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Chapter Two  Literature Review 
 

In this chapter, self-determination theory and self-efficacy theory will 

be elucidated. These two theories complement each other, and also 

suggest more complete mechanisms than other theories to explain the 

formulation of achievement motivation. Additionally, I will review 

several studies on moderating variables. 

 

 

Self-Determination Theory 

 

Deci & Ryan (see the short reviews by Deci and his colleagues, 1991 

& 2000) proposed self-determination theory (SDT) to describe human 

inherent growth tendencies and innate psychological needs, and to 

explain conditions which foster positive processes. These tendencies and 

needs are the basis of human motivation and personality integration. 

According to this theory, human motivations are categorized into three 

types: intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, and amotivation. They 

also advanced two subtheories —  cognitive evaluation theory (CET) for 

intrinsic motivation and organismic integration theory (OIT) for extrinsic 

motivation —  which specify factors that explain variability of intrinsic 

and extrinsic motivation. In the following section, I would discuss 

motivation of all three types and other related concepts— task goals and 

performance goals. And as both CET and OIT concern basic 

psychological needs, I also discuss these needs and mechanisms. Finally, 
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I suggest a summary and several hypotheses. 

 

Three Types of Motivation 

  Because people are motivated by very different types of factors in spite 

of seeking to achieve the same outcomes, a major focus of SDT is based 

on the question (R.M. Ryan & Deci, 2000): what kind of motivation is 

being exhibited at any given time? Three distinct types of motivation are 

identified. 

 

Intrinsic motivation   

  It is an inherent human tendency to complete a task for the task’s own 

sake, because people receive pleasure and satisfaction in the doing of it 

(Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier, & R.M. Ryan, 1991). R.M. Ryan & Deci 

(2000, p70) extended this definition and said, “…  the inherent tendency 

[is] to seek out novelty and challenges, to extend and exercise one’s 

capacities, to explore, and to learn.”  

  In other theories, we can find the same concept applied in the theories, 

for example, learning goal orientation (Dweck, 1999; E.S. Elliott & 

Dweck, 1988), task-involvement goal orientation (Nicholls, 1984 & 

1979), or master goal orientation (Ames, 1992). Standage & Treasure 

(2002) found that people with task-involvement goal orientation reported 

higher intrinsic motivation. Learning, task-involvement, or master goal 

orientation means that individuals want to learn new skills, master new 

tasks, or understand new things. People with this type of goal orientation 

view ability as being incremental (as Dweck argued) or as being defined 

in an absolute/intrapersonal way (A.J. Elliot, & McGregor, 2001), and 
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believe that efforts lead to more mastery or higher ability.  

  A.J. Elliot & McGregor (2001) further distinguished 

mastery-avoidance goals and mastery-approach goals, those with 

avoiding failure and approaching success respectively. People with 

mastery-avoidance goals have negative beliefs, such as “I may not 

understand or not learn the content of this class as thoroughly as I would 

like”. People with mastery-approach goals have positive beliefs, such as 

“I desire to completely master the materials presented in this class”. Thus, 

intrinsic motivation is similar to mastery-approach goals rather than to 

mastery-avoidance goals. 

  On the outcomes of intrinsic motivation, Collins & Amabile (1999) 

concluded that it was beneficial for individuals to produce highly creative 

works. Students with learning or related goals were persistent when 

facing difficulties, performed better on far transferring or novel tasks, 

used deeper and more effective learning strategies, and preferred tasks 

with intermediate level of difficulty (A.J. Elliot & McGregor, 2001; 

Dweck, 1999; Nicholls, 1984). DeBacker & Nelson (2000) found that 

high-achieving students preferred to have learning goals, unlike 

low-achieving ones. In addition, intrinsic motivation or learning goal 

orientation has an inhibiting effect on inadequate learning styles. E.S. 

Elliott & Dweck (1988) reported that students with learning goals and 

low competence adopted effective learning strategies similar to those with 

high competence. Martin, et al. (2001) reported that task orientation was 

inversely associated with self-handicapping and defensive expectations. 

Pintrich & de Groot (1990) reported that although intrinsic motivation did 

not have a direct impact on performance, it was positively related to 
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self-regulation and cognitive strategy use. 

  According to the preceding discussion, we can conclude that intrinsic 

motivation has positive effect on learning outcomes or strategies, and the 

reason may be in the work in the task itself. Persistence, attributing 

academic success to efforts, and the perception of growing ability are the 

factors that promote success. 

 

Extrinsic motivation 

  On the surface, extrinsic motivation is a single concept. However, R.M. 

Ryan & Deci (2000) took into consideration how individuals acquire 

motivation of this kind to carry out tasks and how this motivation affects 

ongoing persistence and achievement quality. People may do something 

for the sake of passive compliance, active personal commitment, or to 

achieve other superordinate goals. Thus, extrinsic motivation can be 

classified into four types. R.M. Ryan & Deci consider that the main 

criteria for distinguishing between them is the degree of internalization.  

  Internalization is a proactive process through which people take in a 

value or regulation from by external contingencies to by internal 

contingencies (Deci, et al., 1991; R.M. Ryan & Deci, 2000). In this 

process, people integrate external values of tasks into their sense of self. 

Thus, the more highly internalized and integrated these values are, the 

more self-motivated people are. Deci and his colleagues believed that 

people are inherently motivated to internalize and integrate the regulation 

of uninteresting activities that are useful for effective functioning in the 

social world. They also believed that the extent to which the process of 

internalization and integration proceeds effectively is a function of the 
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social context. 

  Four types of extrinsic motivation, from low to high internalization, are 

external regulation, introjected regulation, identified regulation, and 

integrated regulation. (See Deci and his colleagues, 1991 & 2000) 

  External regulation  People perform certain behaviors for a reward or 

because of the threat of a punishment, i.e. out of compliance. The 

experiments conducted by many operant theorists have focused on this 

type of motivation. In real life, there are many examples. A teacher sets 

the minimum grades for a subject, and students who fail to perform to the 

standard will be penalized. Or parents set a rule that rehearsing a poem is 

equivalent to one hour of watching TV or playing computer games.  

  Introjected regulation  This form of regulation engages individuals in 

doing something which they are not totally willing to do. They perform 

the action in order to avoid guilt or anxiety or attain ego enhancement 

such as pride, i.e. for internal punishments and rewards. Thus 

introjectedly regulated behaviors are under self-control, but they are not 

experienced as part of self. To take myself for example. I only studied 

hard in my childhood to please my mother and to prove my competence. 

If I had failed to please my mother, I would have felt guilty. If I had failed 

to prove my competence to myself, I would have lost confidence in 

myself. 

  Following above mentioned definition, performance and 

ego-involvement goals are introjectedly regulated. Individuals with 

performance goals focus on their ability rank in a group (Dweck, 1999; 

E.S. Elliott & Dweck, 1988; Nicholls, 1984 & 1979; Ames, 1992). 

Performance goals can be further divided into performance-approach and 
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performance-avoidance goals (Midgley, Kaplan, & Middleton, 2001; A.J. 

Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Harackiewicz, Barron, Pintrich, A.J. Elliot, & 

Thrash, 2002). Individuals with performance-approach goals make efforts 

to pursue success, and those with performance-avoidance goals do 

nothing so as to avoid failure. Regardless of whether to pursue success or 

avoide failure, the common purpose is to maintain self-worth. Success 

refers is seen in terms of outperforming others, which is difficult for 

many children. If they cannot advance or maintain self-worth through 

outperforming others, the best strategy to save their self-worth will be to 

do nothing (Covington, 2000). However, Jagacinski & Nicholls (1990) 

found that participating college students saw a reduced effort as a 

potential strategy whereby others might protect the perceptions of ability. 

These participants did not think they might adopt this strategy; 

furthermore, they thought that they would feel bad if they didn't try hard.  

  Thus, performance-approach goals are similar to extrinsic motivation 

with introjected regulation rather than performance-avoidance goals. 

  Identified regulation  This form of regulation occurs when persons 

value a behavioral goal or regulation consciously and think of the goal or 

regulation as personally important. They feel a sense of choice or volition 

about behaving in accordance with it. Hence we can conclude that 

identified regulation is more self-determined than external or introjected 

regulation. For example, students are willing to do extra work in 

mathematics because they believe that more practices help them to 

continue succeeding at mathematics and then to enter good college. 

However, in this example, identified regulation is still extrinsic because 

more practices are for the sake of their own usefulness or instrumentality 
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rather than for students’ own interest.  

  If introjected regulation and identified regulation are combined, we 

may raise the question: are performance-approach goals completely 

introjectedly regulated? People might adopt active and positive strategies 

to attain ego enhancement and show their competencies saliently without 

involving social comparison because they think that self-presentation is 

of personal importance. Therefore, whether performance-approach goals 

are regulated introjectedly or identifiedly depends on to what extent 

people feel self-determined (i.e. pleasing others/avoiding sense of guilty 

or just desiring to fulfill personally important goals). 

  Integrated regulation  When identified regulation is evaluated and 

brought into congruence with individuals’ own values and needs, it 

becomes integrated regulation. Congruent with internal values and needs, 

integrated regulation involves autonomous self-determination just as 

intrinsic motivation. However, there still remains difference between 

them (R.M. Ryan & Deci, 2000): intrinsic motivation is characterized by 

interest in the activity itself, whereas integrated regulation is 

characterized by the activity’s being personally important for a valued 

outcome. For example, people with intrinsic motivation do extra 

mathematical homework because of having fun in this process, and those 

with integrated regulation do it because they think that it is important to 

be intelligent with regard to all knowledge. 

  On the other hand, the tendency to extend or exercise one’s capacities 

may be inherent (as a kind of intrinsic motivation) or integrated (as a 

personally important value). Whether the tendency is inherent or 

integrated, it does not involve showing one’s competencies. The 
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differentiation between the inherent tendency and the integrated tendency 

to exercise one’s capacities might be conceptual, but it may be difficult in 

practice (e.g. “How are they measured distinguishably?”). 

  Because it is not easy to distinguish these two tendencies in assessment 

and because achievement motivation is constructed under the viewpoint 

of constructivism, the only reasonable method may be to differentiate 

intrinsic motivation from extrinsic motivation in terms of the target 

activity itself. However, many researchers use interest in the target task 

and the tendency to extend or exercise competencies as intrinsic 

motivation (but do not recognize where the interest or tendency results 

from), and only a value is its own representative. Thus in the following 

meta-analysis, I will have to keep track of the adopted measures. 

