of social-cognitive theory and self-efficacy is presented along with a review of other 
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resilience research.  Since academic risk and resilience can be difficult constructs to 

define and measure, a discussion addressing a few of the issues concerning resilience 

research precedes the review of other studies on academic resilience. 

The proposed study section provides an outline of the research to investigate the 

relationship between sources of self-efficacy and resilience of middle school students.  A 

3x3x2 multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) will be conducted on four 

dependent variables, which are the four sources of self-efficacy: mastery experiences, 

vicarious experiences, social persuasions, and affective states.  The independent variables 

are sex (male or female), ethnicity (White, Black, or Hispanic), and resilience status 

(resilient, buoyant, or nonresilient).  For this study, academic resilience will be defined as 

improvement from low reading achievement test scores to high reading achievement test 

scores (as measured by the Group Reading and Diagnostic Exam).  

In summary, the purpose of this study is to investigate whether there are 

significant differences of sources of self-efficacy among sixth-grade students who made 

large academic improvement in eighth grade (resilient), moderate academic improvement 

(buoyant), no or little academic improvement (nonresilient).  The magnitude of such 

differences and whether there are any significant interaction patterns among resilience 

status, sex, and ethnicity will also be examined.  If there are significant differences 

attributable to levels of resilience, the findings of this study has implications for 

interventions that increase particular sources of self-efficacy and cultivating resilience 

within at risk individuals. 
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INTEGRATIVE ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 

 
 The integrative analysis and interpretation section begins with an overview and 

summary of the Social Cognitive Theory, self-efficacy, and research on the sources of 

self-efficacy.  The following section includes a discussion of the two methods of studying 

resilience and the two types of risk variables.  The last section synthesizes exemplary 

studies on academic resilience, which provide the foundation for the proposed study.  
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Chapter One: Theoretical Framework 

SOCIAL COGNITIVE THEORY AND SELF-EFFICACY 
 

“Perceived collective efficacy raises people’s vision of what they wish to achieve, 

enhances motivational commitment to their endeavors, strengthens resilience to 

adversity, and enhances group accomplishments” (Bandura, 2006, p. 5).  The construct of 

self-efficacy originates from Bandura’s (1986) Social Cognitive Theory, which explains 

the ways in which an individual interacts with their environment. Prior to Social 

Cognitive Theory, explanations of the self or the environment as the sole locus of control 

(i.e. Behaviorism) were prominent in psychological debates.  This theory instead 

subscribed to an emergent interactive agency model in which an individual does not 

simply alter their environment without consequence, and vice-versa.  Instead, triadic 

reciprocal causation posits an interplay relationship between personal factors, behaviors, 

and environmental factors where each affects the other components to some degree (see 

Pajares, 2006).  

In Social Cognitive Theory, learning occurs by acquiring knowledge, skills, 

strategies, and beliefs from observing others. The learner is in a social environment and 

continually is setting goals, evaluating progress toward those goals, and self-regulating 

various emotions, behaviors, and thoughts (Schunk, 1999). 

From within social cognitive theory, Bandura (1989) described the concept of 

self-efficacy as the personal factor that constitutes the most influential determinant of 
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motivation and action from a person’s beliefs about their ability.  Self-efficacy beliefs aid 

in shaping the motivational level of a student, which in turn, translates into the specific 

action a student takes.  Self-efficacy reflects the triadic reciprocal causation model 

through the interplay between a difficult situation and the increased effort of highly self-

efficacious students: when a student expends effort, how the student persists through an 

obstacle modifies his or her sense of self-efficacy.  As the student monitors his or her 

progress towards a learning goal, self-efficacy is, in turn, enhanced by these indicators of 

progress (Schunk, 1999).  For example, if a student observes his or her grade improving 

in a class, the student’s sense of self-efficacy improves in response. 

 

Figure 1: A diagram of the triadic reciprocality of personal factor, behavior, and 

environment as posited by Social Cognitive Theory (see Bandura, 1986). 

 

Although there are many factors that influence the achievement of students, 

Bandura (1997) proposed that self-efficacy plays a major role in students’ achievement. 
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Much research has confirmed the predictive power of self-efficacy beliefs on academic 

achievement (Usher & Pajares, 2008).  Furthermore, through higher self-efficacy beliefs, 

greater motivation and resilience is expressed in the form of persistence.  This strong 

belief in one’s capabilities pushes them to exert greater effort in order to master the task 

at hand.  This can lead to future successes that will further motivate a student to continue 

to exert effort (Bandura, 1989).   

In a theoretical paper on motivation and academic resilience, Martin (2002) noted 

that self-efficacy is a construct that directly relates to a model of motivation and 

academic resilience.  Bandura (1997) explained that students who are high in self-

efficacy create alternative courses of action when they do not gain initial success and 

maintain elevated levels of effort and persistence.  In addition, highly self-efficacious 

students can manage problem situations more effectively by influencing cognitive and 

emotional processes related to those situations.  On the other hand, students with a low 

sense of self-efficacy tend to dwell on their deficiencies and overestimate the difficulty of 

certain obstacles.  Martin naturally concluded that a student’s sense of self-efficacy is 

critical to a student's motivation and resilience: the student who has a strong sense of self-

efficacy is motivated to perform in the face of challenge, and in turn is academically 

resilient. 

There seems to be limited research linking self-efficacy with academic resilience 

despite its logical connection; however, two studies have indicated a relationship between 

the two constructs.  Borman and Overman (2004) found that resilient students—

elementary school students who recovered from poor mathematics achievement—had 
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higher levels of self-efficacy in mathematics than nonresilient students, those who did not 

improve in mathematics.  Additionally, self-efficacy has been shown to be a significant 

predictor of academic resilience, when defined as a self-reported measure of one’s ability 

to overcome academic setbacks and challenges (Martin & Marsh, 2006).  These two 

studies will be discussed in greater length in the exemplary studies section of the 

integrative analysis and interpretation. 

FOUR SOURCES OF SELF-EFFICACY 

According to Bandura (1997), “social cognitive theory assigns a central role to 

cognitive, vicarious, self-regulatory, and self-reflective processes in human development 

and functioning” (p. 5513).  Bandura outlined four sources of information from which a 

sense of self-efficacy is constructed.  These four sources are (a) enactive mastery 

experiences that indicate one’s capability, (b) vicarious experiences that change efficacy 

beliefs through comparison with the accomplishments of others, (c) social persuasion or 

verbal influences regarding one’s capabilities, and (d) physiological and affective states 

that people use to evaluate their strength, capability, and vulnerability, such as stress. 

Enactive Mastery Experiences 

Based on the social cognitive theory, learning can occur enactively through actual 

performances; when these performances are successful, they become mastery experiences 

(Schunk, 1999).  Mastery experiences are past successes that bolster self-efficacy, and 

these direct experiences are understood to be the most influential and authentic source of 

efficacy information (Bandura, 1997).  Through mastery experiences, learners gain the 

confidence to persevere in the face of adversity and setbacks.  Usher and Pajares (2006b) 
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argued that mastery experiences are the most powerful sources of one’s self-efficacy, as 

judgments regarding one’s competence are often formed based on past successful 

performances.  In addition, research has supported that perceptions of mastery 

experiences are better predictors of self-efficacy than objective performance results (see 

Usher & Pajares, 2008).  

Vicarious Experiences 

Learning can also occur vicariously by observing models such as similar students 

or teachers (Schunk, 1999).  Learning from models serves as another way to raise levels 

of self-efficacy as learners vicariously judge their own competencies through the success 

of others.  People often appraise their own capabilities by social comparison and group 

norms (Bandura, 1997), but one important aspect of vicarious experiences is the 

perceived similarity between model and learner.  Seeing people similar to one’s self 

succeed can increase perceived efficacy: if someone similar to the learner is capable, the 

learner can come to believe that she or he is capable of learning as well.  However, 

models can be more than social standards; they can also provide guidance and motivation 

for self-development by instilling encouragement and confidence during difficult tasks, 

ultimately becoming mentors to the learners.  Bandura (1986) noted that vicarious 

information is most influential when students are unsure about their own abilities. 

Social Persuasions 

Social persuasion from peers, teachers, or parents can strengthen or weaken a 

learner’s beliefs of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986).  If positive feedback is realistic and 

authentic, learners can exert greater effort and try harder to succeed in response to the 
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encouragement.  Thus, self-affirming beliefs from an outside source can boost 

development of skills and perceived self-efficacy.  On the other hand, criticism can have 

a very negative effect on learners, lowering their sense of self-efficacy.  In general, in 

order to be effective, evaluative feedback requires a knowledgeable and credible source 

as well as a level of appraisal that is moderately beyond what learners can do; thus, 

verbal persuasion needs to be authentic and appropriate for the learner (Bandura, 1997). 

Physiological and Affective States 

The last source of self-efficacy is the somatic information found in physiological 

and emotional states.  One’s physical status, stress levels, emotional proclivities, and 

interpretations or misinterpretations of bodily states can alter efficacy beliefs.  For 

example, feelings of anxiety toward a difficult class assignment may undermine student’s 

beliefs about their academic capabilities (Usher & Pajares, 2006b).  However, the 

physical or affective response is not the sole cause that can affect a sense of self-efficacy, 

but it is the cognitive interpretation of these bodily and emotional states that ultimately 

regulates self-efficacy. 

The integration of these four modalities of influence into a coherent and effective 

sense of self-efficacy is a complex matter as learners weigh the diverse inputs toward 

their self-persuasion (Bandura, 1997).  In addition, this process is further mediated by 

motivational and cognitive processes.  In conclusion, when learners successfully 

construct a sense of personal self-efficacy, these beliefs can contribute to the quality of 

human functioning in diverse ways.  In educational settings, self-efficacy beliefs, 



 11 

constructed by processing information conveyed enactively, vicariously, socially, and 

emotionally, can contribute to academic achievement. 

Sources of Self-Efficacy and Academic Achievement 

The sources of self-efficacy have been well studied as predictors of self-efficacy 

(Usher & Pajares, 2008); however, previous research has not examined the relationship 

between the sources of self-efficacy and academic resilience.  Interestingly, there are only 

a few studies that have directly linked these sources with academic achievement despite 

the strong relationship between self-efficacy and academic performance (Usher & 

Pajares, 2006b).  

 In one of the few studies that examined these relationships, Usher and Pajares 

(2006b) measured the sources of self-efficacy of entering middle school students, and 

examined sex (male or female), ethnicity (White or African American), and reading 

ability level (above, on, or below level) differences on the four sources.  They found that 

students who were below level in reading reported fewer mastery experiences, vicarious 

experiences, social persuasions, and higher physiological arousal (as well as lower 

academic self-efficacy) compared to students who read above level.  Specifically, 

students reading above level reported stronger mastery experiences than the on-level 

students, who reported stronger mastery experiences than the below level students.  

Stevens, Olivarez, Lan, and Tallent-Runnels (2004) studied differences in 

mathematics self-efficacy and motivational orientations between White and Hispanic 

high school students.  The results of their study indicated a positive relationship between 
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level of confidence they had regarding mathematics (mastery experiences) and their 

mathematics performance.  

 Although not directly related with academic ability, Hampton (1998) explored the 

differences in sources of self-efficacy between high school students with learning 

disabilities (LD) and non-LD students.  According to this study, non-LD students 

reported stronger mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, and social persuasions, as 

well as weaker negative physiological arousals than their LD counterparts.  

 Given the lack of research on academic achievement and the sources of self-

efficacy, Usher and Pajares (2006b) emphasized the educational concern to understand 

low performing students who report disempowering beliefs (p. 138).  Therefore, 

investigating low performing students who recover from poor achievement (resilience) 

and the sources of their efficacy beliefs would give insight into addressing this problem. 

Sources of Self-Efficacy and Differences by Sex 

The sources of self-efficacy not only differ by academic ability but also 

demographic characteristics such as sex and ethnicity.  The literature on the differences 

of sex on the sources of self-efficacy is mixed ranging from nonsignificant differences 

between males and females (e.g., Klassen, 2004; Smith, 2001) to stronger self-reported 

source influences for a particular sex.  

