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Chapter 2. The motivation cake

Different perspectives on motivation. What mechausisenergize
students’ behaviour in the classroom

Motivation is essential to education because itvioles the energy and direction that
students need to be successful in school. If alviies that students had to do in the
classroom were interesting and fun, there would nee need to study motivation.
Unfortunately, students have to do many tasksttiet do not like to do, are not interested
in, do not feel competent in, or have no purpose That implies that it is important that
teachers are aware of how they can adapt the alumicand the instructional practices in
such a way that students feel capable to do thestasd find the tasks meaningful,
interesting, and purposeful. The other side ofdbim is that students need to understand
how their learning and motivation systems work &oev they themselves can influence,
control and manage the level and nature of thetivation. In this chapter, we discuss how
different theories of motivation have contributedaur knowledge of how the motivaticn
system works. After a brief description on the pifyial constructs that have been used in
the main motivation theories, we present some teafiempts to integrate traditional
motivation constructs into an integrated perspectin student engagement and learning in
the classroom. We also discuss the principal assggsinstruments that were used to
measure motivation. In the final section of thispter, we illustrate how major insights
emanated from motivation theories can help teactteseate instructional opportunities
for students to regulate their engagement andggzation in the classroom.

Keywords: early motivation theories; socio-cognitive motiga theories; self-regulation
theories; assessment of motivation; motivationrirgstions.

What is Motivation? Motivation comes from the Latiarb “movere” meaning to
move. Psychologists have defined it in various wdgsthe English Language
Dictionary it is defined as follows: If you or youactions are motivated by
something, especially an emotion, it causes yobetwave in a particular way or
provides the reason for your behaviour. For exapgreups can be motivated by
envy and the lust for power.

In fact motivation could best be considered asnaer energy source that
pushes people toward desirable outcomes and awayindesirable outcomes. In
other words, motivation is concerned with the faoignt of one’s needs,

! This chapter is published as: Boekaerts M., Vatahdy H. J. C., & Martens R. L. (2010).
Perspectives on motivation: What mechanism energisglents’ behaviour in the
classroom. In K. Littleton, C. Wood, & J. Kleinea@tman (Eds.)nternational Handbook
of Psychology in Educatiorfpp. 535-568). Bingley UK: Emerald Group Publishing
Limited.
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Chapter 2. The motivation cake

expectations, goals, desires and ambitions. Pewople have no goals and

ambitions lack a sense of having to move in a @adr direction. There are also
situations in which a person has a rather absgaat (e.g., John wants to be
successful in life and earn a lot of money). Whethghn will achieve his goal

depends on whether he has knowledge on what litatshle wants to achieve and
how he can proceed, whether he has the inner puistke initiative and start goal

pursuit and the willpower to sustain his motivataod adapt his action plans when
they prove to be inadequate.

2.1. Conceptualizations of motivation changed over time

Over the years, researchers evoked many constaueteplain the energy sources
that drive human behaviour. Diverse conceptuabrgtiof motivation gave rise to
many different motivation theories. We have sumawatithe main motivation
theories in Table 1 in the Appendix in order toggilie reader an impression of the
different types of explanations that researchetsf@uvard to explain motivated
action. Table 1 provides an overview of 36 différemotivation mini-theories
based on the categorization provided by Pintriath @chunk (1996). We organized
the table in such a way that the reader can quiisigover the name of the theory,
the researchers who initiated it, the key constrtitat make up the theory, and the
dominant assessment instruments that researcheidameasure these constructs.
We arranged the motivation theories along a time ih Figure 1 in order to give
the reader an idea of the time when the respectioéivation theories were
initiated and of the time span that it took theotfies to develop. As can be viewed
from Figure 1, some of these theories have recetosdinued research attention
and might be further developed into the future. ¥&eainly do not suggest that
motivation theories that have been located fartihéine right are more advanced or
have replaced the theories that precede them orirtteeline. New motivation
theories are not automatically better than oldexson

We will use Table 1 to discuss two main questior@nely ‘How has the
conceptualization of motivation changed over timafd ‘How have the research
methods to assess motivation changed over time fmwome general traits to
domain-specific traits and later to situation-specneasures?’ We will also point
to key constructs, which exceed single theoried, @layed an integrative role in
the development of motivation.

Pintrich and Schunk (1996) stated that definitiaofs motivation are
numerous and varied and that there is much disagneeover the precise nature of
motivation. Deighton (1971, p. 408) equally statbat “there is no general
agreement among psychologists on how ‘motivatiamd &motivational factors’
should be defined or theoretically analyzed”. Idesrto provide the reader with the
necessary background knowledge to adopt their osfimiton of motivation, we
have scrutinized the literature on motivation anided the theories into five main
categories or perspectives on motivation. Theseeanty motivation theories (e.g.,
Freud; Hull; Thorndike; Wundt), socio-cognitive nwaition theories with a focus
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on expectancy and value (e.g., Atkinson; Bandureglds), with a focus on
intrinsic motivation (e.g., Deci; Harter; Hidi; Ryp and with a focus on goals
(e.g., Elliot; Dweck, Nicholls). We have also indkd integrated perspectives on
motivated behaviour (e.g., Boekaerts, Zimmermaa) #ne usually categorized as
self-regulation theories.

In the following sections, we give examples of @ifint conceptualizations
of motivation from each category and some example®iow principles that
emanated from these theories have been translatedhe instructional context.
We will also point to some similarities and diffaces between the different mini
theories and highlight that the development of tle®ories was often a reaction to
existing motivation theories. It is important totedhat new motivation theories
never actually replaced the older ones. Researghefsr to hang on to their own
motivation constructs, often re-labelling new cownsts that had been introduced
by rivalling motivation theories in order to makesin fit into their own motivation
theory. This attitude has resulted in the numeroekted and sometimes
overlapping motivation constructs.

2.1.1. Early motivation theories

As can be seen in Figure 1, early motivation theostarted in 1884 and were
replaced by socio-cognitive theories in the 195@s.close look at the
conceptualizations in Table 1 (see Appendix) inforthe reader that early
motivation theories used two main types of explamat namely internal forces
that push people to act in a certain way and enmiental stimuli that pull them
towards enticing objects, people and events. Aditereof the former
conceptualization usddstincts basic biologicaheedsanddrives(such as hunger,
thirst, sex, and shelter), emotiomabusal andwill to explain motivated behaviour
while proponents of the latter category used esitirewardsand punishments$o
explain why people feel energized to act in a aertegay. An example of the
former conceptualization is Wundt's (1920), whoatiésed motivation in terms of
the will. He explained will as an individual's desi want, or purpose and
described the act of using the will as volition this conceptualization, the will is
the dominant driving force and want, desire angpse are used as an explanation
for the energy provided.

Examples of the latter conceptualization are Thibeid (1913), Pavlov's
(1928), and Skinner's (1953) conditioning theoriadich held the belief that
research should only focus on overt behaviour. @mmihg theories view
motivation as an association between specific dtiand specific responses. More
concretelyreinforcementmainly reward, is considered to be the dominaergy
source that elicits behaviour.

Lewin’s (1935) field theory unified the two mainganations of motivation.
He stated that behaviour is a function of persosratteristics (e.g., motives) in
interaction with the environment. In fact, Lewirtlseory set the scene for later
theories of motivation, which introduced cognitigenstructs — or motivational
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1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010
Early motivation theories ;
1884 Arousal (James) Socio-cognitive theories with a focus on expectancy and value
1900 Volition/will {Wundt; James) 1944, 1957 Cognitive consistency (Festinger)
1900 Instincts (James, MeDougall) 1957, 1964 Achievement Motivation (&tkinson; Lewin)
1903 Imitation (Tarde; Pilaget) 1957 Expectancy value (&tkinson)
1913 Conditioning (Thomdike; Pavlov, Skinner) 1920 Attribution theory (Weiner)
1918 Drive {Woodworth, Hull) 1920 Cognitive processes (Heckhansen)
1923 Freud’s theory (Freud) 1983 Expectancy value (Extended) (Eccles; Wigfield)
1932 Purposive behaviorism (Tolman) 1925 Future time perspective (Lens & Muttin)
1935 Field theory (Lewin) 1926 Social cognitive theory (Bandura)
1837 Trait and humanistic theory (Murray, Maslow) 1926 Self efficacy beliefs (Bandura; Schunk)
1938 Needs (Murray; hMaslow) -
Socio-cognitive theories with a focus on intrinsic motivation o
1959 Need to feel cormpetent {White; Harter)
1960 Constructivist theory (Bruner)
1966; 1968 Locus of contral (Rotter; De Charms)
1875 Flow (Csiksentmihalyi)
1978 Mlaste ry motivation (Harter)
1980 Test anxiety (Tryon)
1382 Perceptio ns of competence (Harter)
1985 Self-worhieste e (Harter)
1980 Self Determination {Deci; Ryan)
1992 Personal Inteest (K rapp, Hidi, & Renninger) N

16

Socio-cognitir e theories with a focus on goals
1984, 1988 Goal orientation (Micholls;, Elliot; Dweck)
19890 Goal setting (Locke & Latham)

1992 Mlotivational systems theory (Ford)

Figure 1 Time line of motivation theories

Integrative motivation theories
2000 Social cognitive theory of self-
regulation { Zimmerman)

2000; 2005 Dual processing self-
regulation model (Boekaerts)

2001 Multidimensional and multi-level
coghitive -situative perspective (Volet)
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beliefs — as major motivational or energy sourgée shift to cognitive motivation
theories was noted in the early 1950s.

2.1.1.1. Assessment

In the early days of motivation research, obseovatiwere the dominant form of
assessment. Some observations were based on sulgections to the Rorschach
Inkblot Test, others on free associations, andogmtections. Those approaches
tended to favour open-ended, high inference praesdwand devices. One
influential method that was used by early motivatiesearchers is the Thematic
Apperception Test (TAT: Murray, 1938). The TAT is p#ojective, narrative
measure that analyses expressed needs and reati@enseries of ambiguous
pictures. Murray developed this test before the o8dcWorld War and it
dominated the field for a long time (see Appendix Table 1). However, at some
point in time this method was discredited becaudmspection and projective
methods were considered un-scientific. Interesginglojective techniques were
re-invented later on.

