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Abstract

Background: Mindset and Grit are two relatively new reseaiield§, but conducted studies clearly
demonstrate that they have a positive effect odexnéc achievement.

Objective: The purpose of the current study is to test haestts’ perceived mindset and grit affect their
academic achievement. The sample of this study 2&&Caucasian (UK, Greek) and Asian (Chinese, i8yab
undergraduate and postgraduate students.

Methodology: For the purposes of this study, electronic quastiire was developed. Two different
guestionnaire links (Greek and English) were cabated those who did consent to participate couldvio
them(https://york.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_4NS2uBMAgBHtH)(https://york.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_3
gStH5pe0cjvg33). Participation in this study wamptetely voluntary and participants were informecbtigh
written consent in the information letter that thead the right to withdraw at any point. Questiarmavas
distributed from May to July 2018.

Results: Analyzing the linear relationship of the subscaeMindset with the academic performance we found
that Growth Beliefs Talent has moderate academimpaance has weak strength positive correlatiath wi
Growth Beliefs Intelligence (r(238)=0.366, p<0.0@hd Fixed Beliefs Talent (r(238)=0.284, p<0.00tyvas
found that there is moderate strength positiveatation between age and grit score (r(238)=0.440,G01),
indicating strong relationship between the two afales, which means that older participants tertthtee higher
values of grit score.

Conclusion: The current study findings can provide the frameéwfor bigger scale and longer-term studies that
examine the relationship between Grit and acadantievement. The reason the word ‘longer-term'sisdy is
because Grit is a hon-cognitive factor that caldyigore valid results on long-term studies duadmature
(passion and perseverance for long-term goals)s, Téxamining a student population in 2 or evenffgmint
time frames, while obtaining grit scores, self-géred academic achievement and more importantly GPA
would serve as a more valid and reliable grit inthe.
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Introduction seems to affect their current mindset with a
F]process praise” favoring the development of a

fields, but conducted studies clearly demonstra rowth mindset (Mueller & Dweck, 1998). The two

that they have a positive effect on academic eories also foster two different interpretational

achievement. To be more precise, Studentgpproaches: entity theorists react in a h_elplegs wa
. : - ) in the face of setbacks, whereas incremental
mindsets seem to promote their resilience in tt}

face of academic setbacks (Yeager & Dwec Egﬁ”sgr;fr%st s(e[';sva;cckks a;a Ezan(é?t to ;n;gg?ve
2012). Additionally, the type of praise they reeeiv 9 ggett, '

Mindset and Grit are two relatively new researc
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Henderson & Dweck, 1990). Entity theorist aravere created and those who did consent to
also more likely to make ability attributions whenparticipate could follow them.

dealing with failures, but incremental theorISt(https://york.qualtrics.<:om/jfe/form/SV_4NSZuRA

attribute failure to lack of effort (effort attribans) . X :
(Hong, Chiu, Dweck, Lin, & Wan, 1999). Passior\laM3Aggsl?l_l-||é|;()e((r)1(t:}\pl>gélgork.qualtrlcs.comljfe/form/S

and perseverance for long-term goals also seems to
favor academic results as was demonstrated inP@rticipation in this study was completely
different studies by Duckworth et al. (2007). voluntary and participants were informed through
written consent in the information letter that they

The purpose of this study is to examine hovﬁad the right to withdraw at any point,

students’ perceived mindset and grit can affeat theF - . .
: : . . urthermore, participants were informed that their
academic achievement. It is hypothesized that

“Growth Mindset” and “high Grit" will increase participation in this survey will be anonymous and

academic achievement, whereas “fixed MindseqII the data_l will k_)e destroygd _after a 5-year [ierio
. A . ; he questionnaire was distributed from May to
and “low grit” will hinder it, having as a result

poorer performance. Previous research conduct‘%Hly 2018.

in this topic supports this hypothesis (Duckworth eMeasures

al. 2007; Dweck 2006). Thus, the current study WIIJI’his study included a demographic section and the

not only seek to replicate these findings, but als&se of two scales: a) a 12-item short Grit scale

shed light on the cross-cultural aspect of it b fit-S) by Angela Duckworth (Duckworth &
comparing a sample of Caucasian (UK, Greek) a’{guinn 2009) and b) a 16-item Dweck Mindset

