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- _ o Abatract .'
This paper describes conceptualization and research on student motivation

[y

to learn, which is treated as the 1deal motivational state for students in
Cor ~ classroom settings and defggdd as thettendigff‘bf students to engage in aca»*
. ¢ : . . . N . . : N ' " . .
~‘demic activities with the fntention® of trying to get the intended academic

benefits (knowledge and. skills)., Student motivation to learn is differentiat-

»

o ed from related concépts.thaﬁ do not'appear'to apply as well to the primariiy | ;

cognitive (rather than physlcal skill) learning that occurs in the work set-
%
ting of the c1a33room (rather than in recreational or. other free cholce set-

tings). Regearch 1s - reviewed showing_that neither-teachers nor students say

o
-

much about the content or skills being -learned or give other evidence to sug-
gest that student motivation to learn 1is a majof factor influencing behgvior-

in typlcal classrooms,' The paper concludes with description of brogrammatic

y

research designed to change this situation, and offers guidelines about how
teachers can use modeling, communication of expectations, 4nd other socializa-

tion mechanisms to stimulate their students to develop and activate motivation

-

‘to learn dufing everyday ;cadeJic activities.
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. TEACHER SOCIALIZATION AS A MECHANIbM
FOR DEVELOPING STUDENT MOTIVATION TO LEA Nl

"Jere Brophy and Neelam Kher2 ' , ' _ ..
Student motivation has been an enduting and popular topie in the

<. psychology of~education, and ‘an impresslve body of theory and research has ac-

~

'cumuiated on .4t. Much of'this-wqu has ‘treated motivation as 'a predictor

v e

; variable within the context of a focus onrindiviqﬁal différences.  That is, '~

\ + . . .
resea;che%q,gqthef'meaéures_df.igfermed mediating variables ‘such as achiever
hent:ngivdgi;n;_sélf"efficacy péquptions, or'attributionai tendencies and

;"uséﬂggem to-predict indi;idual_diff;renéeé in achiévement-relgted behaviors
such as tﬁsk'choicé,_pérgistenéé; goal,éettiqg, or a;gree of.ﬁastery achieved,

v

Such research fypically shows that variance in achievement-related behaviors _ ' {

1s partly predictable frbm Variancglinfpre-existing motivational patterns.
But where did these pre-existing motivational patterns come from? 'Hdw
can desirable motivational patterns be developed? Can tegchers soclalize stu=

.dents in ways that will enhance the motivational patterns the students bring

P

v

into the classroom? These questions, which imply consideration of student
motivation as a dependént variable, ‘are of central concern In this paper. We

~will review theory and research be&rfng on the quéstion of how a particular -

A

kind of motivation--called student motivation o learn--can be developed by

teachers through modeling, communication of expeé¢tations, and other s@cializa-

tion mechanisms., v ' | J
' e ' . ' b,

IThis paper s in press as a ch&ﬁ%er in Robert Feldman (Ed,), Social
.psychology applied to education, to be published by the Cambridge University
Press, . . N . o

- , | - . : . \
2jere Brophy 1s coordinator Qf the Classroom Strategy Project, co- \
director of the IRT"and a professor of teacher education at MSU, Neelam Kh
is a faculty member at the Xavier Labour Relations Institute in. Jamohedpur
" Bthar, India. She was project manager for the Classroom Strategy Project.
The authors wish to thank Tom Good and Mary Rohrkempar for their comments on'
earlier drafta, and June Smith tor her assistance in manuacript pteparation.
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dent time will be spent on tasks imposed by the teacher rather thanbchohen by

T . . . . . ..
A' . .

Definition of Motivation to Learn - : _
. ‘ , ) . : o
Our focus on student motivation to learn, rather than on motivation

considered more generally, implies a restriction of purview in at least, two
1 Ly . . ;

-genses, First, we will concentrate -on learning within-the typical classroom

J

setting, with all‘that this 1mpites. In particular, we assume that most: stu-
& .

the sﬁudents: and will be in a public setting.where their performance.will
of ten be witpessed by peers, as well as'monitdred and graded by the teachgr.
Second,-our focds.is on student motivation to learn the knowledge ;ndlskills
included in the formal curricuium. Specifically, we adopt.the definition of
studént'ﬁotiyation to learn offered by Brophy (1983): |

. We may conceptualize "student motivation to learn' as both a general
trait and a situation-specific state. As a general trait, motivation
to learn refers to, an enduring disposition to value learning for its
own sake~-to enjoy the process and take pride in.the outcomes of ex-
pextences involving knowledge acquisition or skill development. 1In
specific situations, a state of motivation to, learn exists when -stu--
dents engage themselves purposefully in classroom tasks by trying to
master the concepts or skills involved. Students who are motivated
to learn will not necessarily find classroom tasks intensely plea-
surable or exciting, but they will take them seriously, find them
meaningful and worthwhile, and try to get the intended benefit from
them. (p.200) ' ' '

Implied in this definition i{s a distinction between learning and perfor-

mance: learning refers to the information processing, sense-making, and com-

prehension or mastery advances that occur during the acquisition of knowledge._ .

. ‘ .
or skills; performance refers to.the demons

ch knowledge or skill

~after itihas been chuired: Many approgches té the study f'relationghips
between motivation and-behév;qr have ‘ignored this distinctio oélhave been
contené to deal only with pe%formﬁnce. Such approaches are nﬁpp;opriate for
studying Ptudent motivation toulearn because of the heavily cognitive nature
of classroom learning., With a few exéepéions'auch as penménsh}p or zoology

dissection skills, school learning 1s primarily covert gnd conceptual rather

»
N

' . o . ) q . /




than overt and behavioral, It io true "that overt behaviors (verbal responses
to quéstions, written responses to assignments)-mugf be elicited in order to’
4 prbvide students with practice and 5pp11cation“opportunitiea“and to supply

.- ' - . .

diagnosis and evaluation data to teachers, but such behaviors mostly involve

performance (reproduction’ or appLicétion) based on_fearning that has already
occurred. Obviously, both-learning and performance are important, but our
focus here 18 on learning and, in particular, on how student motivation to

learn affects student cognition and information processing during activities

designed to promote knowledge and skill acquisition. - e o )

o

Our approach fits withiﬁ gengral social learning theory and, in particu-

lar, within expebtancy x value theory which posits that people's effort expen-
. LA

diture on a particular task will be a product of (1) the value that they plhce
én doing the task o; reaping the benefits that if foers and (2) the degree'ko
wh;oh they expect‘tp be able to succeed 1if théy apply themselves. This is thé'
same'gener&l orientatioﬁ'shared by such approaches to motivation as tﬁose

based on the concepts of achievementfmotIVation, efficacy perceptions, and
cauéal attributions. Howevef, these formulations are'conéerned-with the ex;

)
pectancy aide of the expecbancyﬁx value eqqetion. Oquapprogch %omplements

(rather than opposes) these approathes by conéentrating Qn the-va;ue side. of
that equation (see.Parsbns & Goff,ﬁi980 on this point), Thus we are uot so ‘
much concerned with stud;nts' desire to achieQe in the'aense.of compe ting with'
standards of excelleﬁce-as we are,ctherned,wifh gstudents' desire to iearn

- content and ma§£¢r skills. Similgrly, we-are not so much concerpe@}with éer-. .
ceptions of ;fficacy (fogusbd on the self) as with perceptions o;\cémprehenp'“
sion (focused on the conéent), and not so much concerned with gtudenfsf attri-

butions about the causas of succqss or fallure as with‘theif attributions con- . -

cerning their reasonse for partf@ipating.in academic activities,

¢ H



~ Our approach also has much in common with those of Lepper.(1981)'and

others who have written about intrinsic motivation, These approaches apply~

¥ .

primarily to free choice or'play settings, however, and concentrate on faétqrs

that make tasks attractive or unattractivé to people. 'Tbeir findings ‘suggest -

. . . £ m .
that students' intrinsic motivation to engage 1n school tasks can be enhanced
. - LS .

-

" by developing more interesting and enjoyable .tasks or by-allowtng-stdﬁents .

"more free choice conéerning what to do and how to do it. - In addition, Lepper

and G;lovich-(1982) have shown ;ﬁat even imposed tasks can be presented in
wa&s»that genergté_intefest and minimize concern about external evaluation and
awareness of-the fact that the task;'are>not freely chosen, |

We endorse fhesevnogiqns, but with two qualifications. VFirst, teachers'

opportunities for allowing-genuine choices by students are limited., If théy

" are to teach the fofmal curriculum;-téachers'yill have to require at;en;ion'to

lessons and hold students accountable

3

the content, Thus a hajor challenge for educators is to find ways to stimu-

late intrinsic motivation in sfudents who must participate in compulsory

. activities in school, which is a work setting. . Second, approaéhes to motiva-

tion that focus on intvinsic interest in tasks are concerned primarily with ,

the affective aspects of motivation=-«how much studehts.enqu tasks. Although

for completing assignments and mastering-

we agree that student enjoyment of tasks (within what is reasonable to expect) .

should be one of the teacher's goals, our abproach focuses more on the cogni-~

13

tive aépects of motivation--students' perceptions of why they are engaged in

the task and what they are'aupposed to get out, of it.
v i ¢ [N .
Among gecent contributions to the psychology of motivation in ‘the class-

.~

room, our approach 1@ closest to (and has

"work of Berlyne .(1967) on curioéity tcf, Keller, 1983, on classroom appli-

cations), Maehr (1976) on continuing motivation, Condry and Chambers (1978)-qn
' ‘ : N ' 4

been most directly informed by) the




) ualitative dspects of task engagement as they relate to intrinsic

I

motivation, Kruglanski (1978) on endogeno;s versus exogenous attribution of

:the task or thelr expectations for succeeding or being rewarded for perfor-

14

}

task eng‘gement as it relates to performance, and Corno and Mandinach (1983) ' 5‘A.
on quali{ative aspects of students' cognitive engagement: in.classroom activi«
ties, Our key concepts are illustrated in Table 1.

