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The purpose of the current study is to explore the phenomenon of calibration of 

reading comprehension achievement and reading self-efficacy in students of different 

achievement levels, with and without learning disabilities.  Miscalibration can limit 

academic success due to a lack awareness of when and how to ask for assistance due to 

not recognizing weaknesses. Knowledge about how calibration functions for students of 

different abilities, as well as suggested interventions to improve calibration, can help 

school instructors to improve the accuracy with which these students perceive their 

abilities and consequently maximize specialized instruction time.  Self-efficacy and 

calibration research are explored in depth.  Results from the current research study 

comparing self-perception of reading comprehension skills in upper elementary students 

with and without learning disabilities are discussed.  Findings suggest that there are 

significant differences in calibration levels for students of different achievement levels.  
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Students of higher achievement demonstrate better calibration, than those of lower 

reading ability.  Additionally, typical students demonstrate better calibration than do 

students with learning disabilities.  Implications for instruction and intervention based on 

these results are described. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

 
This study explores the construct called calibration as it occurs across students of 

varying achievement levels.  Calibration is defined as a match between self-efficacy 

judgments and actual achievement in a particular subject area.  For the current study, 

calibration is examined in the subject area of reading comprehension.  Students of low, 

average and high achievement levels, as well as students with learning disabilities are 

compared in their calibration levels. 

I became interested in the concept of calibration when working on an academic 

assessment and intervention for a student who was struggling in reading.  Despite 

consistent low performance on reading tasks, the student with whom I was working 

believed she was a good reader.  She struggled with decoding, fluency and 

comprehension.  She became easily frustrated with grade-level reading tasks.  Although 

she struggled through her reading assignments and was the lowest performing reader in 

her class, she reliably reported that she was a good reader.  On specific tasks she would 

predict that she had gotten 90-100% correct when she had only answered correctly for 

less than 50% of questions.  She denied offers for help in reading even though she could 

not effectively use strategies that she had learned in class.  While designing interventions, 

I focused on her specific reading deficits.  We worked on tasks to improve decoding and 

fluency.  These remediation tasks were not met with success.  The student continued to 

struggle and continued to lack awareness of her deficits.  I then shifted the focus from 
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specific reading interventions to what I might now think of as calibration interventions.  I 

helped the student to become more aware of her own weaknesses in reading through 

sharing some assessment results.  We set goals for reading so that she could monitor her 

own progress.  I also reinforced her ability to recognize when she could and could not 

read particular words, sentences, or passages.  We then worked on making a list of 

strategies for reading and she was rewarded for being able to remember strategies and 

picking the appropriate one, in addition to actually using it.  In adding these 

metacognitive components to the reading interventions the student began to appreciate 

the relevance of the reading strategies I was teaching.  At the time I did not recognize this 

as an issue of miscalibration.  However, I did begin to question how much of the 

problems students experience academically might be due to a lack of awareness regarding 

their own abilities.   

I spoke to a member of the department faculty, Dr. Davis, about this concept.  She 

referred me to some literature that had named and researched this very concept.  I began a 

review of the literature on calibration and found that it offers a potentially informative 

explanation for why some students may have a particularly difficult time in school.  

Many students may simply be unaware of their own areas of weaknesses and may 

therefore lack interest, knowledge, or motivation regarding what they should do to 

improve.  Although calibration has been explored, there is still a lot of room to expand on 

what currently exists in the literature.  The earliest discussion I found regarding this 

construct is in Blumfield, Pintrich, Meece, and Wessels (1982), although not by the term 

calibration.  Many researchers discuss this self-evaluation of ability, however the earliest 

use of the term “calibration” is in Schraw, Potenza, and Nebelsick-Gullet (1993).  At this 
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point I have not found any discussion of how calibration functions for reading 

comprehension.  There has been some research regarding calibration in mathematics and 

writing.  In the learning disabilities research there is consensus that students with learning 

disabilities have severe deficits in metacognition, however there is no specific discussion 

of calibration problems among these deficits (Wong, 1995).  There is minimal discussion 

of calibration for students with learning disabilities in the calibration literature.  These 

gaps in the understanding of calibration in reading comprehension and for students with 

learning disabilities led me to the current study.  I compare students of different 

achievement levels, with and without learning disabilities in their calibration of reading 

self-efficacy and reading comprehension.  In doing so, I hope to contribute information 

regarding the difficulties that some students face in reading comprehension.  I also offer 

interventions that may aid students in becoming more accurately calibrated.     

 



 

4 

CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

In discussing relevant literature to this investigation, self-efficacy, self-concept, and 

calibration will be addressed.  Self-efficacy represents the area with the strongest 

research background and contributes substantially to an understanding of calibration.  For 

this reason, self-efficacy is covered first.  It is followed by a discussion of the existing 

literature on calibration.  Calibration will be addressed as a general construct, as well as 

how it occurs for different groups of individuals according to previous research findings.  

Finally, a discussion of calibration in different academic domains, particularly reading 

comprehension, is included.  The chapter concludes with a discussion of the purpose, 

research questions, and hypotheses of the current study.   

Self-Efficacy 

Bandura defines self-efficacy as, “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and 

execute the courses of action required to manage prospective situations” (1997, p.2).  

Self-efficacy, as it relates to academic performance, is a critical area of study because it 

can predict a sizeable portion of student performance.   In some circumstances, beliefs in 

one’s abilities may outweigh actual abilities because of the strong influence they have 

over performance outcomes.  People choose to cultivate their competencies in different 

areas.  According to Bandura (1997), this will result in self-beliefs that differ for different 

areas of functioning.   Therefore, based on their experiences, knowledge, and skills, 

individuals will develop positive and negative beliefs about their efficacy in different 

areas.  Effective functioning requires adequate skills and also feelings of efficaciousness 
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regarding competence (Bandura, 1997).  For example, Pajares (1996a) found that self-

efficacy beliefs made an independent contribution to performance of gifted students in 

mathematics.  More specifically, he found that low self-efficacy caused some students to 

believe tasks were more difficult than they actually were, which produced stress, 

depression and poor problem solving skills (1996a).  Bandura suggests that efficacy 

beliefs “affect thought processes, the level and persistency of motivation, and affective 

states“ (1997, p. 39) which all affect performance outcomes.  Due to the influential role 

that self-efficacy beliefs have on performance, it becomes important to consider the 

accuracy of those beliefs.   Frequently individuals hold beliefs about their own abilities 

that are not accurate, and then form opinions about themselves, or make choices about 

how to behave based on these erroneous beliefs.   