  These four regulations have different degrees of internalization, and 

they occur in stages over time. However, R.M. Ryan & Deci (2000) 

pointed out that they did not suggest a developmental continuum in a 

sense that people must progress in an ordinary order. The degree of 

internalization at any point along this continuum depends on prior 

experiences and situational factors, and that the number of internalized 

behaviors increases with increased cognitive ability and ego development. 

Since the primary concern of this study is the effect of situational factors, 

I will only discuss the mechanism related to them in the following 

paragraphs. 

  What of the effects of these four regulations on academic performance? 

Theoretically, identified and integrated regulations would be beneficial, 

and individuals will not give a good performance persistently under 

external or introjected regulation. Klein, Wesson, Hollenbeck, & Alge 
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(1999) found a positive relationship between goal commitment and 

performance. Collins & Amabile (1999) reviewed empirical evidence and 

concluded that pure extrinsic motivation had a detrimental effect on 

creative performance. However, they reported that under some conditions 

undermining effects were absent and positive effects were present. These 

conditions had the same trait: they provided informational or enabling 

extrinsic motivation without control. This type of extrinsic motivation 

informed individuals how to improve or elaborate their performance, and 

heightened the degree of internalization, being personally important or 

synthesized within themselves. 

  Midgley, et al. (2001) reported similar outcomes after a reviewing of 

related studies.  Performance-approach goals were related to the use of 

superficial strategies such as memorization and rehearsal, and these 

strategies contributed to some kinds of academic tasks and tests, but not 

to retentional ones. Performance-approach goals favored older students 

rather than younger ones, and were more positively effective in 

environments of competition, standards, or accountability. These 

outcomes showed the importance of considering the degree of 

internalization with age and the environment-aptitude fit. However, they 

also suggested the costs of performance-approach goals: 

self-handicapping, the avoidance of novelty and challenge, the avoidance 

of help seeking, the use of cheating, and the reluctance to cooperate with 

peers. 

 

Amotivation   

  The concept of amotivation means that people either do not act at all or 
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act without intention and through emotions. Amotivation results from not 

valuing an activity, not feeling competent to do it, feeling a lack of 

control over it, or not expecting performance on it to yield a desired 

outcome (A.M. Ryan & Deci, 2000). Thus, performance-avoidance and 

mastery-avoidance goals are similar to amotivation. 

 

 

Three basic psychological needs 

  SDT contends that three basic human psychological 

needs— competence, relatedness, and autonomy (or 

self-determination) — affect the formation of intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivation. Deci, et al. (1991) thought of autonomy as the most important 

need. Any treatments or environments, which meet the three innate needs, 

can facilitate intrinsic motivation or highly-internalized extrinsic 

motivation.  

 

Competence 

  The need for competence involves being efficacious or competent in 

performing the requisite actions and understanding how to attain various 

external and internal outcomes. Informational extrinsic motivation is 

beneficial to creativity as Collins & Amabile (1999) reported because it 

informs individuals of how to attain a more creative performance. After 

conducting a meta-analysis, Tang & Hall (1995) also reported that giving 

students positive feedback after they completed a task could promote 

their interest. 

  Many treatments are beneficial to achievement motivation through 
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meeting the need of competence. For example, verbal praise contributes 

to intrinsic motivation (Deci, Koestner, & R.M. Ryan, 1999; Cameron & 

Pierce, 1994; Eisenberger & Cameron, 1996). Hancock (2002) studied the 

effect of verbal praise conducted publicly by a teacher in the classroom. 

He found that students exposed to verbal praise spent significantly more 

time doing homework and exhibited more motivation to learn than did 

those who received no verbal praise. Phillips (1987) found that children's 

perceptions of competence were influenced more by appraisals from their 

parents than by objective evidence of their own achievement.  

  Deci et al. (1999) thought that verbal praise is effective because verbal 

praise provide an affirmation of competence and so intrinsic motivation is 

enhanced. Henderlong & Lepper (2002) suggested that verbal praise 

provides useful information about task-specific standards of excellence or 

conveys reasonable expectations of the praising adult, which could 

enhance actual competencies or promote the sense of being competent.  

  However, the aforementioned researchers used experimental studies as 

the samples of their meta-analyses. Henderlong & Lepper (2002) pointed 

out that experimental conditions lack contextual and situational dynamics, 

such as the relationships between the evaluator and the recipient of praise, 

of a competitive vs. cooperative classroom climate. If teacher-student 

relationships are bad, it cannot be assured that verbal praise will be 

effective. They also suggested that verbal praise undermines intrinsic 

motivation when it invokes unrealistic standards of excellence or 

highlights self-focused attention during the execution of skilled behavior. 

Nevertheless in my opinion, the tendency to exercise competency may be 

inherent or integrated and thus we do not know whether the positive 
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outcomes reflect intrinsic or extrinsic motivation. 

  In addition to verbal praise, other treatments that enhanced a sense of 

competence could facilitate intrinsic motivation or inhibit amotivation. 

For example, Turner, Midgley, Meyer, Gheen, Anderman, Kang, & 

Patrick (2002) found that in classes where teachers helped students build 

understanding and gave them opportunities to demonstrate new 

competencies, students decreased the use of avoidance strategies 

significantly. Whitley & Frieze (1985) found that in a natural 

environment success led to stronger attributions to ability and effort than 

did failure. Grolnick & Slowiaczek (1994) also found that parental 

involvement could facilitate children’s perceptions of competence. 

  Some treatments can undermine a sense of being competent. Graham & 

Barker (1990) found that unsolicited help could function as a low-ability 

cue even among 5-or-6-year-old children, and that if the role of the help 

giver was changed from teacher to peer, the effects of help on ability 

perceptions would lessen in 4-year-old children. However, since this 

study did not examine the effect of unsolicited help on the perception of 

one's own ability but that on the perception of others' ability, it is 

reasonable to question the generalization of that result to persons' 

judgement on their own ability in the context of unsolicited help. 

  In Table Two, strategies contributing to meeting a need of competence 

are placed together. Bandura (2001) provided many suggestions for 

enhancing pupils’ sense of competence. They will be described in the next 

section.  

  According to the above discussion, it can be concluded that parental or 

school treatments which heighten children’s competencies or sense of 
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being competent can facilitate children’s intrinsic or high-internalized 

extrinsic motivation and inhibit amotivation. On the other hand, some 

treatments decrease children’s feeling of competence, and further 

undermine their intrinsic motivation. However, the findings in these 

studies slightly differ from one another. 

 

Relatedness 

  The need for relatedness involves developing a sense of security and 

satisfying connections with or belonging to others in one’s social milieu. 

This is a type of social motivation. R.M. Ryan & Deci (2000) pointed out 

that although many intrinsically motivated behaviors are performed in 

isolation (we can call to mind the creative life of Picasso, Einstein, Woolf, 

and so on), relatedness seems to be important for the expression of 

intrinsic motivation. And according to attachment theory, safe attachment 

to parents is the basis of infants’ exploring behaviors.  

  How does relatedness affect intrinsic motivation or highly-internalized 

extrinsic motivation? Whereas secure relationships promote students to 

adopt and internalize the expectations and goals that are valued by 

supportive adults or peers, ongoing social interactions teach children who 

they are and what they need to do or to have to do to become accepted 

and competent members of their social world. (Wentzel, 1999). Wentzel 

also proposed that children might pursue a sense of relatedness or 

belonging by means of advancing their own achievement motivation if 

achievement motivation were cherished by the group members. However, 

she recognized two types of disadvantages concerning peer support. First, 

strong allegiance to peer group norms might be motivated more by fear of 
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rejection and threats to self-esteem than a sense of relatedness or 

belonging based on mutual respect and reciprocity. Therefore, following 

this argument, achievement motivation which is promoted by peers may 

be introjected regulation, and the positive effect of introjected regulation 

will not be long term. Moreover, Wentzel argued that although perceived 

support from peers might be a proxy for specific interaction styles that 

motivated behaviors and released emotional pressure, peer relationships 

probably resulted in high levels of emotional distress which might have 

the potential to generate negative motivation orientations toward school. I 

consider that it may be one of the sources of amotivation. 

  What of the empirical evidence? After reviewing the literatures, 

Osterman (2000) contended that cooperative learning and dialogue could 

facilitate a sense of relatedness and then achievement motivation would 

be enhanced. Sweet, Guthrie, & Ng (1998) found a positive correlation 

between social support from teachers and reading motivation. A.M. Ryan 

& Patrick (2001) found that teachers’ support and teaching treatments 

which promoted students to respect each other and to interact with each 

other could predict students’ academic efficacy and self-regulatory 

learning significantly.  

  Polit & Falbo (1987) found that only children scored significantly 

better than other groups in achievement motivation, especially when 

being compared with children who were from large households or who 

are later borns. The outcome was especially significant in adolescence 

and in Cohort 3 subjects (born in 1946-1965). They thought that the 

reason might be that only children receive more social support from 

parents, compared with children who have siblings. However, my 
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question is, does it suggest that social support from siblings is inferior to 

that from parents since only children receive no social support from 

siblings? The answer can be sought for in Wentzel (1998). 

  Wentzel (1998) found that social support from different sources 

resulted in different outcomes. For example, peer support is a positive 

predictor of prosocial goal pursuit, teacher support is a positive predictor 

of school and classroom interest and of social responsibility goal pursuit, 

and parent support is a positive predictor of school-related interest and 

goal orientation. Accordingly, I infer that parental support is more 

important for achievement motivation than sibling support. 

  As to harmful factors, Ginsburg & Bronstein (1993) found that parental 

uninvolvement and over- or under-controlling family styles were related 

to an extrinsic motivational orientation and to lower academic 

performance. Gershoff (2002) found that parental corporal punishment 

diminished parent-child intimate relationships, so I infer that corporal 

punishment is detrimental to intrinsic or high-internalized motivation. A.J. 

Elliot & McGregor (2001) showed that negative emotional feedback from 

parents contributed to mastery- and performance-avoidance goals. 

  To sum up, teachers’ and parents’ behaviors which can strengthen 

children’s sense of relatedness can facilitate children’s highly-internalized 

motivation. Peers can have potential to facilitate or undermine 

highly-internalized motivation, depending on the characteristics of the 

peer group and what individuals want. I am not sure whether these 

behaviors can also facilitate intrinsic motivation because the reviewed 

being received here seldom use intrinsic motivation as a dependent 

variable clearly and because any manipulations of sense of relatedness 
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seem to be close to be extrinsic rather than intrinsic motivation.  