As shown in the-table, students’ attitudes toward classroom tasks can be

»

construed as lying on a continuum from negative through neptral to positive.

They also can be classified as concerned with factors endogenous to the task

(the processes involved in engaging inithe task and the learning that it en-

genders) versus exogenous to the task (focused-on the self rather than the

Y

task, or on anticipated consequences of task performance). Finally, students'

attitudes can be classified as concerned either with the valaz they place on

N . !

9

mance. Our focus is on developing ways for teachers to stimulate student mo-

tivation that is positive in the direction of attitude (as described in the‘

bottom sections -of Table 1), especially motivation that can be described as

task endogenous (described in the two bottom sections in the %@ft\half of

* Table 1), - _ _ . . ' ' ' _ 'T

Optinizing Student Motivation to Learn

The top sections of Table ‘1 describe negative attitudes and other unde-
sirable aspects of student motivation. We take 1t as glven that negative mo=-
tivation of this sort, along'with the factors that cause 1t, must be eliminat-

ed, One cannot_reasonably expect to develop positive motivation in students };‘
’ .

- who are burdened by negative attituiﬁs, anxiety, or fear of fallure, Thus we

assume that necessary, but not sufficient, conditions for the deVelopment of

positive task endogenous motivation to learn Qﬁll include: (1) a patiedt,

R T
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Qualitative Aspects pf'Studentsa

L.

.. Table 1 -

e

/

L4

ey

‘Motivation: Related to Specific Academic Tasks o .

Direction

Taék Endogenous MotLVation

"o

/

of Attitude

Task Value Focus -

Performance Outcome Focus

TasRAValue Focus

Task E;ggenous Motivation
. Performance Outcome Focus

. thisl t&isk.

"Flow."
Metacognitive awareness
of what the task re-
quirés and how one 1s
reaponding_to it.
on the dcademic content
when learning, and on
the_ quality of the pro-
‘duct when performing’

\ N
A

Focus

relative ease, Attribu~
tion of {successful)
perfoggéﬁce to (suffi-
clent) ability plus
(reasonable) effort,

.Focus on one's develop~
ing knowledge and
skills,

ment of important future
goals (often as a "tick=
et" to soclal advance-
ment), Focus on the
"relevant" aspects of
the learning,

- Affect: Anger'or dyread. Affect: "Anxiety, embar- -Affect:-.Aliénation, re~-. | Affect: Apathy, resig-’
R ' ‘Student dislikes the - rassment, fear of fail- 'sistance. Student . nation, resentment.
. ‘ task, which s in @ffect .ure’, ' ) ‘|| doesn't want to acquire |-

. . a punishment. N - R . this knowledge or skill,
. Negative B ~ S A . e o :
: Cognition: .Tagk focys '+ Cognition: Task focus "~ Cognition: ‘Perceptions Cognition: Perception
'ﬁ?_ is invaded“ by resent- [|* 1s 'invaded" by percepy - of conflict between what | that one cannot "win,"
ﬂ«#«f ment, awareness of -being | tion of confusion, fails this task ‘represents and | that one has no realistic
m" - coerced into unpleasant ure, helplessness.. At- one's sel'f concept, sex- chgncé to earn desired
an or pointless activity, tribution of gpoor) per=- . role identification, 'l rewdards, satisfactory
5 o e -formance to insufficient etc., Anticipation of .grades, etc, -
*t ability. undesirable consequences o
to involvement in such
tasks.,
: L : _ _ _
Neutral attitude toward No particular expecta- Neutral, The knowledge No ‘extrinsic. consequences
) task; open minded (if tions; neither success or skills de(élgzed by are expected; performance
Neutral tlew) or indifferent (1f nor fallure are salient the ‘task elicit nelther WwhlT" neither be rewarded
fémiliar) concerns, avoidance nor excite- nor punished.
» N ment., -
’ . Affect: Enjoyment, Affect: Satisfaction Affect: Energized, Affect: 'Excitement, hap -
pleasure., Engagement in perhaps occasional ex- eager to learn this py anticipation of Te=
. ’ ,this task is a reward in | citement) as skills or k#iowledge or skill-(for | ward. .
j Jts own right, - insights develop. Pride its instrumental value), '
* : \ in craftsmanship, suc~-
cessful performance,
. . Cognition: Relaxed con~ Cognitioh: Perception Cognition: iBécognition .Cognition: Recognition
oA centration on the pro- of progyess toward that tbelthsk,is a sub~ #hat one‘can attain de~
Positive ,cesses involved in doing | goals, achieved with rgoal related to attain- sired rewards with rela-

tive ease, Fotus on
meeting stated perfor- .
mance criteria, '

12




encouraging teacher who supports qtndenta"leérning efforts and does not

.. engender anxiaty thropgh~hypertritical or punitive treatment: (2) an appro-

. “ ’ - . : : . Ve
priate match between student.ability and task difficulty-ao.that gtudents can

¢

expéct to succeed if.they putpforth reasonahle effort, thus maximizing success SN
, experiencéq and efficady perceptions, and minimizing tendencids toward learned | -
r3 .

helplesenesa and attribution of failure to lack of ability; (3) suffioient
" task quality and appropriatenesa (the tasks make ‘sense as effective means for
_accomplishing wortnyhile academic objectiyes); (4)'sufficient task variety and.
intereatlvalue.to minimigeVboredom.due.to sheer saflation; and (5) a general-
ized'teache;itendeney to preeent academic tae&e ae:}earntng_oﬁportunitiee
offereq’by a help@ul,instructor rather than as ordeals to be endured ox
“hurdles to be-cleared merely {n order to'plea;e a deman;ing autnority figure,
, . “ - .

These conditions should be sufficient to set the stage for development of

. .
. A . .

positive taakfenQOgenous motivatien in most students, although'there will be
~1individual differencea {n attitudes toward different subject matter and tfbes
of task, and although a few alienated or deeply discOuraged students will need .

" {ntensive and 1ndividualized remedial treatmept. Rven if totally aucceseful, -
; . w
‘however, 'elimination of negétive motivation_will merely cregte .a state of neu= .

' ’

® trality. (see the middle sections of Table 1), Given the realities of class-

room life, a neutral stance toward classroom tasks s in effect a slightly
negwtive motivational posture. That 1s, 1f students simply do not care about
5= " .
. f $ i 1 " ¢

k . .
the processes or/outcomes involved in: academic tasks, there 18 no- posgtﬁvﬁpmo&m

tivation to counteract the probable negative motivation associated” with the

- facts that school tasks inVQIVe effort<£5hey are:work, not play), are done un§§"f" '<k

. . . - . ] LY
der accou:tability pressurg, and will be graded, .1f teachers want more than 4 ,
) . hd . o ) : . . ) . . \”
minimal level and quality ‘of task engagement, they will have to take actlons
' - s

' &esigned to motivate thelr atudents,. o " ‘ _ o l\\& N
. . . .\. ° \ . . . . ’ ‘ ' . ) ‘.K .
i o K Lo

~% -

e
co




" ' skills being taught (Condry & Chambers, l978). Fortunately, research has

.‘ ”
.Teachers are often advised to use task exogenous motivational strategies
(lower right-hand sections of Table’1). for tth purpose. Task exogenous '
L

strateglies - thé!’focus on task value involve attempta to develop enthusiasm for

=

the task by making 1t meaningful or important to|the studsnts or by showing

them that they will need the knowledge or skills th

< ._.-6 tﬂﬂk developa‘ in or~

‘“der .to succeed in life, Task exbgenous approaches that focus on’ performance ’

LANEEN
4

outcomis involve offering rewards for- success., These task exogenous approachr
es can bhe effectivs in improving student tssk performance, although~they will"®
not deVelop task endogenous motivation to lesrn except perhaps. indirectly, if

they induce self efficacy perceptions and these perceptions lead to increased' h

[2
interest in similgr tasks, Fu?thermore, if used inappropriately, task exoga~
) . - L

4

nous approaches can undermine intrinsic motivation and produce a suboptimal

quality of performance in which students re'more_concerned about maximizing

rewards while expending minimal effort than about mastertng the knowledge or

shown that these undesirable effects of rewsrds can be minimized by tying r%;
ward deliVery to quality rather than mere quantity of performance, and by see-
ing that the task itself, and not just the expected reWard isvsalient to the
students. Guidelinqs for doing this are given in Table 2, These guidelines

are phrased with respect to delivery of verbal pralse, but ;the same principles

"would also apply to delivery of other types of xeward,

o

We believe that student’motivstion to learn is optimized when it hss the

.