Calibration 

When personal beliefs about abilities are matched to actual abilities, individuals are 

said to be well-calibrated (Pajares & Kranzler, 1995).  Accurate calibration is rare, 

especially in children, but improves with developmental maturation (Pajares & Kranzler, 

1995; Bouffard, Markovits, Vezeau, Boisvert, Dumas, 1998). Young children tend to be 

inaccurate in the direction of extreme overconfidence (Blumfield et al., 1982; Bandura, 

1986).  Blumfield and colleagues hypothesize that this is because they have little 

understanding of their personal limits.  As metacognitive knowledge develops, children 

begin to acquire a more realistic understanding of their own limitations and human 

limitations.  However, depending on personal experience, calibration improves at 

different rates for individuals across different points in development, as does 

metacognitive ability.   
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Blumfield et al. (1982) found that the types of tasks and feedback used in 

elementary school classrooms can prolong overconfident beliefs.  Their explanation is 

that feedback and evaluation are not always contingent on actual performance but on 

teacher perceptions of students and attempts to increase self-esteem.  Although intended 

to encourage success, this behavior on the teacher’s part may be to the detriment of actual 

achievement.  Blumfield and colleagues (1982) point out that young children may not be 

extremely logical in analyzing sources of behavior.  They are more likely to judge their 

efficacy based on performance of others, or on task difficulty, rather than on personal 

competence at a task (Blumfield, 1982).  These authors suggest that, with age, calibration 

abilities will improve as a function of developmental factors.  Bandura (1986) supports 

this notion, explaining that in general, calibration improves along with metacognitive 

development with age; both are related to development of ability and competence in 

specific academic areas as well.   

Overconfidence and Underconfidence in Calibration 

Calibration may be important because it enables students to participate in effective 

comprehension monitoring during a learning or testing situation (Schraw, Potenza, & 

Nebelsick-Gullet, 1993).  That is, a successful student is able to monitor his or her 

comprehension as s/he goes through a particular instructional experience.  Accurate 

calibration is ideal; however, it may come at the cost of lower optimism and lower levels 

of the functional goals of self-efficacy, including effort and persistence (Pajares, 1996a).  

According to Bandura (1986), the most successful performance is achieved when self-

efficacy judgments slightly exceed actual capabilities, in other words, slight 

overconfidence.  Overconfidence tends to push students to attempt more challenging 

tasks.  Extreme overconfidence, however, is not advantageous because it reflects an 
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inability to recognize one’s own weaknesses.  This may cause inefficient use of the skills 

a student does have and a lack of awareness of when and how to seek assistance.  People 

who demonstrate overconfidence take on situations that they cannot handle that can result 

in physical and emotional risk-taking (Bandura, 1997).   Underconfidence, alternatively, 

can be detrimental because it may limit what a student is willing to attempt to do.  This 

can result in lost opportunities, and underdevelopment of potential, resulting in failure 

and regret (Bandura, 1997).  Bandura (1986) explains that stronger self-efficacy makes a 

person more likely to undertake demanding tasks, persist at them, and achieve success.   

Group Differences in Calibration 

Prior research has shown that different populations of students demonstrate varying 

levels of self-efficacy, as well as calibration.  For example, research in mathematics has 

shown that gifted students are more accurately calibrated than typical students; however, 

they tend to err slightly in the direction of overconfidence in their abilities (Pajares & 

Kranzler, 1995).  For these students, overconfidence may encourage them to pursue 

challenging tasks.  This degree of overconfidence is commensurate with Bandura’s 

description of the optimal level.  Lower achieving students have been found to be more 

accurately calibrated than students of average achievement in both math and writing 

(Pajares & Kranzler, 1995; Shell, Colvin, & Bruning, 1995).  They are more able to 

recognize what they do not know or understand, possibly due to consistent feedback from 

teachers.   

Unlike students of globally low achievement, it has been shown across several 

studies that students with learning disabilities tend to be have significantly higher self-

efficacy beliefs, and are thus overconfident (Klassen, 2002).  Graham and Harris (1989) 

explain there is a great deal of research to suggest that students with learning disabilities 
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“have difficulty accurately assessing or predicting their performance capabilities” (p. 

212).   Shell et al. (1995) supported this notion, having found that students with learning 

disabilities tend to overestimate their efficacy while low achievers were more accurately 

calibrated in writing tasks.  One explanation for why students with learning disabilities 

may be inaccurately calibrated is that it may reflect the discrepancy between their 

cognitive functioning and their performance in specific academic domains.  This 

explanation stems out of the definition that is typically used to classify students with 

learning disabilities (Klassen, 2002).  The classification of learning disability typically 

necessitates of split of at least one standard deviation between cognitive ability (IQ) and 

achievement in an academic area.       

The inability to recognize their weaknesses may also be an example of poor 

metacognitive skills. Students with learning disabilities tend to have difficulty engaging 

metacognitive processes that would be used to actively monitor performance for different 

tasks (Butler, 1998).   Butler (1998) explains that metacognitive problems of students 

with learning disabilities are much more pronounced than those of peers.  Evidence 

suggests that students with learning disabilities may have difficulty with a variety of 

metacognitive tasks including: recognizing task requirements, selecting and 

implementing strategies, monitoring and adjusting performance, motivation, and 

emotional control (Butler, 1998).  Pajares and Kranzler (1995) suggest that improving 

calibration will help students to recognize what they do and do not know, so that they 

learn how to utilize cognitive strategies in the problem solving process.  They 

recommend attempting to improve calibration while taking care not to lower self-efficacy 

or self-confidence.   



9 

 

Calibration Across Academic Domains 

A good deal of research has examined some aspect of calibration in writing (Shell 

et al., 1995; Sawyer, Graham, & Harris, 1992; Klassen, 2002b) and mathematics (Pajares, 

1997; Pajares & Graham, 1999; Pajares & Kranzler, 1995).  However, there are few 

studies of calibration in the area of reading achievement, specifically reading 

comprehension.  Reading comprehension is among the most important academic skills to 

master in early school years because it is a requisite skill for so many other subject areas 

(Mastropieri & Scruggs, 1997).  It has been defined as “a process of constructing 

meaning from written texts, based on a complex coordination of a number of interrelated 

sources of information” (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 1997, p. 197).  Students who struggle in 

reading tend to be less aware of when they are appropriately understanding what they 

read, likely due to a lack of self-monitoring (Garner, 1980, as cited in Pressley, 1998).  

Therefore, not only are they not comprehending a piece as well as better readers, but they 

are also in a poor position to make decisions about when to make extra efforts to 

comprehend better (Pressley, 1998).  It may be difficult for any student to gauge how 

well s/he has understood a particular piece in comparison to peers.  For this reason, 

calibration may be an essential piece of information about how a student is performing in 

reading comprehension.  If this lack of self-awareness prevents a student from asking for 

help, or utilizing strategies that may already be known, performance accordingly suffers.  

Purpose of the Current Study 

The purpose of the current study is to explore the role of calibration in reading 

comprehension for students of different achievement levels.  Calibration assessment has 

the potential to guide numerous interventions.  A student who is capable of accurately 

assessing what strategies to use, what s/he does or does not know, and when and where to 
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seek assistance, will be much more successful than one who presses on blindly.  For 

example, Mastropieri and Scruggs (1997) found that students who were trained in self-

monitoring procedures in addition to reading comprehension strategies showed enhanced 

performance.  This type of calibration-improving instruction can help a student to expand 

skills across all academic areas.  Several researchers suggest that further exploration of 

calibration in students of lower abilities and with learning disabilities is needed (Pajares, 

1996a; Klassen, 2002a).    