Usher and Pajares (2006b) found that female middle school students had stronger 

self-reported vicarious experiences and social persuasions than male students, which is 

consistent with other research (e.g., Lent, Lopez, et al., 1996; Lopez et al., 1997).  

Moreover, their results indicated that there was no statistical difference on academic self-
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efficacy and the other two sources, mastery experiences and physiological states.  This 

finding contradicted other research that showed how males had stronger mastery 

experiences (Brittner & Pajares, 2006; Lent, Lopez, et al.) and weaker negative 

physiological states (Lent, Lopez, et al.; Smith, 2001).  

Based on previous research, the effect of sex on the sources of self-efficacy is not 

clear; therefore, measuring potential resilience effects on levels of sex is included in the 

proposed study. 

Sources of Self-Efficacy and Differences by Ethnicity 

In regards to difference by ethnicity, research has indicated a relationship between 

the formation of self-efficacy and the role of ethnicity (Usher & Pajares, 2008).  In their 

review of various self-efficacy studies, Usher and Pajares found that the four sources 

predicted White students’ self-efficacy, whereas only mastery experiences and social 

persuasions were significant sources for African American students.  In a qualitative 

study, Usher (2009) supported a difference among ethnicities on the sources of self-

efficacy; specifically, she noted that African American participants placed an emphasis 

on the social persuasions from teachers and parents during their interviews. 

In a study on entering middle school students, Usher and Pajares (2006b) found 

no statistical differences on mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, and social 

persuasions between Whites and African Americans; however, on aversive physiological 

states, White students had weaker negative physiological states than Black students.  

Furthermore, results from Stevens, Olivarez, and Hamman (2006) indicated that White 

students reported stronger mastery experiences and social persuasions than Hispanic 
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students; moreover, Hispanic students reported more vicarious experiences than did 

White students.  

Comparing self-efficacy beliefs of an Asian population with a White population, 

Klassen (2004) examined South Asian (Indo Canadian) immigrants and Anglo Canadian 

nonimmigrants in the seventh grade and supported a cross-cultural difference.  In 

particular, Indo Canadian students had stronger vicarious experiences and social 

persuasions than Anglo Canadian nonimmigrants.  

Lastly, in a sample of college students, Smith (2001) showed that White students 

had stronger mastery experiences and social persuasions than non-White students.  More 

importantly, Smith also assessed a gender by ethnicity interaction and found the effect of 

ethnicity by sex to be nonsignificant.  Overall, since research has shown differences 

across ethnicities on the sources of self-efficacy, resilient groups will be compared on 

levels of ethnicity; however, due to an insignificant interaction of sex and ethnicity, the 

ethnicity by sex effect will not be tested in the proposed study. 

RESEARCH ON ACADEMIC RESILIENCE 

 Although there is a large body of literature that addresses life resilience, there is 

little research on academic resilience, or academic success despite prior low grades or 

achievement.  Moreover, the construct of resilience has been discussed to great length, 

but its empirical history is sparse in comparison.  Furthermore, many academic resilience 

studies have focused on protective factors such as environmental characteristics, teacher 

relationships, family cohesiveness, school/home relations, caring mentoring, provision of 

opportunities to learn in school, and community involvement and support (Wang, 
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Haertel, & Walbert, 1994).  Although these aspects are clearly tied to resilience, the focus 

of the proposed study will be the sources of self-efficacy; as a result, the integrative 

analysis will include resilience research on personal attributes, motivation, and social 

factors related to self-efficacy.  Moreover, academic resilience and risk have been defined 

and measured in a variety of ways (see Cappella and Weinstein, 2001), so studies that 

operationalized resilience as academic recovery from the risk of low achievement will be 

discussed in order to form a foundation for the proposed study.  Only a few studies met 

these requirements, and they will be highlighted as exemplary studies in a later section in 

this analysis. 

Measuring Academic Resilience and Defining Risk 

In the literature, there are two ways to define and measure academic resilience 

and risk: person-focused or variable-focused resilience and proximal or distal risk.  

Masten (2001) outlined the two major approaches to studying resilience.  The first 

approach is variable-focused which identifies relationships among risk measures, 

outcomes, and the potential qualities or characteristics that protect the individuals from 

risk or adversity.  The variable-focused approach generally allows for more statistical 

power and is more suitable for identifying predictors for resilience.  The second approach 

is person-focused which considers the differences between resilient and nonresilient, or 

vulnerable, individuals in order to determine what factors differentiate the two groups.  

The person-focused approach captures more of the holistic individual and his patterns of 

life over time. Both perspectives are required for a complete study on resilience; 

however, due to restrictions in study design, often only one approach is implemented. 
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 This study will integrate a combination of both approaches to studying resilience 

as described by Masten (2001). Understanding how sources of self-efficacy as qualities 

or characteristics that promote academic resilience subscribes to more of a variable-

focused approach.  On the other hand, differentiating among resilience groups and 

examining their differences in sources of self-efficacy is more a person-focusing 

approach. Therefore, the research design combines both approaches to allow for strong 

statistical predictions as well as a more holistic understanding of a resilient group. 

Secondly, resilience research has focused on two types of risk variables: distal 

and proximal (Cappella & Weinstein, 2001).  As factors that indirectly predispose 

individuals to later negative outcomes, distal risk variables include low socioeconomic 

status, minority status, or single-parent household.  On the other hand, proximal 

variables, such as low achievement at an early age, may directly precipitate negative 

outcomes.  Cappella and Weinstein argued that proximal risk variables are important to 

consider for two reasons.  First, it is not clear whether factors protecting children from 

the more direct risk are the same or different from factors protecting from the indirect 

risk.  Second, identifying students as resilient solely on distal risk or essentially 

demographic variables may include students who never face academic difficulty and 

overlook many who are facing proximal risk, but not distal risk.  

This study will focus on the proximal risk variable of low achievement scores, 

consistent with other research on academic resilience (e.g., Borman & Overman, 2004; 

Cappella & Weinstein, 2001; Catterall, 1998).  Due to the lack of resilience research 

overall, the following section highlights in detail exemplary studies that examine resilient 
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students and the psychological or school behaviors that differentiate them from 

nonresilient students.  

Exemplary Studies of Academic Resilience 

The following section outlines five studies of academic resilience, which provide 

a foundation for the proposed study.  Four of the studies defined resilience using 

academic achievement measures to classify resilient students, and the last study used a 

self-report psychological scale to measure academic resilience.  

Finn and Rock (1997) 

A study conducted by researchers Finn and Rock (1997) is often cited as one of 

the first studies that examined psychological correlates to academic resilience.  They 

investigated whether psychological characteristics—self-efficacy and locus of control—

and various behavioral measurements of academic engagement could distinguish between 

minority students who were academically resilient and those who were not.  With the 

assumption that low SES and being of either African-American or Hispanic origin as risk 

factors, academic resilience was defined as a) receiving passing grades throughout high 

school, b) average to above average scores on standardized achievement tests, and c) 

completing high school on time. Based on these three criteria, the participants were 

classified into three groups: a) resilient students met all three requirements; b) 

nonresilient completers failed to meet the first two requirements, but completed high 

school; c) dropouts did not meet any of the requirements. 

Finn and Rock (1997) used a sample of 1803 eighth graders from a low 

socioeconomic status who took part in the U.S. Department of Educational Longitudinal 
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Study of 1988 (NELS:88).  Using a three-way MANOVA, they found that resilient 

students had significantly higher average self-esteem scores and locus of control scores 

compared to nonresilient students.  Higher levels of self-esteem and a greater sense of 

control in one’s life were both characteristic of low-SES and minority students who 

succeeded academically and, therefore, were resilient.  Secondly, the nonresilient 

completer group had significantly higher locus of control scores than the dropout group.  

None of the interactions of resilience group with sex or race were significant, and all the 

findings were relatively consistent across all population subgroups.  Moreover, when SES 

was covaried in the analyses, the results were nearly identical to the original MANOVA. 

In regards to engagement, three sets of measures were derived from both teacher- 

and student-reported items.  The first set was comprised of how hard the student worked 

for good grades, class attendance and tardiness, and the extent to which the student 

completed tasks and stayed attentive in class.  The second set of engagement measures 

included the amount of trouble (e.g., fights, disobeying rules, behavior problems) the 

student had and the extent to which the student was prepared for class work (e.g. pencil 

and paper, needed textbooks).  Lastly, the third set was comprised of the amount of 

homework completed, the number of sports activities in which the student participated, 

and the number of academically oriented extracurricular activities (e.g. band or academic 

clubs). 

All contrasts among the resilience groups showed substantial differences in 

engagement behavior patterns.  Based on the three sets of engagement measures, results 

indicated that resilient students were working harder, attending class more regularly, 
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more engaged in class, getting into less trouble, and completing homework more 

frequently.  Interestingly, there were no significant differences among the resilience 

groups for participation in sports and extracurricular activities as well as preparation for 

class with required materials, suggesting that these engagement behaviors were not major 

factors in sustaining the resilience of the participants.  Furthermore, when the 

psychological variables (self-esteem, locus of control) were covaried with SES, the 

results were also nearly identical to the original MANOVA on the engagement measures. 

In summary, Finn and Rock (1997) found significant differences in self-esteem, 

locus of control and school engagement behaviors among resilient groups, with higher 

levels of these factors favoring the resilient group, low-SES and minority high school 

students, who maintained high grades.  Finn and Rock studied resilience when the distal 

risk was low-SES or minority membership, and the successful outcome to adversity 

included high grades.  Catterall (1998) argued that this definition of resilience tends 

toward stereotyping to particular groups who are at risk. In response, resilience has been 

conceived as more performance-based: risk by virtue of demonstrated academic 

difficulty, independent of other demographic characteristics (e.g. Borman & Overman, 

2004; Cappella & Weinstein, 2001; Catterall, 1998).  The following exemplary studies 

defined academic resilience as recovery from poor academic performance.  

 

Catterall (1998) 

Instead of commonly conceiving risk with only group-level probabilities of failure 

(such as ethnicity and low SES), Catterall (1998) framed a resilience study based on 
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academic recovery.  Using the same database (NELS:88) as Finn and Rock (1997), 

Catterall examined 6,779 tenth grade students who improved their grades from the eighth 

grade.  In the study, resilience was defined as improving from a C grade in English class 

in the eighth grade (the lowest 26 percent of all the eighth grade students) to either an A 

or B grade in tenth grade.  Finn and Rock also used school grades as a measure of 

resilience; however, Catterall measured resilience as a change from low grades to high 

grades.  

English grades in eighth grade were self-reported by students, and tenth grades 

were reported by the students’ teachers.  Catterall justified the validity of his use of 

student-reported grades by comparing them to plausible distributions of school reported 

grades.  Secondly, he argued that teacher-reported grades as a measure of resilience is 

conservative since tenth grade teachers would not likely over-estimate grades as student 

would in eighth grade; thus, the measure of resilience is a moderate estimate of academic 

progress.  To avoid the potential difficulties and inaccuracy of self- or teacher-reported 

grades and variations among schools, curricula, teachers in assigning grades (i.e., Finn & 

Rock, 1997), the proposed study will measure academic achievement through 

standardized test scores. 

 The results of Catterall’s (1998) study indicated that 58 percent of the eighth 

grade C English students improved their grades—17 percent to A’s and 41 percent to B’s.  

One-third of the students still received C’s, and 9 percent recorded lower grades.  Despite 

a conservative measurement of resilience from student- and teacher-reported grades, the 

overall at-risk sample showed a high incidence of grade improvement from every starting 



 21 

grade level without much variance across ethnicity groups.  Moreover, there were a 

particularly substantial percentage of students reporting academic difficulty (C’s or 

worse) reporting higher levels of grades by the tenth grade.  