Asian undergraduate and postgraduate studenIngtrument created by Carol Dweck (DMI). The
Another major purpose of this study is to inform '

and improve future academic practices througﬂemo.graphl,(_: secr;uqn. mk():Iuded quesgon(sﬁ a}bout
more personalized interventions that Wi"partlmpants.a) ethnicity, b) age, c) genderledp

incorporate students’ mindset, grit and culturaﬁ)f sdt_udlesf(unlderglradl;ate, ﬁ()ostgra_duzte), e)gxéld_
background studies, f) level of self-perceived academic

performance (i.e. are you satisfied with your
Methodology the current Study: The purpose of academic performance so far?), g) academic score
the current study is to test how (undergraduate afiflapplicable).

postgraduate) students’ perceived mindset and g#hort Grit Scale (Grit-S) contains 12 items
affect their academic achievement. The sample obmposed of two factors. The first factor entails 6
this study was 238 Caucasian (UK, Greek) antems that indicate consistency of interest (elg. “
Asian (Chinese, Arabic) undergraduate andften set a goal but later choose to pursue a
postgraduate students. Specifically, the study witlifferent one”), and the second factors another six
answer the following research questions: items indicating perseverance of effort (e.g. ‘Vé&a

Research Question 1: Do Growth Mindset achieved a goal that took years of work’).

students have better academic performance? According to Duckworth et al. (2007) Th_e
development of this scale demonstrated high

Research Question 2: Do Growth Mindset internal consistencyaE .85) and the two factors
students enjoy a given task more than their lesgeere more predictive together that either alone,
gritty peers? thus allowing the use of the full 12-item scale for
the measurement of grit. Items are rated on a 5-
point Likert scale from 1= very much like me to 5=
Participants: A total of 238 participants were not like me at all. ltems pertaining to “consistgnc
recruited for the study. The sample consisted 8f 1®f interest” (2, 3, 5, 7, 8, 11) were reversely
males (66.4%) and 80 females (33.6%). 208cored. This scale has well documented reliability
participants were Caucasian (85.3%) and 3&nd validity. Its predictive validity was assesbtgd
participants were Asian (14.7%). The sampl®uckworth & Quinn (2009) in a study predicting
consisted of both undergraduate and postgradudtigher levels of lifetime schooling among
students. The total number of undergraduates wislividuals aged 25 years and older.

103 and the total number of postgraduates was 13Bweck Mindset Instrument (DMI), developed and
Undergraduate students of Caucasian race were &éated by Carol Dweck, was used to assess how
(91.3%) and of Asian race 9 (8.7%). students view their own intelligence and talent.

Research Question 3:Grit grows with age

Procedures: For the purposes of this study,The scale consists of 16 items that are rated®n a
electronic questionnaire was developed. Twpoint Likert scale with 1=strongly agree to
different questionnaire links (Greek amohglish) 6=strongly disagree. Students are instructed td rea
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the statement and indicate their level of agreemextriance (ANOVA), in the case of a non-binary
or disagreement. The DMI contains both entitindependent. To calculate the correlation between
belief statement and incremental belief statementgriables, we used the Pearson’s correlation
Entity statements consist of the numbers: 1, B, 4, coefficient, in the case of scale variables and
9, 10, 12 and 14. Incremental statements are: 3, §pearman’s correlation coefficient in the case of
7, 8, 11, 13, 15 and 16. Questions 1-8 refer trdinal. More specifically, to explore :

intelligence and 9-16 to talent as factors being|

either malleable or not. There are four fixed itemggf%tcr:gi'tscolm \gﬁn uz(zg deﬁgrszr;%m?:r:gaggg
statements (1, 2, 4, 6) and four incrementefl paring P

statements (3, 5, 7, 8) that focus on intelligenc rowth Mindset score as variables.
and another fbur’ eﬁtity statements (9, 10, 12 1§gpothe5|s 2 (growth Mindset predicts academic

. . joyment) also used Pearson’s correlation to
and four incremental statements focusing on taleg lore the relationshio between Mindset score and
(11, 13, 15, 16). The scores from the incrementlEf(p P

items are reversed (1=6, 2=5, 3=4, 4=3, 5=2, 6= rit scores.