The present study examines calibration in reading comprehension for students of 

different skill levels.  Specifically, three categories of reading comprehension 

achievement (low-achieving, average achieving, and high achieving) are compared, as 

well as students with learning disabilities in terms of level of calibration.  The reading 

comprehension and self-efficacy measures are domain specific to reading comprehension, 

as in the past omnibus measures have been known to weaken effects (Pajares, 1996b).  

Calibration is measured by comparing predicted performance (self-efficacy) on 

comprehension questions with actual performance on matched comprehension questions 

regarding the same set of reading comprehension tasks.   

Results from a broader reading self-concept measure are included to examine 

students’ global feelings of self-worth as readers and to compare this to their perceived 

self-efficacy on more specific tasks.  Bandura conceptualized self-concept as a global 

perception of the self (1986).  This broad construct is related to and may be made up of 

more narrow perceptions of the self, such as self-efficacy (Bandalos, Yates, & 

Thorndike-Christ, 1995).  It is expected that students determine some of their self-

efficacy judgments based on how they have performed in that area in the past, as 
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represented by their self-concept in that area (Bandalos et al., 1995).  For these reasons, it 

was predicted that reading self-concept would predict self-efficacy judgments and would 

contribute to calibration.   

Research Questions 

I. How does calibration differ across achievement levels in reading 
comprehension using reading self-concept as a covariate? 

 
II. How does calibration differ for students with learning disabilities and students 

not identified with learning disabilities in reading comprehension using 
reading self-concept as a covariate? 

 
Hypotheses 

I. Students with learning disabilities will be overconfident in their abilities. 
 
II. Students without learning disabilities will be more accurately calibrated than 

students with learning disabilities.  
 
III. Positive self-concept will predict overconfidence in students with low-

achievement and students with learning disabilities.  Negative self-concept 
will predict more accurate calibration for students with low-achievement and 
students with learning disabilities, and will predict underconfidence for 
students with average achievement students.    
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 

Participants 

 Participants in the study included 169 students (95 female, 74 male) from two 

public elementary schools in rural communities of North Central Florida.  Participants 

included 98 fourth-grade and 71 fifth-grade students.  Of the participants, there were 127 

Caucasian students, 25 African American students, 15 Hispanic students, and 2 Asian 

students.  There were 25 students identified as learning disabled. 1  

Measures 

Reading self-concept was measured using a modified version of the Academic Self-

Description Questionnaire I (ASDQ-I), produced by Marsh at the Self-concept 

Enhancement and Learning Facilitation (SELF) Research Centre, 1999.  Only the 

reading-related questions were given to the students, yielding a 9-question survey with an 

eight point Likert type response.  This measure is comparable to the mathematics self-

concept scale from the Academic Self-Description Questionnaire II used by Pajares and 

Graham (1999) for the same purpose.   One item was eliminated from analyses for the 

ASDQ-I because item analysis found that it did not contribute strongly to the reliability 

of the scale.  Correlations for item 8 ranged from  -.03 to .15 with other items.     

                                                 
1. Students with learning disabilities were identified as having a Specific Learning 
Disability according to definitions provided in the Florida State Regulations.  This 
identification did not specify whether the disability was in Reading.  
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A modified version of the Wechsler Individual Achievement Test, 2nd Edition 

(WIAT-II; 2001), was used to measure Reading Comprehension achievement.  This test 

was selected because its validity and reliability were established with a large normative 

sample including a subset of students with learning disabilities.  The reliability of the 

WIAT-II Reading Comprehension subtest is strong, with an alpha coefficient of .96 for 

the grades involved.  Additionally, validity of the WIAT-II was established in 

comparison with other individually administered achievement tests and group 

administered achievement tests.  Validity comparisons with the Stanford Achievement 

Tests,  9th edition, found a correlation of .75 for Total Reading.  It was valuable that 

strong validity was established in comparison to group-administered tests because the 

achievement groups for this study were divided based on the comparable group-

administered, Florida Comprehensive Achievement Test.  Questions from the WIAT-II 

were selected across 2nd through 8th grade achievement expectations.  This range was 

used to ensure that students of all achievement levels would be able to answer some 

questions correctly, and that no students would be able to answer all of the questions 

correctly.  In using this set of questions, all students answered questions that ranged from 

easy to difficult.  Selected items typically involved reading aloud and answering direct or 

inferred questions from the text.  

These questions were also the basis for the self-efficacy questions.  Self-efficacy 

was measured through questions that were designed to directly correspond to the 

comprehension questions from the WIAT-II.  Efficacy judgments must assess the same 

skills to be used in the actual performance task of comparison (Pajares & Kranzler, 

1995).  The questions took the standard form, “How confident are you, on a scale from 1 
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to 6, that you can __(question)___?”  (for examples, see Appendix B).  A six-point Likert 

rating scale was developed as a visual aide for answering the questions (see Appendix C).   

 

Procedure 

Recruitment of Participants 

The University of Florida Institutional Review Board approved the research study 

and all appropriate consent procedures in July, 2002.  Approval to recruit schools was 

given by county officials for both counties involved in August, 2002.  The primary 

investigator then presented the project to school principals.  The principals arranged for 

brief presentations to the fourth and fifth grade teachers.  All teachers at the two schools 

agreed to the participation of their classes.  Students recruited were enrolled in fourth or 

fifth grades (8-11 years old), general and special education.  Each classroom of fourth or 

fifth graders, including exceptional student education self-contained classrooms, was 

given an explanation of the research study and consent forms with an attached summary 

of participation to take home.     

Informed Consent Process 

Letters were sent home to parents that described the research project in detail.  

They were asked to return a signed and dated consent form that allowed them the option 

of agreeing or refusing to participate in the study.  Only students whose parents 

consented, were asked to participate.  Parents had the option of withdrawing their student 

at any time.  Students who returned consent forms, with or without permission, were 

rewarded with the choice of a piece of candy or a sticker.  This was done to encourage 

them to remember to ask their parents and to return the forms.  The investigator also used 

a verbal assent script before participation to ask the students whether or not they wanted 
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to participate.  The investigator described the study including what the student was 

expected to do.  The students were informed that they did not have to answer any 

questions and could cease participation at any time.  They were then asked to sign a form 

to indicate whether they were willing to participate.  Only those who assented took part in 

the study.   

