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Foreword
This volume on Motivation and Mental Retardation, the first of two,

returns to a subject that was at the heart of mental retardation research

40 years ago, but which has only recently begun to reassume its

former prominence, as guest editor Harvey N. Switzky writes in his

preface. The centrality of motivation becomes quite obvious as one scans

the chapter titles of this volume and realizes that motivation is

discussed within the usual context of learning and instruction, but also

in the less typical contexts of subjective well-being, loneliness, and

social competence. Taken together, these contributors guide us

through the tangle of theories, models, and data that a complex construct

of motivation spawns.

The field owes its gratitude to guest editor Harvey Switzky for

conceptualizing this volume, assembling a remarkable array of contributors

whose theorizing and research about motivation and mental retardation

is at the forefront, and for bringing the volume to fruition. It is not

surprising that he was able to accomplish this task so expeditiously since

his own work in motivation is extensive and well-known. Among his

recent accomplishments are the publication of a chapter on individual

differences in personality and motivational systems in persons with

mental retardation in the 3rd edition of Ellis’ Handbook of Mental

Deficiency, Psychological Theory and Research edited by Bill MacLean, Jr.

(1997, Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum); his own 2001 edited book,

Personality and Motivational Differences in Persons with Mental Retardation

(Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum); and a chapter on cognitive-motiva-

tional perspectives on mental retardation in the 2003 What is MR? that he

co-edited with Stephen Greenspan (Washington, DC: American Association

on Mental Retardation. July 2003, http: www.disabilitybooksonline.com).

His expertise in the field made him an excellent choice for guest editor and
xi



xii foreword
his own intrinsic motivation assured that the product would be both

timely and valuable. I look forward to working with him on the next special

volume on motivation, currently in preparation.

LARAINE MASTERS GLIDDEN

SERIES EDITOR



Preface
Motivational processes are the energizing vectors that drive all other

psychological, cognitive, memorial, learning, and self-regulatory operators

that underpin all outcome performance, all individualized effort, and all

attentional focus. Without motivational operators no learning can occur.

Motivational processes influence what information gets stored in the long-

term memory system, and how that information is organized and retrieved

to enable individuals to solve problems. Motivational processes drive the

intrinsic curiosity to learn new things. Motivation is the fulcrum of

behavior. Motivation permeates everything one does in all areas of life

activities, in all life endeavors. When motivation falls to low levels for

whatever reason, the individual becomes inert, lonely and nonfunctional and

can’t solve problems related to survival. The individual’s quality of life is

low or the individual may have a mental illness. Many obstacles can cause

the motivational system to become inoperable, especially failure in meeting

the expected roles that the individual has to satisfy through out life which

may be typical in persons with mental retardation and other allied learning

problems. The constitutive and operational definition of mental retardation

is currently in great flux and there is the increasing realization that there is

much overlap among disability conditions such as learning disabilities,

behavior disorders, and children at-risk for school failure especially in the

milder forms (Jacobson, 2001; MacMillan, Siperstein, Gresham, & Bocian,

1997; MacMillan, Siperstein, & Leffert, 2003; Switzky, 2003a; Switzky and

Greenspan, 2003) and that is represented in the chapters presented here.

Considering all the papers written in the last 40 years in the area of mental

retardation and persons with allied learning difficulties, the area of

individual differences in personality and motivational systems has been a

neglected one because of the historical reliance of the field on both

Skinnerian behavioral models with their emphases on external stimuli as

modulators of outcome performance and on the rise of cognitive models
xiii



xiv preface
that stressed that internal ‘‘thinking processes’’ mediated behavior but left

out the influence of mediational personality and self-regulatory motiva-

tional processes on outcome performances as well as the physical and social

contexts in which learning and performance occurs. Happily in the current

period this has ended and a vast array of scholarship has exploded both

within the general field of disability research and within mainstream

psychology reflecting the accelerating integration between a psychology of

mental retardation and a developmental and contextual psychology of

human growth for all human beings (Switzky, 2001).

When this series was being planned, many authors were contacted in the

forefront of research in motivation. Time, circumstance, and luck

determined which papers were received and developed and the volumes

were organized thematically within certain page limitations. This accounts

very much for the organization of the volumes since enough papers were

submitted for two volumes, volume 28 and its sister volume 30. These

volumes concern various facets of the emerging international literature

regarding individual differences in personality and motivational systems and

allied learning problems, and expand on the earlier work reviewed by

MacLean (1997), Burack, Hodapp, and Zigler (1998), Switzky and

Greenspan (2003), and more specifically by Zigler and Bennett-Gates

(1999), and Switzky (2001). Volume 28 represents chapters from the

reaching out of motivational theorists from educational psychology to the

problems of persons with mental retardation and related learning problems,

which is a significant achievement. From the area of mental retardation and

disability research, chapters regarding personality characteristics and

quality of life are represented.

Edward Deci’s chapter extends self-determination theory (SDT) which

was developed by Deci and Ryan and their colleague (Deci & Ryan, 2000;

Ryan & Deci, 2000) over the last 30 years on primarily nonhandicapped

groups to people with mental retardation, and represents a giant step in

providing a useful process model regarding the degree to which behaviors

are autonomous (i.e., self-determined and representative of one’s sense of

self) versus being controlled (i.e., determined by an external agent or a

strong internal demand alien to the self) for guiding future research and

improving the life circumstances of persons with mental retardation and

allied learning problems. This line of thinking substantially extends and

augments the earlier work of the Yale group (Zigler & Bennett-Gates, 1999)

and the Peabody-Vanderbilt Group (Haywood & Switzky, 1986; Switzky,

1997; Switzky, 2001) on intrinsic-extrinsic motivation.

Paul R. Pintrich and Juliane Blazevski’s chapter extends their model

of goal orientations and self-regulated academic learning developed

for nonhandicapped learners to individuals with mental retardation
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and allied learning problems. A hallmark of this model is the importance

of integrating both cognitive and motivational components in learning

and performance, a theme that permeates all current theories of

modern educational, psychological, and cognitive motivational theories

(Bandura, 1997; Boekaerts, Pintrich, & Zeidner, 2000, Gollwitzer &

Bargh, 1996; Sansone & Harackiewicz, 2000), but is largely ignored

in current constitutive process models of mental retardation (Borkowski,

2003; Switzky, 2003b). Another assumption of Pintrich’s model is that all

learners actively construct their own meanings, goals, and strategies from the

information available in the ‘‘external’’ environment as well as information in

the ‘‘internal’’ environment of their minds. Another assumption is that

learners can self-regulate, i.e., monitor, control, and regulate aspects of their

cognition, motivation, and behavior, and their environments in accordance

with an internal self-standard, a goal, or reference value against

which comparisons are made in order to assess whether processes should

continue or if change is necessary. Individuals with mental retardation

and allied learning problems may have impairments in setting ‘‘realistic’’

standards or goals to strive for in their learning. They may similarly have

impairments in monitoring their progress toward these goals, or adapting and

regulating their cognitions, motivations, and behavior in order to reach their

goals. These self-regulatory activities mediate between personal and con-

textual characteristics and actual achievement or performance discussed by

modern theories of self-regulated learning (Winne&Perry, 2000;Zimmerman,

2000). PintrichandBlazevski’s chapter provide all the details useful to enhance

the learning and performance of persons with mental retardation and allied

learning problems.

Barbara McCombs’ chapter focuses on instructional practices and

contexts that can enhance motivation, learning, and achievement for

nonhandicapped learners. These instructional practices are represented by

the research-validated Learner-Centered Psychological Principles (APA,

1997) as a foundational knowledge base, which she extends to individuals

with mental retardation and allied learning problems. Learner-Centered

education is focused on how learning occurs and what teaching practices are

most effective in promoting the highest levels of motivation, learning, and

achievement for all learners. Students’ performance and motivation depends

on their perceptions of their teachers’ instructional practices, so that

fostering an interpersonal climate supportive of learning is vital if learning is

to occur (McCombs, 2001). McCombs’ chapter is a brilliant exposition of

her model based on many years of work by herself and her colleagues

(Alexander & Murphy, 1998; Lambert & McCombs, 1998; McCombs &

Whisler, 1997) and the special Task Force on Psychology in Education of

the American Psychological Association (APA, 1993, 1997).
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Stephen Greenspan in his chapter uses the story of Pinocchio as an

illustration of his model of social competence (Greenspan, 2003; Greenspan,

Loughlin, & Black, 2001; Greenspan, Switzky, & Granfield, 1996) and

the motivational operators that determine performances illustrative of

socially competent outcome behaviors. It is Greenspan’s contention that

‘‘incompetence’’, particularly gullibility, is the defining characteristic in the

taxon of mental retardation and his chapter expands and presents a

multidimensional motivational action model of social competence building

from the ideas of Martin Ford (1992)  and Greenspan and colleagues ’ earlier

models (Greenspan, 1999; Greenspan & Driscoll, 1997; Greenspan,

Loughlin, & Black, 2001).

The chapter from Janne Lepola, Pekka Salonen, Marja Vauras, and Elisa

Poskiparta, all from the University of Turku, Finland provide an interesting

new integrative perspective regarding ‘‘subnormal performance’’ in children

from an ethological motivational-contextualist-interactionist-functionalist

perspective (Olkinuora & Salonen, 1992; Salonen, Lehtinen, & Olkinuora,

1998; Tinbergen & Tinbergen, 1983), and dysfunctionalities in the operation

of the Zone of Proximal Development (Palinscar, 1986; Rogoff & Gardner,

1984). In the normal operation of the Zone of Proximal Development

(Vygotsky, 1978), adults and more skilled peers, through social mediation,

initially take responsibility for organizing and developing the child’s cognitive

processes and then gradually the child is required to take charge of

her own thinking processes. At least three types of aberrations can occur:

(a) over-controlling teaching strategies with heavy reliance on external

reinforcers, and externally coercive forms of control, (b) premature with-

drawal of support combined with ineffective teaching leading to chronic

failure, and (c) inconsistent, indeterminate, or asynchronous strategies of

instruction consisting of over-compliance (extreme compliance to the child’s

momentary demands and refusals), asynchronous feedback (responses

lacking reciprocity and coordination to the child’s activity), randomly given

aversive and positive responses (punishing and rewarding as a function of the

adult’s current mood) and unresponsiveness to the child’s learning activities.

The authors have developed from this analysis of the situational and

developmental transactions between a child’s adaptive efforts and the

‘‘teacher’s’’ controlling and rewarding styles, a three-part model of

motivational orientation dimensions (Task orientation, Ego-defensive

orientation, and Social dependence orientation), corresponding sets

of coping strategies and emotional behaviors, and a related constellation

of self-efficacy beliefs or perceived competences (Lehtinen et al., 1995;

Olkinuora & Salonen, 1992; Salonen, 2000; Salonen, Lehtinen, &

Olkinuora, 1998). The operation of this model and the research, which
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supports it, is illustrated by the author’s longitudinal studies of motivation

and reading in preschool to eighth grade children.

The chapter from Helen Patrick, Allison Ryan, Eric Anderman, and Eric

Kovach, all from the field of educational psychology, investigates why there

has been little rapprochement between motivational researchers from

mainstream psychology and those in disability studies, followed by a review

of theoretical models of motivation including theories of: intrinsic

motivation, goal-theory, expectancy-value theory, and theories of social

motivation (Murphy & Alexander, 2000; Pintrich & Schunk, 2002). The

chapter ends with the author’s own research on the motivation of early

adolescents in both regular and special education classes.

Malka Margalit’s chapter investigates the subjective experience of

loneliness often experienced by children and youth with developmental

disabilities and tries to identify factors that predict the subjective experience

of social connectedness within a developmental and cognitive-affective

model, the Sense of Coherence model (Margalit, 1994; Margalit & Efrati,

2003). The chapter concludes with strategies for empowering students with

developmental disabilities. Margalit’s chapter is a wonderful addition to the

literature.

Robert Cummins and Anna Lau’s chapter is devoted to the measurement

and assessment of subjective well-being and presents their model of

homeostasis and the motivational linkages to personality of the individual

and her needs to engage in personally enhancing activities (Carver, 2000;

Cummins, 1997, 2000, 2001; Edgerton, 1990; Mallard, Lance, & Michalos,

1997; Roberts & Del Vecchio, 2000). They propose a general model suitable

for all people to maintain an adequate quality of life. The issue of well-being

is of great importance to disability researchers because individuals with

developmental disabilities are at very high risk of experiencing a poor

quality of life (Switzky, 2003a). This chapter provides a very thorough

integrative review of the literature.

Robert Schalock’s chapter provides a related but overlapping model

regarding the Quality of Life construct (Schalock, 2001; Schalock &

Verdugo, 2002) and its motivational determinants viewed as a Personalized

Quality of Life Hierarchy (Elorriaga et al., 2000; Maslow, 1954) and

operationalized in a path model of the Quality of Life Hierarchy (Schalock

et al., 2002; Schalock & Bonham, in press). The Cummins & Lau chapter

and the Schalock chapter together, provide the reader with cutting edge

thinking regarding the Quality of Life construct and the research that

supports their thinking.

HARVEY N. SWITZKY

GUEST EDITOR
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I would like to dedicate Volume 28 to Paul R. Pintrich, who reached out

to all learners.
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Promoting Intrinsic Motivation and

Self-Determination in People

with Mental Retardation
EDWARD L. DECI

university of rochester
Self-determination theory (SDT) is outlined and used as a basis for

discussing the facilitation of education and adjustment of individuals with

mental retardation (MR). The theory diVerentiates intrinsic and extrinsic

motivation with respect to the concept of self-determination. The innate

psychological needs for competence, autonomy, and relatedness are used as

a basis for specifying how ongoing social contexts as well as intervention

programs will aVect self-determined motivation and, in turn, learning,

adjustment, and life circumstances. Laboratory experiments and field

studies are reviewed indicating that: (1) social contexts that facilitate

satisfaction of the three basic needs—by providing optimal challenge,

informational feedback, interpersonal involvement, and autonomy sup-

port—promote both intrinsic motivation and self-determined forms

of extrinsic motivation; and (2) intrinsic motivation and self-determined

extrinsic motivation are positively associated with high-quality learning and

personal adjustment. Although most of the SDT research has been done

with normal samples, the relevance of this work for the field of MR is

readily apparent. Further, some specific work in the field of MR is discussed

as it relates to SDT.
INTERN
MENTA
0074-775
I. INTRODUCTION
The emerging view of mental retardation (MR) considers it to be a

condition involving a complex interaction of cognitive deficits and self-

relevant motivational processes, which places developmentally disabled
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individuals at a relative disadvantage for learning and adjustment (e.g.,

Haywood & Switzky, 1986; Switzky, 2001). Stated diVerently, people with

MR tend to have diminished cognitive abilities as well as less intrinsic

motivation and self-determination than matched individuals without MR,

and these motivational deficiencies exacerbate the cognitive deficits resulting

in negative consequences for life circumstances, academic performance,

psychological well-being, and subsequent development of motivation and

self-determination (Harter & Zigler, 1972, 1974; Haywood, 1968; Schultz &

Switzky, 1993; Silon & Harter, 1985).

Recent federal legislation, such as the Americans with Disabilities Act of

1990, has emphasized that individuals with MR have greater rights to

determine their own life circumstances than had previously been granted. A

viewofMRwhich recognizes the importance ofmotivational and self-relevant

processes for outcomes in the lives of individuals with MR provides a

meaningful basis for designing and interpreting research on interventions

aimed at the promotion of self-determination among the mentally retarded.

This chapter uses self-determination theory (SDT) (Deci & Ryan, 2000;

Ryan & Deci, 2000) to focus on motivational processes as they relate to

learning and adjustment in individuals with MR. Much of the discussion

extrapolates from the SDT research with normal samples and samples of

individuals with learning disabilities and emotional handicaps (e.g.,

Grolnick & Ryan, 1990), but some studies of people with MR which

employed other perspectives are also considered. In reviewing theory and

research, I argue that SDT provides a useful process model for guiding

future research and program development concerned with improvement of

the life circumstances of the developmentally disabled.

The plan for this chapter is: to diVerentiate motivational processes in terms

of the concept of self-determination or relative autonomy; to review evidence

about the enhancement versus impairment of self-determined motivation; to

relate the types of motivation to learning and adjustment outcomes; and

to draw inferences about the education of individuals with MR.
II. SELF-DETERMINATION THEORY
In SDT, as in many current theories of motivation that have evolved in

the cognitive tradition, the concept of intention is the central defining feature

of motivated behavior (e.g., Lewin, 1951); people are said to be motivated

for a specific behavior to the extent that they intend to perform it.

Intentions, in turn, are theorized to be a function of: (1) desiring some

outcome, (2) believing the behavior is instrumental to obtaining

the outcome, and (3) possessing the necessary competencies to do the
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behavior. The concept of amotivation, in contrast, refers to a lack of

intention and motivation. People are amotivated for a behavior to the extent

that they lack an intention to do it.

The distinction between motivation and amotivation, although referred to

by diVerent terms, is pivotal in the theories of Heider (1958), Locke and

Latham (1990), Bandura (1997), Seligman (1975), and numerous others.

Heider, for example, used the term ‘‘impersonal causation’’ to describe

amotivation and ‘‘personal causation’’ to refer to motivated behavior. In each

of these theories, motivation is viewed as a unitary concept that diVers in

amount but not in type. Thus, people are said to have greater or lesser

motivation for some behavior, but there is no distinction about the type or

orientation of motivation they might have for the behavior.

Although the distinction between motivation and amotivation is extreme-

ly important, SDT has focused more attention on diVerentiating the concept

of motivation—that is, on exploring diVerent types of motivation that

underlie intentional actions and diVer in the degree to which they are the

basis for self-determination.
A. Autonomous Versus Controlled Motivation

Central to SDT is the idea that behaviors diVer in the extent to which they

are autonomous (i.e., self-determined) versus controlled—that is, in the

degree to which they are freely chosen and representative of one’s sense of

self versus pressured or controlled by some interpersonal or intrapsychic

force. To the extent that behaviors are experienced as freely chosen, they are

autonomous, whereas, to the extent that they are experienced as seduced or

coerced, whether by an external agent or by a strong internal demand, they

are controlled. The concepts of autonomy and control, therefore, describe

types of motivated actions that diVer in terms of the degree to which they

emanate from one’s self and are self-determined. Within the tradition of

Heider (1958), deCharms (1968) used the concept of an internal versus an

external perceived locus of causality to label this continuum, suggesting that

when people are acting with an internal perceived locus of causality they are

‘‘origins’’ of their behavior, but when they are acting with an external

perceived locus of causality they are ‘‘pawns’’ to some force that is operating

on them. According to SDT, this distinction between autonomous and

controlled behavior is important because the theory proposes that the

quality of performance and aVect varies as a function of whether the

behavior tends to be more autonomous versus more controlled.

An example of controlled behavior would be the girl who does her

schoolwork because she fears her teacher’s disapproval if she did not. In

contrast, self-determined behavior would be evident in a classmate who does
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the assignment because she finds it interesting or personally valuable. The

former student would be complying with demands and pressures, whereas

the latter student would be behaving with a much fuller sense of choice and

self-initiation. In both cases, the behavior would be intentional—that is, it

would be motivated, as opposed to amotivated—but the diVerent degrees of

self-determination experienced in the two cases would likely be associated

with diVerent antecedents, correlates, and consequences.

Conceptualization and empirical exploration of the distinction between

autonomous and controlled behavior began with the diVerentiation of

intrinsic and extrinsic motivation (e.g., deCharms, 1968; Deci, 1975).
B. Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation

Intrinsically motivated behaviors are those that are performed out of

interest and require no ‘‘reward’’ other than the spontaneous experience of

interest and enjoyment (Deci, 1975). When intrinsically motivated, people

behave freely and willingly with no external or intrapsychic prods, promises,

or threats. Csikszentmihalyi (1975) described these behaviors as ‘‘autotelic,’’

meaning, as the word implies, that they are self-directed. Intrinsic

motivation entails curiosity, spontaneity, and interest. It is readily evident,

for example, in the play, exploration, and mastery strivings of children and

in the delight that accompanies those behaviors (White, 1959).

In contrast to intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation is defined in terms

of behaviors that are performed instrumentally to attain some specific

outcome or reinforcement. Generally, extrinsically motivated behaviors are

ones that would not occur spontaneously and, therefore, must be initially

prompted by a reward contingency or other instrumentality.

Intrinsically motivated behaviors represent the prototype of self-deter-

mination. They are experienced as wholly volitional, as representative of

and emanating from one’s sense of self, and they are the activities people

pursue out of interest when they are free from demands, constraints, and

instrumentalities.

Early research on intrinsic motivation examined the eVects of extrinsic

rewards on people’s intrinsic motivation for some interesting activity. This

research question arose because some motivational theories had begun to

advocate creating conditions (e.g., in the workplace) that would stimulate

both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation (e.g., Porter & Lawler, 1968). The

assumption was that they would be additive, yielding total motivation.

Examination of the eVects of extrinsic rewards on intrinsic motivation

represented a way to test this assumption. Results of the first few studies,

done with college students and with nursery school children, indicated that

giving extrinsic rewards, such as money or prizes, for doing an intrinsically
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interesting activity tended to decrease people’s intrinsic motivation for the

activity (e.g., Deci, 1971, 1972; Lepper, et al., 1973). After people had been

rewarded for performing an interesting activity they were less likely to do it

again in a free-choice period and they expressed less interest in the activity

than did people who had performed the activity without being rewarded.

In interpreting these findings, Deci (1975) suggested that the introduction

of extrinsic motivators for performing an intrinsically motivated (and thus

self-determined) behavior tends to leave people feeling controlled. Their

behavior becomes dependent on the reward contingency, which diminishes

their experience of autonomy or self-determination. Thus, people experience

the rewards, rather than their own interest, as the reason for performing the

activity; in the words of deCharms (1968), the rewards induce a shift in

people’s perceived locus of causality from internal to external, leaving them

feeling like pawns to the extrinsic controls. They will subsequently be less

willing to do the activity simply for its intrinsic satisfaction.

Since publication of the initial experiment (Deci, 1971), nearly 100 others

have examined the eVects of tangible rewards on intrinsic motivation, and a

recent meta-analysis of these studies (Deci et al., 1999) concluded defini-

tively that, overall, extrinsic rewards do undermine intrinsic motivation,

thus indicating that extrinsically motivated behavior tends to be less

self-determined than intrinsically motivated behavior.

The finding that extrinsic rewards tend to undermine intrinsic motivation

has been controversial (e.g., Eisenberger et al., 1999) from the time the first

studies were published. Presumably, because rewards are relatively easy to use

and are reasonably eVective in controlling behavior, the critics prefer not to

acknowledge any negative consequences to the use of rewards. The problem,

however, is that when rewards control behavior there are indeed costs to the

people being controlled. For one, the rewards co-opt people’s sense of

autonomy. They make the instrumental behaviors dependent on the

continued presence of the rewards, so the behaviors do not persist when the

rewards are no longer present. The reason this is a problem is that, in life, most

parents, teachers, and other socializing agents would like to facilitate their

children and students being self-initiating and self-regulating—that is, being

self-motivated even when rewards are not present.

It is true, of course, that some tangible-reward experiments have shown

that, under certain limited circumstances, tangible extrinsic rewards sustain

rather than undermine intrinsic motivation (e.g., Harackiewicz, 1979; Ryan,

1982; Ryan et al., 1983), which suggests that extrinsically motivated behaviors

canbe self-determined. In otherwords, being extrinsically motivated does not

necessarily imply that one is controlled. Accordingly, SDT (Deci & Ryan,

1985) includes a developmental analysis of extrinsic motivation which

diVerentiates the concept of extrinsic motivation and explains when and
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how extrinsically motivated activities can be self-determined. Specifically,

this analyses focuses on activities that a person does not find interesting and,

thus, is not intrinsically motivated to do—that is, it addresses how people

can become autonomous for activities that they begin doing because of

extrinsic contingencies.
C. Internalization of Extrinsic Motivation

Extrinsically motivated behaviors—those done to attain a specific

outcome, such as parental approval—can become autonomous or self-

determined through the developmental processes of internalization and

integration. Internalization involves people receiving the external regulatory

processes so the behavior no longer requires the presence of an external

demand or contingency (Schafer, 1968), and integration is the process

through which these now internalized values and regulations are assimilated

and made part of one’s integrated sense of self (Ryan, 1993).

Integration is a central developmental process within organismic theories

of behavior (e.g., Piaget, 1971; Ryan & Deci, 2000). It is based on the

assumption that people are inherently active and naturally inclined toward

growth and development. Thus, from this perspective, development is not

something that happens to people by the environment but rather is something

that people do when they have the nutrients necessary to support the active,

inherentdevelopmentalprocessoforganismic integration(Deci&Ryan,1985).

According to SDT, internalizing regulations represents an instance of the

natural trajectory toward integration in personality. People internalize

socially sanctioned activities in order to feel related to others and eVective in

the social world, and they integrate those regulatory processes into their sense

of self in order to maximize their experience of self-determination. Stated

diVerently, individuals seek to feel related to others, socially competent, and

autonomous in their actions by taking in and integrating the regulation of

those behaviors that were initially externally prompted within a social milieu

(Deci & Ryan, 2000). The experience of relatedness, competence, and

autonomy, therefore, are the nutrients that are important for facilitating

internalization and integration. Accordingly, the integrative process may be

more or less eVective with respect to any particular behavioral regulation as a

function of the degree to which people experience relatedness, competence,

and autonomy while performing the behavior. To the extent that more

integration occurs, the subsequent behavior will be more self-determined,

whereas to the extent that less occurs, the subsequent behavior will be more

controlled.

More specifically, SDT posits four types of extrinsic regulation that result

from diVerent degrees of internalization and integration of extrinsic
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motivation. These regulatory processes underlie intentional, extrinsically

motivatedbehaviors,but theydiVer in theextent towhichtheyareautonomous

versus controlled. As such, the theory places the four regulatory processes

along a continuum of relative autonomy or self-determination. The four types

of regulation are as follows.

External regulation involves behaviors being regulated by contingencies

overtly external to the individual. When people engage in behaviors to attain

rewards or avoid punishments, their behavior is being externally regulated.

This is the classic type of extrinsic motivation that is central to operant

behaviorism (e.g., Skinner, 1953), and the initial discussions of and experi-

ments on extrinsic reward were concerned with this type of extrinsic

motivation. Externally regulated behaviors are intentional—that is, they are

motivated—but they are dependent on external contingencies and are thus

said to be controlled by the contingencies. In fact, external regulation

represents the most controlled form of extrinsic motivation.

Introjected regulation refers to behaviors that are motivated by internal

prods and pressures such as self-esteem–relevant contingencies. When people

behave because they think they should or because they would feel guilty if they

did not, they are displaying introjected regulation. This type of regulation

results when an external contingency has been taken in by the person but not

really accepted as his or her own. The regulation has to some extent been

internalized, but it has not become part of the person’s sense of self. When a

regulation has been introjected, it is thus internal to the person in the sense that

it no longer requires external contingencies. However, the behavior is

dependent on the internalized contingencies that are still separate from or

external to the person’s sense of self. Metaphorically, it is as if one part of the

person—namely, the introjected contingencies—were controlling the rest of

the person. Introjected regulation thus describes a form of internal motivation

in which actions are considered controlled or coerced by internal contingencies

that are external to the self. As such, the behaviors still have an external

perceived locus of causality even though the regulation is within the person

(Ryan&Connell, 1989). This is a very interesting formof extrinsicmotivation,

because most theories of internalization would consider this type of regulation

to constitute self-motivation and to reflect fully successful internalization,

but SDT views it as a relatively ineVective type of internalization whose

qualities have considerable similarity to those of regulation by external

contingencies.

Identified regulation results when a behavior or regulation is accepted by

individuals as being personally important or valuable for themselves. They

identify with the value of the activity and thus do the behavior with a sense of

personal endorsement, even though they do not find the activity interesting.

With identified regulation, people do not behave because they feel they
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should; rather, they do the behavior because it has personal relevance and

meaning to their lives. In other words, they have accepted the regulation as

their own. Thus, through identification, people begin to incorporate an

extrinsic motivation into their sense of self. An example of an identified

regulatory style might be a boy who identifies with the importance of studying

subjects he finds uninteresting so he will be able to attend an excellent

university that oVers the program he truly wants to pursue. This example

stands in contrast to the student who studies hard because he believes he

‘‘should’’ go to college like everyone else and will feel unworthy if he does not

(introjected regulation), or to another student who studies because his parents

pressure him to do so (external regulation).

Integrated regulation is the most self-determined form of extrinsic

motivation. It results from the integration of identified values and regulations

into one’s coherent sense of self. When people have integrated a regulation,

they not only value that behavior but they have brought it into harmony with

other aspects of themselves. For example, a high-school girl might identify

with becoming a doctor and also with being a serious soccer player, two

identifications that she might value equally but feel conflict about, at least

with respect to time commitment and peer pressure. However, she could

integrate these identifications, although doing so might necessitate making

adjustments, such as changing how she spends her time or who her friends are.

In such a case, the two values could co-exist harmoniously along with other

aspects of her self. A creative synthesis would have occurred and she would no

longer feel psychological stress about holding these two identifications.

Regulation resulting from integration is the most autonomous and mature

form of extrinsic motivation.

In the example of the boy who had identified with the value of studying

subjects he finds uninteresting because he understands their importance for

getting into a university, it was not made clear the degree to which he had

integrated that identification. Insofar as he experiences some resistance and

conflict, at times wanting to not do his assignments so he can be with his

friends who are not invested in learning, the identification is likely to be

relatively unintegrated. But if he is easily able to do his studying and not

experience ambivalence and discomfort with respect to his friends who are

not invested in learning, the identification would be relatively integrated.

Integrated extrinsic motivation and intrinsic motivation represent the two

bases for self-determined functioning. They share the qualities that constitute

self-determination, namely, a total involvement of the self and an experience

of personal endorsement and choice. Nonetheless, these two types of

motivation are diVerent in that intrinsically motivated behaviors are based

on a person’s interest in the activity for its own sake, whereas integrated

behaviors are based on the importance or instrumental value of the activity for
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the person’s self-selected goals. Behaviors for which a person is intrinsically

motivated typically did not require initial extrinsic prompts—the person

found them interesting and pursued them willingly from the start—but

behaviors whose regulation is integrated did require initial external

prompts that were gradually internalized and integrated. Thus, integrated

regulation involves a person coming to the point of personally endorsing

values and behaviors that socializing agents believe to be important for that

person.

Summary. SDT diVerentiates motivation into intrinsic motivation, which

involves doing an activity out of interest, and extrinsic motiva-

tion, which involves doing it because of some instrumental relation to a

desired outcome. Intrinsic motivation is the prototype of self-determined

activity, and extrinsicmotivation, in its classic form of dependence on external

reward contingencies, represents the prototype of controlled behavior.

However, SDT has specified four types of extrinsic motivation that diVer in

the degree to which the relevant behavioral regulation has been internalized

and integrated. Ordered from the least to the most self-determined form of

extrinsic motivation, the four types are: (1) external regulation, (2) introjected

regulation, (3) identified regulation, and (4) integrated regulation. As we will

see later, these various types of motivation are associated with very diVerent

learning and well-being outcomes, so understanding what social-contextual

conditions facilitate or inhibit the various types of motivation is a matter of

considerable importance.
III. HUMAN NEEDS, SOCIAL CONTEXTS, AND MOTIVATION
SDT has proposed that there are a set of three innate psychological needs,

which are defined as essential nutriments for healthy psycho-

logical development. The specification of these fundamental needs was

important in part because it provided a means of integrating the results of a

large body of research concerning the eVects of social contexts on intrinsic

and extrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985). The three needs are:

competence or eVectance (White, 1959); autonomy or self-determination

(deCharms, 1968); and relatedness or aYliation (Harlow, 1958). SDT

suggests that people are inherently motivated to feel connected to others

within a social milieu, to function eVectively in that milieu, and to feel a

sense of personal initiative while doing so. Without these experiences, SDT

proposes, people will suVer some negative psychological consequences.

The integration of extrinsic motivation has been analyzed in terms of all

three needs (e.g., Deci & Ryan, 1991), whereas intrinsic motivation has been

linked most directly to the needs for competence and autonomy (e.g., Deci,
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1975). As pointed out by Deci and Ryan (2000), the experience of

relatedness can facilitate intrinsic motivation, but there are many intrinsic-

ally motivated activities where proximal experiences of relatedness are not

necessary for maintaining a high level of the motivation.

According to SDT, a consideration of these innate human needs allows

prediction of how variables in the social context will aVect people’s intrinsic

motivation and the development of their extrinsic motivation. Simply stated,

social-contextual factors that aVord people the opportunity to satisfy their

needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness are theorized to facilitate

intrinsic motivation and the integration of extrinsic motivation, whereas

those that thwart satisfaction of these needs are expected to diminish intrinsic

motivation and impair the integration of extrinsic motivation.

Numerous studies that have examined the eVects of social contextual

factors on motivational processes are reviewed in the remainder of this

section. First, the eVects of contexts on intrinsic motivation are considered,

followed by contextual eVects on internalization and integration of extrinsic

motivation.
A. The Social Context and Intrinsic Motivation

The initial studies of social-contextual influences were the laboratory

experiments already discussed that examined the eVects of extrinsic rewards

on intrinsic motivation and found the general tendency for tangible extrinsic

rewards to undermine intrinsic motivation. Additional studies also investi-

gated the eVects of other specific external events such as deadlines, threats of

punishment, and performance feedback on intrinsic motivation. In each

case, participants in an experimental group who worked on an interesting

task when the event was manipulated were compared to those in a control

group who also worked on the same task but without the manipulated event

being present (e.g., without a reward or a deadline). Of interest were the

participants’ levels of intrinsic motivation subsequent to the period when the

experimental manipulation was done.

The studies confirmed that events which are experienced as controlling (i.e.,

as pressure to perform in specific ways) undermined intrinsic motivation,

whereas those that are experienced as autonomy supportive (i.e., as

encouragement for self-initiation and choice) maintained or enhanced

intrinsic motivation. With some limiting conditions, these experiments

indicated that not only tangible rewards (Deci, 1971) but also threats of

punishment (Deci & Cascio, 1972), evaluations (Smith, 1975), deadlines

(Amabile et al., 1976), imposed goals (Mossholder, 1980), and good player

awards (Lepper et al., 1973) all tended to undermine intrinsic motivation

because they were experienced as controlling. In contrast, providing people
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with a choice (Zuckerman et al., 1978) and acknowledging their feelings

(Koestner et al., 1984) tended to be experienced as autonomy supportive and

thus enhanced intrinsic motivation.

Subsequent work indicated that, although certain events tend to be

experienced as controlling (e.g., tangible rewards) while others tend to

be experienced as autonomy supportive (e.g., choice), the style and language

with which the events are administered significantly influence their eVects. For

example, Ryan et al. (1983) found that performance-contingent rewards,

when administered in a controlling style using language such as ‘‘you should’’

or ‘‘you have to,’’ undermined intrinsic motivation, but when administered

with a more autonomy supportive style (i.e., with supportive non-pressuring

language) tended not to be undermining. Similar results were found with

respect to setting limits on children’s behavior (Koestner et al., 1984). When

limits were set without using pressuring language and in a way that provided a

choice and acknowledged feelings, they were not detrimental to intrinsic

motivation, although they were undermining when administered in a more

controlling way.

Other studies have focused on contextual factors that tend to enhance

versus undermine intrinsic motivation by increasing versus decreasing

people’s experience of competence. To be intrinsically motivating an activity

must provide an optimal challenge (Csikszentmihalyi, 1975; Deci, 1975).

Thus, when a target activity is optimally discrepant from one’s skill level, it

tends to be intrinsically motivating relative to easier or harder tasks. A study

by Danner and Lonky (1981) confirmed this hypothesis. The researchers

found that when children were left on their own to choose what activities to

work on, they chose ones that were slightly beyond their current levels of

mastery.

Other studies showed that positive feedback tended to strengthen

perceived competence and enhance intrinsic motivation (e.g., Deci, 1971).

These eVects, however, were found to depend on the feedback being

administered in a relatively autonomy-supportive way. Positive feedback

has been found to enhance intrinsic motivation by strengthening perceived

competence only when the positive feedback resulted from a relatively self-

determined activity and was presented in a non-controlling style (Fisher,

1978; Ryan, 1982; Usui, 1991). We refer to positive feedback that is

administered in an autonomy-supportive fashion as being informational.

Incontrast topositive feedback,negative feedback,particularly if it is critical

and evaluative or administered in a controlling context, tends to diminish

perceived competence and decrease intrinsic motivation (e.g., Deci & Cascio,

1972; Vallerand & Reid, 1984). If administered in a non-evaluative, autonomy

supportiveway, however, negative feedback can represent a challengeandhelp

people figure out how to do better. When provided in this way, negative
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feedback will not necessarily undermine intrinsic motivation, but in general

negative feedback does tend to have detrimental eVects.

Several theorists have proposed that the ability to control outcomes and

the feeling that one can eVectively interact with the environment are

important motivational factors (Skinner, 1995), and some consider these to

be the critical factors for promoting interest, behavior change, and learning

(e.g., Bandura, 1997). The previously mentioned research by Ryan (1982)

and others has shown, however, that although personal control over

outcomes (i.e., self-eYcacy) is important, it is not suYcient for intrinsic

motivation; the feelings of competence must be accompanied by perceived

autonomy in order for people to be intrinsically motivated.

Other studies of social contexts, which were performed in school

classrooms, contrasted autonomy-supportive versus controlling interpersonal

climates. Deci et al. (1981) developed a measure of autonomy support within

the classroom which assesses the degree to which teachers attempt to motivate

learning andbehavior in anautonomy-supportivemanner versus a controlling

manner. Autonomy support involves taking the students’ perspective,

supporting exploration and self-initiation, and encouraging the students to

develop and implement solutions for their own problems, whereas control

involves telling the students what they should do and using sanctions to ensure

that they do as told. The researchers found that children in more autonomy-

supportive classrooms displayed greater curiosity, more independent mastery

attempts, and higher self-esteem than students in the more controlling

classrooms where teachers tended to pressure them to behave in particular

ways. Ryan and Grolnick (1986) also found autonomy-supportive teaching

environments to be associated with the students’ reports of greater intrinsic

interest in learning; however, whereas the Deci et al. (1981) study was done

with the teachers’ reports about their orientations, the Ryan and Grolnick

(1986) study was done with students’ perceptions of how autonomy-

supportive versus controlling their teachers were. Thus, whether focusing on

the teachers’ self-reports or the students’ reports about the teachers, the results

converge on a negative relation between teachers being controlling and their

students being less intrinsically motivated and engaged.

The finding that autonomy support plays an important role in increasing

motivation and satisfaction of students is not limited to the influence of

teachers. Grolnick and Ryan (1989) interviewed parents to assess whether

they tended to be autonomy supportive versus controlling with respect to their

children’s learning. An autonomy-supportive parenting style was evidenced

by a willingness to oVer choice and to consider the child’s perspective when

making decisions about his or her homework and other school-related

activities. In contrast, a controlling parental style was characterized by the use

of extrinsic contingencies such as rewards, punishments, and pressure to
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motivate the child. Results revealed that parental autonomy support was

positively correlated with children’s self-reported intrinsic motivation for

schoolwork.

In general, then, the results of a range of laboratory experiments and field

studies support the view that contextual supports for competence and

autonomy are the key ingredients for maintaining intrinsic motivation.
B. The Social Context and Internalization

A central proposition of SDT is that individuals have an innate tendency

to internalize the regulation of extrinsically motivated behaviors that are

useful for eVective functioning in the social world. Internalization allows

people to feel related to others and to feel competent within the social

matrix. As already noted, however, internalization can take the form of

introjection or it can lead to greater integration of the internalized regulation

with other aspects of the self. Although people may feel both relatedness

and competence when their behavior is regulated by introjects, they will feel

autonomous only when the regulations have been more fully integrated.

Consider these examples: people might introject the regulation of

behaviors endorsed by an attractive group and thus feel accepted by that

group’s members; or they might introject parental demands to do

homework and thus feel competent at school. With these introjects, the

people would feel satisfaction of their needs for relatedness and competence,

but they would not experience a sense of volition, of doing the activities in a

truly autonomous or self-initiated way.

As predicted by SDT, several studies have shown that the processes of

internalization and integration are facilitated in conditions that support

satisfaction of the basic psychological needs. Thus, autonomy support and

interpersonal involvement of significant adults in children’s lives have been

associated with the more autonomous forms of internalization. For example,

Ryan and Connell (1989) found that the levels of teacher autonomy support

and relatedness were associated with the degree to which the students were

self-regulating in doing their schoolwork, and Grolnick and Ryan (1989)

found that parental autonomy support and involvement also influenced

children to be autonomously self-regulating. When teachers and parents were

more autonomy-supportive and involved, students displayed greater intern-

alized motivation and were rated by teachers as being more competent and

better adjusted.

Deci et al. (1994) hypothesized that three factors in the social environment,

which tend to support self-determination, therefore, should facilitate

internalization and integration of the regulation of an uninteresting activity:

(1) a meaningful rationale for requested behaviors so individuals will
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understand the personal importance of the behavior for themselves; (2) an

acknowledgement of their perspective so they will feel understood; and (3)

an interpersonal style that conveys choice rather than control. The researchers

performed a laboratory experiment showing that these three facilitating

factors led to greater internalization as reflected in greater subsequent

performance of the target activity than did the conditions which were not

supportive of self-determination. This, then,was an experimental complement

to the findings in the Grolnick and Ryan (1989) field study.

Further, the Deci et al. (1994) experiment also showed that internalization

which occurred in the self-determination–supporting conditions was

integrated, as evidenced by positive correlations between behavioral self-

regulation and self-reports of perceived choice and enjoyment of the

activity, whereas the internalization which occurred in the more controlling

conditions was introjected, as reflected by negative correlations between

behavioral self-regulation and the same aVective self-report variables. In

other words, when people perform an activity and feel endorsement and

enjoyment from the activity it is likely that they have integrated the activity’s

regulation; however, when they perform the activity in spite of not feeling

free and not enjoying it, they display a lack of integration suggesting that

they have merely introjected the regulation. In short, it seems that

controlling contexts not only decrease the likelihood of internalization,

but they also ensure that whatever internalization does occur will be only

introjected rather than integrated.
IV. SELF-DETERMINATION, LEARNING, AND ADJUSTMENT
Numerous studies have related the motivational processes outlined in SDT

to people’s learning and performance—that is, to their acquisition and

integration of information as well as the flexible, creative use of that

information. We began with the hypothesis that high-quality learning would

be maximized by intrinsic motivation and integrated self-regulation. Some

studies predicted learning outcomes from intrinsic motivation and autono-

mous self-regulation,while others predicted the outcomes from social contexts

that facilitate intrinsic motivation and autonomous self-regulation.
A. Motivation and Learning

Ryan et al. (1990) asked students to read a passage and rate their interest

and enjoyment (i.e., their intrinsic motivation) for the material. Subse-

quently, the students were tested on the material although they had not been

informed about the test until after they had read the material and completed
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their ratings. Results revealed a strong positive correlation between

students’ interest / enjoyment and both their self-reported comprehension

and their actual recall of the material. These findings suggest that intrinsic

motivation for learning, as reflected in interest and enjoyment, are

important contributors to the learning process. Research by Schiefele

(1991) similarly found interest to be positively correlated with depth of text

processing and thus quality of learning.

Grolnick and Ryan (1987) found that greater self-determination, as

evidenced by higher intrinsic motivation and more identified regulation, was

positively associated with conceptual learning in late elementary-school

children. Further, Grolnick et al. (1991) reported a positive relation between

children’s self-determined motivation and both objective measures of

achievement and teacher reports of the children’s competence.

Several studies have reported results which buttress and expand the

findings that self-determined forms of motivation are related to high-quality

learning. For example, Vallerand and Bissonnette (1992) reported that more

autonomous forms of motivation (that is, integrated regulation and intrinsic

motivation) were negatively associated with dropping out of school, whereas

more controlling forms (viz., external regulation and introjected regulation)

were positively correlated with dropping out of school. A very interesting

finding by Ryan and Connell (1989) was that although both introjected

regulation (i.e., controlled motivation) and identified regulation (i.e.,

autonomous motivation) were correlated with children’s self-reports of

trying hard and parents’ reports of their children being motivated,

introjection was positively correlated with anxiety in school and maladap-

tive coping with failures, whereas identification was positively correlated

with interest and enjoyment of school and positive coping with failures.

Thus, children who are either controlled or autonomous may try hard in

school and will look motivated to others, but the quality of their motivation

is very diVerent and these diVerent motivations are associated with very

diVerent aVective and adjustment consequences.

To summarize, people can be motivated to learn in relatively controlled

ways or relatively self-determined ways, and it is the self-determined forms

of motivation that positively predict school persistence, high-quality

learning, and personal adjustment.
B. Social Contexts, Learning, and Adjustment

Other studies focused on the extent to which the contextual factors of

autonomy support and involvement promote high-quality learning and

adjustment. For example, Grolnick and Ryan (1987) hypothesized that

autonomy-supportive contexts would result in greater depth of processing
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and better comprehension of learned material for elementary school students

than would controlling contexts. They examined a learning condition in which

the experimenter was autonomy-supportive and stated that the students would

be asked some questions about their reactions to the material, relative to a

condition in which the experimenter was controlling and emphasized that the

students’ learning would be tested and graded. After reading the text, all

students were given the same test, and results showed that the controlling

condition led to poorer conceptual learning of the material than did the

autonomy-supportive condition. In contrast, children in the controlling

condition performed slightly better on rote memorization than the children

whose autonomy was supported, but the controlled group evidenced greater

deterioration in their recall over the subsequent week. Thus, at the end of the

week the rote recall of the two groups was equal but the conceptual

understanding of the students in the autonomy-supportive group was still

significantly greater. In short, autonomy support led to better performance on

conceptual understandingandcomparable performanceon rotememorization.

Research in Japanese schools by Kage (1991) provided additional support

to the SDT formulation. Among other things, the study showed that junior

high school students who were given a series of five quizzes to be counted as

part of their grade for the subject of medieval history (thus, a controlling

evaluative condition) expressed less interest in the material, rated themselves

as less competent, and reported greater anxiety than similar students who

had been given the quizzes as a means of monitoring their own learning

without having the quizzes count in their final grades (thus, an autonomy-

supportive condition). Furthermore, the students whose quiz scores

comprised part of their course grade actually performed significantly worse

on a summary exam at the end of the course segment. This work suggests

that the use of graded quizzes, which is a prevalent, controlling means of

motivating students’ learning, may actually be counterproductive, not only

causing negative aVective reactions but also poorer learning.

The importance of autonomy-support and autonomous motivation for

enhanced learning has also been demonstrated at the university level.

A study by Black and Deci (2000) showed that college students who had

instructors who were more autonomy-supportive displayed increases in their

autonomous motivation for organic chemistry over the semester-long course

and, furthermore, those who were more autonomously motivated in the

course enjoyed it more and got higher grades than students who were more

controlled in their motivation.

A laboratory experiment with college students also provided support.

Specifically, Benware and Deci (1984) asked participants to learn material so

they could put it to actual use by teaching it to others (the active-involvement

condition) or were asked to learn the material because they would be tested
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on it (the passive-involvement condition). Students in the active-involvement

condition expressed greater intrinsic motivation to learn the material and

showed greater conceptual understanding of the material than did students in

the passive-involvement condition. The two groups did not diVer in terms of

the amount of rote memorization.

The importance of self-determination for learning has also been demon-

stratedwith respect to flexible thinking. McGraw andMcCullers (1979) found

that participants who were controlled with the oVer of a financial reward for

solving a series of problems had a harder time breaking mental set when

presented with a novel problem than did participants who were not oVered a

reward. The researchers interpreted the result as an indication that the reward

undermined intrinsic motivation for the problem-solving, resulting in less

cognitive flexibility.

Amabile (1983) reported research linking intrinsic motivation to

creativity. She found that when individuals created artistic products in

response to controlling contingencies (e.g., evaluations, competition with

others, or promised rewards), their work was judged to be less creative

compared to those who created artwork in the absence of these controlling

pressures. This research lends support to the notion that motivation for

creativity, which is one component of high-quality learning and perform-

ance, can be enhanced by providing autonomy support, thus aVording the

individual a greater sense of self-determination.

Thus far, we have focused on the importance of autonomy support for

high-quality learning, although the studies by Grolnick and Ryan (1989) and

Grolnick et al. (1991) also found that parents’ involvement (that is, being

concerned about the related to their children about the children’s school

work) facilitated autonomous self-regulation and learning. The importance

of involvement in the learning process was further demonstrated in a study

of adolescents by Ryan et al. (1994). Results showed significant positive

correlations between the quality of the parents’ relatedness to their children

and various indices of school functioning, including self-esteem, positive

coping, autonomous self-regulation, and engagement in learning.

In sum, studies have indicated that when learning climates are character-

ized by autonomy support and involvement students are more autonomously

motivated and in turn evidence higher quality learning and better

psychological adjustment than when learning climates are more controlling.
C. Learning and Adjustment in Special Education Students

In 1986, the Journal of Learning Disabilities published a series of articles

on the future of the field of learning disabilities (LD). The guest editors,

Howard Adelman and Linda Taylor, asked me and Cristine Chandler to
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read and provide a commentary on the papers written by distinguished

researchers in the field of LD. The papers were interesting and informa-

tive in many ways. However, one thing that struck us very strongly was

that the treatment approaches discussed in these articles focused very

heavily on applied behavior analysis. In other words, work in the LD field

had been using behavioral approaches to treat individuals with LD, which

assume that individuals (at least individuals with LD) are relatively

passive and are controlled by contingencies in the environment. Thus, in

terms of promoting learning and behavior changes in these individuals, the

approaches employed reinforcement-based behavioral interventions to

promote change.

As noted earlier in this chapter, SDT perspective acknowledges that

rewards and reinforcements can work eVectively to control behavior;

however, the theory also maintains that the rewards and reinforcements

often carry with them negative aVective and motivational consequences,

most notably the diminishment or thwarting of self-determination. Thus, a

consideration of the work that had been done in the LD field prompted us

to conduct studies of SDT-related processes in students with learning

disabilities or emotional handicaps.

In the first of these, Grolnick and Ryan (1990) assessed four groups of

late elementary-aged students: (1) children with LD; (2) children matched

for IQ but without LD; (3) children without LD who were randomly

selected; and (4) children who were low achievers who did not have LD.

Results of this study showed that the children with LD perceived themselves

to be less competent and were less autonomously motivated than the second

and third groups who were nondisabled, but that the students with LD did

not diVer from the low-achieving students on these variables. This would

seem to imply that it is the level of achievement, rather than the fact of being

learning disabled, per se, that has the negative consequences for the levels of

the children’s motivational variables.

Another study was done with 457 students who had primary handicapping

codes of either LD or emotional handicap (EH). The students came from

elementary, middle, and high schools in a state-operated special education

system. The study linked autonomy support and involvement from teachers

and parents, as well as the students’ perceived competence and auto-

nomous motivation, to adjustment and learning outcomes for the disabled

students (Deci et al., 1992). The mean IQ for students classified as LD was 88

at the elementary level and 83 at the middle and high school levels, whereas

the students classified as EH had average IQs that were 10 points higher.

There were several interesting aspects to the results of this study. First, for

students with both handicapping codes, the motivation of those who were in

elementary school were more strongly related to variables in the home (i.e.,
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parents’ autonomy support and involvement) than to variables in the school

(i.e., teachers’ autonomy support and warmth), whereas the opposite was

true for middle and high school students. In these latter groups, the

classroom-context variables were more strongly related to the students’

motivation than were the home-context variables.

In general, the results showed that the students’ perceptions of their

mothers and teachers providing autonomy support (rather than being

controlling) were associated with the students’ perceived academic compe-

tence and self-esteem, among other motivation and aVective variables.

Further, maternal autonomy support also predicted students’ scores on the

Stanford Achievement Test, as did the students’ competence and autonomy.

Thus, this study indicated that social-context variables concerning satisfac-

tion of basic psychological needs predicted important educational outcomes

for the students with LD and EH, just as the studies reviewed earlier

indicated that autonomy support and involvement from parents and

teachers were an important influence on educational outcomes for students

without handicaps who were in standard classrooms.

There was a further interesting result. Specifically, there was a tendency for

autonomy support from mothers and teachers to be stronger predictors of

motivation and educational outcomes for the students with EH, whereas

involvement / warmth from mothers and teachers were stronger predictors of

motivation and educational outcomes for the students with LD. This suggests

that autonomy disturbances may be more central to students with EH

whereas competence disturbances may be more central for students with LD.
V. POSSIBLE IMPLICATIONS OF SDT FOR

THE FIELD OF MR
Although SDT-based studies of special education students did not include

students with MR, it is reasonable to infer that learning environments and

interventions that are designed to provide autonomy support and involve-

ment—in other words, that would allow satisfaction of the students’ basic

needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness—would also lead to more

positive outcomes for developmentally disabled students.

There is another intriguing possible implication of these studies which

have linked motivation variables to outcomes for special education students,

an implication that concerns the concept of MR itself. The traditional view

of MR considers it to be a deficiency in innate cognitive abilities, as reflected

in level of IQ. However, as noted throughout this volume, the emerging view

considers MR to be a condition involving a complex interaction of cognitive

deficits and self-relevant motivational processes which conduce toward
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poorer learning and adjustment outcomes for individuals with MR. This

newer view would imply that the disadvantaged outcomes associated with

MR are, to a significant degree, a function of the social environments

provided for developmentally disabled individuals; in other words, the social

environments could be understood as contributing to the condition itself.

Simply stated, to the extent that individuals with below average intelligence

are deprived by the social environment of opportunities to satisfy their needs

for autonomy, competence, and relatedness, the environment would be

contributing to their MR. This seems like an important issue that deserves

greater consideration from MR researchers.

Although little work has attempted to apply SDT directly to the learning

and well-being of MR individuals, I will now briefly consider research using

other perspectives that has examined issues related to motivation and self-

determination among the mentally retarded. This work has tended to fall

into two general categories. The first is pioneering basic research on the

intrinsic and extrinsic motivation of individuals with MR done by the

Peabody-Vanderbilt group (Haywood & Switzky, 1986) and the Yale group

(Zigler, 2001), both of which view students with MR as being relatively

deficient in intrinsic motivation and overly reliant on environmental cues

and reinforcements. The second is a set of intervention studies that are

intended to teach individuals with MR to be more self-reliant.
A. Intrinsic Motivation in Students With MR

In the first category, Haywood & Switzky (1992) have diVerentiated

motivation into intrinsic and extrinsic, treating this as a dichotomy. In doing

so, the concept of extrinsic motivation was undiVerentiated and was

essentially equivalent to what is called external regulation within SDT.

Further, Haywood and Switzky (1992) conceptualized intrinsic and extrinsic

motivation for learning as individual diVerences or learned personality traits,

much as was done by Harter (1981). Thus, from this perspective, students are

considered either intrinsically motivated or extrinsically motivated, and

research indicates that students with MR tend to be less intrinsically

motivated than students without MR, and that the intrinsic motivation

deficits lead to less eVective learning (e.g., Schultz & Switzky, 1993).

Switzky (2001) suggested that motivational orientations of students with

MR interact with incentive systems such that intrinsically motivated

students will be optimally reinforced by rewards intrinsic to the activity

itself, whereas extrinsically motivated students will be optimally reinforced

by extrinsic rewards. This perspective, which is common to the work in

other domains as well, represents what can be termed a match hypothesis. If

people are intrinsically motivated or autonomous in their own orientation,
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the most eVective way to motivate them is through autonomy support,

whereas, if people are extrinsically motivated or controlled in their own

orientation, this perspective advocates the use of extrinsic rewards or other

types of control. This is a point about which there is disagreement between

SDT perspective and that of the Peabody-Vanderbilt group. Specifically, SDT

perspective suggests that regardless of the children’s orientation, which

SDT viewpoint agrees is learned, the use of rewards and controls will have

negative psychological consequences. That is, it will diminish autonomy and

be associated with poorer well-being. Of course, it is possible that the use of

rewards with extrinsically oriented individuals will control their behavior and

produce the intended behavior while the controls are in eVect, but as so much

research has documented, this will further undermine their own capacities and

motivation to be self-motivating. In fact, SDT research has continually found

that all students respond positively to autonomy support and involvement

from teachers and parents regardless of their initial levels of intrinsic

motivation or self-determination. In other words, we have repeatedly found

positive main eVects for autonomy support with no interactions between

autonomy support and autonomous (or intrinsic) motivation when the

outcomes are self-determination, maintained behavior change, or well-being.

It is precisely because autonomy support and involvement allow satisfaction

of the individuals’ needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness that this

approach has a more positive eVect.

Central to SDT is a developmental perspective, which maintains that it is

possible to facilitate greater autonomous motivation in all students and that

the enhanced autonomousmotivationwill result in higher quality learning and

enhanced well-being for all students. Of course, if individuals’ predominant

experiences have been ones of being controlled by rewards and other external

events, suchas threatsordeadlines, theprocessof facilitating these individuals’

becoming more self-initiating and self-sustaining and of decreasing their

reliance on rewards and controlswill take concerted eVort and time. Becoming

more self-determined is, after all, a developmental process that needs to be

stimulated and supported, but it is a process that is worthwhile to facilitate.

Thus, although some students may be strongly desirous of extrinsic rewards,

SDT maintains that it is important to support basic psychological need

satisfaction in all students, regardless of their initial motivations, so they will

gradually become more self-determined in their motivation and behavior.
B. Self-Determination Interventions for Individuals With MR

Prompted in part by the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and by

other legislative actions and federal funding opportunities in recent years,

there has been increasing interest in promoting self-determination among
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individuals with MR and other disabilities. In large part, the federal actions

have prompted more intervention programs than research, but there have

been a number of studies relevant to these eVorts. For example, several studies

have evaluated programs referred to as self-determination interventions (e.g.,

HoVman & Field, 1995), although the definitions of self-determination and

other key concepts have varied among the studies and are not always

consistent with SDT definition of self-determination. In other words, the term

self-determination in much of this literature refers to specific behaviors related

to people taking care of themselves rather than to psychological processes that

might underlie such behaviors. Further, the quality of the studies has varied

greatly, with some using control groups and others not, some using sample

sizes large enough for reasonable statistical inferences and others not, and

so on. Still, some studies have compared a so-called self-determination

intervention with a suitable control group for participants with MR (e.g.,

Bregman, 1984; Tymchuk et al., 1988). The Bregman (1984) study, for

example, targeted adults with MR and introduced a curriculum intended

to promote self-advocacy. Results showed significant improvement in the

communications of the intervention group relative to the control group.

With this enhanced interest in the self-determination of disabled

individuals, it seems highly appropriate to be developing and evaluating

interventions intended to facilitate self-determination, as is being done.

Such interventions and evaluations would benefit greatly from the use of

process models of change that specify: (1) the intervention in terms of both

the external conditions that are to be aVected and the psychological or

experiential interpretation of those changes; (2) the mediating processes

through which the intervention is expected to have positive eVects on

learning, well-being, or life circumstance of the participants; and (3)

concrete indicators of the outcomes that are expected to be aVected. SDT

represents one such process model that has guided interventions to promote

more self-determination in other domains ranging from the workplace to the

medical clinic (e.g., Deci et al., 1989; Williams et al., 2002, 2004) and could

provide a basis for fine-tuning interventions in the field of MR and for

clarifying the psychological processes through which the interventions are

aVecting the lives of the individuals with MR. For example, SDT has

isolated many factors that enhance versus diminish self-determined

motivation, and it has proposed clearly that any intervention will have a

more positive eVect if administered in an autonomy-supportive way so

that participantswill experience greater satisfaction of the needs for competence,

autonomy, and relatedness. Further, SDT specifies that one could focus

either on the perceptions of competence, autonomy, and relatedness or on types

of motivation (i.e., intrinsic motivation and autonomous extrinsic motivation)
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as the mediating processes through which interventions are expected to have

their positive eVects, and instruments have been developed to assess each of

the constructs of SDT which could either be used as they are or be easily

adapted for use in research with MR samples. There are, of course, other

theories that could also guide such eVorts, yet SDT seems particularly suited

to the issues being addressed in the MR field at this time.

Recently, the clinical and research work being done on self-determination

among individuals with MR by various teams have become increasingly

sophisticated and grounded in research and theory, thus representing

important steps in the right direction. A new volume by Wehmeyer et al.

(2003) presents several of these programs. There are numerous points of

agreement, as well as a number of points of disagreement, between SDT and

the perspectives presented in the Wehmeyer et al. (2003) book. Space does not

allow a detailed consideration of each of those perspectives, in terms of their

points of agreement and disagreement with SDT, but I will mention just one

point of disagreement in an attempt to clarify a theoretical point that

highlights a fairly prevalent diVerence between SDT and the perspectives in

the book.

In a chapter by Abery and StancliVe (2003) a tripartite-ecological

approach to self-determination is presented. These authors draw on many

psychological theories to formulate their position, as well as present a

compelling case for providing MR individuals with greater control over their

own lives. Much of what these authors argue is consistent with SDT;

however, I will now highlight one point of divergence that is worth noting for

theoretical as well as practical reasons. Abery and StancliVe (2003)

emphasized that ‘‘personal control’’ is one of the most powerful factors

facilitating self-determination, and they further suggested that reinforcing

attempts to be self-determining is an additionally important contributor to

self-determination.

SDT takes a somewhat diVerent perspective concerning the concepts of

‘‘personal control’’ and ‘‘reinforcement.’’ The concept of personal control

(e.g., Skinner, 1995) which derived from the work of Rotter (1966) refers to

having control over outcomes. Thus, developmentally disabled individuals

would have personal control if a contingency in the environment allows

them to attain an outcome—for example, to obtain a monetary reward or

avoid a punishment—by performing an instrumental behavior. In contrast,

self-determination is about the self-initiation and self-regulation of one’s own

behavior. Of course, one needs to have control over outcomes in order to be

self-determining, but personal control does not ensure self-determination.

Indeed, many of the factors that provide personal control have been found to

undermine autonomous motivation and self-determination.
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Consider the following example. A statement to a developmentally disabled

individual such as, ‘‘You will get a candy bar if you wash your face, comb your

hair, and brush your teeth now,’’ would provide that individual with personal

control. The individual could control the outcome by doing the requisite

behavior. Further, the outcome would represent a reinforcement, which is to

say that it would increase the likelihood of the behavior being emitted again

the next time the contingency is encountered. In SDT, however, we would

characterize that statement to be controlling, and we would expect it to be

undermining, rather than supportive, of self-determination. The person could

attain the outcome (i.e., the candy bar) but the behaviors would tend to

become dependent on that outcome, so the behaviors are less likely to be self-

motivated in the future and displayed in the absence of the contingency. The

SDT perspective would instead emphasize providing people with choices and

opportunities for self-initiation in order to encourage them to take greater

responsibility for themselves, and it would support development of the skills

or capacities necessary to enact the behaviors. Thus, the approach would

focus on allowing the individuals to choose when and how to do their daily

activities rather than creating contingencies aimed at controlling their

performance of the activities. Contingencies, with the resulting reinforce-

ments, do provide personal control, but they are unlikely to promote self-

determination. Simply stated, the concept of reinforcement, which according

to Skinner (1953) is essentially synonymous with control, has been found to

diminish self-determination rather than enhance it. In contrast, the SDT idea

of being responsive to the initiations of developmentally disabled individuals,

of taking their perspective and encouraging their self-initiation, is consistent

with providing autonomy support, which has been found repeatedly to

enhance autonomous motivation.

Central to SDT, then, is the idea of encouraging and supporting volition

and self-initiation. Such encouragement involves providing optimal chal-

lenges and structures (Deci, 1975) aswell as allowingpeople the opportunity to

make choices and initiate their own behavior. And, for this to be autonomy-

supportive itmust all be done in away that is geared to the developmental level

of the individuals involved. In otherwords, choices and responsibilities oVered

to individuals need to represent optimal challenges in order to encourage those

individuals to be autonomously engaged in learning and self-care.
VI. CONCLUSIONS
SDT proposes that people have an intrinsic desire to explore, understand,

and assimilate aspects of their environment. This proactive motivation is

present from the very earliest stages of development, does not depend on



promoting self-determination 25
external pressures, and is essential for the acquisition of cognitive skills and

the development of self. Optimal learning, development, and maintained

behavior change, according to SDT, requires this intrinsic motivation along

with extrinsic motivation that has been internalized and integrated with

one’s sense of self.

However, both intrinsic motivation and internalized extrinsic motivation

require nutriments from the social environment. Specifically, social contexts

that support satisfaction of individuals’ innate psychological needs for

autonomy, competence, and relatedness—that is, contexts in which

significant others are involved and autonomy supportive—allow the

individuals to maintain intrinsic motivation and facilitate integration of

extrinsic motivation. In turn, such social contexts promote higher quality

learning and better personal adjustment.

SDT maintains that individuals with MR, like other individuals

whether disabled or non-disabled, will become more motivated and self-

determined to the extent that teachers or caregivers are autonomy-

supportive and involved. Regardless of the initial levels of intrinsic and

extrinsic motivation of the individuals, healthy development and greater

self-determination can be facilitated when interventions or educational

programs are administered by involved and autonomy-supportive educators

and providers.
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Self-regulated learning concerns the application of general models of

regulation and self-regulation to issues of learning, in particular academic

learning that occurs in school or classroom contexts. An important aspect of

models of self-regulation is that individuals regulate towards a goal, thereby

implicating the motivational system. Pintrich (2000) has proposed a general

model that links diVerent goal orientations to various self-regulatory

processes related to academic learning. A hallmark of this model is the

importance of integrating both cognitive and motivational components in

learning. In this chapter, we will apply that general model to understanding

how goal orientations and self-regulated learning processes might operate

for individuals with learning problems. We first provide an overview of the

general model of self-regulation and goal orientation, followed by a

discussion of how diVerent goal orientations might promote or constrain

self-regulated learning. In these two diVerent sections we note how these

general processes might apply to individuals with learning problems. Given

space constraints, this chapter does not include a comprehensive review of

research in special education on how these processes might be related to

individuals with learning problems, rather we include a few citations from

the special education literature to illustrate potential applications.
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I. A GENERAL FRAMEWORK FOR

SELF-REGULATED LEARNING
There are many diVerent models of self-regulated learning that propose

diVerent constructs and mechanisms, but they share some basic assumptions

about learning and regulation. One common assumption might be called

the active, constructive assumption which follows from a general cognitive

perspective. That is, all the models view learners as active, constructive

participants in the learning process. Learners are assumed to actively

construct their own meanings, goals, and strategies from the information

available in the ‘‘external’’ environment as well as information in their own

minds (the ‘‘internal’’ environment). Learners are not just passive recipients of

information from teachers, parents, or other adults, but rather active,

constructive meaning-makers as they approach learning. Given the general

behavioral perspective in much of the special education literature,

this assumption may be controversial, but it is a common assumption in

the more general current research on learning and motivation. Moreover in

line with a general developmental perspective on developmental disabilities

(e.g., Hodapp et al., 1998; Zigler, 1999), there is utility in making similar

assumptions about the development of all individuals, regardless of their

specific learning problem.

A second, but related, assumption is the potential for control assumption.

All the models assume that learners can potentially monitor, control, and

regulate certain aspects of their own cognition, motivation, and behavior as

well as some features of their environments. This assumption does not mean

that individuals will or can monitor and control their cognition, motivation,

or behavior at all times or in all contexts, rather just that some monitoring,

control, and regulation is possible. All of the models recognize that there are

biological, developmental, contextual, and individual diVerence constraints

that can impede or interfere with individual eVorts at regulation.

Accordingly, even learners with no specific learning problems still have

diYculty regulating their own learning. Of course, those individuals with

learning problems may have even more diYculties in controlling and

regulating their own learning.

A third general assumption that is made in these models of self-regulated

learning, as in all general models of regulation stretching back to Miller et al.

(1960), is the goal, criterion, or standard assumption. All models of regulation

assume that there is some type of criterion or standard (also called goals or

reference value) against which comparisons are made in order to assess

whether the process should continue as is or if some type of change is

necessary. The common sense example is the thermostat operation for the

heating and cooling of a house. Once a desired temperature is set (the goal,
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criterion, standard), the thermostat monitors the temperature of the house

(monitoring process) and then turns on or oV the heating or air conditioning

units (control and regulation processes) in order to reach and maintain the

standard. In a parallel manner, the general example for learning assumes that

individuals can set standards or goals to strive for in their learning, monitor

their progress towards these goals, and then adapt and regulate their

cognition, motivation, and behavior in order to reach their goals. Of course,

all individuals may have diYculties in regulating towards goals, but

individuals with learning problems may have even more diYculties in this

aspect of self-regulated learning.

A fourth general assumption of most of the models of self-regulated

learning is that self-regulatory activities are mediators between personal and

contextual characteristics and actual achievement or performance. That is, it

is not just individuals’ cultural, demographic, or personality characteristics

that directly influence achievement and learning, nor just the contextual

characteristics of the classroom environment that shape achievement, but the

individuals’ self-regulation of their cognition, motivation, and behavior that

mediate the relations between the person, context, and eventual achievement.

Most models of self-regulation assume that self-regulatory activities are

directly linked to outcomes such as achievement and performance, although

much of the research examines self-regulatory activities as outcomes in their

own right. Accordingly, for individuals with learning problems, these self-

regulatory processes mediate between other personal characteristics and their

actual achievement or learning.

Given these assumptions, a general working definition of self-regulated

learning is that it is an active, constructive process whereby learners set goals

for their learning and then attempt to monitor, regulate, and control their

cognition, motivation, and behavior, guided and constrained by their goals

and the contextual features in the environment. These self-regulatory

activities can mediate the relations between individuals and the context and

their overall achievement. This definition is similar to other models of self-

regulated learning (e.g., Butler & Winne, 1995; Zimmerman, 1989, 1998a,b,

2000). Although this definition is relatively simple, the remainder of this

section outlines in more detail the various processes and areas of regulation

and their application to learning and achievement in the academic domain

that reveals the complexity and diversity of the processes of self-regulated

learning.

Table I displays a framework for classifying the diVerent phases and areas

for regulation. The four phases that create the rows of the table are processes

that many models of regulation and self-regulation share (e.g., Zimmerman,

1998a,b, 2000) and reflect goal-setting, monitoring, control, and regulation

processes. Of course, not all academic learning follows these phases as there



TABLE I

Phases and Areas for Self-Regulated Learning

Areas for Regulation

Phases Cognition Motivation/AVect Behavior Context

1) Forethought, plan-

ning, and activation

1) Target goal setting 1) Goal orientation

adoption

1) Time and eVort

planning

1) Perceptions of task

2) Prior content

knowledge activation

2) EYcacy judgments 2) Planning for self-

observations of behavior

2) Perceptions of context

3) Metacognitive

knowledge activation

3) Perceptions of

task diYculty

4) Task value activation

5) Interest activation

2) Monitoring 1) Metacognitive awareness

and monitoring of cognition

1) Awareness and

monitoring

of motivation and aVect

1) Awareness and

monitoring

of eVort, time use, need

for help

1) Monitoring changing

task and context conditions

2) Self-observation

of behavior

3) Control 1) Selection and adaptation

of cognitive strategies for

learning and thinking

1) Selection and

adaptation

of strategies for

managing

motivation and aVect

1) Increase/decrease eVort 1) Change or re-negotiate

task

2) Persist, give up 2) Change or leave context

3) Help-seeking behavior

4) Reaction

and reflection

1) Cognitive judgments 1) AVective reactions 1) Choice behavior 1) Evaluation of task

2) Attributions 2) Attributions 2) Evaluation of context
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are many occasions for students to learn academic material in more tacit,

implicit, or unintentional ways without self-regulating their learning in such

an explicit manner as suggested in the model. These phases are suggested as a

heuristic to organize our thinking and research on self-regulated learning.

