
 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

AVID Students’ Perceptions of Intelligence: A Mixed Methods Study 

 

John Darrell Becker, Ed.D. 

 

Mentor:  Tony L. Talbert, Ed.D. 

 

 

Students’ perceptions of intelligence have been shown to have an effect on 

learning.  Students who see intelligence as something that can be developed, those with a 

growth mindset, often experience academic success, while those who perceive 

intelligence to be a fixed entity are typically less likely to take on challenging learning 

experiences and tend to respond negatively to setbacks in learning.  The purpose of this 

study was to assess whether a college preparatory intervention known as Advancement 

Via Individual Determination (AVID), through its system of academic and social 

supports for students, has an effect on participating students’ perceptions of intelligence.  

Participants in the sequential, embedded, mixed methods study were 54 students 

participating in the AVID program, and 43 demographically similar non-AVID students 

at a Central Texas high school.  Participating students’ perceptions of intelligence was 

measured in an online environment using Carol Dweck’s three-item survey, which 

comprised the quantitative data.  Qualitative data collection involved participating 

students answering open-ended questions related to the curriculum and instruction in the 

AVID classroom that influence students’ perceptions of intelligence.  AVID students 



 

 

whose score indicated a growth mindset were selected for qualitative data analysis.  

Quantitative results showed no statistical difference between AVID and non-AVID 

students’ perceptions of intelligence, including students with two or more year’s exposure 

to the AVID program.  However, the qualitative data revealed that AVID students are 

hearing messages and participating in activities consistent with the growth mindset, and 

they report that AVID has affected their perceptions of what it means to be “smart.” 
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CHAPTER ONE 

Rationale 

 

Jonathan Grant Brown graduated from Killeen Shoemaker High School in May of 

2006 with a letter of acceptance in hand to begin his postsecondary studies at Texas Tech 

University later that year (Appendix A).  Against the odds, Jonathan had found it in 

himself to overcome a tragic life story and set himself on a path to success.  Jonathan’s 

early years were filled with sorrow and disappointment.  He spent 14 years of his life 

moving from one foster home to another.  At the age of nine, he read the letter that his 

mother wrote to the foster care organization.  “Jonathan has become too much of a 

burden for me, and I feel that his life will be better lived in foster care.”  He never knew 

his father.  Devastated, Jonathan began to spiral out of control.  By the time he entered 

middle school, he was heavily involved in drugs, fights, and shoplifting.  As an entering 

ninth grade student at Shoemaker High School, he was in danger of being sent to the 

alternative school.  That is when the story takes a turn.  During his freshman year, 

Jonathan was nominated for a class called Advancement Via Individual Determination 

(AVID).  He was interviewed and accepted.  At that moment, his life trajectory changed, 

and he left the path to destruction and took his first step toward a life of promise.  In the 

AVID class, Jonathan worked to improve his academic skills such as critical reading and 

analytical writing.  He learned to organize both his papers and his time.  He even learned 

to work in teams and to collaborate effectively with others.  “I have found my voice, and 

I have found myself,” he said.  In retrospect, Jonathan says that before AVID, he was “an 
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uneducated, undetermined, self-centered ninth grader with the potential to do many 

things, but with the voice of a two-year-old.  Now I am an open minded, fun-loving, 

intelligent, high school graduate and college attendee.”  Certainly his story, while gut 

wrenching, is not unique.  Everyone will face struggles in life, but not everyone is able to 

face those challenges with Jonathan’s resolve. 

The Problem 

 

Why do some students thrive under challenge, demonstrating resiliency in the 

face of failure, while others of equal ability do not?  More than three decades of research 

in educational psychology suggests that individuals possess core beliefs, or implicit 

theories, about intelligence and their own ability to learn.  Extensive research over the 

past three decades firmly establishes the theory that students who hold the belief that 

intelligence is gained through persistence and hard work hold an incremental or 

malleable view of intelligence (Diener & Dweck, 1978; Dweck, 1975, 1992, 1999, 2006; 

Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Dweck & Sorich, 1999; Henderson & Dweck, 1990).  They 

believe that if they fail at a learning task, it was likely due to lack of effort or simply not 

enough time.  In their minds, additional focused effort will eventually yield the desired 

learning outcome.  In contrast, other students hold the belief that intelligence is an 

unchangeable, fixed entity that one is born either with or without, and very little can be 

done to change a person’s intelligence.  In the classroom, the view of intelligence held by 

students has a profound impact on the approach taken toward learning.  Incremental 

theorists tend to adopt learning goals, that is, a posture toward learning that increases 

their ability.  This learning orientation, or growth mindset, translates into a distinct 

advantage in students’ educational outcomes (Blackwell, Trzesniewski, & Dweck, 2007; 
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Dweck, 2006).  Entity theorists, those with a fixed mindset, are more likely to adopt 

performance goals with an eye toward documenting their ability.  When faced with 

challenge, entity theorists often display helpless behaviors, including withdrawal from the 

task altogether, further sabotaging the learning process.  Even for students with equal 

ability, those holding an entity theory of intelligence often suffer declining grades and an 

inability to bounce back from setbacks. 

 Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) is a systemic intervention 

designed to identify bright but underachieving students, pull them from the regular 

curriculum, and enroll them in college preparatory classes, and then offer the academic 

support (tutoring, organizational skills, critical thinking) that is necessary to be prepared 

for enrollment and success at a four-year university.  AVID students are not selected 

randomly from the student body; rather, students with specific individual and family 

characteristics such as low socio-economic status, first-generation college goer, and 

desire to attend college are invited to become part of the class.  Students attend the AVID 

class daily as part of their regular schedule, receiving support in organizational skills, 

academic interventions and tutoring, and accountability for completing assignments.  

Teachers monitor the AVID students’ grades and provide feedback on what students must 

do to be successful in school and become eligible for four-year college enrollment (Watt, 

Powell, Mendiola, & Cossio, 2006).  A review of the literature on AVID revealed a 

number of studies that examine the efficacy of AVID regarding participating students’ 

achievement versus non-AVID students (Hubbard & Mehan, 1999; Lozano & Watt, 

2009; Watt & Powell, 2004).  These studies assert that the data show that AVID students 

make better grades, pass state standardized tests at a higher rate, and enroll in four-year 
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colleges and universities at a higher rate than similar non-AVID students.  Other studies 

seek to understand how AVID fits into the broader picture of educational reform, 

especially high school reform.  In essence, other researchers have conducted studies to 

provide evidence as to whether or not AVID is effective, and the data suggest that it does 

improve students’ likelihood of being successful in school and being accepted to college 

(Lozano & Watt, 2009).  Where AVID is implemented according to its 11 essentials, the 

research suggests that it does have a positive impact on student achievement and 

preparedness for college enrollment.  What is not known is what effect AVID has on 

students’ perceptions of intelligence.  While research suggests that AVID is having an 

impact on students academically, it is unclear what impact AVID is having, if any, on 

students’ perceptions of intelligence?  Do AVID students tend to have a fixed or 

malleable view of intelligence?  Does this view change over time as students persist in 

the AVID class? 

Purpose of Study 

 

What causes some students to give up in the face of academic challenge, while 

others redouble their efforts to succeed?  Research in educational psychology over the 

past three decades suggests that students may hold different “theories” about the nature of 

intelligence (Dweck, 1999; Dweck & Leggett, 1988).  When students believe that 

intelligence is something one is born with, something a person has or does not have that 

is fixed and unchangeable, they hold an entity theory of intelligence.  Others see 

intelligence as a malleable quality that can be developed over time given attention and 

effort (an incremental theory).  These two implicit perceptions of intelligence have been 

shown to have a profound impact on students’ goals in the classroom.  Students holding 
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an entity view of intelligence typically adopt a performance goal orientation in an effort 

to demonstrate their intelligence.  If their perception is that they have a lack of 

intelligence, they are likely to avoid tasks that might document their academic 

weaknesses.  Incremental theorists, in contrast, are more learning oriented, and tend to 

see failure as a result of lack of effort or time (Blackwell et al., 2007).  Incremental 

theorists tend to have a distinct advantage over entity theorists, which has implications 

for schools seeking to foster in students the belief that intelligence can be acquired. 

The purpose of this study was to describe the differences between AVID and non-

AVID students’ perceptions of intelligence.  While the research on AVID suggests it is 

effective at preparing students for college, it is not clear whether the improvements for 

students are caused by the academic interventions, the social supports, or some 

combination of both.  There are only oblique references in the literature on AVID related 

to the perceptions of intelligence, mostly suggesting that AVID promotes resilience 

(Gira, 2010).  The typical profile of an AVID student would suggest that he or she would 

tend toward an entity theory of intelligence since prior to involvement in AVID, he or she 

was not taking more difficult, college preparatory classes.  If AVID is shown to have the 

ability to alter a student’s theory of intelligence, it would be a benefit that has not been a 

documented aim of the system. 

A finding that exposure to AVID curriculum and methodologies either does or 

does not tend to produce students with incremental perceptions of intelligence would 

have significant implications for curriculum developers in AVID’s leadership.  If AVID 

does cause students to trend toward an incremental theory of intelligence, then it would 

be important to isolate what part of the system is causing the change so that it can be 



 

6 

understood and further enhanced.  If AVID students, even after multiple years of 

exposure to AVID curriculum and methodologies, do not display a trend toward an 

incremental theory of intelligence, then AVID’s curriculum developers would want to 

address this as future curriculum revisions are considered. 

 

Hypothesis 

 The quantitative portion of this study was designed to provide empirical data on 

the differences in AVID and non-AVID students’ perceptions of intelligence.  A null 

hypothesis statement was developed, and then used to guide data collection and analysis: 

Exposure to two or more years of the AVID program does not increase the percentage of 

students who report a growth mindset as compared to demographically similar students 

who were not exposed to the AVID program. 

 

Research Questions 

1. Does the curriculum in the AVID classroom affect students’ perceptions of 

intelligence? 

2. What practices in the AVID classroom do AVID students perceive as helping 

them to become “smart”? 

 

Research Design 

Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) assert that mixed data sets—both quantitative 

and qualitative—often provide the researcher with a better understanding of the problem 

than either data set alone.  Known as mixed methods research, this approach to research 

design allows for a deeper understanding of phenomena.  The hypothesis and research 

questions addressing the problem for this study were best addressed using an embedded 
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sequential mixed methods design, in which one data set provides a supportive, secondary 

role in a study based primarily on the other data set.  In this study, the quantitative data 

set was derived from the student survey responses.  Qualitative data were collected using 

open-ended response items on the survey.  The research sample included all AVID 

students at the site, while the comparison group—the non-AVID students—were selected 

using criteria-based, purposeful sampling (Bogdan, 2007).  This sample procedure was 

chosen in an effort to decrease the number of variables that could affect differences in 

perceptions of intelligence.  Essentially, the comparison group to the AVID students 

should have similar demographic characteristics in order to draw valid conclusions about 

differences between the groups.  Therefore, students in the comparison group were 

purposefully selected to participate in the study because they were eligible to participate 

in the AVID program, but chose not to do so. 

Data were collected in two phases using an online survey tool.  First, participants 

responded to a three-item questionnaire designed to measure their perceptions of 

intelligence.  While only three items were on the survey, these questions were shown by 

Dweck, Chiu, and Hong (1995) to elicit an accurate measure of the perceptions of 

intelligence of those responding to the items.  Demographic data, specifically the grade 

level and the number of years in the AVID program were also collected to provide for 

focused data analysis.  The second phase of data collection was conducted using an open-

ended response section on the survey instrument.  Participants were asked questions that 

were qualitative in nature, which were designed to provide additional data for analysis in 

response to the research questions.  Statistical analysis of the quantitative data included 

an analysis of variance (ANOVA).  The qualitative data were analyzed using pattern 
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matching leading to constant comparative analysis.  During this process, the researcher 

begins to look at what makes one piece of data different and/or similar to other pieces of 

data, and in doing so, themes or patterns may emerge, providing an additional lens 

through which to look at the quantitative data as the hypothesis and research questions 

were addressed (Merriam, 1998). 

 

Significance of Study 

 Dating back to the landmark report A Nation at Risk in 1983, reform efforts to 

improve a public education system that is stubbornly resistant to change have 

proliferated, culminating in the current No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) that has forced 

states toward creation of curriculum standards and standardized tests to assess them.  

Fundamentally, schools were not changed by NCLB.  On the contrary, the law applied 

still more pressure to the existing assembly line system established in the early 1900s 

(Levine, 2009).  Wolk (2009) asserts that A Nation at Risk misdiagnosed the problem, 

and instead of taking a research-based, innovative approach to reform, it set the country 

on a rigid strategy of standards-based accountability, undergirded by incorrect 

assumptions about what works best to foster student learning.  However, efforts in the 

private sector to improve outcomes for students, especially students of color or 

economically disadvantaged, have shown promise.  Amid the efforts to reform secondary 

schools in the U.S., AVID has produced impressive results.  An overwhelming majority 

of AVID graduates go on to college, far exceeding the national average, especially when 

race and socio-economic status are considered (Watt, Powell, & Mendiola, 2004).  What 

is not known is whether it is the academic support, mainly in the form of organization, 

note taking and tutoring, or the social support in the form of encouragement, insistence, 
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coping skills, and expectations that is causing AVID’s success with students.  Moreover, 

it is unclear whether or not AVID could be changing students’ own perceptions of their 

intelligence.  This research seeks to learn how AVID is affecting students’ perceptions of 

intelligence.   

Why is this research important and necessary?  If it is determined that AVID is a 

catalyst for changing students’ view of intelligence from fixed to malleable, then further 

research could be conducted to determine what aspects of the AVID experience might be 

the change agent.  Once the change agent is identified, specific instruction in this area 

could be added to the AVID elective curriculum in an effort to maximize the potential for 

student achievement results.  In addition, the AVID system could be enhanced so that 

explicit instruction on the growth mindset could be developed to maximize the beneficial 

effect of enrollment in the program.  It may even be possible to add a new “essential” to 

AVID’s existing 11 essential components of the system. 

 

Theoretical Framework 

 

Theories of Intelligence 

Dweck and Leggett (1988) asserted that learners will tend toward one of two 

implicit theories of intelligence.  Either a learner will view intelligence as a fixed quantity 

(entity theory) of which he or she has a measurable amount, or as a malleable quantity 

(incremental theory), meaning that intelligence could ostensibly be increased over time 

through focused effort or improved strategies for learning.  Adherence to one or the other 

of these theories, typically without conscious understanding of them, leads learners 

toward divergent learning goals.   
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Learners holding a fixed theory of intelligence are at risk of adopting performance 

goals when presented with academic challenges (Dweck & Leggett, 1988).  Rather than 

learning from failure, an entity theorist will often be frustrated, engage in negative self-

talk, and eschew additional academic challenges that are unlikely to be easy for the 

learner to successfully complete.  The goal of the entity theorist is to document his or her 

intelligence, avoiding the risk of having it called into question by performing poorly in an 

academic setting.   

Conversely, incremental theorists are more likely to embrace the challenge of 

learning, view setbacks as opportunities to learn, and then refocus their effort, ultimately 

displaying the growth mindset.  While Dweck (2006) cautioned against assuming that all 

characteristics of entity theorists are undesirable, after more than 30 years of research, 

she concludes that on balance, learners with the growth mindset are at a distinct 

advantage.   

It is therefore in the learners’ best interest for schools and teachers to structure 

opportunities for them to understand the mindsets, and to make an informed choice.  In 

summary, Dweck’s (2006) groundbreaking research suggests that regardless of where a 

learner falls on the continuum of implicit perceptions of intelligence, he or she can be 

taught to understand the difference and to choose a more productive path. 

 

Motivation 

 Clearly, Dweck’s (1995) research on implicit theories of intelligence resides 

within the broader concept of motivation.  Stipek (1998) asserts that there are several 

theories of achievement motivation that have been developed by educational 

psychologists based on research dating back to the 1950s.  Reinforcement theory 
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conceptualizes motivation entirely in terms of observable behavior.  In essence, 

motivation was reduced to mechanistic assumptions about behavior, and by the 1960s, 

theorists found the theory to be lacking in its ability to explain behavior.   

Cognitive motivational theorists do not reject external reinforcement as a factor in 

achievement behavior, but assert that beliefs such as future expectations mediate the 

effect of rewards and punishments (Stipek, 1998).  Expectancy x value theory suggests 

that exerting effort to complete a task requires more than expecting to be able to complete 

it, but that the task should also be relevant to the student, should have some value 

attached to it.  Current school reform literature suggests that relevancy is one of the new 

“three Rs” in education (Schmoker, 2006; Toch, 2003; Wagner, 2008).  Intrinsic 

motivation and self-worth theorists are concerned with the emotional as well as cognitive 

aspects of motivation, suggesting that humans are naturally motivated to develop their 

intellectual and other competencies and in doing so, seek feelings of being valued.   

Finally, Stipek (1998) describes goal motivation, which posits that individuals 

may engage in the same behavior for different reasons.  Whether they are aware of it or 

not, individuals engage in goal-seeking behavior (get good grades, enjoyment, avoidance, 

etc.), which drives their specific actions in a learning environment.  Dweck’s (1995) 

research on implicit theories of intelligence is an extension of goal theory.  She concludes 

that learning goals and performance goals have very different implications for student 

behaviors in achievement settings.   