 

Autonomy (Self-determination) 

  Autonomy refers to being self-initiating and self-regulating of one’s 

own actions. It is a perception of being able to control everything related 

to oneself, free from excessive pressure toward behaving or thinking a 

certain way. 

  Deci, et al. (1999) thought that extrinsic rewards undermine one’s 

sense of autonomy and further are detrimental to one’s intrinsic 

motivation. They thought that if these rewards were not expected by 

people at work, they can not be predicted to undermine his/her intrinsic 

motivation because the person does not experience the drive to work for 

the rewards. If these rewards were expected, there are several conditions, 

as shown in Table 1. Task contingency can be divided into engagement 

and completion contingencies. 

  After conducting a meta-analysis, Deci, et al. (1999) found that 

unexpected rewards and task-noncontingent rewards had no significant 

effect on intrinsic motivation, and that engagement-, completion-, and  

 

Table 1  The categories of contingency 
Contingencies How manipulated 
Task 
noncontingency 

Rewards are given for something other than engaging in the 
target task, taking the example of  pay for participating in the 
study. 

Task contingency Rewards are given for doing or completing the target task. 
 

Engagement 
contingency 

Rewards are given for engaging in the task but  not requiring 
completion of it. 
 

Completion 
contingency 

Rewards are given for completing the task. 
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Performance 
contingency 

Rewards are given specifically for conducting the task well, 
meeting some standard, or outperforming others. 

performance-contingent rewards were harmful to intrinsic motivation. In 

task noncontingency, subjects did not feel controlled to do something; in 

the other contingencies, they felt controlled or threatened to do something, 

i.e. losing autonomy, so that they lacked strong motivation. Wiersma 

(1992) found the same outcome. Although Tang & Hall (1995) reported 

overjustification effect, they found that at least for college students 

extrinsic rewards increased interest. 

  However, according to behaviorism, Cameron and her colleagues 

(Cameron, et al., 1994; Eisenberger, et al., 1996; Eisenberger & Cameron, 

1998; Cameron, 2001; Eisenberger, Pierce, & Cameron, 1999) thought 

that extrinsic rewards have nothing but a positive effect on intrinsic 

motivation only when rewards are given depending on the quality of 

performance. They conducted several meta-analyses to support this 

proposition. But, some researchers (Deci, et al. 1999; Lepper, Herderlong, 

& Gingras, 1999; Kohn, 1996; Lepper, Keavney, & Drake, 1996; R.M. 

Ryan & Deci, 1996) criticized Cameron and her colleagues for making 

methodological errors, such as skipping certain studies and categorizing 

samples inadequately. Additionally, Cameron and her colleagues ignored 

the evidence that rewards undermine intrinsic motivation in their studies. 

Thus, Deci, et al.’s findings shall be preferred. 

  Regarding the effect of other variables on intrinsic motivation, positive 

parenting styles are beneficial. Maccoby (1992) traced the developmental 

process of research on parenting styles, and concluded that positive 

parenting styles could foster children’s intrinsic motivation. The 
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characteristics of positive parenting styles are that parents and children 

have rights and responsibilities with respect to the other; parents respond 

to children’s needs, spend time listening to them and negotiate with them, 

and give them room for autonomy. He further concluded that 

power-assertive or authoritarian parenting was detrimental to children’s 

intrinsic motivation. In their empirical study, Ginsburg & Bronstein (1993) 

found the same outcome. 

  In classrooms, it was also shown that what decreases children’s 

perceptions of autonomy undermines their intrinsic motivation. For 

instance, that teachers promoted students to actively engage in learning 

activities could advance children’s self-perceived control (Skinner, 

Wellborn, & Connell, 1990). The more self-determined toward their work 

teachers were, the more autonomy-supportive with their students they 

were; teachers feel self-determined toward their work as a result of 

perceiving low pressure at work (complying with performance standards, 

with a curriculum, and with colleagues) and perceiving students to be 

self-determined toward school (Pelletier, Seguin-Levesque, & Legault, 

2002). Evaluative threat decreased children’s motivation to learn 

significantly (Hancock, 2001). Classroom focus on evaluation and 

students’ perceptions of harsh evaluation fostered students’ performance- 

approach and –avoidance goals (Church, A.J. Elliot, & Gable, 2001), and 

these goals are not the highest internalized extrinsic motivation. 

  In sum, any treatments, such as external rewards, evaluative threats, 

authoritarian parenting, decrease children’s perceptions of autonomy and 

then undermine their intrinsic motivation. 

  However, there is a question: Does a need for autonomy conflict with a 
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need for relatedness? To achieve a sense of relatedness or belonging 

means to negotiate with group members, even succumbing to group 

pressure or rules. In this process, the sense of autonomy disappears. 

Contrary to this idea, R.M. Ryan & Deci (2000) pointed out that “within 

SDT, autonomy refers not to being independent, detached, or selfish but 

rather to the feeling of volition that can accompany any act, whether 

dependent or independent, collectivist or individualist.” Yet, it can be 

argued that the feeling of volition can be the result of either critical 

thinking or conformity behavior. Although, as Osterman (2000) noted, the 

needs for autonomy and relatedness are interdependent, the precondition 

is that social norms and values, playing a role in determining the 

pervasiveness of students’ belonging, must be taken into consideration. 

 

 

Summary and hypotheses 

  In this section, I will first summarize the preceding discussion, and 

perform deductions to show the necessity of social cognition theory in 

this study. Then, I will suggest several hypotheses following SDT. 

 

Summary 

  SDT suggests that persons have three types of motivation: amotivation, 

extrinsic motivation, and intrinsic motivation, and the difference among 

them is the degree of self-determination. Intrinsic motivation has the 

highest self-determination. Extrinsic motivation can be divided into four 

regulations, depending on the degree of internalization. They are external, 

introjected, identified, and integrated regulations. Mastery, or 
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task-involvement, or learning goals are similar to intrinsic motivation; 

performance-approach goals are similar to introjected or identified 

regulation, depending on the content of individual’s goal. Mastery- and 

performance-avoidance goals are similar to amotivation. 

  Conceptually and empirically, individuals with intrinsic motivation, 

mastery-approach goals, or high-internalized extrinsic motivation have 

greater achievement performance than those with performance-avoidance 

goals or external regulation. Thus, parents and teachers should adopt 

strategies to advance children’s intrinsic motivation or integrated 

regulation. Strategies that meet basic human psychological needs are 

successful in facilitating intrinsic motivation or internalization. I 

construct Table 2 after integrating reviews by Eccles, et al. (1998), Ames 

(1992), Stipek (1996), Maehr & Midgley (1991), and the preceding 

review (the above empirical studies are summarized in Appendix A). 

Table 2 includes strategies or variables that are beneficial to meeting the 

three psychological needs. I do not distinguish family variables from 

school ones due to the fact that they underlie the same mechanisms. 

  Although SDT defines achievement motivation and its formative 

mechanisms, this theory is insufficient to define all kinds of achievement 

motivation. Further, SDT contends that human beings deal with external 

stimulus only due to their needs. For example, children accept 

challenging tasks but resist too difficult ones because of a need for 

competence. However, human beings live in society so we must take into 

additional consideration the effect of socialization. SDT only uses 

“internalization” as a conceptual tool to distinguish different types of 

extrinsic motivation, and does not explore how internalization occurs and 
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what mechanism involves. Intuitively, internalization at least engages in 

self-reflection, self-evaluation, and self-regulation. 

Table 2  Beneficial strategies or variables 
           
Need 

Beneficial strategies or variables 

Competence 1.Focusing on the meaningful aspects of learning activities 
2.Designing tasks or providing materials for novelty, variety, diversity, and 

child interest 
3.Designing tasks that offer reasonable challenges for improvement to 

students 
4.Dividing difficult tasks into subtasks that are achievable without requiring 

excessive efforts 
5.Encouraging children to participate in various activities 
6.Supporting development and use of effective learning strategies 
7.Recognizing students’ efforts 
8.Encouraging the viewpoint of mistakes being part of learning 
9.Providing clear and frequent feedback conveying developing competence 
10. Focusing evaluation on individual improvement and mastery 
11. Verbal praise only when necessary 
12. Emphasizing the informational rather the controlling purpose of 

rewards 
13. Positive expectations for children’s performance and 

abilities/talents/efficacies 
14. Attribution training 
15. Avoiding unnecessary differential treatment of high and low achiever 
16. Avoiding subtle expressions conveying a perception of low ability, e.g. 

praise for success on easy tasks 
17. Making sure all children have an equal chance of winning if 

competition is used 
18. Fostering opportunities to develop time management skills 

Relatedness 1.Conducting authoritative parenting or class-management style  
2.More time spent with child (for parent) 
3.Less corporal punishment 
4.Positive perceptions of children’s interests 
5.Active perceptions of children’s temperament 
6.Supports and teaching treatments which promote children to respect and  

interact with each other 
7.The development of subgroups within which significant interaction can 

occur 
8.Encouraging multiple group membership to increase range of peer 

interaction 
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Autonomy 1.Helping children establish short-term, self-referenced goals 
2.Focusing on helping children participate learning in the decision making 
3.Providing “real” choices where decisions are based on effort, not ability 
4.Giving opportunities to develop responsibility and independence 
5.Supporting development and use of self-management and monitoring 

skills 
6.Making evaluation in private instead of in public  
7.Less extrinsic rewards, test threat, close monitoring, salient deadlines, 

harsh competition 
8.Emphasizing the informational rather the controlling purpose of rewards 
9.Allowing students to progress at their own rate whenever possible  

 

  Social cognitive theory can provide a solution to these two difficulties. 

First, intrinsic/extrinsic motivation refers to the process whereby 

goal-directed behavior is instigated and sustained, and efficacy denotes 

individuals' beliefs in their capabilities to exert control over their lives 

(Schunk, 1990). Schunk viewed motivation and efficacy as being 

interactive. Thus, it is necessary to discuss the concept of self-efficacy. 

Second, Bandura has discussed the ways self-reflection, self-evaluation, 

and self-regulation affect self-efficacy. Self-efficacy can be viewed as the 

sense of competence. And, SDT sees the need of competence as one of 

the main sources of achievement motivation. SDT and self-efficacy are 

connected at this point. Therefore, the next section will focus on 

Bandura’s self-efficacy theory. 