Scores for intelligence and talent are averagedypmhesIS 3 (Grit grows with age) used Pearson's

separately as they are considered separate fact%%rrilgt'on coefficient comparing grit and  age

(1-8 together and 9-16 together). Average scords
between 1 and 3 are considered entity, between &R@sults

incremental and 3 and 4 as undecided. To explore and present the basic characteristics of

Analysis Description of Online Survey: The the current sample a descriptive analysis was
current survey was created on google formgerformed. The following two tables contain the
(Quialtrics). This methodology was chosen for theharacteristics of the participants who completed
data collection, which was mainly based otthe online surveytéble 1g and their total scores in
convenient samples, since only participantBweck's Mindset Instrument (DMI) and
consenting to fill in the survey were included tn i Duckworth’s Short Grit scale (S-Grittaple 1b).
Students received an invitation email after théccording to the first table the sample consistéd o
appropriate permission from the University wad58 males (66.4%) and 80 females (33.6%). 203
acquired. Only participants that consented tparticipants were Caucasian (85.3%) and 35
participate could complete the survey. Attentioparticipants were Asian (14.7%). The sample
was paid by the researcher to avoid any participactnsisted of both undergraduate and postgraduate
expectancy effects. Students could withdraw froratudents. The total number of undergraduates was
the survey at any point and were informed through03 and the total number of postgraduates was 135.
an information letter about their anonymity andJndergraduate students of Caucasian race were 94
confidentiality. The questionnaire was divided in 391.3%) and of Asian race 9 (8.7%). Postgraduate
parts. The first part included the consent forne, thstudents of Caucasian race were 109 (80.7%) and
second part the demographic section along withf Asian race 35 (14.7%). The mean age of the
some open questions and the third part the current sample was 29.3 (SD=7.0) with
guestionnaires (Dweck’s Mindset Instrument andndergraduates mean age 25.7 (SD=6.1) and
Short Grit Scale). After completing the surveypostgraduates mean age 32.1 (SD=6.5). Out of this
participants had no further obligations. Thesample, 188 (79.0%) students reported being
participation was free, and no compensatiosatisfied with their academic results, out of which
provided. 80 (77.7%) were undergraduates and 108 (80%)
Data Analysis: All data obtained was categorizedW.ere p(‘)stgrad,u ates. 34 (1.4'3%) stgdents ansvv_ered
) with  ‘maybe’ concerning their academic
and analyzed accordingly on SPSS. An eXplorato%tisfaction out of which 13(12.6%) were
and screening process analysis was conducted’in ' ’
order to ensure no violation of the assumptions L*ndergraduates and 21(15.6%) were postgraduates.
e (6.7%) students responded they are not satisfied

parametric data. During the reliability anaIyS|sWith their academic performance, out of which

Cronbach’sa was considered adequate (>0.7) foiO(Q 7%) were undergraduates and 6 (4.4%)
both group and individual level measurement. The_*"" :
L . . . . postgraduatesiable 1b Demonstrates mean age of
fitting of the variables in the normal distribution

was examined with the Kolmogorov-Smirnov an ndergraduate and postgraduate students along with

) : - eir total academic scores and their overall score
was not rejected. Variable homogeneity was teste , X )
; , at Dweck’s Mindset Instrument and Duckworth’s
with the Levene’s test. The compare the me

