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M Abstract This chapter reviews the recent research on motivation, beliefs, values,
and goals, focusing on developmental and educational psychology. The authors divide
the chapter into four major sections: theortes focused on expectancies for success (self-
efficacy theory and control theory), theories focused on task value (theories focused
on intrinsic motivation, self-determination, flow, interest, and goals), theories that in-
tegrate expectancies and values (attribution theory, the expectancy-value models of
Eccles et al., Feather, and Heckhausen, and self-worth theory), and theories integrating
motivation and cognition {social cognitive theories of self-regulation and motivation,
the work by Winne & Marx, Borkowski et al., Pintrich et al., and theories of motivation
and volition). The authors end the chapter with a discussion of how to integrate the-
ories of self-regulation and expectancy-value models of motivation and suggest new

directions for future research.
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OVERVIEW

The Latin root of the word “motivation” means “to move”; hence, in this basic
sense the study of motivation is the study of action. Modern theories of motivation
focus more specifically on the relation of beliefs, values, and goals with action. In
this chapter we review the work growing out of these theories of achievement mo-
tivation with a particular emphasis on developmental and educational psychology.
Furthermore, although motivation theories have emerged from different intellec-
tual traditions (Weiner 1992), we focus on those that are mosi ciosely linked to
expectancy-value models of behavior. Expectancies refer to beliefs about how one
will do on different tasks or activities, and values have to do with incentives or
reasons for doing the activity. We use this perspective to organize our presentation,
by grouping motivational theories into four broad categories. The first focuses on
beliefs about competence and expectancy for success. The second focuses on the
reasons why individuals engage in different activities; these theories include con-
structs such as achievement values, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, interests,
and goals. The third integrates expectancy and value constructs. The fourth draws
links between motivational and cognitive processes. We consider each perspective
in tarn.

THEORIES FOCUSED ON EXPECTANCY

Several theories focus on individuals’ beliefs about their competence and efficacy,
expectancies for success or failure, and sense of control over ouicomes; these
beliefs are directly related to the question, “Can I do this task?”. In general, when
people answer this question affirmatively they perform better and are motivated to
select more chalienging tasks.

Self-Efficacy Theory

Bandura (1997) proposed a social cognitive model of metivation focused on the
role of perceptions of efficacy and human agency. Bandura defined self-efficacy
as individuals’ confidence in their ability to organize and execute a given course
of action to solve a problem or accomplish a task; he characterized it as a multi-
dimensional construct that varies in strength, generality, and level {or difficulty).
Thus, some people have a strong sense of self-efficacy and others do not; some
have efficacy beliefs that encompass many situations, whereas others have narrow
efficacy beliefs; and some believe they are efficacious even on the most difficult
tasks, whereas others belief they are efficacious only on easier tasks.
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As in expectancy-value theory and attribution theory, Bandura’s self-efficacy
theory focuses on expectancies for success. However, Bandura distinguished be-
tween two kinds of expectancy beliefs: outcome expectations—beliefs that certain
behaviors will lead to certain outcomes (e.g., the belief that practicing will im-

prove one's performance )—and efficacy expectations—beliefs about whether one
can effectively perform the behaviors necessary to produce the outcome {e.g., “I
can practice sufficiently hard to win the next tennis match”). These two kinds of
expectancy beliefs are different because individuals can believe that a certain be-
havior will produce a certain outcome (outcomne expectation), but may not believe
they can perform that behavior (efficacy expectation). Indeed, Bandura proposed
that individuals’ efficacy expectations are the major determinant of goal setting,
acttvity choice, willingness to expend effort, and persistence.

The self-efficacy construct has been applied 1o behavior in many domains
including school, health, sports, therapy, and even snake phobia (see Bandura
1997). By and large, the evidence is very supportive of the theoretical predic-
tions. For example, high personal academic expectations predict subsequent per-
formance, course enrollment, and occupational asplratmns choice (see Bandura
1997, Bandura et al. 2001).

Control Theories

Locus of control theories are another type of expectancy-based theory (Crandail
etal. 1965, Rotter 1966). According to these theories, one should expect to succeed
to the extent that one feels in control of one’s successes and failures (i.e., one has an
internal locus of conirol). Evidence supports this prediction (see Findley & Cooper
1983, Weisz 1984). Recent locus of control theorists have elaborated broader
conceptual models of control. Connell (1985), for example, added unknown control
as a third control belief category and argued that younger children are particularly
iikely 1o use this category. He also demonstrated that not knowing the cause of one’s
successes and failures undermines one’s motivation to work on the associated tasks.

Connell & Wellborn (1991} also integrated control beliefs into a broader theo-
retical framework in which they proposed three basic psychological needs: com-
petence, autonomy, and relatedness. They linked control beliefs to competence
needs: Children who believe they control their achievement outcomes should feel
more competent. They hypothesized that the extent to which these needs are ful-
filled is influenced by following characteristics of their family, peer, and schoof
contexts: the amount of structure, the degree of autonomy provided, and the level
of wmvolvement in the children’s activities. Finally, they propesed that the ways
in which these needs are fulfilled determine engagement in different activities.
When the needs are fulfilled, children will be fully engaged. When one or more of
the needs is not fulfilled, children will become disaffected and unmotivated {see
Connell et al. 1994, Skinner & Belmont 1993 for supportive evidence).

Ellen Skinner and her colleagues (e.g., Skinner 1995, Skinner et al. 1998) pro-
posed a more elaborate model of perceived control. Focusing on understanding
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goal-directed activity, Skinner described three critical beliefs: means-ends heliefs,
control beliefs, and agency beliefs. Means-ends beliels concern the expectation
that particular causes can produce certain outcomes; these causes include causal
attributions (Weiner 1985) and unknown control. Agency beliefs are the expecta-

tions that one has access to the means needed to produce various outcomes. Control
beliefs are the expectations individuals have that they can produce desired events.
All three sets of beliefs influence performance on achievement tasks. Skinner et al.
(1998) charted the development of these beliefs over the school years and looked
at relations of children’s perceived control to the ways children perceived that
teachers treated them. Children who believed teachers were warm and supportive
developed a more positive sense of their control over outcomes.