N '“ \
qualities associetsd with positive task endOgenous motivetion (the lower .; \\"'] ;

‘y

sections in the left hand side of Table 1). That is, students value (enjoy,

or at least find meaningful and worthwhil,) the processes involved in learning

- content, value mastery of the content itself, and exhibit pride in craftsmsnw

»

ship while perfoqming practice or applicstion taska. During such performance,

\ ~
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Table 2

Copyright 1981 hy the American Educational Resaarch Associetion,'ﬁsohington, N.Ca

3

Reprinted with permission,

- T . Guidelines for Effective\ﬁraige ' .
v R ” ) . . ) “t‘f-‘—“,
FFFECTIVE PRAISF INEFFECTI\)\E PRAISE : '
. : ‘ . \ .
' . » - .' . \ e
l. la delivered contingentlﬁ. - . . 1.. 18 delivered randomly or ungystematically,
2. specifies the psrticulars of the accomplishment. 2. is:restricxed to global oositive reactions. '
+ \ ) ‘-_;’\-:.
3. shows spontaneity, variety, and other sigfis of credi- 3. shows a blamd]l uniformity that suggests a ﬁonditioned &ﬁ;
btlity; it sugpests clear attentfon to the student's response made, with minimal attention to the student's
accomplishment. ) . K -acoomplishment,
4. rewards attaingent of specified'performsnce criteria N 4, rewards mere participntion, without consideration of
(which can include effort criteria, howgver), berformance procehses or outcomes, _.
5. provides information to students about their compe- 3. provides no informetlon at all or gives students
tence or the value of thelr accomplishments, information about their status.
» ¢ ' » ‘
6. orients students toward better apprecistion of their 6. orients students toward comparing themselves with others
own task-related hehavior and thinking abouh\problem and thinking about competing. -
solving, . . : A ' .
' 4
7. wuses students' own pFfior sccOmplishments as 'th 5context 7. uses the accomplishments of paers as the context for
for describing presént accomplishments, , : describing students' present accomplishments.
\ \ ‘
: . 'y
8. 1is given in recognition of noteworthy effort or sU@cess 8. 1ia given without regard to the effort expended or the
at difficult (for this student) tasks.. Ay meaning of the accomplishment.
\
9. attributes succesa to effort and ability, implying that 9, attributes success to ability alone or to external
similar successes can be expected In the future. factors such as luck or ease of task. @
10, fosters endogenous attributions, Students belleve that 10, fosters exogenous nttrfbutions. Students ‘believe that
they expend effort on the. task because they enjoy the \, they expend effort on the task for external reasons--to
task and/or wanb to develop taskrrelevaﬂt skills, please the teacher, win a’ competition or reward, or the
\ likel ¢
11, focuses students'  attention on ‘their own task tglevant - 11. focuses stmdents' attention on the téacher.as an externsl
behavior. ) o ‘ suthority figure who 1s manipulnting them.
. \ ' . '
12, fosters appreciation of, and desirable attributfons 12. intrudes 1nto the ongoing procass, dlatractlng attention“l
about, task~relevant behavior after the process 1s =, from task-relevant bhehavior,
completad, \ o _ \ :
Note: From "Teacher Pralse: A FunctlonaIHAnnlysis by J. an y (1981), Review of Educational Research, 51, pps %31,
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their focus is on.the processes involved in working with(;he content or
perforging the skill and not on themaelyés, their abilities, how’ their prbn

gress will be perceived by others,, or issues of success versus failure or re-
; ) . _

ward versus punishment, although such concerns may surface before or after
¢+ .

performance. In short, they will be absorbed in the task té the extent of ex-~
periencing a state of "flow" as described by Csikszentmihalyi (1975). .Ddrlng

"flow" experiences, people experience direct, immmediate rewards from engaging
' ' ' ' )

in the processes involved in activitlest Sense of control, clear perception

of feedback, merging qf thought and awaréness, loss of self conpciouaness, and

¢

éxfeéling of enjoYmeqt. These ‘experiences usually occur durlng.self-choaeﬁ
r;creational activltiesz but Grqef,'Csikszentmihalyi, and Giannino (1981) have
shown that many people experience them'at work or in other settings in which
they ate engéged inucompulsory activities. -Furqhermpre, they rePort'tﬁat the
explanation for "flow" experiences lies 1less 1h7the\§ttr1butea of tasks th;h
in the tendencles of individuals to generate such experiences for ttgmselve&'
in various tasks and situations. In other words, the tendency to experience

e 3

"flow" appears to act as a trait variable, developed to differeut degrees in

-

different individuals through experience (and.preaumably, sbcialization);
Diener and Dweck's (1978) studies of "mastery oriented" and "helpless'

otﬁdents provide another glimpse of this optimal level of task endogenous mo-
» .
"tivation to learn. Helpless students gav1 up-eéai[y when they encountered
frustratlon, attributing their problams to lack of ability. Their task per- -

Lol

aistence was impaired by diatracting thoughts éf hopelessness, deapair, and.’
\
negative'dﬁlf—evaluation, as %well as negative affect (anxiety, qnq}cipation of
. . . ‘ . ‘: " .
failure), In contrast, mastary oriented atydents concentratedgon the problem

dather than-on themaglves or tﬁe\quality of their. parformancey When tﬁey.gn~
* ‘ . 4 . ” B

countared difficulties they intensified their efforts and aoﬁght to.dlagnose

10

f

-




"of motivation and learning/instruction.,

~content qupﬁbsedly being learned (alternating or geomatrical patterns for

1]

the source of their confusion, but they did not become upset br conclude that

the task was too hard. When things were progr6831ng smoothly, they concen~

~tratgd.6n ‘Just doing the task. They neither told themselves'tﬁat'they were

'stupid of that the task was -too hard when they haa'problems nor told them-

K]

selves that they were brlght or that the task was eaay when they learned with-'
out dtfficulty.- This suggests “that although attrlbution retralning programs

méy be needed as remedial treatment for helpless students,bauch training will
» . [ .

-

' not by 1t=§1f engender task endogenous student motivation to learn, Presum-

nbly, deveIOpmént of the Iatfer will require modeling and specific instruction

fn task endogenous a;titdﬁes and . related cognitive skills (learning sets, in-

formation processing and problem. solving skills, self monito:;ng of comprehen~
sion and other metacognitive awareness skills). That 1s, one must have not

only the intention to learn, but the skills for doing so-effectively., Thus .

the task endogenous nspects of student motivation to“learn lie at the juncturéw
4 . . \ . . \

+If task endogenous student motivd®ion to learn is optimal, what {s the

Liﬁtle Fvidence of Motivation to Learn in Most Classrooms

Yncidence of such motivation in typical classrooms? Thls‘question has not

’

been Investipated systematically, but what data do exist are not encowraglng.

r

Andergon and her colleagues (Anderson, 1981; Anderson, Brubaker, Alleman- .

v

Brooks, & Duffy, 1984) cbserved firat-grade students working on. seatwork

&
aqatgnments and then Interviewed them about what they had done, why they did

it, and how thay did ¢, ' Their data 1nd1cated that many students ‘(especlally

L]

low achievera) did not understand how to do their assignmenta. Rather than

a8k mhe teacher or get help in other ways, - however, they wére content to

respond randomly or to rely on response sets that had nothing!to do with the

, .,w | . . .. 18 . . '
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circling multiple choice’ answers; picking one from a 11st of new words to fill.

the blank in a sentence without reading the sentence itself)., Low achievers
Ny E) N .

AY

. ‘tended fo be more concerned about completing assignments than about under-
standing éhg éontent. Asione student said'to_hi%self as he finished a wb:k'-
sheet, "I*don't_knpw what-.it means, but I did it." (Anderson ‘et alf,'1986, p..
20). | |

High'achieVers cbmpléﬁed most assignmepts successfully and showed less i“
concern about getting finished on time, but éven ;hey gave little,evidenqg_ﬁﬂ;
understanding?the contgntarelated pdrpbses of the assignmen%s. No student
consistently explained ;ssignments in terms of tpeié specifié content, Most
responses were vague generalitles (e.g., "It's jpst our work,'" or "We learn to -
re#d.")ﬁ. Iﬁ general, seatwork assighmen;s were &1rtua11y meaningless rituals
for many of the low ach;évers_in these first-graﬁe classes, and even tﬁe high

, achievers,geemed only dimly aware of. the purposes of asatgﬂments or the skills

‘ihey were practiqing.as they carried them out,

Analysis of th; teachers' presentations of anignments to thg'studehts
suggested that a major reason for thg studenés"low_quglity‘of engagement in
asslgnmen;s.was teacher fallure to call attention ;o thelir purposes and heanr
ings. Mosé presentatlons.inclpded'procedﬁral dlréctions or sbec{al hirits ”‘
(a. ., pay.attention to the underlined words), but only five petcént-explicit-

-y described the purpose of the assignment in terms of the content-being

taught, and only 1.5 percent included explicit descriptions of the cognitive

strategies to be used when doing the assignment.
Rohrkemper and Bershon (1984) interviewed elementary-school students
_about what was ‘on their minds when they worked on assignments, They £ound'

that of 49 students who gave codable responses, 2 were concerned only- about
‘ .
getting” finished, 45 were concerned about getting correct answers, and only 2

1 .
L4

-




mentioned trying' to understand what was being taught,.*Corno and Mandinach -

L

(1983) and Blumenfeld, Hamilton, Wessels,.and Meece (1983) have also exp:essad

'concera_about the low quality of students' engagement in classroom tasks,

boyle k1983) suégests that most students are preoccupiéd with maximizing their
ability to predict and, if possible control, .-the relationship between their
academic performanca and the grades they wilI}reéaive. In particular, he sug~-

4

gests. students will seek to avoid tasks that involve ambiguity (about pre-

: cisely what will be needed to earn high grades) or risk (high difficulty level-'

or strict grading standarda), and ‘thus will avoid asking questions or seeking

o

to probe deeper into the content because they want to stick with safe, famil-

far routines, ‘ ' Dol '

In summary, available data concerning.studenxs' thinking about classroom

tasks reveal little evidenbe of motivation to learn.: Also, it appears that

L3

neither teachers nor students typlically reveal much awareness of the purpose

of activities, and that concern ahbout grades may suppress whatever motivation

students may have to learn about the subject matter,

\' .
Developing Student Motivation to Learn
T v

' .