2.1.2. Socio-cognitive theories

Early theories of motivation did not really examilgarning as it occurs in the
classroom. Studies mainly focused on explaininfecBhces in performance that
could be attributed to rather abstract motivatiocahstructs. A shift in focus
occurred when motivation researchers became im¢ereim studying the link
between motivational constructs and the cognitisee@sses that occur during the
learning process. This cognitive shift can be seerachievement motivation
theories and intrinsic motivation theories. As tenseen in Figure 1, theories on
intrinsic motivation developed largely in paralled achievement motivation
theories. These theories emerged in the same Zjthpait we will discuss them
separately since they developed independently ased uslightly different
explanatory constructs.

2.1.3. Socio-cognitive theories with a focus oreetgncy and value

Table 1 reveals that many constructs used in thky eaotivation theories re-
occurred in later theories, which show that thesastucts had contemporary
relevance. For examplaeeds(introduced by Lewin, 1935; and Murray, 1938) can
be retrieved in Festinger's (1957) cognitive cosisy theory. In Festinger's
view, motivation results from relations between ritign and behaviour. When
tension occurs, there is a need to make cogniaaodsehaviour consistent and this
explains the individual’s motivated actions. Tolriza(l932)expectancyonstruct

is another motivation construct that was re-int®tlin later motivation theories.
For example, it is one of the main energy soursestkinson’s (1964) expectancy-
value theory. This motivation theory dominated fied for a long time. It is a
social cognitive model of academic choice thatudek a socialization component,
focused on the role of culture, parents, and teadheshaping achievement-related
beliefs, as well as an identity development pro¢essry, Turner, & Meyer, 2006).
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Expectancy of subjective competencembined with the perception of one’s
ability to perform an activity, is viewed as onermgmnent of the total energy
source that determines whether a person will teitea certain activity. The other
component, which is traditionally considered asademnator, is thealue attached
to achievement activities.

The task value component consists of the perceivgrtance of being
good at an activity, the usefulness of the actifatyobtaining short-term or long-
term goals, the interest or liking of the activignd the cost of engaging in the
activity (Meece, Bower Glienke, & Burg, 2006; Perst al.,, 2006). In sum,
motivation is defined as the product of “expectamfysuccess” and "value of
success”. Similar to the early motivation theoriemtivation is considered as a
rather general disposition of the individual. Theividual's motivation is viewed
as a personal characteristic that is relativelybletaand transcends specific
situations. As such, researchers considered itcgrif to gather information on
students’ expectation and value on a single ocoasiml draw conclusions about
their motivation for academic tasks. We will comack to this issue in the
assessment section where we will argue that tlsisnagstion implied that specific
cognitions about the task at hand were largelyrigtho

Another influential socio-cognitive motivation tivg is Weiner’s (1976,
1980) attribution theory. Weiner viewed motivatias the result of trying to
understand and master the environment and onegeéifivit. Individuals seek to
understand why things happen and why people saydanthe things they do.
Attribution theory assumes that people will use axiety of explanations to
understand and explain their success and failurey tmake inferences, or
attributions, about what caused their actions.gxample, a student may state after
success on a difficult test that she was luckydbtge right questions (external,
variable, not controllable attribution) whereas thieo student may comment that
she did well because she had invested a greatadiesffort (internal, variable,
controllable attribution). The possibility to intiEgmte students’ attributions opened
a window to set up interventions to train studeotanake strategy attributions
instead of ability attributions.

Heckhausen (1977, 1980) extended Atkinson’s expegtaalue model
with the mechanisms described in attribution thetinys setting the scene for the
study of task-related cognitive processes in rneaé.t He argued that in order to
really understand why students do the things tleindhe classroom, we need to
study what they think before they start on achiexeimtasks (prospective
cognitions that prepare for action) as well asrtleegnitions about success and
failure after finishing achievement tasks (retratppe cognitions or attributions).
He visualized these task-related cognitions aschocgrocess. Before achievement
tasks students have a number of expectations, dimgu situation-effect
expectancies (e.g., When there is too much noigbdrclassroom, | will not be
able to do the task well), action-effect expectasde.g., If | read the instructions
carefully, | will be able to do the task well), apffect-consequence expectancies
(e.g., | always feel elated when | succeed in sghall these problems before the
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end of the test session). All these expectationsverge and determine the
students’ mind-set in relation to achievement tasks

Retrospective cognitions allow students to adjusirt expectations.
Students attribute their success or failure to ifpecauses, such as low or high
ability, effort, luck, and task characteristics astthtegy use. Heckhausen stressed
the cyclic nature of the motivation process, higiiing that stored expectations
and attributions - and their concomitant affectill e activated and impact on
similar achievement tasks in the future.

Bandura’s (1982, 1986) social cognitive theory hisdself-efficacy theory
were two major contributions to the motivation rdgeire, which prepared
researchers for the shift in emphasis from studyimgfivation as a trait-like
construct to investigating domain specific motigatprocesses. Self-efficacy was
defined as the individual's capability judgment doganize and execute action
plans that will lead to a good outcome on the tdsimerous studies (e.g.,
Bandura, 1993) documented that self-efficacy ddters task choice and that
students with high self-efficacy have higher agjmres and better performance.
Accordingly, researchers agree that the fundamémnist in one’s competence is an
important mechanism that drives human action.

2.1.4. Socio-cognitive theories with a focus onnstc motivation

Theories on intrinsic motivation consider motivati@as the inheremeedto feel
competent and to interact effectively with the eowiment (White, 1959; Harter,
1978). In this respect, they are similar to theirthieories that we discussed in the
previous section. Intrinsic motivation theoriesfelif however, in sense that they
attach value to obtaining positive feelings of e in the task, joy, and
satisfaction. Granted, the value component of eqmey x value models also
includes students’ beliefs about the importance atiidy of the task and their
interest in the task, but interest is rather vagulefined as the students’ general
liking of the task. Adherents of the intrinsic matiion perspective argued that
students, who are intrinsically motivated, choasdd the task freely because they
anticipate enjoyment while doing the task. Durinige tactivity they feel
autonomous to continue or discontinue their acti@rsiner (1960) argued that
students become motivated when instruction is me lwith personal relevant
experiences and contexts.

Self-determination theory (SDT) studied intrinsicotivation and used
“psychologicalneeds as a key motivation construct. These psycholdgieseds
show quite some resemblance to the psychologicadseut forward by Maslow
(1954). However, SDT differentiates the contengadls or learning outcomes and
the regulatory processes through which the outcoares achieved, making
predictions for different contents and for differeprocesses. In SDT, three
psychological needs (i.e. innate psychological imgnts that are essential for
ongoing psychological growth, integrity, and wedlithg) are proposed, namely a
need for competence, a need for social relatedaadsa need for autonomy. These
psychological needs are considered essential fderstanding the what (content)
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and why (process) of goal pursuits (Deci & Ryan83;9Ryan & Deci, 2000). A
vast body of studies based on SDT showed that Wethree psychological needs
are satisfied, students perceive the learning enmient as optimal. By contrast,
when students perceive the learning tasks as wioug too complex, and the
environment as too controlling, their psychologicaleds will be frustrated and
they may consider the learning environment as giivral.

When students perceive that their psychologicadseme fulfilled they
report a feeling good state (Ryan & Deci, 2001; IBaats & Minnaert, 2003). In
fact, SDT elaborated the mechanism of fundameniat tn one’s competence - as
already discussed with regard to Bandura’'s seit#dy theory. This mechanism
was extended with a second mechanism, namely tleepen of a favourable
learning environment. Ryan and Deci (2001) argusat finding oneself in a
favourable learning environment drives human actand when satisfied, results
in well-being, or in other words in a feeling gostéite. Striving for a feeling good
state is an important mechanism which may explaimdn action (Boekaerts,
2009b; Ford & Smith, 2007).

Another influential theory from the intrinsic mo#tion category is
Csikszentmihalyi’s flow theory (1975), which consid motivation as derived
from either extrinsic rewards or intrinsic energyuices. Enjoying a task for its
own sake taps an intrinsic energy source and meawtaslly result in flow, which
is described as a holistic sensation experienced @sult of total involvement.
Csikszentmihalyi emphasized that extrinsic motwatmainly results in material
wellbeing whereas, flow results in higher subjeetiwellbeing, which may
translate in happiness.

Susan Harter also worked within the intrinsic mation perspective. She
introduced different motivation constructs and gia@ly changed her definition of
motivation from a stable personality trait to a @emspecific inclination. Harter’s
(1978) mastery motivation theory still focused orotivation as a trait-like
construct, but shifted to measuring motivation asmdin-specific with the
introduction of her self-perceptions of competeniceory (Harter, 1982). Self-
perception of competence refers to a self-evalagtiigment about one’s ability to
accomplish developmental tasks. Harter reporteddgerdifferences in the
perception of competence. Males judge their physapgearance, their athletic
performance, and their academic competence higlerfemales whereas females
tend to judge their social skills higher than malkds important that teachers,
parents and educators realize that these self-aidujudgements may be
unrealistic and in need of repair.