 

Hypotheses 

  On reflections, I deduce two alternative hypotheses from SDT. 

Hypothesis 1: Family and school variables which meet children’s basic 

needs can foster their intrinsic motivation and 

high-internalized extrinsic motivation, i.e. integrated 

regulation. 
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Hypothesis 2: Family and school variables which foster or diminish a 

sense of autonomy have greater effect on intrinsic or 

extrinsic motivation than those which foster or diminish a 

sense of competence and relatedness. 

  According to SDT, the need for autonomy is the most important for 

human beings so that it is reasonable to infer that its effect is higher than 

the needs for competence and relatedness. 

Self-efficacy theory 

 

  Self-efficacy theory is built upon social cognitive theory. Therefore, it 

is necessary to describe social cognitive theory briefly before articulating 

self-efficacy theory. 

  Social cognitive theory contends that human functioning is influenced 

by internal personal factors (in the form of cognitive, affective, and 

biological events), behavior, and external environment. The relationships 

among these three classes of determinants construct a model of reciprocal 

determinism, i.e. influencing each other bidirectionally. Reciprocity does 

not mean that the three sets of interaction are of equal weights. However, 

their relative influence depends on the nature of activities and 

circumstances, which is defined by human beings. Human agency plays a 

key role in the defining process. (Bandura 1997& 2001; Pajares, 1996)  

  Bandura (2001) thought that human agency has four core features 

which enable self-development, adaptation, and self-renewal. These four 

features were intentionality, forethought, self-reactiveness, and 

self-reflectiveness. An intention is one future course of action people 
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would perform for given purposes, and it is a proactive commitment to 

carrying it out, instead of simply an expectation. Forethought means that 

people set goals, anticipate possible outcomes followed by action, and 

create and select courses of action to achieve the desired outcomes and 

avoid possible damage. It provides actors with direction, coherence, and 

meaning in their lives. Self-reactiveness means that people shape 

appropriate courses of action, and motivate and regulate their execution. 

This process involves self-regulation and self-guidance of motivation, 

affection, and action according to a set of self-referent subfunctions. Self 

reflectiveness is a metacognitive capability to reflect upon the adequacy 

of one’s own thoughts and actions according to the outcomes of their and 

others’ actions, others’ beliefs, and prior established knowledge.  

  In terms of social cognitive theory, human beings set goals to change or 

get used to their living environments, and their living environments 

promote them to regulate goals. Therefore people are the producer and 

the product of social circumstance. 

  In the above described process, self-efficacy beliefs influence the 

courses of action individuals choose, the efforts and perseverance 

individuals make, and individuals’ thought patterns and emotional 

reactions (Pajares, 1996). Unless people believe that they have ability to 

set goals, achieve anticipated outcomes, and overcome adversities, they 

will not behave actively (Bandura, 2001). Therefore, Bandura said that 

“Efficacy beliefs are the foundation of human agency” (P.10). We can 

infer that efficacy beliefs play an important role in social cognitive theory.  

  Next, I will discuss what self-efficacy is, and how it is formulated. 
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What is self-efficacy? 

  In this section, I will first discuss the meaning of self-efficacy and its 

effect on academic performance. Then I will discuss two related 

constructs— expectancy and self-concept. 

 

The meaning and predictiveness of self-efficacy 

  Bandura (1997) defined perceived self-efficacy as “beliefs in one’s 

capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to 

produce given attainments” (P.3). Because its purpose is to produce given 

attainments, self-efficacy judgements are task- and situation-specific, and 

are used in reference to some type of goal (Pajares, 1996). 

  However, the question of how to define the degree of specificity arises. 

Compared with academic self-efficacy, math self-efficacy is more 

specific, but compared with geometry self-efficacy, it is more general. 

Additionally, compared with computation self-efficacy, geometry 

self-efficacy is too general. According to Bandura (1997, P.38), the latter 

comparison focuses on the specificity of a target task, and ignores the 

importance of contexts. Subskills, such as computation, memorizing, and 

spelling, are context-free. 

  Although the positive effect of self-efficacy beliefs on academic 

performance was evidenced (Multon, Brown, & Lent, 1991), Bandura 

(1997) and Pajares (1996) argued that because of misunderstanding 

self-efficacy as a general concept in empirical studies, the effect is 

weakened. Studies of this kind use omnibus-type instruments to assess 

self-efficacy, and participants must judge their academic capabilities 
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either without a clear activity or task in mind or with a self-setting 

activity in mind, neither of which could correspond to what researchers 

want to measure completely. Even domain-specific omnibus measures are 

problematic. For example, the combination of self-efficacy beliefs about 

geometry, algebra, and function respectively into the self-efficacy belief 

about math is inadequate because these subdomains differ in the skills 

and knowledge required. 

  In Multon, et al.’s (1991) meta-analysis, after categorizing the 

dependent variables (academic performance) into basic skill task, 

classroom performance, and standardized achievement test, they found 

that the strongest effect sizes were produced by basic skill measures 

(r=.52, N=25), followed by classroom-based performance indices, such as 

grades (r=.36, N=9), and standardized achievement tests (r=.13, N=4). 

They and Pajares (1996) both argued that the specificity of self-efficacy 

was evidenced by this outcome because self-efficacy beliefs had different 

predictive power on different types of academic performance. I, however, 

disagree with this conclusion. In the opinion, that study did not take into 

account the specificity of the independent variable, i.e. self-efficacy, 

rather than the difference among types of performance measure. Only 

when do researchers compute the effect size of the relationship between 

academic performance and its corresponding self-efficacy, can they judge 

whether the specificity of self-efficacy is supported. 

  Bong (1997) presented 42 problems (the subject areas were English, 

Spanish, U.S. history, algebra, geometry, and chemistry) and asked 

participants of Grade 11 and 12 to judge their competence to solve each 

problem on a scale ranging from 0 to 100. The result was that within the 
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boundary of each school subject, students' perceptions of their 

self-efficacy were fairly consistent. This outcome supports the existence 

of domain-specific self-efficacy. 

  However, is there not some generality in personal efficacy? Bandura 

(1997, PP.51-54) pointed out five processes which produce it. The first 

process occurs when similar subskills govern different classes of 

activities. For example, when individuals master mathematics, they may 

believe that they can learn physics successfully. The second process 

involves codevelopment. For example, when graduates read literature, 

they also develop their writing skills. The third process involves 

self-regulatory skills, such as diagnosing task demands, setting proximal 

goals, constructing and evaluating alternative courses of action, and so on. 

The fourth process involves generalizable coping skills. Bandura took an 

example that women who learn physical skills for preventing themselves 

from sexual assailants have enhanced perceptions of control over their 

lives and social situation. The fifth process involves structuring 

commonalities cognitively across diverse activities and restructuring 

efficacy beliefs transformationally.  

  These five processes Bandura suggested are comprehensible. They are 

based on the assumption that self-efficacy beliefs following the mastery 

of skills underlying some tasks facilitate generality of personal efficacy. 

However, I argue, in the same way as mastering related skills does not 

promote learning transfer, so transferring, generalizing, structuring, or 

restructuring skills or subskills do not produce generality of personal 

efficacy. Learning transfer results from the similarity of knowledge 

structure between tasks or materials and human perceptions of this 
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similarity, and knowledge structure means the theory or principles 

underlying these task or materials (Gick & Holyoak, 1987). It is 

mastering these principles that makes us feel efficacious. Thus it is 

reasonable to replace skills with principles. 

 

Two constructs related to self-efficacy 

  Two constructs related to self-efficacy are outcome expectation and 

self-concept. Outcome expectation is “… a result of individuals’ beliefs 

about the likely outcomes of their actions and of the incentive value they 

place on those outcomes” (Pajares, 1996, P.558). It is different from 

self-efficacy in two aspects. First, the expected outcomes follow the 

courses of action rather than the beliefs in competency to execute the 

courses. Second, it expects valued outcomes can motivate individuals to 

behave. 

  In terms of self-efficacy theory, efficacy beliefs in part determine these 

expectations because individuals are not willing to perform an activity 

unless they believe they have the capability to do it. An activity is valued 

because accomplishing it makes them feel competent. However, Bandura 

(1991) argued that when outcomes are not completely controlled by the 

quality of performance, self-efficacy beliefs account for part of variance 

in outcome expectations. Further, if contingencies were structured so that 

people with no level of competency could produce desired outcomes, 

outcome expectations are independent of self-efficacy. 

  Moreover, Pajares (1996) identified two conditions, in which 

expectations without strong self-efficacy could lead to academic 

performance. Under the first condition, although people perceive 
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low-efficacy with regard to a highly-valued goal or outcome, they are still 

willing to make efforts to achieve it. Second, individuals infer their 

efficacy beliefs from an envisioned outcome and regulate their behaviors 

to carry it out.  

  Self-concept is broader conceptually than self-efficacy. Pajares (1996) 

thought of it as being domain-specific rather than task-specific. It 

includes the evaluation of executive competence and the perceptions of 

self-worth associated with behaviors. Although he thought that it is 

difficult to judge whether self-efficacy or self-concept have greater effect 

on academic performance, we can infer that self-efficacy is more 

effective on the basis of the several studies Pajares reviewed. 

  In addition to specificity, there is another relationship between 

self-concept and self-efficacy. Because perceptions of being capable is the 

core component of individual’s self-concept, the judgements of 

self-efficacy beliefs are necessary to establishing self-concept (Pajares, 

1996). 

 

Summary 

  In the preceding section, I have presented the meaning of self-efficacy 

and discussed its predictiveness according to Bandura’s view. I have also 

presented the processes which were identified by Bandura as to how to 

produce the generality of personal efficacy, and have suggested a 

correction. Finally, I have presented how Pajares distinguished 

self-efficacy from self-concept and outcome expectancy. 

  Several points can be inferred from this section. First, we should be 

careful about identifying the specificity of self-efficacy, and also in 
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differentiating among self-efficacy, outcome expectancy, and self-concept 

in the following meta-analysis. Second, because self-efficacy is task- and 

context-specific, it is anticipated to be more related to particular 

treatments than to general ones. Finally, although Bandura terms his 

theory as social cognitive theory, we can still see some behaviorist 

consideration. 

 

 

Where does self-efficacy come from? 

