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Chapter 1
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The study of motivation has become increasingly important (Murphy &
Alexander, 2000) because attracting and maintaining student interest isaéssent
academic success (Wigfield & Wagner, 2005). In studies that explorelatiemship
between motivation and achievement, researchers report that there isieasigni
positive correlation between levels of motivation and academic achievemetd, (Gi
2002; Jacobs et al., 2002) as well as course enrollment intentions (Crombie et al., 2005;
Durik, Vida, & Eccles, 2006 Nagy, et al., 2006). Both short term and longitudinal studies
have furthered understanding about how student motivation evolves over the course of a
school career in response to changes in cognition, social environments, and self-
evaluation (Crombie et al; Vansteenkiste et al., 2004; Watt, 2008). Howevestuidies
have explored this relationship in light of the specific needs of African Aareric
adolescents and/or students with disabilities. These subgroups of studentseatenat gr
risk of academic failure (www.nlts2.org/fact_sheets/nlts2_fact _sheet 2005 11.pdf;
http://www.americaspromise.org/Our-Work/Dropout-
Prevention/~/media/Files/Our%20Work/Dropout%20Prevention/Cities%20in%2€YCrisi
Cities_In_Crisis_Report_2009.ashx) thus, a focus on these populations of students may
inform our understanding of noncognitive factors associated with achievementaidere
also a very limited number of studies that have used dependent academic vdugbles t
are adequate measures of the construct of academic achievement. Iysiesd, t

measures, which can be valid and reliable, include tests given for clasagthce



graduation requirements, or promotion. The purpose of this study is to determine if the
constructs of a specific theory of motivation, expectancy-value motivatiometpa to
explain how African American adolescents with and without documented regmhig)
on Individual Education Plans perform on a reading assessment and a measure of
enrollment intentions.
Rationale and Significance

The study of adolescent motivation as it relates to academic outcomfesuaad
enrollment intentions is of particular significance because high stakessments have
become increasingly popular measures of student achievement and dropout ra@tes rem
high, particularly for non-dominant populations such as African American students
(Stillwell, 2010) and students with learning disabilities (U.S. Department ofaidac
2005) compared with their non-disabled, majority-culture peers. Failing to graduate
graduating with a non-standard diploma can directly influence access tditagym
colleges, and higher-paying employment, thereby permanently limiting prusteay
academic and career opportunities (Gaumer Erikson et al., 2007). Dropout fates dif
considerably based on race/ethnicity, school mobility, age, socio-economicdacektt
and parental expectations, and school minority (non-Caucasian) population (Dalton,
Glennie, & Ingels, 2009). These observations have led researchers to queseasdhs
behind students’ successes and failures and to investigate causes both within dad outsi
of the academic context. This study provides insight through the lens of expecthmecy-va
theory into students’ motivation for performing well on an academic assesssient ta

Studies that have purposefully included African American youth have not clearly

or definitively delineated the relationship between motivation and the sfigces



completion of academic achievement using tasks such as standardized essesism
graduation requirements. Similarly, research that focuses sphgifinanotivation and
the concurrent or subsequent academic achievement and enrollment intentions of student
with special education needs, particularly those with documented learning needs
including LD, is timely and necessary as adolescents contend with the conseaqience
performance on standardized assessments. Although there is an increasied iotlus
students with LD in classrooms and assessment settings (Newman, 2006) themnhas
little research concerning how motivated these students might be to engage in
assessments and to perform well on them, although studies have also shown that students
with LD do not always benefit from attending classes with their non-dispbked
(Newman). Given the need to investigate the factors that explain addlpsc®rmance
on assessments, the remainder of this chapter (a) introduces the theory oheypecta
value motivation as a framework relevant to African American adolescents anatstude
with LD and (b) briefly reviews three theoretical concepts believed to mftuthese
groups’ performance on academic tasks.
Adolescence and Expectancy Value Motivation

Expectancy-value theory states that students’ expectancies forsandethe
type and amount of value they place on tasks that lead to achieving success ast the m
important indicators of whether or not students will complete the task profycaardl
can predict future academic choices such as course or college enrolviggrel(,
1994; Figure 1). Although there are many theories of motivation, expectangy-val
motivation is particularly relevant to adolescents because it is at thi®pleental stage

that students are able to evaluate themselves, their probability of sucdetb® aalue of



the task in attaining social standing or recognition. This theory is often testeppdied a
in studies of secondary and undergraduate students because developmentallgrasiolesc
are able to create independent views about the tasks they are asked to com@lete a
also able to provide explanations for their expectancy for success in thathtaglaré
also more capable of performing the metacognitive tasks that influence tootiva
Societal stereotypes, prior experiences, and perceptions of others’ gapsatithem
help students to create their goals and reinforce their sense of perdzived.a.,
ability to proficiently complete the tasks that lead to the goal (Wig&etttcles, 2000;
Eccles, 2005a). From there, adolescents create expectations for succas&éhnot
complete this task successfully”) and decide whether or not the task is watithehe
(cost value)satisfactioniftrinsic value) challenge, and potential rewardsility value,
attainment valugit poses. Understanding the role motivation plays in students’
performance in assessment settings can provide insight into how to bestiadssttemts
as they face challenging situations.

The transition to middle or junior high school is frequently the socially and
culturally recognized onset of adolescence in the United States. Studiesivadtion at
this transition as well as the transition to high school have been conducted with both
African American and European American participants, primarily of middbsc
backgrounds (Gutman, 2006; Gutman & Midgley, 2000; Kiefer & Ryan, 2008);
motivation, in the majority of cases, decreases across these changesumiargoing
considerable physical, emotional, and social changes, adolescents begin depssiding le
on their parents and more on their peers, endure hormonal fluctuations, and experience

new behaviors, such as truancy, test anxiety, and dropping out of school (Eccles et al.,



1993). This is a time of exploring and eventually forming an identity based on self-
perception and adopted values (Harter, 1999). Generally, although competensg belief
which are usually defined by peer comparisons, become more stable andeadaringf
adolescence, they are at lower levels than during elementary schoobhyel do
continually decline (Wigfield & Wagner, 2005). Self-efficacy, or the individuagbefs

in her ability to complete a task, however, stays the same or even incresiseeats
comes to understand their capabilities. During adolescence, gender, mdaleghnic
identity also aids in the development of a self, which turn may contribute to ortdetrac
from academic tasks (Graham & Hudley, 2005; Hyde & Durik, 2005). Wigfield and
Wagner (2005) suggest that competence beliefs and motivation for acadsksic ta
decrease because of social comparisons, the newly acquired capacitgtibiced,
declining interest in the assignments presented in middle and high school, a change from
individual mastery orientation to classroom performance orientation due to @@sting
ability-grouping, and the superseding of social networking over school-related
achievement.

Generally, the relationship between task values and academic achieielassit
studied than that of expectancies for success or perceived ability. Resg e
suggested that when students intrinsically value a task, they are mbreédigersue
courses or careers in which they can use the acquired ability (Watt, 2006). Fpteexam
female students need a high utility value of math to pursue a math-relaged bait
males need only a moderate utility value of the subject to follow a math-based
professional path (Watt). Conversely, other authors report that intrinsic valueland uti

value are not significant predictors of achievement for females, alth@mficant for



males (DeBacker & Nelson, 1999), and that although intrinsic value predicts course
enrollment and leisurely reading, it does not predict career aspirationk €Dat.,
2006). When comparing the significance of task values against self-gffinaacademic
variables, the latter has a greater impact. Steinmayr and Spinath (2009) found that
although both constructs were important, self-concepts explained more variantaska
values. Berndt and Miller (1990) came to similar conclusions, finding both constructs
significant, but expectancies for success in math and English more strdatgy te
domain-specific achievement than task values.
African American Adolescents

In a seminal review of studies of African American adolescent motivation
conducted before 199Graham (1994) argued that research did not support the
perception that African American students had lower expectancies fassumcself-
concepts of ability than their dominant culture peers. In fact, African Anmesicalents
had the same expectancies for success and levels of self-conceptsyoishieili
suggested that this was a protective factor that helped to shield students frawenega
environments. Protective factors, including levels of cultural mistrush@r& Hudley,
2005), ethnic identity (Kerpelman, Eryigit, & Stephens, 2008; Yasui, Dorham, &
Dishion, 2004), parental support and influence (Friedel, Cortina, Turner, & Midgley,
2010; Gutman, 2006; Jodl et al., 2001; Kerpelman et al., 2008) and perceptions of
barriers during and after formal schooling (Taylor & Graham, 2007) have hskadst
more frequently in the African American student population than other social or
academic motivation constructs. Those who have studied motivation constructs suggest

that mastery goal orientation might help students as they transition to high school



(Gutman, 2006). The results of these studies suggest that African Americaneuslesc
are academically motivated when they perceive support, have high levels of ethni
identity explain, and report low levels of cultural mistrust.

In one of the few studies analyzing expectancy-value motivation constructs and
academic outcomes with African Americans, Eccles, Wong, and Peck (2006igatesst
how racial discrimination influences African American students’ acaderatvation
and how that motivation in turn affects academic achievement. The authors found that
students’ perceptions of daily experiences of racial discrimination peddmiver
motivation and GPA; peers’ racial discrimination undermined only the valuing of schooal,
but teacher prejudice impacted both valuing of school and self-concept of. doitltyet
al. (2001) used expectancy-value theory to analyze how parents’ attitudeateddee
relationship between student achievement values and self-perceptions andatalupat
aspirations (academic and athletic). In the academic model, pardots ead beliefs
directly predicted their children’s beliefs, but only students’ educatemélccupational
aspirations, not perceptions of ability or academic values or parent belesfst@d
professional career aspirations, a finding different from those found with a boptmgs
European American sample.

Disability Status

StudentsvithoutLD have been the focus of a number of expectancy- value
motivation studies that have confirmed the relationships between perceived ability
expectancies for success, and academic achievement and enroliment intentitires, whe
in a global context (Bassi et al., 2007; Long et al., 2007) or in specific subjettgassunc

math (Crombie et al., 2005; Watt, 2006) or German (Steinmayr & Spinath, 2009).



Expectancies for success in specific domains share this positive relgiamshstudent
achievement (Berndt & Miller, 1990). Gender is also correlated with setkeff,

perceived ability, and expectancies for success. Crombie et al. found thatdtesfem

future course enrollment in math was positively linked to competency beliefs, out thi
was not so for males, and Nagy et al. (2006) concluded that females, comparedto male
tended to have higher self-concept in biology and therefore enrolled in more biology
classes, whereas males had that pattern in math. Durik et al. (2006) found thaselbility
concept predicted English course enrollment as well as leisurely readafpr both

males and females. Overall, adolescents with higher academic sefgfivere likely to
have higher GPA'’s than their peers with lower levels (Long et al.).

Adolescents with LD, however, are rarely purposefully included in motivation
studies, outside of those which center on self-concept and self-efficacy sheorie
(described in greater detail in Chapter 2), that are focused on academic outcsinges. U
Deci and Ryan’s (1985) organismic theory of intrinsic motivation, Wiest et al. (2001)
concluded that in general, students with high self-efficacy beliefs arelikelyeto have
higher GPA’s, and that students without LD are likely to have higher sat&eyfibeliefs
than their peers with LD. Deci et al. (1992) explored self-perceptions, asdi@fi Ryan,
Connell, and Deci’'s (1985) theory of internal motivation, with students with and without
LD and found that they predicted English and math grades in middle and high school.
Sideridis (2005; 2006) compared students with LD with their non-disabled peers, finding
correlations between goal orientation, “self-oughts”, and math achieveondiath
groups. None of these studies used the constructs of the expectancy-value theory.

Overall, the literature on adolescents with LD is not comprehensive enough to



confidently draw conclusions about this population of students, motivational theories, and
academic outcomes. Certainly, no conclusions can be drawn about the role of
expectancy-value motivation, as there are no studies that have explored itiestefat
between students with LD and the constructs which comprise the theory. Thus, these
relationships warrant more attention in the literature about adolescents]esgarf
disability status.
Unique Challenges
African American Adolescents

For African American students, there are unique concerns that may inflnence t
relationship between motivation and academic achievement. Oneeisghgement-
achievement paradgiickelson, 1990), or the observation that African American
adolescents tend to have the same expectations for success as peers witbvieighet
academic achievement. From another perspective, Ogbu (1978) attempted to explai
African American students’ lower performance in academic settipgsiggesting that
students adopt asppositional identityn which involuntary minorities reject the majority
culture values because they perceive fewer rewards, opportunities, and lasnsétsas
increased negative social stigma as a result of pursuing academigss{zcosjority
culture value). Another theory postulates that African American youth may hewioti
stereotype threaiSteele & Aronson, 1995): members of negatively stereotyped groups
who are aware of those stereotypes may fear being judged or treated acicotiakemg,
which in turn affects their performance in fulfilment of the assumption. Fongbea
students may not perform well on an academic achievement test because ttieyfear

will confirm stereotypes about intelligence in their community. Reseesdiave
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suggested that the relationship between motivation and academic achievement among
African American adolescents can be mediated by a positive cultural ar eténiity
(Eccles etal., 2006) as well as feelings of school belonging (Goodenow &, GE48),
and parental support (Gutman, 2006; JodI et al., 2001), all of which may minimize
oppositional identity and/or stereotype threat. There is not an extensive bodyaairger
that parses out how these factors influence enrollment intentions, which has not been
frequently been considered as a dependent variable outside of expectancy-value theory
through a lens of motivation.
Adolescents with LD

Students with LD face their own set of concerns as the inevitable chall@nges
adolescence are exacerbated by their limited academic skills. hgypaally well
below their peers in academic skills (Lane et al., 2006), and usually haveG&#és
than their classmates (Deshler et al., 2004). These challenges magenferelings of
incompetence, influence peer interactions, or minimize feelings of autostugents
with LD also have more difficulty self-regulating and have lower levetaethcognition
for academic tasks (Graham et al., 1993; Pintrich et al., 1994) than their sadae-gr
peers. In a study involving spelling tasks (Klassen, 2007), Canadian adolesteh® w
consistently overestimated their performance to a greater degree tmamthB sample.
Although the ease of the sample words may have led some students with LDRdo crea
overly optimistic predictions, they also gave post-dictions that were overtsgiofaheir
spelling abilities. Therefore, in addition to having lower academic self-eyfickeclining
motivation and below-level academic skills, students with LD may also strwgple

appropriate calibration of specific academic abilities, exemplified imespelling skills.
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Adolescents with LD, however, do not always have a lgAaal self-worth than
their peers. Crabtree and Rutland (2001) suggest that because these students can be
considered a stigmatized group, they may, like other groups, develop strabemigture
positive self-evaluations. They may do this by decreasing the value ohacaddsks,
comparing themselves only with others like them (i.e., those with a disabitity), o
attributing negative feedback to the disability or the group rather than taking it
personally. In Crabtree and Rutland’s study, students with and without LD did not diffe
in their global self-worth but did have differing values of scholastic tasks tiaatnon-

LD group assigning those tasks significantly higher levels of importancsy the
Internal/External frame of reference model, Mdller, Streblow, and Pohlr2@08)
found that students with LD, like their peers, had an improved self-concept in an
academic domain after receiving a good grade. Overall, the litematggests that
adolescents with LD have lower self-efficacy for academic taskd tteoverestimate
their abilities as compared with their non-LD peers, and devalue scholassic tas

In conclusion, adolescence is a time in which motivation can fluctuatesasla r
of multiple contributing factors, some internal and others external, yieealtably
encountered as students grow, develop, and change. Motivation, then, is potentially
influenced not only by gender and age but also by race and/or cultural identify and
learner status. Overall, there is limited research in this vein; the questitined below

address this deficit.

Research Questions
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To investigate the relationship among motivation and reading achievement and
future course enrollment in African American adolescents with and without datesine
IEP reading goals, this study will address the following research queatidns
hypotheses:

1. What is the factor structure of major constructs in expectancy-valug thfeo
motivation (ability beliefs, expectancies for success, and importangesiatand cost
task values in reading/English) in African American adolescents?

| hypothesize that perceived ability and expectancies for success vépsoll
into one factor, but that the other motivation constructs will remain unique in the
analysis (Greene et al., 1999). Cost will remain unique because it concerasdime
effort (Baker & Wigfield, 2003; Eccles & Wigfield, nd), whereas the otheiivatbon
constructs do not address either of these. Intrinsic value has consistently been a unique
factor (Crombie et al., 2005; DeBacker & Nelson, 1999), and importance value has also
been shown to combine utility and attainment as a unique factor (DeBackesé&niNel
Durik et al., 2006). The indicator variables will load onto the motivation factors in the
same patterns as they have for European American adolescents, as suggestbdrn
(1994).

2. What is the relationship between perceived reading/English ability,
expectancies for success, cost, intrinsic, and importance task values iiog/Eaglish,
and performance on a reading assessment for a sample of African American
adolescents? Does the presence of an IEP with a reading goal add to ithres haét

| hypothesize that perceived ability and expectancies for success, as aggbmbi

latent factor, will be positively and significantly related to scores on Hung
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assessment (Winston et al., 1997), as will cost and importance value factoct @e
Miller, 1990; DeBacker & Nelson, 1999). Intrinsic value will not be significant
(Crombie et al., 2005). The indicator variables of SES, gender, and prior achievement
will not be significant for this sample. Although gender has been shown to becsighifi
for enroliment intentions, the same is not true for academic achievementabgpeci
when considering motivation as well (Greene et al., 1999). Also, it is suggested that
African American students have lower GPA’s and higher expectancisadogess and
perceived abilities than their European American peers (Graham, 1994), afdréher
this disconnect between prior achievement (English GPA) and actual penfewill
minimize its predictive value on a reading assessment for this sample of stlident
believe that the protective factors cited by Graham may not be relevadbfes@ents

in schools with a majority of self-identified Black/African Americandents. Lastly, |
predict that SES will not be significant because of limited variance irathple. When
the IEP reading goal variable is added, | hypothesize that the expesttoici
success/perceived ability latent factor will continue to be positivelyigndisantly
related to scores on the reading assessment, as will cost and importantsteaiue
factors. The intrinsic value factor will not be significant. The indicataalbées of SES,
gender, race, and prior achievement will not be significant for this sample. Whe ne
factor, the presence of a reading goal in a student’s IEP, will not bacagtjifut will
change the values of the paths between the motivation factors and the reading
achievement variable. Although there are no studies that used IEP readistagsin
their analysis of expectancy-value constructs, Sideridis (2006) found that stwdknts

learning disabilities had both lower motivation and academic achievemenhénan t



14

peers; therefore the addition of the variable will be redundant. Additionallyyseca
these students often overestimate their abilities, the values of the pafromays
perceived ability variable and expectancies for success to acadeneieesatint will
decrease or become non- significant.

3. What is the relationship between perceived reading/English ability,
expectancy-value motivation constructs (listed above) and future course entdthm
African American adolescents? Does the presence of an IEP with a readiaddjta
the relationship?

I hypothesize that the expectancies for success/perceived abdity fattor and
the intrinsic value latent factor will be positively and significantlated to scores on
enrollment intentions. Neither the cost value factor, importance value factongenor t
presence of a reading goal will be significant (Watt, 2006). Gender hadedlycbeen
shown to influence future course enrollment for European American students, (Crombie
et al., 2005; Durik et al., 2006; JodI et al. 2001; Nagy et al., 2006), and | believe this will
hold true for African American students as well. Neither SES nor prior achéntevill
be a significant factor, the former for reasons outlined in research questicemivthe
latter in reflection of findings from Durik et al., who found that prior English
achievement did not influence enrollment outcomes.
Implications
African American students with and without LD are part of the growidiylgrse
student population struggling to meet with success in academic domains. Assessment
participation is expected for all students, and the consequences of poor performance on

mandated exams can be long lasting. In this testing environment, it is impofbatier
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understand the relationship between motivation and academic achievement and future
course enroliment for students who have historically failed to achieve witlpéegs.
Understanding motivation for these academic assessments may providera deepe
understanding of factors related to the achievement and aspirations of this grbup of a
risk students.

Definitions of Key Terms

Academic achievemerstudent academic attainment is the dependent variable in
this study and is based on performance on a norm referenced, standardizedddsigf re
ability, the Test of Silent Reading Efficiency and Comprehension (TOSREGner,
Torgesen, Rashotte, & Pearson, 2010).

Achievement-engagement paradthe concept detailing the disparity between
actual African American students’ achievement and reports of high sedppeirts of
achievement, engagement, or attitudes toward education (Shernoff & Schmidt, 2008).

Adolescent The developmental period consisting of changes in biology, social
relations, and cognitive functions, as well as increased opportunities to experience
decision-making and its resulting outcomes. (Wigfield & Wagner, 2005). In titig st
adolescents are categorized as student8 thrbugh 12 grade, or approximately ages
11-18. It does not include or imply students in college settings.

Attainment value- “The value of an activity has because engaging in it is
consistent with one’s self image.” (Eccles, 2005a, p. 109). One of four task values
outlined in the Eccles et al. (1983) model. Attainment value is a part of importdnee va
in this study.

Competence the condition or quality of effectiveness, ability, sufficiency, or



16

success. (Elliot & Dweck, 2005, p. 5)

Cost value “What an individual has to give up to do a task as well as the
anticipated effort one will need to put into task completion.” (Eccles, 2005a, p. 113). One
of four task values outlined in the Eccles et al. (1983) model. Cost value is an
independent variable measured by three items in the Motivation Survey the pasicipant
will complete.

Course enrollment intentionSeeFuture course enrollment

Documented reading goalkearning disabilities will be operazationalized in this
study through the use of documented reading goals on IEP’s as reportechbysteac
and/or special educators in the participating high schools.

Drop out- The failure to complete a high school education and receive a standard
or non-standard diploma.

Expectancy of successPeople’s judgments about the likelihood of success at a
task.” (Schunk & Pajares, 2005, p. 90). Expectancy of success is an independent variable
measured by four items in the Motivation Survey the participants will complete.

Expectancyaluetheory “Educational, vocational, and other achievement-related
choices are most directly-related to two sets of beliefs: the individugdéctations for
success, and the importance or value the individual attaches to the various options
perceived by the individual as available.” This model also specifies “tigorebf these
beliefs to cultural norms, experiences, aptitudes, and to those personal beliefs and
attitudes that are commonly assumed to be associated with achieveraiat-rel
activities.” (Eccles, 2005a, p. 105)

Extrinsicmotivationr Doing something because it leads to a separable outcome
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(Ryan & Deci, 2000). This is often directly contrasted with intrinsic matwmat

Five-Year Adjusted Cohort Graduation Raf€he five-year adjusted cohort
graduation rate is the number of students who graduate in five years with a hegjular
school diploma divided by the number of students who form the adjusted cohort for the
graduating class. From the beginning of 9th grade, students who are ethtatigigade
for the first time form a cohort that is subsequently “adjusted” by addingtadgnts
who transfer into the cohort later during the 9th grade and the next four years and
subtracting any students who transfer out, emigrate to another country, or diethiatring
same period. This definition is defined in federal regulation 34 C.F.R. §200.19(b)(1)(i)-
(iv). The five year adjusted cohort graduation rate strictly adheresttorsec
1111(b)(2)(C)(vi) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, which defines
graduation rate as the “percentage of students who graduate from secohdaryvgb a
regular diplomain the standard number of years.” The five year graduation rate is
calculated by dividing the number of students who graduate in five years witless
regular high school diploma by the number of students who form the adjusted cohort for
that graduating class. Students who drop out of high school remain in the adjusted
cohort—that is, the denominator of the graduation rate calculation. (Websitediimde
confidentiality).

Future course enrollment In this study, students were asked in a Likert scale to
evaluate how likely they were to take classes which required lots of readskijor
acquired in English class.

Gender-In this study, students will be coded either Female or Male; gender is a

control variable.
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Importance valueThe construct combining attainment and utility values. It has
been empirically supported in previous research. Importance value is an independent
variable measured by four items in the Motivation Survey the participalhtsowiplete.

Interest valueseelntrinsic value.

Intrinsic motivation Doing something because it is inherently interesting (Ryan
& Deci, 2000). This is often directly contrasted with extrinsic motivation.

Intrinsic value “Expected enjoyment of engaging in a task.” (Eccles, 2005a, p.
109). Intrinsic value is an independent variable measured by three items in thetibfotiva
Survey the participants will complete.

Learning disability(LD) — “(A) IN GENERAL - The term ‘specific learning
disability’ means a disorder in 1 or more of the basic psychological processe®wol
understanding or in using language, spoken or written, which disorder may masefést it
in imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, or do mathematical
calculations.” (IDEA Amendments of 2004, Sec 602(30), p. 118) This term also includes
perceptual disabilities, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyalexnd
developmental aphasia. The term does not include learning problems causedlpy visua
hearing, or motor impairment, mental retardation, emotional disturbance, or
environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantage. In this study, only students with a
reading goal on their IEP will be coded; $gmcumented reading go&dr additional
clarification of this term as used in this study.

Leaver graduation ratethe percentage of students who received a (blinded for
confidentiality) high school diploma during the reported school year. This is aratestim

cohort rate. It is calculated by dividing the number of high school graduates lyrthe s
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of the dropouts for grades 9 through 12, respectively, in consecutive years, plus the
number of high school graduates. (Website blinded for confidentiality)

Motivation— Interest, desire, and commitment to a task (Guthrie, 2008).

Non-standard diplomadocumentation received at the end of high school
indicating that the student has not completed and/or received credit for required
coursework, possibly including standardized tests, upon graduation from secondary
education. Non-standard diplomas and certificates may validate studaedaatte, be
provided to students who are unable to meet testing standards, or be given to students
with special education needs who could not complete the required coursework and
assessments.

Oppositional identity theoryA perspective which suggests that black students are
alienated from schools because of their social status and therefore urelerachi
purposely to avoid sanctioning by their classmates. Minorities reject tloeityaplture
values because they perceive fewer rewards, opportunities, and benefitsass wel
increased negative social stigma as a result of pursuing academgss{fegbu, 1978).

Perceived ability*Beliefs about ability refer to children’s evaluations of their
competence in different areas,” (Wigfield & Eccles, 91). Perceiveilyailsilan
independent variable measured by four items in the Motivation Survey the participants
will complete.

Prior achievementh this study, prior achievement is operazationalized as the
self-reported grade point average (GPA) for each participant for thiepseacademic
year’'s English or Language Arts class. It is a control variable.

Seltconcept “One’s collective self-perceptions formed through experiences with
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and interpretations of the environment, and heavily influenced by reinforcements and
evaluations by significant other persons (Shavelson & Bolus, 1982, in Schunk & Pajares,
2005, p. 88)

Socio-economic status (SE8)-this study, SES is measured by parent report in
the demographic survey. Parents were asked to report their income as thwelhasmber
of people in their household. These data are used to compute a dichotomous variable
indicating a family’s status as at or below the poverty level. SES is i@leatiable in
this study.

Stereotype threat Negative stereotypes about a group to which a student belongs
can threaten the student and diminish motivational beliefs (Aronson, Quinn, & Spencer,
1998).

Task value “The quality of the task that contributes to the increasing or
decreasing probability that an individual will select it” (Eccles, 2005a, p. 168)jeTare
four task values outlined in the Eccles et al. (1983) model; in this study, two task value
(attainment and utility) will be combined to create importance value ($egidas).

Utility value - “The value that a task has for facilitating one’s long-range goals or
helping the individual obtain immediate or long-range external reward<1e2005a,

p. 109). One of four task values outlined in the Eccles et al. (1983) model. Utility value is

a part of importance value in this study.
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Chapter 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the findings of studies exploring the
relationships between expectancy-value motivation and achievement fcaurAfri
American adolescents with and without learning disabilities. This chaptesheigh a
focus on the framework and constructs of expectancy-value motivation, follonaad by
explanation of trends in motivation before and during adolescence. This is followed by a
summary of studies of adolescent motivation that did not meet the search brtesire
essential to a thorough understanding of these constructs and populations. Neatethere
content and methodological reviews of studies in one of three groups: those with a
majority of African American participants, those with students with LD, and thiike
expectancy-value motivation constructs as the independent variables in whiemigcad
achievement is the dependent variable. Finally, the research questions thétlyside
study are listed.
Expectancy-Value Theory
To understand the foundation, tenets, and model of expectancy-value motivation
and its interconnected components, a thorough review of the theory, with attention to
constructs that overlap with other theories, is warranted. As Figure 1 outlines, gender
family demographics (SES), and prior achievement are part of the lens through whic
students filter the value of a task, their perceived ability to complete thataktheir
expectancies for success and enrollment intentions. These are the major cispione
expectancy value theory on which this review will focus. To provide a more global

perspective, Figure 2 presents a visual representation of the six hesjoes of
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academic motivation: goal-orientation, attribution, self-determinatiohefalacy,
social theory, and expectancy-value.

Expectancy value theory has a long history beginning with the work of Atkinson
(1964), who developed the first model as a means of explaining achievement-related
behaviors. He theorized that achievement is influenced by achievement motives,
expectancies for success, and the value a task holds or brings; the latteréwoose
tied to a specific task, while the former was considered fairly stalde/Nsgield, Tonks,

& Klauda, 2009). Achievement motivation, which is “relevant to performance on tasks in
which standards of excellence are operative,” (p. 933, Wigfield et al., 2006 enicéd

most directly by expectancies for success and task values, but these belidfls@nced

by many other factors. Research conducted over the past 30 years suggests that
performance on an achievement task is influenced by persistence, choices and
expectancies for success, and that these constructs are nested witlyinstaroil,
classrooms, peer, and other social group contexts. An individual’s perceptiontgf abili
changes as he ages and gender, prior achievement, and psychological arldaattitga
also play a role in framing these constructs and therefore achievemaviobgh

Expectancies for success and task values are based in part on the levels of
confidence students have in their abilities (perceived ability) to accomphbsk &Can |
do this task?”). After establishing that, students ask, “Do | want to do this task?” a
finally, “Why?” (Wigdfield, et al., 2006). The first question centers on an individual's
evaluation of competence or perceived ability to complete a task. This impacts
expectancies for success; if an individual is not sure that he can complskeia t

follows that he would not have a high expectancy for success on it. The expectancy-value
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theory is often compared here with the self-efficacy model becausaedaignition of
the importance of students’ evaluation of their own strengths and weaknesses.HHoweve
an important distinction is that an individual uses not only his proficiency at one
particular skill or ability to determine his potential for success, but alssigders the
value of task, and adding other external and internal rewards and outcomes to that
analysis. Bandura (1997) suggests that there are two kinds of expectancies.eOutcom
expectations are those which are weighed in light of practice or persiséruasgy
expectations are the individual’s beliefs about whether or not he can even padorm t
task that is before him. In expectancy value theory, efficacy expectatastsmuror
expectancies for success (Wigfield, et al.). Bandura’s self-efficeasures did not
include comparisons with others (classmates, peers), but ability beliefsaxpibetancy
value model can and often do include performance evaluations relative to others.
Expectancies for Success and Perceived Ability

Expectancies for success are an individual’s beliefs about how he will penform
the future and concern a specific task (Wigfield et al., 2006). Perceived abdayimed
as an individual's evaluations of his current ability in a domain. For the Eccles model,
this construct includes comparisons with others. These constructs often loads onto the
same factors. Perceived ability and expectancies for success astithégrdistinct
although highly correlated empirically (Eccles & Wigfield 1995, 2000; Widfedlal.
2006). Expectancies for success have repeatedly been shown to predict perfetmance
GPA or course grades (Berndt & Miller, 1990). Distinctions between the twoaanedr
by time and domain. Perceived ability can be a more tied to a domain (math, English,

sports) and questionnaire items are often phrased in the present tense. In repiated s
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these two concepts have loaded onto the same factor (Durik et al., 2006; Simpkins et al.,
2006) and have shown to significantly correlate to or predict academic achievement
However, not enough studies of diverse populations such as ethnically, racially,tgr abili
diverse students, have been completed to ensure that these two constructs would load on
the same factor with a non-European American, general education samplet&ace,
African American adolescents have been shown to have expectancies fes shateo
not always match their perceived abilities or measured academic Gkalsaim, 1994)
and students with LD have been shown to have significant miscalibrations of their
domain- ability and unreasonable expectancies for success (Crabtig&a&dr2001).
These factors warrant attention to the theoretical differences dretive two constructs
and attention to how these distinctions might manifest empirically with citfetadent
populations.
Subjective Task Values

An important and unique aspect of this theory is the individual's subjective task
values (Wigfield, 1994) that address the question, “Do | want to do this task?” An
individual may have the ability and expectation for success on a task but may mbbose
to pursue it; understanding task values helps to elucidate what other influences beyond
ability and expectations that a person considers before engaging in a task. Thleahdivi
weighs thantrinsic, utility, attainmentandcostvalue of a task as part of the motivation
process.

A task may have an intrinsic value and thereby foster a deeper understanding of
something an individual holds in high regard or enjoys doing (Wigfield, Tonks & Klauda,

2009). Intrinsic value should not be confused withinsic motivation the origin of the
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impetus to complete a task (Eccles, 2005a). A task can certainly be intlynsical
motivating and completing the task may have intrinsic value, but the two can exist
orthogonally as well.

A task with high utility value, once learned, can be used to gain acceptance into
another placement; a third year language course may lead to an honors high school
diploma, which then results in acceptance to more competitive college. Thisltask va
places the most weight on current and future goals and can be conceptualized as both
intrinsic and extrinsic (Wigfield, Tonks & Klauda, 2009; Wigdfield et al., 2006).

Attainment value is the importance of the activity to the student and the value the
student places on doing well on that task. When an individual pursues a task for
attainment value, there is often a connection between the task and gender roles or ethnic
identity (Shernoff, & Schmidt 2008; Wigfield, et al., 2006). The difference betveen t
attainment and utility might best be explained through the focus of the taskskflzats
utility value, it can be manipulated or used to gain another level or tangpléostard a
larger or more challenging goal (Eccles, 2005a). Attainment valuedisatithe
individual's sense of self; an increased self worth or competence, not ndgessari
tangible result, is often the result of completing the task. Attainment aitg vailues
often overlap, and are sometimes combined in factor analysesrtance values the
combination attainment and utility value that will be used in this study. Africaeridan
students and students with LD have been shown to have differences in their motivation
from their peers tied to their identity as well as to their valuing of théyutilischool
(Ogbu, 1978). Therefore, for these populations, combining the two factors is appropriate;

other studies have done this as well and found survey items to load onto the same factors
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(Durik et al., 2006).