In order to determine significant predictors of academic resilience, Catterall 

(1998) conducted a multiple regression on the outcome variable of resilience, or the 

amount of gain in student English grades from eighth to tenth grade.  The predictor 

variables included gender, family characteristics (e.g., ethnicity, SES, language, parent’s 

highest level of education, and supportive family behaviors), student attitude/motivation, 

active involvement (community and school activities) and school climate/support (e.g., 

school responsiveness, gang activity).  The results of this regression model indicated that 

high socioeconomic status, supportive family behaviors (such as limiting television 

watching), student engagement activities, and school responsiveness to the needs of 

students were significant predictors of resilience.  After predicting resilience for the 

overall sample, two separate regressions were analyzed for a Hispanic subgroup and 

Black subgroup.  Although the predictor profiles of all groups were similar, Catterall also 

noted the predictors that did not surface as significant factors of resilience, namely the 

nonsignificant difference between males and females.  Interestingly, student attitude and 

motivation variables of internal locus of control and self-concept were not significant 

predictors in any of the three regression models, but the confidence of high school 

graduation significantly predicted resilience for the overall sample and the Hispanic 

subsample. 
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Although student motivation and attitude were not very strong predictors of 

academic resilience in the study, Catterall (1998) argued for an implicit need to 

understand the motivation and orientation of resilient students in the study’s implications.  

In the next exemplary study, which also examined the NELS:88 dataset, Cappella and 

Weinstein (2001) conducted a series of logistic regressions on predicting academic 

resilience measured by improvement in standardized reading test scores.  In contrast to 

Catterall’s study, they defined resilience as a dichotomous variable (resilient or 

nonresilient) instead of a continuous variable of a student’s gain in achievement (the 

amount of academic recovery). 

Cappella and Weinstein (2001) 

In a related study, Cappella and Weinstein (2001) examined predictors of 

academic resilience in reading.  Analyzing data from the NELS:88, they built upon the 

previous studies conducted by Finn and Rock (1997) and Catterall (1998) and focused on 

students who had substantial academic difficulty before entering high school but 

improved to intermediate or advanced proficiency by the end of high school.  Using a 

similar variable of proximal risk (low academic performance), they defined academic 

resilience as significant positive change from eighth grade to twelfth grade, whereas Finn 

and Rock defined resilience as maintaining an average achievement level through high 

school, omitting a critical characteristic of academic improvement.  Cappella and 

Weinstein (like Catterall) specified a positive change in determining resilience status, and 

Finn and Rock did not.  First, they identified the proportion of resilient students to the 

large subsample of low-achievers (n = 1,362) from the whole national sample with 
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complete data (N =11,314).  Two hundred and one resilient students significantly 

improved their reading proficiency from 8th grade to 12th grade, and they made up 15% of 

the subsample.  The remainder of the subsample (n = 1,161) either dropped out of school 

or remained at the low level of reading proficiency; they were defined as nonresilient.  

Secondly, they examined demographic, psychological, behavioral, and school 

environment variables hypothesized to predict resilience.  Variables within the 

demographic domain included SES, ethnicity, family structure, and sex.  Psychological 

variables in the study included self-concept, locus of control, and academic aspirations.  

The behavioral variables of classroom and school engagement were class preparation and 

extracurricular activities.  Lastly, academic resilience was treated as a dichotomous 

outcome variable—resilient or nonresilient.  

Simultaneous logistic regression analyses were conducted, one analysis for each 

variable domain and one analysis with all the significant predictor variables across the 

domains.  The results of the first regression analysis indicated that the demographic 

variables of SES, ethnicity, and sex were small but significant predictors of being 

academic resilient.  Students more likely to be resilient were those who came from a 

higher SES, belonged to majority Caucasian ethnic group, and were female.  In the 

psychological variable domain, locus of control and future expectations significant 

predicted resilience as well, suggesting that students with a higher internal locus of 

control and higher educational expectations were more likely to be resilient.  However, 

the behavioral engagement variables of classroom preparation and extracurricular 

involvement were nonsignificant predictors of resilience.  In the regression analysis that 
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included all the significant predictors from all the previous analyses, they found that 

being Caucasian, being female, and having a more internal locus of control significantly 

predicted meaningful improvement in reading proficiency, or academic resilience, after 

controlling across the other domains. 

Although results of this study indicated that sex, ethnicity, and psychological 

characteristics were meaningful predictors of resilience, Cappella and Weinstein (2001) 

discussed how that these predictors accounted for an important but small percentage of 

variance in academic resilience, suggesting that there were other unidentified explanatory 

factors.  Moreover, a self-identified limitation to their study was a restriction of measures 

in the NELS:88 survey data, precluding variables such as student motivation or teacher 

quality. 

Borman and Overman (2004) 

Borman and Overman (2004) conducted a study on academic resilience, 

examining factors that distinguished academically successful elementary school students 

from minority and low-SES backgrounds from their less successful peers.  With data 

from Prospects: The Congressionally Mandated Study of Educational Growth and 

Opportunity, the researchers examined a cohort of third graders and their mathematics 

scores on the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS/4).  Using an ordinary least 

squares regression analyses, they predicted whether students would score better in sixth 

grade or not by their third-grade score and SES.  Students were defined as academically 

resilient if their standardized residual scores based on their achievement score were 0.33 

or greater; the academically nonresilient had standardized residuals at or below -0.33.  
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Although academic resilience could have been defined as a continuous variable, Borman 

and Overman used resilience as a grouping variable to form two groups: resilient and 

nonresilient.  

Using a two-way MANOVA with resilience status (resilient or nonresilient) and 

ethnicity (White, Black or Latino) as factors of classification, Borman and Overman 

(2004) examined group differences on a number of individual characteristics: student 

engagement, self-efficacy in mathematics, positive attitude toward school, and self-

esteem.  The results of the analyses indicated significant main effects for both resilience 

and ethnicity; however, the resilience-ethnicity interaction was not significant.  The 

follow-up univariate analyses revealed statistically significant main effects for all four 

outcomes, all of which favored resilient students.  Therefore, resilient students on average 

had statistically significant higher levels of student engagement in academic activities (d 

= 0.751), self-efficacy in mathematics (d = 0.29), positive attitude toward school (d = 

0.27), and self-esteem (d = 0.21) compared to nonresilient students.  The large effect size 

for the relationship between resilience status and student engagement in academic 

activities variable was consistent with findings from the first exemplary study by Finn 

and Rock (1997). 

Regarding differences across ethnicity, univariate analyses for race indicated a 

main effect for self-efficacy in mathematics, and post-hoc comparisons revealed that 

White students had higher levels of self-efficacy in math than Latino students.  Since the 

                                                
1Cohen’s d effect sizes were calculated as the resilient students’ mean on the variable of interest subtracted 
by the nonresilient students’ mean divided by the pooled standard deviation (Borman & Overman, 2004). 
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resilience-ethnicity interaction was not significant, the four outcome variables were 

similarly important in differentiating nonresilient and resilient students across all 

ethnicity groups. 

The researchers not only assessed differences on individual characteristics; 

Borman and Overman (2004) also measured differences across peer group characteristics, 

effective school features, aspects of a supportive community.  Their results revealed that 

only a few outcomes variables from the school model distinguished resilient and 

nonresilient students—safe and orderly environment (d = 0.41) and positive teacher-

student relationships (d = 0.19).   On average, resilient students perceived their school to 

be more safe and orderly and their students-teacher relationships to be more positive than 

their nonresilient counterparts. 

In general, the results indicated that the social and academic backgrounds of a 

student’s peer group and the risks associated with an underfunded school did not appear 

to be associated with academic resilience.  However, individual characteristics and 

aspects of a supportive community provided a profile of resilient students: higher levels 

of self-esteem, greater engagement in academic activities, stronger sense of self-efficacy 

in math, a more positive outlook on school, safer and more orderly school environment, 

and more positive student-teacher relationships.  The results of this study raised doubt on 

the impact of school-wide reforms and resources to cultivate resilience in students, and 

instead, encouraged a focus on individual student characteristics.  In light of the impacts 

on individual students’ attitude/motivation, the proposed study will investigate further 



 27 

what aspects of self-efficacy further distinguishes resilient students from nonresilient 

students. 

Martin and Marsh (2006) 

Investigating psychological and educational correlates to resilience, Martin and 

Marsh (2006) created an academic resilience scale and found five factors that predicted 

resilience: self-efficacy, control, planning, low anxiety, and persistence.  This study 

differs from the previous exemplary studies by defining academic resilience as a self-

reported measure of students’ perceived ability to be resilient instead of a recovery from 

poor achievement (i.e., Borman & Overman, 2004; Cappella & Weinstein, 2001; 

Catterall, 1998). The 7-point Likert type scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly 

Agree) contained 6 items measuring student’s ability to effectively deal with setbacks, 

challenges, and pressure in the academic setting.  With a reliability estimate of 0.89, the 

items included statements such as “I’m good at bouncing back from a poor mark in my 

schoolwork” or “I don’t let a bad mark affect my confidence.”  

Four hundred and two high school students served as respondents for the scale 

and a variety of motivation and school-related measures.  Results revealed significant 

correlations between academic resilience and self-efficacy, planning, persistence, anxiety 

(negatively correlated), and uncertain control (negatively correlated).  In a multiple linear 

regression the same five motivation and engagement factors were significant predictors 

of academic resilience.  Anxiety was the strongest predictor (! = -0.63), followed by self-

efficacy (! = 0.17), planning (! = 0.12), uncertain control (! = -0.11), then persistence (! 



 28 

= 0.09); the predictor variables together accounted for 56 percent of the variance 

explained (adjusted R2). 

Summary 
 

This integrative analysis and interpretation section reviewed the literature around 

the two variables of interest: the sources of self-efficacy and academic resilience.  Martin 

(2002) emphasized the critical relationship between academic resilience and self-efficacy, 

and research has shown that resilient students have a strong sense of self-efficacy 

(Borman & Overman, 2004), and self-efficacy is a predictor of academic resilience 

(Martin & Marsh, 2006).  There have also been resilience studies that have examined 

constructs related to self-efficacy, such as self-concept, self-esteem, and locus of control.  

However, the sources of self-efficacy—mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, 

social persuasions, and physiological states—have not been linked with academic 

resilience.  Research on the sources of self-efficacy is not clear on differences across sex 

and ethnicity, but there is enough support for significant sex and ethnicity effects to 

include them as variables in the proposed study. 

Moreover, the preponderance of resilience research has tended to focus on distal 

risk, or indirect risk factors such as low socioeconomic status instead of low academic 

achievement, a proximal risk factor that more directly affects resilience (Cappella & 

Weinstein, 2001).  In response to the potentially stereotyping effects of defining 

resilience based on SES or ethnicity, operationalizing resilience as recovery from poor 

academic achievement became more widespread (Catterall, 1998).  However, only a few 

studies have examined psychological variables and academic resilience grounded in 
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recovery of academic performance (e.g., Borman & Overman, 2004; Cappella & 

Weinstein, 2001).  
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PROPOSED RESEARCH STUDY 

Chapter Two: Purpose 

 
Most low-achieving students continue to perform poorly throughout school 

(Cappella & Weinstein, 2001).  However, not all students remain on this achievement 

trajectory; a subset of initially low-achieving students appear to break this achievement 

pattern.  This phenomenon is called academic resilience, a student’s capacity to 

overcome prior academic difficulty (e.g., Borman & Overman, 2004; Cappella & 

Weinstein, 2001; Martin & Marsh, 2006).  Despite the fact that most students may 

experience some level of poor performance or challenge at school, Martin and Marsh 

(2009) noted that there is little research that expands the understanding of how the 

resilient cope with academic adversity.  Elaborating on existing resilience research, the 

proposed study investigates low-income, low performing sixth-grade students, who will 

be classified into three groups based on their academic improvement in eighth grade: 

resilient (large improvement), buoyant (moderate improvement), and nonresilient (little 

or no improvement).  The purpose of this study is to examine the differences among 

resilience groups (resilient, buoyant, and nonresilient) on Bandura’s (1997) four sources 

of self-efficacy. A 3x3x2 multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) will be 

conducted on four dependent variables, which are the four sources of self-efficacy: 

mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasions, and affective states.  The 
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independent variables are sex (male or female), ethnicity (White, Black, or Hispanic), and 

resilience status (resilient, buoyant, or nonresilient). 

