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MOTIVATIONAL PROCESSES IN
LEARNING:

A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF COGNITIVE
AND SOCIOCULTURAL FRAMEWORKS

Robert Rueda and Myron H. Dembo

INTRODUCTION

11 is elear that educational psychology has moved from a behavioral framework
as it has continued to expiore basic questions about the nature of teaching
and learning processes. A review of the current literature suggests that cognitive
psychology and human information processing frameworks have replaced the
hierarchical, discrete-skill, behaviorally-based views of the recent past. This
shift has ied to significant advances in efforts to promote learning by providing
a more complex, sophisticated account of higher order learning in complex
and ill-structured domains.

At the same time that progress has been made on this front, psychology
s contimied Lo grapple with guestions and problems that have to do with
the viridnility and complexity of behiavior and psychological processes as they
occur oulside of the laboratory and in nurrowly constrained experitenial tasks,
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The transfer of laboraiory-based findings to cveryday, real-world settings has
led to attempts to inciude both context and sociocuitural factors as part of
a coherent theoretical framework, This growing body of research and theory
which has begun to explore the role of social and cultural processes in learning
and cognition, including the study of cognitive processes in everyday setfings,
has sometimes been referred to as a sociocuitural approach. This sociocultural
perspective has begun to expand more traditional accounts of mental processes
to include the historical, celtural, and cortextual influences on behavior,

Although cognitive psychology continues to dominate the field of
educational psychology, many researchers and theorists are beginning to draw
on the seciocultural {ramework in order to provide a more comprehensive
account of behavior, Although the cognitive and sociocultural traditions are
seen as competing frameworks by some theorists, we believe that they do not
represent a simple dichotomy. In spite of the fact that there are critical
differences between these two perspectives which can in part be traced to their
very different historical roots and theorctical assumptions about mental
activity, there are interesting and important commonalities as well. In this
chapter, we attempt to begin to explicate these similarities and differences, an
undestaking which is rooted in the belicf that such a synthesis promises to
provide an even more powerful undersiunding of thinking and learning
precesses.

In this chapter our attempt to explore these similarities and differences is

grounded within the context of motivation. We believe that this focus on i 4

motivation is important as more than a theoretical platform to ground the
comparison of these two theoretical frameworks of cognition and learning. On
the theoretical side, there is increasing rocognition that mental processes do

v ot operate in isolation but are strongly and interactively influenced by affective
processes such as motivation, On the practical side, we believe that there is

- astrong cducational reason to examine this issue, A review of current reform

v,cfforis in schools indicate that there are large numbers of students whose school
cargers are less than satisTactory. This is especially true of low SES language
and elliric minonty stwdents. Often, the explanatory frameworks invoked to
account for these outcomes embrace wn explicit or impliek motivational
component or otherwise hinge on some aspect of motivational processes. Given
the importance attributed to motivational processes in successful (and
unsuceessiul)} educational outcomes, il is imperative that this eritical aspect of
icarning and cognition be explored as fully ax possible,

We bepin by providing & baicl description of cach of the twoe frameworks
which are the foeus of the chapter with special attention to the treatment of
motivational processes in lemraing. Having done this, we will then explore the
simifarities and differences of these two approaches and speculate on how these
two traditions wight build upon each other in order to provide a fulier sccount
of learning and higher-order mental processes.

+a
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A COGNITIVE PERSPECTIVE ON MOTIVATION'

Cognitive views of motivation are concerned with internal or cognitive-
mediational processes influencing behavior. Although theorists often disagree
over the importance of specific cognitive processes in motivation, they tend
to focus on such factors as how students think about their goals, their values,

to understand why stud hoose to engage in academic tasks rather than
whal they do or how long they spend doing so. The fundamental principle
of intervention is: If you want te change students’ motivation, you will need

3 ¥ to change their beliefs or self-perceptions. Lastly, cognitive views of motivation

generally assume that children’s motivational belicfs mediate ethnic and
cultural differcnces. This perspective differs from earlier personality
:;g;g};;)aci:cs to motivation which focused on group differences (see Graham,

Since there is no one theory that represents the cognitive approach lo
motivation, we have selected one model that provides a comprehensive
approach for understanding how students’ beliefs about themselves and the
task act us mediators of their behavior. This model is based on the work of
Pinitrich and his colleagues (Pintrich & DeGroot, 1990; Pintrich & Schrauben,
1992) who identified three motivational components related to self-regulated
behavior: a vajue component, which includes students’ goals and beliefs about
the importance and interest of the task (“Why am I doing the task?), an
expeclancy component, which inchides students’ beliefs about their ability to
perform the task (“Can I do this task?”), and an_affective component, which
incllcudes students’ emotional reactions to the task (*How do | feel about this
task?.™)

We shall discuss some important theory and research relating to cach of
the three components of motivation.

Value Component—"Why Any | Doing This Task?”

s one of the mosi recent approaches to the understanding of
achievenient motivation in schools (Weincr, 1990). Goal setting controls
behavior by influcacing future behavior. Goals motivate individuals and
provide thum with information about their abilitics as they attain or fail to
attain their poals, More important, achicvernent goals determine patterns of
molivation thul determine how Jearners think about and cw
acadente activilics (Ames, 1992),

One perspective on goals distinguishes belween masgtery versus perfornsance
poals (Ames & Archer, 1988; Machr, 1992). These goal construcis also have
been distingnished as learping versus performance goals (Dweck, 1986) and
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as task involvement versus ¢go involvement (Nicholls, 1984). A mastery goal
is onented toward learning as much as possible for the purpose of self-
improvement, irrespective of the performance of others, A perfermance goal
focusss on soctal comparison and comgpetilion, with the main purpose of
outperforming others on the task. it is not uncommon for students to have
multiple goals in school where they behave differently in difforent classes or
pursue different goals in the same class (Wentzel, 1991), Tabie i, based on
Maehr (1992), summarizes the behaviors elicited by a mastery and performance
goa! orientations,

Using the distinction between mastery and performance goals, we can
understand how studeats define schooling and learning i dillerent ways. The
goal orientation that students adopt inlluences the effort they exhibit in
learning tasks and the type of learning strategies they use. Thus, when students .
adopt a mastery goal orientation, they are more likely to have a positive amtuddf
soward the task (even outside the classroom), ie monitor their own|
comprehension, to use elaboration and organizational cognitive strategies, and
to relate newly learned material with previously Jearned material, In contrast,
students who adopt a performance orientation tend te focus on memorization
and rehearsal strategies and often do not engage in problem solving and critical
thinking. In general, they don’t think sbout what they learn, but rather look
for shortcuts and quick pay-offs (Machr & Anderman, 1993).

Different rescarch investigations on students’ goal orientation and learning
processes in the ciassroom have pmdm,ed censistent resul:s A masiery
:nvolvcmcuz in suh;cu niatter (Amc\ & Auhe i‘JHE Nolan, l938 Pintrich
& Garcia, 1992). In other words, students wha adupl winustery poal orientalion

use learning strategies such as elaboration and organization, and more

metacognitive sirategies, than students who have a performance oriemtation.
Goal Setting and Motivation

Schunk (1991} points out some additional findings concerning goal setting
and motivation ’I‘he effects of goals on behavior depend on tlzme properties:
standards are more likely to increase nml:vatwn than general goals as, “Do
your best,” Specific goals help the learner determine the amount of ellert
required for success and lead to feclings of satisfaction when the gosl is attained.
As a resuli, learners comse to belicve they have a greater seif-clficacy regarding
the task.

Goals alsc can be identified by the extent 1o which they extend into the future,
Proximal goals are close at hand and result in greater motivation directed
toward attainment than more Jistant goals. Pursuing proximal poals also
convey reliable information about one's capabilities, Witcn students perceive
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Table 1.  Two Definitions of Schooling
Mastery Performance
Success dofined as... irnyRovement, progress high gratles, high
mastery, innovation, perfofmance compared
creativity with others, relative
echievernent on
stantlardized measures
Value placed on,., effon, academic demonsitating high
YENUEesSOmEness performance refative
to tihers
{3asis for satislaction... progress, Challenge, doing better than others,
mastery success relative to
effort
Schooliclassroom how all students are students’ refafive
oriented toward... leaening, progressing perdformance jovels
Focus... the student as a periodic demonsiration
continual fearner of achievernenis
refative to others
Reasons for effort.., fearn something new high grades,

Evifuation critria,,,

demonsirated ability

alisolule criteriay norres; social
evithenoe of progress COMPRSONS
Type of involvereent.., all participate; high dilfesential participation
degree of choice by ability; fow chioice
Errors viewed a5... part of the learning failure, evidence of lack
’ process, informational of ability
Ability viewed as developing through fived
effort

Somvre: Mache, 14992

they are ;making progress toward a proximal goal, they are apt to feel more
efficacious and maintain their motivation, Sinee itis harder to evaluate progress
toward distant goals, learners have more difficulty judging their capabilitics
even if they perform well,

Student perceplions of the difficulty of a task influences the amount of cffort
they believe ix necessary to attain the task, If they believe they have the ability
and knowledpe, learners will work harder to attain difficuls goals than when
the standards are lower, Ag they work and attain difficult goais, they devetop
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beliefs in their competence. However, if they don't believe they have the ability
to attain a goal, they are likely to have low expectations {or success and not
become involved in the task.