Cost value evaluates what is gained versus lost by choosing to attend to a task
(Eccles, 2005a) and is negatively correlated to the other task values.@jigcdn
individual could miss a weekend sports event for a resulting increase in GPA from
studying for those hours. Conversely, another individual may choose to attend a movie
with friends instead of completing a class project. Costs can be emotionall,asuch as
an increase in anxiety or required effort to perform a task proficientlye thag be
weighed as fully as more tangible considerations (Wigfield et al., 2006).

Expectancy-value theory posits that motivation can be intrinsic or extrinsexl ba
on short or long term goals, or originate from a sense of competence derived from
success on prior tasks (Eccles, 2005b). Ultimately, a combination of expectancies f
success, perceived ability, and the four subjective values determines tesdtadents
make regarding a task, how much persistence or effort they exhibit to completktitea
level of performance or proficiency they attain once they have finished e tas
Adolescents are able to explore and apply the task value aspect of expectaacy-va
theory to a greater extent than younger students because they have ample pr
experiences, can conceptualize future plans and intentions, are able to weiglaoosts, ¢
reflect cognitively on their own thought processes, and understand how to use one task to
further their development toward another (Wigfield & Wagner, 2005). These precesse
influence their academic achievement and the choices they make. This theorgan
be used to explore many facets of adolescent motivation because it can provigera dee
understanding of emotions and expectancy of success as well as proceiggesgwe

subjective task values) that prompt a student to complete a task.
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Validity of Expectancy-Value Constructs

Relationships between and among the constructs in the expectancy-value model
have been established. Perceived ability and expectations for successlgre hig
positively correlated, as an individual would expect to do well on a task for which he
believes to have ability. A student’s intrinsic value should also be strongtgaedb
perceived ability, because the more competent an individual feels about cognplet
task, the more likely it is that the student will want to do it (Eccles & Wyfied95).
The four task values should be correlated, although utility value should be less strongly
linked to intrinsic value, as the former depends more on external rewards and tumlatte
the feelings of personal satisfaction or contentedness that come from doing atowmnpl
the task. However, although task values, expectancies for success, ancefdeaiogity
are related, they are unique constructs and are clearly distinguishedrfecamother; the
same holds true for each of the four task values. A student may expect to be guonessf
a task, and believe that s/he holds the skills that can reinforce that expglotaribgse
are not the same; expectation of success is not the same as a capaatyefs. su
Similarly, expecting to do well on a task may be linked to but is not the same as@njoy
it (intrinsic value), assuming that it will lead to better things (utilithygg completing it
for confirmation of self (attainment value), or deciding its time and emotion#h \f@ost
value). Empirically, factor path analyses have supported that these canatrauct
distinctive and study results have shown that each construct uniquely contributes to
academic achievement outcomes and future course enroliment.

Researchers have explored the relationships within and between the cemdtruct

the expectancy-value model. Bong (2001) addressed the degree of between-domai
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associations of task value (utility, intrinsic attainment), self-efficand achievement
goal orientations, the nature of within-domain motivation constructs, and the gtailit
interrelations across academic areas. The author concluded that tagkotha¢ion is
subject (domain) specific, and that within those content areas, task valterymas
approach achievement goals, and self efficacy are significantiglated p < .05). This
reinforces the theoretical expectation that a high self-efficacy wouatdlate with a high
task value in a specific domain. The analyses also revealed significaiatons
between the importance, intrinsic value, and usefulness of a task with ngastery
orientation.

In a study of expectancies for success, task values, and perceived taskyifficul
Eccles and Wigfield (1995) used exploratory and confirmatory factor analyasmalyze
29 items about the math domain in 8ef and Task-Perception Questionnaire
administered to Bthrough 13 grade adolescentghe authors determined that each
variable was readily discernable from the others and that the three taskthalye
included (intrinsic, attainment, utility) are also unique. They also found thagienas
of ability (placed under the umbrella of expectancies for success) tedreteongly with
attainment and intrinsic value and less so with utility value. The correldteingen
competence and subjective task values .43) found by Jacobs et al. (2002) support
these findings. Of concern is that self-perceptions and expectancies essuere
grouped together in the Eccles and Wigfield study; this is a common combination in the
research (see content and methodological reviews), but as Eccles (2008sclarif
“expectations for success...depend on the confidence the individual has in his or

her...abilities and on the individual's estimations of the difficulty of the cOps&06).
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This constructs are distinguished in theory, but are so strongly correlatéaethate
often combined empirically. Therefore, expectancy of success may involveateetmmn
of taskdifficulty, whereas self-concept/perceived ability is the perception in omais
skills. These studies establish relationships among and unique features of thetsonstr
of expectancy-value motivation and provide a foundation for the review of the impact of
perceived ability, subjective task values, and expectancies for success soauole
academic achievement.
Changes in Expectancy Value Motivation

In a longitudinal study focused off through 11 grade Australian students, Watt
(2008) found that English and math related talent perceptions and intrinsic values
declined throughout adolescence. Gender differences in that study weréetcdngih
stereotypes, i.e., boys had a lesser decline in math abilities and girls badralexline
in English. These findings are in contrast to the results of a two year study dsaafhor
Canadian ¥ and 9" graders concerning math utility value, goal orientation, and
competence beliefs (Chouinard & Roy, 2008). In that study, researchers found that
although overall motivation decreased throughout the school year, girls’ coropet
beliefs slightly increased in math domain. This study also found that magienyach
goals were lower and performance-avoidance goals were higher at the leadafdol
year and declined as the participants aged.

A similar pattern of decline was found in a longitudinal study that included
English and sports. Using the Childhood and Beyond data compiled from three cohorts of
primarily European American students from 10 public elementary schools bel@@&@-

1999, Jacobs et al. (2002) described changes in self-competency beliefs and values over
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an 11 year period and examined the impact of changes in competence beliefgges chan
in task values. As expected, students’ competency beliefs and subjective taskuadlue
a significant negative change from grade 2 to grade 12. Boys and giri@iffielent task
values for language arts and sports, but there were no gender differencestertiept
in the domain of math and no significant gender differences were found in the rate of
change in either language arts or math for task values. Perceptions of ability
(competence) accounted for over 40% of the decrease across all domains and ages in
subjective task values and explained between 38% and 71% of the variance in stable
individual differences in subjective task values. In other words, student perceptions of
their skills as compared with those of their peers accounted for a largatage of the
value they placed on those tasks. This study also supports the assumption of the decline
of academic motivation throughout adolescence.

Overall, these cross sectional and longitudinal studies converge on the
interpretation that adolescence is a time of increased comparison with otthefiajmg
the self, and analyzing the choices and values of academic tasks. Paccirésdicates
that academic motivation is domain specific, and that students become more hdtivate
avoid embarrassment or recognition than by intrinsic values as they become older.
Adolescent motivation requires further inquiry and analysis using measurtdraeis
sensitive to the changes in motivation that occur during junior and high school. The lens
of the expectancy-value theory of motivation provides a framework through which to do
so. As illustrated through the explanation of the constructs, the entwined yettdisti
elements of the theory establish a network of relationships between fahipeesonal

characteristics such as gender, race, and SES, and academic experience (



31

achievement) and the resulting perceived abilities. These abilities antcegpsifeed
expectancies for success and the task values that translate into acatieeaeEnaent and
choices (Figure 1). Of particular interest to this review is the intéosenf these
construct for African American adolescents with and without learning disedili
Expectancy Value and Academic Achievement in Diverse Populations
African American Students

Little research has focused on how African American students’ expectandies
values relate to their resulting academic outcomes. Graham (1994) sddbestlere is
no conclusive support for the assumptions that African American students would have
lower self-efficacy or expectancies for success than their Europearncampeers and
cites multiple studies that have found the opposite. Graham also summarized findings
related to self-perceived academic ability and found that in only 2 of 18 sthaies t
European American students had higher levels than the Black/African Amsticients.
However, other studies since that review have hinted that the engagement-aeghievem
paradox (Mickelson, 1990; Shernoff & Schmidt 2008), oppositional identity (Ogbu,
1978), and stereotype threat (Eccles et al., 2006; Irving & Hudley, 2005; Long et al.,
2007) create differences between the motivation patterns of African éaneand
European American students. Although the unique relationships between
expectancies/task values and academic achievement outcomes and/or future course
enrollment, as framed and defined in the expectancy-value model, has rarely be
explored with African American adolescents, (Table 3 provides study degailaimber
of studies have used other theories, most popularly social theory (peer, parbat, teac

school influences) and ethnic identity to attempt to explain some of the paradoxes
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observed in African American populations (see Chapter 1).

In the process of locating studies that fit the parameters outlined in the search
criteria for inclusion in the content and methodological reviews in this chafstie; a
group of studies that did not fit the criteria was identified. A cursory summaingsé
findings provides additional context for the study of African American ade¢sand
motivation and further support of the need for additional research about the role of
expectancy-value motivation with this population. Some of these studies weke brief
addressed in Chapter 1. A summary is provided in Table 1.

Five studies (Kerpelman et al., 2002; Osterman, 2000; Richardson & Eccles,
2007; Schmakel, 2008; Wiggan, 2007) were qualitative and therefore not included in the
reviews. Through personal correspondence (Wigfield, 2010), two poster sessions (Chen
et al., 2008; Malanchuk, 2008) and a paper (Garrett, Malanchuk, & Eccles, 2008) were
identified. The posters provided information about the roles of parents, peers,
engagement, leisurely reading, and school involvement in spurring and sustaining the
academic achievement and motivation of African American students, but gyn,desi
lacked clear independent and dependent variables; the paper had the same unclear
relationships among the variables. However as both the posters and paper lacked peer
review, were not permissible additions. The analysis of the perception of berriers
success was another common independent variable (Harris, 2006; Harris, 2008&Taylor
Graham, 2007). These three studies, in addition to the work of Mikelson (1990) sought to
explore the relationships between perceived barriers, academic outcomes, and the
achievement-engagement and oppositional-identity theories cited in Chapter 1, and

provide researchers with support for new ways to conceptualize these frameworks
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However, in these studies, the independent variable (barriers) was not operazeational

through the lens of motivation.
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Table 1. Summary of Studies: African American participants and motivation constructs.

Study Purpose Participants Results
Qualitative Studies
Kerpelman, Explore the perceptions that mother and 22 African American The main themes across participants for
Shoffner, & daughters had of the daughters’ expectedhother-daughter pairs; 14 the daughters’ possible selves were being
Ross- Griffin  possible selves and their strategies for adolescents were 14 enterin@ college graduate, a career woman, a
(2002) promoting the daughter’'s movement the 9" grade; 8 adolescents responsible person who was emotionally
toward attaining desired academic and were 11" graders (6 were 16 and financially independent, and
career goals; examine how variations in and 2 were 17). someone who was socially connected
the mother-daughter pairs prioritizing of and morally upstanding; mothers without
expected possible selves in the areas of a college education offered fewer
personal attributes, roles, and life strategies than mothers with college
circumstances was related to mothers’ and experience. Group 1 pairs expected their
daughters’ strategies for helping their daughters to be more organized, creative,
daughter realize her future academic and helpful, intelligent, a good student, and a
career goals. mother. Group 2 pairs expected
religious, rich, and famous in careers
such as business owner, religious leader
or lawyer. The mothers of Group 1
daughter viewed their them as motivated
and highly competitive; the mothers of
Group 2 daughters say them as lazy,
unfocused, and in need of external
guidance and motivation.
Richardson  Argue that voluntary reading by 6 case studies pulled from 35he amount of voluntary reading in
& Eccles adolescents provides learning qualitative interviews of which individuals engage is affected by
(2007 opportunities that scaffold identity students in the Maryland  other pressures stemming from school,

formation, effort spaces where youth ~ Adolescent development in family, social and work commitments,
rehearse and relationally enact gender Content Study (MADICS)  all of which become increasingly
roles, ethnic/racial/ identification, and insistent and invasive as adolescents
fashion educational aspirations. progress into their senior years of high




Schmakel
(2008)

Wiggan
(2007)

Chen,
Malanchuk,
Messersmith,
& Eccles
(2008)

Describe and explain the perspectives,

67 7" grade students

beliefs, and recommendations of seventi{African American,

grade students on instructional practices
and environments that affected their
academic motivation, engagement, and
achievement.

Explore the experiences of African
American students; understand the

Hispanic-non White, White,
Multiracial)

6 African American
adolescents (2 freshmen, 4

processes that contribute to the studentsophomores)

school success; explain the progress
students believe is necessary to improve
achievement across the nation.

Posters and Papers

Examine the impact of one’s GPA on the
subsequent levels of occupational

Data from the MADICS
study: & grade year (age

aspirations for both gender and race usintp), 11" grade (age 17), 1

latent trajectory models.

year after graduation (age
19) and 3 years after
graduation (age 21); African
American and European
American participants

school and beyond. Reading that
individuals undertake can serve as a
means of escape from daily realities,
pleasantly filling time, and an avenue for
gathering information.

Confirms early adolescents as creative,
imaginative, at a turning point between
childhood and adult development and
open for positive developmental
influences from adults who serve them.
Most of the participating students, both
low and high achievers, did care about
academics and academic achievement.
Student suggestions included: improving
pedagogy, school finance reform,
enhancing extracurricular activities in
schools, and a nationwide scholarship to
help students from low income families
pursue high education.

Occupational aspirations decline in
prestige level during later adolescence
for all participants, indicating the
intrusion of more realistic attitudes
toward career aspirations for many
young people. Girls start out with
relatively higher grades and occupational
aspirations than boys and their dreams
diminish at a faster rate. African
American girls have the highest career
aspirations and cling to them the most,
African American boys the lowest
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Garrett,
Malanchuk,
& Eccles
(2008)

Malanchuk,
Messersmith,
& Eccles
(2008)

Gordon
Rouse &
Austin
(2002)

grades, steepest decline in grades, and
least decline in aspirations.

Examine school support, parent support,Data from MADICS A variety of supportive contexts seem to
and peer support as predictors of changecollected at 8 grade, 11 have an additive effect in supporting
in college expectations from middle to grade, 1 year after college plans and attainment. College

high school controlling for prior grades, graduation, and 3 years afterplans are important for actual academic
ethnicity, gender, and family income; graduation. 61% African attainment. For college plans and
examine expectations of going to collegeAmerican, 35% European attendance, parent advice, and peer

as a predictor of educational attainment; American, and 50% female. advice are more strongly related to

explore the indirect relationship between academic expectations than school
support and academic attainment; advice. The perception of discrimination
examine if perceptions of discrimination was an additional influence in the model
towards member of their race for White students (who were the
downwardly adjust students’ academic minority in the schools in this study).

expectations.

Examine the impact of early academic Data from MADICS The combination of high occupational
achievement (GPA) and later collected at 8 grade, 11 aspirations and grades in early
occupational aspirations on subsequent grade, and 1 year after adolescence {Bgrade) results in
academic, psychological, and behavioralgraduation; 322 Black and generally positive outcomes in all three
outcomes one year after high school. 137 White participants domains; the results are moderated by

the youth’s occupational aspirations.
Ethnic Identity/Unique Challenges
Examines within-ethnic-group differencef45 African American (88 The cognitive domain did significantly

in motivation by level of academic females and 57 males), 78 indifferentiate between GPA achievement
achievement as measured by GPA and low achievement group and levels in all ethnic groups; the social
gender. 67 in high achievement domain distinguished between GPA

group. 78 Hispanic (46 achievement levels in the European

36



37

McNair &
Johnson
(2009)

Shernoff &
Schmidt
(2007)

female, 32 male), 50 in the American and African American ethnic
low-achievement group and groups; Hispanic and European
28 in the high-achievement American males had higher levels of

group; 145 European motivation than same group females;
American (69 female and 76 high-GPA students had more cognitive
were male) 47 in low motivation than low-GPA students.

achievement group and 98 in
the high achievement group

Examine the combined roles of school Data from MADICS Time parents spent with their child and
characteristics, parental views of collected at 7 and & grade; positive perceptions of the school
achievement, parental involvement, and 67% of adult sample was  environment were positively associated
academic resources at home in predictingfrican American, 33% was with adolescent Grade 7 reports of

adolescent attitudes towards school European American; studentschool importance, and adolescent Grade
importance and academic performance sample in ¥ grade consisted 7 school attitude reports and Grade 7
examine contextual associations with  of 323 malesil = 12.27 GPA were positively associated with
adolescent school attitudes and academigears,SD = .54 years), and Grade 8 GPA.
performance. 314 femalesNl = 12.24

years,SD = .51 years)
Investigate if there are racial/ethnic 586 10" (n = 267) and 12  The relationship between engagement
differences in academic achievement/the(n= 319) grade adolescents and achievement might be moderated by
relationship between achievement and in three cohortsn= 352 race and ethnicity.

engagement, racial/ethnic differences in female; 65% whiten(=
engagement and quality of experience, if381), 16% blackr(= 50),
there are effects of on-task behavior on 9% Asian (i = 50), 10%
students’ engagement and quality of Latino (n = 59).
experience, and if they differ by

race/ethnicity, and if there are effects of

being in home, public, and school

contexts on students’ engagement and

quality of experience, and if they differ by

race/ethnicity when controlling for SES
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Yasui,
Dorham, &
Dishion
(2004)

Fenzel,
Magaletta,
&Peyrot
(2997)

and other background characteristics.

Examine if ethnic identity will be 159 adolescents (48%
associated with mental health outcomes EBuropean America\ = 77;
adolescents, with social adaption, define82% African American,N
by parent report, self-report, and a =82).

comprehensive school-based approach,

and if the associations will be stronger for

African American adolescents.

Social Theory/ Social Supports
Examine the relationships between threel02 average track African

Ethnic identity was a significant

predictor of adolescent adjustment in
both areas of social adaptations and
emotional adjustment for both groups of
adolescents; both groups reported
comparable levels of ethnic identity,
indicating that they are in the same stage
of ethnic identity development; African
American adolescents’ positive
adjustment was more consistently
predicted by higher levels of ethnic
identity, a prediction less consistent
among European American adolescents.
Lower levels of ethnic identity were
found to predict more difficult
adjustment.

Students exhibited the effects of being

sources of strain (peer relations, teacher American students, 41 malesurdened by the time demands of school
relations, and academic demands) and and 61 females in grades 6-&ork and demands to perform well in

measures of school functioning (intrinsic
motivation for school work, perceived
scholastic competence, and school
performance) and self-worth were
examined at the beginning and end of the
school year.

school by the negative relationships
found between schools demands strain
and self-esteem at Time 1 and school
functioning measures of intrinsic
motivation and scholastic competence at
Time 2. Significant relations between
train associated with teacher relations,
school demands, and peer relations and
students’ self-reported GPA were not
found.
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Friedel, Examines students’ perceptions of the N =929 students over four Decline in self-efficacy beliefs was most
Cortina, socio-cultural contexts in which they waves in & to 7" grade; pronounced for students who perceived a
Turner, & engage in learning mathematics, including3% female, White (65%), lower emphasis on mastery goals in their
Midgley the extent to which children perceive an African American (27%) middle school classroom compared with
(2010) emphasis on learning and understanding their experience during elementary
(mastery goals) and relative ability school. Students who perceived in
(performance goals) increase in master goal emphasis showed

an increase in self-efficacy beliefs. These
effects of perceived change in the goals
teachers emphasized were independent
of the effects of students’ perception of
their parents’ goal emphases.

Goodenow & Investigated the hypothesis that students1987" -9" graders (104 Many urban adolescents may have a poor
Grady (1993) sense of belonging in school would be boys, 87 girls); 89 self- sense of school belonging and low
significantly associated with measures ofdefined as African American school motivation; students who do have
school motivation, expectations of or Black, 66 as White, 2 as a high sense of belonging in school are
academic success, valuing of academic Asian, and 9 had no also more likely to be motivated and
work, and persistence in difficult tasks. response academically engaged than those whose

sense of belonging is low; there are both
ethnic and gender differences in this
pattern of relationships.

Irving & Measure the relationship between culturad5 African American high  Cultural mistrust was negatively related
Hudley mistrust, academic achievement, values,school male studentd\ = to both outcome expectations and
(2005) and academic outcome expectations  15.5) outcome value; cultural mistrust and
among a sample of African American outcome value both uniquely predicted
high school students. education outcome expectations.
Kerpelman, Examine associates among African N =374 (152 males, 222  Self-efficacy, ethnic identity, and
Eryigit, & American adolescents’ future education females) aged 12-20/= perceived maternal support for
Stephens orientation, self-efficacy, ethnic identity, 15.3,SD=1.71) achievement were found to influence

(2008) gender, and perceptions of parental future education orientation. Males and




Harris (2006)

Harris (2008)

Mickelson
(1990)

support for achievement. females differ in the prediction of future
education orientation based on their self-
efficacy, ethnic identity or perceived
maternal support, although the majority
of female adolescents had higher future
education orientation than the males did.

Barriers
Determine if oppositional culture theory Data from MADICS Major tenets of the oppositional culture
exists among involuntary minorities collected at #,8", and 11 theory were not supported in the
relative to whites. grades; 100% African analyses; maturation aftef grade had
American; student sample inminimal impact on group differences in
7" grade 1 = 1407) § outcomes.

grade (= 1004) and 11
grade (= 954).

To examine if blacks perceive lower valuBata from MADICS Perceived value of schooling leads
from schooling than whites, greater collected at 7 (N = 1407),  whites to pursue further schooling,
barriers despite schooling than do whites11' (N = 954), one year post- whereas blacks’ liking of enrolling in
beliefs about the value of school are graduationil = 832), and college immediately following high

positively associated with school three years post-graduation school; With regard to achievement,
performance and the odds of enrolling ingrades Il = 853). beliefs about the value of schooling have
college, and students’ beliefs about future the same effect for both groups.

barriers they might encounter despite their

level of education are negatively

associated with academic outcomes.

Examine abstract and concrete attitudes 1,193 high school seniors  Both abstract and concrete attitudes

toward education and how these vary by (51% female, 59% white, 41 toward education are held by all

race and class and how they explain % black). students; concrete and abstract attitudes

variance in achievement among students. vary by race; concrete but not abstract
attitudes vary by class; concrete attitudes
explain achievement better than abstract
attitudes; concrete and abstract attitudes
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Taylor &
Graham
(2007)

Investigate gender and grade difference$15 boys and girls: African

in ethnic minority students’ achievement American = 282 % grade,

values and the relationship between 90 4" graders, 107"

values and perception of barriers to graders; Latino = 110"

educational or occupational opportunitiesgraders, 122%graders, 101
7" graders

contribute significantly to the explained
variance in achievement among all
variables.

Gender/grade interactions exist in
students’ endorsements of academic
achievement variables; ratings of barriers
increased across years




Another important subcategory of studies, those which explore ethnic identity,
was also not included in the final review. This is also due in part to the lack of an
identified motivation variable and partly to the choice of dependent variable. GOfdlee t
studies that evaluated the impact of ethnic identity on groups of African American,
Latino, and/or Caucasian children, one used psychological adjustment (Yasui, P&rham
Dishion, 2004) as the dependent variable, and the other two compared within and
between group differences rather than the influence of those differencescadame
variable (Gordon Rouse & Austin, 2002; Shernoff & Schmidt, 2008).

The final category of studies that did not meet inclusion criteria, those that
evaluate, via the social theory framework, the influence of peers, parents, school
characteristics, and teachers, was comprised of six studies. In enebeoftudies, the
social variables were independent variables but an academic achievem@eiot weed as
the outcome variable. Although these studies provide a framework for understanding the
impact of social structures on African American adolescents’ setfaeffi(Friedel, et al.,
2010; Kerpelman, 2008), adjustment (Simpkins, Eccles, & Becnel, 2008), school strain
(Fenzel, Magaletta, & Peyrot, 1997), and outcome expectations and values (Goodenow &
Grady, 1993; Irving & Hudley, 2005), they do not provide information about how the
social factors influence academic achievement, the main variable resinite this study.
Therefore, these studies were not included in the content and methodological.reviews

Tablel summarizes the important information for each of these studies. The
studies contribute to a broader understanding of the motivation of African American
adolescentsand provide support for the statement that themotsample evidence about

the relationship between motivation theories and academic outcomes fonAfrica
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American students. This is an obvious area in need of future research.
Students with Learning Disabilities

Achievement motivation is often correlated to performance on school outcomes
such as course grades, GPA, standardized test performance, class enrotlfoane
career aspirations. Students with special education needs may be pbriatulak for
poor performance in some of these outcomes, particularly testing situations pasexbm
with their peers (Carter et al., 2005) and therefore motivation for secondary school
success is a logical and interesting area to search for opportunitietetaubderstand
the academic achievement and intentions of students with LD. These students often
require increased opportunities to learn curriculum through repeated exposuresdgd gre
time on task, but in classrooms in which passing assessments is the only or most
prominent outcome, less time is spent on content and strategy instruction and more on
test-taking skills, test-specific questions, and repetitive formats fledtréhose of the
tests (e.g., Christenton, Decker, Triezenberg, et al., 2007). Adolescentwih
summarized in Chapter 1, have greater difficulty evaluating their abifitid judging a
task’s difficulty; they also tend to have fewer academic skills than thexis p@&d value
scholastic tasks less (Crabtree &Rutland, 2001; Klassen, 2007). Although researche
have established that there are differences between students with and witlwout LD
multiple measures and outcomes, there has not been the needed attention to what
variables might influence these disparities. Studies of adolescents usimgigottion
and perceived competence as the variable of interest (Sideridis, 2005, 2006; Weist et al
2001) have been conducted, but in general, there is a paucity of research that has

explored the relationship between LD is and students’ motivation to be successful on
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academic assessments. Specifically, there are no studies that exsmalationships
among students with LD, the constructs of expectancy-value motivation, and academ
outcomes. This is an area in need of increased research, as understanding @&k value
addition to perceived ability and expectancies for success can provide insight into
adolescent scholastic achievement.

One area of motivation that has received much attention for its relevance to
students with LD is self-concept, alternatively labeled self-afficaelf-perceptions, and
self-regulation within various frameworks excluding that of expectanitevheory.

Eight studies that explored these motivation variables were excluded frochépigr's
extensive content and methodological review for a variety of reasons. In fowsstinei
dependent variable was effort (Lackaye & Margalit, 2006), persistencel (Baiott,
Dedaring, & Hamill, 2009), goal orientation (Baird, et al.), or self-conceffiseteption
(Crabtree & Rutland, 2001; Mdller, et al., 2009) and not an academic achievement
outcome or future course enrollment. Fulk, Brigham, and Lohman (1998) provided only
correlations and comparisons among motivation constructs for students with and without
learning and behavioral disabilities. These studies supported the findingsvihaiclea
articulated in Chapter 1, namely that students with learning disabilitiesitwa levels of
general and academic self-concept, that they embrace more performantedagoals,

have a more entity-based view of intelligence, and have less persisteneecst less

effort when compared with their peers without learning disabilities. Howasgrurpose

of the review is to establish what is known about the influence of motivation on academic
achievement outcomes and future course enrollment for students with and without

learning disabilities, these studies do not contribute directly to that catdégong
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remaining studies, neither academic achievement nor future enrollment esta@me a
variable of interest, but the methodology used was correlation, not causation (Chapman,
1988; Klassen, 2006, 2010), and/or the purpose of the study was a comparison between
LD and non-LD groups (Klassen, 2006, 2010) rather than the relationship among the
variables themselves. Table 2 summarizes the studies of self-concegitisatfy/self-
perception with students with LD. It should be noted that none of the studies listed above
included African Americans with or without learning disabilities, which further

reinforces the need for a study in which African American adolescentamdtlvithout
learning disabilities are the participants.

Motivation for secondary school success is a logical and understudied area to
search for opportunities to better understand the academic achievementah Afri
American students with and without LDhere is a lack of research that has explored
how a learning disability or ethnic/racial identity influences adolesteritivation to be
successful on academic assessment tasks. To this investigator's knoweodges no
study which has considered both factors with the guiding framework of the expecta
value theory of motivation.

Method

The remainder of this chapter provides a content and methodological review of
studies that have focused on the relationship between academic achievementsoutcome
and future enrollment outcomes and (a) expectancy-value motivation in adolegents
the motivation of African American adolescents, or (c) motivation and adolesaémts
LD.

Search Procedures



Table 2. Summary of Studies: LD and Self-Efficacy and Self-Concept Variables

Study

Purpose Participants

Results

Baird, Scott, Examine whether youth with LD exhibit1,518 &' through 12

Dearing, &
Hamill
(2009)

Chapman
(1988)

Crabtree &
Rutland
(2001)

maladaptive cognitive self-regulatory graders (686 males, 635
patterns and provide an additional females, 197 no reported
empirical test of some of the key gender) aged 10-184=
predictors of the Dweck model of 14.4) 96% Caucasian; 107
motivational model of achievement.  students with LD

The presence of a learning disability was
associated with lower academic self-
efficacy, less of an incremental view of
intelligence, lower preference for learning
goals, and less adaptive attributions for
exerting effort in learning tasks.

Investigate whether ongoing failure and’8 LD children (48 boys, 30 LD students had significantly more

low achievement levels in a group of girls; M = 11.34,SD = 0.40)

negative perceptions of ability, lower

unlabeled LD children is associated and 71 Non-LD children (42 achievement expectations for future

with the development of increasingly boys, 29 girlsM = 11.30,
negative cognitive-motivational SD=0.38)
characteristics and which combination

of these factors was best predictive of

achievement outcomes for LD and non-

LD students.

Study 1: Investigate whether Study 1: 145 students
adolescents with moderate learning  without learning disabilities
difficulties and non-disabled (76 males and 69 females)
adolescents differ regarding the aged 12-15M = 13.53; 145
importance they attach to each students without learning
dimension or attribute of comparison disabilities (73 males, 72
(attributing of negative feedback, females) attending special

selective comparison, devaluing of lowneeds schools aged 11446
performing dimensions) and compare =13.80

the self-worth of adolescents with

learning disabilities with that of a

matched group of adolescents without Study 2: 68 students with

learning disabilities. LD attending special needs

success, and relatively external perception
of control regarding the causes of success
and failure in school.

Study 1: Adolescents with learning
difficulties differ little from adolescents
without learning disabilities in their self-
evaluations, but do not relate scholastic
competence to their global self-worth as
do their peers.
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Fulk,
Brigham, &
Lohman
(1998)

Klassen
(2006)

Klassen
(2010)

schools (24 females, 44 Study 2: The implicit introduction of an
Study 2: Investigate the importance of males) aged 12-16 yeaM, intergroup social comparative content
social comparison in the construction of 13.66 significantly reduced adolescents’ self-
perceived self-competence amongst evaluations.
adolescents with learning disabilities.

Investigate the motivational 36 students with LD, 26 Students with LD differed most from AA
characteristics of three groups of students with EBD, 53 AA students and students with EBD, were
adolescents (a) students with learning students; 11 in grade 6, 39 irmore motivated to avoid work than their
disabilities, (b) students with grade 7, 65 in grade 8. peers, more likely to believe the purpose
emotional/behavioral disabilities, (c) of schools was to prepare them for jobs
students with average achievement than to result in wealth and luxuries, male
(AA). students with LD felt more alienated than

students with EBD, and males in general
reported more feelings of alienation than
did their female peers.

Use direct predictions of their 68 students with LD (46 Adolescents with learning disabilities
performance as a proxy of their self- males, 22 females) and 65 displayed lower self-efficacy than the
efficacy believes and measures of non-LD (30 males, 35 non-LD group, but were more optimistic
postdictions of literacy performance, females) in grades 8 and 9 (relative to their performance) in both
self ratings of self-efficacy for self- domains assessed (spelling and writing).

regulated learning and their general
self-efficacy to address academic
efficacy beliefs of adolescents with LD.

Examine validity of the Self-Efficacy 146 early adolescents in The 7 item scale was a better fit than the
for Self-Regulated Learning scale in  grades 8 and 9 in Canada; 721 item scale; early adolescents with LD
sample of adolescents; compare levelswith LD (M = 13.89 years). rated their self-regulatory efficacy lower
of self-regulatory efficacy and related And 73 non-LD studentdf{ than did their non-LD peers; self-




48

Lackaye &
Margalit
(2006)

Moller,
Streblow, &
Pohlmann
(2009)

variables in adolescents with and

regulatory efficacy made a unique
contribution to the prediction of end-of
term English grade beyond
contributions of reading performance
and reading self-efficacy; investigate
the reading performance, self-efficacy,
English grade, and SES of LD
adolescents with high and low levels of
self-regulatory efficacy.

Compare the social-emotional

= 13.93) matched for genderregulatory efficacy contributed
without LD; investigate whether self- and age.

significantly to the prediction of end-of-
term English grades for LD and non-LD
adolescents after controlling for SES and
sex; there was no reading ability
difference between the high and low self-
regulatory students but students with
lower self-regulatory efficacy came from
lower SES families.

571 seventh-grade students The grades and self-perceptions of
implications of academic achievement (292 boys and 279 girls)

students with LD were significantly

for students with and without learning from 7 schools in Israel; 124 different from those of their peers for all

disabilities and to identify the predictorsith LD (74 boys, 49 girls)
and 447 children without
(217 boys, 230 girls).

of their effort investment.

variables (grades, gender, effort, self-
efficacy, loneliness, sense of coherence,
positive mood, negative mood, hope).

Test whether the linternal/external 270 students (55.9% female)The overall pattern of results confirms

frame of reference model can be

investigate whether and to what extent
achievement in one subject has negative
effects on self-concept in another in a
sample of students attending schools for
those with special educational needs.

attending grades 5-84=
generalized to students with learning 14.64 yearsSD= 1.26) in
disabilities and in particular, to Germany

that the relationships posited in the I/E
model can be generalized to our sample
of students with learning disabilities.
Achievement in a subject has a positive
effect on the self-concept in the same
subject but negative effect on the self-
concept in the other subject, thus
confirming the assumed domain-
specificity of academic self-concepts for
this population.