THEORIES FOCUSED ON THE REASONS
FOR ENGAGEMENT

Although theories dealing with competence, expectancy, and control beliefs pro-
vide powerful explanations of individuals’ performance on different kinds of
achievement tasks, these theories do not systematically deal with the reasons in-
dividuals have for engaging in different achievement tasks. Even if people are
certain they can do a task, they may have no compelling reason to do it. The
theories presented in this section focus on the question of why.

Intrinsic Motivation Theories

Several theories focus on the distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation
(see Sansone & Harackiewicz 2000). When individuals are intrinsically motivated,
they engage in an activity because they are interested in and enjoy the activity, When
exirinsically motivated, individuals engage in activities for instrumental or other
reasons, such as receiving a reward.

SELF-DETERMINATION THEORY Given the growing evidence that extrinsic incen-
tives and pressures can undermine motivation to perform even inherently interest-
ing activities, Deci & Ryan (1985) proposed self-determination theory in which
they integrated two perspectives on human motivation: (&) Humans are motivated
to maintain an optimal level of stimulation (Hebb 1955), and (b) humans have basic
needs for competence (White 1959) and personal causation or self-determination
{deCharms 1968). They argued that people seek out optimal stimulation and chal-
lenging activities and find these activities intrinsically motivating because they
have a basic need for competence, In addition, they argued that intrinsic motiva-
tion is maintained only when actors feel competent and seif-determined. Evidence
that intrinsic motivation is reduced by exerting external control and by giving neg-
ative competence feedback supports this hypothesis (see Cameron & Pierce 1994,
Deci & Ryan 1985, Deci et al. 1999).
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Deci & Ryan (1985) also argued that the basic needs for competence and self-
determination play a role in more extrinsically motivated behavior. Consider, for
example, a student who consciously and without any external pressure selects a
specific major because it will help him earn a lot of money. This student is guided
by his basic needs for competence and self-determination, but his choice of major
is based on reasons totally extrinsic to the major itself, Finally, Deci & Ryan (1985)
postulated that a basic need for interpersonal relatedness explains why people turn
external goals into internal goals through intemalization,

Deci, Ryan, and their colleagues (see Ryan & Deci 2000) have extended the
extrinsic-intrinsic motivation dichotomy in their discussion of internalization—
the process of transferring the regulation of behavior from outside to inside the
individual. When individuals are self-determined, their reasons for engaging in
behavior are fully internalized (see Grolnick et al. 2000 for discussion of the
development of self-regulation). Dect and colleagues defined several levels in
the process of going from external to internalized regulation. These are external
(regulation coming from outside the individual); introjected (internal regulation
based on feelings that one has to do the behavior); idenfified [internal regulation
based on the utility of that behavior (e.g., studying hard to get grades to get into
college}]; and integrared (regulation based on what the individual thinks is valuable
and important to the self). Even this last level, however, is not fully internalized
and self-determined.

FLOW THEORY Csikszentmihalyi (1988) defined intrinsically motivated behav-
for in terms of the immediate subjective experience that occurs when people are
engaged in an activity. Expert clitnbers, dancers, chess players, basketball play-
ers, and composers describe their experiences when fully engaged in terms of an
emotional state Csikszentmihalyi labeled “flow,” characterized by {a) a holistic
feeling of being immersed in, and carried by, an activity; (b) a merging of action
and awareness; (c) focus of attention on a limited stimulus field; (d) lack of self-
consciousness; and (¢} feeling in control of one’s actions and the environment.
Flow is only possible when a person feels that the opportunities for action in a
given sitation maich his or her ability to master the challenges. The challenge of
an activity may be concrete or physical like the peak of 2 mountain to be scaled
or abstract and symbolic like a set of musical notes to be performed, a siory to
be written, or a puzzle to be solved. Recent research has shown that both the
challenges and skills must be relatively high before a flow experience becomes
possible (Massimini & Carli [988),

At first sight, the theories of Deci & Ryan and Csikszentmihalyi seem to be
very different. Deci & Ryan (1985) conceptualize intrinsic motivation in terms
of innate, basic needs, whereas Csikszentmihalyi stresses subjective experience.
We suggest, however, that this difference reflects two sides of the same coin: As
Schneider (2001} has argued, one has to distinguish between immediate reasons
(e.g.. enjoyment) and ultimate reasons of behavior (e.g., survival). Intrinsically
motivated behavior can be conducive to ultimate goals even though the actor is
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only motivated by immediate incentives. A typical case is exploratory or play be-
havior. Both types of behavior help to increase an individual’s competence, but they
are usnally performed because they are exciting, pleasurable, or enjoyable. This
distinction between immediate and ultimate causes of behavior makes it possible

to reconcile the positions of Deci & Ryan and Csikszentmihalyi. Dect & Ryan
(1985) focus on ultimate reasons of behavior, whereas Csikszentmihalyi (1988)
focuses mainly on immediate reasons. Csikszentmihalyi & Massimini (1985) have
suggested that the experience of flow is a reward that ensures that individuals will
seek to increase their competence. According to Csikszentmihalyi, the repeated
experience of flow is only possible when individuals seek out increasingly chal-
lenging tasks and expand their competencies to meet these challenges. Thus, the
experience of flow should reinforce behaviors underlying development.

INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCE THEORIES OF INTRINSIC MOTIVATION  Until recently, in-
trinsic motivation researchers have focused primarily on conditions, components,
and consequences of intrinsic motivation without making a distinction between
intrinsic motivation as a state versus intrinsic motivation as a traitlike character-
istic. However, interest in traitlike individual differences in intrinsic motivation is
increasing, particularly among educational and sport psychologists (see Amabile
et al. 1994; Gottfried 1990; Nicholls 1984, Nicholls et al. 1990). These researchers
define this enduring intrinsic motivational orientation in terms of (@) preference
for hard or challenging tasks, (») learning that is driven by curiosity or interest, and
(¢) striving for competence and mastery. The second component is most central
to the idea of intrinsic motivation. Both preference for hard tasks and striving for
competence can be linked to either extrinsic or more general need-achievement
motivation. Nonetheless, empirical findings suggest that the three components are
highly correlated. In addition, evidence suggests that high levels of traitlike intrinsic
meotivation facilitate positive emotional experience (Matsumoto & Sanders 1988),
mastery-oriented coping with failure, high academic achievement (Benware &
Deci 1984), and use of appropriate learning strategies (Pintrich & Schrauben 1992).

Interest Theories

There has been a recent upsurge in work on the concept of “interest” {e.g.,
Alexander et al. 1994, Hidi & Harackiewicz 2001, Schiefele 1999). These re-
searchers differentiate between individual and situational interest. Individual inter-
est is a relatively stable evaluative orientation towards certain domains; sttuational
interest is an emotional state aroused by specific features of an activity or a task.
Two aspects or components of individual interest are distinguishable {Schiefele
1999): feeling-related and value-related valences. Feeling-related valences refer
to the feelings that are associated with an object or an activity-—feelings such
as involvement, stinulation, or flow, Value-related valences refer to the attribu-
tion of personal significance or importance to an object or activity. In addition,
both feeling-related and value-related valences are directly related to the object or
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activity rather than to the relation of this object or activity to other objects or events.
For example, if students associate mathematics with high personal significance be-
cause mathematics can help them get prestigious jobs, then we would not speak of
interest. Although feeling-related and value-related valences are highly correlated

{Schiefele 1999y, itis useful to differentiate betwesn thém because some individual
interests are likely based primarily on feelings, whereas other interests are more
likely to be based on personal significance (see Eccles et al. 1998b, Wigfield &
Eccles 1992y,

Much research on individual interest has focused on its relation to the quality
of learning (see Alexander et al. 1994, Renninger et al. 1992, Schiefele 1999), In
general, there are significant but moderate relations between interest and text learn-
ing. More importantly, interest is more strongly related 1o indicators of deep-level
learning (e.g., recall of main ideas, coherence of recall, responding to deeper corn-
prefiension questions, representaiion of meaning) than to surface-level learning
{e.g., responding to simple questions, verbatim representation of text) (Schiefele
1999).

Most of the research on situational interest has focused on the characteristics
of academic tasks that create interest (¢.g., Hidi & Baird 1986). The following text
features have been found to arouse situational interest and promote text comprehen-
ston and recall: personal relevance, novelty, activity level, and comprehensibility
(Hidi & Baird 1986; see Schiefele 1599).

Goal Theories

Motivation rescarchers have become very imterested in children’s achievement
goals and their relation to achievement behavior (see Ames 1992, Anderman et al.
2001, Covington 2000, Dweck 1999, Pintrich 2000b}. Several different approaches
have emerged. For instance, Bandura (1997) and Schunk (1990} have shown that
specific, proximal, and somewhat challenging goals promote both self-efficacy and
itnproved performance. Other researchers have defined and investigated broader
goal erientations (e.g., Ames 1992, Blumenfeld 1992, Butler 1993, Dweck 1999,
Nicholls 1984). For example, Nicholls and his colleagues (e.g., Nicholls et al. 1990)
defined two major kinds of motivationally relevant goat patterns or orientations:
ego-involved goals and task-involved goals. Individuals with ego-involved goals
seek 1o maximize favorable evaluations of their competence and minimize negative
evaluations of competence. Questions like “Will I look smart?”” and “Can I out-
perform others” reflect ego-involved goals. In contrast, with task-involved goals,
individuals focus on mastering tasks and increasing their competence. Questions
such as “How can I do this task?” and “What will I learn?” reflect task-involved
goals. Dweck and her colleagues provided a complementary analysis (see Dweck
1999) distinguishing between performance goals (like ego-involved goals) and
leaming goals (like 1ask-involved goals). Similarly, Ames (1992) distinguished
between the association of performance goals (like ego-involved goals) and mas-
tery goals (like task-focused goals) with both performance and task choice. With
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ego-involved (or performance) goals, children try to outperform others, and are
more likely to perform tasks they know they can do. Task-involved (or mastery-
oriented) children choose challenging tasks and are more concerned with their own
progress than with outperforming others.

An important advance in this area is the distinction between performance-
approach and performance-avoid goals (Elliott & Church 1997, Midgley et al.
1998, Skaalvik 1997). This distinction arose in part because of some inconsis-
tent evidence about the effects of performance goals on various outcomes. As
the name implies, performance-approach goals imply engagement in achievement
tasks for performance reasons, whereas performance-avoid goals concern disen-
gagement in order not to appear stupid. Generally, performance-approach goals
appear to have more positive consequences on motivation and achievement than do
performance-avoid goals (see Anderman et al. 2001 for review). However, there
is some disagreement among goal theories aboui the positive consequences of
performance-approach goals (see Midgley et al. 2001). This distinction is quite
similar to the distinction originally made by Atkinson (1964) between the approach
and avoidance components of need-achievement motivation.

Otherresearchers (e.g., Ford 1992, Wentzel 1991) have adopted a more complex
perspective on goals and motivation, arguing that there are many different kinds of
goals individuals can have in achievement settings. For example, Ford proposed a
complex theory based on the assumption that humans are goal directed and self-
organized {e.g., Ford 1992, Ford & Nichols 1987). He defined goals as desired
end states people try to atiain through the cognitive, affective, and biochemical
regulation of their behavior. Furthermore, Ford viewed goals as only one part of
motivation; in his model motivation is defined as the product of goals, emotions,
and personal agency beliefs.