Researchers working within interest theory (e.grapp, Hidi, &
Renninger, 1992), consider motivation either aselatively stable trait (i.e.,
personal or individual interest) or as interactimgh the task. They labelled the
latter form of interest ‘situational interest’ todicate that interest could also be
triggered by features of the immediate environmémterest researchers argued
that personal interest is based on elaborate uadeling of the content of a course
or learning activity. Students need to have actegxtensive and well-organized
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content knowledge in order to develop a true peasimterest in a domain. On the
other hand, situational interest refers to theestt&l current enjoyment, attraction,
and satisfaction. It is construed in the situataomd can evaporate quickly as
features of the environment change (e.g., when ll@awlestudent comments
negatively on one’s attempts to describe a sitoatio

As mentioned previously, the constructs used bygatiis of achievement
motivation theory and proponents of intrinsic matien theories developed in
relative isolation. In the sixties and seventiessearchers considered these
motivational perspectives as rivalling, despite filnet that many similarities could
be observed. Over the years, motivation researclrera the two different
perspectives exchanged ideas and, as a resuleveamtnt goal theory emerged in
the 1980s. This new motivation theory was an attetopintegrate the two
conceptualizations that were dominant at the tiNevertheless, achievement goal
theory has never replaced the expectancy x val@®rghnor the intrinsic
motivation theories. Today, the three motivationrspectives co-exist and
researchers may ground their research in eithepbiiese motivation theories.

2.1.5. Socio-cognitive theories with a focus onlgjoa

Goal theorists viewed motivation as an integratattepn ofbeliefsthat lead to
different ways of approaching, engaging in, andpoesing to achievement
situations. Initially, two major kinds of motivatially relevant goal patterns or
goal orientations emerged, namely ego-involved g@ald task-involved goals
(Nicholls, 1984). Later theorists re-named thesegieed purposes or orientations
to achievement situations as mastery and perforengoals. A performance goal
orientation refers to engagement in a learning tagth the purpose of
demonstrating one’s ability. A mastery goal ori¢iota denotes engagement with
the purpose to increase one’s competence, knowledgd skills. Roughly
speaking, performance orientation derived fromekgectancy x value perspective
and mastery orientation was mainly based on th@git motivation perspective.
The idea that performance goals have to be dividea performance approach
(wanting to demonstrate high ability) and perforegeavoidance goals (wanting to
hide incompetence) is a more recent developmehivi{& Church, 1997; Midgley
et al., 1998).

Many researchers studied the links between maatefyperformance goals
and engagement and learning in the classroom. Beshbw a positive link
between mastery approach goals and intrinsic migiva and between
performance approach goals and learning outcomecdyrast, a performance
avoidance goal orientation is negatively linkedhwittoth learning outcome and
intrinsic motivation. The effect of classroom cofiten goal orientation has also
been studied. The results warrant the conclusian different goal orientations
may be positive for performance on some taskspmmescontexts, sometimes in the
short and sometimes in the long run. Several rekees warned against classroom
practices that stimulate a performance goal oriemtaFor example, Ames (1992)
pointed out that instructional practices that ensptea evaluations, testing, and
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competition may trigger a performance orientatiommiost students, which in turn
trigger superficial learning, dependence on exinmotivation, and task
avoidance.

The development of achievement goal theory wasrst fttempt to
integrate theories from different motivational gesstives. However, researchers
still focused on one type of goal, namely achievangoals and considered all
other goals that students bring to the classroopeapheral. Ford (1992) was the
first to introduce a drastic shift. He presentedimbegrative motivation theory,
which describes goals as a unifying construct ofidm functioning. Ford presented
a taxonomy of multiple content goals and conceptedlthe energy sources for
motivated behaviour as a combination gdfals emotions and personal agency
beliefs Motivational systems theory (MTS) describes hawc@ntent goals, which
are considered important in students’ life, interddhese goals are wanting to
understand, to experience positive self-evaluatibm, explore, to achieve
intellectual creativity, to be entertained, to exgece tranquillity, to feel happy, to
experience bodily sensations, to experience phygicdl well-being, experience
unity, transcendence, to belong, to feel sociabponsible, to provide and receive
social support, to experience equity, individualitguperiority, mastery,
management, material gain, safety, and self-detextioin.

At present, not much is known about how these plelicontent goals
interact with each other in the classroom and hbey tgain dominance in the
students’ goal system. Wentzel's (e.g., 1996) aritial work on the interaction
between social goals and achievement goals is aep&gn. She found that
students who pursue social and mastery goals isecbrvere more inclined to
invest effort in their school work. She also showttht the pursuit of
belongingness goals and entertainment goals irtltssroom impede rather than
support learning. By contrast, students who purswstery goals and social
support goals were more inclined to invest efforttheir school assignments.
Wentzel also reported unique social goal patteorshigh and low-achieving
students.

Boekaerts (2009a) reviewed the literature on meltgontent goals in the
classroom and described how these goals affectestsid engagement and
disengagement patterns. For example, students whaed in effective teams were
more aware of the goals they pursued in the classrthan students in the
ineffective teams. In addition, they retrospectivexplained their task engagement
in terms of their salient goals. In line with wi&entzel found, these students gave
preference to certificate goals alongside mastsogjal responsibility, and social
support goals. Students in ineffective teams at&xlaed value to obtaining their
certificate, but they also pursued entertainmerdlsy@nd indicated that they
wanted to do as little as possible (work avoidagmals). In contrast to the students
who worked in effective team, these students pdimnteunfavourable aspects of
the learning setting to account for their low tasigagement.
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2.1.5.1. Assessment

Researchers working within the socio-cognitive pecsive still viewed motivation
as a stable disposition. In fact, achievement mtitw researchers still used the
TAT to measure motivation. As can be viewed from Ttable, this state of affairs
changed drastically at the end of the 1970s. Bdritéginer (1976) introduced new
assessment methods into the motivation field, saagtstimulated recalls, think-
alouds, and dialogues. Retrospective self-ratingding of verbal statements, and
written material were also used as a convenient wagescribe students’ causal
attributions of success and failure.

In the 1980’s, the first results were accumulateith vdomain-specific
guestionnaires. Indeed, a few motivation reseaschiexd accepted Mischel's
(1973) reasoning that the general trait-approactt dd longer fit current
conceptualizations of motivation. Michel had argtieat individuals do not behave
as consistently as psychologists assume. He erplathat cross-situational
consistency should not be assumed, but that theidindl’'s goal structure and his
or her personal reward system in relation to a domaeded to be taken into
account when investigating motivation.

Accordingly, motivation researchers started to dram students’
motivation in relation to the different types ofka that students have to perform in
school. Boekaerts (1987) showed that students’ vaitin and their cognitive
strategy use differed by subject-matter area. H&t®@82) developed her Perceived
Competence Scale, which is a domain-specific, fbrchoice 4 point scale.
Likewise, interest researchers (e.g., Krapp etl@B2) made a distinction between
individual interest and situational interest, usetl-reports as well as observations,
peer ratings, and self-ratings to assess studemesest. Eccles and her colleagues
showed that students’ task choice depended on jtldgment of their capacity to
perform those tasks and that motivation for doirgthntasks was different from
motivation to for other school subjects and foryplg tennis (see Eccles &
Wigfield, 2002).

These and similar findings urged motivation reseers to adopt a
domain-specific approach to motivation. They nogemconsidered motivation as
a stable disposition and used domain-specific regbrts to measure motivation
(for a more detailed discussion, see Eccles & Widfi 2002). In other words,
motivation research in education had shifted frostracture-oriented approach to
a process oriented approach. Rather than measgengral traits and styles to
describe the regularities in learning and motivatimotivation researchers were
now ready to investigate the processes and stestdbat students actually use
every day in the classroom (for more details, seekBerts, 2002).

The shift from domain-specific to situation-specifineasures occurred
almost simultaneously. In the 1980’s Bandura (19Bfjoduced task-specific
rating on a 1-100 point scale indicating subjectsifidence in their ability to do a
specific task. The on-line motivation questionnalexeloped by Boekaerts in the
early 80s was the first situation specific instrmmnthat registered motivation in
real time. It assesses students’ appraisals of tdskracteristics (including
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perceived task attraction, perceived difficulty devsuccess expectation) directly
after the introduction of a task and immediatetgatompletion of the task.

2.1.6. Integrative perspectives on motivated behavi

During the past two decades - from the early 199@sards - the focus of some

research groups has shifted from theories derivem bne single perspective on
motivation (e.g., expectancy x value models, isidrmotivation models, and goal

theories) towards more eclectic motivation theoridsxt to research grounded in
the formerly discussed motivation theories, nevspectives have been developed,
focusing explicitly on the impact of motivation ialsles on the strategies that
students use to steer and direct their learninghm classroom. From this

perspective, motivation is conceptualized in termfisthe decision-making and

choice processes that students use with respebettearning and self-regulation

process. As such, these integrative theories aiered to as self-regulation

theories.

Several integrative theories have been developeatl ae still being
developed. In order to illustrate how these theotake account of the way that
students engage in learning, we selected two iativgr theories to illustrate this
new approach, namely Zimmerman's (2000) social itivgntheory of self-
regulation and motivation, and Boekaerts’ dual pssing self-regulation model
(see Boekaerts & Niemivirta, 2000; Boekaerts & @orRa005; Boekaerts, 2006).
Key motivation constructs in these theories aredsgexpectations, values, self-
efficacy, competence, volition, attributions anteef, in addition to various forms
of strategy use (cognitive, meta-cognitive, moimwatand volition strategies).

2.1.6.1. Zimmerman’s social cognitive theory dfjulation

Research initiated by Zimmerman’s social cognitiveory of self-regulation and
motivation (2000) focused on learning processeghm classroom. Based on
Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory, Zimmermadescribed the

interdependent roles of social, environmental, aelfl variables. He argued that
these triadic processes are a key feature in bedmaviZimmerman views

motivation as part of self-regulation, which cotsisf three cyclic phases.

The first phase is labelled forethought. It invalvprocesses like task
analysis (including e.g., goal setting and stratpignning) and activation of
motivational beliefs (e.g., self-efficacy and outw expectations), which set the
stage for action and precede commitment. The seghase is labelled the
performance or volitional control phase. It coneserself-control (e.g., task
strategies) and self-observation processes (elrresording), which in fact refer
to the effort that underlies attention and actidhe third phase is labelled self-
reflection. It involves the students’ response to experience, including self-
judgment (e.g., self-evaluation and causal attidmytand self-reaction (e.g., self-
satisfaction, affect, and adaptive defence).