A search of EBSCO, Academic Search Premier, and PsychINFO peer-edited
journals using the termexpectancy valuandmotivationproduced 264 commentaries,
descriptive and case studies, qualitative analyses, and quantitative saidiesn 1990-
2009. To narrow this searcigolescel high schoalandsecondaryandsecondary
studentswvere uniquely entered as a third term, creating 18, 24, 17, and 1 “hits”
respectively. A hand search of 2008 and 2009 volumesarhing Disabilities Research
and Practice Exceptional ChildrenandJournal of Special Educationas completed to
focus on the use of special education populations in motivation research; this did not
yield additional studies. An ancestral search of the narrowed lists of sudteeced an
additional 28 articles. After excluding commentaries, the result was 50ipbgetitles
that included expectancy-value motivation and students with and without LD.

To find articles including African American students, PsychINFO wassaede
and the search termddrican American, adolescenendmotivationlocated 118 searches.
Entering the ternacademicand the qualifier “peer-reviewed” narrowed the search to 27
articles. The same four terms were used in EBSCO alone and Academic Searign P
and Urban Studies databases concurrently, yielding 14 and 32 texts respeciwvely. Fr
those results, articles were removed if the abstract suggested thadidlimber process
of interest was non-academic, such substance abuse, athletics, immigratieorasr, dir
if only qualitative methods were employed. Fifty-five articles, manytuth were found
in multiple databases, were reviewed. The same process was repeated usagchkhe s
termBlackinstead ofAfrican-Americanthe results were 42 articles, relevant ones of
which overlapped with the previous search. Of these articles, a much smalleugubg

performed analyses using academic or social motivation as an independeng aaabl
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academic achievement as a dependent variable. Many articles wardelislbecause
motivation was the dependent variable, or because the independent variables were not
motivation constructs. Completing an ancestral search of the chosen studiégddenti

one additional study.

Studies were included if they had (a) expectancy- value motivation as the
independent variable and adolescents participants, (b) academic achievement a
dependent variablend (c) adolescents with L&r African American adolescents as the
participantsandthe independent variable was motivation, regardless of theory or
framework. There were no studies based on the expectancy-value theawaheaVdrk
in which adolescents with LD patrticipated; therefore, an analysis ofatiotn and
adolescents was warranted and justifies a separate category oébleceptdies. A third
category of studies purposefully sampling African American partitgpaas also created
to present information about these adolescents in which academic achievemeneor futur
course enroliment was the dependent variable.

Studies that established the validity or reliability of a new instrumeal,ated
change in motivation over time, or solely performed exploratory or confirgnat@lyses
of motivation constructs were discount@dlolescentvas narrowed to include only
students in grades 6-12 or approximately ages 11-18, thereby removing studiesgef coll
or elementary-age students. Lastly, because the focus of this reviehewatetof
motivation in adolescent academic achievement, studies were excludeehtademic
measures such as athletic performance, peer relationships, or sodalgivere
outcome variables. Applying these criteria, 24 studies comprised thecilvr

Overview
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Seventeen of the included studies were conducted in the United States, with the
remaining completed in Europe (4), Canada (1), or Australia (1). One studpmeamp
students in the United States with those in Australia (Watt, Eccles & Durik,.2006)
Thirteen studies- three of which included African American students -heed t
expectancy-value theory, four studies centered on adolescents with LD amel anot
motivation theory and six focused on African American students and another motivation
framework. In all of the studies, participants self-reported on at least oneatiooti
construct using a Likert scale. In 10 of the 21 studies that included the rabaioityeof
the participants, the majority of adolescents (80% or higher) was Europesicamand
middle class students in suburban or urban settings; these studies represented 2 of the
studies of students with LD (50%) and 7 of the 12 (58%) studies of expectancy-value
motivation. Nine of the studies (38%) purposefully included African American
participants to represent at least half, if not all, of the sample. The mastozom
academic measure was GPA or course grade; future course selectionpeducat
aspirations, recreational literacy, or homework/academic pursuit tineealger used as
achievement variables.

Results
Content Findings

Information in Table 3 is grouped by population of interest and provides
information about purpose, independent and dependent variables, measurement, data
analysis methods, and results.

Purpose

Three studies (12%) focused on comparing the results between African Americ



Table 3. Summary of Studies: Content

Study Purpose Independent Dependent Participants Measurement  Data Analysis Results
Variable(s) Variable(s) Method(s)*
Studies with African American Participants
Eccles, Examine the Gender GPA 629 African Perceived daily Simple 1. Measures of
Wong & association of American face-to-face racial regression face to face
Peck (2006) personal SES students (47% discrimination:5- discrimination at
experiences of female) point scale Ordinary least school
daily face-to- Adolescent participating in  developed by squares significantly
face racial perception of the Maryland MADICS staff regression predicted school
discrimination racial Adolescent leading to path  motivation and
with changes in  discrimination Development in Perceptions of analysis GPA at Time 1
academic from teachers Context Study  future racial job (7" grade)
motivation and  and peers (MADICS) and educational  Hierarchical
engagement/achi discrimination regression 2. Self-concepts

evement over the
junior high years
and to examine
whether some
aspect of ethnic
identification can
buffer the
negative effects
of those
experiences.

Adolescent
perception of
future racial
discrimination
at work

Report of
future selves

Parent
perceptions of
future racial
discrimination
at work

Academic self-
concepts

Importance

7" (Time 1) and
8" grade (Time
2)

Median income
for African
American
parents:
$45,000-
$49,000

Yes/no prompt

Parent perceptions

of racial
discrimination at
work and in
community: 5
point scale; 2
items

Academic self-
concept4 items,
7-point scale

Importance value
2 items, 7 point
scale

Utility value: 4

and task values
at Time 2
(combined
variable) both
predicted GPA
at Time 2

3. Neither
school-based
perceived racial
discrimination
variable
predicted Time
2 GPA



Gutman
(2006)

Examine how
students and
parent goal
orientations and
perceived
classroom goal
structures
influence the
mathematics
grades and self-
efficacy of low-
income African
American
students during
the high school
transition.

task value

Utility task
value

Student
mastery goal
orientation

Student
performance
goal orientation

Perceived
classroom
mastery goal
structure

Perceived
classroom
performance
goal structure

Mathematics
self- efficacy

Math GPA

50 students and
parents (24
female
adolescents)
part of a
longitudinal
study in
Michigan

African
American

8" grade (Time
1) and & grade
(Time 2)

Low to lower
middle class
socio-economic
status (25%
receiving public

items, 7 point
scale

Possible future
selves:Open
ended questions
about what
students would
like to be true of
them in high
school

GPA: average
and &' grade
academic subjects

Student/classroom Mean differences

goal

orientation/structu Hierarchical

re: Patterns of
Adaptive Learning
Survey (PALSR6
items, 5 point
scale

Parent goal
orientation:Open

ended face-to-face
questions, later
coded in goal type
(mastery,
performance,
personal, social,
future, attendance)

Academic
achievement

1. No significant
mean
differences
across grades
except in student
performance
goal orientation
and math GPA.

2. The overall
model
accounted for
41% of the
variance in math
GPA from 8" to
9" grade.

3. Students with
mastery goals
in high school
had more

53



Gutman &
Midgley
(2000)

Examine the
main effects of
protective factors
(academic self-
efficacy, parental
involvement,
perceived
teacher support,
feelings of
school
belonging) on
the GPA of poor
African
American
students during
the middle
school transition.

Academic self-
efficacy

Parental
involvement

Perceived
teacher support

Feelings of
school
belonging

assistance)

62 students and
parents (28
female
adolescents)
part of a
longitudinal
study in
Michigan

African
American

5" grade (Time
1) and & grade
(Time 2)

Low socio-
economic status
(72% receiving
public
assistance)

Math GPA

Academic self- Correlations
efficacy. Patterns
of Adaptive

Learning Survey
(PALS- 5items, 5 Hierarchical

point scale regression

ANOVA

Parental
involvement:The
Family School
Survey Studyl0
items, 6 point
scale

Perceived teacher
support
Classroom
Environment Scale
— 8 items, 5 point
scale

Feelings of school
belonging scale
adapted from
other research- 5
items, 5 point

positive
changes in GPA
than peers.

4. Parents who
had mastery
goals had
students with
higher math
GPA.

1. Students
experience a
significant
decline in GPA
across transition.

2. Students who
were more
academically
efficacious had
higher GPA
across the
transition;
parental
involvement,
perceived
teacher support,
and feelings of
school
belonging did
not significantly
predict GPA
across transition.

3. Students with
high levels of
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Jodl,
Michael,
Malanchuk,
Eccles, &
Sameroff
(2001)

Examine the
direct and
indirect
pathways linking
various aspects
of parenting to
occupational
aspirations in an
ethnically
diverse sample
of early
adolescents
growing up in

Gender
Ethnicity
GPA

SES
Youth’s self
concept,

beliefs, and
expectations

Occupationa
| aspirations

444 7" graders
in the Maryland
Adolescent
Development in
Context
longitudinal
study

Approximately
50% European
American, 50%
African
American

scale

Overall GPA End

of year core
subjects (math,
English, social
studies, science)
grades

GPA: Core
subjects (math,
English, science,
social studies)
average for 7
grade

Youth’s self-
concept4 items, 7
point scale

Youth'’s value of
education for the

Multiple
regression

Logistic
regression

Hierarchical
linear regression

55

both parental
involvement and
perceived
teacher support
had higher GPA
across transition
than peers with
high levels of
only one or none
of those factors.

4. There were no
significant
interactions
between
academic self-
efficacy and
parental
involvement,
perceived
teacher support,
or school
belonging.

1. Similar
patterns across
gender and race.

2. Parents’
values and
beliefs directly
predict youth’s
values and
beliefs, but only
youth's
educational
expectations and



nondivorced
families.

Parents’ values,
beliefs, and
expectations

Specific
parenting
behaviors

Positive
identification
with parent

Middle class to
upper middle
class 2 parent
families

future: 5 items, 7
point scale

Youth's
educational
expectations/aspir
ations 2 items, 5
point scale

Parents’ values,
beliefs, and
expectations
Chances for
positive youth
outcome- 3 items,
5 point scale;
educational
expectations/aspir
ations for youth- 2
items, 7 point
scale; Perception
of adolescent’s
academic skills- 4
items, 7 point
scale

Specific parenting
behaviorsParent
report on
academic activity
involvement,
instrumental
support of talents,
and involvement
in child’s school
Positive
identification with
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aspirations
significantly
predicted
professional
career
aspirations after
controlling for
gender and
GPA.



Jordan
(1981)

Assess the
unique and
common
contributions of
global self-
concept,
academic self-
concept, and
need for
academic
achievement to
the variance in
academic
achievement of
inner-city black
adolescents.

Gender GPA

Global self-
concept

Academic self-
concept

Need for
academic
competence

Verbal ability

328 8 graders
(151 female)

African
American

New York City

Low socio-
economic status
(90% free and
reduced lunch
program); Title

| funding;
representative
of 5 available
achievement
tracks

parent:2 items, 4
point scale

Occupational
aspirations:open
ended face-to-face
questions later
coded as
professional or
athletic

Global self-
concept
Rosenberg’s Self-
Esteem Scalel0
items

Regression
analyses

Academic self-
concept:Self-
Concept of Ability
(General) Scale

Need for academic
competenceNeed
for Academic
Competence
Questionnaire 40
items, True or
False

Verbal ability.
Peabody Picture

Vocabulary Test

GPA: Core
subjects (math,
English, science,

1. Controlling
for verbal
ability, global
self-concept did
not contribute a
unique variance
in academic
achievement for
females or
males.

2. Controlling
for verbal
ability,
academic self-
concept and
need for
academic
competence
each contributed
a significant and
unique amount
to academic
achievement for
both females
and males. This
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Kiefer &
Ryan
(2008)

Examine
whether social
goals
(dominance,
intimacy,
popularity)
measure in the
fall of the school
year predicted
engagement
(effort and
disruptive
behavior) and
achievement
(grades)
measures in the
spring.

Gender
Ethnicity

Social goals:
dominance,
intimacy, and
popularity

Self-reports of
classroom
engagement:
effort and
disruptive
behavior

Peer
nominations of
classroom
engagement

GPA

3738 and
grade students
(53% female) in
the lllinois
Adolescent
Transitions
Project
longitudinal
study

52% African
American; 48%
European
American

Range of socio-
economic status

social studies)
average for 8
grade
(standardized
grading
procedure)

Social goals:
Social Goal

Questionnaire- 4

items each for Multiple

social dominance, regression

intimacy,
popularity, 5 point
scale

Self- report of
classroom

engagement:
Rochester
Assessment of
Intellectual and
Social
Engagement 4
items each for
effort and
disruptive
behavior, 5 point
scale

Peer nominations
of classroom
engagement:
“Which students
in your class word
hard and get good
grades?” 5

Exploratory
factor analysis
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supports that
these are
separate and
distinguishable
constructs.

1. In both &

and 7" grade,
student
endorsement of
social
dominance goals
in the fall were
associated with
maladaptive
forms of
engagement and
lower
achievement in
the spring.

2. African
American
students in both
grades were
higher on the
social
dominance goals
and lower in
grade on the
intimacy goals.

3. Being male
was associated
with higher
levels of social



Long,
Monoi,
Harper,
Knoblauch,
& Murphy
(2007)

Understand how
three sources of
motivation
(interest, self-
efficacy, and
achievement
goal orientation)
may relate to the
academic
achievement of
predominantly
African
American urban
students during
their transition to
high school.

Gender
Ethnicity

Interest and
self-efficacy

Goal
orientations

GPA

255 § grade
students (123
females) from 3
middle schools;
158 ¢" grade
students (75
females)

9" 879% African
American 10%
European
American, 3%
other; §: 72%
African
American, 22%
European
American, 6%
other

Midwestern city

nominations
permitted

GPA: Core
subjects (math,
reading, English,
science, social
studies) average
for 7th grade
(standardized
grading
procedure)

Interest and self- MANOVA
efficacy.

Six domains: Multiple
history, math, regression

science, reading,

computer science, Hierarchical
art. Interest — 2 regression
items; Self-

efficacy- 3 items

Goal orientations:
Patterns of
Adaptive Learning
Survey (PALS)18
items; additional
scale- 6 items, 10
point Likert scale

GPA: Core
subjects (math,

dominance
goals.

4. Popularity
goals were not
associated with
engagement or
achievement in
6" or 7" grade,
although for
African
American girls
in 6™ grade, they
were associated
with
maladaptive
engagement.
1. Levels of
efficacy and
learning goals
strongly
predicted
domain in both
grades.

2. Self-efficacy
consistently
contributed to
achievement in
both grades.

3. Interest was a
significant
predictor of
achievement in
9" grade.
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Powell &
Jacob
Arriola
(2003)

Winston,

Examine factors
that might be
associated with
the academic
achievement of
African
American high
school students
enrolled in a
health sciences
academy.

Study 1:

Demographic  GPA
variables

(Gender, Age,

Grade,

Absences,

Tardiness)

Altruism

Classroom goal
orientation

Student social
support

Unfair
treatment

Study 1:

Study 1:

Range of socio-
economic status
(56% free and

reduced meals)

84 10, 11",
and 12 grade
students (65
female)

15-18 yearsNI
= 16.23 years;
SD =.91)

African
American

Study 1:

reading/literature,
science, social
studies/history)
average for 8, 9"
grade

Altruism: Altruism  Multiple
Test 21 items, 5
point Likert scale

Classroom goal
orientation 21

items, 5 point
Likert scale

Student social
support Student
Social Support
Scale- 15 items, 5
point Likert scale

Unfair treatment:
Unfair Treatment
Index 1 item, 2
point scale

GPA: Overall
school year GPA

udytl: Study 1:

Regression

4. Work
avoidance goal
had a negative
effect on
achievement in
9" grade.

5. Gender was a
significant
predictor of
academic
achievement in
8" grade only.
1 Without
controlling for
demographic
variables, none
of the other
variables was
significant.

2. Holding
constant for
gender and
absences from
school,
classroom goal
orientation
(academic
motivation) was
not found to be
significantly
associated with
GPA.

Study 1:
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Eccles,
Senior, &
Vida (1997)

Test the extent to
which global
self-concept of
ability and
valuing of
education predict
changes in
grades over time.

Study 2:

Test the extent to
which self-
concept of math
ability and
valuing of
education predict
changes in
grades over time.

Self-concept of GPA
academic

ability

Utility value

Self-concept of
sport ability

Self-concept of

social ability

Self-esteem

Study 2: Study 2:
Math ability Math grade

self-concepts

English ability
self-concepts

Self-concept of
sport ability

Self-concept of
social ability

976 adolescents Self-concept of

544 African
American (294
female)

432 European
American (233
females)

Study 2:
2500 &' grade
students

2320 European
American

180 African
American

academic ability

Likert scale items

Utility value: 3
Likert scale items

Self-concept of

sport ability 2
Likert scale items

Self-concept of

social ability 2
Likert scale items

Self-esteem:6
Likert scale items

GPA: computing
average from the
students’ reports
of the of A, B,
C,D,and F's; A=
4,F=0.

Study 2:

Math ability self-
concepts: 7 point
Likert scale items

English ability
self-concepts: 7
point Likert scale
items

Self-concept of
sport ability: 7

Multiple
Regression

Study 2:
Multiple
Regression

1. African
American and
European
American
students, the
self-concept of
academic ability
yielded reliable
predictability of
change in
academic
achievement
scores. Utility
value did not.

2. Academic
self-concept was
the most
powerful
predictor of self-
esteem for
European
American
students than for
African
American
students.

Study 2:
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Perceived math
values

Global self-
esteem

point Likert scale
items

Self-concept of
social ability: 7
point Likert scale
items

Perceived math
values: 7 point
Likert scale items

Global self-
esteem: 7 point
Likert scale items
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1. Math ability
self-concept did
not predict
changes in math
grades for either
European or
African
American
students.

2. Math ability
self-concept and
math value
predicted plans
to take more
math courses for
both European
and African
American
participants.

3. African
American
students’ ability
self-concepts
were
significantly
related to their
global self-
esteem.

Studies with Adolescents with Learning Disabilities

Deci,
Hodges,
Pierso, &
Tomassone
(1992)

Explore the
intercorrelations
of the
motivationally
relevant

Self-regulation Standardized 136 elementary Self-requlation: One-way

Coping

Locus of

variables and test control

and 321 junior
high and high
school students
coded LD or EH

Academic Self- ANOVA
Regulation

Questionnaire 16

items, 4 point

Likert scale

1. Motivational
self-perceptions
and perceptions
of home and
classroom
contexts



63

the utility of
these variables
for predicting the
effective
functioning of
students with
handicaps in
self-contained
classrooms.

Competence

Classroom
context

Home Context

high school

students 12- 21 Coping:Academic

years M = 16.7
years for LD
students)

Predominantly
European
American and
middle/lower
middle class

Self-contained
special
education
classrooms

Coping Inventory
(ACI), 5 items

Locus of contral
The
Multidimensional
Measure of
Children’s
Perceptions of
Control
(MMCPC):._8
items, 4 point
Likert scale

Competence
Perceived

Competence
Scale 28 items, 4
point Likert scale

Classroom
context:The
Classroom
Context, 24 items,
4 point Likert
scale

Home context:
The Home
Contexil1 items,
4 point Likert
scale

Standardized test
scores Stanford

predicted math
and reading
achievement for
junior and high
school students
with and without
learning
disabilities.

2. For students
with LD,
competence and
involvement
variables tended
to be more
central to
patterns of
intercorrelations
and predictions
of independent
variables.



Sideridis
(2006)

Evaluate the
regulation of
goal orientations
and strong
“oughts” in
students with
learning
disabilities.

Goal
orientation

Emotionality
Depression
Anxiety

On-task
behavior

Fear of failure

Ought self

Math 132 5"and &'

achievement graders with LD
(59 female)
Greek

Achievement Test

Goal orientation8 Effect size
items Mastery; 10
items
Performance-
approach,

7-point Likert
scale

Latent variable
modeling

Emotionality:
PANAS 20 items

Depression:
Childhood

Depression
Inventory— 27
items, 3 point
scale

Anxiety: Revised
Children’s
Manifest Anxiety
Scale 28 items, 3
possible responses

On-task behavior:
Time spend on
math tasks

Fear of Failure5
items

Ought-self:4
items

1. Oughts have a
basis in
avoidance
motivation.
Students who
were motivated
by strong
“oughts”
persisted
significantly less
than other
students with
LD.

2. Students who
pursued multiple
goals persisted
37% longer than
those motivated
by oughts.

3. Mean
comparisons of
students with
and without LD
showed that the
former were
inferior in
motivation and
achievement and
obtained
significantly
higher scores on
anxiety and
depression.
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Math
achievement
Math CBM

Math
achievement
Math semester
grade

Math
achievementi5s
grade appropriate
curriculum-
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modeled exercises

Sideridis Evaluate the Performance  Math 152 fifth graders Goal orientation = One and two way 1. 68% of the

(2005) contribution of  approach- competence (79 male) 15 items, 7 point  ANOVA variance in math
goal orientation avoidance goal scale achievement for
over and above orientations 116 general Path analysis students with

the constructs of
planned behavior
theory in
explaining the
relationship
between
attitudes,
motivation, and
academic
achievement for

Perceived
control/
efficacy

Attitudes

Normative
beliefs

students with and Intention

without learning
disabilities.

education (58
male)

36 LD (15
female)

Greek

Perceived control
and efficacy9
items, 7 point
scale

Attitudes:3 items,
7 point scale

Normative beliefs
2 items

Intention:2 items

Math competence:

15 curriculum
based items

LD could be
accounted for by
all of the
variables; 54%
of the variance
for students with
out LD in math
achievement
was accounted
for by all
variables.

2. Students with
LD had
significantly
weaker
motivation as
expressed from
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their low
intention to
achieve, low
perceived
control, weak
attitudes toward
their goals, and
lower mastery or
performance
approach
orientations

Wiest, Explore the Competence  GPA 251 juniors and Competence ANOVA 1. The regular
Wong, differences in seniors Perceived education
Cervantes, academic Perceived Competence Scale students had
Craik, & achievement and control 42% European for Children significantly
Kreil variables related American Likert scale higher self-
(2001) to intrinsic Perception of 29% Latino reported
motivation autonomy 9% Asian Perceived control: academic
(competence and 4% Black The competence than
autonomy) Perception of 16& Other Multidimensional did special
among regular  autonomy Measure of education and
education, support from Children’s alternative
special peers Perceptions of education
education, and Control students.
alternative Coping (MMCPC)
education 2. The regular
students. Perception of education
Autonomy: students had
Children’s higher grade
Perceptions of point averages
Parents 4 point than did the
scale special
. education and
Perception of alternative
teacher and education
classroomQOrigin groups.




Climate
Questionnaire4
point scale

Perception of peer

support of

autonomy Peer
Autonomy Scalet

point scale

Coping:Academic
Coping Inventory
(ACD-4
subscales, 4 point
scale

Academic
achievementGPA

Expectancy-Value Studies with Adolescent Partidgpan

Berndt, T.J.
& Miller,
K.E. (1990)

Explore the
relationship
between
expectancies (of
success) and
values and the
relative
contribution of
each to
achievement.

Student
expectancies
for success

Values

Attribution
theory

GPA

Track
placement

153 7" graders
(99 femaleM =
13.3 years)

Predominantly
European
American

Range of socio-
economic status

Involvement SEM
Classroom

Environment

Scale 12 items, 5

point scale

School valuel8
items, 5-point
scale

Perceived
scholastic
competence
subscale oSelf-
Perception Profile
for Children 6
items, 4-point

1. Students’
achievement is
more strongly
related to their
expectancies for
success than to
the value they
attach to
success.

2. Students’
expectancies
and values are
positively
related.
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Crombie, G., Relations of key Gender

Sinclair, N.,
Silverthorn,
N., Byrne,
B.M.,
DuBois,
D.L &
Trinnier, A.
(2005)

constructs of

the Eccles and Competence

colleagues’

(2000) model of Intrinsic value

achievement

were examined Ultility value
as predictors of (usefulness)

math grades and
enrollment
intentions for
9" grade
students and
possible sex
differences in
expectancies
and values
related to
academic
success.

Math grades

Future math 540 students in
Grade 9 (277

female)

Canadian
(European
American)

90% English

speaking
students

Middle SES

scale

Attribution 10
items, 5 point
scale

Academic
Achievement:
Grades in English
and math, reported
by classroom
teachers

Academic CFA
competence

beliefs4 items, 7- SEM
point Likert scale

Intrinsic value:4
items, 7-point
Likert scale

Utility value: 4
items, 7-point
Likert scale

Intention to enroll
1 item, 7-point
Likert scale

Academic
achievement:
Math grades
(percentages)

1. For both
males and
females,
competence
beliefs were a
direct predictor
of math grades

2. For females,
competence also
predicted
enrollment
intentions.

3. For females,
utility and
competence had
the same
significance in
future course
enroliment.

4. The path from
intrinsic value to
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DeBacker
& Nelson
(1999)

Investigate
relationships
among
motivational
variables from
goal theory and
expectancy-
value theory
and assess the
proportion of
variance for in
science effort,

Learning goals Science
grades

Pleasing

teacher Persistence

Instrumentality Effort

value

Perceived

ability

Perceived

persistence, and science
achievement by difficulty

variables in the
motivation
model.

Attainment
value

Utility value
Cost value

Intrinsic value

157 students (82 Learning goad: 5

female; 6
unreported)

20 9" graders;
133 10" graders
(4 unreported)

Factor analysis
items, 5 point
Likert scale

Multiple
Performance goal: regression
6 items, 5 point
Likert scale

Pleasing the
teache: 4 items, 5

point Likert scale

Perceived
instrumentality4
items, 5 point
Likert scale

Perceived ability
8 items scales, 5-
point Likert scale

Perception of
science difficulty

intentions to
enroll in more
math courses
was not
significant for
either boys or
girls.

5. Utility value
predicted
enrollment for
both girls and
boys.

1. For the whole
sample, gender
and goals were
not significant.
Values and
beliefs were
significant
change ir.

2. For males and
females when
analyzed
separately,
goals, values,
beliefs, and
gender roles
were significant.
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Gender
schemata

4 items, 5 point
Likert scale

Stereotyped views

of science5
items, 5-point
Likert scale

Attainment value:

4 items, 5 point
Likert scale

Utility value: 4
items, 5 point
Likert scale

Cost value4
items, 5 point
Likert scale

Intrinsic value 6
items,

5 point Likert
scale

Bem Sex Role
Inventory

Academic
achievement:
Science grade

Self-report effort

Self-report
persistence
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Durik, 1.K.,
Vida, M. &

Eccles, J.S.
(2006)

Greene,
B.A,,
DeBacker,
T.K,,
Ravindran,
B., &
Krows, A.J.
(1999)

Investigate
motivational
predictors of
students’
choices to
involve
themselves in
leisure
activities, high
school courses,
and careers that
exercise literary
skills.

Examine a
modified
expectancy
value
framework for
exploring
gender
differences in
motivation
toward math

Self-concept
and
expectancy for
success
Intrinsic value
Utility value

Attainment
value

Academic
achievement

SES

Gender

Perception of
task difficulty

Learning goals

Performance
goals

Pleasing the
teacher

Time spent
reading for
pleasure

Number of
high school
language arts
courses
taken

Literacy-
related
career
aspirations

Percentage
of course
points
earned

Effort

10" grade
students (53%
female)

6 high schools
participating in
the Childhood
and Beyond
Study (Eccles,
etal., 1993)

91.6% European
American

Median family
income between
$40,000-
$50,000 a year

366 students in
grades 10 -12
(212 females; 8
unreported)

Suburban
large
Midwestern
high school

Self-concept of
ability and

expectancies
items, 7 point
Likert scale

Intrinsic value:3
items, 7 point
Likert scale

Utility value items
4 items, 7 point
Likert scale

Academic
achievement
Grade reports

Leisurely reading
time

Number of high

school language
arts courses

Career aspirations

Math difficulty/
perception of task
difficulty: 4
multiple choice
items, 5 point
Likert scale

Learning goals5
items, 5 point
Likert scale

Path analysis

SEM

Factor path
analyses

MANOVA
Hierarchical

regression
analyses

1. Self-concept
of ability
predicted all
three
achievement
outcomes

2. 10" grade
importance of
English
predicted high
school courses
and career
aspirations

3. Intrinsic
value predicted
amount of time
spent reading for
leisure and high
school language
arts class
enroliment

1. For the whole
sample, grade
level, class, and
gender only
accounted for a
small amount of
variance in
achievement.

2. For the whole
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Guthrie,
Wigfield,
Metsala, &
Cox (1999)

and whether the
inclusion of
task-specific
goals would
provide a
clearer view of
gender
differences.

Generalize the
finding that
controlling for
past
achievement,
reading
efficacy, and
prior

Future goals
Intrinsic value
Utility value

Attainment
value

Perceived
ability

Math class

Gender

Reading
motivation
(intrinsic and
extrinsic
motivation)

Reading
efficacy

Reading
amount

Text
comprehensi
on

European
American 82%,
Native
American 8%,
Hispanic 5%,
African
American4%,
Asian American
2%

Middle class

10" grade
students who
were also in the
8" grade sample

Population from
the National
Educational

Performance
goals 4 items, 5
point Likert scale

Pleasing the
teacher4 items, 5

point Likert scale

Future goals2
items, 5 point
Likert scale

Intrinsic value 3
items, 5 point
Likert scale

Utility value: 4
items, 5 point
Likert scale

Attainmentvalue
2 items, 5 point
Likert scale

Perceived ability
8 items, 5 point

Likert scale
Passage Multiple
comprehensian regression

Cognitive test of
21 multiple-choice
items.

Reading amount:
questionnaire
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sample, goals,
values, and
beliefs all
explained
significant
percentages of
variance in
achievement
that were similar
in magnitude.

3. When divided
into four
subgroups (by
gender and class
level), all
combined
variables
accounted for
45% - 54% of
the variance for
each group.

1. Reading
motivation
significantly
predicted
reading amount
when
accounting for
variables of



Nagy,
Trautwein,
Baumert,
Koller, &
Garrett
(2006)

knowledge, (self-efficacy

reading and self-
motivation concept for
predicted reading)
reading amount

and reading

amount

significantly

predicted

reading

comprehension.

Investigate Domain-

gender specific self-

differencesin  concept
relations

between Intrinsic value

domain-specific
achievement,  Gender
self-concept,

intrinsic value,

and academic

choices in upper
secondary

school.

Course

enrollment

Gender

differences

in self-

concept and

intrinsic
value

Gender
effects

mediated by
self-concept

or intrinsic
value

Longitudinal

1148 students
(60% female)
from 46 schools

Longitudinal
study; first wave
collected in 18
grade; second

grade taken

containing 15
items of leisure
activities to be
rated 1-4.

Motivation: “Why
are you taking
various subjects?”
and “How often
do you try as hard
as you can?” with
4 responses each.

Reading efficacy
25 questions
related to self-
concept.

Self-conceptl 0 SEM
items, 4 point
Likert scale

Intrinsic value:4
items, 5 point
Likert scale

Math
achievement30
items from the test
chosen by the
testing agency
using ltem
Response Theory
(IRT)

Biology
achievemen?1
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previous
achievement,
SES, and
reading efficacy.

2. The amount
of variance
explained by
reading
motivation was
three times
higher than any
other
background
variable or
student
characteristic.
(p. 248-9)

1. Males scored
higher on math
self-concept and
intrinsic value
and were more
likely to enroll

in a math class

2. Females
scored higher on
biology self-
concept and
intrinsic value
and were more
likely to enroll

in a biology
class

3. Subject-
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Davis-Kean,
& Eccles
(2006)

Examine the
longitudinal
relationship
between
youths’ math
and science
choices and
their
expectancies
and values from
middle
childhood

Gender

5" grade:
Active
participation in
math and
science
activities

Math and
science grades

12" grade:
High school
courses in
math and
science

227 students
(54% femaleM
=8.33,SD=
.32) from 12
schools from 3
school districts
from the
Childhood and
Beyond Study
(Eccles, et al.,
1993)

items from the test
from testing
agency using IRT

Course selection
in grade 12

Math self-concept
5 items, 7 point
Likert scale

Math importance:
3 items, 7 point
Likert scale

Math interest3
items, 7 point
Likert scale

MANOVA

Bivariate
correlations

SEM
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specific self-
concepts and
intrinsic values
were positively
correlated with
course
enrollment in
the same
domain, but
negatively
correlated to
course
enrollment in
the other domain

4. The effects of
gender were
completely
mediated by
achievement,
self-concept,
and intrinsic
value
components

1. The number
of high school
courses was
more strongly
related to self-
concepts than
values.

2. Youth who
believed that
they were they
were skilled in a



through
adolescence.

Steinmayr & Examine to

Spinath which extent

(2009) different
motivational
concepts

contribute to the
prediction of
school
achievement

6" and 1§
grade:
Math self-
concept

Science self-
concept

Math
importance

Science
importance

Interest in math

Interest in
science

5" and 18
grade:

Family annual
income

Parent
education

Achievement
motives

Goal
orientation

Ability self-
perception

Math grades

German
grades

Science self-
concept 3 items, 7
point Likert scale

93% European
American

Predominantly

English Science

speaking (93%) importance?2
items, 7 point

Family income Likert scale
median =

$50,000- Science interes
$59,000; range items, 7 point
$10,000- Likert scale

$80,000 (1989)
Number of math

courses in high
school

Number of science
courses in high

school
342 11" and Intelligence Hierarchical
12" grade Intelligence regression
students (204  Structure 2000 R analyses
female,M= (German)
16.94 yrs)

Achievement
German motives:

Achievement

Upper middle Motivation Scalg
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particular
domain or had
an interest in the
domain where
more likely to
continue to
pursue this
endeavor during
adolescence
than their peers.
The associations
emerged above
the predictive
power of
children’s
achievement,
parents’
education, and
family income.

3. Girls had
lower math self-
concept than
boys.

1. All constructs
predict
achievement
except for
performance
goals

2. Ability self-
concepts explain
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H.M.G.
(2006)

among
adolescent
students
independently
from
intelligence in
math and
German.