hort Grit scale. Thus, the mean age of both

values of the variables we used the t-tests, in the _
case of a binary independent, or the Analysis dergraduate af‘d postgraduate students was M=
! 9.3 (SD=7) with undergraduates’ mean age
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M=25.7 (SD=6.1) and postgraduates’ mean adgeom the results of the analysis we can conclude
M=32.1 (SD=6.5). The total mean academic scotthat there is moderate strength positive correlatio
was M=75.9 (SD=10.2) with undergraduates scotgetween the overall academic performance and the
being lower M=72.9 (SD=9.6) than postgraduatesbtal growth Mindset score (r(238)=0.464,
M=78.2 (SD=10). Total students’ Grit score wa<0.001). Furthermore, Analyzing the linear
M=3.0 (SD=.5) with undergraduates scoringelationship of the subscales of Mindset with the
slightly lower M=2.8 (SD=.4) than postgraduatescademic performance we found that Growth
M=3.2 (SD=.4). The two subscales of GritBeliefs Talent has moderate strength positive
(perseverance of effort and consistency of intgrestorrelation with academic performance
demonstrated similar results: undergraduate§’(238)=0.456, p<0.001). Finally academic
perseverance of effort was lower M=2.7(SD=.5performance has weak strength positive correlation
than postgraduates M=3.1 (SD=.5). Furthermorayith Growth Beliefs Intelligence (r(238)=0.366,
undergraduates’ consistency of interest was lowpk0.001) and Fixed Beliefs Talent (r(238)=0.284,
M=2.8 (SD=.5) than postgraduates’ M=3.2p<0.001). Table 1 and Figure 1 below provide a
(SD=.6). Moreover, total mean Growth score wamore detailed description of the results.

M=3.1 (SD=.5) with undergraduates scoring highgdypothesis 2 Growth Mindset predicts academic
M=3.0 (SD=.5) than postgraduates M=3.3 (SD=.5gnjoyment: To continue, the second hypothesis
The subscales of Mindset (growth) (beliefs abowtonnecting growth Mindset with enjoyment in a
intelligence and beliefs about talent) showed thgiven task was also confirmed. To explore this
following patterns: total mean score for growtthypothesis, we examined the relationship between
beliefs about intelligence was M= 2.7 (SD=1.0{Grit score and Mindset score. From the results, of
with undergraduates demonstrating lower meahe above tests, we can conclude that there is
score M= 2.5 (SD=1.0) than postgraduates M= 3oderate strength positive correlation between Grit
(SD=.9). Growth beliefs about talent alscand Mindset score (r(238)=0.527, p<0.001),
demonstrated a similar pattern: undergraduates hiadicating strong relationship between the two
lower mean score M= 2.6 (SD=1.0) tharvariables. Analyzing the relationship of Grit and
postgraduates M=3.0 (SD=1.0). Growth beliefshe subscales of Mindset, Beliefs about Intelligenc
talent total mean score was M=2.8 (SD=1.0and Beliefs about talent indicate moderate strength
Finally, fixed beliefs about intelligence did notpositive correlation (r(238)=0.411, p<0.001) and
show any differential pattern  between(r(238)=0.414, p<0.001) respectively. With fixed
undergraduates and postgraduates. Therefore, fideeliefs talent the relationship is weak strength
beliefs intelligence for undergraduate students wamsitive as well (r( 238)=0.280, p<0.001). Table 2
no different M= 3.6 (SD=.3) than that ofand figure 1 below indicate these relationships in
postgraduate students M= 3.6 (SD=.4). Total meanore detalils.

score for fixed beliefs inteligence was M= 3.6Hypothesis 3 Grit grows with age : Another
(SD=.3). Fixed beliefs about talent forinteresting hypothesis examined is that grit grows
undergraduate students was slightly lower M= 3.4ith age and older individuals tend to be grittier
(SD=.5) than that of postgraduates M= 3.6 (SD=.3)hat younger ones. This hypothesis was also
Total mean score for fixed beliefs was M=3.Fonfirmed. To examine the relationship between
(SD=.4). age and grit score, we used Pearsons’ correlation

Hypothesis T Growth Mindset predicts academiccoeﬁ'c'ent' From the results,_of the above tests,
can conclude that there is moderate strength

achievement: The current study results supporte Lsitive correlation between age and grit score

these hypotheses. To be more precise, to measEr _ AT
the extent to which academic performanc r&38)—0.442, p<0.001), indicating strong

. ) -relationship between the two variables, which
correlates with the growth Mindset score, and its . .