As we have discussed previously, students per¢hveutcomes of their
actions and make self-evaluative judgments. Selfemtive reactions to
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performance are important because students link Hsdf-evaluations (e.g., an
unsuccessful performance) to causal attributiorng.,(bad luck, low ability, task

too difficult) and experience concomitant affectndar, shame, sadness).
Zimmerman emphasized that students may be inclioedvoid activities that

produce negative affect, such as anxiety and arfjemnerman attests that the
self-regulatory cycle is complete, when self-reflat affects forethought with

regard to future actions and efforts, in the tipihdse.

Taken to the classroom, this theory predicts thatents will benefit if the
teacher encourages them to define the goals (drdaals) they will strive for - in
advance - as well as the standards they will begufr the monitoring process.
Furthermore, teachers need to model action pladseaffold the development of
these action plans, boosting the students’ selfaff at the same time.
Zimmerman and Kitsantas (2002) found that studertsd to observe models
perform a new skill and that it is better to obgeavcoping model (i.e., a teacher or
advanced peer who demonstrates the action plare wilealing how to tackle
obstacles at the same time) than an expert modwe, demonstrates a flawless
performance.

2.1.6.2. Boekaerts” dual processing self-regulatimuel

In this model (for a more detailed description Beekaerts, 2006) motivation is
considered as a key aspect of self-regulation. ieefee describe this model in
more detail, we would like to point out that Boeltaanade a distinction between
motivationalbeliefsthat refer to the cognitions that students brimgear on a task
or learning activity (i.e., the value they attachthe task, the expectancies they
have about success and failure on the tasks, tiwt orientation, and the
attributions they make in relation to this type tafk) and the motivation and
volitional strategieghat they have access to and actually use to layassustain
their motivation and to regulasdfect

In line with Gollwitzer (1999), Boekaerts differéated between the
motivation regulation strategies that studentsing@e goal setting stage to make
the learning activity meaningful and purposefulg(e.enhancing self-efficacy,
increasing interest in the task) and the voliticstedtegies that they use in the goal
striving stage to sustain their motivation (envir@antal control, dealing with
distractions, regulating emotions). In the goatisgtstage, students transform the
activated motivational beliefs into an intentionatct. This does or does not result
in commitment to the learning goal. In the goaivaty stage, the focus is on the
best way to implement the goal. At this point thezessary learning and meta-
cognitive strategies are set in motion and the esttgd need to sustain their
motivation and protect it from competing actiondencies.

Corno (1993) described good academic work habitd dontribute to
effortful performance, and Wolters (in press) dissm the motivation regulation
strategies that students use to increase, sustath,modify the level of their
motivation. Examples are: interest enhancementjakawinforcement, task
restructuring, self-consequating, raising selfesftly, and dealing with distracters.
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The dual processing self-regulation model descrilvegyoal priorities that
students strive for in the context of the classronamely achieving gains in one’s
resources (e.g., extend one’s domain-specific kedgg base, improve strategy
use, and increase competence) and keeping onelbewey within reasonable
bounds (e.g., feeling safe, secure, happy, sal)sfieis assumed that students try
to achieve a balance between these two goal perit

Students who are invited to participate in a laagnactivity use three
sources of information to form a mental represémabdf the task-in-context, and
to appraise it, namely (1) current perceptionshef task and the physical, social,
and instructional context within which it is embedd (2) activated domain-
specific knowledge and strategies related to thle tand (3) motivational beliefs in
relation to the task (e.g., domain-specific effigagutcome expectations, interest,
goal orientation, attributions). This informatios brought into working memory
and forms the basis for determining goal commitnierithe goal setting stage and
selecting relevant strategies during the goalisgigtage.

Based on the knowledge present in working memotydents make
decisions about the targets, focus, expectanamesiyge of engagement that they
will commit themselves to. They will feel committead the task, when they
experience dominantly favourabt®gnitionsand emotions This means that they
were successful in bringing the learning task imeliwith the core guiding
principles of their own goal system (interests, dsgeexpectancies). At such a
point, the students’ learning intention is firmty place and they engage actively in
the learning process

However, many obstacles might occur en-route ® larning goal.
Students need access to specific self-regulatiostegfies to overcome these
obstacles, because they will feel the urge to eetlitheir attention, when they
detect cues that signal a threat to well-beinguich instances, they are involved in
well-being rather than learning and they may asln$elves: “Will others laugh
when | say this?” or “Will this be taken as prodfat | am not as smart as |
pretend?” These unfavourable appraisals promptestsdto explore the threat
further and to steer and direct the flow of enemgyay from the task. In order to
continue the learning process in the face of obetacstudents need access to
volitional strategies that protect their learningention from these competing
action tendencies.

In this section, we have illustrated that integmatitheories of motivation
and learning have described the motivation reqaiathechanisms that students
need to acquire in order to be able to increas#asy and modify their own level
of motivation. At this point in the discussion, wuld like to mention that the
cognitive shift in the conceptualization of motieex was paralleled by a shift in
research methods to assess motivation. In the seption, we will address the
second question that we phrased in the introducttamely ‘How have the
assessment methods changed over time from measuglmively stable
dispositions, or traits, to domain-specific anduaiion-specific registration of
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learning intentions and goal striving?’ We will agaefer to Table 1 in Appendix
A to describe the shift in research methods tosassmtivation.

2.2. How did assessment methods change over time?

Boekaerts and Corno (2005) gave a description ef different assessment
instruments that have been used to measure engagantestrategy use, including
motivation strategies. The list consists of dirglsservations measuring the choice
of tasks, effort, and persistence; ratings by teesshparents, and peers, judging a
student’s level of motivation; self-reports and sfiennaires using Likert items;
oral interviews after finishing a task; stimulategtalls (e.g., asking a student to
watch a video recording of a math lesson and adkémdo explain why she did not
engage in the task as was expected by the teactmmk-alouds; dialogues
recalling or verbalizing one’s thoughts, actionsj éeelings during the task; online
methods that inspect the traces that students Ibalind when they make an
electronic assignment (e.g., the number of timey tittempted revising a written
text).

In the last column of Table 1, we described thetrdosninant assessment
methods used by each research group, based ommation provided in the
original research reports and in review studiespéction of the Table will inform
the reader that before the cognitive shift in matin theories, researchers
measured the rather abstract motivation constraaisly using observations, self-
ratings, introspections and projective measuresh ¥iie emphasis on motivational
beliefs came a heavier reliance on self-reportmkthlouds, and retrospective
interviews. At the end of the 1980s, most motivatiquestionnaires were
administered at one point in time, requesting radpats to give an indication of
their commitment to school work. At that time, mamsearchers still regarded
personality variables, including motivation variehl as relatively stable
personality characteristics that could be genewdlito a wide range of school
situations.

This prevalent view was attacked in the seconddfalie 1970s but it took
a while before motivation researchers acceptechéve ideas and developed new
measures to assess tpeocess aspect®f motivation. For a long time, the
advantages of motivation research in the actuasob@m - compared to laboratory
settings — had been underestimated in educati@salarch. The use of domain-
specific and situation-specific motivation measuset the scene for the study of
students’ engagement in the classroom and broughivation research closer to
the study of learning and instruction processesvattays, an increasing number of
motivation researchers conduct research in the ity of the classroom, taking
adequate account of the social context (e.g., [Hr&eVolet, 2004; Walker,
Pressick-Kilborn, Arnold, & Sainsbury, 2004).

The use of situation-specific assessment methddwed researchers to
develop process-oriented motivation theories. AangxXe is Boekaerts’ (2006)
dual processing self-regulation model. This theshows that appraisal of a
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learning opportunity, in situ, is needed to takdl faccount of the specific
environmental conditions, including the exact cahtef a task, the local context,
and rivalling goals at that specific moment in tirae well as students’ perceptions
of these conditions, their activated motivationali¢fs, and their strategy use.

Boekaerts (2002) explained that activated doma@tifip motivational
beliefs and the domain-specific commitment pathwhgsed on these beliefs
provide the context within which students appraseurrent learning situation.
Recent software developments and the availabilitgamputers in classrooms,
make it possible to register students’ appraishth@task and its context on-line.
For example, the “Between the lines” methodologst tMary Ainley and her
colleagues developed (Ainley & Patrick, 2006) aheé bn-line self-regulation
methodology that Boekaerts, Cascallar, and Rozén(08) developed are
examples of advanced techniques to analyze studsrdasegy use in interaction
with their motivational beliefs. These researcluageloped an interactive software
program that aims to establish more understandinparning processes while
students are working on specific learning actisitie

Single items measure students’ thoughts and feelthging a specific
task, thus assessing their expectations, selfagffic interests, goal-orientation,
attribution processes and concomitant affect oe;lims well as collecting
exemplars of their strategy use (meta-cognitive ienedia-motivational strategies)
and learning outcomes. This detailed, on-line nwimy of students’ cognitions,
feelings, and actions contributes to our understandf how motivation principles
actually work in the classroom. Computerized ingion, combined with another
recent development, namely the availability of ambesl statistical software
packages, such as neural network analyses, prtividepportunity to assess and
analyze numerous different variables concurrentid @&xplore the underlying
mechanisms of motivated behaviour.

2.3. Effectiveingtruction createsinstructional opportunities

In accordance with the motivation theories that discussed in section 2,
researchers have formulated guidelines for teaclerseate better instructional
opportunities for their students (see e.g., Boaka@002). While discussing the
various motivation theories, we occasionally reddrto studies that provided
evidence that students’ engagement and involveineletirning could be boosted
by changing specific aspects of the motivation pssc We will not repeat here the
many findings with implications for the classroonat we have already discussed
in the text. Instead we will refer to a few findthat have proved to be effective
to improve students’ motivation and that are easyirtcorporate in normal
classroom contexts.