Establish the
extent to which
boys’ math
participation
exceeds girls’;
examine the
nature and

Intrinsic value

Importance
value

Utility value

Gender

Prior
achievement

Intrinsic value

Math-related
career
aspirations

Math course
selections

class

459 students
(57% male)
grades 9-11
Australian

Asian (22%)

subtest of
Personality
Research Form

Goal Orientation:
German self-
report goal
orientation
measure

Ability self-
perceptions:4
items, 5 point
Likert scale

Intrinsic value 3
items, 5 point
Likert scale

Importance value:
3 items, 5 point
Likert scale

Utility value: 3
items, 5 point
Likert scale

Achievement:
GPA

Prior achievement MANOVA

Standardized
Progressive
Achievement Tests analysis

Self-perception

Regression
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more than
intelligence in
both domains
(math and
German) and
more than
values, although
differences were
small for the
latter

3. Motivational
constructs
nearly explained
as much unique
variance in
general school
performance as
intelligence

4. When
controlling for
prior
achievement,
motivation and
not intelligence
contributed to
the prediction

1. Students with
higher intrinsic
values and self-
perceptions of
mathematical
talent and
success



Watt, Eccles,
& Durik
(2006)

extent of gender Utility value

differences on
adolescents’
prior math
achievement,
math-related
self-
perceptions,
intrinsic and
utility values,
and perceived
difficulty;
model
influences of
gender, self-
perceptions,
intrinsic and
utility value and
perceived task
difficulty on
course and
career
participation.

Examine
gendered math
participation in
senior high
school within
two
longitudinal
samples from
Australia and
the USA and

Self-perception

Perceived task
difficulty

Self-
perceptions

Intrinsic value

Math course 459 9" graders

level
selection

(43% female)
Australian
Asian (22%)

Upper middle
class

Intrinsic value
Utility value

Perceived task
difficulty

Intended and
current math
enrollment

Intended career
plans

Math-relatedness

of career plans
created via The

Occupational
Information
Network

Self-perceptions SEM

Intrinsic value

Math course level
selection: Grade
11 math course
level selection

expectancies
subsequently
selected higher
math course
levels even
when
controlling for
prior
achievement.

2. Perceptions of
task difficulty
exerted indirect
effects on maths
enroliment
choices via
influence on
intrinsic value
and self-
perceptions.

3. Utility value
did not affect
enrollment or
intended career
plans.

1. No gender
differences were
found in the
USA sample.

2.
Ability/expectan
cy beliefs
influenced both
math

77



associated
motivational
influences.

Self-concepts/
expectancies

Intrinsic value

Importance
value

Number of

266 10" graders

math classes (52% female)

United States

95% European
American

Upper middle
class

Self-concepts/
expectancies

Intrinsic value

Importance value

Number of math
classesTotal
number students
took in 11" and
12" grade

participation and
achievement
when prior math
achievement
was controlled.

3. In both
samples,
intrinsic value
positively
impacted
subsequent
choices for
participation in
math.

78



Note:CFA: Confirmatory Factor Analysis; SEM: Structural Equation
Modeling. These are described in the terms provided by the authors.and European
American students and six studies (25%) investigated motivation constructs and
academic outcomes in African American students. Three studies (12%)exhtig
differences and similarities in the relationship between motivation of stidghtand
without LD and academic achievement in inclusive settings (Sideridis, 2005, 2(84; W
et al., 2001); one study used only students with LD in self-contained classroomst(Dec
al., 1992). The majority of studies (54%) sought to examine the relationships between
expectancy-value motivation constructs and adolescent academic achievement as
measured through GPA, future class enrollment, tracking placementylitasks,
specific course grades, or future career aspirations. Eight studies (289dgdh
hypotheses about gender differences. One study compared longitudirtal fresulwo
countries for the purpose of understanding girls’ math achievement and cdecterse
Participants/Settings

Students’ ages ranged from ealy £11.38 yearsSD= 1.56; Sideridis, 2006) to
late adolescencdA= 16.23 yearsSD=.91; Powell & Jacob Arriola, 2003); 18 studies
(75%) did not provide information about the age of participants, but all indicated that
students were in"5through 12 grade. Overall, the studies using expectancy value
constructs did not reflect a diverse population. Three studies (13%) did not report the race
of the participants (Debacker & Nelson, 1999; Guthrie et al. 1999; Nagy et al.,2006), but
those that did reflected predominantly European American students (80% or higimer) f
either the United States (Berndt & Miller, 1990; Deci et al., 1992; Durik et al., 2006;

Greene et al., 1999; Simpkins et al., 2006), Canada (Crombie et al., 2005), or Europe
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(Sideridis, 2005,2006; Steinmayr & Spinath, 2009). Of the studies that took place in the
United States, only two included students of African-American, Asian, Aarehdian,
mixed race, and/or Latino/Hispanic heritage in approximately the sgpresentation as
their national population (Greene et al., 1999; Wiest et al., 2001) unless African
American students were purposefully sampled (35%). Only one study, which took place
in Australia, included a sizable sample of Asian students (22%; Watt, 2008). All of the
studies except one (Guthrie et al., 1999) reported the gender of the participants; overall
more females than males patrticipated in the reviewed studies.

Four studies purposefully sampled students with special education needs,
including those with LD (Deci et al., 1992; Sideridis, 2005, 2006; Wiest et al., 2001);
three of those took place in general education settings, and the fourth in schools for
students with learning or emotional needs.

Six studies took place outside of the United States (Nagy et al., 2006; Sideridis,
2005, 2006; Steinmayr & Spinath, 2009; Watt, 2006; Watt et al., 2006) and 12 studies
(52%) used longitudinal datasets (Crombie et al., 2005; Durik et al., 2006; Ecdles et a
2006; Guthrie et al., 1999; Gutman, 2006; Gutman & Midgley, 2000; Jodl et al., 2001,
Nagy et al., Simpkins et al., 2006; Watt, 2006; Watt et al., 2006).

Most studies reported the SES for their sample (79%).

Independent Variables

The most commonly tested expectancy-value construct was self-conceptéDuri
al., 2006; Jodl et al., 2001), also referred to as perception of ability (Greene et al., 1999)
ability self-concept/self-perception (Steinmayr & Spinath, 2009), acadsatiiconcepts

(Eccles et al., 2006), domain-specific self-concept (Greene et aly;éNad), 2006;
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Simpkins et al., 2006; Winston, Eccles, Senior, & Vida, 1997), self-perception (Deci e
al., 1992), perceived ability (DeBacker & Nelson, 1999), or competence (Crombie et a
2005; Wiest et al., 2001). In the study by Guthrie et al. (1999), reading efficacy was
considered a domain specific self-efficacy, (self-concept), for reasidgsutman (2006)
referred to academic self-efficacy. Perceived difficulty of a dorspecific task was
evaluated in three studies (DeBacker & Nelson, 1999; Greene et al., 1999; Watt, 2006).
DeBacker and Nelson were interested in the perceived difficulty of a high scalogybi
class, and Greene et al. and Watt investigated the perceived difficultytotasies.

These studies were parsed from those briefly reviewed at the beginning of tles chapt
because of the presence of an academic achievement variable, and alsotbecause
authors chose to use the expectancy-value theory of motivation as their fr&mlewor
other studies of these constructs, other theories, such as Bandura’'s sedi€ffi97),

were used to frame the analysis and results.

Task values were also common variables. In seven studies, intrinsic value and
utility value were each parsed from other task values and separately eniiecata
analyses (Crombie et al., 2005; DeBacker & Nelson, 1999; Durik et al., 2006; Greene et
al., 1999; Nagy et al., 2006; Watt, 2006; Watt et al, 2006). Utility value was also a
frequently tested task value (Crombie et al.; Durik et al.; Eccles et al., Gé&éne et
al.; Jodl et al., 2001; Watt; Watt et al.; Winston et al., 1997). Attainment value &@s us
in three studies (DeBacker & Nelson; Durik et al. Greene et al). Costwakienly
assessed by DeBacker & Nelson. Importance value, the combined factotyandli
attainment value, was entered into analyses in three studies (EccleSimipkins et al.,

2006; Watt et al.). Greene et al. slightly modified the expectancy-valud aratle
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collapsed intrinsic, utility, and attainment value into one “task-specific saliziable.

Fourteen studies (56%) tested multiple constructs from different motivation
theories with academic achievement outcomes or future course enrollment. Goal
orientation, structure, or content was used in addition to expectancy-value motination i
three studies (DeBacker & Nelson, 1999; Green et al., 1999; Steinmayr & Spinath, 2009),
with students with LD (Sideridis, 2005; 2006) and with African American students
(Gutman, 2006; Long et al., 2007; Powell & Jacob Arriola, 2003). Other constructs of
interest included talent perceptions (Watt, 2006; Watt et al, 2006) social support, unfai
treatment and altruism (Powell & Jacob Arriola), social goals (K&feyan, 2008),
verbal ability (Jordan, 1981), racial discrimination (Eccles et al., 2006), emdfian/a
(Sideridis, 2006), school belonging (Gutman & Midgley), reading motivation (Guthrie e
al., 1999), and pleasing the teacher (DeBacker & Nelson, 1999). Studies of African
American students often used social motivation constructs in addition to the academi
variables.

Many authors were interested in the role of gender (Crombie et al., 2005;
Debacker & Nelson; Greene et al., 1999; Jodl et al., 2001; Long et al., 2007; Nagy et al.,
2006; Simpkins et al., 2006) and it was frequently incorporated in a study when initial
analyses indicated that it acted as a mediator. Other control variaileeth&ES,
ethnicity, and prior achievement.

Dependent Variables

The academic achievement variable took three major forms. Fifteen studies used

overall grade point average (GPA; Powell & Jacob Arriola, 2003; Wiest &04l1),

GPA for major subjects (Eccles et al., 2006; Gutman & Midgley, 2006; Jordan, 1981,
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Kiefer & Ryan, 2008; Long et al., 2007; Winston et al., 1997), or subject specific grades
(Berndt & Miller, 1990; Crombie et al., 2005; DeBacker & Nelson, 1999; Greene et al.,
1999; Gutman, 2006; Sideridis, 2006; Simpkins et al., 2006; Steinmayr & Spinath, 2009).
Four of those studies used math grades as an outcome (Crombie et al.; Greene et al.;
Gutman, 2006; Sideridis 2006), and another science grades (DeBacker & Nelson, 1999).
Steinmayr & Spinath used math and German averages to evaluate differehees in t
subject-specificity, Simpkins et al. did the same with science and math ,grades

Berndt & Miller with math and English.

Nagy et al. (2006), Berndt and Miller (1990), Crombie et al. (2005), Durik et al.
(2006), Simpkins et al., (2006), Watt (2006), Watt et al. (2006) and Winston et al. (1997)
predicted course enrollment with motivation constructs. Three studies askedsstadent
report their career aspirations (Durik et al; Jodl et al., 2001; Watt). Othendient
variables included reading amount and text comprehension (Guthrie et al., 1999),
standardized test scores (Deci et al., 1992; Watt et al.), and curriculum raeasure
(Sideridis, 2005; 2006).

Measurement

Motivation.All of the studies used a Likert scale for at least one measure of
motivation, and students completed self reports in each instance. Two studies also used
open-ended interview questions (Eccles et al., 2006; Gutman, 2006), and parent beliefs
were recorded in interviews or self-reports in two studies (Gutman & Midg0£0; Jodl|
et al., 2001). Adequate reliability for this review reflects the guideksesblished by
Nunnally and Bernstein (1994): for the purposes of basic research, measures should have

a reliability of at least .80; if important decisions are to be made withghéetg.,
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placement), then the measure should have a reliability of .90 or higher. A itgliatbil

.70 is only acceptable in the early stages of research, which is not relevant téutthedinc
studies. Only one of the 23 studies (4%) used only published tests with reported
reliability and validity to measure motivation: Wiest et al. (2001) evaiuadev various
motivation constructs related to GPA with six measures for which relabdgfficients

(r =60 - .91) had been previously established. Deci et al. (1992) used three of those
measures, along with another published test, and two adapted surveys about classrooms
and home context. Available reliability for those measures, in addition to thoseyused b
Wiest et al., was reported£ .65 - .76), but the context surveys did not have reliability
coefficients. In both of these cases, recorded alpha coefficients varied in thei
acceptability given the researchers’ purposes.

Most authors combined formal assessments with their own measures and those
created by other researchers. Sideridis’s (2006) goal orientation éenesfom multiple
scales with reported reliability and validity established in other stullitssar of failure
subscale and two published measures were used to evaluate students’ emotiadis. Sider
also created an ought-self motivation measure that he validated through exyplorator
factor analysis in a earlier study. The author reported reliabilitglf@f these measures
In another study, Sideridis (2005) used items taken from multiple reliable add vali
studies to evaluate goal orientations, as well as Bandura’'s (G28&@9 for Constructing
Self-Efficacy Scale® create a nine-item scale. The author also reported reliability for
scales made to measure attitudes, normative beliefs, and intention. In tbétbase
normative beliefs, reliability was low, with alpha coefficients of .54 and .59 foiLon

and LD students respectively; other coefficients were acceptableg9-.92; Nunnally
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& Bernstein, 1994). Berndt and Miller (1990) combinkdSelf-Perception Profile for
Children(Harter, 1985), an adapted version of @lassroom Environment Scalgloos
& Tricket, 1974), and author-modified school value and attribution measures used in
multiple previous studies to evaluate participant motivation. Reliability foethes
measures ranged from .38 to .84, with the majority of values falling between .70 and .77.

Steinmayr & Spinath (2009) reported reliability coefficients for thenfir
intelligence measure and several motivation scales used in their study treldelf-
perception and subjective tasks values items that they created for a praviyus st
Similarly, Nagy et al. (2006) created an intrinsic value measure fromramead and
unpublished “established German instrument” (p. 330), and reported the relidhitity o
measure as well as all that were used. Simpkins et al. (2006) reporteditsef@ttheir
measures of math and science self-concept as well as those for math arid Englis
importance value and interest (intrinsic value) from other researchalgs

To evaluate task values, authors compiled items from other studies or their prior
research. Watt (2006) and Watt et al., (2006) constructed items for talent pasepti
success expectancies in previous studies and used those in addition to intringlityand ut
value items created by other researchers’ studies. Crombie et al. (2005) made a
guestionnaire about competence, usefulness, and intrinsic value from items created for
and validated in multiple other studies. A similar process was used by Durik2€04) (
to generate task beliefs items. DeBacker and Nelson (1999) pulled itemsdtody &y
Wigfield (1994) and others as well as scales about learning goals, pldestegcher,
perceived instrumentality, and perceived ability and their own intrinsic vadle sc

Greene et al. (1999) followed a similar path with their measures. Winstar{Z3%7)
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used the measure provided in the Maryland Adolescent Development in Context
(MADIC) longitudinal dataset. In each of these studies, the authors provided &®dequa
information about the reliability of the measures they used.

Academic achievemerileasurement of academic achievement included
standardized test scores (Deci et al., 1992; Nagy et al., 2006; Watt et al., 2006), overall
and major subject GPA, course grades, and/or classroom-based assessdesiuls (S
2005, 2006). Enrollment intentions were obtained through author-created surveys
(Guthrie et al., 1999; Winston et al., 1997) and school records (Durik et al., 2006). In a
unique and particularly well-developed use of information, Simpkins et al. (2006) used
their longitudinal database to follow students through drade and were able to record
not enroliment intentions, but actual classes taken during high school. Career and
academic aspirations were measured through a computer program, the iBoalipat
Information Network(Durik et al.; Watt, 2006). No reliability coefficients were reported
for any of these measures of academic achievement, including standasdessheents,
with the exception of Watt et al.’s math assessment.

Data Analysis

A variety of methods were used to explore the non-experimental relationships
between motivation constructs and academic achievement. In all studies, the authors
provided descriptive statistics and correlations about the variables. Prejimina
correlations often justified further analysis of gender or race; expitgrand
confirmatory factor analyses were also used to support the validity of nntivat
constructs before final analyses were run. Structural equation modebngsea in five

studies (21%), and other forms of regression (hierarchical, multiple regressigsisina
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were used in an additional 14 studies (56%). ANOVA was the single or final method of
analysis in four studies (16%). Effect size was used in one study (4%) to show the
differences between two groups of students (Sideridis, 2006). MANOVA wasaiged f
times as part of a larger analysis.

Results

Twenty-two of the twenty-four studies found a positive, although not always
significant, relationship between a motivation construct and the academicescard
outcome or future course enrollment.

African American participantsthe nine studies focusing on African American
students came to a consensus about the relationship between motivation and academic
achievement. In studies of transitions between elementary and middle schoddlier mi
and high school, grades declined from one year to the next. However, students with
mastery goals experienced more positive changes in their math GPA thaeésir
even when controlling for the previous year’'s mastery goal orientatiom@ay2006)
and students who felt more academically efficacious after the trandgmhad higher
GPA than their peers (Gutman & Midgley, 2000; Long et al., 2007). Similarly, in u stud
of 8" graders, academic self-concept and the need for academic competenietivere
significant predictors of academic achievement (Jordan, 1981). Jodl et aly o6
graders found that the closely related construct expectancies for spiastisted
professional career aspirations. Winston et al. (1997) found that utility value and self-
concept were predictors of GPA in their preliminary study, but in the follow-up found
that only math utility value was significant when prior achievement waseghtboth

variables predicted future course enrollment.
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Analyses of social motivation constructs indicated that social dominanise goa
were associated with lower GPA for European American girls but not AfAcaerican
girls after a school transition (Kiefer & Ryan, 2008). Other studies that fdcussocial
motivation constructs as predictors of academic achievement concludew deats who
had a positive cultural identity had a resulting higher level of engagementlamd)\at
school, which correlated with higher academic achievement (Eccles, Worggk& P
2006). Only Powell and Jacob Arriola (2003) found that motivation did not influence
academic achievement.

Participants with learning disabilitiedViest et al. (2001) determined that
students in general education classrooms had greater perceived competericasas w
higher GPA’s than their peers in special education (students with LD, asidoted by
an |IEP) or alternative placements. This study was not domain-specific, undike t
majority included in this review (Crombie et al., 2005; DeBacker & Nelson, 1999; Dec
et al., 1992; Durik et al., 2006; Guthrie, et al., 1999; Nagy et al., 2006; Steinmayr &
Spinath, 2009; Watt, 2006; Winston, et al., 1997).

Also focusing on students with LD, Deci et al. (1992) concluded that motivational
self-perceptions predicted math and English grades. The results of Sid¢2d383 path
analyses indicated that a performance-approach goal orientation had pdigititseca
math academic achievement for students with LD, and that there werevaeaftscts for
avoidance-approach, which was also found in the sample of students without LD. In a
second study, Sideridis (2006) concluded that students with LD had lower levels of
motivation and achievement than their non-disabled peers, but higher levels of depression

and anxiety. Students with LD also had a greater fear of failure (perfoenaaoidance-
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approach goal orientation) than their peers, a finding that supported his eadarche

Studies of expectancy-value motivati@nombie et al. (2005), Watt (2006), and
Watt et al. (2006) also found that math self-competency beliefs/self-percemre a
direct strong predictor of math grades. Watt also concluded that when femalesigiad a
utility value of math, they were more likely to pursue a career related g atdtough
males needed only a moderately useful view of the subject to choose a careehin whic
was needed. In both of the Watt studies, intrinsic value was a predictor ofaueth c
enrollment for both sexes. Crombie et al., on the other hand, determined that enroliment
intentions for females, but not for males, were linked to competency beliefsjtfa@rne
sex did intrinsic value significantly predict enrollment. Simpkins et al. (2086)fauind
that females had lower math self-concepts than male, but that the number of high school
courses was more strongly related to self-concepts than values, and that rettiahe|
choices are the same across gender. Nagy et al. (2006) also found gendercasfbry
subject area. Males in their study scored higher in math self-concept andanmaing
and also enrolled in more advanced math classes; the same pattern was founddsy fema
but in biology. However, when controlling for achievement, intrinsic value, and self-
concepts, there were no differences by gender, indicating that these thoes dee more
important than gender in determining what classes a student might take.

DeBacker and Nelson (1999) also used gender as a factor and reported that
intrinsic value and importance (utility) were not significant predictorcbiesxement for
females, but were significantly related to achievement for maleseghession model
indicated that values and beliefs each explained a significant and unique amount of

variance in male academic performance, but value did not explain any of theeanian
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female scores, although beliefs were significant, accounting for 21% ctiinge ir.
Steinmayr and Spinath (2009) employed similar variables to understand the relasve

of motivation, intelligence, and prior achievement, concluding that domain-syssdit
concepts and value in math and German explained most of the predicted domaia-specif
achievement variance. Self-concepts explained more additional variance thak did ta
values, but motivation was shown to be at least as important as intelligence within a
domain. In support of these findings, Berndt and Miller (1990) also concluded that
expectancies for success in math and English, more than task values, were strongly
related to domain-specific achievement, but that both were significant. Gaeane

(1999) found that grade level, mathematics class, and gender accounted for only a small
amount of variance in achievement, but goals, values, and beliefs each explained
statistically significant amounts of variance. Each variable that waBagpsed variable,
consisting of multiple smaller variables; for example, goals included both parice

and mastery, and beliefs encompassed perception of ability, perceptions offiadkydi

and perceptions of math. In their modified model, Greene et al. also concludégtéat t
was less separateness among the three task values (importance nitifigic) that

created the task-specific values, which was not in keeping with findings mesent

other research.

Durik et al. (2006) used English course enrollment, leisurely reading time, and
career goals in their analysis and in agreement with the findings of Watt ,(2006)
concluded that self-concept of ability, along with intrinsic value, was a signtfi
predictor of course enrollment, but not career aspirations; both variables alstegredi

leisurely reading time. The authors also found that girls had higher levelsmsimand
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importance values of reading than boys. Guthrie et al. (1999) also used multiplg readin
factors as achievement variables and determined that passage conipneliassot
predicted by reading motivation, but that reading amount was, supporting the results
obtained by Durik et al.
Summary

Overall, the studies reinforced previous findings that the constructs of
expectancy-value motivation are positively correlated with academievechent
outcomes and/or future course enrollment. Specifically, perceived abiftgtsalept,
utility value, and intrinsic value were the most frequently measured constbetiseas
cost value was evaluated only once. Most studies did not include students with LD and
many were conducted only with European American adolescents. Data anaitysisisn
varied, although most were based in regression models and without exception, evaluated
at least one motivation variable using Likert scale participant daifysa The
measurement of independent motivation variables was unreliable or unreporte@ in som
studies, and in only instance was the reliability of the academic achieteangble
reported. Results from studies of African American students suggest tharhere
similarities between the relationships of motivation and subsequent academic
achievement in European American and African American adolescents but teah#yer
be some other factors, such as social goals, which affect the relationship.

Methodological Findings

This methodological review defines and reports concerns with the validity of the

included studies based on criteria used by Test, Fowler, Brewer, and Wood (2005)

adapted for non-intervention studies. Definitions of pertinent types of intexteinal,
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statistical conclusion, and construct validity, modeled on the work of Troia (1999), are in

Table 4. The findings are summarized in Table 5.



Table 4. Definitions of Threats to Validity.

Criterion

Definition

Internal Validity Criteria
Unbiased Selection

Control for Third Variable

Construct Validity
Adequate Theoretical Framework

Constructs Defined

Confounding Constructs

Multiple Measures (Control for Mono-
Method Bias)

Statistical Conclusion Validity
Measure Reliability

Number of Participants
Data Analyses
Operationalized Motivation Measures

Operationalized Academic
Achievement Measures

Sample is randomly selected and reflects the patsicggularly found

in the described learning environments. Students have not been
purposefully included or excluded. Information about the sampling
procedures is provided.

The correlation between the motivation and acadehnvament
variable cannot be explained by a third, uncontrolled for, variable not
represented in the statistical analysis. For the purposes of this review, the
variables should include at least gender and prior achievement, as these
have been established in the research as influential factors.

The study is situated in a theofedicedwork that is explained and
justified.
Constructs are clearly defined.
Relationships between or among constructs are delineaiquandd.
More than one measure is used to evaluate each variable or construct of
interest.

Reliability coefficients (internal consisty, test-retest, interrater) for the
items used in the study are provided.

The specific number of initial and final particggamgrovided.

The form(s) of data analysis are listed, appropriateygratted.

Motivation measures were chosen andetkstadequate detail to

ensure that they evaluated the intended variable(s).
Academic achievement measures were chosen described in adequate
detail to ensure that they evaluated the correct variable(s).
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External Validity Criteria
Grade

Age

Gender

Race/Ethnicity
Socio-Economic Status
Disability Inclusion

Achievement
Location

School

Classroom
Measure

The grade level(s) of the participants was provided.
The mean age of the participants was provided.

The number of male and female participants was provided.

The race/ethnicity of the participants was provided.

The socio-economic status of the participants wasedisc

If students with special education needs were includ=ddtsability
information was provided.

The measure was standardized.

The physical location (country, urbanization, school district sizbgof
participants’ school was described.

The student population, size, function, and grades contained were
provided.

The type of classroom (inclusion, remedial, self-containedxpiasned.
The measures were explained in enough detail or examples provided to
allow for replication of the study using those measures

Note: Definitions based on those created by Troia (1999).
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Internal Validity

Construct Validity

Statistical Conclusion Validity

Study Unbiased Control Adequate Confounding Constructs Multiple Reliability Sufficient Appropriate Data Operazationalized Operazationalized
Selection for Theoretical Constructs Defined Measures of Motivation Number of Analysis Motivation Measures Academic
Third Framework (Control  for Measures Participants Achievement
Variable Mono-Method Reported Measures
Bias)
Studies with African American Participants
Eccles, Wong, & Peck No No
(2006) L PA, G Yes Yes Yes M, AC Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Gutman (2006) L No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
G M, AC
Gutman & Midgley No No
(2000) L G Yes Yes Yes M.AC Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Jodl, Michael,
Maanchuk, Eccles & No
Sameroff (2001) L Yes Yes Yes Yes M, AC Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Jordan (1981) Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
PA M, AC
Kiefer & Ryan (2008) L No Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No Yes
y PA M, AC
Long, Monoi, Harper, No No
Knoblauch, & Murphy Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
PA M, AC
(2007)
Powell & Jacob Arriola No No
(2003) Yes PA Yes No No M, AC Yes Yes Yes No No
Winston, Eccles, Senior, No No
& Vida (1997) L G Yes Yes Yes M Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Studies with Adolescents with Learning Disabilities
Sideridis (2005) No No
Yes PA G No No Yes M, AC No Yes Yes No Yes
Sideridis (2006) No No
Yes PA G No No No M Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Deci, Hodges, Pierson, No No
& Tomasson (1992) Yes PA Yes Yes Yes MAC No Yes Yes Yes No
Wiest, Wong,
Cervantes, Craik, & No No
Kreil (2001) Yes PA G Yes Yes No AC Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
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Studies of Expectancy-Value Motivation

Berndt, & Miller (1990) Yes No No No No No No Yes Yes No Yes
PA M
Crombie, Sinclair,
Silverthorn, Byrne, L Yes
DuBois, & Trinnier Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
No M

(2005)
DeBacker & Nelson, No No
1999 Yes PA Yes Yes Yes M, AC Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Durik, Vida,& Eccles No
(2006) L Yes Yes Yes Yes M Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Greene, DeBacker,
Ravindran & Krows No No
(1999) No PA Yes No No M, AC Yes Yes Yes No No
Guthrie, Wigfield, No No
Metsala, & Cox (1999) L G Yes No Yes M No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Nagy, Trautwein,
Baumert, Koller, & No
Garrett (2006) L Yes Yes Yes Yes M, AC Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Simpkins, Davis-Kean, No
& Eccles (2006) L Yes Yes Yes Yes MAC Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Steinmayr & Spinath Yes No
(2009) Yes G Yes Yes Yes M, AC Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Watt (2006) L Yes Yes Yes No MN,ZC No Yes Yes Yes No
Watt, Eccles & Durik No
(20086) L Yes Yes Yes Yes M, AC Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cﬁ?gr? ;\'/Fﬂg 22/24 6/24 21/24 18/24 18/24 0/24 17/24 24/24 24/24 18/24 18/24

Percentage: 92% 25% 88% 75% 75% 0% 7% 100% 100% 75% 75%

External Validity
Participants Setting Measures
Study Grade Age Gender Race SES Disability Achievement Location School roGiass Measures
Studies with African American Participants

Eccles, wong, & Peck Yes No Yes AA Yes No Yes Yes No No Yes
(2006)
Gutman (2006) Yes No Yes AA Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No
gg&;’;‘n & Midgley Yes No Yes AA Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Jodl, Michael,
Malanchuk, Eccles & Yes No Yes AW Yes No No Yes No No Yes
Sameroff (2001)
Jordan (1981) Yes No Yes AA Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Kiefer & Ryan (2008) Yes No Yes AW Yes No No Yes Yes No esY




Long, Monoi, Harper,

Knoblauch, & Murphy Yes No Yes AA Yes No No Yes No No Yes
(2007)
Powell & Jacob Arriola Yes Yes Yes AA No No No No Yes No Yes
(2003)
Winston, Eccles, Senior,
& Vida (1997) Yes No Yes AW Yes No No Yes No No Yes
Studies with Participants with Learning Disabilities
Deci, Hodges,Pierson,
& Tomassone (1992) Yes Yes Yes PW Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Sideridis (2005) Yes No Yes PW* No Yes Yes No No No Yes
Sideridis (2006) Yes Yes Yes PW* Yes Yes Yes No No No Yes
Wiest, Wong,
Cervantes, Craik, & Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Kreil (2001)
Studies of Expectancy-Value Motivation

Berndt & Miller (1990) Yes Yes Yes PW Yes No No No No No Yes
Crombie, Sinclair,
Silverthorn, Byrne,
DuBois, & Trinnier Yes No Yes PW* Yes No Yes Yes No No Yes
(2005)
DeBacker & Nelson,
1999 Yes No Yes No No No Yes No No No No
Durik, Vida, & Eccles
(2006) Yes No Yes PW Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Greene, DeBacker,
Ravindran, & Krows Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Yes
(1999)
Guthrie, Wigfield,
Metsala, & Cox (1999) Yes No No No Yes No Yes No No No No
Nagy, Trautwein,
Baumert, Koller, & Yes No Yes N* No No Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Garrett (2006)
Simpkins, Davis-Kean,
& Eccles (2006) Yes Yes Yes PW Yes No Yes Yes No No Yes
Steinmayr & Spinath Yes Yes Yes PW* Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Yes
(2009)

Yes No Yes Yes* Yes No Yes Yes No No No
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Watt (2006)

\(Ig(a)ge)E ccles, & Durik Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No Yes

Cﬁ?g?a’\:mﬂg 24/24 5/24 23/24 21/24 19/24 4/24 17/24 18/24 11/24 0/24 20/24
Percentage: 100% 21% 96% 88% 79% 16% 71% 75% 48% 0% 84%

Note.“Yes” indicates that the study met the criteria; “no” indicates thatlindt; criteria are defined in Table 3. AC = only
one measure of academic achievement; AA = exclusively African AmeoicBlack sample; AW = 50% African
American/Black sample and 50% European American sample; G = did not contreh@t@rgL = longitudinal study; M =

only one measure of motivation; PA = did not control for prior achievement; PW = predomibardpean American sample;

* = study took place in a country other than the United States



Construct Validity

As voiced by Dweck and Elliot (2005, p. 4), in their introduction taHbadbook
of Competence and MotivatiofAny given empirical investigation may provide specific
construct definitions and matching operationalizations, but these definitions and
operationalizations are likely to vary considerably across investigators and
investigations.” This is an important overall limitation with achievementuaiidn
literature, althougldefining theoretical frameworks and constructs was adequately
accomplished, with studies meeting the criteria outlined in Table 5 88% and 75% of the
time, respectively. Strong position examples included Crombie et al.’s (2005) work,
which had well-outlined and theoretically-supported constructs; the authors pdesent
their definitions of adolescent, competence beliefs, task values, and gendendéein
a way that fed a clear understanding of their hypothesized model, analysesuitsd re
Deci et al. (1992) established a framework around the concept of learning anchaimoti
disabilities. Many studies (Durik et al., 2006; Eccles et al., 2006; Jodl et al., 2001; Nagy
et al., 2006; Sideridis, 2006; Steinmayr and Spinath, 2009; Watt, 2006; Wiest et al., 2001;
Winston, et al., 1997) used expectancy-value or other established motivation theories,
and therefore had only to explain how the hypotheses fit with framework. DeBaxker
Nelson’s (1999) literature review was more than adequate, establishing ntiteonly
concepts of expectancy-value theory, but extending their theory and frameworicah log
progression to include goal theory, perceived instrumentality, perceived dyfficult
gender, and teacher-influence. Greene et al. (1999) followed a similasvBeBacker
and Nelson, creating a model that encompassed gender and the larger, more general

variables of goals, beliefs, and values. Long et al. (2007) also began their gtudy w
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theoretically sound review that clarified the differences between cotsstalevant to the
analyses, then tied together the three motivation variables within theflfamgemork of
achievement in African American adolescents. The solid foundation allowed feciagor
operalization of the constructs and a clear understanding of the methods.

Other studies did not include adequately operationalized definitions and/or
theoretical support. Sideridis (2005) never defined three of his constructsiestfit
normative beliefs, intention- nor justified how they fit into the two motivation
frameworks he described. Additionally, the author pulled his ten-item scalddtwm
sources and did not provide a rationale for these choices. Some author-created items on
the questionnaire had low internal consistency, with alphas of .54 and .59 for two items
that represented the construct normative beliefs. The medley of items fromarcdtya
of sources, mixed with low internal consistency and constructs measured by @nly tw
items does not support the author’s claim that the results are reliable. Poweitalnd J
Arriola (2003) suggested that they would be couching their study within the framework
of underachievement among urban black youth and stereotype threat, but their motivation
model concerned noncognitive indicators and the measures evaluated altruism, goal
social supports, and response to unfair treatment. The unclear relationships among the
multiple frameworks and constructs from unexplained theories weakened thastudy
may have contributed to the absence of an observed relationship between motivation and
GPA.

Mono-method bias for the motivation variable was present in all 24 studies, as
each used or created Likert scales self-reports that evaluatedieacsingtruct. In

motivation research, it is uncommon for a study to supply more than one measure of a
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construct, as there are limitations as to how many ways a question about abalgly or
value can be phrased, and another measure might be redundant.