Although Ford and Nichols (Ford 1992, Ford & Nichols 1987) outlined an
extensive taxonomy of goals, they distinguished most broadly between within-
person goals (desired within-person consequences) and person-environment goals
(desired relationship between the person and their environment). Similar to
Rokeach’s (1979) human values and Eccles’ (1987) attainment value, the within-
person goals include affective goals {e.g., happiness, physical well-being), cog-
nitive goals (e.g., exploration, intellectual creativity), and subjective organization
goals (e.g., unity, transcendence). The person-environment goals include self-
assertive goals such as self-defermination and individuality, integrative social re-
lationship goals such as belonging and sociat responsibility, and task goals such
as mastery, material gain, and safety. Although Ford & Nichols (1987) developed
measures to assess all 24 goals specified in Ford's model, their evidence suggests
that people typically rely on a much smaller cluster of core goals in regulating their
behavior, Ford (1997} also developed an important set of principles for optimizing
motivation, based on the tenets of his theoty.

Wentzel {c.g., 1091, 1993) has examined the multiple goals of adolescents in
achievement settings. Wentzel’s view on goals differs from the views of theorists
like Dweck and Nichols in that she focuses on the content of children’s goals, rather
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than on mastery versus performance criteria of success. Wentzel has demonstrated
that both social and academic goals relate to adolescents’ school performance and
behavior (see Juvonen & Wenizel 1996 for social goals and social metivation). For
instance, Wentzel {1991) has found that the goals related to school achievement
include seeing oneself as successful, dependable, wanting to learn new things, and
wanting to gei things done. Higher-achieving students have higher levels of both so-
cial responsibility and achievement goals than lower-achieving students (Wentzel
1993, 1994). Similarly, Wentzel (1994} documented the association among mid-
dle school children’s prosocial goals of helping others, academic prosocial goals
such as sharing learning with classmates, peer socia! responsibility goals such as
following through on promises made to peers, and academic social responsibility
goals such as following the teacher’s instructions. Prosocial goals {(particularly
academic prosocial goals) related positively to peer acceptance. Interestingly, aca-
demic responsibility goals related negatively to peer acceptance but positively to
acceptance by teachers. Further, positive prosocial and academic goals related pos-
itively to prosocial behaviors (as rated by teachers) and negatively to irresponsible
behaviors. Finally, the pursuit of pesitive social goals was facilitated by perceived
support from teachers and peers.

THEORIES INTEGRATING EXPECTANCY
AND VALUE CONSTRUCTS

Attribution Theory

Weiner’s attribution theory has been a major theory of motivation for the past
30 years {see Graham 1991, Weiner 1985). We place this theory in this section
for two reasons: First, Weiner was a student of Atkinson, who developed the
expectancy-value model of achievement motivation. Weiner always has acknowl-
edged his connection to Atkinson’s framework, although his attribution model
departs from Atkinson’s mode! in many ways. Second, attribution models include
beliefs about ability and expectancies for success, along with incentives for en-
gaging in different activities, including valuing of achievement (see Graham &
Taylor 2001).

Fundamentally, attribution theorists emphasize that individuals’ interpretations
of their achievement outcomes, rather than motivational dispositions or actual
outcomes, determine subsequent achievement strivings. Weiner argued that the
individual's causal attributions (or explanations) for achievement outcomes deter-
mine subsequent achievement sirivings and, thus, are key motivational beliefs,

Weiner and his colleagues (see Weiner 1992} identified ability, effort, task dif-
ficulty, and luck as the most important achievemnent attributions. They classified
these attributions into three causal dimensions: locus of control, stability, and con-
trollability. The locus of control dimension has two poles: internal versus external
locus of control. The stability dimension captures whether causes change overtime
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or not. For instance, ability was classified as a stable, internal cause, and effort
was classified as unstable and internal. Controllability contrasts causes one can
control, such as skillfefficacy, from causes one cannot control, such as aptitude,
mood, others” actions, and Juck.

Weiner and his colleagues {see Weiner 1983, 1992) demonstrated that each of
these causal dimensions has unique influences on various aspects of achicvement
behavior, The stability dimension influences individuals’ expectancies for success:
Attributing an outcome to a stable cause such as ability or skill has a stronger influ-
ence on expectancies for future success than attributing an outcome to an unstable
cause such as effort. The locus of control dimension is linked most strongly to
affective reactions. For instance, attributing success to an internal cause enhances
one’s pride or self-esteem, but attributing that success to an external cause en-
hances one’s gratitude; attributing failure to infernal causes is linked to shame, but
attributing it to external causes is linked to anger. Weiner also argued that each
dimension has important affective consequences.

Modern Expectancy-Value Theory

Modern expectancy-value theories (e.g., Eccles 1987; Eccles et al. 1983; Wigfield
& Eccles 1992, 2001, Feather 1988) are based in Atkinson’s (1964) expectancy-
value model in that they link achievement performance, persistence, and choice
most directly to individuals’ expectancy-related and task-value beliefs. However,
they differ from Atkinson’s expectancy-value theory in several ways. First, both the
expectancy and value components are more elaborate and are linked to a broader
array of psychological and social/cultural determinants. Second, expectancies and
values are assumed to be positively related to each other, rather than inversely
related, as proposed by Atkinson.

THE ECCLES ET AL. EXPECTANCY-VALUE MODEL Eccles and her colleagues have
elaborated and tested an expectancy-value model of achievement-related choices
(e.g., Bccles et al. 1983, 1984; Meece et al. 1990). In this model choices are
assumed to be influenced by both negative and positive task characteristics, and
all choices are assumed to have costs associated with them precisely because
one choice often eliminates other options. Consequently, the relative value and
probability of success of various options are key determinants of choice.