In the remainder of this chapter, we will referrgsearch findings that
teachers can use in their classroom (1) to boest students’ motivation and (2) to
improve their strategy use, specifically motivatregulation strategies.
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2.3.1. Teachers can boost their students’ motivatio
Brophy (2001) summarized the research on a suppodiassroom climate and
reported that teachers need to display personabwtts that will make them
effective role models: they need to be cheerfignfitly, warm, emotionally stable,
sincere, and caring about students as individualsas learners. Effective teachers
convey a sense of the purposefulness of the laparaisks so that students can
attach value to the learning activities and estdbk mastery goal orientation.
Teachers should be clear and consistent in artiogldheir expectations at the
beginning of new learning activities. Teacher expians concerning what
students are capable of accomplishing alone or thighhelp of the teacher (peers)
tend to shape what students come to expect frommsblees. Hence, teacher
expectations should be communicated to the studants they should be as
positive as possible, yet realistic. Teachers sh&akp their expectations of their
students current by monitoring their progress djose

A study by Leach and Tan (1996) showed that it migh beneficial if
teachers communicate with parents about their e¢apens for their children.
These researchers found that it is constructiveierconduct of students in class
that teachers inform parents regularly on theitd&hiclassroom behaviour. Leach
and Tan showed that on-task class behaviour inedeagen parents’ received a
letter with negative feedback on their child’s sl@®m behaviour. This effect was
also demonstrated, when only a few parents recehisdeedback on their child’s
classroom behaviour. It stands to reason that vl express their expectation
to their children more clearly when they receivetsa letter from the teacher.

Boekaerts (2009b) described different instructigmactices that teachers
can use to boost motivation in the classroom. Wk mefer to four specific
practices, namely providing adequate feedbackbating performance to strategy
use, giving praise, and providing motivational m@ation up front.

2.3.1.1. Providing adequate feedback

A much quoted finding is that teachers can boastesits’ motivation by providing

adequate feedback. Dweck (1999) argued that temctleould avoid person-
oriented criticism, for instance by praising a swits intelligence in order to

encourage a mastery orientation. Instead, teadterald emphasise that effort
invested in a task can make all the differencethatiselecting a specific strategy
to do the job may prove to be effective or ineffextWhen students fail on a task,
they should change their strategy use rather tbamplain that they cannot do the
task, because they lack the ability to do so. Dwestommended teachers to
comment on students’ work with comments such agally appreciate that you

worked that hard’, and ‘The strategy you used heas really effective’. They

should avoid comments like “You are always makihg same mistakes”, or
“Look, at your team mate, she did a much better fdn you did”. Instead,

teachers should play down a failure experience agthments like ‘Next time you

could put more effort in this task’, and ‘Could ythink of another way to do this
next time?’
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2.3.1.2. Attributing performance to effort and st@gy use

Teachers should not encourage students to attrdbbstecessfuperformance to
external, non-controllable causes, such as ditficldvel of the task, luck, and
unexpected help or favors from others. Rather, gfeuld teach their students to
attribute achievements to sufficient competenceddothe task and reasonable
effort. This will guarantee that they will be caidnt to use the skill on a later
occasion. Teachers should be careful that thedesiis do not attribute a poor
performance to low ability. It is better that théew low effort, insufficient prior
knowledge, or using the wrong strategy as the cdosdailure. Such failure
attributions will prompt students to invest moréodf to fill up the knowledge gap,
and to acquire better strategies.

2.3.1.3. Giving praise
Researchers like Beaman and Wheldall (2000) poiotedthat teachers respond
more frequently to inappropriate social behavichant to appropriate behaviour
that they might want to increase with praise. A armtalysis by Cameron and
Pierce (1994) showed that expected tangible rew@edsease intrinsic motivation
(e.g., getting stars from the teacher for a goatbpmance or a present from one’s
parents for a good result), whereas verbal rewatd$h as praise and positive
feedback produce an increase in intrinsic motivatositive attitude toward the
learning activity, and approach behavior. An impres number of studies
documented the hidden costs of extrinsic rewards. éxample, Lepper and
Gilovich (1981) showed that providing extrinsic g for something that the
person would have done anyway may have a detrilmefiect on the creativity
and quality of performance and on the effort ingddater on in similar activities.
Brophy (1981) added that praise given publicly tforial things could be
interpreted unfavorably by the students (e.g.,serdor handing in an assignment
before the deadline, or for doing exactly what thacher asked class to do).
Brophy concluded that effective praise includes rapiption for non-trivial
engagement and provides informative feedback. dulshbe perceived by the
students as sincere, contingent on performancéeobehavior to be reinforced,
and specific about the particulars of the behaviming reinforced. He emphasized
that it depends on the student whether praisdastafe. Teachers should therefore
observe a student’s reaction to praise and reaotrdiagly.

2.3.1.4. Providing motivational information up fiton

A very promising new technique to boost studentstivation is to influence their
motivational beliefs and perceptions by providingtivational information up
front. Vansteenkiste, Simons, Lens, Sheldon, ant, DR004) showed that telling
students before they had to read a text that tleenmation in the text would help
them educate their own children, resulted in deepmycessing, increased
autonomous motivation, higher persistence, ancebétst performance. It seems
that information about the functional relevanceaotourse or learning activity
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helps students to activate favourable motivatiobeliefs that promote more
efficient strategy use.

2.3.2. Improving students’ strategy use

We argued that students need to be able to regthaie motivation and we
mentioned a few motivation regulation strategiesachers should model these
strategies (e.g., affect regulation, effort regolat and effective time
management). Randi and Corno (2000) described h@ategy instruction can be
incorporated in effective teaching. They argued tlew visions of teaching and
learning place new demands on teachers to charigmhlyowhatbut also how their
subject matter content is taught.

Boekaerts (2006) described volitional strategies ampects of self-
management. These strategies refer to studentssferce to maintain focused on
the task and invest further effort, despite potrdistractions. For example, many
students experience difficulty to get started oeaning task, particularly when
there are many distracters present in the learamgronment. They also find it
difficult to persist when they are side trackedriwalling goals, such as going on
the Internet, or answering an incoming e-mail orSsMoekaerts and Corno (2005)
argued that these students need strategy traimitigeiuse of good work habits that
protect their intentions. Corno (2004) describedvhi@achers can help their
students to set concrete learning goals and sufgtmalbprioritise these goals, to
organise their work effectively, to make a timeexliiie, to stick to that schedule
and monitor the time (time management).

It is not enough to explain to students which setyeds are effective.
Teachers should model these strategies, drawirig shalents’ attention to the
motivation regulation strategies that some studalnéady use and that they might
adopt themselves. It is important that teacherdfadathis adoption process.
Analogous to the zone of proximal development ardéng, a motivational zone of
proximal development should be created. Studeetshen encouraged to practice
those motivation regulation strategies that thag foo cumbersome to use on their
own. Instructional practices, including teacher gmeer support should increase
their commitment and their resolve to use thesevaiidn regulation strategies
while doing independent seatwork or homework.

Zimmerman and Kitsantas (2002) showed that strategghing is most
effective when it includes cognitive modeling, whimakes thought processes that
guide strategy use observable. Students benefit finras observing a teacher (or a
more advanced peer) demonstrate a skill, when tliaw explicit attention to
possible roadblocks during skill execution and aevon the use of strategies to
deal with these obstacles.

McCaslin and Hickey (2001) described instructior@mitexts of supportive
relationships, co-regulation, scaffolding, and edfog instructional opportunities.
In these contexts, the motivational beliefs (effigaoutcome expectations, value
attribution, and goal orientation) that lead to caitment are socially constructed
and supported. Jarveld and Jarvenoja (in pressyeshdhat students working
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collaboratively on a joint project use communal ivettion regulation strategies,
which are co-constructed during the task.

2.4. General conclusion and issuesfor futureresearch

The reader will have noted that it is difficult penetrate the numerous motivation
theories due to the large amount of constructs aodceptualizations of

motivation. Therefore, we tried to provide an ovew of the most prominent

motivation theories, pointing to similarities aniffetences between the different
motivation theories. We addressed three main dquestinamely ‘How has the

conceptualization of motivation changed over timeidow have the methods of

assessment changed over time from general traitent@in-specific and situation-
specific measures?’ and ‘How can insights from waiton theories help the

teacher to create more optimal learning opportesi

We addressed the first question by having a clések at the different
motivation theories. This analysis revealed thativadon researchers evoked a
great number of constructs to describe the eneogycses that make individuals
move forward (e.g., instincts, needs, drives, wilxpectancies, perceived
competence, fear of failure, self-efficacy, perdanterest, desire, flow). Most of
these constructs are abstract in the sense tigtifficult to explain to students
and teachers what they can do to make actual yderofxample, their instincts,
needs, and flow. As we have seen, one source oplegity is that some of these
constructs overlap and have been given differetielé&a This hinders the
comparison of research results.

In order to gain more insight into the push and fuction that different
motivation constructs serve, we need to describentin terms of the underlying
mechanisms that provide their energy source. la \iith Boekaerts (2009b), we
view the presence of a feeling good state, assmtiaith a fundamental trust in
one’'s competence, perception of a favourable lagrnenvironment (e.g.,
autonomy, relatedness, support, and fairness) ttenduccessful pursuit of one’s
personal goals, as the main energy sources that pexaple forward.