A more recent analysis of motivation in both business and education settings 

suggests that in an age of abundance, extrinsic motivation has become less effective at 

producing desired behavior (Pink, 2011).  In fact, Pink (2011) suggests that traditional 
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carrot and stick methods of motivating individuals is actually destructive to motivation, 

often inhibiting creativity in problem solving and innovation.  Applied to the classroom 

setting, Pink’s (2011) ideas cast doubt on traditional classroom assessment as a preferred 

tool for motivating students to learn.   

 

AVID 

 Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) is designed to pull students 

with untapped academic potential from the regular curriculum, and then place them in 

advanced classes which will prepare them for enrollment in a four-year college or 

university.  Schools implementing AVID are required to follow 11 essentials of program 

components (Table 1), several of which include providing a rich and rigorous curriculum 

(usually pre-Advanced Placement and Advanced Placement [AP] classes) academic and 

social support from an elective AVID class, and college students who serve as tutors for 

the AVID students (Mehan, Villanueva, Hubbard, & Lintz, 1996). 

 

Table 1 

AVID’s 11 Essential Components 

Essential  Explanation 

1. Recruitment must focus on students 

in the academic middle. 

The AVID student profile describes 

“students in the middle” as students with 

academic potential, with average to high 

test scores, and who have the desire and 

determination to go to college. 

2. AVID program participants, both 

students and staff, much choose to 

participate in the AVID program. 

Documentation is required from teachers 

and students indicating that they chose 

voluntarily to participate in the program.   

 

 

 (continued)  
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Essential  Explanation 

3. The school must be committed to full 

implementation of the AVID 

program, with students enrolled in the 

AVID year-long elective class(es) 

available within the regular academic 

school day. 

Documentation is required that provides 

evidence that AVID classes are scheduled 

within the day, usually a master schedule 

for the school where AVID is offered. 

4. AVID students must be enrolled in a 

rigorous course of study that will 

enable them to meet requirements for 

university enrollment. 

In Texas, this usually means students are 

enrolled in Pre-Advanced Placement or 

Advanced Placement courses.  Student 

schedules are presented as evidence to 

verify compliance with this essential. 

5. A strong, relevant writing and reading 

curriculum provide a basis for 

instruction in the AVID classroom. 

Students in the AVID elective class spend 

time each week receiving instruction in 

writing-to-learn strategies and using the 

AVID writing curriculum. 

6. Inquiry is used as a basis for 

instruction in the AVID classroom to 

promote critical thinking. 

AVID students develop and practice 

critical thinking skills, note taking 

(Cornell Notes), and questioning 

strategies as part of the AVID class. 

7. Collaboration is used as a basis for 

instruction in the AVID classroom. 

AVID students collaborate to solve 

problems each week in the AVID 

classroom using strategies like think-pair-

share and jigsaw readings. 

8. A sufficient number of tutors must be 

available in AVID elective classes to 

facilitate student access to rigorous 

curriculum.  Tutors should be 

students from colleges and 

universities and they must be trained 

to implement the methodologies used 

in AVID. 

At least twice a week students receive 

tutorial support from trained AVID tutors 

following the basics of the AVID tutorial 

process. 

9. AVID program implementation and 

student progress must be monitored 

through the AVID Center Data 

System, and results must be analyzed 

to ensure success. 

Data are collected twice a year on AVID 

students, and a separate data collection is 

required of AVID senior students. 

 

 (continued)  
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Essential  Explanation 

10. The school or district has identified 

resources for program costs, has 

agreed to implement all AVID 

implementation essentials and to 

participate in AVID certification.  It 

has committed to ongoing 

participation in AVID staff 

development. 

Funding for AVID is defined in school 

and campus budgets.  AVID should also 

be included in the campus and district 

improvement plans.  Teachers and 

administrators from each campus are 

expected to attend AVID’s summer 

professional development. 

11. An active interdisciplinary AVID site 

team collaborates on issues of student 

access to and success in rigorous 

college preparatory courses. 

An AVID site team includes 

interdisciplinary teachers and a site 

administrator, counselor, and AVID 

elective teacher.  The team writes and 

implements a site plan.  The team also 

meets frequently to collaborate on 

planning and logistical issues as well as 

data analysis on AVID student success in 

the rigorous curriculum of advanced 

courses. 

Note:  Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID), 2010 

 The implementation of AVID’s 11 essentials is measured by a certification 

instrument, in which each of the essentials has several indicators by which each campus 

is evaluated.  A campus is certified when a minimum score is reached.  The target high 

school has been a certified AVID site for the past five years.  

A trained team of teachers, a counselor, and an administrator provide campus 

leadership for the program, including recruiting students according to a specific profile.  

The typical AVID student is capable of high academic achievement as evidenced by his 

or her standardized test scores, grades, but does not do well for any number of factors 

including low socio-economic status, being a member of a historically underrepresented 

population, and usually the first from his or her family to attend college.  AVID students 

must also have a strong desire to go to college.  When student selection is done properly, 

AVID students are chosen from the academic middle out of the regular curriculum, 
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placed in college preparatory classes, and provided with the academic and social supports 

necessary for academic success (Watt & Powell, 2004).  Specific criteria cited by AVID 

Center (2012) for selection to participate in AVID include:  

 Average to high test scores 

 2.0-3.5 GPA 

 College potential with support 

 Desire and determination 

 First in family to attend college 

 Historically underserved in four-year colleges 

 Low income 

 Extenuating circumstances 

 Data suggest that the AVID model is an effective intervention.  Watt et al. (2004) 

report that AVID students out-performed their non-AVID counterparts on attendance 

rates, passing rates on state achievement tests, AP class enrollment, and preparation for 

college enrollment.  Hubbard and Mehan (1999) report AVID students’ college-going 

rates to be significantly higher than the national average, especially among ethnic and/or 

linguistic minority students.  In a separate study, 43% of Hispanic students and 55% of 

black students enrolled in college, compared to a national average of 29% for Hispanics 

and 33% for blacks (Guthrie & Guthrie, 2002).  While the AVID program is not designed 

as an intervention only for students of color, the leaders at AVID Center consider it a 

priority to work to close achievement gaps and college-going rates for between non-

minority and minority students (AVID Center, 2012).  AVID has a documented history at 

this research site.  Cox (2008) conducted research on the success of this school’s AVID 
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program, and he found it to have a measurable, positive effect on participating students.  

Cox (2008) asserted that students in AVID performed better on state assessments, earned 

higher grades, improved their class rankings, and received fewer discipline referrals than 

their comparable non-AVID counterparts. 

 AVID was created out of necessity (AVID Center, 2012).  Founder Mary 

Catherine Swanson, faced with a class of economically disadvantaged students of color, 

designed an intervention to address not only the academic gaps that the students brought 

with them, but also the social knowledge and skills they would need if they had any hope 

of enrolling in and succeeding at college.  The students in Swanson’s class were the latest 

in a procession of students suffering from the legacy of inadequate schools of 

predominately poor and minority students.  After the 1954 Brown vs. Board of Education 

decision, schools were slowly desegregated; however, de facto segregation continued 

through the practice of tracking students in remedial classes with low expectations, often 

with inexperienced teachers (Hubbard & Mehan, 1999).  In 1965, the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act was Congress’ attempt to equalize educational opportunity for 

economically disadvantaged students, minority students, and students with disabilities. 

Even as billions of dollars have been spent on Title I and a myriad of other federal 

programs designed to address gaps between various sub-groups of students, inequities 

persist.  “Nearly five decades after landmark Brown, the practice of tracking, though 

varied and most often disguised, remains institutionalized in American secondary 

schools” (Watt, Yanez, & Cossio, 2003, p. 45).  In contrast to federal programs that often 

address only academic deficiencies—usually defined by low standardized test scores—

AVID provides a comprehensive network of support for academics, study skills that 
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prepare students for the rigors of college-level work in pre-AP and AP classes, as well as 

the social supports students and families need to manage the college application and 

enrollment process.  Further, AVID students are supported by a successful peer group 

that has similar college enrollment goals.  As such, AVID appears to be an appropriate 

reform model, producing remarkable results with some of the same students who so often 

underachieve in school, and later, in life. 

 

Conclusion 

The purpose of this research was to examine the AVID system through the 

theoretical lens of Carol Dweck’s (1995) implicit theories of intelligence.  While Dweck 

(2006) says that everyone exhibits characteristics from either a fixed or malleable view of 

intelligence, most individuals tend to show a preference for one view or the other.  

Students with a fixed view of intelligence are more apt to revert to helpless behaviors, to 

give up more quickly in the face of learning setbacks, and to avoid challenging tasks if 

there is a risk that they will be unsuccessful.  This fixed view positions these learners at a 

distinct disadvantage at a time whenever greater value is being placed on the ability to be 

flexible and to think critically.  The student who possesses a malleable view of 

intelligence, who believes that being smart is a result of effort and persistence, is more 

likely to seek challenge and to attempt academic tasks in a quest to learn.   

AVID, a college preparatory intervention system for secondary students, is 

offered to provide support, encouragement, and accountability for enrolled students.  It 

has a track record of documented success at preparing students for entrance into four-year 

colleges and universities.  What is not known is whether or not AVID’s system of 

supports succeeds in affecting students’ perceptions of intelligence.  In other words, is 
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part of AVID’s success because students are learning characteristics of the growth 

mindset?  If so, then more research would be necessary to determine whether the change 

is brought about as a result of the explicit AVID curriculum or due to some other aspect 

of students’ experience in the AVID classroom.  It is gratifying to witness a success story 

such as Jonathan Grant Brown’s.  Clearly, he had support from the AVID system that 

changed his life.  Better understanding his story and others like him in AVID will add 

new knowledge to the literature, potentially informing future practice. 

Chapter One has provided the theoretical and applied overview of the purpose and 

significance of the study as represented in the research hypothesis and questions.  Chapter 

Two further elaborates on the theoretical framework as articulated in the relevant 

research literature presented.  First, implicit theories of intelligence are reviewed in 

greater depth, including research about the growth and fixed mindsets and the unique 

characteristics and the impact of these characteristics on students in academic settings.  

The concept of mindsets is situated within the larger context of the various theories of 

motivation for learning, both longstanding theories and more recent approaches to 

motivation.  A discussion of the AVID system of supports and interventions follows, 

including both the history of the program as well as an analysis of the research that has 

been conducted.  The chapter concludes with a discussion of the lack of research in 

existence that specifically addresses the hypothesis and research questions posed in this 

study. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

Literature Review 

 

Implicit Theories of Intelligence 

The nature of intelligence has been the subject of debate since ancient times.  

Plato sought to understand if intelligence is taught or whether individuals are born with it.  

“Can you tell me, Socrates, whether excellence is teachable?  Or is it rather acquired by 

practice?  Or, if it is neither learnable nor acquired by practice, does it come to men by 

nature, or in yet some other way?” (Bluck, 1978). 

It was Aristotle in Nicomachean Ethics who established that excellence could be 

conceptualized as excellence of intelligence and excellence of character (Brown, 2009).  

Aristotle went on to conceptualize intelligence in three parts:  theoretical (knowing), 

action (doing), and production (making).  Centuries later, Sternberg (1985) built upon his 

work by refining Aristotle’s original idea of excellence into a triarchic view of 

intelligence:  analytical, practical, and creative.  In the fourth and fifth centuries A.D., 

Augustine, in observing his own cognitive abilities, wrote about his “quickness of 

understanding and acuteness in discerning” (Sternberg, 2000, p. 231).  Augustine 

considered his above average intellectual abilities as a gift from God. 

In the early 1900s, Alfred Binet sought to identify schoolchildren who might have 

difficulty with the regular curriculum.  The subsequent development and use of the 

Intelligence Quotient (IQ) test quickly spread and began to be used by others “to permit 

distinctions among those with average and above average abilities” (Nettlebeck & 

Wilson, 2005, p. 612).  Binet’s work was important not so much for providing a 

definition of intelligence than for developing the field of educational psychometrics.  
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Even with the development of IQ measurement instruments, the construct of human 

intelligence remained something of a mystery, yet the IQ test emerged as the best tool 

available that could measure it.  It is important to note that Binet clearly believed that 

intelligence could be increased: 

 

A few modern philosophers seem to lend their moral support to these deplorable 

verdicts when they assert that an individual’s intelligence is a fixed quantity 

which cannot be increased.  We must protest and react against this brutal 

pessimism.  With practice, training, and above all method, we manage to increase 

our attention, our memory, our judgment, and literally to become more intelligent 

than we were before.  (Seigler, 1992, p. 183) 

Moreover, while intelligence measurement was being reduced to a single number 

in the American and British education community, the French were developing a much 

more subtle and complex understanding of the phenomenon (Schneider, 1992).  Binet 

would have been disappointed with how his research was used to sort children.  In 

today’s educational jargon, Binet should be credited with attempting to develop a 

Response to Intervention model, not for developing tests used to sort the intellectual 

haves and have nots. 

Gardner (1983) proposed so-called multiple intelligences that characterized the 

cognitive strengths of individuals.  Essentially, he created a series of labels for various 

accomplishments based on categories of mental achievement.  He proposed seven such 

labels:  spatial, linguistic, logical-mathematical, bodily-kinesthetic, musical, 

interpersonal, and intrapersonal.  Other intelligences such as naturalistic or existential 

have also been suggested.  Gardner’s (1983) work served to broaden the idea of 

intelligence beyond the more narrow confines of the IQ test.   

Theories of intelligence began to overlap as similar ideas were refined.  During 

the 1970s and 1980s, researchers were beginning to identify psychosocial factors that 

seemed to affect children’s intellectual abilities.  In her seminal work, Dweck (1988) 
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posits the theory that students’ goal orientation toward academic tasks affects their 

abilities.  Students with performance goals such as making good grades or looking smart 

to their peers were more likely to exhibit a helpless response when faced with a 

challenge, while students with learning goals saw setbacks and challenges as stepping 

stones toward eventual learning.  Dweck (1988) points out that in studies involving 

students of equal abilities, students with learning goals outperformed students trying to 

achieve performance goals. 

The question then becomes, how do students acquire either a learning or 

performance goal?  Herein lies where Dweck (1988) picks up the mantle and once again 

explores the nature of intelligence, except this time the goal is not to measure it, but to 

understand perceptions of it and how those perceptions impacts learning.  The crux of 

Dweck’s (1995) work is centered on an individual’s implicit theories about his or her 

own intelligence.  If a person perceives intelligence to be a fixed entity, then he or she 

will be oriented toward documenting that quality, producing a performance goal mindset.  

Whereas, individuals with the perception of their intelligence as a malleable quality 

produces what Dweck (1995) refers to as a mastery-oriented approach to learning, 

including a desire to develop their talents and abilities.   

Embedded in Dweck’s implicit theories about intelligence are profound 

implications for motivation and learning (Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Dweck, Chiu, & 

Hong, 1995).   

 

The original model proposed by Dweck . . . is a motivational model with goals as 

central constructs.  In this model, the two implicit theories create an emphasis on 

different goals, and the goals, in the context of the theories, then set up different 

cognitive, affective, and behavioral responses.  (Dweck et al., 1995, p. 322) 

Implicit theories of intelligence can be thought of as pathways toward goals, with those 

holding an entity view of intelligence tending toward documenting their intelligence with 
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easier tasks that will ensure their success, while those with a malleable view of 

intelligence will gravitate toward challenging tasks that will yield learning outcomes, 

even though some failure may occur as part of the process. 

Therefore, influencing learners’ theories of intelligence could also affect goal 

orientation, creating the potential to maximize educational opportunities for students who 

may be oriented toward an entity theory of intelligence.  In summary, Dweck’s models 

hold “that people’s implicit theories about human attributes structure the way they 

understand and react to human actions and outcomes” (Dweck et al., 1995, p. 267).  The 

central question of this research is whether or not AVID is influencing students’ theories 

of intelligence. 

 

The Fixed Mindset 

When individuals believe that their level of intelligence is a fixed quantity that 

cannot be changed, a variety of negative outcomes typically follow.  Dweck and Leggett 

(1988) refer to this implicit theory of intelligence as an entity theory, meaning that 

individuals holding this view see intelligence as a thing that one either has or does not 

have, and little can be done to change it.  The perception of the inability to influence 

one’s intelligence is insidious in its effect on a person, often leading to a state of learned 

helplessness. 

Dweck (1973), early on in her work investigating motivation and personality, 

identified two major patterns of cognition-affect-behavior:  the maladaptive helpless 

response, and the more adaptive mastery-oriented response.  Learners displaying the 

helpless pattern not only avoid learning challenges, but they also exhibit a deterioration 

of their performance in the face of obstacles.  Dweck (1988) studied upper elementary 

aged children to determine if those who displayed learned helplessness were more likely 
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to adopt an entity theory of intelligence.  She was able to demonstrate a clear correlation 

between helpless behaviors and the fixed mindset.  Even children who initially 

experienced success in studies quickly lapsed into ineffective strategies upon 

experiencing failure during learning activities.  A negative affect then ensued that further 

undermined the children’s performance.  “In short, helpless children viewed their 

difficulties as failures, as indicative of low ability, and as insurmountable.  They appeared 

to view further effort as futile, and perhaps, as further documentation of their inadequate 

ability” (Dweck & Leggett, 1988, p. 258).  As learners begin to attribute failure to events 

or circumstances that are beyond their control, effort is replaced by alternative 

attributions or stories to explain the poor outcomes, with a particularly strong tendency to 

attribute the causes of failure to inherent abilities as opposed to effort (Anderson, 2009). 