Academic achievement variables were also often evaluated with only one
measure, whether classroom grades (DeBacker and Nelson, 1999; Gderi969),
GPA (see Table 3), passage comprehension items (Guthrie et al., 1999), orrdigethda
assessment (Deci et al., 1992). In only one study did the researcherdiotdrihe GPA
was based on a standardized weighted method used by all of the teachers whose class
grades were used (Jordan, 1981); in all of the other studies using GPA, there were no
explanations as to how it was calculated. In some cases, students wdrtheslgrades,
rather than using student records, and this may also have lead to inaccuracies.
Additionally, if the only outcome variable was career aspirations or futuodireent,
there is no reliability or validity for an adolescent’s prediction or aspirain eight
studies (33%), researchers attempted to evaluate multiple academic aenievem
measures, and this helped to improve construct validity. Watt (2006) evaluated future
math course enrollment as well as career aspirations. Crombie et al. (2D@&)eston
et al. (1997) used math grades as well as intentions to enroll in future math ceurses a
academic achievement variables; Durik et al. (2006) employed cape@tiass,
leisurely reading activities, and course enrollment to measuresksggecific outcomes,
and Sideridis (2006) used three measures to evaluate math achievement.yStaidma
Spinnath (2009) used both German and math grades. In a particularly strong example,
Berndt and Miller (1990) collected students’ track placement as well dssgiraboth
English and math, and then combined the latter two and removed the former once

analyses indicated that the results would be redundant if the factors weregarptes
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Simpkins et al. (2006) effectively used their longitudinal dataset, and followed the
students through 2grade, thereby not predicting their high school math and science
course choices, but instead correlating their actual enrollment withoseléjets and task
values from previous years. The authors also correlated grades from twopeanlie in
the students’ schooling with the course selections. These studies strengthened the
findings by providing multiple measures that evaluated the relationship lbetwee
motivation constructs and academic achievement.
Internal Validity

Selection biadn two studies (8%), researchers purposefully limited their sample,
in one instance to include solely students with special education needs in separate
academic settings, and in one case to exclude these students from thenghebe |
instances, selection bias weakened internal validity (as well agtdraea validity; see
below). The authors’ measures, data analyses, and results are subjextirty; sther
researchers cannot determine if the findings are accurate, becausesheetheample is
nested within a more diverse population. For example, Crombie et al. (2005) chose to
exclude students with special education needs, which the researchersizatidnal
stating that those students had low reading levels. The results are in questise beea
remaining sampled participants may exhibit certain characteristeafsreading levels,
for example) that may have influenced how they responded to the questionnaires or their
levels of academic achievement. Wiest et al. (2001), conversely, only includedstudent
with special needs in their study, leaving open the question of how results onedselect
sample relate to a broader group of students. Authors chose not to investigate or to report

if students with special education needs were included in their studies and then were
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unable to to report their findings by disability status- even stating thdtthl students

did not have LD or other impactful differences. These researchers inadiyerte
compromised their results because it cannot be ascertained if the sanseneslatbe
attained if students with special education needs were included. In eitherenstanc
participants may have possessed behaviors or attitudes that could have influenced the
findings.

Control for third variable A concern in any study is the control of any additional
factor that may exert an influence on the observed relationStiygdies varied in their
control of these potentially influential extraneous variables on the relatiornsdtipeen
motivation and academic achievement. Researchers attempted to controldet ahée
factor that has been shown to influence correlations, including gender (Durikk€08&;
Greene et al., 1999; Nagy et al., 2006; Watt, 2006; Watt et al., 2006), SES (Eccles et al
2006; Guthrie et al., 1999; Gutman, 2006; Gutman & Midgley, 2000; Jodl et al., 2001),
and/or prior achievement (Crombie et al., 2005; Durik et al.; Guthrie et al.; Gutman;
Gutman & Midgley; Jodl et al., 2001; Nagy et al., 2006; Steinmayr & Spinnath, 2009;
Watt; Watt et al.; Winston et al., 1997). Only one study, Simpkins et al., 2006, accounted
for all three variables; the authors specifically measured SES by betit pducation
and income. In both of the studies by Sideridis, authors did not control for any additional
influences that may account for the relationship between motivation and academic
achievement. DeBacker and Nelson (1999) controlled particularly well for gander
multiple motivation theories and constructs in their analyses by included attmsfa
such as teachers, effort, and perceived difficulty of tasks. Only Deci £98R)(

accounted for gender, disability, classroom context, home context, in addition to the
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multiple motivation constructs. Berndt and Miller (1990) used multiple motivation
constructs but did not consider factors such as gender, peers, or classroom environments
in their analyses.
Statistical Conclusion Validity

Measuring motivationAlthough multiple measures should increase the validity of
the study (www.socialresearchmethods.net.kb), this does not hold true if the megsures a
not reliable. Seventy-one percent of the studies in this review reported adaqgdat
appropriate reliability information for their independent variable meastoegexample,
Steinmayr and Spinath (2009) combined established and/or published measures with
author-created ones from previous studies, all of which have reported reliatility, t
measure motivation; their methods section reflects a purposeful attention tonaapfir
reliability. Sideridis (2006) also followed this path, using subscales of published
depression, anxiety, and fear of failure tests in combination with an authteecseale
for ought-self behaviors. Sideridis provided internal consistency alphas fautttar-
created measure; these coefficients ranged between .73 and .85.

Establishing or reporting internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) was the
predominant method of confirming measure reliability; all of the studies ire Bathlat
meet the standard for reliability reported an alpha coefficient. Crorhhle(@005) also
provided test-retest reliability data for many of their motivation vagglA concern for
the studies that used SEM is the growing consensus that Cronbach’s alpha ismastthe
appropriate or accurate method for evaluating the reliability of factaiaples, or
constructs that the SEM model or path diagram represent (Mueller & Hancock, 2010).

However, the coefficients do provide information about the consistency of the items, if
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not the factor.

In the remaining seven studies (28%), researchers failed to supportah#ityel
of their measures. For example, Watt (2006) used items modified for a priomstady
the same participants, and referenced that study for the measureditsetiabfficients
but did not report them. Berndt & Miller (1990) changed the purpose of the measures
they borrowed from previous studies by modifying one measure’s questions (asking
adolescents about their perceptions of themselves rather than their percspthens
classmates) and revised a school utility value, importance, and integestrenérom
domain-specific to schoolwork general responses. This latter revision is obijzartic
concern when considering that task values has been shown to be a domain-specific.
Although the authors reported internal consistency coefficient alphaagéssifior each
measure (.38- 84) and cautioned about the low reliability of a particular groumsf ite
was unclear in either the table or the method section whether the reliadefiticients
were for the modified test items or the original ones. Similarly, when 8isléB005)
reported reliability coefficients for a goal orientation scale, thieaugxplained that the
items were taken from reliable measures, but did not clarify whethes ithe@atems
themselves that were reliable or if the overall test had reliability. i§ka concern
because a large assessment can have high reliability, but the items ajans ba
reliable.

Measuring academic achievemehihe measurement and operationalization of
academic achievement outcomes was neither adequate in most studies nantonsis
between studies. GPA and subject-specific grades were used mosttisegsa

measure of academic achievement, but none of the studies were able to provide an



106

explanation of why these measures were a reliable or valid evaluation of student
academic performance. Career aspirations and future course enrollenersdequate
indicators of long-term intentions and correlated with task values, although none of the
studies provided follow-up data about the actual college enroliment or career dioices
the participants. In the instance where motivation was measured in anraddyagd
course enroliment was verified by questionnaires conducted yearsGtené et al.,
1999), that variable may have been an adequate measure, but the reliability was not
measured. Reliability of standardized test scores was not provided in twalufebe
instances in which these types of assessment were used ( Deci et al., 1802t &la
2006). In the study by Nagy et al., the standardized test was developed by ationgdrna
association and used to evaluate students in many countries, but no reliability of this
assessment was provided.
External Validity

Participants.Six studies included only or mostly African American adolescents
(Eccles et al., 2006; Gutman, 2006; Gutman & Midgley, 2000; Long et al., 2007; Jordan,
1981; Powell & Jacob Arriola, 2003), and three others (Jodl et al., 2001; Kiefer & Ryan,
2008; Winston et al., 1997) had approximately a 50/50 split between African American
and European American students to make comparisons between groups that were match
on other variables (income, schools attended, parent education, etc.); in all but three of
these studies, expectancy value constructs were not used. Only four studies in this
literature review included students with special education needs (16%), and none of thes
used expectancy value constructs. The participants of expectancy-valuesthdory

were an approximately even number of males and females who were usuallggfurop
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American students (63%) without learning or emotional disabilities (100%).

In all cases, researchers provided the grade levels for the studentsamitie;
however, in only five studies (21%) did the authors indicate the mean age of the
participants. This may have been due in part to the use of longitudinal databases in 13
instances, but this is a concern when considering, as indicated below, that néafly hal
the studies that used expectancy value constructs did not take place in the Uteged Sta
As grade levels may not translate as well as mean age when compararghess’
findings, it does hamper generalizations that can be made across studies.

SES was reported for the majority of studies (79%), although not all of them used
the information in their analyses. The majority of these studies had studentklla mi
class to upper middle class homes. Two of the studies that purposefully samplea Africa
American adolescents had students in low income households.

In the majority of studies (79%), the achievement variable was recorded in a
manner clear enough to lend itself to replication. Although GPA could be argued to
reflect unmeasured constructs such as teacher bias, student effort, or school pdlicy, G
could be used in other studies to compare mean changes in levels of student achievement
observed in this literature review.

Setting. A number of studies took place outside of the United States (25%). Full
descriptions of school location, size, population, diversity, or content area of imstructi
were rarely provided. Only one study (4%; Wiest et al., 2001) mentioned that soline or a
of the participants were in classrooms for students with special educationdgeaepids.
Again, only one study investigated the relationship between how classroom anduildi

location or peer interaction (with or without other students with LD) does or does not
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change self-efficacy, expectancies for success, or task values (Rkcil882). It is not
possible to generalize the findings from any study in this review, with tlepgaee of
Wiest et al., to a population anywhere other than a general education settimgf wi
students with special education needs.

MeasuresThe measures used in these studies are for the most part described in
adequate detail and accompanied by reliability coefficients that supparse of similar
measures in replication studies; 84% of the studies met the criteria. Injtréyntd the
studies conducting in the United States, the authors created their own measures or
borrowed portions of previously tested instruments and in some cases, used published
assessments. Researchers could employ those measures, in part or in whole, in new
studies with the information provided in most of the studies.

Summary

Overall, the major methodological concerns with these studies are: rigliabil
independent and dependent measures, control of potentially influential variables such a
SES, gender, prior achievement, and age, mono-method bias, homogenous samples, and
inadequate descriptions of schools and classrooms.

Summary

Of the 24 studies included in this review, three (Durik et al., 2006; Simpkins et
al., 2006; Steinmayr & Spinath, 2009) met or exceeded 80% or more of the total criteria
for internal, construct, statistical conclusion, and/or external validity ceedbAn
additional ten studies (Crombie et al., 2005; Deci et al., 1992; Eccles et al., 2006;
Gutman, 2006; Gutman & Midgley, 2000; Jordan, 1981; Nagy et al., 2006; Watt et al.,

2006; Wiest et al., 2001; Winston, 1997) met at least 70% of the criteria. Only six studies
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met both of the criteria for internal validity; most analyses did not consigeriamt and
potentially influential variables such as SES, gender, or prior achievemtimtg Sside
mono-method bias for motivation measures, only two studies met the four cateria f
construct validity. This is not surprising in light of the ongoing concerns in ntiotiva
research about establishing both theoretical and empirical support for thencoeat
separation of constructs. Twelve studies met all of the criteria feststalt conclusion
validity, which is an overall strength of these studies. None of the studies met all 11
criteria for external validity, although Deci et al. (1992) met 10. Half ofttehiess in this
review met less than 70% of the overall criteria.

The strength of the statistical conclusion validity suggests that marayaleses
reported adequate reliability of their motivation measures, had sufficient ruofbe
participants, used appropriate data analyses and were able to operazattbeali
motivation and academic achievement variables. Although drawing conclusions about
diverse student populations or how expectancy value motivation may influence
performance on standardized assessments is not possible, given the constraints i
validity, these studies do support the role of gender in motivation and the influence
motivation exerts on future course selection in the areas of math and sciendediEse s
in this review encompass what researchers know about adolescents’ expedtancy va
motivation for academic achievement tasks, motivation and adolescents withd_D, a
motivation for academic outcomes in African American students.

Conclusion and Purpose
Few researchers have explored the motivation of African American student

outside of transitions (Gutman 2006; Gutman & Midgley, 2000; Long et al., 2007,
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Winston et al, 1997), and even fewer have examined motivation in adolescents with
special education needs in general education settings (Deci et al., 19923, 35|
2006). None have analyzed how the constructs of the expectancy value theory of
motivation might influence the performance of an African American stugiémt_D on
reading assessment. To construct more accurate models of adolescenvsubgct
values and expectancies for success, studies must be inclusive of a diveesitpers,
not only in ethnicity, gender, and race, but also in special education needs (most
specifically with reading difficulties) and use measures that tefiecacademic
expectations of adolescent learners.

The relationship between expectancy value motivation and African America
adolescents is an under-researched field; the same can be argued for expatianc
and students with special education needs. These middle and high school students are not
the subjects of the vast body of research as are their classmatesantatgrachools
without learning differences. This paucity of quality research, paired witknihen
increase in academic, social, and emotional challenges faced by todairsegmacially
at times of transition, indicates that more attention must be paid to studentg metee
through adolescence. In order for the relationships between expectancyrasilegtion
and adolescent academic achievement to be meaningfully delineated, analyzed, and
discussed in a way that benefits researchers, teachers, and studentansisidiesvide
clear theoretical frameworks and definitions of motivation construct vskable and
valid measures, include ethnically, racially, and ability diverse lesiaret use a
standardized variable other than GPA as an outcome. Future studies must atédocontr

prior achievement, SES, and gender, all of which have been shown to influence both
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motivation and academic outcomes. This could best be accomplished, as was attempted
in several studies, by using reliable motivation and academic achieveeasines.
Therefore, | proposed to explore the following questions:

1. What is the factor structure of major constructs in expectancy-valug thfeo
motivation (ability beliefs, expectancies for success, and importangesiatand cost
task values in reading/English) in African American adolescents?

2. What is the relationship between perceived reading/English ability,
expectancies for success, cost, intrinsic, and importance task values iiog/Eaglish,
and performance on a reading assessment for a sample of African American
adolescents? Does the presence of an IEP with a reading goal add to ithres haét

3. What is the relationship between perceived reading/English ability,
expectancy-value motivation constructs (listed above) and future coursenemtdibr
African American adolescents? Does the presence of an IEP with a readiagddjta

the relationship?
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Chapter lll

METHOD

Overview

The purpose of this study was twofold: (a) to explore the relationships among

perceived reading ability, expectancies for success, task values, anthpaderon a
reading assessment for African American adolescents with and withoungead
disabilities, and (b) to explore the influence of these factors on future courdeentol
The research questions and hypotheses that guided this study were:

1. What is the factor structure of major constructs in expectancy-valug thfeo
motivation (ability beliefs, expectancies for success, and importangesiatand cost
task values in reading/English) in African American adolescents?

| hypothesize that perceived ability and expectancies for success vaps®l|
into one factor, but that the other motivation constructs will remain unique in the
analysis (Greene et al., 1999). Cost will remain unique because it concerasdime
effort (Baker & Wigfield, 2003; Eccles & Wigfield, nd), whereas the otheiivatbon
constructs do not address either of these. Intrinsic value has consistently been a unique
factor (Crombie et al., 2005; DeBacker & Nelson, 1999), and importance value has also
been shown to combine utility and attainment as a unique factor (DeBackeséniNel
Durik et al., 2006). The indicator variables will load onto the motivation factors in the
same patterns as they have for European American adolescents, as suggestbdrn
(1994).

2. What is the relationship between perceived reading/English ability,
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expectancies for success, cost, intrinsic, and importance task values iiog/Eaglish,
and performance on a reading assessment for a sample of African American
adolescents? Does the presence of an IEP with a reading goal add to ithres haét

| hypothesize that perceived ability and expectancies for success, as asgbmbi
latent factor, will be positively and significantly related to scores on Hukimg
assessment (Winston et al., 1997), as will cost and importance value factoct @er
Miller, 1990; DeBacker & Nelson, 1999). Intrinsic value will not be significant
(Crombie et al., 2005). The indicator variables of SES, gender, and prior achievement
will not be significant for this sample. Although gender has been shown to be sighific
for enroliment intentions, the same is not true for academic achievementabgpeci
when considering motivation as well (Greene et al., 1999). Also, it is suggested that
African American students have lower GPA’s and higher expectancisadoess and
perceived abilities than their European American peers (Graham, 1994), afdréher
this disconnect between prior achievement (English GPA) and actual penfoewill
minimize its predictive value on a reading assessment for this sample of stlident
believe that the protective factors cited by Graham may not be relevadbfes@ents
in schools with a majority of self-identified Black/African Americandents. Lastly, |
predict that SES will not be significant because of limited variance in thelsaWWhen
the IEP reading goal variable is added, | hypothesize that the expesttoici
success/perceived ability latent factor will continue to be positivelyigndisantly
related to scores on the reading assessment, as will cost and importantsteaiue
factors. The intrinsic value factor will not be significant. The indicataalbées of SES,

gender, race, and prior achievement will not be significant for this sample. The new
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factor, the presence of a reading goal in a student’s IEP, will not bacagtjifut will
change the values of the paths between the motivation factors and the reading
achievement variable. Although there are no studies that used IEP readistayesain
their analysis of expectancy-value constructs, Sideridis (2006) found that stwdknts
learning disabilities had both lower motivation and academic achievemenhénan t
peers; therefore the addition of the variable will be redundant. Additionally, leecaus
these students often overestimate their abilities, the values of the patromays
perceived ability variable and expectancies for success to acadeneieesatint will
decrease or become non- significant.

3. What is the relationship between perceived reading/English ability,
expectancy-value motivation constructs (listed above) and future course entdthm
African American adolescents? Does the presence of an IEP with a readiagdjta
the relationship?

| hypothesize that the expectancies for success/perceived abdity fattor and
the intrinsic value latent factor will be positively and significantlated to scores on
enrollment intentions. Neither the cost value factor, importance value factongenor t
presence of a reading goal will be significant (Watt, 2006). Gender hasadipdreen
shown to influence future course enrollment for European American students, (Crombie
et al., 2005; Durik et al., 2006; Jodl et al. 2001; Nagy et al., 2006), and | believe this will
hold true for African American students as well. Neither SES nor prior achéntevill
be a significant factor, the former for reasons outlined in research questicemtivthe
latter in reflection of findings from Durik et al., who found that prior English

achievement did not influence enrollment outcomes.
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To answer these research questions, | collected and analyzed data frartsstude
about task values, expectancies for success, perceived reading abilityademhiac
achievement in reading while controlling for learner status (the prestaceading goal
on an IEP), SES, and gender. An assessment of reading ability, a motivation survey, and
demographic forms were administered to the students. Parents also completed
demographic surveys. In this chapter, | outline (a) the settings andpaarts;i(b)
recruitment of schools, teachers, and students, (c) data collection procedwestr(l)
independent, and dependent variables, and (e) design and data analysis.

Setting and Participants
Setting
City

Data collection took place in a mid-sized city in a mid-Atlantic statle avi
population of approximately 630,000 people. The city is comprised primarily of people
who identify as African, African American or Black (63.6%) and European
American/Caucasian (32.7%). The remaining members of the population idsriify a
racial (1.3%) or Asian (2.0%). Approximately 2.7% of the population identifies as
ethnically Hispanic. The median income in the city is $40,087, about one-third less than
the reported median income in the surrounding county ($63, 078), and about 40% less
than the state ($70, 482). Approximately 19.2% of people live in poverty, compared with
8.2% in the state (data source blinded for confidentiality).

Public school populationn 2009-2010, the most recent year for which data were
available, 82,866tudents attended the public schools; 27,007 of those attended high

schools. The student population does not reflect the city’s demographics, with 88% of the
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schools’ students identifying as African, African- American, or Black and a8%
European American/Caucasian. Approximately 3% of children ethnicallyfiglesti
Hispanic/Latino. Estimates from a 2009 report released by the school systededlibr
confidentiality/Student_Performance/PDF/EnrollmentProjection Coraidas.pdf)

indicate that only about 60% of the school-age students who live within the city limits
attended the public schools at the time that this study was conducted. In th@al9pf
approximately 71.5% of the high school students qualified for Free and Reduced Meals
(FARM), an indicator of low income status; in the elementary and middle schogls, the
percentages were higher, at 85% and 83.5% respectively. Using the Le&ved Me
(defined in Chapter 1), 65.9% of the seniors graduated in 2010; using the 5-year cohort
method (also defined in Chapter 1), this percent is slightly lower, at 64.67%. Students
with special education needs graduated at a much lower rate, with 42.2% and 41.06%
graduate rates using the Leaver and 5-year cohort methods respectigbbité/tlinded

for confidentiality). Private institutions estimate that as many as 41.5%higla school
students in this city do not graduate (http://www.americaspromise .Bligidéd for
Confidentiality).

Participating high schoolsStudy participants attended five high schools in this
city. These schools were either those with which the researcher had aiprafes
relationship with a member or members the school faculty or ones suggested by the
research division in the public school system’s department charged with approving

research studies. Relevant statistics for these schools are listsoléencT



Table 6.Summary of School and Student Demographics

School #1 School #2 School #3 School #4 School #5 City Public High  State Public High
Schools Schools
Type of School Neighborhood Charter/Lottery Charter/Lottery Ndigrhood Neighborhood
School Population 823 335 206 948 717 27007 266,627
(2010)
Gender (% Male) 52.7% 41.1% 49.5% * 55.9% 56.1% *x *x
0 I -

Race (% African 97.8% 99% 85.1%* 96.7% 99% = o
American)
% participation in Free
and Reduced Meals 79% 67.2% 80.1% 74.8% 74.1% 71.5% 32.4%
Program (2010)
% of students
receiving special
education services 21.8% 13.5% 18.4% 19.4% 24.1% 16.6% 10.7%
(2010)
% of students
receiving special
education servicesasa g 5, 8.0% 4.8% 9.0% 0.0% N/A N/A
student with a reading
goal included in study
(Fall, 2011)
% of students passing
the state 10 grade

22.2% 25% 51.4% 35.8% 27% 52% 77.5%

end-of-course exam in
English (Spring, 2010)

*Information provided is based on 6-12 school model; **Information for high schools not agailabl



Two of the five schools were charter schools with a lottery admission, a process
which requires volunteer application to a high school “of choice”; these high schools
accept students regardless of their home zip code, GPA, or the middle school they
attended. One school was part of the small school initiative begun in 2002 with an influx
of funds under a Gates Foundation education initiative and has since converted to a
charter school with lottery admission, and focuses on a mission of social jogtiee i
local community. Approximately 99% of the students in this high school identify as
African-American. The other is a college preparatory school of choicedgbide
national model for urban high schools; it also enrolls students through the lottery
admission system. Eighty-five percent of the students in this school identMyiean
American.

The remaining three schools are what the school system refers to as
‘neighborhood schools’ and serve students who live in the immediate vicinity lasswel
any who might have changed schools for disciplinary infractions or coursesiaitere
only that location. The range of household income for these three schools’ zip codes is
between $26,801 and $41,375 and the population in each is predominantly although not
exclusively African/African American/Black (88.5%, 80.9%, and 80% respeg}ivithe
schools have African American populations of 97.8%, 96.7%, and 99% respectively; the
schools’ student populations are therefore not representative of the surrounding
communities although ‘neighborhood’ would suggest that they are. The population of
African/African American/Black students in the school system is 87.83%, indicati
these schools serve more non-European American students than others the seimool sys

However, adolescents in these high schools retecschool system’s high school
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population in terms of FARM status (SES), gender, and students receiving special
education services, but have on average lower state accountability testise@ssny
intention to recruit a sample of students that reflectedtheols’student demographics,
not that of the city or neighborhoods surrounding the schools.

Participants with special education nee@gecial education services are
provided for 16.6% of high school students (grades 9-12) served by the public school
system in which this study took place. In each of the participating five schools,
approximately 21.8% (School 1), 13.5% (School 2), 18.4% (School 3), 19.4% (School 4),
and 24.1% (School 5; overdll = 19.44%) of students have a disability documented
through an IEP (source blinded for confidentiality). Although there are no means of
determining the percentage of students receiving services for each tipalolity, it
was possible, after receiving teacher reports, to identify the percent afitstudthe
sample receiving IEP services who had reading goals. At one school, none of thisstude
who turned in permission slips had documented reading goals; at the remaining schools,
between 5.8% and 9.0% of the sample had an IEP with a reading goal.
Sample

The aim of this study was to examine if perceived reading ability, tasksyalue
expectancies for success, demographic variables (gender, SES), prieeaeme and
learner status influenced performance on a test of reading comprehensidaléscent
African American students. Therefore, the sample included male and fenddats
with and without documented IEPs with reading goals. To access this popul8tard 9
10" grade students and their parents in three urban public high schools and two charter

schools were contacted. The target sample for this study was purpose@sinco that
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African American adolescents and students with IEP goals in reading inamchettings
could be included. Using enrollment figures from fall 2010, a 50% consent and assent
rate would have provided a sample of approximately 450 students.
Recruitment and Student Selection
Recruitment and Permission

For research to be conducted in this city’s public school system, researamdivis
must be contacted directly and relevant and requested documents must be completed and
submitted. A principal can attach letters in support of the study if s/h has beenembntac
prior to the submission of the request, which occurred in one instance. Parent consent and
student assent documents approved by the University of Maryland Internal FBmaedyv
(IRB) and subsequently the research division can be found in Appendices D and E.

To ensure that principals would be adequately informed of the research proposal
and given ample opportunity to discuss the study with the investigator, principals we
contacted and met with the investigator through the spring, summer and é¢af\2¢40
leading up to the data collection. To encourage participation, incentives for the school
school system, students, and teachers were outlined. These incentives, whicisegre b
in part on the principal’s decision to partake of each, could include: information dbout 9
and 18" grade reading performance; survey information about student motivation;
professional development for teachers concerning the findings; teaplosiues to easy-
to-administer, time-friendly reading assessments; professionallogerent for English
teachers on using assessments for progress monitoring or post-testingpudpese
principal provided formal written permission, three principals provided writteil ema

permission, and one provided oral permission which was confirmed through the
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researcher’'s email.

Teacher participation was determined by each principal’s policies. Once
principals agreed that teachers could participate, teachers were atatehfof the
incentives relevant to their classroom instruction (professional developameht)ere
also informed of a small compensation (breakfast provided for participatigeteafor
the loan of their classroom instruction time.

Student and parent incentives were used to encourage participation in the study.
There was a raffle for one (1) $100 Best Buy gift card for all particspamd five (5)
$25.00 ITunes gift cards which were awarded to one student in each school. Winning
students’ names were discarded and another drawing held if the student trdisferre
another school. Additionally, the English class that had the overall highesttpafrce
permission slips returned, regardless of participation decision, won a brdakfast
during the week following data collection. Parents were also encouragedrto ret
permission slips; one parent from each school received a $50.00 grocery gift card.
Students received permission slips in their Englisif'igi@&de) and English 11 (10
grade) classes 7 school days in advance of data collection. Follow-up to increase
participation included oral reminders from the English teachers as thegtedll
permission slips daily, oral reminders by the investigator during visitdlexto
documents, and visual reminders posted in the front of the English classrooms.
Student Selection

Seven-hundred and fifty-six"and 18 graders at the five high schools received
packets containing an introductory letter, parent consent form (the University of

Maryland IRB form), and parent demographic form. An additional 5 packets \tere le
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with each teacher to distribute to students who were absent; | did not record how many of
those additional packets were distributed and no additional forms were requesied. Tw
hundred forty-nine (32.9%) forms were returned with an affirmative response t
participation; 237 of those respondents (31.3%) were present on the days the reading,
motivation, and student demographic tests were administered. One student withdrew
herself from the study. Students who returned parent consent forms were asked to sign
their assent to participate in the study. This document was read aloud and signed when
the students were taken from their classrooms to complete the assessment and
guestionnaires to ensure ongoing voluntary involvement in the study. Students with an
IEP in areas other than reading, a 504 plan, or other academic placement comrssderati
(honors, regular tracking) were included because the purpose of the study was te evaluat
how motivation and reading ability predict academic performance of allsaeoles in
inclusion settings. Since all participants were enrolled in general testuckassrooms,
they were following a city or state wide curriculum focused on gradugaodards and
therefore expected to meet the same academic demands. Teacher repatii@s us
determine IEP status, and parents provided SES by completing questions about the
number of people in their home and their income (see Appendix C).

Procedures

Timeline

Table 7 summarizes important steps in the study.
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Table 7.Anticipated Timeline for Study Completion.

Task Estimated Completion Date
High Schools Principals Contacted April 2010
Proposal Presented to Dissertation Committee May 2010
Proposal submitted to Internal Review Board June 2010
Submit Documentation to -------- City Division of July 2010

Research, Evaluation, Assessment, and
Accountability(DREAA)

Permission Slips Distributed September-November 2010
Research Conducted September-December 2010
Data Analyzed, Results Recorded Fall 2010/Winter 2011
Results Presented to Dissertation Committee antesha April - May 2011

with City Division of Research, Evaluation,
Assessment and Accountability Office

Test Administration and Procedures

On the designated school day, students who had permission from their parent(s)
completed the Student Assent document, the Test of Silent Reading Efficiehcy an
Comprehension (TOSREC; Wagner, et al., 2010), the motivation questionnaire, and a
demographic information sheet, in that order. For the session, which lasted appyximat
30-40 minutes, or 1/3 to 1/2 of a regularly scheduled English class period, students were
taken to a nearby classroom in groups of up to 10 students. First, the assent form was
read out loud and students decided whether or not to continue to participate. The
directions for the reading assessment, the TOSREC, were read as pedzaddgoup
administration. Directions, prompts, and response choices for the motivation survey as
well as demographic questionnaire were read out loud to all students. To encourage
maximum participation and a formal test-taking atmosphere, the investigadqresent

the entire time. For reasons related to the validity and reliability of@®REC, students
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completed the reading assessment without adult assistance beyond the veaoiatign re
of standardized directions.

The students were told, before completing the TOSREC, that the test would
provide the investigator with information about their reading abilities. Before the
participants took the motivation survey, the investigator read the followitegrstat:

“The survey that you are about to take is going to ask you about your readimgtskil
going to ask you about how well you think that you can do on a reading test, how much
you like and use reading, if reading is important to you, if reading is worthftrg ehd

if you think that you will need reading in the future. Please answer each question
carefully.” After the reading assessment and the motivation survey, stedemtteted a
demographic information form that requested date of birth, gender, race, ethnicity,
mother’s and father’s levels of education, and the previous year’s English griiele. A
completing these three tasks, the latter two of which were read out loud verbatim, the
students were thanked for their participation and for contributing to what carnrmedea
about teenagers and their motivation for English and reading.

Data were collected from September through November of 2010 and analyzed
during the winter of 2011. Results were shared after the oral defense of this stiudy, w
DREAA, principals, and teachers at each of the participating high schools.
Confidentiality

Confidentiality of the students’ records, surveys, and assessment waslensure
through the assignment of identification numbers. All original documents hasvel
copies of information from student files (in some cases, teachers provided documents

concerning IEP reading goal status) were kept in a locked file cabinetakealloloset
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in my home. The key listing identifying participant name and the corresponding
identification number was kept separately from the participant matértadselectronic
copy was password protected. Student permission forms were locked in a different
location. All physical student files were de-identified when a key west@d and the
identification numbers recorded on all papers. Before analysis began, | ensttkdréha
IS no way to connect student information with the identification numbers aside from the
key. Only | had access to the locked location.
Variables and Measurement
Independent Variables

Tables 8 and 9 provide reliability and validity for groups of items (indicator
variables) listed in the motivation survey used in the studies included in Chapter 2. The
reliability, validity, and metric of the independent, dependent and control vareiae
discussed below for each. Reliability and validity of the latent factocsingbe study,

which differed from the proposed latent factors, are provided in Chapter 4.



Table 8.Summary of Reliability for Previous Expectancy-Value Motivation Studies.

Study and Items Scale Population Coefficient ligRdity Type
Battle & Wigfield (2003) 5-point Likert scale
Cost Value undergraduate a=.85 Internal Consistency
females
Crombie et al. (2005) 7-point Likert scale
Math Usefulness Value "grade males a=.81 Internal Consistency
9" grade females a=.90
r =.76 Test-Retest
Intrinsic Value 9" grade males a=.88 Internal Consistency
9" grade females a=.89
DeBacker & Nelson ( 1999) 5 point Likert scale
Perceived Ability 9and 18" grade a=.93 Internal Consistency
Intrinsic Value 9and 18" grade a=.83 Internal Consistency
Importance Value "oand 18" grade a=.92 Internal Consistency
Durik et al. (2006) 7-point Likert scale
Ability Self-Concept %A grade o =.88 Internal Consistency
10" grade o =.92
Intrinsic Value % grade a=.82 Internal Consistency
10" grade 0 =.89
Importance Value grade a =57 Internal Consistency
10" grade 0 =.85




Greene et al. (1999)

Perceived Ability
Intrinsic Value
Utility Value

Attainment Value

Nagy et al. (2006)

Math Self-Concept
Biology Self-Concept
Math Intrinsic Value

Biology Intrinsic Value

Simpkins et al. (2006)

Math Self-Concept

Science Self-Concept

Math Importance Value

Science Importance Value

Math Interest Value

5 point scale

5 point scale

7 point Likert scale

10 11", 12" grade
10, 11", 12" grade
16, 11" 12" grade

1 11", 12" grade

1012" grade
012" grade
10 12" grade

10 12" grade

"Bgrade

10" grade
" grade
10" grade
"gyrade
10" grade
" grade
10" grade

"Bgrade

10" grade

0=.91
o=.73
o =.87
o=76
o =.87
o =.88
o =.83
a =.90
o=.78
oa=.85
o=.86
o=.90
a=.71
o=.84
o=.92
o=.84
oa=.61
a=.71

Internal Consistency
Internal Consistency
Internal Consistency

Internal Consistency

Internal Consistency
Internal Consistency
Internal Consistency

Internal Consistency

Internal Consistency
Internal Consistency
Internal Consistency
Internal Consistency

Internal Consistency

127
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Science Interest Value Mgrade a=.92 Internal Consistency
10" grade a=.71

Steinmayr & Spinath (2009) 5 point Likert scale

Ability Self-Perception Tand 1% grade Internal Consistency
Math a=.95
German a=.70
Watt (2006) 7 point Likert scale
Success Expectancies " @rade- 11 grade None Provided
Intrinsic Value 9 grade- 11 grade None Provided
Utility Value ¢ grade- 11 grade None Provided

Table 9.Summary of Validity for Previous Expectancy-Value Motivation Studies.