Each of these mechanisms is linked to specific vattn theories. For
example, a fundamental trust in one’s competennebearetrieved in self-efficacy
theory, expectancy x value theory, and self-deteatron theory and empirical
results emanating from these different theoriesrinfus that this mechanism acts
as an internal resource and favourably affectdebming process. In an optimal
learning environment the different push and pulth@isms abound, inviting the
learner to engage in meaningful learning. We shookg, however, that a learning
environment is never optimal for all students, niegithat students do not all feel
fully energized in a specific learning environmefor this reason, it is important
that researchers are able to detect how the ditfgrall and push mechanisms
work in practice. This will allow them to explaia teachers how different learning
environments may facilitate or inhibit learning Bpecific types of students.
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We answered the second question by describing ifffieresht assessment
methods that were used in motivation research. @asens, introspections, and
projective techniques were the dominant assessruaié used in the early
motivation studies. A change in Zeitgeist accompdnby more advanced
assessment techniques caused a cognitive shifbtivation research paralleled by
a shift from measuring motivation as a generat tawvards domain-specific and
situation-specific measures. Clearly, the develognaad use of self-reports has
dominated motivation research for a long time. g;dself-reports are still the
most common assessment methods of the motivatiostrumt. However, self-
reports have been questioned (see e.g., Karabestical., 2007), because a
discrepancy was noted between the assumptions byatihe researchers about the
meaning communicated to the students and respa@idetdrpretation of the self-
report items. What we have learned from the histofymotivation is that
assessment methods may fall into disuse at timeareusometimes 'reinvented'.
Projective assessment methods that were populareaily motivation researchers
are now regaining their status as a measuring éevihis illustrates the cyclic
nature of the assessment process in motivatioanese

The third question that we raised was: How canghitsi from motivation
theories help the teacher to create more optimatnieg opportunities? We
mentioned several interventions that teachers cas#din their classroom to boost
their students’ motivation. We also argued thatedffre teachers should
incorporate good work habit instructions in theiesy day teaching and that they
should model motivation regulation strategies.

In closing this section, we would like to referdjly to a recent shift in
motivation research, namely from socio-cognitivedties with a clear focus on the
motivational beliefs and motivation regulation sties of individual students to
socio-cultural motivation theories, which focus dhe co-construction of
motivational beliefs and motivation regulation stgies (see e.g., Perry et al.,
2006).

2.4.1. Conclusion

We have acquired a great deal of information alboativated behaviour, but we
still have a lot to learn concerning the mechanishad energize students in the
classroom in such a way that learning is enhan®ed.helicopter view on the key
components used by the different motivation theohas hopefully provided the
reader with a well-informed view on the differenbtimation constructs that have
been studied within specific mini theories. Yets+veas argued — it is important to
take theories of motivation to the classroom andalyststudents’ motivation in
concert with their strategy use. We would like tw@urage the development of
such integrative theories. Instead of increasirgdistance from theory to practice
and focusing exclusively on the development of @aglsi motivation theory,
researchers need to build a bridge between diffenestivation theories and
between theory and practice. Theorists from differtheoretical perspectives
should work together and share ideas on how tdkstamore understanding of
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motivation processes. Also, interventions neededased on the key motivation
mechanisms that provide the essential energy seurcether words, we advocate
that future research on motivation should focughencues in the learner and the
learning environment that get students going oneheing pathway and energize
them to face difficulties when they occur.

2.4.2. Issues for future research

We would like to end this chapter with some suggast for future research.
Further research is needed on how intrinsic andnsikt motivation influence each
other. We also need to gain more insight into havdents pursue their multiple
goals in the context of the classroom and how thjesds affect each other.

Apart from further motivation research, we wouldalwelcome better
written papers. Not all motivation researchers te\a clear conceptualization of
the motivation construct. They often don’t eveniefwhat motivation is. Neither
do they discuss the key motivation constructs @irthapers nor do they measure
them. It would become a lot easier for researchgesjuate students, teachers, and
educators to understand the research and intdtetsults when authors would
provide not only a clear description of their omeary but would also link it to the
major mechanisms that underlie engagement in tssi@om. Authors of research
papers should not talk about motivation in gendral,should describe the specific
motivational theory they have used to design teeidy, highlighting the diverse
energy sources that made students move forwardhendiactors that influenced
these mechanisms. This small intervention wouldaaly produce large benefits,
both in terms of theoretical understanding and fdating practical implications.

There is also a clear need for practical guidatitithe elements in the
classroom that influence motivation. Researcheosiighfocus on the principles of
motivation that can help teachers and educatorfoster motivation in their
students. A clear description should be given of #irategies that enhance
motivation in the classroom and of the environmiefdators that facilitate and
impede the actual use of these strategies.

References

*Note. References that are only used in the Appendix andhnoughout the chapter are

marked (*).

Ainley, M., & Patrick, L. (2006). Measuring selfgelated learning processes
through tracking patterns of student interactionthwiachievement
activities.Educational Psychology Revie®B, 267-286.

Ames, C. (1992). Classrooms: Goals, structuressardent motivationJournal of
Educational Psychology4, 261-271.

*Atkinson, J. W. (1957). Motivational determinantd risk-taking behavior.
Psychological Reviey4, 359-372.

Atkinson, J. W. (1964).An introduction to motivatiaon Princeton, NJ: Van
Nostrand.

34



Chapter 2. The motivation cake

Bandura, A. (1982). Self-efficacy mechanism in homagency. American
Psychologist37, 122-147.

Bandura, A. (1986)Social foundations of thought and action: A socagnitive
theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Bandura, A. (1993). Perceived self-efficacy in dtiga-development and
functioning.Educational Psychologisp8, 117-148.

Beaman, R., & Wheldall, K. (2000). Teachers’ usapproval and disapproval in
the classroontducational Psychologp0, 431-446.

Boekaerts, M. (1987). Situation-specific judgmenfs a learning task versus
overall measures of motivational orientation. In Be Corte, H.
Lodewijks, R. Parmentier & P. Span (Edd_garning and instruction:
European research in an international context, Visdul (pp. 169-179).
Oxford: Pergamon.

Boekaerts, M. (2002a). The on-line motivation qioestaire: A self-report
instrument to assess students’ context sensitiviti?.. R. Pintrich & M. L.
Maehr (Eds.) Advances in Motivation and Achievement, VolumeNE&y
Directions in Measures and Metho(sp. 77-120). Amsterdam: JAI.

Boekaerts, M. (2002bMotivation to Learn In the Educational Practice Series of
the International Academy of education. Geneveertrdtional Bureau of
education/lUNESCO

Boekaerts, M. (2006). Self-regulation and efforta@stment. In E. Sigel & K. A.
Renninger (Vol. Eds.)Handbook of Child Psychology, Vol. 4, Child
Psychology in Practicép. 345-377). New York: Wiley.

Boekaerts, M. (2009a). Goal-Directed Behavior & @lassroom. In K.R. Wentzel
& A. Widfield (Eds.), Handbook of Motivation at Scho@bp. 105-122).
New York and London: Routledge.

Boekaerts, M. (2009b)lhe crucial role of motivation and emotion in classn
learning. Weimar, Germany, Invited address at the Experttimgef the
OECD.

Boekaerts, M., Cascallar, E., Costigan, T., & Razath, J. (2008)Capturing the
multiple components of self-regulated writing: atsynic approachPaper
presented at the International Conference of thorJof Psychological
Science, Berlin, July 2008.

Boekaerts,M., & Minnaert, A. (2003). Affective amdotivational Outcomes of
working in Collaborative Group&ducational Psychology6, 187-208.

Boekaerts, M., & Corno, L. (2005). Self-Regulation the Classroom: A
perspective on Assessment and Interventidpplied Psychology: An
International Reviewb4, 199-231.

Boekaerts, M., & Niemivirta, M. (2000). Self-regtdd learning: Finding a balance
between learning goals and ego protective goaldd.IiBoekaerts, P. R.
Pintrich & M. Zeidner (Eds.)Handbook of Self-regulatiofpp. 417-450).
New York: Academic Press.

Brophy, J. (1981). Teacher praise: A functionallgsia. Review of Educational
Research51, 5-32.

35



Chapter 2. The motivation cake

Brophy, J. (2001)Teaching.In the Educational Practice Series of the Intéonat
Academy of education. Geneva: International Bureaaf
education/lUNESCO

Bruner, J. (1960)The process of educatioBambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press.

Cameron, J., & Pierce, W. D. (1994). Reinforcemeamtyard, and intrinsic
motivation : A meta-analysifReview of Educational Researd¥, 363-
423.

Corno, L. (1993). The best-laid plans: Modern cqticms of volition and
educational researcBducational Researchg?2?2, 14-22.

Corno, L, (2004). Work Habits and Work Styles. TP&ychology of Volition in
educationTeacher College Recaord06 1669-1694.

Csiksentmihalyi, M. (1975)Beyond boredom and anxietyan Francisco: Jossey-
Bass.

*de Charms, R. (1968Rersonal causation: The internal affective detemamits of
behavior New York: Academic Press.

*Deci, E. L. (1980).The psychology of self-determinatidrexington, MA: D. C.
Heath.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985)ntrinsic motivation and self-determination in
human behaviolNew York: Plenum Press.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2000). The what and whiygoal pursuits: Human
needs and the self-determination of behavRsychological Inquiry11,
227-268.

Deighton, L. C. (1971). Motivation. [ihe Encyclopedia of EducatigWol. 6, pp.
408-415). United States of America: The Macmillaan@®any & The Free
Press.

Dweck, C. S. (1999)Self-Theories. Their Role in Motivation, Personalgnd
Development{pp. 107 -115). East Sussex: Psychology Press.

*Eccles, J. (1983). Expectancies, values and acadeemaviours. In J. T. Spence
(Ed.), Achievement and achievement motif@gs 75-146). San Fransisco:
Freeman.

Eccles, J. S., & Widfield, A. (2002). Motivationdeliefs, values, and goals.
Annual Review of Psycholqd3, 109-132.

Elliot, A. J., & Church, M. A. (1997). A hierarctat model of approach and
avoidance achievement motivatiodournal of Personality and Social
Psychology72, 218-232.

Festinger, L. (1957)A theory of cognitive dissonanc8tanford, CA: Stanford
University Press.

Ford, M. E. (1992)Motivating humans: Goals, emotions, and personanay
beliefs Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Ford, M. E., & Smith, P. R. (2007). Thriving witlogal purpose: An integrative
approach to the development of optimal human fonatig. Educational
Psychologist42, 153-171.