The attribution of learning outcomes to ability rather than effort has been shown 

in multiple studies by Dweck (1978, 1988, 1995, 2006) to have a deleterious effect on 

motivation for learning, often causing a learned helplessness response in children.  

However, the learning goals of individuals with a fixed mindset can hinder motivation for 

learning further still.  Learners holding a fixed mindset experience challenges in 

learning—which are inevitable—as threats to their self-esteem, engendering anxiety and 

even shame.  Moreover, Dweck and Leggett (1988) showed that a belief that intelligence 

is fixed fosters concerns with competence and performance evaluations.  Fixed learners 

seek opportunities to document their smartness, and they avoid tasks that risk providing 

evidence that they may not be intelligent. 

Dweck’s (1988) study involving eighth grade students’ goal preferences suggests 

that students holding an entity theory of intelligence interpret effort, even if it produces 
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success, as an indicator of low ability.  These students tended to agree with the statement 

“You only know you’re good at something when it comes easily to you” (Dweck & 

Leggett, 1988, p. 256).  In a later study, Dweck et al. (1988) college students were 

presented with the following statement, “If I had to choose between getting a good grade 

and begin challenged in class, I would choose. . . .” (p. 261).  Students then chose either 

“good grade” or “being challenged” (p. 263).  Sixty-five percent of entity theorists 

preferred documenting their intelligence with an external evaluation, a grade, rather than 

experience an actual increase in knowledge or skill through rigorous coursework.  Fixed-

mindset learners, then, prefer to appear competent even when choosing certain tasks 

would help them actually develop greater competency in a given area.  In a profound 

summation of her work, Dweck (2006) said: “The fixed mindset makes people into 

nonlearners” (p. 18). 

The Growth Mindset 

In stark contrast to the fixed mindset, learners adopting a belief that intelligence is 

mostly a function of effort can be said to possess a growth mindset.  Dweck et al. (1995) 

found that individuals holding an incremental theory of intelligence were more oriented 

toward a mastery oriented response and learning goals as opposed to performance goals.  

Individuals with the growth mindset tend to be insulated from the negative cognitive, 

affective, and behavioral responses typically displayed by fixed mindset individuals.   

Consequently, those with the growth mindset were less likely to exhibit 

maladaptive responses to challenges in learning such as learned helplessness.  Individuals 

with the growth mindset are typically more likely to believe that persistence and effort 

will lead to improved intellectual abilities.  Blackwell et al. (2007) found in two studies 

an important role that implicit theories play in adolescents’ mathematics achievement.  In 
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one study with almost 400 7th grade students, those holding the incremental theory 

(growth mindset) were more likely to have improving grades over the two years of junior 

high school.   

In contrast, those with an entity theory (fixed mindset) showed no improvement in 

grades.  The more compelling of Blackwell et al.’s (2007) two studies was conducted 

with approximately 100 7th graders separate from the first study.  The experimental 

group received an intervention that included instruction on learning goals, and positive 

beliefs about effort. 

The control group received instruction in basic study skills.  The intervention was 

successful in manipulating the experimental group’s theory of intelligence, while 

participants’ beliefs in the control group did not change.  A statistically significant 

improvement in mathematics achievement was found in the experimental group, 

particularly with those who initially held an entity theory, versus those students in the 

control group.  The study suggests that even a brief targeted intervention designed to 

mediate an incremental theory of intelligence can have a significant effect on motivation 

and achievement in the classroom.  Building on the notion that an incremental theory can 

be primed or taught to students, Burns and Isbell (2007) advance the argument that while 

most people tend to endorse either incremental or entity views, they are able to 

understand and hold both views simultaneously, thus allowing for the manipulation of 

theories of intelligence. 

The growth mindset benefits individuals in two specific ways.  Dweck and 

Leggett (1988) reasoned that the growth mindset affects attitudes about both effort and 

failure.  Rather than an indicator of ability, expenditure of effort is seen by the individual 

with a growth mindset as a means toward achieving learning or mastery.  He or she sees 
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effort and ability as positively related.  In studies, children with a growth mindset 

endorsed ideas such as “Even when you’re very good at something, working hard allows 

you to really understand it” or “When something comes easily to you, you don’t know 

how good you are at it” (p. 261).  Growth mindset learners are able to connect effort with 

improving their abilities, resulting in positive learning outcomes and lower levels of 

anxiety.  Similarly, the experience of failure to an individual with a growth mindset is not 

a debilitating setback that results in the loss of self-esteem.  Rather, failure simply signals 

that the task will require more effort and focused engagement, more determination.   

In summary, strong evidence exists suggesting that learners’ theories of 

intelligence—their mindsets—are reliable predictors of their goal orientation, whether 

performance oriented or mastery oriented.  Evidence further suggests that the goal 

adopted by a learner has a profound and lasting impact on the individual’s success and 

achievement.  In general, performance goals are associated with decreasing achievement 

over time, while mastery-oriented goals tend to produce increasing achievement.   

 

Implicit Theories within the Larger Context of Motivation 

A variety of psychological theories have been put forth to provide explanations 

about motivation in academic achievement settings.  Theories of motivation are designed 

to explain and predict, and possibly influence learning behaviors.  Stipek (1998) asserts 

that if it is possible to explain why individuals behave the way they do in achievement 

settings, then it should be possible to change their behavior.  While a full discussion of 

the various theories of motivation go beyond the scope of this research, a brief history of 

major theories of motivation may be helpful in situating theories of intelligence within 

the larger context of motivation.   
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Stipek (1998) makes an important observation about the progression of theories of 

motivation in academic settings:   

In general, the psychological theories that have been used to explain behavior in 

achievement contexts have shifted in the last three decades from a focus on 

observable behavior to a focus on psychological variables—such as beliefs, 

values, and goals—that can be inferred from behavior but cannot be observed 

directly.  (p. 10) 

Early theories of motivation were centered upon stimulus and response.   

It is standard fare in undergraduate teacher preparation programs for students to 

learn about reinforcement theory, which conceptualizes motivation entirely in terms of 

observable behavior.  The idea being that some element of reinforcement (e.g., teacher 

praise or teacher punishment) will induce continued desired behavior or will extinguish 

undesired behavior.  By the 1960s, motivation theorists became unsatisfied with simple, 

mechanistic assumptions about academic behaviors (Stipek, 1998).  Cognitive motivation 

emerged, which suggested that cognitions (beliefs) such as expectations influenced the 

effect of stimuli.  For example, students may work hard in expectation for future rewards, 

not because they have been rewarded for working hard in the past (Stipek, 1998).   

In addition to beliefs and expectations, Atkinson (1964) emphasized values as 

another explanation of motivation.  His expectancy x value theory suggests that one must 

have more than an expectation of successfully completing a task, but the task must also 

have some value attached, whether it be pride in success, usefulness of the task for life 

outside of school, etc.  Similarly, intrinsic motivation theorists consider both cognitive 

and emotional aspects of motivation, but they stress different emotions versus the 

expectancy x value theorists.  Intrinsic motivation theory is based on the assumption that 

humans are naturally motivated to develop their intellectual and other competencies and 

that they take pleasure in their accomplishments (White, 1959).  
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While intrinsic motivation theorists are focused on feelings of enjoyment and self-

actualization, self-worth theorists are concerned with feelings of being valued.  Similar to 

those with a fixed mindset as described above, Covington (1992) suggested that students 

are motivated to preserve a sense of personal worth in their own and others’ eyes.  Like 

those with a fixed mindset, students whose value in an educational context is based on 

achievement, individuals will seek to protect their competence by avoiding situations—

such as challenging learning tasks—that might cast doubt on their smartness.  

A more nuanced explanation of behaviors is advanced with each iteration of 

motivation theory.  Goal theory builds upon previous work by establishing a relationship 

between values and goals.  Stipek (1998) suggests that while values pertain to general 

feelings or beliefs about achievement activities (schoolwork) related to the self, goals are 

more able to explain the reasons for engaging (or not) in a specific academic activity.  It 

is from this work that Carol Dweck’s (1988) widely known research regarding theories of 

intelligence was developed.  Dweck (1988) researched the idea that students with 

performance goals could be classified as having an entity or fixed perception of 

intelligence, while those who adopt learning goals possessed an incremental or malleable 

perception of intelligence.  These tendencies toward either a fixed or malleable 

perception of intelligence have a profound impact on students in the classroom, and as 

such their chances for success later in life.  If it is possible to successfully change a 

student’s mindset, the understanding of how to accomplish such a change would prove an 

important intervention on par with interventions designed to improve reading or 

mathematics achievement.  AVID is a system of both academic and social/emotional 

interventions, which is described in detail below. 
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AVID 

Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) was born during the 

upheaval created as public schools attempted to comply with court-ordered desegregation 

programs in large cities across the United States.  San Diego, California, was typical of 

many major urban centers.  The city was divided along racial and economic lines into 

neighborhoods, and in those neighborhoods were schools that reflected the same racial 

and economic segregation of the wider community.  Freedman (2000) asserted that by 

1980, the shock waves of San Diego’s desegregation plan reached Clairemont High 

School, a white, middle-class school known for its students’ track record of academic 

success and enrollment in the most prestigious colleges and universities.  The Clairemont 

High faculty had no intention of embracing this forced integration (Freedman, 2000).   

Viewing change as a threat, they now seethed with resentment, confusion, and 

fear (Freedman, 2000).  Many felt betrayed that their school was being overwhelmed by 

those kids from the ghetto.  Teachers who esteemed their students’ high test scores as a 

measure of their professional status felt personally affronted.  “How could a school 

distinguished for educating middle-class students at the highest academic levels teach 

minority and poor children who scored at the lower middle and bottom?” (Freedman, 

2000, p. 16). 

Mary Catherine Swanson, however, saw this change not as a threat, but as a 

challenge (AVID, 2010).  Instead of taking an offer to teach at an affluent new high 

school in northern San Diego, she followed her heart, which told her that the students 

attending the new school would be successful with or without her.  However, the students 

coming by bus to Clairemont High in the fall of 1980 needed a teacher who would 
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challenge and support them with the same high expectations Swanson had for her own 

son.  She resolved to stay.  Working closely with colleague Jim Grove, Swanson 

developed a program designed to provide the minority students being bused to the school 

with access to the same rigorous curriculum as the affluent students (AVID, 2010).  She 

set up a system of academic and social supports to help the students bridge their 

educational gaps.  She offered these students Advancement by way of their own 

Individual Determination.  If they were determined enough to take on the more rigorous 

coursework and accepted the support offered, Swanson was convinced these less 

fortunate students could be successful (AVID, 2010a).  The first class of 32 AVID 

students launched what would become a school reform model adopted by hundreds of 

schools across the United States and abroad.  Today AVID serves more than 400,000 

students in nearly 4,500 elementary and secondary schools in 47 states and 16 countries 

and territories (Advancement Via Individual Determination [AVID], 2010a).   

AVID (2010a) could be considered an intervention strategy for students in the 

academic middle.  Usually, an intervention program is used when a student has been 

identified as behind grade level, often as measured by a standardized test.  Various 

intervention strategies might be tried, such as special education, which will identify the 

student’s educational needs and address them.  AVID teachers search for bright students 

who do not need special education, but who are not performing up to their potential.  

These underachievers are pulled out of the regular education track and placed on the 

college preparatory track, which in most schools means enrollment in Advanced 

Placement (AP) classes (Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID), 2010b).  

Concurrently, students are placed in an AVID elective class where they receive academic 
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and social support to help them succeed.  The AVID elective class places strict 

requirements on students to be organized, to take good notes in all classes, to read 

critically, and to write thoughtfully.  Collaboration and inquiry skills are cultivated in the 

AVID classroom.  Two days a week, paid college students come into the AVID 

classroom to assist students in the more rigorous Pre-AP and AP classes, and they also 

serve as role models for the AVID students.  Supporting the AVID classroom and teacher 

is a team of teachers from across the disciplines of a school.  These teachers are known as 

the AVID site team, and they are charged with assisting the AVID elective teacher and 

coordinator to ensure student success, and they are also expected to implement AVID 

methodologies and strategies in their own classrooms with all students. 

Since its inception, AVID has expanded from a high school only academic 

intervention to become a 4th- through 12th-grade system to prepare students in the 

academic middle for four-year college eligibility.  What was once a program run in a few 

schools in Southern California now more closely resembles a corporation (Freedman, 

2000).  AVID Center, the business headquarters of the operation, is still located in San 

Diego where Mary Catherine Swanson launched the first AVID classroom (AVID, 

2010a).  Schools wanting AVID for their students must enter into a contractual agreement 

with AVID Center, pay licensing fees, purchase AVID curriculum materials, and attend 

AVID-sponsored professional development each summer.  In addition, participating 

schools must adhere to 11 essential components of the AVID system ranging from how 

students are recruited, what curriculum should be taught, to requirements for data 

collection and submission to AVID Center.  Each year, every AVID site (campus) must 

undergo a certification visit that includes measuring the fidelity of AVID system 
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implementation against a rubric.  Schools meeting the criteria are certified as AVID, 

while schools not meeting the standards must work to improve by the next year or risk 

having their license to offer AVID revoked (Mehan et al., 1996). 

Does AVID Work? 

Significant research was found documenting the efficacy of the AVID system in 

meeting its stated goals of preparing previously underachieving students for four-year 

college eligibility.  All studies showed at least a slight positive effect on student 

outcomes, while some studies showed significant, if not impressive gains for AVID 

students. 

In a longitudinal study, Guthrie and Guthrie (2000) sought to establish baseline 

data on the design, implementation, and effectiveness of AVID programs in California.  

The central question of the study was to determine the extent to which AVID had an 

effect on enrolled students’ high school performance as measured by grade point 

averages, course taking patterns, and credit accumulation.  Students with only one year in 

the AVID class showed only slight improvement in GPA and credit accumulation, while 

students with two years of AVID out-performed those with only one year or no 

experience with AVID.  A key finding in the Guthrie study was that students who took 

algebra in middle school achieved higher grades in high school (Guthrie & Guthrie, 

2000). 

Watt, Powell, and Mendiola (2004) studied 10 high schools implementing AVID 

during the 1999-2000 school year.  The researchers examined test scores, attendance 

rates, advanced course enrollment patterns, graduation plans, and school accountability 

ratings over a three-year period.  They found that all of the 10 AVID schools improved 

their accountability rating during the first four years of AVID implementation.  
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Specifically, AVID students outperformed their non-AVID classmates on various 

standardized tests and attended school at a higher rate than their non-AVID peers.  AVID 

students also enrolled in Advanced Placement courses at a higher rate than the non-AVID 

student population.  The same researcher conducted a follow-up study two years later 

seeking data on schools implementing AVID as a school reform model (Watt et al., 

2006).   

Watt et al. (2006) found again that schools implementing AVID programs 

improved their accountability ratings during the study period.  AVID schools also 

showed an increase of students enrolled in college preparatory courses while comparison 

schools showed a slight decrease in rigorous course enrollment.  Watt, Johnston, 

Huerta,Mendiola, and Alkan (2008) and Lozano and Watt (2009) suggest in their studies 

that the skills and strategies learned in AVID have assisted students transitioning into 

college and persisting in postsecondary studies.  Additional research showing positive 

outcomes for AVID students and their schools was reviewed; however, in general the 

literature lacks sufficient studies of AVID’s efficacy that utilize rigorous statistical 

analyses (Guthrie & Guthrie, 2002; Mendiola, Watt, & Huerta, 2010; Swanson, 1989, 

1996).  The majority of studies tend to be descriptive in nature, making causal 

relationships unclear.   

One study did stand out as a more rigorous evaluation of the efficacy of AVID 

(Black, Little, McCoach, Purcell, & Siegle, 2008).  The researchers conducted a two-year 

mixed methods evaluation of AVID in fulfillment of the requirements of a large federal 

grant.  The authors noted that many previous studies, while helpful, frequently were not 

designed in such a way as to determine the statistical significance of differences between 

AVID students and their non-AVID comparison groups.  Black et al. (2008) suggested 
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that at least some of the previous studies could have been influenced by expectation bias 

on the part of the researchers.   

The study examined middle school AVID students in three schools in the 

northeastern United States (Black et al., 2008).  Two of the schools implemented AVID 

over the course of the two-year period, while the third school served as the comparison 

group.  Two cohorts of students were studied.  The first group of students was entering 

6th graders, and they were followed through their 7th grade year.  A second cohort of 

entering 6th grade students was also evaluated in the second year of the study.  Several 

variables were repeatedly measured that might reflect the immediate effects of the AVID 

program: attitudes toward school, academic self-efficacy, self-reported grades, time spent 

on homework, educational goals, and academic motivation.  The researchers also 

measured program perception variables among teachers and parents at the treatment 

schools using both quantitative and qualitative data collection methods (Black et al., 

2008).   

An analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) as well as a t test were used to analyze the 

quantitative data collected on the student success variables and teacher and parent 

perception variables (Black et al., 2008).  An inductive data analysis was used to analyze 

the interview transcripts from the qualitative semi-structured interviews.  Participant 

comments were coded on the basis of emerging themes, which were then sorted and 

grouped into categories.  Summaries of each category were written (Black et al., 2008). 