These conclusions from classroom research are aupported by research on
intrinsic motivation that also 1nd1cates that such motivation 1is diminished

when task performance is monitored by aathority figurée, evaluated, or results

- in reward or punishment (Lepper, 1981). Thus the prospects for stimulating

‘

motivation to learn in the work setting of the classroom appear dim. . However,
even 1f the grading system and the teacher'a role as an authority figure do
counteract efforts to develop studenﬁ motivation to learn, such effects

ahould be a mattef of degree, Motivation to learn might not-be in evidence

An the classes of authoritarian teachers who make tests salient and .

i

'

threatening; but considerable evidence of such motivation might appear in the




. 4 v " ~ . . \. ‘e ‘ 1/
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classes of supportive teachers.who attempt to develop it and who follow the

guidelines -sumpmarized in Table 2,
Also, 1t appears thaﬁemosp'leachers could do a‘gfeat deal more than they

do now to develop student motivation to léarn, The findings of Anderson et

al, (1984) on teechers' failure to calldstudentsl attention to the purposes of

=Y

activities certainly suggest this. So do similar findings by Roehler, NDuffy,

and Meloth (in press),'who\studied reading insf}uction at the fifth-grade lev-

Yi o,

el, Here again, teaoﬁ%rs typically failed to call attention to the purposes _ | l

of asaignments, and students failed to mention learning of apecific content
"l.'»g 4‘ [ * ‘

when asked what they werelgoing and why. Following up on these findings),
Roehler et al. trained teachers to provide more detailed explanations of . con~-. .
tent and, in-particular,,to make'sure that .they called their student's atten-
tion to the purposes of ac%demiC'ectivities.‘ Data from this.follow-Up-study “

" revealed that the students of the trained teachers showed significant increas-

* 1 -

es in awareness of the purposes of activities, and more generally, in metacog-

nitive awareness of their own informatiOn.pr7cessiﬁg and learning progress

a

when working on assignmg?ts.‘
o L M3 v
' Such data provide cause for optimism, Perhaps we did not see much moti-
vation to learn in classrooms because-teachers typlcally fall to do'much to

develop such motivation, Ne have been conducting a series of studies designed

'

to explore this Possibility.
9 . - . : > B - .
. Teachers' Task Introductions and Students' Task Engagement

~We began with a motivational application of recent theorizing about the
self ~fulfilling prOpheoy effects. of teachers' expectations. Althodghhghe
teacher expeetation literature has concentrated'on student achievement as the
outcdne of interest; it'is theoretically possible fof teachers’' expéctetiona ’  ‘° -
to hauq;selfafulfilling orOphecy effects on a'great‘qarge'of outcomes’, As

v A
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" Good and ‘Brophy (1984) have pointed out, the sugcess of teachers' classroom

management efforts 1is probably determiﬁed in part by expectations communicated

about student conduct; classroom atmosphere probably depends in part on expec-

tatiops communicated about student cooperation and 'interpersonal relation-
.ships;, and student reeponsiveness to academic activities probably depends 1n
part on exdeotationa communicated about the meaningfulness, interest poten-

tial, or practical value of those activities, Following up on the latter hy-

pothesis, our first study (Brophy,. Rohrkemper, Rashid & Goldberger, 1983) was'

idesigned to test for predictable relationships between the oamments “that
teachers made about classroom tasks while introducing them to their students

and the subsequent motivation displayed by the students as they worked on the

tasks (as inferred from task engagement ratings made by elassroom.observere).
Data were collected in six intermediate grades, (4-6) classrooms observed'h~15
times during reading and mathematics periods. _The-ofaeses were -all taught by
experienced teachers-working in a school serving a ragially mixed, working-

class population in a small midwestern city., p

Fach reading or mathematics period involved one or more (usually two to:

4

four) different tasks, Observers noted verpatim records of what the teachers
safd about.eech task when introducing it_and then rated apparent student task

engagement five minutes after the‘task'began and again 10 minutes later (if
) : C

| . , . :
the task was still going on). These were-purely naturalistic data: Teachers

!

knew that we were interested in'student*motivation but did not know what datq'

L 4

were belng recorded, and'théir only instrpctionq were to teach as they'normal-

ly would, » . . . -

)}

The relative frequencies of, various task presentation statements made by
<
the teachers are shown in Table 3, classified according to the concepts illus-
L}

trated in Table 1. The data in Table 3 indicate tpat teachers' task 1ntroduc~z

tions were jspread across many different categoriea rather than concentrated in

22
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" Table 3

A

- - ) _ 16

, : : Claasificctiona of 317 Task Presentation Statements
' ‘Madé by Six Elementary School Teachers '

Statements

Task Endogenous

Task Exogenpus

- Value~Focused

Apology (teacher apologizes to the atudents for foisting this task ‘on them), 1

Cues negative expect fon (teacher 1nd1cates directly that the students W
are not expected t:(like the task or do well on it). . : 25

Cues positive expectation (teacher states directly that the students .
are expected to enjoy the .task or do well on {it). _ _ 52

Se'lf-actualization value" (teacher suggests that students can develop
knowledge or skill that will bring pleasure or personal satisfaction) 0

Teacher. enthusfasm (teacher directly expresses his or her own Iiking

for this type of task). - . ; -8

Performance~-Expectation

Positive challenge/goal setting (teacher gets some goal or challenges.

the class to try to attain a certain stjandard ‘of excellence). - 18-

\ .

Value-Focused - . o PN SR

A ] . .
Embarrassment -(teacher tries to show the importance of the task to the
students, but does this in a negative- way, indicating that they are
likely to he embarrassed at some time in the future if they do not’
learn the skills involved). - , ! 1

| >

Survival value (teacher polnts out that students will need to learn ’

these 'skills to get along in life or to function 1n society) 13

Personal reIevance--other (teacher makes some other kind of statement
that trles to tie the task to the personal lives or interests of
the students), . o LN : : .10

Teacher personalizes (teacher exprea‘es personal beliefs or attitudes
‘directly or tells the students abBut personal experiences that ' .

111ustrate the importance of this task). : : 3

Egrfqrmance-Egpectation

'Threats/puniahment (teacher threatens negative consequence% for poor )
performance). 12

Accountability (teacher reminds students that the work will be carefully

checked or that they will. be tested on the materifal soon). . 18"

)

'Recqgnitlon (teacher promises that-students who do well on the task will

be recognized with symbolic revards like, for example, hanging up .of
good papers in the claasrbom). o _ -7

Extrinsic reward (toacher promises. weward for good performance). .2

ST e 23
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Table 3 (continued)’
~ .
Piaaaificationa of 317 Task Preaentation Sratements
Made by Six Flementary School Teachers

17

=
o
]
o
Yy
dal
uy
)]
)
—t
8]
o
o}
N
¥
W]
L
.
Q

10 -

Note:

M~
' Statements N
. . . ',' N
Other (Unclassified) Statements L.
Time reminder (teacher reminds students that they only have limited
time to get the assignment done so they had better concentrate). 19
<;es effort (teacher urges ‘students to work hard), 31
6 ¥ -
Continulty (teacher notes relationship between this task and previous
work students have done, especially recently), 29 9
None (teacher_launched.directly-into the task with no introduction). 68 21
| s | !
v - - =
317 100

. | : ’ o o | #:otglg
Based on data presented in Brophy (1982). - “i _




L vation, ' . ' ! : ! o

18

just one or‘twq. The most frequently coded category was "none" (the bottom

row tn Table 3), indicating that the teacher launched direétly.into the task

WA

. . [ ’ \ .'
%ithout taking stime tp make general comments about it or to try to develop .
student motivation to engage in it. When the teachers did make such general’

*

» _ . "‘ . ¥ -
task descriptions or motivational attempts, their comments were coded into one -

or more of the other 17 categories (multiple coding odgurrJd when teachers'
4;aak.iﬁtroductions'included‘doncepts.that fi; two or more categories), The
motivationally relevant'task_introduétions observeé mos;fqgeézz;tly'were cuiﬁg |
positive éxpecfations (sfating,that the_stvﬂentsjgrobayly would_enj&y the task |
";r do well on it); cuing éffoft.(urging the atudeqts to work hard),.noting.the
continuity betdeen this task and previous taéks, and cuing'negative expec ta-
,tioﬁs_(stéting'fhat the bfudenﬁs would probébly not enjoy thg ﬁask or not.do
well on it). The oqu category never used even once was thé éategorypfor task
endogenous; value-focused'motivat%on: None of the six teachers ever mentioned
that a task might,have self-actualization value or presént oppoffunities for
studéﬁts to experience pleasure or personal satisfaction through ;evelopment A
of'kn;wledge or skiils‘

Brophy et al. (1983) further analyzed‘dﬁta from the 165 éasks thQéAhad%

been coded both for teachers' introduct;ry statements and qtudenté' task en-
. gagement. These data 1ndicatéd_;hat teachers made no introduc tory statement
at all for 49 (30%)'of the 165 tasks., _Their'pfesentation gtatements_fpr thé
'remaiqing 116 tasks yielded 206-ches,;or'almoet‘two per ﬁésk. S0, although
teachers jumped direc;ly ;nto tqska without g;v}ng‘q‘generdl 1ntroduction.of
mqtivqtional attémpt 30% of the time, the.infroduéélons;thqt they zavgﬁthg
other 707 of the time were 1§ngthy and substantial enough to include, 6n the.‘

A
, average, mention of two separate considerations likely to affect student moti-

N .

LR

»



*There was considerable individual v%fietio;"

One leunched directly into tasks without gi

across the six teachers, .

ving any. introduction only 5%

™

' of the time, while two others did- this 46% and 407 of the -time reapectively.

One teacher was reeponsible for most of the "tﬁ%e reminder" and ' positive
' ~N
chelLenge/goal setting" codes, and several other codes were‘uaed primarily

L3

with just two or three teachera. "Task introduttions were primarily positive'

(offering reward or recogqition opportunities; expreeeing eﬁthusiesm,_or try~ -
v

ing to develop positive expectations) for two teachers, neutral (time remind-_

et, continuity, or cuing effort) for three other ) &\9 negative (accOUntabili~

ty reminders,.cuing-negetive expectation) for on teacher.

~

°

duced in Ways cleesified as . 1ike1y to havejneg tive effects on student motiva- B -*N

there was

A3

. tations ebo&t the taek)-- However,

; ‘\.

nities, cning positive expectations ebouﬁ t
[

ment tended to be highest on tesks that the teacher launched fnto directly

taek) In&tead, student engage—

withbut,making~int;oductory statements ced ble in eny_of our cetegories.

v

Thus, ‘although ﬁegatife task introductions/'were associated with low task

engegemeﬁt, boeftive task introductionb'were not associated with high task

- * Py
< " ) ;
o . ; '
.o : L3
. ta ‘ '
.

engagement.-.
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neral there was little support for‘the'notiOn that teachars' task

fintroductiona might have~positive ‘effec.ts on student engagement. The correla-
't onsafor tha*"Nonq category (launching directly into the . tssk) showed posi-

Etive ré&ationships with.éngagement in three classes, no significant relation- \

-

'"aﬁshipffor two clssses, snd a negative relationship in-one ¢lass, Tt wag true

»

Cdﬁthing intehded to motivate the students than when the teacher sald nothing at

-

&’“”3

! 75a11,- Furthermore,Lonly 14. of. a possihle 52 relationships reached statistical

T

i?hffor on ygane class that task engagement was higher when the teacher. sald some- .