) . means that older participants tend to have higher
subscales, we used Pearsons’ correlation . : ;
coefficient values of grit scorelable 3 and figure 3provides

a more detailed presentation of these findings.
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Table 1a The characteristics of the participants

Undergraduate Postgraduate Total
N % N % N %
What is  yourCaucasians 94 91.3% 109 80.7% 203 85.3%
ethnicity? Asians 9 8.7% 26 19.3% 35 14.7%
Se Male 72 69.9% 86 63.7% 158 66.4%
X
Female 31 30.1% 49 36.3% 80 33.6%
... Yes 80 77.7% 108 80.0% 188 79.0%
Are you satisfied
with your academiqyaybe 13 12.6% 21 15.6% 34 14.3%
performance so far?
No 10 9.7% 6 44% 16 6.7%
Table 1b The characteristics of the participants
Undergraduate Postgraduate Total
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
What is your age? 25.7 6.1 321 6.5 293 7.0
If possible, provide you
overall academic sco
from the previous term (72.9 96 78.2 10.0 75.9 10.2
academic year.
Perseverance (grit) 2.7 S5 31 5 3.0 5
Co_nS|stency of |ntere2.8 5 32 6 3.0 6
(grit)
Grit Score 2.8 4 32 4 3.0 5
Growth Beliefs
Intelligence (growth) 2.5 1.0 3.0 9 2.7 1.0
Growth Beliefs Talen
(growth) 2.6 1.0 3.0 1.0 28 1.0
Fixed Beliefs Intelligenc
(growth) 3.6 3 36 4 3.6 3
Fixed Beliefs Talent
(growth) 3.4 5 36 3 3.5 4
Growth score 3.0 S5 33 5 3.1 5
Table 1 Mean value and standard deviation of the scores, selts of t-test and total min, mean,
standard deviation and maximum value of the scores
Growth Growth Beliefs Gro_wth Fixed Beliest'X(.ad
score Intelligence Beliefs Intelligence Beliefs
Talent Talent
It possible, Pearson 464" 366" 456" -019 284
provide youi Correlation
overall Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 776 .000
academic scor
from the 238 238 238 238 238

previous term o
academic year.
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Figure 1. Scatterplot of academic score and growth score
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Table 2: Mean value and standard deviation of the®res, results of t-test and total min, mean,
standard deviation and maximum value of the scores

Growth Growth Fixed Fixed
Growth Beliefs Beliefs Beliefs Beliefs
score Intelligence Talent Intelligence Talent

(growth) (growth) (growth) (growth)

Pearson

. 2060 2277 176 -.158 159
Correlation
Perseverance (grit) Sig. (2-tailed) 001  .001 .007 014 014
N 238 238 238 238 238
Pearson 373 314 277" .005 246"
Correlation
Consistency of interest (grit) sjg. (2-tailed) 000  .000 .000 942 .000
N 238 238 238 238 238
Eearson_ 359" 330" 279" -088 248
orrelation
Grit Score Sig. (2-tailed) 000  .000 .000 176 .000
N 238 238 238 238 238
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Figure 2: Scatterplot of grit and growth score
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Table 3: Pearsons’ correlation coefficient and sigficance level

Grit Perseverance of effo€onsistency of intere
Score (grit) (grit)
Pearson 3410 329" 235"
What is you,Correlatlon
age? Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
N 238 238 238
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Figure 2: Scatterplot of age and grit score
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Discussion and Dweck (2012) and the mediating role of

esilience in academic performance. More
Specifically, they state that as students move
éhrough the educational system, they will
ore than likely encounter either social or

The current study examined the relationshi
between Mindset/Grit and (undergraduate
postgraduate) students’ academi
achievement. It was hypothesized that a demi d i Viewi i
students with a growth Mindset will have cademic — adversities. — viewing ese
better academic achievement than the on& stacles -~ as  something  they cannot

with a fixed Mindset, b) growth Mindset °Vercome thus embracing a more fixed

students will show greater enjoyment in aapproach will not serve them well, whereas

given task, c) Older students tend to bgiewing setbgcks as something they can
’ overcome with good strategies, effort,

higher in Grit. All these hypotheses Wl ssistance from others and patience, thus
confirmed supporting prior research. demonstrating resilience (being more growth
Specifically, the positive relationship minded) will prove highly beneficial in the
between growth Mindset and better academiong run facilitating students’ academic
performance was confirmed. The correlatioperformance (Yeager & Dweck, 2012).
between academic score (“if possibleMoreover, an intervention study by
provide your overall academic score from th@lackwell et al. (2007) further supported this
previous term or academic year”) and Selfﬁypothesis. The first study with 373thy

perceived Mindset was p93|t|ve of moderat raders demonstrated that the belief in the
strength. Furthermore, its two subscale