The results of this study showed significant, but not necessarily impressive 

differences between the AVID students and their non-AVID comparison students (Black 

et al., 2008).  On almost all measures, AVID students did exceed their non-AVID 

comparison group on the student success variables; however, the data favored the 
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comparison group for the number of absences.  The effects of the AVID on the treatment 

group began to increase in cohort 2 during the second year of the study.  By the second 

year, the groups differed significantly on all of the student success variables.  On the 

program perception variables, the results were much clearer, with both teachers and 

parents reporting satisfaction with the program and its effect on students’ attitudes, 

achievement, and academic habits (Black et al., 2008). 

Black et al. (2008) were deliberate in the design of their study to avoid 

expectation bias, which they assert could be influencing other studies in the literature.  In 

their analysis, they concluded that had they focused solely on the student effect variables, 

AVID’s impact was inconsistent, with better results in the second year of 

implementation. (Black et al., 2008)   

Conversely, if the researchers had focused only on stakeholder perceptions of 

program effectiveness, they would have concluded that AVID was universally successful 

since both parents and teachers reported high levels of satisfaction with the program, 

noting improvements in students’ academic habits and expectations for their students’ 

academic success.  Black et al. (2008) suggest the phenomenon of expectation bias may 

provide an explanation of the disparity between stakeholder perceptions and the actual 

student effects data.  The researchers also suggest that stakeholders may value the 

program for reasons not measured in their study.  “The disparity in findings between the 

two evaluation approaches has challenged us to consider additional indices of program 

effectiveness that should be measured quantitatively” (Black et al., 2008, p. 122).  This 

research is an attempt to quantitatively measure a variable not yet considered by any of 

the studies of AVID students in the literature: implicit theories of intelligence.   
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Summary 

An abundance of research exists that addresses implicit theories of intelligence, 

much of which has been summarized in this review of the literature.  Dweck and her 

colleagues have applied the theory to a variety of contexts both within and outside of 

education.  While the fixed mindset is not characterized as inherently bad by Dweck, her 

work demonstrates that an orientation toward the growth mindset is desirable in most 

academic settings.  The challenge is how best to reorient students who have a fixed 

mindset, moving them toward the growth mindset.  Does AVID move students toward a 

growth mindset?  If the null hypothesis on which this study is based is rejected, the 

beginning of a case could be built that it does.   

In AVID’s 30-year history, it has consistently been shown to improve educational 

outcomes for the majority of participating students (Hubbard & Mehan, 1999).  

Longitudinal measures of AVID student outcomes on indicators such as four-year college 

eligibility and eighth grade students taking algebra suggest that enrollment in the AVID 

elective class does have a measurable effect.  The cause of the improved outcomes is less 

clear.  Studies in the literature repeatedly confirm that AVID works, but in most cases, 

those studies are not compelling in the authors’ attempts to understand the causal 

relationships between AVID’s methodologies and the improved outcomes. 

However, the research is clear that AVID is having an effect on students, but what 

is not known is how the combination of academic and social/emotional supports provided 

to students by AVID teachers may be influencing students’ perceptions of intelligence.  

Essentially, AVID has two dimensions:  academic and social/emotional supports.  

Existing research speaks only to AVID’s effect on students’ academic performance, 

college readiness, college enrollment, etc.  What has yet to be measured is the efficacy of 
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AVID on the social/emotional dimension, specifically academic motivation as indicated 

by a growth or fixed mindset.   

This research seeks to measure whether AVID’s social/emotional supports may be 

influencing students’ perceptions of intelligence.  Black et al. (2008) suggest further 

research be done measuring motivational variables in an attempt to isolate whether 

changes are occurring that can be attributed to the AVID program.  The absence of 

research on AVID’s social/emotional dimension, especially related to the growth mindset 

is why this study was necessary.  Essentially, this study sought to determine whether 

AVID is affecting students’ implicit theories of intelligence, and thereby increasing 

students’ motivation for learning. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

Methods 

 

Students’ perceptions of intelligence, or their mindsets, have been shown to have 

a profound impact on their chances for academic success.  Moreover, Dweck (2006) 

suggests that students who are made aware of how their mindset affects their learning 

may choose to maximize their learning capabilities by adopting an incremental view of 

intelligence.  AVID may play a role in altering students’ perceptions of their intelligence. 

This chapter contains an overview of the research design selected for this study, 

including a description of the purpose of the study, the research methodology, research 

questions, sampling strategy, and data analysis procedures used.  The selection of an 

appropriate research methodology is essential to a good research study.  The design of the 

study should dictate the methodology used.  Research methodology determines the 

procedures used to develop measurements, selection of participants and sampling, data 

collection, and analysis and interpretation of data.   

Quantitative research is the long-standing methodology that typically utilizes the 

scientific method.  Quantitative research is often used in education “to study research 

problems requiring a description of trends or an explanation of the relationships among 

variables” (Creswell, 2002, p. 50).  Using statistical methods, data is carefully collected 

through random sampling strategies that control for bias.  Statistical analyses are run on 

the data collected, which are then used to determine whether a hypothesis is accepted or 
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rejected.  The use of quantitative methods in an experimental design allows the researcher 

greater latitute to generalize results and draw conclusions about a treatment or condition.   

Conversely, qualitative research “is used to study research problems requiring an 

exploration and understanding of a central phenomenon” (Creswell, 2002, p. 50).  

Typically, a qualitative study will have smaller samples, and generalizability of the study 

is limited because the intent is to isolate and describe the experiences of a small number 

of individuals.  Participants are selected purposefully, typically individuals who have 

experience with the phenomenon under investigation.  Rather than a statistical analysis, 

qualitative data are coded, grouped into themes, which then allows for analysis as the 

researcher looks for patterns. 

The current study was designed to investigate two areas.  The first area was the 

perceptions of intelligence of AVID and non-AVID students, which was best addressed 

quantitatively using survey data.  The second area was the characteristics of the AVID 

classroom that may be changing students perceptions of their intelligence, which were 

best addressed using a qualitative approach so that participants’ experiences with AVID 

become part of the data set and analyzed using qualitative data analysis protocols.  The 

quantitative data yielded information about whether or not there was a difference between 

AVID and non-AVID students’ perceptions of intelligence.  The qualitative data provided 

an opportunity to see what was happening in the AVID classroom that might be 

influencing students’ perceptions of intelligence.  In order to accomplish all this in a 

single study, a combination of both quantitative and qualitative methods were needed:  a 

mixed methods approach, specifically, an embedded sequential mixed methods design.  

The reason for the selection of this design was because a single data set is not sufficient.  
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Different types of questions require different types of data.  Creswell and Plano-Clark 

(2007) describe the embedded sequential mixed methods research as “. . . a mixed 

methods design in which one data set provides a supportive, secondary role in a study 

based primarily on the other data type” (p. 67).  For this study, the quantitative data alone 

provided evidence only about students’ perceptions of intelligence.  Qualitative data were 

needed to uncover the specific behaviors and activities in the AVID classrooms that may 

be influencing those perceptions. 

 

Hypothesis and Research Questions 

 This study focused on students’ perceptions of intelligence before and after 

exposure to the AVID program in an effort to determine if those perceptions change over 

time and whether or not those changes were influenced by exposure to the AVID system 

of curriculum and support structures.  Data were also collected from non-AVID students 

as a comparison group of demographically similar students.  In this mixed methods study, 

both quantitative and qualitative data collection and analysis were used to address the 

problem.   

 

Research Design 

Researchers began to experiment with combining quantitative and qualitative 

research methods as early as the1960s.  Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) cite a number of 

factors that led to the development of mixed methods research.  The demand for answers 

to complex questions that stretch beyond a statistical analysis or a narrative description 

gave rise to research techniques that would allow researchers to “situate numbers in the 

contexts and words of participants, and they can frame the words of participants with 
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numbers, trends, and statistical results (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007, p. 13).  In 

addition, Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) assert that qualitative research has earned a 

legitimate place as a valid form of inquiry among writers in education, social, and human 

sciences.  Other authors have begun to advocate for mixed methods as a distinct research 

design.  Tashakkori and Teddlie (2003) suggest that mixed methods research is the “third 

methodological movement” (p. ix).  Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) positioned mixed 

methods research as a natural complement to traditional qualitative and quantitative 

research.  Clearly, as qualitative research has taken its place as a legitimate form of 

inquiry over the years, mixed methods designs can maximize the benefits of both 

approaches. 

The research questions for this study were best addressed using a mixed methods 

embedded sequential research design.  Both quantitative and qualitative data were 

collected and analyzed.  By mixing the data sets, the researcher was better able to reach 

an understanding of the problem than by using either quantitative or qualitative data 

alone (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007).  Each methodology was necessary to fully answer 

a specific hypothesis and research question developed to address the problem.  

Specifically, this mixed methods study sought to measure AVID’s effect on students’ 

perceptions of intelligence.  An embedded sequential mixed methods design was used in 

such a way that one data set provides a supportive, secondary role in a study based 

primarily on the other data set. 

 

Quantitative Focus 

The quantitative data collection method for this study was a survey instrument to 

test students’ perceptions of intelligence, which was chosen to provide empirical data 
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about whether AVID increases the tendency toward an incremental theory of intelligence 

for AVID students at a Central Texas high school.  A null hypothesis was developed to 

address the problem, for which quantitative data were collected.  Exposure to two or 

more years of the AVID program does not increase the percentage of students who report 

a growth mindset as compared to demographically similar students who were not 

exposed to the AVID program.  The survey data were collected to determine whether 

longer exposure to AVID affects perceptions of intelligence. 

 

Qualitative Focus 

The open-ended survey data collected were used to add a qualitative dimension to 

the study.  While the quantitative data analysis could answer whether or not students’ 

perceptions of intelligence were being affected by exposure to AVID, the qualitative data 

were embedded into the study to attempt to determine why the changes, if any, occurred.  

Two qualitative research questions were developed:  

1. Does the curriculum in the AVID classroom affect students’ perceptions of 

intelligence? 

2. What practices in the AVID classroom do AVID students perceive as helping 

them to become “smart”? 

Non-AVID students were surveyed and were used as a comparison group.  A 

secondary data collection method was to gather qualitative data from open-ended, semi-

structured survey questions designed to explore how specific activities in the AVID 

classroom affects students’ perceptions of intelligence.   
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Table 2 

Research Hypothesis and Questions with Corresponding Survey Questions 

Hypothesis/Research Questions Survey Questions 

Exposure to two or more years of the 

AVID program does not increase the 

percentage of students who report a 

growth mindset as compared to 

demographically similar students who 

were not exposed to the AVID program. 

1. You have a certain amount of 

intelligence and you really can’t 

do much to change it. 

2. Your intelligence is something 

about you that you can’t change 

much. 

3. You can learn new things, but you 

can’t really change your basic 

intelligence. 

Does the curriculum in the AVID 

classroom affect students’ perceptions of 

intelligence? 

What is taught in the AVID classroom 

about what it means to be smart? 

What practices in the AVID classroom do 

AVID students perceive as helping them 

to become “smart”? 

Describe what you have learned in the 

AVID classroom that helps you to be a 

successful student. 

 

 

The reason for collecting the secondary database was to determine what aspects of 

the AVID system are having an effect on students’ perceptions of intelligence.  The 

qualitative data were used to help explain the results of the quantitative survey data 

(Rogers, Day, Randall, & Bentall, 2003).  The diagram of the study in Figure 1 shows the 

embedded and sequential nature of the data collection. 

 

 

  Results 

 

 

Figure 1.  Model of embedded, sequential mixed methods research design 

 

Quantitative data Qualitative Data 
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The reason for collecting the secondary database was to provide support for the 

primary purpose and to address different questions that call for different methods.  Even 

though changing students’ perceptions of intelligence is not a stated goal of AVID, if 

AVID is found to have an impact on students’ perceptions of intelligence, it would be 

important to isolate what parts of the AVID curriculum may be having an effect so that 

AVID curriculum writers and program designers could maximize the positive outcome of 

altering AVID students’ perceptions of intelligence toward the growth mindset.  Hence, 

the use of qualitative data to supplement the quantitative data was done to enhance the 

researcher’s ability to explain reactions to participation in the AVID program. 

 

Context of the Study 

This study was conducted at a large, comprehensive high school in Central Texas.  

The school has an enrollment of approximately 2,300 students in grades 9-12.  It has a 

significant at-risk population, with more than 40% of the students qualifying for the free 

or reduced-price lunch program.  However, because of effective leadership and the 

implementation of systematic interventions for students struggling academically or 

behaviorally, the school has achieved Recognized status as defined by the Texas school 

accountability system two of the past three years.  AVID was launched at the school in 

the fall of 2006 with two classes of 9th grade students.  The program has grown to 

encompass students in grades 9-12, although fewer students are in the 11th and 12th 

grades.  The program has achieved implementation benchmarks set by the AVID 

program yearly, and has been “certified” as an AVID site for six straight years. 

As an administrator in the district where the school is located, the researcher has 

access to both the data and the students that are needed to address the research questions.  
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Prior to beginning any research activities, appropriate Institutional Review Board (IRB) 

approval was secured (Appendix B).  Even so, appropriate permissions were sought from 

the superintendent of schools as well as the campus principal (Appendix D).  AVID 

teachers were consulted and included in the process of selecting participants.  Parents of 

the students were asked to consent to participation in the research study (Appendix D).  

The students were asked to sign assent forms prior to study participation (Appendix E). 

 

Data Collection 

 Data collection in an embedded, sequential research design involves collecting the 

data in stages (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007).  The data collection involved the 

processes of sampling, permissions, selecting types of data, selecting forms for recording 

data, and administering the data collection (Table 3).  In this study, the quantitative data 

were collected first, and then the qualitative data were collected.  However, these data 

collection processes were not independent of each other.  The qualitative data collection 

was designed to build on the results from the quantitative data collection and analysis.  

Specifically, participants with an average score on the three-item survey of four or more 

were selected for specific qualitative data analysis.   

 

Table 3 

Phases in the Data Collection Process 

Qualitative Data Collection Phases in the Process 

of Research 

Quantitative Data Collection 

 Purposeful Sampling 

 Small number of 

participants 

Sampling procedures  All members of population 

sampled 

 (continued)  
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Qualitative Data Collection Phases in the Process 

of Research 

Quantitative Data Collection 

 From individuals 

providing access to site 

 IRBs 

 Individuals 

Permissions needed  From individuals providing 

access to site 

 IRBs 

 Individuals 

 Open-ended survey 

responses 

Information to be 

collected 
 Survey data on perceptions 

of intelligence 

 Two-item survey Recording the data  Three-item survey 

 Attending to field issues 

 Attending to ethical 

issues 

Administering data 

collection 
 Standardization of 

procedures 

 Attending to ethical issues 

Note:  Adapted from Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) 

 

Quantitative Data Collection 

 

 Instrument used to assess implicit theories.  The survey questions used to assess 

an individual’s theory of intelligence have been repeatedly validated in multiple studies.  

Early in their research, Dweck (1988) and her colleagues used a three-item questionnaire.  

The items were:  

You have a certain amount of intelligence and you really can’t do much to change 

it;  

Your intelligence is something about you that you can’t change very much; and 

You can learn new things, but you can’t really change your basic intelligence.    

(p. 1) 

 

Dweck (1988) typically used a Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 6 (strongly 

disagree) to quantify participants’ responses.  Therefore, the higher the score, the less 

likely a participant believes that intelligence is a fixed entity.  To increase validity, items 

measuring incremental theory were not included because even for participants who tend 
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to be entity theorists, incremental responses seem desirable (Boyum, L, 1988 and 

Leggett, E, 1985) (Hong, Chiu, Dweck, & Lin, 1999).  

. . . even for respondents who endorse items depicting entity theories, there is a 

strong tendency to endorse items depicting the opposite, incremental theory, as 

well as a tendency to drift toward incremental choices over items.  This indicates 

to us that the incremental items are highly compelling and, perhaps, are more 

socially desirable as well.  (p. 590) 

 

Further, Dweck et al. (1995) were able to demonstrate that endorsement of an entity 

theory did not suggest simply an acquiescence set. 

Another issue that could raise questions as to the reliability and validity of the 

assessment is the small number of items; however, because the items are intended to have 

the same meaning, continued repetition is unnecessary and even tedious for those 

responding to the items.  Even with just three items, Hong, Chiu, and Dweck (1995) 

assert that the assessment has a high internal reliability (alpha ranged from .94 to .98 for 

sample sizes of 32 to 184 respondents).  For the purposes of this study, the three-item 

implicit theory measure was used to determine whether participants hold an entity or 

incremental theory of intelligence.  Dweck et al. (1995) conducted six validation studies 

on the simple three-question measure, confirming that implicit theory measures using the 

Likert scale are independent of the respondents’ sex, age, and even their political 

affiliation and religion.  The data from the validation studies suggest that the implicit 

theory measures are reliable and valid measures of perceptions of intelligence. 

 

Qualitative Data Collection 

 Since the purpose of this study was to determine the extent to which the AVID 

system has had an effect on participating students’ perceptions of intelligence, a natural 

extension of the inquiry was to collect qualitative data in an attempt to understand how 
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students perceive AVID’s effect on their learning.  Specifically, data were collected 

related to the factors in the AVID classroom that may be causing students to move from 

an entity to an incremental view of intelligence.  Therefore, purposeful sampling of 

maximal variation was used to select participants for qualitative data analysis (Creswell 

& Plano Clark, 2007).  AVID students who return the highest scores on the three-item 

quantitative survey, and therefore have a strong tendency toward an incremental theory of 

intelligence, were selected for specific data analysis of their open-ended response item.  