'[Psignificance Eqr the other 17 - tssk introduction categories, and 12 of these 14

‘
& oA

7were negative relationships.. In othet words, most- relationships indicated

LR - -
lower student angagemént when»tegchers msde some codable introductory state-
g ) o . :.@% R . .
ment than when'they did:nbt, - . ﬁs& . . ¥

-

" - Many of these negative relationships were expected, because they occurred:

for ‘task introduction categories we had’cLsssified as:likelv‘to have negative

effects on student motivation (threatening punishment, reminding the students*f'

of sccopntability pressures, and cuing negative expectations about the task) )

“ »

Also, the 'personal referencehwother -category, which we had classified ss

[N

1ikely to have positive efﬁeﬂts anstudent motivation, did show one positive

correlation with student engsgement\fand no negative correlatione) However, .

negative correlations were sometimes observed, and positive correlations were

€«

never observed for quk introductions .we had classified as likely to have

N

positive effects ' on student motivation (survival value, teacher enthusiasm),

as well as for one of ‘the categories that we had classifisd as neutral (chal«

”

lenge/goal setting). S .t S e

In thinking about follow ups to these‘findings,'wa havsfconcsntrsted on

' tuo'aspects. First, {t s posaihls that some of our claaaifications of task

v

A '

.,introductions as positive, nautrsl, and nsga/ﬁva with raspect to their probaa

‘ble effects on student motivstion were incorrsct. For‘axsmpio,\ma classifiad

- 'f‘ | .-za?y ' B L} "‘ o i

i



. ‘giegm own préferendes)m Time reminders provide nnother example.. We. classi-

- 21
L o - LT C : : "

teachers' conmunlcatton of .their own enthuelanm about tasks'as likely to
+have positive effecta, on the assumption that etqdenta i1l generally take-
.their teaehera' Atatements at face value, However, 1tjmay be that such commu =
'dlcations of'teacher enthusiasm ’nould be‘elaasffled as neutral (if students
tend not to identify with thelr teainers'and thus are not likely to tnfer that

they will enjoy tasks merely.becau&e the teacher does) or even as negative (1f

.atudents-are alienated from their teachers or predisposed to believe. that

- teachers' preferences are contradictory to, rither than merely different from,

i

fied such reminderr as neutral, reasonin& that they carry mo information about

' the nature of the taak itself or aboyt possible consequences of task ‘perfor-

0 '. v

mance, However, it 1s possible that students regard such tine reminders
etther posithely (because they perceive thcm as well- intended attempts to
provide helpful inforMatiop) or qegatively (because they are percelvad as
| nagging-or criticlsm,-or merely because they remind the students that tne taek
1a imposed externally and thelir performance will be evaluated)s Sucn ambigu;l
ities, combined with the .surprising qorrelational finddngs for some of the
ocategoriea, pointed to the need forﬂinﬁormwtion from students themgelves on-
_ . o

their‘tegctiona to teacherst task introductions.

- A second focna'forrfoilow up was ‘the lack of much support for our expec-

.

. . \ . :
\’tation that positive task introductions would maximize student engagement,

S Among several possible explanations for this (to be discussad in a later sec- ,

' s '

~tion), one that 1ntrigued us and, seemed t6 call for 1mmmed1ate follow up was

suggeated by the teachara the’selvea.during debriefing intqrviews. When asked

why task engagement might have baen higher when no 1ntroductory statements

ware made at all than when auch statements were made, saveral teachera indi~

cated that perhaps they tended to'launchwdiroctly into taaks when things wers
, ¢ ' . e ‘ o '

\
fey

\ . )
' . . i '
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_ going smoothly and to take‘¥ime to try to ganérate motivation only, or at '
+ ‘ L]
least primarily, when they expectéd trouble because the claea was’ becoming

a

“wmeat;ve or because prior experignces with the taak had gone poorly.. If

4

teachers do in fact hare such tendencies, and {f atudenta‘ehougd hecome aware~"
of them, the atudentq would have reaeon to diacouht or &ven react ﬁegatively
to task 1ntroductiona 1ntended to stimulate motivation.: A diseertation etudy

.‘.y Kher (1984) was desﬂgned to die;:;er whether in fact students are predia;f
poaed tg\diacoqm& or react negatively to teachqra motivation attempts.

Students' Reported Responses toaTeaehera' Task “Introduction Statements

AN

Kher (1984) interviewed 32 second gradera, 32 fourth graders, and 32

‘l

aixth gradera, moetly from the same working~c1aaa echool within which the '-1

v « 3

Brophy et'al, (1983) data had .been collected (two years earlier). ‘Ha}f of the;,W"

»
4
»
N

p"

P § - . ,
studehts intervievwed at each ‘grade level were ma1e°and half were f:mahe. o

Within sex, half were high achievers and half were low achievere. iﬂhf etu-

o

dent®hvere 1nterviewed 1nd1v1dua11y about how they would respbnd to varioue
ways in which their teachers’ might introduce a hypothetical gpatwork assign-
ment in mathematics, referred to as a "math assignment." This general refer-

ence to a math assignment was ueed,inéfgeference to showing a specific assigh~

. ment. or, more prebably, a different specific assignment for each gradeelevel,

o

®because math. seatwork aaeignmenta vere familiar to all of the etudenta and o

1
)

because we ‘wanted to focue atudent attention on statemvhtﬂ that teachers might

[y . "b ~

make when introducing‘asaignmenta rather than on the assignments themaqlvee;

Pilot work indicated that students had difficulty responding to open-
ended questions about the. general topic of teacher task introductions (e.g.,

"What might your ‘teacher say about a math assignment when presenting it to

.'yop?“) or aboat particular task introductione'conaiderad 1nd1v1dualiy,

(e.g., "What goes through your mind when you hear the teacher say '1 like

: Y Ny \
29 . .
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a dgsign that 1nshred that each item was paired with each other ftem'an equal

these kinds of problems and I think you will enjoy them too'?"). However.-the,, -

atudenca could reapond adequataly when queationed ‘using a paired comparison

format in whioh thoy were preacn}nd with uwo sample introduction atatementa:

W .
and gaked to. choose which atatement'they would prefer their teacher to make

.
v -

whén® introducing the hypoglntical mA th aaaignment and then to explain why

they preferred that atatement qvbr the other. Consequently, thquntervlews
began with a series of 17 ot.theseupaired_comparison quastions._ubingipairs.;f
introduction statements aeleg;gd fﬁbm the aetw%hqyp in Table 4.

The ataterepcs shown {n Table 4 fere selected for use in the Kher (1984)

study because they were typicél-of t statehentslob&erfed'1njthe Brophy et qI.

(1983) study, with two eiceptibhé. Firat, because our primary interest was in

3

. . ' S : . :
dtudents' responses to teachers' positive task Introduction statements, 8 of

the.iZ,statementa used (the first 8 shown in the table) were selected from

among those classified as positive in the previous study., Second, the state~

ments were kept short and phrased in simple wordé, in order to maximize clari-
ty and minimize the memory demands made on the students.

The 83posit1ve items were‘abways palred with other positlre items (using

To-
W

‘number of times). The L&s; 4 items in Table 4 had been classified as neutral

or negatiyelip the préviqus study, These items were paired only with one
aroéher or (in the case of .the neutral 1t;mo) with selected positive items, "
This paired cdmparison.format yielded data on fﬁe-relative popularit; of the
itemo;'but {t should be kept in mind that its brimary purpoae was to eliéit
sthdents' free response deacriptiona ot their thoughts and foelinga tollowing
teachirs task introduction statements. , |

Once thd students had completed the paired comparison items and were ac~

customed -to taléiﬁg,about thqtr-though;s and femlings 1n rcgard to teachers'

i}
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' ' " “Table 4 .
v i ' Teacher Sthtements Jaed in Paired Comparisons ' . °)
s ) . . 1 . .

1. Tt's important thntyguﬁkqiw these skills.L-You'll need them for math next
yeal'. . . . . ) . o

2, T like these kinds of problems and I think you will enjoy them too.
e . “ ..“\ .
3, Page 37 should be no trouble at all hut the ones on page 39 are harder, ' e
‘ You'll have to think before you do them.

4,. If_you do a really good paper, I will put it up on the bulletin board,

5. It's important that you know these skills. ‘You'@gl need them when you@go
, grocery shopping or “to the bank. v ' '

6, If you do a really ézod paper, then later on I 11 let you p!ay some games,

7, Some of these problems are really tricky. T like tricky problems because
they make me think hard, but then I really feel good when 1 get them -
right. . ' ) . ." '

8. T never knew how. important these ékills were when I was your age but T
found out when T started writing checks and had to take care of my money. -

. C. * {* . . ] , . .

9. ‘Problems like these will be on your next test, so work carefully; ' |

10, You have only 20 mihuteS'to finish, so work quickly, ) =

11, Tf you don't get at least 10 of them right, you'll have to do another
page, ) .

LN
3

12, Let's see how many of you can get them all right,
: . * . .
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task prpaentatién'st@taments, they” were eoked two oben~ended questions, The_
fifgt wa;’designed to elicit thelir beliefs about what 1t means when teachers
(launch directly 1into tasks w;thout‘making inttqductéry.stat;ments ("When would °
your teacheriaay 'Do the prbbiems'on p2g§8-37 and 39' and nothing more?").
pThe second duestion was designed to identify;the task introductionp that would
vbe’modt motivating to the students ("Wh&; kinds of'thinge céﬁlﬂ your teacher

say when giving assignments that would make you feel like working really Hard,

ifn math?").