The best example for this discussion is ta think about how stadent motivation
is influenced by the goals established by two different teachers, The first teacher
simply tells students to write a term paper and hand it in on a certain date.
The sscond teacher breaks the assignment down into different phases—
prewriting { e.g., choose a topic, find, read and take notes on three sources,
use correct biblingraphic nofation) draflting (e.g., develop thesis statement,
identify subtopics, draft subtopics), revising, editing, and submission (e.g.,
review amd revise il document, prepage bibliography nnd tabie of contents),
He provides his stadents witly a checklist of wil the activities under cachy phiase
identifying the date each activity is due. He explains the criteria for cach activity
and provides feedback when it is handed in. The advantage of breaking the
assignment into different phases is that it makes the task more manageable,
As students experience success at each phase, they are more likely to enhance
their percepiions of competence. When a project is not separated inlo snaller
tasks, the only possibility for success is the completion of the {inal produet
{Spaulding, 1992},

A final point about goals: AHowing learners to set their own goals may
encourage greater interest in attaining them. Thus, setting conferences with
students fo discuss individual classroom goals or establishing confracts for
completing academic tasks can help students take more responsibility for their
learsting and develop greater sell-efficncy (Schunk, 1991).

Fask Value Beliefs

'The Pintrich motivation model distinguishes between goal orientation and
task valuc bel'aefs Goal arien!-uion pczt.:ins 1o studems' z,cncrdl ;,onls for

orientation may gulde thc gcncrai dlrc;.{mn of bchawor wiiereus Valuc may
influence the strenpth or intensity of the behavior” (p. 157). In genera,
Fndividuals tend to become involved in tasks that they positively value and
avoil tasks that they negatively value {(Wigfield & Eecles, 1992).

Eccles and her colleagues (Fceles et al., 1983) have conducted several jarge-
scale investigations exploring the refations of both expectancies and values to
achievement performance and choice, These researchers have identified four
aspects of achievement task values that can influence achievement behavion
attainment value (the subjective iniportance of doing well on a task inlluenced
by how the task impacts an individual's needs), intrinsic value {the satisfuclion
an individual gets from doing the wask), ofility valig (Tt usclulness of a task
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as & means to achieve a goal that may not be directly relalcd toa task), and
cost-(the negative aspects of engaging in a task).

Most of the research on attainment and utility value has addressed gender
differcnces indicating that males tend {o value achievement in school as they
proceed through the grades, while females become more concerned about
poteniial conflicts between academic and social goals (Sherman, 1979). More
specifically, researchers have addressed the pender-typing of certain domains
as “masculine” or “feminine” possibly influencing the attainment vatue of
performance in different academic arcas for males and {emales. For example,
the sex-lyping issue has been widely discussed in attempting to explain the lack
of female participation in advanced mathematics classes (Stipek, 1993). Eeeles
and licr colleagues (1983; 1984) have found that students’ task values predict
buth intentions and actual decision to take advanced mathematics and English
COUISCS.

Another research focus of task vaiue is age-related changes. In general,
investigators repost that students viue acadermic tosks less as they get older
(Eccles & Midgley, 198%; Eccles et al, 1984). Onvexplanation for this finding
is related to our discussion of perceived ability in the next section. As students
_move from the primary grades through junior high schooel and have difficuity
in school, they tend to view ability as a more important determinant of
academic success than effort. As a result, they may devalue the importance
of mathematics and other academic subjects in order to deflect the impact of
poor grades on their self-esteem. Another explanation focuses on the school
enviconment, Eccles and Midgley {1989) have argued that the changes
associated with the transition to junior high school can have a negative tmpact
on shudents” motivation for and valuing of school.

Expectancy Component--"Can | Do This Task?”

Self-efficacy beliefs, Self-efficacy is #n individual’s evaluation that he or she
has speanie performance capabilities on a particular type of task (Baadura,
19823, Perccived efficacy can influence motivation. Students with a high sense
of efficacy are more likely to choose difficult tasks, expend greater effort, persist
jonger, apply appropriate problem-solving strategies on tasks, and have less
fear snd anxicty regarding tasks than students with a low sense of efficacy for
a task {Schunk, 1989}

Observing a similar peer successfully performing a task well can promote
a sense of elficacy in the observers, For example, if a low-achisving student
observey annother low-achieving student successfully completing a math

. problem mt the blackboard, the observer is likely fo believe that he or she also

couhl lkearn to solve the problem. The effectiveness of the model can be
cubanced i be or she describes to the cluss how he or she studied, persisted
wl the tusk, or overcome any difficully leurning the task (Schunk, 1991). Using
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culturally-different students as peer models can also be an effective way to
increase their classroom status and perceived competence by other students
in the classroom,

Control Beliefs

The notion that individuals® perception of control influences their behavier
has been discussed by many psychologists (DeCharms, {98§; Deeci, 1975;
Rotter, 1966) Some students blame someone or something else for their poor
performance; a poor test, a confusing bock, or an incoherent teacher. These
students believe external aspects of their environment wield conirol over their
downfall (or over their success). They see themselves as powerless to counteract
this tresd, DeCharms used the terms “origins” and “pawns™ to describe students
who believe they can control their behavior and students who believe that
others control their behavior.

Much of the conceptualization amd rescarch iz (his arca stems (rom il
social-learning theory of Rotier (3966}, who used the terns locyy of control
with two dimensions—external Jocus of control ard internal focus of control.
An “external” person perceives having little control over fate and fails to
perceive a cause-and-effect relationship between actions and their
consequences. An “internal” person holds the reins of fate securely and
anderstands that effort and reward are correlated,

MMSW is one of the worst conditions that can develop when
students learn over time that they have no control over the cutcome of events
{Abramson, Seligman, & Teasdale, 1978), That is, they see no relation hetween
effort and the attainment of goals. As a result, they quickly abandon the use
of learning strategies rather than atiempt 1o modify their approach 1o learning,

Efficacy perceptions are different from locus of conmtrol, or outcome
cxpectations. It is possible for a person to believe that a successful performance
will lead to a desired outcome, for example, a good term paper will lead to
a high grade (focus of controf). Yel, ilic person might not belicve that he or
she has the necessary knowledge or skill to perform well (self-efficacy). Thus,
self-efficacy is a judgment about and one’s confidence in his or her ability to
achieve a particular task.

Atribution Boliefs

Attributional theorists believe thatl individuals search for understanding
about the canses of cvents. In seadentic seltings, ativibutions are explanations
that individaals give for the causes of their successes and failures. Common
achievernent attributions arc.ability (*I'm good/bad in math.”), effert (“1
studicd hard for the test/ 1 didn’t study enough), "\as ifficulty (“T'he test was
casy/ hard),” and luck (*] guessed right/wrong) (Weiner, 1979).
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Weiner (1986) argues that the specific causal atiributions are less important
than the underlying dimensions of the atiributions in determining achievement
behavior, For cxample, students who attribute prior suecess to stable factors
(e.g., high ability or casy task) are likely to hold higher expectancies for success
than students who attribute success to less stable factors {e.g., high effort or
good iuck),

Covingion (1992} discusses the attributions among success-oriented and
{nilure-avoiding students, Sygress-orented students tend to believe that they
can handle most academic challenges. As a result, their ability is not viewed
as an important issue in learning, Therefore, these siudents view success and
failure as related to the guality of their efforts. The research clearly points out
that success-oriented students tend to amﬁ%e sHCCess to ahlllty and effori and

because success inspires futther confidence as a sign of one s ability 1o do weil,
whercas failure signals the need to try harder. The success-oriented individual
is not threatened by fuilure when #t does occur, because it doesn't refiect on
the individoal's ability, This explanation alse helps 1o understand why failure
can be uwd to molivaic already successful studcms

o st e

to external faclors such as luck or an easy ‘task {(Weiner & Kukla 29?0) It
is difficult to imagine a more distressing sitwation--the students biame
themselves for failure but take little or no credit for suecess. They feel that
they have little contrel over their academic destiny so they minimize pain by
trying to avoid fatture.

There are some other considerations about the emphasis on effort teachers
need to consider (Ames, 1990). First, some students may already believe that
they are working as hard as they can. If teachers convince these students that
puor effort is the primary cause of their academic problems, they may decrease
their sense of efficacy regarding the task. The reasoning may be as follows:
1£ § try hurd and still can't solve the problems, then { must lack ability. Second,
if teachers continually emphasize the importance of sustaining a maximal effort
on tasks, some students may conclude that they don't want fo work so hard
to suceeed.,

The iniplication is that teachers need to know how their students attribute
the causes for their suceesses and fatures, and encourage both reasonable effort
attributions along with the usc of appropriate_learning-stFalegics so that
students can learn more elfectively and cificiently.