36



Chapter 2. The motivation cake

*Freud, S. (1966).The complete introductory lectures on psychoansily3i
Strachey, Trans.). New York: Norton. (Original warkblished 1923).

Gollwitzer, P. M. (1999). Implementation intentionStrong effects of simple
plans.American Psychologisb4, 493-503.

Harter, S. (1978). Effectance motivation recongderToward a developmental
model.Human Developmen2l, 34-64.

Harter, S. (1982). The perceived competence scale dhildren. Child
Developments3, 87-97.

*Harter, S. (1985). Competence as a dimension Hfesaluation: Toward a
comprehensive model of self-worth. In R. Leahy JEfhe development of
the self(pp. 55-121). New York: Academic Press.

Heckhausen, H. (1977). Achievement motivation asdconstructs: A cognitive
model.Motivation and Emotionl, 283-329.

Heckhausen, H. (1991Motivation and actionBerlin: Springer-Verlag. (Original
work published 1980).

*Hull, C. L. (1943). Principles of behavior: An introduction to behavittreory
New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts.

*James, W. (1884). What is an emotiolkfnd, 9, 188-205. (Reprinted in K.
Dunlap (Ed.),The emotiongpp. 11-30). Baltimore: Williams & Wilkins,
1922.)

*James, W. (1890)The principles of psychologyol. 2.). New York: Henry Holt.

Jarveld, S., & Jarvenoja, H. (in press). Sociatlpstructed self-regulated learning
and motivation regulation in collaborative learnimgyoups. Teacher
College Record.

Jarveld, S., & Volet, S. (2004). Motivation in réi&, dynamic, and interactive
learning environments: Stretching constructs anthaawlogiesEuropean
Psychologist9, 193-197.

Karabenick, S. A., Woolley, M. E., Friedel, J. Mmmon, B. V., Blazevski, J., &
Bonney, C. R., et al. (2007). Cognitive processihgelf-report Items in
educational research: Do they think what we medtducational
Psychologist42, 139-151.

Krapp, A., Hidi, S., & Renninger, K. A. (1992). &rest, learning, and
development. In K. A. Renninger, S. Hidi, & A. KafEds.),The role of
interest in learning and developmédpp. 3-25). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Leach, D., & Tan, R. (1996). The effects of sendingitive and negative letters to
parents on the classroom behaviour of secondarnooscktudents.
Educational Psychology6, 141-154.

Lens, W, & Nuttin, J. (1985)future time perspective and motivatidrheory and
research methodLeuven: Leuven University Press and Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

Lepper, M. R., & Gilovich, T. (1981). The multipfanctions of reward: A social
developmental perspective. In S.S. Brehm, S.M. iKags F.X. Gibbons
(Eds.).Developmental Social Psychology: Theory and Rebe@m.5-31).
New York: Oxford University Press.

37



Chapter 2. The motivation cake

Lewin, K. (1935).A dynamic theory of personality: Selected pagférsK. Adams
& K. E. Zener, Trans.). New York: McGraw-Hill.

*Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (1990A theory of goal setting and task
performanceEnglewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Maslow, A. (1954)Motivation and personalityNew York: Harper.

McCaslin, M. & Hickey, D.T. (2001). Self-regulatdéarning and academic
achievement: A Vygotskian view. In B.J. Zimmerman&H. Schunk
(eds.).Self-regulated learning and academic achieveni2tited., pp.227-
252). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

*McDougall, W. (1926).An introduction to social psycholodirev. ed.). Boston:
John W. Luce.

Meece, J. L., Bower Glienke, B., & Burg, S. (200&ender and motivation.
Journal of School Psychologg4, 351-373.

Midgley, C., Kaplan, A., Middleton, M., Maehr, M_,LUrdan, T, & Anderman, L.
H., et al. (1998). The development and validatidnscales assessing
students’ goal orientationsContemporary Educational Psycholog®3,
113-131.

Mischel, W. (1973). Toward a cognitive social léagnreconceptualization of
personalityPsychological Reviey80, 252-283.

Murray, H. A. (1938) Explorations in personalityNew York: Oxford University
Press.

Nicholls, J. G., (1984). Achievement motivation:rceptions of ability, subjective
experience, task choice, and performams/chological Reviey@1, 328-
346.

Pavlov, I. P. (1928)Lectures on conditioned reflex@4/. H. Gantt, Trans.). New
York: International Publishers.

Perry, N. E., Turner, J. C., & Meyer, D. K. (200€lassrooms as contexts for
motivated learning. In P. A. Alexander & P. H. WinEds.) Handbook of
Educational Psychology2™ ed., pp. 327-348). Mahway, New Jersey:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Publishers.

Pintrich, R. R., & Schunk, D. H. (1996Motivation in education: Theory,
research, and application&nglewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall,
Inc.

Randi, J. & Corno, L. (2000). Teacher innovatiamself-regulated learning. In M.
Boekaerts, P. Pintrich & M. Zeidner (Ed$iandbook of Self-regulation
(pp. 651-685). Orlando: Academic Press.

*Rotter, J. B. (1966). Generalized expectanciedrftarnal versus external control
of reinforcementPsychological Monographs, 80 Whole No. 609).

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2001). On happiness &andhan potentials: A review
of research on hedonic and eudaimonic well-beitvgnual Review of
Psychology52, 141-166.

*Schunk, D. H. (1982). Effects of effort attributial feedback on children’s
perceived self-efficacy and achievemeniournal of Educational
Psychology74, 548-556.

38



Chapter 2. The motivation cake

Skinner, B. F. (1953)cience and human behavioew York: Free Press.

*Tarde, G. (1903)The laws of imitatiorf2™ ed.). New York: Holt.

Thorndike, E. L. (1913)Educational psychology: Vol. 2. The psychology of
learning.New York: Teachers College Press.

Tolman, E. C. (1932)Purposive behavior in animals and meNew York:
Appleton-Century-Crofts. (Reprinted 1949, 1951, wénsity of California
Press, Berkeley).

*Tryon, G. S. (1980). The measurement and treatroémest anxietyReview of
Educational Research0, 343-371.

Vansteenkiste, M., Simons, J., Lens, W., SheldanMK & Deci, E. L. (2004).
Motivating learning, performance, and persistefide synergistic effects
of intrinsic goal contents and autonomy-supporibestexts.Journal of
Personality and Social Psycholod7, 246-260.

*Volet, S. (2001). Understanding learning and mation in context: A multi-
dimensional and multi-level cognitive-situative g@ective.In S. Volet &
S. Jarvela (Eds.Advances in Learning and Instruction Series: Mdiva
in Learning Contexts — Theoretical Advances and higidological
Implications(pp. 57-82). Amsterdam: Pergamon.

Walker, R. A., Pressick-Kilborn, K., Arnold, L. S& Sainsbury, E. J. (2004).
Investigating motivation in context: Developing smultural perspectives.
European Psychologis®, 245-256.

Weiner, B. (1976). An attributional approach foruedtional psychology. In J.
Schulman (Ed.),Review of research in educatioWolume 4.Itasca:
Peacock.

Weiner, B. (1980). A cognitive (attributional)-erfat-action model of motivated
behavior: An analysis of judgments of help-gividgurnal of Personality
and Social Psychologg9, 186-200.

Wentzel, K. (1996). Social and academic motivatromiddle school: Concurrent
and long-term relations to academic effddurnal of Early Adolescence,
16, 390-406.

White, R. W. (1959). Motivation reconsidered: Thencept of competence.
Psychological Reviev$6, 297-333.

Wolters, C. (in press). Regulation of Motivatidreacher College Recard

*Woodworth, R. S. (1918 Dynamic PsychologyNew York: Columbia University
Press.

Wundt, W. (1920). Volkerpsychologie: eine  Untersuchung  der
Entwicklungsgesetze von Sprache, Mythus und Bétpzig: Kroner.
Zimmerman, B. J. (2000). Attaining self-regulatidnsocial cognitive perspective.
In M. Boekaerts, P. R. Pintrich & M. Zeidner (Edddandbook of Self-

regulation(pp. 13-39). New York: Academic Press.

Zimmerman. B., & Kitsantas, A. (2002). Acquiring itimg revision and self

regulatory skill through observation and emulatidournal of Educational
Psychology, 94660-668.

39



Chapter 2. The motivation cake

Appendix.
Category Theory Initiated by Y ear Key constructs Conceptualization of motivation ~ Dominant
assessment method
Early 1. Arousal James; Lange; 1884; Emotional arousal; Motivation depends strongly on  Observation; self-
motivation theories Hebb; Schachter 1885; perception; affective processes. rating (trait)
theories 1949; contextual
1964
2. Volition/will Wundt; James 1920 Volition; will, Will reflected an individual's Introspection (trait)
organismic desire, want, or purpose; volition
was the act of using the will
(Wundt);
Will is a state of mind in which
we desire a particular action and
believe that its manifestation is
within our power. Volition is the
process of translating intentions
into actions (James).
3. Instincts James; +- 1900 Instincts; organismic Instincts are not simply information on
McDougall; dispositions to act in particular ~ assessment not
ways, but rather comprise retrieved(trait)
cognitive (i.e. awareness of ways
to satisfy the instinct), affective
(i.e. emotions aroused by the
instinct), and conative (i.e.
striving to attain the object (goal)
of the instinct) components.
4. Theories of Tarde; Piaget; 1903; Matched-dependent Natural instinct to imitate the Observation (trait)
imitation Miller & Dollard 1962; behaviour; actions of others.
1941 reinforcement;
development
5. Conditioning  Thorndike; 1913; (classical; operant)  Association of stimuli with Observation (trait)
theories Pavlov; Skinner  1927; conditioning; responses is the mechanism
1953 reinforcement; responsible for behavioural
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Category Theory Initiated by Y ear Key constructs Conceptualization of motivation  Dominant
assessment method
connectionism (law change (including motivation).
of effect);
mechanistic
6. Drive theories  Woodworth; Hull; 1918; Drive; intensity; Drives are internal forces that seelObservation (trait)
Spence; Mowrer; direction; to maintain homeostasis, or the
Miller persistence; optimal states of bodily
mechanistic mechanisms. Focus is on overt
behaviour but explanation in
terms of inner needs.