Phase 1 involves planning and goal-setting as well as activation of perceptions

and knowledge of the task, the context, and the self in relation to the task.

Phase 2 concerns various monitoring processes that represent metacognitive

awareness of diVerent aspects of the self and task or context. Phase 3 involves

eVorts to control and regulate diVerent aspects of the self or task and context.

Finally, phase 4 represents various kinds of reactions and reflections on the self

and the task or context.

The four phases do represent a general time-ordered sequence that

individuals would experience as they perform a task, but there is no strong

assumption that the phases are hierarchically or linearly structured such that

earlier phases must always occur before later phases. In most models of self-

regulated learning, monitoring, control, and reaction can occur simulta-

neously and dynamically as the individual progresses through the task, with

the goals and plans being changed or updated based on the feedback from

the monitoring, control, and reaction processes.

The four columns in Table I represent diVerent areas for regulation that

an individual learner can attempt to monitor, control, and regulate. The first

three columns of cognition, motivation/aVect, and behavior reflect the

traditional tripartite division of the diVerent areas of psychological function-

ing (Snow et al., 1996). As Snow et al. (1996) note, the boundaries between

these areas may be observed, but there is utility in discussing them separately,

particularly since much of traditional psychological research has focused on

the diVerent areas in isolation from the others. The first three areas in the

columns in Table I represent aspects of the individual’s own cognition,

motivation/aVect, and behavior that he or she can attempt to control and

regulate. These attempts to control or regulate are ‘‘self-regulated’’ in that the

individual is focused on trying to control or regulate his or her own cognition,

motivation, and behavior. Of course, other individuals in the environment

such as teachers, peers, or parents can try to ‘‘other’’ regulate an individual’s

cognition, motivation, or behavior as well, by directing or scaVolding the

individual in terms of what, how, and when to do a task. More generally,

other task and contextual features (e.g., task characteristics, feedback

systems, positive and negative reinforcers, evaluation structures) can

facilitate or constrain an individual’s attempts to self-regulate his or her

learning.

The cognition column in Table I concerns the diVerent cognitive strategies

individuals may use to learn and perform a task as well as the metacognitive

strategies individuals may use to control and regulate their cognition. In



36 Paul R. Pintrich and Juliane L. Blazevski
addition, both content and strategic knowledge are included in the cognition

column. The motivation aVect column concerns the various motivational

beliefs that individuals may have about themselves in relation to the task,

such as self-eYcacy beliefs and values for the task. In addition, interest or

liking of the task would be included in this column as well as positive and

negative aVective reactions to the self or task. Finally, any strategies that

individuals may use to control and regulate their motivation and aVect would

be included in this column. The behavior column reflects the general eVort the

individual may exert on the task as well as persistence, help-seeking, and

choice behaviors.

The fourth column in Table I, context, represents various aspects of

the task environment, general classroom, or cultural context where the

learning is taking place. Individuals do try to monitor and control their

environment to some extent and, in fact, in some models of intelligence (e.g.,

Sternberg, 1985) attempts to selectively control and change the context are

seen as very adaptable. In the same manner, in this model, it is assumed that

individual attempts to monitor and control the environment or context are

an important aspect of self-regulated learning.

This general description of the rows and columns of Table I provides an

overview of how the diVerent phases of regulation relate to diVerent areas

for regulation. The next section describes in more detail the cells in the table,

organized by column.
A. Regulation of Cognition

Table I displays the four general phases of self-regulation that can occur;

within the column for cognition, there are four cells that represent how these

diVerent phases may be applied to the various aspects of cognition. Each

cell is discussed separately for rhetorical and logical reasons including ease

of presentation; although as noted above, the phases may overlap or occur

simultaneously with multiple interactions among the diVerent processes and

components. There is no strong assumption of a simple linear, static process

with separable non-interacting components.

1. COGNITIVE PLANNING AND ACTIVATION

As shown in Table I, there are three general types of planning or

activation: (1) target goal setting; (2) activation of relevant prior content

knowledge; and (3) activation of metacognitive knowledge. Target goal

setting involves the setting of task-specific goals which can be used to guide

cognition in general and monitoring in particular (Harackiewicz et al., 1998;

Pintrich et al., 2000; Pressley & AZerbach, 1995; Schunk, 1994; Zimmerman,

1989; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1986, 1988). As noted above, the goal
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acts as a criterion againstwhich to assess,monitor, and guide cognition, just as

the temperature setting of a thermostat guides the operation of the thermostat

and the heating/cooling system. Of course, goal-setting is most often assumed

to occur before starting a task, but goal-setting can actually occur at any point

during performance. Learners may begin a task by setting specific goals for

learning, goals for time use, and goals or criteria for eventual performance,

but all of these can be adjusted and changed at any time during task

performance as a function of monitoring, control, and reflection processes.

The second aspect of forethought and planning involves the activation

of relevant prior knowledge. At some level, this process of activation of

prior knowledge can and does happen automatically and without conscious

thought. That is, as students approach a task in a particular domain, for

example, mathematics, some aspects of their knowledge about mathematics

will be activated automatically and quickly without conscious control. This

type of process would not be considered self-regulatory and involves

general cognitive processing, as it is not under the explicit control of the

learner. At the same time, students who are more self-regulating or

metacognitive, can actively search their memory for relevant prior

knowledge before they actually begin performing the task. This

prior knowledge can include content knowledge as well as metacognitive

knowledge about the task and strategies (Alexander et al., 1991; Flavell,

1979; Pintrich et al., 2000).

The activation of prior knowledge of the content area can happen

automatically, but it also can be done in a more planful and regulatory

manner through various prompts and self-questioning activities, such as

asking oneself, ‘‘What do I know about this domain, subject area, topic,

problem type, etc.?’’ as well as the construction of better problem

representations. It appears that both domain experts and self-regulating

learners do engage in these types of planning activities (refer to, Chi et al.,

1981; Larkin et al., 1980; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1986).

The third entry in the cell in Table I, the activation of metacognitive

knowledge, includes the activation of knowledge about cognitive tasks

and strategies and seems to be useful for learning (Pintrich et al., 2000;

Schneider & Pressley, 1997). Again, as with prior content knowledge, this

activation can be rather automatic, stimulated by individual, task, or

contextual features, or it can bemore controlled and conscious.Metacognitive

task knowledge includes knowledge about how task variations can influence

cognition. For example, if there is more information provided in a question or

a test, then it will generally be more easily solved than when there is little

information provided. Most students come to understand this general idea

and it becomes part of their metacognitive knowledge about task features.

Other examples include knowing that some tasks, or the goals for the task, are
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more or less diYcult, like trying to remember the gist of a story versus

remembering the story verbatim (Flavell, 1979).

Knowledge of strategy variables includes all the knowledge individuals can

acquire about various procedures and strategies for cognition including

memorizing, thinking, reasoning, problem solving, planning, studying,

reading, writing, and so on. This is the area that has seen the most research

and is probably the most familiar category of metacognitive knowledge.

Knowledge that rehearsal strategies can help in recalling a telephone nu-

mber, or that organizational and elaboration strategies can help in the

memory and comprehension of text information, are examples of strategy

knowledge.

Metacognitive knowledge has been further divided into declarative,

procedural, and conditional metacognitive knowledge (Alexander et al.,

1991; Paris et al., 1983; Schraw & Moshman, 1995). Declarative knowledge

of cognition can be considered knowledge of the what of cognition, as it

includes knowledge of diVerent cognitive strategies that can be used for

learning. For example, knowing about strategies such as rehearsal or

elaboration would constitute declarative knowledge. Procedural knowledge

includes knowing how to perform and use the various cognitive strategies. It

may not be enough to only know that there are elaboration strategies, like

summarizing and paraphrasing, but that it is important to know how to

eVectively use these strategies. Finally, conditional knowledge includes

knowing when and why to use the various cognitive strategies. For example,

elaboration strategies may be appropriate in some contexts for some types

of tasks (learning from text); other strategies such as rehearsal may be more

appropriate for diVerent tasks or diVerent goals (trying to remember a

telephone number). This type of conditional knowledge is important for the

flexible and adaptive use of various cognitive strategies.

2. COGNITIVE MONITORING

Cognitive monitoring involves the awareness and monitoring of various

aspects of cognition and is an important component of what is classically

labeled metacognition (Brown et al., 1983; Flavell, 1979; Koriat &

Goldsmith, 1996; Pintrich et al., 2000; Schneider & Pressley, 1997). In

contrast to metacognitive knowledge, which is more static and ‘‘statable’’

(individuals can tell if they know it or not), metacognitive judgments and

monitoring are more dynamic and process-oriented and reflect metacogni-

tive awareness and ongoing metacognitive activities individuals may engage

in as they perform a task.

One type of metacognitive judgment or monitoring activity involves

judgments of learning (JOLs) and comprehension monitoring (Nelson &

Narens, 1990; Pintrich et al., 2000). These judgments may manifest
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themselves in a number of activities such as individuals becoming aware that

they do not understand something they just read or heard or becoming

aware that they are reading too quickly or slowly given the text and their

goals. The JOLs also would be made as students actively monitor their

reading comprehension by asking themselves questions. They also could be

made when students try to decide if they are ready to take a test on the

material they have just read and studied or in a memory experiment as they

try to judge whether they have learned the target words (Nelson & Narens,

1990). Pressley and AZerbach (1995) provide a detailed listing of

monitoring activities that individuals can engage in while reading. In the

classroom context, besides reading comprehension or memory judgments,

JOLs could involve students making judgments of their comprehension of a

lecture as the instructor is delivering it or whether they could recall the

lecture information for a test at a later point in time.

Another type of metacognitive awareness process is termed the feeling-

of-knowing (FOK) (Koriat, 1993; Nelson & Narens, 1990). A typical

instance of FOK occurs when a person cannot recall something when called

upon to do so, but they know they know it, or at least they have a strong

feeling that they know it. In colloquial terms, this experience is often called

the tip-of-the tongue phenomenon and occurs as a person is attempting to

recall something. In the Nelson and Narens (1990) framework, FOKs are

made after failure to recall an item and involve a determination of whether

the currently unrecallable item will be recognized or recalled by the

individual at a later point in time. Koriat (1993) points out that there is

evidence that FOK judgments are better than chance predictors of future

recall performance, albeit not a perfect correlate. In a reading comprehen-

sion task, FOKs would involve the awareness of reading something in the

past and having some understanding of it, but not being able to recall it on

demand. The FOKs in the classroom context could involve having some

recall of the teacher lecturing on the material or the class discussing it, but

not being able to recall it on the exam.

3. COGNITIVE CONTROL AND REGULATION

Cognitive control and regulation includes the types of cognitive and

metacognitive activities that individuals engage in to adapt and change their

cognition. In most models of metacognition and self-regulated learning,

control and regulation activities are assumed to be dependent on, or at least

strongly related to, metacognitive monitoring activities, although metacog-

nitive control and monitoring are conceived as separate processes (Butler &

Winne, 1995; Nelson & Narens, 1990; Pintrich et al., 2000; Zimmerman,

1989, 1994). As in any model of regulation, it is assumed that attempts to

control, regulate, and change cognition should be related to cognitive
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monitoring activities that provide information about the relative discrep-

ancy between a goal and current progress towards that goal. For example, if

a student is reading a textbook with the goal of understanding (not just

finishing the reading assignment), then as the student monitors his or her

comprehension, this monitoring process can provide the student with

information about the need to change reading strategies.

One of the central aspects of the control and regulation of cognition is the

actual selection and use of various cognitive strategies for memory, learning,

reasoning, problem-solving, and thinking. Numerous studies have shown

that the selection of appropriate cognitive strategies can have a positive

influence on learning and performance. These cognitive strategies range

from the simple memory strategies very young children through adults use

to help them remember (Schneider & Pressley, 1997) to sophisticated

strategies that individuals have for reading (Pressley & AZerbach, 1995),

mathematics (Schoenfeld, 1992), writing (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987),

problem-solving, and reasoning (Baron, 1994; Nisbett, 1993). Although

the use of various strategies is probably deemed more ‘‘cognitive’’ than

metacognitive, the decision to use them is an aspect of metacognitive control

and regulation as is the decision to stop using them or to switch from one

strategy type to another.

In research on self-regulated learning, the various cognitive and learning

strategies that individuals use to help them understand and learn the

material would be placed in this cell. For example, many researchers have

investigated the various rehearsal, elaboration, and organizational strategies

that learners can use to control their cognition and learning (refer to Pintrich

& De Groot, 1990; Pintrich et al., 1993; Pressley & AZerbach, 1995; Schneider

& Pressley, 1997; Weinstein & Mayer, 1986; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons,

1986). These strategies include the use of imagery to help encode the

information on a memory task as well as imagery to help one visualize correct

implementation of a strategy (e.g., visualization in sports activities as well as

academic ones; refer to, Zimmerman, 1998a). The use of mnemonics would

also be included in this cell as well as various strategies like paraphrasing,

summarizing, outlining, networking, constructing tree diagrams, and

notetaking (see Weinstein & Mayer, 1986).

4. COGNITIVE REACTION AND REFLECTION

The processes of reaction and reflection involve learners’ judgments and

evaluations of their performance on the task as well as their attributions for

performance. As Zimmerman (1998b) has pointed out, good self-regulators

do evaluate their performance in comparison to learners who avoid self-

evaluations or are not aware of the importance of self-evaluation in terms of

the goals set for the task. In addition, it appears that good self-regulators are
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more likely tomake adaptive attributions for their performance (Zimmerman,

1998b). Adaptive attributions are generally seen as making attributions to

low eVort or poor strategy use, not lack of general ability (e.g., ‘‘I did poorly

because I’m stupid or dumb.’’) in the face of failure (Weiner, 1986;

Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 1997). These adaptive attributions have been

linked to deeper cognitive processing and better learning and achievement

(Pintrich & Schrauben, 1992) as well as a host of adaptive motivational

beliefs and behaviors such as positive aVect, positive eYcacy and expectancy

judgments, persistence, and eVort (Weiner, 1986).

5. APPLICATION TO INDIVIDUALS WITH LEARNING PROBLEMS

The discussion of the applicability of this model to students with learning

problems such as the developmentally disabled or learning disabled

(LD) population, should be prefaced with the acknowledgment that there

is significant variability in the metacognitive processing strengths and

weaknesses among these students (Bebko & Luhaorg, 1998; Borkowski,

Johnston, & Reid, 1987; Butler, 1998; Torgesen, 1980) as well as variability

in their cognitive and information processing capacities (Goldstein &

Dundon, 1987). For example, Goldstein and Dundon (1987) identify four

possible ‘‘factors’’ that may impair academic performance in LD children.

These factors include strategic deficits (children do not know the strategies,

they lack metacognitive knowledge), metacognitive deficits (children are

unaware of the need to use strategies and have diYculty in planning,

monitoring, and controlling their cognition), structurally reduced cognitive

capacity (e.g., minimal brain dysfunction), and functionally reduced cog-

nitive capacity (children experience a temporary reduction in available

cognitive capacity due to mediating aVective factors). Any number or

combination of these factors may aVect LD students. This variability

decreases the likelihood that any one specific cognitive or metacognitive

strategy or any one recommended instructional approach will be beneficial

for all LD students.

Despite this variability, some generalizations about the metacognitive

weaknesses of these students can be made. It is widely accepted that

most LD children experience diYculty in the selection, monitoring, and

revision of strategies, especially when completing novel tasks (Borkowski

et al., 1987; Paris & Myers, 1981). The LD students are also often

characterized as ‘‘inactive learners’’ who employ primarily weak, general,

and largely ineYcient task strategies, if any, rather than strategies that are

fine-tuned to the task demands (Hallahan & KauVman, 1982; Swanson,

1990; Torgesen, 1980; Wong, 1985). As compared to their normally

achieving peers, LD students are more likely to set inappropriate criteria

for monitoring progress (Butler, 1998), are more likely to have diYculty
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with executive control processing and coordinating strategies (Swanson,

1990), and tend to be less thorough and exhaustive in their search for and

use of appropriate strategies (Wong, 1982). They are also less likely to be

aware of the value of using an eVortful, strategic approach to academic

tasks (Borkowski et al., 1987) and are less likely to generalize or transfer

strategy instruction to diVerent content areas or novel tasks (Gelzheiser,

1984; Hagan et al., 1982).

Bebko and Luhaorg (1998) make many of the same points about mentally

retarded or developmentally disabled children in terms of their strategic and

metacognitive diYculties. They note thatmentally retarded childrenmay have

diYculties in acquiring diVerent strategies. In particular, these individuals

tend to encode strategies in a relatively unanalyzed form that is not

personalized to his or her needs. These problems in controlled acquisition

processes leads to less generalization of strategies and a limited repertoire of

strategies to use for diVerent tasks (Bebko & Luhaorg, 1998). Research also

suggests that, in terms of information processing, people with mental

disabilities are generally slower to automatize performance (Merrill et al.,

1996), and as a consequence, these individuals may have less cognitive

resources to allocate towards metacognition (planning, monitoring, etc.).

However, once processes are automatized, individuals with mental disabilities

may face another obstacle in that they may encounter diYculty when

attempting to override these processes. This is particularly problematic in

terms of academic performance if the automatized process is a frequently used

but inappropriate learning strategy (Ellis et al., 1989; Short & Evans, 1990).

In addition to these diYculties, individuals whose disabilities involve failure

of inhibitory mechanisms (e.g., individuals with Attention Deficit Hyper-

activity Disorder) may not be able to inhibit competing goals, which may lead

these individuals to become distracted (van Haneghan & Turner, 2001) and

generally impair their ability to self-regulate their cognition (Barkely, 1997).

Given the description above, it becomes quite obvious that many LD and

mentally retarded students fall into the category of ‘‘poor self-regulators’’

and thus stand to benefit from interventions designed to improve their

ability to plan, monitor, and control their cognitive processes. Research

in the field of self-regulation and metacognition generally confirms this

position. Strategic interventions in the domain of metacognition have been

found to have moderate eVect sizes (see Swanson, 2000, for a meta-analysis)

and frequently raise the performance of LD students to the level attained by

normally achieving peers (see Pressley & Levin, 1987, for review; Johnson

et al., 1997; McGivern & Levin, 1983; Torgesen, 1980). The utilization of

self-monitoring strategies has also been shown to improve mentally retarded

students attention to tasks, task completion, and task accuracy (see Hughes

et al., 1991, for review).
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While training in self-regulation may decrease performance diVerences

among LD or mentally retarded students and their normally achieving

peers, it would be misleading to state that such interventions are likely to

eliminate the discrepancy. Wong (1986) notes that poor performance among

LD students is unlikely to be solely caused by a lack of appropriate

metacognitive strategies and that metacognition cannot account for the

cognitive deficiencies such as decoding problems, which are widespread

among LD students. Furthermore, ‘‘because of the interdependence between

knowledge and strategy, we cannot aVord to overlook (the importance of )

increasing the students’ content knowledge in the domain upon which the

inculcated metacognitive strategy is to be applied’’ (Wong, 1986, p. 23). In

addition, Borkowski et al. (1987) warn that while some LD students profit

considerably from training, generalization of strategies and skills is not

readily achieved by most LD students. As mentioned earlier, due to

individual diVerences among LD students, it is unlikely that a single

approach or intervention will be maximally eVective for all students within

this diagnostic category (Butler, 1998).

These caveats are reflected in recent interventions that frequently com-

bine remediation of domain knowledge with strategy instruction that is

individually tailored to the processing strengths and weaknesses of the

student (Bos & Anders, 1990; Butler, 1995; Graham & Harris, 1993). The

Swanson et al. (1996) synthesis of intervention research (Swanson, 2000)

indicates that this combined approach of direct content instruction and

strategy instruction is, indeed, an eVective procedure for remediating LD

students when compared to other instructional models. They found that the

eVect sizes for cognitive processes (e.g., attribution and metacognition) were

higher when coupled with academic domains than when isolated for

intervention (Swanson et al., 1996).
B. Regulation of Motivation and Affect

In the same manner that learners can regulate their cognition, they can

regulate their motivation and aVect. However, there is not as much research

on how students can regulate their motivation and aVect as there has been

on regulation of cognition, given all the research on metacognition and

academic learning by cognitive and educational psychologists. The area of

motivational regulation has been discussed more by personality, motiv-

ational, and social psychologists (e.g., Kuhl, 1984, 1985), not educational

psychologists (see Boekaerts, 1993; Corno, 1989, 1993; Garcia et al., 1998,

for exceptions), but this trend is changing as research on learning and self-

regulation recognizes the importance of motivation in general and attempts

to regulate motivation in the classroom (Wolters, 1998).
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Regulation of motivation and aVect would include attempts to regulate

various motivational beliefs that have been discussed in the achievement

motivation literature (see Pintrich & Schunk, 1996; Wolters, 1998) such as

goal orientation (purposes for doing task) and self-eYcacy (judgments of

competence to perform a task) as well as task value beliefs (beliefs about the

importance, utility, and relevance of the task) and personal interest in the

task (liking of content area, domain). Kuhl (1984, 1985) as well as Corno

(1989, 1993) discuss, under the label of volitional control, various strategies

that individuals might use to control their motivation. They also include in

their more global construct of volitional control, strategies for emotion

control, as does Boekaerts (1993), that include coping strategies for

adapting to negative aVect and emotions such as anxiety and fear.

Accordingly, some of the volitional control strategies discussed by these

researchers are included in the motivation/aVect column in Table I.

However, rather than introduce another term, volition or volitional control,

it seems more parsimonious to just discuss regulation of motivation and

aVect, paralleling the discussion of the regulation of cognition. In the same

manner, there is literature on metacognition which is fairly well-established

on the awareness of and control of cognition, but there is little on

‘‘metamotivation’’ (but see Boekaerts, 1995), which would include students’

awareness of and attempts to control their motivation. Again, in the

interests of parsimony, the term metamotivation will not be used, but the

model does include motivational self-awareness and control. Finally,

although goal orientation is listed in Table I in the cell for activation of

motivation, it will not be discussed in the current section, as it is the central

focus of the second half of this chapter.

1. MOTIVATIONAL PLANNING AND ACTIVATION

In terms of the phases in Table I, planning and activation of motivation

would involve judgments of eYcacy as well as the activation of various

motivational beliefs about value and interest. In terms of self-eYcacy

judgments, Bandura (1997) and Schunk (1989, 1991, 1994) have shown that

individuals’ judgments of their capabilities to perform a task have

consequences for aVect, eVort, persistence, performance, and learning. Of

course, once a learner begins a task, self-eYcacy judgments can be adjusted

based on actual performance and feedback as well as individual attempts to

actively regulate or change one’s eYcacy judgments (Bandura, 1997).

In the cognitive research on memory, individuals can make determina-

tions of the diYculty level of the task, such as how hard it will be to

remember or learn the material, or in the Nelson and Narens (1990)

framework what they call ease of learning judgments (EOL). These EOL

judgments draw on both metacognitive knowledge of the task and
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metacognitive knowledge of the self in terms of past performance of the

task. In the classroom context, students could make these EOL judgments as

the teacher introduces a lesson or assigns a worksheet, project, or paper.

These EOL judgments are similar to self-eYcacy judgments although the

emphasis is on the task, rather than on the self. In this sense, EOL

judgments and self-eYcacy judgments reflect the task diYculty perceptions

and self-competence perceptions from expectancy-value models (e.g., Eccles,

1983).

Along with judgments of competence, learners also have perceptions of

the value and interest the task or content area has for them. In expectancy-

value models (Eccles, 1983; Wigfield, 1994; Wigfield & Eccles, 1992), task

value beliefs include perceptions of the relevance, utility, and importance of

the task. If students believe that the task is relevant or important for their

future goals or generally useful for them (e.g., ‘‘Chemistry is important

because I want to be a doctor’’; ‘‘Math is useful because I need it to be a

good consumer’’), then they are more likely to be engaged in the task as well

as choose to engage in the task in the future (Wigfield, 1994; Wigfield &

Eccles, 1992). In terms of a model of self-regulated learning, it seems likely

that these beliefs can be activated early on, either consciously or

automatically and unconsciously, as the student approaches or is introduced

to the task by teachers or others. In addition, in the current model of self-

regulated learning, it is assumed that students can attempt to regulate or

control these value beliefs (e.g., Wolters, 1998).

Beside value beliefs, learners also have perceptions of their personal

interest in the task or in the content domain of the task (e.g., liking and

positive aVect towards math, history, science, etc.). The research on personal

interest suggests that personal interest is a stable, enduring characteristic of

an individual, but that the level of interest can be activated and vary

according to situational and contextual features, which is labeled the

psychological state of interest (Krapp et al., 1992; Schiefele, 1991). In

addition, this research has shown that interest is related to increased

learning, persistence, and eVort. Although the research on interest has been

pursued from both an expectancy-value framework (Wigfield, 1994;

Wigfield & Eccles, 1992) as well as from intrinsic motivation or needs-

based models (see Deci & Ryan, 1985; Renninger et al., 1992), it seems clear

that interest can be activated by task and contextual features and that

learners also can try to control and regulate it (Sansone et al., 1992; Wolters,

1998).

Finally, just as interest can be a positive anticipatory aVect, learners also

can anticipate other more negative aVects such as anxiety or fear. In the

academic learning domain, test anxiety would be the most common form of

anxiety and the most researched in terms of its links with learning,
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performance, and achievement (Hembree, 1988; Hill & Wigfield, 1984;

Wigfield & Eccles, 1989; Zeidner, 1998). Students who anticipate being

anxious on tests and worry about performing poorly even before they begin

the test can set in motion a downward spiral of maladaptive cognitions,

emotions, and behaviors that lead them to do poorly on the exam (Bandura,

1997; Zeidner, 1998). In this way, these anticipatory aVects such as anxiety

or fear can influence the subsequent learning process and certainly establish

conditions that require active and adaptive self-regulation of cognition,

motivation, and behavior.

2. MOTIVATIONAL MONITORING

There is not as much research on how individuals become aware of their

motivation and aVect as there has been on metacognitive awareness and

monitoring, but it is implied in the research on individuals attempts to

control and regulate their motivation and aVect. That is, as in the cognitive

research, it can be assumed that in order for individuals to try to control

their eYcacy, value, interest, or anxiety, they would have to be aware of

these beliefs and aVects and monitor them at some level. In fact, paralleling

the cognitive strategy intervention research (Pressley & Woloshyn, 1995),

research on interventions to improve motivation often focuses on helping

students become aware of their own motivation and adapting it to the task

and contextual demands. For example, in the research on self-eYcacy, the

focus is on having individuals become aware of their own eYcacy levels

and self-doubts and then change their eYcacy judgments to make them

more realistic and adaptive (Bandura, 1997). Research on attributional

retraining attempts to help individuals become aware of their maladaptive

attributional patterns and then change them (Foersterling, 1985; Peterson

et al., 1993). In the test anxiety research, besides attempts to change the

environmental conditions that increase anxiety, there are a host of suggested

coping strategies that individuals can adopt that include monitoring both

the emotionality (negative aVect) and cognitive (negative self-thoughts and

doubts) components of anxiety (Hill & Wigfield, 1984; Tryon, 1980;

Zeidner, 1998). In all of these cases, the monitoring of motivation and

aVect is an important prelude to attempts to control and regulate motivation

and aVect.

3. MOTIVATIONAL CONTROL AND REGULATION

There are many diVerent strategies that individuals can use to control

motivation and aVect however, not as many perhaps as have been discussed

by cognitive researchers investigating strategies to control cognition, but still

there are a fair number of diVerent motivation and emotion control
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strategies. Kuhl (1984, 1985), Corno (1989, 1993), Boekaerts (1993), and

Boekaerts and Niemivirta (2000) have all discussed various strategies for

motivation and emotion control.

These strategies include attempts to control self-eYcacy through the use

of positive self-talk (e.g., ‘‘I know I can do this task;’’ see Bandura, 1997).

Students also can attempt to increase their extrinsic motivation for the task

by promising themselves extrinsic rewards or making certain positive

activities (taking a nap, watching television, talking with friends, etc.)

contingent on completing an academic task (Wolters, 1998) (called self-

consequenting in Zimmerman and Martinez-Pons, 1986; and incentive

escalation in Kuhl, 1984). Wolters (1998) also found that college students

would intentionally try to evoke extrinsic goals such as getting good grades

to help them maintain their motivation. Students also can try to increase

their intrinsic motivation for a task by trying to make it more interesting

(e.g., ‘‘make it into a game,’’ Sansone et al., 1992; Wolters, 1998) or to

maintain a more mastery-oriented focus on learning (Wolters, 1998).

Finally, Wolters (1998) also found that students would try to increase the

task value of an academic task by attempting to make it more relevant or

useful to them or their careers, experiences, or lives. In all of these cases,

students are attempting to change or control their motivation in order to

complete a task that might be boring or diYcult.

In other cases, students may use a self-aYrmation strategy whereby they

decrease the value of a task in order to protect their self-worth, especially if

they have done poorly on the task (Garcia & Pintrich, 1994). For example

students who fail on an academic task might try to aYrm their self-worth by

saying it does not matter to them and that school is not that important

compared to other aspects of their lives that they value more. Steele (1988,

1997) has suggested that self-aYrmation and disidentification with school

(devaluing of school in comparison to other domains) might help explain

the discrepancy between African-American students’ achievement and their

self-esteem.

In addition, there are strategies students can use to try to control their

emotions that might diVer from those that they use to control their eYcacy

or value (Boekaerts, 1993; Boekaerts & Niemivirta, 2000; Corno, 1989, 1993;

Kuhl, 1984, 1985; Wolters, 1998). Self-talk strategies to control negative aVect

and anxiety (e.g., ‘‘don’t worry about grades now,’’ ‘‘don’t think about that

last question, move on to the next question’’) have been noted by anxiety

researchers (Hill & Wigfield, 1984; Zeidner, 1998). Students also may invoke

negative aVects, such as shame or guilt, to motivate them to persist at a task

(Corno, 1989; Wolters, 1998). Defensive pessimism is another motivational

strategy that students can use to actually harness negative aVect and anxiety
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about doing poorly in order to motivate them to increase their eVort and

perform better (Garcia & Pintrich, 1994; Norem & Cantor, 1986). Self-

handicapping, in contrast to defensive pessimism, involves the decrease of

eVort (little or no studying) or procrastination (only cramming for an exam,

writing a paper at very end of deadline) in order to protect self-worth by

attributing the likely poor outcome to low eVort, not low ability (Baumeister

& Scher, 1988; Berglas, 1985; Garcia & Pintrich, 1994; Midgley et al., 1996).

4. MOTIVATIONAL REACTION AND REFLECTION

After the students have completed a task, they may have emotional

reactions to the outcome (e.g., happiness at success, sadness at failure) as

well as reflect on the reasons for the outcome, that is, to make attributions

for the outcome (Weiner, 1986). Following the attribution theory, the types

of attributions that students make for their success and failure can lead to

the experience of more complicated emotions like pride, anger, shame, and

guilt (Weiner, 1986, 1995). As students reflect on the reasons for their

performance, both the quality of the attributions and the quality of the

emotions experienced are important outcomes of the self-regulation process.

Individuals can actively control the types of attributions they make in order

to protect their self-worth and motivation for future tasks. Many of the

common attributional biases identified by social psychologists (Fiske &

Taylor, 1991) may be used rather automatically (e.g., the fundamental

attribution error, the actor-observer bias), but they could also be more

intentional strategies used to protect self-worth (e.g., the self-serving or

hedonic bias, the self-centered bias; see Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Pintrich &

Schunk, 1996).

In fact, much of the attributional retraining literature is focused on

helping individuals change their attributions or attributional style in order

to have more adaptive cognitive, motivational, aVective, and behavioral

reactions to life events (Foersterling, 1985; Peterson et al., 1993). Finally,

these reflections and reactions can lead to changes in the future levels of

self-eYcacy, expectancy for future success, as well as value and interest

(Pintrich & Schunk, 1996; Weiner, 1986, 1995). In this manner, these

potential changes in eYcacy, value, and interest from phase four flow back

into phase one and become the ‘‘entry’’ level motivational beliefs that

students bring with them to new tasks.

5. APPLICATIONS TO STUDENTS WITH LEARNING PROBLEMS

Similar to the area of cognitive regulation, there is some variability in the

motivational beliefs and attributions of students with learning disabilities

and other learning problems. As before, it is important to note that LD or

mentally retarded children are not the only ones who may at times lack



applications of goal orientation and self-regulated learning 49
motivation, experience negative aVect, or make maladaptive attributions

for their successes or failures. Even high achieving students, for example,

experience negative aVect, such as test anxiety, in certain circumstances.

Unfortunately, motivational problems are believed to be somewhat more

pervasive among students with learning disabilities and mental retardation

than among ‘‘non-disabled’’ students (Butkowski & Willows, 1980; Licht,

1983; Torgesen & Licht, 1983). As such, the self-regulation of maladaptive

motivational beliefs may be an important component in interventions

designed to improve the performance of these individuals.

Research indicates, for example, that students with learning disabilities

or with mild-to-moderate mental retardation are more likely than other

students to causally attribute poor performance to insuYcient ability and

are less likely to view success as a result of their ability (Butkowski &

Willows, 1980; Koestner et al., 1995; Turner, 1996; see Weisz, 1999 for

review). This attributional pattern is generally maladaptive and may lead to

a cycle of failure and the formation of a learned helpless belief system (Licht,

1983). An additional problem related to attributions is that children with

mental retardation tend to hold more external locus of control orientations

than their same-age peers without disabilities or LD peers (Wehmeyer, 1992;

Wehmeyer & Palmer, 1997). Specifically, their perceptions of causality are

unrealistic in that they reflect an over-reliance on luck, fate, chance, or

powerful others (Wehmeyer, 2001).

The formation of a learned helpless belief system can be influenced by the

behavior, expectations, and aVect of teachers, parents, and caregivers. For

example, particular patterns of teacher aVect and response to LD or mentally

retarded students’ failures (e.g., pity coupled with little punishment) can send

messages that may be interpreted as low-ability cues which may fuel a

student’s learned helpless beliefs. That is, a student may feel that a teacher’s

expression of pity indicates that they were not really expected to do well; if

they were, the teacher would have likely responded with disappointment

and anger for failure to perform up to one’s potential (Clark, 1997; Weisz,

1999). Accordingly, interventions that focus on self-regulation of attributions

and/or attributional retraining may need to be coupled with interventions at

the contextual level.

It is important to note that there is some inconsistency in the research as to

whether or not a ‘‘learned helplessness profile’’ best describes the attributional

pattern of LD students. Friedman and Medway (1987) found that students

with learning disabilities did not consistently display learned helpless

behaviors. In addition, they found that the LD students did not show lower

performance expectancies or show greater expectancy shifts following failure

than those without learning disabilities. Pintrich et al. (1994) also found that
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LD students do not necessarily fit a ‘‘helpless’’ profile. Instead of attributing

failure to internal causes such as lack of ability (as would be predicted by a

learned helplessness theory), the LD students in this study tended to attribute

their failures to external causes.

Pintrich et al. (1994) also noted that the LD students did not diVer from

normally achieving students in terms of intrinsic orientation. These findings

are in contrast to some research that suggests that students with learning

disabilities and mental retardation tend to be more extrinsically motivated

(Ellis, 1986; Haywood & Switzky, 1986; Wilson & David, 1994). The extent

to which students are intrinsically or extrinsically motivated may have

important implications in terms of their self-regulation. For example,

Switzky (2001) argues that self-regulation might be diYcult to produce in

students who are predominately extrinsically motivated. He suggests that

these individuals are primarily under the control of a strongly developed

external reinforcement system and needs external direction in order to

perform, which makes them less likely to engage in internally generated self-

regulated activities (Switzky, 2001).
C. Regulation of Behavior

Regulation of behavior is an aspect of self-regulation that involves

individuals’ attempts to control their own overt behavior. Some models of

regulation would not include this as an aspect of ‘‘self ’’ regulation since it

does not explicitly involve attempts to control and regulate the personal self

and would just label it behavioral control. In contrast, the framework in

Table I follows the triadic model of social cognition (Bandura, 1986;

Zimmerman, 1989), where behavior is an aspect of the person, albeit not the

internal ‘‘self ’’ that is represented by cognition, motivation, and aVect.

Nevertheless, individuals can observe their own behavior, monitor it, and

attempt to control and regulate it, and as such, these activities can be

considered self-regulatory for the individual.

At the same time, as signaled by the brackets for the cell that represents

the intersection of the row for phase 1 forethought, planning, and activation

and the column for behavior, this cell for time and eVort planning really

represents ‘‘cognitions.’’ In this sense, it could be placed in the cell that

reflects the intersection of forethought and cognition. That is, there may not

really be any ‘‘behavioral’’ planning that is not also ‘‘cognitive.’’ However,

there are models of intentions and intentional planning (e.g., Gollwitzer,

1996) that do conceptualize behavioral intentions as an aspect of volitional

and regulatory control. Accordingly, in terms of the structure of the

taxonomy in Table I, it seems reasonable to place students’ attempts to
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intentionally plan their behavior in this cell and to discuss them as part of

the column for behavioral regulation.

1. BEHAVIORAL FORETHOUGHT, PLANNING, AND ACTIVATION

Models of intentions, intentional planning, and planned behavior (e.g.,

Ajzen, 1988, 1991; Gollwitzer, 1996) have shown that the formation of

intentions are linked to subsequent behavior in a number of diVerent

domains. In the academic learning domain, time and eVort planning or

management would be the kinds of activities that could be placed in this

cell in Table I. Time management involves the making of schedules for

studying and allocating time for diVerent activities, which is a classic aspect

of most learning and study skills courses (see Hofer et al., 1998; McKeachie

et al., 1985; Pintrich et al., 1987; Simpson et al., 1997). Zimmerman and

Martinez-Pons (1986) have shown that self-regulating learners and high

achievers do engage in time management activities. In addition, Zimmerman

(1998a) has discussed how expert writers, musicians, and athletes not just

students, engage in time management activities. As part of time manage-

ment, students also may make decisions and form intentions about how they

will allocate their eVort and the intensity of their work. For example,

students might plan to study regularly one or two hours a night during the

semester, but during mid-terms or finals intend to increase their eVort and

time spent studying.

Zimmerman (1998a, 2000) also has discussed how individuals can observe

their own behavior through various methods and then use this information

to control and regulate their behavior. For example, writers can record how

many pages of text they produce in a day and record this information over

weeks, months, and years (Zimmerman, 1998b). In order to enact these self-

observational methods, some planning must be involved in order to

organize the behavioral record-keeping. Many learning strategy programs

also suggest some form of behavioral observation and record-keeping in

terms of studying in order to provide useful information for future attempts

to change learning and study habits. Again, the implementation of these

self-observational methods requires some planning and the intention to

actually implement them during learning activities.

2. BEHAVIORAL MONITORING AND AWARENESS

In phase 2, students can monitor their time-management and eVort levels

and attempt to adjust their eVort to fit the task. For example, in phase 1,

students may plan to spend only two hours reading two textbook chapters

for the course, but once they begin reading, they realize that it is more



52 Paul R. Pintrich and Juliane L. Blazevski
diYcult than they foresaw and that it will take either more time or more

concentrated eVort to understand the chapter. They could also realize that

although they set aside two hours for reading the chapters in the library,

they spent one hour of that time talking with friends who were studying with

them. Of course, this type of monitoring should lead to an attempt to

control or regulate their eVort (e.g., set aside more time, do not study with

friends, the next cell in Table I). This type of monitoring behavior is often

assisted by formal procedures for self-observation (e.g., keeping logs of

study time, diaries of activities, record-keeping, etc.) or self-experimentation

(Zimmerman, 1998a, 2000). All of these activities will help students become

aware of and monitor their own behavior, which provides information that

can be used to actually control or regulate behavior.

3. BEHAVIORAL CONTROL AND REGULATION

Strategies for actual behavioral control and regulation address issues of

behavioral control of physical health, mental health, work behaviors, and

social relations with others, as well as behavioral control of activities for

academic learning. As noted in the previous section, students may regulate

the time and eVort they spend studying two textbook chapters based on

their monitoring of their behavior and the diYculty of the task. If the

task is harder than they originally thought, they may increase their eVort,

depending on their goals, or they may decrease eVort if the task is perceived

as too diYcult. Another aspect of behavioral control includes general

persistence, which is also a classic measure used in achievement motivation

studies as an indicator of motivation. Students may exhort themselves to

persist through self-talk (‘‘keep trying, you’ll get it’’) or they may give up if

the task is too diYcult, again depending on their goals and monitoring

activities.

The motivational strategies mentioned earlier, such as defensive

pessimism and self-handicapping, included attempts to control anxiety

and self-worth but also had direct implications for an increase in eVort

(defensive pessimism) or decrease in eVort (self-handicapping). As such,

these strategies are also relevant to behavioral control eVorts. One aspect of

self-handicapping is procrastination, which is certainly behavioral in nature

in terms of delaying studying for an exam or writing a paper until the last

minute. Of course, since eVort and persistence are two of the most common

indicators of motivation, most of the motivational strategies mentioned in

the earlier section will have direct implications for the behaviors of eVort

and persistence.

Another behavioral strategy that can be very helpful for learning is

help-seeking. It appears that good students and good self-regulators know

when, why, and from whom to seek help (Karabenick & Sharma, 1994;
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Nelson Le-Gall, 1981, 1985; Newman, 1991, 1994, 1998a,b, 2000; Ryan &

Pintrich, 1997). Help-seeking is listed here as a behavioral strategy because it

involves the person’s own behavior as well as contextual control since it

necessarily involves the procurement of help from others in the environment

and as such is also a social interaction (Ryan & Pintrich, 1997). Help-

seeking can be a dependent strategy for students who are seeking the correct

answer without much work or who wish to complete the task quickly

without much understanding or learning. In terms of this goal of learning

and understanding, dependent help-seeking would be a generally maladap-

tive strategy, in contrast to adaptive help-seeking where the individual is

focused on learning and is only seeking help in order to overcome a

particularly diYcult aspect of the task.

4. BEHAVIORAL REACTION AND REFLECTION

Reflection is a more cognitive process and so there may be no

‘‘behavioral’’ reflection, but just as with forethought, the cognitions an

individual has about behavior can be classified in this cell. For example,

reflections on actual behavior in terms of eVort expended or time spent on a

task can be important aspects of self-regulated learning. Just as students

can make judgments or reflect on their cognitive processing or motivation,

they can make judgments about their behaviors. They may decide that

procrastinating in studying for an exam may not be the most adaptive

behavior for academic achievement. In the future, they may decide to make

a diVerent choice in terms of their eVort and time management. Certainly, in

terms of reaction, the main behavior is choice. Students cannot only decide

to change their future time and eVort management eVorts, but they also may

make choices about what classes to pursue in the future (at least for high

school and college students), or more generally, what general course of

study they will follow. This kind of choice behavior results in the selection of

diVerent contexts and leads us into the last column in Table I. We discuss

the applications of behavioral regulation to students with learning problems

at the end of the next section on contextual regulation.
D. Regulation of Context

As noted above, Table I includes the individual’s attempts to monitor,

control, and regulate the context as an important aspect of self-regulated

learning because the focus is on the personal self or individual that is

engaged in these activities. Given that it is the active, personal self who is

attempting to monitor, control, and regulate the context, it seems important

to include these activities in a model of self-regulated learning.
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1. CONTEXTUAL FORETHOUGHT, PLANNING, AND ACTIVATION

This cell in Table I includes individuals’ perceptions of the task and

context. As in the behavioral column, this cell is in brackets because these

perceptions are really cognitions, not aspects of the context, but the focus of

the perceptions is ‘‘outward’’ away from the individual’s own cognition or

motivation and towards the tasks and context. In a classroom context, these

perceptions can be about the nature of the tasks in terms of the classroom

norms for completing the task (e.g., the format to be used, the procedures to

be used to do the task such as working with others is permitted or is

considered cheating, etc.) as well as general knowledge about the types of

tasks and classroom practices for grading in the classroom (Blumenfeld

et al., 1987; Doyle, 1983).

In addition, perceptions of the classroom norms and climate are

important aspects of students’ knowledge activation of contextual infor-

mation. For example, when students enter a classroom, they may activate

knowledge about general norms or perceive certain norms (talking is not

allowed, working with others is cheating, the teacher always has the correct

answer, students are not allowed much autonomy or control, etc.), which

can influence their approach to the classroom and their general learning.

Students with learning problems may have particular diYculties in learning

and understanding these norms.

2. CONTEXTUAL MONITORING

Just as students can and should monitor their cognition, motivation, and

behavior, they also can and should monitor the task and contextual features

of the classroom. In classrooms, just as in work and social situations,

individuals are not free to do as they please, they are involved in a social

system with various opportunities and constraints operating that shape and

influence their behavior. If students are unaware of the opportunities and

constraints that are operating, then they will be less likely to be able to

function well in the classroom. Awareness and monitoring of the classroom

rules, grading practices, task requirements, reward structures and general

teacher behavior are all important for students to do well in the classroom.

For example, students need to be aware of the diVerent grading practices

and how diVerent tasks will be evaluated and scored for grades. If they are

not aware that format can count (e.g., good penmanship in early grades) or

that ‘‘original’’ thinking is important in a report, not just summarizing other

material from books or encyclopedias, then they will be less likely to adjust

their behavior to be in line with these requirements. In college classrooms,

entering freshmen often have diYculty in their first courses because they are

not monitoring or adjusting their perceptions of the course requirements to
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the levels expected by the faculty. Many college learning strategy or study

skill courses attempt to help students become aware of these diVerences and

adjust their strategy use and behavior accordingly (Hofer et al., 1998;

Simpson et al., 1997).

3. CONTEXTUAL CONTROL AND REGULATION

Of course, as with cognition, motivation, and behavior, contextual

monitoring processes are intimately linked to eVorts to control and regulate

the tasks and context. In comparison to control and regulation of cognition,

motivation, and behavior, control of the tasks or context may be more

diYcult because they are not always under direct control of the individual

learner. However, even models of general intelligence (e.g., the contextual

subtheory; see Sternberg, 1985), often include attempts to shape, adapt, or

control the environment as one aspect of intelligent behavior. Models of

volitional control usually include a term labeled environmental control

which refers to attempts to control or structure the environment in ways

that will facilitate goals and task completion (Corno, 1989, 1993; Kuhl,

1984, 1985). In terms of self-regulated learning, most models include

strategies to shape, control, or structure the learning environment as

important strategies for self-regulation (Zimmerman, 1998a).

In the traditional classroom context, the teacher controls most of the

aspects of the tasks and context and, therefore, there may be little opportunity

for students to engage in contextual control and regulation. However,

students often may attempt to negotiate the task requirements ‘‘downward’’

(‘‘can we write 5 pages instead of 10?,’’ ‘‘can we use our books and notes on the

exam?,’’ etc.) to make them simpler and easier for them to perform (Doyle,

1983). This kind of task negotiation has probably been experienced by all

teachers from elementary through graduate school faculty and does represent

one attempt by students to control and regulate the task and contextual

environment even in classrooms with high levels of teacher control.

In more student-centered classrooms such as communities of learners

classrooms and project-based instruction (e.g., Blumenfeld et al., 1991;

Brown, 1997), students are asked to perform much more actual control and

regulation of the academic tasks and classroom climate and structure. They

often are asked to design their own projects and experiments, design how

their groups will collect data or perform the task, develop classroom norms

for discourse and thinking, and even work together with the teacher to

determine how they will be evaluated on the tasks. These types of

classrooms obviously oVer a great deal more autonomy and responsibility

to the students, and they provide multiple opportunities for contextual

control and regulation. Of course, this does not mean that developmentally

all students, especially those in the early elementary years, are able to
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regulate the academic tasks, classroom context, and themselves, but these

types of classrooms do highlight the potential types of contextual regulation

that is possible in the classroom context.

4. CONTEXTUAL REACTION AND REFLECTION

Finally, in terms of contextual reaction and reflection, students can make

general evaluations of the task or classroom environment. These evaluations

can be made on the basis of general enjoyment and comfort as well as more

cognitive criteria regarding learning and achievement. In some of the more

student-centered classrooms, there is time set aside for occasional reflection

on what is working in the classroom and what is not working in terms of

both student and teacher reactions (Brown, 1997). As with cognition and

motivation, these evaluations can feed back into the phase 1 components

when the student approaches a new task.

5. APPLICATIONS OF BEHAVIORAL AND CONTEXTUAL

REGULATION TO STUDENTS WITH LEARNING PROBLEMS

There has not been as much research on behavioral and contextual

regulation in general, so the applications to students with learning problems

are more speculative. The LD students have been found to diVer in a number

of ways from other students in terms of their ability to self-regulate their

behavior. The LD students are frequently described as lacking concentration

and persistence in the face of diYculty. These diYculties are often attrib-

uted to maladaptive motivational belief systems. For example, the learned

helplessness profile used to describe many LD students is associated with

low eVort/persistence (Butkowsky & Willows, 1980; Dweck & Wortman,

1982). However, as previously noted, learned helpless behaviors are not

always evident among LD students. Further, Friedman and Medway (1987)

found that LD boys actually showed greater persistence than non-LD boys.

They argued that by staying with a hard task, the causes of failure rest clearly

on task characteristics. In contrast, changing to an easier task and still ex-

periencing failure would imply that the failure is more than likely due to one’s

own inability.

DiYculties in behavioral regulation among LD students may also be

attributed in part to problems these students often have attending to

relevant stimulus in the presence of irrelevant proximal stimuli (Hallahan &

Bryan, 1981) or distracting internal stimuli such as anxiety, fear, or

frustration (Westman, 1990). Medication is often used as an intervention to

help LD students (attention deficit disorder [ADD]/ADHD students in

particular) deal with these concentration problems. It is important to note,

however, that interventions that encourage the self-regulation of behavior

may have motivational advantages over medical interventions. Whalen
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(1991) argues that the act of taking medication for behavioral control

implies that the solution to a child’s problems is outside of his/her volition.

As mentioned earlier, attributing success to an internal locus of control

(eVort) rather than external locus of control (luck, or in this case,

medication) is more adaptive from a motivational perspective.

Other aspects of behavioral regulation with which students with learning

problems may struggle are monitoring and controlling time use when

studying. According to Wong and Wong (1986), skilled readers tend to

monitor and control their use of time and eVort more eYciently than readers

with learning disabilities. For example, skilled readers are more likely to focus

their study eVorts on parts of the text they have not mastered or have found to

be more diYcult (Wong & Wong, 1986). While interventions designed

improve LD students’ ability to self-monitor their attention or performance

have been successful in increasing on-task behavior, there may be relatively

little opportunity for LD students to put these self-regulatory strategies to use

in the actual classroom. Ellis (1986) notes that resource room classroom

structures, in particular, rarely allow for student input/control. Feedback

is often heavily teacher-oriented (‘‘let me check your answers . . . ’’), and an

overly helpful teacher may encourage the student to be more dependent on

others for metacognitive processes such as goal setting and reinforcement

(‘‘I think you did a good job . . . now I want you to . . . ’’ Ellis, 1986, p. 67).

In the context described above, opportunities for contextual regulation

would likely be few and far between (e.g., negotiation of task requirements,

choosing seating arrangements), therefore, a discussion of contextual

regulation for individuals with mental retardation who are placed in such

learning environments is probably not appropriate. However, for students

with learning disabilities who are in regular education classrooms, issues

highlighted in the general review of contextual regulation presented earlier

should be relevant. Future research should, of course, specifically explore

the applicability to this population.
II. GOAL ORIENTATION AND SELF-REGULATED LEARNING
As noted above, a key assumption of all models of regulation is that

some goal, standard, criterion, or reference value exists that can serve as a

gauge against which to assess the operation of the system and then

guide regulatory processes. In self-regulated learning research, there have

been two general classes of goals that have been discussed under various

names such as target and purpose goals (e.g., Harackiewicz et al., 1998;

Harackiewicz & Sansone, 1991) or task-specific goals and goal orientations

(e.g., Garcia & Pintrich, 1994; Pintrich & Schunk, 1996; Wolters et al., 1996;
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Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 1997). The general distinction between these two

classes of goals is that target and task-specific goals represent the specific

outcome the individual is attempting to accomplish. In academic learning

contexts, it would be represented by goals such as ‘‘wanting to get 8 out of

10 correct on a quiz’’ or ‘‘trying to get an A on a mid-term exam.’’

In contrast, purpose goals or goal orientations reflect the more general

reasons individuals perform a task and are related more to the research on

achievement motivation (Elliot, 1997; Urdan, 1997). It is an individual’s

general orientation (or ‘‘schema’’ or ‘‘theory’’) for approaching the task,

performing the task, and evaluating their performance on the task (Ames,

1992; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Pintrich, 2000). In this case, purpose goals or

goal orientations refer to why individuals want to get 8 out of 10 correct and

why they want to get an A, as well as the standards or criteria (8 out of 10

correct, an A) they will use to evaluate their progress towards the goal. The

inclusion of the reasons why an individual is pursuing a task allows for an

integration of the achievement motivation literature into our models of self-

regulated learning, since the achievement motivation literature is concerned

with what, why, and how individuals are motivated to achieve in diVerent

settings (Pintrich & Schunk, 1996).

There are a number of diVerent models of goal orientation that have been

advanced by diVerent achievement motivation researchers (refer to, Ames,

1992; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Harackiewicz et al., 1998; Maehr & Midgley,

1991; Nicholls, 1984; Pintrich, 1989, 2000; Wolters et al., 1996). These

models vary somewhat in their definition of goal orientation and the use of

diVerent labels for similar constructs. They also diVer on the proposed

number of goal orientations and the role of approach and avoidance forms

of the diVerent goals. Finally, they also diVer on the degree to which an

individual’s goal orientations are more personal, based in somewhat stable

individual diVerences, or the degree to which an individual’s goal

orientations are more situated or sensitive to the context and a function

of the contextual features of the environment. Most of the models assume

that goal orientations are a function of both individual diVerences and

contextual factors, but the relative emphasis along this continuum does vary

between the diVerent models. Much of this research also assumes that

classrooms and other contexts (e.g., business or work settings, laboratory

conditions in an experiment) can be characterized in terms of their goal

orientations, but for the purposes of this chapter the focus will be on

individuals’ personal goal orientation.

Most models propose two general goal orientations that concern the

reasons or purposes individuals are pursuing when approaching and engaging

in a task. These two general goal orientations go by a number of diVerent

labels and there are a number of diVerent variations of these goals, but in this
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chapter we will use the labels of mastery and performance goals. Pintrich

(2000) organized the diVerent goals into a simple taxonomy of four goals.

Table II displays this taxonomy. The columns in Table II reflect the general

approach-avoidance distinction that has been a hallmark of achievement

motivation research (Atkinson, 1957; Elliot, 1997; McClelland et al., 1953)

since its inception, as well as more recent social cognitive perspectives on

approaching and avoiding a task (e.g., Covington & Roberts, 1994;

Harackiewicz et al., 1998; Higgins, 1997). In particular, recent social cognitive

models of self-regulation, such as Higgins (1997), explicitly use this distinction

of approach-avoidance (or promotion-prevention focus in his terms) to

discuss diVerent self-regulatory processes. An approach or promotion focus

leads individuals to move towards positive or desired end states, to try to

promote them to occur, while an avoidance or prevention focus leads

individuals to move away from negative or undesired end states, to prevent

them from occurring (Higgins, 1997). As such, there should be some

important distinctions between approaching and avoiding certain goals with

concomitant influences on self-regulated learning. For example, a promotion

or approach orientation might be expected to have some generally positive

relations with cognition, motivation, and behavior, while a prevention or

avoidance orientation should be negatively related to these aspects of

self-regulated learning.
TABLE II

Two Goal Orientations and Their Approach and Avoidance Forms

Approach focus Avoidance focus

Mastery

orientation

–Focus on mastering task,

learning, understanding

–Focus on avoiding

misunderstanding, avoiding not

learning or not mastering task

–Use of standards of self-

improvement, progress, deep

understanding of task (learning

goal, task goal, task-involved goal)

–Use of standards of not being

wrong, not doing it incorrectly

relative to task

Performance

orientation

–Focus on being superior, besting

others, being the smartest, best at

task in comparison to others

–Focus on avoiding inferiority,

not looking stupid or dumb in

comparison to others

–Use of normative standards such

as getting best or highest grades,

being top or best performer in class

(performance goal, ego-involved

goal, self-enhancing ego

orientation, relative ability goal)

–Use of normative standards of not

getting the worst grades,

being lowest performer in class

(performance goal, ego-involved

goal, self-defeating ego orientation)
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The rows in Table II reflect two general goals that students might be

striving for and represent the general goals of mastery and performance that

have been proposed by every one of the diVerent models discussed here. The

cells in Table II include in parentheses some of the diVerent labels that have

been proposed for the two main goal orientations in the diVerent models.

All the models agree that mastery goals (learning, task, task-involved) are

represented by attempts to improve or promote competence, knowledge,

skills, and learning, and that standards are self-set or self-referential with a

focus on progress and understanding. In all of the models discussed, mastery

goals have only been discussed and researched in terms of an approach

orientation, that is, that students were trying to approach or attain this goal,

not avoid it. As such, most models have only proposed the first cell in the

first row in Table II, it is not clear if there is a ‘‘mastery avoidance’’ goal

theoretically, and there has been little explicit empirical research on a

mastery avoidance goal (but see Elliot & McGregor, 2001, and Zusho &

Pintrich, 2000).

On the other hand, there may be occasions when students are focused on

avoiding misunderstanding or avoiding not mastering the task. Some

students that are more ‘‘perfectionistic’’ may use standards of not getting it

wrong or doing it incorrectly relative to the task. These students would not

be concerned about doing it wrong because of comparisons with others (a

performance-avoidance goal), but rather in terms of their own high

standards for themselves. Future empirical research will have to be done

to determine if mastery avoidance goals exist or if adopting mastery

avoidance goals leads to diVerential predictive relations with other

motivational, cognitive, and aVective outcomes (such as those outlined in

Table I) in comparison to performance avoidance goals.

The second row in Table II reflects the general performance goal

orientation that all of the models propose, but the approach and avoidance

columns allow for the separation of the goal from trying to outperform or

best others using normative standards from the goal of avoiding looking

stupid, dumb, or incompetent relative to others. This distinction has been

formally made in the work of Elliot, Midgley, Skaalvik and their colleagues,

and all the studies have shown that there are diVerential relations between

other motivational and cognitive outcomes and a performance approach

goal and a performance avoidance goal (Harackiewicz et al., 1998;

Middleton & Midgley, 1997; Midgley et al., 1998; Skaalvik, 1997; Skaalvik,

Valas, & Sletta, 1994). In Dweck and Elliott (1988) model, the performance

orientation included both trying to gain positive judgments of the self as well

as trying to avoid negative judgments. In the Nicholls (1984) model, ego-

involved or ego orientation also included both feeling successful when doing
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better than others and avoiding looking incompetent (Thorkildsen &

Nicholls, 1998). Accordingly, most of the models did recognize the

possibility that students could be seeking to gain positive judgments of

the self by besting or outperforming others as well as trying to avoid looking

stupid, dumb, or incompetent, although Dweck and Nicholls did not

separate them conceptually as did Elliot, Midgley, and Skaalvik. In this

case, within this performance row in Table II, in contrast to the mastery row

in Table II, there is no doubt that both approach and avoidance goal

orientations are possible, that students can adopt them, and that they can

have diVerential relations to other motivational or cognitive outcomes.

Research on goal orientation also has revealed a number of other goals

that students might adopt in classroom settings. For example, Pintrich and

his colleagues (Pintrich 1989; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Pintrich & Garcia,

1991; Pintrich et al., 1994; Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 1993;

Wolters et al., 1996) as well as others (e.g., Urdan, 1997) have discussed an

extrinsic orientation to the classroom where the focus is on getting good

grades, seeking approval, or avoiding punishment from teachers or other

adults. This extrinsic orientation would be most similar to extrinsic

motivation as discussed in the self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan,

1985). Nicholls and his colleagues have found two other goals, beyond ego-

and task-involved goals, which they labeled work avoidance and academic

alienation (Nicholls, 1989; Nicholls et al., 1989). Work avoidant goals

concerned feeling successful when work or tasks were easy, while academic

alienation goals were defined in terms of feeling successful when the students

felt they could misbehave, not do their school work, and get away with it.

Meece et al. (1988) also discussed work avoidant goals in terms of a desire to

complete schoolwork without putting forth much eVort, a goal of reducing

eVort. Urdan (1997), Urdan & Maehr (1995) as well as Wentzel (1991a,b)

have discussed the role of social goals, where the focus is on seeking

friendships or being socially responsible, and how these goals are linked to

self-regulation and achievement.

Given all of these diVerent goals and orientations which share some

similar and some diVerent features, future research needs to clarify the

relations among these goals and their links to self-regulated learning. At the

same time, given space considerations in this chapter, the remaining

discussion will focus on the role of mastery and performance goals and their

approach and avoidance forms, which seems appropriate given that most of

the research has addressed these two general goals. There is clearly a role for

extrinsic, work avoidant, and social goals in self-regulated learning given

some of the extant research, but that discussion will not be the focus of the

current chapter.
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The remainder of this section of the chapter applies the goals in Table II

to the various areas for regulation from Table I. The purpose is to discuss

how the diVerent types of goal orientations may be diVerentially related to

aspects of self-regulation. If the proposed four cells of the taxonomy in

Table II are to be theoretically productive and useful, they should result

in diVerential predictions for how they are linked to motivation, cognition,

and behavior.
A. Mastery Goals and Self-Regulated Learning

Given that all the diVerent models of goal orientation have included

mastery approach goals in their empirical research, there is a good deal of

converging evidence on the positive influence mastery goals have on the

diVerent components of self-regulated learning. As all models of self-

regulated learning have some goal construct included in them, a general goal

or focus on mastery, improvement and learning should be propaedeutic for

learning. That is, if individuals set their general criterion or standard for

academic tasks to be learning and improving, then as they monitor their

performance and attempt to control and regulate it, this standard should

guide them towards the use of more self-regulatory processes. In fact, the

vast majority of the empirical evidence from both experimental laboratory

studies and correlational classroom studies suggest just such a stable

generalization. Students that adopt or endorse a mastery approach goal

orientation do engage in more self-regulated learning than those who do not

adopt or endorse to a lesser extent a mastery goal (Ames, 1992; Pintrich &

Schrauben, 1992; Pintrich & Schunk, 1996).

1. MASTERY GOALS AND COGNITIVE REGULATION

The studies have found that students who endorse a mastery goal are

more likely to report attempts to self-monitor their cognition and to seek

ways to become aware of their understanding and learning such as checking

for understanding and comprehension monitoring (e.g., Ames & Archer,

1988; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Meece et al., 1988; Meece & Holt, 1993;

Middleton & Midgley, 1997; Nolen, 1988; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990;

Pintrich & Garcia, 1991; Pintrich et al., 1994; Pintrich & Schrauben, 1992;

Wolters et al., 1996). In addition, this research has consistently shown that

students’ use of various cognitive strategies is positively related to mastery

goals. In particular, this research has shown that students’ reported use

of deeper processing strategies, such as the use of elaboration strategies

(i.e., paraphrasing, summarizing) and organizational strategies (i.e.,

networking, outlining), is positively correlated with the endorsement of

mastery goals (Ames & Archer, 1988; BouVard et al., 1995; Graham &
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Golen, 1991; Kaplan & Midgley, 1997; Meece et al., 1998; Pintrich et al., 1990;

Pintrich & Garcia, 1991; Pintrich et al., 1993; Pintrich et al., 1994; Wolters

et al., 1996). Switzky (1999) has found similar results for mentally retarded

students who are intrinsically motivated, a construct that is similar,

although not identical to mastery goals. In this work, mentally retarded

students who are more interested in the work and intrinsically motivated

learn better, learn more eVectively, and are more cognitively engaged than

extrinsically motivated students (Switzky, 1999).

Although there has been no research on mastery avoidance goals

formally, it would be predicted that they would be less helpful in self-

regulated learning than mastery approach goals. It could be that mastery

avoidance goals would lead to less adaptive monitoring processes as the

student would focus on not making mistakes, rather than on learning and

progress. This might lead to the use of less deep processing strategies and

perhaps more memorization of the material as the student tries to not be

incorrect and relies on the text or content material to define what is correct.

Mastery avoidance goals also would seem to lead to less risk-taking or less

willingness to explore the material using diVerent types of cognitive or

thinking strategies. These are predictions that need to be tested in empirical

research, but they do suggest that mastery approach and avoidance goals

could establish diVerent ways of approaching and engaging in an academic

task in terms of cognition.

2. MASTERY GOALS AND MOTIVATIONAL REGULATION

There has been a great deal of research on how mastery goals are linked to

other motivational beliefs such as eYcacy, value, interest, attributions, and

aVect. Much of this research is not necessarily in a paradigm of research on

self-regulated learning and has not explicitly conceptualized motivational

beliefs as components that can be controlled and regulated. Rather, the

research has been generated from a general achievement motivation paradigm

and investigated how goal orientations can give rise to diVerent patterns

of motivation, attributions, interest, and aVect. Nevertheless, within the

framework of this chapter, this research is relevant for building theoretical

linkages between goals and motivational regulation.

Again, as in the cognitive domain, summarizing the research on mastery

approach goals and how they are related to other motivational constructs is

fairly straightforward. Generally, the research shows that adopting a mastery

goal has positive implications for self-eYcacy, task value, interest, attribu-

tions, and aVect. In one of the original formulations of mastery goals, Dweck

and Leggett (1988) summarized mainly laboratory research that showed that

students who were oriented to mastery and learning were able to maintain

positive and adaptive eYcacy beliefs and perceptions of competence in the
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face of diYcult tasks. Other more correlational classroom research also has

shown the same general pattern (e.g., Ames, 1992; Kaplan & Midgley, 1997;

Middleton & Midgley, 1997; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Pintrich & Garcia,

1991; Pintrich et al., 1993; Thorkildsen & Nicholls, 1998; Wolters et al., 1996).

Students who are focused on improving and learning would be more likely to

interpret performance feedback in terms of the progress they have made,

thereby supporting their eYcacy beliefs.

Dweck and Leggett (1988) also showed that students who adopted a

mastery goal were much more likely to make adaptive attributions for their

performance. In fact, it was the search for factors that predicted why some

individuals seemed to make adaptive attributions for failure and did not

show a pattern of learned helplessness that generated some of the original

goal theory research. In some of the early research, making certain kinds

of attributions was seen as part of a general mastery goal orientation.

Although it seems theoretically useful to separate goal orientations, which

can be adopted at the start of a task, from attributions, which are reactive

cognitions after task performance, the linkages between goals and

attributions are strong. Most of the research repeatedly shows that

students who adopt a mastery goal orientation are more likely to believe

that eVort will lead to success (positive eVort-outcome covariation), that

eVort does not necessarily mean low ability (positive eVort-ability

covariation rather than inverse covariation), and that failure can be

attributed to low eVort or poor strategy selection (Ames, 1992; Dweck &

Leggett, 1988; Nicholls, 1984; Pintrich & Schunk, 1996). This is an adaptive

pattern of attributions for students who will often confront diYcult tasks

or tasks that they will fail, but with attributions to eVort or strategy use,

their future expectancies will not necessarily drop and their aVect will

remain positive, following the general findings in the attributional literature

(Weiner, 1986).

In terms of the links between interest, task value, and mastery goals, the

empirical research shows strong positive relations. In some cases, mastery

goals have been measured in ways that are similar to personal interest or the

mastery scales include items that reflect interest, but it is important for

future research to separate these constructs conceptually. In general, the

research shows that students who adopt a mastery approach goal report

more personal interest, intrinsic interest, or enjoyment in the task (e.g.,

Butler, 1987; Harackiewicz et al., 1998; Meece et al., 1988) as well as higher

levels of task value in terms of ratings of the utility and importance of

school work (e.g., Wolters et al., 1996). Future research needs to examine

the causal ordering of these constructs as it may just as well be that high

levels of personal interest or task value for a domain or task may be part of

the personal characteristics that give rise to mastery goals as would be
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suggested by interest and intrinsic motivation theories (Deci & Ryan, 1985;

Renninger et al., 1992), rather than vice versa as goal theory assumes.

The research on mastery goals and the use of motivational strategies is

not as voluminous as that on mastery goals and cognitive strategy use.

Studies of self-handicapping (e.g., Midgley et al., 1996) show little relation

of mastery goals to self-handicapping, although it is positively related

to performance goals. Wolters (1998) found that college students’ adoption

of a mastery goal was positively related to their attempts to regulate their

eYcacy, interest, and value, what he labeled regulation of intrinsic

motivation. He also found that mastery goals were negatively related to

the use of extrinsic regulation strategies such as the use of rewards for

regulating eVort and motivation.

The general positive influence of mastery goals also appears in studies that

have examined aVective reactions. Given that mastery goals seem to be tied

closely to an adaptive attributional pattern as noted above, it is not surprising,

following the general principles and findings of attribution theory (Weiner,

1986), that mastery goals are linked to more positive aVective reactions.

Studies have found that mastery goals are associated with less anxiety and

more pride and satisfaction (Ames, 1992; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Jagacinski

& Nicholls, 1984, 1987).

All of this research on mastery goals and motivation has only examined

mastery approach goals, not mastery avoidance goals. Accordingly,

research on the role of mastery avoidance goals is needed. However, given

the general predictions of goal theory and avoidance forms of motivation

(Higgins, 1997), it would be hypothesized that mastery avoidance goals

would give rise to some negative motivational beliefs and aVect. First, given

the focus on not being wrong, it would be predicted that anxiety would be

higher under a mastery avoidance goal than a mastery approach goal. In

addition, interest and self-eYcacy might be lower. Again, these predictions

need to be tested in future empirical research, but they seem to follow the

general model and may be more likely than the hypotheses oVered for

cognitive self-regulation in the previous section. It may be that mastery

avoidance goals may not interfere greatly with cognition, but have their

costs in terms of student motivation and aVect. The important issue is that

the separation of these goals into approach and avoidance forms allows for

the clarification of these potential diVerential relations.

3. MASTERY GOALS AND BEHAVIORAL AND

CONTEXTUAL REGULATION

There has not been as much research on goals and how individuals

regulate their own behavior or attempt to shape or control their environ-

ment. There is a clear need for more research on how both mastery
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approach and avoidance goals are related to behavioral and contextual

regulation. Studies have shown that mastery approach goals are more

positively related to college students’ attempts to manage their time and

eVort (Pintrich, 1989; Pintrich & Garcia, 1991; Pintrich et al., 1993), an

important aspect of behavioral self-regulation. Research on help-seeking has

consistently shown that adopting a personal mastery goal is positively

associated with adaptive help-seeking (Newman, 1994, 1998a,b; Ryan &

Pintrich, 1997, 1998). Students that approach a task with a mastery

orientation focused on learning would not see help-seeking as reflecting

negatively on their ability (e.g., showing others that they are unable). They

would be more likely to see help-seeking as a strategy to help them learn

(Newman, 1994, 1998a). Classroom research also shows that contexts that

foster a mastery orientation in the classroom climate and structure lead to

more adaptive help-seeking (Newman, 1998b, 2000; Ryan et al., in press). In

contrast, mastery avoidance goals may lead to less adaptive help-seeking

and more dependent help-seeking as the student is only concerned with not

being incorrect, not with actual mastery.