The qualitative data collection was used to further explain the quantitative data, providing 

a clearer picture of the results of the correlational study (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007).  

The qualitative data were responses to open-ended items presented to participants using 

the online survey tool.   

 

Sampling 

A criterion-based purposeful sample was used for both the quantitative and 

qualitative data collection (LeCompte & Preissle, 1993).  Participants were selected from 

two groups:  students in the AVID program and students who qualified for participation 

in AVID but who chose not to participate.  All AVID students at the site who assented 

and whose parents consented to the survey were included in the sample.  

AVID students are identified for participation in the program based on several 

predefined criteria including:  average to high test scores on the state standardized test, 

which was the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS), 2.0-3.5 GPA, first in 

family to attend college, low income, and historically underserved in four-year colleges.  

An interview is also conducted in an effort to uncover whether students have the 

individual determination to pursue a path to college given adequate support from the 
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AVID program.  A rubric is used to assign a score to each student, and those above the 

cut score are invited to participate.  While it is possible for teachers to select students for 

participation who do not meet each of the criteria, in general, the students in the AVID 

group share the demographic characteristics suggested by AVID. 

The Non-AVID students surveyed were purposefully selected to participate 

because they qualified to be in the program, had similar demographic and academic 

characteristics to the AVID students, and therefore provided a measure of control for 

factors other than AVID that could affect their perceptions of intelligence.  The non-

AVID students were selected for participation based on similar characteristics to those 

who were selected to participate in AVID:  average to high scores on TAKS, average 

academic grades (2.0-3.5), first in family to attend college, historically underserved 

populations, and economically disadvantaged.  Once a purposeful sample of non-AVID 

students was identified, they were surveyed using the same three-item questionnaire that 

was administered to the AVID students.   

The three-item assessment was administered to all AVID students in grades 9-12 

at the approved research site.  A comparison group was selected that consists of the same 

number of participants as that of the AVID sample of 9th grade, 10th grade, 11th grade, 

and 12th grade participants.  The questions were presented to the participants in an online 

survey format.  The sample for the qualitative portion of the data collection was all AVID 

students who returned an average score on the three-item survey of four or higher.  This 

score indicated a preference for an incremental theory of intelligence, which is the 

preferred condition.  The purpose of selecting students with an incremental theory for 

further qualitative analysis was to seek to establish whether influences from the AVID 
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classroom or curriculum might be causing students to adopt the incremental view of 

intelligence. 

 

Data Analysis 

Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) suggest that the data analysis in a sequential 

embedded explanatory study be conducted in three phases, providing the opportunity to 

allow the analysis of the first data set to inform the sampling, data collection, and 

analysis of the second—in this case qualitative—data set. 

 

Phase I 

 The data collected first was the quantitative data from the three-item survey 

administered to both AVID and non-AVID students at the selected site.  Upon 

completion of administration of the survey to all participants, each quantitative data set 

(AVID and non-AVID) was explored using simple descriptive statistics to determine the 

average of participants who selected each of the choices on the Likert scale.  An analysis 

of variance (ANOVA) was used to determine whether—overall—AVID students tend to 

have an incremental or entity theory of intelligence versus the comparison group of 

similarly aged non-AVID students.  In addition, a separate ANOVA was used to 

determine how AVID students’ in the program for two years or more differed from the 

non-AVID comparison group. 

 

Phase II 

 Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) suggest that phase II of data analysis include the 

identification of which quantitative results to use in the qualitative phase of data 

collection and analysis.  In this embedded, sequential research design, once statistical 
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analysis was completed, the results from the quantitative analysis were used to determine 

how to proceed to the qualitative portion of the study.  The statistical analyses were 

designed to reveal whether there is a tendency toward entity or incremental perceptions 

of intelligence within each of the two samples:  9-12 grade AVID and non-AVID 

students.  Since the purpose of this study was to determine if AVID influences students to 

adopt an incremental theory, students with an average score of four or more—indicating 

that they disagree or strongly disagree with the items in the survey, were selected for 

specific analysis in the qualitative phase of the study.  With regard to the qualitative 

research question, the aim was to determine what factors in the AVID classroom may be 

affecting participants’ perceptions of intelligence.  Data collected from the open-ended 

items were analyzed using pattern matching leading to constant comparative qualitative 

data analysis procedures (Yin, 1994).  As data were reduced, the researcher sought 

common patterns toward analyzing the themes and questions related to perceptions of 

intelligence. 

 

Phase III 

 The qualitative data analysis was phase III.  The qualitative data were in the form 

of written responses to open-ended questions provided to the sample of AVID students.  

The data were first explored in an effort to form broad categories of information such as 

potential codes or themes.  Data analysis then continued with actual coding of data by 

assigning a label to units of text such as words or phrases, grouping codes into themes or 

categories and interrelating themes. 
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Role of Researcher 

Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) explain that the role of the researcher is, of 

course, different in qualitative and quantitative research.  In a qualitative research design, 

the researcher is often up front bringing his or her experiences and background to the 

fore, shaping their interpretations.  It is necessary to report potential biases that the 

investigator might hold.  Quantitative researchers, on the other hand, remain largely in 

the background, and steps are taken to reduce threats to validity through statistical means.  

Typically, there is less interaction between the researcher and the participants in a 

quantitative study.   

As the former AVID District Director, the district-level administrator in charge of 

AVID, I have extensive knowledge of the AVID system and its 11 essential components.  

I have spent time in AVID classrooms with students in that leadership role.  Therefore, it 

is necessary to protect again potential bias in the design and execution of the study.  

Particular attention was given to the orientation of the student participants prior to the 

administration of the online survey so that they were not influenced to give answers that 

might be deemed desirable by the researcher.  In addition, since the qualitative portion of 

the study was conducted through open-ended survey questions which students responded 

to in writing, personal interaction with the students was limited, guarding against 

researcher influence. 

 

Summary 

 After more than three decades of research refining her work on perceptions of 

intelligence, Carol Dweck and her colleagues have amassed a large body of literature 

supporting the idea that individuals holding an incremental view of intelligence, in most 



 

53 

cases, have an advantage over those who believe intelligence is a fixed entity (Dweck & 

Leggett, 1988; Dweck et al., 1995).  Even in the midst of school reform efforts through 

the 1990s and into the first decade of the 21st century, Dweck’s work remains relevant, 

but not widely adopted as an important component of what school leaders can do to 

improve learning outcomes for students.   

Likewise, AVID came onto the scene roughly 30 years ago when Mary Catherine 

Swanson welcomed her first class of students from San Diego’s urban center to the AVID 

classroom at her suburban school.  Since then, the AVID system has steadily added to the 

number of schools using the program as an intervention for students who would 

otherwise be unlikely to attend college.  Perceptions of intelligence, specifically an 

expectation that an incremental theory be directly taught to students, is not part of 

AVID’s 11 essential components.   

The purpose of this study was to determine if there is a difference between AVID 

students’ and non-AVID students’ beliefs about perceptions of intelligence.  Using an 

embedded, sequential mixed methods design, quantitative data were collected on AVID 

and non-AVID students to determine if there is a significant difference between 

demographically similar non-AVID students and AVID students.  Qualitative data were 

collected on AVID students who show a preference for an incremental theory of 

intelligence in an effort to determine if AVID’s curriculum, teaching strategies, or the 

AVID teacher influences students to adopt the malleable view of intelligence.   

In Chapter Four, a description of the study participants is provided.  An 

explanation of the data collected follows, with specific data analysis procedures for both 
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the quantitative and qualitative portions of the study.  Finally, conclusions are drawn 

about the significance of the data.   
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CHAPTER FOUR 

Results 

 

The power of the growth mindset as a positive influence on student learning has 

been clearly documented in the literature.  The purpose of this study was to determine 

whether AVID promotes the growth mindset in students participating in AVID’s system 

of academic and social supports.  In this chapter, both the quantitative and qualitative 

data were analyzed.   

Utilizing an embedded sequential mixed methods design, this study was guided 

by a null hypothesis:  Exposure to two or more years of the AVID program does not 

increase the percentage of students who report a growth mindset as compared to 

demographically similar students who were not exposed to the AVID program.  

Quantitative data in the form of survey results were collected from the target group and 

from a demographically similar control group.  In addition to the null hypothesis, two 

research questions were included as probes into the behaviors and activities present in the 

AVID classroom that could affect students’ perceptions of intelligence.  The research 

hypothesis is addressed using descriptive statistics, while the two research questions for 

the qualitative portion of this study were analyzed using constant comparative data 

analysis procedures (Table 4).   

 

Description of Participants 

 

Students were selected to participate in the study in two groups:  AVID and non-

AVID.  All of the 72 AVID students at the target high school were invited to participate; 
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54 returned the parent consent and student assent forms and were surveyed using the 

online survey instrument.  Conversely, a group of demographically similar students— 

 

Table 4 

Research Questions and Data Collection and Analysis Procedures 

Hypothesis/Research 

Questions 

Data Collection Procedures Data Analysis Procedures 

Exposure to two or more 

years of the AVID program 

does not increase the 

percentage of students who 

report a growth mindset as 

compared to 

demographically similar 

students who were not 

exposed to the AVID 

program. 

Survey data using Likert 

scale 

Descriptive statistics: t-test 

and ANOVA 

Does the curriculum in the 

AVID classroom affect 

students’ perceptions of 

intelligence? 

Open-ended online survey 

responses 

Pattern matching leading to 

constant comparative data 

analysis 

What practices in the 

AVID classroom do AVID 

students perceive as 

helping them to become 

“smart”? 

Open-ended online survey 

responses 

 

students who were eligible to participate in AVID but who chose not to—were selected to 

participate as the comparison group.  Forty-three of those students returned the 

permission forms and participated in the data collection.  Students in both groups ranged 

in age from 14-18, including a mix of 9-12 grade students.  However, because more 

AVID students participating in the survey were in grades 9-11, the comparison group was 

selected so that the majority of the participants were also in grades 9-11.  On balance, the 



 

57 

comparison group represents students with the same demographic and academic 

characteristics as the AVID group.   

 

Data Analysis Procedures and Description 

 Data were analyzed in three phases.  Phase one of data analysis was completed on 

the statistical data collected from the three-item survey.  Students taking the survey were 

asked to respond to questions using a Likert scale.  The higher the number on the Likert 

scale, the more oriented toward the growth mindset, meaning that higher mean scores 

would indicate a tendency toward a malleable view of intelligence.  Once all participating 

students had completed the survey, the quantitative data were analyzed using descriptive 

statistics:  a t-test for comparing AVID students by grade level, and an analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) to compare the AVID students to the comparison group. 

Phase two of data analysis was the selection of AVID students whose mean score 

on the three-item survey was 4.0 or higher, indicating a clear preference for the growth 

mindset.  This phase of data analysis is unique to the embedded sequential mixed 

methods design in that the quantitative data were used to inform the qualitative data 

analysis.  In this case, the students with the higher scores on the three-item survey were 

selected for the qualitative data analysis.   These students demonstrated a clear preference 

for the growth mindset, and their responses to the open-ended questions became the 

qualitative dataset that was coded, categorized, and organized into themes.   

Phase three of data analysis was completed on the qualitative data collected from 

the open-ended questions presented to the subset of students who indicated a preference 

for the growth mindset.  Pattern matching leading to constant comparative data analysis 

was used to analyze the qualitative data.  Each response was analyzed for key words or 
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phrases, and categories were developed as patterns emerged from the data.  Once all 

responses were coded and categorized, the categories were further analyzed to determine 

major themes that emerged from the data.   

 

Quantitative Data Analysis 

 

Prior to an analysis of AVID versus non-AVID data on students’ perceptions of 

intelligence, it is helpful to understand whether or not AVID students as a group report 

the fixed or growth mindset.  Overall, the AVID students surveyed at the target high 

school indicated a preference for the growth mindset with a 3.95 mean score (Figure 2).  

Scores above three indicate a preference for the growth mindset.  While not a large 

increase, there was a noticeable increase in average scores for 10th and 11th grade 

students as opposed to 9th grade students.  Twelfth grade students’ average scores (3.92) 

were slightly lower than that of 11th grade mean scores (4.2).  Sophomore students’ mean 

score was 4.04, while the 9th grade mean score was 3.62. 

 

Figure 2.  AVID students’ perceptions of intelligence by grade.  A score of 4 or higher 

indicates a preference for the growth mindset. 
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Perceptions of intelligence of the AVID students surveyed by years in AVID 

produced a similar spread of scores to that of the analysis by grade level.  The overall 

mean score on the perceptions of intelligence survey for AVID students was 3.86 (Figure 

3).  Students with four years or more of exposure to the AVID program had a mean score 

of 4.07, while three year AVID students’ mean score was 4.05, two-year students’ mean 

score was 3.88, and one year AVID students’ mean score was 3.45.  A t-test performed 

on the two sets of data—survey results for students by grade as compared to students by 

years in the AVID program, did not indicate a statistically significant difference (p = 

0.68). 

 

Figure 3.  Students’ perceptions of intelligence by years in AVID.  A score of four or 

higher indicates a strong preference for the growth mindset. 

 

 

The null hypothesis states that exposure to two or more years of the AVID 

program does not increase the percentage of students who report a growth mindset as 

compared to demographically similar students who were not exposed to the AVID 

program.  Data from the three-item survey were analyzed similar to Dweck’s (1988) 

method for statistical analysis used for more than 30 years.  Participants from both the 
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AVID and the non-AVID groups answered identical questions using a Likert scale with 

scores ranging from one, strong agreement with the given statement, meaning a tendency 

toward a fixed mindset, to a score of five, meaning a strong tendency toward the growth 

mindset.  The sum of the scores from each group was calculated, and then an ANOVA 

was run on each of the three questions.  After analysis of the statistical data from each of 

the three questions, a significant difference was not observed; therefore, the null 

hypothesis is accepted.  A question-by-question analysis follows.   

 

Quantitative Question 1 

The first question was “You have a certain amount of intelligence, and you really 

can’t do much to change it.”  The mean score of the non-AVID group (3.90) was slightly 

higher than that of the AVID group (3.83).  Because the p-value (0.74) is greater than the 

alpha level of 0.05, we fail to reject the null hypothesis.  Obviously, there is no 

statistically significant difference between the two groups since the non-AVID group 

showed a slightly higher preference for the growth mindset than the AVID students with 

two or more year’s exposure to the program.  Without any interventions related to 

teaching about mindsets at the target high school, the non-AVID students in the 

comparison group, as a whole, rejected the idea of fixed intelligence at a rate almost to 

4.0, which indicates a preference for the growth mindset.  Values below 4.0 suggest 

either a neutral approach to perceptions of intelligence, or even a fixed mindset.   

 

Quantitative Question 2 

The second question was “Your intelligence is something about you that you can’t 

change very much.”  While the average score of the AVID group (4.0) was higher than 



 

61 

that of the non-AVID group (3.73), the p-value was 0.22; therefore, the null hypothesis 

cannot be rejected.  Question 2 is significant because the AVID students’ mean score 

reached 4.0.  A mean score of 4.0 or greater on any of the three questions was the 

threshold that must have been met for the data to suggest a clear preference for the 

growth mindset.  Values below 4.0 suggest that about as many students, in either the 

AVID or the non-AVID group, prefer the fixed mindset as do the growth mindset.  

Furthermore, Question 2, with the p-value of 0.22, was the closest the AVID group came 

to a statistically significant difference between the two groups. 

 

Quantitative Question 3 

Finally, the third question was “You can learn new things, but you can’t really 

change your basic intelligence.”  Again, the AVID group mean was higher 3.83—

meaning a stronger tendency toward the growth mindset—but the non-AVID mean at 

3.65 was not statistically significant with a p-value well above the 0.05 threshold at 0.39.  

Again, both groups of students responding to the survey returned mean scores between 

3.0 and 4.0, which taken as a group, means that about as many students have the fixed 

mindset as have the growth mindset within the two groups (Figure 4).  The result was 

expected for the non-AVID students; however, because of what is known about the 

curriculum taught in the AVID classroom, after two years or more of exposure to the 

curriculum, a stronger preference for the growth mindset was expected.   
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Figure 4.  AVID and non-AVID students’ mean scores by question.  Higher values 

indicate a preference for the growth mindset. 

 

Significance of Quantitative Data 

While Question 1 revealed a higher average score for the non-AVID group, the 

AVID group scored higher on the remaining two questions.  However, on all three 

questions, there was no statistical difference between the AVID and non-AVID students 

as to the measurement of their preferences for the fixed or growth mindset.  A thorough 

analysis of the data leads to several possible interpretations:  

1. AVID students and the comparison group are adopting the growth mindset at 

about the same rate.  The non-AVID comparison group was comprised of students with 
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are tracking at about the same rate in terms of their perceptions of intelligence, then the 

AVID program is ineffective at influencing students’ perceptions of intelligence, at least 
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could be that their thinking is in transition.  When faced with the questions about 

intelligence, regardless of what they have heard from their AVID teacher, many of the 

students revert to the same mental models of intelligence that they held prior to the AVID 

class.   