14

The ‘students. responses to all questions were tape recorded, transcribed, -

coded,'and then analyzed for generdl trends as. well as for main effects or in-

teractions Involving grade level, gender, or achievemert status, o

The data revealed no significant tendency for students to discount or

 negatively interpret;théir teachers' motivation attempts. Onlf’oné student (a-
~lew achieving sixth—gradé,box} responded hegatively to our hypothetical task

introductions. This boy stated: "You feel like the teacher' is just pressur-

ing you and pressuring -you and telling you that page 37 is easy but 39 is

”

hard; so you feel like you want to just cry, that you have tg.do h#rder gnd

harder work." Latei, he stated: 'He's acting like he's just your owner and
'can'boﬁs you around anywhgre." .All'éf the cher ;tudent; accepteQ'ihe teacher’
stntemenﬁs at face vf;ue and'tréqted'them';; w§11 intended attempts to provide

“

useful information or to help make schooling a positive experience. Even the

one disgruntled student; although he was unhappy about having to work hard and

resented the teacher's position of authority over him; accepted the teacher's

comments at face value in that he never suggested that the teacher might'be -t

lying or ‘attempting to con him, Nor did he or any of the other 93 students
. . v : - ' . .
ever suggast that teacher attempts to,motivate'?tudgnte ara clues that tasks

will be fruatrating'qrounpioaaant. No ona ever daid 'anything such as, "When

N

e
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ahe tells you you 're .going to Jlke it, watch out?". or "If it really was going
to be something you 'd like, hg/\Eﬁldn t be telllng you aLl thia. : q
Simi}ar findings were geen in the students' .responsgs.to questions about
whep teachers might‘fail'to give taqk.introductioﬁsw These resbdnses made -1t
cleqr that the étudgnts conéid;réd_tapk 1ntrodugt19na to be normal and help-
ful; or at leﬁat well intended. -ﬁo student. ever suggested thatpteacheré would
. omit task introductlona because certain tasks were 80 obvfously ‘enjoyable that '.:
they needed no hype, (Inatead, thelreaspna comm#nly pffered for omiasion of |
task introductions were that the qsaignmént was'élreviéw task Qith whiph.the'
student$~were alread;lfamikiar, the £éacher was upset bedause the cléég‘was’
noisy and inattentive, or the teachef was bhay or 1n.a hurry. In‘general o
then, the data provide no evidence that the atudenta saw teachera as launching
directly 1nto enjoyable tasks bu't taking time to ééy to generate motivation
for boring or Eruatrgzing tasks. Inatgad,~we_were encouraged to find, the
students:appeared to accept-teqcher;‘ taskjintroductione af’face”valué and -
percelve them as intended to be'inf§¥hatIVe and helpful. Some students, how-
ever.did say that .teachews do not‘reélly know what students like or t¥at jusf
because a teacher ‘likes something goes not mgan thaf,sfﬁ&en;s-will ;1ke it
uioo. ' | - ‘ . . , ,I' v
Other data fdom ‘this study are leas encouraging. The students' pfefer~
' ences among the.eight positive statementa that were systematically paired with
one another (Statementa 1«8 in Table 4) suggest mixed signals with respect to
.~student receptivity to developing.motivation to leatn. Statemént 1 (Ié's 1m?
" portant that you}know theselskills. You' 11 need them for math next year.) was
the most popular, heing selected over‘the alternative 68% of the time. This
sounds promising, hecauge {t suggéﬁts‘sbudent 1ﬁtérest-in Ehe skills them-

»

selves rather than meraly in obtaining rewards for mastering the skills,

Q ; \‘b. ‘ . ‘l o : ‘ 33
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+ Howevdr, the lgast pdﬁular alternative, selected only 38% of the time, was

v Statement 8 (I never knew how imbortant these skills were when I was your

age, but I found 6ut when I started writing checks and had to’ take care of my

. money.). Furthermore, Statement 5 (It's important that you know these skills,
. a

You'll need them when you.go grocery shopping or to the bank.) was preferred

only 41% of the time, Thus, student preference for Statement 1 cannot be

v

o
'

ment 1 apparentlyiwas a popular choice because it provides students with

s

information tﬂat will help ‘them io succeed in school, Student ¥nterest in

o

school success is also implied by the'hext most popular statement, preferred:

582'of‘thé_F1m , Statement 4 (If ybu do a.reqlly good paper, I will put it up
on the buliet n board.). - ‘

The reasons that the students offgred when eXplaining thelr paired com-
parfson'pr ferences élso seem p;omisiﬁg at.first. The most frequently men -
tioned regsons were_that'the skills to be learned would be useful in fhe'fﬁ-
ture,'th t 1t was important to learn or do hard probléﬁs, ada thaé the student

would f el'prouJ about doing good work. .Motivatidn to learn the content and

warded for success or to avold négative consequences. for failure, appreciating
. . ‘o ‘
advance warnings contained in remindexs about tests or-deadlines, getting
. : ;

peer recognition through good work,'or hoping that mastery of the task would
ake math easier to do in the future. ‘Unfortunately, however, the majority of

these atatements about enjoying learning ox taking pr1de in ctaftsmanahiphbp-'

-

pearad to have been induced by the content offoﬁr items. Mentfdn of enjoying

workihg on problems, for example, occurred only in explanaéions for choices
involving Statement 2 (1 like these kinds of problems and I think you will en-

joy them too.). More generally, the-etudentg’ explanations of their paired

12 y
¢ . . t
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sattributed to'afﬁ ent motivation to learn the skills as such. -Instead; Stater
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compariaon choices appeared to be paraphrasings of the language used 1n our o .

)

queatlons rather than credible statements of the students' own thinking ex-
pressed in‘their own words. “Thus it was not surprising that some¥hat differ-
ent results were observed in the students' responses,to our open-ended ques-~ °

tions about what teachers could say or do ‘to make them want to work hard én a

math assignment. .
:ﬁy far the most popular piement in tnese free~response answero, mentioned
by ‘about two-thfrdgfof;;ne students,‘was the suggestion;that the teacher cou}d o
.motivnte them ro.york hatrd by offeriné revards. Other popular;responses were.
‘threatening punishment for poor p&rformance or challengrng the students to |
meet staied_goelo'(eacﬁ mentioned by'about one-thirdiof the studente); and
.communicating the 1mportance of the task, making a personal appeal to the stu--.~ o
dents to work hard, or giving them easy work (each mentioned by about 15% of
the studento). Here, the emphasisvislon issues of reward‘versos punisbment.
or success rersusnfailure, n}th much.less emphasis on the imporrance of rhe'
task and virtually no mention of‘motivatfon to iearn the content or to take
'pr}de in.craftsmanehig. | |

There were few sex differences in these anaiyses,'end those that did ap~ -
pear oid not fall into general'patterns. There also were few achievement-
level differenceg, but rhose that did appear bore out expectatione based on |

previous research. ‘High achievers responded more positively than low achiev- -

ers to challenges and mention of tricky proolems, and low achievers responded

' ) ) .‘, . ) . . 7 . . . .
more positively to opportunities to gain recognition by peers, teachers, or
parents, In general, high eohievera ware more .concerned with the ‘task 1taelg

and &hetheguthey would enjoy or learn aomething from it, whereas low achievers

wera more concerned with getting aupport from the teacher and with obtaining L ¢

t . '

rewards or avoiding punishmenta for their performances. .

. . : ”
. . : ,
' ! ; ! ‘ v
0] i ‘ !
.
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Grade-levelmdifferences'were-more-frequent and sizeable 'than sex or

achievement-level differences. In the paired comparison data, second and

‘ .

fourth graders were more likely than sixth graders to- prefer Gtatements and

!

6 (promising that good performanc& would be rewarded by hanging papers on the
bulletin board or letting the stu?ents play games), but sixth graders were

~more likely to‘prefer Statement f (telling the students that the’skilis would,
be needed for math next year), '§Younger students were more concerned with:the

. ’ f [ 4 e
consequences of performance, aqd older students more concerned with the task

itself.‘ The second graders tétionales for their preferences "were generglly
the most global and expressed=in affecth&e terms (liking enjoyable problems or °

‘ playing games). The second raders were not especlally concerned with the
relevance ofs the content orfitd practical utility in the future.' Their re- =
) .a

" sponses generally-had a p itive, upbeat tone, with emphasis on enjoying aca=-

‘demic activities, takingfpride in doing good work, . and looking forward to be-

ing rewarded for success (but without much mention of the specific content of
€ r - j . . ) . "

.« the work), i )

The fourth graders showed more concern than the second graders about the

relevance and praﬁtical utility of the work, but they expressed ‘similar enthu-

K . T

bsiasm about enjdyment of gamés and about being rewarded for good work. Fur-

thermore, they differed from Both the second” graders and the:sixth'graders in
_ being especiﬁlly concerned about getting easy work. Even more than éetting
fegarded fgr success, the fourth graders were‘concerned about avoiding failure
and its nig:tive congsequences., T o . ‘ 47;;

¢ : ‘ : o s
The sixth gréde;f were the most 1ikely to mention concern ahout the

-importance of the leagning and ita future application, although they were more‘
concerned abqut*&uture application in school than in life outside of school

. (posaibly because their teachers often mentioned the need to get them readf

-
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. for junior. high school). The sixth graders were also ‘the most likely to ex-

1 A

press appreciation for warnings about the-importjzce of learning partlculat

. mdaterial (because 1t will he needed next year or

vere the least 1ikely to mention rewards or the Opportunity to play games. . In

general, second graders were most likely to mention enjoying the work and ane
ticlpating being rewarded for completing it successfully, fourth graders were

most likely to mention fear of failure and concern about getting easy work,
¥

and sixth graders were most likely to mention needing informatlon about what K

was lmportanf“to learn so that thsy,could adjust thein study strategies.