In summary, mastery approach goals are generally related to positive

outcomes including the use of more self-regulatory strategies for cognition,

positive motivational beliefs and strategies, and behavior. There is a need

for research on how mastery goals are linked to the activation of know-

ledge about cognition as well as self-knowledge and the clarification of

the causal relations between goals and other motivational constructs (i.e.,

interest). It seems likely that these relations are reciprocal with mastery

goals leading to interest and interest leading to mastery goals, but further

specification of the dynamics of these reciprocal processes would be helpful

for both theory and practice. For example, in terms of practice, goal

theorists would concentrate on making classrooms more mastery and

learning focused by changing the structural characteristics of the classrooms

(feedback, opportunities for social comparison, reward structures, etc.),

while interest theorists would focus on making the tasks more personally

interesting to students. Of course, these intervention strategies are not

mutually exclusive, but the example does highlight how practice might vary

depending on the causal relations expected by the diVerent theories. Finally,

there is a need for more research on the meaning and operation of a mastery

avoidance goal and if there are diVerential and more negative relations with

self-regulation outcomes in comparison to a mastery approach goal.
B. Performance Goals and Self-Regulated Learning

The research on performance goals and self-regulated learning is not as

easily summarized as the results for mastery goals. The original goal theory
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research generally found negative relations between performance goals and

various cognitive, motivational, and behavioral outcomes (Ames, 1992;

Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Pintrich & Schunk, 1996), although it did not

discriminate empirically between performance approach and avoidance

goals. The more recent research that has made the distinction between

performance approach and avoidance goals does show some diVerential

relations between approaching a task focusing on besting others and

approaching a task focused on trying not to look stupid or incompetent.

In particular, the general distinction between an approach and an avoid-

ance orientation suggests that there could be some positive aspects of a

performance approach orientation. If students are approaching a task

trying to promote certain goals and strategies this might lead them to be

more involved in the task than students who are trying to avoid certain

goals, which could lead to more withdrawal and less engagement in the task

(Harackiewicz et al., 1998; Higgins, 1997).

1. PERFORMANCE GOALS AND COGNITIVE REGULATION

Most of the research on performance goals that did not distinguish

between approach and avoidance versions finds that performance goals

are negatively related to students’ use of deeper cognitive strategies (e.g.

Meece et al., 1988; Nolen, 1988; however, refer to BouVard et al., 1995).

This would be expected given that performance goals that include items

about besting others as well as avoiding looking incompetent would guide

students away from the use of deeper strategies. Students focused on besting

others may be less likely to exert the time and eVort needed to use deeper

processing strategies because the eVort needed to use these strategies could

show to others that they lack the ability, given that the inverse relation

between eVort-ability is usually operative under performance goals, and

trying hard in terms of strategy use may signify low ability. For students

who want to avoid looking incompetent, the same self-worth protection

mechanism (Covington, 1992) may be operating, whereby students do not

exert eVort in terms of strategy use in order to have an excuse for doing

poorly, which can be attributed to lack of eVort or poor strategy use.

However, more recent research with measures that reflect only a perfor-

mance approach or avoidance goal suggests that there may be diVerential

relations between these two versions of performance goals. For example,

Wolters et al. (1996) in a correlational study of junior high students found

that, independent of the positive main eVect of mastery goals, a performance

approach goal focused on besting others was positively related to the use of

deeper cognitive strategies and more regulatory strategy use. However,

Kaplan and Midgley (1997) in a correlational study of junior high students

found no relation between a performance approach goal and adaptive
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learning strategies, but performance approach goals were positively related to

more surface processing or maladaptive learning strategies. These two studies

did not include separate measures of performance avoidance goals. In

contrast, Middleton and Midgley (1997) in a correlational study of junior

high students found no relation between either performance approach or

avoidance goals and cognitive self-regulation. Some of the diVerences in the

results of these studies stem from the use of diVerent measures, classroom

contexts, and participants, making it diYcult to synthesize the results.

Clearly, there is a need for more theoretical development in this area and

empirical work that goes beyond correlational self-report survey studies to

clarify these relations.

Nevertheless, it may be that performance approach goals could lead to

deeper strategy use and cognitive self-regulation, as suggested by Wolters

et al. (1996) when students are confronted with overlearned classroom

tasks which do not challenge them, interest them, or oVer opportunities for

much self-improvement. In this case, the focus on an external criterion of

‘‘besting others’’ or being the best in the class could lead them to be more

involved in these boring tasks and try to use more self-regulatory cognitive

strategies to accomplish this goal. On the other hand, it may be that

performance approach goals are not that strongly related to cognitive self-

regulation in either a positive or negative way as suggested by the results of

Kaplan and Midgley (1997) and Middleton and Midgley (1997). Taken

together, the conflicting results suggest that performance approach goals do

not have to be negatively related to cognitive self-regulatory activities in

comparison to performance avoidance goals. This conclusion suggests that

there may be multiple pathways between performance approach and

avoidance goals, cognitive strategy use and self-regulation, and eventual

achievement. Future research should attempt to map out these multiple

pathways and determine how performance approach and avoidance goals

may diVerentially relate to cognitive self-regulation activities.

2. PERFORMANCE GOALS AND MOTIVATIONAL REGULATION

One factor that adds to the complexity of the results in discussing

performance approach and avoidance goals is that in the Dweck and

Leggett (1988) original model the links between performance goals and

other cognitive, motivational, and achievement outcomes were assumed to

be moderated by eYcacy beliefs. That is, if students had high perceptions of

their competence to do the task, then performance goals should not be

detrimental for cognition, motivation, and achievement, and these students

should show the same basic pattern as mastery oriented students.

Performance goals were assumed to have negative eVects only when eYcacy

was low. Students who believed they were unable and who were concerned



applications of goal orientation and self-regulated learning 69
with besting others or wanted to avoid looking incompetent did seem to

show the maladaptive pattern of cognition, motivation, and behavior

(Dweck & Leggett, 1988).

Other more correlational research that followed this work did not always

explicitly test for the predicted interaction between performance goals and

eYcacy or did not replicate the predicted moderator eVect. For example,

both Kaplan and Midgley (1997) and Miller et al. (1993) did not find an

interaction between performance approach goals and eYcacy on cognitive

outcomes such as strategy use. Harackiewicz et al. (1998), using both

experimental and correlational designs, did not find moderator or mediator

eVects of eYcacy in relation to the eVects of mastery approach or

performance approach goals on other outcomes such as actual performance

or intrinsic motivation.

Correlational studies also have revealed a mixture of findings with regard

to the linear relations between performance goals and eYcacy. For example,

Anderman and Midgley (1997) showed that performance approach goals

were positively related to perceptions of competence for sixth graders, but

unrelated to perceptions of competence for fifth graders. Wolters et al.

(1996) found that performance approach goals were positively related to

self-eYcacy for junior high students, but Middleton and Midgley (1997)

found in another sample of junior high students that performance approach

goals were unrelated to eYcacy, but performance avoidance goals were

negatively related to eYcacy. In two studies of junior high students,

Skaalvik (1997) showed that performance approach goals were positively

related to eYcacy and performance avoidance goals were negatively related

to eYcacy.

It seems possible that students who are focused on performance approach

goals would have higher perceptions of eYcacy as long as they are relatively

successful in besting others and demonstrating their high ability. Some of

the conflicting findings might be due to diVerences in the samples and who is

represented in the performance approach groups (e.g., actual high versus

low achievers). In contrast, students oriented to avoiding looking incompe-

tent or stupid would seem likely to have lower perceptions of self-eYcacy.

In fact, for these students, they seem to have some consistent self-doubts

or concerns about their own competence, reflecting a schema that should

generate low eYcacy judgments. In addition, it may be that this relation

may be moderated by the classroom context. In many of the studies the

positive relations are found in junior high classrooms, but not in elementary

classrooms. The literature suggests that junior high classrooms are more

performance oriented than elementary classrooms that are generally

more mastery oriented (see review by Midgley, 1993). In this case, then in

junior high classrooms, there may be good reasons for eYcacy to be
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positively related to performance approach goals, but not in elementary

classrooms which are generally more mastery-oriented (Anderman &

Midgley, 1997).

In terms of other motivational outcomes like interest or value, the results

for performance goals are also mixed. Harackiewicz et al. (1998) have

shown in both experimental and correlational studies that performance

approach goals do not necessarily lead to less interest, intrinsic motivation,

or task involvement, in comparison to mastery goals. In their experimental

studies of college students playing pinball games or solving puzzles, a

performance approach orientation did increase intrinsic motivation and

task involvement, especially for students high in achievement motivation

(a traditional personality measure of need for achievement) or in more

competitive contexts (a situational variable). They suggest that both mastery

and performance approach goals can draw students into an activity,

depending on their personal characteristics and the context in which they are

doing the task. At the same time, they do note that performance avoidance

goals generally have negative eVects on intrinsic motivation and

performance (e.g., Elliot, 1997).

Some of the correlational studies generally support this view of the

positive relations between performance approach goals and interest,

intrinsic motivation, and task value and the negative relations between

performance avoidance goals and these outcomes (e.g., Skaalvik, 1997;

Wolters et al., 1996). In addition, work that has examined aVective reactions

shows that students who are oriented to avoiding negative judgments of

their competence are clearly more anxious about tests and their performance

(Middleton & Midgley, 1997; Skaalvik, 1997), in line with the original

research on a general performance orientation (Ames, 1992; Dweck &

Leggett, 1988). In contrast, performance approach goals are either

uncorrelated with anxiety (Wolters, 1996), or show relatively low negative

relations with anxiety (Middleton & Midgley, 1997; Skaalvik, 1997).

4. PERFORMANCE GOALS AND BEHAVIORAL AND

CONTEXTUAL REGULATION

There has not been as much research on aspects of behavioral and

contextual regulation activities as on cognition and motivation. However,

the studies on self-handicapping show that students who are concerned with

performance approach goals are more likely to report using self-handicap-

ping strategies such as procrastination and low levels of eVort (Midgley

et al., 1996). Studies of help-seeking also suggest that students who are

concerned with besting others or with not looking incompetent are less

likely to seek help (Newman, 1991, 1994, 1998b; Ryan and Pintrich, 1997).
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These are more public displays of behavior in the classroom in contrast to

the use of cognitive strategies (which are generally covert), so it is not

surprising that students who are concerned about either performance

approach or avoidance issues are less likely to engage in behavior that can

reflect poorly on their ability.

In summary, the results for performance approach and avoidance goals

cannot be easily summarized in a simple generalization as for mastery

approach goals. It does seem clear that a performance avoidance orientation

is not an adaptive approach to academic tasks in the classroom, as would be

predicted by both goal theory as well as the general framework proposed

here. Students who are concerned about looking dumb or incompetent

generally show a maladaptive pattern of cognition, motivation, aVect, and

behavior. However, it appears that a performance approach goal can have

some positive relations with cognition and motivation, contrary to

normative goal theory predictions, but in line with the general approach-

avoidance framework presented here and by others (e.g., Harackiewicz et al.,

1998; Higgins, 1997). Students who are somewhat more competitive and

trying to best others can engage in tasks in a manner that involves some

adaptive aspects of cognition (more use of strategies) and motivation

(increased interest and value). At the same time, this focus on besting others

can have some costs in terms of increases in anxiety and negative aVect as

well as decreases in the use of some adaptive strategies such as help-seeking.

These results for performance approach goals may be moderated by both

personal characteristics (need for achievement, eYcacy level, actual

achievement level, or success) as well as situational features (the competition

level of the classroom or context). There is a need for more research on the

various factors that might moderate and mediate the relations between

performance approach goals and achievement.
III. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS FOR

THEORY AND RESEARCH
The framework presented in this chapter and represented most explicitly

in Tables I and II attempts to show how diVerent self-regulatory processes

and goal orientations can be categorized and then linked together to provide

a comprehensive picture of the role of goal orientation in self-regulated

learning. The review of the research suggests that self-regulated learning is

a complex and multi-faceted phenomena and that the links to goal

orientation are not simple. The taxonomy of goal orientations in Table II

attempts to develop a framework for conceptualizing goals that allows for a
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more refined perspective on their role in self-regulated learning. The general

proposal is that approach versions of goals can have some positive features,

while avoidance versions are generally negative. Within this general

principle, the exact type of goal orientation, mastery, or performance may

have diVerential relations to adaptive or maladaptive cognition, motivation,

or behavior. This framework suggests that diVerent goal orientations are

not simply ‘‘good’’ or ‘‘bad’’ or that they always have the same costs and

benefits. Instead, the proposal is that by tracing the linkages between the

diVerent types of goals and diVerent cognitive, motivational, and behavioral

mediators and outcomes, we will be able to develop a more complex,

sophisticated, but realistic, view of goals and self-regulated learning.

For example, the research clearly suggests that mastery approach goals

are related to very adaptive patterns of cognition, motivation, and behavior.

There is very little disagreement with this generalization in the literature.

As the cell involving mastery avoidance goals is a new proposal, there is a

clear need for research on the existence and operation of this form of a

mastery goal and how it may be related to self-regulated learning. In

contrast, the distinctions between performance approach and avoidance

goals suggest that they can have both costs and benefits for students’ self-

regulated learning. It may be that adopting one kind of performance

approach goal may result in some benefit for cognition and motivation, but

it also may come at a cost of increased anxiety or negative aVect. We need

more carefully designed research that builds upon the existing analysis

and attempts to determine when these diVerent performance goals are

adaptive and when they are maladaptive for self-regulated learning. The

research needs to move beyond simplistic ‘‘good-bad’’ distinctions and

investigate when these goals are adaptive, for what kinds of cognitive,

motivational, or behavioral mediators and outcomes, for whom (diVerent

types of individuals, ages, genders, ethnic groups, cultures), and where

and under what contextual conditions (types of tasks, classrooms, schools,

other settings). This will help to clarify our theories and models, but it also

will help to develop better applications and interventions to improve

schooling.

The model, taxonomy, and review of research presented here have been

developed to understand student motivation and learning in academic

contexts. For the most part, the research has not included students with

learning problems like LD or mentally retarded individuals. It is clear

that there is a great deal of research needed in order to apply this general

model to students with learning problems. The related research on students

with learning problems that was cited in this chapter does suggest that

some of the constructs of self-regulation and motivation are readily applicable
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to students with learning problems (e.g., strategy use, metacognition,

attributions). Nevertheless, there is a need for the comprehensive testing

of all facets of the model with diVerent populations of students. The model

will only have utility if it helps us understand how diVerent groups of

students learn to cope with and regulate their own cognition, motivation,

and behavior in diVerent contexts. At the same time, the model stresses the

importance of integrating motivational and cognitive components of learn-

ing which should be useful in understanding the learning problems of all

students. Students need not only the cognitive ‘‘skills’’ to perform academic

tasks, but also the motivational and regulatory ‘‘will’’ to cope with the

academic and contextual demands placed on them. This type of integrated

model should be helpful in understanding student learning in classroom

contexts.
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This chapter begins with an introduction of issues regarding children with

special needs, followed by a description of the learner-centered psychological

principles (LCPs) currently disseminated by the American Psychological

Association (APA, 1997). The implications of the LCPs for instructional

practices are then discussed, with a particular focus on practices that meet

the motivational and learning needs of children with learning challenges and

disabilities. The chapter concludes with specific recommendations for

practice, policy, and research that would be expected to enhance the

motivation and achievement of special needs children.

Throughout the history of education, educators have been concerned with

finding ways to meet the diverse needs of learners. At this point in our

history not only are our nation’s schools attempting to help all students

achieve at higher levels, but they are attempting to find ways to address the

needs of a growing number of school-age children with education-related

learning challenges and disabilities, such as attention deficit disorders and

behavioral problems. Many of the children placed in special education

programs come from particular ethnic and racial backgrounds, notably

African American and American Indian (SEDL & NiDRR, 1999). In 1998,

8.6% of all public school children were identified as having disabilities that

qualified them for special education services (U.S. Department of

Education, 1998). However, the percentages were 20 and 21.9 for African-

American and American-Indian students, respectively. Regardless of the

children’s type of disability and racial/ethnic or academic background, there
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are a number of common elements in successful programs. These include the

following elements identified by Leone and Drakeford (1999) and the O Yce

of Special Education Programs (2000):

. High expectations, challenging standards, relevant curriculum, and a

clear focus on academic learning.
. Meaningful participation of all children in all aspects of the schools,

including academic and non-academic, extra-curricular, and assess-

ments.
. Good leadership and organizational vitality, including a strong level of

autonomy and professional decision-making.
. Quality ongoing professional development, including opportunities for

teacher input and observations of teaching in other settings.
. Sense of community, including parents as an integral part of the school

community.

The foregoing list is similar to the one created from a study of nine high-

performing, high-poverty urban elementary schools (Johnson & Asera,

1999). Despite geographic, demographic, and programmatic di Verences

among the nine schools, there were several common strategies that were

used to improve academic achievement in all nine schools. These included:

. Identifying an important, visible, yet attainable first goal and achieving

success on this goal before moving toward more ambitious goals.
. Directing time and energy to be of service to children rather than on

conflicts among adults in the school.
. Fostering a sense of responsibility for appropriate behavior and an

environment in which students were likely to behave well.
. Creating a collective sense of responsibility for school improvement.
. Sharing leadership and increasing the quantity and quality of time

spent on instructional leadership activities.
. Aligning instruction to state standards and assessments.
. Making sure school leaders and teachers had the resources, materials,

equipment, and professional development to help students achieve at

high levels.

When studying these points, it becomes clear that success with all students

requires addressing personal, technical, and organizational needs in the

educational system. The solutions are a balance of these three domains that

influence outcomes in any living system. The purpose of this chapter is to

focus on what we know about learning and learners that can help provide a

foundation for designing the kinds of instructional practices and contexts
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that can enhance motivation, learning, and achievement for all learners.

Particular attention will be given to identifying those practices that would

be particularly beneficial for students with special learning needs. We begin

by observing the knowledge base represented by the research-validated

learner-centered psychological principles (LCPs) (APA, 1997).
I. THE LCPS AS A FOUNDATIONAL KNOWLEDGE BASE
What is the foundational knowledge base needed to define the learning

experiences and conditions that create quality learning and meet social,

emotional, and cognitive learning needs for students with a variety of

learning needs? To address this question, it is instructive to look first at the

working definition of a disability. This will allow for a deeper look at the

knowledge base, which may provide a foundation for designing eVective

instructional practices and learning contexts for children with special

learning needs.
A. Defining Disability

The following definition is given in the Individuals With Disabilities

Education Act (IDEA, 1997, p. 9):

In general—the term ‘child with a disability’ means a child—

1. with mental retardation, hearing impairments (including deafness),

speech or language impairments, visual impairments (including blind-

ness), serious emotional disturbance (hereafter referred to as ‘emotional

disturbance’), orthopedic impairments, autism, traumatic brain injury,

other health impairment, or specific learning disabilities; and

2. who, by reason thereof, needs special education and related services.

For younger children, ages 3 through 9 years, this also includes those

experiencing developmental delays in physical, cognitive, communication,

social, emotional, or adaptive development.

The foregoing definition, combined with research on practices that work

for students with disabilities, confirms that a focus on personal and

motivational outcomes balanced with a focus on high achievement and

challenging standards is vital. This balance is also essential in reducing

negative trends for students with disabilities such as school dropout,

delinquency, and violence (e.g., Burrell & Warboys, 2000). There is growing

recognition that schooling must prepare all children to behave in moral and

ethical ways. For example, many educators are calling for caring,
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democratic schooling and instructional methods that build on each student’s

background, experience of reality, and perspective (e.g., Bartolome, 1994;

McWhorter et al., 1996; Noddings, 1995; Rudduck et al., 1997). These

practices address personal domain concerns of educational systems that

focus on human processes and on personal and interpersonal relationships,

beliefs, and perceptions that are aVected by the educational system as a

whole. This domain must be balanced with technical domain concerns that

focus on curriculum and content mastery, and organizational domain

concerns that focus on management structures and decision-making

processes.

To apply such practices, research-validated principles are needed to guide

their design, including the design of comprehensive, integrated, and inclusive

programs for students with disabilities. The knowledge base underlying the

principles of learners and learning becomes a research-validated foundation

for comprehensive school reform that focuses on meeting cognitive, social,

and emotional human needs and fostering positive teacher/student relation-

ships. The principles lead to understanding students as knowledge generators,

active participants in their own learning, and co-creators of learning

experiences and curricula.
B. The LCPs as a Foundational Framework

Education is one of many complex living systems that function to support

particular human needs (refer to Wheatley, 1999). Such systems are by their

nature unpredictable, but can be understood in terms of principles that

define human needs, cognitive and motivational processes, and development

and individual diVerences. The research-validated LCPs (APA, 1993, 1997)

provide a knowledge base for understanding learning and motivation as

natural processes that occur when the conditions and context of learning are

supportive of individual learner needs, capacities, experiences, and interests.

The foundation of the research-validated LCPs is essential to designing

programs and practices that attend holistically and systemically to the needs

of all learners—including students, their teachers, administrators, family,

and community members.

1. THE LCPS

In 1990, the American Psychological Association (APA) appointed a

special Task Force on Psychology in Education, one of whose purposes was

to integrate research and theory from psychology and education in order to

surface general principles that have stood the test of time and can provide a

framework for school redesign and reform. The result was a document that

specified 12 fundamental principles about learners and learning that, taken
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together, provide an integrated perspective on factors influencing learning

for all learners (APA, 1993). This document was revised in 1997 and now

includes 14 principles that are essentially the same as the original 12 except

that attention is now given to principles dealing with diversity and standards

(APA, 1997). (Note: Research and theory reviewed in developing the LCPs

are described in McCombs and Whisler (1997). Further research support is

also provided in Alexander and Murphy (1998), Lambert and McCombs

(1998), and Weinstein (1998)).

The 14 LCPs are categorized into four domains as shown in Table I.

These categories group the principles into research-validated domains

important to learning: metacognitive and cognitive factors, motivational

and aVective factors, developmental and social factors, and individual

diVerence factors. An understanding of these domains and the principles

within them establishes a framework for designing learner-centered practices

at all levels of schooling. It also defines what ‘‘learner-centered’’ means from

a research-validated perspective.

2. DEFINING ‘‘LEARNER-CENTERED’’

From an integrated and holistic look at the LCPs, the following definition

emerges:

‘‘Learner centered’’ is the perspective that couples a focus on individual

learners—their heredity, experiences, perspectives, backgrounds, talents,

interests, capacities, and needs—with a focus on learning—the best

available knowledge about learning and how it occurs and about teaching

practices that are most eVective in promoting the highest levels of

motivation, learning, and achievement for all learners. This dual focus

then informs and drives educational decisionmaking. Learner-centered is a

reflection in practice of the LCPs—in the programs, practices, policies, and

people that support learning for all (McCombs & Whisler, 1997).

This definition of learner-centered is based on an understanding of the

LCPs as a representation of current knowledge about learners and learning.

The LCPs apply to all learners, in and outside of school, young and old.

Learner-centered is also related to the beliefs, characteristics, dispositions,

and practices of teachers—practices primarily created by the teacher. When

teachers derive their practices from an understanding of the LCPs, they

(1) include learners in decisions about how and what they learn and how

that learning is assessed; (2) value each learner’s unique perspectives;

(3) respect and accommodate individual diVerences in learners’ back-

grounds, interests, abilities, and experiences; and (4) treat learners as

co-creators and partners in the teaching and learning process.



TABLE I

THE LEARNER-CENTERED PSYCHOLOGICAL PRINCIPLES

Cognitive and Metacognitive Factors

Principle 1: Nature of the learning process

The learning of complex subject matter is most eVective when it is an intentional process of

constructing meaning from information and experience.

Principle 2: Goals of the learning process

The successful learner, over time and with support and instructional guidance, can create

meaningful, coherent representations of knowledge.

Principle 3: Construction of knowledge

The successful learner can link new information with existing knowledge in meaningful ways.

Principle 4: Strategic thinking

The successful learner can create and use a repertoire of thinking and reasoning strategies to

achieve complex learning goals.

Principle 5: Thinking about thinking

Higher order strategies for selecting and monitoring mental operations facilitate creative and

critical thinking.

Principle 6: Context of learning

Learning is influenced by environmental factors, including culture, technology, and

instructional practices.

Motivational and AVective Factors

Principle 7: Motivational and emotional influences on learning

What and how much is learned is influenced by the learner’s motivation. Motivation to learn,

in turn, is influenced by the individual’s emotional states, beliefs, interests, goals, and habits

of thinking.

Principle 8: Intrinsic motivation to learn

The learner’s creativity, higher-order thinking, and natural curiosity all contribute to

motivation to learn. Intrinsic motivation is stimulated by tasks of optimal novelty and

diYculty, relevant to personal interests, and providing for personal choice and control.

Principle 9: EVects of motivation on eVort

Acquisition of complex knowledge and skills requires extended learner eVort and guided

practice. Without learners’ motivation to learn, the willingness to exert this eVort is unlikely

without coercion.

Developmental and Social Factors

Principle 10: Developmental influence on learning

As individuals develop, they encounter diVerent opportunities and experience diVerent

constraints for learning. Learning is most eVective when diVerential development within and

across physical, intellectual, emotional, and social domains is taken into account.

Principle 11: Social influences on learning

Learning is influenced by social interactions, interpersonal relations, and communication

with others.

Individual DiVerences Factors

Principle 12: Individual diVerences in learning

Learners have diVerent strategies, approaches, and capabilities for learning that are a

function of prior experience and heredity.
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Principle 13: Learning and diversity

Learning is most eVective when diVerences in learners’ linguistic, cultural, and social

backgrounds are taken into account.

Principle 14: Standards and assessment

Setting appropriately high and challenging standards and assessing the learner and learning

progress—including diagnostic, process, and outcome assessment—are integral parts of the

learning process.

TABLE I (Continued )
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Others who have used the term ‘‘learner-centered’’ (e.g., Darling-

Hammond, 1996; Sparks & Hirsh, 1997) refer to learning new beliefs and

visions of practice that are responsive to and respectful of the diverse needs of

students and teachers as learners. All learning, for students and teachers, must

support diverse learners, provide time for reflection, and oVer opportunities

for teachers and students to co-create practices that enhance learning,

motivation, and achievement. This view of ‘‘learner-centered’’ is a research-

validated paradigm shift that transforms education—including how best to

use programs to support the new vision (refer to Sparks & Hirsh, 1997).

Our work with kindergarten-through college-age students over the past

eight years has revealed that learner-centered practices consistent with

educational psychology’s knowledge base and the LCPs enhance learner

motivation and achievement (McCombs, 2000, 2001; McCombs & Whisler,

1997; Weinberger & McCombs, 2001). Of particular significance in this

work is that student perceptions of their teachers’ instructional practices

account for between 45% to 60% of the variance in student motivation and

achievement, whereas teacher beliefs and perceptions only account for 4% to

15% of this variance. The single most important domain of practice for

students in all age ranges is the domain of practice that promotes a positive

climate for learning and interpersonal relationships between and among

students and teachers. Also important are practices that provide academic

challenge and give students choice and control, that encourage the

development of critical thinking and learning skills, and that adapt to a

variety of individual developmental diVerences.

Using teacher and student surveys based on the LCPs, called the

Assessment of Learner-Centered Practices (ALCP), teachers can be assisted

in reflecting on individual and class discrepancies in perceptions of classroom

practice and in changing practices to meet student needs (McCombs, 2001).

Results of our research with the ALCP teacher and student surveys at both the

secondary and post-secondary levels have confirmed that at all levels of our

educational system, teachers and instructors can be helped to improve

instructional practices and change toward more learner-centered practices by
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attending to what students are perceiving and spending more time creating

positive climates and relationships—critical connections so important to

personal and system learning and change.

Of additional significance in my own work with learner-centered practices

and self-assessment tools based on the LCPs for teachers and students in K–12

and college classrooms is the finding that what defines ‘‘learner-centeredness’’

is not solely a function of particular instructional practices or programs

(McCombs, 2001, 2003a,b; McCombs & Lauer, 1997; McCombs & Whisler,

1997). Rather, it is a complex interaction of qualities of the teacher in

combination with characteristics of instructional practices—as perceived by

individual learners. That is, ‘‘learner-centeredness’’ is in ‘‘the eye of the

beholder’’ and varies as a function of learner perceptions which, in turn, are

the result of each learner’s prior experiences, self-beliefs, and attitudes about

schools and learning as well as their current interests, values, and goals. Thus,

the quality of ‘‘learner-centeredness does not reside in programs or practices

by themselves—no matter how well designed the program may be.’’

When learner-centered is defined from a research perspective that includes

the knowledge base on both learning and learners, it also clarifies what is

needed to create positive learning contexts and communities. When this

occurs at the classroom and school levels, it increases the likelihood of

success for more students and their teachers. In addition, a research-

validated foundation that focuses on both learners and learning can lead to

increased clarity about the requisite dispositions and characteristics of

school personnel who are in service to learners and learning—particularly

teachers. From this perspective, the LCPs can become a foundational

framework for determining how to use and assess the eYcacy of programs in

providing instruction, curricula, and personnel to enhance the teaching and

learning process. The voice and perceptions of the learner regarding the

degree to which programs and practices meet individual cognitive, social,

and emotional needs are part of the assessment of ongoing learning, change,

and improvement. This component is particularly critical in meeting the

needs of students with disabilities and learning challenges.
II. WHAT ARE PRACTICE AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

OF THE LEARNER-CENTERED FRAMEWORK FOR SERVING

THE NEEDS OF STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES AND

LEARNING CHALLENGES?
With the research-validated LCPs as a foundation, important practice

and policy implications of the learner-centered framework for implementing

and integrating programs and concepts into comprehensive school reform
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eVorts can be derived. Some concrete suggestions for children with special

needs are provided in the sections that follow.
A. Implications for Practice

In the areas of practice, a key implication is that the larger context of

education must support and value individual learners as well as diverse

learning outcomes. As Burnette (1996) has said in support of including

students with disabilities in general education classrooms, appropriate

practices meet the needs and enhance the education of all students. She goes

on to describe characteristics of eVective inclusive schools (also recom-

mended by the OYce of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services

[OSERS] (2000), and present in schools where IDEA is well implemented).

These characteristics of successful schools include:

. a sense of community based on a philosophy and vision that all

children belong and are part of the learning community;
. strong leadership that actively involves all school staV in planning

and implementing successful learning and community building

strategies;
. high standards that provide all children with the opportunity to reach

high educational outcomes through programs and practices that reflect

individual needs;
. collaboration and cooperation among students and staV via strategies

such as cooperative learning, peer tutoring, team and co-teaching,

buddy systems, and teacher-student assistance teams;
. changing roles and responsibilities that include teachers and psycholo-

gists working more closely together and everyone being actively in-

volved in the learning process;
. an array of services that meet students’ health, mental health, and social

services needs within coordinated educational models used by the entire

staV;
. partnership with parents such that they are embraced as equal and

essential partners in their children’s education;
. flexible learning environments that follow individual learning paths,

with flexible groupings and practices that emphasize participation by all

students;
. strategies based on research on how people learn that are systematically

applied to the education of all students;
. new forms of accountability that rely less on standardized tests and

more on measuring each student’s progress toward achieving individu-

alized learning goals;
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. access to all aspects of school life via building modifications or use of

appropriate assistive technologies; and
. continuing professional development that allows all staV to receive

training that continuously improves their knowledge and skills for

educating all students.

When applying best practices as discussed in the previous sections, the

culture and climate must acknowledge the purpose of education as going

beyond academic competence and content knowledge alone. There must be a

shared vision, value, and purpose of education. As Comer states (in O’Neil,

1997, pp. 9–10): ‘‘It is diYcult to internalize a sense of well-being, high self-

esteem, and a passion for achievement in an environment that is chaotic,

abusive, or characterized by low expectations for students . . . What children

need more than anything is the chance to attach with and bond to adults who

are meaningful and important to them.’’ Restoring a sense of community is

seen as the fundamental way to provide social and emotional support.

1. CHANGING PERSONAL CONCEPTIONS OF ABILITY

AND MOTIVATION

In creating a new vision for education, research by Gardner (1993, 1995),

Renzulli and Reis (1985), Renzulli et al. (1995), and Wang (1992, 1998)

highlights the importance of broadening our view of abilities and educational

achievement beyond the traditionally narrow view embedded in educational

systems. Gardner’s research informs us that everyone has multiple intelli-

gences and talents—any of which may be present and/or develop during our

life span. Renzulli’s research in particular reminds us that our focus for

increasing themotivation of any lowperforming group is to recognize and value

individual interests. When learners of any age are allowed to pursue their

natural interests, their natural motivation follows, and levels of achievement

in these areas of highest interest are beyond what we might prejudge to be

possible. Wang’s research provides empirically based strategies and practices

for engaging even the most disenfranchised and alienated students in learning

through adaptive instructional environments.

The multiple intelligences theory of Gardner (1995) captures the essence of

designing such environments. This theory is exemplified in school practices

such as: approaching curriculum in a variety of ways and from a variety of

perspectives; using assessment strategies that help students display their new

understandings in a variety of ways; and personalizing approaches to

education such that each student has the maximum opportunity to master

those materials. Similarly, in my own work (McCombs, 1995, 1998, 2000,

2003a,b; McCombs & Lauer, 1997; McCombs & Quiat, 2002; McCombs &

Whisler, 1997) I have argued that we need school models that see all children
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as ‘‘gifted’’ and that use students’ interests and goals as the ‘‘sorting system’’

into enrichment clusters—not abilities, grade levels, or other categories that

often negatively impact potential as perceived by both students and teachers.

To support this contention, we found in our research that teachers were not

absolutely learner-centered or completely non–learner-centered in terms

of their beliefs about student potential to learn (refer to McCombs, 2001).

At the same time, however, specific beliefs or teaching practices could be

classified as learner-centered (likely to enhance motivation, learning, and

success) or non–learner-centered (likely to hinder motivation, learning,

and success). Learner-centered teachers are defined as those who meet an

empirically validated ‘‘learner-centered rubric’’ related to profiles of beliefs

and practices. For example, believing all students learn is part of a learner-

centeredprofile, whilebelieving that some students cannot learn is part of anon–

learner-centered profile. Learner-centered teachers view each student as

unique and capable of learning, have a perspective that focuses on the learner

knowing that this promotes learning, understand basic principles defining

learners and learning, and honor and accept the student’s point of view

(McCombs&Lauer, 1997;McCombs&Quiat, 1999).As a result, the student’s

natural inclinations to learn, master the environment, and grow in positive

ways are enhanced.

Developing student potential is underscored by the research of Renzulli

et al. (1995). This research confirms that all youth, and learning challenged

students in particular, benefit from an educational system that values and

supports their gifts and diversity—that addresses the personal domain.

Renzulli’s Schoolwide Enrichment Model, which allows students to pursue

curricula matched to their interests, has demonstrated that we need to

broaden our limited stereotype of human potential (defined by achievement

and intelligence test scores). When students are allowed to govern their own

learning process by following their interests, they benefit from a motivation

and achievement perspective. Students who would have been classified as low

ability or special education have been shown to outperform their peers in their

areas of highest interest. Of critical importance is helping these students to see

their learning environments as rich, challenging, personally relevant,

accepting, and supportive. The key is to relate to every student as being

gifted in a unique way and to design learning experiences and environments

that enhance the potential of each student.

The Community for Learning (CFL) program developed by Wang (1998)

is a research-based, comprehensive K–12 school reform model that focuses

on high standards of student achievement and positive student self-

perceptions, particularly for poor minority students from urban and rural

areas. The classroom instruction component helps teachers tailor learning

experiences to the individual needs of each student in the classroom.
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Therefore, the CFL program addresses both the academic and motivational

needs of individual students. Based on 20 years of research (Wang, 1992,

1998; Wang et al., 1997), the classroom instruction component, Adaptive

Learning Environments Model (ALEM), helps teachers tailor learning

experiences to the individual needs of each student in the classroom.

Teachers use a variety of strategies to assist students in learning to take

responsibility and the initiative for planning and assessing their attainment

of educational objectives and standards. Strategies include continually

assessing the students to insure that the individually prescribed assignments

are working for the learner and modifying the assignments as necessary.

Constant individual attention by the teachers is available for students who

require more classroom support. The CFL program also recognizes that

students learn in environments other than those related to the classroom. To

implement this concept as well as provide the organizational structure for

program support, a site-based CFL facilitator is trained to connect the

community, district, and schools to enhance student and family learning in

all environments. These comprehensive features of the overall CFL model

have been shown to be particularly beneficial to the special needs students

with diverse learning challenges (Wang, 1998; Wang et al., 1997).

2. DEVELOPING PERSONAL AND SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY

Not only can individualized programs that address the LCPs enhance

motivation and academic learning for children with special needs, they can

also be applied to areas that develop children’s personal and social

responsibility. These are the moral dimensions of school as described by

Berreth and Berman (1997). Such dimensions attempt to nurture empathy

and self-discipline and to help all students develop social skills and

moral values. The practices of small schools, caring adults, community

service, and parent involvement are recommended, along with processes

and practices of modeling, direct instruction, real-world experience, and

continual practice. With the framework of the dimensions of emotional

intelligence, children with special needs can be assisted to learn and develop

high levels of self-awareness, self-control, empathy, perspective taking, and

social skills. An important guideline is for students be active partners in

creating a caring classroom climate and community (Elias et al., 1997).

As shown by a number of researchers working in the area of self-regulated

learning (e.g., Zimmerman, 1994; Zimmerman & Schunk, in press),

responsibility begins with making choices. Without the opportunity to

choose, make decisions, and face the consequences of those decisions, there

is no sense of ownership. A sense of ownership, resulting from choices, is

empowering. Without a sense of empowerment and ownership there is no
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responsibility or accountability—there is blaming and compliance. With

ownership, learning is more fun and exciting for both students and

teachers, and both share in the pleasures and responsibilities of control.

Teachers and students share both responsibility and power—a key feature

of learner-centered practices that address the personal domain.

In short, it is the nature of human beings to strive for control and autonomy,

to feel they aremasters of their own destinies. When learning opportunities are

provided to meet this innate need through the inclusion of the personal

domain in education, the natural response are feelings of empowerment,

ownership, and responsibility. We own what we create—an important

implication of the LCPs and framework that is increasingly being supported

in new leadership and professional development models for special education.

3. A FOCUS ON STUDENT PERCEPTIONS AND VOICE

Another critical implication for practice is that attention be given to the

role of student perceptions and input. Freiberg (1998) acknowledges that

few climate measures use students as a source of feedback but believes each

student’s perspective is critical, particularly during transitions from one

school level to the next. A concerns survey format (What Students Worry

About) is used to collect feedback for reshaping school climates. For middle

school students, Freiberg reports that their areas of highest concern were

being sent to the principal, failure, drugs, taking tests, and giving a

presentation in front of others. High school students reported their areas of

highest concern were failure, keeping up with assignments, taking tests,

giving a presentation in front of others, and hard class work. Given the

importance of this feedback, Freiberg argues that using such measures

should be part of all school reform eVorts.

Research by Battistich et al. (1997) builds on Deci and Ryan’s (1991)

research as the theoretical rationale for developing caring school commu-

nities through the use of student perception data. They argue that all students

have basic psychological needs for belonging, autonomy, and competence, on

which their level of engagement/disengagement with school is largely

dependent. ‘‘Sense of school as community’’ was assessed by the student

perception measure. Items for this measure included: ‘‘students in this school

work together to solve problems,’’ ‘‘people care about each other in this

school,’’ and ‘‘I feel I can talk to the teachers in this school about things that

are bothering me.’’ Results of their research with middle school students

indicated that their scores on this measure were consistently associated with a

positive orientation toward school and learning, including attraction to

school, task orientation toward learning, educational aspirations, and trust

and respect for teachers. The data also indicated that students’ perceptions
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of community were positively associated with pro-social attitudes, social

skills, and sense of autonomy and eYcacy; they were negatively related to

students’ drug use and involvement in delinquent behavior. The findings of

Battistich et al. are consistent with other research showing that when schools

are experienced as communities, they satisfy basic psychological needs, and

students will become attached to such schools and accept their values.

Recent work byKing (2000) directly relates to hearing the voices of students

with a variety of emotional and learning challenges. She studied the eVects of

students’ educational status (special education [SPED], non–special education

[NSPED]) and type of classroom (learner-centered [LC], non–learner-

centered [NLC]) in terms of how it aVected students’ perceptions of their

teachers’ practices, their motivation, and their achievement. Students studied

were in grades 6 and 7 from five suburban middle schools, for a total of 657

students, 167 of whom were SPED and 490 of whom were NSPED. Students

classified as SPED were those identified for participation in inclusion

classrooms who had a variety of special learning needs. These learning needs

ranged from mild learning disabilities, behavioral disorders, and mental

retardation. Students with more severe learning needs who were in self-

contained SPED classrooms or who had such poor reading or attentional

issues that they could not complete the questionnaire were excluded from

the study.

The gender mix for SPED/NSPED was 54/262 female and 113/228 male

students; the LC/NLC breakdown for SPED/NSPED was 92/224 female

and 102/239 male students. Using the ALCP (McCombs, 1999), surveys for

students and teachers, primary findings were:

1. SPED students perceived significantly lower rates of LC teacher

practices, had lower motivation, and have lower achievement than

their NSPED peers.

2. SPED students in NLC classrooms had the lowest achievement of all

student groups.

3. Both SPED and NSPED student perceptions were a better measure of

LC versus NLC classrooms than either teacher perceptions or outside

observations.

4. SPED students perceived LC teachers to be more caring than NLC

teachers; however, even with LC teachers, SPED students did not

perceive as much support for practices that encouraged their use of

higher-order thinking and learning skills as NSPED students,

indicating diVerential treatment from NSPED students.

Based on these findings, King concluded that although caring is an

important attribute of LC classrooms, SPED students also need the same
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level of support for critical thinking and learning skills as their NSPED

peers. She concludes that the challenge is to prepare teachers to give the kind

of individual attention to diverse learning needs of SPED students via

accommodations and adjustments while not eliminating the needs of these

SPED students for a challenging learning experience that prepares them for

meaningful and lifelong skill development.

4. A FOCUS ON CARING AND CRITICAL RELATIONSHIPS

A case can certainly be made for the importance of caring and positive

development for all students. Elias et al. (1997, p. 6) state: ‘‘Caring is

central to the shaping of relationships that are meaningful, supportive,

rewarding, and productive. Caring happens when children sense that adults

in their lives think they are important and accept and respect them,

regardless of any particular talents they have. Caring is a product of a

community that deems all of its members to be important, believes everyone

has something to contribute, and acknowledges that everyone counts.’’

Further, children considered at-risk for any number of reasons, including

having some type of learning disability, are those most frequently growing

up without caring. But can the importance of caring be acknowledged as a

critical part of the reform agenda for children with special learning needs

and challenges?

In describing issues involved, Palmer (1999) argues that we need to

acknowledge that teaching and learning not only involve intellect and

emotion, but also involve the human spirit. He underscores the point that

teaching and learning are not either-or in the sense of being intellectual or

spiritual. In his words (p. 10): ‘‘Teaching and learning, done well, are done

not by disembodied intellects but by whole persons whose minds cannot be

disconnected from feeling and spirit, from heart and soul. To teach as a

whole person to the whole person is not to lose one’s professionalism as

a teacher but to take it to a deeper level.’’ He contends that teachers—

regardless of their subject matter and who their students are—end up

teaching who they are. The biggest challenge is to provide teachers with

adequate time and support to reflect on questions that are worth living. The

time for self-reflection can renew and transform their practices and ways of

relating to self and others. Teachers need opportunities to learn and change

their minds.

Lipsitz (1995) also argues that to develop a caring culture in schools

requires a change in attitude—not just a restructuring of policies, curricula,

and systems. Caring is necessary for establishing an eVective culture for

learning. It does not replace high expectations and standards for learning,

but represents a core set of beliefs about relating to other people. In

describing benefits of caring school cultures, Chaskin and Rauner (1995)
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focus on the eVect of the teacher/student relationship that is often

overlooked: the ability of such relationships to oVset students’ feelings of

frustration with or alienation from school. Caring was found to be what

diVerentiated successful from unsuccessful programs in research funded by

the Lily Endowment’s Research Program on Youth and Caring. Caring

works because it responds to the basic psychosocial needs, particularly for

connection, belonging and membership, safety and support, and individual

and social competency. It also creates a ‘‘context of possibilities’’ in which

genuine education occurs through relationships, settings, and practices that

encourage youth to value caring as a way to approach the self and others,

including the larger community and society.

Research has shown that when youth with diverse backgrounds and

capabilities have opportunities to care for others they have an increased

sense of social responsibility, higher self-esteems, better school attendance,

and decreases in depression. To accomplish lasting eVects and true trusting

relationships, strategies for promoting cultures of caring in schools need to

be implemented gradually and incrementally by committed individuals.

Chaskin and Rauner (1995) emphasize that there is no single best way to

promote caring cultures, that caring has to be promoted by example and,

to be successful, the particular caring culture that evolves needs to be

relevant to particular interpersonal and academic needs of its clients,

students, and teachers alike.

According to Noddings (1995), the technical and structural changes

necessary to create cultures of caring in schools are relatively simple and

inexpensive to accomplish. She identifies the larger issue of achieving a

fundamental attitude shift among educators, policymakers, and the public.

They must be convinced that in addition to responding to the pressure to

produce high test scores, it is legitimate and even necessary to focus on the

development of caring and competent people. School time spent developing

trusting relationships, talking with students about personal problems, and

guiding them to be more sensitive and competent across all domains of

caring must also be deemed valuable. This type of intervention is

particularly critical for helping students with special learning needs to feel

like a valued part of the school community.
B. Concrete Suggestions for Applying the Learner-Centered

Framework in Practice

Understanding the basic principles of learning and motivation provides a

foundation for analyzing and designing interventions that enhance motiv-

ation and achievement for children with learning disabilities and challenges.

One way in which learner-centered activities can be easily introduced into the



LEARNER-CENTERED PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICES 101
learning context is through project-based instruction.McWhorter et al. (1996)

oVer the following suggestions to teachers for making project-based

instruction learner-centered:

1. Solicit and encourage student input into the daily workings of the

classroom. Negotiate classroom decisions between the teacher and

students within acceptable parameters.

2. Provide students with a range of choices in activities, reading material,

and subject matter—in all aspects of their learning.

3. Connect student learning to the outside world or integrate material

into a meaningful context.

4. Encourage students to examine their own work, critique its strengths

and weaknesses, and set goals for continued improvement.

5. Balance depth of learning and content coverage. Learning activities

should serve multiple purposes and/or objectives in order to maximize

instructional time.

6. Involve students in determining the standards and criteria for

assessment within the framework of the instructional project and the

larger context of the skills required.

7. Establish flexible parameters for projects that permit change for the

purpose of increasing student interest and learning.

Designing learning contexts that are responsive to diverse learner needs can

be simplified by asking the learners directly. McWhorter et al. (1996)

summarize the following lessons learned by teachers who involved all of their

students in generating learning experiences:

. The classroom environment must be conducive to collaboration between

the teacher and the students. That is, teachers need to take time to get to

know students and let students get to know each other. Projects need to

grow out of student interests and concerns. To facilitate collaboration,

teachers should provide the widest range of choices in reading material,

presentation options, and assessment methods.
. The teacher must be willing to share responsibility for learning with the

students by developing and nurturing a sense of mutual trust. Trust and

respect are facilitated when there is tolerance for mistakes and

opportunities to learn from mistakes. The strategy of negotiation must

become common to all.
. A strong emphasis on group dynamics, teamwork, and collaboration is

essential in student-centered/student-generated learning experiences. To

support group and team working experiences, teachers need to help

students understand the strengths and weaknesses of group members.
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Teachers must also help students strengthen their commitment to work

well with each other and respect diversity.
. Teachers must allocate more instructional time during the initial

development of student-centered learning contexts to permit talk about

learning, negotiation, and decision-making. To invite and use student

input in structuring learning opportunities requires additional time.
. Developing a teaching style that places students at the center of concern,

that involves students in instructional decision-making, and visualizing

one’s new role as teacher is a gradual process. Implementation of a

student-centered learning environment involves changing how teachers

regard their role. Teachers gradually become dissatisfied with the old

way of doing things and evolve to being a facilitator or guide. Once the

teacher feels comfortable with and accepts this new role, the energy of

both students and teachers is increased, along with student motivation

and personal engagement.
. Students often have diYculty becoming active learners, particularly

students who have been successful in teacher-centered classrooms.

Teachers need to understand that for students who have become

accustomed to being ‘‘passive’’ learners, they may at first resist more

active and responsible roles. Students need time in the context of

carefully coordinated experiences to adjust to the new learning

environment and responsibilities. Adjustment is facilitated when there

is a sense of community in the classroom.

In my own work (McCombs, 1995, 1998, 2001, 2003a,b) I have outlined

what I see as three primary areas of intervention for enhancing motivation

to learn: (1) learner-focused interventions, (2) interventions that focus on

learning tasks and instructional materials, and (3) interventions that focus

on instructional contexts and practices. The basis of this work has emerged

from those who see schools as ‘‘living systems’’—systems that are in service

to learners and serve the basic function of learning for the primary recipient

(the learner) as well as the other humans who support learning (teachers,

administrators, parents). Building on the living systems concept, propon-

ents of this ‘‘learner-centered’’ perspective contend that education and

schooling must concern itself with how to provide the most supportive

learning context for diverse students—a context that is created primarily by

the teacher and where that teacher ‘‘comes from’’ in terms of valuing and

understanding the rich array of individual diVerences and needs that

students present (e.g., Marshall, 1998; Sarason, 1995). From this perspec-

tive, curriculum and content are important but not the exclusive factors for

achieving desired motivation, learning, and achievement. Attention to

meeting individual learner needs and considering student perceptions of the
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degree to which these needs are being met are as important and fundamental

to how well content is learned.

Those working within a living systems framework also contend that

system change is the result of personal change and of critical connections

(Wheatley & Kellner-Rogers, 1998). That is, personal change in one’s

perceptions, values, attitudes, and beliefs results from transformations in

thinking. In turn, transformations in thinking most often result from critical

connections that are made by the person in their understanding, knowledge,

and ways of thinking, as well as critical connections or personal

relationships that are made between the person and others of significance

in the learning environment. For example, a teacher confronted with the

awareness that prior instructional practices are not working with a new

group of students is most likely to change those practices to more learner-

centered approaches if: (1) he or she learns that this group of students has a

higher level of prior knowledge about topics being covered than prior

groups of students (new information component); and (2) a valued colleague

has worked with similar students successfully with new instructional

practices that give the students more choice and control over the

instructional process (personal relationship component).

As people in living systems, such as education, are given more

opportunities to be creatively involved in how their work is accomplished,

Wheatley and Kellner-Rogers (1998) contend that not only will they create

conditions that facilitate rapid change (new relationships, new insights,

greater levels of commitment), but they also will increase their capacity for

learning and growth. When individuals are engaged in designing the

changes, they create more and better connections and relationships that can

help the system change from within. Although the availability of new and

richer information helps people change personal constructions of meaning

and understanding, it is increasing the number, variety, and strengths of

interpersonal connections and relationships that moves the system toward

better functioning and health. Standards of functioning are not imposed or

mandated from outside, but rather, these standards, measures, values,

organizational structures, and plans need to come from within, through

ongoing dialogue and conversations in which people share perceptions, seek

out a diversity of interpretations, and agree on what needs to be done. Thus,

the three primary areas of intervention for enhancing motivation to learn

flow from this research base.

First, in learner-focused interventions, the goal is to help students develop

their metacognitive self-awareness and understanding of the function of

thought and self-as-agent. These interventions are particularly helpful for

students with disabilities and learning challenges as it is frequently assumed

that they are not capable of higher-order thinking processes. The focus is on
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helping students learn how to step outside their conditioned beliefs about

their capabilities, see that they can control their thoughts, and access natural

self-esteem and motivation to learn. Students are taught dispositions and

strategies for developing various types of thinking found helpful to learning

and achievement. These include teaching students the following kinds of

thinking dispositions and strategies:

1. Thinking that establishes the personal meaning of learning (e.g.,

strategies for constructing meaning, such as personal stories, and

strategies for establishing personal relevance, such as relating to personal

interests and prior knowledge);

2. Thinking that facilitates self-regulation of learning (e.g., strategies for

setting learning goals, managing and controlling learning, and

monitoring and evaluating learning);

3. Thinking that encourages reflective self-awareness (e.g., strategies for

reflecting and analyzing meaning or for examining choices in thinking

and actions); and

4. Thinking that engages creativity and problem-solving (e.g., strategies

for developing progressively deeper insight, such as brainstorming and

imagination exercises).

Another area of thinking that can be taught is that of goal setting.

Teachers who wish to develop a learning goal orientation among students

should provide activities that are meaningful and interesting, minimize

social comparisons, reward and recognize personal learning growth and

improvement, provide opportunities for peer collaboration, and enable

students to make decisions and choices.

In the second area of intervention, learning tasks and instructional

materials, the objective is to increase the personal relevance and meaningful-

ness of learning tasks such that they approximate ‘‘authentic’’ thinking and

learning experiences from the students’ perspectives. Learning tasks support

student choice and autonomy, while also helping students understand the

responsibilities and benefits of their agency in the learning process. Current

research has shown that it is critical—for enhancing and drawing on

students’ natural curiosity and motivation to learn—to relate learning tasks

and materials to what students perceive as important (i.e., to personal

interests and self-goals). Not only is it important that the content be

perceived as personally meaningful, but it is also important that the process

of learning new knowledge and skills is meaningful from the students’

perspectives and related to how they think and learn. Thus, instructional

materials and learning tasks are most personally meaningful and engaging

to students if they:
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1. Are interdisciplinary and integrative, with tasks meaningful from the

students’ perspectives and representative of real-world issues and

complexities while providing for group learning experiences that

recognize the social nature of learning and the need for students to

apply what they have learned outside the classroom context;

2. Provide opportunities for individual and group learning, student

choice and support for autonomy, cooperative versus competitive

achievement opportunities, and facilitate the pursuit of learning as

opposed to performance goals;

3. Provide challenges, stimulate curiosity, allow for creative and self-

determining constructions and expressions of knowledge, and engage

imagination; and

4. Teach basic skills, such as those involved in reading or mathematics, in

the context of larger themes or topics that students perceive to be

meaningful and that require the development of particular skills as a

logical part of the process of exploring or learning about the topic

area.

In the third area of interventions, instructional contexts and practices, the

objective is to create climates of positive social and emotional support by

attending to positive social relationships that operate reciprocally for students

and teachers (McCombs, 1995, 1998). Interventions include creating

opportunities for teachers and students to role-play and model eVective

behavior, and to participate in simulated listening and interpersonal activities.

In essence, as teachers themselves experience the self-determining, self-

constructive nature of learning and a positive climate of support and quality

relationships, they can internalize new roles and metaphors of teaching that

are consistent with the current knowledge base on learning and learners’

needs. Functions of teaching that enhance teachers’ roles as a motivator

include:

1. Diagnosing and understanding students’ unique needs, interests, and

goals;

2. Helping students define their own personal goals and the relationship

of these personal goals to learning goals;

3. Relating learning content/activities to students’ personal needs,

interests, and goals;

4. Challenging students to invest eVort and energy in taking personal

responsibility and to be actively involved in learning activities;

5. Providing students with opportunities to exercise personal control and

choice over selected task variables such as the type of learning activity,

ways of demonstrating personal mastery, and skills to master;
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6. Creating a safe, trusting, and supportive climate by showing real

interest, caring, and concern for each student;

7. Attending to classroom goal structures and goal orientations, with an

emphasis on cooperative structures and learning goals;

8. Modeling both self-directed learning skills and personal qualities

associated with positive interpersonal relationships;

9. Highlighting the value of student accomplishment, the value of

students’ unique skills and abilities, and the value of the learning

process and the learning task; and

10. Rewarding students’ accomplishments and encouraging them to

reward themselves and develop pride in their accomplishments.

In summary, interventions that can promote motivation and engagement

in educational settings include the following:

. Opportunities for taking personal responsibility for learning activities

and outcomes;
. Participatory decision-making, goal-setting, alternative performance

assessments;
. Individual goals and standards of learning and mastery versus grading

and evaluation;
. Instructional practices that encourage initiative, self-expression, and

imagination;
. Reciprocal empowerment of teachers and students through flexible

structures and respectful relationships; and
. Quality interpersonal interactions with teachers who demonstrate

genuine concern, caring, and interest in students.

Conditions need to be created that provide choice, challenge, control,

collaboration, opportunities to construct meaning, and positive consequences

in the learning context. From my own work (McCombs, 1995, 2000, 2001,

2003a,b; McCombs & Whisler, 1997), we have identified a number of add-

itional conditions for addressing LCPs. These conditions were identified in

research with over 20,000 students from kindergarten through high school. It

was also verified that all four domains addressed by the LCPs (APA, 1997)

must be present formaximummotivation andachievement.Attentionmust be

provided to practices that enhance cognitive and metacognitive factors,

aVective and motivational factors, social and developmental factors, and

other individual diVerence factors including developmental and ability

diVerences in students. To addresses the LCPs in each of these domains,

conditions present in the learning context must include opportunities to
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experience personal relevance, responsibility, respect, cooperation, compe-

tence, connections to personal interests/talents, and positive relationships

with adults and peers. Strategies, such as peer tutoring and mentoring, are

especially helpful for children with disabilities and learning challenges, but

these approaches work best when a positive learning climate and community

have first been established between and among students and their teachers.
C. Implications for Policy

In the area of policy, a number of recommendations can be given to help

balance current reform eVorts that emphasize punitive, high-stakes testing,

and accountability sanctions. Practices, such as grading of schools, teachers,

and administrators based on the quality of their students’ learning and

achievement, can misplace the responsibility for learning (refer to McCombs,

2000). Vatterott (1995) points out that although teachers are held responsible

for student learning, it is the student who makes the decision to learn. Teachers

cannot make learning happen; they can encourage and persuade with a variety

of incentives. And teachers know well that many incentives (e.g., grades, fear

of discipline) work only for some students. When teachers overly control the

learning process or impose responsibility within the teacher’s parameters

and rules, they may get obedience or compliance, but they will not get

responsibility.

Reliance on learning research has resulted in a growing emphasis on high

standards, thematic and integrated curricula, instructional practices that help

all learners—teachers and diverse students alike—take a more active and

responsible role in directing their own learning. New assessment methods

focus not only on what learners know but what they can do to demonstrate

and apply that knowledge in real-life or life-like settings. These technical

changes (i.e., domains of educational systems design that are concerned with

standards, curriculum, instruction, and assessment) and organizational

changes (management structures and policies) have occurred in response to

what is known about optimal learning. However, the research demonstrates

(refer to, Fullan, 1996; Joyce & Calhoun, 1995) that technical and organiza-

tional changes are not suYcient because they often downplay the role of the

learner and learning environment. Similarly, they rarely focus on or provide

eVective strategies for oV-setting the problems of alienation, lack of

engagement, fear of failure, or stress and overwhelm. Without a focus on

individual learners, those students who are ‘‘diVerent’’ can be singled out for

bullying and other problems. Thus, people, all of whom are learners, must be

the focus—together with a focus on the learning process, which is innate and

lifelong for all people.
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1. FINDING THE RIGHT BALANCE

Policies governing educational systems design must balance the concerns

with: (1) standards and learningoutcomes; (2) how standards are implemented

and assessed; and (3) assumptions about human nature, learning, and the

capacities of individual learners. They must honor diverse talents and abilities,

diverse interests and motivations, and seek to broaden rather than narrow the

rich diversity of students that enter at preschool age and exit as young adults.

These policies must take seriously research findings of Gardner (1993, 1995),

Renzulli et al. (1995), and Goleman (1995) that show the value of programs

based on new assumptions about intelligence and the powerful role of interest

and emotions in learning and achievement.

All learners have a right to be responsible for helping to create the best

climates and learning experiences that meet their special learning needs

(Margalit, 2001). Margalit (2001) points out that international work on the

rights of children receiving special education services is increasingly using an

educational-preventive approach that can enhance the emotional resilience

of all students, help them develop confidence in themselves and their

surroundings, increase their willingness to perceive diYculties as challenges,

and enhance their ability to cope with diYcult situations. Special education

policies are thus focusing on strength and resilience models that can increase

the participation of all learners—with and without disabilities—to be active

participants in their own learning and in the development of positive school

cultures.

Policies must emphasize new leadership roles through the use of strategies

that empower teachers and students alike to take increased control over their

own learning anddevelopment. For example, increased attention is needed for

programs such ‘‘Generation WHY’’ developed by Harper (1997, 1998) that

are listening to what kids have to say. Students in grades 6 to 12 are involved as

partners and leaders in collaboration with teachers, the local community,

higher education, and corporate sponsors to assist in the restructuring of

education through telecommunications. New positive relationships are

formed between youth and teachers and new school cultures of mutual

respect and caring have emerged. Students who would have dropped out of

school are now making plans to attend college and/or enter high-tech careers.

2. THE IMPORTANCE OF A LIVING SYSTEMS FRAMEWORK

From a broad systems view, a growing body of educators, researchers, and

policymakers are converging in their opinions that the current educational

systems are not working (e.g., Nissen, 1999; Norris, 1999; Wheatley, 1999).

They see them as not only unconnected but based on outdated thinking and

old models of human learning, growth, and development. Further, these



LEARNER-CENTERED PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICES 109
current systems are often based on principles applicable to non-living,

mechanical systems and do not match the uncertainty and complexity of

living, human systems. Thus, it is time to explore a new model that includes

what is needed in living systems to bring the system into balance. It is time to

support a cycle of positive teacher and youth development and learning.

Why and how does learner-centeredness address a balance in perspec-

tives? Examples abound of schools that are implementing practices

consistent with research on learning (e.g., Fullan, 1997). In some cases,

these examples show high success and in others, they do not. What accounts

for this diVerence? When successful eVorts are analyzed, the critical

diVerence is in how these practices are implemented and in whether there

is explicit and shared attention given to individual learners and their unique

cognitive as well as social and emotional learning needs. Thus, the critical

diVerence is whether or not they are learner-centered and have a focus on the

personal domain—on learners as well as on learning.

A focus on the learner and the personal domain emerges from those who see

schools as ‘‘living systems’’ (Wheatley and Kellner-Rogers, 1998). People in

living systems suchas education thrivewhen they are givenmore opportunities

to be creatively involved in how their work gets done, i.e., setting their own

standards,measures, values, organizational structures, andplans fromwithin.

This is best accomplished through an ongoing dialogue in which people share

perceptions, seek out a diversity of interpretations, and agree on what needs to

be done. In this process of learning and change, research-validated principles

that are agreed upon can be guides to determine what will work well in the

current situation or context such that the system is designed to take care of the

self, others, and the place (Wheatley & Kellner-Rogers, 1998).

3. REDUCING ISOLATION AND BARRIERS TO INCLUSION

In many K–12 institutions and particularly in secondary education

settings, teachers and disciplines are isolated from each other. It is diYcult

to find examples of cross-department collaborations in course design, multi-

disciplinary learning opportunities, organizational structures, or physical

facilities that allow interactions and dialogue among teachers or instructors.

Content and people are isolated and fragmented. Change is often mandated

from above or outside the system. Critical connections are not being made

and thus change is diYcult and often resisted because of personal fears or

insecurities. Those fears and insecurities disappear when people participate

together in creating how their work gets done. This includes all staV,

parents, and the students themselves in creating positive learning and social

experiences.

Work by Fullan (1995) on systemic educational reform highlights the

importance of creating cultures in which people are free to share basic beliefs
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and values aswell as the struggle to bring these into agreement in amission and

vision for the school. Weinstein (1998) further argues that to accomplish

school-level changes, it is necessary to help both teachers and students

‘‘change their minds’’ or modify their current thinking. One example of such a

change in thinking is teachers learning to value student perceptions of practice.

They then use negotiation strategies, working together collaboratively with

their students to define changes in practice and expectations. When beliefs

change, teacher practices and school climate also change. Student outcomes

then shift to more positive expectations, higher motivation, increased

learning, and higher achievement. Critical in the context of enhancing the

motivation and achievement of students with disabilities and learning

challenges is the opportunity to form relationships among all students,

teachers, administrators, parents, and the larger community. These relation-

ships are central to ‘‘changing one’s mind’’ and appreciating diverse

perspectives. As Brendtro (1999) has argued, the broken bonds between and

among at-risk students, teachers, and others are best healed through practices

that help engender empathy and the ability to see other perspectives.

The spirit of vitality of learner-centered schools is that aspect of the culture

committed to learning and change. Research shows that teachers’ needs to be

learners must be part of a culture that supports student motivation, learning,

and achievement. The nature of the culture formed among teachers

committed to high achievement for all learners is one that is also committed

to ongoing learning, change, and improvement. Fullan (1993) suggests that

the following characterize such a culture: (1) commitment to being agents of

educational and social improvement; (2) commitment to continuous

improvement through program innovation and evaluation; (3) valuing and

practicing exemplary teaching; (4) engaging in constant inquiry; (5) modeling

and developing life-long learning among staV and students; (6) modeling and

developing collaboration among staV and students; (7) being respected and

engaged as a vital part of the whole system; (8) forming partnerships with

relevant groups and agencies; (9) being visible and valued in the local and

global community; and (10) working collaboratively to build regional,

national, and international networks.

4. BUILDING A NEW CULTURE

It is important to note that building a culture of learning, caring, and

change must be built from within the organization. The process must be one

that supports continuous examination and improvement of the education

process at every level (Joyce & Calhoun, 1995). Critical inquiry into ways of

helping students learn better must become a normal activity that involves

the whole faculty and builds community. An outcome of facilitating this

kind of change from within, as reported Joyce and Calhoun (1995), is that
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faculty realize that teaching and learning involves a neverending process of

trying to reach all students in the best ways currently known. The vision is

subject to change, and the whole system maintains flexibility and openness

to new learning, transformation, and change.

Caine and Caine (1997) define a learning community as a community with

shared values, a common agenda, and collegial connections with and among

teachers and students. An addition for me is that communities have the

further defining qualities of acceptance of, room for, and honoring of all

diverse views. In healthy learner-centered learning communities, individuals

welcome divergent perspectives because they understand that the underlying

outcome is learning and change in a context of respect and caring.

Individuals also understand that learning communities broaden their

perspectives to make room for the learning that can occur to encompass

all points of view without making anyone wrong. The healthy learning

community works for everyone and encourages rather than eliminates

diverse perspectives. When diVerent world views and beliefs are held,

inclusive dialogue becomes the process for learning and relationships become

the vehicle for change. As Caine and Caine (1997) acknowledge, learning

communities facilitate self-organization as a natural process in adaptive,

living systems. They meet individual needs for safety and security, and they

encourage new relationships and ways of generating new relationships. In

the context of positive relationships and climate for learning, beliefs and

assumptions about learning, learners, and teaching can be examined. Active

listening, reflection, and critical questioning are tools of the learning

dialogue.

Each learner’s perspective is a valued and honored medium of learning

and a catalyst for change and improvement in programs that value quality.

These programs themselves must be a model of the very process and quality

they want to engender in teachers as learners. To produce quality teaching

and learning, learners must experience both quality content and processes.

Systems that foster quality by fear-based or punitive measures engender

fear, withdrawal, and half-hearted compliance. Unfortunately, this is

coloring much of today’s reform agenda. As Rudduck et al. (1997) have

recognized, the successful change agenda creates time for dialogue and

engages all learners in the process of exploring standards for judging

quality. Principles of respect, fairness, autonomy, intellectual challenge,

social support, and security guide the standard-setting and implementation

process. Time for learning and change, to share successful practices,

experiment, and continually improve are provided for and acknowledged.

For learner- and person-centered practices such as these to become

realities, however, teachers need to become more aware of their relationship

with students as knowledge generators and active participants in their own
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learning. When power is shared by students and teachers, teaching methods

become a means to an end rather than an end in themselves. As Schaps and

Lewis (1999) report in reflections on the ‘‘perils’’ of building school

community, it is essential for schoolwide change to have a dual emphasis on:

(1) a sense of community and on academic learning, and (2) student and

teacher thinking and voice in shaping classroom lessons and decisions. To

apply such practices, research-validated principles are needed to guide their

design. The knowledge base underlying the principles of learners and

learning becomes a research-validated foundation for comprehensive

school reform that focuses on meeting cognitive, social, and emotional

human needs and fostering positive teacher/student relationships. The

principles lead to understanding students as knowledge generators, active

participants in their own learning, and co-creators of learning experiences

and curricula.

Even with attention to a research-validated and learner-centered

perspective there is perhaps still a missing piece. This piece, called ‘‘the

inner edge,’’ was named by Holmes-Ponder et al. (1999). It more broadly

addresses the personal domain and spiritual condition of school leaders and

teachers. Holmes-Ponder et al. (1999) point out that to truly transform

education and allow all learners to live and work successfully requires that

people relate diVerently to themselves and to each other. It also requires

deep self-knowledge and a strong connection to one’s purpose for living.

This requires an awareness of spiritual influences and conditions that

support or erode a sense of self and the diVerence one is making in the

mission to support learning for all. Educators, policymakers, and

researchers must reconnect the nation’s teachers with feelings of empower-

ment and spiritual joy that originally brought them to teaching and learning.

From this perspective, collaboration adds a spirit of community and

success—a process that recognizes teachers’ collective and shared self.
III. IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH
To advance the study of how best to enhance motivation and achievement

for children with learning challenges and disabilities, it is essential that there

be ongoing research. Part of this research must keep pace with new

developments influencing our understanding of intelligence. These include

interdisciplinary fields of research that can oVer multiple perspectives on

complex human phenomena. Ochsner and Lieberman (2001) describe the

emergence of social cognitive neuroscience that allows three levels of

analysis: (1) a social level concerned with motivational and social factors

influencing behavior and experience; (2) a cognitive level concerned with
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information processing mechanisms that underlie social-level phenomena;

and (3) a neural level concerned with brain mechanisms that instantiate

cognitive processes. Although still in its infancy, this multidisciplinary field

promises to provide new insights about human functioning that can be

useful in studying learners and learning in complex living systems, such as

schools. It also follows the trend toward more integrative and holistic

research practices.

Consistent with this integrative trend is research by Robinson et al. (2000)

on the similarities and diVerences between people at the two tails of the

normal curve, the mentally retarded and the gifted. As operationalized in

tests of intelligence, deviance from the norm by performance two standard

deviations from the mean (IQ of 70–75 or lower, or IQ of 125–130 or higher)

typically defines individuals who are mentally retarded or gifted, respect-

ively. In looking at educational issues, Robinson et al. (2000) raise the

following points:

. A one-size-fits-all paradigm for education does not accommodate

individual diVerences in level and pace of learning, creating major

problems for meeting the needs of diverse students in the current system

designed for the average student.
. Strategies and approaches that work well for gifted children need to

become models for improving the school experiences of all children.
. The basic philosophies and values of American schools are in keeping, at

least theoretically, with the concept of adapting to individual diVerences

in abilities, thereby providing an opportunity for our schools to become

models of how best to deal with students in the two tails of the normal

curve.
. More work is needed to solve the problems of economic and ethnic

disadvantages that skew distributions of IQ scores leading to discri-

mination by gender, race, and ethnic origin in terms of over-placement

of minority students in special services and under-representation of

minority students in gifted services.
. Research agendas in areas such as neurodevelopmental science, brain

function, and genetics need to look at both ends of longitudinal studies

that can provide insight into how to design interventions that overcome

current maladaptive approaches to learning and performance which

can hinder retarded and gifted students.