2. Non-AVID students had higher than expected scores on the perceptions of 

intelligence test.  Rather than disappointment that there is not a significantly higher mean 

score between two year or more AVID students and non-AVID students, the data should 

be considered encouraging to the leaders of the target high school.  The mean scores in 

the non-AVID sample indicate a slight preference for the growth mindset as a whole.  A 

majority of these students are labeled either at-risk or economically disadvantaged.  

Dweck (2006) asserts that students holding the growth mindset are more likely to persist 

after initial failures, more willing to try again to reach academic success.  This bodes well 

for the chances of these students to complete their coursework and graduate from high 

school even without interventions provided by programs such as AVID. 

3. AVID students, even after two years of exposure to the program, have not 

changed their perceptions about intelligence.  The idea that AVID students’ perceptions 

of intelligence has remained unchanged, taken as a group average, versus the comparison 

group suggests that the program does not have an effect on perceptions of intelligence.  

While not a stated goal of the program, because AVID is designed to provide academic 

and social supports for participating students, an important underpinning for student 

success is their attitude, more specifically, their mindset toward learning and intelligence.  

Since the data cannot support the assertion that AVID is changing the mindset of 
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participating students, it is possible that the program is not as effective overall as it might 

otherwise be should a mindsets component be added to the curriculum. 

 

Qualitative Data Analysis 

 In addition to the quantitative data collection as part of the online survey, each 

participant provided qualitative data in response to two open-ended questions.  A 

secondary data collection method was to gather qualitative data from open-ended, semi-

structured survey questions designed to explore how specific activities in the AVID 

classroom affects students’ perceptions of intelligence.  The reason for collecting the 

secondary database is to determine what, if any, aspects of the AVID system are having 

an effect on students’ perceptions of intelligence.  The qualitative data were used to help 

explain the results of the quantitative survey data (Rogers et al., 2003). 

 Phases two and three of data analysis are related to the qualitative research 

questions posed to participants in the online survey.  In phase two, the qualitative data 

were sorted according to AVID students’ responses to the three-item survey.  AVID 

group participants who scored an average of four or higher on the three quantitative 

questions were selected for qualitative data analysis.  These participants, by their score of 

four or higher, indicated a preference for the growth mindset.  Participants answered 

open-ended questions by entering their responses into an online survey tool used to 

collect student responses to the three-item survey.  During phase three of data analysis, 

the qualitative data were analyzed using pattern matching leading to constant 

comparative data analysis procedures. 

 The qualitative data analysis was a posteriori process of seeking patterns based on 

the narrative data.  All the narrative responses from the participants selected for 
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qualitative data analysis were organized into a spreadsheet. Patterns were recognized by 

the use of similar words such as organization, effort, or goals by participants.  See Tables 

6 and 7 for a list of categories that emerged.  As each response was analyzed, it was 

placed either into an existing category, or a new category was created.  Because of the 

similarity of the two qualitative questions, there was significant overlap in the responses, 

and some students’ responses could be assigned to two or more categories.  Once analysis 

of each of the responses was complete, the categories were listed in order of greatest 

number of mentions by the participants, to the least.  Once the qualitative data analysis 

was complete, patterns had clearly emerged.  In-depth analysis of the qualitative data 

from each of the two research questions follows.   

 

Research Question 1 

The first research question asked “Does the curriculum in the AVID classroom 

affect students’ perceptions of intelligence?” The corresponding question on the online 

survey was: “What is taught in the AVID class about what it means to be smart?” (Table 

5).  As the data were grouped into patterns and themes, key words and phrases were 

coded from the data.  A total of seven patterns emerged from the analysis:  organization, 

effort, note taking, attitude, focus, goals, and asking questions.  However, of the seven 

patterns, three were pervasive among the AVID students with the growth mindset:  

organization, effort, and attitude. 

Learning to be organized and using simple tools such as binders to accomplish 

that are a major focus of the AVID elective class.  AVID student responses almost 

universally mentioned the importance of being organized as a path to academic 

achievement.  “I have learned in AVID that staying organized and keeping your things 
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together helps you make better grades and helps you find assignments.”  Another student 

was emphatic about the need to be organized:  

I’ve learned that organization is a very important key in life.  Studying and 

working the problem out more than once helps me understand a lot!  We can look 

at college and know what’s needed to get into them so it motivates us to work 

harder to reach our goals!” 

 

Another student connected the importance of being organized with the need to give extra 

effort: “I learned to try harder in AVID and to be more organized, to pace myself and to 

be the best student I can be.” 

 

Table 5 

Qualitative Research Questions with Corresponding Survey Questions 

Qualitative Research Questions Online Survey Questions 

Does the curriculum in the AVID 

classroom affect students’ perceptions of 

intelligence? 

What is taught in the AVID classroom 

about what it means to be smart? 

What practices in the AVID classroom do 

AVID students perceive as helping them 

to become “smart”? 

Describe what you have learned in the 

AVID classroom that helps you to be a 

successful student. 

 

Effort and attitude were clear themes in the data collected from the students who 

showed a preference for the growth mindset.  These students mentioned their willingness 

to take rigorous classes in an effort to prepare them for future college success.  One 

student was clearly able to distinguish between basic intelligence and doing well in 

school: “I don’t think anyone is stupid.  We all are smart, but to be academically 

successful, you have to work at it.”  Another student was emphatic that studying is the 

key to intelligence:  
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What makes a person smart is if they study and try hard.  Everyone has the ability 

to be smart.  They just have to dig inside themselves.  No one is smarter than 

anyone else.  It’s just that some people choose to be smart and try hard while 

others don’t. 

 

Another student spoke of how AVID is a catalyst for helping them become “smart:” 

“Being smart is something you have to find inside yourself.  Everyone is smart, they just 

have to quit playing around and find it.”  Also of note, there seemed to be a clear 

connection to AVID when students elaborated on the attitude necessary to succeed with 

the growth mindset.  “In AVID, it’s not how many things you know or if you have 

straight A’s.”  Another comment:  “In AVID, you don’t have to be the smartest kid, but 

all you need is a mindset to success.”  

 

Connection to the Growth Mindset 

The attitudes and organizational skills students report to have been taught in 

AVID, according to their responses on the survey, are similar to the characteristics of the 

growth mindset.  One student said, “Intelligence is actually a measure of the amount of 

effort you give and the dedication you are willing to give in order to understand what you 

don’t know.”  Another said, “Try hard; don’t give up; stay focused.”  More specifically 

related to instruction in the AVID classroom, another student said, “AVID teaches 

intelligence as a goal, not really something you’re born with.  We all strive to gain 

intelligence in AVID.”  Regarding being “smart,” still another student wrote, “In AVID, 

being smart is being prepared for the present and the future.  It has nothing to do with 

how well one completes the academic curriculum.”  Another student said, “Being smart 

is a choice.”  Table 6 provides a summary of the themes that emerged from responses to 

qualitative research question one as well as exemplars of student responses. 
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Table 6 

 

What is taught in the AVID classroom about what it means to be “smart”? 

 

Theme Exemplar Student Responses 

Organization AVID has taught me to be organized, on time, and to be 

prepared. 

Effort Intelligence is actually a measure of the amount of effort you 

give and the dedication you are willing to give in order to 

understand what you don’t know. 

Goals It is taught that what it takes to be smart is hard work.  You 

can be smart if you dedicate the time and effort to being 

prepared for assignments and tests. 

Asking Questions In AVID, being smart is being prepared for the present and 

the future.  It has nothing to do with how well one completes 

the academic curriculum. 

Asking Questions, 

Cont. 

AVID teaches intelligence as a goal, not really something 

you’re born with.  We all strive to gain intelligence in AVID. 

 If you don’t understand something, you should talk to your 

teachers and get help. 

Note Taking We take Cornell notes which help us also become more 

organized, and it helps with our tutorials. 

 To be smart, you have to study, ask questions, and take notes. 

Confidence Everybody is smart in their own way.  We learn in different 

ways. 

Focus Try hard, don’t give up, be confident, stay focused. 

 

 

The qualitative data collected from the AVID students about what is being taught 

in the AVID classroom about “what it means to be smart” bears important similarities to 

the attitudes and behaviors that Dweck and Leggett (1988) described in their early 

research on incremental perceptions of intelligence, and again confirmed by Dweck et al. 

(1995), and again as reiterated by Dweck (2006) in her seminal book Mindset.  In all of 
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the aforementioned work, the authors concluded that, while individuals typically develop 

a preference for either entity or incremental perceptions of intelligence, those perceptions 

can be shaped, changed over time with appropriate coaching.  When Dweck attempted to 

prime research subjects in an effort to change their fixed mindset to a growth orientation, 

there was discussion of the mind as a muscle and words such as effort, commitment, and 

focus were used to explain how the brain changes when new things are learned.  She, 

along with her colleagues, developed a program they called “Brainology,” which was an 

eight-session course on how to develop the growth mindset (Dweck et al., 1995).  

Brainology uses analogies and stories to communicate the tenets of the growth mindset.  

While AVID students reported learning attitudes and strategies for developing the growth 

mindset, they did not mention a specific effort on the part of the teachers to teach them 

about the growth mindset using specific curriculum materials.   

A review of the AVID curriculum confirms that no specific lessons on the growth 

mindset are present.  AVID’s curriculum standards establish the knowledge and skills 

that are to be taught in the AVID elective classroom.  Specific domains in the AVID 

curriculum include communication, writing, inquiry, collaboration, organization, reading, 

college readiness, and character development (AVID Center, 2011).  Under the character 

development section of the document, a section exists on self-awareness.  A specific 

learning outcome related to self-awareness is that students will “develop understanding 

about personal learning styles” (AVID Center, 2011, p. 1).  Nothing is specifically stated 

about coaching students toward a growth mindset. 

Even so, for the students in the target high school, the qualitative data suggests 

that the curriculum in the AVID classroom appears to have had a significant effect on the 
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students’ perceptions of the importance of being organized as a path to academic success.  

Students mentioned the importance of keeping a binder with all their materials and papers 

as well as knowing when deadlines are approaching and planning ahead to complete 

assignments and to study for tests.  However, student responses described attitudes and 

behaviors taught in the AVID classroom that go beyond simply being organized.  

Students also discussed the importance of putting forth the effort necessary to achieve 

success, even choosing to be smart.  While only one student used the word “mindset” to 

describe the attitude taught in AVID necessary for success, words such as “focus,” 

“effort,” and “trying” occurred frequently, suggesting that even though the concept of 

mindset is not specifically mentioned in the AVID standards, the curriculum taught in the 

AVID classroom appears to be influencing students’ views of what it means to be 

“smart.”  

 

Research Question 2 

 The second qualitative research question was “What practices in the AVID 

classroom do AVID students perceive as helping them to become smart?”  While 

Research Question 1 was focused on the AVID curriculum, the second question was 

designed to examine the actual teaching occurring in the AVID elective class.  The 

corresponding survey item was: “Describe what you have learned in your AVID class 

that helps you to be a successful student” (Table 6).  As expected, there was significant 

overlap between the two qualitative survey items.  Organization again emerged as a 

central theme, cited by almost every student as an important skill taught in the AVID 

class that contributes to his or her academic success.  As a similar example to what was 

described under Research Question 1, a student asserted, “AVID has taught me to 
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organize and to know what I need to get done.”  However, many students added other 

examples of their learning in the AVID classroom beyond organization:  note taking, 

asking questions, and rigor.   

 AVID students are expected to take notes in every class using the Cornell Notes 

system of note taking.  Class notes are then secured in a binder that contains a section for 

each subject area or class period.  One student was able to clearly articulate the 

importance of taking notes:  

I learned how to write my notes in a way that is easy to see the most important 

portions of my lessons in the quickest amount of time and in a way that is easy to 

remember what was said.  I also learned the value of keeping old papers and 

assignments in an organized fashion to refer to at later points in my education. 

 

Another student put it succinctly, “I have learned how to take Cornell Notes and it has 

helped me a lot.”  

 While keeping a binder that contains notes, assignments, and other papers from 

various classes can be a useful skill for students who seek to be successful in school, 

other competencies emerged in response to survey item number two.  A clear pattern of 

responses related to asking for help surfaced as a theme.  “I learned how to take much 

better notes and gained the confidence to ask teachers questions about what I do not 

understand.”  Another student emphasized the need to be persistent, “That you should 

always push yourself to get an assignment done, even if it means asking someone for 

help.”  Still another student clearly explained the importance of getting help:  

In my AVID class I have learned that if you don’t understand a lesson one of your 

teachers has explained you probably aren’t the only person that doesn’t 

understand and if you ask your teacher for further explanation you will not be 

ostracized because you asked, actually you will probably be thanked. 
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 AVID considers academic rigor to be of such importance that it is listed as one of 

the 11 essentials of the program, and the AVID site evaluation contains indicators by 

which each campus and district AVID program measures the extent to which students are 

enrolled in rigorous classes, usually defined as dual credit, Advanced Placement, or 

International Baccalaureate classes.  While not a dominate theme among the responses 

for Research Question 2, the responses received pointing to academic rigor as one of the 

things taught in AVID are significant.  One student noted that he or she learned “. . . how 

to be organized and how to take good notes and to take harder classes so you can be 

better than you think you are.”  Another student learned, “To not be afraid to take 

rigorous classes, and that success is possible in my career life.” 

 The student responses to Research Question 2 regarding what is actually taught in 

the AVID class that helps students be academically successful, except for the mentions of 

rigor noted above, do not suggest that the other essentials of the AVID program that 

relate specifically to the classroom component of AVID are having a broad impact.  

Essentials five, six, and seven describe the writing, critical reading, inquiry, and 

collaboration skills that are expected to be taught in the AVID class.  However, when 

students were asked what in the AVID class was being taught that was helping them be 

successful, the skills listed in those essentials were not mentioned at all.  No students said 

that the writing or critical reading practice they had completed in the AVID class was 

helping them achieve better grades.  This is not to say that those activities are not 

beneficial, but in terms of what the students think is most important about what AVID is 

teaching them, things such as organization, taking notes, asking for help, and being 

willing to take rigorous classes emerged as important themes. 
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Table 7 

What practices in the AVID classroom do AVID students perceive as helping them to 

become smart?” 

 

Themes Exemplar Student Responses 

Organization AVID has taught me to organize and know what I need to get 

done. 

 I learned to try harder in AVID and to be more organized, to 

pace myself and to be the best student I can be 

 AVID has taught me to organize and know what I need to get 

done. 

Note Taking I have learned how to take Cornell notes and it has helped me 

a lot. 

 I’ve learned to take notes over what I’m learning so if I have 

any questions I can go back and read my notes so I’m not 

confused. 

Asking for Help I learned how to take much better notes, and gained the 

confidence to ask teachers questions about what I do not 

understand. 

 That you should always push yourself to get an assignment 

done, even if it means asking someone for help. 

Rigor [I learned] how to be organized and how to take good notes 

and to take harder classes so you can be better than what you 

think you are. 

 To not be afraid to take rigorous classes, and that success is 

possible in my career life. 

 

 

Mixed Methods Results 

 The research design selected to best respond to the hypothesis and research 

questions for this study was a mixed methods design, specifically an embedded, 

sequential mixed methods study.  Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) explain that the 

purpose of the mixed methods data analysis is to use the information from the analysis of 
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the first database to inform the second set of data.  In this study, the first database was the 

quantitative statistical analysis of the AVID students’ perceptions of intelligence.  The 

quantitative data were analyzed to determine which AVID students showed a preference 

for the growth mindset.  Students with a preference for the growth mindset were selected 

from the quantitative data for analysis in the qualitative data analysis portion of the study.  

The purpose of the qualitative analysis is to learn in what ways the qualitative data help 

to explain the quantitative results.  What insights about the quantitative data do the 

qualitative data reveal?  Do the qualitative data support or contradict the quantitative 

data?  

Undoubtedly, the qualitative results provided new information that helped in the 

understanding of the quantitative data as well as what is actually happening in the AVID 

classroom.  The quantitative data analysis, which did not show a statistically significant 

difference in the mindsets of AVID and non-AVID students, proved to be inadequate in 

explaining whether or not the AVID elective class is influencing the perceptions of 

intelligence for participating students as compared to the non-AVID group.  Without the 

qualitative data, the researcher would have concluded that AVID has little effect on 

students.  However, analysis of the qualitative data provided compelling evidence that at 

least a portion of the curriculum and instructional strategies in the AVID class are 

influencing students’ assessment about what it means to be “smart.”  The quantitative 

data suggest that AVID has very little effect on participating students; the qualitative data 

contradicts that by providing examples from students that it does. 
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Conclusions 

 Although the quantitative data did show that on almost all measures, the AVID 

students with two or more years of exposure to the program showed a stronger preference 

for the growth mindset than the non-AVID students, the difference was not sufficient to 

be statistically significant.  The quantitative data did show that AVID students begin in 

the program with less preference for the growth mindset on average, and with increased 

exposure, their preference for the growth mindset increases over time, especially between 

the sophomore and junior years of high school.  Essentially, the quantitative data suggest 

that AVID students with two or more year’s exposure to the program, overall, have a 

very slight preference for the growth mindset over non-AVID students, which is certainly 

not a ringing endorsement of the efficacy of the program in terms of the growth mindset.  