P ) i : alleability of intelligence (growth Mindset)
(‘Beliefs about intelligence ~and Be“e‘cspredicted an upward trend in grades over the

about talent”) were also positively c'orrelatedtWO subsequent years of junior high school,
To be more precise, Growth beliefs abOL\;\/hile the belief that intelligence is not

talent demonstrated a moderate Strengtjfbvelopable (fixed Mindset) predicted a flat

positive  correlation  with .academ'ctrajectory.Asecond intervention study with
performance and growth beliefs about

intelligence a weak strength positive*8 M graders being taught an incremental
correlation. Fixed beliefs about talent alsgh€ory and another 43 not being taught
demonstrated a weak strength positiv€control group) also demonstrated higher
correlation with academic performance. Thi§lassroom — motivation  levels in  the
hypothesis is further supported by Yeageptervention group and an upward trajectory
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in grades compared to the control groughey respond to setbacks and challenges in
(Blackwell et al. 2007). Furthermore, thisthe long run. According to Mueller and

hypothesis was further supported by apyeck (1998) 6 studies withs graders
experimental study that involved Africanyemonstrated that students praised for their
American students under the “stereotypgyie|iigence cared more about performance
threat” known to threaten their academiqoais and in the face of setbacks displayed
performance compared to their Whit§egq enjoyment in the given task, were less
counterparts (Aronson et al. 2002). In thig)o sistent and made more ability attributions
experiment African American students thab,mnared to students praised for their effort
were encouraged to see mtel_llgence AMueller & Dweck, 1998). Moreover,
developable, rather than a fixed traitepiigren praised for intelligence developed a
reported greater academic engagement,nre fixed oriented approach for intelligence
enjoyment in the academic task and high&lomnared to children praised for their effort
grades compared to their counterparts in thg, o pejieved that intelligence is subject to
two control groups (Aronson et al. 2002);5r5vement (growth Mindset) (Mueller &
Finally, a big-scale nationwide study thabweck, 1998). Kamins and Dweck (1999)
included all 1 grade Chilean students, alsaalso found similar result patterns for
confirmed our hypothesis. This studycriticism, highlighting the facilitating role of
confirmed prior research that family incomeprocess focused criticism that contributed to
can strongly predict academic achievemerhe development of a more growth Mindset
and extended previous research that holdingpmpared to a person-oriented criticism that
a growth Mindset can also function as @&howed the opposite results (Kamins &
strong predictor of academic achievemerbweck, 1999). Both person and process
despite the toxic effects of poverty (Claro epraise or criticism seemed to have an indirect
al. 2016). facilitating or not effect on the shaping of a

The second hypothesis connecting a grow ro(\;vth or f|x_ed mindset _that elliher Iehd
Mindset with more enjoyment of a given tasl? ud.ents tlo egjoy or n(;)t a given task. Apother
was also confirmed. For the exploration o Inding relate 'to academic gnjoyment IS that
this question, the relationship between Gn?]c _self-_perce"wed academ"? performance
tisfaction (“are you satisfied with your

and Mindset scores was examined and tf%ér’l

H l)"
results demonstrated a moderate strengﬁﬁ?dfm;gnferrézmsnger:;;ti];ar:éh)i BSZ?vseé):
positive correlation between the two P

variables, indicating a strong relationship.S(_:‘If'percewecl academic performance

Furthermore, beliefs about intelligence aniat'Sf"’mtIon and growth Mindset emerged.

beliefs about talent also indicated moderatS|h(:iﬁ£§z$Itiorf;gggitegew?leezosggae der%ri](?
strength positive correlations with Grit. 9

These results were reinforced by (Aronson &erformance satisfaction and growth Mindset
al. 2002) intervention study with 79 Score, growth beliefs about intelligence and