Study/Construct Scale Population Validity Type Method
Battle & Wigfield (2003) 5-point Likert scale
Cost Value undergraduate Construct CFA
females

Crombie et al. (2005) 7-point Likert scale
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Math Usefulness Value

Intrinsic Value

DeBacker & Nelson ( 1999)
Perceived Ability
Intrinsic Value

Importance Value

Durik et al. (2006)
Ability Self-Concept
Intrinsic Value

Importance Value

Greene et al. (1999)
Perceived Ability
Intrinsic Value
Utility Value

Attainment Value

"@rade males
9" grade females
9" grade males
9" grade females
5 point Likert scale
9and 18 grade
Yand 18 grade

"oand 18 grade

7-point Likert scale
% grade
10" grade
% grade
10" grade

"grade
10" grade

5 point scale
1% 11", 12" grade
10, 11", 12" grade
18, 11" 12" grade

1% 11", 12" grade

Construct

Construct

Construct
Construct

Construct

Construct

Construct

Construct

Construct
Construct

Construct

Construct

CFA

CFA

CFA
CFA

CFA combined attainment and
utility, creating importance

Validated in previous research
Validated in previous research

Validated in previous research

CFA
CFA

Loaded on same factor as
Attainment Value

Loaded on same factor as Utility
Value
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Nagy et al. (2006) 5 point scale
Math Self-Concept
Biology Self-Concept
Math Intrinsic Value

Biology Intrinsic Value

Simpkins et al. (2006) 7-point Likert scale

Math Self-Concept
Science Self-Concept
Math Importance Value
Science Importance Value
Math Interest Value

Science Interest Value

Watt (2006) 7 point Likert scale
Success Expectancies
Intrinsic Value

Utility Value

1012" grade
912" grade
10 12" grade
1% 12" grade

"Bgrade
10" grade
" grade
10" grade
"gyrade
10" grade
" grade
10" grade
"sgrade
10" grade
" grade
10" grade

" grade- 11 grade
Y grade- 11 grade
¢ grade- 11 grade

Construct
Construct
Construct

Construct

Construct

Construct

Construct

Construct

Construct

Construct

CFA
CFA
CFA

CFA

SEM model comparison and fit
SEM model comparison and fit
SEM model comparison and fit
SEM model comparison and fit
SEM model comparison and fit

SEM model comparison and fit

None Provided
None Provided

None Provided
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Note.CFA =Confirmatory factor analysis; SEM = Structural Equation Modeling
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Motivation

Appendix A provides information about the motivation survey, which used a 7
point Likert scale with anchor responses ranging fromot ery worthwhile/none at
all/'very hard/the worgtthrough 7 yery worthwhile/very true/very easy/very good/the
bes).

Expectancies for succe$our items for expectancy for success were included in
the motivation questionnaire. In previous studies, this construct has loaded tog#ther wi
ability beliefs in confirmatory factor analysis (Eccles & Wigfie1995; Eccles &
Wigfield, 2000). However, they are theoretically distinct, and other resesitires
initially kept the two constructs separate in analyses (Steinmayr &tBpi@09). Survey
guestions 1-4 asked about expectancies for success; the reliability oleeathat was
used as an indicator variable in the final analysis is reported in Chapter 4.

Perceived abilityFour items in the motivation questionnaire were used to
evaluate students’ perceptions about their ability in English/reading. dins$ract is
known to correlate highly with the expectancy for success but is conceptutdhgiolif
because ability beliefs focus on present ability and expectancies fodues foitutre
(Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). Ability beliefs also are also moderatelyighly correlated
with academic achievement within domains (see Steinmayr & Spinath, 2009ea@ dst
also an established causal relationship between ability self-conceptshaondt s
achievement. Prior achievement influences ability self-perception and ppitior laeliefs
influence subsequent achievement (see Steinmayr & Spifatichnvey that reading
skills were the ability of interest, the survey questions used both “Enghsh'reading”

because although the intended focus was less on the content learned in Englisidclass a
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more on the task and skill of reading, students are assumed the most interaction with
reading-based comprehension and skills during their English class period. &emey
5-8 concern perceived ability; the reliability of each item that was usaul iaslicator
variable in the final analysis is reported in Chapter 4.

Importance task valu@.he four items for importance value combined the utility
and attainment value questions created by Eccles and Wigfield (2000), which has been
done in other studies (Durik et al., 2006; Simpkins et al., 2006). As reviewed in previous
chapters, students with LD may devalue tasks on which they do not excel (Crabtree &
Rutland, 2001), and African American students may do so to avoid negative
consequences (oppositional identity; Ogbu, 1978); therefore attainment and usefulness
are not expected to load onto different factors. Studies have used these constructs bot
individually (DeBacker & Nelson, 1999; Greene et al., 1999) and combined (Durik, et al.,
2006; Simpkins et al., 2006). Survey items 9-12 found in Appendix A ask about
importance task value; the reliability of each item that was used as artond&aable
in the final analysis is reported in Chapter 4.

Intrinsic task valueThe three items for intrinsic value were based on those
outlined by Eccles and Wigfield (2000) and used in other studies (Crombie et al., 2005;
Simpkins et al., 2006; Watt, 2006). Survey items 13- 15 ask about intrinsic value; the
reliability of each item that was used as an indicator variable in theafiadysis is
reported in Chapter 4.

Cost valueThree cost value items were adapted from a scale by Battle and
Wigfield (2003) and Eccles and Wigfield (Eccles & Wigdfield, nd). Cost valag w

hypothesized to be negatively related to intrinsic value (the higher the costtlialless
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intrinsic value); Survey items 16-18 asked about cost value. Items 16 and 18 concerned
effort (e.g. “Is the amount of effort it will take you to do well in Englisis year
worthwhile to you?”, while item 17 reflected time spent on a task (“How much does the
amount of time you spend on English/reading keep you from doing other things you
would like to do?”). None of the cost value items were used in the final analysis. The
decision to remove these items is explained in Chapter 4.
Learner Status

Students who had a reading goal on their IEP and were receiving instruction from
a general education English teacher as members of general educatimoriass
receiving instruction were purposefully included in this study. The variable oéstte
was the presence of a documented reading goal in an Individualized Education Plan
(IEP). The study investigated whether the presence of this variable accounted for a
unique variance in scores beyond covariates, perceived ability, and/or motivation
constructs for either group of readers. Ten participants had an IEPggadini.e.,
status as a student with a documented reading goal, which was confirmed tbemingn t
report and which could be viewed as a concern about the reliability of the variable

Control Variables

Race, gender, SES, and prior achievement were control variables. lindorma
concerning these and other participant identifying information werectedl®n the
demographic questionnaires completed by both parents and students. All information was
presented in a multiple choice format. Interactions between the control vaiaalble
motivation factors were not explored. Although other studies examined thesetioms;ac

the purpose of this study was to evaluate how motivation and then the IEP reading goal
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predicted reading scores and enroliment intentions above and beyond demographic
variables. No hypotheses were offered for interactions. The student demoguapéyc s
can be found in Appendix B and the parent version in Appendix C.

Race Race is frequently a variable of interest when analyzing perfornzance
school-related or academic tasks, and research of the motivation students from non-
dominant populations has revealed that there are differences by race in soraganot
constructs, such as attribution, there are similarities in others, such ataegfs for
success (Graham, 1994). Initially, because the sample of participants indlyisvas
anticipated to be predominantly African/African-American/Black, raceaxggected to
be controlled by design. However, students who identified as bi-racial or nuigijs
= 28), White N = 9), American IndianN = 2), Southeast AsialN(= 1), or Asian N =1)
were present in the classrooms and returned consent forms. Twenty-two students chos
not to identify their race. Of the remaining participants, 174 (79%) identified as
African/African-American/Black and these were included in the anafgsessearch
guestion 1.

Gender.Although gender is not of direct interest to this study, it is a frequent
variable of interest in other studies that have shown that it influences the coorishwfti
motivation to academic achievement (Crombie et al., 2005; Durik et al., 2006; Simpkins,
et al., 2006). All students reported gender, which was a dichotomous variable. One
hundred six participants were female.

Socio-economic statuSocio-economic status (SES) wasnputedusing the
guidelines established by federal Income Eligibility GuidelinegpéDenent of Health

and Human Services, 2010). Parents provided the number of people in their household
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and their income level; these data were used to create a dichotomous variatdénmdi
above (1) or below (0) the poverty line. One hundred forty-six students’ demographic
information placed them below the poverty line; 24 were not; 4 participants’ parénts di
not respond to questions about the number of people in the household and/or income
level.

Prior achievementParticipants recorded their language arts/English grade
percent (50-100%) on the demographic information survey. Although a reading
comprehension test is not the same as a grade percent (course grade) in a language
arts/English class, because reading is essential to the class contentps@iation may
be assumed. Specifically in the study by Spinath and Steinmayr (2009), thenstliti
between prior achievement and reading was shown to account for a unique variance in
reading scores. Controlling for prior achievement is a common practice inthessbf
motivation reviewed in Chapter 2 (see Table 3). Because this survey wastednbyle
the students, there are concerns inherent with self report with the reliabtlite
variable. Prior achievement was a continuous control variable.

Dependent Variables

Reading Achievemerithe Test of Silent Reading Efficiency and Comprehension
(TOSREC; Wagner et al., 2010) is a 3-minute individually- or group-administered
assessment of silent reading of sentences for comprehension measurimg readi
efficiency (speed and accuracy) and comprehension. The test is appraprsai@éning
and progress monitoring of students in grades 1 through 12, as well as for use by
researchers for a brief test of reading comprehension (Wagner et al 3. dtutly, it was

given to small groups of students for use by a researcher as a brief ézstiofr
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comprehension. The test was normed on a nationally-representative sample of 3,523
individuals, including members of groups included in this study. Specifically, 16B& of t
sample was African American, and 4% had a learning disability, which istreflef
national percentages. Normed scores are available for three timestdarsanool year

as an index score (a form of standard score) and percentiles. Form A wasoasese be
the test administration corresponds to the time of year (fall) on which it issddkfr=
100,SD= 15; for African AmericanM = 97,SD= 14, for learning disabled/ = 88,SD

= 12). Alternate forms delayed administration reliability coefficidotthe TOSREC are
.83 for 9" grade students and .85 for™:a2" grade students. Content-description
validity, criterion validity, and construct-identification validity wesported for the
measure. To provide content-description validity, the authors found targeted vocabulary
words for each grade level, drafted sentences that included those words initaxirsim
length and complexity to sample grade level material, and then used two réadabili
indices to calculate levels. The TOSREC was created so that averagys readld

spend one-third of their time with below level text, one third with on-grade level tekt, a
one-third with above level text; thus, students will spend most of their time rehding
texts on the level which “maximally informative about their reading le(&&gner et

al., p. 32). Additionally, the format resembles that of other reading fluency tests
Criterion predictive validity was established (a) through a review oéladions between
the 40 forms of the TOSREC (4 per grade level) and the Florida Comprehensive
Assessment Norm Referenced Test reading scaled scere8§to .73), (b) correlations
with selected TOSREC forms with criterion measures (none af'tbe 83" grade level),

(c) comparisons of means, standard deviations, and correlations between TOSREC a
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criterion test scores, and (d) predictive outcome analysis of selected TOBSRES’
sensitivity (.96), specificity (.84), and positive predictive value (.84) of ideatifin of
below, average, and above average readers. Construct-identification wadidity
established through an analysis of subgroup means and standard deviationgj athdaci
gender groups fell within the average range with little differenceamtean.
Additionally, students with learning disabilities were beldiv< 88,SD= 12) and gifted
students aboveM = 119,SD = 13) the average, which would also be expected. Eor 6
7" and &' grade, the Form A scores and the GRADE test of listening comprehension and
the KBIT-2 intelligence test had large correlations (82 and .66 respectively). Based
on these results, TOSREC is valid measure for the purposes of screening to jpemtify
readers, monitoring progress, and student assessment by clinicians antieesearc

Future enrollment intentionsMultiple studies reviewed in Chapter 2 considered
enrollment intentions as a dependent variable in analyses (Crombie et al., 200%®t Dur
al., 2006; Jodl et al., 2001; Nagy, et al., 2006; Simpkins, et al., 2006; Watt, 2006; Watt et
al., 2006). Eccles, et al.’s (1983; 1997) model for expectancy-value theory sggcifical
includes future course and career choices as an outcome related to cotincepand
intrinsic motivation, perceived ability, and expectancies for success. Sueuey/19-21
ask about future enrollment intentions.

Data Analysis

The data analysis included descriptive statistics (means, standardoshesyivti
skewness, kurtosis) for independent and dependent variables, bivariate correlations
between all variables, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) of motimatonstructs and

structural equation modeling (SEM) of the relationships between latent andezbser
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variables. This section includes (a) research questions (b) methodologydeled
variables and equations and (d) anticipated outcomes/hypotheses.
Research Questions
The following questions guided this study:

1. What is the factor structure of major constructs in expectancy-valug thfeo
motivation (ability beliefs, expectancies for success, and importangesiatand cost
task values in reading/English) in African American adolescents?

2. What is the relationship between perceived reading/English ability,
expectancies for success, cost, intrinsic, and importance task valuesliog/teaglish,
and performance on a reading assessment for a sample of African American
adolescents? Does the presence of an IEP with a reading goal add to ithres haét

3. What is the relationship between perceived reading/English ability,
expectancy-value motivation constructs (listed above) and future course entdthm
African American adolescents? Does the presence of an IEP with a readiaddjta
the relationship?

Potential Methodologies
As this study used an established theory with a new sample, EFA was necessary
to verify the measurement structure before moving into a full model. Struetjuration
modeling (SEM), multiple regression analysis (MRA), t-tests, ANOVA, laerarchical
linear modeling (HLM) have recently been used to analyze relationshipsdretw
academic achievement, gender, motivation, race, and learner status (sek).Tlabt the
purposes of this study, SEM and MRA were the relevant potential types of datasanalys

primarily because the research questions concentrate on how independent and control
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variables account for unique variance in academic achievement at the meanlsuatient
The research questions require more than correlations and differences betwesr(tg
tests, ANOVA,; Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003) and do not require an analysis gbleulti
levels, which would dictate the use of HLM. It has been argued that MRA is aspecif
kind of path analysis, which is a special form of SEM (Pedhazur, 1997). Greene et al.
(1999), DeBacker & Nelson (1999) and Watt (2006) used MRA to report results,
including the amount of variance accounted for by unique variables, based on the whole
sample as well as by gender or class level. Because each of these siulidnestiple
predictor variables, the authors were able to utilize MRA to analyze teair d
appropriately. The model proposed by Guthrie et al. (1999) incorporated many of the
same covariates and independent variables that this study intends to include (SES,
gender, expectancies for success, intrinsic motivation, perceived)admld the authors
successfully controlled for some factors before analyzing the amountiaicear
accounted for by variables of interest. Like SEM, MRA allows for accountintpé
amount of combined and unique variance of a particular factor in a model. In both
methods, analyses provide correlations between among variables, predict outcomes for
dependent variables, and determine the amount of variance that is accounted for by
specific predictor variables. However, in all of these studies, the resesansieel only the
observed variables and did not consider latent constructs underlying these indicators
that the latent factors might have influenced the dependent variable. In this stitly, SE
was a more appropriate method of analysis in this study because (a) th@radioat
believed to be observed manifestations of latent factors which then influedcegrea

achievement and future course enroliment, (b) SEM allows a more flexible envonme
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to discuss the variables and relationships and (c) error is not present in ldtest fac
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA)

As suggested by Bandalos and Finney (2010), EFA is best to use when a priori
knowledge of an underlying structure has not been supported through empirical evidence,
such as in this study, when a sample was pulled from an unstudied population. EFA
requires a similarly thorough understanding of the constructs underlying thadry,
assesses the dimensionality of a measure (indicators) that repretegntsdastructs.

This was the appropriate way to establish the structure of the model becaesednehr
guestions suggest a hypothesized organization for the set of identified,fantbtkere is

a research base to support that there exists some underlying structitrenallbigat may
be different for this sample from others that have been studied. As | have not found
studies that include African American high school students of varying acadbifities
with and without documented IEP reading goals, it was essential to exploeseflatent
factors load indicators similarly to those in previous studies with differetitipants;

one potential source of a misspecification of the model could be a mismatclemetwe
indicators and how they load onto factors. Although expectancy-value theoristg clearl
define the constructs within the model, and have provided multiple examples and support
for its structure (Eccles & Wigfield, 2000), it was possible that not all atéhes on the
motivation survey would load onto the latent factors in the same manner, or that a
different number of factors might emerge as adequate. After the EFA sa)ges
measurement model through factor loadings, SEM was completed to confirm that this
structure would be supported by the indicator variables.

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
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CFA is a type of SEM that deals specifically with the relationships lestie
observed variables (indicators) and the latent factors. It is hypothesis aniders the
name states, confirmatory in nature, as the parameters of the modelay® st in
advance (Brown, 2006), and is often used as a precursor to SEM. The primary activities
associated with CFA include confirming prior theories or path analyses befgnegnm
into another analysis (SEM, MRA) and ensuring that the model established whlranot
population is appropriate for the sample in the current study. It mélasuremennodel
that details the number of factors, how the various indicators (observed varaables
related to the latent factors, and the relationships among the indicator \safidolen).
In previous studies, CFA has been used to confirm the relationships among constructs of
the expectancy-value model that have been suggested in Chapter 2 as well ast®upport t
use of these constructs as independent variables in various data analysis (Et@mpbie
2005; DeBacker & Nelson, 1999; Durik et al., 2006). As Tables 6 and 7 show, the
constructs of interest in this study (expectancies for success, perdaitgdtask
values) have been shown in other studies to be valid and reliable constructs, the purpose
of the CFA here would have been to confirm the EFA as it would have used latent, as
opposed to emergent, factors. It is established in the expectancy value model and
presumed in this study that the underlying factors do not emerge from the obsamsed i
but that the indicators are measures of the underlying constructs. That is, thresbbser
indicators (here, Likert scale responses) load together onto the same ugderlyin
unobservable (latent) factors. If the factors were emergent, the indigetiold point to
them, not be derived from them. However, as the established model may not to be a good

fit for the sample in this study because an African American population witmssude
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with documented reading goals has rarely been used, EFA was first employelddteeva
different relationships among the indicators or factors. The CFA was notetechpl
because the final small sample size precluded the opportunity to pull a sub-grdgp for t
EFA and then use the whole sample for the CFA. As a result, only the EFA was used to
inform the SEM that followed. Research question 1 encompasses the EFA and the first
step of the SEMStructural equation modeling (SEM)

SEM is applied in situations where the relationship of interest is betwepn late
variables. It is most appropriate when there is an a priori hypothesis supported by
established theory (Mueller & Hancock, 2010), as in this study, where indi(stiovey
items) are the measurable variables that manifest the latent nutifedtors. As the
name implies, SEM incorporates two regression models, includingeghsurement
model and thstructuralmodel. The latter reveals how the various latent factors are
related to one another (Brown, 2006) and is most useful when a researcher wants to
eliminate error from the analysis of variables, as latent varial®dsyadefinition error
free. SEM can reduce the number of factors that are entered into a model, whiah may b
especially relevant or helpful if there are many response items fori@ifsrtonstruct,
multiple variables of interest, or multiple variables that may have stronglyinde
relationships that may be better predictors of the dependent variable. Asrtiterié
review in Chapter 2 outlined, this is a commonly used data analytic method in the study
of motivation in adolescents, both with and without disabilities (see Table 1 for a
summary of data analysis methods employed in the studies). A partigitariyg
example of the application of SEM is Durik et al.’s (2006) study. The lateot$aat

importance value, intrinsic value, and self-concept were used in three separdteasnode
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predictors of leisurely reading, career aspirations, and course selectio%to 8" to
10" grade. The researchers chose to create three models because importance value,
intrinsic value, and self-concept were so highly correlated.

Analyses of the collected data were conducted in two steps. First, | edploy
EFA to evaluate the construct validity of the expectancy value model fon@esaf
African American adolescents in a full inclusion classroom. Although CFA wasded
to confirm the EFA factor loadings, the sample size was not adequate to provide a both a
smaller group for the EFA and then a full group for confirmation. Therefore, SEM was
used in research questions 1 to evaluate the goodness of fit of the suggested nsodel. Thi
data analysis method was also applied to test the hypothesized models iftnresearc
guestions 2-4 that included the IEP reading goal variable in research questidrs 3 a
change in dependent variable in question 4. A review of the literature on the most
appropriate applications of SEM (Brown, 2006; Mueller & Hancock, 2010; Pedhazur,
1997; Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003) as well as of previous studies (Crombie et al.,
2005; Durik et al., 2006; Nagy et al., 2006) that have examined the relationships among
adolescent academic achievement and motivation supported this combined method of
data analysis.

Analysis Considerations

Latent Variable Measurement

As they are not observable, latent factors do not have a metric (unit of
measurement). Because this study employed latent factors as peedicEading
achievement, a metric must be created for each factor. Each of the motivatiatoirsdi

in this study is part of a 7-point Likert scale, and therefore the samie ma$ used, a
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standardized unit created by the Mplus program, as the latent factorseateeldrom
loadings of those observed indicators. Mueller and Hancock (2010) and Brown (2006)
recommend a minimum of three indicators per factor, with the suggestion of diminishing
returns after six indicators, and between “four to six indicators of reasonalitg qual
practically ideal” (p. 375, Mueller & Hancock, 2010). Each of the motivation construct
eventually used in this analysis had two to six indicators that have been shown to be
internally consistent and theoretically valid in previous studies.
Reliability

In this study, coefficientl was used to determine the reliability of the latent
motivation factors.H is the “squared correlation between the latent construct and the
optimum linear composite formed from the measured indicators.” (p. 203, Hancock &
Mueller, 2010). This coefficient is never less than the best indicator’s ri¢fiatitl
functions as a reliability estimate across all measured indicattne sfngle latent
construct. This construct has been suggested as a more appropriate meakaipditf re
for latent factors and is also referred to as maximal reliability. GosfitiH is calculated

using the following formula:

H=1nT+yqd 2z700(1 - L2+ «lz/pn/e =12y )
13
In this formula,(:L N E%) represents the ratio of the proportion of the variance in
the latent factor that is explained by the construct (the reliability)et@toportion

unexplained. This means thatis an aggregate function of reliability acrgssdicator

variables (Hancock & Mueller, 2001). This reliability coefficient is baseden t
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indicators but is an estimate across all the measured indicators of theevandlis
therefore a more appropriate coefficient than Cronbach’s alpha to repotefur la
variables such as those used in this study.

The EFA model was specified before running the analyses, and then it was
necessary to revise the model to ensure a better fit (Brown, 2006) when runnikdg a SE
with the suggested factor loadings. A CFA was not run, as previously stated, lcause
the small sample size. As no studies had included African American high stinbenhts
of varying academic abilities with and without documented reading goalss iessential
to explore if the latent factors loaded indicators similarly to those in previedies with
different participantsThese results are presented in Chapter 4.

Missing Data

Missing data are of concern for a few reasons. First, if cases with milsgangre
simply removed from an analysiss{wiseor casewise deletignthen the question arises
of how well the smaller sample represents the larger, initial sample ameljoopulation
that is hoped to be measured. Even if listwise deletion is appropriate, deleéadroas
any analysis can lead to concerns about power — the probability to detect awlediec
one exists in the population. Additionally, there is the concern that potentially cagifi
relationships that exist among the missing and non-missing variables aesignor
unanalyzed or abandoned when deleted without further analysis of the pattersiog mis
data. Identifying the underlying mechanism for why the data are misamonform
which statistical methods are appropriate to obtain valid results.

There are three missing data mechanisms outlined by Rubin (1976) that are

commonly used to explain why the data are missing and to describe how the probability
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of missing values relate to the data. Each is explained in both the larger odntext
missing data analysis as well as the finite context of this study. Tioléoived by a brief
summary of the current methods available for handling missing data. Fimally, a
explanation of how missing data was addressed in this study is given.

Missing data assumptions/mechanisiata aranissing at randoniMAR) when
the probability of missing data on a variable is related to some other measuabtkeviari
the analysis model but not to the values of the variable itself (Enders, 2010). Although
the name implies that there is no rhyme or reason to the pattern of absent deta, in fa
there is a systematic relationship between one or more measured variables and t
probability of missing data. The data that are present give information aleauidsing
data. In this study, if the probability of missingness is related to of the phmvament
variable, then MAR would be an acceptable mechanism for analysis of the data.
However, there is no way to confirm that the missingness is not related to othblegar
because there is no way to confirm or deny the values of the missing prior agnéevem
scores. MAR is the default way of dealing with missing data in the maxirmkehhbod
estimation and the multiple imputation methods, which posed a problem for this study,
given the high number of missing data on the prior achievement variable and the reality
that it is not possible to confirm or deny those values.

Missing completely at rando(MCAR) is the probability that missing data on a
variable is unrelated to other measured variables as well as the value ofdhke veself
(Enders, 2010); in other words, this mechanism assumes a truly random and haphazard
missingness. The cases that are missing are no different from the caaes phasent,

so if the data are MCAR, the result is a smaller sample size but one thasriftesame
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parameters as would have been obtained had the full dataset been used for tlse analysi
This is the only assumption that can be empirically tested. In this stuslpassible to

verify if the prior achievement variable is missing completely at ranappoomparing

the means of the achievement scores of students who did report their prior achteveme
and those who did not. If the means for the two groups are not statistically sighjfica
different, that is, if they are statistically the same, then these aladthlme argued to the
MCAR. An independent t-test or other comparison of means would test whether or not
this would be an appropriate mechanism for approaching data in this study. This is
considered the most stringent of assumptions because it is very unlikely tstedsiat
practice (Baraldi & Enders, 2010).

Data aramissing not at randorfMNAR) when the probability of missing data on
a variable is related to the variable itself (Enders 2010). In this studyyvdatd be
MNAR if the reading achievement (response) dependent ariable weragrbssiause
the test was not taken even though other data were completed. As with MAR, there is no
way to verify that the data are MNAR without knowing the values of the missing
variables. Because students who did not take the reading achievement assessment
(TOSREC) were not included in the analysis, any missing data are not a function of
MNAR.

Methods for approaching missing dafdthough there are numerous traditional
and more modern methods for approaching missing data, the three methods most
commonly used ones are summarized below. Two traditional methods ihstuase, or
casewise, deletioandsingle imputationthe increasingly frequently used methods

includemultiple imputatiorandmaximum likelihood
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The major advantages listwise deletiona traditional missing data technique,
are that it produces a complete dataset which allows for the use of standgst anal
techniques (Baraldi & Enders, 2010) and no special computation methods are required
(Allison, 2002). This method has two important drawbacks, namely a decrease in sample
size (and the concurrent decrease in power) and an implicit assumption tha¢ data ar
MCAR. Additionally, researchers have avoided deleting entire casegtismgle
imputation, i.e., mean imputation, regression imputation, and stochastic regression
imputation, each of which has its own drawbacks, including biased parameteresstimat
and attenuates the correlation estimate (Baraldi & Enders). If thehdat@é missing are
MCAR or if a small sample size can be analyzed in such a way that power is not
compromised, these limitations are minimized. The bias found in these methods is
believed to be addressed through the unbiased estimates found through maximum
likelihood and multiple imputation.

Multiple imputation assumes multivariate normality and data that asempesl to
be MAR. It consists of three separate steps: imputing data, analyzinguiaooling
the results (Baraldi & Enders, 2010). In the first phase, estimates dreousmstruct a
set of regression equations that predict the incomplete variables fromhabaeet
complete, which in turn produce predicted scores for the missing values and dynormal
distributed residual term is added to keep the variability of the data. Tlesglate’
datasets are carried into the posterior step where Bayesian estimiaiguigs are used
to generate new estimates. This procedure creates a new set of pavabhes that
randomly differ from those that were used to create the input values. Thesesti

represent random samples from a distribution of replacement values for thegrdessi.
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In the analysis phase, several estimates are calculated; theseragedwaad used in the
final step, the pooling phase, which uses the standard errors from all of the imputed
datasets to create a single set of values. This is more effective thanmsimgtation
(referenced in listwise deletion). However, it is dependent on MAR, which cannot be
empirically tested.

Maximum likelihood also assumes multivariate normality and MAR datae#t us
complete and incomplete data to identify parameter values that have the highest
probability of producing the sample data (Baraldi & Enders, 2010). The loglikelihood is
used to quantify the distance between observed data points and the mean with the goal of
identifying the parameter estimates that minimize these distanaeparlimeters are
unknown, so the maximum likelihood function keeps substituting different values until it
estimates the best fit. In maximum likelihood, data is neither removagadain likewise
deletion) nor imputes it (as with single or multiple imputation). However, as with
multiple imputation, this method of handling missing data relies on MAR, which is an
untestable assumption, and is considered the drawback to this method.

For the purposes of this study, the missing data were considered MCAR;
subsequently, an independent t-test was first run to verify that this assumption was
reasonable. Based on the results listwise deletion was used as the method fog taadli
missing data. With the reduced sample size, Bayesian estimation, explainedweesow
used to analyze the new, smaller dataset. Chapter 4 details the processing 8SAR
was the appropriate missing data mechanism and the method for handling dasajng
and summarizes how Bayesian estimation was used to analyze the resutleg sm

sample size.
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Bayesian estimatioA Bayesian method using Markov chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) estimation was initially chosen for this study in lieu of the momticaal ML
method because of its history as an appropriate method of analysis for snpédl siaes
in SEM (Lee & Song, 2004). Unlike methods such as maximum likelihood or ordinary
least squares, in Bayesian estimation, the parameters are considered vandbles
with distributional assumptions (Enders, 2010). Whereas in other methods there is a
confidence interval around the parameter which suggests that, for example, 95 out of 100
sampleswill fall within that range, the 95% probability that Bayesian estimationiges
suggests that the trgp@rameteris contained within theredibleinterval. In a Bayesian
analysis, intervals for parameter estimates are called credtibigals and are interpreted
as the probability that the parameter falls into the interval (Lynch, 2007). Eaissihat
the estimate is tied to the parameter, not the data or repeated sampling)(Ende
based on the principle that the probability distribution of a parameter is found by
repeatedly sampling from it (Palardy, 2010). Like maximum likelihood, thouglredtay
estimation is based on what is known about the parameter.

There are three steps that must be followed to complete Bayesian estimati
First, a prior distribution must be specified for all random quantities in the model
including the parameters and the data given the parameters (known as theddkeli
function). Inferences are made about the posterior distribution of the pasugie&sr the
data (Enders, 2010). The adequacy of Bayesian estimation for a dataset ieé@valua
through a posterior predictive check (PPC). Bayesian estimation is carriedtioigt i
study through the programplus (Version 6.1, Muthén & Muthén, 2010). In this

software, the default estimation algorithm that is used to carry out the MCMC
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computations is the Gibbs sampler. The Gibbs sampler picks a starting value for the
parameter and then subsequent values are created through multiple simulated samples
given the data and the last known value of the other parameters. When a large sequence
of simulated values is generated for each parameter it is understood that gvtdrgual
distribution from which the sample parameter values are drawn is the posterior
distribution. With some preliminary exploration it can be determined whengbetbam
is sampling from this posterior distribution. The sample values (known as burn-in
samples) leading up to arriving at this destination are discarded, and a reasandige
of draws from the posterior are then collected and used for the analysis. Asrmgdma
later in this chapter, the ease with which | was able to specify the model wiiis M
language was one reason for its selection for this study.

Within the third step, the defining of the posterior distribution, there are three
additional phases. First, from each of the draws from the simulated posteributisiy
a replicated dataset is simulated. Then, the value of the test quality istedol the
observed and replicated data. Finally, the values of the observed and replicated data
compared, and the proportion of simulated draws for which the test quantity of the
replicated data are greater than the observed data is the post predieive (PRp-
value; Leenen, Mechelen, Gelman, & Knop, 2008). Each MCMC algorithm consists of
chains that must converge to the posterior distribution (if there is no convergence at
50,000 iterations, Musterminates trying to fit the data to the model). These chains,
which begin at random starting values of the parameters, must converge in order for t
95% credible interval for a Rfrvalue to be calculated. These chains can be observed in

trace plots which Mlusprovides. Trace plots provide a history of the sampling over the
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number of draws so that convergence can be evaluated. Chains that are mixed post-burn
(Mplususes the %titeration) have overlapping patterns. Chains that are not as well-mixed
infrequently overlap or veer in different directions. Mixed chains are desireddgeca
they suggest that the values that are sampled are coming from the same posterior
distribution. They should be scanned during the first phases of an analysis to provide
additional support for the acceptance of a model (J. R. Harring, personal comroanicati
March 31, 2011). In this study, two MCMC chains were used.

The PPC is quantified in the PRsalue, from which inferences about the data can
be drawn, and which is created by comparing the estimate to its standardleerBPC
is particularly useful for the examination of aspects of a model’s fit (lreenal., 2008)
and so was chosen as the statistic to report for each model. FheaRf is calculated
based on the 95% credible interval for the difference between the observed and the
replicated chi-square values, serving a similar purpose as the changsaoata
coefficient. PRp-value is strong, desirable and adequate when it is near .5 and the lower
bound of the interval is negative (Lee & Song, 2004; Muthén & Muthén, 2010). For this
study, models were considered significant if thepRRlue approached or was greater
than .5 and/or the lower bound was negative.