However, the qualitative data provided evidence that students in the AVID classroom are 

hearing messages and participating in learning activities that orient them toward the 

growth mindset.  From the qualitative data, themes such as the importance of effort, of 

being organized, and of studying and doing homework emerged as important influences.  

These themes do correlate with the research on how to move students from a fixed to a 

growth-oriented mindset.  Moreover, the qualitative data revealed that there was a clear 

indication that students in the AVID classroom are being exposed to messages about the 

value of the growth mindset.  What appears to be missing is the students’ own 

understanding of how their own perception has changed, or why they should change their 

thinking about fixed versus growth mindsets and why those perceptions of intelligence 

are important.  Better understanding of mindsets and their importance is needed at the 

classroom level with AVID teachers, at the campus and district level with school and 
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district leaders, and at the national level with those who manage AVID at its 

headquarters.   

 

Summary 

 This chapter presented the major descriptive quantitative results in terms of the 

comparison of differences in AVID and non-AVID students’ mean scores on the three 

item perceptions of intelligence test.  Both groups showed a slight preference for the 

growth mindset, but statistical analysis showed no significant difference between the two 

groups.  An analysis of the statistical data only would lead to the conclusion that AVID is 

not having an effect on participating students’ attitudes and beliefs about the growth 

mindset.  The qualitative data, however, do not support that conclusion.  Patterns and 

themes such as effort, organization, and the importance of taking rigorous coursework 

emerged as themes from the qualitative data that provide evidence that students in AVID 

are hearing messages and participating in activities that promote the growth mindset, and 

that they are adopting those ideas.  The next chapter presents a discussion of the major 

conclusions reached after the mixed methods analysis, the limitations of the study, and 

the implications of the study for the AVID program as a whole. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

Discussion and Implications 

 In this chapter, the major results and findings of the study are discussed.  In 

addition, the limitations faced while conducting the study are presented.  The chapter also 

addresses, in light of the results, the implications for the AVID program.  The last 

sections of the chapter address the implications of the study given the use of mixed 

methods research, and suggestions for future research are provided. 

 

Overview of the Study 

 The research problem addressed by the study was the importance of the growth 

mindset for the academic success of students.  The purpose of this study was to describe 

the differences between AVID and non-AVID students’ perceptions of intelligence as 

well as their corresponding mindsets.  The research design chosen was an embedded 

sequential mixed methods design.  Addressing the quantitative portion of the study, a null 

hypothesis was developed: Exposure to two or more years of the AVID program does not 

increase the percentage of students who report a growth mindset as compared to 

demographically similar students who were not exposed to the AVID program.   

Quantitative data were collected on both AVID and non-AVID students to determine 

their perceptions of intelligence using Dweck’s (2006) three-item survey.  Qualitative 

data were collected in an effort to determine what, if any, messages in the AVID 

classroom were being communicated to students that might promote the growth mindset.  

The corresponding qualitative research questions were:  Does the curriculum in the AVID 
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classroom affect students’ perceptions of intelligence? and What practices in the AVID 

classroom do AVID students perceive as helping them to become “smart”? 

 

Summary of Findings 

This mixed methods research study was framed by an interest in obtaining an 

understanding of a hypothesis and two research questions.  The hypothesis was addressed 

using quantitative data collection and analysis protocols, while the two research questions 

were addressed through the collection and analysis of qualitative data.  Regarding the 

hypothesis, AVID students’ with two or more years of exposure to the program had mean 

scores on the survey instrument that were generally higher than non-AVID students, 

which indicated a stronger preference for the growth mindset.  However, their scores did 

not differ enough from the comparison group to reach statistically significant levels.  

Therefore, the null hypothesis, which stated that exposure to two or more years of the 

AVID program would not increase students’ preference for the growth mindset, was 

accepted.   

Although the increments were small, data did show that there was a clear pattern 

of increased preference for the growth mindset as students progressed in AVID from year 

to year, but that difference was similar to that of the comparison group, which made it 

impossible to assert that a correlational relationship exists between exposure to AVID 

and higher mean scores (preference for the growth mindset) on the survey instrument.  In 

essence, while the AVID students had mean scores on the survey slightly higher than 

non-AVID students, the difference was not enough to conclude that two years or more of 

the AVID program leads to students who hold a growth mindset at a significantly higher 

rate than non-AVID students. 
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Interestingly, the qualitative data did not support the findings of the quantitative 

data analysis.  The qualitative data revealed clear patterns when students were questioned 

about what is taught in the AVID classroom about what it means to be “smart.”  

Consistent with Dweck’s findings about the growth mindset (Dweck & Leggett, 1988), 

AVID students reported learning that “effort” and “attitude” were key components of 

what it means to be smart, and several concluded that being smart had less to do with 

natural ability and more to do with effort and determination.  The patterns and themes 

that emerged from the qualitative data were clear, with multiple responses to support each 

category.  While the quantitative data were inconclusive about the effect of AVID on 

students’ perceptions of intelligence, the qualitative data revealed a strong connection 

between students’ attitudes and beliefs about being “smart.”  They were able to provide 

specific examples from the AVID classroom of lessons, methods, and activities that 

support the idea of becoming smarter through effort, focus, and organization. 

 

Limitations 

The purpose of this study was to discover whether a relationship exists between 

exposure to the AVID program and the prevalence of the growth mindset among 

participating students.  The study was not designed to establish a causal relationship; 

therefore, results obtained from the research cannot be broadly generalized.  A limitation 

on this study was the number of students in the sample.  Fifty-four AVID students and 44 

non-AVID students, while sufficient for a statistical analysis, were from only one site.  

Additional survey respondents from different locations would minimize the risk that one 

or more of the teachers at this particular site is producing a larger or smaller effect size on 

whether students have a growth or fixed mindset. 
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Similarly, the sample size of four-year AVID students was significantly smaller 

than the 1-3 year AVID students.  Again, the statistical data for the senior level AVID 

students could easily have been impacted significantly by only one or two students’ 

responses, thereby reducing the validity of the data and suggesting that the pattern of 

increasing mean scores on the three-item survey did not hold for the more experienced 

AVID students.   

The sample may have been impacted by the fact that only 72% of the AVID 

students self-selected to participate in the survey.  Only students who received parental 

permission, which required them to return a signed consent form, were allowed to 

participate.  If the group of non-participating AVID students shared common 

characteristics, their non-participation in the survey may have skewed the results.   

An additional limitation may have been characteristics inherent to either the target 

high school or AVID students themselves, which may have influenced student responses, 

making those responses atypical to AVID students at other sites where the program is 

offered.  AVID students, by their decision to participate in the program, may also have 

inherent differences to non-AVID students.  In addition, students in the non-AVID group 

were not selected by grade level, but by demographic characteristic similar to typical 

AVID students, and as such, comparison by year in school was not possible for the non-

AVID student group.  The inability to control for the fidelity of implementation of the 

AVID program elective curriculum by the AVID teachers limited this study, also it was 

not possible to control for the chance that non-AVID teachers were using similar 

strategies in their classrooms.  
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Evaluation of AVID Based on the Results 

The acceptance of the null hypothesis suggests that students at the target high 

school who are in the AVID program do not have a stronger preference for the growth 

mindset than non-AVID students who are demographically similar.  In fact, both groups 

of students—both AVID and non-AVID—showed a moderate preference for the growth 

mindset.  An important finding from this study was that the data indicated that students 

who chose to be in the AVID program began with a slight preference for the growth 

mindset.  The data from the ninth grade class of AVID students suggested that AVID 

students entered the class with a mean score above three.  Scores between three and four 

on the instrument indicated that students were more likely oriented toward a growth 

mindset than fixed.  In addition, while the non-AVID students’ mean scores were lower, 

they too, displayed a slight preference for the growth mindset.  Essentially, the entire 

sample had similar scores, and it was difficult to make generalizations from the data since 

results were similar at the outset. 

As mentioned, students began in AVID with a slight preference for the growth 

mindset, and that preference did increase, but not at an impressive rate.  If AVID were 

directly addressing the growth mindset through specifically teaching it, higher mean 

scores for those students with increased exposure to the program would have been 

expected.  Overall, the quantitative data showed that AVID students had a slightly higher 

preference for the growth mindset than non-AVID students; however, the difference in 

the quantitative data was not sufficient to draw the conclusion that AVID is influencing 

students’ perceptions of intelligence.   
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The qualitative data, because clear themes emerged, suggest that specific attitudes 

and behaviors taught in the AVID classroom are influencing the way students approach 

the challenge of rigorous, college preparatory classwork.  The seven themes that emerged 

from the qualitative data could be considered quality indicators of the AVID program.  

Ideas such as goal setting, organization, effort, asking questions, and note taking are key 

attitudes and behaviors that are necessary for academic success at a high level.  It may be 

that rather than influencing students’ perceptions of intelligence, AVID may be 

reinforcing attitudes and beliefs that many of the students held to begin with (Table 8).   

Table 8 

Evaluation of AVID Based on Study Results 

 

Hypothesis/Research Questions Results/Analysis Implications 

Exposure to two or more years of 

the AVID program does not 

increase the percentage of students 

who report a growth mindset as 

compared to demographically 

similar students who were not 

exposed to the AVID program. 

Null hypothesis 

accepted; however, 

AVID students did 

show an increase in 

preference for the 

growth mindset. 

Additional study 

necessary to validate 

results. 

Does the curriculum in the AVID 

classroom affect students’ 

perceptions of intelligence? 

Themes emerged 

suggesting the 

curriculum is 

influencing students’ 

ideas about 

intelligence. 

Isolate specific 

activities and 

deliberately write 

them into the AVID 

elective curriculum. 

What practices in the AVID 

classroom do AVID students 

perceive as helping them to become 

“smart”? 

Themes emerged 

suggesting that 

classroom activities are 

influencing what 

students perceive it 

means to be “smart.” 
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Implications of AVID Program for Students 

The results of the quantitative and qualitative data collection and analysis suggest 

several implications for the AVID program in terms of the students who participate 

(Table 9).  The incongruence between the quantitative and the qualitative data suggests 

that students are not aware of their mindset, regardless of whether or not their perception 

of intelligence may have been changed by the AVID program.  For students who do not 

hold the growth mindset, additional instruction is needed for the purpose of assisting 

them to understand how intelligence can be acquired and that it is not innate.  For 

students who do show at least some preference for the growth mindset, which the 

majority of the AVID students with two years or more of exposure to the program did, 

the implication is that they are not aware that their perception of intelligence was moving 

from fixed to malleable. 

More overt teaching strategies are needed so that students understand their own 

thinking; they need to be coached to be metacognitive regarding their mindset.  Based on 

the qualitative data, teachers in the AVID classrooms are leading the students through 

lessons and activities that are moving the students along the continuum toward a growth 

mindset, which is desirable.  However, according to Dweck’s implicit theory of 

intelligence, the effect would likely be greater if students were keenly aware of how their 

own thinking has changed, and what benefits they will likely reap because of the change.   
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Table 9 

Implications of AVID Program for Students 

Hypothesis/Research Questions Results/Analysis Implications 

Exposure to two or more years of the 

AVID program does not increase the 

percentage of students who report a 

growth mindset as compared to 

demographically similar students who 

were not exposed to the AVID 

program. 

Null hypothesis 

accepted; however, 

AVID students did 

show an increase in 

preference for the 

growth mindset. 

Supplemental 

instruction is 

needed to direct-

teach mindsets in 

AVID classrooms.   

Does the curriculum in the AVID 

classroom affect students’ perceptions 

of intelligence? 

Themes emerged 

suggesting the 

curriculum is 

influencing students’ 

ideas about 

intelligence. 

Ensure students are 

aware of their 

mindsets by 

introducing the 

concept of 

metacognition as 

part of the mindsets 

instruction. What practices in the AVID classroom 

do AVID students perceive as helping 

them to become “smart”? 

Themes emerged 

suggesting that 

classroom activities 

are influencing what 

students perceive it 

means to be “smart.” 

 

Implications of AVID Program for Campuses and Districts 

The results of the quantitative and qualitative data collection and analysis suggest 

several implications for the AVID program at the campus and the district level (Table 

10).  The quantitative data collected for this study did not show a statistically significant 

difference between AVID and non-AVID students; nevertheless, an important piece of 

data for teachers and administrators is knowledge of all students’ mindsets.  School 

districts and individual campuses implementing AVID or considering implementing 

AVID should understand the importance of mindsets when recruiting students.  Program 

directors could consider screening each student to determine his or her perception of 
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intelligence upon entering the program, and then the teacher could spend time early on in 

the class addressing the issue with specific lessons and activities.  In addition, all students 

who are experiencing academic struggles could be assessed for their perceptions of 

intelligence, and a portion of the time spent on interventions could be used to teach the 

growth mindset. 

 

Table 10 

 

Implications of AVID Program for Campuses and Districts 

 

Hypothesis/Research 

Questions 

Results/Analysis Implications 

Exposure to two or more 

years of the AVID program 

does not increase the 

percentage of students who 

report a growth mindset as 

compared to 

demographically similar 

students who were not 

exposed to the AVID 

program. 

Null hypothesis accepted; 

however, AVID students 

did show an increase in 

preference for the growth 

mindset. 

Take steps to ascertain all 

students’ perceptions of 

intelligence, and then 

include that data, if 

needed, in Response to 

Intervention 

documentation and 

consider mindsets training 

as part of interventions.   

Does the curriculum in the 

AVID classroom affect 

students’ perceptions of 

intelligence? 

Themes emerged 

suggesting the curriculum 

is influencing students’ 

ideas about intelligence. 

Teachers are doing a good 

job of addressing mindsets 

even without specific 

curriculum standards, 

assessment tools, and 

lesson designs.  Better 

curriculum and instruction 

could increase the number 

of students who adopt the 

growth mindset. 

What practices in the 

AVID classroom do AVID 

students perceive as 

helping them to become 

“smart”? 

Themes emerged 

suggesting that classroom 

activities are influencing 

what students perceive it 

means to be “smart.” 

 

The qualitative data suggest that AVID curriculum, lessons, and teaching 

strategies appear to be influencing students to adopt attitudes and beliefs not only about 

intelligence, but also about school in general, and their own futures specifically.  A 
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component of the campus AVID evaluation instrument requires the AVID campus 

leaders to attempt to spread AVID instructional methodologies “school-wide.”  Instead of 

making only AVID instructional methods school-wide, administrators could provide 

professional development to all teachers on the campus to teach them about mindsets and 

how best to cultivate the growth mindset in all students. 

 

Implications for AVID’s Top Leadership 

Given the demonstrated importance of possessing the growth mindset for optimal 

educational success, the purpose of this study was to describe the differences between 

AVID and non-AVID students’ perceptions of intelligence, and to seek evidence as to 

whether or not exposure to the AVID program increased students’ preference for the 

growth mindset.  While the research on AVID suggests it is effective at preparing 

students for college, it is not clear whether the improvements for students are caused by 

the academic interventions, AVID’s social supports, or some combination of both.  The 

typical profile of an AVID student would suggest that he or she would tend toward an 

entity theory of intelligence since prior to involvement in AVID, the typical AVID 

student was not taking more difficult, college preparatory classes.  If AVID were shown 

to have the ability to influence a student’s theory of intelligence, it would be a benefit 

that has not been a documented aim of the system. 

A finding that exposure to AVID curriculum and methodologies either does or 

does not tend to produce students with incremental perceptions of intelligence would 

have significant implications for curriculum developers in AVID’s leadership.  If AVID 

does cause students to adopt an incremental theory of intelligence, then it would be 

important to isolate what part of the system is causing the change so that it can be 
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understood and further enhanced.  If AVID students, even after multiple years of 

exposure to AVID curriculum and methodologies, do not display a trend toward an 

incremental theory of intelligence, then AVID’s curriculum developers would want to 

address this as future curriculum revisions are considered.  This study did not find 

statistically significant evidence of a relationship between exposure to AVID and an 

increase in an incremental view of intelligence, but the qualitative data did suggest that 

AVID lessons and classroom activities may be influencing students’ perceptions.  Further 

research will be needed to determine which aspects of the AVID curriculum, if any, are 

causing a change, or if a change could be occurring outside the written AVID curriculum.   

Curriculum developers for AVID as well as professional development designers 

for AVID elective teachers should consider adjustments to their curricula that take into 

account the findings of this study in light of the research on mindsets.  Dweck (2006) 

asserted that a focus on study skills alone showed no gains in moving students toward a 

growth mindset, but study skills with instruction comparing the mind to a muscle that 

must be worked to become stronger made a significant difference.  AVID’s curriculum is 

already focused on academic skills.  Program essentials 4-6 outline the critical reading, 

writing, and inquiry that teachers are expected to emphasize in the classroom.  Building 

relationships is also discussed in the AVID curriculum; however, there is no specific 

reference to developing the growth mindset in participating students.  Essential seven 

states, “Inquiry is used as a basis for instruction in the AVID classroom to promote 

critical thinking” (AVID Center, 2011, p. i).  Perhaps AVID’s leaders should consider 

adding a mindset component to essential seven, or even an entirely new essential, since 
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the importance of the growth mindset can have a significant positive effect on student 

outcomes. 

 

Implications of Study Using Mixed Methods Design 

The use of a mixed methods research design for this study presented both benefits 

and challenges.  Clearly, the results of the study were more robust than what would have 

been obtained using either a quantitative or qualitative design exclusively.  Neither set of 

data provided enough information on which to make recommendations for improvements 

to the AVID program specifically, and to schools and school districts in general.  Even 

with conflicting data sets, more information about the topic was generated as a result of 

the research.   