1. BASIC RESEARCH DIRECTIONS

Taking these developments and my own learner-centered perspective into

account, a number of suggestions can be made, including the following:
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. Research that can further refine and elucidate alternative conceptions

of ability and intelligence and broaden our understanding of the

interplay between cognitive, aVective, neurobiological, and social

factors that influence the development of competencies.
. Research on eVective uses of peer tutoring, problem-based learning,

intersections of cooperative learning and curriculum, strategies for

professional development and follow-up support for cooperative

learning, and how well cooperative learning works for learning

challenged students or other students at the margins.
. Research on promoting literacy for struggling readers, along with more

research on how teaching word recognition or phonics also aVects these

readers, and how to develop teachers to deliver motivational reading

and writing programs.
. Research on the cultural aspects of learning and contrasts between

various theoretical perspectives in terms of their usefulness as alternative

views for understanding the sociocultural context of the teaching and

learning process for children with learning challenges and disabilities.
. Research that explores relations between self-regulation and volition,

the development of self-regulation in children with diVerent learning

challenges and disabilities, appropriate strategies for teaching self-

regulation within the curriculum, and how to promote self-regulation

across the lifespan.

2. APPLIED RESEARCH DIRECTIONS

Along with these basic research directions, more applied research is

needed on the contexts of learning environments best suited to the diverse

needs of children with special learning needs. This research must consider

the complex interactions between personal, organizational, and community

levels of learning in schools as living systems. From my learner-centered

perspective, attention is needed to applied research in the following areas:

. Research on teacher development including what teachers cite as the

biggest challenge—the students themselves. Excellent teaching is called

a complex balancing act and research that identifies excellent teachers

already eVectively reaching a range of special needs children is needed.
. Research on what can be learned about motivation, learning, and

human adaptability in existing schools as they begin to increasingly use

e-learning technologies in new ways. These new ways of learning

promise to create a new paradigm for learning and assessment that can

reduce barriers to learning and motivation for children with special

learning needs.



LEARNER-CENTERED PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICES 115
. Research to better understand the comprehensive dimensions of

successful schools as: (1) promoting a sense of belonging and agency,

(2) engaging families in children’s learning and education, (3) using a

quality and integrated curriculum, (4) providing ongoing professional

development in both content and child development areas (including

pedagogy appropriate to a range of learning challenges and disabil-

ities), (5) having high student expectations, and (6) providing

opportunities for success for all students.
. Research to identify the best socialization experiences for positive

adjustment with diverse student populations. This research needs to

examine how diVerent groups of children understand rules and norms,

how these change, and how they are complementary or compatible with

peer and adult norms. This research also needs to examine what

diVerential impacts that teachers’ reward structures have, depending on

students’ particular learning needs and family environment, and further

examine student beliefs and perceptions of social support from teachers

and peers for diverse groups of students.
. Research that identifies teacher preparation practices that can foster the

development of metacognition in all groups of students. Teacher

preparation programs that are successful in preparing teachers to teach

metacognitive strategies to all groups of learning-challenged and

special-need students must be identified, including the strategies for

how teachers are prepared to apply metacognition to their own

instruction.
. Research on school-based methodologies for studying the complex

interrelationships between and among individual, organizational, and

community levels of learning and functioning that can provide solid

and credible evidence to support conclusions about the best approaches

to build inclusive, caring, and learner-centered learning communities.
IV. CONCLUSIONS
In order to bring harmony and balance to conflicting views on how to

promote high motivation and achievement for all students and particularly

learning-ineYcient children, it is necessary to acknowledge the holistic needs

of all people in the system. Fullan (1997) speaks to the roles of emotion and

hope during times of intense change and pressure. He suggests that in such

times the barriers to learning and change must be reduced. These include

isolation, lack of empathy, not giving intuition and emotion a respected

role, and supporting hope as a healthy virtue. To be eVective, educational
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reform must be constructive and build individual and group capacity to

handle negative emotions, frustrations, and fears while maintaining hope

and the commitment to future positive possibilities. For me, that means

beginning with research-validated, LCPs.

These LCPs confirm the foundation for best practice and give permission

to slow down, reflect on the needs of all learners, establish trust, and use our

collective knowledge of best practices for supporting optimal learning and

development for all learners. When this happens, we stop looking for the

quick fix and begin seeing what defines quality learning, teaching, and

continuing motivation for the life-long learning process. High learning

standards and quality teaching are balanced with a concern for supporting

all learners, including those teachers and administrators committed to the

education of all children. School pressures and alienation are reduced rather

than increased, while supporting high standards. In this context, programs

and practices for students with a variety of learning challenges can be

positively evaluated as a framework for defining quality programs.

In summary, LCPs and learner-centered practices suggest that the best

way to enhance motivation and achievement in all learners is to understand

the importance of students’ beliefs in themselves as successful learners.

The problem is that many learning-disabled and learning-challenged

students do not believe this and/or do not understand how to be responsible

for their own learning. The research-validated LCPs help us to understand

how to help students know their worth, their competencies, their abilities

to choose and be in control, and their own role in generating the will to

learn.

An understanding of the research on learning and learners helps us to see

that all children are gifted and talented—in diVerent ways. We have a

responsibility in the systems that serve the function of educating all school-

age children to foster the kinds of beliefs, learning environments, and

learning communities that benefit all learners and value their diversity. To

do less is to perpetuate negative stereotyping and treatment of children with

certain kinds of intellectual, emotional, social, or physical diVerences. We

know that such negative thinking and practice for special-needs children

leads to lower learning and achievement, to greater personal and

interpersonal conflict, and to higher levels of despair and hopelessness for

a growing number of children. We can do better than that. To guide our

thinking and practice, there is a set of research-validated LCPs that can

provide the foundation for new schooling designs. The new designs are those

that develop and reward high levels of learning and academic achievement

for all learners in diverse and individual areas and ways. Practices that

emerge from these learner-centered designs are those that help all learners

form valued attitudes, skills, and dispositions for learning and for life.
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Why Pinocchio Was Victimized: Factors

Contributing to Social Failure in People

with Mental Retardation
STEPHEN GREENSPAN

university of colorado health sciences center
In the present book, as in the field of mental retardation (MR) generally

(Switzky, 2001), scholars interested in motivation have mainly explored its

contribution to various school learning-related outcomes. An example of

this emphasis can be found in the many studies of Zigler and colleagues

(Balla & Zigler, 1979; Zigler & Yando, 1972), who have used motivational

constructs (such as an ‘‘external orientation’’) and social variables (such as

one’s history of ‘‘social deprivation’’) primarily as a means to understand

why individuals with MR perform poorly on some learning tasks, even when

one controls for mental age. Social competence has generally been studied

less for its own sake than for the contribution it might make to academic

goals, such as succeeding in school (as in the work of Siperstein & LeVert,

1997). This relative emphasis on academic rather than social outcomes

suggests an underlying assumption that academic incompetence is the core

problem for people with MR. But there is ample evidence, from literature

over many decades, that social, rather than academic, incompetence is the

defining characteristic of MR and the impairment most likely to interfere

with successful integration into the community (Doll, 1936; Greenspan,

2003; Greenspan & Shoultz, 1981; Greenspan et al., 1996; Switzky et al.,

2002; Tredgold, 1922; Wilson et al., 1996).

The most socially incompetent individuals among us are not socially

incompetent all of the time. One disastrous incident a day, or even a year,

may be enough to diminish all hopes for an integrated community

placement (slashing a neighbor’s tires or masturbating on the job are two

actual examples). Disastrous social behavior is always motivated and often
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influenced by strong emotions such as anger, greed, or fear. Intelligence, in

its various aspects, enters prominently into the mix as well. A contextualist,

or developmental systems, perspective requires one to look at all behavior

as resulting from the complex transaction of many personal inclinations

and abilities, as they confront a specific micro-situation (Ford & Lerner,

1992). To appreciate the role of motivation in social functioning, it is

thus necessary to approach social competence in contextualist terms, as a

transaction with specific situational challenges, rather than as a global trait of

which one possesses some finite amount (Greenspan, 1999; Switzky et al.,

2003).

Spitz (1988) has argued that MR is a disorder of thinking rather than

learning. By this, he meant that the true test of one’s competence level is not

how well one does in routine situations (such as getting to work on a bus) but

in how well one does in challenging or novel situations (such as when the bus

breaks down). People with MR can learn to deal remarkably well with routine

situations, but it is a much diVerent story when the challenge is a novel one,

posing unique intellectual and/or aVective challenges. Such challenges, more

often than not, are interpersonal, as when one is confronted by a deceitful

manipulator seeking to use one financially, sexually, or otherwise.

To illustrate my point and to explore the utility of a heuristic model for

analyzing socially incompetent transactions, I shall use a case study, drawn

from a widely loved children’s book, about a socially incompetent—and,

arguably, developmentally disabled—puppet: Pinocchio. The case presenta-

tion is followed by a discussion of a heuristic model, which is used to explain

why Pinocchio was so socially incompetent and also why he eventually

attained some degree of ‘‘normality.’’ In the final section, I will address the

question of whether, and how, socially incompetent people (or puppets),

with or without disabilities, can develop the skills needed to survive in a

world where predators, unfortunately, are eager to prey on the weak and the

too-trusting.
I. A CASE STUDY DRAWN FROM CHILDREN’S LITERATURE
As noted by Cantor and Genero (1986), fictional prototypes can prove

useful in illustrating issues in the classifying and understanding of real

people. An advantage in using the Pinocchio story to illustrate an explanatory

model of social ineVectiveness is that readers have a common experience of

the character to draw upon, even if, as in this case, that experience is filtered

through the ‘‘Disney treatment.’’ Furthermore, there are enough tragic

stories of exploitation and victimization of people with MR to suggest that

the Pinocchio story may not be entirely invented.
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Most of us know the Pinocchio tale mainly through the animated Walt

Disney movie, first released in 1940 and re-released many times since. I have

chosen to rely on the original 19th-century novel, by Italian children’s book

author Carlo Collodi. The book diVers from the animated film in some

notable respects. For example, the cricket makes a fleeting appearance in the

book (before Pinocchio squashes him against a wall) but is a major figure in

the film. The basic elements of the book and movie are quite similar, however,

and proceed as follows: Pinocchio was a marionette made of wood who

yearned to be a real boy, and who engaged in a long series of adventures

seeking to reunite with his ‘‘father’’/creator, the lonely old man Gepetto. As a

result of a series of encounters with manipulators and deceivers, Pinocchio is

repeatedly duped and sidetracked from attaining his goal. Finally, with the

help and forgiveness of the ‘‘Fairy with Blue Hair,’’ Pinocchio develops both

the social intelligence and moral backbone to survive and prevail in a world of

swindlers and con artists, and becomes reunited with Gepetto and turned by

the fairy into a real boy.

This story, written in the land of Machiavelli, really has less to do with the

importance of a conscience (despite the ‘‘always let your conscience be your

guide’’ theme sung by the cricket in thefilm) than it has to dowith attaining the

skills to deal with fakers. A listing of Pinocchio’s many mishaps shows his

gradual movement from an extremely socially incompetent puppet to a more

socially eVective human being. The first social incompetence episode occurred

after the puppet told Gepetto that he was willing to go to school. The old man

sold his coat to buyPinocchio a spelling book.Onhisway to school, Pinocchio

is tempted to attend a puppet show, and sells the book for 5¢ so that he can

procure a ticket (this scene is depicted in Figure 1). The theater owner feels

sorry for Pinocchio and gives him five gold coins to buy Gepetto another coat.

But Pinocchio is tricked by a fox and a cat into going with them to the

‘‘Wonder Field’’ in order to turn his 5 coins into 2,000 coins by planting them

over night. (Pinocchio was quite guileless, as he quickly told them of his

treasure.) A bird tells Pinocchio, ‘‘do not heed the advice of bad companions,’’

but Pinocchio ignores him. When confronted by robbers (the fox and cat in

obvious disguise), Pinocchio hides the coins in hismouth but reveals the hiding

place when they threaten to kill Gepetto. Pinocchio escapes and is rescued by

the Fairy with Blue Hair (this is where his nose grows as punishment for telling

her a lie). He promises the fairy that he will wait for Gepetto to arrive but he is

again duped by the fox and the cat into following them to a city called ‘‘Fools-

Cap,’’ in order to plant his remaining coins in the Wonder Field. Returning 20

minutes after planting the coins, Pinocchio finds them missing, while a parrot

laughingly proclaims: ‘‘I laugh at those simpletons who believe every

tomfoolery that is told them and who fall into every trap.’’ Even then, it

takes a while for Pinocchio to understand what has happened to the coins.



FIG. 1. Pinocchio sells his spelling book (illustration by William Dempster, in Collodi,

1968/1881).
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The first glimmer of social competence and guile occurs when Pinocchio is

chained to a doghouse by a farmer annoyed that he has eaten his grapes.

Some weasels arrive and try to trick Pinocchio into letting them steal some

chickens in exchange for giving him one (an arrangement they claim to have

had with the farmer’s late guard dog). But Pinocchio sees through this ruse,

which earns him his freedom from the grateful farmer. Another sign of

social intelligence occurs when he recognizes the Fairy with Blue Hair in

disguise (previously, Pinocchio was always taken in by disguises). Pinocchio

promises the fairy that he will attend school and be a responsible boy. Some

boys trick him into skipping school, however, by telling Pinocchio that the

dog-fish (a giant shark, not the whale of the movie) that ate Gepetto has

been sighted. But Pinocchio quickly figures out the trick and becomes quite

assertive, easily parrying the verbal ploys used by the boys. Pinocchio is

chased by a mastiV and they jump into the ocean. The mastiV starts to

drown and begs Pinocchio for help. The marionette understands that this

may be a trick. He decides to risk helping the dog, but does it in a very
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careful manner, thus demonstrating both goodness and social caution. This

combination of kindness and social shrewdness continues to mark

Pinocchio’s future behavior, promulgating Collodi’s apparent message that

what some have termed ‘‘social with-it-ness’’ does not require one to become

selfish and unfeeling.

Before becoming fully human, however, Pinocchio suVers one major

setback. The fairy, impressed with Pinocchio’s improved school attendance,

proposes to make him human at an evening ceremony at her house, to which

she allows Pinocchio to invite all of his friends. Pinocchio promises to be

home in time for the event, but is tempted by his best friend, Lampwick, into

accompanying him to ‘‘Playtime Land,’’ a reputed paradise where the

residents are on perpetual vacation. At first, Pinocchio resists but Lampwick

makes all sorts of promises and inducements (for example, that 100 other

boys have already committed, they will be traveling in a nice coach, the

Fairy will not really be mad at him, they will never have to work or go to

school), and Pinocchio finally agrees. After a short time of merry-making in

Playtime Land, Pinocchio turns into a donkey and is sold to a circus, where

he becomes lame. Pinocchio is thrown into the ocean in order to drown him

so he can be skinned, but he turns back into a marionette and is swallowed

by the dog-fish, in whose stomach he has a tearful reunion with Gepetto.

They escape and begin to walk home. Along the way, they encounter the fox

and the cat, but this time Pinocchio resists them, saying ‘‘Good bye,

cheats . . . You tricked me once but you can’t catch me again.’’ Pinocchio

returns home with Gepetto, and is rewarded for several months of hard

work by being made human by the Fairy, who says: ‘‘My good Pinocchio!

Because of your kind heart I forgive you for all of your misdeeds . . . Always

listen to good counsel, and you will be happy.’’
II. USE OF AN ACTION MODEL TO EXPLAIN

PINOCCHIO’S INCOMPETENCE
Even with this relatively uni-dimensional fictional character, socially

incompetent behavior appears multi-determined, arising out of a complex

mix of situational and personal factors. To say that one is the sole cause

makes no more sense than saying that ‘‘this loaf of bread is due to flour,

while this one if due to yeast.’’ Social incompetence can be discussed in

outcome terms (getting in trouble) as well as in input terms (the particular

skill deficits that get one in trouble). From an outcome standpoint,

Pinocchio’s incompetence is defined by his inability to attain his conscious

goal, namely, to be reunited with his father and to live happily ever after in

his father’s home, hopefully as a real boy. He is unable to attain that goal
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because he cannot deal with the diverting tricks and traps set by a number of

actors who use devious methods to hoodwink him. Among these were the

fox and the cat, who stole his money and diverted him to the city of Fools

Cap, and his friend Lampwick, in league with the donkey recruiter, who

talked him into going to Playtime Land, where he was turned into a donkey.

To understand how these disastrous social outcomes occurred, it is necessary

to examine the particular challenging events in detail, in an eVort to

understand how Pinocchio’s various impairments and personality tendencies

make him a sitting duck for the ploys used by deceitful manipulators.

Figure 2 contains a multi-dimensional action model of social incompe-

tence that is an adaptation of a more general model of human eVectiveness

devised by Martin Ford (1986, 1992) in his book Motivating Humans. The

model (Also see Greenspan (1999) and Greenspan et al. (2001)) depicts the

following equation: Social IneVectiveness ¼ Social Situation þ Everyday

intelligence þ Motivational Factors (Goals � Personal Agency Beliefs �
AVect � Morality) þ Communication þ Physical Ability. The four personal

competence factors—everyday intelligence, motivation, communication,

and physical ability—in the model are all borrowed from a static model

of personal competence developed over a period of years (Greenspan, 1981;

Greenspan & Driscoll, 1997). The model of motivation is exactly as devised

by Ford, except for the addition of ‘‘morality.’’

The conversion of the earlier static model into the current dynamic action

model reflects several influences. As a result of an increasing interest in the

‘‘gullibility’’ and ‘‘credulity’’ of persons with developmental disabilities

(Greenspan et al., 2001) stimulated by my involvement in a notorious case of

false confession (Greenspan, 1995), I began to realize that social

competence/incompetence must be understood not as a general trait but

as a failure to navigate specific diYcult social situations. An additional

influence was exposure to Ford and Lerner’s (1992) ‘‘developmental systems

theory,’’ an exposure that triggered a personal paradigm shift, from

‘‘formism’’ (analogous to using a shoemaker’s last or a toolmaker’s die) to

‘‘developmental contextualism’’ (analogous to doing historical analysis).

Interestingly, before I became interested in psychology I had earned a
FIG. 2. Action model explaining social ineVectiveness.
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graduate degree in history but, until recently, never thought that its methods

might be useful in pursuing my current interests. I now recognize that any

behavior must be understood as resulting from the complex historical

interplay of numerous factors (internal and external, biological and

functional, past and present) coming together at a given point in time.

Finally, my discovery of the motivational model of Ford (1992)—and the

urgings of Switzky—helped me to understand how motivation could be

injected into an action model of social competence/incompetence.

Ford’s influence is reflected in the various elements in my model (which

are similar, but not identical, to his), in the way in which the situational and

personal elements combine to explain a behavioral outcome and, most

importantly, in the design of the box in Figure 2 labeled ‘‘Motivational

Factors.’’ In each sub-section below, I define these concepts and discuss how

each can contribute, separately or in combination, to a socially incompetent

outcome, using illustrations from the story of Pinocchio.
A. Situational Factors Contributing to

Pinocchio’s Ineffectiveness
Disastrous social behavior does not occur in a vacuum. Using Piaget’s

biological metaphor, a challenging situation serves as the ‘‘ailment’’ that

triggers social failure, or growth, just as some conceptual challenge is needed

to trigger academic failure or growth. Some social situations are, obviously,

more problematic than others. As in the non-social realm, what makes a

problem diYcult to solve is when there are elements that are ambiguous,

hidden, or incongruent, and when the most salient cues may be misleading.

In the social realm, diYcult social situations almost always involve people

whose true motivations are diVerent from what they appear to be. An

extreme case of that would be someone—such as a scam artist or a sexual

predator—who claims to have one’s interests at heart but is actually using

one for his or her own ends.

Situations can be characterized according to how much they influence an

incompetent response, but also according to how much they may minimize

the likelihood of such a response. Among the factors that influence an

incompetent response are the use of various threat or scare tactics, the use

of peer pressure and other forms of group pressure, and other forms of

psychological manipulation and influence techniques. On the other end of

the spectrum are interventions or arrangements that can strengthen the

resolve of individuals or provide them with useful information. For those

with MR, or who are otherwise vulnerable to victimization, it helps, for

example, to have relationships with others who have good judgment and can

intervene or provide useful advice when needed.
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The characters who diverted Pinocchio from his desired goal of going

home all used coercive methods that can be found in Cialdini’s (1984) book

Influence: How and Why People Agree to Things. One of the main tactics

used on Pinocchio is what Cialdini termed ‘‘social proof,’’ in which the

observed or attributed behaviors of others provide normative evidence that

a particular behavior is acceptable. For Pinocchio, as for any other wayward

youth, peer pressure is very diYcult to resist and lies at the root of most of

his troubles. One form of social proof, used in most of the Pinocchio

episodes, involves two or more influence agents working in tandem. This is

seen in all of the fox and the cat episodes, in the school hooky episode where

Pinocchio is tricked into visiting the dog-fish, and in the episode in which

Lampwick (himself tricked) and the donkey trapper talk Pinocchio into

making the trip to Playtime Land.
B. Contribution of Everyday Intelligence to

Pinocchio’s Incompetence
In Ford’s model of human eVectiveness, there is a general ‘‘competence’’

component. Such an element has obvious predictive power, as people who

are relatively capable are more likely to be eVective, assuming motivation

and other factors to be equal, than people who are less capable. The

competence component in Ford’s model is not well-developed, however, and

(because his model is not particularly focused on social eVectiveness) its

social components are not clearly defined. In Figure 2, the term ‘‘everyday

intelligence’’ (Greenspan et al., 1996) is substituted for competence.

The term everyday intelligence has been borrowed from Sternberg (1984),

who used this term to diVerentiate it from what he titled ‘‘academic

intelligence’’ (i.e., IQ). In line with the tripartite content model of multiple

intelligences devised over 80 years ago by Thornidke (and which has far more

empirical support than Gardner’s better-known, but highly idiosyncratic,

model), everyday intelligence contains two important domains that are not

recognized by standardized intelligence tests: ‘‘social intelligence’’ and

‘‘practical intelligence.’’ The term social intelligence refers to understanding

and cognitive processing of interpersonal phenomena, while the term practical

intelligence refers to understanding and cognitive processing of mechanical

and other material phenomena. It is safe to assume that social intelligence has

greater utility in navigating social situations than practical intelligence, but

one can imagine situations in which lack of practical knowledge (e.g., in

knowing about the Hale-Bopp comet) might contribute to a socially

ineVective outcome (e.g., in joining the Heaven’s Gate mass suicide scheme

based on naively believing the assurance that one would be picked up by a

spaceship said to be waiting behind the comet).
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As with academic intelligence, everyday intelligence (Jones & Day,

1997) involves both raw information processing power (something akin to

‘‘fluid’’ intelligence) as well as one’s accumulated knowledge and wisdom

about the everyday world (something akin to ‘‘crystallized intelligence’’).

The former ability contributes to social adaptation by enabling one to

determine the true nature of the situation that they are facing. For example,

a common ploy used by pyramid scheme salespeople is to invite you to what

is labeled a social get-together. However, once there, it is in the individual’s

best interest to recognize as quickly as possible that the true intent of the

inviter is not to oVer friendship but rather to enroll one in a pyramid sales

scheme.

Virtually all exploitation situations involve some form of deception, and

survival in such situations depends to some extent on the ability to see

through the deception so that one can activate the most relevant set of goals

and behaviors (e.g., survival/escape as opposed to friendship). Such decoding

ability may be considered ‘‘fluid’’ in that every complex social situation is

somewhat diVerent and one must be able to integrate various situation-

specific cues (e.g., non-verbal behaviors of the exploiter) in order to cope

successfully with specific features of the situation. Perspective-taking, so

central to social intelligence research (Greenspan, 1979; Greenspan & Love,

1997), may be considered the paradigmatic process involved in fluid everyday

intelligence, as the ability to see through deception requires one to recognize

the deceiver’s true intentions.

The crystallized aspect of everyday intelligence is less dependent on

general information processing and is more dependent on one’s actual

experience in the world. For this reason, it is possible that people with

MR, especially if they are adults who have experienced some independence,

may have achieved somewhat greater crystallized everyday knowledge than

might be inferred from their IQ scores or from the degree of their social

‘‘with-it-ness’’ (Yalon-Chamovitz, 2000). Nevertheless, people with MR

generally also have significant deficits in crystallized aspects of everyday

intelligence.

An aspect of crystallized everyday intelligence that has attracted virtually

no scholarly attention involves what might be termed ‘‘credulity,’’ i.e., the

ease with which one can be convinced that unreal phenomena (e.g.,

professional wrestling, Santa Claus, stories in supermarket tabloids, and so

on) are real. While credulity is, to some extent, aVected by interpersonal

trust (an aspect of personality rather than intelligence), it is to a large extent

a sign of one’s degree of accumulated cognitive sophistication and

knowledge. Credulity has relevance to social adaptation in that deceptive

communications often use misstatements that are quite obvious to someone
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with content wisdom. For example, if a magazine sweepstakes flyer suggests

that you need to buy several magazines in order to win $1 million, someone

with content wisdom might know that: (1) legitimate such events do not

require one to purchase a subscription, and (2) these are long-odds lotteries

that typically use misleading tactics (such as enclosing real-looking phony

checks) to activate motivating aVective schemas (e.g., greed).

Pinocchio had some real intellectual deficits which undoubtedly contrib-

uted to his social victimization. These deficits are not quite in the realm of

academic intelligence (IQ) as reflected in the fact that he did well in school

on occasions when he applied himself (his initial school problems probably

reflected cultural disadvantage—his background as a stick of wood—or what

Feuerstein et al. (1980), termed an absence of ‘‘mediated learning experi-

ences’’). His intellectual deficits are found mainly in the area of everyday

intelligence, particularly in processing social information, and have central

relevance to understanding why he gets into so much trouble.

Throughout the first two-thirds of the book, Pinocchio shows a complete

inability to recognize deception clues, or even to see through obvious

disguises. He has a relatively intact general information processing ability, as

reflected by his above-average school performance (once he started applying

himself ). Social transactions (especially involving deception) have hidden and

unique elements, however, and are more diYcult to master, especially when

one has a limited background of peer experiences.

Pinocchio arrived on the scene with no background knowledge, and this

undoubtedly contributed to his over-reliance on others. An example would

be when the fox and the cat told him that by planting four coins in the soil of

the Field of Wonders for 20 minutes (in their first telling it was overnight)

they would be turned into 2,000 coins (again, far less in the first telling). Had

Pinocchio possessed greater fluid intelligence, he might have become

suspicious about the constantly shifting nature of the promised returns

and methods. His limitations in crystallized everyday intelligence are

reflected in believing such a tall tale in the first place.

What physical mechanism, including alchemy, can explain the process by

which coins can be multiplied through planting? Anyone with even the most

rudimentary understanding of physics or chemistry, except perhaps for a

very young child, would be suspicious of such magic. Then there is the

matter of knowledge of the investment field. A promise to return 500 coins

for every coin planted is Warren BuVett territory, and even he could not

deliver such a profit in 20 minutes. What are the investment credentials of

the fox and the cat to make such a promise? And if they had such a track

record, why would they need Pinocchio’s measly four coins? Had Pinocchio

watched Moneyline on CNN, may be he would have been a little more

careful about whom he trusted to provide investment advice.
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C. Role of Motivation and Personality in

Pinocchio’s Victimization
Motivation obviously contributes to incompetence in interpersonal

situations, just as it does to performance in academic situations. The

motivational component in Figure 2 is derived from Ford’s (1992)

‘‘motivational systems theory’’ (MST). This theory builds on the work of

Bandura and other motivation theorists as well as on the ‘‘developmental

systems’’ meta-model of Ford and Lerner (1992). A hallmark of Ford’s

contextualist theory is that ‘‘all of the component processes of the

person . . . are organized in complex patterns of unitary functioning in

variable environments’’ (Ford, 1992, p. 245). As a consequence, a hallmark of

MST is its anchoring in ‘‘the broader framework [that] makes it possible to

describe how motivational processes interact with biological, environmental,

and non-motivational psychological and behavioral processes to produce

eVective or ineVective functioning in the person as a whole’’ (p. 245).

InMST, motivation is defined as ‘‘the organized patterning of an individual’s

personal goals, emotions, and personal agency beliefs’’ (Ford, 1992, p. 78).

By personal agency beliefs (or ‘‘PABs’’ in Ford’s theory), he is referring to

something close to Bandura’s (1997) self-eYcacy (i.e., the anticipatory

expectancy that one can accomplish a particular task), although PABs

are somewhat broader. Ford dividesPABs into ‘‘capability beliefs’’ (expectancy

that one has the ability to accomplish a goal) and ‘‘context beliefs’’ (expectancy

that an environment will be responsive to and supportive of one’s eVorts). In

this paper, I have added ‘‘morality’’ to Ford’s triad, in part because it is not

explicitly dealt with in his model, and because one cannot account for social

behavior without taking it into account (especially when discussing Pinocchio,

who is known to be somewhat ‘‘conscience-challenged’’).

Ford represents his definition of motivation with the formula: Motivation

¼ Goals � Emotions � Personal Agency Beliefs. I have adapted it to read

‘‘Social Motivation’’ ¼ AVect � Agency Beliefs � Goals � Morality. By

using multiplication rather than addition signs, Ford meant to suggest that

‘‘the relationships among the components of human motivational patterns

are often complex and nonlinear’’ (Ford, 1992, p. 79). This framework,

which appears to have considerable utility for explaining the quality of

adaptation to specific social situations by people with MR, will be described

later in further detail.
1. GOALS
Goal selection and awareness plays a central role in Ford’s constructivist

motivation model. In contrast, older drive-oriented formulations emphasize

physiological or unconscious motives. There is a definite cognitive
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component to this aspect of the model, as goal importance involves

identification of relevant goals, and coordination of goals which may be in

conflict. EVectiveness is influenced by goal selection, as one is likely to make

an adequate eVort to overcome a diYcult obstacle only if one sees that as an

important objective. Thus, if one does not care about being liked by peers,

one is less likely to behave in a manner to make one popular than if one does

hold peer approval as an important goal.

Ford notes that there are two ways in MST in which a ‘‘behavior episode’’

(a micro-situation, such as resisting a manipulative social interaction) will be

prematurely terminated: (1) if the goal is evaluated as unattainable (i.e., the

person does not think he/she can accomplish it in that context), or (2) if

some other goal takes precedence over it. Ford notes several categories of

goals (described briefly earlier in discussing his work on social intelligence),

but indicates that the two goals most typically operative (and often

conflicting) in social situations are ‘‘social relationship’’ (friendship) goals

and ‘‘task’’ (survival) goals. Where these, and other, goals are in concert,

motivation is quite strong. But it is often the case that one has diYculty in

deciding which goal is applicable in a given situation.

This is certainly the case in many manipulative situations (such as being

invited to what is labeled a social gathering only to discover that one is being

given a sales pitch). Because people with MR have diYculty in coordinating

multiple goals and are less likely to perceive the true nature of subtle

situations (LeVert & Siperstein, in press), they are less likely to choose a goal

which is in accord with their true desires or interests.

Ford notes that little recent attention has been paid in the motivation

literature to the problem of goal selection. In contrast to an earlier period in

motivation research in which much attention was paid to categorizing

human needs or drives, motivation researchers today (e.g., Deci & Ryan,

1985), have focused on a small number of very generic needs, such as

eVectance motivation, with specificity (as in Bandura’s work) applied mainly

to situational variability within a single broad goal. This reflects: (1) the

shift away from drives and towards an emphasis on intrinsic and self-

motivating processes; (2) disillusionment over the questionable validity of

need-based measures (such as need for achievement); and (3) greater interest

currently in applying motivational constructs to problems of social

institutions, such as schools and work places, rather than to problems of

individual adaptation.

Reiss and Havercamp (1996) have attempted to revive interest in instinct

salience by presenting a modern version, termed the ‘‘sensitivity theory.’’

According to this theory, the maladaptive behaviors of people with MR are

less a reflection of aberrant reinforcement history than it is a reflection of

atypical ‘‘sensitivity’’ (enjoyment) of various goals or end-states. This could
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take the form either of having an unusually intense need for reinforcers (e.g.,

attention) that are typically experienced as pleasurable or for feeling states

(e.g., anxiety) which in most people are experienced as unpleasant. Although

Reiss and Havercamp (1996) pose a genetic explanation for this

phenomenon, one could imagine non-genetic biological (e.g., brain injury)

or experiential (e.g., social deprivation) causes for the possession of unusual

reinforcement sensitivities. Nevertheless, the sensitivity theory does provide

a much-needed emphasis on individual diVerences in goals as part of the

explanation for maladaptive behavior in people with MR.

In addition to having aberrant goals, people with MR are less likely to

have the meta-cognitive skills to be consciously aware of what their goals

are. This puts them more at the mercy of external or aVective pressures.

Furthermore, as discussed earlier, people with MR lack the aVective

conservation skills to coordinate conflicting goals, especially where a less

critical short-term goal (e.g., social relationship) may be more salient than a

more critical (e.g., survival) long-term goal. The problem of goal coordina-

tion, however, which strikes me as quite important in understanding the

behavior of people with MR, has been the subject of very little research.

Pinocchio’s problems with goals are analogous to a Piagetian conser-

vation experiment, in which a pre-operational child cannot keep in mind the

most important fact about a phenomenon (e.g., that two clay balls started

out identical) in the face of a perceptual transformation (e.g., rolling one

into a cigar shape) that creates a salient illusion suggesting that one of the

balls is now bigger than the other. In Pinocchio’s case, he has diYculty in

conserving the vital importance of keeping his original plan in the face of

very salient temptations provided by various deluders. Among the

arguments used to increase the salience of these temptations was the

obviously phony claim that the goals were not really incompatible, in that

the side trips would only take a short while and he could still make his

rendezvous with Gepetto.
2. PERSONAL AGENCY BELIEFS
While the lack of salience of a particular goal may suggest a low

sensitivity (preference) for that goal, it is also very likely to defensively

reflect a belief that the goal is unattainable. This could be due to a poor

evaluation of one’s own competence (capability beliefs) or to a view that a

specific environment is not likely to respond to one’s eVorts (context beliefs).

In any complex social situation in which either form of poor PAB is

activated, one is not likely to put in the eVort needed to succeed. Ford’s

notion of PABs, especially capability beliefs, is derived largely from the

work of Bandura (1997) on ‘‘self-eYcacy.’’ Although there has been little

discussion of intelligence (and even less on people with MR) by Ford or
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Bandura, their writings would appear to have considerable utility in

explaining why people with MR would be likely to adapt poorly to high-

pressure social situations. This is because: (1) there is much face validity in

the idea that people with MR (who invariably have a long history of social

incompetence) are likely to lack social self-eYcacy; (2) this motivational

model, unlike some others, explains behavior in interpersonal as well as in

cognitive tasks; (3) the model is quite multi-faceted and takes into account a

wide range of situational, biological, cognitive, and personality factors; and

(4) the idea of interpersonal pressure (and interpersonal eYcacy) has, in fact,

been used by Bandura to discuss some forms of action.

In a recent book, Bandura (1997) illustrates the use of his model in

explaining a category of behavior—unintended sexual behavior by

adolescent females—that has some surface parallels to a topic of great

current importance in the field of MR, namely the giving of police criminal

confessions by people who are innocent (Clare & Gudjonsson, 1995; Perske,

1991). The basic outcome of competence required in Bandura’s seduction

scenario (saying ‘‘no, I won’t do it’’) is similar to the one required in an

interrogation scenario (saying ‘‘no, I didn’t do it’’), and both involve the

ability to face interpersonal pressure and a variety of ploys (in the sexual

realm, involving deceptive communications such as ‘‘everyone does it,’’ and

in the interrogation realm involving deceptive communications such as

‘‘your accomplice has already confessed’’).

While Bandura’s model takes into account the multiplicity of contributors

to any action, his most emphasized construct is self-eYcacy, i.e., the degree

to which one believes that one is capable of coping with a particular

situation and of bringing about a desired intentional outcome in that

situation. In the case of both scenarios used in the preceding text, this self-

eYcacy involves interpersonal eYcacy, particularly around the belief that

one can successfully assert their intentions in the face of interpersonal

pressure. Bandura also illustrates the use of his model in explaining recovery

or non-recovery from alcohol and drug abuse. Resistance to peer pressure

is also quite relevant here, although less central (where eYcacy around self-

regulation of drug impulses is more paramount) than in sexual or confession

behavior, where other pressures are a primary, rather than secondary,

consideration.

The PABs are relevant to understanding Pinocchio’s social vulnerability,

as he repeatedly demonstrates little confidence in his ability to prevail in

complex social situations. He refers to himself as ‘‘dumb’’ and tends to give

up too easily, as was also true of his early school experiences. There is a

general tendency for people to rely on others to define what is appropriate,

and this tendency becomes even stronger when one feels as socially clueless

as Pinocchio appears to feel.
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3. AFFECT
Emotions play an important role in Ford’s motivational theory: (1) as a

clue to the goals that are important in a particular instance; (2) as a self-

perpetuating influence on behavior even after goals are attained; and (3) as a

force which works in tandem with PABs to aVect decision-making and

behavior. Ford (1992) sees a division of labor between PABs and emotion,

in which the former has more impact on long-term goal-oriented behavior

(such as staying the course in a program of study), while emotion has more

impact on behavior in micro-situations (such as dealing with a humiliating

encounter).

Anyone who has ever behaved foolishly while under the grips of a strong

emotion (i.e., most readers of this paper) knows that one’s aVective state will

often determine how capably one behaves in a given situation. Even one

who habitually demonstrates skill and self-control in dealings with others is

capable of over-reacting and behaving contrary to their goals or needs when

under the influence of strong emotions. Goleman (1995) used the term

‘‘emotional hijacking’’ to refer to this phenomenon. An example of this is

the interrogation scene in Orwell’s (1949) 1984. The mere threat to let rats

nibble on his face activated the hero’s deep fear of rats and caused him to

lose any resolve or ability to resist.

While emotional self-regulation is obviously an important contributor to

competent or incompetent social behavior, so too is one’s ability to regulate

and deploy attentional processes. People who are impulsive, i.e., who

respond too quickly and without considering complexity, are less likely to

perceive hidden dangers, even when they might otherwise possess the ability

to spot those dangers. People with MR are more likely to have emotional or

attentional problems, for a number of reasons, including backgrounds of

rejection or isolation, underlying neurological abnormality, and concrete

thinking (Schroeder et al., 1997). An interrogative ploy which might be an

empty threat (such as to pursue the death penalty if one denies committing

a murder) could trigger overwhelming anxiety in a person not able to detect

deception cues, lacking understanding of the criminal justice system, or

possessing a tendency to overreact to stress.

As a general rule, when strong aVect enters the picture, reason and

judgment are diminished, even in individuals who have an adequate

understanding of what is taking place. In the case of the side trip to the Field

of Wonders, Pinocchio appears to have been emotionally hijacked by greed.

The idea of turning 5 (later only 4) gold coins into 2000 was too much for

Pinocchio to resist. In that respect, he has a lot of company, ranging from

the Dutch who were ruined by Tulipmania to modern-day Americans who

lost their money investing in dot-com start-ups. If Pinocchio had possessed a
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better understanding of the risks and dubiousness of such an investment

scheme, perhaps he could have been able to keep his emotions in check. In

the case of the trip to Playtime Land, the idea of being on perpetual

vacation, and never having to work or attend school, was also very

aVectively compelling. The skill of the manipulators lay, in part, in their

ability to activate these aVective schemas. Again, had Pinocchio been able to

understand that it was a false sales tactic, perhaps the outcome would have

been diVerent.
4. MORALITY
Except when physical force is used, it is probably the case that someone

cannot be made to do something that is absolutely anathema to him or her

morally. Thus, for example, a saint-like person such as the Dalai Lama or

Mother Theresa would probably choose death before agreeing to kill

another human being. This has relevance for being duped, as exploiters

often appeal to motives or promote actions that are somewhat immoral. (An

example is conning someone into an investment scheme as a means of

avoiding paying income tax.) Morality, in this sense, acts in a manner

similar to the ‘‘super-ego’’ in Freud’s topological personality model, in that

it serves as a brake on any action that is outside the pale. Since few people

are saints, and since other aspects of the model come into play—specifically,

social intelligence (ego) and aVect (id)—it is a mistake, however, to

characterize all those who may give in to coercive pressures as ‘‘immoral.’’

An example of such a mistaken over-emphasis on conscience as the sole

relevant criterion came from its use by defense attorneys in the infamous

‘‘Glen Ridge Rape’’ case (Lefkowitz, 1997). The case involved the notorious

mistreatment of a female high school student with mild MR who was tricked

into going to a basement setting in which she was violated vaginally with a

pool cue and a toy baseball bat before a cheering crowd of high school

wrestlers. Among the tricks used to overbear her stated wish to leave was an

obviously phony, but aVectively compelling, threat to tell the girl’s parents.

Lawyers for the perpetrators argued that the girl would have fled had she

possessed suYcient moral scruples, but this argument was appropriately

rejected by the jury (although, outrageously, none of the convicted rapists

spent a day in jail).

The MR field at the beginning of the 20th century grew out of eugenic

notions in which people with MR were viewed as a criminal underclass

lacking in conscience. This is reflected in Goddard (1914), who first used the

term ‘‘moral imbecile’’ before eventually settling on the term ‘‘moron’’ to

refer to people who today would be considered to have ‘‘cultural-familial’’

MR. This earlier view of people with MR as being amoral has been

discredited. In fact, people with MR may be more morally upright than
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others, owing to their reliance on concrete moral judgments, reinforced

by primitive ideas of immanent justice (e.g., God will punish you if you

jaywalk).

The typical (i.e., Disney) take on Pinocchio is that his problems stem from

an insuYciently developed conscience. This is probably an exaggeration.

While Pinocchio is attracted to a life of ease and indolence (who isn’t?), he is

anything but a sociopath. For example, when the mastiV was drowning,

Pinocchio used his superior buoyancy (an advantage of being made of

wood) to save him, even though the dog had previously attacked him. It is

true that Pinocchio was a little lacking in the area of moral development,

which undoubtedly contributed to his susceptibility to bad influences. But

conscience is only part of the picture, and Pinocchio’s problems clearly stem

more from being ‘‘dumb’’ than from being ‘‘bad.’’
D. Communicative Factors Contributing to

Pinocchio’s Difficulties
Communication, involving more than just language fluency, is important

in a model of social adaptation, as one’s possession of a repertoire of

conventional communicative ploys (such as the ‘‘automated phone butler’’

who politely but firmly hangs up on all telephone solicitors) will increase

one’s likelihood of dealing successfully with challenging interpersonal

situations. Conversely, the absence of a ready-bag of conversational tricks

will increase feelings of helplessness and low interpersonal eYcacy when

facing confusing and conflictual situations.

Such communicative behaviors, typically referred to as ‘‘social skills,’’ are

relatively lacking in people with MR (Warren & Yoder, 1997) who,

consequently, are frequently involved in behavioral interventions aimed at

increasing the use of these skills (Matson & Fee, 1991). Social skills diVer from

social intelligence, in that social skills are isolated behaviors (e.g., eye contact,

greeting behaviors) that are generally predictive of social acceptance, while

social intelligence refers to the extent that one is ‘‘with it’’ or ‘‘out of it’’ in

processing ambiguous social information. It is because so little attention is

paid to social intelligence by social skills trainers that there is much

bemoaning of the poor ‘‘generalization’’ eVects of such training.

In Ford’s model, one’s social skill repertoire is referred to as the

‘‘behavior episode schemata’’ (relatively automatized behavior patterns) and

are included under his ‘‘competence’’ rubric. I have chosen to depict

communication as a separate element in the model, because such skills (as

indicated in the preceding text) are not quite intellectual and communication

is suYciently important as to deserve separate treatment. Everyday

intelligence comes into play as an activator of such relatively automatized
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communicative tactics (e.g., in labeling a situation as one in which an escape

schema such as ‘‘see you’’ or ‘‘call my lawyer,’’ rather than ‘‘schmoozing,’’ is

called for).

Pinocchio had adequate language skills and did not have apparent

dysfluency or syntax problems. However, it took him some time to

demonstrate adequate pragmatics, particularly in playing the ‘‘game’’ of

social give-and-take with peers. This is not surprising, given that he had

been hung on a wall previously, kind of like a wooden version of the ‘‘Wild

Boy of Aveyron.’’ Eventually, Pinocchio shows a flair for ritual insults, as

when he realizes he had been duped into going to the shore to find the dog-

fish and he unleashes an impressive string of epithets. An ample repertoire of

comebacks, put-downs, and diversionary techniques are useful for deflecting

social manipulation, and Pinocchio is handicapped at the outset by not

having a well-stocked supply of such social heuristics.
E. Role of Physical Incompetence in Pinocchio’s

Social Failures
In Ford’s model of competence, there is a component termed ‘‘biology.’’

In my proposed action model of social behavior, I have re-labeled it ‘‘physical

competence.’’This reflects my view that biology is too broad a term, given that

biological factors underlie limitations in many areas, including both everyday

intelligence and aVect. The broad role of biology is particularly evident in

young children, where attentional and cognitive processes are highly

dependent on such biological states as fatigue and hunger.

People with MR often have concomitant physical problems that aVect

endurance, strength, and coordination (Newell, 1997), and they are more

likely to have neurological disorders or to use medications that aVect

concentration (Baumeister & MacLean, 1979; Tomporowski & Tinsley,

1997). Consequently, people with MR would appear to be at a disadvantage

in dealing with interpersonal situations that are protracted and which cause

unpleasant physical sensations such as fatigue, hunger, nicotine withdrawal,

or the need to go the bathroom. Although physical competence is a less

central contributor to social eVectiveness than the other factors described

earlier in this section, there are undoubtedly situations (e.g., the reported use

of sleep deprivation in many police interrogations) where one’s physical

state can be the deciding factor in tipping the balance into what might be

considered ineVective interpersonal behavior. This is because predatory

exploiters intentionally take advantage of the disorganizing eVect of fatigue

and protracted sensory deprivation, as in the case of police interrogations

that (typically) extend through the late-night hours. Individuals who have

MR are doubly vulnerable in such situations, not only because they often
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have limited physical reserves, but also because they are more concrete in

their goals and may, at such a time, value short-term comfort (such as the

opportunity to get some sleep) over long-term survival. Other physical factors

(e.g., inebriation, sensory impairment, lack of strength or coordination, and

so on) undoubtedly contribute to social ineVectiveness as well.

Being made out of wood can be a handicap, as when Pinocchio falls asleep

before a fireplace and his leg catches fire (Gepetto has to make him a

replacement leg). Sometimes it can be an advantage, as when a predator tried

to bite Pinocchio and he used his arm as a club to ward oV the attacker. His

other physical systems, such as hearing and vision, seemed to be intact. A very

significant physical problem for a marionette, however, and one that

undoubtedly explains many of Pinocchio’s problems, is the absence of a brain.

There is growing evidence that social intelligence is localized in specific

brain areas (Brothers, 1997). Some disorders, such as autism and Asperger

disorder (an appropriate diagnosis for Pinocchio?) appear to be marked by

specific social intelligence impairments and are most likely neurologically

grounded, perhaps as a result of intrauterine infection. Given his absence of

a brain, it is not surprising that Pinocchio had diYculties in processing

social information. This is reflected not only in high-level social cognition

(such as failure to categorize the Field of Wonders investment scheme as a

scam) but also in more perceptual areas (such as seeing through disguises).

(Pinocchio’s diYculty in this area may be a sign of prosopagnosia, a

diYculty in recognizing faces caused by brain damage.) In other physical

areas, such as strength, endurance, and coordination, Pinocchio seems fairly

normal, and motoric impairment does not appear to have played a role in

his vulnerability to social pressure.
III. CAN SOCIAL INCOMPETENCE BE REMEDIATED?
Seeing Pinocchio finally achieve social competence provides hope for the

rest of us. There are, however, structural limits to the extent of such

remediation, and at times the best that can be done is to put protections (such

as conservatorship arrangements) in place. Perhaps the best use for an action

model of social eVectiveness is that it can serve as a guide to particular

interventions and protections that might be needed by a given individual.

Personally, I think the Fairy with Blue Hair had very little to do with

Pinocchio’s remarkable breakthrough, although all of us could benefit from

someone watching over us and providing useful advice (even if, like

Pinocchio, we ignore it at first). A contemporary equivalent of the Fairy

With Blue Hair is Rosemary Crossley, the inventor of facilitated communi-

cation (FC), who claimed to make people with severe autism and MR
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socially normal by putting her hand over theirs, in a manner similar to the

blessing which the fairy gives Pinocchio at the end of the book. Whatever the

benefits of FC may be (and I think the stories of miraculous awakening are as

much a fantasy as anything in Pinocchio), they likely stem more from

encouragement and raised expectations than from anything it itself has to oVer.

Pinocchio transformed himself into a mensch, and the fairy just put her

stamp of approval on the result. How did it happen, and are there any lessons

or cautions to be drawn from this story? First of all—lest anyone wonder

whether I have lost touch with reality—Pinocchio is a fairy tale, and in the real

world, and even sometimes in fairy tales (as in AI, Spielberg’s sci-fi update of

Pinocchio), endings are not always happy. Some people, including most of

those with MR and related disorders, always remain relatively socially

incompetent, and even a successful transformation project such as Pinocchio

can unravel in a stressful or diYcult moment. Still, the risk of disastrous social

failure can be ameliorated somewhat, even in individuals who face significant

handicaps, and Pinocchio’s story, again examined in light of my heuristic

model, may tell us about how that might happen.

In the book By The Grace of Guile, Rue (1994) observes that deceiving,

being deceived, and avoiding being deceived, are at the core of what it means

to be human. Almost anyone can be deceived occasionally, except for those

who are paranoid, and they may be the most deceivable of all. The mark of a

true incompetent is when he or she is deceived repeatedly, even by the same

person, and even when the deception is clumsy and obvious. For most

people, being deceived can be a learning experience, as was noted by Joseph

Roux in Meditations of a Parish Priest, when he wrote: ‘‘That which deceives

us and does us harm, also undeceives us and does us good.’’ My point here is

that being duped, despicable as is, can be of some benefit, especially if there

is a helpful other person around who can sympathetically try to point out

the lessons to be learned.

Pinocchio’s eventual ability to resist trickery, as at the end when he

encountered the fox and the cat, appears to have grown largely out of

previous duping experiences, and the mediating eVorts of the Fairy with

Blue Hair and other teachers, including the (later revived) cricket. Social

intelligence, particularly its crystallized component, is a likely aspect of

intelligence that continues to develop throughout adulthood, as reflected in

the common-folk belief that wisdom (experience-based insight, especially

about social relationships) increases as one enters old age.

Motivational factors undoubtedly play a major role in helping people

become less susceptible to being manipulated, and motivational methods

can be as eVective in the acquisition of social eVectiveness as they can in the

area of academic functioning. Pinocchio became more socially competent in

large part because the goal of returning home became more salient, and the
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strong aVect associated with becoming thwarted (especially the scare of

becoming a donkey) became more negatively reinforcing. Gradually, with

some success in resisting manipulators, Pinocchio began to develop

interpersonal self-eYcacy, so that he became more confident that he could

prevail in social settings, just as he had already begun to do in academic

settings. Then there is the little matter of a conscience. Pinocchio always had

a kind heart, as the fairy pointed out at the end, but he needed to learn that

‘‘crime doesn’t pay.’’ Moral development for Pinocchio, as in the

Kohlbergian sense, lay less in becoming a nice guy and more in learning

that being nice needs to be balanced against the ability to say ‘‘no.’’

The final piece in the puzzle of becoming socially eVective in challenging

situations, at least for Pinocchio, was the acquisition of some verbal tricks,

or heuristics, to call upon when being ‘‘fogged’’ by the tapestry of lies,

inducements, and specious reasoning of con artists. Having friends probably

helped Pinocchio, as he became quite adept at exchanging insults and

‘‘playing the dozens’’ (Pinocchio refrained from dissing the other kids’

mothers, probably because that was a touchy subject for the motherless

boy). Children’s television shows, particularly those on cable channels, can

be a useful source of modeling of ritual insults and social resistance

techniques (it may be the only redeeming benefit of such shows), and

Pinocchio’s development as a player of such games may have been delayed

because Gepetto did not have a television, let alone cable.

Where social incompetence has a neurological basis, as is likely the case

with autistic people and with Pinocchio, there are more likely to be limits to

how much social competence can be boosted, although even in such cases

(as with Pinocchio) significant growth can occur. Pinocchio, as a youth, is

still a social work in progress, and it is by no means certain at the end of the

story that his hard-won competence is permanent or complete. Perhaps he

prevailed over the cat and the fox because of their dispirited and bedraggled

state, or because he recognized them for once. I imagine that it would not be

too diYcult to dupe Pinocchio again, as he was by the boys who talked him

into playing hooky and going to the shore after he previously had appeared

to turn over a new leaf. Pinocchio may always need a ‘‘supported living

arrangement,’’ where a caregiver such as the cricket or the fairy can keep a

watchful eye over him. Still, there is reason to be cautiously optimistic about

Pinocchio, as there is about every young person who shows signs of learning

the rudiments of being an eVective human. Unfortunately, being an eVective

human depends to a large extent, on one’s ability to recognize and resist the

tricks, traps, and deceptions of bad people.

This central reality has been recognized in numerous works of great

literature, including the Bible (e.g., the serpent, Samson and Delilah),

Shakespeare (Othello), Mark Twain (Tom Sawyer and his fence-painting
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scam), Melville (The Confidence Man), and current authors (e.g., most of the

plays of David Mamet). Literature has much to tell us about gullibility and

victimization in the face of lies. Social scientists need to address more

attention to this topic, especially given its relevance to the social survival of

at-risk populations such as the frail elderly and people with MR.
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Recent theoretical formulations and empirical findings have challenged the

simplistic deficit-explanations of subnormal cognitive performance. Subnor-

mal cognitive performance in its varying forms (labeled, for instance, with

terms like ‘learning disability,’ ‘reading disability,’ ‘arithmetic disability,’ or

‘mental retardation’), seems to be a complex phenomenon that cannot be

adequately explained on the basis of organic or psychological deficit models

and linear-causal explanations dealing with hypothetical deficiencies in the

constitution of the individual (Brooks & Baumeister, 1977; Cole & Bruner,

1971; Ginsburg, 1972; Harris, 1988; Kavale & Forness, 1985; Olkinuora &

Salonen, 1992; Spear-Swerling & Sternberg, 1998; Stanovich, 1993; Switzky,

1997). It has been pointed out that more comprehensive, interactionist,

dynamic, and systemic models are needed to detect the full complexity of

subnormal performance (Charlesworth, 1978; Hargreaves, 1978; SameroV,

1975; Schoggen, 1978). A comprehensive systemic view is capable of focusing

on: (1) reciprocal, dynamic interplay between the person and his or her

physical/social environment; (2) interactions between cognitive, motiva-

tional, and emotional functions; (3) the interplay of developmental processes

at the microgenetic (i.e., moment-by-moment activity) level and the long-term

developmental level; and (4) interactions between situational and instutional-

cultural levels, to understand the sociocultural underpinnings of the inter-

active origins and maintenance of individual diVerences (Cicourel et al., 1974;

Gutierrez et al., 1995; Howard-Rose & Rose, 1994; LCHC, 1982; Lehtinen

et al., 1995; Mehan, 1988; Salonen et al., 1998a; Schultz, 1994).
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Straightforward inferences from behavioral deficits (performance decre-

ments) to an alleged trait of the individual (lack of competence based

on an organic or phychological deficiency) have been questioned by inter-

actionist, systemic, contextualist-functionalist, and socio-cultural views

(Armour-Thomas, 1992; Charlesworth, 1976; Cole & Bruner, 1971; Endler

& Magnusson, 1976; Pervin & Lewis, 1978), as well as by empirical research

focusing on the variation of human activity under varying situational condi-

tions (Ceci & Bronfenbrenner, 1985; Glutting & Youngstrom, 1996; Lave

et al., 1984). Our conceptualization of the term ‘subnormal performance’

derives from the systemic-functionalist view that is best exemplified in the

ethological approach (Charlesworth, 1978; Olkinuora & Salonen, 1992;

Tinbergen & Tinbergen, 1983). An ‘odd’ behavior, in this case subnormal

performance, is not defined in terms of ‘lack’ or ‘deficiency’ but in terms

of functionality and adaptedness of behavior (Tinbergen & Tinbergen, 1983,

p. 36). Similar to their ‘normally’ behaving counterparts, individuals showing

symptomatic or deviant behaviors have undergone a history of adaptations,

and have developed functional systems through which they have coped with

adaptive demands in person-situation interaction. The strategic peculiarities

and ‘symptoms’ associated with subnormal cognitive performance (e.g.,

mindless imitating, random guessing, passivity, inhibition, compulsive be-

havior, restlessness, stereotyped responses, acting-out behaviors), may thus

indicate the adaptedness of behavior to certain (non-task) aspects of the

environment (Salonen et al., 1998a).

There are empirical findings indicating that cognitive subnormality may

indeed be a part of a more general (mal)adaptive condition. Recent research

has shown that children with cognitive disorders usually manifest comorbid

symptoms characteristic of several other symptom groups. Children with

learning disorders and mental retardation (MR) often show severe motiva-

tional problems, emotional/behavioral disorders (EBD), serious emotional

disturbance (SED), attention deficit/hyperactivity disorders (ADD/ADHD),

and personality problems (August & Garfinkel, 1990; McConaughy et al.,

1994; Rock et al., 1997; Switzky, 2001).

The tendency to form sharp-edged, narrow, and mutually exclusive diag-

nostic categories and definitions may (1) lead to theoretically and clinically

arbitrary subdivisions of ‘disabilities’; (2) prevent one from seeing possibly

important common behaviors manifested by individuals despite their diVer-

ent diagnostic labels; (3) lead to a lack of consideration of the marked

population with atypical symptom combinations; and (4) hinder the devel-

opment of conceptual models focusing on cross-domain relationships, for

instance, the concomitance of learning problems and emotional/behavioral/

motivational/personality problems (Rock et al., 1997). We are using a global

and somewhat loose term ‘subnormal cognitive performance’ (referring to
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subaverage performance, irrespective of whether it is identified in classroom

assessment situations, achievement tests, or standardized intelligence test

settings) because we want to focus on the (mal)adaptive behavior that chil-

dren, across the variety of allegedly cognitively ‘deviant’ groups, may have in

common. If such commonalities are found, for instance, across the adaptive

behavior of learning disability (LD), MR, and autistic children, this might

contribute to a better understanding of the general maladaptive condition

and the role of cognition within it.

We have questioned the trait-type conceptualizations and particularly the

construct of IQ as the paramount distinctive factor among the subgroups of

cognitive subnormality (Olkinuora & Salonen, 1992). An intelligence test

performance, regularly used as an operational measure for the selection of

the LD and MR samples, is assumed to reflect self-evidently and directly the

individuals’ innate potential, whereas an achievement test performance is

seen to assess their current functioning (Siegel, 1999). We have argued that

intelligence (or other ‘aptitude’) test scores, as well as school achievement

test results, are only performances. From the point of view an individual’s

adaptation, his or her behavior in an intelligence test situation does not

reflect a covert trait or capacity any more directly than other test scores

(Olkinuora & Salonen, 1992). As Stanovich (1999) has pointed out, the poor

reading of individuals with low or normal IQ cannot be explained by their

IQ. What we need is a specific processing explanation for poor reading in

both groups (Stanovich, 1999). A weak intelligence test performance needs a

specific processing explanation as urgently as, for instance, a weak reading

or math test performance (Olkinuora & Salonen, 1992). Consequently, we

have to seek the explaining factors for both school achievement and aptitude

test performances not among hypothesized cognitive competencies, but

among more multifaceted and complex interactions that are occurring in

the total process of adaptation within learning and performance situations.

Thus, in addition to specific cognitive processes, emotional, motivational,

and sociocultural aspects of adaptation gain importance (Armour-Thomas,

1992). Substantial empirical evidence for the relevance of such factors stems

from the observational assessments of the children’s behavior during apti-

tude test sessions: children with inappropriate motivational and socioemo-

tional behaviors, such as avoidance, inattentiveness, and uncooperativeness,

are likely to obtain markedly lower IQ scores than children with more

suitable test-taking behaviors (Glutting & Youngstrom, 1996).

In the first part of the chapter, we focus on the motivational and emotional

consequences of several less optimal adult-child teaching interactions. By

using the scaVolding framework, traditionally applied to illustrate pro-

gressive developments, we aim to show its value in understanding the forma-

tion and development of non–task-oriented tendencies in early childhood.
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In other words, the ideal instructional models typically do not alert us to the

fact that the development of motivation and cognition, which are dependent

on social interaction, may go awry (Harter, 1999, p. 167). In addition, we

present our interactionist model for motivational orientations and coping

strategies to describe how motivational tendencies are established and main-

tained (and reinforced) in a classroom context and how they interact with

cognition. The second part of the chapter focuses on the interplay of the

developmental patterns of motivation and cognition. The situational deteri-

oration or progression of cognitive performance is embedded in long-term

developmental processes in which the accumulation of situational inter-

actions contribute to diverging learning careers. To illustrate the develop-

mental dynamics of cognition and motivation, we will present results of three

studies with children followed from preschool to the 8th grade. These studies

relate motivational orientation and coping tendencies to cognitive prerequis-

ites of reading and to reading skills such as decoding and text comprehension.

Finally, we discuss the implications of the aforementioned theoretical per-

spective and empirical findings with respect to further research, remedial

instruction, and classroom practices.
I. SCAFFOLDING AND THE SOCIALLY MEDIATED

DEVELOPMENT OF COGNITION AND MOTIVATION
Most developmental theories presuppose that the growth of the child’s

adaptive capacity is based on the increasing organization and diVerentiation

of mental and behavioral structures, progressively leading to growing self-

regulation and independence of action from immediate external stimuli. The

development of self-regulation is accompanied by a increasing sense of self-

eYcacy and motivation to initiate and maintain task-focused activities

related to new environmental challenges.

According to Vygotsky’s (1962, 1978) theoretical notion of the develop-

ment of higher mental functions through social mediation, adults (and

more skilled peers) initially take the major responsibility for organizing the

developing child’s action and articulating his/her cognitive processes. With

time, this responsibility is ceded to the child who is expected to master the

action independently and to take charge of his/her own thinking processes.

The gradual increase of self-regulation becomes possible through systemati-

cally utilizing the child’s zone of proximal development (ZPD) in the teaching-

learning interaction. In a system of adult-child joint activity, the child’s

functions that are at the maturing stage are first segmented and organized

by the adult. The adult aids and encourages the child from one level of

competence to the next by structuring the task into subtasks, by modeling
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and prompting the execution of subskills and the integration of operations,

and by introducing culturally prestructured heuristics and symbolic means

for organizing the actions. During this process, the child is gradually given

less assistance and encouraged to carry out larger units of action until he/she

is capable of independently accomplishing the total task performance

(Palincsar, 1986; RogoV & Gardner, 1984).

Wood et al. (1976) originally used the ‘scaVold’ metaphor to describe the

ideal guiding role of the adult. In an optimal instructional interaction, the

adult determines the child’s ‘region of sensitivity to instruction’ and, through

graduated intervention, ‘adjusts the scaVolding to the child’s developing

capabilities’ (RogoV & Gardner, 1984, p. 101). ScaVolded instruction pre-

supposes the growing of self-regulation through gradual internalization of a

socially supported mediation process. In each phase of skill development,

the learner is given appropriate supportive tools (e.g., directions, cueing)

that provide a suYcient framework for reaching the next skill level and

closing the gap between the actual developmental level and task require-

ments. Figure 1 illustrates, through a building construction analogy, the idea

of a socially mediated process of development and, in particular, how a child

is gradually able to accomplish more diYcult tasks through successfully

implemented scaVolding.

The optimal stimulating of the development of maturing competencies

presupposes skilled dosing and fading of scaVolding support according to the

growth of the child’s independent functioning (Fig. 1; Dosing: constructing

the minimal necessary scaVolding for the part of the building that is under
FIG. 1. A model of the zone of proximal development and the scaVolding process.
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construction and cannot yet stand fast; Fading: tearing down the scaVolding

from around the ready-made part of the building that is already capable to

stand independently). In order to stimulate the child’s optimal development,

the teacher has to continuously adjust the subgoals to a slightly higher level

than that represented by the child’s momentary independent performance, as

well as to appropriately provide a minimal necessary support for filling the

gap between these two levels (RogoV & Gardner, 1984). The notions of

fading and minimal necessary support imply that the quality, amount, and

phasing of the adult guidance should be dynamically adjusted to a particular

child’s momentary ZPD and to the actual microgenetic developmental pro-

cesses occurring during a socially-mediated learning sequence. Thus, the

reciprocal adjustments and regulations occurring during a scaVolding

process are essentially based on continuous dynamic assessments.

The aforementioned characterization of the ideal scaVolding process im-

plies the possibility of several less optimal alternatives based on the fact that

the adults do not suYciently pay attention to a particular child’s changing

needs during the scaVolding processes and cannot adjust their activities

accordingly. Under such conditions, the child may begin to respond to

environmental demands with growing externally-imposed regulation, or

with emotional-behavioral dysregulation, accompanied by a decreasing

sense of self-eYcacy and strengthened non–task-focused motivation

(Cherkes-Julkowski & Mitlina, 1999; Crittenden & DiLalla, 1988; Jacobsen

et al., 1997; Marcus, 1975; Patterson & Bank, 1989; Sansbury & Wahler,

1992; Switzky, 2001). Theoretically, at least three types of interactional

imbalance or dysfunctionality can be conceived.

1. Well-intentioned parents and teachers may utilize (over)controlling

teaching strategies (Barrett & Boggiano, 1988; Boggiano & Katz, 1991;

Flink et al., 1990; Wall & Dattilo, 1995). While delivering extrinsic incen-

tives, many parents and teachers seem not to believe in the minimal-suY-

ciency principle, but think that, in accordance with the maximal-operant

principle, it is better to provide the child with a ‘maximal’ dose of cues,

rewards, and exhortations (Boggiano & Katz, 1991). Controlling parenting

and teaching style comprises not only overdosing of extrinsic incentives, but

also frequent acts of ‘positive’ intervening, as well as more directive and even

coercive forms of control (for instance, just as the child is beginning to

experiment with a newly acquired skill, the adult intrudes into the child’s

activity by saying: ‘not that way, let me show!’). Even in the case where the

child is willing and able to respond independently to the demands of the new

task or skill level, he or she is bombarded with adult incentives appropriate

to much lower skill levels. There is evidence that excessive or otherwise
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inappropriate utilization of clues, external rewards, and control strategies

will not only distort the child’s independent functioning (self-regulation)

within a skill domain, but will also undermine his or her intrinsic motivation

and preference for challenge (Barrett & Boggiano, 1988; Deci & Ryan, 1987;

Flink et al., 1990). Depending on the nature of controlling strategies, diVer-

ent kinds of adverse motivational, socio-cognitive, and emotional outcomes

can be expected. If the child is overwhelmingly exposed to external clues,

rewards, and frequent help, he or she is likely to show increased extrinsic

motivational orientation and over-reliance on external cues and incentives.

Since there is no gradual adjustment and fading of support, the responsibility

of activity-control remains with the adult delivering directions and rewards,

and the scaVolding process does not promote the child’s task-related autonomy

and sense of self-eYcacy. Instead of the task dimension, the child will continue

to build a sense of self-eYcacy within the social dimension: instead of being

directed toward the task, the child’s approach motivation and coping eVorts

are increasingly directed toward the controlling social agent (authority)

(Harter, 1978; Salonen et al., 1998a). The child not only learns to expect an

adult’s step-by-step guidance and rewards, but he or she also becomes accus-

tomed to following and even eliciting supportive social cues from the guiding

adult. As a function of excessive adult-guided interaction, the child may learn

to respond to the environment rather than to initiate and participate in

interactions (Busch-Rossnagel et al., 1995).

Controlling strategies sometimes include coercive or harsh forms of disci-

pline and punishing evaluative elements that are often charged with negative

aVect (Barrett & Boggiano, 1988; Sansbury & Wahler, 1992). The more the

teachers’ or parents’ over-controlling behavior takes directive, evaluative, and

coercive forms, the more inhibited and negative emotion-charged compliant

behavior can be expected. Children who have been exposed to the con-

trollingness and harshness of an adult often show ‘compulsive compliance’ or

‘frozen watchfulness,’ i.e., they wait warily for demands, responding quickly

and compliantly, and then return to the previous vigilant state (Crittenden &

DiLalla, 1988). The approach motivation in both task and social dimensions

is conflict-laden. Imposed (obedience-based) task-approach eVorts will be

inhibited by avoidance tendencies originating from earlier experiences of

uncontrollable failure feedback and its emotional consequences. In a similar

vein, socially-directed approach motivation enters into conflict with avoid-

ance tendencies originating from aversive social experiences (Elliott, 1999).

It is apparent that interactions leading to such a distortion of approach

motivation and emotion-charged inhibition (wariness) in both important

dimensions of socially-mediated learning, do not represent an optimal

scaVolding process.
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2. Parents and teachers may permanently provide a child with too few

clues or withdraw their support prematurely (e.g., ‘you’re already so old that

you should do it yourself ’). Ambitious and hurried parents or teachers, who

are stressing on the mastery of the whole curriculum, may set pretentious

demands for the child’s development and too hastily aspire to the child’s

autonomous functioning during the formation of a complex skill. Cumula-

tive experiences of insuYcient support and/or too rapid fading of support

distort the formation of independent functioning. Since the gap between the

child’s actual developmental level and task requirements remains repeatedly

unfulfilled during many successive scaVolding episodes, the child will be

exposed to chronic failure experiences with the sense of uncontrollability

and stress. On one hand, the child has not yet developed suYcient skills to

autonomously master the new task requirements and, on the other hand, he

or she does not succeed in getting appropriate support from the withdrawn

adult. The child, being chronically over-demanded, is likely to develop a

poor sense of self-eYcacy in both task and social dimensions. The child will

probably show avoidance motivation tendencies directed towards both the

task and the guiding adult. The motivational processes and mechanisms related

to over-demanding and insuYcient support-giving are, so far, theory-based

hypotheses. Although there is rather ample empirical evidence concerning

cognitive-developmental outcomes of imbalanced communication patterns in

adult-child dyads (Lyytinen et al., 1994; Tiegermann & Siperstein, 1984),

studies concerning the motivational and socio-emotional eVects of insuYcient

or improperly phased support-giving in instructional and scaVolding settings

are almost non-existent (Nelson-LeGall, 1981; Nelson-LeGall & Glor-Scheib,

1985).

3. Due to their own life situation and socio-emotional problems, parents

and teachers may respond to the child’s momentary needs in instructional and

scaVolding settings in a roughly inconsistent, indeterminate, or asynchronous

manner. Such responses include parental over-compliance (i.e., extreme

compliance in the face of the child’s momentary demands and refusals)

and asynchronous feedback (i.e., responses lacking reciprocity and coordi-

nation in relation to the joint task or the child’s activity), randomly given

aversive and positive responses (e.g., punishing and rewarding based on the

adult’s current mood), as well as occasional and chronic unresponsiveness

(Tiegerman & Siperstein, 1984; Wentzel, 1994). The inconsistency of parents

or teachers is likely to bring extensive threatening elements into the whole

process of socially-mediated construction of learning tasks. Although avoid-

ance motivation is established particularly due to the lack of contingency

between the child’s eVorts and their social consequences, his or her sense of

self-eYcacy will be distorted also in the task dimension; the lack of systematic

autonomy-supporting social regulation (or mediation) inhibits the child’s
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adequate progressing within the ZPD and blocks the feeling of growing

task-related competence.

The attachment literature has also pointed out how parental unresponsive-

ness (i.e., caregivers’ insensitivity to child’s signals) is related to children’s

insecure attachment, because parental under-attunement does not provide the

necessary tools for the child to attend to and label his or her emotional states.