Resilience research has focused on two types of variables: 1) distal variables that 

have an indirect effect on resilience (e.g. socioeconomic status) and 2) proximal variables 

that have a more direct effect on resilience (e.g. low achievement at the early elementary 

age) (Cappella & Weinstein, 2001).  The proximal risk variable for this study will be 

poor academic performance in middle school.  Academic performance will be measured 

by the Group Reading and Diagnostic Exam (GRADE), a standardized reading 

achievement test; it will be used to determine resilient status and measure change in 

academic achievement.  The subject of reading is selected for this study in light of the 

widespread failure to reach proficient-level reading scores for at least two-thirds of fourth 

and eighth grade students (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2007).  As a result, 

older students who continue to struggle to read often face difficulties in organizing and 

acquiring content knowledge from informational text (Snow and Biancarosa, 2003).  

Lastly, reading ability is a key predictor of achievement in other content areas, such as 

mathematics and science (ACT, 2006).  Such failure can have a long-term impact on 

students’ self-confidence, motivation to learn, performance in school, and success in life 

(Stanovich, 1986). 

This study will focus on entering middle school students to not only draw 

comparisons with previous studies conducted on this population, but to also address an 

important time period in a student’s academic development and transition from 

elementary school.  Wigfield, Eccles, Mac Iver, Reuman, and Midgley (1991) found that 
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students transitioning into middle school had decreased perceptions of their ability and 

extrapolated that many students experienced a decline in academic motivation during 

important school transitions.  Moreover, Cappella and Weinstein (2001) suggested 

measuring psychological attributes, as they exist before entering a new academic setting, 

in order to capture students’ psychological characteristics independently of the school 

environment and student behavior.  Moreover, Usher and Pajares (2006b) assessed the 

sources of self-efficacy of entering middle school students; therefore, this study will 

follow a similar method in order to draw more valid comparisons. 

In addition, measuring self-efficacy beliefs before students recover from low 

achievement and become resilient can allow for identifying the characteristics and 

perceptions of students that precede resilience processes.  If these initial sources of self-

efficacy differ by resilience group, a profile of specific sources of self-efficacy may help 

explain academic resilience and inform interventions to cultivate these beliefs in students.  
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Chapter 3: Research Questions, Hypotheses, and Rationales 

 This section presents the research questions of the proposed study, followed by 

hypotheses and rationales for each question.  The research questions are not an 

exhaustive representation of the possible analyses, but focus on the variable of interest: 

academic resilience status. Therefore, questions involving the individual main effects of 

sex, ethnicity, and the sex by ethnicity interaction on the sources of self-efficacy will not 

be explicitly included in the research questions.  Not only are these variables not of 

particular interest, they have also been studied in previous work (see Usher & Pajares, 

2008). 

RESEARCH QUESTION 1 

Are there significant differences among the resilient, buoyant, and nonresilient 

groups on the four sources of self-efficacy as a single dependent variate? 

Hypothesis 1 

It is hypothesized that there will be at least one mean difference among the 

resilient groups on the dependent variate—a multivariate main effect of resilience, on the 

collective sources of self-efficacy.  

Rationale 1 

Previous research has indicated resilient and nonresilient students have 

statistically different levels of self-efficacy (Borman & Overman, 2006); moreover, self-

efficacy was a strong predictor of academic resilience (Martin & Marsh, 2006).  The 

dependent variables, the sources of self-efficacy, are strongly related to self-efficacy, and 
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they have also been shown to differ among students with different reading academic 

ability (Usher & Pajares, 2006b); therefore, the resilient groups are hypothesized to 

statistically differ on the sources of self-efficacy.  

RESEARCH QUESTION 2 

Are there significant differences among the resilient, buoyant, and nonresilient 

groups on a) mastery experiences, b) vicarious experiences, c) social persuasions, and d) 

physiological states as individual dependent variables? 

Hypothesis 2a 

It is hypothesized that there will be no mean differences among the resilient, 

buoyant, and nonresilient groups on mastery experiences. 

Rationale 2a 

Mastery experiences will be measured at the beginning of sixth grade when the 

three resilient groups begin with a low proficiency in reading.  Bandura (1997) explained 

that mastery experiences are the successes from past events that bolster one’s self-

efficacy, but low achieving students logically lack prior accomplishment on achievement 

measures and most likely have low perceptions regarding their academic success.  Usher 

and Pajares (2008) cautioned the potential problem of determining the strength of 

mastery experiences by academic ability, as perceptions of academic performance may 

not accurately reflect actual performance.  However, results from Usher & Pajares 

(2006b) revealed that below ability students had statistically lower mastery experiences 

then at level and above level students.  Since all three resilient groups begin as low 
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achieving students, the initial level of mastery experiences of all three resilient groups 

will not be statistically different from one another. 

Hypothesis 2b 

It is hypothesized that there will be mean differences among the resilient, 

buoyant, and nonresilient groups on vicarious experiences.  

Rationale 2b 

Borman and Overman (2004) found that resilient students reported significantly 

more positive student-teacher relationships than nonresilient students.  Since the 

vicarious experiences subscale items are limited to adult models, the impact of teachers 

and thus, students’ perceptions and modeling of their teacher (vicarious experiences) will 

be stronger for resilient students than buoyant students. In turn, buoyant students will 

have stronger vicarious experiences than nonresilient students.   

Hypothesis 2c 

It is hypothesized that there will be mean differences among the resilient, 

buoyant, and nonresilient groups on social persuasions.  

Rationale 2c 

Similar to Rationale 2b, the resilient group will have stronger social persuasions 

derived from positive relationships with teachers and the associated perceived verbal 

feedback and encouragement compared to that of buoyant students, and in turn, buoyant 

students will have stronger social persuasions than nonresilient students.  

Hypothesis 2d 
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It is hypothesized that there will be mean differences among the resilient, 

buoyant, and nonresilient groups on physiological states.  

Rationale 2d 

Research has shown that low anxiety is a predictor of academic resilience (Martin 

& Marsh, 2006), and anxiety is often linked with physiological states, as they are the 

negative emotional or physical states associated with potential failure (Bandura, 1997).  

Therefore, resilient students will have weaker negative physiological states (less anxiety) 

than their buoyant counterparts, and in turn, have lower levels of physical states (less 

anxiety) than the nonresilient students. 

RESEARCH QUESTION 3 

Are there any significant interaction effects between resilience status and sex, 

resilience status and ethnicity, and among resilience status, ethnicity, and sex on the four 

sources of self-efficacy: mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasions, 

and physiological states? 

Hypothesis 3 

It is hypothesized that there will no interaction effects between resilience status 

and ethnicity, resilience status and sex, and among resilience status, ethnicity, and sex on 

the four sources of self-efficacy. 

Rationale 3 

Differences on sources of self-efficacy among resilient groups will be consistent 

across ethnicity and sex groups.  Borman and Overman (2004) conducted a two-way 

(resilience x ethnicity) MANOVA, and did not find any interaction effects on any 



 37 

individual characteristics, including self-efficacy in mathematics.  Their results indicated 

that self-efficacy distinguished resilient groups across the White, Black, and Latino 

groups (the same ethnicity groups in this proposed study).  Although the sources of self-

efficacy have been shown to differ across ethnicity groups (e.g., Smith, 2001; Stevens et 

al., 2006), the four sources that provide differences among resilient group are 

hypothesized to be fairly consistent across ethnicity.  Similarly, Finn and Rock (1997) 

conducted a three-way MANOVA and found nonsignificant interactions between 

resilience status and sex and among resilience status, sex, and ethnicity. 

RESEARCH QUESTION 4 

What is the magnitude of mean differences (i.e., effect sizes) between resilient 

groups on the sources of self-efficacy?  Which difference on the sources of self-efficacy 

between resilience groups produces the largest effect size? 

Hypothesis 4 

Vicarious experiences and social persuasions are hypothesized to have the largest 

effect sizes, followed by physiological experiences, then by mastery experiences. 

Rationale 4 

The resilience literature has indicated the importance of relationships and caring 

mentors and teachers (e.g., Borman & Overman, 2004), and as a result, it is hypothesized 

that resilient students will have greater vicarious experiences and social persuasions than 

the buoyant group, and in turn the buoyant group will have greater vicarious experiences 

and social persuasions than the nonresilient group.  Therefore, differences on vicarious 

experiences and social persuasions will produce the largest effect sizes when comparing 
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resilience groups.  Furthermore, differences on physiological experiences among 

resilience groups will produce the next largest effect, as anxiety is also an important 

contributor to resilience (Martin & Marsh, 2006).  Since differences for mastery 

experiences across resilient groups were hypothesized to not be significant (see Rationale 

2a), differences on mastery experiences will produce the smallest effect size among 

resilience groups.  
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Chapter Four: Method 

DATA AND SAMPLE 

The initial sample will consist of low-income, low-performing sixth-grade 

students from a large and diverse urban school district.  First, socioeconomic status will 

be determined by free/or reduced lunch designation as specified by school records.  

Second, low standard scores on the GRADE will determine low performance.  On the 

GRADE, a standard score of 100 is average for the student’s grade level; the standard 

deviation of standard scores is 15 (AGS Publishing, 2001).  Therefore, a standard score 

of 84, which is more than one standard deviation below the grade average, will be used as 

the cutoff point to determine low performance; such a score would occur in less than 16 

percent of students at grade level.  In summary, students with a standard score of 84 or 

less as well as qualify for free and reduced lunch will be included in the sample.  

CLASSIFYING RESILIENT, BUOYANT, AND NONRESILIENT STUDENTS 

Three groups will be formed as a function of their academic achievement growth, 

which in turn, evidences resilience.  Since is it not possible to assign students to such 

group prior to the study, the classification of the resilience groups must be determined as 

a function of the data.  Using three resilience groups instead of two will help reduce 

unequal sample sizes and allow for more meaningful analyses for the middle, buoyant 

group—neither resilient nor nonresilient. 
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Resilience will be a categorical factor in order to examine a group of low-

achieving students who make large positive academic change (resilient) and compare 

them to groups who make moderate (buoyant) or little or no change (nonresilient).  

Students will complete the Group Reading and Diagnostic Exam (GRADE) as a pre-

assessment; based on the pre-assessment, they will be identified as a below proficiency 

reader.  Also, the GRADE contains growth scale values (GSVs), which is based on an 

equal-interval scale that reflects a range of reading performance from very low to very 

high across all grade levels, allowing for tracking growth as a student’s reading level 

improves.  This score will provide a measure for growth regardless of the student’s 

standard score or percentile score.  A strong increase in GSVs is 38 points from one 

grade to the next (AGS Publishing, 2001), so it follows that a similar increase over two 

grades (sixth to eighth grade) would require 76 points.  Therefore, for this study a GSV 

score of 76 points or higher will represent Level 3 reading proficiency (resilient status); a 

GSV score from 77 point to 38 points will represent Level 2 proficiency (buoyant status); 

lastly, a GSV score of 37 points or less will represent Level 1 proficiency (nonresilient).  

Table 1 summarizes the GSV breakdown for resilient group status. 

 

Resilient Status GSV Score 
Resilient Proficiency Level 3 - GSV Score: 78 or higher 

 

Buoyant Proficiency Level 2 - GSV Score: 38 to 77 
   

Nonresilient Proficiency Level 1 - GSV Score: 0 to 37 
 
Table 1: The Grade Score Value (GSV) breakdown for determining resilience status. 
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Academic resilience will be operationalized as a categorical variable in order to 

form a resilient group, a buoyant group, and a nonresilient group.  Although academic 

improvement was originally a continuous variable of GSVs, treating resilience as a 

categorical variable will allow for potential analyses of interaction effects on levels of sex 

and ethnicity.  Moreover, despite a decrease in power compared to a regression analysis 

with a continuous resilience variable, the effect of resilience on the sources of self-

efficacy may not be a perfectly linear relationship.  Lastly, since resilience occurs in a 

small proportion of the population and is often considered a phenomenon, having discrete 

groups is a more appropriate procedure to explain academic resilience.  Potential 

regression analyses will be discussed in the Future Research section. 

