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Abstract

This paper investigates the effect of Locus of Control (LOC) on translation students’
achievement. Participants of the study included 151 BA seniors who studied English
Translation at Mashhad Universities and Institutes of higher education. Both male and female
students filled in the LOC questionnaire.The Persian version of LOC (Ghonsooly & Elahi,
2010) was used to measure the participants’ Locus of Control. The results of the statistical
analyses revealed that students’ Locus of Control has a significant and positive relationship
with their translation achievement. The results of the interview phase of the study were also
consistent with the statistical analyses.
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1. Introduction

Dornyei argues that Individual Differences are the peculiarities which vary from one individual
to another (2005). Locus of Control which was presented by Rotter in 1966 is a psychological
factor that causes differences in the performance of students.

Despite the heavy load of research done on different realms of translation studies, especially
translation strategies (e.g., Krings, 1986; Koster, 2002; Molina & Amparo, 2002; Hatim and
Munday, 2004; Chesterman, 2005) lack of the relationship of some psychological factors such
as LOC with translation achievement of university students is obvious. This study was
designed to address the following research questions:

1) Is there any relationship between translation students’ Locus of Control and their
translation achievement?

2) Is there any significant difference in the translation achievement of students with higher
levels of Locus of Control and those with lower levels of Locus of Control?

2. Review of Literature
2.1 Locus of Control

‘Locus of control theory’ or ‘general expectancies’ was developed by Rotter in 1966.
According to this theory students perform tasks differently due to their beliefs about their
achieving their expected goals or purposes. According to Rotter (1966) locus of control
orientation depends on various factors which include environmental, cultural or personal
variables. Internalizers attribute success or failure to their efforts and abilities while
externalizers believe their succes and failure are related to circumstances which are beyond
personal control. According to Rotter (1982) external factors may include fate, luck, the will of
other people or some other external forces such as God or nature.

2.1.1 Loc and Achievement

Social behaviors and psychological states of the individuals have been studied frequently
concerning an individual’s beliefs about locus of control. Achievement-related activities seem
to be one set of social behaviors that have been studied vastly. There seems to be a logical
relationship between LOC beliefs and what an individual achieves. According to Phares (1976)
people who are capable of controlling the results should work harder if they want to be more
successful. In addition, internalizers and externalizers’ reaction toward success and failure IS
different. So, it means that when the result is satisfactory, internalizers feel pride but when the
result is not as it was expected to be, they feel shame and experience less intense feelings.

Some studies have associated internal LOC beliefs with behaviors that influence the success
achievement among which Ducette and Wolk (1972) investigated that externalizers show less
persistence at tasks. A positive relationship has been found between internality and the tendency to
procrastinate rewards so as to increase them (e.g., Bialer, 1961; cited in Findley and Cooper, 1983)
and also between internality and preference to act in skill rather than in chance situations (e.g.,
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Rotter & Mulry, 1965; cited in Findley and Cooper, 1983). Each tendency should mean
internalizers are more likely to be successful.

What has attracted the researches’ attention is how internality can affect achievement. This has
led them to conduct some research projects to come to valuable conclusions. In one of this
related studies, Phares (1976) has examined the relation between LOC and achievement among
children. He used the Intellectual Achievement Responsibility (IAR) Scale (Crandall, Katkovsky,
& Crandall, 1965; cited in Phares, 1976) as LOC measure and grades or standardized test scores
as indexes of academic achievement in most of his studies. Phares (1976) came to the
conclusion that internalizers were more successfull than externalizers and had a better
performance.

Students who relate their success to internal factors expect future successes and students who
relate failure to internal factors may expect future failure unless they assume themselves
capable of and actively address those factors. On the contrary, relating success to external
factors would make future successes unpredictable. Internal LOC seems to be a positive
predictor of academic achievement and external LOC to be a negative predictor of academic
achievement (Eachus, P. & Cassidy, S. 1997).

Another research was done by Park and Kim in 1998. The study compared university top
students who had got scholarships with those students who were not much successful. Then
they analyzed the students’ behavior patterns and their locus of control. The results revealed
that top students showed higher internalized LOC and lower externalized locus of control.

3. Methodology
3.1 Participants

In this study a total number of 151 students of English translation were chosen in order to fill in
the LOC questionnaire. All of them were senior students of translation who had passed two
basic courses, namely “Principles and Methodology of Translation” and “Theories of
Translation”. The participants were both male and female students. They were selected from
Ferdowsi university of Mashhad, Khayam, and Tabaran Institutes of Higher Education.