  Bandura (1997, PP.164-168) discussed the development of children’s 

self-efficacy. The developmental process has two elements. First, children 

must assure that actions produce outcomes, i.e. understanding 

contingency. Second, they must assure that these actions are produced by 

themselves, i.e. perception of causal agency. What contributes to these 

two elements directly or indirectly is the source of self-efficacy. 

  Bandura (1997) pointed out four main sources of self-efficacy: enactive 

mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion and allied 

types of social influences, and physiological and affective states. These 

four sources have different effects on the formulation of self-efficacy 

beliefs, as described in the following discussion. However, all of them 

have two separable functions. One is that they are used directly as 

indicators of personal efficacy. The other is that people exploit 

combination rules or heuristics to weight and integrate the information 

from them to construct their personal efficacy beliefs. 

  Jackson (2002) considered all the four sources in the same 

experimental manipulation. Two weeks after Exam One and two weeks 
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before Exam Two, he told students that they could earn an extra credit 

point by sending the teacher an e-mail message. Students who e-mailed 

the teacher received either an efficacy-enhancing e-mail reply or a neutral 

reply, as determined by random assignment. The efficacy-enhancing note 

(a) emphasized past successes the student had had in the class, (b) pointed 

out that other students similar to him/her had successfully completed the 

class in the past, (c) provided verbal persuasion by encouraging the 

student to work hard and stay focused, and (d) provided stress-reduction 

tips and encouraged the student to contact the instructor. The neutral note 

simply read, "Thank you for your e-mail. You have been awarded the 

bonus point". Participants received two measures of self-efficacy at the 

end of the class period before Exam One and Exam Two respectively.  

  He found that self-efficacy beliefs measured (by a Likert seven-point 

scale) at the second time were affected by the instructor-to-student 

efficacy-enhancing e-mail reply, and furthermore, self-efficacy beliefs 

measured at the second time mediated the relationship between the note 

manipulation and academic performance. 

  Because information from these four sources is instructive through 

cognitive processing and reflective thought which are affected by 

personal, social, and contextual factors, the meaning of information 

conveyed by experienced events is different from what is selected, 

weighted, and integrated into self-efficacy judgements. Deci and R.M. 

Ryan did not discuss explicitly this mediating or moderating effect 

between family and school variables and achievement motivation. 
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Enactive mastery experiences 

  Exactive mastery experiences serve as indicators of capability, i.e. 

providing the direct evidence for the level of individuals’ ability. 

Successes help individuals build a robust and positive belief in their 

personal efficacy; failures undermine it, especially when self-efficacy 

beliefs are not firmly established or when failures do not reflect lack of 

effort or adverse external circumstances. Fantuzzo & McWayne (2002) 

found that preschoolers’ play competencies exhibited in the home 

environment are significantly associated with motivation to learn, task 

persistence, and autonomy. Trusty (2002) found that participants’ early 

mathematics achievement could predict significantly their expectation for 

high educational degree. 

  Moreover, not all experiences are successful, and thus it is not easy to 

build a sense of personal efficacy. In this building process, people use 

cognitive, behavioral, and self-regulatory tools, and take into 

consideration what is made of those successes or failures and how 

personal and contextual factors affect them. Concerning the mediating 

effect, Bandura (1997) enlisted five factors (PP.81-86).  

  Preexisting self-knowledge structures  These structures influence what 

people pay attention to in the success or failure; what they retrieve from 

their memory to interpret the new efficacy information; and how they 

organize new and old efficacy information. The preexisting self-schemata 

focus individuals’ attention on the congruent new efficacy information, 

and then are strengthened. Inconsistent information is neglected, devalued, 

or forgotten. These biases contribute to the stability of self-efficacy 

beliefs unless there are explicit and compelling evidence that forcefully 
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conflict with these beliefs. Thus, people with positive self-schemata are 

inclined to focus on successful performances that further enforce their 

prior self-efficacy, and those with negative self-schemata tend to focus on 

poor performances that further enforce their prior self-inefficacy. 

  Task difficulty and contextual factors  An easy task is not challenging, 

and thus does not call for an efficacy appraisal. To succeed at a difficult 

task raises beliefs in one’s competency; however,  if the limitation of one’s 

competency is identified when completing this task, his/her efficacy 

beliefs are undermined. Additionally, because task difficulty is 

determined from the features of the task and one’s prior knowledge, 

ambiguity about task demands makes it inaccurate to appraise personal 

efficacy. 

  Contextual factors also affect the diagnosis of performance information. 

Nonability factors, such as external aids and faulty performances under 

adverse conditions, weaken personal efficacy beliefs. 

  Effort expenditure  According to attribution theory (Weiner, 1985), 

attributing success to ability and attributing failure to effort make 

individuals feel competent. However, Bandura argues that this idea is 

established on the basis of ability viewed as being stable and effort as 

being unstable, and that if one thought that making efforts could improve 

ability, the aforementioned idea could not be established. Moreover, 

Bandura argues that self-efficacy affects one’s attribution patterns. For 

example, individuals with high self-efficacy interpret failures as devoid of 

effort or favorable circumstances rather than as lack of knowledge or 

innate ability. Thus, Bandura considers that in terms of self-efficacy 

theory, the types of factors, such as stability and locus of control, defined 
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by attribution theory serve as indicators of efficacy information rather 

than as categories of causes of behavior.  

  Selective self-monitoring  People who selectively attend to and 

recollect poor performances are likely to underestimate their 

competencies. On the other hand, if only successful experiences are 

noticed or recalled, individuals’ efficacy beliefs can be enhanced. 

However, according to the preceding discussion, preexisting 

self-knowledge structures affect self-monitoring. 

  Attainment trajectories  Because knowledge attainment takes a long 

time and is marked by spurts, setbacks, and no progress, cumulative 

experiences in this process affect the self-efficacy appraisals. The more 

recent experiences carry greater weight because they are more likely to be 

recalled. This argument is evidenced by Farrell, Lord, Alexander & 

Gradwohl’s meta-analysis (1994). However, if one develops better 

memory skills, he or she will be more able to reconstruct patterns of past 

successes and failures and the concurrent conditions. 

 

Vicarious experiences 

  Modeling influences self-efficacy beliefs. There are three ways 

(Bandura, 1997, PP.87-92). First, it transmits a sense of competency 

through socially comparative inference. If individuals infer their own 

abilities from the others with successful experiences, their efficacy beliefs 

will be raised, especially when they are uncertain about their capabilities 

in performing target tasks. 

  Next, models serve as the criterion against which observers estimate 

their personal efficacy, and further teach observers knowledge and 
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strategies for conducting tasks, especially when perceived inefficacy 

reflects knowledge deficits. The learning by means of observing models 

is achieved through four stages: observers attend to models’ performance, 

represent all action processes cognitively, translate the cognitive 

representation into appropriate course of action, and motivate themselves 

to behave in the same way in similar conditions.  

  Martinez-Pons (1996) found that parental self-regulation inducement 

significantly predicted their children’s self-regulatory behavior. 

Self-regulatory inducement or behaviors included motivation, goal setting, 

strategy usage, self-monitoring, and strategy adjustment. 

  The third way in which modeling influences self-efficacy is through 

affective states aroused by comparative self-evaluation. Competitive 

comparison with superior performers activates self-disparagment and 

despondency and further decreases self-efficacy, whereas advantageous 

comparison with similarly competent individuals can facilitate positive 

self-evaluations and further enhance self-efficacy. 

  These above three influencing ways are conducted in terms of what is 

influenced by models. The ways in which modeling affects self-efficacy 

also can be identified in terms of modeling modes (Bandura, 1997, 

PP.92-95). The first is an actual modeling, i.e., occurring in everyday 

association networks. The second is symbolic modeling provided by 

television or other visual media. Its effect is to enable people to transcend 

the limits of their immediate life and then to observe others’ attainments 

in their own society or other cultures. The third is self-modeling. With a 

variety of aids, individuals perform at a level that exceeds their usual 

achievement, although in this process they may exhibit a lot of mistakes 
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or deficiencies. This process is recorded and discussed repeatedly in order 

to enhance self-efficacy accompanying greater performance. The fourth is 

cognitive self-modeling. Different from the third mode, this mode refers 

to the way in which individuals visualize themselves confronting and 

overcoming increasingly more challenging tasks.  

  Although vicarious experiences facilitate self-efficacy, the effect is 

moderated by other factors (Bandura, 1997, PP.96-101).  

  Performance similarity  Observers judge whether they are similar to 

models on the basis of past performances. The more similar they are, the 

higher self-efficacy becomes, if models succeed in the new task. However, 

if observers do not take into consideration the difference of required 

ability between new tasks and old tasks, the judgement about similarity is 

not accurate and in turn self-efficacy is biased. 

  Attribute similarity  Observers compare their personal characteristics 

with successful models’ traits. The more similar they are, the higher 

self-efficacy becomes. However, some characteristics are culturally 

stereotyped but heavily weighted. For example, female students do not 

feel self-efficacious in math or science. 

  Multiplicity and diversity of modeling  In real life, people have 

opportunities to observe many successful models rather than one model. 

Multiplicity and diversity of modeling augment the strength of vicarious 

experience through the persuasive power of number and quality 

respectively. However, such models will be ineffective if the models and 

observers have few similarities. 

  Coping versus mastery modeling  Coping modeling means 

overcoming difficulties timorously but gradually. This process boosts 
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self-efficacy due to modeling perseverant efforts, with display of 

decreasing distress, and demonstration of problem-solving strategies, 

especially when coping problems or evidencing progress takes a long 

time and encounters impediments. 

  Mastery modeling means performing tasks in a calm and faultless 

manner. It works because of the employment of modeling strategies 

which are necessary to solve problems and difficulties. 

  Model competence  Competent models receive more attention and 

exert greater influence than incompetent ones. Thus, competent models 

facilitate self-efficacy, especially when they contain a lot of what 

observers want to learn. 

 

Verbal persuasion and allied types of social influence 

  Verbal praise is used to persuade people that they possess certain 

capabilities, or to express people’s faith in another’s capabilities. It works 

especially well when occurring within realistic bounds. 

  Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara, & Pastorelli (2001) found that 

children’s perceived efficacy and academic aspirations were influenced 

by parental self-efficacy and aspiration for their children. Patrikakou 

(1996) found that parental expectations and adolescents’ perceptions of 

parental expectations were instrumental in raising adolescents’ academic 

expectations and achievement. Phillips (1987) found that children's 

perceptions of competence were influenced more by their parents' 

appraisals than by objective evidence of their achievement, and that 

fathers' ratings of the children's competence and their expectancies for the 

children's success in school showed stronger associations to the children's 
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self-perceptions than mothers' ratings. 