SAMPLE SIZE 

The initial sample consists of low-SES and low achieving students; based on the 

cutoff standard score of 84, only 16 percent of students will be considered low achieving.  

Moreover, as described in the literature review, resilient students often compose a small 

proportion of the student population.  In Cappella and Weinstein’s (2001) study, 15 

percent of their sample was considered resilient.  Similarly, Catterall (1998) identified 17 

percent of his sample to improve from C grades in English to A’s and 41 percent from 

C’s to B’s.  With the assumption that the distribution of resilient, buoyant, and 

nonresilient students being similar to previous research, it is estimated that roughly 15 

percent of the sixth graders will be resilient; 40 percent will be buoyant; 45 percent will 
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be nonresilient.  Thus, the initial recruiting for this study will involve a large number of 

students, which will be specified in the next section. 

 

POWER ANALYSIS 

In order to determine the required sample size, a power analysis was conducted 

using previously reported effect sizes from similar studies.  Borman & Overman (2004) 

found a Cohen’s d effect size of 0.29 for differences of mathematics self-efficacy, which 

is close to a medium effect size by convention.  Moreover, Finn and Rock (1997) 

determined effect sizes between small and medium effects on the differences between 

resilience groups on motivational and self-concept variables (locus of control and self-

esteem).  Based on previous research and to ensure a large enough sample, a medium 

effect size of 0.25 will be used.  

Since univariate analyses will be needed for follow-up testing on each dependent 

variable, sample sizes will be estimated using a statistical program G*Power for both 

MANOVA and ANOVA tests, in order to guarantee the required sample sizes for both 

kinds of analyses.  With a power level of 0.8, results from G*Power for univariate and 

multivariate tests indicated a total sample size of 275 to obtain a 0.25 effect size for all 

potential analyses.  Since the G*Power calculation assumes equal sample sizes, and the 

expected distribution of resilience groups is unequal, the sample size was increased to 

614 to accommodate the smallest subgroup (resilient students – 15 percent of the 

population).  Furthermore, Finn and Rock (1997) reported that their resilience study had 

high attrition rates of around 10 percent.  Therefore, to account for attrition, the final 
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sample size will be increased to 700.  Lastly, in order to acquire a final sample of 700 

initially low-achieving students, who only compose 16 percent of the population, 4500 

sixth-grade students will be recruited for the study. 

MEASURES 
  
Academic Achievement 

The academic achievement measure will be used to identify both those at risk in 

the beginning of the study and those with resilient, buoyant, and nonresilient trajectories 

throughout the study.  The student assessment used in this study will be the Group 

Reading Assessment and Diagnostic Exam (GRADE), a standardized norm-referenced, 

research-based reading assessment that can be administered to groups (see sample tests in 

Appendix A1-2).  The GRADE contains a separate level for each year of school and each 

subtest is designed to measure skills that are developmentally appropriate for students at 

each level.  It measures four components of reading: reading readiness, vocabulary, 

reading comprehension, and oral language.  For this study targeting Grades 6 through 8, 

the focus is on vocabulary (nouns, verbs, adjectives, adverbs subtests), reading 

comprehension (sentence comprehension, passage comprehension, and metacognition 

subtests), oral language (listening comprehension subtest), and fluency (reading time, 

miscues, and comprehension subtests).  Each individual GRADE level is designed to 

assess the reading skills of a wide range of performance at the recommended grade in 

school.  
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The pre-assessment will be the GRADE Level 6 (see Appendix A1), which is the 

grade-appropriate measure for the entering middle school students.  The post-assessment 

will be the GRADE Level M (see Appendix A2), which is the test for middle school 

students who are ready to read more complex syntax, or sentence structures, using more 

difficult and less common vocabulary (AGS Publishing, 2001).  The pre- and post-

assessments will be given in sixth grade and eighth grade, respectively, in order to 

measure student progress.  The GRADE provides a Growth Scale Value (GSV) score to 

track individual student’s progress from year to year.  

The GRADE is not a timed test, and estimates of administration range from 45 to 

90 minutes depending on the level.  The GRADE has strong evidence of reliability and 

validity for outcomes related to literacy and reading.  Technical information compiled by 

AGS Publishing (2001) indicates that the GRADE has a high degree of internal 

consistency for total, composite, and subtest scores for grades 6 and 7 (internal 

consistency estimates between .95 and .98).  Alternate form reliability was high (.88) and 

test-retest reliability coefficients were high (.90 and .94).  Concurrent validity studies on 

grades 4-8 indicate moderate to strong correlations between the GRADE and other 

commonly reading assessments such as the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (.69-.83) and the 

Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests (.87-.90) for Grades 6 through 8. 

Sources of Self-Efficacy Scale 

Originally adapted from Lent, Lopez, and Bieschke (1991), the Sources of 

Academic Self-Efficacy Scale was modified by Usher and Pajares (2006b) in order to 

investigate sources of academic and self-regulatory efficacy beliefs of entering middle 
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school students (see scale in Appendix C).  The original scale was intended for high 

school and college students and focused on mathematics self-efficacy, but Usher and 

Pajares adapted the scale for a middle school sample and changed the items from a 

content-specific self-efficacy to a general self-efficacy.  The adapted version is a 24-item 

instrument with four subscales: mastery experiences (6 items), vicarious experiences (6 

items), social persuasions (7 items), and physiological states (5 items).  

 In order to assess construct validity, Usher and Pajares (2006b) conducted an 

exploratory factor analysis to identify the latent constructs underlying the items.  Using a 

maximum likelihood method of extraction, they found a five-factor solution; the first 

three factors were comprised of the items on the theorized sources of mastery 

experiences, social persuasions, and physiological states, and the other two factors 

comprised the 6 vicarious experience items, with 3 of the items tapping vicarious 

experiences from adults and the other 3 from peers.  

The alpha coefficients for the four subscales were .86 for mastery experiences, .68 

for vicarious experiences, .82 for social persuasion, and .84 for physiological states, 

which were found to be adequate for this study.  Previous findings (e.g., Lent et al., 1991) 

support the low reliability of the vicarious experiences, potentially explained by the items 

comprising two factors (one from peers and one from adults) as revealed by the factor 

analysis, so Usher and Pajares (2006b) explored the reliability estimates of these two 

factors separately.  They found that the items regarding vicarious experiences with peers 

to be problematic (.59), but the adult items to have a slightly higher estimate of .72; 

therefore; they decided to only use the adult items in their subsequent analyses.  In the 
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present study, the peer items will be excluded, and only the adult items will be used to 

assess vicarious experiences in the analytical procedures in light of the low internal 

consistency. 

Academic Efficacy Scale  

The Academic Efficacy Scale, developed by Midgley et al. (1996) from the 

Patterns of Adaptive Learning Survey (PALS), measures students’ perceptions of their 

capacity or their self-efficacy to do classroom work.  This 5-point Likert type survey 

consists of five items and belongs to a larger scale on academic perceptions on the PALS.  

Midgley et al. report a Cronbach’s alpha of .78 for this scale, and it was validated by a 

sample of fifth graders, which is similar to the sample of the proposed study. 

Demographic Information 

Information on participant’s sex and ethnicity will be self-reported by students. 

One item asking whether they are male or female and another item on their ethnicity 

(White, Black, Hispanic, or other) will be placed at the end of self-efficacy measure (see 

Appendix D). Participants who select “Other” for ethnicity will not be included in this 

proposed study, in anticipation of an inadequate sample size and the lack of meaningful 

analyses of an “Other” group.  

ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Prior to data collection, the proposed study will be submitted to the Institutional 

Review Boards (IRB) of the University of Texas and of the participating school district.  

A consent form will accompany the application to the IRB.  The parental consent form 
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and student assent forms will inform the study participants and their parents of the 

possible risks and benefits of participating in study, of which there is essentially no risk 

(see Appendix E).  

Once IRB approval has been received, the researcher will implement the 

experimental design with the cooperation of the schools’ respective administration, 

faculty, and staff. Access to students’ confidential data (e.g., standardized test scores) 

will be discussed as part of the consent form.  There will be designated school liaisons to 

facilitate data collection: administering and collecting all student questionnaires and 

assessments, providing standardized achievement scores for participating students, and 

documenting any participant attrition or transfers.  All student identifiers (e.g., names, 

student ID) will be removed from the dataset once the data points have been matched and 

validated, as the confidentiality of student data is a high priority for the study. 

SUMMARY OF METHODS 

 Figure 2 presents a procedural model for the proposed study.  An initial sample of 

700 entering sixth graders will be selected from the recruited sample of 4500, based on 

their low socioeconomic status and low standard scores on the GRADE pre-assessment.  

At the beginning of the sixth grade, students will complete a questionnaire that contains 

the Sources of Self-Efficacy Scale, Academic Efficacy Scale, and demographic 

information.  At the end of eighth grade, students will complete the eighth-grade version 

of the GRADE, and reading proficiency levels will be determined by growth scale values.  

Based on these values, participants will be classified into three groups: resilient, buoyant, 



 48 

and nonresilient.  Students who had the lowest proficiency (Level 1) in standardized 

achievement scores but improved to the highest level (Level 3) will be classified as 

resilient.  Students who also had the lowest proficiency levels but made little or no 

change (Level 1) will be classified as nonresilient students.  Students who made moderate 

improvement (Level 2) will be classified as buoyant.  Once the participants are classified 

into the three groups, group differences will be compared as a function of ethnicity and 

gender on the dependent variables—the students’ sixth-grade perceptions of the four 

sources of self-efficacy. 

 
Figure 2: Proposed model of academic resilience in middle school with demographic 

variables and sources of self-efficacy. 

 

STATISTICAL ANALYSES 
 

For the proposed study, a MANOVA is an appropriate statistical technique 

because there is more than one dependent variable (four sources of self-efficacy), and the 

dependent variables are conceptually and statistically correlated.  Table 2a presents the 

zero-order correlations of the sources of self-efficacy and reading grade identified by 

Usher & Pajares (2006), in their investigation of middle school students’ sources of self-

Demographic Variables
(sex and ethnicity)

Demographic Variables
(sex and ethnicity)

6th Grade
Standardized Achievement Test 

Scores (GRADE)

8th Grade
Standardized Achievement Test 

Scores (GRADE)

Sources of Self-Efficacy
(mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasions, 

physiological states)

Sources of Self-Efficacy
(mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasions, 

physiological states)

6th Grade
Academic Risk

8th Grade
Academic Resilience

At-Risk:
Proficiency Level 1

Low SES

Resilient:
Proficiency Level 3

Non-Resilient:
Proficiency Level 1

Buoyant:
Proficiency Level 2
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efficacy.  Most of the correlations among the dependent variables (the four sources of 

self-efficacy) are around .40 to .50, which was consistent with other research (e.g. 

Hampton, 1998; see Table 2b).  These moderate correlations justify a linearly combined 

dependent variate for the analyses and lessen concern for multicollinearity.  

 

Variables 1 2 3 4 

1.   Mastery Experiences - - - - 

2.   Vicarious Experiences 0.50** - - - 

3.   Social Persuasions 0.57** 0.45** - - 

4.   Physiological state -0.44** -0.20* -.18* - 

5.   Reading Grade .51* .31** .33* -.31** 
*p < .05  
**p < .01 
 

Table 2a: Zero-order correlations for dependent variables—sources of self-efficacy—and 

reading grade (Usher & Pajares, 2006b). 

 
 

Variables 1 2 3 

1.   Mastery Experiences - - - 

2.   Vicarious Experiences 0.62** - - 

3.   Social Persuasions 0.36** 0.46** - 

4.   Physiological state 0.31** 0.33** -.23** 
*p < .05  
**p < .01 
 

Table 2b: Pearson product-moment correlations for dependent variables—sources of self-

efficacy—for students with learning disabilities (Hampton, 1998). 