Data Collection 

  Data collection occurred during Fall, 2002.  Two measures were administered to 

all students who gave consent and assent.  The first measure, the Academic Self-

Description Questionnaire (see Appendix A) was given in small classroom groups by the 

primary researcher.  The survey was administered in classrooms or in the hallway 

depending on the number of participants per classroom.   It took approximately fifteen 

minutes to administer.  Students answered nine questions designed to measure their 

reading self-concept.  The questions addressed how the students felt about themselves as 

readers using a Likert scale from 1 (definitely false) to 8 (definitely true).  All directions 

were read orally and further explanation was given for the Likert scale on the survey.  

Examiners went through the following process to ensure student understanding of the 

survey,  “On this survey you are going to be answering questions on a scale from 1 to 8.  

Has anybody every asked you how much you like something, from 1 to 10?  Well this is 

sort of like that.  Let me give you an example.  If I put this sentence on the board [write 

sentence if possible] ‘I love mushroom pizza’.  Raise your hand if you totally agree with 

this sentence, okay, you would all be 8 on this scale.  Now raise your hand if you don’t 

agree at all with this sentence, you hate mushroom pizza, you would be 1.  And does 

anybody feel somewhere in the middle, you don’t love mushroom pizza but you might 

eat it, or eat it and pick the mushrooms off? You would be somewhere in the middle, like 
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a 4 or a 5”.”  Further explanation was given if the students did not appear to understand 

the directions.  As each question was asked, students were reminded of what each end of 

the scale meant for that question.  Potentially confusing vocabulary was explained further 

for items 1 and 9, including the words “hopeless” and “satisfied.”        

The second measure was administered individually by the primary investigator or a 

trained assistant.  The students were taken to a quiet area outside the classroom, typically 

a part of the hallway or an empty classroom where there were no interruptions. They 

were individually administered selected questions from the Reading Comprehension 

subtest of the Wechsler Individual Achievement Test, 2nd Edition (WIAT-II) (see 

Appendix B for types of questions).  Prior to answering each comprehension question, 

the students were asked to predict whether they believed they could answer the question 

correctly on a Likert Scale of 1 to 6.  They were reminded of the Likert Scale explanation 

from the previous instrument.   

Examiner instructions were as follows: “I am going to ask you some reading 

questions.  Some might be easy for you and others might be hard for you, you probably 

won’t know the answer to all of the questions.  Before each question, I am going to ask 

you to tell me how confident you are that you can give me the right answer to a question.  

Do you know what confident means?  Confident is how sure you are about something.  

For example, I am confident that fire is hot, but I am not confident that it will always be 

sunny outside.  Can you tell me some things you are confident about?  You are going to 

tell me how confident you are that you can answer correctly on a scale from 1 to 6 (see 

Appendix C).  Look at this scale, see how it says “Not confident at all” at the 1 and 

“Extremely Confident” at the 6?  When I ask how confident you are, you say or point to 
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the number that says how confident you are.  [read all choices and point to numbers]  It’s 

okay to tell me that you don’t think you will know the answer.  After that part, you are 

going to try to answer the question.  I cannot tell you if you get the question right or 

wrong.  Do you understand?”  Each session took approximately 15 minutes per student.  

They gave a self-efficacy rating from 1 to 6 and were then asked the reading 

comprehension question.  Reading Comprehension responses were scored 0, 1, or 2 based 

on the prescribed WIAT-II scoring procedures.   

Assignment of Participant Groups 

Students who returned positive consent and also assented to participate made up the 

four groups of participants. All data collection procedures occurred before determine 

group assignment.  Therefore, examiners were blind to achievement levels and learning 

disability status.  The mean and standard deviation were calculated for the participants of 

the study and matched closely the percentile score distribution of a normal distribution.  

Information regarding FCAT scores and psychoeducational classification were obtained, 

with informed consent from parents, through a review of educational records.   The first 

group included students who had been identified with a specific learning disability by the 

school district, which included students across low and average achievement levels.  The 

second group, was made up of students with low-achievement in reading.  These students 

were identified by percentile scores that fell greater than one standard deviation below 

the mean on the reading portion of the 2001 Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test 

(FCAT).   The third group, was made up of students with average achievement.  These 

students were identified by performance within one standard deviation above or below 

the mean on the reading portion of the 2001 FCAT.  The fourth group, was made up of 
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students with high achievement.  These students were identified by performance greater 

than one standard deviation above the mean on the reading portion of the 2001 FCAT.    

Scoring the Data 

Achievement level. Students were compared across achievement levels as 

determined by their performance on the previous year’s Florida Comprehensive 

Assessment Test and a review of school records.  Based on percentile ranks on the FCAT 

or identification of a learning disability, they fell into one of the following categories: 

low achievement, average achievement, high achievement, and identified with  a learning 

disability.   

Reading self-concept. Scores on the Academic Self-Description Questionnaire-I 

were used to globally assess students’ feelings about their own reading skills.  Self-

concept scores were determined by calculating a mean of the ASDQ-I ratings.  The 

reading self-concept scores also functioned as a covariate, representing how much of the 

variance in calibration is accounted for by reading self-concept. 

Reading comprehension performance.  The WIAT-II Reading Comprehension 

produced a composite score that was compared across students.  All of the selected 

questions were administered to all students.  Questions ranged from second to eighth 

grade levels to ensure that some questions would be easy and challenging for all 

participants.  Performance on this test produced a task-specific reading comprehension 

score, calculated by adding the reading comprehension scores for all questions.   

Reading comprehension self-efficacy.  Students answered Likert-type questions 

about their confidence in answering the comprehension questions from the WIAT-II 

correctly, before actually answering the questions.  The Likert scale ranged from 1 (not at 
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all confident) to 6 (extremely confident) for each question.  A total self-efficacy score 

was obtained by adding the values of these scores. 

Calibration.  Using methods described by Pajares (1996a), three calibration 

scores were calculated based on results from a comparison of the Reading 

Comprehension Performance and Reading Comprehension Self-Efficacy scores as 

described above.  The first, a mean-bias score reflected the direction of errors in 

judgment.  For this score, performance was scored so that a 6 was a correct answer, a 3 

was a one-point (partial credit) answer, and a 1 was an incorrect answer.  Actual 

performance (1, 3 or 6) was subtracted from predicted performance (1 through 6).  The 

mean of the bias scores reflects overconfidence or underconfidence.  Overconfidence is 

reflected in a more positive score, underconfidence is reflected in a more negative score.  

The second calibration score was mean-accuracy, computed by taking the mean of the 

absolute value of all of the bias scores.  This score demonstrates the magnitude of 

judgment error.  Finally, an item-accuracy score was calculated to determine the number 

of times that efficacy judgment and performance were the same.  Students received a 

point for every time they expressed confidence (5 or 6) and answered correctly, every 

time they expressed unsure confidence (3 or 4) and earned partial credit, and every time 

they expressed lack of confidence (1 or 2) and answered incorrectly.   