All lim.c nf ihc scif-pcrcepiiﬂns dixcussed in this scctiun«-«sclf-—c!f'cacy,

§ att.;,lu Rcscarc!z (sce Schunk & Mect.e 19923 shows that students \»ho are

chigle rather than low in internal contred report they are better managers of

their study time, their stdy environment, and their actual effort in the face
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of boring or difficult tasks. Students who feel more efficacious about their
ability to do well in a course or on a task, and who belicve that their behavior
and effort influence their performance are more likely to use different learning
strategies than students who feel less cfficacious about their ability and don'
‘believe increased effort will make a difference in their achievement results.

Affective Component-“How Do | Feel About The Task?”

Covington’s self-worth theory. The sell-worth theory of achievement
motivation (Covington, 1992) incorporates a motivational component with the
causal perceptions of success and failure, According Lo self-worth Lheory, an
individual learns that in our socicty onc is valued because of ones
accomplishments, The key factor to achicvement motivation can be explained
by how a person attempts to maintain positive ability perceptions that are the
basis of self-worth.

If a person fails at a task, the feedback evokes the possibility of a lack of
ability. In addition, failure creates feclings of unworthiness and self-rejection.
As a result, when individuals are faced with the possibility of fiture, they will
avoid the situation or develop strategies to protect any inferences as to the
lack of ability.

A problem that teachers must deal with is that children’s perecptions of their
academic abilities decline as they proceed through school (Nicholls, 1984),
When children first enter school, they believe that effort is the niost important
student attribute. In fact, young children generally believe that stdents who
work hard are brighter than those who do not try (ie., ability and cffort are
perceived as synonymous}). They also believe that working harder can actually
cause an increase in ability. By working hard they can please their teacher and
develop the positive image of a “good” student {Covington, 1984), The results
of such perceptions are that young children do not feel bad when they fail,

By ages {1 and 12, students have considerably lower self-perceptions of
competence. This change is duc to the fact that, as students get older and
perceive the social comparisou in the classroom {e.g., grades, ability grouping),
their sense of worth begins to depend on deing better than someone else. The

consequence of social comparison information for most students leads to the -

realization that effort does not compensate entirely for ability. Thus, the belief
that *I may not be as smart as | thought” begins to emerge as students progress
through the clementary grades. Amics and Felker (1979) have shown that
competition (ends to magnily the positive afleet associated with success (pride)
and the negative affect associated with failure (shame or guilt).

Anotlier factor related 1o changes in sclf-perceptions is that while young
children believe 1hat trying hard leads to improvenient in ability, trying hard
takes un negative chaeacteristies for older children {by age 12). As these children
make greater distinctions between elfort and ability, they come to realize that

\
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success with a good deal of effort indicates lower ability. As a result, high effort
becomes an indicator of low ability (Paris & Byrnes, 1989).

Holt (1982) provides a good example to iliustrate how evaluation by others
influences our behavior. The next time you are around an infant, observe her
motivation in trying to succeed at a new task. The infant is like a scientist,
always observing and experimenting. Even when the infant {ails, she continues
{o try to make sense out of its environment, An infant does not react 1o failure
as does a child or adolescent, “She has not yet been made to feel that failure
is shame, disgrace, a crime. Unlike her elders, she is not concerned with
protecting herself against everything that is not easy and familiar; she reaches
out o experience, she embraces life” (Holt, 1982, p. 112).

H we examine the role of effort from both teachers’ and students'
perspectives, we will find that in some cases teachers and students operate at
cross purposes. Although teachers highly value achisvement, they often reward
{or punish) some students more than others for exactly the same level of
performance, Students who are perceived as having expended effort (regardiess
of their ability) tend to be rewarded more and punished less than students who
do not try (Weiner & Kukla, 1970).

However, Covington and Omelich (1979) found that students experienced
grealest shame with a combination of high effort and failure and least shame with
low effort and failure. This research helps to explain why failure-avoiding students
often do not try! Expending effort and still failing poscs a serious threat to one’s
sulf-esteem. The student who does not try but fails can always rationalize that
sueeess coudd have been achieved through proper effort, thus maintaining a
reasonable level of sclf-esteem. Terchers, however, tend to reinforee students who
demonstrate effort and punish those who do not. Understanding the perspectives
of both the teacher and the student helps to see how effort can become a “double-
edged sword” for many students. They must walk the tightrope between the
threatening extremes of high effort and no effort at all. They must demonstrate
some eflort to avoid negative sanctions from their teachers—but not enough to
risk shame should they try hard and fail, Some students use excuses to maintain
a bulance between these exteemes. A popular tactic is to try hard but to use excuses
{external factors) to explain why trying did not help. Such behavior avoids any
inlerence as to low ability {Covington & Omelich, 1979). Covington {1983)
summarizes the safe strategy of many students: “Try, or at least appear lo try,
hut not too encrgetically and with cxouses always at hand™ (p. 149),

A SOCIOCULTURAL APPROACH
TO MOTIVATION IN LEARNING

i tlis section we present a eonceplualization of metivation consistont with
cirent sociocultural, internctionist perspectives on cognitive ability as
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distributed and socially constructed, (Forman, Minick, & Stone, in press;
Marshall, 1992; Salomon, in press; Wertsch, 1991). Following this, some of the
key principles of this alternative perspective are illus trated with examples from
a case study,

There is an emerging perspective in the psychological literature that departs
from a more traditicnal individualistic oriensation. In the mainstream cognitive
literature, for example, this interest is reflected in recent work on situated
cognition and anchored instruction {Brown, Collins, & Duguid, 1989; Greeno,
1989; The Cognition and Technology Group at Vanderbilt, 1998) and more
attention to sociocultural factors in learning (Belmont, 1989). These relatively
recent developments can trace their roots to what is foosely termed here a
saciocultural, interactionist perspective. Briefly, this framework emphasizes the
sociocultural roots of learning and related psychological processes and in
addition stresses the importance of joint collaborative activity, the social context
of learning and thinking, and social mediation. This theoretical framework
draws {rom the writings of psychologists within the sociohistorical school of
psychology as described by Vygotsky (1978), among others, and further
developed by his followers in the United States and elsewhere {Lave, 1988; Moll,
1990; Rogoff, §990; Rogoff & Lave, 1984; Valsiner, i989; Wertsch, 1985a, 1985b,
1991). The basic outline of this perspective, specifically as it relates to motivation,
is presenied in the following section,

A Sociocultural Approach: Reconceptualizing Cognition and Motivation

Sociocultural theory argues for a reconceptualization of cognitive activity
{and by extension, motivation) as a within-child, context-independent
phenomenon towards a perspective that highlights the interdependence of
cognitive and sociocultural factors {c.g., Luboratory of Comparative Human
Cognition, 1982; Wertsch, 1991}. Accordingly, from this view, cognition is not
situated solely within the individuai witliout reference to the social and cultural
contexts within which individual actions take place, Sivan (1986) has proposed
an extension of this formulation with reference to motivation in the classroom:

.- mativation is inscparabic fram the instritional process and the clagsrpom envirunnwnt,
The culturally determined joint sctivity between student and social context resulls in an
internal state of interest and cognitive anel alfective cngapement, and muotivated behaviors,
buth of whicly can be considered cajtural neems. (p 209

s Areview of the sociocultural approach suggests that contextual and cultural/
historical influences on motivation are paransount. In this respect, the cognitive
trend to view motivation as domain or context specilic appears to be very sinvilar.
However, socipeuitural theory goes beyond the view of motivation as contingent
ot contextual influences. Specifically, the sociecuitural view focuses vn how
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culture shapes.not.only what people think, foel, and act but in addition provides
EP.'!L‘E&L{QLMJL&W That is, the conceptualization of motivation
arxl its display in a given sociocultural context is 3 culiusal norm. Mehan (19793
and Collins and Green (1992), for example, have discussed the classroom as
a unigue culture with #ts own sct of norms, rules, and ways of organizing the
world along important dimensions such as time, discourse features, and so forth.

In support of the view of motivation and its display as a cultural norm, Sivan
(1986) describes elementary, middle, and high school teachers’ categories of
motivation: (a) motivation to be social, where the energy and interest of the
student lic in forming and maintaining social relations, (b) motivation to fearn,
referring to an interest, an cagerness, and active engagement in learning context
for its own sake; and (c) motivation to perform, where the student’s efforts are
directed to performing well on a task and getting good grades. The
commonalities across the various levels of teachers suggests a consistent and
relatively well-developed norm for the notion of “metivated student”™, As Sivan
{1986) points out, these eultural norms arc important since they form the basaa.;
from which 3udgemcnls and expectations about others are formed.