 
 Secondly, the use of a MANOVA will reduce the family-wide Type 1 error rate 

instead of using multiple ANOVAs.  Moreover, a MANOVA can show differences that 
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individual ANOVAs do not, allowing for a more powerful analysis.  Although there are 

unequal sample sizes in the resilience groups in order to reflect the natural occurrence of 

academic resilience in population, MANOVA is known to be a robust procedure.  A 

minimal sample heuristic is that the number of cases per cell must exceed the number of 

dependent variables (Myers, Gamst, & Guarino, 2006), and the proposed study meets this 

requirement.  Lastly, MANOVA has been used as a statistical technique to examine 

differences of sources of self-efficacy across various groups in prior research (e.g., 

Hampton, 1998). 

The first step in the statistical analyses is to clean the data, specifically checking 

for outliers and missing data.  The MANOVA procedure is particularly sensitive to 

outliers, so they will need to be identified and either removed, or data transformations 

will be required.  The same will apply with missing data. Next, descriptive statistics will 

be analyzed and reported. 

In order to use a MANOVA for the proposed analytical procedure, the necessary 

assumptions need to be met.  The first assumption is normality: the sampling distributions 

of the dependent variables need to be normally distributed.  Univariate normality will be 

assessed by skewness and kurtosis coefficients (between 3 and -3 to be considered within 

the normal distribution).  The second assumption is homogeneity of variance-covariance 

matrices: this will be assessed by a Box’s M test to determine homogenous variances 

within the matrix; Levene’s test will be used for the univariate analyses.   

The next assumptions are linearity and independence of variables, which requires 

a linear relationship between all pairs of the dependent variables and independent 
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observations.  To measure the extent of linearity and independence in the variables, an 

inspection of scatterplots will be conducted.  Lastly, there cannot be multicollinearity or 

highly correlated pairs of variables (r > .80) and redundant variables in the dependent 

variate. This will be checked with a correlation matrix.  Based on prior research (Usher & 

Pajares, 2006b), this assumption should not be violated.  

After the assumptions are checked, a preliminary analysis will be conducted to 

examine differences on levels of self-efficacy among resilient groups, using the Academic 

Efficacy Scale, before measuring the sources of self-efficacy.  Although research has 

shown that resilient students tend to have a stronger sense of self-efficacy (Borman & 

Overman, 2004; Martin & Marsh, 2006), a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) will 

be used to confirm this main effect, using an alpha level of 0.05. 

 Next, a three-way 3x3x2 factorial multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) 

will be used to test the multivariate effect with an alpha level of 0.05.  The Wilk’s 

Lambda statistic will be calculated on each of the independent variables to determine if 

there is at least one significant difference on the dependent variables. If the composite 

dependent variate is significantly affected by resilience status, sex, or ethnicity, univariate 

analyses of variance (ANOVAs) will be conducted on each dependent measure separately 

to determine the locus of the multivariate effect.  To control for Type 1 error, an additive 

Bonferroni procedure will be used; thus, an alpha level of 0.01 (0.05/4) will be required 

for significance in each of the four follow-up ANOVAs that will be conducted.  In the 

case of interaction effects, simple effects will be tested in order to interpret each 

interaction.  For post-hoc comparisons, the Tukey-Kramer procedure will be used 
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because of uneven sample sizes in order to adjust the critical value for determining 

significant t-tests for contrasts between levels of resilience. 

 In order to measure the magnitude of the differences between groups of the 

dependent variables in the ANOVAs, a Cohen’s d effect size will be computed, as a 

function of differences in subgroup means by the effect.  The effect size is calculated by 

the group differences in means divided by the pooled standard deviation.  This will 

provide a coefficient d, which will be used to compare group effects for each dependent 

variable. 
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Chapter Five: Discussion 

 
The results of the proposed study may reveal differences among resilience groups 

on the sources of self-efficacy. Understanding how resilient students develop self-

efficacy beliefs will not only establish a relationship between academic ability and the 

four sources, but also inform interventions that can cultivate beliefs that distinguish the 

resilient from the nonresilient.  Martin and Marsh (2006) suggested interventions that 

develop self-efficacy, and in turn, academic resilience.  They stressed the importance of 

restructuring learning to maximize success through individualized tasks to increase 

confidence.  Secondly, they suggested strengthening students’ self-efficacy by explicit 

instruction that enhances students’ (often negative) beliefs about their academic 

capabilities.  Lastly, developing skills in effective goal setting was proposed to increase 

self-efficacy. 

Moreover, if vicarious experiences and social persuasions significantly differ 

among resilience groups, favoring the resilient students, a move to increase positive 

teacher, parent, and peer relationships may be a valid way to help engender confidence 

and cultivate academic recovery in low-performing students.  This potential finding may 

also provide another perspective to the current self-efficacy literature that heavily 

emphasizes mastery experiences to be the primary informant of self-efficacy.  Low 

achieving students may become resilient because of the vicarious experiences and social 
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persuasions they perceive in light of the lack of mastery experiences they attain due to 

their poor performance. 

The addendum to this report contains an evaluation plan for a theoretical 

intervention program designed to cultivate reading strategies and the sources of self-

efficacy for struggling adolescent readings. 

LIMITATIONS 
 
 The first limitation to the proposed study is the lack of explanatory power in the 

dependent variables included in the analysis.  Resilience groups may differ on their 

sources of self-efficacy, but there are many other variables that may account for 

differences among resilient, buoyant, and nonresilient students.  Borman & Overman 

(2006) discussed that even their design, which looked at many more factors than this 

proposed study, did not distinguish potentially important differences from an array of 

factors ranging from quality of classroom instruction, family background differences, or 

participation in intervention programs.  Therefore, although differences on the sources of 

self-efficacy are expected, they should not be considered the sole contributors of 

academic resilience. 

Moreover, defining risk as low achievement, although grounded in previous 

research, is a limited way in understanding the resilience phenomenon.  Investigating 

other critical factors—psychological, motivational, social, or developmental variables—

that may affect academic resilience, may more accurately identify students placed at risk. 
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 Another limitation is the convenience sample used in the study.  Since the 

participants were not selected by a random selection and were grouped based on 

academic achievement scores, there may be sampling bias and a lack of 

representativeness of the population in the sample.  Therefore, generalizations to the 

population based on this study must be approached with caution. 

FUTURE RESEARCH 

 The proposed study is the first study in a series of investigations of the 

relationship between academic resilience and the sources of self-efficacy.  As the focus of 

the current study is on middle school students’ initial beliefs of sources of self-efficacy, a 

follow-up study will involve tracking the students beginning from sixth grade through 

eighth grade, observing how the sources of self-efficacy may change over time.  This 

longitudinal design may reveal how the sources of self-efficacy may fluctuate or remain 

stable for the resilience groups as their achievement scores change.  Moreover, there is 

little research on how these sources of self-efficacy can change over time despite its 

strong theoretical assumptions (e.g., Usher & Pajares, 2008). 

 Another future study involves the predictive value of the four sources of self-

efficacy on academic resilience through regression analyses.  Cappella and Weinstein 

(2001) conducted simultaneous logistic regression analyses and found small but 

meaningful predictor variables.  With resilience as the criterion variable, a future research 

study can examine the amount of variance explained by the sources of self-efficacy, sex, 

and ethnicity as predictor variables.  However, due to the complex nature of resilience as 
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specified in the limitations section, capturing the large number of predictor variables to 

adequately predict academic resilience is difficult, and any variance explained by the 

predictor variables may be meaningful, but will most likely be small.  Secondly, a series 

of multiple regressions can also be conducted in order to predict the self-efficacy levels 

of resilient, buoyant, and nonresilient students separately with the sources as predictor 

variables.  Furthermore, resilience can be treated as a continuous variable in a regression 

analyses to identify predictors of academic resilience. 

 Lastly, the phenomenon of academic resilience has been hypothesized to not only 

be a recovery of low achievement, but more of a psychological attribute that one has 

more or less of (Martin & Marsh, 2006).  Therefore, an investigation using follow-up 

interviews and observations of resilient and nonresilient students may shed light on the 

qualitative nature of resilience and help identify protective factors that shield all students 

from educational risk.
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EVALUATION PLAN 

The implications for the proposed study suggested the development of an 

intervention to cultivate the four sources of self-efficacy for low-performing students in 

order to increase academic resilience. The following evaluation plan outlines the essential 

components from a theoretical intervention program I have conceptualized, a logic model 

for this program, and the proposed method to measure the reported outcomes. 
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Chapter Six: Proposed Program Description 

Achieve! Afterschool is a supplementary afterschool program for struggling 

readers in middle school that provides student supports that bolster their sense of self-

efficacy. The program uses an instructional and interactive format that includes 25-

minute daily lessons on reading strategies and 25-minute daily activities that focus on 

cultivating a specific source of self-efficacy. The curriculum is formatted as a series of 5 

two-week units over the course of a semester. The participants will include sixth graders 

with demonstrated reading difficulty as evidenced by low scores on the Group Reading 

and Diagnostic Exam (GRADE). 

 

CORE INSTRUCTIONAL ELEMENTS IN THE PROGRAM 

Instructional Practices 

Achieve! Afterschool follows a protocol that provides daily, 50-minute lessons 

that incorporate explicit instruction on reading strategies and interactive activities on the 

sources of self-efficacy. The curriculum incorporates engaging, authentic, and relevant 

texts and a multimedia component with online activities to bolster students’ sense of self-

efficacy. This afterschool curriculum is formatted as a series of 5 two-week units (10 

days of instruction per unit). 

Achieve! Afterschool organizes instruction around two strands: the reading strand 

and the self-efficacy strand. The reading strand includes six 25-minute lessons with 

explicit reading strategy instruction with each day focusing on a specific reading strategy. 

The remaining four reading lessons in the unit includes “free reading,” an unguided and 

independent time for students to choose books to read from the Achieve! Afterschool 
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library. The self-efficacy strand includes eight 25-minute activities with two days 

focusing on one of the four sources of self-efficacy. The remaining two self-efficacy 

activities will incorporate reflection on how sources of self-efficacy contribute to their 

overall sense of self-efficacy (see Table 3 for a sample 10-day lesson unit).  

The unit structure is repeated five times throughout the semester in order for the 

material to “spiral” through the curriculum as students revisit the same topics week to 

week to strengthen retention of the material. 

Explicit Reading Strategy Instruction 

Achieve! Afterschool addresses students’ reading comprehension by targeting six 

important strategies as outlined by the 2000 National Reading Panel (NICHD, 2000). The 

six strategies are summarizing, clarifying, asking questions, predicting, making 

connections and visualizing. Summarizing involves identifying the main ideas and 

paraphrasing important details of a story. Clarifying combines awareness of one’s 

understanding of the text and using decoding skills, structural elements, and context to 

locate areas of reading difficulty. Asking questions includes the “who, what, when, 

where, and why” related to a text as well as questions that go beyond the text that connect 

with the overall theme. Predicting involves using clues and prior knowledge to make a 

prediction, determine if it is correct, and update the prediction accordingly. Making 

connections is connecting parts of the text with personal experiences, other parts of the 

texts, or real-world events to improve story comprehension and explain new or 

conflicting ideas. Lastly, visualizing is creating a mental image of how the text should go 

beyond a literal description. 

Each two-week unit will explicitly instruct students to incorporate these reading 

comprehension strategies with targeted texts that are not only engaging but also 
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appropriate for their reading level. The instructor facilitates a discussion over how to 

approach a text implementing these strategies as well as opportunities for structured 

practice to allow students to apply the strategies themselves.  

Sources of Self-Efficacy Activities and Reflection 

Research has indicated a strong relationship between a student’s self-efficacy and 

academic achievement (see Valentine, Dubos, & Cooper, 2004). In light of the 

importance of a student’s self-efficacy in school, daily interactive activities will be 

assigned to students to bolster student’s experiences with the sources of self-efficacy. The 

four sources are mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasions, and 

physiological and emotional experiences.  