The most recent version of this model is depicted in Figure 1. Expectancies and
values are assumed to directly infiuence performance, persistence, and task choice.
Expectancies and values are assumed to be influenced by task-specific beliefs such
as perceptions of competence, perceptions of the difficulty of different tasks, and
individuals® goals and self-schema. These social cognitive variables, in turn, are
influenced by individuals’ perceptions of other peoples’ attitudes and expectations
for them, by their affective memories, and by their own interpretations of their
previous achievement outcomes. Individuals’ task perceptions and interpretations
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Figure 1 The Eccles et al. expectancy-value model of achievement.

of their past outcomes are assumed to be influenced by socializer's behavior and
beliefs and by cultural milieu and unique historical events.

Eccles and colleagues defined expectancies for success as individuals® beliefs
about how well they will do on upcoming tasks, either in the immediate or longer-
term future. These expectancy beliefs are measured in a2 manner analogous to
measures of Bandura’s (1997) personal efficacy expectations. Thus, in contrast to
Bandura’s claim that expectancy-value theories focus on outcome expectations,
the focus in this model is on personal or efficacy expectations.

Eccles et al. (1983) defined beliefs about ability as individuals’ evaluations of
their competence in different areas. In the expectancy-value mode] ability beliefs
are conceived as broad beliefs about competence in a given domain, in contrast
to one’s expectancies for success on a specific upcoming task, However, their
empirical work has shown that children and adolescents do not distinguish between
these two different levels of beliefs. Apparently, even though these constructs can
be theoretically distinguished from each other, inreal-world achievement situations
they are highly related and empirically indistinguishable.

Eccles et al. (1983) outlined four components of task-value: attainment value,
intrinsic value, utility value, and cost, Like Bartle (1966}, they defined attainment
value as the personal importance of doing well on the task. Drawing on self-schema
and identity theories (e.g., Markus & Wurf 1987), they also linked attainment value
tothe relevance of engaging in a task for confirming or disconfirming salient aspects
of one’s self-schema (i.e., because tasks provide the opportunity to demonstrate
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aspects of one’s actual or ideal self-schema, such as masculinity, femininity, and/or
competence in varicus domains, tasks will have higher attainment value to the ex-
tent that they allow the individual to confirm salient aspects of these self-schemata).
This component of value relates most directly to the perspective on values espoused
by Feather (1988) and Rokeach {1979},

Intrinsic value is the enjoyment the individual gets from performing the activity
or the subjective interest the individual has in the subject. This component of value
is similar to the construct of intrinsic motivation as defined by Harter {1981), and
by Deci and his colleagues (e.g., Deci & Ryan 1985), and to the constructs of
interest and flow as defined by Csikszentmihalyi (1988), Renninger (Renninger
et al. 1992), and Schiefele (1999).

Utility value is determined by how well a task relates to current and future
goals, such as career goals. A task can have positive value to a person because it
facilitates important future goals, even if he or she is not inieresied in the iask for
its own sake. For instance, students often take classes they do not particularly enjoy
but that they need to take to pursue other interests, to please their parents, or to be
with their friends. In one sense then this component captures the more “extrinsic”
reasons for engaging in a task (see Deci & Ryan 1985, Harter 1981). However, it
also relates direcily to an individual’s internalized short- and long-term goals.

Finally, Eccles and her colleagues identified cost as a critical component of
value (Eccles et al. 1983, Eccles 1987). Cost is conceptualized in terms of the
negative aspects of engaging in the task, such as performance anxiety and fear of
both failure and success, as well as the amount of effort needed to succeed and the
lost opportunities that result from making one choice rather than another.

Eccles and her colleagues have shown that ability self-concepts and perfor-
mance expectancies predict performance in mathematics and English, whereas
task values predict course plans and enrollment decisions in mathematics, physics,
and English and involvement in sport activities even after controlling for prior per-
formance levels (Eccles 1987, Eccles et al. 1983, Eccles et al. 1984, Meece et al.
1990). They have also shown that both expectancies and values predict carcer
choices (see Becles et al, 1998a). These findings suggest a possible modification
to the model in Figure 1, in which direct paths are drawn from both expectancies
and values to performance, persistence, and cheice. These results suggest recon-
sidering the paths from expectancies to choice once prior achievement level is
controlled, and from values to performance (sece Wigfield & Eccles 19923,

An important question is how people’s competence beliefs relate to their sub-
jective task values. According 1o both the Eccles et al. model and Bandura’s (1997}
self-efficacy theory, ability self-concepts should influence the development of task
values. In support, Mac Iver et al. (1991) found that changes in junior high school
students’ competence beliefs over a semester predicted change in children’s inter-
est much more strongly than vice versa. Does the same causal ordering occur in
younger children? Bandura (1997) argued that inferests emerge out of one’s sense
of self-efficacy and 1hat children should be more interested in challenging than in
easy tasks. Taking a more developmental perspective, Wigfield (1994} proposed
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that initially, young children’s competence and task-value beliefs are likely 1o be
relatively independent of each other. Over time, particularly in the achievement
domain, children may begin to attach more value to activities in which they do well,
for two reasons: First, through processes associated with classical conditioning,

the positive effect one experiences when one does well should become attached 1o
the successful activities (see Eccles et al. 1983). Second, lowering the value one
attaches to difficult activities is likely fo be an effective way to maintain a positive
global sense of efficacy and self-esteem (see Eccles et al. 1998b, Harter 1999).
Thus. at some point competence-related beliefs and values should become posi-
tively related to one another; Wigfield et al. (1997) demonstrated this empirically.

FEATHER’S WORK ON VALUES  Feather (e.g., 1988, 1992) extended Atkinson’s orig-
inal expectancy-vaiue model in important ways by broadening the conceptualiza-
tion of value. Drawing on Rokeach’s (1979 work, he defined values as a set of
stable, general beliefs about what is desirable and postulated that these beliefs
emerge from both society’s norms and the individual’s core psychological needs
and sense of self. He integrated Rokeach’s approach to values into the expectancy-
value approach to need-achievement by arguing that values are one class of motives
that lead individuals 1o perform acts they think should be done. Individuals’ values
influence the attractiveness of different goal objects and, consequently, the moti-
vation to artain these goals. Feather (1988, 1992) has confirmed these ideas for
several types of behavior including joining political action groups and selecting
academic majors. In addition, he found that values and ability perceptions are
positively rather than inversely related, suggesting that values are determined by
influences other than just the difficulty of the task—influences such as the features
of the goal object itself, the valence of success and failure to the individual, and
the probability of succeeding on the task. He also concluded that we know little
about the origins of these task values.