A key point in the sociocultural analysis of cognition is the interconnectedness

of social m cggm{we activity, g@mmmmmmm
ed_as-charasteristi ndividual, but_of the

m aI -Hi-action within g eclﬁc ccntcxis M:mck (1985}, {ar one, has made
this point forcefully: “.. The individual s an object of research does not exist
in isolation from actions and action systems” (p, 282). in sociocultural theory,
these specilic confexts or "action systems™ within which individuals interact are
referred 1o ag This idea is fikely to appear strange to
psychologists trained to think of the unit of analysis with respect to cognition
and mental activity as sirietly the individeal. It should be realized that Minick’s
statement should not be taken to mean that there is no such thing as mental
activity which occurs at the individual level. Rather, it should be interpret

as an argument that a complete understanding of this mental activity must be
grounded in the lurger sociocultural contexts or activity settings in which it is
developed and carried out. This idea of cognitive activity as social as opposed

to individual is perhaps best illustrated in an example from Tharp and Gallimore
{1988):

A G-year okd child has Jost a toy and asks her Father for belp. The father asks where she
last saw e 1oy, the chifd says, *T can's remember.” He asks a series of questions; *Bid you
have B in yente room? Quiside? Next door?™ 'Fo cach question, the chitd answers no. When
he szys, “hs the cor?” she says “ [ thing so™ and gocs 10 retrieve the toy.{p7)

In this everyday recall task, where is the cognitive problem-solving netivity
located? I is cvident that the solution cannot be reached independently by cither
the adull or the child, The child possesses knowledge of the location of the fost

X%
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item but does not fully command the cognitive sirategy (self-questioning for
organizing recall of information) which would allow a successful resolution, In
conirast, the adult commands the metamorial knowledge and strategic behavior
1o focate the item but does not possess the knowledge of the location. it is only
through joint problem-solying sctivity that this everyday memory task is solved.
The answer to this question from a socioculiural perspective, therefore, is that

, the problem-solving activity is located neither in the child or the adult, but in
¥ the_ activity. settipg of which both comprise.a part.

The construct of activity setting, which is a more detatied development of

what is often referred to a “context™ the psychological literatare, includes the
following: (1) ebjective features of the setting and eaviromnent, (2} the objective
features of the motoric and verbal actions of the participants, in conjunction
with {3) the gubjective features of the participants’ experience, intention, and
msaping: More simply stated, activity settings may be described as the who,

Fgj)gg,_mhgn,,_whete.and___why_s of everyday lifefn school, home, community, and
workplace, As Gallimore, Tharp, amd John-Steiner (1990) state, “These features
of personnel, occasion, motivations and nicanings, goals, places, and times are
intertwined conditions that together comprise the reality of life and learning,
The catalog of activily settings comprises the everyday routine” (p. 10},

In sociccultural theory, i is within these activity settings that cognitive activity
and the construction of meaning takes place. In shori, meaning is_socially
constructed with others in specific activily settings. This perspective, we should
mention, is not necessarily new. The shift from the individual as meaning-maker
to a view of colleetively constructed meaning has amtecedentis in both sociotogy

and psychology. As Mchan (1983) has pointed out, in sociology, ymbolic
ST PN - . - "
mteracir&iﬁiéacrc an early influcnee with respect 1o the idea that consciousness

(meaning) is not intrinsic to objects, people, events, and situations in the real
world. Rather, it is viewed as somcthing which is constructed, Humans are seen
as symbolic beings who interprel und define their world, and their bebav ior
must be undersiood with reference o this defining proccss,

In the school of psychology, Piaget (1954) described the individnal
constructivist processes (the child’s interactions with the cavironment) which
serve as the impetus for cognitive developnient, in particular, he emphasized
the child’s exploration and manipulation of the objects in the environment,
facilitating the construction of reality and stable representations of the world,
which lie convincingly demonsirated were much different from thase of adults,
Most importantly, Bis theory assumed that development is a coustructive

process. Later, the school of thought kaown as Yonstinutive phenamenalogy 1

(Cicourel, 1973; Garfinkel, 1967; Gollman, (963} emphasized more
prominently the role of socinl interac tion in the inferpretive process. Meaning
wis 1o longer seen as being " ihe privacy of one’s head.” but rather as a
process carried oul among and belween people in social activities, not
individual mentalistic sets,
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More recently, the Vygotskian tradition has provided an additional contrast
to the individual constructive processes described by Praget. Without
discarding the notion of the child as an active agent in his or her own
development, Vygotsky (1978) and his followers have come to emphasize
culturally organized, socially mediated practices and how the child’s
development emerges from these practices. In short, this can be seen as an
emphasis from cognitive constructivism to social constructivism. A basic
notion of this orientation is that higher order cognitive functions develop out
of social actions, most prominently social interactions with more competent
others in meaningful activities. Importantly, the uait_of analysis is no Jonger |
the jndividual, bt the child and more capable others engaged in mcaningful_J
activity in specilic activity settings.

Furthermore, Vygotsky also emphasized that social interactions are
themselves mediated. Humans use cultural signs_and tools (e.g., speech,
Iitc{ucy, mathernatics) to mediate | their interactions with gach other and with

Aheir_sueroundings. A fundamental property of these artifacts, Vygotsky

ol'mcrvcd, is that they are social in oripin; they are used first to communicate
with others, to mediate contact with our social worlds; later, with practice,

much of it occurring in schools, these artifacts come to mediate our interactions
with self, to help us think, and we internalize their use (see, for example,
Vygotsky, 1978, Chaps. 1-4; Wertsch, [985b, Chaps. 2-4), Therefore, from a
Vygotskian perspective, a major role of schooling is 10 create social conlexts
for mastery of and conscious awareness of the use of these cultural tools, It
is by mastering these cultural technologies of representation and
cmum.unicaliou, as Olson (1986) has put it, that individuals acquire the
capacily, the means, for “higher order” intelectual activity, Thus, Vygotskian
thcory posits a strong, dialectical—gonnection_ between external {social},
Dpractical acza‘ﬁ;mmmmwmmumwmm
writing, and individuals ingellcctyal activity. As Wertsch (1985b) ex plains it,
Vygotsky “defined external activity in terms of semiotically mediated sociai\‘;
processes and argued that the properties of these processes provide the keys
to understanding the emergence of internal functioning” (p. 62).

One important dimension of the internalization process described above is
often referred to as jntersubjectivity in the sociocultural literature, In the
process of development, before the point at which a child can function
independently, he or she must rely on adults or more capable peers for cxternal
regulition. As the adult and child engage in a learning task or other joint
problem solving activity, the adult provides scaffolding or assisted performance

through u varicty of means (Tharp & Gallimore, 1988). As Wertsch {1985)
SUggess:

Wihen fterlociitors enter into o communicative gomext, they mav have diHerent
persprctives oF anly & vague interpretacion of what s taken for granied and what the
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utterances are intended to convey, Through semictically mediated “negetiation,” however,
they create a temporarily shared social world, a state of intersubjectivity. (p. 161).

Wertsch (1978, 1979, 1981, 1985) has pointed out, during the ecarly stages
of this joint activity the child’s understanding of the situation, task, or goal|
to be achieved is likely 10 be quite different than that of the adult’s. That m}
the level of intersubjectivity is minimal. The toddler who is being read to by
a parent likely has quite a different understanding of what the activity we know
as * reading” means than the understanding of an adult reader. The child is
likely participating in the joint reading task for quite dilferent reasons from
ihose of the adult, Over time, however, through assisted performance and
discourse, the adult and child undersiandings will reach closer and closer
approximations and eventually merge, at which point the child will more
closely emulate the seli-regulation displayed by adults. That is, the child at
that point will be a sell-regulated reader who enjoys engaging with text i:or
a varicty of authentic purposes. ‘The distance i ferms of inlcmnh}cclwl:ly
between the adull and child evident at the carly stages ol reading reduces with
time. : '

This process of intersubjectivity is similar in many respects to the notios
of perspective-taking, a Piagetian concept which is seen by many as essential
in the development of social competence and social problem solving. Howsever,
while perspective taking is an intrapsychological process, intersubjectivity is
seen as an interpsychological provess. Simply put, the former is seen a9
individual and the Iatter is seen as social in nature.

In describing the rudiments of a sociccultural approach, then, several key
elements appear to stand out: the role of social interactions, the influence of
culturally based knowledge and practices, including the use of cultural
technologies; the mediating role of signs and symbols, our cultural tools, as
well as that of peers or more competent others: and finally, a focus on thinking
as inseparable from social and cultural activities. Although this approach has
focused mostly on cognition, it lends itself well to reconceptualizing motivation,
especially in classroom learning sitnations. Not only docs it take into account
the effects of coniext (aclivity sct ling}, but suppests that we gxamine motivation
indircctly, as a_mediated phenemenon, through the analysis of the activities
within_which kids are observed icarmitg or _not learning, 1-11ni-ivatead or
otherwise, so that motivalion | % a gharacienistic ol 1vily

in sorf. '

Sivan (1986) has suggested fhat this approach helps to reconceptualize
motivation, especially in school settings, along the following three dimensions:
(a) it allows for a _discussion of conlext and cultural issues that influence
motivation and how motiviation is shown, (b) it allows for a discussion of
intrapsycholopical functioning of the individual, and (¢) it allows _fcr a
discussion of interpersonal relations that influence, shape, und maintain

= o A

JPRE] e 3

Mutivational Processes in Learning n

‘moiivation. The fashion in which these dimensions might be played out in
everyday classroom coniexts is addressed in the next section, -

in order 1o explicate the differences between these frameworks and their
implications for educational theory and practice, we next present a specific
case sindy and explore the different approaches suggested by cach of the
frameworks.