  There are three factors which moderate the effect of verbal praise 

(Bandura, 1997, P.101-106). 

  Framing of performance feedback  Feedback which focuses on what 

individuals have achieved underscores their capabilities and then 

enhances self-efficacy; that which focuses on to what extent individuals 

should improve underscores their deficiencies and then diminishes 

self-efficacy. 

  Knowledgeableness and credibility  As well as vicarious experiences, 

verbal persuasion has a mixture of sources. Therefore, it is weighted in 

terms of who the persuaders are, their credibility, and how knowledgeable 

they are about the tasks. 

  Degree of appraisal disparity  The bigger the difference is between 

individuals’ recognition and others’ persuasion, the weaker the persuasion 

becomes. Thus the optimal appraisal should be only moderately beyond 

what individuals can do at this time; reflect ineffectual use of preexisting 

skills; and be not brief verbal influence. 

  Allied types of social influences  Besides verbal persuasion, there are 

implicit social influences. One is interpersonal affiliation (Bandura, 1997, 

P.235). For example, one child, who perceives low self-efficacy, makes 

friends with a gang in which every member has high self-efficacy, i.e. 

there is high collective efficacy in this gang as Bandura discussed. He/she 

is enculturated into this climate and is in the process of perceiving high 

self-efficacy. This instance can be applied to a family, a community, a 

society, or social class. The socializer may be parents, relatives, neighbors, 

or public people. In sociology, similar concepts, such as social capital and 
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cultural capital, have been advanced (Bourdieu, 1986; Coleman, 1988; 

Dika & Singh, 2002).  

  As to evidence about peer climate, Hallinan & Williams (1990) found 

that solidarity among friends tended to lead to greater peer influence, 

particularly for college expectations. That is, friends of a different gender 

or academic track and friends who did not reciprocate friendship choices 

were less influential than friends who were of the same track and gender 

and friends who did not reciprocate. 

  Concerning family atmosphere, although they did not measure 

self-efficacy, Gonzalez-Pienda, Nunez, Gonzalez-Pumariega, Alvarez, 

Roces, & Garcia (2002) found that the more parental involvement was 

given; the more positive children's academic self-concept became; the 

less often children's tendency to ascribe their achievement to external 

causes occurred; and the better children's academic aptitudes performed. 

Grolnick & Slowiaczek (1994) also found that parental behavior and 

cognitive/intellectual involvement affected children’s perceived 

competence. Trusty (2000) found that children’s expectations for 

educational degree were influenced by mothers' expectation for them and 

parents' attendance at their high school extracurricular activities. 

  However, a few studies show that peers in schools are formulated on 

the basis of selection. For example, Kindermann (1993) found that 

children tended to affiliate with classmates who share a similar 

motivation orientation at the beginning of the school year. Kandel (1979) 

had a similar finding. Thus, it is reasonable to infer that children with low 

self-efficacy have few opportunities to make friends with high 

self-efficacious peers. 
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Physiological and affective states 

  Physiological and affective states are part of the basis on which 

individuals judge the degree of their capability, and of their vulnerability 

to dysfunction. Enhancing physical status, strengthening attentional 

involvement in activities, reducing stress levels and negative emotion, 

and correcting misinterpretations of bodily states can all boost 

self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997, P.106).  

  Mood also affects self-efficacy judgment because it can bias attention 

and then influence how one retrieves adequate information from memory 

in order to process events cognitively. There are two biasing processes. 

First, past successes and failures with their accompanying affect are 

stored in memories. External events activate not only mood states but also 

accompanying thoughts of past successes or failures, and in turn cause 

people to regulate self-efficacy beliefs. Second, external events cue 

thoughts of past successes or failures directly, and then self-efficacy 

beliefs are regulated. (Bandura, 1997, PP.111-113) 

  There are three factors which moderate the effect of physiological and 

affective states (Bandura, 1997, PP.107-111). 

  Perceived source of activation  For example, when taking a test, 

people who attribute their sweating to the physical discomforts of the 

room interpret their somatic status differently from those who are not able 

to answer most questions. The latter may feel self-inefficacious. 

  Because of the diffusion of most somatic activity and as it commands 

more attention, salient situational factors, such as environmental elicitors 

and expressive reactions, determine the way in which physiological 
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arousal is judged as stronger in effect than invisible ones, such as social 

labeling. However, people experience mixed emotions rather than a single 

one, and this fact makes it inadequate to assign mixed emotional arousal 

to a prominent element. Meanwhile, the emotional reactions of other 

people determine how individuals interpret their physiological arousal 

from the same source in ambiguous situations. 

  Level of activation  Bandura argued that moderate levels of arousal 

advance attentiveness and facilitate deployment of skills, whereas high 

arousal disrupts the quality of functioning. The complexity of the target 

activity determines the level of emotional arousal.  

  Construal biases  These biases make salient the fashion in which one 

views physiological and affective arousal and the observations which one 

makes in the arousal. Self-knowledge and the nature of the target activity 

play an important role in the construing processes. People who are 

inclined to attribute their emotional arousal to personal inadequacies are 

more likely to perceive low self-efficacy than those who attribute their 

arouse to a general reaction. 

 

Summary and hypotheses 

  In this section, I would summarize the sources of self-efficacy and 

describe the implications for this study. Then, I would suggest several 

hypotheses according to this theory.  

 

Summary 

  Self-efficacy results from understanding that actions produce outcomes 

and that these actions are conducted by individuals. Any acts which are 
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beneficial to this understanding are the sources of self-efficacy. Bandura 

identifies four sources: enactive mastery experiences, vicarious 

experiences, verbal persuasion and allied types of social influences, and 

physiological and affective states. I present some empirical studies to 

show evidence for the positive impact of these four on self-efficacy (these 

empirical studies are integrated in Appendix A). However, Bandura also 

recognizes human agency, which means that human beings have 

competencies of self-observing, self-reflection, and self-regulation. 

Therefore, some factors perform a moderating effect. According to the 

preceding discussion on the moderators, I enlist their implications for this 

study in Table 3. 

  There are four notes. First, according to Eccles, et al. (1998), 

self-efficacy theory discusses the issue of “Can I do this task?”; SDT 

discusses the separate issue of “Do I want to do this task and why?”. Each 

of them has a different approach and thus it seems hard to integrate them 

into a theory. Even so, they can complement each other and so can enable 

us to fully comprehend achievement motivation. For example, Bandura 

seems to pay little attention to a discussion of the conditions in which 

self-efficacy is impaired as well as those in which self-efficacy is 

enhanced. SDT provides some inspiration: The undermining conditions 

may be a series of failures or negative feedback from other people even if 

individuals feel that they have already tried best. On the other hand, they 

can be connected as I have discussed previously in Page 28. 

  Second, Eccles, et al. (1998) argued that self-efficacy theory does not 

consider the irrational thinking of human beings. However according the 

discussion above, self-efficacy theory considers that the formulation of an  
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Table 3  Implication of moderators between self-efficacy and its source  
Source Moderator Implication 

Preexisting self-knowledge strucutres People with positive self-schemata are inclined to focus on successful performance that 

further enforces their prior self-efficacy. 

Task difficulty and contextual factors Succeeding at a difficult task raises one’s beliefs in his/her competency unless the task makes 

the limitation of his/her competency salient. Unsolicited aids undermine self

Effort expenditure The factors, such as stability and locus of control, defined by attribution theory serve as 

indicators of efficacy information rather than as categories of causes of behavior.

Selective self-monitoring The poorer a performance people selectively attend to and 

underestimate their self-efficacy.  

Enactive 

mastery 

experiences 

Attainment trajectories More recent experiences carry greater weight because of being likely to be recalled.

Transmitted content Vicarious experiences raise self-efficacy through socially comparative inference, teaching 

necessary skills, and activating positive affective states.

Modes of modeling influence Mastery learning, cooperative learning, and scaffolding can integrate the four modes 

suggested by Bandura. However, Bandura seems to prefer aspects of skill. 

Performance similarity Models whose past performance is similar to observers’ facilitate higher self

those whose past performance is dissimilar. 

Vicarious 

experiences 

Attribute similarity Observers compare successful models’ personal characteristics with their own. The more 

similar they are, the higher observers’ self-efficacy becomes.
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Table 3 (continued) 
Source Moderator Implication 

Multiplicity and diversity of modeling The more multiple and diverse models are, the higher self

Coping versus mastery modeling When the target task needs a long time fulfilling, coping modeling advances self

more than mastery modeling. 

Vicarious 
experiences 

Model competence The more competent models are, the higher self-efficacy observers have.

Framing of performance feedback Feedback which emphasizes what competencies individuals have facilitates their self

more than feedback which emphasize what they lack.

Knowledgeableness and credibility The more knowledgeable and credible persuaders are, the more self

Degree of appraisal disparity The more differences there are between individuals’ recognization and others’ persuasion, the 

weaker the persuasion becomes. 

Verbal 

persuasion 

Allied types of social influence The more interpersonal affiliation there is, the more self

Perceived source of activation People who attribute their physiological reaction 

self-efficacy.  

Level of activation In problem solving, moderate levels of arousal advance attentiveness and deployment of 

skills, and then self-efficacy is heightened. 

Physiologic

al and 

affective 

states 

Construal biases Those who are inclined to attribute their emotional arousal to personal inadequacies are more 

likely to perceive low self-efficacy than those who attribute their arouse to a general reaction.
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individual’s self-efficacy beliefs is affected by her/his self-schemata, 

selective self-monitoring, attribution patterns, and so on. Perhaps one can 

argue that the theory does not take this issue into consideration 

thoroughly, such as with stereotype thinking. But it is inadequate to say 

that it does not consider the effect of human irrational thinking. 

  Third, Bandura (1997) contended that several treatments which are 

based on mastery learning and cooperative learning could enhance 

participants’ self-efficacy. Similarly, Nicholls (1984) and Blumenfeld 

(1992) suggested that situated learning or authentic learning, such as 

cognitive apprenticeship, could heighten individuals’ motivation. 