Program.The Mplusprogram provided multiple options for dealing with
categorical data (p. 9, Brown, 2006). Additionally, it was suggested thlasskéquires
no knowledge of a unified sheet in matrix language (J. R. Harring, personal
communication, March 29, 2010); that is, it requires less knowledge of programming to
work with Mplusthan otheprograms. Nbluscontains all of the analyses needed to

accurately screen data, create estimation models, check the data fitcoog®re
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nested models, and account for post hoc changes that might be warranted (Muthén &
Muthén, 1998-2010).

The default analysis in plusis a maximum likelihood, which has been shown to
be appropriate for use with large sample sizes. However, bedaud&5 for research
guestion 1 andll = 95 for all other analyses due to the limited responses to the prior
achievement question, a Bayesian model had to be employed. In simulation stuglies (Le
& Song, 2004) this model of analysis has been shown to be more effective at producing
reliable statistics such as estimates and goodness of fit indicesaibsample sizes. In
this approach, the unknown parameter vector is defined by the mean of the posterior
distribution, which is created by assuming that latent factors are mesthso the
completed data set is comprised of all of the other data (Lee & Song). Using the
Bayesian approach meant that the absolute, parsimonious, and incremental goedness-of
fit indices frequently reported in EFA, CFA, and SEM analyses were not beepor
Instead, a PP-value were used.

The PPp-value is the posterior predictiyevalue. When a Bayesian model is
used, multiple chains (in this study, 2) are run. When they converge, the interpretation of
the pattern that is created after that point is defined as tpevRIBe. The PP-value is
calculated based on the 95% credible interval for the difference between theedlzset
the replicated chi-square values, serving a similar purpose as the ahahgsquare
coefficient. PRp-value is strong, desirable and adequate when it is near .5 and the lower
bound of the interval is negative (Lee & Song, 2004; Muthén & Muthén, 2010). This
index evaluates how the observed and replicated matrices compare and how the model

fits compared to a saturated model. This is the first step in preparing to comptike
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comparisons or to make post hoc modifications to the model; both steps that will be
needed to evaluate if the model with the IEP reading goal variable ieaflidor the
data than the model without that variable

Models It is suggested that in addition to tables providing indices, correlations,
and other essential output, appropriately labeled path diagrams be used to represent
relationships among variables in SEM (Mueller & Hancock, 2010). The visual
representation of the established model related to research question 1 is foundein Fig
3. In this diagram of the structural model with the measurement portion, each of these
latent factors is hypothesized to be correlated (structural) and thatordiare included
(measurement). Previous studies suggest that these proposed relationships would be
observed between these constructs of the expectancy value theory of motivation. The
pathways are those which are outlined in the hypotheses which introduced this chapter.

In the model shown in Figure 4, the dependent variable, reading achievement, was
added. The hypothesized model suggested that the TOSREC score is predict8&¢d by SE
gender, race, prior achievement (GPA in English/Language Arts), pedogiading
ability/expectancies for success combined factor, cost value facpmritance value
factor, and intrinsic value factor. This model addressed the second researmnquest
concerning the latent factors and variables listed in the equation hypothesized to
significantly predict the outcome variable, reading achievement.

The next model, shown in Figure 5, presents the model with inclusion of the
status as a student with a reading goal. This model should be a better fit@nu &mca
greater amount of variance in scores on the participants’ TOSREC than the one proposed

in research question 2. This model was compared with the previous one to determine
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which is a better fit for the data.

The creation of the latent factor enrollment intentions is presented in Figure 6.
The final model, shown in Figure 7a, presents the enrollment intentions latentais.c
predicted by SES, gender, prior achievement (GPA in English), perceived reading
ability/expectancies for success, cost value factor, importance aahoe, fand intrinsic
value factor. In Figure 7b, learner status (an IEP with a reading g@alyied. These
models resemble those shown in Figures 4 and 5, as these factors are hypothesized to
predict achievement and enroliment intentions (Eccles, et al., 1983; 1997) albeit with
differing relationships.

Calculations for Power Analysis

Using the formula for a priori sample size determination suggestedy2Q05)
and MacCallum, Brown, and Sugawara (1996), the following summarizes the
calculations for sample size using goodness of fit index root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA), critical noncentrality parameteand degrees of freedom,
calculated in part 1 for each model. An RMSEA of .05 is an acceptably “close” gsodne
of fit (Brown, 2006) for a model.

A. Full Model (research question 2)

1. Using the number of variablgs) {n the model, the number of parameters to be
estimatedt], and the unique variances and covariances of observed varigblkbe (
degrees of freedom in the model for research question 1 and Figure 4 is egual to

Therefore:

p = 8 (Perceived Ability, Importance Task Value, Intrinsic Task Value, CdsieyYa

Expectancy for Success, SES, Prior Achievement, Gender)
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t =19 (see Figure 4)

(- (o)

8(8+1)
2

36

Degrees of freedomeg—t=36-19 = 17

2. Using the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), a fit index; 5,

the following formula yields an a priori sample size of 465 students if the power = .08

anda = .05:
i 81-p
Ne = — 1
E-aif+
. 19.710 .
VE="srant
Ne = 464.76

B. Model with documented reading goal variable (research question 3)

1. Using the number of variablgs) {n the model, the number of parameters to be
estimatedt], and the unique variances and covariances of observed varigblbe (
degrees of freedom in the model for research question 1 and Figure 4 is egual to

Therefore:

p = 9 (Perceived Ability, Importance Task Value, Intrinsic Task Value, CdsieYa

Expectancy for Success, SES, Prior Achievement, Gender, IEP Status)
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t =20 (see Figure 5)

(- (o)

909 +1)
2

45

Degrees of freedome—t=45-20 =25

2. Using the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), a fit index; 5,

the following formula yields an a priori sample size of 366 students if the power = .08

anda = .05:
i 81-p
Ne = — 1
E-aif+
. 22.847 .
Ve =520t
Ne& = 366.552

C. Model with documented reading goal and enrollment intentions as dependent variable

(research question 4)

1. Using the number of variablgs) {n the model, the number of parameters to be
estimatedt], and the unique variances and covariances of observed varigblbe (
degrees of freedom in the model for research question 1 and Figure 4 is egual to

Therefore:

p = 9 (Perceived Ability, Importance Task Value, Intrinsic Task Value, CdsieYa

Expectancy for Success, SES, Prior Achievement, Gender, IEP Status)
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t =20 (see Figure 5)

(- (o)

909 +1)
2

45

Degrees of freedome—t=45-20 =25

2. Using the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), a fit index; 5,

the following formula yields an a priori sample size of 366 students if the power = .08

anda = .05:
i 81-p
Ne = — 1
E-aif+
. 22.847 .
Ve =520t
Ne& = 366.552

As the results presented in Chapter 4 show, this a priori power analysis was mute
due to a change in sample size. This is discussed in the results and discussion. A post hoc
power analysis was conducted as well, and that is presented as well.

Summary

The methodology summarized in this chapter provided a framework and outline
for the results put forth in the next chapter and also supplied support for the analyses used
to test the research questions and confirm or refute the hypothesized outcomes. The

following chapter presents the results of the data analysis.
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Chapter 4
RESULTS

In this chapter, results of the EFA and SEM analyses are summarized.

A priori power analysis suggested a minimum sample size of 366 students.
Determining power in SEM (my chosen method) is an elaborate process based on the
desired magnitude of the paths | attempted to detect (Hancock, G.R., personal
communication May 12, 2010). This process was conducted after potential limitations of
sample size (access to schools, classrooms, students with LD) as weltelgbility of
the constructs and the dependent variables was considered and was detailed at the end of
Chapter 3. Because there were 174 participants in the study who identified as
Black/African American/African, Bayesian modeling was used ratfger maximum
likelihood as it is more appropriate for smaller sample sizes (Lee & 3604).

Analyses were conducted in three stages: exploratory factor an@y#) and
structural equation modeling (SEM). Each analysis played an important role in
determining the final models that were analyzed. The EFA suggesteddbaremaent
model for the analysis and the SEM tested for the validity of the proposed neasure
and structural models, including those with reading achievement outcomes and
enrollment as dependent variables, and the changes in models, if any, from theeprese
of an IEP reading goal. Data were screened for outliers; no adjustmeatsegeired.
Missing data were numerous for the prior achievement variable, which was amitem
the student demographic form, because many students did not enter their gradstfrom |
year’s English/Language Arts course. As outlined in Chapter 3, Bayesiaioas were

used to respond to the resulting small sample.
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Research Question 1: Latent Motivation Factors
Preliminary Analyses of Means and Correlations
Of the 224 students who returned parent consent slips, the majority identified as

Black/African Americanl = 174) or bi-/multiracial | = 28). As per the research
guestions, only the 174 students who identified themselves as Black/African America
were included in the descriptive statistics and analyses. Correlationgehetwévation
indicators ranged from=.184 to .628. There were more femals106) than males\
= 68) in the sample of Black/African American adolescents. Of the 172darthht
provided household information, the average family had 4 pebpt8(898), and an
annual income between $10,000 and $20,000 (range = $0 - >$40,000). Ten students had
an |IEP reading goal. The participants had an average TOSREC indexid}acdre of
82.75 BD= 14.47) which is a standard deviation below the normative mean. Students (
= 95) reported an average English/Language Arts grade of 8&rgfe(=55 - 99). More
10" graders Iy = 102) than 9 gradersl = 72) were included in the study. Table 10
summarizes information about indicator motivation and other variables used in the
analyses.

Table 10.Descriptive Statistics for Observed Variables used in Final Analysis.

Reliability
Variable N M SD Skew Kurtosis (H

coefficient)
MOTO1 171 5.450 1.204 -0.248 -0.705 476
MOTO2 172 4.756 1.315 -0.147 -0.428 466
MOTO04 172 5.407 2.032 -0.619 -0.374 .397
MOTO05 172 5.552 1.299 -0.749 -0.090 .663
MOTO06 171 5.357 1.130 -0.242 -0.352 .253

MOTO7 171 5.357 1.400 -0.704 0.124 480



MOTO8
MOT10
MOT11
MOT12
MOT13
MOT14
MOT15
MOT19
MOT20
MOT21
TOSREC
Prior Achievement

Gender (Female)

SES (Below
poverty line)
Learner Status
(Reading Goal
present)

*Reliability for the TOSREC in provided in multiple forms summarized in

Chapter 3.

171
171
171
170
170
170
169
168
170
170
172
99

106

146

10

6.368
5.327
6.304
6.053
5.335
5.129
4.905
4.167
4.682
5.024
82.75

80.646

804
1.319
1.122
1.183
1.319
1.525
1.691
1.810
1.739
1.754
14.474

10.228

-1.101
-0.696
-1.695
-1.135
-0.588
-0.891
-0.532
-0.098
-0.508
-0.663

0.224

-.406

Exploratory Factor Analysis

0.451
0.678
2.337
0.610
-0.171
0.480
-0.484
-0.828
-0.636

-0.427

-0.507

-0.129

163

386
484
469
615
576
624
874
297
733

.611

*

EFA was used to determine how the observed motivation variables loaded onto

latent motivation factors and if this underlying structure was substantifedyent from

measurement models previously suggested in the expectancy-value theatryrditer

Models are considered to have adequate model-data fit when a number of ceterét.a

When using maximum likelihood estimation, which was used in the EFA, several

goodness-of-fit indices are produced by the software that fall into thesgocass:

parsimonious indices, incremental indices, and absolute indices. The Root Mean Square

Error of Approximation (RMSEA) is a parsimonious index which assesses thel overal
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discrepancy between observed and implied covariance with attention to the model’s
complexity and improves as useful parameters are added to the model, which should be
equal to or less than .05 (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). The Comparative Fit Index (CFl), an
incremental index, evaluates absolute or parsimonious fit relative to a basetieé

here the null model which specifies no relationships among the variables, should be equal
to or greater than .95 (Bentler & Bonett, 1980; Hu & Bentler, 1999). The Standardized
Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), an absolute index, along with its confidence
interval, should be .08 or lower (Hu & Bentler); this index also improves as the overall
discrepancy between observed and implied covariance and as more parameters,
regardless of usefulness, are added to the model.

An EFA with a five-factor model (based on the five theoretical motivation
constructs suggested in the expectancy-value theory), with the Mplus Geomin oblique
rotation, was initially run. The oblique rotation was retained because the tbaloreti
foundation suggests that the indicators and latent factors of motivation are correlate
(Bandalos & Finney, 2010); the Geomin rotation was retained because stone fac
indicators had substantial loadings on more than one factor. The EFA was also run with
the Promax rotation (also oblique) and the factor loadings did not change, i.e., the same
indicators loaded on more than one factor with similar weights. This initial matiebtli
converge. A review of the eigenvalues showed 4 values had a loading above 1.000, and
so a four-factor model was then run. These four factors accounted for 60.16% of the
variance, with a large portion (38.95%) being accounted for by the first factorveQwe
this also did not converge. A three-factor model with all 18 indicators was sucgcessful

approaching or meeting the goodness of fit indices’ criteria (CFl = .935HRMS067,



165

and SRMS =.041) and accounting for 54.29% of the variance. Many indicators cross-
loaded in the initial EFA on the factor loadings, but analysis also included & r&vilbe
Geomin rotated loadings as well as z-score comparisons. These sourcesradtiafor
indicated that three variables should be removed from the analysis. MOTO03, an
expectancy value motivation indicator, had negative or low loadings and also had weak
correlations with the other expectancies for success/perceived alatityatron
indicators ( = -. -0.130 - 0.175). MOT17, a cost value motivation indicator, had negative
or low loadings, and MOT18, another cost value motivation indicator, had low negative
loadings on all three factors. Support for the removal of these three indicatolsavas a
found in the estimate/standard error residual variances (z-scores), whictdshatv
these three variables were not significant on any factor. Additionallypdldiéication
indices and the expected parameter changes for a three-factor madaH¢{MOTO03,
MOT17 and MOT18) were minimal; MOT17 and MOT18 only accounted for changes in
the other indicator, and MOTO03 did not change the expected parameters for any of the
indicators in the expectancies for success/perceived ability lateot. fabe final cost
value motivation indicator (MOT16) loaded on all three factors, suggestinthéhebst
value motivation factor was not unique, but was retained in this step of the analysis for
the purpose of determining to which factor(s) it might significantly contibut

The EFA was run without MOT03, MOT17, or MOT18. The eigenvalues
supported a three-factor model with these adjustments, and so this model wad.retain
This resulted in a slightly better fit for some indices (CFIl = 0.939; RMSEA = 0.083;
SRMR = .036) and a three factor model which accounted for 61.95% of the variance. As

found in previous studies, the expectancies for success and perceived abilityiomotiva
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indicators loaded on the same factor, with the exception of MOH®8\ hard would
you have to try to do well in an advanced English classiig remaining factors loaded
onto at least one factor with loadings between .504 and .926. Table 11 provides factor

loadings, eigenvalues, and percent of variable explained for the final EFA.

Table 11.Geomin rotated loadings, eigenvalues, and variance accounted for in the final

EFA model motivation indicator variables and factor in the three factor solution.

Factor1l  Factor 2 Factor 3
Eigenvalue 6.983 1.381 0.929
Percent Variance 46.55 9.21 6.19
MOTO1 (Expectancy for Success) 0.634 0.148 -0.024
MOTO2 (Expectancy for Success) 0.791 -0.190 0.009

MOTO04 (Expectancy for Success) 0.518 0.164 0.037

MOTO5 (Perceived Ability) 0.815 -0.033 0.026
MOTO6 (Perceived Ability) 0.467 0.026 0.040
MOTO7 (Perceived Ability) 0.472 0.101 0.217
MOTO8 (Perceived Ability) 0.274 0.552 -0.099
MOTO09 (Importance Value) 0.010 0.366 0.318
MOT10 (Importance Value) 0.008 0.586 0.207
MOTL11 (Importance Value) -0.026 0.697 0.063
MOT12 (Importance Value) -0.112 0.769 0.098

MOT13 (Importance Value) 0.070 0.506 0.308
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MOT14 (Intrinsic Value) -0.015 0.013 0.961
MOT15 (Intrinsic Value) 0.142 -0.006 0.685

MOT16 (Cost Value) 0.375 0.419 -0.00
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This three factor structure posits that expectancies for success/pe ity
importance value, and intrinsic value are unique constructs. In the studies reviewed i
Chapter 2, expectancies for success and perceived ability collapsed inttenhe la
motivation factor and so a maximum of four factors was hypothesized, as importance
already included both attainment and utility indicators (DeBacker &iNelE999;

Greene & Debacker, 1999). The intrinsic value motivation latent factor hasteatigis

been represented as its own factor (DeBacker & Nelson; Greene e98)., @6st value

was expected to create the fourth factor, but this did not happen because the indicators

either spread among other factors or did not load on any factor. This was obselneed in t

Debacker and Nelson study, and is commented upon in greater detail in Chapter 5.
Research Question 1: Latent Motivation Factors

SEM was then used to test for the validity of the measurement model related to
this hypothesized structure. Figures 8 and 9 provide a path analysis diagram of the
measurement model described below. The values have been standardized. Bebhause of t
small sample size, the Bayesian method of information theory goodness dddiiname
was used in all subsequent analyses, and therefore posterior predictive checlging usin
chi-square and the subsequent posterior prediptixedue (PFPp-value) was used as a
goodness of fit index for research questions 2, 3, and 4. As explained in Chapter 3, the PP
p-value is calculated based on the 95% confidence interval for the differenceihétbee
observed and the replicated chi-square values. When the lower bound of the interval is
negative, this is considered a strongd@Rlue and a Pp-value near .5 is considered
desirable and adequate (Muthén & Muthén, 2010). This index evaluates how the

observed and replicated matrices compare and how the model fits compared to a
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saturated model. This is the first step in preparing to complete model comparisons
make post hoc modifications to the model; both steps that need to be evaluated if the
model with the IEP reading goal variable is a better fit for the datettieamodel

without that variable.

The purpose of the SEM in question 1 was to evaluate the measurement model
suggested by the EFA. The first latent factor, which accounted for half ta@ceri
(46.55%) was labeled as a combination of the expectancies for success and thedperce
ability indicators (MOT1, MOT2, MOT4, MOT5, and MOT7); MOTO03 was dropped in
the EFA. One cost value indicator (MOT16) loaded on the second latent factor, labeled a
the importance value latent factor (MOTO08, MOT10, MOT11, MOT12), and the other
two (MOT17 and MOT18) were dropped in the EFA stage. Intrinsic value was the third,
separate latent factor, but only two of the three indicator variables loadedl@vHDd
MOT15), with a third (MOT13: Ih general, | find working on English/reading
assignments enjoyalijenstead loading on the importance factor. The loading of this
indicator on the importance factor instead of the intrinsic variable has no support i
previous literature. The three items for intrinsic value were based on thosed iy
Eccles and Wigfield (2000) and have been used in other studies (Crombie et al., 2005;
Simpkins et al., 2006; Watt, 2006). MOTO09 and MOT16 cross loaded on the expectancies
for success/perceived ability and importance value motivation factors. Theeréfor
unique indicators and 1 cross-loading indicator were manifestations of the latent
importance value factor (IMPORT), 2 indicator variables composed the intiatesnt
factor (INTRIN), and 6 unique indicators and 1 cross-loading indicator defined the

collapsed expectancy for success/perceived ability (EXPECDyfact
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The three factor model suggested by the EFA was not statisticallficaghi that
is, when the three latent factors were entered simultaneously, the resw@asgrement
model was not a good fit for the data ( Figure 8pRRlue < 0.001; 95% credible
interval: 23.140- 81.988). MOT09 and MOT16 were then loaded individually on either or
both the expectancies for success/perceived ability and importance valudiorotiva
factors, but while the model approached significance, the-Wfue remained at < 0.001.
The failure of the model to reach significance with all of the latent mamtivédctors
together is not unprecedented; in the study by Durik et al., (2006), highly correlated lat
motivation variables were run in separate analyses as predictors of eautietépe
variable. Because the three latent factors were highly correlated (&xpg@ntrinsicr =
.756; Intrinsic/Importance = .727; Importance/Expectancy.719) running each
motivation latent factor in a separate analysis was attempted to allowdtiea
understanding of how each model would function independently. Separately, the intrinsic
(PPp-value = -0.594; 95% credible interval: -6.896 — 13.820), expectancy valye (PP
value = -0.594; 95% credible interval: -18.848 - 28.682) and importance value factor (PP
p-value = 0.190; 95% credible interval: -8.124 — 25.371) were significant. MOTO06 was
retained in the /expectancies for success/perceived ability model, alttounghcated
below, it had the lowest reliability of any retained indicator. Because these models
were individually considered good fits for the data as per the\R#ue, each was used
to explore the relationships in research questions 2 and 3. This decision does not
undermine the theoretical underpinnings of the expectancy-value model, nor does it
suggest that the model is not tenable for this sample. Instead, it confirm®tige st

correlations among the factors. Figure 9 provides a summary of the three models.
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The reliability of the indicators in these three models varied (.253 for MOTO6 -
.874 for MOT15). However, neither the reliability nor the interrelatedness aidieator
variables was used to infer the reliability of the latent motivation factestedd,
coefficientH was used. As detailed in this chapter, coefficig an appropriate
reliability coefficient for latent factors because it is an agdeegmeasured indicators
of the latent construct (Hancock & Mueller, 2001). The reliability was .847, .847, and
.896 for the expectancies for success/perceived ability, importance, anddmaing
latent motivation factors respectively. These reliability coedfits suggest that the
measurement of the three models was reliable. Table 12 provides correlations and
reliability coefficients for the factors.

Table 12 Correlations for latent factors and dependent factors.

Expectancies

for Success/  Importance  Intrinsic Enrollment Reliability
Factor . READ . of Latent
Perceived Value Value Intentions
T Factors
Ability
Expectancies for
Success/
Perceived 847
Ability
Importance 0.719 847
Value
Intrinsic Value 0.756 0.727 .896
READ 0.267 -0.123 -0.032
Enroliment 0.500 0.512 0.543 N/A
Intentions

Addressing MCAR

Rationale for MCAR
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MCAR is the only empirically testable missing data assumption. Although it ha
been suggested that it is not tenable #flahissing data in a sample are MCAR, it is
appropriate to suggest that missing datafwvariable may be truly haphazard. In this
study, there were missing data on a number of variables, including some motivation
survey items, parent income, household members, or race. However, these condpromise
a small number of cases. Of interest was the number of cases missingrthe pri
achievement variable; of the 174 cases in which the student identified as Biaak/A
American, only 98 students responded to the prior achievement question. Of those 98, 3
were missing information on one of the other variables included in the analgsiagla
sample of 95 adolescents who had data on all variables. In MCAR, missing data must be
fully random and the probability of missingness must be unrelated to the value of the
missing data or the values of any other variable in the dataset (Allison, 200pyidrhe
achievement question was listed on the student demographic form (see Appendix B), and
like the other parts of the survey, was read to the participants out loud. Students were
encouraged to respond the question as they were with any part of any assessment or
survey in the study. It could be suggested that the students who did not know their
English/Language Arts grade from last year would be more (or lesg) ickstore well
on the reading achievement assessment or that there was some other an gnderlyin
common trait that that subgroup of students possessed. Because MCAR is a testable
assumption, however, | was able to determine, through an independent t-test of the
equality of the means, if the students who did provide an English/Languageai¢s gr

were statistically significantly different from those who did not provide thdeagr
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Participants were divided into two groups: those who had a prior achievement
variable and those who did not. An independeast was run to determine if there was a
different between the two groups on the outcome variable, reading achievement
(TOSREC). The test for the equality of means was used because this was dfie uni
measure expected to be used in the next steps of the analysis. There was rfataasigni
difference between the means of the two groups whether equal varianceswasds
t(168) = 1.328p = .186 or not(128) = 1.276 = .204. At test was also completed using
the 10 Black/African American respondents who had an IEP whdNdid7() or did not
(N = 3) complete the prior achievement question. There was not a significargrtife
between the means of the two grot(83 = -.498p = .632. Thereforefpr the prior
achievement variabJe&ViICAR was assumed for analyses in which the TOSREC was the
dependent variable.

Listwise deletion was an appropriate, logical, and defendable method for handling
the missing data. The concern that the smaller sample would not reflestggnedample
was addressed through the independent t-test which compared the means of groups with
and without the prior achievement variable. The other concern with listwise detetion i
that the small sample size, namely, that the resulting power for the avatydd be low,
and therefore a limitation to the study. However, as established in ChapteeSidBay
estimation was chosen as the method of data analysis to address this concern.

Research Question 2: Motivation, Student Reading Goals, and Reading Achievement

Table 12 summarizes the descriptive statistics for the observed vatiedilesre

used to answer research questions 2 and 3.



Using each of the three models confirmed in analysis of research question 1, the
latent variables and SES, prior achievement, and gender indicator variatdes we
regressed on the latent variable READ, created from the indicator index stoge of
TOSREC reading achievement assessment. Raw scores were not useel $eaads
10" grade students took different forms of the test. The expectancy for sucaesetub
ability model with the additional indicator variables was significantg®Blue = 0.484;

95% credible interval: -23.546 — 21.836) as were the intrinsic motivation value model
(PPp-value = 0.743; 95% credible interval: -19.204 — 11.959), and the importance value
model (PRp-value = 0.419; 95% credible interval: -19.978 — 25.380). These models are
provided in Figure 10.

In the expectancies for success/perceived ability model, only SESgndant
(p=0.078), although the motivation latent factor was approaching signifiqansce (

.105). In the intrinsic model, the intrinsic pathway itself was not significahwdh the
paths from SES and prior achievement to READ were both signifigani058 and <

.001 respectively). These findings are in agreement with results of previoues stinich
have suggested that intrinsic value does not predict academic achievementt(Blurik e
2006). In the importance value model, the importance pathway was not significant, but
the prior achievement variable wags=.008).

The second part of research question 2 asked if the addition of an indicator of IEP
reading goal status (present/not present) would influence the relationskipshéte
motivation constructs and the reading achievement outcome valtisiohg. the three
models, the motivation variables, SES, and prior achievement were regressed on the

TOSREC index scores with a reading goal status indicator added to the model. The



expectancy for success/perceived ability model was not significBm-yBlue = 0.000;
95% credible interval: 37.943-108.369) but the intrinsic motivation value model met the
goodness of fit index test (RPvalue = 0.639; 95% credible interval: -21.056 — 20.511)
as did the importance value model ((*Palue = 0.563; 95% credible interval: -29.984 —
23.798) although neither motivation variable was significant within its respeunbdel.
In the intrinsic model, the prior achievement variable was again signifigan083), but
SES was not significant (it was significant in the model without the IERMaji In the
importance model, none of the variables was significant; in the previous model, prior
achievement had been significant. Therefore, for this sample, the presenceesatithg
goal did influence the relationships among the variables in the intrinsic value and
importance value motivation latent factor models for reading achievemese uglels
are presented in Figure 11.
Research Question 3: Motivation, Student Reading Goals, and Enrollment Intentions
The final research question required two steps. The first SEM analysiamas
ensure that the indicator variables in the model (MOT19, MOT20, MOT21) were
representative of the latent enrollment intentions factor. The hypothesized (Figded
6) met the goodness of fit index for a Bayesian modepP&ue = .506; 95% credible
interval: -12.905 — 10.171). This model, with pathways, is shown in Figure 12. The latent
variable had akhl coefficient reliability of .833. Then, because the model was acceptable,
the individual motivation construct models used in research question 2 were analyzed
with the dependent variable, future course enroliment.
With the enrollment intentions latent factor dependent variable, the expectanc

for success/perceived ability model was significantgR@lue = 0.639; 95% credible



interval: -32.945 — 21.319). Within the model, the pathways between expectancy for
success/perceived abilitp € 0.001) and gendep & .020) and the enroliment intentions
latent factor were significant but SES and prior achievement were not. Tiheimtr
motivation value model was also significant (®®alue = 0.524; 95% credible interval: -
23.069 — 26.406). Within this model, the intrinsic value motivation latent variable was
significant < 0.001) as was gendgr£ .079). The importance value model was also
significant (PRp-value = 0.274; 95% credible interval: -23.067 -40.977). Within this
model, importance value was significapt(0.001) but no other variables where. These
path diagrams are found in Figure 13. Gender has been repeatedly shown to predict
course enrollment (DeBacker & Nelson, 1999; Nagy et al., 2006; Watt, 2006) and so this
last finding is at odds with the pattern found in the other models as well as previous
studies, in that females were more likely to enroll in classes that requigdidireading
skills than males. Expectancies for success/perceived ability has oftefolb@d to
predict enrollment choices (Crombie et al., 2005; Durik et al., 2006; Watt 2006; Watt et
al., 2006), as has the utility (importance) value latent motivation factor (Cranaie
Durik et al.). Intrinsic value is also frequently related to enrollment ch@idagy et al.;
Watt; Watt et al.).

These analyses were repeated with the addition of the IEP readinggahley
the results of which are shown in Figure 13. All of the models were significant. The
expectancy for success/perceived ability modelg®Blue = 0.566; 95% credible
interval: -44.837 — 35.498) remained unchanged, with the latent variable and gender both
significant © < 0.001 ang = 0.010 respectively) and prior achievement, reading goal,

and SES not significant. In the intrinsic value model gRRlue = 0.599; 95% credible



interval: -29.809 - 22.309), the intrinsic value latent factor and gender remained
significant. In the importance value model, (#alue = 0.337; 95% credible interval: -
28.746 — 42.100), the IEP reading goal variable was once again not significant, but its
addition to the model changed the relationships between the other variables and the
enrollment intentions variable. Importance value was again significamtas been in
the first model§ < 0.001), as were gendgxr#£ 0.091), prior achievemenp € 0.081),
and SES{= 0.078). These results suggest that the addition of the reading goal variable
did not alter the models for expectancies for success/perceived abilityirsiowalue
latent factor, but did have an impact on the variables in the importance valuedeatent f
model. There are no previous studies that explore the addition of a variable ef learn
status, as operationalized by the presence of a reading IEP goal ooth@ngmanner;
this finding is discussed further in Chapter 5.
Summary

Overall, the findings suggest that for this sample, motivation factorseaetors
of enrollment intentions, but do not predict academic achievement, which is coatrary t
findings in previous studies (Berndt & Miller, 1990; Crombie et al., 2005; DeBacker &
Nelson, 1999; Eccles et al., 2006) of both European and African American adolescents.
The finding that expectancy for success/perceived ability, intrinsic andtempervalues
motivation latent factor models accounted for 10% - 22.7% of the variance ingeadin
achievement, and that within the models SES and prior achievement were significa
predictors, lends support to studies that suggest that these variables contridadentp r
achievement. As in other studies, all of the motivation latent factors and gender

significantly contributed to enrollment intentions. The IEP reading gosinota



significant predictor in any model, although its presence did change thenghgbs

among variables within the model, particularly in the importance value laigot f

model with the IEP reading goal. The amount of variance accounted for by the
enrollment intentions models did not change when the IEP reading variable was added,
and actually decreased in the intrinsic value factor model for reading ackigtyemly

in the importance value factor model for reading achievement was thereeasam
variance accounted for by the model with the IEP reading goal. Theds, rdseir

potential implications, and further areas of study are detailed in Chapter 5.



Chapter 5
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
Summary

Results from this research provide mixed support for the expectancy-value mode
proposed by Eccles (1983; 1997) and her colleagues (Eccles & Wigfield, 2000) which
suggests that motivation constructs (expectancy for success, perceigdiatvihsic
value, importance value, and cost value) are predictors of academic reddewgment
and future course enrollment intentions. In this chapter the results of thisastudy
discussed in light of the hypotheses posed, previous literature, and limitatiotesrthat
the results and conclusions. Areas for future research on adolescents, motivatan, Af
American students, and learner status are suggested.

A few important aspects of the study must be first outlined to provide a context
for the findings. First, the students in this study performed lower, on average, compare
to national normative data on the reading assessment (sklwp82.78;SD= 14.474;
TOSREC norms for African American adolesceiMs<97;SD= 14)). Secondly, the
sample had more femalds £106; 61%) than males and most studeNts (46; 84%),
reside with families that lived below the federal poverty levet($10,000 - $20,000 for
a household of 4 people; 86% of the sample). Lastly, although thatelescenhas
been used to describe the students in the sample, those who participated in the study were
sampled from only'®and 18' grade, not the wider swath of ages and grades the
definition might suggest. These factors are important when considering the
generalizability of the results and drawing comparisons to previousuiterat

Additionally, of the 224 students who returned permission slips, only 95 participants



were used in the analyses for research questions 2 and 3. This is due in part to the
percentage of students who identified as Black/African Ameridan174) and those

within that group who provided information about their prior achieverfint95).

Lastly, given that the majority of previous studies about expectancy-valisatiart

used European American samples, comparisons between those findings and the results
presented here must be cautiously made.

My hypotheses for all three research questions were based on findings from
previous studies. However, none of those studies included African American students
with and without documented IEP reading goals in a full inclusion setting in a model of
expectancy-value theory, and so the hypotheses also reflected concerns voiced by
Graham (1994) and others who contemplated that ethnic identity (Gordon Rouse &
Austin, 2002; Shernoff & Schmidt, 2007; Yasui et al., 2004) or disability status
(Chapman, 1988; Crabtree & Rutland, 2001) may influence expectancies for success and
perceived ability, importance value, or intrinsic value of reading tasks, Ifpreposed
that the expectancy-value model for this sample would resemble that for studied
populations of European American adolescents. | also posited that the latentiomtiva
constructs, with the exception of intrinsic value, would be predictive of reading
achievement and that factors such as SES, gender, and prior achievement —+daot diffe
reasons- would not be. On the other hand, expectancies for success/perceivechdbility a
intrinsic value, not importance value, would predict enrollment. Lastly, | hypoéies
that the IEP reading goal variable would not be significant for either readmgvement

or enrollment intentions.