A CLASSROOM INCIDENT

The following classroom incident will be wsed to explore the dilferences
between the sociecultural and cognitive perspectives regarding motivation.

Mr. Patterson is a sixth-grade reacher in a large urban school districi. The
students in his class come from culturally-diverse backgrounds and speak three
different languages in addition to English. His primary method of instruction
invelves teavher-directed lessons followed by independent seatwork., Upon
entering lis classroom, an observer notices a well-organized classroom with
rules posted near his desk and numerous classroom charts and graphs
identifying student progress in different subject areas, Mr. Patterson frequently
uses these charts 1o identify studemss who are achieving at high levels. He
believes that the identification of the ranking of the studenis in the class will
serve to motivate the low-achieving students. B

Mr. Patterson recently has been concerned with the motivation of Alex, the
son of parents who immigrated te the United States when he was four-years
cld. Although Alex scored above the mean on a recent battery of national
achicvement tests, he appears to do only what is necessary to maintain a C
average, One problem is that he scems 1o be negatively influenced by a peer
group who is less interested in school achievement. For example, onc day when
he completed his math assignment, he was derided by two other students in
class for being a teacher’s pét. When told by Mr. Patterson that he could do
well in class if hie tried harder, Alex stated: *] dost want to be smart!”

Mr. Patterson obscrved that Alex tends to avoid situations when he may
be evaluaied. For example, he didn't come to school the day a math quiz was
given und often leaves his math book at school when he is required to turn
in homework the next day,

Mr. I'stterson had an opportunily to talk with Alex during recess one
morsing to discuss his math achievement. Alex siated the following: “I just

- ean’t learn math, 1 dor't understand much of what you put on the board, and

even when sy to study; 1 still don’t do weil on the tests, What's the use of
trying to do the work? As far as I'm concerned, studying math is just a waste
of time.”
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CASE DISCUSSION
A Cognitive Analysis of Mulivational Problems

As mentioned eatlier in this paper, cognitive psychologists believe that
students’ perceptions concerning their nbilities, the task, and classroom
envirenment act as mediators of their behavior. The classroom context has
important implications for students’ motivation since different contexts can
elicit different goal orientations (Meece, 1991), Mt. Patterson’s classroom can
be classified as performance-oriented sipce he emphasizes competition, grades,
and social comparison of students,

It is apparent that Alex doesnt have a mastery orientation toward his
academic work, and is not motivated by Mr. Patterson’s competitive reward
system, As a result, he places little value on improvement and effort. In fact,
he indicates to Mr. Patterson that he is satislted with his academic achievernent
by his statement: * T don't want to be smart!” Although Alex appeass io be
performance-oriented, he uses social comparison not as a basis for
outperferming others, but as a means to regulate his academic achievement
s0 that he doesn’t perform better thau his peers,

Wentzel (1991) las pointed that classrooms provide an opportunity (e pursue
muitiple goals, both social and acadenuic. Apparently, the social objective to
comply with implicit social rules and norms has influenced his classroom
behavior. His “game plan” appears to be: 1ry 1o do what is necessary to succeed,
but don't outperform your peers! Also, since he doesn’t value math, he doesn’t
believe that there is any need to learn it

Another important concern is Alex’s perceptions concerning his
competencies: Alex is achieving below average in mathematics and dossnt
expect to succeed in this subject arca. He appears t¢ have an external locus
of control ("I cant learn it™), and low cfficacy concerning his achievement in
mathematics ( I don't anderstand much of what vou put on the board™). In
other words, he doesn't belicve that anything he could do would lead Lo success
and doesn’t believe he has the necessary knowledge or skilis to attain suceess,
Finally, he has Jittle task value for studying math (*As far as I'm concerned,
studying math is just a waste of time.™) These perceptions negatively impact
his cognitive engagement in matliematics,

Mr. Patterson needs to evitluaic how his comments might influcnce Alexs
pereeptions concerning bis abilitics and expectations (or future suceess. His
statenient that Alex coudd do hetter it e tricd harder might be interpreted
by Alex that be iacks ability and that if he was siart, he wouldn® have to
try harder. In addition, it aight be helplul to discuss witli Alex his notion of
what il weans to be smare. Dweek {1986) has found that children can have

two different perspectives or theories abaut intelligence. Incrementd theorists
behieve that intelligence is modifiable by the degree of ones ciforl, When
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students with both beliefs are given difficult tasks to complete, entity theorists
are more likely to give up sooner and state they don't have the ability, whils
incremental theorists persist on the task and demonstrate greater effort when
tasks become more difficult, :

Finally, Alex's avoidance behaviors (i.e., not coming to class the day of the
a quiz and leaving his book at home) are attempts to protect his self-worth.
He may be thinking: “If I don't try, I can't be labeled dumb, justlazy or defianti®
This belief system provides him with excuses for potential failure by reducing
the impact of causal attributions of ability as the cause of his low achievement.

intervention Strategies: A Cognitive Perspective

In an earkier section of this chapter we identified students’ beliefs and
perceptions that influence their motivation to learn, We also indicated that
2 mastery orientation toward learning is beneficial 1o academic success. The
characicristics of mastery-oriented students identified in Table | include
interest in improving their knowledge, willingness to take risks, enjoyment of
academic challenges, belief that errors are part of the learning process, and
belief that ability can be improved through exhibiting greater effort. One of
the most important research findings is that mastery oriented students are more
likely to use more complex learning strategies in their approach to learning
(Ames & Archer, 1988).

Evidence indicates that certain teacher behaviors and classroom instructional
organizational factors are more fikely to elicit a mastery goal orientation, thus
changing students’ motivational perceptions (Ames, 1992; Machr &
Anderman, 1933). Six specific steps can be taken in the classroom to attain
a mastery orientation, These steps——actually dimensions-—were first identified
and described by Epstein (1988) and are now being implemented by Am
(1992) Muchr (1992), and Maehr and Midgley (1991). The acronym
represents the six interrefared dimensions: target, authority, recogfition,
grouping, evaluation, and lime. e

The eognitive perspective on motivation would emphasize clagsroom
practices that positively influenced perceived interest and value of the task
{vailue component), perceived competence (expectancy component), and
confidcnee in one’s ability fo complete the task successfully {affective
component). The TARGET dimensions for classroom intervention is one
mode] that witcmpts 0 impact students perceplions and beliefs.

Task Dirnension
 The task dinrension focuses on the intrinsic value of learning by encouraging

teachers to select tasks that provide chnlfenge and interest in learning. Mr.
Patterson should assign practical math problems so Alex can fearn buw math
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is used in his daily life {e.g., figuring out how much discount he can get from

a supermacket coupon to buy 8 product he wants). These assignments would
be an important first step in changing Alex's beliefs about the value of math,

Secondly, Mr. Patterson could assign challenging, but noncompetitive
games involving math computation and problem-solving skills, Finaliy, he also
need to think about how he presents assignments, Brophy et al., (1983) found
that studenis were less likely to become involved in a task when the feacher
introduced it in & negative fashion (i.e., suggesting the task was boring or
pointless, or that they would find it difficult or frustrating). Finally, Mr.
Patterson could allow Alex to establish his own shori-term goals for obtaining
conspelency in mathenzatics and provide hin: with Jearning strategy instruction.
if Alex achieves some measure of success by taking charge of his own learning,
he may develop greater math efficacy and higher ex pectancy for future success.
Most important, he may come to believe that effort pays off.

Authority Dimension

The authority dimension focuses on allowing students to make more
decistons in what and how they learn, Research indicates that students respond
positively to classroom environments in which they can exercise some ¢onirol

(Ryan Connell, & Deci, 1985). Also, there is evidence that self-efficacyTs higher
in classroom situations where autenomy is valued (Grolnick & Ryan, 1987).

Therefore, giving Alex the opportunity to make decisions about setting - ‘

individual progress goals {or improving his math achievement and selecting
homework assignments may enhance his pereeptions of internal control over
his environment and his sense of ellicacy regarding mathicmatics. Also, by
teaching Alex the learning strategics necessary to solve math probiems on his
own, he wouid be more likely 1o take responsibility for his own learning.