3.2 Instrumentations
3.2.1 The LOC instrument

In 1984 Duttweiler designed a questionnaire to measure where a person tries to find or is able
to get reinforcement. This questionnaire included twenty eight items and was called ‘Internal
Locus of Control Index’ (ICI). In this study the Persian translation of Internal Control Index
questionnaire (Ghonsooly & Elahi, 2010) is used to measure the participants’ LOC. In this
scale each item is scored on a 5-point Likert scale from A (rarely) to E (usually). Half of the
items are worded so that high internally oriented respondents are expected to answer half at the
‘usually’ end of the scale and the other half at the ‘rarely’ end of the scale. The ‘rarely’
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response is scored as 5 points on items 1, 2, 4, 6, 11, 14, 17, 19, 22, 23, 24, 26, and 27; for the
remainder of the items, the response ‘usually’ is scored as 5 points.

3.2.2 The Achievement Instrument

The participants’ Grand Point Averages (GPA) of their translation course exams also served to
measure their translation achievement.

3.3 Data Collection

In the first step, after obtaining permission from the instructors, the second researcher visited
the translation classes to administer the LOC questionnaires. Students were assured that the
results would be confidential and their instructors would not see the results of the
questionnaires. The students were introduced to the LOC questionnaire. Then, they rated the
items of questionnaire on a 5 point Likert scale with responses of rarely, occasionally,
sometimes, frequently, and usually. While they were filling in the questionnairs, they were
served with sweet and juice for a better concentration. They were also asked to write it down
in the sheet whether they would like to participate in the interview or not.

3.4 Data Analysis

In order to answer the first research question the Spearman correlation formula was used. Also,
to answer the second research question an independent samples t-test was used. The mean
score of the translated version of Internal Locus of Control Index (ICI) was used as the cut-off
score between internalizers and externalizers.

4. Results

The first research question deals with the relationship between translation students’ LOC and
their translation achievement. The Spearman formula was used to examine such a relationship
(see Table 1).

Table 1. Correlation between LOC and Translation Achievement
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Correlations
Translation
L )
oc Achievement
Correlation
. 1.000 .68
Coefficient
Loc . )
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 151 151
Spearman’s
rho c lati
orrelation
. .68 1.000
Coefficient
Translation
Achievement |Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 151 151

As can be seenin Table 1, the correlation coefficient for the two variables in question turned out
to be 0.68 which is significant at P < 0.05. This correlation is significantly high and positive.
Therefore, it can be concluded that the higher translation students’ LOC is, the better their
translation achievement is.

An independent samples t-test was used to see whether there is a difference between
internalizers and externalizers concerning their translation achievement (see Table 2).

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics: Translation Achievement vs. High and Low LOC

Group Statistics

Mean N LOC
13.8262 73 Lower

GPA
17.5469 78 Higher
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As illustrated in Table 2, the mean score of translation students with high LOC is 17.5 and that
of those with lower LOC is 13.8. Table 3 demonstrates whether this difference in mean scores
is significant or not.

Table 3. Independent Samples t-Test: LOC & Achievement

Independent Samples Test

Sig. Df T

.000 149 1.98

Table 3 shows that the difference between the two mean scores is significant, t (149) = 1.98,
p < .05, and translation students with high LOC have higher achievement scores than those
with low LOC.

5. Discussion

The findings of the current study indicated that internalizers are superior to externalizes with
regard to translation achiechvement. In other words, translatation students with internal locus
of control tend to be more successful in their translation tasks. Unfortunately, there has been a
dearth of research on translation achievement. Hence, it is fairly difficult to compare this
finding with the related literature. However, we can consider translation achievement as a
construct that is similar to academic achievement in general. The most important reason for this
juxtaposition, i.e. translation achievement with academic achievement, is possibly that they are
both defined in terms of success in exams. Therefore, the researchers tried to justify the robust
association between LOC and translation achievement found in this study in light of the
contribution of LOC to academic achivement in general.

The strong link between LOC and academic achievement in general, and translation
achievement in particular, is in agreement with Galjas and D’Silva (1981), Gifford, Mianzo,
and Briceno-Perriott (2006), Wood, Saylor, Cohen (2009), Hadsell (2009), Ghonsooly and
Elahi (2010), Hosseini and Elahi (2010), and Ghapanchi and Golparvar (2011). Ducette and
Wolk (1972) concluded that those with internal locus of control show more persistence (cited
in Ghapanchi and Golparvar, 2011). Morris and Messer (1978) also found that internalizers
have more academic task persistence. Consequently, translation students who are internally
oriented are more persistent in their translation tasks. Kernis (1984) similarly found that
individuals, who are internally controlled, are more task oriented. This may explain the fact
that students with internal locus of control devote more effort to and spend more time on their
academic tasks that leads to more academic success. Interestingly, this assumption is reflected
in the data gathered through interviews. Translation students with internal locus of control hold
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the belief that they have control over what happens to them. On the other hand, translation
students who are externalizers, ascribe their success or failure to external factors like task
difficulty or luck. Basgall and Snyder (1988) contended that these students hold that there is no
use in trying because their efforts are futile and they are doomed to failure. Thus, they are not
motivated to work hard to become successful in their translation tasks and tests. In a similar
vein, frequent use of external attributions makes them lose their motivation to progress
(Basgall & Snyder, 1988). While, internalizers believe that they can control their translation
process, so they have more motivation to cope with the problems they face in the process of
their translation (Dornyei, 2005). Since internalizers believe they can control their learning,
they take the responsibility of their learning, and this makes them more motivated to work hard
which leads to further success in translation.