7. Freud'stheory Freud 1923/1966  Drive; id; Psychical energy developed whenRorschach

mechanistic needs exist; needs are satisfied byresponses; dreams;
channelling energy into behaviour TAT; free
that reduce needs. No importanceassociations; verbal
of personal cognitions and texts (trait)
environmental factors.

8. Purposive Tolman 1932 Expectancy; latent; Environmental stimuli are means Observation (trait)
behaviorism goals; mechanistic  to goal attainment and must be

studied in the context of
behavioural sequences to
understand people’s actions.

9. Field theory Lewin 1935 Needs; person; Every psychological event information not
environment; depends upon the state of the retrieved(trait)
contextual person and at the same time on the

environment.

10. Trait and Murray; Maslow; 1938 Traits; mental Actualizing tendency is the basic information not
humanistic Allport; Rogers processes; motivating force behind retrieved(trait)
theories contextual behaviour.

11. Needs and Murray; Maslow 1938; 20 needs/five Needs have two aspects: a Thematic
goals 1954 hierarchical needs; directional or qualitative aspect  Apperception Test

stable personal
characteristics;
environment
provides

that specifies the object that will (TAT); projective
satisfy the need and an energetic measure (analysis
or quantitative aspect that in terms of needs
influences the frequency, expressed or
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Category Theory Initiated by Y ear Key constructs Conceptualization of motivation  Dominant
assessment method
opportunities for intensity, and duration of reaction to series of
need satisfaction behaviour. ambiguous pictures)
(trait)
Socio- 12. Cognitive Heider, Festinger 1946; Balance; cognitive  Motivation results from relations Dissonance notion
cognitive consistency 1957 dissonance; between cognitions and is vague and
theories with contextual behaviour. When tension occurs, difficult to verify
a focus on there is a need to make cognitionsexperimentally
expectancy and behaviour consistent. (trait)
and value
13. Achievement Atkinson, Lewin 1957; Fear of failure; seek Motives represent learned but TAT and Test
motivation 1964 success (internal);  stable and enduring individual Anxiety
expectancy; value  differences or dispositions and  Questionnaire (trait)
(environmental); include two basic achievement
incentive value of motives: to seek success, and to
success fear failure.
14. Expectancy-  Atkinson 1957 Incentive value; Motive for success = achievementTAT (trait)
value probability of motive x probability of success x
Success; incentive value
achievement motive
15. Attribution Weiner 1980 Perceived causes; Motivation results from a goal of Rate a list of
theory attribution process; understanding and mastering the attributions;
external environment and ourselves. analysis of written
information; internal Individuals seek to understand  material; coding of
schemas; locus; why things happened and why  verbal statements
stability; people say and do the things that retrospectively
controllability they do. (think-aloud
protocols); free
recall task; strategy-
use (trait)
16. Cognitive Heckhausen 1980 Pre-/post-decisionaMotivation encompasses all Reported thoughts
processes state; deliberation;  processes (predecisional = (trait)

implementation;
expectancy

motivation and postdecisional =
volition) related to deliberation on
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Category Theory Initiated by Y ear Key constructs Conceptualization of motivation  Dominant
assessment method

incentives and expectancies for
the purpose of choosing between
alternative goals and the implied
courses of action.

17. Expectancy Eccels; Wigfield 1983 Attainment value; Expectancies and values are Self-reports; Likert
value (Extended) intrinsic interest; cognitive beliefs that are related toscales (domain)
extrinsic utility the conscious decisions and
value; perceived choices individuals make about
costs their achievement.
18. Future Time Lens and Nuttin 1985 temporal dimensionfuture time perspective is formed Motivational
Perspective goal objects by the more or less distant goal Induction Method
objects that are processed by an (trait)
individual.
19. Social Bandura 1986 Triadic reciprocality Motivation to perform previously Observation
cognitive among person, learned skills might stem from the (domain)
theory behaviour, and belief that the skills are
environment; appropriate in the situation and

modelling; learning  that the consequences will be

is not performance  positive. Motivation is goal-
directed behaviour instigated and
sustained by expectations
concerning the anticipated
outcomes of actions and self-
efficacy for performing those
actions. Motivated learning is
motivation to acquire skills and
strategies rather than to perform.

20. Self-efficacy Bandura; Schunk 1986 Self-efficacy beliefsPeople’s judgments of their Rated on a 0-100
beliefs outcome capabilities to organize and point scale. 0 is no
expectations execute courses of action requiredconfidence in
to attain designated types of ability to do a task

performances determines their  (task-specific)
choice of tasks.
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Category Theory Initiated by Y ear Key constructs Conceptualization of motivation  Dominant
assessment method
Socio- 21. Need to feel White; Harter 1959 Arousal; effectance People have an inherent need to Self-reports (trait)
cognitive competent motivation derived  feel competent and interact
theories with from success; effectively with the environment.
a focus on generic; challenge; Engaging in activities for its own
intrinsic curiosity; control; sake (intrinsic). Engaging in
motivation fantasy; intrinsic; activities as a means to an end
extrinsic; contextual (extrinsic).
22. Constructivist ~ Bruner 1960 Activating current  Students become motivated whenNarratives (trait)
theory knowledge, context, instruction is in line with personal
optimum level of relevant experiences and contexts.
aroused attention
23. Locus of Rotter; De 1966; External control; People differ in their beliefs that ~ Self-reports (trait)
control Charms 1968 internal control; outcomes generally occur
attribution independently of how they behave
or usually are contingent on their
behaviour.
24. Flow Csikszentmihalyi 1975 Flow; emergent  Discovery of new goals and Self-reports (trait)
motivation rewards as a consequence of
interacting with the environment.
25. Mastery Harter 1978 Effects of failure;  Intrinsic motivation comprises a  Self-reports (trait)
motivation challenging tasks;  preference for challenge, incentive
socializing agents;  to work to satisfy one’s curiosity,
need for approval;  independent mastery attempts,
perceived independent judgment, and
competence; self- internal criteria for success and
rewards; domain failure.
26. Test anxiety Tryon 1980 Cognitive Test anxiety is an unpleasant Self-reports (trait)
component; feeling or emotional state that has
emotionality physiological and behavioural
component concomitants, and is experienced
in formal testing or other
evaluative situations.
27. Perceptions of Harter 1982 Competence; Setfeptions of competence 1-4 forced choice
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Category Theory Initiated by Y ear Key constructs Conceptualization of motivation  Dominant
assessment method
competence domain specific are students’ self-evaluative scale: Perceived
judgments about their ability to  competence scale
accomplish certain tasks. (domain)
28. Self- Harter 1985 Basic need; Individuals’ affect toward or Self-reports (trait)
worth/esteem emotional reaction; evaluation of themselves.
self-handicapping
29. Self- Deci; Deci and 1980; Autonomy; Humans need to be competent an&elf-reports (trait 1-
determination Ryan 1985 relatedness; self-determining in relation to the 7 forced choice)
theory competence environment. Intrinsic motivation
is an innate need and differentiates
with development through
internalization of values and self-
regulatory influences.
30. Situational and Krapp, Hidi, and 1992 Personal interest;  Personal interest is a stable Self-reports;
personal interest Renninger situational interest;  personality variable. Situational observations; peer
state interest; interest is situated and is ratings; self ratings;
generated by the features of the (trait and situation)
immediate environment.
Socio- 31. Goal- Nicholls; Elliot 1984; Goal orientation; Integrated pattern of beliefs that Self-reports; Likert-
cognitive orientation theory ~ and Dweck; 1988; mastery and leads to different ways of scales; (trait)
theories with Dweck and 1988 performance goals; approaching, engaging in, and
a focus on Legget approach-avoidance; responding to achievement
goals context dependent; situations.
situational
32. Goal-setting Locke and 1990 Motive, value, A goal is something an individual Self-reports (trait)
theory Latham attitude, is consciously trying to attain, but
psychological needs, the thing being sought is outside
desire, wish; drive  the individual. External factors
instinct, biological can have positive influences on
needs; goal level; goal level and goal commitment.
goal commitment
33. Motivational Ford 1992 24 (multiple) goals; Integrative theory that attempts to Self-reports (trait)

systems theory

goal content; goal

organize various motivational
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Category Theory Initiated by Y ear Key constructs Conceptualization of motivation  Dominant
assessment method
processes; goal- constructs from different theories
setting strategies; into one theory. Motivation =
personal agency goals x emotions x personal
beliefs; emotions agency beliefs.
Integrative 34. Social cognitive Zimmerman 2000 Self-regulatory Forethought affects performance self-reports,
motivation theory of self- cycle; forethought;  or volitional control and observations,
theories regulation and performance and consequently self-reflection. Self- retrospective
motivation volitional control; regulatory cycle is complete, interviews
self-reflection; when self-reflection affects (situation)
modelling forethought.
35. Dual Processing Boekaerts 2000 Self-regulation; Motivation strategies steer and  On-line motivation
self-regulation 2005 motivational beliefs; direct students’ thoughts, feelings,questionnaire
model 2006 motivation and actions in the direction of assessing
regulation strategies, valued goals and away from motivational
including volition undesired goals. The flow of beliefs, learning
and affect regulation energy fuelling the actual learning intention, effort,
process is coming from students’ self-assessment,
activated motivational beliefs and attributions and
their confidence in available affect (situation)
strategies. Strategy use is
measured with
guestionnaires and
examining traces
left behind
36. Multi- Volet 2001 cognitions; Moativation is the result of Online
dimensional and motivations; congruence between individual measurement of
multi-level emotions; learning tuned to the affordances interest (situation)
cognitive-situative affordances of of the learning context and the
perspective learning context support of individual engagement

in learning by the community of
practice

46