Recognition Dimension

The rcm’gniiivn dimension concerns the formal and informal use of
rewards, mcenuves, and prazsc in the classroom. Ames {1992) points out that
“the types of rewards, feasons for tewards, and the distribution of rewards
have important consequences for whether children deveiop an interest in
learning, feclings of self-worth, and a sense of satisfaction with their learning”
(p. 336). Mr. Patterson’s chart and graphs involves a system which guarantees
that many studenis receive negative recognition. As a result, it does little for
students like Alex who perform low and have low sell-efficacy for their math
achievement. A system needs Lo be initiated in which there is more emphasis
on other characteristics than ability (e.p., ¢ffort and self-improvemen). If Mr.
Patterson insists ot using charts, he might include charts entitled: *Most
tmproved Students™ or “llighest Effort,” He might also speak to Alex
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privately to provide personal feedback about his effort, accompiishmcnts,band
improvement,

Grouping Dimension

The grouping dimension focuses on students’ ability to work cooperatively
with others rather than competitively on school tasks, Students Tespond
positively to classroom situations in which they can collaborate with their peers
(Ames, 1987; Nicholis, 1983). Cooperative learning alsc has the potential to
clicit more student involvement because it presents less risk for any given
student (Johnson & Johnson, 1983). Alex already has 4 peer group in place,
If Mr. Patterson used cooperative learning, Alex’s interest and engagement
in math activities might improve.

Evaluation Dimension

The evaluation dimension involves classroom procedures used 1o assess and
monitor_student learmng. Since evaluation plays an important role in the
ciassrmm students’ motivation 1o learn can be undermined by the type of
evaluation system used {Covington, 1992). Ames (1984} believes that students
are more likely to develop a mastery orientation when evaluation is based on

]individual impraovement, progress toward individual goals, participation, and ./

effort. Mr. Patlerson's competitive system of evaluation is doing little to
motivate Alex, He should consider evaluation systems that emphasis individual
progress such as portfolio assessment or base his evaluation on a writien
contract with Alex. Both of these procedures can encourage Alex to lake more

personal responsibility for his behavior and highlight that effort can increase
achievement,

Time Dirnension

The time dimension concerns the appropriateness of the tasks, the pace off
instruction, and the time allotted for completing learning activities and
assignmnents, As Alex geis further behind in his class work, he may feel
overwheimed each day when confronted with new assignments, if Alex was
given more {reedom in determining his learning pace, his effort might increase

and, as & result, he might experience less performance anxiety and be more
willing to compicie tasks.

A Socioculiural Analysis of Motivational Problems

Social constructivist theory suggests motivation is: 1) socially ncgotiated
(what is mativating, what is interesting, and how it is displayed), 2) socially



v

L/ i ROBERT RUEDA and MYRON H. DEMBO

distributed {not just a charactenistic of the child), and 3} context-specific
related to features of specilic activity settings), The general idea in addressing
“motivational problems” is that motivation, like other mental activity, 18

mediated and therefore can be re-mediated (Cole & Griffin, 1983; Laboratory
of Comparative Human Cognition, 1982). That is, specific elements of the

activity setting can be systematically modilied to assist performance. In | /

contrast, the cognitive orientation suggests that studenis alone process
environmental, cognitive, and affective information and generate foelingsf
thoughts/ beliefs that influence actions indicative of motivation such as on-task
behavior, task engagement, interest, eic).

One immediate implication of the vicw is that the range and type of aclivity
settings lo which a given child has access 1o need to be examined. As
Rohrkemper {1989) states;

...a Yygotskian perspective of sclf-regubated jearning is one that stresses socialization
processes and that the internafization of the soctnifinstrctionsl environments of lwime and
schowl must be considered i we are to [ully andersiond adaptive karning in siudents’
clussroom perfarmance. A specific fearning event is nol isolated From prior sxperience:
present intrapersonal consequences can be related fo former and ongoing interpersonal
influences.” {Rehrkemper, 1589, p. 143).

In Alexs case, an issue of primary importance is the exploration of t 2

culturally and socially mediated expericnces and understandings he brin
Jschool and school-like literacy and numeracy activities. The fact that Alcx s
parents are immigrants may indicate that the understanding of school and all
its cultural norms and practices is different from that found in many traditional
schools {Au, 1993}, Is Alex unfamiliar with fhe school-based norms about how
competence is displayed (Mehan, 19797 Does school success lead to greater
econtomic and secial cutcomes in the cyes of Alex and his family? Or is
schooling relegated to a secondary status? (Qgbu, 1987). How are Iiteracy and
numeracy practiced and valued in the family? What are the activity setting types
of mediation which are found most lrequently at home and in the conmunity?
Are cooperative attivity or Icarning sellings more comumon than competitively
struclured settings? Docs the fact that My, Patterson chooses to emphasize
a competitive orientation in the classroom result in an unlamiliar and
vncomivrtable context?
When motivation is understood in terms of a culturally mediated norm, it
is possible to distinguish between motivation and motivated behaviors. Sivan
(E986) points out that;

The case may arise when stwlers wight ‘act motivated® in order to be aceepitd by the
teacher or by prers in the class. Conscguently, ‘seting motivated® becomes g pond in itseff,
Or, in the £as¢ of a child who scems constantly off task, the teacher may sce that shic or
he is very interested in and engaged in his vr hior own learning task, is ‘motivaied’, and
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int not really just fooling around. By realizing that studens motivated behaviorsarea cultural
norm, teachers can more closely examing and understand the deviations from that norm.
¢Sivan, 1986, p, 219},

In Alex’s case, 4 central focus would be to find out exactly what tasks Alex
is expending his resources on (Chandier, 1992; Collins & Green, 19%2).

The fact that Alex comes from an immigrant family might also indicate that
he is dealing with acculturation problems in the socic-political context of the
school where diversity appears to play a large role, Trueba (1983}, for example,
huss documented how acculturation-related problems can have a strong impact
an school achicvement and behavior, Associating with a peer group who s
uninterested in school achicvement may be a strategy for establishing an
identity or otherwise negotiating status in the school context,

A related consideration in conceptualizing school-related motivation {or lack
thercol) is that it is necessary to take inlo account divergence in understandings
of a given tusk und the significance of thesc understandings with reference to
classroom performance. It s assumned that the common goal of instruction and
motivation is to develop an internalized capacity lac activity, that is, sell-reguiation.
The independence required for self-regulated learning requires that students see
thernselves as invested in the outcomes or goals, Moreover, students must see
themsclves as being able to achieve those outcomes or goals. In order for
instraction 4nd motwatlon to be inteprated, g certain fevel of Zintersubiectivity™
i i tween the student and teacher. Without
this, there is no common understanding in regard to the motive and the goals
and the reason to perform a given activity. Under optimal conditions, the student
and {cacher are in nogotiation and constantly working collaboratively to obtain
a goal that is understood by both to be important (Blumenfeld, Puro, &
Mergendotier, 1992; Chandler, 1992; Rommetveit, (1985), Wertsch (1984), and
Wertsch, Minick, and Arns (1984) have described the process of achieving
intersuhjectivity and situation redefinition as a process of negotiation in which
the students’ and teacher’s understanding of objects and events in the task setting
slilfts from scparate points of view to intermiediate and final convergence,

Somctimes in the case of school learning this achievement of intersubjectivity
is a fong and compiex process. Imagine, for example, the discrepancy between
the childs and adult’s notion of “reading”™ during bedtime storybook reading.
1t is only through participation in long term mediated literacy experiences that
the two understandings will converge and that of the child will approximate
that of the adult’s. Importantly, however, the child is able to meaningfully
pariicipsie in the emtire awthentic activity (rom the earliest beginning stages
with appropriaie adult mediation, Gradually, the role of the adult will diminish
and the role of the child will escalate, and the child will become a self-regulated
reader, The fact that Alex can’t see why he needs to learn math suggests that
there has been a fatlure to meaningfully connect learning in this domain to
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authentic life purposes. In other words, {he learning tasks ars the teacher’s,

nis i biectivity appeays not to have occurred.

A final area which would be important to explore is the natare of the learning
tasks which are commonly presented in the classroom. Of note is the fact that
instruction is primarily teacher-directed, suppiemented by independent
seatwork. It should be recalled that the sociocultural view conceptualizes
motivation not within the head of the individual bust in the interaction of the
student with others in meaningful activity, That is, the task itself becomes part
of the analysis. There is some suggestion ihat the decontextualized or
“recitation” teaching script (Tharp & Gallimore, 1988) described in this
classroom miay fosler fearning for shori-terss recall bat not complex
understamiing, Moreover, the fact that teaching sceins 1o be conceptualized
as unidircetionnl (from teacher to stident) reduces the opporiunity for
collaborative complex problem solving on authentic activities.

It 13 clear thal a sociocultural orientation leads fo more questions than
answers in the anadysis of thig case. 1t also leads one o ask questions which
go beyond the specilic manifestation of schoot based motivation probiems,
Perhaps the most critical question is, How dogs Alex’s behavior “makes sense?”
That is, How is it a logical and sensible response 1o his understanding of the
classroom and his role within it?