Furthermore, the opposite of unresponsiveness, parental over-attunement or

intrusiveness, according to Stern (as cited in Harter, 1999, p. 173), represents a

form of ‘emotional theft’ in which the parent determines how the infant should

feel rather than how the infant actually does feel. According to Harter (1999),

this kind of pattern in turn may lead to emotional imbalance.

The scaVolding process is essentially reciprocal. Just as parents and teachers

influence the course of socialization during childhood, the child participating in

the transaction can be viewed as a source of influence over his or her own

development (Marcus, 1975). Self-reinforcing transactional cycles seem to be

essential in the early development of not only cognitive but also motivational

and socio-emotional dispositions. Parents and teachers tend to reinforce the

particular child behavior dominant at the time and shift their interactional

styles according to the type of child behavior (Marcus, 1975). For instance,

dependent behavior in children has been found to elicit greater encouragement

of dependence and directiveness from parents, whereas independent conduct

elicits greater encouragement of dependence and directiveness from parents

(Marcus, 1975; Osofsky, 1971; Osofsky & O’Connell, 1972; Yarrow et al.,

1971). Thus, the origins of early motivational and socio-emotional adaptations

leading to diverging developmental pathways characterized by increasing vul-

nerability versus resilience can be traced to the mutuality and reciprocity of

social transactions (SameroV, 1975).
A. Three-Part Model for Motivational Orientations

Our analysis of the situational and developmental transactions between a

child’s adaptive eVorts and the instructor’s controlling and reward styles led

us to construct a three-part model comprising basic motivational orientation

dimensions and corresponding sets of coping strategies and emotional be-

haviors (Lehtinen et al., 1995; Olkinuora & Salonen, 1992; Salonen, 2000;

Salonen et al., 1998a). According to this model, a generalized orientation

tendency manifests itself as certain sets of situation-specific coping strategies

and emotional responses. A typical set of coping strategies and/or emotional

responses tends to be launched when a certain orientation tendency interacts

with appropriate situational cues. The three motivational orientations are:

(1) task orientation; (2) ego-defensive orientation; and (3) social dependence
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orientation (Olkinuora & Salonen, 1992; Salonen et al., 1998a). Each orien-

tation dimension can be characterized by its adaptive focus (task, self, in-

structor), its activated functional system (approach, avoidance), and its

constellation of self-eYcacy beliefs or perceived competence (for a summary,

see Table I) (Elliott, 1999; Tinbergen & Tinbergen, 1983). On the basis

of earlier empirical findings concerning children’s coping strategies and

achievement-related emotional responses (Heckhausen & Roelofsen, 1962;

Heckhausen & Wagner, 1965; Moriarty, 1961; Murphy & Moriarty, 1976),

we created a taxonomy for coping strategies and emotional behaviors for

each of the three motivational orientations (Salonen, 1988, 2000). Emotional

responses manifesting positive, negative, or conflict-type responding to the

task or social aspects (Wentzel, 1996) of the learning environment were

added because certain achievement-related emotional responses are highly

indicative of motivational tendencies (Heckhausen & Roelofsen, 1962;

Moriarty, 1961).
1. TASK ORIENTATION
Task orientation is indicated by the child’s intrinsically motivated tendency

to approach, explore, and master the challenging or otherwise problematic

aspects of the environment (Harter, 1981; White, 1959). When confronted

with a learning task, the task content and the challenges (e.g., novelties and

ambiguities) provided by the materials to be learned predominate over other

situational demands (i.e., the task at hand comprises the main adaptive focus

for the child).

The child’s task-related exploratory activity is directed by the major

functional system of approach (Tinbergen & Tinbergen, 1983, p. 31–32; for

the construct of approach motivation, also see Elliott, 1999). In the case of

task-oriented activity, this functional system coordinates behavioral sub-

systems that contribute to moving toward the task and attending to the

task, as well as exploring and manipulating the task elements (Tinbergen &

Tinbergen, 1983). The task-oriented child shows a strong sense of self-

eYcacy (or competence) with regard to the task. This is indicated by the

child’s high-grade personal involvement and persistence in his/her eVorts to

overcome obstacles, to make sense of the materials, and to attain mastery

(Harter, 1981; Diener & Dweck, 1978). Any inconsistencies, obstacles, or

even the instructor’s task-related prompts and criticism, are interpreted as

challenges to be responded to with growing persistence and more elaborated

task-related strategies and not, for instance, with avoidance, inhibition, or

immediate help-seeking (Salonen et al., 1998a).

The task-oriented child’s main adaptive focus does not lie on the in-

structor, but this does not mean that he/she shows avoidance motivation

(or inhibitory) tendencies as regards the guiding adult. Since the child’s social



TABLE I

The Qualitative Features and Socio-Cognitive Origins of Motivational Orientations

Motivational Orientations

Qualities of orientations Task Orientation Ego-Defensive Orientation Social Dependence Orientation

Adaptive focus Mastery of the task Self: Reducing emotional distress Instructor: Approval-seeking,

fulfilling expectations, and pleasing

Activated functional

system

Approach: Task (instructor) Avoidance/inhibition: Avoidance-approach

conflict with regard to task, instructor

Approach: Instructor (task)

Self-eYcacy beliefs Strong: Task (instructor) Weak: Task and instructor Strong: Instructor (task)

Coping strategies

and emotions

Problem-focused: Positive,

optimistic

Emotion-focused: Negative,

depressive, irritated

Socially-focused: Positive,

optimistic

Cognitive performance Deep-level processing: Integrity

of action

Superficial level of processing:

Disorganized, associative, random trials

Superficial level of processing:

Mindless imitating, associative

responses

ScaVolding history Optimal dosing and fading of

support; task-focused positively

charged or neutral feedback

InsuYcient and inconsistent support;

overdemanding; asynchronous or

disoriented control; negatively

charged feedback

Overresponsive/overwhelming

dosing of support; overdirective

control; socially focused positively

charged feedback
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eVorts are subordinated to task-related mastery goals, his/her approach

motivation is directed toward the instructor only occasionally (i.e., when

the child needs a minimal necessary amount of instrumental help) (Salonen

et al., 1998a).

Several studies indicate that students with task-focused motivational or

goal orientation tend to use deeper-level cognitive and self-regulatory strat-

egies, such as linking new information to prior knowledge, identifying main

ideas, monitoring their comprehension, and finding new or alternative learn-

ing strategies when diYculties arise (Entwistle & Ramsden, 1982; Graham

& Golan, 1991; Meece et al., 1988; Nolen, 1988; Pintrich & DeGroot, 1990;

Pintrich & Schrauben, 1992; Pintrich et al., 1994). It is plausible that task-

focused orientation and the quality of cognitive performance are interrelated

primarily because the task-oriented child is able to ignore incidental, dis-

tracting stimuli and maintain the integrity of action (Järvelä et al., 2001;

Salonen et al., 1998a).

Task orientation bears a close resemblance to problem-focused coping,

a construct that has been introduced in recent research on coping with

stressful situations (Carver et al., 1989; Endler & Parker, 1990; Lazarus &

Folkman, 1984). Problem-focused coping strategies, aimed at attacking a

problem and altering the conditions causing the diYculty, imply principally

task-oriented goal setting and belief in task-related personal control or

self-eYcacy (Endler & Parker, 1990, p. 846).

Our taxonomy of coping strategies and emotional behaviors (Salonen,

2000) presents the following behaviors to exemplify task-oriented coping:

1. Concentrated on-task activity (e.g., attentiveness with regard to task

instructions, intensive working on the task, perseverance).

2. Verbalizations expressing positive emotions (e.g., verbalizations antici-

pating success, positive verbalizations related to the learning situation/

product of activity).

3. Non-verbal expressions of positive emotions (e.g., signs of enthusiasm

while approaching the task, signs of enthusiasm/joy in the face of

diYculties or after finding the solution).

We assume that task-oriented coping strategies cumulatively reinforce the

child’s resilience in the face of new learning tasks and developmental challenges

because of the self-reinforcing transactional cycles occurring in scaVolding

processes (Lehtinen et al., 1995). It has been found that the independent

and autonomous conduct of children elicits greater encouragement of inde-

pendence and non-directiveness from parents, whereas children’s depend-

ence tends to elicit greater encouragement of dependence and directiveness

(Marcus, 1975; Osofsky, 1971; Osofsky & O’Connell, 1972; Yarrow et al.,
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1971). The same reciprocal pattern to foster dependency among the elderly

people by dependency-supportive behavior of the staV has been demonstrated

by Baltes (1996). There is evidence that task-oriented coping strategies are

also substantiated in the scaVolding interactions occurring in the classrooms.

High-achieving, task-oriented children, because of their more self-regulated

and less disruptive behavior, fit better the autonomy-expectancies of the

teachers and are likely to receive more autonomy-inducing or informational

feedback (Deci & Ryan, 1996). During scaVolding interactions, the child’s

sense of self-eYcacy is reinforced in the task dimension because his or her

intrinsically motivated mastery eVorts are responded to by minimal necessary

instrumental support and by providing well-synchronized fading of support.

Due to the fact that the responsibility is progressively shifted to the child, the

child probably learns to attribute his or her progress to his or her own eVorts

and gradually growing capacity. They tend to become increasingly sensitized to

task-intrinsic incentives, experience growing task-related personal control,

enjoy the feelings of mastery, and seek new self-imposed challenges (Boggiano

& Katz, 1991; Schultz & Switzky, 1990; Switzky, 2001). Under such conditions,

it is unlikely that the instructor will become the primary focus of the child’s

further adaptive eVorts. Yet the child’s sense of self-eYcacy will be reinforced

also within the social dimension: the child learns that in the case that his

or her own resources do not momentarily suYce, he or she will receive the

necessary instrumental help that is needed for renewed task-related eVorts

(Nelson-LeGall & Glor-Scheib, 1985; Salonen et al., 1998a).
2. EGO-DEFENSIVE ORIENTATION
The main adaptive focus of ego-defensive orientation is the child’s own

self. The child, experiencing his/her self as an object-like entity rather than as

an active agent, is sensitized to situational factors suggesting ego-related

threat or risk (e.g., task-diYculty cues, signs expressing instructor’s negative

responses). The child’s self-focused alarm or emergency system recognizes

threats through the emotional signs of not-well-being (emotional tension,

negative aVects). This system tends to alleviate emotional tension or restore

well-being either through eliciting inhibition of activity (e.g., freezing) and

withdrawal behavior (e.g., avoidance, flight) or through more manipulative

and active-aggressive forms of behavior (e.g., acting-out, fighting) (Elliott,

1999; Rotenberg & Boucsein, 1993; Tinbergen & Tinbergen, 1983).

If the child’s belief in his/her personal control or self-eYcacy is particu-

larly low both in task and social dimensions, it is plausible that the learner’s

goals will be directed toward altering his or her self-system rather than

transforming the task or social environment. Instead of a deliberate task

approach or social problem-solving eVort, the learner is likely to alleviate

distress through emotion-focused coping strategies, such as self-preoccupation,
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behavioral and mental disengagement, avoidance, and denial (Boekaerts, 1993;

Carver et al., 1989; Endler & Parker, 1990; Nicholls, 1984).

The following behaviors extracted from our taxonomy exemplify ego-

defensive coping and emotional responses:

1. Verbalizations expressing negative emotion (e.g., anticipation of failure

or blame, negative emotional verbalizations directed at one’s own ego,

instructor, or situation, or product of activity).

2. Non-verbal expressions of negative emotion (depressive-inhibited behav-

ioral signs of anxiety or tension, such as blocked staring, sighing, and swal-

lowing; active-aggressive, ‘acting-out’ emotional behaviors indicating agitation

and reactance, such as outbursts, banging the desk, daubing or tearing the task

materials).

3. Avoidance behavior (e.g., physical or imaginary flight, withdrawal

gestures, inhibition of action, inhibited intention movements, verbal refusal,

manipulation of the situation with the purpose of avoiding).

4. Substitute and subsidiary activities (e.g., simple routines performed

instead of the task, such as drawing and playing with materials; gesture

substitutes).

5. Social manipulation of the situation with the purpose to avoid (e.g.,

physical aggression and threatening, intentional or ‘tactical’ tantrums,

giving orders to the guiding adult, social threatening, emotional appealing

or fawning, distracting the guiding adult from the task, changing roles,

persuasion).

6. Defensive regulation of the level of aspiration (e.g., choosing the easiest

tasks, choosing the most diYcult tasks).

7. Justifying an anticipated failure (e.g., lowering one’s readiness to

act and publicly expressing it, i.e., ‘self-handicapping,’ lowering one’s own

eVort before or during the performance, and conveying the impression of

eVortlessness to others).

8. Defensive coping with the emotional consequences of failure (e.g.,

denying the failure, covering or passing the failure, denying the relevance

of failure, insisting that the failure was insignificant or unimportant, attrib-

uting the cause of failure to an external factor outside one’s control, explain-

ing failure as intentional, using humor to cover negative feelings or to relieve

inner conflict, compensating for the eVects of failure) (Salonen, 2000).

Subnormally performing children with ego-defensive coping and emotional

response sets are particularly vulnerable in inclusive classrooms but also in

sophisticated small-group remedial instruction settings in which the training is

much more accommodated to the special needs of the child (Vauras et al.,
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1999a,b). Ego-defensively coping children frequently confront inadequate and

ill-synchronized amounts of support and control. Their stubborn passive-

avoidant or active-aggressive coping behavior, perceived as more or less ‘devi-

ant’, is likely to lead either to excessive teacher control eVorts or, ultimately, to

giving up (Salonen et al., 1998a). Several studies show that children at risk are

given more help and incentives, but also more direction, criticism, reprimands,

and rejection (Barker & Graham, 1987; Boggiano & Katz, 1991; Jordan et al.,

1997; McNaughton, 1981). Teachers seemingly experience pressures to nor-

malize the ‘deviant’behavior of ego-defensively oriented subnormally perform-

ing children through increasing the dose of social incentives and control

(Olkinuora & Salonen, 1992; Salonen et al., 1998a). Although children at risk

receive more attention and feedback than their ‘normal’ task-oriented counter-

parts, the ‘controlling’ nature of the feedback may make them more sensitized

to task-extrinsic incentives, external control, and social threats (Boggiano &

Katz, 1991; Deci & Ryan, 1996).

In addition, particularly in inclusive classrooms, subnormally performing

children tend to fall chronically behind their normally achieving classmates

(Crijnen et al., 1998), and the teachers in such vastly heterogeneous groups

rarely have resources for suYciently individually-adjusted and adequately-

timed scaVolded instruction (Salonen et al., 1998a; Vauras et al., 2001,

p. 297–298). Because children with ego-defensive coping strategies rarely

receive adequate support and evaluative feedback that would enable the grad-

ual growth of independent functioning, continuous feelings of being over-

demanded and over-controlled undermine the child’s sense of self-eYcacy

in the task and social dimensions. As these children confront the rapid intro-

duction of new skills and the progress of their accelerating peers, they are

likely to experience a loss of self-eYcacy, feelings of inferiority, and to fall

into deepening passivity, task-avoidance, or acting-out behavior (Boggiano &

Katz, 1991; Boggiano et al., 1987; Crijnen et al., 1998; Schultz & Switzky,

1990).
3. SOCIAL DEPENDENCE ORIENTATION
In this case, the child’s paramount adaptive focus in learning and per-

formance situations is not the task or the self, but the instructor (Table I).

Social dependence orientation is indicated by the child’s extreme sensitiv-

ity to social cues and feedback, as well as the child’s attempts to seek

approval, to please the instructor and comply with her or him. One could

say that the agency (or intellectual responsibility) has been shifted from the

child to the guiding adult. Several, partly overlapping, constructs, such

as outer-directedness, over-compliance, over- or cue-dependence, approval

motivation, and conformity, have been applied in various theoretical
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approaches to describe analogous extrinsically motivated tendencies

(Crittenden & DiLalla, 1988; Crombie & Gold, 1989; Crombie et al., 1991;

Crutchfield, 1962; for reviews, see Switzky, 2001; Zigler & Balla, 1981; Zigler &

Hodapp, 1991).

As in the case of task orientation, the child’s activity is directed by the

major functional system of approach, but instead of trying to directly attack

the task or problem at hand, the child is engaged in eVorts to approach the

instructor. The child is primarily prepared to fulfill the instructor’s momen-

tary expectations and wishes, and to receive a maximal amount of help

comprising detailed, stepwise advice, and feedback (e.g., rewards), following

every minor step of performance (Salonen et al., 1998a). The socially depend-

ent child shows a strong sense of self-eYcacy within the social dimension (i.e.,

with regard to the instructor). This is indicated by the child’s persistent social

eVorts as he or she strives to receive teacher help and approval. The child

continues to respond to the instructor’s task-related prompts and criticism by

tracking the instructor’s behavioral cues and responding in a trial-and-error

manner until the instructor accepts his or her response (Holt, 1964; Lehtinen

et al., 1995; Salonen et al., 1998a). The motivational tension-maintaining

dependence-type eVorts (e.g., blind guessing, imitating) last until the in-

structor responds with approval or signalizes that he or she does not expect

a further answer. The child’s sense of self-eYcacy within the task dimension is

in itself weak or instrumental. As the child’s task-related eVorts are subordin-

ated to social goals, he or she is not prepared to approach the task autono-

mously or with the minimal amount of instrumental help. However, no

inhibiting emotions or social avoidance tendencies arise even in the case of

successive failure feedback because of the child’s belief that sooner or later he

or she will be piloted toward the acceptable solution and reward (Salonen

et al., 1998a).

What is characteristic of social dependence orientation is the superficial

processing of the learning tasks. With regard to task requirements, the

child’s responses remain random and inconsistent. The child’s motivation

is not focused on exploring, transforming, or reorganizing the task elem-

ents, but instead, he or she follows arbitrary associative links between his

or her earlier trials and the teacher’s support/rewards (Crombie & Gold,

1989; Crombie et al., 1991; Holt, 1964; Lehtinen et al., 1995; Salonen et al.,

1998a).

Recent coping literature, having expanded the traditional two-dimensional

coping constructs (e.g., problem-focused vs. emotion-focused) into multi-

dimensional models, has suggested additional dimensions, such as ‘seeking

social support’ (either for instrumental or emotional reasons) (Carver

et al., 1989; Endler & Parker, 1990; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Our



development of motivation and subnormal performance 161
conceptualization of social dependence coping strategies is derived not from

these coping dimensions but from the motivational analyses of unsuccessful

social regulatory (scaVolding) processes that may counteract the growth of

intrinsic orientation as well as the formation of a self-reward system and a

system of internal standards or mastery goals (Barrett & Boggiano, 1988;

Boggiano et al., 1987; Harter, 1978, 1981). On the basis of theoretical analyses

and extensive observational data, we designed the following coping categories

representing social dependence orientation (Olkinuora & Salonen, 1992;

Salonen, 2000; Salonen et al., 1998a):

1. Following of social cues (e.g., attending to the instructor with the

purpose of getting cues, utilizing the instructor’s or peer’s gestures, signs,

verbal cues, or feedback to ‘pilot’ one’s activity, complying with an external

model for performance, mindless imitating).

2. Active eVorts to elicit supportive cueing or help from the instructor.

Active eVorts can be manifested by two main variants of coping strategies:

(1) babyish (regressive) emotional appealing behaviors (e.g., helpless gaze,

appealing smile, baby talk), and (2) more advanced social tactics for eliciting

supportive cueing from the adult (e.g., ‘gift of the gab,’ enticement, persua-

sion). Examples of active eVorts are, e.g., tactical waiting and pausing

when giving an answer with the purpose of inducing the instructor to give

a verbal or non-verbal hint for the direction of the acceptable solution, help-

seeking gestures directed toward the instructor or peer, verbal help requests

focused on the instructor or peer in order to seek the direct ‘answer’ to the

problem).

Children with an excessive tendency to seek help and social feedback

particularly appeal to the teacher’s professional role as a help-giving, sup-

porting, and rewarding agent. As a reflection of the social balancing acts

typical of school (and home, as well), both helplessly smiling babyish children

and socially active, ‘nice’ children who guess uninhibitedly and give fluent but

inconsistent answers tend to be far more over-helped and rewarded than

called to account (Holt, 1964; Salonen et al., 1998a). Socially-dependent

children, who are extremely sensitive to teachers’ wishes, fulfill most of the

expectations with regard to social management. Social balance will be

established through the complementary functions of the child’s dependent

coping and the teacher’s reciprocal role as a possibly over-helping and over-

protecting emotional caregiver (McLaughlin, 1991; Salonen et al., 1998a).

Thus, the social balancing mechanisms may disturb the optimal dosing and

fading of support that is required in a successful scaVolding process.
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II. COGNITIVE AND MOTIVATIONAL FACTORS IN THE

DEVELOPMENT OF SUBNORMAL READING ACHIEVEMENT
The socially mediated formation of a complex skill, such as reading, is the

most appropriate domain to study the interplay of cognitive, motivational,

and emotional processes contributing to the quality of cognitive perfor-

mance. For many children, early reading experiences in school involve

intensive coping eVorts. The child may be continuously over-taxed due to

deficits or diYculties in some of the cognitive prerequisites or subskills of

reading. The formation of cognitive prerequisites and subskills of reading is

not always adequately scaVolded, and it is likely that beginning readers will

be over-demanded (or over-controlled) as they try to meet the growing

demands of early reading situations. Additionally, they may encounter nega-

tive adult prejudices, social comparisons, and evaluative pressures that are

often characteristic of public classroom reading performances. It is plausible,

especially if the child already shows non–task-oriented coping tendencies orig-

inating from pre-school learning situations, that such diYculties increase his

or her non–task-orientation and weaken subsequent learning opportunities

(Salonen et al., 1998b).

The acquisition of reading skills has been considered mainly in isolation

from social mediation, i.e., the scaVolding process, even though reading as

a skill is not learned naturally, such as speech through participation, but is a

culturally formed act that presupposes at least minimal explicit teaching by

parents, teachers, or peers. In fact, there is a growing body of cognitive-

oriented research on how children learn to read. To become a competent reader

involves, for instance, linguistic awareness, gradually automating multilevel

decoding processes, hierarchically organized strategies for text comprehen-

sion, and comprehension monitoring skills (Adams, 1991; Gough et al., 1996;

Kinnunen & Vauras, 1995). Ideally, a child becomes aware of words in speech,

syllables in words, and finally the sounds of the words through optimal adult

guidance, all of which facilitate learning to read and write.

One of the most powerful cognitive predictors of reading acquisition is

linguistic sensitivity, particularly phonemic awareness, i.e., the skill to perceive

a spoken word as composed of a sequence of individual sounds (Bradley &

Bryant, 1983; Lundberg et al., 1980; Vellutino & Scanlon, 1987). Another

strong predictor is knowledge of the alphabet (Adams, 1991), which probably

reflects the beginning reader’s print awareness. In relation to early reading

diYculties, recent research has shown that the phonological view is incom-

plete without reference to naming speed. The studies examining the rela-

tionship between phonological awareness, rapid naming (of a series of

visually presented stimuli) and reading progress have found that ‘the double

deficit’ group (i.e., those children with deficits in both naming speed and



development of motivation and subnormal performance 163
phonological skills), especially have more severe reading problems than

children with either deficit alone (Bowers et al., 1999; Wolf & Bowers, 1999).

These critical sub-skills of reading explain the lion’s share of individual diVer-

ences in word reading achievement. In fact, children who show weak phono-

logical awarenesswhen they begin school havebeen found to be almost certainly

poor readers in the 4th grade, if no remedial instruction had been given (Juel,

1988). The (poor) development of these phonological processes has proved to be

one important source of the Matthew eVects in early reading, illustrating the

well-known educational polarization process in which the rich-get-richer and

the poor-get-poorer (Stanovich, 1986, 2000).

In addition, research on text comprehension skills in regular classrooms

has provided evidence for diverging learning careers. Vauras et al. (1994)

analyzed, through a longitudinal design, the development of elementary

students’ text-processing skills from grades 3 to 5. Students were allocated

into the three groups on the basis of teacher interview: high, average, and

low achievers in grade 3. The students’ reading comprehension of expository

text was analyzed at micro (sentence), local (paragraph), and global (whole

text) level processing skills (van Dijk & Kintsch, 1983). The results revealed a

clear progression in the construction of coherent meaning units among the

high and average achievers. The most rapid progression of text-processing

skills was observed among students who were initially skilled. In contrast,

low achievers showed no progression to the higher-level (local and global)

text-processing skills during the two school years. Since the emphasis in

upper grades is increasingly on self-regulated learning from text, it is likely

that the gap between low- and high-achievers increases with age and school

practice.

In summary, skilled reading requires competence in both word recogni-

tion and comprehension. The reader needs to identify letters, form a repre-

sentation of a word in a text, and integrate the meaning of these words and

sentences, in order to construct a valid interpretation of what is being read.

This view is based on the Hoover and Gough model (1990) of reading

ability, which postulates that reading comprehension is determined by

decoding and language comprehension skills. It is emphasized that both

components are necessary for skilled reading (Gough et al., 1996).

In addition to the skill acquisition process, the application of those skills in

and out of school is even more central to understanding why school alone

cannot succeed in eliminating the initial diVerences between children. Schools

try to provide equal opportunities for learning to read; however, diVerences in

learning reading skills exist as well as individual diVerences that manifest

themselves in the use of these skills outside the school and classroom contexts

(Stanovich, 2000, p. 151). Hayes and Grether (1983) documented interesting

evidence of the role of self-teaching and out-of-school learning in terms of
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polarization in reading. They analyzed the gains in reading comprehension and

vocabulary both during the school year and during the summer period, and

found that the summer period explained more of the developmental gap

between the high-achieving and the low-achieving students than the period

when the children were in school. Furthermore, it has been observed that

voluntary reading in and out of school diverges drastically as a function of

skill and grade. In fact, the average good reader in grade 4 reads at home almost

four nights per week, whereas the average poor reader reads at home only once

a week. Thus, poor readers tend to fulfill their prophecy by not reading much,

whereas good readers tend to self-reinforce their reading and motivation by

reading more (Juel, 1988). Allington (1977) has pointed out, ‘‘if they don’t read

much, how they ever gonna get good?’’ This indicates that optimally develop-

ing children are likely to produce a facilitative learning environment for them-

selves. Ryan (1980) has described the interactive nature of language acquisition

among subnormally and ‘normally’ performing children, and the way in which

the diVerence in self-produced learning environments is also related to human

interaction (Rueda & Mehan, 1986).

The aforementioned findings concerning the origins of the cognitive pre-

requisites of reading and the role of self-teaching activity may lead to straight-

forward linear-causal inferences on the development of subnormal reading

skills. However, longitudinal studies have shown that linguistically disadvan-

taged children may display developmental trajectories, which are non-linear,

for example, slow starters with curvlinear acceleration patterns (Cox,

1987; McGee et al., 1988). Also, children with unpredictable success in early

reading have been identified (Lepola et al., 2000).

As a response to the preceding discussion about the cognitive determinants

of subnormal reading achievement, we next present findings from our longi-

tudinal studies on motivation and reading. In fact, there have been insuYcient

longitudinal data to allow the determination of whether the pervasive devel-

opmental eVects of linguistic awareness and letter knowledge represent a

direct reflection of (socio-)cognitive disadvantage, or whether this is also

mediated by motivational factors. Therefore, we have considered that the

development of a socially mediated complex skill, such as reading, depends

not only on cognitive prerequisites but also on the child’s motivational

tendencies and coping strategies.
A. Longitudinal Studies on the Formation of Motivational

and Reading Competencies

The follow-up data for these studies include children’s development

from preschool to grade 8. The presented studies are a part of the

DECOM research and intervention program on decoding, comprehension,
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and motivation, which was started in the early 1990s. Besides the extensive

analyses of motivational-cognitive development, intervention programs for

remediation of learning diYculties were systematically put in practice in the

early school years (e.g., linguistic awareness training in grade 1, computer-

assisted reading intervention in grade 2, and integrated strategy intervention

in grade 3) (Niemi et al., 1998; Poskiparta et al., 1999; Vauras et al., 1999b).

However, the overview of the promising findings of each intervention is

beyond the scope of this chapter.

The first study focuses on how children’s motivational tendencies in pre-

school are related to motivational-emotional vulnerability diVerences, to the

quality of prospective cognitive performance, and to the gradual yet diVerent

reading trajectories during the first school year. In the second study, we exam-

ine the development of motivational vulnerability from preschool to grade 2 as

a function of prospective good, average, and poor readers. The question of

developmental concomitance of diYculties in learning to read and write and

maladaptive coping behavior is analyzed. The third example presents results

from a recent study on the long-term development of motivation and learning,

focusing on the parallel development of children’s motivational orientations in

a classroom context and reading skills from preschool to grade 8.
1. DEVELOPMENTAL INTERACTION OF MOTIVATION

AND READING SKILL DURING THE FIRST

SCHOOL YEAR
The aim of the study by Salonen et al. (1998b) was to predict the reading

skill at the end of the first school year on the basis of preschool motivational

orientations, situational coping strategies, knowledge of the alphabet, and

phonemic awareness. In addition, we explored how children’s motivational

vulnerability diVerences are related, on the one hand, to early motiv-

ational tendencies, and, on the other hand, to the gradual yet diVerent

individual reading careers during the first school year.

We assumed that progression in reading would be associated with high

preschool phonemic awareness and high task orientation, whereas regression

in reading skill would be linked to low preschool phonemic awareness and

low task orientation, particularly with increased non–task-orientation. More-

over, we assumed that children with high preschool ego-defensiveness or

multiple non–task-orientation (i.e., ego-defensive plus social dependence) were,

independent of their initial reading readiness, likely to cope with the diYculties

or obstacles with dysfunctional coping strategies that tend to increase their

emotional vulnerability and undermine their progress in reading.

Thirty-two six-year-old preschool non-readers participated in this study

(Salonen et al., 1998a). The participants were selected from 151 preschool

children on the basis of the teacher’s (n ¼ 12) and experimenter’s motivational
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orientation ratings. The three motivational orientations were rated on three to

four Likert-type scales. Task orientation items addressed concentration on task,

verbal behavior indicating task involvement, and willingness to think and

experiment in play and problem-solving situations. Social dependence orienta-

tion items related to verbal help-seeking, imitative behavior, and compliance-

type task-approaching behavior. Ego-defensive orientation items addressed

avoidance behavior, inhibition of action, and negative utterances referring

to the self or one’s own performance. On the basis of the orientation ratings,

the participants were assigned according to their dominating motivational

disposition to one of the four motivational orientation extreme groups:

(1) task orientation (n ¼ 8); (2) social dependence orientation (n ¼ 8); (3) ego-

defensive orientation (n ¼ 8); and (4) social dependence plus ego defensive

orientation, i.e., ‘‘multiple non–task-orientation’’ (n ¼ 8).

The participants’ phonemic awareness was assessed and knowledge of the

alphabet was tested at the preschool level. Children’s coping behavior was

observed in preschool and in school in play-like LEGO construction tasks

involving three induced pressure situations, one competition, and two ob-

stacle tasks. The entire play-like construction process with intermittent

pressure episodes, i.e., the obstacle and competition sub-tasks, was video-

taped. Children’s non-verbal and verbal behaviors were transcribed from the

videotapes (Järvelä, Salonen, & Lepola, 2001). The smallest unit used in the

time analysis was a three second episode of the same kind of behavior. Task-

oriented, ego-defensive, and social dependence type coping strategies were

classified according to a coping taxonomy system (Salonen, 2000). The

duration of the diVerent coping behavior episodes was computed across the

whole situation and across free-play episodes, as well as across the pressure

episodes only. Then, at the end of grade 1 the children’s word reading skills

were assessed and motivational orientations were rated by the classroom

teacher.

The results concerning the acquisition of reading skills were in accordance

with previous findings showing that progression versus regression in early

reading was strongly associated with phonemic awareness and letter know-

ledge. Moreover, task orientation rated at preschool level by the teacher

significantly improved the prediction of reading achievement beyond phonemic

awareness. In fact, group comparisons for reading in the end of grade 1

revealed that task-oriented (TO) preschoolers progressed much further in their

reading skills than those who were ego-defensive oriented (EDO) or multiple

non–task-oriented (SEO). Actually, children rated as ego-defensive showed the

poorest performance on a word reading test (Fig. 2, left panel). We also found

that children rated as task-oriented (TO) and ego-defensive (EDO) diVered

with regard to preschool phonemic awareness (Fig. 2, right panel). This under-

scores the interrelatedness of early motivational dispositions and reading



FIG. 2. Word reading skill (left panel) and phonemic awareness (right panel) as a

function of the preschool motivational group. TO ¼ task-oriented; EDO ¼ ego-defensive

oriented; SDO ¼ social-dependence oriented; SEO ¼ ego-defensive plus social-dependence

oriented group.
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prerequisites, and suggests that reading careers have their starting points in

both linguistic and motivational factors that have been formed interactively

before the start of grade 1.

Together, these motivational-developmental findings suggested that chil-

dren high in ego-defensiveness may be motivationally more vulnerable to

the new demands of learning to read than task-oriented children, and this

vulnerability in turn influences their cognitive development. Firstly, to test

this vulnerability hypothesis, we analyzed the dynamics of children’s coping

behavior at preschool in consecutive LEGO construction tasks involving

both free-play and pressure episodes (Salonen et al., 1998b).

As shown in Table II, task-oriented (TO) children displayed significantly

less ego-defensive coping behavior both in the total play situation and

in pressure situations than children with high ego-defensive orientation

(EDO) or multiple non-task orientation (SEO). It was also found that chil-

dren’s ego-defensive coping increased when shifting from free-play to pres-

sure tasks. From the motivational vulnerability point of view, we

found a striking diVerence between task and ego-defensive children in their

tendency to shift to ego-defensive coping in the face of growing task demands:

task-oriented children did not respond to pressures by shifting to non–task-

oriented coping, whereas ego-defensively oriented children’s ego-defensive

coping behavior doubled in the pressure situations. This underlines not only

the validity of preschool teacher orientation ratings, but also the diVerence in

vulnerability between task-oriented and ego-defensive children.

In the study by Salonen and Lepola (1993), we analyzed how the inter-

action of situational pressure factors and children’s motivational tenden-

cies contributes to the quality of cognitive performance. This was done by



TABLE II

Percentage of Ego-Defensive Coping Behavior in

Total Situation vs Pressure Episodes

Motivational Groups at Preschool

TO EDO SDO SEO

Setting M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) ANOVA Post Hoc Test

Total

situation

4.5 (4) 16.8 (11) 8.2 (6) 13 (8) Group, F(3, 27) ¼ 5.07, p < 0.01 TO < EDO ¼ SEO

Pressure

tasks

9 (7) 35 (25) 10.6 (5) 19.8 (12) Setting, F(1, 27) ¼ 24,51, p < 0.01 TO < EDO ¼ SEO

Group � Setting, F (3, 27) ¼ 4,92, p < 0.01

TO ¼ task-oriented; EDO ¼ ego-defensive-oriented; SDO ¼ social dependence; SEO ¼ ego-defensive plus social-dependence oriented group;

ANOVA ¼ analysis of variance; > ¼ refers to significant diVerence at p < 0.01 tested by the LSD procedure; Pressure tasks ¼ the mean percentage

of time spent on ego-defensive coping in two obstacle and one competition tasks. M ¼ mean; SD ¼ standard deviation.
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examining children’s spelling achievement as a function of preschool motiva-

tional tendency and performance context. The role of motivation in spelling

skills was investigated at the end of grade 1 by two parallel sentence writing

tests, one given in a more familiar individual setting and the other in a more

formal classroom setting. The classroom test was supposed to comprise more

social comparison and competition elements and evaluative features than the

individual test setting. The individually administered and classroom tests

were matched. Both tests consisted of 10 orally presented two-to-five word

sentences. The individual test was given one month before the classroom test.

One point was given for each correctly written sentence. The maximum score

was 10.

4 (motivation group) � 2 (context) ANOVA revealed a significant main

eVect for motivation group, F (3, 25) ¼ 4.09, p < 0.05, and for performance

context, F (1, 25) ¼ 7.47, p < 0.01. In addition, a significant interaction eVect

was found, F (3, 25) ¼ 3.11, p < 0.05. On the one hand, these results show

that students’ writing achievement was poorer in the classroom setting

compared to the individual setting, even though the individual test was given

earlier. On the other hand, task-oriented children performed significantly

better than multiple non–task-oriented (i.e., SEO group) children across

the settings. However, a more interesting finding was that task-oriented

students performed equally well or even better in the more formal and

more evaluative-laden classroom setting (Fig. 3). An opposite pattern was

observed among the non–task-oriented groups. The spelling achievement

of ego-defensive children dropped the most drastically from individual to

classroom setting of all orientation groups. In fact, two students, both from

the EDO group, refused to write in the classroom evaluation, which itself

indicates an extreme avoidance behavior and the validity of motivational

orientation assessment.
FIG. 3. Sentence spelling achievement as a function of motivational orientation and

performance context. TO ¼ task oriented; EDO ¼ ego-defensive-oriented; SDO ¼ social

dependence; SEO ¼ ego-defensive plus social-dependence oriented group.
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The aforementioned findings are in line with recent research indicating

that students who have an extrinsic motivational (EM) orientation are more

susceptible to helplessness than pupils with an intrinsic motivational (IM)

orientation under evaluative and controlling cues (Boggiano et al., 1992). In

addition, it has been found that EM children tend to show motivational

impairment in tasks involving negative evaluative feedback, whereas IM

children tend to show increased motivation in an evaluative setting (Boggiano

et al., 1992). In summary, these findings suggest that the initial motivational

tendencies predispose children either to regressive or progressive motivational-

cognitive cycles. Progression is reflected as increased tuning to learning and

mastering the tasks, whereas regression is characterized by increased tuning

to task-extrinsic factors.
2. DEVELOPMENT OF MOTIVATIONAL VULNERABILITY

AND READING AND WRITING DIFFICULTIES
Poskiparta et al. (2003) examined the development of motivational-

emotional profiles from preschool to grade 2 among three groups classified

as poor readers, good decoders (hereinafter referred to as average readers), and

good readers in grade 2. The aim was to explore to what extent diVerences in

motivational-emotional vulnerability exist before school, or whether vulner-

ability is a by-product of early school experience and occurs concomitantly

with the emergence of cognitive diVerences. The use of maladaptive coping

strategies, i.e., ego-defensive and social dependence orientations, in stress

situations indicated motivational-emotional vulnerability, while the use of task

orientation suggested motivational-emotional resilience (Olkinuora et al.,

1984).

One hundred and twenty-seven children participated in the study from

preschool up to grade 2. Two diVerent methods were used to assess motiva-

tional-emotional vulnerability. First, researchers at preschool and classroom

teachers (n ¼ 12) in grades 1 and 2 rated children’s task, ego-defensive,

and social dependence orientations. Secondly, an experimental situation

was arranged each year where children’s play behavior with LEGO bricks

was observed in induced pressure situations, and their coping strategies

scored.

The results indicated that, on the basis of researchers’ perceptions, at

preschool age, no diVerences in vulnerability between the prospective reading

level groups were found. Prospective good readers were more task-oriented

than prospective poor readers, but the latter group and prospective average

readers were equally task-oriented. On the contrary, in grades 1 and 2,

classroom teachers rated poor readers as less task-oriented and more

ego-defensive and socially dependent compared to average and good readers

(Fig. 4). An interesting finding was a high correspondence between classroom



FIG. 4. Development of non-task orientations from preschool to grade 2 of prospective

reading groups.
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teachers’ orientation ratings and children’s basic skills in reading and writing.

In grades 1 and 2, average readers’ decoding and spelling, as well as their

motivational tendencies, were more like those of good readers. In contrast,

poor readers were cognitively, as well as motivationally, inferior compared to

the other two groups.

Researchers’ and teachers’ ratings and observational data based on repre-

sentative samples of prospective poor, average, and good readers’ task-

oriented and ego-defensive type of coping behavior yielded rather similar

results. At preschool age, no diVerences were found in motivational-emotional

vulnerability between the reading groups. Generally, children’s task-oriented

coping behavior decreased and their ego-defensive coping behavior increased

when under pressure, this eVect being similar for each of the three reading

groups at preschool age (Fig. 5). However, in grade 1, prospective poor readers

showed clear tendencies towards increased emotional vulnerability in situ-

ations where competition and obstacles were present. Interestingly, in the

freeplay situation, no diVerences in coping behaviour were found among

the three prospective reading groups whereas the diVerences were marked in

the pressure situation. Poor readers were significantly less task-oriented and

more ego-defensive oriented compared to average and good readers. Among

good readers, there was neither a decrease in task-oriented behavior nor an

increase in ego-defensive coping behavior in pressure situations. In contrast,

poor readers’ ego-defensive coping behavior increased many-fold when they



FIG. 5. Ego-defensive coping behavior as a function of reading group and performance

context.
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encountered pressure and, consequently, they spent less time on task-oriented

behavior (Fig. 5). The average readers’ ego-defensive behavior also increased in

pressure situations but the total amount of it was only one-half that of poor

readers. It is worth noting that all of this took place although vulnerability was

measured in LEGO construction play situations which had nothing to do with

reading or writing.

The results of Poskiparta et al. (2003) suggest that early problems in

learning to read and write have immediate consequences for school motiva-

tion. Moreover, the results led to the conclusion that there was something

less favorable in the classroom context for children with problems in learn-

ing to read and write. Skinner and Belmont’s (1993) study with 3rd to 5th

graders revealed reciprocal eVects of children’s motivation on teacher be-

havior (Lehtinen et al., 1995). In other words, teachers modified their

behavior toward individual children on the basis of their perception of the

child’s behavioral and emotional engagement. According to teachers’ self-

reports they tended to respond to children who were passive and showed

negative emotion by being less involved, less structured, or less autonomy-

supporting than with children with positive initial engagement. Because the

maladaptive motivational tendencies of children in Skinner and Belmont’s

study (1993) resemble those of poor readers in the study by Poskiparta et al.

(2003), it is possible that, in our study too, many teachers responded to poor
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readers’ performance in a way that enhanced the initial maladaptive motiva-

tional pattern. Teacher anger after academic failure is not an eVective way

to enhance subsequent eVort in younger children. Butler (1994) found that

teacher anger after failure was directly and negatively correlated with

younger (grade 3) children’s predictions of subsequent eVort, but enhanced

the eVort of older (grade 6) children. Future eVorts were most positive at

both ages in a situation where the teacher oVered an opportunity for a

guided second attempt. Furthermore, the Turner (1995) findings on the

eVects of instructional contexts on children’s motivation for literacy in grade

1 revealed that so-called open tasks in which children had opportunities for

challenge, for pupil control, for satisfying interests, and for collaboration,

were the strongest predictors of favorable motivation. However, Turner

(1995) stressed that the applicability of her results should be studied in other

populations, especially among low-achieving readers.

The results of the Poskiparta et al. (2003) study can also be explained by

the late school entrance of Finnish children (at age seven) compared to many

other countries. Could it be that Finnish children begin school at an

age when they are more susceptible to social comparison because of a de-

veloped normative conception of ability compared to younger children who

have a more undiVerentiated conception of ability (Butler, 1999)? Moreover,

a longitudinal study by Chapman and Tunmer (1997) showed that at the

age of seven and a half (although after two years of schooling), but not

before, reading performance started to contribute to children’s reading

self-concept.
3. TRACING THE TRAJECTORIES OF LEARNING AND

MOTIVATION FROM PRESCHOOL TO GRADE 8
In our recent study (Lepola et al., 2002), we have traced the long-term

development of students’ reading and motivation trajectories from preschool

to secondary school (comprising grades 7 to 9). The objectives of this study

were first to examine motivational-linguistic origins of diverging reading

careers, and second to analyze the developmental changes in motivational

tendencies of prospective poor, average, and good readers in grade 8.

To analyze the formation of motivation and reading skill, we applied a

prospective design similar to that used in the study above by Poskiparta et al.

(2003). First, we grouped the participants (N ¼ 76) at the end of grade 8, on

the basis of their reading comprehension achievement, into groups of good,

average, and poor readers. The reading group classification was based on

achievement on the Comprehensive School Reading Test (Lindeman, 1998).

The criterion for being assigned to the prospective poor reading group was

scoring one standard deviation below the mean in the reading rest and to the

prospective good reading group, one standard deviation above the mean
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score, based on the achievement of 301 students. Actually, the poor readers’

reading comprehension was on the same level as an average grade 6 student’s

performance. This procedure yielded the following reading groups in grade

8: (1) prospective good readers (n ¼ 13, 17%), average readers (n ¼ 45, 59%),

and poor readers (n ¼ 18, 24%).

To chart motivational and cognitive-linguistic developments of prospective

reading groups, children’s reading prerequisites were evaluated in preschool,

decoding in grades 1 and 2, listening comprehension from grades 1 to 3, and

reading comprehension from grades 2 to 8 (for the detailed test, see Poskiparta

et al., 2003). Children’s motivation was assessed at five time-points. Classroom

teachers in the primary grades (1 to 6) and subject teachers in grade 8 assessed

the participants motivational orientations (i.e., task orientation, ego-defensive,

and social dependence orientation) on the basis of the student’s behavior in the

classroom (Vauras et al., 2001).

The priority of reading competence as a target of our studies was also

motivated by the fact that it has been cherished in the Finnish culture since

the end of the 1600s after reading became a compulsory prerequisite for a

marriage license in Finland and Sweden (Lundberg & Nilsson, 1986). Thus,

reading is still viewed as the main goal of primary education. In fact, one of

the main challenges during the first two primary school years (in Finland) is

learning fluent decoding and spelling skills. In grade 3, a student has to cope

with new demands related, on the one hand, to higher order skills in math

and language (i.e., verbal problem-solving skills), and on the other hand, to

new school subjects, such as environmental science and the first foreign

language. Mastering the contents of new subjects and simultaneously moving

upward in a more hierarchically organized knowledge structure presuppose

that the basic skills are not only well-automated but are also applied as tools

for learning. At the same time, the teacher’s role is changing from a help-giver

to a knowledge facilitator and learning coach. These changes in the learning

environment as a whole presuppose increasing responsibility, self-regulated

learning, and task-focused motivation from the student’s point of view.

In terms of diverging reading careers, we assumed that the diVerences in

reading comprehension between prospective poor, average, and good readers

start to emerge in grade 3, since from then onwards emphasis is put more

on learning from texts. Furthermore, we hypothesized that motivational

factors are related to (relative) progression or regression in the reading career.

Thus, we assumed that prospective good readers will respond to the increas-

ing demands in grade 3 by task-focused motivation, whereas prospective

poor readers are assumed to respond to the new demands of learning by

non–task-focused motivation.

Results concerning the cognitive-linguistic origins of diverging reading

comprehension careers showed that prospective reading groups did not



development of motivation and subnormal performance 175
diVer either in pre-reading skills or cognitive prerequisites at preschool level

(Table III). There were no diVerences between the high, average, and poor

reading groups in the acquisition of word reading skill in grades 1 and 2.

However, prospective poor readers displayed inferior listening comprehen-

sion compared with prospective good readers, already in grade 1. In addition,

the prospective good readers showed progression in listening comprehension

from grades 1 to 3, unlike the prospective poor readers, whose gains were

weaker (Table III).

Concerning the development of reading comprehension, the polarization

phenomenon between the reading groups was observed across the school

years (Fig. 6). This was portrayed as a growing achievement gap between

prospective good and poor readers. In fact, poor, average, and good reading

careers started to diverge from grade 3 and onwards, underlining our as-

sumption about the critical role of grade 3 in learning to understand what is

read. The above findings concerning the positive slope of reading compre-

hension of the good readers and the negative slope of the poor readers

cannot be straightforwardly interpreted as illustrating Mathew eVects in

reading. Stanovich (2000, p. 154) clearly stated that ‘‘no fan-spread could

be demonstrated with percentiles or any type of standard score . . . and by

definition, the standardization wipes out the possibility of increasing vari-

ability with age.’’ Consequently, it should be stated that our results on the

developmental diVerences in reading comprehension did not reveal failure or

success in reading achievement at an individual level, but rather showed the

emergence and stabilization of the diVerence between the good and the poor

readers across the school years.

Results concerning the relatedness of motivational tendencies to the read-

ing achievement of prospective reading groups revealed that the poor readers

had a significantly weaker task orientation already in grade 1 than the

prospective good readers. From the developmental point of view, prospective

poor readers were less task-oriented and more non–task-oriented than pro-

spective average or good readers from primary to secondary school (Fig. 7A

and B). Again, grade 3 appeared to be critical, since motivational diVerences

were very marked at the end of the grade. In grade 3, the diYculties in reading

comprehension of the prospective poor readers were all the more clearly

reflected as increasing non–task-orientation. On the contrary, prospective

good and average readers were more self-regulated in the classroom context.

In summary, it seems that the prospective good and average readers’

dominating task orientation led them to respond in a task-oriented way to

increasing demands of learning. On the contrary, the prospective poor

readers’ comprehension diYculties and weaker task orientation led them to

use non–task-oriented coping in the face of new learning demands. These

opposite motivational patterns interacting with reading comprehension



TABLE III

Reading Prerequisites, Decoding, and Listening Comprehension Skills From Preschool to

Grade 3 of Prospective Good, Average and Poor Readers

Tests

Prospective Reading Groups

Grade

Poor

n ¼ 18

M (SD)

Average

n ¼ 45

M (SD)

Good

n ¼ 13

M (SD) ANOVA

Tukey HSD

Test

Phonemic awareness

(max. 40)

Preschool 5.6 (6.1) 8.7 (7.3) 8.6 (10.2) F (2, 56) ¼ 0.87, p ¼ ns

WISC-R (verbal) Preschool 88 (11.7) 88 (9.3) 92 (8.9) F (2, 68) ¼ 0.72, p ¼ ns

WISC-R (performance) Preschool 92 (10.6) 95 (11.6) 98 (9.9) F (2, 66) ¼ 1.13, p ¼ ns

Word recognition skill

(max 400)

1st Grade 125 (38) 149 (58) 161 (40) F (2, 72) ¼ 2.08, p ¼ ns

Reading speed* 2nd Grade 1.60 (0.65) 1.59 (0.84) 1.21 (0.43) F (2, 73) ¼ 1.43, p ¼ ns

Listening comprehension{ 1st Grade 31 (18)% 34 (14)% 43 (14)% Group F (2, 72) ¼ 7.4, p < 0.001 P < G

2nd Grade 40 (10)% 46 (15)% 53 (12)% Time F (2, 144) ¼ 22.6, p < 0.001 P < G

3rd Grade 39 (10)% 45 (11)% 58 (10)% Group � Time xF (4, 144) ¼ 0.9, p ¼ ns P ¼ A < G

*The reading time of the 95-word story was divided by the number of correctly read words to achieve the average reading time per word.
{Listening comprehension ¼ the mean percentage of understanding main ideas of narrative and expository texts; zTukey (HSD) test to compare

between-groups diVerences at each grade level; P¼ prospective poor, A¼ average, G¼ good readers. x3 (reading groups)� 3 (grade/time) within-subject

ANOVA for listening comprehension. WISC-R ¼ Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised (1984).



FIG. 6. Development of reading comprehension from grade 2 to grade 8 among prospective

good, average, and poor readers.
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diVerences seemed to co-determine favorable and unfavorable learning

trajectories (Schneider et al., 1997; Schultz & Switzky, 1993).
III. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
In this chapter we outlined the systemic and functionalist view to capture

the complexity of situational and developmental interactions related to the

formation of subnormal cognitive performance. The rationale for our inter-

actionist approach to subnormal achievement was based on the analysis of

the limitations of decontextualized approaches founded on the assumption

of static diVerences in the individual’s motivational or cognitive traits (e.g.,

IQ). We proposed that in order to understand the origins and manifestations

of subnormal cognitive performance or otherwise distorted behavior (MR,

ADHD, LD, reading disability), the explaining factors should be sought

from the situational and developmental interactions between cognitive, mo-

tivational, and emotional processes occurring in the individual’s adaptation

to diVerent contexts, rather than from cognitive factors alone.

The starting point of our analysis was Vygotsky’s (1978) theoretical view of

the development of higher mental functions through an optimal instructional

interaction. We used the Vygotsky-based scaVolding metaphor to illustrate

both the favorable and less favorable development of cognition and motiva-

tion under the adult’s regulation (i.e., the giving and fading of support). The

adult’s regulative skills in determining the child’s region of sensitivity to

instruction and, simultaneously, in adjusting the scaVolding support to the



FIG. 7. Development of motivational orientations of prospective good, average, and poor

readers in grade 8.

178 Janne Lepola, Pekka Salonen, Marja Vauras, and Elisa Poskiparta
child’s developing competencies are crucial in promoting the child’s inde-

pendent functioning in the ZPD. The analysis of interpersonal processes,

and especially biased or unbalanced scaVolding processes, provided us with

a model to outline the interactive formation of non–task-oriented coping

strategies in early childhood years. Three less optimal scaVolding patterns

that seem to have an influence on the development of children’s motivational
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and emotional vulnerability, and later learning and behavioral problems,

were identified: (1) over-supporting or over-controlling instructional strat-

egies; (2) insuYciently supporting (and over-demanding) instructional

strategies; and (3) inconsistent, asynchronous, or unresponsive interaction

patterns.

On the basis of the developmental analysis of optimal and less optimal

forms of instructional interactions, we introduced a typology of task-directed,

ego-defensive, and social dependence type of motivational orientations, and

a taxonomy of corresponding coping strategies and emotional responses.

We hypothesized that task-oriented coping eVorts are associated with a deep

level of cognitive processing, promote the integrity of cognitive activity, and

lead to the progressive organization of cognitive structures. In contrast, ego-

defensive and social dependence-type coping strategies are associated with a

superficial level of cognitive processing and the disorganization of cognitive

activity.

The cognitive-motivational interactions connected with task- and non–

task-oriented coping were illustrated through three follow-up studies

focusing on the development of motivation and reading and writing skills.

Together, the findings of our three longitudinal studies (Lepola et al., 2002;

Poskiparta et al., 2003; Salonen et al., 1998b) indicated, first, that motiv-

ational tendencies in the early school years are related to emotional vulner-

ability diVerences, which in turn seem to influence the quality of cognitive

performance, especially under pressure and social comparison feedback condi-

tions. Second, early problems in learning to read and write were concomitantly

reflected as children’s increased motivational-emotional vulnerability and non-

task orientation, underscoring the reciprocal development of cognition and

motivation, as well as the interactive formation of learning diYculties in the

classroom context. Third, the development of children’s learning disabilities

can be traced during early childhood years, and their origins are related both to

cognitive-linguistic and motivational tendencies that have been formed inter-

actively in family and day-care contexts. Furthermore, the predictions of

cognitive development became more accurate if not precise, when using both

the pre-reading measures focusing on linguistic awareness and the typology of

motivational orientation. Through our theoretical model of motivational

orientation and corresponding situation-specific coping behaviors, we were

better able to understand the formation and long-term development of sub-

normal learning trajectories. In conclusion, individual reading careers seem to

bifurcate not only due to diVerences in the ease of learning to read (Stanovich,

2000, p. 293) but also due to early interactions of cognitive prerequisites and

coping tendencies as well as (less) optimal adjustment of teaching (scaVolding

support) to the child’s developing competencies.
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A. Implications for Further Research

Our findings indicate that children’s regressive and progressive learning

careers had their starting points in both cognitive prerequisites and skills, as

well as in motivational-emotional tendencies manifesting in instructional

situations. Furthermore, our results suggested that these competencies and

dispositions have been formed during early childhood years in day-care

and family contexts. The teachers’ and parents’ orientation to guiding and

scaVolding the progress of children’s skills has been found to exert an eVect

on the child’s further opportunities and motivation to learn (Heckhausen,

1987; Hokoda & Fincham, 1995). The diVerence in the quality of guidance

can be assumed to be related to the development of the child’s motivational

and emotional dispositions. To understand individual diVerences in motiva-

tional vulnerability and resilience, further research is needed to explore the

relationship between early parenting and scaVolding practices and the child’s

non–task-oriented versus task-oriented coping tendencies.

Teacher-child interaction in day-care and in the classroom are contexts in

which the motivational, social, and cognitive diVerentiation may also occur.

We have illustrated elsewhere (Salonen et al., 1998a) how teachers who

interact with a student of excessive social dependence themselves tend to

increase the reciprocal attachment characterized by their weakening self-

governed orientation toward the task and subject matter. In students with

extreme avoidance and acting out behaviors, teachers tend to normalize and

control the situation either by reducing the students’ demands for self-

regulated learning or withdrawing themselves from the dialogue. This kind

of social balancing or distancing, based on reciprocal avoidance, may pro-

duce from a student point of view a short-term sense of control but, in the

long-run, may lead to total resistance to education and non-commitment

to learning. A similar multiplier eVect in which the consequences of a

particular child’s coping strategy is amplified by the teacher’s strategy is

reported in studies by Skinner and Belmont (1993) and Pollard (1986).

However, until now there have been extremely few studies relating children’s

intellectual eVorts, motivational orientations, and coping strategies to

instructors’ reciprocal tendencies and regulation strategies.

Although there are studies examining the role of classroom participatory

structures on learning (Gutierrez et al., 1995), more socioculturally-oriented

research is needed to reveal how instructional frame factors constrain and

regulate teachers’ motivation-relevant interaction with children diVering in

their cognitive, motivational, and emotional characteristics (Howard-Rose

& Rose, 1994; Meadows, 1996).

On the one hand, our findings indicated that the first graders’ spelling

achievement was clearly associated with the performance context and
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motivational tendencies. Moreover, the results suggested that motivational

vulnerability plays a central role in learning and performing in the classroom

context. Further studies are needed to analyze, from a motivational and

cognitive point of view, how children with subnormal achievement in read-

ing and/or math perform in academic tasks in everyday life situations which

they may interpret as more meaningful than the formal test-like setting. The

performance variation as a function of context could provide important

diagnostic information about a student’s learning potential for the imple-

mentation of remedial and classroom teaching. In addition, it would be

interesting to investigate whether poor readers’ greater vulnerability also

manifests itself in situations outside school, and with a reference group

other than their classmates, or whether classroom as a learning environment

handicaps their performance potential.

One of our major methodological conclusions is that narrow diagnostic

categories developed for accurate clinical identification of deviant individ-

uals have created artificial boundaries between symptom groups (e.g.,

cognitive disabilities, emotional-behavioral disorders, personality and mo-

tivational problems, and so on) and have ruled out relevant approaches and

hypothetical constructs originating from alternative research paradigms.

Particularly sharp-edged, mutually exclusive definitions of clinical groups

have prevented researchers from seeking possibly important common be-

haviors manifested by individuals despite their diVerent diagnostic labels. It

would be fruitful, at least provisionally, to abandon the sharp-edged defini-

tions with implicit causal presuppositions (e.g., IQ-based, brain-based, gen-

etically determined) connected with subnormally performing clinical groups.

The focus could be shifted from comparing the performance of a deviant group

and ‘normals’ on certain measures, to comparing the adaptive and cognitive

behavior across various cognitively, motivationally, and behaviorally ‘deviant’

groups (e.g., LD, MR, ADHD, autistic).

In summary, we propose that is it fruitless to locate the unfavorable

motivation and poor achievement only in the individual’s dispositions or

the knowledge acquisition process. To understand the origins and develop-

mental nature of these tendencies and skills, we have to analyze the situ-

ations in which they are interactively formed. This is in line with the current

theories of learning, proposing that the knowledge acquisition perspective

should be supplemented by learning as a participation perspective. One key

to promoting self-regulated learning and progressive achievement is to under-

stand the social and interactive nature of development. This provides teachers

and adults an important role in providing an emotionally and intellec-

tually stimulating context for children, in adjusting the scaVolding to the

child’s developing competence, and in challenging his or her developmental

potential.
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kehityksestä esikoulusta kahdeksannelle luokalle [A longitudinal study of reading and

motivation from preschool to the eight grade]. Psykologia, Journal of the Finnish

Psychological Society, 37(1), 33–44.

Lindeman, J. (1998). Ala-asteen Lukutesti (ALLU) [Standardized, comprehensive school
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Why do some students enjoy learning new things and value schoolwork

while others do not? Why do some students exert eVort to accomplish

academic tasks while others expend as little eVort as possible or find ways to

avoid engaging at all? Motivational questions such as these are vital to

address because they have significant implications for students’ learning,

adjustment and, ultimately, success beyond school. In addition to students

without disabilities, they are relevant to students with cognitive disabilities,

such as those with mental retardation or learning disabilities. Because

motivation energizes and directs behavior, it plays a diVerent role from

ability. Regardless of ability level or the presence of learning-related
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disabilities, motivation to learn can maximize all students’ chances to realize

their full academic potential.

The study of achievement motivation is currently one of the most central

and prolific areas of research in the field of educational psychology (Smith

et al., 2003). Current theories that guide motivational research are social-

cognitive—that is, they involve individuals’ perceptions of themselves, their

abilities and intentions, and the perceived supports and demands of others

and of the environment (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002). Although they were

developed for students without disabilities, researchers (e.g., Switzky, 1999)

have suggested that these motivation theories are also appropriate for use

with exceptional students. Therefore, is somewhat disquieting to observe

that the recent productivity within the motivation field, with its significant

theoretical developments and empirical findings, has not extended far into

the field of special education. Motivation researchers have tended to exclude

exceptional students from their research. Furthermore, special education

researchers do not typically use the theoretical perspectives that are used

predominantly by motivation researchers. Consequently, there seems to be a

less than desirable interchange between both fields of research, despite the

considerable overlap in concern with students’ motivation and learning.

Nevertheless, there have been some calls to integrate theories and research

within both these fields (e.g., Deci & Chandler, 1986; Switzky, 1999). This

present volume, with its contributors representing both fields of motivation

and special education, is an excellent example of eVorts to stimulate more

research that integrates state-of-the-art approaches from both fields.

In that spirit, we focus in this chapter on the integration of motivation

research and the field of special education. We begin by suggesting some

of the reasons why research in motivation and special education has not

been integrated as much as it might have. Identifying barriers may make it

easier for researchers to overcome them. We focus next on a few of the

dominant theoretical approaches within both fields of research. These

include intrinsic motivation, goal theory, expectancy-value theory, and

social motivation. After reviewing the theories and associated findings from

research with non-exceptional students, we examine studies that have been

conducted with exceptional students. We also discuss some preliminary

results from a recent study of sixth graders’ motivation that included

students in self-contained special education classes. We compare the patterns

of their responses with those of students in regular classes who were not

identified as having special needs. We conclude the chapter by discussing

directions for future research that would continue the integration of theory

and research between special education and educational psychology.
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I. BARRIERS TO INTEGRATING RESEARCH WITHIN FIELDS

OF MOTIVATION AND SPECIAL EDUCATION
We suspect that there are a number of reasons why interdisciplinary

research encompassing motivation and special education has not been as

plentiful as it might have, and conjecture on what some of those might be.

They include the specialized nature of knowledge and terminology, concern

with construct validity, and measurement issues.
A. Specialization

Both the motivation and special education fields involve a high degree of

specialized knowledge, and researchers do not usually have suYcient

appreciation of both. However, sound research, particularly that which will

expand the understanding of exceptional students’ achievement motivation

past the simple or trivial, requires specialized knowledge of motivation and

special education. The complexities inherent in each field mean that eVorts

to investigate the motivation of exceptional students are fraught with

unknown perils for the ill-prepared researcher.

There is a seeming plethora of terminology within motivation and special

education. The associated inherent complexity can deter informed research

outside one’s own specialty. For example, the meanings of terms and labels

have changed over time, similar terms exist for the same construct, and

terminology sometimes has a diVerent meaning from that in everyday use.

Therefore, there are minefields of potential misconceptions on both fronts.
1. MOTIVATION
Motivation research has myriad terms for constructs that are actually

very similar—a state of aVairs that is not without some concern within the

field (Murphy & Alexander, 2000). For example, perceptions of self-

competence, self-eYcacy, and expectancies are all similar constructs in that

they involve evaluations or appraisals of how good one is or will be in a task

or domain. These perceptions (self-competence, self-eYcacy, expectancy)

are all believed to be associated positively with students choosing tasks that

are optimally challenging, persisting despite setbacks, using eVortful but

eVective learning strategies, and ultimately associated with learning and

achievement (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002). Although they are not used

interchangably, because each is from a diVerent theoretical approach or

tradition and can be diVerentiated at a fine level (e.g., Bong & Clark, 1999),

they are thought of in very similar terms. However, they are all very diVerent

from another ‘‘self ’’ construct—self-esteem, which involves an aVective
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sense of worth and, therefore, diVers from the very cognitive appraisals

inherent in the previous constructs (Beane & Lipka, 1980).

As if that is not suYciently complex, motivation theories include

terminology that is used in everyday language, but that has a diVerent or

more specific meaning. One example involves the construct of performance

goals within goal theory. A performance goal does not refer to wanting to

perform well, but instead to engaging in achievement-related behavior with

the purpose of demonstrating, rather than developing, competence (Ames,

1992). The diVerence between everyday and specialized meanings of

terminology can render motivation research perplexing to those in other

fields. For example, the negative correlates and outcomes associated

typically with performance goals may not make sense if performance goals

are (mis)construed as wanting to perform or do well.

As with all fields of active research, there is ongoing refinement and

evolution within the array of motivation theories. For example, the view of

motivation as being either intrinsic or extrinsic has been refined by Deci and

Ryan to include four diVerent classifications of extrinsic motivation, one of

which is similar to an intrinsic orientation. They also situated the

classifications within their theory of self-determination (Deci & Ryan,

1985; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Other approaches, such as goal theory,

conceptualize diVerent motivational orientations toward achievement tasks

as being orthogonal, or unrelated to each other. This allows for students to

be oriented to multiple goals, or have multiple purposes for engaging in

tasks, at the same time (e.g., Pintrich, 2000b). Another development that has

influenced goal theory in particular involves a distinction between

individuals’ tendency to either approach or avoid a situation. Therefore,

goal theorists now distinguish between performance-approach goals (i.e., a

desire to look more competent than others) and performance-avoid goals

(i.e., a desire to avoid looking less competent than others) (Elliot &

Harackiewicz, 1996; Middleton & Midgley, 1997).
2. SPECIAL EDUCATION
There is a similar degree of complexity within special education. As with

motivation, there is a plethora of diVerent terms for the same exceptionality.

For example, in the study of learning disabilities, terms such as ‘‘learning

disabled,’’ ‘‘minimal brain injury,’’ and ‘‘slow learner’’ are often used

interchangeably. On a national level, there are a number of accepted

definitions of learning disabilities, including the federal definition and the

National Joint Committee for Learning Disabilities’ definition. The

complexity of this issue is noted (Hallahan & KauVman, 1997). In addition,

even general terms such as ‘‘exceptionality,’’ ‘‘handicap,’’ and ‘‘disability’’

are often used quite freely by researchers, teachers, and practitioners.
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Similarly, labels or sub-categories have changed over time. For example,

within the domain of mental retardation, there are a variety of terms that

have been used to describe the severity of retardation. For example,

classification systems based on IQ cut-oV scores used categorizations such as

‘‘mild retardation’’ and ‘‘moderate retardation,’’ whereas newer categoriza-

tions are based on the levels of support needed by individuals, and use terms

such as ‘‘intermittent’’ and ‘‘limited’’ mental retardation (AAMR Ad Hoc

Committee on Terminology and Classification, 1992).

In addition to changes in the definitions and labels for diVerent

disabilities, there have been marked shifts over time in how terms have

been used, and for whom terms have referred to. For example, prior to the

1990s, students with attention-deficit-hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) were

often considered to be learning disabled. However, research now clearly

indicates that students with ADHD are not necessarily always learning

disabled (e.g., Reid et al., 1994). Additionally, students who would have

been classified with educable mental retardation (EMR) tend now to be

labeled as learning disabled. Consequently, the population of students with

learning disabilities has become more like those who used to be labeled as

having EMR or mild mental retardation, and the mild mental retardation

population has become more like those who used to be classified as having

moderate mental retardation. (Hallahan et al., 1996).

B. Construct Validity Issues

A reason that motivation researchers have typically excluded exceptional

students from their research may involve the social-cognitive nature of

motivation theories. That is, the theories focus on individuals’ cognitive

appraisals of themselves and their situation, and these beliefs and perceptions

are seen as contributing to diVerent kinds of motivated behavior. Motiv-

ational theories involve addressing questions such as: ‘‘Can I succeed at this

task?’’, ‘‘Do I want to succeed?’’, ‘‘Why do I want to succeed?’’, ‘‘What will

count as success?’’, ‘‘What would it cost me to succeed?’’, and ‘‘What would it

costmenot to succeed?’’Perhaps there is uncertainty about the extent towhich

students with cognitive disabilities think about and conceptualize these

questions, or even whether these questions have the same meaning or

relevancy for these students. Such caution has also to be seen in the context of

most motivation researchers’ limited knowledge about special education.

C. Measurement Issues

Issues related to the measurement of motivation may also contribute to

the typical practice of motivation researchers not including exceptional

students in their research. Because motivation theories emphasize students’
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beliefs and perceptions, measurement has focused principally on students’

self-reports in response to survey items and likert-scales. Surveys are

typically administered in groups, such as whole classes. Although it is

typical for surveys to be administered by at least two researchers—one to

read items aloud and at least one to monitor students and be available to

answer questions—this format raises significant concerns for exceptional

students. The reliability may be questionable when used with students who

have diYculties with reading, comprehension, cognitive processing, or

maintaining attention. It may be necessary to ask fewer questions of these

students, resulting in scales with fewer items; this no doubt will tend to

lessen the internal reliability of the scales. Furthermore, the likert scales

(typically with 5 or 7 points) may not be appropriate for students with

mental retardation. Scales may need to be adjusted in line with those used

for young students, such as having much fewer (e.g., 3) responses to choose

from (e.g., Gottfried, 1990) or responses represented pictorially (e.g., Harter

& Pike, 1984). Also, because there tend to be so fewer exceptional students,

compared to the number of regular students, the decision to exclude the

former group from data collection, and so avoid these concerns, is

understandable.

In short, the potential benefits of including a relatively small number of

students to the pool of participants may often not seem to outweigh the

immediate concerns with reliability, validity, pragmatics, and inconsistency

regarding student classification. Over the long term, however, this leads to

the situation of motivation and special education research developing

separately and thus not informing each other.
II. IMPORTANCE OF INTEGRATING MOTIVATION AND

SPECIAL EDUCATION RESEARCH
There are strong reasons why research in motivation and special

education should inform each other. Motivation is crucial to exceptional

students (Robinson et al., 2000), just as it is to regular students; school

success at all ability levels requires intentional, motivated behavior. There

are theoretical questions of importance to be addressed. For example, to

what extent and in what ways are the motivational beliefs of students who

are mentally disabled or learning disabled similar to, or diVerent from,

those of non-exceptional students? To what degree do the motivational

beliefs of exceptional students relate similarly to achievement behaviors

compared to those of students without special needs or who represent

the middle of the normal curve? The promise of benefits for educators

is enormous as well. The processes of understanding student motivation
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and facilitating adaptive motivational patterns is complex. Within the

diversity of students who require special education, it may be even more so.