"HECKHAUSEN'S EXPECTANCY-VALUE MODEL In his general expectancy-value
model, Heckhausen (see 1991) attempted to integrate a number of different ap-
proaches to motivation. The resulting model distinguished between four different
types of expectancies: situation-outcome (subjective probability of attaining an
outcome in a specific situation without acting), action-outcome (subjective prob-
ability of attaining an outcome by one’s actions), action-by-situation-outcome
(subjective probability that situational factors facilitate or impede one’s action-
outcome expectancy), and outcome-consequence (subjective probability of an out-
come 1o be associated with a specific consequence), It is impertant to note that in
Heckhausen's model outcomes are the immediate results of one’s actions. These
immediate results are or are not followed by various consequences (e.g., self-
evaluation, external evaluation). They do not have any incentive valie on their owi.
Incentive value is only attributed o the consequences of one’s actions. Therefore,
the motivation to act depends mainly on the value attached to the consequences of
one’s behavior.
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In sum, expectancy-value models continue to be prominent, The most important
contributions of the contemnporary models are the elaboration of the values con-
struct and the discussion of whether expectancies and values relate differentially
to performance and choice. More work is needed on how the links of expectancies
and values to performance and choice change across ages (see Eccles et al. 1993,
Wigfield 1994) and on the links between expectancies and values.

Like attribution theory, goal theory, and self-efficacy theory, modern expectancy-
value theory can be criticized for emphasizing the rational cognitive processes
leading to motivation and behavior. For example, Fischoff et al. {1982) argued
that the logical, rational decision-making processes of determining expectancies
and valences are often not used because people prefer simpler, but more faliible
and optimistic, decision-making strategies. They also argued that task values shift
fairly rapidly, particularly for unfamiliar tasks. These criticisms are likely to be
particularly & propos when these models are considered from a developmental per-
spective (see Wigfield 1994). However, the impressive body of research showing
the relations of expectancy and values to different kinds of performance and choice
supports the continuing viability of these models. Furthermore, as conceptualized
by Eccles and her colleagues, values are linked to more stable self-schema and
identity constructs and choice is not necessarily the result of conscious rational
decision-making processes (see Eccles 1987, Eccles & Harold 1992). By including
affective memories, culturally based stereotypes, and identity-related constructs
and processes as part of the theoretical system, Eccles and her colleagues have
included less rational processes in motivated behavioral choices.

Self-Worth Theory

Before leaving the straight motivation theories, we want to add one more that is

not easily classifiable in terms of expectancies and values. We include it in this

section because it does link ability-related and value-related constructs to motivated

behavior in academic settings. In addition, however, it focuses on mental health

as a key determinant of the relation of expectancies and values to achieverpent
- behaviors. _

In his self-worth theory, Covington (see 1992, 1998} defined the motive for self-
worth as the tendency to establish and maintain a positive self-image, or sense of
self-worth, Because children spend so much time in classrooms and are evaluated
so frequently there, Covington argued that a key way to maintain a sense of self-
worth is to protect cne’s sense of academic competence. That is, children need
to believe they are academically competent in order to think they have worth as
a person in the school context. Therefore, children will try to maximize, or at
least protect, their sense of academic competence in order to maintain their self-
worth, One way to accomplish this is by making causal attributions that enhance
one’s sense of academic competence and control. Covington & Omelich (1979)
demonstrated that both college students’ and younger individuals® most-preferred
attributions for success are ability and effort; the most-preferred atiribution for
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failure was not trying. Attributing failure to lack of ability was a particularly
problematic attribution that students preferred to avoid.

However, school evaluation, competition, and social comparison make it diffi-
cult for many children to maintain the belief that they are competent academically.
Covington (1992) discussed the strategies many children develop to avoid ap-
pearing to lack ability. These include procrastination, making excuses, avoiding
challenging tasks, and perhaps most important, not trying. Covington & Omelich
(1979) referred to effort as a “double-edged sword,” because although trying is
important for success (and is encouraged by both teachers and parents), if children
try and fail, it is difficult to escape the conclusion that they lack ability, There-
fore, if failure seems likely, some children will not try, precisely because trying
and failing threatens their ability self-concepts, Covington called such strategies
“failure avoiding strategies.” Furthermore, Covington discussed how even high-
achieving students can be failure avoidant. Rather than responding to a challeng-
ing task with greater effort, these students may try to avoid the task in order to
maintain both their own sense of competence, and others’ conelusions regarding
their competence. Covington (1992) suggested that reducing the frequency and
salience of competitive, social comparative, and evaluative practices, and focusing
instead on effort, mastery, and improvement, would allow more children to main-
tain their self-worth without having toresort to these failure-avoiding strategies (see
Covington 1998 for further suggestions on how to enhance students’ motivation).
Recent school reform efforts support these suggestions (e.g., Ames 1992, Maehr
& Midgley 1994),

Some work in the self-concept area, however, raises questions about Coving-
ton’s contention that academic competence beliefs are the strongest determinant
of self-worth. For example, Harter (1990) has shown that self-concepts regarding
physical appearance and social competence more strongly predict self-worth than
academic self-concepts (see Harter 1998). Perhaps academic self-competence is
not as strong a predictor of self-worth as Covington claims for all individuals. In
fact, several investigations suggest that the power of any particular self-concept to
influence one’s self-worth is dependent on the value one attaches to this compe-~
tence domain and that people may reduce the value they attach to those tasks at
which they expect to fail in order to maintain their sense of self-worth {c.g., Eccles
1993, Harter 1998).