Analyses  

One-way Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) procedures were conducted to 

determine group differences for reading comprehension, reading self-efficacy, and the 

three types of calibration, while controlling for reading self-concept.  In this model, the 

independent variable, achievement level, included four levels: learning disability, low 

achievement, average achievement, and high achievement.  The dependent variables for 
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the analyses were the three calibration score, mean-bias, mean-accuracy, and item-

accuracy.  Reading Self-Concept was used as a covariate.  Bonferroni’s tests were used to 

evaluate pairwise differences in the means of each group.  A significance level of .05 or 

less was used to determine statistical significance levels for all analyses.   
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 

Group Differences in Dependent Variables 

The purpose of the study was to determine differences in calibration levels across 

achievement levels and for students with learning disabilities.  More specifically, it was 

hypothesized that students with learning disabilities would be less calibrated than typical 

low and average achieving students, in the direction of overconfidence.  Additionally, it 

was hypothesized that students of higher achievement levels would be more accurately 

calibrated than lower achievement levels.  One-way ANCOVA procedures were used to 

determine group differences along the dimensions described.  Reading self-concept acted 

as covariate because it was thought to be embedded within the four groupings and was 

expected to contribute to calibration levels.   

 Data analyses began with a screening of the data for differences based on gender, 

race, and grade.  There were no significant group differences by gender or race for any of 

the variables.  As anticipated, significant differences by grade were found for reading 

comprehension (F(1, 156) =4.12, p = .04, η2= .03).  Table 1 presents descriptive statistics 

across grade, learning disability status, and achievement grouping. 
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Table 1. Mean and Standard Deviation for all measures by grade, learning disability 
status, and achievement level.  

Group 
(N) 

ASQQI 
Mean  

Total SE Total RC  
Score 

Mean Bias Mean 
Accuracy 

Total Item 
Accuracy 

Grade       
4th 
(98) 

5.94(1.62) 88.00(10.73) 21.22(4.71)* .92(.65) 1.46(.52) 10.68(2.55) 

5th 
(71) 

5.77(1.47) 92.58(9.54) 22.89(4.72)* .91(.66) 1.42(.50) 11.10(2.35) 

SLD       
Typical 
(144) 

6.03(1.45)* 90.74(10.06)* 22.68(4.40)* .86(.62)* 1.40(.50)* 11.03(2.45) 

SLD 
(25) 

4.94(1.83)*cd 85.24(11.69)*d 17.56(4.56)*cd 1.26(.71)*cd 1.71(.51)*cd 9.84(2.41)d 

Ach.       
Low 
(31) 

5.32(1.61)d 88.81(8.85)d 20.55(4.52)d 1.15(.62)c 1.64(.62)d 10.16(2.54)d 

Average 
(82) 

5.93(1.45)ad 88.87(10.37)d 22.48(4.18)ad .75(.65)ab 1.38(.45)a 10.98(2.46) 

High 
(31) 

7.01(1.16)abc 97.61(7.21)abc 25.35(3.54)abc .84(.44)ab 1.19(.40)ab 12.06(1.93)ab 

Note. High-achieving students were removed in comparisons of SLD and Typical.   
Note. * Denotes significant difference at p < .05.   
Note. Subscripts denote significant differences found in post hoc Bonferonni pairwise 
comparisons at p < .05. 
a. Significantly different from LD 
b. Significantly different from Low 
c. Significantly different from Average 
d. Significantly different from High 
 

Reading Self-Concept 

Reading self-concept was compared by achievement level using mean scores from 

the ASDQ-I.  Bonferonni pairwise comparisons were used to determine post-hoc 

differences.  Analyses showed that the high achieving group had significantly higher 

reading self-concept than all of the other groups.  Additionally, the average achieving 

group had significantly higher reading self-concept than the learning disabled group.  

There were no significant differences between the low achieving and the learning 
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disabled groups for reading self-concept.   The ANOVA results were significant (F(3, 165) 

=11.76, p = .000, η2 = .18) for achievement group.  Refer back to Table 1 for self-concept 

score comparisons.   

Reading Comprehension Total Scores 

Reading comprehension was compared by achievement level using total accuracy 

scores from the WIAT-II.   The ANOVA results were significant (F(3, 165) =17.53, p  = 

.000, η2= .24) for achievement group.  Bonferonni pairwise comparisons were used to 

determine post-hoc differences.  Analyses showed that the high achieving group had 

significantly higher reading comprehension scores than all other groups.  The average 

achieving group, had significantly higher scores than the learning disabled group.  There 

was no significant difference in reading comprehension scores for the low achieving and 

learning disabled group.  Refer back to Table 1 for significance levels for reading 

comprehension score comparisons by group. 

Reading Self-Efficacy Total Scores 

Reading Self-Efficacy was compared by achievement level using the sum of all 

self-efficacy ratings from the WIAT-II.   The ANOVA results were significant  (F(3, 165) 

=8.69, p = .00, η2 = .14) for achievement group.  Bonferonni pairwise comparisons were 

used to determine post-hoc differences.  Analyses showed that the high achieving group 

had significantly higher self-efficacy scores than all of the other groups.  There were no 

significant differences for self-efficacy across the other groups.  Refer back to Table 1 for 

self-efficacy score comparisons. 
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Group Differences in Calibration 

Use of the Covariate: Reading Self-Concept 

When examining the correlation between reading self-efficacy and reading 

comprehension, findings revealed significant results (r= .3, p=.000), suggesting students 

with higher self-concept also had higher self-efficacy predictions.  Because reading self-

concept was expected to predict calibration, due to its correlation with self-efficacy, it 

was included for analyses as a covariate for the three calibration scores. Reading self-

concept, as measured by the ASDQ-I did not significantly predict any of the calibration 

differences.  See Table 2 for results.   

Table 2. Significance levels for Reading Self-Concept as a covariate. 
Measure of Calibration Reading Self-Concept 
Mean Bias F (3,165) = 3. 79, p = .053 
Mean Accuracy F (3, 165) = 1.10,  p = .297 
Total Item Accuracy F (3, 165) =.41,  p= .521 
 
Mean Bias 

Results from the ANOVA conducted for mean bias scores according to 

achievement level revealed significant differences (F (3,165) = 6.05, p = .001, η2 = .099).  

All groups were found to be overconfident.  The average achieving group was the least 

biased ( =X  .75), followed by high achieving ( =X  .84), low achieving (mean = 1.15) 

and learning disabled ( =X  1.26).  A Bonferonni test was used to make pairwise 

comparisons for the results of the four groups.  The average achieving students were 

significantly less biased than the low achieving (p ≤ .02)  and learning disabled groups (p 

≤ .003).  The difference between the mean bias of the average and high achieving 

students was not significant.  To make a comparison of learning disabled and typical 

students, high achieving students were removed because there were no students with 



25 

 

learning disabilities in that category.  The ANOVA revealed significant differences (F (1, 

167) =7.936, p = .001, η2 = .05) for learning disability status (see Table 1).  That is, 

students with learning disabilities demonstrated significantly more overconfidence than 

other low and average achieving students.   