’
«

Grade level differences in the students' free responses to our final

question paralleled .the trends ssen in their paired comparison cholces, except

that the sixth graders mentioned that teachers could present the task as en-
joyable or offer rewards for success in addition to.pointing out the impor-
tance of learning the material. )

~ Taken together, the data from jthe Kher (1984) study provide mixed mes-

sages concerning the potential of teacher socialization as a mechanism for

developing student motivation to learu in classrooms. Positive indicators in-’

. $
clude the fact that students .appear to.sccept what thelr teachers tell them

about tasks at-face value and to consider such statements as well intended and
\.

likely to be helpful, Thus there is no resson to fear that students will dis=

count or question the motives behind teacher socialization attempts, However,'

]

the datd also indicate that 'students are preoccupied with enjbying-themselves
.(partiuularly the'younger students) or qitﬁ what Becker, Geer, and Hyghes.

(1968) call the exchange of performance for grades (especially the. older

students), and not wlth motivation to learn. Interést in learning the content

»

and pride {n mastering okills are mentioned only segondaxlly if at algf Thls

is not surprising 1n view of the failure of the teauhers studied by Brophy et
R & &

11 appear on a test). They .

-



ments obgserved in the rgrlier study were among the ‘types that did not yield

[
-

.. ~ g

al. (1983) to mention these potential outcomes of student task engagement, and ..

1t suggests that intensive and systematic intervention may be necedbary to in-

. \
duce meaningful change, =~ -

-

The Kher,(l984) findings also.may”explain why most of the "positive"

@ . a.

- task introductions observed in' the Brophy et al, {1983) study appeared to be

l
ineffectual or counterproductive. For, example, in the earlier study, teachers

ffequently communicated positive expectations that the task would be easy or
enjoyable. However, the, students interviehed in the Kher study rarely men-
tioned enjoying academic tasks, .and when they did, it was probably because

they had been cued by one of our stimulus statements, Slmilsrly, except for
. . ) .

some of the fourth graders, informing students that a task would‘be'essy did
not appear'likely to boost"their motivation, In general, the students reported
more enthusiasm when told that a task would be importanh or challenging than

when told that it would be easdy.

- Other teacher motivation attempts oommonly observed in the previous s tudy

LY

included teachers' expressing personal enthusiasm for tasks or relatlng the.

knowledge and skills being taught to successful coping with life outside of

school, _Hoyever,,the‘students lnterviewed'in the Kher_study were.not enthused

-

' by'such teacher statemenfs. Most of the "positive' task introductjon atate-

strongypositive reactions from theistudents lnterviewed in the Kher study,

R .
and most of the statements that received positive response from the #students

"in the Kher study (offering'rewards for good performance or communicating the

_ ' - : N
{mportance of the task for future.school successx were rarely used by the -

teaehers in the earlier'study; It appears there is'a poor match between the

incentives stressad by teachers when sttempting'to motivate-their studegts and:

the:incentives preferred by the students, S . :

”

c‘;-

i
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-’blgssifications of task introduction statements as positive, neutral, or nega-

V]

2 o !

-

. The Kher (1984) data also confirm our_ouapiqions that some of our

tire~wou1d haVe to bé revised, aIthoughﬁin manx/Caeeé the Kher data deepen ;

s

rﬂther than resolve the mysteries raised by the earlier data. For example,

"achuntability atatements (reminding students that mate;ial is going to\be'

/r\//__
_graded or teated) were classified as negative and did have a negai‘ye corre~

L}

“lation with student eéngagement in the earlier study, but Yhe students inter- .
k)

viewed in the Kher study responded generally positively'to such‘acoohntabiiity
statementa, Rather than‘perceire thém as threats, the_gtudentotperceiVeo them
as melilintended anoAhelpful hints about how to organizo their atody time,
The.differencés in student response may te'iinkeovto.differencea in the.abtual
-wording} The ;cgountability statement Psed im the Kher study ("Problems like
tmese.wiLl be on your nert test, so york carefully;;) was neutrally.worood and
could easily be appreciated asla;friendly tip from the teaomer. Howe;er,

inspection of the mording of statements coded in "the accountability'category

in the previous study suggests that many of these were in fact threats rather

v
v

than friendly reminders,

°

The~time -reminder category produced mixed results in the previoﬁs study

y oot N

h(one positive correlation and two negative correlations with student engage-

\ment). However, the students interviewed in.the'Kher:study responded very

negatively to the time reminder item (Statement 18 in Table 4). When explain-

ing these negative reactionsg, the students usually said that they ﬁated to be

<

rushed and resented being put in a position where they might have'to.turn_in

. -

an incomplete paper or a paper that represented something less than their best

work. Inapection of the data from the earlier study cleared up the mystery

el

here, ’I‘he ‘two Mera in whod‘e classea we observed négative correlationa be-

[

tween time reminders and student engagqmant both gave time rominders‘similar.

-
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to “the-.one used in the kher-afudu: namely,ftime reminders geared to “the.

. 1mhed1ate pregent, Juggesting.thaflihe gtudents. were tqnninﬁ out of time to
[N ! ’

firish . thé assignment they~wére working on- at the' moment, . In contrast, the

’

teacher in whose clasaroom we observed a°positive correlat{on between time

reminders and student engagement used a different kind of time reminder. His

’

4 . " ’ . .
time reminders were gearad. to the week or unit rather than the immediate

Q

.prqsent.and"prqvideg.helpful.1nformatlon tﬁat the students could use in plan~
ning their study time. He would, for example, remind the students on Tuesday

that a series of workbook assignments was due on Fridav.,

The data on challenge/goal setting gtatementq by teachers continue to be
. . _—' \ !’ :
confusing. We originally classified such statements’ as’'neutrals; However,

this category produced three negative correlations and ho:positive'correlé-

tions with studewt engagement in’ the earliér study, suggesting that such chal- '’

I R
~lenge or goal-setting statements should be classified Qé likely to have nega-

tive effects on,student mbtivation. ﬂYeé, comments on challenge statemehts by ‘

students in the Kher study.implied that such statements are perceived pbsi~
tively. The p?ir@d comparisbn data revealed that the students preferred .
.Statemeﬁt 12 (Let's see how many of you can get them all correct.) not only ih
h EE - ’ : "

compnri&nnéwith}btﬁ?r_presdmably neutral statements, but-also' in comparison

with several presumablylpositi&e statements, Furthermore, many stydents men~

o

tioned a tgachérich¥11enge it theflr free responses to the question about
. - ; . . . "
. things that teachers could do to jmotivate them to work hard, and very few

negative comments were made aboutksnch challenge statements, The negative

© .

correlations seen in the earlier gtudy remain-unexplaihed.‘ N

Inspection of the challenga statements made by the. teachers in whosg

v

clagssrooms we'observad-thepe-negative correlations suggests. that these teach-

1]
»

ers tended to throw out. such challenges in demanding and. somewhat negative

¢ h
L}

v . “r , . "f ‘ ,
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'ﬂways (e.g.. You should be abLs to do these problems correcnly by now, unless~

,ypu work csrelessly. )._ These and other informsl observstions fr0m the pre~

vious study suggest thst the tone and manner with which teachers make task

o preesntation statements may be sf least as important as the content of those

ot T )
g .'_\"-‘ . )

B e L O

mi;hstatgments in determining students motIVational responses.

<

' Finally, the Khsr study iﬁtroduces ‘some anomalies of its .own, In gictic.
T A

ular, it is not . clesr why students rsspond positively to information suggest-

:ing thet the task teaches skills that are important for future ‘school suc- o

4
cees, and yet do not- respond very positively to statements indicating that the

o

task teaches skills thattare important for success in life outside-of-schobl..'
* O

i
Most edults would probably expect students te respond at least as positively

'to the latter statements as to the fo;mer. The youngest students intefbiewed

in the Kher study were the least responsive to statements sbout the value of
: ¢
1kills for coping with life outside ofoschool:» Perhaps the applications that

we mentioned (grocery shopping, bsnking) were too removed from.their present
v
life concerns to be very mean!ﬁggul to them. Whatever the reasons, we were

)
¢ : [

. surprised to find thqt statements linking school ‘taskp to- 1ife outside. oE
school did not prodﬂcs more positive student response. Looked at from another’
point of view, thess findings are yet another indication of the degree to

a,

. which students’ tend to- be preoccupied with success and failure issues and with

Fdgmance for grsdes, to the point,thatpeoncern about what

PN an

?fyearly secondary,

TW“»In,reapondinef“”’the Kher data, it is important to'besr.if mind that thsy

At based 6n self report rather ‘than obserVed behaviora' Al noted above. we xq ‘J”fﬁ .

S el
', '-' s
hsve reeson td qusstion the validity of many of’ the responsos to the pairsd S

.y . .\‘\ \ d
¢ : -p

' comparison ;tems. Furthermoreh even the dgta .based on responses to the two

opeh-endsd qdﬁséions shbuld bs considered tentativs pending verification in.

4.g° - ‘ “ A TR C )
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" \actual claaaroom settlhgsz~ Thexatudenta' responsos to our interview questiotis

s / '.. * .
' may not accuratcly describa their responaes to teachers actual introductions
‘ ﬁ ‘of claastodﬁﬁtaaks.- Y :zl~. _ o - _ - 211 :
SocializinﬁrStudant Motivntion to Learn o i

.’. ot '

Our data and thoae of others (Doyle, 1983; Harter, 1981; Lepper, 1983)

I

_ ;11 suggest that there ls little evidence of student motivation to learn imn

i

the typical classroom, 'Apparcntly, students‘start school with enthusiasm but

'Y 4

-

Lo gradually settle into a-dull Toutine in .whicH' interest centers on being able

to meet demands, The students become attuned to and appreciative of informa-

B
AY

tion that clarifies and helps them to meet these demands successfully, hut
. L

thay' do not appear to develop en‘hueiasm.for tﬂe'knowledge_or skills being”

taught or for thelr applicatiorts outside school,

_ &n theary, tennhers shontd be able'tg develop Potivhtion_to learn 1in
+their studnnts by %ocializ‘in’g the students’ beliefs, 'at‘tit:udes, and expect:a.-'
tions concerning“academic activities, as well.as:the'1nfornation~proctssing“i

and problemmsolvingf‘trategies the students use when engaged in those activi-

ties, However, it appears that very little such aocialization oceurs, and . o

)

what. does occur seems toq half;;ﬁﬁrted or otherwise lacking in credibility'
eaat) to be vary effective, ..

i

(from an adult perspective, at
Récall that none of the six teachers 'studied by Brophy et-al. (1983) ever

made reference to the fnct that students could derive perébnal\satisfactign : o
' ¢ : . v

from developing their knowledge or skilrb.and that, in general, posltlva task -
' h : } )

introductions vere infrequent except for the gtatement that the work would be .