THEORIES INTEGRATING MOTIVATION
AND COGNITION

Motivation theorists increasingly are interested in the ways in which motivation
and cognition work together. One large body of this work concerns how individu-
als regulate their behavior to meet their learning goals (see Boekaerts et al. 2000,
Schunk & Zimmerman 1994}, Other theorists have studied the links between mo-
tivation and the use of various cognitive strategies {e.g., Alexander et al. 1994,
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Pintrich et al. 1993). Furthermore, theorists such as Kuhl (1987) and Corno (1993)
have argued for the distinction between motivation and volition, with motivation
guiding decisions about engaging in particular activities, and volition guiding the
behaviors used o attain the goal. Broadly, these theorists focus on two issues:
how motivation gets transtated into regulated behavior, and how motivation and
cognition are linked.

Social Cognitive Theories of Self-Reguiation and Motivation

Reviewing the extensive literature on the sel{-regulation of behavior is bevond
the scope of this chapter {see Boekaerts et al. 2000). We focus on the work of
Zimmerman, Schunk, and their colleagues, because they directly link motivation
to self-regulation. Zimmerman (1989) described self-regulated students as being
metacognitively, motivationally, and behaviorally active in their own learning pro-
cesses and in achieving their own goals. Zimmerman posited reciprocally related
personal, environmental, and behavioral determinants of self-regulated learning
that allow individuals to control the extent to which they are self-regulated through
personal and behavioral actions and choices. He also acknowledged that context
is important in that some environments do not allow much latitude in choice of
activities or approaches, making self-regulation more difficult.

According to Zimmerman (2000), self-regulated learners have three impor
tant characteristics: They use a variety of self-regulated strategies (active learning
processes that involve agency and purpose); they believe they can perform efii-
caciously; and they set numerous and varied goals for themselves. Furthermore,
self-regulated learners engage in three important processes: self-observation
(monitoring of one’s activities); self-judgment (evaluation of how well one’s own
performance compares to a standard or to the performance of others); and self-
reactions (reactions to performance outcomes). When these reactions are favorable,
particularly in response to failure, students are more likely to continue. The fa-
vorableness of one’s reaction to failure is determined by how individuals interpret
their difficulties and failures.

In his discussions of self-efficacy and self-regulation, Schunk (e.g., 1990,
Schunk & Zimmerman 1994, Schunk & Ertmer 2000) emphasized the recipro-
cal roles of goal setting, self-evaluation, and self-efficacy. He discussed goals
in two ways: Initially, he demonstrated that when goals are proximal, specific,
and challenging they are most effective in motivating children’s behavior and in-
creasing their sense of self-efficacy (see Schunk 1990). More recently, Schunk &
Zimmerman {1994) discussed how self-efficacy might be influenced by the learn-
ing and performance goal types discussed earlier, suggesting that self-efficacy
should be higher under learning than under performance goals; some research
supports this claim (e.g., Elliott & Dweck 1988, Meece et al. 1988).

In sum, the social cognitive view of self-regulation emphasizes the importance
of self-efficacy beliefs, causal attributions, and goal setting in regulating behavior
directed at accomplishing a task or activity. Once children engage in 2 task, then
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they must monitor their behavior, judge its outcomes, and react to those outcomes
in order to regulate what they do. Schunk & Zimmerman (1994) concluded that
assessing the interactions of self-efficacy, goals, and attributions is one of the most
important tasks for future research in this area.

Theories Linking Motivation and Cognition

Some motivation researchers are interested in how motivation and cognition in-
teract to inftuence self-regulated learning (e.g., Borkowski & Muthukrishna 1995,
Winne & Marx 1989). Winne & Marx (1989} posited that motivation should be
conceived in cognitive processing terms, and that motivational thoughts and beliefs
are governed by the basic principles of cognitive psychology, differing from other
thoughts and beliefs only in their content. Winne & Marx further discussed the
conditions under which tasks are performed, the operations needed to complete
the task, the product the student produces when the task is completed, and the
evaluation of the task and how motivation can influence each aspect.

Borkowski and his colleagues (Borkowski et al 1990, Borkowski &
Muthukrishna 1995) developed a model highlighting the interaction of the follow-
ing cognitive, motivational, and self-processes: knowledge of oneself {including
one’s goals, possible selves, and sense of self-worth), domain-specific knowledge,
strategy knowledge, and personal-motivational states (inciuding attributional be-
tiefs, self-efficacy, and intrinsic motivation). Together these Components are as-
sumed to influence performance.

Pintrich and his colleagues outlined a model of the relations between motiva-
tion and cognition (Pintrich 2000a,b). This model incorporates several components
including student eniry characteristics (such as prior achievement levels); the so-
cial aspects of the Jearning setting (e.g., the social characteristics of the tasks and
the interactions between students and teachers during instruction); several motiva-
tional constructs derived from expectancy-value and goal theories (expectancies,
values. and affecr); and various cognitive constructs (e.g,, background knowledge,
learning strategies, and self-regulatory and metacognitive strategies). Pintrich and
colleagues postulated that the cognitive and motivational constructs influence each
other as well as being influenced by the social context. In turn, both the cognitive
and motivational constructs are assumed to influence students’ involvement with
their learning and, consequently, achievement outcomes. In support, Pinirich &
De Groot (1990) found that students’ achievement values determined initial en-
gagement decisions and that their self-efficacy facilitated both engagement and
performance in conjunction with cognitive and self-regulation strategies.

Both the Borkowski & Muhukrishna and Pintrich models are important because
they specify possible links between motivation and cognition, which each research
group has begun to test. Many of the possible links remain unexamined, however.
Pintrich et al. (1993) presented a more fully articulated discussion of links of moti-
vation and cognition, with specific reference to conceptual change. They discussed
how traditional “cold” cognitive psychological models of conceptual change do not
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consider the motivational and contextual factors that likely influence concepiual
development. They described and provided preliminary evidence of how various
classroom and motivational factors such as goals, achievement values, efficacy
beliefs, and conirol beliefs can influence whether students change their mental
concepts. They also stressed the relative paucity of research on these relations.