Mean Accuracy 

The ANOVA revealed significant differences (F (3, 165) =7.37, p = .000, η2 =.118) 

for achievement levels on the mean accuracy scores.  The high achieving group was 

found to be most accurate ( =X 1.19), followed by average achieving ( =X  1.38), low 

achieving ( =X  1.64) and learning disabled ( =X  1.71).  A Bonferonni test was used to 

make pairwise comparisons for the mean accuracy across the four groups.  It was found 

that the high achieving group was significantly more accurate than the low achieving and 

learning disabled groups p ≤ .002 and p ≤ .001, respectively.  The difference in accuracy 

for the high and average achieving groups was not significant.  The average achieving 

group was significantly more accurate than the learning disabled group p ≤ .023.  To 

make a comparison of learning disabled and typical students, high achieving students 

were removed because there were no students with learning disabilities in that category.  

The ANOVA revealed significant differences (F (1,167) =5.59, p = .005, η2 = .05) for 

learning disability status (see Table 1).  That is, students with learning disabilities 

demonstrated a significantly greater degree of inaccuracy than other low and average 

achieving students.   

Item Accuracy 

For total item accuracy the ANOVA was significant (F (3, 165) = 5.12, p = .002, η2 = 

.118) for achievement levels on total item accuracy scores.  The high achieving group 
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was found to have the highest number of accurate predictions ( =X 12.06), followed by 

average achieving ( =X  10.98), low achieving (mean = 10.16) and learning disabled 

( =X 9.84).  A Bonferonni test was used to make pairwise comparisons for the total item 

accuracy of the four groups.  These analyses showed that the high achieving group 

predicted significantly more accurate items than did the low achieving and learning 

disabled groups p ≤ .012, and p ≤.004, respectively.  There were no other significant 

differences for number of correct predictions.  To make a comparison of learning 

disabled and typical students, high achieving students were removed because there were 

no students with learning disabilities in that category.   Lastly, there were no significant 

differences found (F (1, 167) = 2.61, p = .077, η2 = .03) for learning disability status (see 

Table 1).  That is, students with learning disabilities did not demonstrate significantly 

fewer instances of accurately predicting their performance.  

. 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 

 This study explored the phenomenon of calibration in the area of reading 

comprehension for students of different achievement levels, with and without learning 

disabilities.  The purpose of this study was to measure degree of calibration in reading 

comprehension.  Calibration is defined as a match between perceived self-efficacy for a 

given task and actual ability to perform that task.  Students were divided by achievement 

level in reading based on performance on a group-administered achievement test.  They 

were also grouped by learning disability status, as identified in their educational records.  

Students predicted their ability to answer reading comprehension questions correctly and 

then answered those questions, thus yielding a measure of achievement level and self-

efficacy.   

 This chapter presents a discussion and interpretation of the results of the study as 

they relate to previous findings in the area of calibration, as well as the research questions 

and hypotheses.  It also addresses theoretical implications of the findings.  The chapter 

concludes with a discussion of future directions for research and limitations of the current 

study.          

Calibration in Reading Comprehension 

 The first goal of this study was to measure calibration for the area of reading 

comprehension.  For this study, students were asked to respond to reading comprehension 

questions from the Wechsler Individual Achievement Test II.  After reading a statement 

or passage, students were asked to predict whether or not they could answer a specific 
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question through confidence ratings.  They then answered the questions.  Calibration was 

measured through a comparison of their confidence rating and their actual performance.  

Calibration was compared for different achievement levels and for students with and 

without learning disabilities, using three different scores. 

Mean Bias 

 The mean bias calibration score represented whether students were 

underconfident or overconfident about their abilities.  It was hypothesized that the 

learning disabled group would be most overconfident about their abilities.  All groups 

were found to be overconfident about their abilities.  This means that most students, 

across all achievement levels, predicted that they would perform better on the 

comprehension questions than they actually did.  The average achieving groups was 

found to be the least biased.  This means that they displayed a more balanced pattern of 

responses (underconfidence and overconfidence) than did any of the other groups.  As 

predicted, the learning disabled group was more biased toward overconfidence than the 

students without learning disabilities.  This supports results from other calibration 

studies, and research on metacognitive skills of students with learning disabilities 

(Klassen, 2002; Graham & Harris, 1989; Shell et al., 1995).  They have more difficulty 

assessing their ability to perform tasks and typically judge that they can perform more 

than they are able.   

Mean Accuracy 

The mean accuracy score represents degree of inaccuracy in making predictions 

about performance.  Mean accuracy is measured through the absolute value of mean bias 

scores, representing total inaccuracy, regardless of direction of judgment 

(underconfidence or overconfidence).  For this measure of calibration, the high achieving 
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students were found to be most accurate, followed by the average achieving, low 

achieving and learning disabled groups.  This suggests that although they may have 

demonstrated more overconfident scores than the average achievers (see mean bias), their 

predictions were closer to their actual performance.  They were overconfident, but still 

closer to predicting their actual abilities than the other three groups.  For mean accuracy, 

the students with learning disabilities were significantly less accurate than students 

without learning disabilities.  That is, the degree to which they were over and 

underconfident was much greater than students without learning disabilities. Similar to 

the mean bias results, this supports previous findings that students with learning 

disabilities are less able to judge their performance than other students (Klassen, 2002; 

Shell et al., 1995).   

Total Item Accuracy 

 The total item accuracy calibration score represent the number of times that 

students accurately predicted their performance (whether correct, incorrect, or unsure).  

The high achievers made the most correct predictions followed by the average achievers, 

the low achievers and the students with learning disabilities.  The high achieving students 

correctly predicted their performance significantly more times than did the low achievers 

and the students with learning disabilities.  Additionally, the students without learning 

disabilities made significantly more accurate predictions than did the students with 

learning disabilities.   

Summary of Calibration Results 

 In reading comprehension, all students were found to be overconfident.  This is 

consistent with findings that most students are generally overconfident in their abilities 

(Pajares & Miller, 1994).  High achieving students were the most accurate in terms of 
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degree of overconfidence, and in total number of accurate predictions.  Lower achieving 

and students with learning disabilities were less able to predict when they would be able 

to answer questions correctly.  One explanation for this outcome is that students are more 

accurate in predicting their performance on easy tasks (Schraw, Potenza, & Nebelsick-

Gullet, 1993).  Although the questions included a range of easy and difficult questions, 

there were more easy questions for the higher achieving students.  Across all three 

measures of calibration, comparisons of non-learning disabled low and average achieving 

students, to students with learning disabilities found that students with learning 

disabilities are less well calibrated.  They are more biased toward overconfidence and had 

fewer accurate predictions of their performance, even when achievement level was 

controlled for by removing the high achieving students.   This supports previous research 

findings that students with learning disabilities are less well calibrated than other 

students, and have poorer metacognitive abilities than other students (Shell, 1995; Butler, 

1998). 