Since LOC is an approach to motivation (Dornyei, 2005), it is postulated that translation
students with higher LOC are more motivated than those with lower LOC. Therefore, the better
achievement supported by the findings of the present study can originate from the higher levels
of internalizes’ motivation than externalizers.

Such inference was also supported by the findings of the interviews. The internalizers
mentioned that they we really encouraged to do translation tasks. It was interesting that both
groups of internalizers and externalizers were motivated before doing translation tasks but only
internalizers could maintain their motivation until the end of the tasks. This observed fact can
be supported by William and Burdens’ (1997) theory of motivation.

Williams and Burden (1997) found it really useful to distinguish three stages of motivation.
They maintained that these three stages include a mixture of internal and external influences
which may be personal to different learners, who may make sense of a variety of events
happening around them. Second, they considered what is actually involved in doing something
such as what motivates individuals to carry out a particular task. For example, a learner may
have strong reasons for doing something, but not any especial decisions to put them into
practice. Finally, individuals need to sustain the effort necessary to finish the activity to their
own satisfaction. In other terms, motivation is beyond just arousing interest. It also includes
sustaining the aroused interest and spending time and energy to regulate the necessary effort to
gain certain goals.

Based on this theory, it can be inferred that internalizers are higher achievers in translation
achievement because they have motivation on their side. They are highly motivated to persist
in coping with the possible problems and take the responsibility of their success in translation
achievement by spending more time, energy, and effort. The interactions of these three stages
of Williams and Burdens’ motivational model can indicate well how the internal influences to
which internalizers attribute their achievement and failure motivate them directly to make all
their efforts to gain their desirable results.
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6. Conclusion

In general, translation instructors who are familiar with the concept of LOC seem to be more
successful in helping students take control of their translation process and assist them how to
plan, evaluate, and monitor their translation. Therefore, through mediation, mismatches in the
LOC scope can be mainly reduced.
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Appendix
Appendix 1. English Version of the Internal Control Index (ICl)

Please read each statement. Where there is a blank, decide what your normal or usual attitude,
feeling, or behavior would be:

A = Rarely (less than 10%) of the time)

B = Occasionally (about 30% of the time)
C = Sometimes (about half the time)

D = Frequently (about 70% of the time)
E = Usually (more than 90% of the time)

Of course, there are always unusual situations, in which this would not be the case, but think
of what you would do or feel in most normal situations.

Write the letter that describes your usual attitude or behavior in the space provided on the
response sheet.

1. When faced with a problem | __ try to forget.

2. 1 need frequent encouragement from others for me to keep working at a difficult
task.

3.1 like jobs where | can make decisions and be responsible for my own work.

4.1 change my opinion when someone | admire disagrees with me.

5. If  want something |___ work hard to get it.

6.1 prefer to learn the facts about something from someone else rather than having to

dig them out for myself.

7.1 will accept jobs that require me to supervise others.

8. 1 have a hard time saying “no” when someone tries to sell me something.
9.1 like to have a say in any decisions made by any group I’'m in.

10. | consider the different sides of an issue before making any decisions.
11. What other people think has a great influence on my behavior.
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12. Whenever something good happens to me I feel it is because I’ve earned it.
13.1 enjoy being in a position of leadership.
14. 1 need someone else to praise my work before | am satisfied with what I’ve
done.
15. 1 am sure enough of my opinions to try and influence others.
16. When something is going to affect me | learn as much about it as | can.
17.1 decide to do things on the spur of the moment.
18. For me, knowing I’ve done something well is more important than being praised
by some else.
19.1 let other peoples’ demands keep me from doing things I want to do.
20. 1 stick to my opinions when someone disagrees with me.
21. 1 do what | feel like doing not what other people think I ought to do.
22. 1 get discouraged when doing something that takes a long time to achieve
results.
23. When part of a group | prefer to let other people make all the decisions.
24. When | have a problem | follow the advice of friends or relatives.
25. 1 enjoy trying to do difficult tasks more than | enjoy trying to do easy tasks.
26.1 prefer situations where I can depend on someone else’s ability rather than just
my own.
27. Having someone important tell me | did a good job is more important to me than

feeling I’ve done a good job.

28. When I’m involved in something I try to find out all I can about what is going
on even when someone else is in charge.
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Appendix 2.The Persian Translation of Locus of Control Index
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