Teachers and other educators need the expertise that both fields can

contribute.
III. EXAMINING MOTIVATION OF EXCEPTIONAL AND

NON-EXCEPTIONAL STUDENTS
One step toward integration of motivation and special education is cross-

fertilization of ideas and theoretical approaches, where researchers address

the same topic from their diVerent specializations. Our objective is to

contribute to this cross-fertilization process. We begin by reviewing a

selection of theories of motivation (intrinsic motivation, goal orientations,

expectancy-value theory, and social motivation approaches). We briefly

review current and representative research with regular students as well as

review the little research within those theoretical frameworks that have

included exceptional students.
A. Intrinsic Motivation

Intrinsic motivation theories conceptualize motivation as being either

intrinsic (engaging in tasks for their own purpose) or extrinsic (engaging in

tasks to either receive some type of reward or to avoid some type of

punishment) (e.g., Harter, 1981). That is, individuals’ predominant

disposition is portrayed as one ‘‘versus’’ the other. This theory is intuitively

appealing and understandable. Furthermore, considerable research has

indicated that holding an intrinsic orientation is more adaptive for a range

of learning-related outcomes than holding an extrinsic orientation. For

example, intrinsic motivation is related positively to interest, perceptions of

competence and internal control, higher-quality learning and achievement,

and psychological well-being (Deci et al., 1999; Gottfried, 1985, 1990; Ryan

& Deci, 2000). Intrinsic motivation is also related negatively to anxiety

(Gottfried, 1985, 1990).

The research regarding exceptional students’ motivation has been

predominantly within an intrinsic motivation framework (Switzky, 2001).

There have typically been two kinds of studies: (1) those that have

investigated associations between students’ motivational orientation (intrin-

sic or extrinsic) and achievement, and (2) those that have compared mean

levels of intrinsic motivation between groups of regular and exceptional

students.
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1. ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN EXCEPTIONAL STUDENTS’

INTRINSIC MOTIVATION AND ACHIEVEMENT
As has been found with non-exceptional students, there appear to be clear

benefits for students with mental retardation in being intrinsically

motivated. That is, in general, an intrinsic orientation is associated with

adaptive patterns of engagement and achievement. A review of studies of

students with mental retardation indicated that intrinsic motivation is

associated positively with achievement (Switzky, 1999). Furthermore,

Switzky found that the intrinsic orientation of these students was related

even more strongly to achievement than it was for students of average

intelligence; ‘‘the eVects of motivational orientation intensified as the

intellectual ability levels of the students decreased’’ (Switzky, 1999, p. 78).

Perhaps partly accounting for the association between intrinsic motivation

and achievement, intrinsic motivation is related positively to eVort for people

with mental retardation (Zewdie, 1995, in Switzky, 1999). Specifically, those

individuals who were more intrinsically motivated completed more tasks

and worked longer than those who were less intrinsically motivated.

Similar to the research of students with mental retardation, a review of

studies that investigated the motivation of students with learning disabilities

concluded that intrinsic motivation is related strongly to their academic

achievement (Dev, 1998). Some researchers (e.g., Adelman & Chaney, 1982)

have suggested that the underachievement of children with learning

disabilities is caused in part by them having an extrinsic motivational

orientation. However, not all research has supported that view; Reeve and

Loper (1983) found no significant correlation between the motivational

orientation and academic achievement of children with learning disabilities.

There have been fewer studies examining the intrinsic motivation

of students with behavior disorders. Schultz and Switzky (1993) found

that for students with behavior disorders being intrinsically, rather than

extrinsically, oriented was related significantly to both their reading

comprehension and math achievement. However, there was no significant

eVect of motivational orientation for the students without disabilities. The

researchers suggested that having an intrinsic focus may help to compensate

for emotional problems, whereas an extrinsic focus may further intensify

their negative eVects on achievement.
2. COMPARISONS BETWEEN EXCEPTIONAL AND

NON-EXCEPTIONALSTUDENTS’ INTRINSICMOTIVATION
In contrast to the rather consistent findings that an intrinsic orientation to

school work is related positively to achievement for exceptional students,

there is considerable discrepancy in the research about whether or not
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these students tend to have lower levels of intrinsic motivation than

non-exceptional students.

A few studies have compared the intrinsic motivation of students with

learning disabilities with that of students without disabilities. The results

have been somewhat mixed. For example, Wilson and David (1994)

compared the mean intrinsic motivation score for a sample of learning-

disabled students with the scale’s mean, taken from the published norms

calculated for students without disabilities. They found that, on average,

students with learning disabilities were significantly less intrinsically

motivated than the students without disabilities. However, Fulk, Brigham,

and Lohman (1998) found no diVerence in mean level intrinsic motivation

among groups of students with learning disabilities, behavior disorders, and

students without disabilities.
3. EFFECTS OF REWARDS ON INTRINSIC MOTIVATION
In addition to the evidence of positive perceptions and behaviors

associated with intrinsic motivation, there is considerable research indicat-

ing that the use of extrinsic rewards often undermines intrinsic motivation

(e.g., Deci et al., 1999; Lepper et al., 1973). According to Deci and Ryan,

tangible extrinsic incentives or rewards (e.g., gold stars, grades, money) are

perceived by individuals as controlling, and consequently decrease students’

sense of autonomy and intrinsic motivation (Deci et al., 2001).

Nevertheless, despite the known eVects of extrinsic incentives on intrinsic

motivation, special educators often use extrinsic rewards to motivate

exceptional children to engage in targeted behaviors. For example, token

economies and response-cost programs often are used to modify behaviors

of mentally retarded individuals (e.g., Chen, 1990; Sisson & Dixon, 1986),

learning-disabled individuals (e.g., Salend & Henry, 1981; Salend & Lamb,

1986), and even individuals with behavior disorders (e.g., Comaty et al.,

2001). Interestingly, special education research, for the most part, has

not focused on potential detrimental eVects of extrinsic motivators.

Whereas a host of studies suggest that extrinsic rewards can eVectively be

used to modify behaviors in exceptional populations, research to date has

not examined or considered the potential detrimental eVects of such

practices.

An intrinsic motivation approach to conceptualizing students’ motivation

appears to be most popular within special education. However, there are

many other theoretical approaches used currently by researchers in

educational psychology that are expanding and enriching the understanding

of regular students’ motivation. In the following sections, we will highlight

some of those theories.
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B. Goal Theory

Goal theory addresses the purpose and meaning that individuals ascribe

to their achievement behavior. This includes considering students’ goal

orientations, or reasons for involvement in academic tasks and their

conceptions of success (Ames, 1992). People may simultaneously have

multiple reasons for their achievement-related behavior; thus, goal

orientations are independent of each other.

Research has identified two goal orientations that capture meaningful

distinctions in how individuals orient themselves to achieving competence in

the academic setting (Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996; Middleton & Midgley,

1997; Pintrich, 2000a; Skaalvik, 1997). A mastery goal orientation concerns a

focus on developing competence and gaining understanding or mastery. In

contrast, a performance goal orientation concerns a focus on demonstrating

competence. A performance-approach goal orientation concerns a focus on

gaining favorable judgments of one’s ability and a performance-avoid goal

orientation concerns a focus on avoiding negative judgments of one’s ability.

With a performance-approach goal orientation, the focus is performing

better than others and with a performance-avoid goal orientation the focus

is not performing worse than others.

These achievement goal orientations represent disparate purposes for

involvement regarding academic tasks and have been linked to diVerent

achievement-related processes. Goal orientations are conceptualized as a

precursor to achievement-related processes (i.e., why students do something

precedes whether, if, and how they actually do it) and thus are viewed

as setting in motion cognitive, aVective, and behavioral processes on any

given task.

A mastery goal orientation sets in motion adaptive achievement-related

processes for learning and achievement. With a focus on developing

competence, students are more likely to engage in tasks in a manner that

maximizes their opportunities to learn. Research has found that a mastery

goal orientation is associated with preference for challenging tasks,

persistence, adaptive learning strategies, asking for help when it is needed,

and positive aVect (see Anderman et al., 2002; Pintrich & Schunk, 2002;

Urdan, 1997, for recent reviews).

A performance-avoid goal orientation sets in motion maladaptive

achievement-related processes for learning and achievement. A focus on

demonstrating that one does not have less ability relative to others has been

linked to self-handicapping, a disorganized approach to studying, use of

more surface and less deep processing strategies, lack of persistence,

avoidance of help seeking, anxiety, and lower exam performance (Elliot

et al., 1999; Middleton & Midgley, 1997; Urdan et al., 2002).
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Research on a performance-approach goal orientation does not provide a

clear picture regarding achievement-related processes as the mastery or

performance-avoid goal orientations. There seems to be both the potential

for adaptive and maladaptive achievement-related processes. On the one

hand, a performance-approach goal orientation has been linked with

increased eVort and persistence while studying for an exam (Elliot et al.,

1999), eYcacy (Bong, 2001; Pajares, Britner, and Valiante 2000; Skaalvik,

1997; Wolters et al., 1996, study 1; and Middleton & Midgley, 1997 and

Pajares et al., 2000, study 2) and high exam performance (Harackiewicz

et al., 2002; although this is less consistent with younger students). On the

other hand, a performance-approach goal orientation has been associated

with a disorganized approach to studying, surface level processing strategies

(Elliot et al., 1999), and avoidance of help seeking (Middleton & Midgley,

1997; Ryan & Pintrich, 1997; Ryan et al., 1997).
1. COMPARISONS BETWEEN EXCEPTIONAL

AND NON-EXCEPTIONAL STUDENTS’

GOAL ORIENTATIONS
There has been very little research within goal theory with exceptional

students. However, the few studies that have compared the goal orientations

of students with learning disabilities with those of regular students found no

diVerence in the average level of mastery orientation (Anderman & Young,

1994; Pintrich et al., 1994).

After comparing the means of students with and without learning

disabilities on diVerent measures, Pintrich and his colleagues (1994)

investigated how a range of motivation constructs, including mastery goals,

tended to cluster with metacognition and comprehension across all students.

They found three diVerent profiles: (1) high motivation, metacognition, and

comprehension; (2) high motivation but low metacognition and comprehen-

sion; and (3) low motivation and moderate metacognition and comprehen-

sion. The second cluster—high motivation but low metacognition and

comprehension—was comprised only of students with learning disabilities.

However, interestingly, there were learning-disabled students in all three

clusters. That is, some students had profiles that resembled students without

disabilities, whereas others’ profiles were significantly diVerent and

somewhat less adaptive. This finding suggests that motivational issues are

not necessarily equivalent for all students who fit a specific special education

profile. Indeed, just as individual diVerences in motivation are evident in

non-exceptional populations, they also are evident among exceptional

students.
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C. Expectancy-Value Theory

Another theory of achievement motivation is expectancy-value theory

(Eccles, 1983; Wigfield, 1994). This theory posits that students’ motivation is

influenced by both their expectancy of success in a task or subject and by

their valuing of the task or subject.

Expectancy involves perceptions of one’s competence or ability and also

confidence regarding future success, or self-eYcacy (Eccles & Wigfield,

2002). Students’ current self-perceptions of ability and their self-eYcacy are

related positively to indicators of motivation (e.g., eVort, persistence,

choosing challenging tasks), learning-related behaviors (e.g., problem-

solving, use of cognitive and self-regulatory learning strategies), adaptive

beliefs (e.g., increased value for academics), and achievement (Anderman

et al., 2001; Bandura, 1993; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Zimmerman, 2000).

Self-eYcacy is also related negatively to anxiety (Bandura, 1993).

Eccles and Wigfield (2002; Wigfield & Eccles, 1992) refer to four diVerent

types of value. Importance refers to the attainment value or personal

significance of the task or activity; intrinsic value is the enjoyment and

interest the individual experiences when doing the task or activity;

utility value concerns the usefulness of the task or activity for the individual

in light of future goals; and cost refers to perceptions of negative aspects

of involvement with the task. There has been considerable research that

has shown that students’ valuing of academic subjects is related to the

choices they make (Wigfield & Eccles, 1992) and to other motivational

beliefs (Anderman et al., 2001). When students report valuing learning

about a subject, they tend to also report use of cognitive and self-regulatory

learning strategies (Krapp et al., 1992; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990). Value is

also associated with achievement, no doubt due to the mediating role of

deep processing strategies (Schiefele et al., 1992).

One of the most important findings in the research on expectancies and

values concerns the predictive nature of these constructs. Specifically, in

longitudinal studies, research demonstrates that expectancy beliefs are

predictive of achievement, whereas values are predictive of choice (e.g.,

enrollment in specific courses in the future) (Eccles, 1983; Wigfield & Eccles,

1992).
1. COMPARISONS BETWEEN EXCEPTIONAL AND

NON-EXCEPTIONAL STUDENTS’ EXPECTANCIES

AND VALUES
Perhaps not surprisingly, some studies have indicated that students with

learning disabilities tend to perceive their academic competence as lower

than students without learning disabilities (e.g., Anderman & Young, 1994;



toward inclusion across disciplines 203
Bear, Minke, & Manning, 2002; Frederickson & Jacobs, 2001; Grolnick &

Ryan, 1990). However, this is not unequivocal; Pintrich and colleagues

(1994) found similar mean levels of self-eYcacy for students with and

without learning disabilities.

There has been very little research about exceptional students’ value

beliefs regarding academics. Anderman and Young (1994) found no

significant diVerence between students with and without learning disabilities

in their beliefs about the value of learning science. Although Wilson and

David (1994) did not refer to a value framework, the Motivation for

Schooling scale they used involves values in that it is concerned with

students’ views of the importance of school and their willingness to

participate in school. They found that the scores of the students with

learning disabilities were not significantly diVerent from the published

norms of the measure, created from samples of students with average

achievement. On the basis of the limited evidence, therefore, it appears that

exceptional students tend to value schoolwork as much as non-exceptional

students do. In an interesting view of value, however, Fulk et al. (1998)

asked students about the degree to which they agreed that the purpose of

school is to prepare them for jobs that result in wealth and luxuries. They

found that students with learning disabilities endorsed this view to a greater

extent than either students with behavior disorders or non-exceptional

students.
D. Social Motivation

There has been growing interest among motivation researchers in the

association between the academic and social domains of students’ lives.

School success does not only involve academics; schools and classrooms are

inherently social places, and students approach their work in the presence of

many peers. There has been increasing attention, therefore, to understand-

ing how relationships with others at school are associated with students’

achievement motivation. Rather than being a separate theory of motivation,

however, there have been diVerent approaches to considering social

motivation. Some approaches have involved elaborating on existing

motivation theories, incorporating the social domain into them. Other

approaches have focused on constructs that are used more commonly in

psychology to understand adjustment, such as perceptions of support or

belonging. In general, however, research addressing social motivation has

indicated that students’ perceptions about their relationships with both

peers and teachers have significant implications for adaptive patterns of

motivation and engagement (e.g., Juvonen & Wentzel, 1996; Patrick et al.,

2002).
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1. SOCIAL GOALS
Some researchers (e.g., Anderman, 1999b; Wentzel, 1989) have examined

diVerent social goals that students may pursue in relation to learning-related

outcomes. Wanting to be socially responsible and meet the formal social

demands of the classroom (social responsibility goal) is related to positive

learning-related beliefs, including academic eYcacy (Patrick et al., 1997),

increased mastery goal orientation (Anderman & Anderman, 1999), positive

aVect at school (Anderman, 1999a), and to grades (Wentzel, 1989). Wanting

to form close relationships with peers (social relationship goal) is associated

with positive aVect at school (Anderman, 1999a) and also with increased

performance-approach goal orientation (Anderman & Anderman, 1999).

A goal of wanting visibility and high social status is related to more negative

beliefs and behaviors, including increased performance-approach goal

orientation (Anderman & Anderman, 1999) and reports of not asking for

help with schoolwork when help is needed (Ryan et al., 1997).

More recently researchers have examined achievement goal orientations

in the social domain (Ryan et al., 2004). A social mastery goal orientation

concerns a focus on developing positive, supportive relationships. A social

performance-approach goal orientation concerns a focus on demonstrating

social desirability and gaining positive judgments from others. A social

performance-avoid goal orientation concerns a focus on demonstrating that

one is not socially undesirable and not doing anything to incur negative

judgments from others. These social goal orientations relate to students’

social adjustment in a similar manner to how academic goal orientations

relate to academic adjustment. A social mastery goal orientation is

positively associated, whereas a social performance-avoid orientation is

negatively associated, with social adjustment (i.e., self-esteem, social

satisfaction). In the social domain, the eVect of performance-approach

goals seems to depend on the level of social mastery goals. Ryan et al. (2004)

found no eVect of performance-approach goals on students’ self-esteem and

social satisfaction if social mastery goals were high. However, if social

mastery goals were low, performance-approach goals had a positive eVect.

Thus, a social performance-approach goal orientation does not have any

additional benefits beyond a mastery goal orientation, but it can compensate

for the lack of a mastery goal orientation.
2. SOCIAL EFFICACY
Students’ confidence in their ability to interact eVectively with others,

or social self-eYcacy, is related to their beliefs about school and academics.

Relationships with peers and with teachers are diVerent in nature (Hartup,

1989) and, therefore, students need diVerent knowledge and behaviors
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(e.g., knowing and following diVerent social norms and rules) for each type

of relationship. Accordingly, self-eYcacy with peers and with teachers are

associated independently with academic outcomes.

Perceived eYcacy for relating positively and satisfactorily with peers is

associated with self-eYcacy for school work (Patrick et al., 1997). This is

believed to be, in part, because peers serve as potential sources of

instrumental help with schoolwork, and a belief that one can ask for

clarification of instructions, help with specific tasks, or general reassurance

that what one is doing is correct bolsters confidence in learning. Students

who feel confident relating to their teachers also report feeling eYcacious

about their ability to learn and succeed academically (Patrick et al., 1997).

The association between academic eYcacy and a positive teacher-student

relationship is arguably because communicating eVectively with the teacher

inspires confidence that students will receive maximum support and

assistance when necessary, and thus lessens anxiety and facilitates learning

and achievement. Feeling confident relating to the teacher is associated also

with students’ self-regulated learning, and associated negatively with

disruptive behavior in that teacher’s class (Ryan & Patrick, 2001).
3. PERCEPTIONS OF SUPPORT
Perceptions of support may come from either teachers or peers. Both are

uniquely associated with student motivation. Teacher support refers to

students’ beliefs that their teachers care about them, and value and establish

personal relationships with them (Fraser & Fisher, 1982; Trickett & Moos,

1973). There are positive associations between perceptions of teacher

support and students’ adaptive motivational beliefs and engagement

behaviors. For example, when students view their teachers as supportive

they report higher levels of interest, valuing, eVort, and enjoyment in their

schoolwork (Fraser & Fisher, 1982; Midgley et al., 1989; Trickett & Moos,

1974), a more positive academic self-concept (Felner et al., 1985), and

greater expectancies for success (Goodenow, 1993). Further, support from

teachers is related to how students feel about themselves, including their

general self esteem (Felner et al., 1985). Perceiving teachers as supportive is

also related positively to asking for help with school work when needed

(Newman & Schwager, 1993), use of self-regulated learning strategies (Ryan

& Patrick, 2001), and a desire to comply with classroom rules (Wentzel,

1994); it is related negatively to absenteeism (Moos & Moos, 1978) and

disruptiveness in the classroom (Ryan & Patrick, 2001).

Students may also perceive support from classmates, believing that other

students care about them and will help them, whether instrumentally,

socially, or emotionally. Because peer relationships involve reciprocity and
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similar levels of power (Hartup, 1989), support from classmates comprises a

diVerent type of support than that from teachers. However, both types of

support are important for students. Peer support is related to students’

desire to behave responsibly in the classroom (Cauce et al., 1982; Wentzel,

1994). Arguably similar to peer support, students’ perception of cohesion or

aYliation within the classroom is related positively to their liking and

interest of academics, satisfaction with school, and achievement (Goh et al.,

1995; Trickett & Moos, 1974). Conversely, a perception of friction or

unfriendliness among students is related negatively to those outcomes (Goh

et al., 1995; Haertel et al., 1981).

The research reviewed here has been conducted with non-exceptional

students. However we believe that relationships in the classroom are also

vital to the motivation and learning of exceptional students. Furthermore,

there are additional socialization and relationship factors associated with

students who have mental retardation or learning disabilities, and these are

likely to aVect their achievement motivation as well.
4. SOCIAL RELATIONSHIPS OF EXCEPTIONAL STUDENTS
Research has yet to address the social motivation of exceptional students,

including associations with motivation for learning and achievement-related

outcomes. However, this is likely to be a very fruitful area of investigation,

as it continues to be for regular students. There are additional factors related

to the social perceptions and experiences of exceptional students that may

need to be taken into consideration. Students with learning disabilities tend

to have lower perceptions of their social competence compared to students

without disabilities (Bear et al., 2002). They, in addition to students with

mental retardation, tend also to have poor social skills, including perceiving

others’ intentions, social problem-solving, and responding appropriately

non-verbally or verbally (Vaughn et al., 2001). Consequently, they are

more likely to experience social diYculties with peers at school, including

rejection and low peer acceptance, compared to non-exceptional students

(Gresham & MacMillan, 1997; Haager & Vaughn, 1995; La Greca, 1987).

Relatedly, some research suggests that exceptional students who are

included at times in regular classrooms are disliked by the regular status

students (Sale & Carey, 1995). Extending this finding, however, Haager and

Vaughn (1995) compared the social status of students with learning

disabilities in regular classes to students with either low achievement or

average to high achievement. They found no significant diVerences between

the learning disabled and low achievement students, although both groups

of students were less known and less liked than the average to high achieving

students. The researchers suggested that students’ reactions may have been

in part because of their poor achievement, rather than their social skills.
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Nevertheless, the attitudes of non-exceptional students in the regular

classrooms toward exceptional students can be improved if those students

are prepared for the inclusion of exceptional peers (e.g., York et al., 1992).

Of interest is the finding in one study that learning-disabled students in self-

contained classes had better social and emotional adjustment than similar

students in regular classes (Schmidt, 2000). In line with these findings,

Vaughn and her colleagues (2001) have suggested that educational

placement decisions for students with learning disabilities should consider

factors involving the social domain.

The higher incidence of peer relationship diYculties for exceptional

students may mean that the teacher-student relationship plays a particularly

vital role in supporting motivation. There is considerable evidence that

students with mental retardation or learning disabilities tend to be more

reliant on teacher direction and feedback than non-disabled students (Silon

& Harter, 1985). However, there are factors that may make it diYcult for

students with disabilities to maintain positive relationships with their

teachers. A review of studies addressing the social relationships of children

with learning disabilities found that these students tend to receive more

negative attention from teachers, and also be ignored by teachers more

often, relative to students without learning disabilities (La Greca, 1987).

However, some research contradicts those summaries. For example, Moore

and Simpson (1983) conducted an observational study of self-contained

special education classes and regular classes in which they compared teacher

and peer classroom interactions of students with and without disabilities.

They found that students with learning disabilities and those with behavior

disorders engaged in a significantly greater proportion of disruptive,

negative statements with their teacher, compared to students without

disabilities. Interestingly, there were no diVerences in the proportion of

negative comments between students with learning disabilities and those

with behavior disorders. Despite the greater occurrence of negative

verbalizations made by students, the study found no diVerences between

teachers of special education and of regular classes in the proportions of

positive verbalizations they made. This finding was supported by another

observational study that found that teachers’ instructional interactions did

not diVer for students with and without learning disabilities in their class

(Parker et al., 1989).
E. Summary

In summary, researchers in educational psychology currently use a

number of theories to investigate and explain students’ motivation for

academics. Although these theories are in many ways quite similar, each
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deals with specific and somewhat unique aspects of the motivation equation.

For example, intrinsic motivation theories deal with the types of incentives

used to motivate students, goal theory examines the reasons why students

engage in various academic tasks, and expectancy-value theory is concerned

with the eVects of self-perceptions of ability and achievement values on both

choices and achievement. Although all of these theories have been

incorporated into some research with exceptional students, the work is

nascent, and most studies involving these populations has been limited in

that it has only utilized one motivational perspective at a time. Thus, being

mindful of the value of investigating exceptional students’ motivation in

terms of current and dominant motivational theories, we sought to include

students in self-contained special education classes in a recent research

project; ordinarily we would have collected data only from students in

regular classes. We discuss our eVorts and findings in the following section.
IV. MOTIVATION OF EARLY ADOLESCENTS IN SPECIAL

EDUCATION CLASSES
The larger research project addressed sixth grade students’ perceptions

and beliefs about a range of motivation constructs, and associations with

measures of engagement. Therefore, in addition to administering surveys to

students in regular classes, we created slightly shorter versions of the survey

for use with the students in the self-contained special classes. We chose a

smaller number of constructs to ask the exceptional students; these included

mastery and performance goal orientations, value for school work, and

perceptions of teacher support. We also included a measure of positive

engagement (eVort for school work) and a measure of negative engagement

(disruptive classroom behavior).

One objective was to investigate whether the constructs and measures that

we had used in other studies with early adolescents in regular classrooms

could also be used with students at the same grade level who had been

diagnosed with significant learning-related disabilities. That is, given the

barriers that we discussed at the beginning of this chapter, could these

exceptional students respond to our measures reliably and in a manner that

indicated understanding and validity? Our second objective was to examine

the descriptive information regarding the exceptional students’ reported

motivation and engagement and, in the tradition of previous research, to

compare the means with those of the non-exceptional students. This allowed

us to compare the findings with similar previous research, in part to

address validity of the measures. However, we also sought to move

beyond addressing mean level diVerences, to consider associations among
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motivation and engagement. More specifically, we were interested in

investigating whether the motivation measures were associated with

engagement in the same way for the exceptional students as they are for

the students in regular classes (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002).

We collected data from 50 students (14 girls, 36 boys) in seven self-

contained special education classes within three elementary schools.

According to school records, all students were classified as learning

disabled. In addition to their learning-disabled classification, 16 of those

students were identified as behaviorally disordered, 4 also had emotional

impairments, and 2 also had physical disabilities.

We could not administer the survey to students as whole classes, as we did

with the regular classes. Instead we were faced with many of the challenges

we referred to in the opening section of this chapter, including concerns that

students understood the questions and also maintained attention through-

out the process. Therefore, the students in the special education classrooms

were given a shorter version of the survey than the regular students received;

some measures were omitted and others were shortened by one or two items.

Both groups of students responded to the items on a 5-point scale.

Additionally, the students in special education classes took the survey either

individually or in small groups of between two and five students, depending

on the teachers’ recommendations. Perhaps due in part to these eVorts, the

data we collected from the students in special education classes mostly

formed scales with acceptable internal consistency. Thus, we found that

despite requiring greater time and more individualized attention to

administer the items, early adolescent exceptional students can respond

reliably to the same measures of motivation that are used frequently with

regular students.

Because we were interested in comparing the responses of the exceptional

students with those of students in regular classes, we created a similarly-

sized comparison group by randomly selecting 52 students from those who

were not receiving special education services. We present here some of our

preliminary findings about student motivation and engagement behavior.

We sought to first examine the mean levels of the various measures for

students in special education classes and for students in regular classes.

These are shown in Table I. We found that students in the two groups did

not diVer in measures of performance goal orientation, value of school

work, perceived teacher support, eVort, or disruptive behavior. However,

students in special education classes reported being more mastery goal

oriented (M ¼ 4.32) than students in regular classes (M ¼ 3.93, p < 0.05).

These findings are similar to those from others studies, in that we found

few mean level diVerences in measures of motivation and disruptive

behavior between the exceptional and non-exceptional students. It was



TABLE I

Means and Group DiFFerences for Measures of Motivation,

Teacher Relationship, and Engagement

Non-Exceptional

Students (n ¼ 52)

Exceptional

Students (n ¼ 50) t Statistic

Mastery goal orientation 3.93 4.32 2.29*

Performance goal orientation 3.81 3.77 0.13

Value 3.83 3.80 0.20

Teacher support 3.79 3.99 0.96

EVort in academics 4.12 4.17 0.27

Disruptive behavior 2.76 3.02 �1.21

Note: Items scored on a 1–5 scale. *p< 0.05.
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interesting to note that, in contrast to concern that students receiving

special education are less intrinsically motivated, the exceptional students in

our sample reported on average a greater mastery orientation than

non-exceptional students in regular classes.

We next investigated whether patterns of associations among the

measures of motivation, teacher relationship, and disruptiveness diVered

between the two groups of students. To do this we examined the correlations

separately for both groups; these are presented in Table II.

Many of the relations were similar for both groups. Mastery and

performance goal orientations were not correlated with each other,

consistent with theory and other research (Midgley et al., 1998). Students’

mastery goal orientation was correlated positively with value beliefs,

perceptions of teacher support, and eVort for academics. Thus, students

who were focused on doing their work for improving their skills and

intrinsic reasons were more likely to report valuing school, positive teacher

relationships, and putting eVort into their school work. Students’

performance goal orientation was not related significantly to any of the

other measures.

Value for one’s schoolwork was associated positively with teacher support

and eVort for both groups of students. Thus, good relationships with one’s

teachers and trying hard in school tend to be associated with a belief that the

work in school is both useful and interesting. Teacher support was related

positively to eVort for both groups of students, indicating that when

students perceive that their teacher cares about them they are more likely to

try hard in school.

Because we were interested in investigating whether the pattern of

correlations among variables diVered significantly for the two groups of

students, we conducted Fisher’s Z-score transformations. There were several



TABLE II

Correlations Among Measures of Motivation,

Teacher Relationship, and Engagement

1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Mastery goal orientation — 0.20 0.83{ 0.50{ 0.60{ �0.37{

2. Performance goal orientation 0.26 — 0.07 0.19 0.12 0.07

3. Value 0.55{ 0.08 — 0.41{ 0.54{ �0.41{

4. Teacher support 0.42{ 0.28 0.41{ — 0.15 �0.36*

5. EVort in academics 0.35* 0.29 0.46{ 0.33* — �0.62{

6. Disruptive behavior 0.03 �0.22 �0.02 0.17 �0.29* —

Note: Correlations for exceptional students are shown below the diagonal and correlations

for non-exceptional education students are shown above the diagonal. *p < 0.05; {p < 0.01.
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significant diVerences between the two groups. First, whereas the direction

of the relationship regarding a mastery goal orientation and value for school

work was similar for both groups, the magnitude was significantly diVerent

(Z ¼ 2.87, p < 0.01). Mastery goal orientation and value were associated

more strongly for students in regular classes (r ¼ 0.83, p < 0.01) than for

students in special education classes (r ¼ 0.55, p < 0.01).

There were interesting diVerences between the two student groups in

terms of the pattern of relations regarding disruptive behavior and the

motivation, social relationship, and eVort measures. Specifically, correl-

ations between disruptive behavior and mastery goal orientation, value

for schoolwork, teacher support, and eVort were significantly diVerent

for students in special education classes and students in regular classes

(Zs ¼ �2.05, �2.69, and �2.09, respectively). In general, students in regular

classes who reported being disruptive showed a maladaptive profile, whereas

those in special education classes did not. Students in regular classes who

reported getting into trouble for their conduct tended to be the students with

a low mastery goal orientation (r ¼ �0.37, p < 0.01), low value for school

work (r ¼ �0.41, p < 0.01), and who perceived their teacher as less

supportive (r ¼ �0.36, p < 0.05), compared to less disruptive students. In

contrast, disruptive behavior was not associated with a mastery goal

orientation (r ¼ 0.03, p > 0.05), value (r ¼ �0.02, p > 0.05), or teacher

support (r ¼ 0.17, p > 0.05) for students in special education classes. Thus,

students in special education classes who reported getting into trouble for

their conduct in class were neither more or less likely to report maladaptive

motivational beliefs and teacher relationships than those who did not. The

direction of the relation between disruptive behavior and eVort for school

work was similar for both groups. The correlation, however, was stronger
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for students in regular (r ¼ �0.62, p < 0.01), compared to special education

(r ¼ �0.29, p < 0.05; Z ¼ 2.09, p < 0.05), classes. Thus, all students

who reported being disruptive in class were less likely to report high eVort,

but the association was much stronger for students in regular education

classes.
A. Summary

In summary, we found that researchers can reliably measure important

motivational constructs with exceptional students in self-contained classes,

albeit with some accommodations during survey administration. This is an

important finding that may encourage further, and much-needed, research

that combines a focus on exceptional students and current approaches to

conceptualizing motivation. In examining the descriptive data, we found

that the exceptional students in self-contained classes and the non-

exceptional students in regular classes reported mostly very similar levels,

on average, of motivation and engagement. The only diVerence was that the

exceptional students reported greater mastery orientation. Of greatest

interest, however, was the finding that the pattern of correlations among

motivation and engagement measures diVered significantly for both groups

of students. Specifically, being disruptive in class was associated with

maladaptive motivational beliefs and perceiving lower levels of teacher

support for non-exceptional students. This was not the case, however, for

the exceptional students, many of whom were classified as having behavior

disorders. For example, their disruptiveness was not accompanied by low

value for school work or a low focus on learning and understanding. This

finding illustrates the usefulness of going beyond comparing mean levels of

motivation for diVerent groups of students, and suggests the necessity of

considering the process—how motivation is related to other important

outcomes, and what factors may be associated with that process.

The finding that the exceptional students in our study were more mastery-

oriented than the non-exceptional students in regular classes is intriguing,

particularly given the general concern that exceptional students tend to

have low intrinsic motivation. This finding suggests the need to examine

the educational context, including instructional practices of special

education teachers. The motivation theories that we have presented thus

far involve an individual diVerences perspective. That is, they assume that

motivation is ‘within the individual.’ There is growing evidence, however,

that the classroom context contributes powerfully to students’ motivation

beliefs and engagement behaviors. We review this research in the following

section.
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V. THE CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT AND

STUDENT MOTIVATION
A focus of motivational research within educational psychology that is

currently and especially active involves investigating the role of the

educational context with respect to student motivation (e.g., Anderman &

Anderman, 2000). An increasing body of research indicates that teachers’

practices and how they are perceived by students are related strongly to

students’ adaptive (or maladaptive) achievement-related perceptions,

beliefs, and behaviors (e.g., Patrick et al., 2003; Ryan et al., 1998; Turner

et al., 1998, 2002). Furthermore, there is considerable evidence that how

students perceive their classroom in terms of the social interactions and

relationships aVorded is also associated with their adaptive motivation

and engagement in school work (e.g., Ryan & Patrick, 2001). To understand

students’ motivation, therefore, we must attend to diVerent messages that

are conveyed in the classroom about schoolwork and social relationships.
A. Classroom Goal Structures

An integral aspect of goal theory is the assumption that students’

motivation is influenced not only by their individual personal dispositions

and beliefs but by their environment, including classroom practices (Ames,

1992; Maehr & Anderman, 1993). Classroom practices are believed to

contribute to creating motivational environments that emphasize diVerent

goal orientations. Thus, classroom environments are considered with re-

spect to the purposes and meanings that are communicated to, and per-

ceived by, students for engaging in academic tasks (i.e., the classroom goal

structures).

A classroom mastery goal structure conveys a perception that students’

learning and understanding, in contrast to mere memorization, are valued

and that success is accompanied by eVort and indicated by personal

improvement. Classrooms that are perceived as being mastery-focused are

most adaptive. Students’ perceptions that their teacher emphasizes a

mastery orientation have been related significantly to a personal mastery

goal orientation (Midgley et al., 1995). These students also tend to use more

eVective learning strategies (Ames & Archer, 1988), use more positive coping

strategies after experiencing failure (Kaplan & Midgley, 1999), and report

more positive aVect in school (Anderman, 1999a). Additionally, classrooms

that are perceived as being mastery-focused have the lowest rates of

maladaptive student behavior, such as not asking for help when it is needed,

cheating, and being disruptive (Kaplan et al., 2002; Murdock et al., 2001;

Ryan et al., 1998; Turner et al., 2002).
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A classroom performance goal structure conveys to students that learning is

predominantly a means of achieving extrinsic rewards, and that success

is indicated by outperforming others or surpassing normative standards

(Ames, 1992). Students’ perceptions of their classroom as having a

performance goal structure have been associated with a personal performance

goal orientation (Midgley et al., 1995) and maladaptive beliefs and behaviors.

For example, they tend to use maladaptive coping styles after experiencing

failure (Kaplan & Midgley, 1999) and report more negative aVect at school

(Anderman, 1999a). Additionally, classrooms that are perceived as being

performance-focused are likely to have the highest rates of avoidance

behaviors, such as not asking for help when it is needed, self-handicapping,

cheating, and being disruptive (Anderman et al., 1998; Kaplan, Gheen, and

Midgley, 2002; Ryan et al., 1998; Urdan et al., 1998). Furthermore, students

whose teachers reported using performance-oriented instructional practices,

such as emphasizing the highest test scores and identifying students who

scored highest, tended to experience decreases in value for reading and

mathematics, even after controlling for prior levels of value beliefs (Anderman

et al., 2001).
B. Encouragement Of Task-Related Interaction

Students’ involvement in interactions about academic tasks, including

asking or answering questions, making suggestions, giving explanations,

justifying reasoning, and participating in discussions, is related to their

learning and achievement (e.g., Cohen, 1994; Webb & Palincsar, 1996).

Additionally, however, students’ perceptions that they are given opportun-

ities to participate actively during lessons, and are encouraged to interact

with classmates in the pursuit of understanding, are likely to be associated

with their motivation. For example, interaction opportunities may foster

students’ feelings of confidence or eYcacy, sustain interest, and support a

willingness to persevere with the task when experiencing diYculty or

frustration. Students’ perception that the teacher encourages them to be

actively involved in lessons and participate in discussions is related to their

liking and interest of school and specific subject areas (Fraser & Fisher,

1982; Trickett & Moos, 1974).
C. Encouragement Of Mutual Respect

A focus on mutual respect among students involves a perception that the

teacher expects all students to value one another and the contributions they

make to classroom life, and will not allow students to make fun of others.

Classroom environments that are perceived as respectful are likely to be
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ones in which students can focus on understanding tasks, without having

their attention diverted by concern about what others might think or say if

they are incorrect or experience diYculty. Respectful environments are also

most conducive to student problem-solving, cognitive risk-taking, and

conceptual understanding (Cohen, 1994; De Lisi & Golbeck, 1999).

Consistent with these expectations, a perception that the teacher promotes

respect in the classroom is related positively to increased academic eYcacy

and more self-regulated learning relative to the previous year (Ryan &

Patrick, 2001). Additionally, classrooms perceived by students as most

respectful have lowest rates of avoidance behaviors, compared to

classrooms perceived as less respectful (Patrick et al., 2003).
D. Role Of Classroom Environment For Exceptional

Students’ Motivation

As a logical expansion of the research we have presented about classroom

environments, it would appear to be valuable for researchers to also

consider teachers’ instructional practices within, and the motivational and

social environments of, classrooms in which exceptional students partici-

pate. There is clearly a need to extend the research on the role of the

classroom environment for student motivation and engagement to include

self-contained special education classes and classrooms that have students

with special needs.

Greater consideration of the classroom environment may help researchers

to interpret some of the apparent contradictory findings in the special

education field. That is, inconsistencies among diVerent studies regarding

exceptional students’ motivation may reflect to some extent diVerences in

their educational environments, rather than inherent diVerences ‘about the

student’ that lead them to be, for example, less intrinsically motivated than

non-exceptional students. For example, research involving exceptional

students has indicated that many of their achievement-related beliefs and

behaviors may be attributable to prior experiences, such as the type of

feedback they have received from teachers or parents (Olkinuora & Salonen,

1992; Vauras et al., 1992).

In an article published in a learning disabilities journal, Adelman and

Taylor (1990), suggested that students’ disruptive behavior in class may be

related to them experiencing low levels of intrinsic motivation. They

suggested that if teachers engaged in practices that promoted students’

intrinsic motivation they would experience less misbehavior from those

students. Interestingly, as we reported in the previous section, research on

classroom goal structures has found a very similar association in a number
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of studies involving non-exceptional students. That is, students tend to

report engaging in less disruptiveness in classrooms they perceive as having

a high, compared to low, mastery goal structure (Kaplan et al., 2002; Patrick

et al., 2003).
VI. DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
It appears that most of the research that has been conducted thus far

about the motivation of exceptional students has been largely descriptive

and comparative. That is, the research seems to have focused on mean levels

of motivational constructs for diVerent groups of exceptionalities, and on

comparing them with one another and with non-exceptional students. This

research can answer questions regarding in what ways students with

diVerent types of disabilities are on average similar to, and diVerent from,

other types of students. While informative, it appears time to ask the next

level of questions. We need to consider processes that relate motivational

beliefs to learning. For example, are the motivational beliefs of exceptional

students associated with learning-related behaviors, and with achievement,

in the same way as they are for non-exceptional students? What do

diVerences and non-diVerences in average motivation among groups mean?

Is it adaptive for exceptional students to express the same kinds and levels of

beliefs as their non-exceptional peers? Should educators be directing their

eVorts to increasing or decreasing these perceptions or beliefs, to bring them

in line with those expressed by regular students? These latter questions are

probably best suited to cross-disciplinary research, involving active

collaborations of both special education and motivation researchers.

Furthermore, as mentioned in the previous section, research that

considers factors associated with classroom motivational environments is

sorely needed. Conducting research within theories of motivation that

consider both individual diVerences and educational environments aVords a

valuable opportunity for greater integration between the fields of special

education and educational psychology. Such a focus necessarily integrates

the two fields because it focuses on the similarities in motivational needs

shared by exceptional and non-exceptional students, while also identifying

specific approaches that are beneficial to students with special needs. It

directs attention to a concern that all students engage in adaptive patterns

of motivation, engagement, and achievement when they are in classrooms

with optimal motivational environments. In all likelihood, features of

classroom environments that are optimally motivating will be similar for

students with and without special needs. This is consistent with the critique

of research regarding learning disabilities made some while ago by Deci and
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Chandler (1986). They suggested that researchers of students with learning

disabilities utilize macro-perspectives that identify ‘‘general principles of

learning and [apply] those same principles to learning-disabled children as

well as to all other children’’ (Deci & Chandler, 1986, p. 588). Furthermore,

they argued that the most appropriate macro-approach involves student

motivation.

A rare but excellent example of research that integrates both special

education and motivation, and individual diVerence and classroom context

perspectives, is a program of research addressing coping strategies and

motivation conducted by Vauras and her colleagues (1992). They found that

the kinds of feedback that teachers gave to students with learning disabilities

was associated with them becoming either more dependent on reassurance

from the teacher or more avoidant. They then developed an intervention

whereby learning-disabled students received training in adaptive cognitive

strategies and coping strategies, with the objective that they would become

more mastery-focused and less avoidant or reassurance seeking. Although

this training resulted in short-term improvements in the use of cognitive

strategies and coping responses to schoolwork, the long-term gains were

modest and there was no transfer. The researchers then turned attention to

the classroom environment. They developed an experimental intervention

that focused on teachers’ instructional practices and the psychological

environment of the classroom. This involved working with teachers over a

four-month period to identify practices and plan and implement lessons that

would help to create the most adaptive classroom motivational environ-

ments. Students exhibited more adaptive coping and learning strategies in

the intervention classrooms, but only when they also received the individual

training program. Additionally, the gains they made both persisted over

time and transferred to new situations. These results illustrate the necessity

of considering both individual and classroom level factors.

Incorporating attention to classroom environments may also involve

asking new questions. Rather than focusing on diVerences between students

with and without identified special educational needs, researchers could

investigate how well all students’ needs are met. For example, are students in

classrooms with adaptive motivational environments? What is the nature of

their relationship with the teacher? What practices lead to the most adaptive

levels and types of engagement in school work for all students? There is

evidence that many students have educational needs that are not being met

well in their regular classes but do not receive special education, perhaps

because they do not easily fit diagnostic categories. For example, Anderman

and Young (1994) found that the group of students who had the least

adaptive motivational profile were students with achievement diYculties

who were not receiving assistance; they appeared significantly worse than
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students with identified disabilities, who did not diVer from average

achieving students. After comparing students with identified learning

disabilities, low achieving students, and students with average achievement,

Grolnick and Ryan (1990, p. 183) concluded that ‘‘many of the motivational

and self-evaluative problems that children with learning disabilities have

may be . . . apparent in other children who have diYculties in learning.’’ And

although Chapman (1988) found that students with learning disabilities

maintained a negative motivational and aVective profile over the two years

they were followed, those students were not receiving any special education

services. A focus on classroom motivational environments that integrates

both special education and educational psychology would arguably assist all

students—those with and without identified disabilities.
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Research findings have documented the social isolation and exclusion

among children and adolescents with developmental disabilities (Kramer

et al., 1987), and accentuated the importance of social competence for

understanding mental retardation and to assist individuals in their eVorts

to become contributing members in their communities (Siperstein, 1992).

This body of research has reported the social diYculties of children with

developmental disabilities as measured using sociometric ratings and

through assessments from teachers (Gresham, 1986) and parents (Amidzic

et al., 2001). Even from an early age, children with developmental

disabilities have been often ignored or rejected by their peers and are less

often chosen as teammates (Guralnick, 1990; Luftig, 1988). Developing the

skills for successful interactions with peers and significant adults (teachers,

parents) can be considered one of the most important accomplishments of

childhood (Gresham, 1986). The interpersonal, social process begins soon

after birth and is influenced by within-individual variables, such as physical

abilities and cognitive impairments, and external variables, such as peer and

family member involvement and interactions (Elliott & Gresham, 1989).

These contextual conditions and other variables may change during the

developmental path of the individual. However, their gradual contribution

to the development of the subjective experience of loneliness and social

isolation has a consistent impact on the quality of life of individuals with

developmental disabilities and their future adjustment opportunities

(Siperstein, 1992).

The goals of this chapter are to examine in depth the subjective experience

of loneliness reported by children and adolescents with developmental
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disabilities as reflecting their personal distress and interpersonal diYculties,

and to identify factors that predict the positive experience of social

connectedness. This chapter will present the theoretical construct of

loneliness development within a cognitive-aVective model, detailing the

meaning of loneliness for children and adolescents with developmental

disabilities. The second part of the chapter will be devoted to the description

of the sense of coherence model and its implications for empowering

intervention programs for students with developmental disabilities.

I. DEFINITIONS

Developmental theorists have conceptualized social competence as an

organizational construct (Bierman & Welsh, 2000). Loneliness may emerge

from diVerent sources: it is commonly accepted that loneliness may

represent the unsatisfied need for intimate relationships with good friends

and/or unfulfilled expectations for belonging to a desired social group

(Weiss, 1973). This model recognizes the contributions that the child’s

characteristics, interactional partners, and contextual variables play in

determining the development, organization, and maintenance of interper-

sonal relations. Social competence involves the child’s ability to generate

and coordinate flexible adaptive responses to various interpersonal demands

and opportunities (Margalit & Efrati, 2003).

The loneliness experience may be considered a global indicator

of dissatisfaction with the quality and/or the quantity of the individual’s

social inter-relations (Asher et al., 1990). Personal and interpersonal

components may contribute to feelings of loneliness (Margalit, 1994).

Peplau and Perlman (1982) defined loneliness as the unpleasant experience

when individuals perceive a discrepancy between the desired and accom-

plished patterns of their social networks. This classic definition relates the

emotion—unpleasant or negative aVect—to the global subjective appraisal

of the social situation versus personal expectations.

It should be remembered that loneliness is not a rare human experience.

Most children experience loneliness and express their social distress occasion-

ally. Individual diVerences in loneliness descriptions may range from short-

lived feelings of alienation to a chronic and deeply negative experience of being

isolated. Research and interventions focus attention towards those children

who experience chronic loneliness. Extreme loneliness may include a

maladaptive attributional style, in which the child considers being alone as an

indicator of personal identity of incompetence and failure (Biovin & Hymel,

1997; Ladd & Burgess, 1999).
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Research has shown that children understand the meaning of loneliness.

Interviews of preschool children indicated that they knew what the term

‘‘loneliness’’ meant, and could define their experiences as representing two

diVerent components of the construct: aVective reaction—a negative mood

(‘‘feeling sad’’), and physical position—solitude (‘‘staying alone’’) (Asher

et al., 1990). Williams and Asher (1992) also showed that the students with

developmental disabilities disclosed and shared their comprehension of the

concept of loneliness, and used it appropriately for expressing their social

distress.

II. THE CONTRIBUTION OF GENETIC AND

FAMILY FACTORS

In line with the growing realization of the continuous developmental

interplay between genetic and environmental influences, and their dynamic

transactions in diVerent contexts, research shows that the same phenotype

(expressed and observed behavior) can have multiple underlying genotypes

(sources of biological influences) (Berninger, 2001). This approach is beginning

to make a significant impact on the conceptualization of development and

psychopathology, including the development of loneliness (Emde & Spicer,

2000). McGuire and CliVord (2000) explored the genetic sources of loneliness.

Their study was based on data from 275 pairs of siblings (biologically related

full-sibling pairs [including dizygotic and monozygotic twins] and biologically

unrelated pairs in adoptive families).

A significant genetic contribution predicted individual diVerences in two

measures of loneliness: children’s general feelings of loneliness and

loneliness in the school. Accumulative genetic contributions together with

specific environmental influences appeared to play important roles in the

understanding of loneliness

Following this pioneering study of heritable factors in loneliness, three

areas of further inquiry should be explored:

1. The heritable aspects in either or both directions of the loneliness

experience (the lack of positive connections and/or the negative

aspects), alienation, and social isolation;

2. The range of the aVective heritable experience—is it across the entire

continuum of possible feelings or just at the extreme levels (comparisons

between changing moods or chronic feelings of alienation)?

3. The relationship between loneliness and temperament variables—is

loneliness related to diVerent heritable temperament variables, or can

it be viewed as a unique negative aVect (McGuire & CliVord, 2000)?
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The examination of environmental contributions to the loneliness

experience in the McGuire and CliVord (2000) study revealed that the

individuals’ genetic characteristics were interacting with the ecological

conditions, and the outcomes of these interactions were depicted in diVerential

loneliness expressions for several siblings in the same family. These findings

support earlier ecological research that found links between parents’

diVerential treatment of siblings and children’s behavioral and emotional

adjustment (Dunn et al., 1990; McHale et al., 1995). Reiss and Neiderhiser

(2000) related the impact of the genetic sources with family processes,

pointing to the central role of the family social processes in mediating

genetic influences. The family process may be regarded as a final step in the

ongoing transcription of genetic influence into complex behavior and

development. Family interactions provide children with their first model of

interpersonal relations (Andersson et al., 1987). Thus, the social environ-

ment may play both a necessary and specific role in the expression of

discrete genetic influences on a wide range of behaviors. Multiple and

complex processes have been proposed to account for the interpersonal

influences in parent-child relationships, and the sources of influence are not

limited solely to parental or child factors but to the ongoing transactions

between them (Cook, 2001).

The roots of the loneliness were attributed to the conceptualization of

attachment. The study on attachment deals with the early interactive

processes in families, reflecting the quality of the emotional ties within the

mother and child unit of relations (Josselson, 1992). Studying loneliness as

the outcomes of unsatisfactory attachment relations requires consideration

of interacting factors over time, and their examination through multiple

levels (Wood et al., 2000). This developmental construct is characterized by

the dynamic transformation of normative features and individual diVer-

ences, operating at the diVerent levels of behavioral, emotional, and

representational organization (Sroufe & Sampson, 2000).

The presence of a disability within the family dynamically modifies

interactions, changing the way the family system operates (Ferguson, 2002).

Child-adult interactions are an important determinant in children’s

development, and the presence of an infant with a developmental delay in

the family may be expected to introduce changes not only to family

dynamics but also to interactional patterns and attachment style (Fraser,

1986). These changes in parent-infant interactions may stem from the

infant’s unique needs as a result of the disabilities, and from the parents’

emotional and behavioral reactions to the realization of having an infant

with special needs. To understand these changes, a transactional-ecological

model with ongoing bidirectional influences has to be considered (Maccoby,

1990), wherein children’s basic characteristics modify parental behavior and
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systemic relations within the family, as much as parents influence their

children. Within this transactional model, accepting the family as a system

which each member aVects and is aVected by others, research has examined

areas that promote or act upon children’s social inter-relations and

connectedness.

Mothers approach their newborn babies with two types of concerns:

1. the infants’ characteristics, needs, and abilities; and

2. their own competencies and priorities to fulfill the maternal roles.

These concerns are reinforced by signals from their babies, indicating to

mothers their importance to their infants. If mothers’ perceptions of the

infant’s needs are limited due to the slow development of the children, and if

the children’s increased needs for attention are not met by the mothers, due

to caretaking distress, the child may receive a limited range of shared

parent-child activities.

The recognition of the bidirectional nature of the influence, with mothers

of temperamentally diYcult preschool children reporting more psychosocial

diYculties led to understanding that mothers were more prone to anxiety

related to their competence as parents. These mothers reported that they

felt less emotionally close to their children, and that their parenting role

restricted their lives in many ways. In a recent study, Al-Yagon (2003)

explored risk factors in predicting adaptive and maladaptive functioning

among preschool children with diVerent temperaments. Children with

developmental delays and their peers were students in inclusive kindergar-

tens (age range 5 to 6.5 years) in Israel. Risk factors comprised of three

groups of measures: (1) child characteristics, (2) maternal and familial

ecological variables, and (3) child’s attachment style as described by the

mothers.

The results of this study indicated diVerent sources for the loneliness

experience. Loneliness was predicted by the attachment style only among

the group of children with developmental delay. In the group of typically

developing children, the role of the attachment style as a factor to predict

adaptation or loneliness was not substantiated. Children’s temperament

contributed directly to an insecure pattern of mother-child attachment, to

lower maternal self-confidence, and to a lower level of family cohesion. This

study indicated that children’s temperament was related to the attachment

style, and both factors predicted the development of loneliness, as measured

by the Asher et al. questionnaire (1990).

Consistent and similar trends have been identified in several earlier studies

with regard to family climate in families with children with mental retardation

(Margalit, 1994). The presence of a child with mental retardation in the
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family was related to increased parental stress and a significant decrease in the

social activities of family members (Shulman et al., 1990). In addition, family

members reported less cohesive relations among family members and lower

levels of open expression of feelings (Margalit & Raviv, 1983). Such a family

environment does not support or model close interpersonal relations. This

survey of family and genetic factors indicated the importance of personal

factors in the loneliness construct.

III. THE LONELINESS CONSTRUCT

The loneliness construct consists of two inter-related dimensions that

emerged from diVerent roots (Buchholz & Catton, 1999; Weiss, 1973):

. Emotional loneliness

. Social loneliness

Emotional loneliness refers to a deficiency in developing intimate dyadic

relations and interpersonal bonding, and has been conceptualized as

emerging from insecure attachment relations. The quality of mother-child

inter-relations was considered the source of attachment that predicts

emotional loneliness (Bowlby, 1969). The child who experiences emotional

loneliness often complains that he/she does not have ‘‘a good friend’’ (Hoza

et al., 2000).

Social loneliness reflects frustrations related to the experience of peer

rejection and an unsatisfactory peer network, and usually indicates deficits

in social comprehension skills and social interaction skills. Children who

experience social loneliness often complain that sometimes they are not

invited to participate in the peer-group activities.

IV. LONELINESS AND SOCIAL DIFFICULTIES IN

DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES

Research results consistently show that students with mental retardation

report higher levels of loneliness than their peers without disabilities (Luftig,

1988; Williams & Asher, 1992). It should be clarified that indeed loneliness

indicates a subjective stress experience, yet the study of individuals with

developmental disabilities suggest that their emotional negative experience

is often based on realistic social diYculties, resulting in their poor social

network, low social status, and peer rejection (Margalit & Ronen, 1993).
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A comparison of loneliness levels among three groups of adolescents with

disabilities: (1) students with mental retardation, (2) students with learning

disabilities, and (3) students with behavior diYculties, revealed that students

with mental retardation reported the highest levels of loneliness (Margalit,

1993).

V. SELF-REPORTS OF SOCIAL COMPETENCE

AND LONELINESS

Teachers assessed students with developmental disabilities as revealing

various social diYculties and less acceptance by peers (Amidzic et al., 2001).

However, several studies have noted a discrepancy between self-reports of

social competence and adults’ ratings of children’s experiences of loneliness.

In these studies, children with developmental disabilities consistently

evaluated themselves as socially competent as their peers, regardless of the

ratings of peer rejection and teachers’ assessment of their students’ lower

social competence. Comparisons of children with and without developmen-

tal disabilities revealed that they responded similarly to their non-disabled

peers to questionnaires of self-reported social skills (Amidzic et al., 2001;

Gresham & Elliott, 1990; Heiman & Margalit, 1998). Two approaches

may be considered in explaining these paradoxical results (Spitzberg &

Hurt, 1987).

The first approach has tried to minimize the value of the self-reports

among students with developmental disabilities, considering students’

self-evaluations as a representation of an unrealistic judgment or denial

tendency. According to this explanation, these students either revealed their

cognitive diYculties through their assessment of their social competence, or

due to their emotional distress they tended to overestimate their abilities. An

alternative approach focuses attention on the limited information provided

by mean scores for understanding the emotional variability expressed by

populations of individuals with disabilities.

Two factors support the second approach in explaining the paradox (i.e.,

the fact that students with developmental disabilities viewed themselves as

socially competent as their peers). First, their loneliness scores indicated that

they are able to accurately assess and report their social dissatisfaction.

Second, observations of students’ interactions and teachers’ ratings provide

validation to the self-reported social skills measures, emphasizing the need

to diVerentiate between styles of interactions such as positive and negative

social contacts (Margalit, 1993). Ratings of the negative interactions were

negatively and significantly correlated with the following self-reported social

skill indices:
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. Cooperation (behaviors such as ‘‘helping others,’’ ‘‘sharing materials in

class,’’ and ‘‘complying with rules and directions’’);
. Self-control (behavior that emerged in conflict situation such as

‘‘responding appropriately to teasing’’ and ‘‘controlling one’s temper’’);

and
. Assertion (initiating interpersonal behaviors such as ‘‘making friends,’’

‘‘asking others for information,’’ and ‘‘introducing one’s self’’).

Students who were rated during observations as displaying negative social

interactions such as showing verbal and physical acts of aggression (e.g.,

cursing, annoying others, pushing, and soon) rated themselves as less able to

cooperate with adults and peers, initiate fewer positive interactions, and felt

themselves to be less in control. Teachers’ ratings of the students’ behavior

diYculties and hyperactivity further validated the self-control skills as

reported by the students. Thus, we cannot disregard or minimize the value

of the self-reported social skills of these students. We have to consider the

lack of significant diVerences as indicating their diversity, and call for a

diVerential approach in considering their social functioning.

The fourth self reported social skill measure—task orientation—reflectes

the conformity of the students to the rules and expectations in the academic

setting, was related to academic competence of these students, and is the

best predictor of the students’ adaptive behavior in the classroom (Margalit,

2000).

VI. DEVELOPMENTAL TRENDS

Several studies examined the developmental trends of loneliness, investi-

gating whether or not levels of loneliness are higher as children age which

may reveal inconsistent results. It is commonly accepted that adolescents

report increased experiences of loneliness as they develop an identity at this

age stage (Brennan, 1982). Research on loneliness in adolescence emphasizes

the importance of social experiences for the development of identity (Hamid

& Lok, 2000). Lonely youth without disabilities possessed limited social

networks, had fewer close friends of both genders, and received less support

from their classmates (Prinstein & La-Greca, 2002). Similarly, within their

families, their relationships with their parents were less gratifying. They were

less trusting of authority figures and less optimistic about the trustworthi-

ness of others (Hamid & Lok, 2000).

Contradictory trends were reported by additional studies, showing that

levels of loneliness decreased towards adolescence (Luftig, 1988). This may

reflect the growing independence and freedom of older children in forming
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friendships outside schools. Younger children experience limited autonomy

and freedom of mobility, in addition to classmate peer rejection. During

adolescence, students are able to join a new social network and to extend their

social inter-relations, and thus cope more eVectively with their loneliness

experiences.

The study of loneliness is related not only to diVerent age stages but also

to diVerent social environments. The goals of a comprehensive study of

loneliness and depression among students with developmental disabilities

(Heiman & Margalit, 1998) were to identify developmental trends within

diVerent environmental conditions. This study compared the loneliness of 566

pre-adolescent and adolescent students. The sample included three groups: two

groups of students with developmental disabilities in inclusive and special

education educational settings, and a comparison group of non-disabled

students. The first group consisted of 121 studentswith mild mental retardation

from special education schools. The second group consisted of 189 students

withmildmental retardation from self-contained classes in regular schools. The

comparison group consisted of 256 non-disabled students. The results of this

study provided support to the Luftig (1988) study, indicating that both groups

of students with mental retardation reported higher levels of loneliness (using

the Asher et al. scale [1990]) and increased scores of depression than their non-

disabled peers. The comparison of the students’ age groups revealed that

younger children considered themselves lonelier.

No significant diVerences were found for younger children between the

two groups of students with developmental disabilities: those students in

special schools versus students in self-contained classes in regular schools.

Both groups expressed higher levels of loneliness and had increased

depressive scores when compared to their non-disabled peers. However,

adolescents in self-contained classes reported levels of loneliness and

depressions similar to their non-disabled peers, while students in the special

schools continued to express their pronounced loneliness. This diVerence

may indicate the critical role of the educational environment as mediated by

the developmental stage. The higher levels of loneliness among students in

the special schools’ setting seems surprising, considering their ability to

interact with peers that experience similar diYculties. However, these

students continue to experience personal distress due to their severe

diYculties. It is not clear if their distress emerged from the growing self-

awareness of the gap between themselves and their non-disabled peers. It

may also reflect a general dissatisfaction and frustration from their

diYculties and their inability to move to an inclusive educational environ-

ment. The results of this study revealed that diVerent sources of distress

might be expressed by similar emotional expressions, calling for a careful

consideration for the predictive factors of social diYculties.
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VII. SOURCES OF SOCIAL DIFFICULTIES

Four factors were often identified as predicting social diYculties and

loneliness experiences among children with developmental disabilities

(Margalit, 1994):

. Knowledge deficit

. Performance deficit

. The role aYliation as lonely and rejected children

. A diYculty to stay alone and engaged in enjoyable activities

A. Knowledge Deficit—the Limited Knowledge Base

Many students with mental retardation have not acquired the age-

appropriate knowledge and skills needed to develop satisfactory social

relations. Thus, they experience diYculty in initiating, developing, and

maintaining satisfactory interpersonal relationships. Several students’

immature and sometimes simplistic understanding of complex social

concepts, such as friendship, peer collaboration, and conflict resolution,

may aVect their interpersonal behavior. Social situations are complex and

dynamic, and the cognitive limitation as well as limited social learning may

aVect the capacity of children with mental retardation to comprehend

complex interactions.

B. Performance Deficit

Many children do not master the social skills necessary to maintain

friendships, and have diYculty in translating age-appropriate social

knowledge into eVective interpersonal behaviors. They may face diYculties

in adapting their knowledge base into age-appropriate behavior. Their peers,

who master age-appropriate skills at an earlier age stage, may consider the

attempts of students with mental retardation to join a group and collaborate

with them in diVerent school projects as immature, childish, and generally

inappropriate. Thus, due to peer rejection, students with mental retardation

may have fewer opportunities for engaging in social activities.

C. The Children’s Role Affiliation as Lonely and

Rejected Children

The repeated experiences of loneliness and peer rejection aVect the

children’s interpersonal behavior style. These children adopt the typical

behavior patterns of lonely children. They accept the reputation of isolated
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individuals, and their behavior may reflect their expectations of rejection

(Margalit, 1994). Their interpersonal approaches and non-verbal communi-

cation reveal their alienated self-concept and their beliefs in their inability to

develop and maintain satisfying social relations. These patterns were often

presented in their behavior style when they approach peers, or in their

reactions to diVerent types of communicating attempts.

D. The Difficulty to Stay Alone

The loneliness experience may also result from the diYculty children with

developmental disabilities may have in being alone (Margalit, 1994). The

capacity to stay alone matures as children learn to take care of themselves

and do not require protective adults to plan and structure their activities

(Winnicott, 1965). Children with intellectual disabilities may experience

more diYculties in regulating their activities when they are alone, than their

peers. Thus, the multiple factors that predicted the loneliness call for the

development of a comprehensive model.

VIII. THE AFFECTIVE-COGNITIVE MODEL OF LONELINESS

The concept of loneliness includes embedded cognitive, aVective, and

behavior components. To fully understand the relative impact of these

components, we suggest considering them in the framework of the aVective-

cognitive multi-process model, designed to explain the various ways in

which emotions have an ongoing impact on cognitive functioning (Forgas,

1995). Emotions may serve important functions for children and adults

(Keltner & Gross, 1999) by regulating the individual’s relations to the

external or internal environment.

The ‘‘alerting’’ functions of the emotions were often treated as a

disruptive influence on the normative cognition processing in cognitive

and developmental studies. Most research in this domain was performed

within controlled experimental designs examining the problem solving of

typical developing individuals. Neurobiological research (Fox et al., 1996;

Nelson & Bloom, 1997) provides support to the impact on cognitive

processes, as revealed in various domains such as planning, decision-

making, eVective information processing, problem solving, judgments,

recall, and memory.

The aVective-cognitive approach rests upon four basic assumptions:

. Emotions have informational eVects

. Emotions have a direct processing role in cognitive processing
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. Emotions aVect the categorization and organization of knowledge

. Emotional regulation is a critically important in understanding

behavior.

A. Emotions Have Informational Effects

Emotions and moods provide a person a global appraisal to situations,

and prepare the individual to meet the demands of tasks. Emotions influence

the contents of cognitive processes through representations, memories, and

behaviors. It has been extensively established in personality research

(Forgas, 1991), that individuals evaluate diVerent situations and tasks

either as a challenge or a threat to their well-being. This is an individualized

appraisal and, thus, it is not surprising that identical tasks may lead to

diVerent personal conclusions.

Children with developmental disabilities may view their developmental

tasks as a delicate balance between challenges and threats. The inter-relations

of their reality construction, appraisal of situations, andoutcome expectations

aVect their learning processes, eVort investment, and future adjustment. One

child may experience the situation as a challenge worthy of focused eVorts to

cope with it, exploring diVerent alternative directions, and attempting

creative solutions. For another child, a similar task may be perceived as a

major threat, initiating negative feelings, anxiety, and fear and leading to

retreat approaches and withdrawal coping strategies.

The impact of changing moods further aVects the individual’s relations

with the environment, leading to inconsistent activities. The child may

consider an assignment within a specific context of time and place as a

challenge worthy of investing eVort and engaging in active attempts to meet

the task demands. However, within a diVerent contextual condition, the

same child may consider the assignment as a threat and a danger, and may

react with withdrawal and avoidance behavior.

The situational appraisal process postulates awareness of the constant

and dynamic interplay between two major considerations (Damasio, 2003):

. Appraisal of personal and environmental resources: the global judgment

of two groups of resources: (1) assessment of the self (in terms of

personal skills, abilities, and disabilities); and (2) environmental

assessment (in terms of the supportive networks and auxiliary agents,

such as the availability of help provided by adults and peers).
. Appraisal of the demands: individuals adapt their personal investment

of eVorts according to their assessment of the critical value of the task

(considering their positive and negative outcomes) and the probabilities

of successful performance.
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The balance between these two factors may help to predict the diVerent

aVective reactions and explain the amount of eVort that individuals are

willing to invest in tasks or to modify their attempts to reach personal goals.

It often represents the co-existing, ongoing interplay of aVective, cognitive,

and motivational processes during task performance. Children may appraise

the situation as a challenge when they consider their prior knowledge

(personal resources) or abilities as suYcient or nearly suYcient to meet the

situational demands. The appraisal of their environmental resources has

been expressed in their confidence that when they face a diYculty, they will

get help from adults and/or support from their teachers. An appraisal of the

task as a challenge will promote focused eVorts and positive outcome

expectations.

A threat appraisal may be perceived when the persons appraise

themselves as having insuYcient resources to meet situational demands

(Forgas, 1999). Thus, most eVorts will be directed at avoiding the situation

or discontinuing the performance of the task. Such a diVerentiation between

threat and challenge may have value for promoting resiliency and mediating

eVorts, especially among children with diYculties who have experienced

failure and frustration.

B. Emotions Have a Direct Processing Role in Cognitive

Processing

The relation between aVect and cognitive processes is reciprocal

and dynamic. AVect can influence processing style, and diVerent infor-

mation processing strategies can mediate the degree of aVect infusion into

thinking (Forgas, 1991). Examinations of the diVerential influences of

negative or positive aVective states on information processing style revealed

their impact on information processing, memorizing facts, and behavior

style. Educators should be aware that the cognitive diYculties experienced

by students might be more pronounced in diVerent contexts due to aVective

processing.

DiVerences between positive and negative mood are not only related to

processing style but also to the outcome impact, in terms of prolonged and

deeper memory impressions. This focus on processing outcomes further

directs the study of the diVerential impacts of positive and negative exp-

eriences on thinking and learning. Baumeister (1999) reported that the impact

of a bad mood and negative experience is pronounced, and aVects the

individual for longer periods than a positive experience. These diVerentiating

influences should alert educators who attempt to mediate the diYcult and

negative experiences of students with developmental disabilities, and solicit

ways to balance negative experiences with positive ones.
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C. Representations and Organization of Knowledge

The study of the knowledge acquiring structure may provide an

additional research challenge for understanding children with developmen-

tal disabilities. The ways in which information has been represented and

organized—the categorization and schematic representation of cognitive

and self-relevant information (Showers, 1992)—aVect learning eVectiveness

and memory activity. Research on brain activities of expert chess players

(Amidzic et al., 2001) showed that eVective use of learning is dependent on

the organization of memories in chunks. The organization of knowledge

structure reflects the joint impact of both aVective and cognitive processing

(Forgas, 1991). Thus, misconceptions and disorganized learning style

among children with developmental disabilities may be attributed not only

to cognitive deficits or lack of motivation, but also to the dynamic impact of

emotional factors on cognitive structures.

Overall, research has demonstrated that children’s and adults’ memory is

aVected by emotional information (Davidson et al., 2001). The model of

emotional understanding further clarifies the meaning of emotions for the

individual. Children monitor and appraise their world in an eVort to detect

changes in status of personal goals (Liawag & Stein, 1995). Goals that are

either attended to or blocked, may lead to immediate eVects on the child’s

emotional experience. Emotional information increases the level of arousal

and attention, and may result in better memory accomplishments.

Sometimes, attempts to block painful memories using emotional regulation

processes may be considered as adaptive devices for learning activities,

without ignoring its impact on memory processing and learning.

D. Emotional Regulation

Emotional regulation studies (Eisenberg et al., 2001) expand our

knowledge on developmental considerations and predictive factors.

Children’s levels of ‘‘emotionality,’’ and their ability to regulate their

emotional reactions have a clear predictive value for future learning and

adjustment in systemic ways (Eisenberg et al., 2001). However, there are

ongoing discussions among researchers about what is being regulated. The

debate among theoreticians remains whether research should clarify how

children regulate the various aspects of their emotional experiences and

expressions (i.e., the intensity level, the control of extreme manifestations,

and the direction of the emotional expressions). Another possibility is to

examine how children use their emotions to regulate their behavior (such as to

increase their learning eVorts, to struggle with fatigue, and to focus their

attention).
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The identification of diVerent regulative strategies is valuable for

intervention planning. Figure 1 presents diVerent strategies for emotional

regulation that children often use, such as concentration on specific cues or

using directed distraction from annoying cues. Two basic regulatory systems

were identified in personality research, as can be seen in Figure 1:

1. Promotive strategies which are concerned with advancement, growth,

and accomplishments; and

2. Preventive strategies, which are concerned with security, safety, and

responsibility.

Children and adults use diVerent and varied regulating strategies for

coping with disturbing information. For example, separation or integrative

tendencies (Showers, 1992) refer to the ability of individuals to develop an
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emotional separation ‘‘shield’’ against the impact of strong negative aVect

or the help in the compartmentalization of negative mood. Children may say

to themselves ‘‘I shall not think about it,’’ or they may express their

self-evaluation, ‘‘I failed in mathematics, but I am very good in swimming.’’

Others will promote a positive mood before task performance by activating

positive memories on experiences such as an enjoyable summer vacation.

Intervention planning may focus on teaching children the varied regulative

strategies to enhance their academic achievement and adjustment.