Intervention Strategies: A Sociocultural Perspective

From a sociocultural pempective,@ can be deflined as providing
assisted performance at g level just above what the learner can independently
accomplish (Tharp & Gallimore, 1988). That is, teaching is the prooess of
providing mediation for a learner, but only when and where necessary,

Mediation or_assisted performance provided at this level is known as
Umwngg The independent level of funciioning by Alex
represents the bottom or lower level of the weil-known rone of proximal
development. Thus, a quick analysis of the case suggests thal the task of the
tseacher would be to provide mediation consistens with the zoac of proximal
development exhibited by Alex in situntionadly specific learning activitics.

In animportant sense, the guestions posed about Alex inthe previous section
would be critical in designing a specific intervention strategy or stratepies, It
is clear, however, that dealing with “motivational problems” would require
individualization, taking into account cach task or activity in light of Alex’s
.Zone of proximal development and adapting instruction accordingly.
Scaffolding of learning tasks with a viEw to cogniive as well as allective
components is essential, Morcover, instruction becomes bidirectional in a way
that reflects the achieverment of intersubjectivity and situation redefinition.

Although providing assisted perfornunwed or mediation to Alex would be
onie way of intervening in this situation, from s sociocultural perspective such
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Figure 1. The Triad in a Reciprocal Chain of Assisted
Perfarmance (adapted from Tharp & Gallimore, 1988).

an analysis would be incomplete. Given the saciocultural view of motivation
as located in the individual's interaction with others in specific activity settings,
it should come as no surprise that the target for intervention must include some

not only Alex but Mr. Patterson and the range and nature of the learning
activities in the school setting. In essence, one would ideally establish a
“reciprocal chain of assistance™ in which the “intervener™ provides assistance
to Mr. Patterson who in turn provides assistance to Alex (Tharp & Gallimore,
1988). This triad in the chain of assistance represents a segment of a presumably
longer chain which extends at both ends {See Fig. 1), The reciprocal nature
of this chain reflects the fact that the “learner™ has been shown to contribute
Lo task performance, problem-solving, and the continued development of the
“teacher™ (Bawmrind, 1971; Bell, 1979; Rogoff, 1986, 1990}.

A speeilic target of intervention with Mr, Patterson would be increased self-
reflection with respect to teaching practices, The recitation-like, teacher-
controlled instruction which he favors has been shown to be especially
problematic in diverse classrooms such as that described in the example
{Dembo. 1994), A specific focus of change would be to foster responsive
teaching practices that promote collaborative, complex learning arcund
acaningful and authentic activities {(Tharp & Gallimore, 1988). In addition,
Mr. Patterson would ideally be provided the tools to begin 1o examine students’
backprowls and individual lives as a resource for instruction (Moll and
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Greenberg, 1990) and as a basis for interproting student behavior. These "unds
of knowledge” and {he range of activity scttings in which they arc developed
and used have been shown to be especially powerful when used as the basis
for designing instroction. la the case of Alex, additional issues surrounding
issues of acculturation, home literacy practices, and related areas would be
appropriate areas of exploration from a sociocultural framework.

With Alex, a central focus would be on establishing the relevance of both

hool as an institution as well as specific subject areas to more meaningful
activities ont of school, It is likely that changing the nature of ciassroom
instruction to more collaborative, chailenging, and authentic project-oriented
activities would have a prolound effect on 1ask engagement.

Even with the preceding instructional areas addressed, it is possible that
specific cognilive and learning strategics, self-regulatory practices, attributional
beliefs, or content knowledge may be inadequate for eptimal school learning,
That is, once factors at the interpersonal level have been addressed, it would

\be appropriate to begin to explore intrapersonal (individual cognitive} level

{actors. Only at this stage, however, would specific intrapsychological activity
lbe a direct 1arget of intervention. Again, the model of assisted performance
|wonld be the goiding framework in a fashion similar to that described Lo Sivan
(19806), especiaily as deseribed below:

... by means of assisted learning.. a more cxpericnced peer or a teacher assisly u chitd at
a nonindependent functioning level, pulls him or her dlong, and offers assistanee while
the child gradually develops the abilily L perform independently. Assisted Jemning is the
miethod by which insteuctional and motiviional goals are inlegrated. tle sixlent's cognitive
and affective needs are able to be met, it (he child can be helped tu achicve motivational
compeience. {Sivan, 1986, p. 232).

Gallimore, Tharp, & John-Steincr (1990) have reviewed seven specific means
of assistance which have well-documented empirical foundations in the
psychological fiterature. These include the following:

. Modeling: offering behavior for imitation, Modeling assists by giving
the learner information, and a remembered image that can serve s a
performance standard,

2, Feedback: the process of providing information on a performance as
it compares to a standard. Feedback is essentiud in assisting pesformance
beeawse it allows 1l pedormancee to be compared Lo the standaed, and
thus allows sclf-correction.

3, Contingency AMenagement: the applieation of the principles of
reinforcement and punishmend to behavior, .

4. Instruciing: requesting specific action, It assists by speeifying the correct
response, by providing clarity, information, and decision-making, Itis

e

e
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most useful when the learner can perform some segments of the task,
but cannot yet analyze the entire performance, or make judgements
about the elements to choosc.

5. Questioning: a request for a verbal response that assists by producing
a mental operation Lhat the learner cannot or would not produce alone.
This interaction assists further by giving the assistor information about
the learner’s understanding.

6. Cognitive structuring: “explanaiions”. Cognitive structuring assists by
providing explanatory and belief structures which organize and justify
new learning and perceptions, and aliow the creation of new or medified
sthemata.

1. Task swucturing: chunking, segregating, sequencing, or otherwise
structuring a task into or from components. This assists the learner by
modifieation of the task itself, so that the units presented to the learner
fit into the zone of proximal development, when the entire task is beyond
that zone.

What the socioculiural analysis adds to the above list of long-cstablished
means of assisting performance is the notion of fesponsivily? That s, these
means of assisting performance should not be used in prescriptive, inflexible,
or nunresponsive ways. In the case of Alex, the more systematic _and
comprehensive exploration of his learning activities would be the guide for

" nifial infervention and ongoing monitoring of his responses would be the guide
for subscquent revision.

COMPARING FRAMEWORKS

The carlier discussion of the cognitive perspective suggests clearly that there
are strong connections between individual differences in stuodent’s motivational
goals and their copnitive engagement in schooling tasks. When students are
coppitively engaged, they are said to be motivated;, That is, they use
melacognitive and other sell~regulatory strategies to approach learning tasks
‘i a thoughtful fashion. Moreover, the cognitive literature suggests that the
classroom context and specific teacher practices impact the type of learning
goals students adopt, In short, students who perceive the classroom as a place
which stresses learning (mastery} versus pesformance goals report more positive
atitlides Loward e scadeiic subject, more intrinsic motivation, axd are more
copniively enpaged,

Tx: sociocultural peespective likewise strosses the need {or students 1o engage
thoupitfully in higher-order cognitive tasks and the role of seif-regulatory
processes in the success{ul negotiation of classroom tasks. The mediation which -
fornws the basis for appropriate instruction in fact is directly traceable to the
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behavior change mechanisms which have been thoroughly investigated in the
psychological research,

It is clear that these are not diametrically opposed theoretical viewpoints,
In fact, one can argue that both perspectives are very similar in the way they

argue against extrinsic rewards, public evaluation, grouping by ability lcvel,\/

and performance-orienied goals. Moreover, both emphasize a focus on
higher-order cognitive processes, scif-regulation, a constructivist perspective
on learning and thinking. and the imporiant role of conlext in impacting
behavior. What are the crucial differences between these perspectives, then?
Are differences a matter of emphasis or fundamenially different ways of
undesstanding the nature of psychologivid phenomena such as classroom
motivation? In order to begin to explore this issue, we have elected 10 compare
the two framewoerks along selected key dimensions. These dimensions and
their characteristic manifestations within cach framework are represented in
Table 2.
Perhaps one of thie most difficult to undesstand, yet key diflerences of the
cognitive and sociocultural frameworks, is reflected in the answer to the
uestion, “Where are psychological constructs such as motivation located?”
The well-ingrained practiceé o viewing psychological constructs as located
“within the head”™ of the individual makes it difficult to conceptualize an
i analytic unit other than the individual, Nevertheless, the sociccultural
_-’ perspective argues for a larger unit of analysis, 4 unit in which the individual
is only a part and not the entircty. To claim that common psychological
constructs such as motivation are situated “...in the interactios of the
individugl engaged with mare competed others in meaningfol setiviy™ (i.c.,
in specilic activity settings) may sound somewhat mysticsl and ballling,
However, it broadens in a theoretically useful and novel way ihe
psychological analysis of successful and unsuccessful school outcomes and
experiences.
A related dimension has to do with the nafion of coptext and the role it
ys in each of the [rameworks. While the rele of congext is much more evident
in contemporary cognitive accounts of motivation and other psychological
constructs, generally context is treated as an independent yarjable. That is,
context is scen to have an importan! impact on behavior such that variability
can be reasonably accounted {or. However, in the sociocultural [ramework,
cantext {or activity setiing) is the central {ocus of study. i nof, be

t he specific_activi tings in which it is
constry isplayed. In fact, the norms and cuitural practices which

characterize specifie activity settings are themselves socially constructed and
situated with reference to specifie coltural and historicul anchors. The very Tacl
that we are concerned with the dimensivn of human psychological lunctioning
which we term achicvement motivation in the classroom is a historically and
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96-}‘:’ Table 2. A Comparison of Cognitive and Sociocultural
Theoretical Frameworks on Selected Dimensions