Theories of Motivation and Volitien

The term “volition™ refers to both the strength of will needed to complete a task,
and the diligence of pursuit (Corno 1993). Kuhl (e.g., 1987) argued that many
motivational theorists have ignored volitional processes by assuming that moti-
vation Ieads directly to outcomes. He argued instead that motivational processes
only lead to the decision to act. Once the individual engages in action, volitional
processes take over and determine whether or not the intention is fulfilled (see also
Zimmerman 1989). A variety of distracters and other opportunities can waylay
even the strongest intentions to complete a task or activity. Kahl (1987) proposed
several specific volitional strategies to explain persistence in the face of distrac-
tions and other opportunities: cognitive control strategies that help individuals stay
focused on the relevant information, avoid distracting information, and optimize
decision-making including selective attention, encoding control, and parsimony
of information processing. Emotional control strategies involve keeping inhibit-
ing emotional states like anxiety and depression in check. Motivational control
strategies involve strengthening the current behavior’s motivational base, partic-
ularly when the intention is weak relative to other possible competing intentions.
Environmental control means constraining (or enhancing) one’s environment to
facilitate the motivated behavior, e.g., turning off the TV while studying. Finally,
Kuhl proposed that some individuals (those with an “action orientation”) are more
likely to engage in these volitional strategies than “state-oriented” individuals.
Corno (1993) provided several examples of the volitional challenges students
face (e.g., coordinating multiple demands and desires such as doing homework,
watching TV, or calling a friend; dealing with the many distractions in any par-
ticular context, such as a classroom; and clarifying often vaguely specified goals
and assignments). She focused on Kuhi's (1987) motivation and emotion control
strategies becanse strengthening one’s motivation to complete a task and managing
one's negative emotional states are often crucial to successful academic perfor-
mance. Corno also argued that volition is a broader concept than self-regulation
because volition includes personality characteristics, aptitudes, and other cogni-
tive processes, whereas most models of self-regulation focus more narrowly on
self-monitoring and self-evaluation (see also Corno & Kanfer 1993).

Integrating Theories of Self-Regulation and
Expectancy-Value Models of Motivation
Wigfield & Eccles (2001} discussed possible integrations of self-regulatory and

expectancy-value models. They noted that a variety of models of self-regulation
include competence or efficacy beliefs as crucial influences on self-regulation.
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Some models of self-regulation include a consideration of achievement values
{e.g., Rheinberg et al. 2000, Schunk & Ertmer 20003, Rheinberg et al. specified
different questions individuals pose to themseives concerning potendal links of
their actions to desired outcomes. One of the questions is a “values” question: Are
the consequences of the action important enough tome? If the answer is yes, the in-
-dividual more likely will undertake the action. If no, then engagement is less likely.
Generally, however, those posing models of self-regulation emphasize goals
rather than values; goals are given a prominent role in leading people to action
{¢.g., Boekaerts & Niemivirta 2000: Carver & Scheier 2000; Pintrich 2000a,b;
Schunk & Ertmer 2000; Zimmerman 2000j. Furthermore, Carver & Scheier (2000)
and Shah & Kruglanski (2000) posit that some goals are organized in hierarchies.
For Carver & Scheier the importance of the goal is a basis for the goal hierarchy;
goals at higher levels of the hierarchy are thought to be more important to the
individual, From the perspective of expectancy-value theory, goal hierarchies aiso
could be organized around the other aspects of task value. Different goals may be
more or less useful to the individual or more or less interesting. We have predicted
that the relative value attached to the goal should influence its placement in a goal
hierarchy, as well as the likelihood that the indjvidual will try to attain the goal
(see Eccles 1987, Wigfield & Eccles 2001, for further discussion). The further
integration of work on cognition, motivation, and self-regulation will remain an
iImportant topic for metivation researchers during the next decade.

CONCLUSION

By focusing on individuals® beliefs, values, and goals, motivation researchers have
learned much about the reasons why individuals choose to engage or disengage
in different activities, and how individuals’ beliefs, values, and goals relate to
their achievement behaviors. Various theoretical perspectives on these issues are
flourishing, and motivation research remains very active.

We close by noting three important issues that need further study. First, although
various theoretical models are flourishing, there is a need for theoretical integration
in the field. particularly with respect to models that incorporate competence and
expectancy belief constructs. Although there are some differences across these
constructs, the similarities likely outweigh the differences. The proliferation of
different terms (and measures) for similar constructs makes theoretical integration
more difficult.

Second, the focus on belief, values, and goal constructs has led to important ad-
vances in the field of motivation. Yet as noted earlier, this focus may overemphasize
rational, cognitive processes iz motivaiion, at the expense of affective and other
processes. Those writing about cognitive-motivational links alse have discussed
how “cold” cognitive models cannot adequately capture conceptual change; there
ts a need to consider affect as well (Pintrich et al. 1993}, Within the motivation
field, affective processes have not received systematic attention, except in the case
of attribution theory. It is time for motivation researchers 1o investigate such pro-
cesses more fully (see Roeser 1997).
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Finally, as in many areas of psychology, the role of context has become increas-
ingly important to motivation theorists (e.g., Eccles & Midgley 1989, Turner &
Meyer 1999, Urdan 1999). Space does not allow for a consideration of contextual
influences in this chapter, but it is clear from recent work that the kinds of class-
ootn and school contexts children are in greatly inflvence their motivation and
achievement in complex ways (see Eccles et al. 1998b, Stipek 1998, Stipek & Seal
2001). Tt is difficult if not impossible to understand students’ motivation without
understanding the contexts they are experiencing. The complex interactions of
context and the individual need further explication.
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