 

Benefits of the Study 

A benefit of the embedded sequential mixed methods design is the ability to 

collect both quantitative and qualitative data one immediately after the other.  The 

sequential data collection saves time and leaves the researcher with the flexibility to 

conduct data analyses on different subsets of the data.  Those same benefits were realized 

in conducting this study.  Qualitative data analysis was conducted on the data to ascertain 

those students whose mean score on the quantitative portion of the data collection 

instrument was four or more, which indicated a preference for the growth mindset.  The 

initial quantitative data analysis—the first in the sequence—allowed for the ability to 

focus the qualitative data analysis to specific students with the desired characteristics.  In 

this case, the AVID students reporting a tendency to adopt the growth mindset were 

selected for inclusion in the qualitative data analysis in an effort to determine if their 
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attitudes and beliefs were shaped by their experiences in the AVID classroom.  In 

addition, the reliability of the qualitative data was enhanced because it was supported first 

by an analysis of the quantitative data.  Clearly, for the purposes of addressing the stated 

hypothesis and answering the research questions selected for this study, the mixed 

methods design was an appropriate choice. 

Because the data sets returned from the quantitative and qualitative portions of 

this study were in conflict, an additional benefit of this research will be its unique 

position in the emerging field of mixed methods research, specifically the embedded 

sequential mixed methods design.  Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) discuss how mixed 

method designs can add value to research and enhance our understanding of research 

problems.  This study will add to the body of research using mixed methods design, and 

could assist other researchers through further development and refinement of strategies 

for mixing quantitative and qualitative data.    

 

Challenges of the Study 

The challenges faced by the researcher in carrying out this study were likely 

typical for many studies, especially when dependent upon participation by a relatively 

small number of students.  Even with the full cooperation of the AVID teachers as well as 

teachers of the non-AVID students, it was difficult to get participants to bring their 

signed consent and assent forms to schools so that they could be included in the sample.  

Once data were collected and analysis began, it was apparent while coding the qualitative 

data that the two data sets were not going to agree.  As was extensively explained 

previously, the quantitative results did not reveal a statistically significant difference 

between AVID and non-AVID students on the test of perceptions of intelligence.  
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However, the qualitative data suggested that both the curriculum and the instruction in 

the AVID class were influencing attitudes and beliefs about intelligence and what it 

means to be “smart.”  The question arose of which data were closer to reality.  To rely on 

the quantitative data would mean accepting that AVID has little or no effect on students’ 

beliefs about intelligence, yet the qualitative data revealed compelling evidence that the 

AVID classes were influencing students.  In this study, the qualitative data were given 

prominence because the key words and themes matched those used by Carol Dweck in 

both her research as well as her “Brainology” program used to teach mindsets.  

Additional discussion and guidance is needed from the research community on how to 

address conflicting data in mixed methods research designs. 

 

Recommendations for Action 

While the results of this study were not such that it is possible to generalize that 

AVID is influencing participating students to adopt the growth mindset, in conducting the 

study, it became clear that a system for managing more than mere academic data is 

needed by the AVID teacher.  He or she manages a wealth of student information, mostly 

grades, attendance, and discipline, for each student.  Appropriate tutorial groups must be 

assigned to each student depending upon academic need.  Data systems do exist that can 

provide this vital data on each student to the teacher; however, the teacher needs 

additional assessments and data collection tools to measure and then track progress on 

non-academic data such as the student’s mindset.  A student data management system 

that collects data online—including a perceptions of intelligence survey—from the 

student and merges that data with that from the school’s student information system 

might provide the AVID teacher with a dashboard of relevant information with which to 
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use to make important instructional decisions, and if needed, interventions for the 

student.  Essentially, the concept of mindsets should be included as instructional 

decisions are made for AVID students along with the other data that teachers use to 

design interventions for students. 

AVID’s leadership understands the importance of academic skills and habits of 

mind that enable students in the program to become successful students who will go on to 

college.  It is recommended that the curriculum developers and the professional 

development designers consider Dweck’s and other researchers’ work on mindsets, and 

then build on that work by adding materials to AVID’s curriculum libraries and 

professional development institutes so as to take advantage of this relatively inexpensive 

intervention that can have a profound impact on student learning.  Mindsets could also be 

made part of the AVID campus evaluation instrument, whereby AVID elective teachers 

would be asked to provide evidence that students have been exposed to the idea of the 

mindsets, and have spent time thinking about how to maximize their academic success by 

adopting the growth mindset. 

 

Future Research 

Additional questions arose during the course of the data collection and analysis 

for this study.  Specifically, additional data are needed on the how various social factors 

affect mindsets.  Do students from disadvantaged backgrounds tend to have a fixed or 

growth mindset, or is the mindset independent of social influences?  Do students with a 

preference for the growth mindset select to participate in AVID at a larger rate than those 

holding a fixed mindset?  Additional study is also needed to measure the effectiveness of 

the AVID curriculum on all aspects of AVID students, not academic achievement only.  
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Large quantities of data are collected by AVID’s national office, but the majority of that 

data is academic achievement data.  Undoubtedly, the academic data are of primary 

importance, but if qualitative factors are more fully understood, additional leverage for 

increased academic achievement might be discovered.   

The data from this study, even though in conflict, are compelling such that work 

should be done in the development of a pilot project to include an adaptation of Dweck’s 

eight-lesson “Brainology” into the AVID curriculum, repeated at each level of the 

program.  Additional research could be done at multiple sites, with some sites 

implementing the supplemental curriculum, while other sites maintaining only the 

standard AVID curriculum.  Results could then be compared that would shed light on the 

validity of the results obtained in this study. 

Looking more broadly at the literature related to mindsets, research is still needed 

to answer questions about long-held beliefs in the field of education about so-called 

multiple intelligences.  Gardner’s (1983) popularized theory that each of us has one or 

more dominant intelligences may be inadvertently reinforcing the fixed mindset.  

Mendoza-Denton, Kahn, and Chan (2008) has done research on the connection between 

multiple intelligences and the entity theory of intelligence.  Mendoza-Denton et al. (2008) 

believes that by emphasizing what he calls native intelligences reinforces the idea that 

students are good at some things, while bad at others.  His work, along with that of other 

educational researchers should be considered as learning theory evolves. 

 

Conclusion 

Jonathan Grant Brown spent the first 14 years of his life enduring utter 

disappointment and sorrow.  He had every reason to believe that the deck was stacked 
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against him, that misfortune was his lot in life.  However, upon his entrance into the 

AVID classroom, a transformation took place, a change that cannot be attributed to 

academic support alone.  Jonathan began to see his schoolwork, his future, his very life, 

differently.  His brother, beset by identical circumstances, eventually ended up 

incarcerated.   Why do some students thrive under challenge, demonstrating resiliency in 

the face of failure, while others of similar or even equal ability do not?  Could it be that 

they, from a very early age, embraced learning and the challenges it presents?  Could it 

be that someone taught them those same attitudes and beliefs about learning?  Does 

AVID play a role in helping students to understand how to tap into their resiliency and 

overcome their obstacles to success?  This study sought to determine if in fact AVID 

does play a role in turning around lives like Jonathan’s by, in part, changing the way 

students think about intelligence.  The results were mixed; however, the foundation is in 

place to engage students in such a way that the program and its classroom teachers are 

intentional about the importance of teaching the growth mindset. 

AVID was launched more than three decades ago, as founder Mary Catherine 

Swanson hoped to transform the lives of students from disadvantaged backgrounds who 

were wholly unaccustomed to the rigorous curriculum of advanced coursework and the 

high expectations in those classrooms.  While the AVID system emphasizes academic 

interventions, specifically twice weekly tutoring sessions led by college students, there is 

another dimension to AVID that is less clearly understood:  the social/emotional support 

provided by the AVID instructor.  Certainly students from disadvantaged backgrounds 

need academic interventions; however, they also need the ability to persist in the face of 

failure, to understand the connection between effort and success, and to understand that 
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intelligence is not something one is either born with or without.  In essence, these 

students need the growth mindset.   

  



 

95 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDICES 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

96 

 

 

 

APPENDIX A 

Permission from Jonathan Grant Brown 

 
RE: Permission to Use Your Story in AVID Dissertation Research 

Jonathan Brown [xxxxxxxx@hotmail.com] 
 

Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 8:03 AM 
To: Becker, Darrell 

 
Hello Darrell, 

  

I would be more than happy to allow you to use my story and my name for the purposes of an 
introduction to your research in your dissertation. It is an honor to help out in any way that I 

can. I am interested in learning about your findings and look forward to hearing about your 
success in this journey. Please keep me updated.  

 

Thank you, 
Jonathan Grant Brown  

  
> From: Darrell_Becker@baylor.edu 

> To: xxxxxxx@hotmail.com 
> CC: Darrell_Becker@baylor.edu 

> Date: Sun, 12 Jun 2011 18:52:21 -0500 

> Subject: Permission to Use Your Story in AVID Dissertation Research 
>  

> Dear Jonathan, 
> My name is Darrell Becker, and I am the former AVID District Director for Belton ISD. I have 

had the privilege of seeing you in person at Summer Institutes, and like many others, have been 

moved by your story. I am writing my dissertation about AVID's impact on students' perceptions 
of their own intelligence. I'm looking to see if AVID helps students understand that "smartness" is 

not a fixed "thing" that you either have or don't have; rather, it's a thing that is to be developed 
through effort and good teaching, including the kind of support students get in AVID. 

>  

> I'm writing you today to request your permission to use your name and your story in my 
dissertation. While you will not be included in the sample of students that I survey, I did want to 

use your story as an introduction to my research. Since you have been very public with your 
story, I'd like to use your real name, but only with your permission. Would you allow me to use 

your name along with your story in my paper? 
>  

> I would appreciate your consideration. 

>  
> Sincerely, 

>  
> Darrell Becker 

> Deputy Superintendent 

> Belton ISD 
> Baylor Graduate Student 
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IRB Approval 
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APPENDIX C 

Permission from Belton ISD 
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APPENDIX D 

Parents’ Informed Consent Form 

PARENT/GUARDIAN CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY 

Your child is being asked to participate in a research study investigating students’ 
perceptions of intelligence. Please read the information provided before signing this 
document. 

 Identification of Project: An Investigation of Perceptions of Intelligence. 

 Purpose of the Research: This is a research project that will compare AVID and 
non-AVID students’ perceptions of intelligence. Your child is invited to 
participate in this project because he/she is either in the AVID program, or was 
eligible to participate in AVID.  

 Procedures: Your child will be asked to complete an online survey that will 
measure their perception of intelligence. AVID students will be asked to 
comment on specific activities that occur in the AVID classroom. The research 
will take place at Belton High School and should last approximately 30 
minutes.  

 Risks and/or Discomforts: There are no known risks or discomforts associated 
with this research.  

 Benefits: The results of this study could benefit the AVID program and all AVID 
teachers by providing information about how to improve the AVID curriculum. 
Both AVID and non-AVID students could also gain insight into their own 
understanding of intelligence. 

 Confidentiality: Information obtained during this study which could identify 
your child will be kept strictly confidential. Numbers rather than names will be 
assigned to the survey instrument. The data will be stored in a locked cabinet in 
the investigator’s office and will only be seen by the investigator during the 
study and for five years after the study is complete. Any electronic records will 
be password protected. The information obtained in this study may be 
published in scientific journals or presented at scientific meetings. 

 Compensation: Participation in the study is voluntary and no compensation will 
be offered; however, the investigator is grateful for your help with this research 
project. 

 Use of the Internet to Collect Data: As you may be aware, electronic 
communication may be subject to interception, legally or illegally by another 
party, while the information is in transit. Therefore, it is possible that your 
child’s information might be seen by another party and I cannot control 
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whether that happens. Although none of the information requested is of a 
personal nature, if you are concerned about your data security, I will print a 
paper copy of the survey questions, provide a stamped envelope so that the 
survey can be returned to me using U.S. Mail. 

 Freedom to Withdraw: Your child’s participation is voluntary, and you may 
choose not to allow him/her to participate. Your child may also choose not to 
participate. You or your child’s refusal to participate will involve no penalty or 
loss. You are free to decide not to participate in this study or to withdraw at 
any time.  

 Your signature below constitutes your consent and willingness to participate in 
this study.  Non-participation involves no penalty and participant may 
withdraw from the study at any time without penalty.  If you have any 
questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Darrell Becker, 254-931-3814, 
darrell_becker@baylor.edu, or Dr. Tony Talbert, 254-710-7417, 
tony_talbert@baylor.edu. Inquiries regarding the nature of the research, your 
child’s rights as a subject or any other aspect of your child’s participation can 
be directed to Baylor’s University Committee for Protection of Human Subjects 
Research through the chairman Dr. Michael Sherr, School of Social Work, One 
Bear Place #97320 Waco, TX 76798-7320 254-710-4483 
Michael_sherr@baylor.edu. 

 
 
Parent Consent: You are voluntarily giving your permission for your child to 
participate in this research study. Your signature certifies that you have read and 
understood the information presented. You will be given a copy of this consent form to 
keep. 
 

Parent’s signature       Date 

Darrell Becker, Principal Investigator 
Baylor University Graduate Student 
3201 Grove CT  
Belton , TX 76513 
254-931-3814 
 
Dr. Tony Talbert, Graduate Advisor 
School of Education, Baylor University 
One Bear Place 97314 
Waco, TX 76798 
 

 

 

mailto:darrell_becker@baylor.edu
file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/darrell.becker/Desktop/tony_talbert@baylor.edu
https://mail.baylor.edu/owa/redir.aspx?C=b4ab008fd4564fcf92a0ab2d2be0312e&URL=mailto%3aMichael_sherr%40baylor.edu
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APPENDIX E 

Students’ Assent Form 

STUDENT ASSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY 

You are being asked to participate in a research study investigating students’ 
perceptions of intelligence. Please read the information provided before signing this 
document. 

 Identification of Project: An Investigation of Perceptions of Intelligence. 

 Purpose of the Research: This is a research project that will compare AVID and non-AVID 
students’ perceptions of intelligence. You are invited to participate in this project because you 
are either in the AVID program, or were eligible to participate in AVID.  

 Procedures: You will be asked to complete an online survey that will measure your perception 
of intelligence. AVID students will be asked to comment on specific activities that occur in the 
AVID classroom. The research will take place at Belton High School and should last 
approximately 30 minutes.  

 Risks and/or Discomforts: There are no known risks or discomforts associated with this 
research.  

 Benefits: The results of this study could benefit the AVID program and all AVID teachers by 
providing information about how to improve the AVID curriculum. Both AVID and non-AVID 
students could also gain insight into their own understanding of intelligence. 

 Confidentiality: Information obtained during this study which could identify you will be kept 
strictly confidential. Numbers rather than names will be assigned to the survey instrument. The 
data will be stored in a locked cabinet in the investigator’s office and will only be seen by the 
investigator during the study and for five years after the study is complete. Any electronic 
records will be password protected. The information obtained in this study may be published in 
scientific journals or presented at scientific meetings. 

 Compensation: Participation in the study is voluntary, and no compensation will be offered; 
however, the investigator is grateful for your help with this research project. 

 Use of the Internet to Collect Data: As you may be aware, electronic communication may be 
subject to interception, legally or illegally by another party, while the information is in 
transit. Therefore, it is possible that your  information might be seen by another party and I 
cannot control whether that happens. Although none of the information requested is of a 
personal nature, if you are concerned about your data security, I will print a paper copy of 
the survey questions, provide a stamped envelope so that the survey can be returned to me 
using U.S. Mail. 

 Freedom to Withdraw: Your participation is voluntary, and you may choose not to participate. 
Your refusal to participate will involve no penalty or loss. You are free to decide not to 
participate in this study or to withdraw at any time.  

 Your signature below constitutes your consent and willingness to participate in this 
study.  Non-participation involves no penalty and you may withdraw from the study at any time 
without penalty.  If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Darrell 
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Becker, 254-931-3814, darrell_becker@baylor.edu, or Dr. Tony Talbert, 254-710-7417, 
tony_talbert@baylor.edu. Inquiries regarding the nature of the research, your rights as a 
subject or any other aspect of your participation can be directed to Baylor’s University 
Committee for Protection of Human Subjects Research through the chairman Dr. Michael Sherr, 
School of Social Work, One Bear Place #97320 Waco, TX 76798-7320 254-710-4483 
Michael_sherr@baylor.edu. 

 

 
Student Assent: You are voluntarily making a decision whether or not to participate in 
this research study. Your signature certifies that you have decided to participate have 
read and understood the information presented. You will be given a copy of this assent 
form to keep.  
 

Participant Signature        Date 

 
Darrell Becker, Principal Investigator 
Baylor University Graduate Student 
3201 Grove CT  
Belton , TX 76513 
254-931-3814 
 
Dr. Tony Talbert, Graduate Advisor 
School of Education, Baylor University 
One Bear Place 97314 
Waco, TX 76798 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

mailto:darrell_becker@baylor.edu
file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/darrell.becker/Desktop/tony_talbert@baylor.edu
https://mail.baylor.edu/owa/redir.aspx?C=b4ab008fd4564fcf92a0ab2d2be0312e&URL=mailto%3aMichael_sherr%40baylor.edu
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