- . fixed beliefs about talent. Thus, confirming
ggmgf;rr]:eéﬂno?licnﬁyaﬂ?ghsei \gg(i:)s tr:;] wecks’ Mindset theory that the beliefs that

motivation (as mentioned earlier) but alsostudents hold about themselves (incremental

higher engagement and enjoyment of thé> fentlty) cand {)hredlct t_t?elrt_ acagemlck
academic process in the students Whgg(r)g)rmance an us satisfaction (Dweck,
received the intervention treatment (learnin '

to view intelligence as a malleable trait)Except for predicting educational attainment,

Additionally, a further support to this Grit also seems to demonstrate an interesting
hypothesis comes from the type of praise deature: it grows with age. This relationship

criticism that according to research seems twas examined in our current sample

promote either a more growth or fixedconfirmed previous research. The correlation
oriented approach to learning. The type oflemonstrated a moderate strength positive
praise or criticism students receive in timesorrelation, demonstrating that there is a
of success or failure seems to shape the wayrong relationship between the two
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variables: older participants had higher gritimitation of the current study firstly due to
values. This finding is interconnected withlack of resources and secondly due to lack of
the previous finding (academic attainment)ime (dissertation study). This limitation can
and further extends it in the sense that ibhe overcome with a future longer-term study
order to achieve higher educational levelthat can examine student population in two
one needs to spend more years studying, thaseven 3 different time frames. This method
being older in age. Duckworth et al (2007) irwould provide more reliable and valid
a study consisting of multiple age groupsesults.

(25-34, 35-44, 45-54, 55-64, 65 and OIOIer&:onclusion and Recommendations:The

showed that grit was lower among urpose of the current study was to examine

individuals within the age range of 25-34 an :
higher for individuals older than 65. DespitéEOW the Mindsets that students hold (growth

C T . vs fixed) and their levels of Grit (high Grit vs
the_ fac_t tha‘g this finding is fairly new and ow Grit) would influence their academic
until this point cannot be further supporte

S . achievement. It was hypothesised that
by research finding, demonstrated a SIm”as[:tudents holding a growth Mindset will have
pattern in our current results confirming th

linkage between arit and education:Eetter academic performance that the ones
9 9 olding a fixed Mindset.

attainment along with grit and age.
The current study findings can provide the
- . . ; framework for bigger scale and longer-term
limitation if this study is the use of 4 studies that examine the relationship between

convgn'i('ence sample due to time restraint%rit and academic achievement. The reason
The initial goal was to gather two purely '

representative samples of both Greek arté]e word ‘longer-term’ is used, s because

; rit is a non-cognitive factor that can yield
UK students. This goal' worked out fo.r themore valid results on long-term studies due
Greek sample, which was highly

homogenous, but did not apply to the U 0 its nature (passion and perseverance for

one, that was composed of multiple differe:é:ng'term goals). Thus, examining a student

Limitations of the Study: One major

ethnicities. Thus, some adjustment to th opulation " 2 or even 3- different time
goals of tﬁe currént study had to be made GAmes, while Obtf""”'”g . grit_scores, self-
facilitate the research of the current data V\P erceived academic achievement and more
o ' “Importantly GPAs, would serve as a more
specified that the UK sample was compose blid and reliable grit indicator
of multiple ethnicities studying in the UK. '
This had the advantage of giving us thé&inally, based on the findings that grit is
opportunity to also include the comparison ohigher in postgraduate students compared to
other cultural groups (i.e. Asians).undergraduates and that it grows with age, it
Furthermore, some additional limitationsis considered beneficial to also create
stem from the online nature of the survey. leducational interventions for the promotion
was considered important to use these typd grit in schools. This can be initially done
of survey as it was more convenient both iby the identification of students’ grit levels
terms of student numbers and timeand the subsequent targeted intervention on
management (e.g. collection time). Thishe more vulnerable groups. These
poses a problem as the use of an onlireterventions would ideally create useful
survey lacks the qualitative analysis needeigchniques to increase students grit. If this
for more validated results. The process aldoecomes possible in the future, then we may
did not include a further explanation of thebe able to see more long- lasting education
questions used and participants might hawith more resilient students.
not been able at times to fully compreheng{eferenceS

the nature of some questions.
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