Reading Self-Concept 

 An interesting finding from this study pertains to the potential relationship between 

domain-specific self-concept and self-efficacy constructs.  Bandura’s conceptualization of 

self-concept is as a global perception of the self (1986).  However, it has been suggested 

that this broad construct is developed out of more specific perceptions of the self, such as 

self-efficacy (Bandalos, Yates, & Thorndike-Christ, 1995).  Previous research has found 

that self-concept for a specific area contributes to self-efficacy because students base 

their performance predictions on how they have performed in that area in the past 

(Bandalos, Yates, & Thorndike-Christ, 1995).  For these reasons, it was predicted that 

reading self-concept would predict self-efficacy judgments and would contribute to 
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calibration.  Students with high reading self-concept were expected to be overconfident.  

Positive self-concept would then predict accurate calibration for those who actually had 

high achievement.  Those with lower achievement and higher self-concept would be 

more overconfident.  Students with lower self-concept were expected to be 

underconfident if they had high achievement, and accurate if they had lower 

achievement.  Students were administered a reading self-concept measure to test these 

hypotheses.  Across all groups and all measures of calibration, reading self-concept did 

not predict calibration.  It was found that reading self-concept was moderately correlated 

with self-efficacy.  However, this relationship did not affect calibration results.  For these 

reasons, concerns regarding lowering self-concept through interventions to improve 

calibration may not be valid.  Instead, self-concept appears to be an independent 

construct from calibration.   

Implications 

 Overall, all of the groups were found to be overconfident.  Additionally, 

calibration was found to be independent of reading self-concept.  Bandura concluded that 

slight overconfidence is the best tool for academic persistence, motivation, and success.  

All students were overconfident, so increasing confidence does not need to be a focus of 

intervention for calibration.  Additionally, fears that lowering self-efficacy to increase 

calibration will impact self-concept may prove to be unfounded.  The lack of relationship 

between self-concept and calibration suggest that students are not basing their confidence 

judgments on self-concept.  Therefore, improving calibration can be attempted without 

detrimental effects on self-esteem, optimism and effort.   

 The groups that demonstrated the poorest calibration were the low achieving and 

learning disabled groups.  Their overconfidence, as compared to their actual performance, 
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is more extreme.  For this reason, calibration for these groups may be an area of concern.    

In targeting interventions to improve calibration, the focus should be on these students 

rather than high and average achieving students.  Improving calibration for these students 

assumes certain qualities about classroom instruction for students who tend to struggle 

more.  For calibration to be an effective tool, students must be performing at a level that 

is commensurate with their ability.  For these students this necessitates some level of 

individualized instruction at their performance level.  This is of course not always the 

case.  The question then remains, what is the ideal level of calibration for a student who 

is struggling but truly does not have the capability to succeed in a classroom where 

instruction is targeted at students of average achievement levels?  Further exploration of 

how calibration can be useful in different instructional settings might aide an 

understanding of this issue.   

Limitations of the Study 

Future explorations of calibration within the domain of reading comprehension 

may want to consider the limitations of this study. For example, one limitation to the 

research design was the identification of students with learning disabilities through 

educational records.  Students’ records identified them as having a Specific Learning 

Disability but did not include in which academic area the students disability fell.  For the 

purposes of this study, it was assumed that most of these students identified as having a 

specific learning disability probably had a disability in reading.  This decision reflected 

previous research indicating that the majority of students with learning disabilities have a 

disability in the area of reading, or in reading and another area (Wong, 1995).    However, 

this may not have been the case.  Future studies may choose alternate means for 

identifying these students. 
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Future studies may want to consider how the nature of the task, and the subsequent 

calibration scores, may differ for students of different achievement levels and disability 

status.  For example, the questions used to elicit reading comprehension performance 

scores ranged from 2nd to 8th grade achievement levels.  This range was selected to ensure 

that all students would be capable of answering a set of questions but that no student 

would be able to answer all of the questions correctly.  In examining the results, it was 

proposed that calibration scores for the high achieving students might be attenuated.  This 

is because it is easier for students to accurately assess their own performance on “easy 

questions.”  In this design, there were simply more questions the students in the high 

achieving group could be completely confident they would earn a correct score on than 

there were for students in the low achieving group.  This may have contributed to their 

stronger calibration scores.  A broader range of questions, and that are asked out of 

difficulty order might address this concern for future studies.   

However, even after modifying the range of questions, it may be that students with 

different ability and disability status approach the calibration task differently.  For 

example, students who have a history of struggling with reading, may approach all 

reading tasks with the assumption of difficulty or failure based on their prior experiences 

of not being successful with the tasks adults give them.  In contrast, students who are 

more successful readers are likely to approach reading tasks with an optimism not only 

because they have been successful, but because adults expectations tend to match their 

actual skill level. By constraining the task such that all students approach the questions 

with a sense of ambiguity regarding their potential success may help to ensure calibration 

scores hold the same meaning for students across different achievement and disability 
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groups.  For example, presenting the task as challenging to students in the higher 

achieving group, (e.g. “These questions are high school level reading.”) might force them 

to question whether they could answer all of the questions.  Additionally, a task that 

appeared less like what students typically do in school might encourage all students to 

approach the tasks without a presumed assumption of success or ability level.   

Final concerns relate to the contribution of other factors to explain efficacy 

judgments.  Examiners noted that some students appeared to rate themselves as accurate 

in an attempt to please the examiners.  Confounding variables such as a desire to please 

the examiner, or a desire to appear confident or smart may have biased how certain 

students responded.  It is not known whether this type of behavior occurred more in some 

groups over others.  However, these factors may have contributed to calibration scores.   

Future Directions for Research 

Until recently there has been little research on calibration in students with learning 

disabilities and in the domain of reading.  This project represents the beginning of an 

exploration in both areas.  Metacognitive skills such as the ability to assess one’s own 

performance should be further researched for populations with learning disabilities as this 

represents a major component of how and why these individuals struggle academically.  

Specifically, calibration can be further explored for these students for other areas, 

academic and otherwise.  Assessing one’s own performance is critical in areas of social 

competence, physical activities, communication, as well as academic areas.  These are 

some of the many areas in which students with students with learning disabilities tend to 

struggle (Wong, 1995).  Additionally, future studies might address how students perceive 

their performance on actual classroom tasks such as tests and homework to gain further 

understanding of how this phenomenon functions in context.  Finally, an additional 
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component that would be interesting to research, is the basis that students use to form 

their performance judgments.  Some students may be motivated by outside factors that 

influence how they rate themselves.  This might address some components that could bias 

efficacy judgments, such as desire to please an adult, competition with peers, personal 

satisfaction, actual appraisal of the questions etc.  Measurement of these factors could 

occur throughout the efficacy judgments, embedded within the task, or they could be 

addressed after the task.  There are many directions to be explored in the area of 

calibration and related constructs.   

Interventions for Improving Calibration 

Several methods have been suggested by various researchers to improve 

calibration.  Typically the strategies that are incorporated into interventions are not 

limited to calibration, but would be beneficial in improving metacognition, self-regulated 

learning, and other characteristics of strong students.  They also tend not to emphasize 

any components that would run the risk of decreasing self-efficacy or self-esteem.   