First, mastery experiences are past successes that that bolster self-efficacy as 

learners overcome obstacles through effort, and these direct experiences are understood 

to be the most influential and authentic source of efficacy information. Through mastery 

experiences, learners gain the confidence to persevere in the face of adversity and 

setbacks. Activities that focus on mastery experiences include giving students 

assessments that directly align with the reading comprehension strategies, so students can 

feel prepared and understand the expectations for the assignment. The assessments are 

not intended to be “easy for them,” but so that students can recognize the importance of 

effort and strategic preparation in order to achieve mastery experiences. A second feature 

of the mastery experience lessons is instructing students to appropriately attribute their 

success and failures to internal or external causes. Specifically, students who have low 

self-efficacy may not recognize when they encounter mastery experiences because they 

may not internally attribute their success; therefore, students need to acknowledge when 

they meet success in order to cultivate their mastery experiences.  
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Second, vicarious experiences involve modeling as another way to raise levels of 

self-efficacy as learners judge their own competencies through the success of others. 

Learners appraise their own capabilities by social comparison and group norms. 

Vicarious experiences are addressed in Achieve! Afterschool through weekly lessons 

about role models throughout history and a mentorship component. All the participants 

will be paired with a college mentor in the same district. Serving as role models for the 

participants, the mentors will be matched by the same sex and ethnicity as theory 

suggested that the more similar the mentor, the stronger the vicarious experiences. Every 

second day of the week, the mentor meets with the participant and discusses the 

importance of academics and going to college. 

Third, learners appraise their own capabilities by social comparison and group 

norms. Third, verbal or social persuasion can strengthen or weaken a learner’s beliefs of 

self-efficacy. If positive feedback is in realistic bounds, learners can mobilize greater 

effort and try harder to succeed. Thus, self-affirming messages from an outside source 

can boost development of skills and perceived self-efficacy. In order to incorporate 

authentic and positive feedback, instructors will provide thorough and constructive 

feedback on all the participants’ assignments, focusing on the effort put in as well as 

providing clear direction for feedback. The weekly lesson on social persuasions will 

highlight the importance of receiving both positive and negative feedback as well as 

provide a time for students to read and process the feedback they receive from their 

normal school work and from Achieve! Afterschool. Moreover, the students will also have 

5-minute student-instructor meetings to receive verbal feedback on their performance to 

diversify the kinds of feedback the students can use to bolster their sense of self-efficacy. 
 

Fourth, the last source of self-efficacy is the somatic information found in 
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physiological and emotional states. One’s physical status, stress levels, emotional 

proclivities, and interpretations or misinterpretations of bodily states can alter efficacy 

beliefs. And more importantly, the physical or affective response is not the sole cause that 

can affect a sense of self-efficacy, but it is the cognitive interpretation of these bodily and 

emotional states that regulates self-efficacy. Lessons on physiological and emotional 

states will incorporate anxiety-reducing techniques to help them regulate one particular 

negative academic emotion that commonly affects students. Students typically 

misunderstand anxiety as being caused by events instead of a result of their perceptions; 

therefore, these lessons will target how students can incorporate positive self-talk when 

they feel anxious about academics. 

Bandura highlighted the importance of not only obtaining adequate sources of 

self-efficacy to inform one’s belief in their confidence, but also the appropriate cognitive 

processing to regulate the relationship among the four sources and one’s sense of self-

efficacy. On the last day of the week, the fifth and tenth lessons incorporate a reflection 

on each of the sources and how they influence the participants’ sense of self-efficacy. 

There are prompts that require the students to appraise the week’s activities and reflect 

about how they can feel more confident from their personal experiences of sources of 

self-efficacy. 

STUDENT OUTCOMES 

The first order outcome of Achieve! Afterschool is two-fold: improvement in (1) 

students’ reading level and (2) students’ levels of overall self-efficacy and sources of 

self-efficacy. These outcomes will be assessed by mean differences between pre- and 
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post-tests on three measures: the Group Reading and Diagnostic Exam (GRADE), 

Academic Self-Efficacy Scale (Midgley, et al., 2000), and the Sources of Self-Efficacy 

Scale (Usher & Pajares, 2006b).  

The second order outcome is the long-term improvement in reading and sources 

of self-efficacy at the end of middle school in eighth grade. Students will retake all three 

measures to determine if students become high achieving, or according the theoretical 

framework, achieve academic resilience. 

THEORETICAL ORIENTATION 

The theoretical orientation for this program evaluation is a decision-oriented 

approach where meeting the objectives set by the program coordinators will be the 

standard for evaluation. How effective the program is in improving students’ reading 

level and sense of self-efficacy is the most important objective; therefore, whether this 

objective is met will determine the continuation and further scaling up of Achieve! 

Afterschool. Although there are other academic enrichment afterschool programs, there 

are no other alternatives programs that specifically target the sources of self-efficacy to 

which Achieve! Afterschool could be compared in an applied research approach. 

Moreover, a valued-oriented or systems-oriented approach does not fit the desired 

evaluation goals of this program. Both the valued-orientation approach and the systems-

oriented approach do not apply to Achieve! Afterschool since there are no direct norm 

data regarding students’ self-efficacy and the program does not fit directly within a larger 

system. 
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Table 3: Five-Day Sample Achieve! Afterschool Lesson Plan of the 10-Day Cycle.

  Reading Strand  Self-Efficacy Strand 

Day 1 

Summarizing 
(25 min) 

Identifying the main 
ideas and 
paraphrasing 
important details of a 
story 

Mastery 
Experiences  
(25 min) 

Recognizing the importance of 
effort and strategic and 
acknowledging success in 
order to achieve mastery 
experiences 

Day 2 

Free Reading 
(25 min) 

An unguided and 
independent time for 
students to choose 
books to read from the 
Achieve! Afterschool 
library 

Social 
Persuasions  
(25 min) 

Thorough and constructive 
feedback on all the 
participants’ assignments, 
focusing on effort and future 
direction 

Day 3 

Clarifying  
(25 min) 

Awareness of one’s 
understanding of the 
text and using 
decoding skills, 
structural elements, 
and context to locate 
areas of reading 
difficulty 

Vicarious 
Experiences  
(25 min) 

Mentors, matched by the same 
sex and ethnicity, meet with 
the participant and discuss the 
importance of academics and 
college 

Day 4 

Free Reading 
(25 min) 

An unguided and 
independent time for 
students to choose 
books to read from the 
Achieve! Afterschool 
library 

Physiological/
Emotional 
Experiences  
(25 min) 

Anxiety-reducing techniques 
to help them regulate one 
particular negative academic 
emotion that commonly affects 
students.  

Day 5 

Asking 
Questions  
(25 min) 

The “who, what, 
when, where, and 
why” related to a text 
as well as questions 
that go beyond the text 
that connect with the 
overall theme 

Self-Efficacy 
Reflection  
(25 min) 

Students appraise the week’s 
activities and reflect on how 
they can feel more confident 
from their personal sources of 
self-efficacy 
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Chapter Seven: Program Decomposition 

 Figure 3 represents an overview of the Achieve! Afterschool program, which is 

designed to enhance students’ self-beliefs as well as reading ability through an 

afterschool supplementary class for low-achieving middle school students. Inputs to the 

program include sixth-grade students with low GRADE scores, English Language Arts 

(ELA) teachers, reading specialists, technology equipment, instructional materials and the 

Achieve! Afterschool library. 

 

 
Figure 3: Overview of the program with inputs, constraints, and outcomes. 
 
 
 Constraints to the program are whether the students are motivated and interested 

in the reading and sources of self-efficacy curriculum. Also, two important constraints 
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pertain to teachers: they need to have a great deal of buy-in and investment into the 

program’s purposes and implementation; secondly, teachers need to be of high quality 

and have appropriate reading teaching experience. Lastly, parental support and buy-in are 

required as students are under the age of 18, and ultimately, parental consent and 

involvement is required for the students to participate in the afterschool program 

 First order outcomes expected from the program include improved (1) reading 

comprehension, (2) sense of self-efficacy, and (3) sources of self-efficacy. The second 

order outcome is increased reading achievement in eighth grade. 

The three main transactions that occur within the program are explained in Figure 

4. The first transaction (1.0) involves instructing students on the sources of self-efficacy. 

In all three transactions, the necessary inputs are sixth-grade students with low GRADE 

scores, ELA teachers, reading specialists, technology equipment, instructional materials 

and the Achieve! Afterschool library. The constraints of student motivation and teacher 

buy-in and quality remain throughout the transactions.  

The enabling outcomes of Transaction 1.0 are students learning the importance of 

mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasions, and physiological states. 

Transaction 1.0 is tied to Transaction 2.0, which involves teaching and demonstrating 

effective reading comprehension strategies. Addressing students’ self-beliefs needs to 

precede the reading so it will reduce anxiety and negative student self-beliefs. The 

enabling outcome from this transaction is students’ learning necessary reading skills. The 

final transaction (3.0) is providing students activities that require persistence so students 

can apply their newly acquired knowledge and skills in reading and the sources of self-
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efficacy. A new constraint to this transaction is how much students internalize the 

material. In conclusion, the enabling outcome is that students gain confidence and self-

efficacy in reading. 

 

 

Figure 4: The program’s primary transactions with inputs, constraints, outcomes, and 

enabling outcomes. 

 

Figure 5 further explains the first transaction of teaching students the sources of 

self-efficacy. The first sub-transaction (1.1) involves explicitly teaching students the 
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importance of the sources of self-efficacy. Thus, the enabling outcome involves students 

learning about how they can learn to appropriately acknowledge and experience success 

through authentic mastery experiences, see the importance of receiving feedback, learn 

from college mentors and role models, and learn anxiety-reducing techniques. 

 

 

Figure 5: The program’s first primary transaction (1.0) of instructing students on sources 

of self-efficacy with inputs, constraints, outcomes, and enabling outcomes. 
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Transaction 1.2 involves engaging students in activities of personal experiences 

with the sources of self-efficacy. This allows for a meaningful connection between the 

students and the material. Lastly, the last transaction involves assessing students on their 

knowledge of the sources of self-efficacy and the amount of growth in on the sources 

before and after the program. A new constraint for this transaction is the level of validity 

and reliability of test measures. The enabling outcome is that students demonstrate their 

understanding and their growth in the sources of self-efficacy. 
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Chapter Eight: Stakeholders 

The stakeholders for a program are those who are the most invested in the 

program and affected the most by the program’s outcomes. Achieve! Afterschool’s 

primary stakeholders involve the students, the instructors, and college mentors. Although 

parents and schools are also important stakeholders of the program, they are considered 

secondary for this evaluation plan and will not be included. The following section will 

describe each of the primary stakeholders and natural language questions that each 

stakeholder may have regarding the program. The relevant instrumentation will also be 

discussed. 

STAKEHOLDERS #1: STUDENTS 

 The students are the most important stakeholders in the program. They are the 

primary recipients of the program’s outcomes, and thus have the most at stake in regards 

to the program’s efficacy. The natural language questions that pertain to the students may  

be what the students benefit from Achieve! Afterschool: 

What will I gain from the program? 

The variables measured from this question are essentially the primary outcomes to 

the programs: students’ improvement in reading and self-efficacy beliefs. The 

instruments used will be a combination of the GRADE, the Academic Efficacy Scale, and 

the Sources of Self-Efficacy scale (see Appendix A-C for sample items). These 
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instruments will be given before the Achieve! Afterschool program (pre-test), after the 

program (post-test), and after the eight-grade (delayed post-test). 

Who else is going to be in the program? Will I make new friends? 

The variable measured in this question revolves around the sense of classroom 

community or social influences in the curriculum. In Achieve! Afterschool, students are 

encouraged to work on their assignments together and rely on teachers and mentors to 

support their learning. Although there will be items to assess all four students’ sources of 

self-efficacy, of particular interest to this question is the impact of the social persuasions 

subscale and the vicarious experiences subscale (see Appendix B for sample items)  

There will also be student interviews to assess the quality of each students 

relationship with the instructor, mentors, and other classmates towards the beginning and 

end of the program. The interviews will be coded into categories (low, medium, high) 

and compared across the three time points. 

Will the program be enjoyable? 