Situational and contextual variables can impact individuals’ approaches

to developmental tasks, aVecting regulative modes in terms of emotional

intensity, directions (positive/negative emotions), and joint impact of

interactions between several emotions. The outline of this multi-dimensional

model has been used to demonstrate educational possibilities, future

research directions, and interventional implications for individuals, families,

and educational systems. Yet, the interpersonal perspectives and peer

relations have been the major topics in the research of loneliness in children,

revealing the impact of popularity and rejection but underscoring the central

role of companionship for adjustment.

IX. SOCIAL STATUS AND COMPANIONSHIP

The loneliness experience represents the combined impact of personal

conceptions and interpersonal relations. Children with developmental

disabilities were more rejected or ignored by peers, had fewer friends, and

their companionship provision patterns were diVerent from those of their

non-disabled peers (Margalit, 2000). Children’s social stuatus is diVerent

from measures of friendships. Peer nomination has often been considered

the valid measure of children’s popularity, and reciprocal nomination was

regarded as an indicator of friendship relations. Research has documented

that popularity and friendship measures are not identical with lower levels

of loneliness. They were moderately related to loneliness reports of children

with and without developmental disabilities. Yet, friendship relations

appeared to buVer the experiences of individuals from the loneliness episode

(Asher et al., 1990). Even having a single friend was reported as predicting

decreased loneliness scores.

Research focus on companionship emphasizes the full complexity of

interpersonal processes, concentrating on qualitative and quantitative

advantages of having a good friend (Gottlieb & Leyser, 1981). If within

the peer world, a good friend is expected to attend to one’s major relational

needs (Parker & Asher, 1993), then the poor quality of friendship may

be closely related to alienation and loneliness feelings. Parker and Asher
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(1993) listed unique provisions that good peer relations may contribute.

Good friends may communicate care and concern to their mates. They can

provide help in times of need, share intimate feelings or thoughts (‘‘telling

secrets’’), and often spend enjoyable time together.

An additional important aspect of friendship relates to conflict and

disagreements. The number of conflicts among children provides an

important index, and a child’s conflict resolution style contributes a crucial

perspective to understanding the complicated inter-relations. Unresolved

conflicts may increase the experience of social isolation.

Another factor in the loneliness experience, the role of reciprocal negative

nominations among peers (having children in your class whom you do not

like and who do not like you—‘‘identified enemies’’), has also been explored

(Margalit et al., 1999). This research examined the social reality of students

with learning disabilities. The study revealed the unique negative contribu-

tion of having ‘‘identified enemies’’ in class. The results confirmed the

hypothesis that within the group of students with learning disabilities, those

children who had at least one ‘‘identified enemy’’ in class felt more lonely

than children who had no ‘‘class enemies.’’ Such significant within-group

diVerences were not found in the analysis of the typically developing groups,

revealing the social-emotional vulnerability of children with disabilities to

increased and consistent social distress, social rejection, and negative

relations.

This research illustrated the functional vulnerability of children with

disabilities, who attributed increased importance to peer attitudes, due to

their limited social network. Hierarchical multiple regression analysis

revealed that the loneliness experience was significantly predicted by the

personal measure of resilience, the interpersonal measure of peer reciprocal

rejection, and cognitive conception of friendship qualities. Children with

learning disabilities who had at least one identified ‘‘enemy’’ in class not

only experienced higher levels of loneliness, but also viewed themselves

as less socially competent than their non-disabled peers (Margalit et al.,

1999). Future research is needed to clarify the predictive role of reciprocal

rejection for understanding the loneliness of students with developmental

disabilities.

X. COPING AND INTERVENTION

Individuals not only experience social distress in a unique and subjective

manner, but also react diVerently to the painful experience of loneliness. In

several studies, in line with the Cassidy and Asher (1992) procedure,

students were interviewed to clarify their understanding of loneliness and to
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determine how they coped with their loneliness (Margalit, 1994). The survey

revealed the distinction between active/approach coping strategies and

strategies that rely essentially on avoidance/denial. External trends

(promoting social skills, generating intimate social inter-relations, and

increasing networking with peer groups at school age) and internal trends

(cultivating satisfying solitary interests and activities, and enhancing abilities

to stay alone without feeling loneliness) were both present within the variety

of strategies.

DiVerent categories of activities have been identified, reflecting individual

diVerences in the children’s abilities to initiate eVective coping activities

(Woodward & Kalyan-Masih, 1990). Several children felt helpless and

sorry for themselves, and ineVective in their coping style. Others reported

that they did not feel very lonely, demonstrating their resilience and eVective

coping style. The study of diVerent coping strategies among these children,

using varying levels of approach and avoidance coping, not only further

establishes the existence of their unique and distinct approaches to

stressful situations, but also directs the development of individualized

interventions.

Without ignoring the complex and dynamic patterns of coping strategies,

higher levels of passive and avoidance coping with loneliness were evi-

dent among the groups of students with disabilities. In addition, the

outcomes of coping eVorts may be evaluated according to the proportion of

solitary versus social activities exhibited in the children’s performance

repertoire.

Most diagnostic and intervention eVorts for students with various

disabilities are based on a clinical model, which identifies and diagnoses

the children’s causes and expressions of diYculties. Such an approach relies

on conceptualizations of disability and pathology as a basic rationale

for understanding children’s functioning and growth. Garmezy (1983)

examined childhood stressors and focused attention on the importance of

individual and environmental factors that can predict resilience, growth,

and stress-resistance in children (Smith et al., 2001). Thus, the rise in

interventions that use concepts such as stress-resistance, ego-resilience,

capacities, and invulnerability, in contrast with the usage of terms such as

deficits, special diYculties, and pathology, hold unique theoretical sign-

ificance for understanding the functioning of individuals (Patterson, 2002),

with practical implications for developing intervention plans.

Not all children with disabilities experience more loneliness than their

non-disabled peers (Margalit, 1994). A small group of youngsters was often

identified, who did not view themselves as more lonely than their peers. The

search for resilience and adjustment predictors (Richardson, 2002) focuses

interest on this unique group of children, who demonstrated age-adequate
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social skills and average scores on their sense of coherence reports,

regardless of their continuous academic diYculties and diVerent disabilities.

Antonovsky (1987) diVerentiated between the pathogenic approach that

seeks to explain why people get sick, and the salutogenic approach (i.e.,

focusing on the origins of health and coping), which seeks to explain why

people do not become ill and stay healthy and active. The pathogenic

orientation uses the commonly accepted cause-eVect model, dividing people

into patients/diseased/disabled and non-patients/healthy categories. Once

a disease or disability is defined, a search is made for the causes of

maladjustment or a specific illness with the belief that the identification

of these causes will lead to taxonomy of the most appropriate eVorts for

remediation of the maladjustment.

In contrast, the salutogenic orientation focuses on probability models and

the continuum model of health/disease. It attempts to identify factors that

predict resistance to diYculties, promoting eVective coping with stressful

situations and buVering pressures and disappointment. Antonovsky’s (1987)

sense of coherence construct provides a global estimation of self perception,

unique in its emphasis on the individual-environmental perspective and on a

positive approach to coping with stress.

The sense of coherence construct (Antonovsky, 1987) can be defined as a

global orientation, a generalized world view, that expresses the extent to

which one has an enduring feeling of confidence:

1. That the individual’s internal and external environments are structured

and predictable;

2. That inner and outer resources are available to meet demands, and

that there is a high probability that things will work out as well as can

be expected; and

3. That these demands are viewed as challenges worthy of energy

investment.

A strong sense of coherence relates to the availability of a wide and

varied repertoire of coping strategies, and to the flexibility in selecting the

particular coping strategy that seems most appropriate at a certain time with

a given environmental condition. Antonovsky and Sourani (1988) con-

sidered the sense of coherence construct not as a specific coping style, but

rather as a characteristic of flexibility in selecting appropriate coping

behaviors. An individual who demonstrates a high sense of coherence would

succeed in transforming his/her potential resources into reality and, thus,

will be more adequately able to cope with life stressors.

Within this concept, three main inter-related components were iden-

tified: (1) comprehensibility; (2) manageability; and (3) meaningfulness.
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Comprehensibility refers to the extent to which the child perceives environ-

mental information as ordered, consistent, structured, and clear. Manageabil-

ity defines the extent to which the child usually feels that the resources that are

at his/her disposal are adequate to meet substantial demands. Meaningfulness

represents the emotional and motivational element of this concept. It defines

the extent that the child feels that life makes sense emotionally, and demands

can be viewed as challenges worthy of commitment.

Childrenwith disabilitieswhoare able to understand (even in a simplisticway)

most demands and expectations within their environments, who can cope (even

with adults’ help) with most developmental tasks, and who are ready to focus

eVorts, viewing most demands as challenges and worthy of personal involve-

ment, will feel more coherent and resilient than their peers. It is not surprising

that lower sense of coherence scores were repeatedly found among children

with various disabilities when compared to typical developing peers (Margalit,

1994). Those resilient individuals whose social competence and sense of

coherence did not diVer from comparison groups call for indepth examination.

Empowerment has often been viewed as the process that facilitates the

individual’s identification and recognition of needs and the ability to use

existing personal competencies to obtain resources to meet these needs.

Intervention goals may be directed toward changing the child and/or

changing the environment in terms of family and school, integrating both

the systemic and skill-deficit models to promote personal empowerment,

and satisfying social interactions to decrease the loneliness experience.

Resilience research supported this approach and demonstrated that feelings

of control and positive self-concept predict resilient coping (Cichetti &

Rogosch, 1997). Within the salutogenic perspective (Antonovsky, 1987), the

empowerment approach has been using enabling experiences to promote

children’s competence and sense of control. The systemic climate creates

opportunities for competencies to be experienced.

This systemic approach directs intervention eVorts not only toward children

who demonstrate interpersonal dissatisfaction, but also targets their peers and

significant adults. Parents and teachers can structure environments to promote

companionship and satisfactory peer inter-relations. Developing a know-

ledgebase about the social life of their children, andbecomingawareofdiVerent

developmental aspects of interpersonal relations, such as expressions of

aggressiveness and shyness, may enable these adults to support their children-

adaptive interpersonal relations. Parents and teachers can be eVective inhelping

children to cope with loneliness by creating opportunities and promoting

adaptive social behaviors and skills, initiating satisfactory solitary and

social play activities, and helping children deal with their emotions (Ladd,

1988). To help them in developing eVective interventions, two related aspects

should be examined in depth: skill selection and procedure selection.
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DiVerent procedures were found to be eVective in social skill training

programs, such as modeling, peer tutoring, role-playing, and problem-

solving sequences. Adult- and peer-mediated approaches were applied in

order to initiate change not only within the child who feels lonely and

needs training in friendship-making skills and friendship-maintenance

strategies, but also in the environment in order to encourage and promote

companionship opportunities (Rizzo, 1988).

The commonly accepted interventions for loneliness are based on the

social skills deficit construct within the model of eVective information

processing (Kramer, Piersel, & Glover, 1987). It was assumed that as a

result of these children’s chronic cognitive diYculties in accurately

processing environmental information, actively exploring social inter-

actions, and eVectively solving social problems in a rewarding manner,

deficient social skills and behavioral diYculties often emerge, manifested

either in aggressive or passive tendencies (Taylor et al., 1987). Thus, social

skills training with a focus on the child’s social information processing may

foster the development of social skills and peer acceptance and may decrease

peer rejection and loneliness (Asher et al., 1990).

The goal of most social learning programs is to help the individual

to develop the skills necessary for changing children, the environmental

context, or both (Andrasik & Matson, 1985). The majority of studies

on social skills have involved standard social skill training packages

(Matson & DiLorenzo, 1986). The basic package includes a number of

component techniques such as: (1) clear instruction procedures; (2) modeling

how to perform the skill; (3) role-playing, rehearsal, and experimenting;

and (4) performance feedback and transfer to diVerent environments. The

packages were used for promoting adjusted behavior within diVerent social

settings, and were evaluated by sociometric measures and teachers’ ratings.

For example, the computer-assisted social skills program ‘‘I Found a Solution’’

(Margalit, 1995), presented students with computerized social simulations

and adventure games within a controlled and structured mini-environment

(i.e., computer environment) in which the child is encouraged to experiment

with diVerent solutions for conflictual social situations.

Group discussions, role-playing exercises, and homework tasks were

included as part of the training to enable experimentation with and rehearsal

of eVective problem-solving strategies. Within the program, the strategy

training focused on instruction in planning (i.e., how to devise and monitor

solution plans and evaluate their eYciency from the student’s point of view)

and self-monitoring (i.e., how to develop self-regulation through practice

with self-instructional training procedures such as self-directed commands,

suggestions, and rewards). In line with recommendations from Deshler,

Schumaker, Harris, and Graham (1999), the intervention’s strategy training
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emphasized the modeling, explaining, and rehearsing of desired social skills

strategies (e.g., assertion, cooperation, self-control), while continuously

pointing out the advantages of applying these behaviors. In several studies

(Margalit, 1991; Margalit & Weisel, 1990), the impact of this program was

demonstrated through case studies, observations, and assessments of social

skills.

It was hypothesized that following social skills training, individuals in

the trained group would improve their social skills, decrease their disruptive

behavior, be rated by their peers as more skilled, and accepted socially.

It was also expected that, following the intervention, the children in

the experimental group would also feel less lonely than the children in the

comparison group. The results of the several studies (Margalit, 1995)

demonstrated that the trained group of students with mental retardation

increased their diVerent measures of social competence, and the diVerences

between them and the matched control groups were significant following

the intervention procedures. However, if no specific training for teachers

and students was scheduled, no significant diVerences in the loneliness

experience was found. Following these results, the loneliness regulation

module was entered among the specified targets of the intervention

program, including mood awareness and emotional regulation, and

then the students and teachers rated lower levels in loneliness (Margalit,

1995).

These results emphasized the importance of the loneliness construct for

children with mental retardation. Following successful social skill interven-

tion programs, when students and teachers reported better social compe-

tence, and even their peers viewed them in more accepting ways, the students

may continue to consider themselves more lonely than non-disabled peers.

Research has suggested that once a person assumes a particular social role,

reciprocal interaction patterns may perpetuate behavior that is consistent

with that social role (Vitkus & Horowitz, 1987). They may continue

accepting the role of the lonely individual, and not be able to change this

role without directed intervention. However, direct training empowers their

abilities to cope with loneliness (Margalit, 1995).

Personal and social change following successful interventions rely

extensively on diVerent methods of empowerment (Bandura, 1988) such as

providing individuals with knowledge, skills, and resilient self-beliefs of

eYcacy to alter aspects of their lives over which they have control. Personal

beliefs and perceived self-eYcacy about one’s capabilities to organize and

implement the actions necessary for attaining designated levels of

performance in diVerent areas have been found important in mediating

behavioral change. Self-judgments of personal eYcacy aVect the individual’s

choice of activities and selection of environments (Ozer & Bandura, 1990).
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Recent research presented the need to move from a skill training

approach to competence promotion (Simon & Bjork, 2001). For long-term

retention, contextual-inference practice (practicing skills that are mixed with

other tasks) results in better learning than isolated and blocked training

practice. The advantage of blocked practice, sometimes within laborator-

ies and clinics, lies in the promotion of the experience of achievements

and mastery within an isolated and controlled environment. However, the

temporary boosts that blocked practice provide, allows students and,

sometimes, their teachers to overestimate how well children have mastered

the skills they have practiced. Blocked practice leads to better and

measurable short-term performance, but poorer long-term learning,

especially within realistic environments. It was hypothesized that blocked

practice diVerentiates between the required skills encouraging the on-task

students to make a mental trial-by-trial adjustment, which enhance current

practice. However, only contextual-based practice induces retrieval pro-

cesses and the conceptual categorization that enhances a better future

performance.

In addition, planning requires the consideration of the cost of multitasking

(doing several tasks together) for children’s mental resources (Rubinstein

et al., 2001). For each aspect of human performance—perceiving, thinking,

and acting—people have specific mental resources whose eVective use

requires inner supervision through executive mental control. Studies

demonstrate that the time cost was greater when the subjects had to switch

to complex tasks and to unfamiliar tasks. Intervention planning requires a

multilevel consideration of the most eYcient conditions for task learning

and retention. The contribution to performance of the positive mood has

been related to feelings of control and mastery during skill learning.

XI. LONELINESS AND TECHNOLOGY

The entrance of technology into educational systems and homes has

initiated reconsideration of the established concepts of interpersonal

relations, realizing the new opportunities related to distance communi-

cations and virtual social inter-relations (Margalit & Efrati, 2003). The

ability to contact unknown people, regardless of distance barriers,

challenges our established conceptualization of social relations, connected-

ness, and alienation. To identify the model of loneliness within the computer

age, 756 students (grades 2 to 4) participated in a study including 368

students with learning disabilities (196 boys and 172 girls) and 388 students

with average achievements (214 boys and 174 girls) (Margalit & Weissberg,

2001). The study simultaneously examined several predictors of loneliness,
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using a structural equation modeling analysis and a common loneliness

model was identified for students with and without disabilities.

The results showed that in addition to the demographic variables: age,

gender and disability status (learning disabled), three factors predicted the

loneliness experience: (1) personal—expressed by the sense of coherence

measure; (2) interpersonal—expressed by peer nominations; and (3)

instrumental—the attitudes towards computers that mediated the aversive

loneliness experience. Separate analysis of the model for each group revealed

that for the group of typical achieving students, all five predictors were

significant. Each one of the following variables predicted the loneliness

experience: age, gender, and personal and interpersonal variables. For a

group of students with learning disabilities, the analysis revealed that only

two measures remained significant: their personal self-perceptions in terms

of the sense of coherence, and their attitudes towards computers. The results

of this study pointed to the significant role of computers in predicting lower

levels of loneliness for students with learning disabilities. The instrumental

mediation for the loneliness experience—the computers—needs in-depth

examination to clarify if the future role of technology in children’s lives

indeed may challenge the traditional loneliness and companionship

conceptualizations for students with developmental disabilities. Detailed

examinations of how e-friends and web-peers may mediate the loneliness

experience will clarify the possible direct impact (in terms of expending

social networks) and indirect impact (in terms of self-perceptions and social

place in diVerent environments). We also need to examine the impact of

computers’ involvement as out-of-school activities and enhancing the ability

of children for solitude and independence.

In summary, the existing research demonstrated the examination of

loneliness within the intellectual disability perspective and should be treated

from a comprehensive multidimensional (cognitive and aVective) position.

In addition, the identification and examination of contextual protective

factors may provide a better understanding for their buVering and

mediating role, resiliency, and direct planning intervention. In line with

the resiliency approach, future research should examine the adaptability of

these approaches for in-depth examinations of the learning and coping

processes among children with developmental disabilities.

Finally, the model of empowering focuses intervention eVorts toward

promoting change in the processes and outcomes that are directed at

children’s experiences of themselves, their peers, and adults from early

developmental stages (Brooks-Gunn, 2003). In comprehensive intervention

approaches, social skill training programs have to be thoroughly re-

examined; there is a need for introducing revised conceptualizations and

innovative procedures. The empowering approach attempts to activate the
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individual’s search for individualistic answers to social needs and may foster

his/her sense of coherence and ability to develop both meaningful

connections and areas of interest for enjoyable solitary activities. It should

be recognized that throughout life, individuals with and without disabilities

consistently attempt to control and regulate their social life by moving from

periods of intensive social inter-relations, in which they prefer to spend time

with other people, to solitude periods, when they want to be left alone.

Empowerment approaches acknowledge the diVerent routes to helping

children in coping with loneliness, and the importance of multiple

interventional methods in promoting competency and social growth.
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Measuring quality of life through self-evaluation is a recent idea capturing

much attention from both researchers and practitioners. Researcher interest

stems from the formalization of subjective well-being (SWB) as a definable,

measurable construct with theoretical characteristics that are slowly

becoming understood. Practitioner interest stems from SWB oVering an

alternative to descriptions of economic conditions, physical health, or living

conditions as a measure of life quality.

With this noted, it is also universally acknowledged that the field is in its

infancy. Very few issues of definition, measurement, or conceptual structure

have the status of general agreement. Therefore, this chapter will commence

with a general discussion of nomenclature and instrumentation with a view to

defining the descriptive terms and measurement procedures that underpin the

subsequent discussion. This will be followed by an introduction to the idea

that SWB is not free to vary in response to changing external conditions, but

is held within an idiosyncratic range by a system of homeostasis.
A model for homeostasis will be proposed that comprises personality, a set

of cognitive buVers, met and unmet needs, and adaptation. Motivation arises

from conditions that challenge the maintenance of SWB and is strongly

linked with two aspects of the model: personality and needs. It is linked to

personality since this is responsible for the level at which SWB is normally
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maintained for each individual. Thus, people who normally have high levels

of SWB will also have high levels of motivation to engage in personally

enhancing activities. Unmet needs represent the cognitive manifestation of

motivation in the model.

While the following text will make reference to the literature on

intellectual disability wherever possible, most material will be drawn from

other sources. This strategy reflects the authors’ belief that the mechanisms

for the maintenance of SWB do not operate diVerently for people with an

intellectual disability than for any other group. Additionally, the literature

within the area of disability is far too limited to provide unassisted

support for understanding such a complex issue as the homeostatic control

of well-being. The issue of well-being maintenance, however, is of vital

importance to the disability field since the people concerned are at a higher

than normal risk of experiencing a poor life quality. The reasons for this

will become apparent as our description of the homeostatic system unfolds.

But before embarking on this journey, we need to clarify issues of

nomenclature.
I. ISSUES OF NOMENCLATURE AND MEASUREMENT
Anyone reading the quality-of-life literature will be struck by the

inconsistent use of terminology. The words quality of life are used with

such abandon that readers must delve into the text to ascertain the intended

meaning. Other terms such as happiness and well-being are likewise aZicted.

For this reason, it is necessary to explicitly define our own choice of

nomenclature, as presented in the following text. We judge this taxonomy to

be based on the majority opinion within the literature at this time.

It is widely acknowledged that, in agreement with Campbell et al. (1976),

perceived well-being comprises both aVect and cognition. The term SWB is

used to describe this combined sensibility. Other terms describe a focus onto

one process or the other. To take aVect first, the most general term is

happiness and can be measured either by the use of a simple question (‘How

happy are you with your life as a whole?’) or by the use of more complex

scales. The generation of such scales has traditionally been based around the

subdivisions of positive and negative aVect. However, recent literature

illustrates this simple dichotomy as inadequate. Using the conceptualization

represented by a circumplex model, aVect has emerged as a two-dimensional

structure. One dimension is emotional valence (positive or negative) while

the other is activation (strong or weak) (Larson & Diener, 1992; Russell &

Carroll, 1999; Watson & Tellegen, 1985). This understanding casts fresh

doubt on the multitude of studies that have employed single-dimensional



the motivation to maintain subjective well-being 257
scales, such as the Positive and Negative AVect Scale (Watson et al., 1988)

and the AVect Balance Scale (Bradburn, 1969). However, currently no

commonly used bidimensional scale has emerged, although Huelsman et al.

(1998) have generated a list of terms that could be used for this purpose.

In terms of the cognitive component, it is generally recognized that this

part of SWB involves some form of internal comparison process. The

precise nature of such comparisons is not entirely certain but the most

complete description of possible contenders has been provided by the

Multiple Discrepancies Theory (Michalos, 1985). This theory proposes

comparisons with the self in the past, other people, and so on, and has

received considerable support (e.g., Mellor et al., 1999). As one conse-

quence, it is generally accepted that this cognitive component of well-being

can be measured through questions of ‘satisfaction’.

At the simplest level, this cognitive component can also be measured by a

single question: ‘How satisfied are you with your life as a whole?’ This yields a

measure of life satisfaction. In addition, it is now widely recognized that life

satisfaction can be divided into a number of ‘domains’, representing the

component areas of life experience, and that domain satisfaction, in aggregate,

reflects life satisfaction (Campbell et al., 1976; Diener, 1984). How to precisely

characterize suchdomains has yielded awide variety of opinion.However, this

situation has become less contentious in recent years, with many authors

agreeing on the character of some central domains, such as those involving

health, wealth, and relationships (e.g., Felce & Perry, 1995; Flanagan, 1978;

Headey & Wearing, 1992). Two recent documents have consolidated such

views. The International Association for the Scientific Study of Intellectual

Disability (Schalock et al., 2000) and the International Society for Quality of

Life Studies (Hagerty et al., 2001) have both reviewed quality-of-life

measurement. They have separately agreed that domains should exhibit a

number of defining characteristics. These include being both objectively and

subjectively described, being parsimonious, and being descriptive of generic

life areas.

One instrument that is consistent with these views is the Comprehensive

Quality of Life Scale (ComQol) (Cummins, 1997a,b) which employs

seven domains as material well-being: health, productivity, relationships,

safety, community, and emotional well-being. (For a more detailed

argument justifying these domains, see Cummins, 1996, 1997c). The

aggregate of satisfaction across life domains yields Subjective Quality of

Life (SQOL).

For a recent review of the ComQol scale and other instruments designed

to measure the SWB of people with an intellectual disability, see Cummins

(1997d). For a listing and brief description of available instruments to

measure SWB for people in other population groupings and general
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population samples consult the Directory of Instruments to Measure Quality

of Life (Cummins, 2001a), published on the web-site of the Australian

Centre on Quality of Life (http//acqol.deakin.edu.au).
II. GENERIC VERSUS SPECIFIC INSTRUMENTATION
A glance through the above-referenced Directory will reveal over 600

instruments, many of which have been designed to measure the SWB of

particular population subgroups. Notably, however, there is an absence of

measures designed for subgroups who are relatively advantaged, such as

‘people who own private yachts’ or ‘Olympic athletes’. Instead, specific

instruments are inevitably designed to measure the SWB of people who are

disadvantaged, due to some medical condition, low income, or congenital

condition such as an intellectual disability. This has a number of

unfortunate consequences. One is that such scales have a deficit orientation,

such that a high score indicates a relative lack of disability, rather than a

high quality of life. For example, the medical literature in this area is

dominated by a poorly defined construct called ‘health-related quality of

life’. Depending on the scale that is employed, the measures involve disease

symptoms, functional status, standards of care, patient perceptions of their

health, and so on, often combined into a single scale. But such scales have

little in common with SWB, even when they involve patient perceptions.

A ‘cancer’ quality-of-life scale, for example, may inquire whether the

respondent experiences nausea (e.g., see the European Organization for

Research and Treatment of Cancer Quality of Life Questionnaire; Aaronson

et al., 1993). Therefore, the absence of nausea contributes to a high quality

of life as recorded by the scale. This brings into sharp focus the diVerence

between such instruments and true SWB scales. The former have a deficit

approach to quality of life, such that the maximum score indicates only that

the respondent’s well-being is not being compromised by their medical

condition. True SWB scales, on the other hand, yield a score that can be

referred to the normative distribution of SWB within the general

population.

A similar state of aVairs occurs within the area of intellectual disability.

A recent review of scales designed to measure SWB through self-report (Ager

& Hatton, 1999; Cummins, 1997d, 2001b) lists many scales that suVer the

same interpretive limitations as the health-related quality-of-life scales. That

is, they include items with a deficit orientation, such as the degree of autonomy

or choice, which rarely feature in scales designed for the general population.

Thus, in order to be valid, SWB scales for people with an intellectual disability

must also be relevant to the general population. This allows the resultant

http//acqol.deakin.edu.au
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scores to be compared against general population normative data, as has been

demonstrated for the ComQol (Cummins, 1996, 1999).
III. NORMATIVE VALUES
One of the surprising features of both life satisfaction and SQOL is that

their values can be described in terms of an empirical normative standard.

This has been determined through a series of studies demonstrating that

Western population mean scores for SQOL predictably lie within the range

70% to 80% of the scale maximum (%SM) (Cummins, 1995, 1996, 1998,

2003). The statistic %SM describes the conversion of Likert scale data to a

range from 0 to 100. This conversion is simply made by a two-step process

which allows the ‘percentage’ calculation to be based on the principle of a

ratio scale commencing with 0. The steps are: (1) re-code the Likert scale

scoring to commence with 0, thus, a scale scored 1 to 5 is recoded 0 to 4; and

(2) a percentage is then calculated against the maximum scale score. For

example, a score of 3 is calculated as 3/4 � 100 ¼ 75 %SM.

When the mean values from general population surveys are recoded in

this manner, and then combined as data, their mean and standard deviation

can be described as 75 � 2.5 %SM. Hence, the range 70 to 80 %SM describes

two standard deviations around the mean and, thus, approximates the

normative range for general population sample mean scores (Fig. 1). This
FIG. 1. The normal distribution of subjective quality of life.
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distribution has been demonstrated for life satisfaction and SQOL measured

by the Comprehensive Quality of Life Scale (Cummins, 1997a,b). While all

other SWB scales seem to yield general population mean values that lie

between 60 to 90 %SM (personal observation, Cummins), the distribution of

only one other scale has been systematically studied. The Satisfaction With

Life Scale (Diener et al., 1985) yields values 5 to 10 %SM below the 70 to 80

%SM range, and the reasons for this lie within the items comprising the scale

(Pallant & Cummins, 2002).

The hypothesized range of 70 to 80 %SM for SQOL populationmean scores

has been confirmed by a variety of data. At the top end of the range, no

samples yet discovered have a mean value that lies significantly above 80

%SM. For general population samples, the life satisfaction values for the

Nordic countries, which are higher than all of the other countries, do not

exceed this value (Cummins, 1995). In terms of population subgroups, one of

the highest recorded levels of life satisfaction has been derived from people

who are very rich, and their values also average to around 80%SM (Cummins,

2000a). In an entirely diVerent sphere of comparison, ‘Back-to-the-Landers’

in the U.S., the other subgroup with very high levels of life satisfaction, also

has a mean value that approximates 80 %SM (Jacob & BrinkenhoV, 1999).

The implication of such data is that group mean values for SQOL cannot

be reliably held above 80 %SM. This has received quite explicit confirmation

from Groot and VandenBrink (2000) who found that additional income

made no diVerence to life satisfaction for people with minimum value of

80 %SM.

The lower threshold of 70 %SM has been verified through a detailed

analysis of sample variance (Cummins, 2003). From Fig. 1 it can be predicted

that as the mean value of samples descends below the threshold at 70 %SM,

an increasing proportion of the sample has SQOL scores that lie in the lower

distributional tail. The inclusion of these scores systematically increases the

sample variance. This pattern of change in sample variance around 70 %SM

has been confirmed (Cummins, 2003).

The values discussed so far represent calculations based on sample mean

scores. The values for individuals show a broader distribution which appears

sensitive to the measurement instrument. Life satisfaction as measured by a

single question, shows a normative, within sample distribution, of 75 � 18

%SM or a range of about 40 to 100 %SM (Cummins, 2003). The SQOL,

as measured through the ComQol scale, shows a normative distribution of

75 � 12 %SM, or a range of about 50 to 100 %SM (Cummins, 1999). This has

been depicted in Fig. 1 by the vertical line at approximately 50 %SM

demarcating two standard deviations (�12 %SM) from the mean (75 %SM).

Thus, in approximate terms, individual people generally maintain their

SQOL within the positive sector of the %SM range.
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From the data that have beenpresented, it can be seen that levels of SWBare

predictable within the normative ranges described. Therefore, it is not

surprising that authors have reportedahigh level of stability inSWBover time.

For example, Bowling (1996) reported correlations of 0.46 to 0.65 in the life

satisfaction of elderly people over a three-year period; Suh and Diener (1996)

reported correlations of 0.56 and 0.61, respectively, for positive and negative

aVect in college students over a two-year period; Headey and Wearing (1989)

report coeYcients of 0.64, 0.51, and 0.52 when using their Life Satisfaction

Index on a general population sample at two, four, and six years; while

Costa and McCrae (1989) report correlations of 0.47 to 0.63 using a battery of

SWB instruments over a two-year period.

These data, together with the predictable ranges of SQOL values,

constitute converging evidence that SWB is not simply free to vary at the

whim of personal circumstances, but it is managed. This idea, that SWB is

under active internal control, is termed SWB homeostasis.
IV. SWB HOMEOSTASIS
The general idea of the proposed homeostatic system is that SWB is

managed, for each individual, within a ‘set-point-range’ (Cummins, 2000b).

That is, each person has an built-in ‘set-point’ for their normal level of SWB,

as proposed by Headey and Wearing (1992), and their perceived SWB is

normally held within a narrow range around this setting. This idea also

involves the concept of threshold, as previously discussed, which we propose

exists at the margins of the set-point-range. That is, as SWB approaches

these margins, the homeostatic system resists further change and, if the

threshold is exceeded, the homeostatic system fails and SWB comes under

the control of the challenging agent. Over time, however, the homeostatic

system works to regain control of SWB and to bring levels back to within

the normal range for the individual person.

Empirical evidence for this proposition is available at the level of sample

means. As has been described, Cummins (2003) found a systematic increase

in variance as sample means fell below 70 %SM, the hypothesized lower

threshold. In addition, 80 %SM appears to be the highest value that can be

sustained by a representative sample.

At the level of individuals, homeostasis predicts that people who suVer

some event that depresses their SWBbelow the threshold should improve their

levels of SWB over time. This has been widely reported, for example, by

people who have received a diagnosis of cancer (Bloom et al., 1991), who have

received burns (Andreasen & Norris, 1972), and who have become paraplegic/

tetraplegic (Bach & Tilton, 1994). However, all homeostatic systems have
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their limitations, and so it would also be expected that SWB recoverywould be

contingent on the residual discomfort or lost functional status not being

overly severe. This limitation is exemplified by the variable degree of recovery

shown by people with paraplegia/tetraplegia as reported in the preceding text.

In fact, such recovery was restricted to people left with autonomous

breathing. If they remained ventilator-assisted no significant SWB recovery

occurred (Bach & Tilton, 1994).

This understanding, that the temporal stability of SWB depends on the

severity of the challenging agent, allows a further prediction: that the stability

of SWB, mentioned earlier, should be restricted to two broad groups. The first

is those who have levels of SWB within their homeostatic range, and who

experience no major event suYcient to disrupt homeostasis. The second is

those who experience homeostatic defeat due to some chronic condition, like

extreme poverty, to which they cannot adapt. The least stability should be

evidencedbypeoplewho, at the timeof initialmeasurement,were experiencing

homeostatic defeat due to either a transitory event or to circumstances that

could be accommodated over time by the processes of homeostasis.

Data consistentwith these predictions have been reportedbyLandua (1992)

ina large, longitudinalpopulationstudy.Hemeasured life satisfactionona0 to

10 scale, but then created response categories as 0 to 4, 5 to 6, 7 to 8, and 9 to 10.

Measures were made at baseline and then four years later, when it was found

that the following percentages of people had remained in their initial category:

11% (0 to 4), 50% (5 to 6), 63% (7 to 8), and 61% (9 to 10). Thus, as predicted,

the greatest stability was recorded by people with an initial SWB of at least 70

%SM and the lowest stability by people who initially scored<40 %SM. These

data are consistentwith the idea that this low scoring group initially comprised

a high proportion of people who were suVering homeostatic defeat due to

either transitory events or circumstances that were amenable to adaptation.

Thus, over the four-year interval, many of these people were able to re-

establish homeostatic control, with the result that their life satisfaction moved

above 40 %SM and out of the lowest response category.

A further set of predictions arises from a consideration of the thresholds

depicted in Fig. 1. These allow the prediction that the correlation between

SWBandextrinsic indicatorswill increase asSWBmovesoutside its normative

set-point-range. Extrinsic in this context refers to perceptions that arise

outside the homeostatic system.Thesemayhave their origins either external to

the person, in terms of objective indices or life events, or within the person,

such as in perception of pain.

Provided that the homeostatic system is not overly challenged by such

extrinsic influences and the homeostatic system can adapt to their presence,

they will have little discernable influence on SWB. However, as the strength of

an extrinsic influence increases, at some value it will exceed the adaptive
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capacity of the homeostatic system, and the control of SWB will fall under the

influence of the extrinsic agency. In other words, the plot of the relationship

between the strength of the extrinsic agent and the value of SWB is curvilinear

around each threshold, as depicted in Fig. 2.

Figure 2 describes the changing relationship between the strength of the

external agencies and SQOL. It indicates that provided the strength of

extrinsic agents remains at subthreshold (i.e., above the lower threshold and

below the upper threshold), their variation will exert little systematic

influence on SWB, which is held within its set-point-range. This will change,

however, if the strength of the agents exceeds the homeostatic threshold.

Once this happens, the extrinsic agents begin to wrest control of SWB away

from the homeostatic system, causing SWB to rise or fall. As this occurs, the

agencies and SQOL start to co-vary.

This theoretical understanding allows the following specific predictions:

1. Under maintenance conditions, where no threat to homeostasis can be

recognized, there should be no systematic relationship between the objective

circumstances of people’s lives and their SWB. This is because homeostasis,

not the extrinsic conditions, are controlling levels of SWB. This lack of

relationship has been confirmed in an empirical review (Cummins, 2000c).

2. Under non-maintenance conditions where the homeostatic system is

facing defeat, the relative strength of the relationship between extrinsic

conditions and SWB changes. Here, the extrinsic conditions are the

dominating force, defeating homeostasis and, thereby, wresting control of

SWB by causing it to rise or fall. Under these conditions, the correlation
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between SWB and the extrinsic condition is much enhanced, while the

correlation between SWB and all aspects of the homeostatic system (to be

described) consequentially fall.

Some evidence for this has also been presented in the review by Cummins

(2000c) which demonstrated a generally higher correlation between SWB and

objective variables under conditions of extrinsic threat. Further evidence can

be deduced from studying the relationship between perceived health and

physical health. Perceived health, as a component of SWB, is generally

unrelated to physical health in general population samples due to the influence

of homeostasis. Duckitt (1983), on the other hand, reported a high correlation

between objective health and perceived health among elderly women. Such

data are consistent with these women being under homeostatic threat from the

compromised state of their physical health.

3. There will be a law of diminishing returns in the ability of improved

objective conditions to cause an increase in SWB. That is, in conditions of

marked deficit, many of the objective indicators will have the power to control

SWB (e.g., chronic poverty, friendlessness, lack of safety, and so on).

However, if such circumstances are improved to the point that they are no

longer instrumental in causing homeostatic defeat, further improvements are

predicted to have little further eVect on SWB for two reasons. First, control

has been returned to the homeostatic system, and so further improvements

will be absorbed by the system, eVectively holding the SWB output constant.

Second, if a sudden, marked improvement occurs that exceeds the upper

threshold, the processes of adaptation, to be described in Section IX, will

quite rapidly diminish the impact of this new experience and, once again,

return control to homeostasis.

An example of this latter phenomenon has been provided by Groot and

VandenBrink (2000). They divided a large population sample into deciles on

the basis of life satisfaction. True to prediction, they found that in the two

deciles above 80 %SM, income had lost its ability to further increase life

satisfaction.

This understanding has enormous implications for the use of SWB as a

measure of outcome for people with an intellectual disability. It means that

an intervention that succeeds in improving extrinsic conditions may or may

not cause a concomitant increase in SWB. If the initial level of SWB

represented a condition of homeostatic defeat then such an intervention

could be expected to also raise SWB. On the other hand, if the initial level of

SWB fell within the normal range of values, improved extrinsic circumstances

will not be reflected in higher levels of SWB. For this reason, outcome

measurement for interventions involving people with an intellectual disability

should always include both objective and subjective measures.
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In summary, a considerable body of data is consistent with the idea of a

homeostatically controlled level of SWB.NotonlydoesSWBappear tobeheld

withina rangecharacterizedbyupperand lower thresholds,butalsodeviations

from this narrative range are characterized by instability and a heightened

correlation between SWB and the responsible extrinsic agent. What is now

required, in order to understand these ideas further, is an indication of the

psychological processes that might comprise such a homeostatic system. Our

model will now be described.
V. A MODEL FOR HOMEOSTASIS
The idea that SWB is maintained by the brain in some form of dynamic

equilibrium has been proposed by several other authors (Headey & Wearing,

1989; Nieboer, 1997; Ormel, 1983; Ormel & Schanfeli, 1991). However, apart

from a shared view that personality must be somewhere involved in such

maintenance, these theorists have not attempted to explain the mechanisms

that are responsible for such an equilibrium state. We will now attempt to fill

this gap by outlining a model for the homeostatic control of SWB. This model

is represented diagramatically in Fig. 3.
FIG. 3. A homeostatic model for subjective well-being.
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This model proposes three levels of processing between some perceptual

input that is extrinsic to the system and SWB, which is depicted as

the output. The first level of processing constitutes the unconscious

processes of adaptation and habituation. The second involves the conscious

awareness of met and unmet needs. The third involves a system of cognitive

‘buVers’, designed to absorb the impact of changing need states in order to

maintain a steady-state output, which is SWB. It also proposes that the

second and third levels are strongly influenced by personality, which

provides the aVective balance underpinning conscious awareness. Thus,

SWB is depicted as an output under the influence of personality, which

provides the aVective component, and the buVers, that provide the cognitive

component.

Each of these processes will now be described in more detail. This

description will commence with personality since this is proposed to influence

the whole system, including responsibility for the set-point-range in SWB

previously discussed.
VI. PERSONALITY
Within the literature there is strong, convergent evidence that personality

is a major determinant of how happy or sad people feel with their lives. On

the basis of his longitudinal studies involving people with an intellectual

disability, esteemed ethnographer Robert Edgerton (1990) concluded:

‘‘The pattern that emerges again and again is that people who were happy and
hopeful 10, 20, or even 30 years ago remain so no matter what ill-fortune they
suVer; and those who were sad or negative about life do not change even though
their environment improves significantly. The data clearly indicate that major
life stressors or major gratifications can bring about changes in aVect and
expressed life satisfaction, but these changes are short-lived.

Counterintuitive as this finding may seem to those like myself who believe in
the causal power of environmental factors, these data support that internal
dispositions—call them temperament for want of a better term—are better
predictors of people’s satisfaction with the quality of their lives than are
objective environmental variables’’ (p. 156–157).
Quantitative data have overwhelmingly confirmed this view, most

particularly with respect to the two personality dimensions of extraversion

and neuroticism. Practically all of the many studies that have looked at the

relationship between these dimensions and SWB have found a robust

correlation. This has led to the ‘top-down’ hypothesis, such that SWB is

substantially influenced by personality (e.g., Mallard et al., 1997).
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As a consequence of this understanding and other research to be cited

later, Fig. 3 depicts personality as underpinning the model by delivering a

constant, background level of aVect to the system (Carver, 2000). This acts

at three levels. First, it constitutes a direct eVect on SWB. Second, it creates

a set-point-range for the operation of the cognitive buVers which, in turn,

maintain SWB within this range despite fluctuations in needs (Fig. 3). Third,

it impacts on the need to influence the level of arousal and, hence,

motivation. However, before considering the nature of these links it is

important to clarify the relationship between personality and aVect, most

particularly in relation to the construct of motivation.

It can also be noted at this point, that Fig. 3 indicates an influence of the

homeostatic system on personality. While this is clearly against the

conventional view (e.g., McCrae & Costa, 1995) that personality traits are

stable in adulthood due to their strong degree of genetic determination (e.g.,

Jang et al., 1996; Macaskill et al., 1994; Saudino et al., 1999), it reflects the

outcome of a recent meta-analysis reported by Roberts and DelVecchio

(2000). These authors concluded that while traits are mostly consistent in

adulthood they do retain a dynamic quality and, therefore, are not

immutable. The extent of this influence is, however, not reliably determined

at this stage.
A. Personality and Affect

The dimensions of personality that seem crucial to an understanding of

the homeostatic system are neuroticism and extraversion. Both dimensions

are intimately linked with aVect and, for the purpose of this discussion,

neuroticism will be considered roughly equivalent to negative aVectivity,

while extraversion will be considered roughly equivalent to positive

aVectivity (Fogarty et al., 1999; Watson & Clark, 1992; Wilson & Gullone,

1999).

A good description of negative aVectivity has been provided by Brief,

Butcher, George, and Link (1993) as

‘‘a mood-dispositional dimension that reflects pervasive individual diVerences
in negative emotionality and self-concept’’ (p. 647).
In particular, people high on negative aVectivity are nervous, apprehen-

sive, irritable, overly sensitive, and emotionally labile (Watson &

Pennebaker, 1989), as well as having a more negative worldview, rating

peers less favorably, and experiencing a wide variety of negative emotions in

the absence of known stressors (Elliott et al., 1994). They also have a tendency

to experience anxiety, dysthymia, and depression. In confirmation of the
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unidimensional nature of these negative aVective states, they all tend to co-

vary (e.g., Abbey & Andrews, 1985; Depue & Montoe, 1986; Hunt et al., 1967;

Watson&Pennebaker, 1989;Watson et al., 1995).Thus, for thepurposeof this

discussion, neuroticism will be considered as the source of constitutional

negative aVect influencing the homeostatic system.

Extraversion, as the source of constitutional positive aVect, appears as the

natural opposing force to neuroticism, and it seems reasonable to suggest

that it is the balance between these two personality dimensions that provides

the set-point-range for SWB. It can also be seen from Fig. 3 that personality

is depicted as having both a direct and an indirect influence on SWB (see

the following text). This is consistent with the hierarchical view of the

relationship between personality, aVect, and ‘mood’ proposed by Wakefield

(1989). In this scheme, extraversion and neuroticism are considered primary

traits, positive and negative aVectivity as secondary traits, and ‘mood’ is

considered as a state (also see Nemanick & Munz, 1997). Thus, SWB is seen

as being under the influence of both personality, which provides the aVective

component, and the cognitive buVers, which reflect the self in interaction

with extrinsic factors.
B. Direct and Indirect Links With SWB

There is general agreement in the literature that extraversion is positively

correlated with happiness (e.g., Argyle & Lu, 1990; Diener et al., 1992;

Francis, 1999) and life satisfaction (e.g., Doyle & Youn, 2000). There is also

agreement that neuroticism is negatively correlated with happiness (e.g.,

Francis, 1999; Lu & Shih, 1997) and life satisfaction (e.g., Brief Butcher et al.,

1993). These relationships are consistent with the aVectivity link mentioned

earlier. However, Fig. 3 also depicts an indirect link between personality and

SWB, mediated by the buVering systems of perceived control, self-esteem,

and optimism. The evidence for this indirect link will now be examined.

Two studies provide such evidence in relation to neuroticism. In the first,

Brief et al. (1993) found an indirect eVect (and no direct eVect) of negative

aVectivity on life satisfaction, mediated by perceived health, which included

‘the extent of physical discomfort or limitation’. The second, by Lu and Shih

(1997), found an indirect eVect (and a direct eVect) of neuroticism on

happiness mediated by mental health, which included the reporting of

somatic symptoms. Thus, if it is assumed that both perceived physical

limitations and the presence of somatic symptoms contain elements of

perceived control, then an interpretation of both of these studies is that the

buVer of perceived control is influenced by neuroticism. This will be

discussed further in Section VII.



the motivation to maintain subjective well-being 269
Another indicator that personality exerts an indirect eVect on SWB is that

high levels of neuroticism attenuate the influence of positive experiences on

overall mood. Just such an indirect influence was reported by Elliott et al.

(1994) who found that, among individuals high in negative aVectivity, social

support (a met need) had an attenuated ability to relieve depression. Such

attenuation, coupled with the dominating influence of neuroticism, can be

hypothesized to make such people highly susceptible to stressful influences.

Thus, as described by Flynn and Cappeliez (1993), this negativity bias, or

loss of the normal positivity bias, actually makes it more diYcult for people

to recover normal homeostatic functioning because they enter a downward

spiral. The loss of positivity bias leads to a heightened state of reality

awareness within the cognitive buVers. As a consequence people perceive

more clearly not only their inability to meet the demands of the situation,

but also that the situation is unlikely to improve. In turn, this engenders self-

denigration, social-withdrawal, and further dysphoria, eventually leading

into depression.

The indirect link between positive aVectivity and SWB can also be

demonstrated. Here it is proposed that extraversion acts on the buVers and

the perception of met needs, thereby constituting what Flynn and Cappeliez

(1993) term ‘protective factors’ for the person’s well-being. These factors are

high self-perceived social competence, high learned resourcefulness, a

perceived high frequency of pleasant events, and the perceived availability

of a close and immediate confidant. Thus, it might be expected that such

protective factors would reinforce one another, and so co-vary, in much

the same manner as described for the components of negative aVectivity.

This is, indeed, the case. For example, internal control and social

performance correlate positively (Abbey & Andrews, 1985) while in a

meta-analysis. DeNeve and Cooper (1998) report an average correlation

>0.3 between the following traits: trust, emotional stability, desire for

control, hardiness (the tendency to cope positively with life events), and

positive aVectivity.

In summary, and as also argued by Fyrand et al. (1997), on the basis of

structural modelling, the personality traits of neuroticism and extraversion

seem likely to be causally related to levels of SWB through both direct and

indirect links involving the cognitive buVers and met needs.
C. Strength of Relationship Between Personality and SWB

To what extent can personality predict SWB? No consensus has yet

emerged. Estimates range from very low and ambiguous degrees of

relationship (Diener & Larsen, 1984) to strong correlations. For example,
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Sandvik et al. (1993) concluded that, among their sample of college students,

about one-half of the variance in SWB could be attributed to personality

and stable environmental conditions. The reason for such wide di Verences

of opinion is that such an estimation is likely dependent on many other

considerations:

1. The similarity of the SWB measure to trait a Vect (for example, see the

review by DeNeve, 1999). For example, positive aVect can be expected to

show a stronger correlation with extraversion than with life satisfaction.

Indeed, in studies where extraversion and neuroticism are used as

covariates, they appear to negate the influence of positive and negative

aVect on some other measure of well-being. This was demonstrated by

Fogarty et al. (1999) in relation to job satisfaction.

2. The degree to which the personality variables reflect extraversion or

neuroticism as opposed to the other factors of personality. For example,

Edwards (1998) reports that within a meta-analysis involving a very

heterogeneous collection of 137 ‘personality’ traits, they found an average

correlation with SWB of 0.19. Clearly this is less than would be expected using

either measures of extraversion or neuroticism as the correlates. In a similar

vein, Fogarty et al. (1999) found strong correlations between job satisfaction

and both extraversion and neuroticism, but weak correlations with the

personality factors of openness, agreeableness, and conscientiousness.

3. Homeostasis theory predicts that the correlations should be maximal in

samples with normal levels of SWB where no obvious source of threat to

well-being is in operation. This is because, under such conditions, the level

of SWB should be minimally aVected by extrinsic influences, and so its value

should most closely reflect the set-point-range managed by personality.

Under extrinsic threat conditions, on the other hand, the control of SWB is

predicted to shift, first, to the homeostatic system of buVers, and then when

homeostasis is defeated, to the threatening agent itself, as it causes SWB to

fall below its normal range (Fig. 2).

Evidence for such a shift in the control of SWB can be deduced from the

study by Duckitt (1983) on elderly women. Consistent with the expectation

that this sample would be under homeostatic threat due to poor medical

health, a high correlation was found between objective and perceived health.

Moreover, personality did not correlate with perceived health after objective

health had been partialled out, thus further emphasizing the dominance of

objective health over SWB. It was also found that life satisfaction and life

events remained correlated with perceived health even after objective health

had been partialled out. This indicates the continued association between

measures of SWB (life satisfaction and perceived health) as expected from a

‘bottom-up’ model. Moreover, the continual influence of life events on
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perceived health after partialling out objective health, can also be explained

in terms of the model as follows: because the homeostatic buVers had been

defeated by poor objective health, the system had little capacity to absorb

the impact of other negative events so that they also exerted a direct eVect to

reduce life satisfaction.

So, in the light of all of this it seems that the strength of the relationship

between personality and SWB will be situationally variable and will depend

on the nature of the measures employed. In corroboration of this view,

Diener et al. (1999) conclude from their review of this area, that while it is

clear that personality and SWB are linked, no simple general estimate of the

strength of this linkage can be made. However, it is possible that if samples

were separated on the basis of their relative degree of homeostatic threat,

more consistent estimates may be possible.
D. Personality, Needs, and Motivation

The issue of motivation in the field of intellectual disability has been

generally neglected (Switzky, 2003). Yet, as this author states:

‘‘Personality and motivational self-system processes are the fulcrum around
which all other psychological, educational, and self-regulatory processes rotate
to energize behavior and performance in mentally retarded persons’’ (Switzky,
1999, p. 70).

The above quotation, which leads to a major review of this topic (Switzky,

1999), clearly places personality at the center of operations. This view is

consistent with the role of personality depicted in Fig. 3 and, most importantly

from a motivational viewpoint, it is consistent with the proposed influence

of personality on the strength of met and unmet needs. The evidence for

such a genetic link appears to be strongest in relation to perceived social

support (e.g., Bergeman et al., 1991). This link has special significance in terms

of the model since it may represent the simplest connection between

personality and motivation, as can be seen from the powerful study by Lucas

et al. (2000).

These authors studied extraversion with particular attention to the facet

of ‘sociability’, as the enjoyment of social activities, preference for being

with others, and ‘reward sensitivity’. This latter term depicts an underly-

ing motivational system characterized by a strong Behavioural Activating

System (Gray, 1970) which regulates reactions to positive stimuli. According

to Depue and Collins (1999), the operation of this system can be described

in the following terms:
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‘‘Exposure to . . . incentive stimuli (or activation of their central representation)
elicits an incentive emotional state that facilitates and guides approach
behaviour to a goal. In humans, incentive motivational states are associated
with strong positive aVect characterized by feelings of desire, wanting,
excitement, energy, potency, and self-eYcacy’’ (p. 495).
Thus, it can be seen that the role of the Behavioural Activating System is

to motivate and guide goal directed behavior. This is consistent with the

general view, oVered by many authors (e.g., Avia, 1997; Izard, 1993), that

one of the main functions of the emotional system is to motivate specific

response patterns which are related to feelings of positive aVect.

Lucas et al. (2000) provide compelling evidence that the sociability facets

of extraversion form a higher-order factor of reward sensitivity. The facets

they identified are: aYliation (enjoying and valuing close interpersonal

bonds, being warm and aVectionate); ascendance (feeling dominant or being

an exhibitionist); venturesome (feelings of excitement seeking and desire for

change); and social interaction (preference for social interaction). Thus, it is

proposed that these facets of extraversion form an aspect of motivation

(reward sensitivity) which reflects the degree to which people are motivated

by the prospect of a reward.

They then ask why reward sensitivity is linked to the enhanced sociability

of extraverts, and provide an interesting answer: social situations involving

warmth, aVection, and close emotional bonds, are especially rewarding.

Thus, the increased sociability of extraverts (e.g., Argyle & Lu, 1990) is

simply a by-product of greater sensitivity to rewards. This is not to say,

however, that such increased sensitivity is confined to social situations. As

these authors also note, extraverts tend to feel more positive aVect even

when they are alone (e.g., Diener et al., 1992), but there does appear to be

some special motivational power attributable to social rewards.

They oVer an interesting piece of confirmatory evidence which draws on

cross-cultural data. As Lucas et al. (2002) note, social contact may serve

diVerent purposes in diVerent cultures. For example, while within individual-

istic cultures people are more likely to seek social interaction because it is

rewarding, in collectivistic cultures a more central goal may be group

harmony. In confirmation of social reward sensitivity, while extraversion and

positive aVect correlated in samples from both cultures, the relationship was

less in collectivist samples. Thus, they conclude:

‘‘sensitivity to rewards, rather than sociability, forms the core of extraversion’’
(p. 466).
It seems possible that this diVerential reward sensitivity may also

explain why extraverts appear to experience more positive events (Headey
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et al., 1985) and more adverse events (Headey & Wearing, 1989). That is,

people who are sensitive to rewards seek more interaction with their

environment and, subsequently, experience more ‘events’. The fact that

these authors found that favorable and adverse events kept happening to the

same people over time is further evidence that reward sensitivity represents a

stable personality characteristic, linked to met and unmet needs. The

influence of reward sensitivity can also be linked, via personality, to SWB.

Assuming that such sensitivity facilitates a search for aYliation, then such

activity has been reported to produce a positive feedback cycle in which the

searching behavior and SWB are mutually reinforcing to one another

(Filipp & Klauer, 1991). Thus, as also concluded by DeNeve (1999),

relationship-enhancing traits are important for SWB maintenance.

The linkage between neuroticism and needs is less established. However,

such a connection has been supported by Fyrand et al. (1997) who found a

strong correlation, among people with arthritis, between depression and the

lack of social support (an unmet need). However, the relationship virtually

disappeared after the eVects of neuroticism were removed. The authors

conclude that neuroticism therefore, may have caused the perceived lack of

social support.

In summary, a case can certainly be made that the two personality

dimensions of extraversion and neuroticism are intimately related to levels

of SWB. The nature of the relationship has been argued to be both direct

and indirect. The direct link involves a constant background level of aVect.

The indirect links with SWB are made through the cognitive buVers

(discussed in the next section) and met/unmet needs. These links, together

with the direct supply of aVect, are argued to create the stable set-

point-range for individual levels of well-being. The case has also been

argued that extraversion is strongly implicated in the creation of motivat-

ion, most particularly by way of generating a sensitivity to social rewards.

Thus, personality has a powerful role in the maintenance of SWB through

the supply of a steady level of aVect and the generation of reward

motivation.
VII. THE COGNITIVE BUFFERING SYSTEM
In a recent review, DeNeve (1999) found overwhelming evidence that the

way people think about and explain what happens in their lives is intimately

tied to levels of SWB. We have attempted to operationalize this pathway to

SWB by proposing a tripartite system of cognitive buVers that involves

perceived control, self-esteem, and optimism (Cummins & Nistico, 2002).

Each of these components will now be considered.
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A. Perceived Control

There is a broadly held view that perceived control is central to the life

quality of people with an intellectual disability (e.g., Brown, 1996; Romney

et al., 1994; Tonkens & Weijers, 1999) and the most common classification

system for perceived control is its division into internal and external locus of

control (Rotter, 1966). Internal control describes a perception that control

over an event rests with the person. External control attributes such

control to an external agency, such as luck or some powerful other person or

force. At least within Western culture, it is generally assumed that people

prefer internal control, and so the presence of external control is indicative

that the person is attempting to cope with events that lie outside their sphere

of actual control. Kaplan De-Nour (1981), for example, reported higher

levels of external control among people on dialysis than the general

population.

Perceived control is proposed to operate as a cognitive buVer in the

following manner. Under normal conditions, where the person believes their

environment is under their control, they will evidence internal control. This,

in turn, reinforces SWB. Thus, Phares (1978) in a review on this topic

describes:

‘‘the typical internal to be one who actively comes to grips with the world.
Compared to the external, the internal is resistant to social pressure and
dedicated to the pursuit of excellence’’ (p. 295).
However, the extrinsic environment cannot always be perceived as under

one’s personal control, such as when negative life events must be endured.

This is when the perception of external control can act as a buVer. That is, if

negative life events were simply accepted as evidence of a complete loss of

control this would be indicative of helplessness and very damaging to SWB.

On the other hand, if such events can be understood as simply bad luck (the

event is unlikely to recur) or the will of God (there is a higher, but not

understood purpose underlying the event), then the negative feelings

associated with the event can be reduced, and the impact on SWB diminished.

This is the proposed role of external control, not to directly enhance SWB but

to buVer the potential negative impact of negative life events.

The capacity of the buVer, however, is limited in this regard, and this

capacity will be exceeded by either a strong or protracted negative event. As

a consequence, high levels of external control will most commonly be linked

to a measurable reduction in SWB, even though the model predicts such a

reduction to be less than would be the case in the absence of the external

control buVer.
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These predictions can be readily confirmed. For example, a high internal

locus of control has been linked to happiness (Kopp & Ruzicka, 1993;

Mullis, 1992) and life satisfaction (Cvetanovski & Jex, 1994; Lewinsohn

et al., 1991; Sloper et al., 1991). Conversely, a low internal locus of control

has been linked to anxiety (Cvetanovski & Jex, 1994; Lefcourt, 1976;

Rawson, 1992) and general malaise (Sloper et al., 1991).

A low internal locus of control has also been linked to depression

(e.g., Cvetanovski & Jex, 1994; Lefcourt, 1976; Rawson, 1992). This is

consistent with the pattern of relationships between variables that has

been described, and also the view of a fragile buVer system that has lost

much of its resilience to external challenge, a view also proposed by Lefcourt

(1976).

Such data have particular relevance to people with an intellectual dis-

ability. These people are more likely to experience low levels of control due to

institutionalized living conditions (e.g., Iahoda & Cattermole, 1995), low

autonomy within their family environment (Brown & Timmons, 1994), or

poor coping skills for life within the general community (Tymchuk, 1991).

As a consequence of this unmet need, people with disabilities commonly

regard their level of independence as a major issue in their lives (Disability

Services Victoria, 2000) and this chronically experienced lack of control

threatens the integrity of the homeostatic system, as has been described in

the preceding text.
B. Control and Personality

According to the model, perceived control is heavily influenced by

personality and yet distinct from the personality factors. Evidence for this

comes from the review by Lefcourt (1976) who concluded that, while locus

of control can be changed by intervention or circumstances, there is little

evidence for the persistence of such changes. This is consistent with a role

for personality in setting the resting level of perceived internal control, and

returning control to such levels following homeostatic defeat, an analogous

argument to that mounted with respect to the set-point-range of SWB.

Indeed, since SWB is envisaged as the direct output of the cognitive buVers

(Fig. 3), personality is proposed to generate an equivalent set-point-range

for each of the control, self-esteem, and optimism buVers.

It would also be expected that high internal control would be related to

behaviors consistent with extraversion, since both are being proposed as

links to the maintenance of SWB. This has been supported by Abbey and

Andrews (1985) who found that high internal locus of control related

positively to social performance.
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C. Control and the Other Buffers

If it is assumed that the three identified buVers work together as a system,

then it would be expected they would show a strong positive relationship to

one another. This pattern has generally been found among people under no

apparent systematic threat in relation to locus of control and self-esteem

(Kopp & Ruzicka, 1993; Ralph et al., 1995).

Within samples which may be expected to be suVering challenge from an

extrinsic threat, the expected situation is less clear. The issue revolves

around the question of whether the three buVering systems buVer one

another? The evidence is as follows.

Positive significant relationships:

. Locus of control and self-esteem: people with an intellectual disability

(Mattika, 1996), people who are unemployed (Cvetanovski & Jex,

1994), and at-risk adolescents (Enger et al., 1994).
. Locus of control, self-esteem, and optimism (Sanna, 1996; Scheier &

Carver, 1985; Shepperd et al., 1996).

Non-significant relationships:

. Locus of control and self-esteem: children with emotional behavior

problems (Rawson, 1992).

It can be concluded that these data are generally supportive of the

proposition that the buVers are functionally linked with one another.

D. Self-Esteem

The construct of self-esteem must be one of the most researched in

psychology. Even by 1970 over 2000 articles had been published on the topic

(Rosenberg, 1979) and its popularity among researchers currently remains

high. Because of this extraordinary degree of attention, the construct has

been dissected and examined in elaborate detail, with substantial argument

being devoted to the distinction between self-concept and self-esteem (e.g.,

Hattie, 1992) and the character of putative subdomains (e.g., James, 1892;

Luk & Bond, 1992). However, such distinctions are very marginally relevant

to this review. Here, we will consider self-concept and self-esteem as

synonyms, as also suggested by Josephs et al. (1992) and Marsh (1994), and

we will regard the construct as a single factor, consistent with the most

commonly used scale (Rosenberg, 1968).

It is generally agreed that self-esteem is a cognition (Sherwood, 1965)

employed to evaluate our overall worthiness by comparing our perceived
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self against our ideal self (Endo, 1992). Included in this self-evaluation is

personal dignity and merit (Chrzanowski, 1981), social confidence and

ability (Fleming & Courtney, 1984), capability and success (Coopersmith,

1981), and personal respect (Rosenberg, 1968). While such self-evaluations

could be made in relation to any number of self-situations, in fact they are

dominated by social interaction with family and friends (Josephs et al., 1992;

Medora et al., 1993; Sherwood, 1965) much along the lines of Festinger’s

(1954) social comparison theory. It should also be noted that self-esteem has

particular relevance to the area of intellectual disability since it has been

linked to adaptive personality characteristics (Glick, 1999) and the

motivation to develop e Vective coping strategies (Switzky, 1997) that are

so crucial to the maintenance of SWB.

Several previous authors have overtly considered self-esteem to be a

determinant of SWB (e.g., Pugliesi, 1988) while many more infer the

presumed direction of causation. Certainly its link to SWB is legendary,

with most authors reporting correlations that are so high (e.g., Boschen,

1996 [0.77]; Coyle et al., 1994 [0.62]; Ralph et al., 1995 [0.78]) that Diener

and Diener (1995) were moved to report a study establishing that the

constructs were discriminable from one another. The link between SWB and

self-esteem has also been reported for people with an intellectual disability

(Mattika, 1996), which reinforces the importance of self-esteem maintenance

since such people may frequently encounter negative life experiences that

threaten their self-esteem and, therefore, their SWB (Weisz, 1981; Zigler,

1971).

In terms of its description as a homeostatic device, Kitayama, Markus,

Matsumoto, and Norasakkunkit (1997) have noted the ‘numerous studies’

that demonstrate a robust and pervasive tendency to maintain and enhance

self-esteem. This maintenance, according to Verkuyten (1993) is derived

through the interaction of three processes: social comparison (Festinger,

1954); symbolic interaction, in which people come to view themselves as

significant others see them (Cooley, 1902); and self-attribution, in which

people gain a sense of self from their own actions (Gecas & Schwalbe, 1983).

Thus, self-esteem can be viewed as a robust device drawing on many sources

for its maintenance, especially social interaction.

The centrality of self-esteem as a homeostatic device has been reinforced

through the finding that people with high self-esteem show SWB resilience in

the face of negative life events (e.g., DuBois et al., 1998; Long & Spears,

1998). Moreover, Brown and Mankowski (1993) have provided further

understanding of the cognitive processes involved. They argue that people

with low self-esteem react to events in an even-handed fashion. That is,

positive events produce positive reactions and negative events produce

negative reactions. This is not so, however, for people with high self-esteem.
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Such people embrace positive events but reject, limit, or oVset negative

events. As a consequence their reactions to negative events are less severe.

Given the aforementioned connections and consequences of self-esteem,

it is not diYcult to imagine that high self-esteem is self-perpetuating

through the kinds of behavior such people are motivated to perform.

Consider, for example, the following paraphrased from Coopersmith (1967,

pp. 70–71):

‘‘people with high self-esteem approach tasks and persons with the expectation
that they will be well received and successful, they follow their own judgement
and consider novel ideas, they hold a conviction they are correct and the
courage to express those convictions, they have high social independence and
creativity, are assertive and likely to take ‘vigorous social actions’. They are
more likely to be participants then listeners in group discussions, report less
diYculty in forming friendships, have a lack of self-consciousness, and a lack of
preoccupation with personal problems.’’

The tight link between self-esteem and SWB mentioned earlier seems easy to
understand in the light of such attributes.
E. Self-Esteem and Motivation

Since high self-esteem is associated with so many desirable behavioral

attributes, as well as with high SWB, it could be imagined that people with

low self-esteem might be motivated to achieve higher levels. This has been

formulated as Self-Enhancement Theory (Shrauger, 1975). However, there

is little evidence to support this proposition. On the contrary, people with

low self-esteem have lower overall motivation to engage life (e.g.,

Baumeister et al., 1989; Klein, 1995; Neugarten et al., 1961) and employ

cognitive strategies that allow them to feel comfortable with a relatively

disengaged lifestyle.

This idea was formalized as Self-Consistency Theory (Lecky, 1945) and is

consistent with self-esteem having a high level of determination from

personality, and to employ buVering strategies consistent with the self-

esteem set-point-range. From this perspective, people with high self-esteem

exhibit more self-enhancing biases because such biases strengthen the

self-image. Such biases, on the other hand, would be threatening to the self-

image of people with less positive self-views. Thus, as argued by Brown,

Bayer, and Brown (1988), both high and low self-esteem people engage in

the process of self-enhancement, but they do so in diVerent ways. People

with high self-esteem engage in direct forms of self-enhancement. The self is

linked to positive identities and outcomes, and such people over-evaluate

their own product rather than devaluing the out-group product. People with
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low self-esteem, on the other hand, engage in indirect forms of self-

enhancement. The self is only indirectly linked to positive identities and

outcomes by virtue of one’s association with others. These people show little

evaluation of their own product but derogate the out-group product (e.g.,

Hogg & Sunderland, 1991).

In summary, both high and low self-esteem is associated with motivation

to engage in particular behaviors and cognitive strategies. The precise

behaviors, however, diVer between the two groups and, most importantly,

are directed to maintain the status quo. In other words, self-esteem has a

strong personality component (Campbell et al., 1976; Hattie, 1992) which

makes it quite stable over time (e.g., Block & Robins, 1993; O’Malley &

Bachman, 1979).

However, self-esteem does exhibit short-term variation due to either

intentional intervention (e.g., Omizo et al., 1992) or life events, and several

authors have suggested self-esteem lability as a predictive index for

depression (e.g., Butler et al., 1994; Roberts & Gotlib, 1997). This is

interesting and consistent with the homeostatic model. Low self-esteem

would be predicted to correlate with low values for the other two buVers (see

section 6.1.2), reflecting a weak buVering system that is susceptible to

homeostatic defeat by negative live events. Thus, the level of self-esteem

should be highly and negatively correlated with depressive symptoms; this

has been found to be the case (e.g., Lau et al., 1998; Penland et al., 2000;

Rawson, 1992).

Low self-esteem may also, of course, reflect homeostatic defeat due to the

chronic imposition of strongly negative life circumstances Such a reduction

has been reported, for example, among mothers who are intellectually

disabled, due to their chronic exposure to circumstances involving low

levels of perceived control (Tymchuk, 1991). In such a condition, where the

level of self-esteem reflects extrinsic circumstances rather than personality,

the Self-Enhancement Theory, previously dismissed as being applicable

to normative samples, may come into its own. That is, it predicts a

personality-derived motivation to restore self-esteem to the appropriate

set-point-range.

Some evidence in support of such an idea has been provided by Engel

(1959), who studied the self esteem of adolescents over a two-year period. It

was found that those with a high initial self-esteem, who were in the top 20%,

had a significantly more stable self-esteem than those who initially presented

in the bottom 20%. If it is assumed that the lower, but not the higher 20%,

included some adolescents with an extrinsically-driven level of self-esteem,

these findings are consistent with the operation of Self-Enhancement Theory

for such individuals.
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In summary, self-esteem is linked to the other components depicted in

Fig. 3 in a manner consistent with the model. It is strongly linked to

personality and to the other cognitive buVers, and appears to be a powerful

determinant of SWB. It also has a robust tendency for self-maintenance that

is linked to motivation in such a manner as to perpetuate the set-point-range

levels of self-esteem for the individual.
F. Optimism

Optimism is defined as a perception that the future will be to the

perceiver’s advantage or for their pleasure (for an elaboration, see Peterson,

2000; Tiger, 1979). General population studies have consistently shown that

people view themselves on an upward path of ‘life getting better’, with the

past remembered as less good than the present, and the future anticipated as

being better still (Bortner & Hultsch, 1970; Cantril, 1965; Gallup, 1998),

even though the strength of this eVect may diminish in elderly people (RyV,

1991; Shmotkin, 1991). The eVect may also apply to domain-level

satisfactions. For example, Vaillant and Vaillant (1993) demonstrated a

present > past bias in marital satisfaction.

The most substantial empirical demonstration of optimism as a positive

cognitive bias has been provided by Glatzer (1991) who reported the results

of a large, general population, longitudinal study conducted in West

Germany between 1978 and 1984. On each of three occasions people were

asked to rate their life satisfaction as they remembered it to be five years

ago, in the present, and as they anticipated it would be five years hence. The

mean scores, in %SM units, were as follows: past (73, 71, 74), present

(78, 77, 77), and future (80, 75, 76). These data do not confirm the future

bias, perhaps due to the prevailing uncertainty in the country at that time.