Element Cognitive Framewtrk Sociocultural Framework

nature andfor individuat socially constructed

focus of mativation psychological and situated in specific

oF comepetence construct activity settings

unit of analysis individual-cogrilive iradividual enpaged in
activity settings with more
compelent others

sule uf context : a variabde the unit of analysis

impacting behavior

nature of cognitive . social

gonstructivism

role of peripheral the basis of learning

spcial interaction and development; the
root of higher-order
cognitive processes

1ole of socincertural eripheral centrat

knowledge

preferred mothadolopical quantitalive, qualitative,

tools expetirnental ohservational

culturafly determined practice which would not have equally important
meaning at other times and/or in other places, That is, even our concern and
that of our readers with this specific topic can be said 10 be socially constructed,
that is, situated within a given community of social practice.

\/ In addition, an important distinction can be found.in the theoreticai
i

mportance pluced upon social interaction in each of the frameworks. In
general, cognitive theory views social interaction as a process most often seen
as the proper domain of other specialities such as social psychology. Although
others are seen to be imporiant influences on individual behavior, the

~ overriding concern is with the individual. Thus, while a teacher’s orientation

can be shown 1o have a clear influence on motivational beliefs, the focus is
on those beliefs and the individual who manifests them. In contrast, the
sociocullural approach views social interaction as the root of higher order

cognilive processes, At another level, thinking can be viewed as internalized
sociplinleraction (Wertsch, 1979).

There are two ather areas of contrasl which merit attention, The first has
ta do with 1he role of socio-cultural knowledge. In general, the cognitive



X

oy ; RUBERT RUEDA and MYROM H. DEMBO
framework places importance on the role of background knowledge as a factor
which can facilitate comprehension and which serves as the foundation for the
integration of new knowledge. As such, it is nol ignored. However, in the
sociocultural framework, it is the individual socio~cultural knowledge which
serves as the basis for auiRenticity in learning and_other cognitive activities,
That 1s, one view of the “authenticity” which is so valued in this framework
is the degres 1o which learning activities connect to this knowledge base whick
is socially, culturally, and historically situated. Thus, one of the more successful
interventions with low achieving English-learning students has centered on
training teachers to tap into students’ and their families’ “funds of knowledge™
as the basis of instruction (Moll & Greenberg, 1990}, -
A final and non-trivial distinction between the cognitive and sociocultural

/ frameworks has to do with the characteristic methodological and empirical

foundations upon which they rest. In pencral, American psychologists are more
at home with guantifiable constructs and variables which can be
untambiguously operationalized and combined in larger models which can be
tested Tor predictive power and universiad application. The experimental roots
and laboratory roots of the discipline tend Lo be clearly reflected in the questions
pursued and how they are investigated.

In contrast, the sociocultural concern with secially and culturaily-mediated
processes has resplted in the view that these can only be examined and
undersicod with reference to the specific activity settings in which they are
construcied. The attempt to study context and dynamic sociocultural processes
has led to much more reliance on quslilative approaches to the mvestigation
of behavior and psychological construcis such as motivation. Researchers in
1his tradition have been quick to adopt and extend the tools of allied fields
such as linpuistics, anthropology, and other related sciences, Often, this
adoption of non-traditional methodology has led to a geseral mistrust of
traditional psychological, faboratory-derived data collection procedures
{Csikszentmihalyi, 1990).

v CONCLUSION

Returping to the question regarding whether there sre clear differences between
cognitive and sociocultural theories, the above discussion suggests thut there
are a number of areas where they overlap in interesting ways. The clearest finks
and those which distinguish both theories from earlier perspectives on Jearning
and cogmtior have 1o do with constructivism, the active role of the learner
in meaningful learning, and the role of affective factors in higher-order
cognition (Marshall, 1992). Tlicse clements have led to fundamenta! changes
in how school based learning is scen and the nature of the guestions which
are deemed important to investigate,

I
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On the other hand, the preceding analysis suggests that there are crucial areas
of difference as well. While constructivism serves as the common thread tinking
these two powerful frameworks, the distinction between cognitive and social
constructivism should not be minimized. Moreover, the universal cognitive
processes such as metacognition, strategy usage, and seli-regulatory behaviars
which are the focus of the cognitive framework leave insufficient room for social
and cuitural differences which increasingly permeate the classrooms in which
those cognitive activities are examined, In fandem, however, the powerful
analysis of learning processes from the cognitive perspective combined with
the focus on the social and cultural roots of higher order cognitive processes
and affcctive dimengions of learning such as motivation from the sociocultural
perspective promise continued and significant advances in improving learning
in schoel aged children.
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This article provides a great comparison of the cognitive and sociocultural approaches to motivation.

The first segment of the paper ;)rovzdes an overview of the cognitive and sociocultural
perspectives. The cognitive perspectives " . .. tend to focus on such factors as how students think
about their goals, their values, the fask, their percepuon of competence, and the reasons for their
success and failure. . . The fundamental principle of intervention is: If you want to change students’
motivation, you will need to change their beliefs or self-perceptions” (p. 257).

The authors discuss three motivational components important to the cognitive perspective.

/alue Component--"Why am 1 doing this task?" This component involves goal theory
mstery ormance goals), goal setting (issue of relation between specificity,
proximity, and difficulty of goal and motivation}, and task value beliefs (beliefs about
1mpm'tance and interest in material—-attainment value, intrinsic valve, utility value, and cost)

2) Expectancy Component--"Can I do this task?" This component involves self-efficacy beliefs
(beliefs about performance capabilities on a particular task), control beliefs (intemal or external
locus of control), and attribution beliefs (attribute success and/or failure to stable factors (ability,
task) or less stable factors (effort, luck)).

3) Affective Component--"How do T feel about the task?” This component deals with seif-worth

theory (students motivated to maintain self-worth, therefore they seek accomplishments. Students

mal?pzo;rrptgsely fail to preserve belief that they could succeed if they wanted to--hence preserving
elf-worth.)

"The sociocultural view focuses on how culture shapes not only what people think, feel, and act
but in addition provides a context for how it is displayed. That is, the comeptualmaon of
motivation and its display in a given sociocultural context is a cultural norm® (p. 266-267).

"A key point in the sociocultural analysis of cognition is the interconnectedness of social and
cognitive activity, where psychological characteristic, such as motivation, are not viewed as
characteristics of the individual, but of the individual-in-action within specific contexts” (p. 267).
Unit of analysis is activity setting. The authors give an examp}e of joint problem solving. "Meaning
is socially constructed with others in specific activity settings” (p. 268).

The authors discuss theoretical basis for sociocultural theory including symbolic interactionism,
constitutive phenomenology, and Vygotsky. Point out that intersubjectivity is important element of
internalization process,

Summary: "In describing the rudiments of a sociocultural approach, then, several key elements
appear to stand out: the role of social interactions, the influence of culturally based knowledge and
practices, including the use of cultural techrologies; the mediating role of signs and symbols, our
cuitural tools, as well as that of peer or more competent others; and finally, a focus on thinking as
inseparable from social and cultural activities. , . Not only does it take into account the effects of
context (activity sefting), but suggests that we examine motivation indirectly as a mediated
phenomenon, h the analysis of the activities within which kids are observed l&mmg or not
learning, motivated or otherwise, so that motivation is always a characteristic of the child i Hvity

of a certain sort” (p. 270, emphasis added).

The next section of the paper describes a classroom mczdentandanalze Zes it from a cognitive and
sociocuitural Wﬂv&. It also describes the interventions that would be suggested by each
perspective. Fi the two perspectives are compared. The authors point out that "In fact, one can
argue that both pa*specﬂves are very similar in the way they argue against extrinsic rewards, public
evaluation, grouping by ability level, and performance-oriented goals. Moreover, both emphasme a
focus on h:gha'-orda <cognitive processes, self-regulation, a constructivist perspective on learning
and thinking, and the important role of context in i behavior” (p. 282).

However, they also point out that there are differences between the two perspectives.
Tiiewdlffemncesm summnarized in table 2 {p. 283} and include nature and/or locus of motivation or

unit of analysis, role of context, nature of constructivism, role of social interaction, vole
of sociocultural knowledge, and preferred methodological tools. In regards fo context, they discuss
how the cog. perspective views context as an independent variable.