This variable is difficult to assess except through end of the program surveys and 

interviews. Interviews of students after the program as well as a short satisfaction survey 

will be used to measure how much the students enjoyed the program. Some sample 

questions would be “How likely is it that you would recommend this program to a 

friend?” and “On a scale of 1-10, how much did you like the program? Explain why?” 

The interview responses will be coded and divided into categories of low, medium, or 

high. 
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STAKEHOLDERS #2: TEACHERS 

 The teachers of the Achieve! Afterschool program are also important stakeholders 

in the program not only because their low-achieving students are in the program, but their 

own beliefs toward teaching and students are being shaped as well.  

What will I gain from the program? 

Teachers’ own beliefs about their teaching and the importance of integrating 

motivational constructs into a student-centered approach may be another outcome. As 

teachers instruct the participants on the importance of the sources of self-efficacy, the 

teachers may modify their own instruction to incorporate principles such as giving 

appropriate and constructive feedback. Changes in teacher beliefs will be measured by 

the teacher interviews. 

The teacher interviews will be conducted at the end of the program. Questions 

such as “How will you change your instructional practices in your core ELA course based 

on Achieve! Afterschool?” and “How has your view of the importance of student beliefs 

shifted over the duration of this program?” will be asked. 

Does this program improve student achievement? 

This variable concerns the overall effectiveness of the program, and pure efficacy 

studies typically require a counterfactual case or control to properly assess effects of an 

intervention. Without assessing a matched group who did not participate in the 

afterschool program, pre- and post- measures will be collected before and after the 

program along with a final delayed post in eighth grade. These measures have been 

addressed in the previous natural language questions.  
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STAKEHOLDERS #3: MENTORS 

 One other stakeholder group of Achieve! Afterschool is the group of college 

mentors who serve as role models for the participants. They meet the participants on a 

weekly basis and provide a social support for the students as well as showing them the 

importance of doing well in school and preparing for college. 

What will I gain from the program? 

Since the college mentors are volunteers wanting to assist struggling adolescents, 

it is assumed that they have ample interest in education and community service. 

Therefore, mentors’ own beliefs about teaching and the importance of integrating 

motivational constructs into a student-centered approach may be another outcome. As 

mentors interact with the participants on the importance of the sources of self-efficacy, 

the mentors may modify their own beliefs on the importance of role models or vicarious 

experiences in their future interactions with children and adolescents. Changes in mentor 

beliefs will be measured by the interviews with the mentors. 

The mentor interviews will be conducted at the end of the program. Questions 

such as “How has your view of the importance of role models shifted over the duration of 

this program?” will be asked. 

Will the program be enjoyable? 

This variable will be assessed through the end of the program surveys and 

interviews. Interviews of mentors after the program as well as a short satisfaction survey 

will be used to measure how much the mentors enjoyed the program. Some sample 

questions would be “How likely is it that you would recommend this program to a 
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friend?” and “On a scale of 1-10, how much did you like the program? Explain why?” 

The interview responses will be coded and divided into categories of low, medium, or 

high. 
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Appendix A1: Sample Questions from GRADE (Level 6 – Form A)
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Appendix A2: Sample Questions from GRADE (Level M - Form A) 
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Appendix B: Sources of Academic Self-Efficacy Scale 
 

Sources of Academic Self-Efficacy Scale 
Usher and Pajares (2006b)  

adapted from Lent, Lopez, and Bieschke (1991) for use with middle school students 
 

Directions: Please use the following scale to answer the following statements. Circle the 
letter that best describes how true or false each statement is for you. 

 
 F   F   F   T   T  T 

 
Definitely 

False 
Mostly 
False 

A little bit 
False 

A little bit 
True 

Mostly 
True 

Definitely 
True 

 

1 I get good grades in school. F F F T T T 

2 Just thinking about doing school work makes me 
feel nervous. F F F T T T 

3 I am afraid of doing school work when I know it 
will be graded. F F F T T T 

4 People I admire are good at academic work. F F F T T T 

5 My friends tell me that I am a good student. F F F T T T 

6 Compared to others my age I am a good student. F F F T T T 

7 I worry about my ability to do my school work. F F F T T T 

8 My teachers believe I can do well in high school 
or college. F F F T T T 

9 I get really nervous while taking tests. F F F T T T 

10 Most of my friends do well in school. F F F T T T 

11 I am not a good student. F F F T T T 
12 I'm nervous about doing school work. F F F T T T 
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13 I have always done well on school assignments. F F F T T T 

14 My mind goes blank and I am unable to think 
clearly when doing school work. F F F T T T 

15 People often tell me that I am a good student. F F F T T T 

16 My friends tend to avoid doing school work. F F F T T T 

17 I always get good grades in school. F F F T T T 

18 Most of my friends dislike school. F F F T T T 

19 Many of the adults I know have jobs that require 
a college education. F F F T T T 

20 I got good grades in school last term. F F F T T T 

21 My teachers and counselors have told me I am a 
good student. F F F T T T 

22 My career role models (those people I want to be 
like) are mostly people who went to college. F F F T T T 

23 Students in my class believe that I am a good 
student. F F F T T T 

24 School work makes me nervous and 
uncomfortable. F F F T T T 

 
---------------------------------End of Survey------------------------- 
 
 
Item Guide 
Mastery Experience (6 items): 1, 6, 11, 13, 17, 20 
Vicarious Experience—Peers (3 items): 10, 16, 18 
Vicarious Experience—Adults (3 items): 4, 19, 22 
Social Persuasions (5 items): 5, 8, 15, 21, 24 
Physiological State (7 items): 2, 3, 7, 9, 12, 14, 24 
 
References 
Lent, R. W., Lopez, F. G., & Bieschke, K. J. (1991). Mathematics self-efficacy: Sources and relation to 

science-based career choice. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 38, 424-430. 
Usher, E. L., & Pajares, F. (2006b). Sources of academic and self-regulatory efficacy beliefs of entering 

middle school students. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 31, 125-141. 
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Appendix C: The Academic Efficacy Scale 
 
 

The Academic Efficacy Scale 
Midgley et al. (2000) 

from Manual for the Patterns of Adaptive Learning Skills (PALS) 
 
 

Directions: Here are some questions about yourself as a student. Please use the following 
scale to answer the following statements. Circle the number that best 
describes what you think. 

 
1 2  3 4 5 

      

 
Not at all 

true 
 

 
Somewhat 

true 
  

Very true 

 
 

1 I’m certain I can master the skills taught in class 
this year. 1 2 3 4 5 

2 I’m certain I can figure out how to do the most 
difficult class work. 1 2 3 4 5 

3 I can do almost all the work in class if I don’t give 
up. 1 2 3 4 5 

4 Even if the work is hard, I can learn it. 1 2 3 4 5 

5 I can do even the hardest work in this class if I try. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix D: Demographic Information Questionnaire 
 

Demographic Questions 
 
Please circle your response. 
 
A. What is your sex?            Male           Female 
 
 
B. What is your ethnicity? 
 
 White/Caucasian 
 
 Black/African-American 
 
 Hispanic/Latino/Chicano 
 
 Other (please specify): _____________________________________ 
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Appendix E: Parent/Student Consent Form 

 

Parent/Student Consent Form – Resilience Study 
The University of Texas at Austin  Page 1 of 2 

THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN 
PERMISSION TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 

Research and Evaluation of Academic Youth Development on Teaching and Learning Parent and Student 
Permission Form 

 
 

 I am Carlton J. Fong, a doctoral student of Educational Psychology at The University of Texas at 
Austin. I am directing a study about academic resilience and motivational variables associated with improved 
reading achievement. I am asking your child to take part in this study, which will help me learn more about 
resilience and motivation and how it relates to changes in students. 
 Please talk this over with your child before you decide whether to participate. I will also ask your child 
to give his or her assent to take part in this study. But even if your child says “yes,” you can still decide not 
to do this. Your child may also choose not to participate, even if you have given permission. 
 
 Your child’s participation is voluntary. If you permit your child to participate in any of the activities in 
the study, you are free to withdraw that participation at any time. If your child does not participate in the 
study, your child will still take part in the normal activities of school. Whether your child participates in this 
study is up to you and your child, and no one will be upset if you or your child does not want to participate or 
even if one of you changes your mind later and wants to stop. 
 
If you agree for your child to be in this study, we will ask your child to do the following things: 
 1. Answer a survey about their attitudes and beliefs about their academic abilities, their social 

influences, and their emotions regarding school.  
 2. Take a reading exam about understanding algebra concepts on two separate occasions (once in the 

sixth grade, and once in the eighth grade. 
  
The amount of time it will take to participate in the study is estimated to be less than three hours for the 
sixth grade and the eighth grade testing. Students will not be pulled out of class or do anything that would 
disrupt their involvement in school. I will collect information on students’ test scores (including your child’s, 
if you consent to your child’s participation) so I can see there has been improvement in scores and whether 
their perceived abilities match that.  
 There are minimal or no discernible risks to your child. There will be no costs for participating in this 
study.  Sometimes, I may use subcontractors or school liaisons to prepare its materials, may license its 
materials to others, and may authorize others to deliver its materials to teachers and students. Throughout the 
study, the researchers will notify you of new information that may become available and that might affect 
your decision to remain in the study. 
 
Contacts and Questions: 
Carlton J. Fong, Researcher, carltonfong@mail.utexas.edu, 512-626-4982  
 
This plan of study has been reviewed and approved by The University of Texas at Austin Institutional 
Review Board. If you have questions about the study, want additional information, or wish to withdraw your 
child’s participation, please contact Carlton J. Fong, whose contact information is listed above. 
 
If you have questions about your child’s rights as a research participant, or if you have complaints, concerns, 
or questions about the research, please contact Dr. Jody L. Jensen, Chair, The University of Texas at Austin 
Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects at (512) 232-2685, or the Office of 
Research Support and Compliance at (512) 471-8871, or email orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu. 
 
You may keep a copy of this consent form. 
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Parent/Student Consent Form – Resilience Study 
The University of Texas at Austin  Page 2 of 2 

PARENT CONSENT 
You are making a decision about allowing your son or daughter to participate in this study. Please check 
whether or not your son or daughter may participate and complete the information below. 

  Yes, I agree to have my child participate in the research activities as described above. 
  No, I do not give my permission for my child to participate in any of the research activities of the 

project.  
 
Signature of Parent/Guardian: _________________________________ Date ______________ 
 
Printed Name of Parent/Guardian: __________________________________________________ 
 
Full Name of Student (please print): _________________________________________________ 
 
Full Name of School: _____________________________________________________________ 
(Please do not abbreviate.) 
 
Please be sure your child completes one of the two options below. 
 
A. STUDENT ASSENT FORM (for students ages 13 and older) 
Research on Reading Improvement, Resilience, and Motivation 
I have read the description of the study that is printed above, and I understand what the procedures are and 
what will happen to me in the study. I have received permission from my parent(s) to participate in the study, 
and I agree to participate in it. I know that I can quit the study at any time. Please check whether or not you 
will participate and sign and complete the information below. 

  Yes, I agree to participate in the research activities as described above.  
  No, I do not agree to participate in any of the research activities of the project.  

 
Printed Name of Student _____________________________________________________ 
 
School Name (please do not abbreviate)_________________________________________ 
 
Signature of Student ____________________________________  Date _______________ 
 
 
B. STUDENT ASSENT FORM (for students ages 12 and younger) 
Research on Reading Improvement, Resilience, and Motivation 
I agree to be in a study about the research study. This study was explained to my (mother / father / parents / 
guardian) and (she/ he /they) said that I could be in it. The only people who will know about what I say and 
do in the study will be the people in charge of the study. I will be asked to answer questions about reading 
and school.  
 
Please check whether or not you will participate and sign and complete the information below. 

  Yes, I agree to participate in the research activities as described above.  
  No, I do not agree to participate in any of the research activities of the project.  

 
Printed Name of Student ____________________________________________________ 
 
School Name (please do not abbreviate)________________________________________ 
 
Signature of Student ____________________________________  Date ______________ 
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