Increasing Self-Regulation 

Teaching students to set personal goals for performance helps them to take 

responsibility for learning (Stone, 2000).  If they take ownership in the goals, the 

responsibility for learning is transferred from the teacher to the students increasing 

involvement in achievement outcomes (Henderson, 1986).    

Schraw, Potenza, and Nebelsick-Gullet suggest that educators should look for new 

ways to promote self-control such as encouraging self-monitoring of improvement.  It is 

also important for students to have an understanding of why they want to improve.  To 

address this, students can be asked to generate arguments for why they should improve 

(1993).   
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Encouraging students to test their own knowledge can help them to process 

information more deeply because they are asked to challenge their knowledge (Stone, 

2000).  They will learn to recognize what they do and do not know and what they need to 

continue to study.  Self-testing is a skill used by highly successful students but many 

students do not naturally use this tactic and can be taught to use it more effectively 

(Stone, 2000).  

Instructional Methods 

 Teachers can construct texts or lessons so that test questions and examples are 

embedded within them.  This will help students to be able to predict material that will be 

included on a test.  This will aide them in developing self-tests and in knowing what to 

study (Walczyk & Hall, 1989).   

Calibration is best when students are challenged in their tasks but they are able to 

reach attainable goals.  Stone (2000) believes that a goal of approximately 80% correct is 

a level that will be effective for motivation and improvement.  Teachers can design tests 

to elicit approximately this success rate based on student knowledge.  

Students should be encouraged to generate supporting and opposing arguments to 

support or refute their answers in order to encourage critical analysis of their thinking 

process (Schraw, Potenza, & Nebelsick-Gullet, 1993).  In one study, students who 

generated opposing arguments processed material more deeply and could demonstrate a 

more coherent understanding of the material than other students (Stone, 2000).   

Research has shown that incentives affect calibration of performance.  Students 

rewarded with external incentives for accurate predictions not only made more accurate 

predictions, they also performed more successfully (Schraw, Potenza, & Nebelsick-

Gullet, 1993).  There is some debate over whether feedback affects performance in the 
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same way.  Feedback from examiners did not have the same effects as rewarding self-

generated feedback through incentives (Schraw, Potenza, & Nebelsick-Gullet, 1993).  

Stone found that feedback appeared to play a prominent role in improving calibration 

(Stone, 2000). However, across studies, feedback had to address the process of learning 

and problem solving rather than just the outcomes.  Feedback on the process and the  

outcome was effective in reducing overconfidence and increasing calibration on harder 

tasks, particularly for older children (Newman & Wick, 1987).  Process feedback helps 

students to realize what strategies can be used in order to reach goals which enhances 

calibration (Newman & Wick, 1987). 
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APPENDIX A 
ACADEMIC SELF DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE-I 

ASDQ-I  : READING  

Name _____________________________  Grade _____________ 
Examiner __________________________  Date ______________ 
 
This is a chance for you to consider how you think and feel about yourself.  This is not a test.  
There are no right or wrong answers, and everyone will have different answers.  Be sure that your 
answers show how you feel about yourself.  We will keep you answers private and not show them 
to anyone.   
 
On this page are a series of statements that are more or less true (or more or less false) 
descriptions of you.  Please use the following 8 point scale to indicate how true or false each item 
is as a description of you.  Respond to the items as you now feel even if you felt differently at 
some other time in your life.  Try to avoid leaving any items blank.   
 
 

1 
Definitely 

False 

2 
False 

3 
Mostly 
False 

4 
More 
False 
than 
True 

5 
More 
True 
than 
False 

6 
Mostly 
True 

7 
True 

8 
Definitely 

True 

 
 
____  1. I have always done well in Reading classes. 
 
____  2. Work in Reading classes is easy for me. 
 
____  3. Compared to others my age, I am good at Reading classes. 
 
____  4. I get good grades in Reading classes. 
 
____  5. Work in reading classes is easy for me. 
 
____  6. I learn things quickly in Reading. 
 
____  7. I am hopeless when it comes to Reading classes. 
 
____  8. It is important for me to do well in Reading classes. 
 
____  9. I am satisfied with how well I do in Reading classes. 
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APPENDIX B 
WIAT-II RECORD FORM 

# __________ 
 

Reading Comprehension and Self Efficacy Sample Record Form 
 
Name ___________________________________ Date ______________ 
 
Examiner ________________________________ Grade _____________ 
 
Verbal Instructions: 

I am going to ask you some reading questions.  Some might be easy for you and others 

might be hard for you, you probably won’t know the answer to all of the questions.  Before 

each question, I am going to ask you to tell me how confident you are that you can give me 

the right answer to a question.  Do you know what confident means?  [explain confident:] 

Confident is how sure you are about something.  For example, I am confident that fire is 

hot, but I am not confident that it will always be sunny outside.  Can you tell me some 

things you are confident about? [explain further if student cannot think of anything or does not 

mention appropriate things] You are going to tell me how confident you are that you can 

answer correctly on a scale from 1 to 6.  Look at this scale, see how it says “Not confident at 

all” at the 1 and “Extremely Confident” at the 6?  When I ask how confident you are, you 

say or point to the number that says how confident you are.  [read all choices and point to 

numbers]  It’s okay to tell me that you don’t think you will know the answer.  After that 

part, you are going to try to answer the question.  I cannot tell you if you get the question 

right or wrong.  Do you understand?   
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Examiner Notes:  

• On read-aloud items, allow the participant to read before asking the second 

part of the question. 

• Write questionable responses in Notes section 

• Follow all instructions and note query items (Q) 

 
WIAT 
Item # 

Sample Self Efficacy 
Question 
-as question is read, point to 
Likert card 

SE 
Rating 

Sample Actual Question 
- write appropriate points 

RC Score 

 Read these sentences aloud.  
How confident are you, from 
1 to 6, that you can point to 
______? 

 Okay, now point to the 
picture that matches the 
sentences. 

 

 Read these sentences aloud.  
How confident are you, from 
1 to 6, that you can tell me 
____? 

 Okay, now tell me 
__________. 

 

 How confident are you, from 
1 to 6, that you can read this 
sentence and do what it says?

 Okay, now read this 
sentence aloud and do 
what it says.  

 

 Read this aloud.  How 
confident are you, from 1 to 
6, that you can tell me what 
____ means? 

 Okay, now tell me what 
_____ means in the last 
sentence. 

 

 Read this aloud.  How 
confident are you, from 1 to 
6,  that you can tell me why 
______ occurred? 

 Okay, now tell me why 
_____ occurred in the 
story.   

 

 Read this aloud.  How 
confident are you, from 1 to 
6, that you can predict what 
might happen as a result of 
the event described? 

 Okay, what would you 
predict might happen as a 
result of the event 
described? 

 

 
Notes: 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
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