. easy, The followiﬂg examples that we observed came the cloaest to approaching e

t .

the kinds of teachsr sociqlization that we would 11ko‘to see more of in the

typlcal classroom, , : g . , L
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-»These are not elamentary, high school, or college lavel words; these’
are living level wordd, You'll use them everyday in life. If you
plan to be a writer or enjdy’reeding; you will need these words.

»
-~Remember: The essential” thing is to do ‘them correctly, not to be
. .« the first to finish. L o

L4

i «=I think you will like this book., Someone picked it out for me, and o
ST ey raally goods | o mmm

BRI i

~=This ie a really strange story. It s written in the first person, .
- " 80 that the peraon talking is the one who wrote the story about his
. ' experience. ‘It has some pretty interesting words in ft. They are
o ' on the boayd. ‘ .
_==The stories in this book are more interesting than ‘the ones in the
earlier level books., They are more challenging because the stories
and vocabulary are more difficult, ‘Reading improves with practice,
just like basketball,. If you never shoot baskets except when you
are in the game, you are not going to be very good. Same with
. reading. You can't do without {it, _ C T e

.

-rAnswer the comprehension questione with complete sentences. All. ..
‘these stories are very interesting. You'll enjoy them, :

-

. . . v )
‘--You g}rle should like this story because {t. is a feminist story,
Yau boys will enjoy yours too. Your story is especially
interesting. T want you to be sure to read tt. ft's a mystery, and' _
\J/you 11 enjoy it. ‘. b , . . R S
~~Percent is very important.. Banks use it for Qnterest'loans, and so | ' o
- > - - on, So it is important that- you pay attention, ‘ . / )

- -~You're going to need to know fractions fos math next .year, _Yodugill
25 " need fractions in the world to come. . LT R

At- least three-things should be noted about>these examples} ﬁirst,'theee

are the .-best examples we opuld find {n data representing about 100 hours of

-

classnoom observation.' S%%ond notice how minimal and eseentially barren most
_ N <

of these remarks are, They do nOt go into enough: detail to be very meaningful

"h . '\

. or memorable for most students, and’ many of them have a perfuhctory, go~"

t

‘through- the~motions~without~much enthusi&sm~or~conviction quality to them. - '

Third, whatever positiVe effect‘ﬁhese remarks may haYe had was-probably-un~

L] .
N

dercut by the facts that (l) most of the teachers' remarks to the students -

3

concerned prOcedurel demands end evaluations of ggrk quality or prograss

\14
'
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rather than desctiﬁtion otntﬁq task iteelf or what the students might get out

4

of 1t and (2) many of the rest Included remarks such as the following.
-~Today's lesson 1s nothing'new it ypu've been here. -
~-If you get done by 10 o'clock, you can go outaide.

'*“*45“-ﬁ~-—~~--¥our scores- will_tell -me--whether wa tigad™ tO“Bt&Y with muitiplication*""'*"“
' \ ' for another week, If you are talking, I will deduct 10 points from
: > your scores, .

' : [

--Thia penmanahip assignment means that sometimes in life you Just
7 can't do what you want to do. The next time you have to do
something you don't want to do, just think;"Well that's just part
of ufe."” ' -
4 " «=Cet your nose in the book, otherwise 1'11 glve you. a writing
~ assignment, .

-JYou don't expect me to g‘me you baby work every day, do you?
-=You've been working teal hard today, so let's stop early.

\ “=You'll have to work real quietly, otherwise you'll have to do more _ °
. "assignments, : '

;-My-talkers‘are going;to get a'third page to do doring lunch.
~«We‘oon't hovo a huge amount toido; byt 1t will be time consuming,
~--This test 1s to see who the really shart ones are.
. Lf the teachers we have been atudfing are typical; ond we have reason'tqg
' _ believe that as a group. they are, 1f anything, better than average, then it |

!

appears that there wiki"tontinue to be little evidence of student motivation

»

to learn in the typical oiaasroom until teachers are trained to socializp such

motivation inﬂtﬁoit students, Furthermore, it appears that nothing short of a
. : LA ~ ~ ‘ ' o ‘ ;

high-powsred, systematic teacher«training efﬂorﬁ is likely to succeed., The

.

_next step in our program of ressarch is to deveiop‘auch an effort, Undoubte . K
N ) . ) c . )
edly, it will have to fnclude alements designed to change teachers' afidtudes, ¢
| beliefs, and expaectations in addition to elements designed to traim them to L \F
' L) . N C o

perform specific practices. Many teachers presently believe that it is not

raalistic to \xpc¢t~ptudaht! to dcvolop motivation to loagn.inAclaoerooms, and
‘ ‘ ‘ . . i.“ \ B d.;.

Q ) « ' . . ' » n

|
. o I v A,4‘4’ . o - B | | . 7
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e . R - o . ) ‘ o
* most of the rest appear to act as If they hold this belief even if they havd =~ -
never ‘consciously articulated it, Part of our effort, therefore, will he to ' N

. : perautde teachers to believe that the developmant of student motivation to

learn,through aocialization ia a realistic goal, or at least to sugpend dis~

A

belief and ¢om‘1t thamaelvee to-thia goal: for the duration of - the—expertmentr T ey,

- Assuming spch.commitment, it will then be necesaary to work with the.teach~ -

v

ers to create conditions favorable to the development of student motivatioh

to learn and to train the@lin techniques;designed to foster such motivation.

~ o

| Some of\our effort will he directed toward setting the Stage by eliminating

,undesiréble_elements and creating dJesirable conditions: insuring an ade%uate

P ad

match between the demands of academic activities and the abilities’ of stu~
dents, encouraging students to ask questions and learn from their mistakes,

oo mMinimizing the salience of the teacher's,authority-figure role and of testing

and grading, and using praise and rewards (if at all) according to the guide-

<

linqs summarized in Tablev2.

'.working within these established conditions, teachers would then be trained
to soclalizqe motivation to learn directly through such‘tethniques as the

following:

~-=Modeling attitudes, beliefia, and expectations regarding academic' .
activities that illustrate motivatlon to learn. . T b

- ~~Modeling, with overt verbalization of associated gelf talk, the
processes involved in erfgagement in acadgmic activities.
- : ¥ : . .

~«Dirett Ilnstruction in relevant information-processing, préblem-

“ - solving, metacognitive-awareness, and self-monitoring skills,

’ , ~=Fgtablishing opt1m§1 learning sets for academic activities through
! . : t&Pk introductions that :stress their purposes and 1qtended‘outcome§.“_"

- . ==Focusing attention on these knowyledge and skill .outcomes |through the =~~~
. ] kinds of questions asked and the kinds of feedback given fo the - B
B students. / : - L

'This brief list is being expanded and elaborated during pilot activitiaes

L

underway at present, - Our plan is to develop a training pdlogram that i{s - x
‘b’ . . 3 ) - N .

H I ) ) , ' ., J
Q ‘ . ' ) . . . . o . 4 5 ‘
. . ‘ N “ , .




systematic- and powerful enough to make {mportant changes 1in teachee behaviors / ' .

believed to affect student motivation to leurn;'and yet assimilable within 1
traditionul'approaches to classroom teaching, If our .training program 1is suc-

cesaful, we will be in a poaition to find out ;Whether student motivation to

e 8 S s -

learn can be stlmulateulthrough teacher socialization and can coexist with the,

grading aystem, the prescribed curriculum, and all of the other features of /

oy

s

the classroom as a work place, Ve hope‘that such:teache; socialization | “
behavior can succeed, nut onlyiu'utimulating student motivaéion to learn‘parj
ticular content, but ultimatelyniu deyelopfng'motivation‘td learn‘as a per-
sonal truit or'predispoaitlon thaé atudentu would begin to generate spontane=-
‘.ouely as they engage in all kinds of activities, in or_out.of.the éiaesroom, /
voluntary ouiinvoluntary. "

Tuere will be.reaiisgic‘limitgion.how far such effects can carry, of ‘

i A o ¢

course, For one thing, eve® those who are most generally motivatad to learn L
4

caunot learn éyerything, ‘80 that'individuals'npreferencee for certain toplcs "
or tasks over ;thors can be expected to deveiop, ;nd these wil}:deepen over |
time. Soiwill their acfual and perceived differences in aptifudee for varioue.
tasks, Alao,«mauy of the tasks t;at qtudenss are asukd to do seem polntless: .
or unnecessarily uoring, su that in theue cases, finding better tasks is a

moué seng{ble reepgusg.ﬁo low motivation thaulattempting to akimulate 1nt55put
in such ,tasks,. Nevurthekodz:rit remains true (that even otherwise opuimal
schooling will remain brimarllx,ﬁ work sett*ng 1nyyhigh students aré required i \
to enguge in extgrnally'imposed tasks.“ They can ;ituur'fight thie,uitwitidq, !
‘all the way, making things miaerable'for khouuelves_ond_theif téachera; or

else make the hest of {t by'tryinh to enjoy,it'and get as much out of it as A

they -can, The research program described here is:.designed to ldentify strate- . \

R T

gies that teachers can use to encourage students to follow the latter course,

y ‘ '
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