However, there is a basic difference between them. Bandura seems to 

focus on skills. He points out that as long as people master necessary 

skills --either learning new skills or restructuring learned skills-- they 

acquire confidence in completing the target task and advance their 

self-efficacy (Bandura, 1991). Nicholls and Blumenfeld adopt the 

constructivist view and argue that individuals construct not only 

knowledge but also motivation about the task in the situated learning. 

Following this argument, the constructivist view is to be preferred. 

  Finally, are people with high self-efficacy easier to be activated to 

conduct challenging tasks than those with low self-efficacy? Integrating 

Dweck (1999) and Covington (2000), people who have high self-efficacy 

and view ability in terms of entity theory may be unwilling to be 

motivated in order to defend their high self-efficacy. This is not true 

self-efficacy, and is similar to performance- and mastery-avoidance goals 

and amotivation. 
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Hypotheses 

  From the preceding discussion, I deduce an alternative hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 3: The information from the four sources (enactive mastery 

experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and 

physiological and affective states) affects the formulation 

of self-efficacy. 

  I anticipate that the information from these four sources has a positive 

effect on self-efficacy, and that they have different effects on self-efficacy 

beliefs. 

Three Moderators 

 

  In this section, I will discuss the effect of three moderators, effect 

source, educational level, and gender. First, by the purpose of this study, 

the following question is inevitable: What kind of variables have greater 

influence on students’ achievement motivation? In terms of traditional 

psychological theories, parental variables are the most effective. However, 

according to group socialization (GS) theory (Harris, 1995), parental 

influence is executed through peer groups. I will describe GS in the next 

section. Second, there are different demands at different educational 

levels, so I anticipate some variables are more important at some 

educational levels than at other educational levels. Finally, I will discuss 

gender differences. The empirical studies related to these four moderators 

are integrated in Appendix A. 
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Group Socialization Theory 

  According to behavioral genetic studies, Harris (1995) argued that 

differences in heredity accounted for 40% to 50% of the variance in 

personality characteristics which were measured in adulthood, shared 

environment influence (e.g. the home in which a given pair of people 

were reared) accounted for 0 to 10% of the variance, and 40% to 50% 

was explained by nonshared environmental influence. Harris argued 

further that within-family environmental differences (as one type of 

nonshared environmental influence) could explain less than 20% of the 

whole variance. The reason is described in the following paragraphs.  

  Within-family environmental differences result primarily from 

different parenting. The kind of parenting parents adopt depends on four 

factors. The first is child-driven effects. That is, children’s own 

characteristics (e.g. beautiful or ugly, easy or difficult to raise) influence 

parents’ rearing attitude and patterns, and these characteristics mostly 

come from heredity. The second is relationship-driven effects. That is, 

whether a child’s characteristics match a parent’s or not affect parenting. 

The third is parent-driven effects. For example, the child is unwanted or 

unplanned, or parents compare the child with his/her sibling on the basis 

of some criteria. The final is family context effects. The most studied 

variable is birth order. However, Harris (1995) argued that birth order had 

no consistent effects on adult personality after reviewing studies 

conducted by Dunn, Ernst, and Falbo.  

  Because within-family experiences in childhood could not explain 

perfectly the variance of adult personality, Harris thought that it was 

necessary to propose an alternative theory. She suggested group 
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socialization theory in terms of the child’s experiences outside the 

parental home. Nonetheless, she admitted that parents play an important 

role in providing children emotional attachment, protection and care, and 

skill learning for future life. 

  GS theory assumes that socialization and personality development are 

context-specific, and then that children learn separately how to behave at 

home and how to behave outside the home. For example, immigrant 

students behave in their families differently from in their schools. 

However, children perform behavior learned at home in the peer group 

only if this behavior is shared by and approved of by the majority of the 

members of the peer group. In other words, children’s peer groups create 

their own culture by selecting and rejecting various aspects of the adult 

culture and by making a cultural novelty of their own. During childhood, 

children move through a series of these child-created cultures. Thus, I 

anticipate that peers’ impact on students’ achievement motivation is 

greater than parents’, in particular when achievement motivation is shown 

at school.  

  How is a child’s group-identity shaped? Harris (1995) thought that 

people can identify themselves as individuals in a group and also can 

identify as a member of the group, and there is a continuum between 

these two states. Whether people identify themselves as individuals or as 

a member of a group depends on the relative salience of the various social 

categories. For example, when a mother walks into a kindergarten, she 

identifies herself as an adult, and when walking into a department store, 

she identifies herself as an individual.  

  When people categorize themselves as a member of a group, they 
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adopt value beliefs, behavioral patterns, and conduct standards, and 

in-group favoritism and out-group hostility are derived in order to 

minimize the similarity within the group and maximize the differences 

between groups. Thus, I anticipate that after ability grouping, 

high-achieving classes make their characteristic academic ability more 

noticeable in order to distinguish from low-achieving classes, and then 

their achievement motivation is enhanced further.  

  Even within a group, two processes widen differences among members. 

One is social differentiation, followed by the formulation of status 

hierarchies. The other is social comparison, which provides children 

information about their own weaknesses and strengths. Thus, I anticipate 

that under ability-heterogeneous grouping (without within-class ability 

grouping), students perform social comparison and social differentiation 

on the basis of multiple criteria, and then students develop multiple 

achievement motivation. Similarly, siblings may develop different 

achievement motivation. However, I cannot distinguish whether peers’ 

effect is greater than siblings’.  

  Harris (1995) argued that as adolescents become adults, the influence 

of the peer group declines. There are several reasons. In adulthood, they 

expand their interpersonal threshold and belong to a number of groups 

simultaneously, and develop multiple identities. Or, group norms of 

behavior are no longer conducted stringently. Or, adults’ accommodations 

to social contexts seem to be shallow and short-lived. Thus, I anticipate 

that peers’ impact is weaker in college than in high school and elementary 

school.  

  In addition to GS, other researchers also argue the relative effect of 
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parents and peers on student development. In adolescence, the mild 

conflict between students and their parents increases, the amount of time 

they spend accompanying their parents decreases, and students are more 

close to their peers than to their parents in childhood. Thus, peers play a 

more important role. However, adolescents’ interactions with their peers 

depend on their relationships with their parents. For example, adolescents 

from less supportive families are more influenced by their peers than by 

their parents. (See Steinberg & Morris’ review, 2001) 

  Concerning empirical evidence, I present several studies which 

compared the influence of peers, parents, siblings, and teachers on 

students’ achievement motivation. Wentzel & Asher (1995) found that 

when compared with average status children, sociometrically neglected 

children reported higher levels of motivation, and were described by 

teachers as more self-regulated and as being better liked by teachers. 

They also found that aggressive-rejected rather than submissive-rejected 

children had problematic academic performance and motivation. These 

results seem to support GS theory only incompletely because being liked 

by teachers is more important than being liked by peers. However, this 

outcome is only reasonable if we think that the sociometrically neglected 

children identify themselves as members of the teacher group. 

  In the preceding discussion, I presented Wentzel’s (1998) findings: 

parents, teachers, and peers have different impacts on students’ 

motivation. For example, peers facilitate students’ prosocial goal pursuit, 

teachers advance their school and classroom interest and social 

responsibility goal pursuit, and parents contribute to their school-related 

interest and goal orientation. These findings supported GS incompletely.  
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  Additionally, Loehlin (1997) compared the effect of peer-group overlap 

with the effect of similar parent treatment on the personality and 

academic achievement of twin pairs (including monozygotic and 

dizygotic pairs). He found that parent treatment influenced both 

personality and academic achievement, whereas peer-group overlap only 

affected personality; the effect of peer-group overlap on twins’ 

personality was slightly greater than the effect of parent treatment. These 

findings were not consistent totally with GS. 

 

Summary   

  GS theory contends that after taking into account the effect of heredity , 

parental variables explain less variance of adult personality characteristics 

than peer ones do. With a consideration of anthropological, psychological, 

and sociological evidence, this theory suggests that peer groups play a 

more important role than parents, and suggests a working mechanism. 

This mechanism has four components: in-group favoritism, out-group 

hostility, social comparison, and status hierarchy. 

  The empirical evidence supports GS only incompletely. On the other 

hand, although GS theory provides a reasonable argument to interpret the 

development of human personality, it seems to focus on peer group too 

much. Familial groups in Chinese culture may be more important and 

emphasized than in western countries, especially for achievement 

motivation (Yu & Yang, 1994; Bempechat & Drago-Severson, 1999). 

 

Hypotheses   

  Following the above discussion, I advance two alternative hypotheses. 



 58 

Hypothesis 4: Peers’ impact on students’ achievement motivation is 

greater than parents’.  

Hypothesis 5: Peers’ impact increases from childhood to adolescence and 

declines from adolescence to adulthood. 

 

 

Educational Level 

  Before discussing the effect of educational level or age on the causal 

relationship between achievement motivation and life experiences, it is 

necessary to assure the change of achievement motivation as matched 

with age or educational level.  

  Gottfried, Fleming, & Gottfried (2001) found that the mean level of 

academic intrinsic motivation declined from childhood through late 

adolescence, and that the largest decline occurred in math followed by 

science. However, they found that from 16 to 17 there was a slight 

increase. Additionally, A.M. Ryan (2001) also found that students' 

achievement motivation decreased from fall to spring in the first year of 

middle school, but that the higher the original motivation was, the less the 

later motivation declined. Crosnoe (2001) explored the change of 

academic orientation of high school students with college-preparatory 

track and remedial track. He found that while college-preparatory track 

students began high school with the highest academic orientation, they 

experienced sharp declines over time (when the two types of students 

were combined, this downward trend were also obtained).  

  Therefore, we get an impression: students’ achievement motivation 

declines with age or educational level. What results in this decline? Are 
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there different factors by age or by educational level? 

  First, I take into consideration students’ cognitive complexity and 

self-concept. It seems that the greater cognitive complexity there is, the 

clearer self-concept can be. Before middle childhood, human beings have 

unrealistically positive self-representation and cannot distinguish real 

from ideal selves; before middle adolescence, human beings cannot 

recognize positive and negative attributes simultaneously; in late 

adolescence, human beings have a more balanced and stable view of both 

positive and negative attributes (Harter, 1998). However, there is 

individual difference in the development of cognitive complexity. Thus, 

Follett & Hess (2002) used adults as subjects and found that the 

predictive power of cognitive complexity on the fundamental attribution 

error increases with age. 

  Maybe students have a clear self-concept and understand their own 

ability level increasingly. Therefore, they transform unrealistic 

achievement motivation into realistic acceptance of the actual situation, 

and thus we feel that their achievement motivation declines. 