The present > past bias is clearly evident, however, and is consistent with

the idea that the optimism buVer helps to maintain SWB through a

downward comparison with the past.

Measures of optimism, usually made through the Life Orientation Test

(Scheier & Carver, 1985), behave in very similar ways to the other two

buVers, as previously described. In the first place, optimism shows a high

and robust relationship with internal control and self-esteem (see Section

VII). It also shows a strong link with personality, as argued by Tiger (1979)

and Peterson (2000) in their major reviews of this topic. Moreover, as

expected, it is predictive of life satisfaction (e.g., Fitzgerald et al., 1993) and

relates inversely to depression (e.g., Pyszczynski et al., 1987; Scheier &

Carver, 1985).

The buVering aspect of optimism lies within the global expectation that

things are going to get better with time. Thus, the impact of negative events
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on SWB is reduced by the prospect that the diYculties that are being

experienced will not last. Thus, O’Brien et al. (1995) found optimists to both

underestimate their susceptibility to health problems and to report lower

levels of stress and physical symptoms. Interestingly, however, their

frequency of preventative health behaviors was not diVerent from non-

optimists. Thus, even though they under-report negatively valanced events,

due to the eVectiveness of their buVering system, this did not prevent them

from processing and acting on relevant health information in an appropriate

and adaptive manner. It must also be acknowledged, however, that optimism

may be a risk factor for failure in some situations when it combines with a

lack of motivation (e.g., Klaczynski & Fauth, 1996).

In summary, the buVers appear to display the necessary characteristics to

justify their role as depicted in Fig. 3. Each one has strong links consistent

with SWB being a product of both the buVers and personality, as has been

previously described. In addition, each buVer shows a strong link to

personality, consistent with the proposition that the interaction between

extraversion and neuroticism provides an aVective balance that maintains

the operation of these buVers within their set-point-range. Finally, the three

buVers strongly influence one another, consistent with them constituting a

single buVer system for the purpose of SWB output. While it has also been

argued that these buVers, through the influence of personality, can be linked

to motivation, the most central source of motivation is likely to be the

cognitive appraisal of needs.
VIII. MET AND UNMET NEEDS
A seemingly obvious determinant of SWB involves met and unmet needs.

This connection has been made by many authors (e.g., Avia, 1997), who

propose that well-being arises when events contribute to the meeting of

needs and the realization of goals. However, in the proposed scheme of

Fig. 3, well-being is depicted as having only an indirect relationship to

met needs. In this model, met needs act to enhance the positive buVers, which

then yield an elevated sense of SWB. In order to explain this indirect

scheme, the theories proposing a direct link between needs and SWB will be

examined first.

It is generally accepted that the main purpose of needs is to provide

motivation, and this idea has been commonly described within the quality-

of-life literature as ‘Person-Environment Fit’ (e.g., Andrews & Withey,

1976; Edwards & Rothbard, 1999; French et al., 1974). Within such

schemes, satisfaction stems from the degree of congruence between the

environment, as the person perceives it, and the person’s needs or
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aspirations. Such theories link to the idea that satisfaction is a product of

the congruence between multiple potential needs within a person’s life, an

idea that has its most elegant form as the Multiple Discrepancies Theory

(Michalos, 1985). This proposes that net satisfaction is a positive linear

function of the perceived diVerences between what one has versus: (1) what

one wants, (2) what others have, (3) the best one has had in the past, (4)

what one expected to have in the past, (5) what one expects to have in the

future, (6) what one deserves, and (7) what one needs.

The resultant net satisfaction, emanating from the meeting of such multiple

needs, has been tied to motivation through the assumption that the desire for

satisfactionmotivates people to act (Mallard et al., 1997). These authors state:

‘‘This applies to satisfaction with income, health, education, and other life

facets, as well as with satisfaction with life as a whole’’ (p. 260).

While it seems eminently reasonable to propose that unmet needs provide

the basis for motivation (also see Ryan & Deci, 2000), the idea that they are

directly linked to SWB levels is problematic. Assume, for example, that needs

exist in some approximate hierarchical form, such as proposed by Maslow

(1954). Then it is assumed that, as most basic needs are met, higher-level needs

arise which, in Maslow’s hierarchy, culminate in needs of self-actualization.

In such a scheme, because needs can be consciously recognized and met,

SWB would show marked fluctuations as unmet needs arise, and are then

met. But this does not occur. SWB shows a remarkable level of stability. In

order to account for such stability, it must be assumed either that some

needs cannot be met or that met needs are seamlessly replaced by unmet

needs, so as to maintain an average SWB level of 75 %SM.

Both of these ideas seem implausible. First, it is diYcult to imagine how

such a scheme could work to manage SWB with the required precision.

Second, since the majority of people in Western society do not experience

chronic unmet needs at the lower levels of Maslow’s hierarchy (1954), and

have their relationship needs reasonably well met, the assumption of ‘unmet’

needs, required to fulfill the average 25 %SM deficit from complete life

satisfaction, must be maintained via unmet ‘self-actualization’ needs. There

is no evidence of which we are aware to support such an idea.

There is an alternative, which is depicted in Fig. 3. In this scheme, SWB is

under the direct control of personality and the buVers, which together act to

maintain SWB within its normal range. The varying needs in this model, act

directly on the buVers. As a consequence, the buVers have the role of

absorbing the impact of unmet needs and maintaining a constant level of

SWB. In this scheme, chronic met needs will normally have little influence on

SWB levels. While they may make the buVers more resilient to negative

extrinsic influences, the level of SWB will remain determined by the

dispositional set-point-range.
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However, the presence of a strong, chronic, unmet need may a Vect the

levels of SWB. This would act to compromise the buVers, and thereby to

reduce SWB. For example, a person who is chronically very hungry or

insecure is likely to have a level of SWB that lies below the normal

range.

Two distinct systems that interact in the control of SWB are being

described. The motivational system, which has as its prime purpose the

initiation of behavior to meet needs, interacts with the SWB homeostatic

system, which has as its prime purpose the maintenance of SWB.

To summarize, it is proposed that, in the absence of strong unmet

needs, the SWB homeostatic system will deliver a level of SWB consistent

with its set-point-range. The presence of strong unmet needs can defeat

this system and, therefore, cause SWB to fall below its normal range.

However, the meeting of needs, as a long-term state, will not cause SWB to

rise above its set-point-range except for brief periods prior to adaptation

(see Section IX).

What, then, is the nature of the interaction between these two systems?

Fig. 3 indicates that the motivational system has a direct link with the

buVers. That is, met and unmet needs are interpreted by the buVers in terms

of their own concern with perceived control, self-esteem, or optimism. Then,

the diVerential strength of the three buVers combine to produce diVerent

sensations of the SWB experience.

In order to demonstrate how this might work, the following taxonomy of

SWB is oVered, derived from Orton et al. (1988) and Avia (1997), with the

relevant buVer indicated in parentheses.

Empathy: understanding (perceived control over) the experiences of

another person.

Gloating: a bad event (loss of control) has happened to a bad person,

reinforcing just-world beliefs (perceived control).

Hope: the anticipation of a desirable event (optimism).

Relief: disconfirmation of the occurrence of an unmet need (control).

Pride and Admiration: approving praiseworthy action reflecting on oneself

(self-esteem).

Gratitude: the re-establishment of control, self-esteem, or optimism.

Two other positive emotions listed by these authors are ‘Joy’ and ‘Love,’

both of which appear to involve all buVers as a global response. Thus, with

these exceptions, the conscious awareness of positive emotions based on met

needs can be seen to involve one or more of the buVers. This is consistent

with our proposition that SWB is a direct output of the buVers, not met

needs per se.
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A. Met Needs and the Buffers

Figure 3 indicates a link between met needs and the buVers. This is

intended to imply that met needs strengthen the cognitive buVers. For

example, a strong intimate relationship, constituting a powerful met need, is

likely to engender a sense of perceived control, self-esteem, and optimism.

Indirect evidence for this proposition emerged from a review of personal

wealth and SWB (Cummins, 2000a). It was found that while, as expected,

very low income increased the probability of homeostatic defeat and,

therefore, low SWB, a very high income induced levels of SWB to

approximately 80 %SM on a group basis. Such levels were shown to be

significantly higher than the population average.

The explanation oVered rested on diVerential access to general resources,

not only to meet needs but also to avoid or attenuate negative events. In

essence, people who are very poor are highly vulnerable to their environ-

ment. They are required to perform tasks, such as child-minding, which they

may not wish to perform and are unable to eVectively counteract the

influence of major negative events, such as the theft of property. People who

are very rich, on the other hand, are able to use their money to acquire

resources that allow them to be minimally aVected by such concerns. They

can employ a child-minder and aVord insurance against property loss. Thus,

while wealth cannot induce SWB above the set-point-range, it can allow rich

people to approximate their SWB potential.

Additional evidence for this idea has been provided by Wolinski et al.

(1985). Over the course of a one-year longitudinal study they found that

people with high or low levels of SWB, at the time of initial measurement,

scored lower and higher, respectively, 5 or 12 months later. Such a result

would be expected as a consequence of regression to the mean. Interestingly,

however, they also found that socio-economic status over-rode this eVect, in

that there was a direct relationship between socio-economic status and SWB

improvement over the course of the study. The authors’ conclusion is

consistent with that emerging from the aforementioned review. They state

that their results ‘‘suggest a vicious cycle wherein lower socio-economic

status (SES) elderly people will increasingly face declining SWB, while their

higher SES counterparts will somehow be able to avoid and/or compensate

for the circumstances and problems that would otherwise result in reducing

their subjective well-being’’ (p. 102).

In summary, unmet needs are seen as an important motivational

component within the SWB homeostatic system, having their origin in the

desire for satisfaction. However, meeting needs is not regarded as yielding

SWB, but rather as an influence on the cognitive buVers. The perception of
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needs is also strongly influenced by personality (Fig. 3), as argued

previously, and influenced by adaptation to extrinsic circumstances.
IX. ADAPTATION
The most basic process in the homeostatic model is adaptation, suggested

by Andrews and Withey (1976) to be essential to any full explanation of

SWB. This is a psychological process that allows people, over some period

of time, to experience a reduced reaction to some changed life circumstance

that comes to represent their extrinsic experience. For example, when people

move from institutions and back into their community, the contrast between

their new and past living environment will initially seem very great.

However, the relocated people will gradually become used to their new

home and, as this occurs, their new circumstances will cease to be a major

source of contrast.

The most popular explanation of how such adaptation occurs in response

to life events involves the Adaptation Level Theory (Helson, 1964).

Excellent descriptions of this process have been supplied by Brickman and

Campbell (1971), Brickman et al. (1978), and Zautra and Goodhart (1979)

(which should be consulted for a detailed account). A brief description is as

follows:

The basic principle of the Adaptation Level Theory is that people’s judgements
of their current level of stimulation (positive or negative) depends upon whether
this is higher or lower than the level to which they are accustomed. If it is
higher, for example, then the person immediately experiences change. However,
two processes then act to make the future experience of this new level of
stimulation seem less remarkable. The first is an upward shift in adaptation
level because the novel stimulation has been added to the ‘accustomed’ level of
stimulation. The second is habituation, which describes the idea that events are
judged by the extent to which they deviate from the adaptation level.
Brickman et al., (1978) is the most widely cited study to exemplify the

operation of these processes. The popularity of this citation continues

unabated despite the methodological limitations documented by Headey

and Wearing (1989). Brickman et al. (1978) compared the reported

happiness of major lottery winners, people who had been rendered

paraplegic, and a general non-event control group. The data from the

former two groups were collected some 1 to 18 months following the event

and, remarkably, when the three groups were compared only minor

diVerences in SWB were apparent. The explanation, in terms of the

Adaptation Level Theory is as follows:
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The lottery winners’ initial euphoria and changed lifestyle caused a massive
upward shift in adaptation level. As a consequence, the new pleasures lost
their capacity to excite, and the ordinary events of their previous lives that
had been sources of pleasure were now unable to do so because they fell
below the new adaptation level. In contrast, the reduced level of positive
stimulation experienced by people who had acquired paraplegia caused their
adaptation level to fall. As a consequence, these people increasingly experienced
pleasure from minor positive events that would have previously gone
unnoticed. Thus, due to the changed adaptation levels of these groups, their
levels of happiness had returned close to the levels they had experienced prior to
their life event.
Authors have oVered several extensions to this theme in terms of what,

precisely, adapts. Thus, Zautra and Goodhart (1979) incorporate compari-

sons made with others, while Headey and Wearing (1986) incorporate role

performance. There are undoubtedly many other psychological processes

that could be nominated as being susceptible to adaptation, but it is

interesting to note that the empirical evidence for the operation of

adaptation level in relation to SWB is, in fact, quite modest. Some studies

even appear to report data inconsistent with predictions based on the

Adaptation Level Theory.

The earliest such data were reported by Andrews and Withey (1976) who

asked people to rate their SQOL five years ago, in the present, and five years

hence. They found the past and future estimations to be virtually

independent, but that the present estimation correlated much more strongly

with the future (0.44) then with the past (0.25) estimations—a three-fold

di Verence in shared variance.

This could be interpreted as evidence against the Adaptation Level

Theory. That is, assuming that current adaptation level had incorporated

past levels of SWB, this should make past and present estimates co-vary.

Future estimates, on the other hand, could not influence the current

adaptation level, and so it would be expected to have a lower level of shared

variance.

Such a proposition, however, fails to take account of the optimism buVer

which predicts the opposite pattern. That is, present SWB and levels of

optimism are normally highly correlated (see Section VII). Therefore, since

future estimates of SWB and optimism must be considered virtually

synonymous, present and future estimates of SWB should be strongly

correlated. So, the fact that Andrews and Withey (1976) found the pattern

they did, more likely reflects the influence of optimism than adaptation

level.

A second study—Zautra and Reich (1980)—provided data seemingly

against the adaptation level. They reported that people who experienced a

high incidence of self-originated positive events actually rated the
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pleasantness of mundane events higher than people with low incidence. The

authors interpreted this as evidence against the Adaptation Level Theory

since the experience of positive self-generated life events appeared to

enhance the pleasure gained from mundane events. However, there are

problems with such an interpretation. Perhaps most important is the

understanding, argued in Section IV, that people with a high set-point-range

for SWB are predicted to experience more positive events and also to rate

the events in their lives as more pleasurable. In this context, the findings by

Zautra and Reich (1980) can be interpreted as confirmation of the high

personality contribution to SWB.

Other evidence apparently against the Adaptation Level Theory is the

finding by Hunskaar and Vinsnes (1991) that the quality of life of women

with incontinence was not related to the duration of their condition.

However, two matters make such data insubstantial for this purpose. First,

the Sickness Impact Profile (Bergner et al., 1981), which they used as a

measure of outcome, comprises mainly functional status and objective

quality of life indices. It is certainly not a measure of SWB. Second, some

aversive circumstances do not readily permit adaptation, and the social and

practical considerations imposed by incontinence may well fall into this

category.

While this cannot be a complete list of relevant studies, those mentioned

in the preceding text are the only ones known to the authors that could be

cited against the theory. On the other hand, the only known study in

support of the theory, in addition to the Brickman et al. (1978) report

which has already been cited, is that of Rigby et al. (1990) who studied

people who were both disabled and living in an institution. In support of

the Adaptation Level Theory, they found less negative aVect among the

longer-stay residents. However, they found no such diVerence in positive

aVect.

It seems curious that so little research attention has been directed to the

testing of the Adaptation Level Theory in the context of SWB. Perhaps it is

the case that authors simply assume it has been validated from its wide

acceptance in the literature. However, this appears to be a premature

supposition, at least from the evidence we have been able to gather. In fact,

it appears this area deserves far more attention, not only to confirm or

disconfirm the theory, but also to answer important questions concerning

the type of experience that does or does not yield to adaptation. Moreover,

the whole question of the time taken for successful adaptation is a critical

practical and theoretical issue (see later text).

It needs to be acknowledged, however, that this is also a diYcult area to

research for a number of reasons. One is that evidence for adaptation

cannot be reliably sought from the presentation of nonsignificant data. For
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example, the study by Borgen et al. (1996) followed-up high school

graduates for two years and found that neither employment-unemployment

or study continuation diVerentially influenced either self-esteem or depres-

sion. However, several factors other than the success of adaptation could

have caused this result, including the fact that the authors used a relatively

insensitive form of analysis.

Finally, given the homeostatic model that has been described, it is going

to be diYcult to disentangle adaptation to extrinsic events from other forms

of adaptation occurring elsewhere in the model, such as at the level of needs.

But for the purpose of this paper it is clear that adaptation to altered

circumstances of living does occur through one means or another, and that

such processes are involved in maintaining the set-point-range of SWB, as

has been described.

Just how long the system takes to adapt to changed circumstances will

undoubtedly depend on such parameters as the perceived magnitude of the

event and the resilience of the system. Some indications of this time-span

can be derived from the study by Suh et al. (1996) of college students. This

combined longitudinal and cross-sectional study found that only events

within the previous six months exerted an influence on SWB. This appears a

reasonable starting point for such estimations.

In summary, while data confirming the validity of the Adaptation Level

Theory in relation to SWB are currently unimpressive, the theory does have

a strong level of acceptance within the literature. It also seems logical to

apply this theory, which originated in the context of perception, to the SWB

area, as argued by Brickman et al., 1978. Finally, no telling arguments

or data have been provided that reasonably question the validity of this

idea. Therefore, for these reasons the Adaptation Level Theory has been

incorporated into the homeostatic model.
X. HOMEOSTATIC MAINTENANCE AND FAILURE
The maintenance of SWB within its set-point-range requires some form of

feedback loop. While the nature of such a device is speculative at this stage,

a recent suggestion by Carver (2000) provides one explanation for how the

set-point-range might be maintained.

Carver’s idea involves the assumption that action is goal-directed and

managed by feedback loops. Some of the loops are goal seekers, others are

‘anti-goal’ avoiders. These loops make comparisons between current

conditions and the goal (or reference point) and make adjustments as

necessary. As a consequence, in the absence of distractions or other forces,

people tend to do what they intend to do (goal-seeking and -matching) and
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avoid doing the things they regard as unpleasant (anti-goal avoiding).

Carver (2000) states:

‘‘The aVect portion of the theory uses much the same logic but with the
incorporation of time as a parameter. It proposes a loop that monitors the rate
at which the behavioral systems (goal-seeking and anti-goal avoiding) are doing
what they are trying to do . . . The loop takes sensed velocity and compares it to
a velocity goal. If the sensed velocity is less than the reference point, the result
is a negative aVect; if it exceeds the reference point, the result is positive aVect’’
(p. 339).
In the context of the homeostatic model, it could be supposed that SWB

lying either above or below the set-point-range constitutes a deviation from

the velocity goal. Such deviations will then lead to internal adjustments that

will eventually restore SWB to a level within its set-point-range. Thus, in

terms of the goal-seeking loop, which Carver (2000) presumes to be the

aVect loop, levels of SWB lying above the set-point-range should lead to

‘coasting’. That is, withdrawal of eVort, basking, or taking it easy. Levels of

SWB lying below the set-point-range should lead the goal-seeking loop to

try harder. Thus, this system acts to prevent the maintenance of SWB levels

outside the set-point-range.

While this proposition is speculative at this stage, it does represent an

attempt to explain the nature of the feedback loops underpinning the

homeostatic set-point-range. Such considerations, however, and the bulk of

the discussion so far, have concentrated on the chronic maintenance of SWB

within its set-point-range. Consideration will now be given to variations of

SWB that lie outside this range.
A. Joy

The buVers are not normally delivering SWB to its maximum (100 %SM).

They are constrained by their own set-point which has, as its cognitive

manifestation, the understanding that we do not have absolute control, that

we are not perfect, and that the future will not be uniformly positive.

However, higher than normal SWB can be induced in the short-term by

meeting a need (e.g., a satisfying meal) or experiencing a highly positive life

event. Such situations represent homeostatic failure at the level of the

cognitive buVers.

In support of this idea, Mikulincer and Peer-Golden (1991) found that

short-term happiness reflected situational validation of the ideal self (‘the

person you would like ideally to be’). They found that happiness in a given

event increased with the congruence between the ideal self and the perceived

self in that event. Therefore, we hypothesize that other forms of situational
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validation, involving ideals based on control or optimism, can also yield

above-range levels of SWB. Such deviations however, will be short-lived due

to the influence of adaptation.
B. Depression

If depression is conceptualized as the loss of SWB homeostasis, then

the relationship between dysthymia and SWB should approximate the

relationship between SWB and extrinsic factors as shown in Fig. 2. That is,

provided that some negative influence lacks the power to defeat

homeostasis, the symptoms of depression should be virtually absent. As

Kammann and Flett (1983) commented: ‘‘an absence of depression can

occur with many di Verent levels of positive well-being’’ (p. 261).

This changes, however, as the negative influence starts to induce

dysthymia by defeating homeostasis and forcing SWB to lower levels.

Under such conditions, the lower values for SWB and the symptoms of

depression start to co-vary in the manner depicted by Fig. 2. Thus, the

model predicts a curvilinear relationship between extrinsic conditions and

depression, precisely as has been reported in relation to depression and

martial satisfaction (Fincham & Bradbury, 1993), life satisfaction (Coyle

et al., 1994; Lewinsohn et al., 1991), and positive aVect (Kammann & Flett,

1983).

Further predictions from the model are as follows. First, under conditions

of homeostatic defeat, the symptoms of depression (i.e., scores on

depression indices) are coincident with low values within the buVer systems.

This pattern of relationships has been verified in relation to self-esteem, both

within a general population sample (Fincham & Bradbury, 1993) and for

people with an intellectual disability (Benson & Ivins, 1992). Thus, as the

buVer systems fail to successfully absorb the impact of negative events, their

own values decrease and the consequential fall in SWB is mirrored by a rise

in the indices of depression.

The second prediction is that the level of the set-point-range should

mirror the extent to which the homeostatic system is robust to negative life

events. A relatively high setting, determined by personality, should indicate

a high level of resilience, while a low setting predicts a fragile system that is

prone to failure and, therefore, to depression. This prediction has already

been discussed in Section VII. Further support comes from Lewinsohn et al.

(1991) who found low levels of life satisfaction to be a significant risk factor

for future depression.

The third prediction is that people with a high level of neuroticism would

be predisposed to depression. This is consistent with the logic that their

personality structure would not only give them a low SWB set-point-range
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but would also predispose them to reward insensitivity and relative inability

to counteract the negative influence of stressful situations (Flynn &

Cappeliez, 1993). Just such a finding has been reported by Roberts and

Kendler (1999) in a large study of twins. Moreover, high neuroticism is

likely to produce a ‘depressogenic’ attributional style, in which negative life

events are very likely to be experienced as stressful, since they are more

likely than normal to exceed the threshold of the buVers. So, in this sense,

such people ‘generate’ negative life events (see Simons et al., 1993) with the

consequence that their lives are characterized by a predictably high

frequency of such events.

In summary, both joy and depression can be regarded as consequences of

homeostatic failure. However, whereas joy is inevitably an acute state,

defeated by homeostatic processes, depression can be chronic, representing

the failure of homeostasis in the face of powerful and persistent negative

experiences. This depiction of depression, as representing the loss of SWB

through homeostatic failure, is novel.
XI. CONCLUSIONS
The idea that it is normal and adaptive to view one’s life positively is

revolutionary. As has been pointed out by other authors in this area (e.g.,

Peterson, 2000), such an idea fundamentally challenges the ideas of many

influential psychologists and psychiatrists from the last century as to what

constitutes desirable psychological functioning. Most essentially, the idea

that the accurate perception of reality equates to optimal psychological

functioning is clearly wrong. People who see their lives accurately are

generally depressed. Thus, since moderately high levels of SWB are normal,

there must be some robust psychological machinery to ensure such levels are

maintained.

This chapter has attempted to describe a model that could account for

such maintenance. It draws together the idea of a homeostatic system that

manages SWB through an interlocking system of psychological devices. In

this system, personality provides a steady aVective background that sets

SWB within a narrow range for each individual. This is achieved through

the supply of a direct aVective component to SWB and by the influence

personality exerts on other components of the homeostatic system.

The cognitive buVers are proposed to be under the influence of personality,

which acts to provide them with a determined range of operation such that

SWB is held within its set-point-range. Personality is also envisaged as

having a powerful influence on motivational systems that seek satisfaction

and, thus, predispose behavior that is likely to maintain normal levels of
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SWB. This is mainly through the link between extraversion and reward

sensitivity, but also in relation to the general influence of personality on the

level of perceived needs. Finally, at the most fundamental level of the

homeostatic system, are the processes of adaptation and habituation, which

constitute the first line of defence against the threat of changed extrinsic

conditions influencing levels of SWB.

In the construction of this chapter, all accessed and relevant publications

havebeen incorporated into thedescription.While theseappear tooverwhelm-

ingly oVer support for the model, an unconscious bias to generate such a fit

must be considered as a limitation to our judgement. We also acknowledge

that only a fraction of available evidence has been cited, given the breadth of

the psychological processes under consideration. Therefore, alternative

views can be formed on the interpretation of the cited publications with

respect to the model, and that other data may cause a re-evaluation of the

structure that has been described. We look forward to such developments

and oVer this homeostatic model only as a first step in understanding how

SWB is so eVectively maintained.
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This chapter proposes that the core domains of a quality life can be viewed

as motivational states that initiate and direct behavior. To that end, this

chapter is based on three assumptions:

. The end-states represented by each of the eight identified core quality-

of-life domains represent desired human conditions associated with

personal well-being and, therefore, result in incentives that underlie

the motivational process.
. The person-centered nature of the concept of quality of life and its

application results in an increase in one’s internal locus of control,

self-regulation, autonomy, self-determination, personal control, and

expectancy of success.
. The ecological nature of quality-of-life enhancement techniques

based on motivational strategies augment the positive eVects of medi-

ated learning experiences, thereby increasing one’s intrinsic motivation.

This chapter is divided into five sections: (1) our current understanding

of the concept of quality of life; (2) the current focus in personality and

motivation research on eVectance and intrinsic motivation; (3) the motiv-

ational aspects of the core quality-of-life domains; (4) quality-of-life and

motivational strategies; and (5) implications of viewing quality of life from

a motivational perspective.
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I. OUR CURRENT UNDERSTANDING OF THE

CONCEPT OF QUALITY OF LIFE
Over the last 15 years, there has been considerable work on the conceptual-

ization, measurement, and application of the quality-of-life construct.

Throughout this work, a consensus is emerging regarding its meaning and

core domains.

A. Meaning

Throughout the world, the concept of quality of life is being used as a:

. Sensitizing notion that gives one a sense of reference and guidance from

the individual’s perspective, focusing on the person and the individual’s

environment. As a sensitizing notion, ‘‘quality’’ makes us think of the

excellence or ‘‘exquisite standard’’ associated with human characteris-

tics and positive values, such as happiness, success, wealth, health, and

satisfaction; whereas ‘‘of life’’ indicates that the concept concerns the

very essence or essential aspects of human existence (Lindstrom, 1992;

Schalock, 2000; Schalock et al., 2002).
. Social construct that is being used as an overriding principle to evaluate

person-referenced outcomes and to improve and enhance a person’s

perceived quality of life. In that regard, the concept is impacting pro-

gram development, service delivery, management strategies, and evalu-

ation activities in the areas of education, disabilities, mental health, and

aging (Schalock, 2001; Schalock & Verdugo, 2002).
. Unifying theme that is providing a systematic framework for under-

standing and applying the quality-of-life concept in education, health,

and rehabilitation programs. This systematic framework includes

conceptualizing, measuring, and applying the concept from a systems

perspective: microsystem—the immediate social setting, including

the person, family, and/or advocates; mesosystem—the neighborhood,

community, or organization providing education and habilitation ser-

vices and supports; and macrosystem—the overarching patterns of

culture, society, larger populations, and country or sociopolitical

influences (Keith & Schalock, 2000; Schalock & Verdugo, 2002).
B. Core Domains

Rather than attempting a simple definition of quality-of-life, the current

emphasis in quality-of-life research, application, and evaluation is to realize

that quality of life is a multidimensional construct, with both subjective

and objective components. The acceptance of the multidimensionality of a



TABLE I

Core Quality of Life Domains and Their Definitions

Emotional Well-Being: the condition of being content (satisfied, happy), having a positive

self-concept, and/or being relatively free of stress.

Interpersonal Relations: the experiencing of social interactions and relationships (with family,

friends, peers) and/or receiving supports (emotional, physical, financial, feedback) from

family, friends, peers, or agencies.

Material Well-Being: the presence of adequate financial status, employment, and adequate

housing.

Personal Development: the level of education received, personal competence expressed, and/or

performance exhibited (includes creativity and personal expression).

Physical Well-Being: the level of health experienced (physical functioning, disease symptoms,

pain, fitness, energy, nutrition); the performance of activities of daily living (walking, dressing,

self-feeding) and leisure activities; and/or receipt of health care.

Self-Determination: the expression of autonomy and personal control, the pursuit of personal

goals and values, and the opportunity to make choices.

Social Inclusion: the integration into and participation in one’s community, the expression of

valued social roles, and the receipt of social supports from the community.

Rights: the expression of human rights (respect, dignity, equality) and the guarantee of legal

rights (citizenship, access, due process).
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quality life has led to considerable work in identifying and validating eight

individual-level core quality-of-life domains: (1) emotional well-being, (2)

interpersonal relation, (3) material well-being, (4) personal development, (5)

physical well-being, (6) self-determination, (7) social inclusion, and (8) rights

(Schalock & Verdugo, 2002; Schalock et al., 2002). Each of these domains is

defined in Table I.
II. THE FOCUS ON EFFECTANCE AND

INTRINSIC MOTIVATION
This chapter is written within the context of the emerging work in the area

of personality and motivation processes in persons with mental retardation.

Although this work suggests a complex interplay among personality, motiv-

ation, and cognitive processes, two critical motivational concepts have

emerged: eVectance (or mastery) motivation, in which it is assumed that

everyone has an intrinsic need to feel competent (White, 1959); and self

eYcacy beliefs, where one is capable of organizing and implementing actions

necessary to attain designated levels of performance (Bandura, 1997). Our

appreciation of these two concepts has resulted in a better understanding

of the concepts of self-regulation, autonomy and self-determination, media-

tional learning experiences, and personality traits in persons with mental

retardation.
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In this volume and elsewhere, the reader will find excellent summaries in

the area of personality and motivational processes in persons with mental

retardation (for example, Lecavalier & Tasse, 2002; Reiss & Havercamp,

1998; Switzky, 1997, 1999; Zigler & Bennett-Gates, 1999; Zigler et al., 2002).

Of direct relevance to this chapter is the concept of eVectance (or mastery)

motivation, which suggests that everyone has an intrinsic need to feel com-

petent, which is associated with internal reinforcement, exploration, play,

curiosity, and mastery of the environment (White, 1959). Over the years,

research in this area has helped us to better understand the following four

concepts that are integral to the next section on ‘‘the motivational aspects of

the core quality-of-life domains.’’
1. Self-regulation, with the associated principles of: (a) self-eYcacy (or

beliefs concerning one’s capabilities to organize and implement actions

necessary to attain designated levels of performance; Bandura, 1997);

and (b) goal-setting and goal values as reasons for task engagement

(Dweck & Leggett, 1988).

2. Autonomy and self-determination, which leads to an internal locus of

control (Rotter, 1966), increased intrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci,

2000), a sense of competence (Deci & Ryan, 1991), and enhanced

decision-making (Mithaug, 1996).

3. Knowledge acquisition strategies that involve mediational learning experi-

ences (Feuerstein et al., 1991; Tzuriel, 1991) and active problem-solving

processes (Sternberg & Berg, 1992; Switzsky, 1997).

4. Personality traits in persons with mental retardation suggesting that

these individuals have: (a) lower levels of expectancy of success and

eVectance motivation than those of normal intellect; (b) higher levels

of dependency on a supportive adult, with initial wariness when inter-

acting with strange adults; (c) higher levels of outer directedness and

looking to others for solutions of diYcult or ambiguous problems;

and (d) higher levels of extrinsic motivation orientation and learned

helplessness (Hodapp & Fidler, 1999; Switzky, 1997, 1999; Zigler

et al., 1999).
III. THE MOTIVATIONAL ASPECTS OF THE CORE

QUALITY-OF-LIFE DOMAINS
Thus far, this chapter has reviewed our current understanding of

the concept of quality of life, focusing on its meaning and core domains, and

summarized key personality and motivational concepts (such as self regulation,

autonomy and self determination, knowledge acquisition strategies, and
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personality traits) from the current work on personality and motivational

processes in persons with mental retardation. The purpose of this section is

to relate each of the eight person-centered core quality-of-life domains to

potential motivational states.

The relationships between each of the eight person-centered core quality-

of-life domains and potential motivational states are summarized in Table II.

The left column lists the eight core person-referenced quality-of-life domains;

the right column lists potential literature-based motivation states that can be

associated with the respective domain. As discussed later, each of these
TABLE II

Core Quality of Life Domains and Potential

Motivation States

Quality of Life Domain Potential Motivation State/Reference

Emotional Well-Being Esteem (M)

Honor (R)

Tranquility (R)

Order (R)

Interpersonal Relations Relatedness (R & D)

Social contact (R)

Family (R)

Romance (R)

Material Well-Being Status (R)

Savings (R)

Achievement (Mc)

Personal Development Competence (R & D)

Goal setting and values (D & L)

Self-actualization (M)

Curiosity (R)

Physical Well-Being Physiological (M)

Exercise (R)

Self-Determination Autonomy (R & D)

Self-actualization (M)

Intrinsic motivation (D & R)

Self-eYcacy (B)

Independence (R)

Power (R)

Social Inclusion Love and belonging (M)

Idealism (R)

Acceptance (R)

Rights Safety (M)

Key to initials in parentheses: B (Bandura, 1997); D & L (Dweck &

Leggett, 1988); D & R (Deci & Ryan, 1991); Mc (McClelland, 1955);

M (Maslow, 1954); R (Reiss, 2000); R & D (Ryan & Deci, 2000).
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motivational states can lead to domain enhancement and resultant satisfac-

tion. As also shown in Table II, each potential motivational state is followed

in parenthesis by an author’s initials, with the specific author(s) referenced in

the table footnote. The clear relationship between core quality-of-life

domains and potential motivational states allows one to view quality of life

as a motivational construct. The implications of this fourth perspective are

discussed in the following two sections.
IV. QUALITY OF LIFE AND MOTIVATIONAL STRATEGIES
Three premises were stated in the introduction of this chapter: (1) the end-

states represented by each of the eight core quality-of-life domains represent

desired human conditions associated with personal well-being and, there-

fore, result in incentives that underlie the motivation process; (2) the person-

centered nature of the concept of quality of life and its application results in

an increase in one’s internal locus of control, self-regulation, autonomy, self-

determination, personal control, and expectancy of success; and (3) the

ecological nature of quality-of-life enhancement techniques based on motiv-

ational strategies augments the positive eVects of mediated learning experi-

ences, thereby increasing one’s intrinsic motivation. If these premises are

correct, which appears to be the case, what strategies might be used to

develop skills associated with increased individual motivation? Below are

eight motivation-enhancing skills that presumably increase both eVectance

and instrinsic motivation and can be developed through instruction to

promote capacity (skills and knowledge), opportunities to experience control

and choice, and the design of supports and accommodations.
. Choice-making skills. Examples include choosing between two or more

activities or options, deciding when to do an activity, and selecting the

person with whom to associate.
. Problem-solving skills. Examples include listing relevant action alterna-

tives, identifying consequences of those actions, assessing the probabil-

ity of each consequence, establishing the relative importance or value of

each consequence, and integrating these values and probabilities to

identify the most attractive course of action.
. Decision-making skills. Most models of decision making incorporate the

following steps: listing relevant action alternatives, identifying possible

consequences of those actions, assessing the probability of each conse-

quence occurring (if the action were undertaken), establishing the rela-

tive importance (value or utility) of each consequence, and integrating
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these values and probabilities to identify the most attractive course of

action.
. Goal-setting and attainment skills. Examples include identification and

enunciation of specific goals, the development of objectives and tasks to

achieve these goals, and the actions necessary to achieve a desired

outcome.
. Self-management skills. Examples include self-monitoring, self-eval-

uation, self-instruction, and self-reinforcement.
. Self-advocacy and leadership skills. Examples include being assertive,

communicating eVectively, negotiating, compromising, using persua-

sion, being an eVective listener, and navigating through systems and

bureaucracies.
. Perceptions of control and eYciency. These result from choice-making,

problem-solving, decision-making, and goal-setting and attainment.
. Self-awareness and self-knowledge. These result from one’s inter-

pretation of events and experiences such as meaningful activities and

meaningful lives (for example, work and home).
V. IMPLICATIONS OF VIEWING QUALITY OF LIFE FROM

A MOTIVATIONAL PERSPECTIVE
Increasingly, the quality-of-life literature is approaching the conceptual-

ization, measurement, and application of the concept from a systems perspec-

tive that focuses on either the individual (micro), the larger community

(meso), or the larger society (macro). Consistent with this approach, this

final section suggests three implications of viewing quality of life from a

motivational perspective: implications from an individual, program, and

policy perspective.
A. Individual Implications

The reader is familiar with the use of a hierarchy to denote the relative

value or position of diVerent motivational states. The most familiar example

is probably that of Maslow (1954). In addition, reinforcement hierarchies

have been used to describe the position of value of a reinforcer for a given

person, which is determined by a complex interaction of developmental level,

past social learning experience, availability of the reinforcer, and whether or

not it has acquired the properties of a higher-order reinforcer (Zigler, 1971,

1999). The use of a hierarchy to describe relative value or position is

extended here to include the eight core person-centered quality-of-life
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domains. Two examples are presented that reflect both the potentially gen-

eric nature (the ‘‘generalized’’ quality-of-life hierarchy), and the individual-

ized valence (the ‘‘personalized’’ hierarchy) of these eight domains. The first

example is based on work done in Spain (Elorriaga et al., 2000) and a

participatory action research project in the state of Maryland (Schalock,

Bonham, & Marchand, 2000); the second is based on a case involving a

serious burn to a person diagnosed as an individual with ‘‘severe/profound

mental retardation.’’

1. THE ‘‘GENERALIZED’’ QUALITY-OF-LIFE HIERARCHY

The core domains of aquality life havebeenmodeled as a triangle (Elorriaga

et al., 2000), with a hierarchy built upon the foundation of physical well-being,

material well-being, and rights. As shown in Fig. 1, the next level of the

hierarchy is personal development and self-determination, followed higher

by social inclusion and interpersonal relations. At the top of the hierarchy is

emotional well-being. In my work with self-advocates in the U. S. and else-

where, the motivational aspects of this hierarchy are seen clearly when each of

the levels is used to describe what people want:
FIG. 1. The quality of life hierarchy.
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. To stay healthy and safe (physical well-being, material well-being, and

rights);
. To have what and who is important to us in everyday life, and to have

people to be with us, things to do, and places to be (personal develop-

ment and self-determination);
. To have opportunities to meet new people, and to change with whom

and where we live (social inclusion and interpersonal relations);
. To have our own dreams and our own journeys (emotional well-being).

The triangle shown in Fig. 1, turned on its side, forms the basis for a path

analysis of participatory action research data currently being collected on a

group of persons with mental retardation/developmental disabilities receiving

services in the state of Maryland (Schalock et al., 2000; Schalock & Bonham,

2003). The project involves self-advocates administering to other self-advo-

cates a 50-item quality-of-life questionnaire based on the eight person-

centered core quality-of-life domains listed in Table I. As shown in Fig. 2,

physical well-being, material well-being, and rights are shownon the left. They

are related, as indicated by the curved arrows among them, but without

assuming causality. Physical and material well-being are highly related, as

indicated by the path coeYcient of 0.69. Rights are significantly related to

physical and material well-being, but not as strongly as physical and material

well-being are related to each other.
FIG. 2. Path model of quality of life hierarchy.
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The foundational life domain of rights aVects both domains on the next

level of the hierarchy, but rights aVect self-determination more than it aVects

personal development. Physical well-being has a strong impact on personal

development, but has no significant impact on self-determination (hence, no

arrow is shown between physical well-being and self-determination). Material

well-being aVects self-determination, but does not aVect personal develop-

ment. Physical and material well-being also have a direct impact on emotional

well-being, rather than having all of their impact indirectly through inter-

mediate levels of the hierarchy. The domain of rights also has a direct eVect on

the domain of social inclusion.

2. A ‘‘PERSONALIZED’’ HIERARCHY

I have recently been involved in a personal injury case that demonstrates

that the motivational aspects of the ‘‘generalized’’ hierarchy shown in Fig. 1

can diVer depending upon the individual (which is quite consistent with the

notion of the subjective nature to both quality-of-life and motivational

states). The case involved a 26-year-old male who is diagnosed as an individ-

ual with ‘‘severe/profound mental retardation.’’ After attending public school

until he was 21, John (a fictitious name) was admitted to a community-based,

community living facility. Although scoring low on standardized intelligence

tests, John demonstrates good sensory-motor skills, minimal receptive lan-

guage, and some self-help skills (such as self-feeding and partial dressing).

Soon after his enrollment in the community living facility, John received

serious burns to his lower legs and feet when he sat down in an unattended

bathtub. Subsequently, he was admitted to an emergency room and a burn

unit. Two days after the burn incident, a naso-gastric tube was inserted since

he had refused to eat and drink. The issue that was presented to me was:

‘‘What is the impact on John’s quality of life, given his earlier history com-

pared to that which has followed the accident (including being placed in a

skilled nursing facility due to the need for flushing of the naso-gastric tube

twice daily)?’’

In observing John for an extended period of time, it was apparent that the

‘‘generalized’’ hierarchy shown in Fig. 1 needed to be revised based on his

current needs and potential motivational states. This new configuration of

the hierarchy is shown in Fig. 3 and indicates that the foundation levels for

John include: rights, personal development, emotional well-being, physical

well-being, and social inclusion. Once these levels are addressed, then the

quality-of-life domains of material well-being, interpersonal relations, and

self-determination will be more involved.

From a motivational perspective, there are at least three major implica-

tions from the individual’s perspective. First, the relative incentive value

of each quality-of-life domain can vary between people and across the



FIG. 3. A personalized quality of life hierarchy.
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lifespan. For example, for youth the domains of interpersonal relations, self-

determination, and social inclusion may be most important; whereas for

people of age, emotional, material, and physical well-being may be relatively

more important than the other five domains. Second, the end-states repre-

sented by each quality-of-life domain represent desired conditions and

thereby result in incentives that underlie the motivational process. The reader

may wonder at this point: ‘‘What are those end-states?’’ Increasingly, they

appear to be personal well-being as reflected in the concepts of happiness and

satisfaction (Crocker, 2000; Cummins, 1996; Diener, 2000; Meyers, 2000;

Schalock & Felce, 2004). And third, quality-of-life domains, just as motiv-

ational states, are unique to the individual and need to be approached from

the perspective of self-determination and personal control. This implication

directly aVects education and rehabilitation programs.
B. Program Implications

Research guided by a self-determination theory has focused primarily

on the social-cultural conditions that facilitate the natural processes of

self-motivation and enhanced intrinsic motivation, self-regulation, and



314 Robert L. Schalock
well-being. This research has produced two significant results: first, the

successful satisfaction of an individual’s competence, autonomy, and re-

latedness motives yield enhanced self-motivation, constructive social devel-

opment, and personal well-being (Ryan & Deci, 2000); and second, assessed

levels of self-determination and quality of life are significantly positively

correlated (Wehmeyer & Schwartz, 1998). Given these findings, the logical

question to ask is: ‘‘What education and rehabilitation programmatic

practices might enhance the desired outcomes of enhanced intrinsic motiv-

ation, self regulation, and well-being?’’ Two factors are highlighted in the

literature: self-determination and personal control.

1. SELF-DETERMINATION

Self-determined behavior refers to actions that are identified by four

essential characteristics (Wehmeyer & Schalock, 2001): (1) the person acts

autonomously (according to their own preferences, interests, and/or abilities,

and independently which is to be free from undue external influences or inter-

ference); (2) the action(s) was self-regulated and includes self-management

strategies (for example, self-monitoring, self-instruction, self-evaluation, and

self-reinforcement), goal-setting and attainment behaviors, problem-solving

behaviors, and observational learning strategies; (3) the person initiated and

responded to the event(s) in a psychologically empowered manner reflective

of personal eYcacy and internal locus of control; and (4) the person

acted in a self-realizing and understanding manner that forms through

experience with an interpretation of one’s environment, and is influenced

by evaluations of significant others, reinforcement, and attributions of one’s

own behavior.

2. PERSONAL CONTROL

According to StancliVe et al. (2000a), personal control is not the same as

self-determination. Specifically, self-determination involves a person con-

trolling those areas of their life that they desire to exercise control; whereas,

personal control refers to what happens to them in their lives, when and

where it occurs, and with whom it takes place (p. 431). Through a series of

studies (StancliVe et al., 2000a,b) the authors have found that increased

personal control is related to:

. Measured self-determination skills (such as choice-making, goal-setting,

problem-solving, self-regulation, personal advocacy skills, social and

communication skills, and community-living skills).
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. Measured self-determination knowledge (such as resources and the

system, laws, rights, responsibilities, perceived options, and self

awareness).
. Measured self-determination attitudes and beliefs (such as locus of

control, self-esteem, self-acceptance, self-confidence/self-eYcacy, and

value by others).

From a motivational perspective, the components to self-determination

and personal control are important for at least two reasons. First, they

underscore the critical role that self-determination and personal control

should play in the provision of education, habilitation, and social services.

In this regard, there is an emerging set of best practices in self-determination

that reflect many of these components including (Ficker-Terrill, 2002;

Moseley & Nerney, 2000): independent service provision, which minimizes

a conflict of interest; flexible individual budgeting; personally directed

and controlled planning process; independent support brokerage; autono-

mous fiscal intermediary services; meaningful activities and lives (work and

home); and the provision of a wide array of service and support options.

Second, the components imply a direct relationship between quality of

life and self-determination as reflected in the following three findings:
1. One factor contributing to the positive outcomes in the lives of

persons with mental retardation and a higher level of assessed

quality of life is enhanced self-determination (Wehmeyer & Schwartz,

1998).

2. People who are self-determined make or cause things to happen in their

lives; they are causal agents in their lives. However, causal agency

implies more than simply making something happen; it implies that

the individual who makes or causes things to happen does so to

accomplish a specific end. Intuitively, and by definition, these ends or

changes are designed to improve or enhance the person’s quality of life

(Wehmeyer & Schalock, 2001).

3. The degree to which a person is self-determined either influences or is

influenced by other core domains of quality of life, and, in combination

with these other core domains, influences or impacts global or overall

quality-of-life status (Schalock et al., 2000).

4. The person-centered nature of the concept of quality of life and its

application results in an increase in one’s internal locus of control,

enhanced self-regulation, autonomy, self-direction, personal control,

and expectancy of success (Schalock & Verdugo, 2002).
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C. Policy Implications

A final implication of viewing quality of life from a motivational perspec-

tive relates to the increasing emphasis on consumer direction in human

services. As discussed by Ficker-Terrill (2002), Kosciulek (2000), and

Schalock (2004), if people with disabilities are to experience personal

satisfaction, increased motivation, and an enhanced quality of life, they need

to play a central role in directing the disability policy development and

rehabilitation services delivery that are central to their empowerment.

To empower a person is to provide them with the opportunity to make

choices and decisions regarding their life. Choice and control are highly

valued prerogatives that reflect the autonomy, identity, and independence

of an individual, and result in increased motivation and perceived quality

of life (Wehmeyer & Schalock, 2001). Given this relationship and the

above discussion of the relationship between self-determination and

motivation, three principles are emerging in the rehabilitation literature

(Kosciulek, 2000):
1. Consumer-directed disability policy and rehabilitation programming

should be based on the presumption that consumers with disabilities

generally and clearly understand their service needs.

2. Choice and control can be introduced into all service delivery

environments.

3. Consumer direction in the provision of services should be available to

all.

At least two implications follow from the emergence of consumer em-

powerment and consumer direction. First, both conditions are logical exten-

sions of the previous discussion of self-determination and personal control,

including their impact on service and support provision, quality of life,

internal locus of control, and self-eYcacy. Second, the consumer movement

reflects the ecological nature of quality-of-life enhancement techniques that

augment the positive eVects of mediated learning experiences and hence

increases one’s intrinsic motivation.
VI. CONCLUSIONS
In conclusion, writing this chapter has allowed for the appreciated oppor-

tunity to extend the concept of quality of life to another dimension—that of

a motivational construct. In addition to its use as a sensitizing notion, social

construct, and unifying theme, it is quite apparent that the person-centered
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nature of the quality-of-life concept is consistent with the notion that motiv-

ation concerns all aspects of activation and intention: energy, direction,

persistence, and equifinality (Ryan & Deci, 2000). As discussed throughout

the chapter, the end-states represented by each of the eight core quality-of-

life domains represent the perceived personal well-being that serves as an

incentive underlying the motivational process. Furthermore, the person-

centered nature of the quality-of-life concept and its application result in

an increase in one’s internal locus of control, self-direction, personal control,

autonomy, intrinsic motivation, and expectancy of success.

If the above statements are true, then the current popularity of the concept

of quality of life and its application to persons with mental retardation

potentially has more impact than once thought. For now, we need to focus

not just on the person’s perceptions of a quality life and what education and

rehabilitation programs can do to enhance that perception, but to realize

that from the individual’s perspective, the desire for a quality life has

motivating and sustaining components as well. Thus, our future research

and evaluation challenge is to identify the individual and social-cultural

factors that enhance those components and their outcomes.
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motivation associated with, 198

Achievement motivation

expectancy-value theory of, 202–203

goal theory of, 200–201

study of, 192

Adaptation

evidence for, 287–288

in homeostatic model of SWB, 285–288

Adaptation Level Theory, 285–288

Adaptive Learning Environments Model

(ALEM), 96

ALEM. See Adaptive Learning

Environments Model

Amotivation, motivation vs., 2–3

Anxiety, performance goals

relation to, 70

Aptitude tests, 147

Attachment, as root of loneliness, 228

Attributes, adaptive pattern of, 64

Autonomous behavior. See Self-determined

behavior

Autonomy, 4, 306

support, 12–13
B

Behavior

autonomous vs. controlled, 3–4

control/regulation of, 52–53

disruptive, 215

emotional regulation of, 238

forethought/planning/activation of, 51
321
intentions linked to, 51

LD/regulation of, 56–57

of lonely children, 234–235

mastery goals/regulation of, 65–66

monitoring/awareness of, 51–52
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performance goals/regulation of, 70–71

reaction/reflection of, 53

regulation of, 34, 50–53
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social proof for acceptable, 128

socially incompetent, 125
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CFL program. See Community for

Learning program

Cognition

activation of prior knowledge in, 37

control/regulation of, 39–40

development of, 148, 177–178

difficulties with, 237

mastery goals/regulation of, 61–63

metacognition knowledge activation
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monitoring of, 38–39

performance goals/regulation of, 67–68

planning/activation of, 36–38

reaction/reflection of, 40–41

regulation of, 34, 36–43
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self-monitoring, 62

self-regulating, 42
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SWB component of, 257
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everyday intelligence activation of,
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learner-centered learning, 111–112

school as, 97–98

social/emotional support from, 94
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environment promoting, 244

social status and, 240–241
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control of, 55–56
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LD/regulation of, 56–57

mastery goals/regulation of, 65–66
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performance goals/regulation of, 70–71

reaction/reflection of, 56

regulation of, 34, 53–57
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243–244

development tasks of children with, 236
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risk factors for, 229

social competence/loneliness self-reports of
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staying alone of children with, 235
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functional vulnerability of children

with, 241
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developmental, 126
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living systems framework for, 108–109

Effectance, current focus on, 305–306

Ego-defensive orientation

adaptive focus of, 157

ego-defensive coping and, 158–159
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Emotions

affective-cognitive approach assumptions

of, 235–236

cognitive functioning impact of, 235

cognitive processing role of, 237
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informational effects of, 236–237

MR and problems with, 135

MST role of, 135

regulation of, 238–240, 239–240, 239

self-regulation and, 48, 135
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classroom, 215

learning, 94, 114–115
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learning, 104
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social, 200
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Inclusion, reducing policy isolation/barriers
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in CFL program, 95–96

forms of, 179
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learner-centered project-based, 101

learning interaction with, 148–149

minimal-sufficiency principle/maximal-

operant principle and, 150–151

models of, 148

project-based, 55–56

Integrated regulation, 8–9
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processes of, 13
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associated with, 198
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rewards’ effect on, 199
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J

JOLs. See Judgments of learning
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student perceptions/voice focus of, 97–99

surveys based on, 91–92
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developing potential of, 95

focus on, 109

knowledge base underlying principles of, 88

LCPs application to, 89

natural interests of, 94
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autonomy support/involvement studies
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barriers to, 115–116

behavioral strategies for, 52–53

building culture of, 110–112
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for, 99–100

classroom participatory structures’

role in, 180

community of, 111–112

emotional regulation and, 238
environments for, 94, 114–115

instruction interaction with, 148–149
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interventions for, 105–106

interventions enhancing motivation

for, 102–107

intrinsic motivation/integrated

self-regulation and, 14–15

learner-centered practiced implemented

in, 109

learner-centered research directions

for, 113–115

learner-focused interventions for, 103–104

learning tasks/instructional materials

interventions for, 104–105

mastery goals influence on, 62

motivational beliefs related to, 216

motivation’s trajectories and, 173–177, 176,

177–178

multi-disciplinary, 109

parents’ involvement with, 17

responsibility for, 107

self-determination for, 16–17

social, 245

socially-mediated sequence of, 150–151

successful programs for, 93–94

Learning disabilities (LD). See also Special

education; Subnormal cognitive

performance

behavioral/contextual regulation

applications to students with, 56–57

caring for students with, 99

computers/loneliness and, 248

definitions of, 194

enhancing motivation/achievement for

children with, 100–101

goal orientation of students with, 201

interventions for, 56–57

intrinsically motivated students

with, 198–199

LCPs practice and, 93

learner-focused interventions for students

with, 103–104

learning-centered activities for students

with, 100–102

medication for, 56–57

metacognitive weaknesses of students

with, 41–42
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motivation of students with, 48–50,

115–116

motivational beliefs/attributions of

students with, 48–50

needs of students with, 85

SDT-related processes’ studies of students

with, 18–19

self-regulated learning for individuals

with, 41–43

self-regulation of individuals with, 42

self-regulation training for students

with, 43

social reality of students with, 241

teachers relationship to students with, 207

Learning problems. See Learning disabilities

Life satisfaction, domains of, 257

Loneliness

in adolescents, 232

affective-cognitive model of, 235–240, 239

children’s understanding of, 227

components of, 235

computers and, 248

construct, 230

coping/intervention for, 241–247

defining, 226

developmental trends of, 232–233

of developmentally disabled children,

235, 242–243

emotional/social, 230

empowerment approaches to, 249

environmental contributions to, 228

genetic family factors contribution

to, 227–230

heritable factors in, 227

interventions for, 245–246

of people with development disabilities,

225–226

predictors of, 247–248

reaction to, 241–242

regulation module, 246

repeated experience of, 234–235

self-reports of social competence

and, 231–232

social difficulties/developmental disabilities

and, 230–231

social environments and, 233

social status/companionship and, 240–241

sources of, 229

technology and, 247–249
M

Mastery goals, 59

adaptive attributions for performance

and, 64

adaptive help-seeking associated with, 66

approach/avoidance forms of, 65

behavioral/contextual regulation of, 65–66

cognitive regulation and, 62–63

influence of, 65

interest related to, 66

motivational beliefs linked to, 63

motivational regulation and, 63–65

research on, 63–65

self-regulated learning influence by, 62–66

Memory

cognitive research on, 44–45

emotional information affect on, 238

Mental retardation (MR). See also Special

education; Subnormal cognitive

performance

adults with, 22

communicative skills of people with, 137

educational research on, 113

emerging view of, 1–2

emotional/attention problems of people

with, 135

everyday intelligence of people with, 129

family climate/presence of children

with, 229–230

FC for, 139–140

goal coordination of people with, 133

goal selection of people with, 132–133

high-pressure social situations for people

with, 134

intrinsic motivation in students

with, 20–21, 198

knowledge deficit of children with, 234

loneliness of children with, 230–231, 246

maladaptive behaviors of people

with, 132–133

mastery goals and, 63

metacognitive/strategic difficulties of

children with, 42

morality of people with, 136–137

motivation of students with, 48–50

motivational orientations of students

with, 20–21

novel challenges for people with, 122

performance deficit of children with, 234
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people with, 305–306

physical competence and, 138–139

relationships and, 127

SDT’s possible implications for field

of, 19–24

self-determination interventions for

individuals with, 21–24

self-determination promotion for, 2

self-regulation of individuals with, 42

self-regulation training for students

with, 43

social competence for, 225

social incompetence of people with,

121, 140

social skills of students with, 206

symptoms of, 146

terms in domain of, 195

as thinking disorder, 122

traditional view vs. emerging view of, 19–20

Morality, 136–137

development of, 141

Motivated behavior, intention as

feature of, 2

Motivation. See also Achievement

motivation; Extrinsic motivation;

Intrinsic motivation; Motivational

orientations; Social motivation

ability vs., 191–192

achievement, 58

amotivation vs., 2–3

autonomous vs. controlled, 3–4

barriers to integration of special education

research and, 193–196

changing personal conceptions of, 94–96

classroom environment and student,

213–215

control/regulation of, 46–48

development of, 148, 177–178

of early adolescents in special education

classes, 208–215, 210–211

effectance/intrinsic motivation focus in

research on, 305–306

engagement correlations with, 212

environments of, 213–214, 216

exceptional students’, 197–208

factors of, 126, 127

importance of integrating special education

research with, 196–197

intellectual disabilities in field of, 271
interactionist model for orientations

of, 148

interventions for, 46, 102–107

LCPs enhanced, 91, 116

longitudinal studies on formation of

reading competencies and,

164–177, 167, 168, 169,

171–172, 176, 177

for low performing groups, 94

mastery goals and, 63–65

measurement of, 195–196

models of, 126, 126, 131

monitoring of, 46

MST definition of, 131

needs as providing, 281–282, 284–285

performance goals/regulation of, 68–70

personality/needs and, 271–273

personality’s genetic link to, 271

planning/activation of, 34, 44–46

problems with, 48–49

quality-of-life as construct of, 316–317

quality-of-life domains related to potential

states of, 307–308, 307

quality-of-life/strategies of, 308

reaction/reflection of, 48

reading skill developmental interaction

with, 165–170, 167, 168, 169

reading/writing difficulties and

vulnerability development of,

170–173

regulation of, 43–50

research integration in special education

field, 192

research on exceptional students’, 193

scaffolding and socially mediated

development of, 148–161, 149, 155

school learning-related outcomes

of, 121

self-determination relationship

with, 316

self-determined forms of, 15

self-esteem and, 278–280

skills enhancing, 308–309

social competence and, 140–141

social functioning role of, 122

social incompetence contribution of,

126, 131–137

specialization in field of, 193

spelling skills role of, 169, 169

strategies for, 46–47, 52, 65
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for students with LD research, 112–115

of students with LD/MR, 48–50, 110

subnormal reading achievement

development factors of, 162–177,

167, 168, 169, 171–172,

176, 177

support perceptions related to, 205

SWB challenges causing, 225

task-related interaction and, 214

teacher-student relationships’

role in, 207

terminology in field of, 193–194

theories of, 194–195, 207–208

tracing trajectories of learning and,

173–177, 176, 177–178

Motivational orientations, 166. See also

Ego-defensive orientation; Social

dependence orientation; Task

orientation

as coping strategies/emotional responses

sets, 153–154

personality and, 271–273

qualitative features/socio-cognitive origins

of, 155

three-part model for, 153–161, 155

types of, 153–154

Motivational systems theory (MST)

affect in, 135–136

communication in, 137–138

emotions role in, 135

goals in, 131–133

motivation defined in, 131

PABs in, 131, 133–134

MR. See Mental retardation

MST. See Motivational systems theory

Multiple Discrepancies Theory, 257, 282
N

Needs

in homeostasis model, 255–256

personality influencing, 284–285

as providing motivation, 281–282

SWB and met/unmet, 265, 281–285

Neuroticism, 267–268, 273

Non-exceptional students. See also

Exceptional students

expectancies/values of, 202–203
goal orientation of, 201

intrinsic motivation of exceptional vs.,

198–199

motivation of, 197–208
O

Optimism

as maintaining SWB, 280–281, 286

measures of, 280

as positive cognitive basis, 280
P

PABs. See Personal agency beliefs

Performance goals, 194

anxiety relation to, 70

behavioral/contextual regulation

and, 70–71

cognitive regulation and, 67–68

efficacy beliefs and, 68–69

motivational outcomes of, 70

motivational regulation and, 68–70

research on, 66–67

self-regulated learning and, 66–71

surface processing related to, 68

Personal agency beliefs (PABs)

emotion working with, 135

in MST, 131, 133–134

in social situations, 133

social vulnerability and, 134

Personality, 291–292

affect and, 267–268

as determinant of happiness/sadness,

266–267

effectance/intrinsic motivation focus in

research on, 305–306

in homeostasis model, 255–256

homeostatic system influence on, 265, 267

motivation’s genetic link to, 271

needs influenced by, 284–285

needs/motivation and, 271–273

negative/positive affectivity and, 267–268

neuroticism/extraversion dimensions

of, 267

perceived control for, 275

relationship strength of SWB with, 269–271

self-esteem’s component of, 279–280
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SWB’s direct/indirect links with, 265,

268–269

traits, 306

Policy

balance for educational, 108

implications for educational, 107–112

isolation/barriers to inclusion

in, 109–110

living systems framework for

educational, 108–109

special education and, 108
Q

Quality-of-life

core domains as motivational states of, 303

current understanding of concept, 304–305

domains of, 304–305, 305

generalized hierarchy of, 310–312,

310–311

individual implications of motivational

perspective of, 309–312, 310–311

meaning of, 304

motivational aspects of core domains of,

306–308, 307

as motivational construct, 316–317

motivational perspective of, 309–316,

310–311, 313

motivational strategies and, 308–309

personalized hierarchy of, 312–313, 313

policy implications of, 316

self-determination correlation

to, 314–315
R

Reading

acquisition of skills of, 166

applications of skills of, 163–164

cognitive/motivational factors in

development of subnormal

achievement in, 162–177, 167,

168, 169, 171–172, 176, 177

in Finnish culture, 174

formation of cognitive prerequisites/

subskills of, 162
longitudinal studies on competencies

formation in, 164–177, 167, 168,

169, 171–172, 176, 177

motivation developmental interaction

with, 165–170, 167, 168, 169

motivational vulnerability development/

difficulties with, 170–173, 171–172

motivational-emotional vulnerability

and, 171–172

problems, 162–163

progression/regression in, 165

requirements of skilled, 163

scaffolding/skill acquisition of, 162

subskills of, 162–163

task orientation and, 175, 177

voluntary, 164

Regulation. See External regulation;

Identified regulation; Integrated

regulation

Relationships

caring as central to, 99

exceptional students’ social, 206–207

in learning environment, 103

MR and, 127

peer, 207

positive significant/non-significant, 276

social, 105

student/teacher, 108, 111–112

support perceptions and, 206

Respect

encouragement of mutual, 214–215

teacher promoted, 215

Responsibility

choices and, 96

developing personal/social, 96–97
S

Scaffolding

controlling strategies in, 150–151

dosing/fading in, 149–150

early parenting and, 180

interactional imbalance/dysfunctionality

conceived in, 150–153

interactions in, 157

parent/teachers responses in, 152–153

parent/teachers support in, 152

process of, 149–150, 149

as reciprocal, 153
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Scaffolding (cont.)

social balancing mechanisms and, 161

socially mediated development of

cognition/motivation and,

148–161, 149, 155

SDT. See Self-determination theory

Self-advocacy, 22

Self-affirmations, 47

Self-Consistency Theory, 278–279

Self-determination, 1, 306

characteristics of actions of, 314

components of, 315

definitions of, 22

interventions for individuals with

MR, 21–24

interventions to facilitate, 22

intrinsically motivated behaviors

representing prototype of, 4

for learning, 16–17

motivation relationship with, 316

personal control and, 23–24

promotion of, 2

quality-of-life correlation to, 314–315

Self-determination theory (SDT), 25, 313

acquisition/integration/use of information

in, 14–15

competence/autonomy/relatedness as needs

in, 9–10

developmental perspective of, 21

extrinsic motivation in, 5–6

integration in, 13–14

intention in, 2–3

internalization in, 6, 13–14

motivation in, 2–3

personal control and, 23–24

possible implications for MR field

of, 19–24

as process model, 22

self-determined/controlled behaviors

in, 3–4

types of extrinsic regulation in, 6–9

use of, 1

volition/self-initiation supported by, 24

Self-determined behavior, controlled

behavior vs., 3–4

Self-Enhancement Theory, 278–279

Self-esteem

as cognition, 276–277

high/low, 278–279

as homeostatic device, 277–278
intellectual disabilities and, 277

motivation and, 278–280

personality component of, 279–280

research on, 276

as SWB determinant, 277

Self-experimentation, 52

Self-observation, 52

Self-regulated learning, 31

approaching/avoiding goals

influence on, 59

assumptions of, 32–33

behavioral reflection for, 53

cognition area of, 34, 35–43

cognitive control/regulation in, 39–40

context regulation for, 34, 53–57

defining, 33

general framework for, 32–33, 34, 35–37

goal orientation and, 57–71, 57–72, 59

for individuals with LD, 41–43

mastery goals and, 62–66

models of, 32–33, 35, 39–40, 45

performance goals and, 66–71

personal interest and, 45

phases/areas for, 33, 34, 35–36

prior knowledge and, 37

promoting, 181

strategies for, 40, 55

task negotiation in, 55

time management and, 51–52

value beliefs in, 45

Self-regulation, 306

of behavior, 50–53

development of, 148

emotions and, 48, 135

extrinsic motivation and, 50

intrinsic motivation and, 50

learning and integrated, 14–15

self-evaluation for, 40–41

social cognitive models of, 59

strategies for, 55

task oriented students’ strategies of, 156

task-focused activities and, 148

training in, 43

through utilizing ZPD, 148–149

Self-talk, 52

Self-worth, 48

as protection mechanism, 67

Social competence. See also Social

incompetence

contribution to academic goals, 121
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defining, 226

emotion regulation contribution to, 135

examples of, 124–125

motivation and, 140–141

MR and, 225

self-reports of loneliness and, 231–232

Social contexts

internalization and, 13–14

intrinsic motivation and, 10–13

intrinsic motivation/autonomous

self-regulation facilitated by, 14–15

intrinsic/extrinsic motivation and, 1, 9

Social dependence orientation

approach directed activity of children

with, 160

coping categories representing, 161

coping strategies of, 160–161

instructor as focus in, 155, 159

learning tasks’ superficial processing in, 160

reading skills and, 166–167, 167

student/teacher relations of students

with, 160

Social difficulties

of children with development

disabilities, 234

in development disabilities, 230–231

sources of, 234–235

Social incompetence. See also Social

competence

action model used to explain, 125–139, 126

emotion regulation contribution to, 135

everyday intelligence contribution

to, 128–130

examples of, 123–124, 124

as failure to navigate specific difficult

social situations, 126–127

motivation’s contribution to, 126, 131–137

as MR’s defining characteristic, 121

neurological basis of, 141

outcome standpoint of, 125–126

of people with MR, 140

physical incompetence and, 138–139

Pinocchio as case study of, 122–139, 124

remediation of, 139–142

situational factors contributing to, 127–128

Social intelligence. See Social competence

Social interaction, motivation/cognition

development dependence on, 148

Social isolation, of people with development

disabilities, 225
Social mediation, higher mental functions

development through, 148–149

Social motivation

approaches to, 203

of exceptional students, 206–207

social efficacy and, 204–205

Social proof, for acceptable behavior, 128

Social status, 240–241

Social transactions, 130

mutuality/reciprocity of, 153

Social vulnerability, 134

Special education. See also Education;

Learning disabilities; Mental

retardation

backgrounds of students in, 85–86

barriers to integration of motivation

research and, 193–196

classroom environment in, 213–215

early adolescents’ motivation in classes of,

208–215, 210–211

extrinsic rewards use in, 199

goal orientation and, 209, 210

goal theory in, 200–201

individual attention for, 99

integrating motivation research

with, 196–197

motivation research integrated in field

of, 192

motivation/achievements of students

in, 98–99

motivation/teacher relationships/

engagement correlations in classes

of, 210, 211

policies of, 108

rights of children receiving, 108

specialization in, 193

successful programs of, 86

terminology in field of, 194–195

SQOL. See Subjective Quality of Life

Students. See Exceptional students; Learners;

Non-exceptional students

Subjective Quality of Life (SQOL), 257

ComQol measurement of, 260

normative values of, 259–261, 259

past/present estimations of, 286

Subjective well-being (SWB)

adaptation in homeostatic model

of, 285–288

cognitive buffering system of, 273–281

cognitive component of, 257
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Subjective well-being (SWB) (cont.)

defining, 256

depression level of, 290–291

extraversion/neuroticism for, 268, 273

extrinsic indicators correlation to, 262–264

extrinsic influence on, 262–263, 263

generic vs. specific instrumentation for

measuring, 258–259

homeostasis model for, 261–266, 263, 265

homeostatic maintenance/failure

of, 288–291

homeostatic system correlation to, 264

individuals’ homeostasis of, 261–262

as intellectual disabled peoples’ outcome

measure, 264

joy level of, 289–290

levels predictability of, 261

as maintained by brain, 265

maintenance mechanisms for, 256

maintenance of, 273

met needs as buffers of, 265, 284–285

met / unmet needs link to, 281–283

motivation from challenges to, 255

nomenclature/measurement issues

with, 256–258

normal levels of, 291–292

optimism as maintaining, 280–281, 286

perceived control in, 274–275

perceived health as component of, 264

personal wealth and, 284

personality and, 266–273, 287

personality as level maintaining, 255–256

personality influence on, 265, 266–267

personality’s direct/indirect links with,

265, 268–269

relationship strength of personality

with, 269–271

reward sensitivity linked to, 273

self-esteem as determinant of, 277

self-report measuring of, 258

shift in control of, 270–271

specific prediction of, 263–264

stability of, 282

temporal stability of, 262

velocity goal of, 289

Subnormal cognitive performance. See also

Learning disabilities; Mental

retardation

comprehensive systemic view of, 145

defining, 146–147
symptoms associated with, 146

trait-type conceptualization as distinctive

factor among, 147

Support, perceptions of, 205–206

SWB. See Subjective well-being
T

Task orientation

adaptive focus of children with, 154, 156

approach directed activity of, 154

cognitive/self-regulatory strategies of

students with, 156

reading skills and, 166–167, 167, 175, 177

Teachers

failure caused anger of, 173

learner-centered, 95

loneliness helped by, 244

motivator role of, 105–106

personal domain/spiritual condition of, 112

relationships to students with LD, 207

respect promoted by, 215

response to poor readers, 172–173

as social dependence orientation focus, 155,

159

student interaction, 180

student learning responsibility of, 107

student relationship with, 108, 111–112

support perceptions from, 205
W

Writing, motivational vulnerability

development difficulties with, 170–173
Z

Zone of proximal development (ZPD). See

also Development

adult guidance adjusted to, 150

independent functioning in, 178

self-regulation through utilizing, 148–149