  However, Marsh, Ellis, & Craven (2002) found that 4- and 5-year-olds 

are able to distinguish between multiple dimensions of self-concept. They 

also found that academic achievement is significantly and positively 

correlated with academic self-concept. For example, math achievement 

was significantly related to math self-concept (r = .40, N=100). This 

study implies that young children have accurate academic self-concept, 

and whether they have accurate academic self-concept does not depend 

on cognitive complexity, and thus the above assumption is doubted. 

  Additionally, if children do not have enough cognitive complexity, they 
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can not understand and differentiate parents’ or teachers’ treatment for 

enhancing their achievement motivation. However, Assor, Kaplan, & 

Roth (2002) found that 8- to 14-year-olds students could differentiate 

among three types of autonomy-enhancing teacher behaviors (fostering 

relevance, allowing criticism, and providing choice) and three types of 

autonomy-suppressing teacher behaviors (suppressing criticism, intruding, 

and forcing unmeaningful acts). They also found within students of all 

ages that fostering relevance is the best predictor of feelings and 

engagement in learning among the autonomy-enhancing behaviors; that 

criticism-suppression is the best predictor among the 

autonomy-suppression behaviors. 

  Thus, self-concept and cognitive complexity are not fully explanatory 

for the purpose of explaining why students’ achievement motivation 

decreases as matched with age. 

  Second, parental involvement is taken into consideration. However, 

according to GS theory, parental involvement could have less influence 

than peer group. Muller (1998) found that parental involvement decreases 

from Grade 8 to Grade 10, and that parental involvement had no 

significant relationship with the achievement gains made by seniors. 

Similarly, Steinberg, Lamborn, Dornbusch, & Darling (1992) found that 

parental school engagement has less and less effect on students’ school 

performance. Thus, although parental involvement declines with age, it 

has decreasing effect on students’ performance. I infer that it affects 

students’ motivation decreasingly. Moreover, Crosnoe (2001) found that 

initial academic orientation promotes increasing parental involvement. 

  Therefore, parental involvement is not a good explanation. 
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  Finally, I take school context into consideration. Eccles, et al. (1998) 

described that with transition to elementary school, high school, and 

college, students face more social comparison with peers, more 

standardized tests, greater authority relationships between teachers and 

students, and more involving ability grouping. Therefore, students’ 

intrinsic motivation declines, and they adopt performance goal or 

extrinsic motivation. Gottfried, et al. (2001) also attributed the declines of 

achievement motivation to an increasingly controlling school 

environment which resulted in academic anxiety, competition for grades 

and school activities, and parents' use of task-extrinsic motivational 

practices. Moveover, Hembree (1988) found that pupils in the early 

grades have little test anxiety, but its prevalence rises sharply in grades 3 

to 5, stays fairly constantly through high school, and lowers in college. 

  Thus, the changes of school contexts seem to be a good reason. 

  According to the preceding discussion, I suggest two alternative 

hypotheses. 

Hypothesis 6: The relative effects of school and familial variables change 

with educational level – school variables have increasingly 

greater effect, and family variables have increasingly less 

effect. 

  I anticipate that peer and school variables are increasingly effective and 

that parental variables are decreasingly effective with age. 

 

Hypothesis 7: Autonomy-enhancing treatment can gradually facilitate 

achievement motivation with educational level.  

  I anticipate that autonomy-enhancing treatment facilitates intrinsic 
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motivation increasingly with educational level because students have an 

increasing need for autonomy in increasingly controlling school.  

 

 

Gender 

  Are there gender differences in achievement motivation? Horner (1972) 

reported that women feared for success and then had a motive to avoid 

success. In her experiment, she presented a condition to participating 

female undergraduates, “After first term finals, Anne finds herself at the 

top of her medical school class”, and she used “John (himself, his)” 

instead of “Anne (herself, her)” for participating male undergraduates. 

Horner asked participants to answer the question: What may happen to 

Anne (or John) in the future? Most of the male participants indicated that 

John succeeded in being a doctor, and fulfilled other goals, e.g. having a 

perfect marriage and happy family life. Most of the female participants 

indicated that Anne received negative consequences and affect, and even 

they could not accept this simulated condition.  

  Horner reminded us that a motive to avoid success did not imply that 

women want to fail. Instead, it implied a will to fail because of expected 

positive consequences after failing. Additionally, anxiety functioned to 

inhibit the action expected to have the negative consequences rather than 

to determine which actions would be undertaken. 

  However, Horner’s study has been criticized. Hyde & Kling (2001) 

noted three points. First, other studies using Horner’s techniques often 

found men displaying as many motives to avoid success as women. 

Second, medicine was stereotyped as a male field. Indeed, if Anne had 
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been presented as successful in nursing school, women would not have 

showed anxiety about Anne’s success. Third, the research method 

confounded the gender of the stimulus person with the gender of the 

respondent. That is, women were not anxious about their own success, 

but worried about Anne’s success on the basis of the general stereotype in 

society. 

  These three criticisms are convincing. On the other hand, women’s 

motives have changed greatly since woman movement in the 1960s and 

1970s. Even if Horner’s outcome were true, it probably may not become 

nowadays. 

  Other researchers still show gender differences in achievement 

motivation in the modern world. DeBacker & Nelson (2000) found that 

male students (10th to 12th graders) had greater gender stereotypes about 

science and greater perception of self-competence than female students, 

and that females students had higher scores than boys did on pleasing the 

teacher, perceiving instrumentality (especially in biology), and perceiving 

task difficulty. It seems that male students are intrinsically motivated and 

female students are extrinsically motivated. 

  However, Severiens & ten Dam (1998) derived different outcomes 

after performing a meta-analysis. They found that females were more 

meaningfully-oriented than males, and especially that females tended to 

integrate different concepts in the curricula and to emphasize facts and 

logical analysis more than males. Second, males asked questions more 

aggressively when learning science and females asked questions more 

aggressively when learning other subjects; and contrary to common sense, 

males had greater intrinsic motivation in languages than females. Third, 
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compared to males, females scored higher on fear of failure. Fourth, in 

subjects related to medicine, males were more competitive than females, 

but in other subjects, females were more competitive than males. Finally, 

males had more negative learning attitudes and greater extrinsic 

motivation than females. Similarly, Hembree (1988) found that females 

exhibit higher test anxiety than males. 

  In Severiens and ten Dem’s (1998) and Hembree’s (1988) studies, 

females seem to have greater intrinsic motivation than males though 

females have greater fear of failure and test anxiety (perhaps females 

have lower competency-perception, as DeBacker and Nelson reported). 

Males seem to be more extrinsically motivated than females. However, 

the degree of the above gender differences depends on subjects.  

  How are gender differences in achievement motivation made? First, I 

adopt Horner’s (1972) explanation, which is based on the 

expectancy-value model. The Expectancy-value model contends that the 

most important factors which affect human behaviors are those that 

individuals expect or believe about the nature and likelihood of the 

consequences of their actions, and the extent to which they value these 

consequences in light of their particular motives. Anxiety is aroused when 

one expects that the consequences of actions will be negative. A motive to 

avoid success, conceptualized as a latent and stable personality 

disposition, results from anxiety of this kind.  

  How do individuals’ expectancies and values shape? They are acquired 

early in life in conjunction with standards of sex role identity. Horner 

(1972) argues that parents’ and male peers’ attitudes toward appropriate 

sex role behavior affects females’ sex role identity. She also argues that 
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although there was no salient evidence supporting the causal relationships 

between parents’ or male peers’ attitudes and daughters’ fear of success, 

there was a lot of pressure from parents’ or male peers’ attitudes, for 

example to the need to get married and raise a family. 

  Therefore, it is inferred that if females’ parents and their male peers 

have a strict and traditional gender stereotype about what role women 

should play and how much competent women should be, such women 

will have low academic achievement motivation. 

  Hoffman (1972) provided an alternative explanation on the basis of 

Freud’s theory. She contended that female children were given inadequate 

parental encouragement in early independence strivings. The separation 

of the self from their mothers was more delayed or incomplete for girls 

because a daughter had to deal with the same sex role expectations, and 

because girls had fewer conflicts with their mothers. This delayed 

separation meant that females accessed less to independence strivings in 

early life than males do. As a result, females do not develop confidence in 

their ability to cope independently with the environment.  

  Furthermore, the development of this confidence requires not only 

opportunities for independent behaviors but also actual parental 

encouragement and provision of related training programs. 

Notwithstanding, children’s motoric exploration often results in parental 

interference, which in turn frustrates them. If this process does not 

involve their humiliation and defeat, the children will emerge with a 

lasting sense of autonomy and pride and a measure of confidence in their 

own strength. Many studies Hoffman (1972) reviewed showed that 

parents gave daughters more protection and inhibition than sons. 
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Therefore, daughters do not have enough opportunities to develop their 

ability and confidence in dealing with difficulties by themselves. 

  Hoffman (1972) also provided a further explanation. Because women 

have greater need for affiliation than males, the conflict between 

affiliation and achievement probably would occur more often for women. 

That is, in comparison with males, females more often inhibited their 

desire for better achievement or bringing their ability into full play in 

order to maintain affiliative relationships.  

  However, Hoffman acknowledged that some evidence showed that the 

desire for love and approval can also have a positive effect. Additionally, 

following SDT, I anticipate that only when parents or teachers give 

judicious guidance that meets females’ need for affiliation or relatedness, 

will females have high achievement motivation. 

 

Summary 

  There is gender difference in achievement motivation. On the basis of 

the expectancy-value model, Horner argued that females’ motive to avoid 

success results from their anxiety about the consequences of success, and 

that the extent of their anxiety depends on their expectancy, which is 

affected by parents’ and male peers’ attitudes. Of course, these attitudes 

influence females’ perceptions of their own competence. Alternatively 

Hoffman argued that girls are less encouraged to deal with difficulties 

than boys are, and that women have greater need for affiliation, which 

conflicts with need for achievement. Therefore, females have less 

achievement motivation than males. However, judicious guidance given 

by adults to meet females’ affiliative need can enhance their achievement 
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motivation. 

 

Hypothesis 

  According to the above discussion, I suggest an alternative hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 8: Treatments which meet the need for relatedness influence 

girls’ achievement motivation more than boys’.  

  I anticipate that treatments of this kind have greater impact on girls’ 

achievement motivation than on boys’.  