In brief, individual motivation latent factors were not predictors of reading
achievement but always predictors of enrollment intentions. Each of the othetandica
variables (SES, gender, prior achievement) was, in at least one modettaatsti
significant predictor of reading achievement and enroliment intentions. Jiésre
tentatively suggest that for a small sample of urban, low SES African éanestudents,
the expectancy-value model established in multiple studies of predominardjye&ar
American participants could be a relevant and accurate lens through whigtlytoea
future course enrollment intentions but not academic achievement. These dependent
variables measure unique constructs- current reading ability and future inteatidns
this may explain the differences in the observed relationships which is disaudked f
below.

Research Question 1: The EFA and Motivation Model

The initial measurement model of five factors proposed in Figure 3 of the
expectancy-value model was rejected by the exploratory factorsagdings, which
instead suggested a three factor measurement model: expectancies &s/ganmaved
ability, importance value, and intrinsic value, which is a finding supported in previous
studies.

Expectancies for Success/Perceived Ability Factor

As hypothesized and seen in previous studies, perceived English/reading ability
and expectancies for success collapsed into one empirical construcigcae@iimdicator
latent factor. One indicator, thought to represent these constirlastsviell do you
expect to do in English this year®aded instead onto the importance factor, and another

(How hard would you have to try to do well in an advanced English coulgkfot load



on any. There is no support from previous studies for this pattern. However, it is possible
that the latter question was not interpreted as either an expectation of sueess
perceived ability indicator but instead as a question of effort. The relationsiwpene
effort, ability, and outcomes depends on many things, including a student’s theory on the
role of effort in intelligence (Dweck & McMaster, 2009). Students may vasgdan
how “trying hard” was interpreted and whether they believed it could havec di
impact on current ability or future success. For example, one student who éxcels a
English may have to try hard to do well in a challenging course, but another who also
excels may not or perceive that the effort would not impact the result. Regatidées
students’ responses rendered the indicator as unimportant.
Cost Value Factor

The cost value factor did not emerge. One indicator had a strong loading on the
other factors and two were removed from the model because of overall weak loadings.
This suggests that the either cost value construct was not unique from the other
motivation constructs, or that the indicators were not adequate measures of thetonst
for this population. It reflects the pattern in another study (Crombie et al., 2088)dh
the cost value indicators did not stand alone in a sample of adolescents. The indicators
were taken from two sources which did not also consider any other motivation factors i
the analyses (Baker & Wigfield, 2003; Eccles & Widfield, nd), so it nhsxy lae that the
small number of indicators used in this study, in conjunction with the competition of
other latent factors, was not powerful enough to indicate a unique construct.
Importance Value Factor

The importance value indicators cleanly loaded on one factor with the exception



of one (n general, how useful is what you learn in school/Eng)istifich loaded on
both the importance value factor and the intrinsic value factor. This is pa&gplexid
there is no finding in the literature to support why an indicator clearly aduyess
usefulness of a task would load as intrinsic. This indicator was dropped altogeteer i
first SEM analysis because it did not add significantly to either the impertahae or
intrinsic value factor.
Intrinsic Value Factor

Two of the intrinsic value indicators loaded on one unique latent factor but the
third (In general, | find working on reading and English assignments enjgylabléed
onto the importance value factor. There is no support in the literature for this fitidgng
possible that students misread/misheard the question (the items precesked ibaly
about importance). It could also be that “enjoyable” translated for somantstade
“important to spend time doing” rather than “pleasure”. However, without furthepdata
the responses or previous findings to support the loading, it may be viewed as a potential
limitation to the survey questions or format and results.
Models

The three factor model suggested in the EFA is tenable both theoretically and
empirically. The structure suggests that expectancies for success/ipe @gility,
importance value, and intrinsic value are unique constructs. As in all of the studies
reviewed in Chapter 2, expectancies for success and perceived ability cbitgpsene
latent motivation factor; since importance already included both attainmentilagd ut
indicators, it was expected that the indicator variables for these constouttsload

onto the same factor as they had in other studies (DeBacker & Nelson, 1999; &reene



Debacker, 1999). The intrinsic value motivation latent factor has considteetty
represented as its own factor (DeBacker & Nelson; Greene et al., 1999). ldesvaa
expected to create the fourth factor, but this did not happen; the indicators did not hang
together but instead either spread among other factors or did not load on any$actor,
has also occurred in previous studies (Debacker & Nelson, 1999). Given the reasons
previously stated, the failure of this last factor to emerge is not surpiadingugh
unpredicted.

Both of the survey items that cross-loaded were dropped (one from perceived
ability and one from cost value), as stated above, and the final model had 13 indicators
with high loadings on three latent factors (expectancies for success/pdrability,
importance value motivation, intrinsic value motivation). However, the overall matiel di
not meet the goodness of fit criteria. After a review of the correlationebatthe three
latent factors, each was run separately to address the remaininghegesstions; this
resulted in three separate models that each met the goodness of fit ingexvéhke) for
small sample sizes, each of which was used for the remaining researebnguéstese
three models are presented in Figure 9. Because the motivation constimeselthe
were retained, the analyses for the remaining research questionsiwdiiéarently than
initially planned. Rather than running four models, 6 models were run for each dependent
variable- one for each motivation factor without the reading goal variadlerse with it
added- for a total of 12 models. Those that were significant are presentedres HiQu
14. However, given the precedence for creating separate models becauseghf the hi
correlations among the latent motivation factors and the fact that the hypothasielsec

tested with these less complex models, no changes to the research questions were



warranted.
Research Question 2: Motivation and Reading Achievement

In the first part of the second research question, the three latent motivatayn fac
models were tested as predictors of reading achievement, measured by REECTOS
(Figure 10). The hypothesis for research question two also stated that statnemwould
predict unique variance in student performance on the TOSREC, thereby changing the
relationships among the motivation factors and control variables. This hygoteessi
supported by literature that suggested that students with a reading goaEshleavé
lower academic skills than their peers, value scholastic tasks less, andimatectheir
academic abilities (Klassen, 2006; 2010). Thus, the presence of the readingawoal on
IEP should not have affected the relationships between variables and factorsdamgl re
achievement and not accounted for a significant portion of the variance. Overall, the
analysis showed the motivation factors did not predict unique variance in reading
achievement not did the presence of the IEP reading goal.
Expectancies for Success/Perceived Ability Model

Previous studies (Berndt & Miller, 1990; Crombie et al., 2005; DeBacker &
Nelson, 1999; Eccles et al., 2006) showed that expectancies for success/percéiyed abil
was a strong predictor of reading achievement scores. However, it haseaiso be
suggested that African American students tend to hold high expectancies fesghete
do not always match performance (Graham, 1994). In line with these lattaggndi
while the model for expectancies for success/perceived ability was alolegphe factor
was not predictive of reading achievement. Therefore, my initial hypotheats, t

expectancies for success/perceived ability motivation would be a sighificzdictor,



was not supported. This finding was somewhat surprising; however, in many studies,
overall GPA or subject-specific grades (usually math), were the outcarablga. These
variables could be argued to be more in the “control” of students (reflectingaeffor
persistence at tasks rather than knowledge or skill) or teachers, as neflections of
classroom-based criterion-referenced assessments (which are fullpdssigned to
evaluate a smaller set of specific skills) as compared to a variable fpolished,
nationally normed assessment. GPA could also be more closely related toldagtord
the classroom, including district grading systems, the possible pointa Wighscale, and
weighting of courses. In the model, SES was significant, a finding thatjissidy
repeated. Interestingly, the expectancies for success/perceiligdnabdel was not
significant when the IEP reading goal was adding, indicating thateitepce altered the
model by making it an inadequate fit for the data.
Intrinsic Value Model

As with many of the analyses conducted in other studies, prior achievement and
SES were significant predictors of reading achievement in the intrinsie kzient factor
model with the IEP reading goal, which was found to be a good fit for the data although
the intrinsic value construct was not. In the intrinsic value latent factor matehes
IEP reading goal variable, prior achievement was significant, althougm&Esger
was. It is of note that the presence of an IEP reading goal did alter thieatoBES
played in the intrinsic value latent factor model, suggesting that for studeotsave a
greater intrinsic value for English/reading tasks, their learnersstigd alter the
predictive contribution of socio-economic standing.

Importance Value Model



The importance value latent factor model without the IEP reading goal was a
good fit for the data, but once again the prior achievement variable, not the motivation
factor, was a significant predictor of reading achievement. When thes#glihg goal
variable was added to the model, it again met the goodness of fit requirements, all of the
variables lacked significant predictive value.

These findings suggest that for a sample of urban, predominantly low-income
African American students, SES and prior achievement are better predictors of
performance on a reading achievement assessment than expectancies for
success/perceived ability, intrinsic value, or importance value factorhdtanotivation
is not as predictive as demographic variables and grades. This is espdenadigtro the
prior achievement variable, as it was student-reported, and students may not have
correctly reported their grades. However, given that only 95 students recorded thei
English/Language Arts average, this could indicate that those who did respond to the
guestion were accurate and cognizant of their academic standing. Negsrthétea
limitation to consider in interpretation of the results.

For this sample of African American students, neither the IEP readinggoal
motivation latent factors was a predictor of academic achievementaBhi@vement
was significant in both models (with and without the reading IEP variable) nirthsic
value; SES, although significant in the intrinsic model without the IEP readihgngsa
not when it was added to the analysis. In the intrinsic value model, the variaraaeckpl
by the model decreased frdRi= .157 toR? =.117 with the addition of the reading
goal; in the importance value model, however Rhimcreased from .101 to .227,

indicating that the model explained more of the variance in the reading achitveme



variable. Because the sample of students with IEP was very §imall@), however, no
further conclusions can be drawn beyond the change in the significance of SES, and the
changed variance accounted for by the model. The sample without reading gaals had
low mean for performance on the TOSREBC= 82.74;SD= 12.45) as did the students
with reading goalsM = 85.87;SD= 12.45), and both were below the national normative
sample with learning disabilitied/(= 88; SD=12) and all African American studentd (
=97,SD= 14). That the average reading score for students with a reading goal was
comparable to those without a goal is an interesting finding by itself arid aisp
explain the lack of significant prediction on the reading variable. It is an obvieaisnar
need of further research.
Research Question 3: Motivation and Enrollment Intentions

The final research question concerned the relationships between each motivation
construct, gender, SES, and prior achievement these as they predicted a second dependent
variable, future enroliment intentions. In the literature, enrollment intengiensften
tied to gender, and to motivation constructs such as utility value (Crombie et al,, 2005)
intrinsic value (Durik et al., 2006; Nagy et al., 2006), and/or expectancies for
success/perceived ability (Crombie et al.; Durik et al.; Watt, 2006). Qunestisked if
the paths found in previous models would change with the different dependent variable
and if these new models were affected by the presence of a reading goaleonss IEP
documents. | hypothesized that the expectancies for success/perceingdratbil
intrinsic value latent factors along with gender, would be significant prediSBfS,
prior achievement, the importance value factor, and the reading goal would not be

significant. Overall, the analysis showed that the three motivation faegoessignificant



predictors of course enroliment intentions in models with and without the IBRgea
goal variable. The reading goal was not significant, but it did alter the snatieh
added.
Expectancies for Success/Perceived Ability Model

The expectancies for the success/perceived ability model wasagirifivithin
it, the predictive pathways from the expectancies for success/perceilgdfattior and
gender to the enrollment intentions were significant. Neither SES nor prievaotent
was significant.
Intrinsic Value Model

This model was significant, and the predictive pathway between the latent
motivation variable and enrollment intentions was significant for the intringfivation
value as well, which has been both supported (Durik et al., 2006; Nagy et al., 2006) and
refuted (Crombie et al., 2005). Gender was also a significant predictor, banggsior
achievement were not.
Importance Value Model

The importance value model was significant; only the motivation factor was
significant. Gender has been repeatedly shown to directly predict @umdknent
(Crombie et al., 2005; Jodl et al., 2001; Nagy et al., 2006) and so the importance value
model finding does not support the pattern of gender as predictor found in the other
models as well as previous studies. This finding was the only one to refute my hypothesi
for research question 4.
IEP Reading Goal Variable

When the analyses were repeated with the addition of the IEP reading goal



variable, all of the models met the goodness of fit test, but learner status was not
significant in any model. The expectancy for success/perceived ahiity&insic value
models remained unchanged from the previous analysis. In the importance edkle m
the addition of the learner status goal changed the status of the other sagabtter,
prior achievement, and SES were significant in addition to the importance &ttt f
This suggests that learner status can influence the relationships amomg existibles
and factors and enrollment intentions even if the reading goal variablestsetf
significant. This influence, however, could be interpreted as minimal. In models both
before and after the addition of the reading goal variable, about one-thirdvairiduece
in the dependent variable was accounted®m{thout reading goal = .314 -.34%*
with reading goal =.328-. 352).
Summary

The factor loadings from the EFA performed in research question 1 provided a
foundation for the other analyses; the indicators from the motivation surveytsdpara
into three unique factors, each of which was run as a separate model as ther Hasis f
two other research questions. Surprisingly, none of the motivation factors was a
significant predictor of reading achievement, yet all had significadigtiree value for
the enrollment intentions. Enrollment intentions, much like GPA, are influenced by othe
internal factors such as effort and persistence, and external ones, such asiga@il
and/or availability of coursework, beyond the reading ability or skill medsaran
assessment such the TOSREC, which may explain some of the differences bbeévee
models for enrollment intentions and reading achievement. Expectancy for

success/perceived ability and intrinsic value factors were sigmificdheir enrollment



intentions models, which was not the case for models with the TOSREC as the dependent
variable. This is a novel finding, as it suggests that the motivation predictors ofgreadi
achievement (as measured by academic assessments) are notladaayghich predict
future course enrollment intentions. The future course enrollment intention véraasble
been repeatedly investigated (Crombie et al., 2005; Durik et al., 2006; Nagy et al., 2006;
Simpkins, et al., 2006; Watt, 2006; Watt et al., 2006) and is a reliable and valid construct
in this study (see Figure 12). This finding, however, is tempered by theardall
homogenous sample, which limits the generalizability of the findings.
Limitations

Students from non-dominant populations have infrequently been focal participants
in studies of adolescent expectancy-value motivation. Additionally, there hastheen li
research concerning the role of motivation, above and beyond self-efficacy, that
addresses reasons, beyond the disability, that account for the performandermtss
with learning disabilities on measures of reading comprehension. The strehtitiss
study lie in addressing these issues and the analysis strategies usesgulhesuggest
that prior achievement and SES are better predictors of academic acmetieane
motivation constructs, but that motivation trumps these variables when predicting
enrollment intentions. However, these strengths and the conclusions to be drawn are
tempered by several limitations, including a small sample size and qubktiosiaability
in the prior achievement variable.

As previously detailed and explained, the sample size for this study was much
smaller than that which was recommended by the a priori power analysiged.imi

statistical power reduces the likelihood of uncovering statisticallyfsignt



relationships. In response to the lower response rate (32.9%) and participati@i /at

%), and limited student response on the prior achievement variable, a Bayesian model
which is more appropriate for small samples=(95), was used in SEM. Using this

model, each of the motivation models met the goodness of fit criterjg(BRe), and
therefore the small sample size did not negatively impact power. TheJatebles

were reliable (see Table 12), which was expected given the relialfithe constructs in
previous studies. Similarly, these constructs (through the goodness ohétmbtels)

were shown to be valid. However, even with the use of Bayesian estimation, given the
small samplesN= 174 for EFA and SEM in question ;= 95 for all other SEM

analyses), these results should be cautiously interpreted only for the group of students
who participated in the study.

Another limitation was the inclusion of only 10 students with IEP reading goals in
the sample. Given the high percentages of students with special education neeels report
in published school data, | expected that a higher proportion of the returned consent
forms would be from students with special education needs in reading. This was & fact
could not control, as | did not ask teachers for learner status information untihafter
testing was completed. The small number of students in this category mayfeatexlaf
how much this factor could influence the models in research questions 3 and 4, although
this cannot be stated for certain, as the models in each met the goodnesgeridit lcr
future studies, researchers may be able to better control this limitgtasking teachers
to provide targeted incentives to students whom they know have IEP’s, providing more
copies and opportunity to return consent forms, or using schools or classrooms with even

greater percentages of students with special education needs to potentiadigerer



higher representation of these students in the sample.

There are limitations related to variables, one of which is the prior acnéene
variable. Of the 174 students who identified as Black/African American who returned
consent forms and patrticipated in the reading assessment, motivation survey, and
demographic forms, only 95 (54.59%) reported their previous year’'s grade in
English/Language Arts. The grades that were reported (students repomedirec
course year average out of a 100 point scale) may or may not have been accurate.
Students were encouraged to complete all sections of the demographic form, but also
cautioned against guessing. As a result, 45.41% of the participants did not complete this
section. This was investigator error. The IRB consent and assent documents did not
explicitly state that a review of student records to verify student Bigiisguage Arts
grades would be conducted. Future studies which include prior achievement should
minimize this reliability and validity concern by using student recordsansof student
report. If prior achievement had not proven to be statistically significantriy ofethe
models, removing it from the analyses may have been an opportunity to evaluate a model
with more participants. However, because it was obvious that prior achievement was
significant variable in most analyses (and in the prior studies), all thesasaigre run
with it included.

The other demographic variables, race, ethnicity, and gender, are cetisalbe
reliable, as there were overlapping questions on the parent and student demographic
forms; these were reviewed to ensure that race was correctly codedyenenso
instances of disagreement for Black/African American participants. idddlty,

measuring SES using the federal Poverty Guidelines is more stringent thieae thed



reduced meals (FARM) calculations used by the schools reflects the schools’
demographics (see Table 6). While therefore a reliable and valid way to evabaete i
levels, more students may have been labeled as low SES if the FARM guidelnees
used, creating a less diverse sample and potentially different resudtatie of SES as a
predictor variable.

Another potential limitation to this study related to variables is the el
English and reading in the same set of abilities. While the language of botimtbg s
and the expectancy-value theory support the definition provided in earlier chapters,
students may or may not have interpreted the content learned in English ttlassase
as the skills they use in reading a text, and this may have influenced how tveyeahs
the motivation survey questions. This in turn may have influenced the results, perhaps
explaining why none of the motivation factors were significant predictotgeof t
achievement assessment.

A final note concerns the dependent variable, the TOSREC. Although too vast in
scope to be adequately addressed in this discussion, there has been research to suggest
that scores on reading comprehension assessments are accounted for by differe
constructs (oral vocabulary, fluency, word recognition/decoding) and therefeneaif
comprehension tests measure different things (Cutting & Scarborough, 2006). The
variance in TOSREC scores may be attributed to any one of a number of reaatied-rel
skills, and therefore, as with any study of this kind, results must be filtered hhitoag
lens as well.

While these limitations are numerous and require consideration, they do not

diminish that for this sample, motivation constructs consistently and signifigaetlict



future course enroliment intentions with and without the addition of an IEP reawhhg g
variable, and that background variables such as SES and prior achievement predict
reading achievement. This study adds to the literature about African America
adolescents above and beyond the more frequently investigated variables mentioned i
Table 1, and bring a new dimension to research about students with IEP reading goal
While generalizing beyond the sample is not appropriate, the questions answered and
those which spring from this study provide a springboard in many directions.
Future Directions for Research

As suggested in previous studies, African American students’ expectancies for
success and perceived abilities did not predict their reading achiev&uiezther this
was due to the suggested self-protective factors (see Chapter 1) found in thiseand ot
samples, was simply a function of the sample, or a result of the choice of reading
achievement variables, must be addressed in additional studies by samgéngilaups
of students in a wider range of grades in studies which include both Africancameri
and European American youth. These studies might be conducted in racially
homogeneous schools so that comparisons between the two groups can be made without
considering how school diversity might impact the results, or could be conducted with
students in diverse settings to control for factors unique to different school envitsnme
The reading achievement variable could also be varied. It is of interestdbbstudies
that have shown a relationship between expectancies for success and perdéiesd abi
did not use standardized, nationally- normed assessments. The TOSREC is notin a
regularly encountered format (sentence verification task), which may lsavaftected

student comfort and/or performance. Students may also have performed diffiérently



they took a standardized criterion-referenced test that was a chosdetrof classroom
based instruction and learning. Future studies could also tease out the selivprotect
factors through additional surveys, questionnaires and interviews and use those as
variables or factors in analyses. Similarly, the fact that importareten&insic latent
motivation factors contributed significantly to enrollment but not achievementdregs
further analysis; as stated earlier, these results suggest thalatienships that can be
measured between motivation factors and outcomes may depend more on the dependent
variable than other factors. This supports ongoing analysis of the effects wéhtoation
different outcome variables.

Future research should also consider more thoroughly how a learner’s disability
status, here operationalized with the IEP reading goal variable, influeteesfactors
and observed variables in student achievement. The four studies included in the earlie
literature review, and the additional studies briefly summarized for thentian to self-
efficacy and self-concept in studies of students with learning disabitibesot include
any reference to the expectancy-value motivation constructs of impqrtasteor
intrinsic task value. Although expectancies for success and perceived atality
investigated, they are used in various frameworks other than that of Eccles’(ir@8%&:|
1997). For practitioners to better assist their students with learning need®fnland
valid way, researchers need to examine how this group of students approachescacademi
work from the onset of adolescence through graduation in inclusion settings, nierdiffe
content areas (especially at the secondary level), and through peer groupszmmpa
Students with special education needs constitute a growing population of fully thclude

youth in public school classrooms, yet they are woefully understudied and we do not



know enough about how they differ from their peers in task values and related constructs
such as effort and persistence. Future research with various dependen¢sariabl

including post-secondary outcomes, enroliment intentions, normed assessments, and
GPA may help inform instruction that better targets the values and interésesr of

learners. Multiple group analysis, which was not possible here because of saapl

would provide a window into the similarities and differences between thesgrowps

of students and an opportunity to better understand how and what the learner status
variable changes in the model for those students.

This study purposefully focused on self-identified Black/African Angeri
adolescents who live in urban communities. In many studies reviewed in Chapter 2, the
Black/African American students came from suburban school districts aaithly and
economically diverse populations. However, 43 % of Black and Hispanic students attend
segregated schools with poverty rates over 80 percent, compared to 4 percent of white
students
(http://diversitydata.sph.harvard.edu/Publications/school_segregation.pdfoithirty-
four percent of African American children and youth are growing up in poverty
(http://www.nccp.org/publications/pdf/text_843.pdf). These students must be a focus o
research efforts if overall student achievement is to be understood. Additionally, fe
studies were conducted with high school participants. Studies not included in the review
that included more diverse student samples were often conducted at the elementary
school level. To investigate the disparities in educational attainment and the
achievement/opportunity gap, researchers should explore the unknown role that

motivation plays. Only through valid and reliable studies which draw particifrants



these populations will researchers and educators begin to be able to understand the
relationships between motivation and academic outcomes such as performance on a
reading assessment or future course enrollment.

As with all studies in which motivation is a variable of interest, there is the
concern that the survey questions do not measure what it is that they are purported to
measure, that even with the clear factor loadings onto three unique factors andestose
predictive models, the validity of the models rests on self-reports that catefpreted
in a multitude of ways. Models which investigate interactions with variabésshere as
controls, and influences such as effort, persistence, and interest, none of which was
evaluated here, could also help to explain a greater percent of variance in the chosen
dependent variable. This study did not explore how interactions may have changed the
observed relationships; this step has been taken in studies of SES, prior achievement,
gender and race, but not with learner status. This would be a potential next step in
determining how the presence of an IEP reading goal (or other measure oedteim
disability) may influence student reading performance and course enrollnemians.

Past studies have established that the constructs of expectancy-valuganotivat
are theoretically and empirically valid, and that the model is tenablerfgris@f
European American students from middle class backgrounds. They have also established
a solid foundation for this study by providing support for the continued inclusion of
control variables such as gender, SES, and prior achievement in analysesnlredont
work with this theory, researchers should consider other factors which may a#fltres
results that were found here. In addition to considering race, different dependent

variables, and the measurement of reading achievement, variables suchersetiéects,



peer influence, school type (charter versus neighborhood) and even school nestiag effe
(homeroom, tracking) can also become part of the model, especially if the same siz
larger and/or the number of participants with IEP reading goals or othect#astics
increases.
Conclusions

This study was conducted with the purpose of learning about the relationships
between expectancy-value motivation constructs and reading for a samplengiauba
SES, self-identified Black/African American students with and withoutréing
goals. As summarized in Chapter 1 and Table 6, these students represent a
disproportionate number of high school dropouts and attend schools with low
performance on state-mandated assessments. As seen in the data cofl¢uiedtidy
and the broader data collected on the larger school and city learning commuritigs, m
urban youth from non-dominant populations attend racially-segregated schools with high
percentages of low-income households. Learning more about their motivation as a
predictor of reading achievement and enrollment intentions may help eduoators t
provide appropriate supports for student success. Given that most of the literature on
expectancy-value theory has focused on European American and/or middle class
students, this study provides a glimpse into the workings of students who have not been
participants in studies of this kind.

Students with learning disabilities, here operationalized as the presence of
reading goal on an IEP, have not been adequately included in studies of African
American or European American youth or with the constructs of the expectdoey-va

theory. Given that this population of students also suffers from high dropout rates and



struggles in post-secondary settings, further research focused on their uh@fue se
challenges and the factors that influence their academic successastedrThis study,
with a set of only 10 students with reading goals, only begins to suggest howhesea
can explore the interesting changes in pathways created by the additi@afe btatus
variable. Knowing that status as a student with an IEP reading goal was ndictopicdf
reading achievement or future enrollment intentions is an important piecemhation
to further investigate and explore.

If researchers and teachers are to address the dismal graduationghtdsy v
out rates, and low levels of motivation that are observed and noted in today’s high school
classrooms, they must first be aware of the factors which influence stetiesveament
and future course enrollment. Because the models in this study were sepaoatiece
aspects of expectancy-value motivation, these can be building blocks to undegstandin
how perceived ability and expectancies for success, importance value, srsicinalue
each influence student performance. The results provide a stepping stonénéor furt
studies, suggested above, that can explore these relationships in depth.

For teachers to create supportive learning environments, researchepsaviakst
them with data about how and why students learn. This study sought to investigate the
predictive relationship of motivation on reading achievement and future enrollment
intentions. Direct and significant relationships between motivation and enrollment
intentions were found, yet these relationships disappeared when reading achievasne
the dependent variable. These results hint that the choice of outcome variab& plays
potential important role in students’ motivation as well as our understanding of the

motivation constructs and that the connection between motivation and achievement is not



necessarily a direct one. The IEP reading goal was not a signifiealttor of either
dependent variable, which suggests that status as a learner with speciabedeeats

does not necessarily predict a difference in reading achievement or futoltenent

intentions in this population. In most models, SES and prior achievement consistently
contributed more predictive value to the reading achievement models than motivation, a
finding consistent with previous studies, yet were significant predictasrofiment

only when the reading goal variable was added. Although the results are dpyalifie
limitations, the questions posed by these findings are those which should continue to be
examined in a variety of learning contexts so that all adolescents aneagiyde

opportunities to attain academic success.



Appendix A.
Motivation Survey with References to Source
Expectancy ltems
1. How good would you be at learning something new in English? (Eccles &
Wigfield, 2000)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

not at all very good
good

2. How well do you think you would do on an advanced English/reading assessment to
participate in Advanced Placement classes? (Eccles & Wigfield, nd)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

not at all very well
well

3.  How hard would you have to try to do well in an advanced English course? (Eccles

& Wigfield, nd)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very Not
hard very

hard
at all

4. How successful do you think you would be in a career which required English or
reading ability? (Eccles & Wigfield, nd)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

not at all very
successful successful



Perceived Ability

1. How good at English are you? (Eccles & Wigfield, nd)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at all very good
good

2. If you were to order all the students in your English class from the worst to the bes
in English, where would you put yourself? (Eccles & Wigfield, nd)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

the worst the best

3. In comparison with your other subjects, how good are you in English? (Eccles &

Wigfield, nd)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
much worst much better

4. How well do you expect to do in English this year? (Eccles & Wigfield, 2000)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at all very well
well
Importance Value
1. Some things that you learn in school help you do things better outside of class, that
is, they are useful. For example, learning about plants might help you to grow a
garden. In general, how useful is what you read in school/learn in English2s(Eccl

& Wigfield, 2000)



1 2 3 4 5 6 7

not at all very useful
useful

2. Compared to most of your other activities, how useful is what you learn in
English/reading? (Eccles & Wigfield, 2000)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

not at all very useful
useful

3. For me, being good in English/reading is important. (Eccles & Wigfield, 2000)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at all very
important important

4. Compared to most of your other activities, how important is it for you to be good at

English/reading? (Eccles & Wigfield, 2000)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at all very
important important

Intrinsic Value
1. Ingeneral, | find working on English/reading assignments enjoyable edE&cl
Wigfield, 2000)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

not at all very
worthwhile worthwhile

2. How much do you enjoy doing English? (Eccles & Wigfield, 2000)



1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at all very
worthwhile worthwhile
3. Compared with your other subjects in school, how much do you like English?
(Eccles & Wigfield, nd)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

none at all a lot

Cost Value
1. Isthe amount of effort it will take you to do well in English/reading this yea
worthwhile to you? (Eccles & Wigfield, nd)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at all very
worthwhile worthwhile
2. How much does the amount of time you spend on English/reading keep you from
doing other things you would like to do? (Eccles & Wigfield, 2000)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
A lot
not at all

3. Considering what | want to do with my life, doing well in English class/reading

just not worth the effort. (Battle & Wigfield, 2003; Question 31)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
very
not true at true

all

Enrollment Intentions

1. How likely are you to take more English classes when you don’t have to?



1 2 3 4 5 6 7

not at all A
lot

2. If you were to attend a two or four year college, how likebyild you be to enroll in
English classes or classes that require a lot of reading?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at all A
lot
3. How likely are you to choose a career which often requires you to use readsiy skil
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

not at all A lot



Appendix B.

Participant Demographic Information

ID:
1. Gender
O Female O Male
2. Date of Birth: / /19 Age:

3. Race(Please check as many as apply):
O African-American/Black (including Caribbean-American)
0) Caucasian/European American
O Asian (for example, Chinese, Japanese, Korean)
O Indian
O southeast Asian (for example: Thai, Hmong, Burmese, Vietnamese)
O American Indian

O Bi-racial, Multi-racial

o0 Please specify race(s):

4. Ethnicity:
0 Hispanic O Prefer not to answer

O Not Hispanic O unknown



5. Mother’s Level of Education:

O Lessthan® grade 0) Completed 2 or 4 year College
O some High School 0 Completed Some Graduate
School
0 Completed High School
. 0 Completed Graduate Degree
O some College or Professional

- (MA, MS, PhD, MD, JD)
Training

6. Father's Level of Education:

O Lessthan8 grade 0 Completed Some Graduate School
O some High School 0 Completed Graduate Degree

(MA, MS, PhD, MD, JD)

0 Completed High School

O some College or Professional

Training

0) Completed 2 or 4 year College

What was your overall grade last year in Language Arts/English?

Name

(Your name will be removed after | give you an identification number.)



Appendix C
Parent Information Form

1. Student Name

2. Parent Name

3. Student Gender

O Female O Male

4. Race(Please check as many as apply):
O African-American/Black (including Caribbean-American)
0) Caucasian/European American
O Asian (for example, Chinese, Japanese, Korean)
O south Asian/indian
O southeast Asian (for example: Thai, Hmong, Burmese, Viethamese)
O American Indian

O Bi-racial, Multi-racial

o0 Please specify race(s):

O Prefer not to answer

5. Ethnicity :
0) Hispanic O Prefer not to answer
O Not Hispanic O unknown

Student ID:




6. Parent’s Highest Level of Education Completed
O Less than 8 grade

Some High School

Completed High School

Some College or Professional Training

O O O O

Completed College
0) Completed Some Graduate School

0 Completed Graduate Degree (MA, MS, PhD, MD, JD)

7. Number of people in your household

8. Income Range

O $0-$10,000
$10,001-$20,000
$20,001-$30,000

$30,001 - $40,000

o O O O

More than $40,00

The information that | have provided is accurate to the best of my knowledge.

Signature:

Date:




Please keep this copy for your records.

Appendix D.

Parent Consent Form

Page 1 of 2

PARENT PERMISSION FORM

Project Title

Motivation and Reading Achievement of African American Adolescents

Why is this
research being
done?

This is a research project being conducted by Dr. Deborah Speece and !
Katryna Andrusik at the University of Maryland, College Park. We are
inviting you to participate in this research project because you are the

parent or legal guardian of a 9" or 10" grade student at one of the high
schools participating in this study. The purpose of this research project is

to learn more about the motivation of African American high school
students in urban schools. We are interested in learning more about how
motivation influences reading performance.

What will I be
asked to do?

If you allow your child to participate, you will be asked to complete a short
survey asking about your race, ethnicity, income, and level of education.
This information will be used to describe the participants as a group, not as
individuals. We seek permission to access your child’s school records to
determine if special education services have been received. If you and your
child agree, your child will participate in the study with several others in a
small group. Your child will be asked to complete three activities: a form
asking about his/her age, gender, race, ethnicity and previous English
grade; a second form that asks about how s/he feels about English and
reading; and a third form that is a 3 minute reading test measuring reading
speed and understanding. These activities will take place in a classroom
within the school located near the English classroom for 30-40 minutes.

We also ask permission to share the results of the reading test with your
child’s English teacher and principal.

Your name will be entered in the lottery if the pink form is signed and
returned to school. If you want to be entered in a lottery but do not want
your child to participate, please check the “No Thanks” box below your
signature. Parents/guardians will be entered to win a Giant gift card ($50)
and students will be entered to win an Itunes gift card ($25), as well as a
Best Buy gift card ($100). The class that returns the most signed forms will
also win a breakfast or lunch, as per school policy, with their classmates
and their English teacher.

What about
confidentiality?

We will do our best to keep your personal information confidential. To help
protect you and your child’s confidentiality, we will assign a code number
to each child and take his/her name off the test forms once the numbers and
names are matched. Ms. Andrusik will keep the master file that links
numbers to names in a locked file and an electronic file with this
information will be password protected. Only Dr. Speece and Ms. Andrusik

Andrusik



Page 2 of 2

X

will have access to the locked location. If we write a report about this
research project, your identity will be protected to the maximum extent
possible.

What are the risks
of this research?

There are no known risks associated with participating in this research
project.

—

What are the
benefits of this
research?

This research is not designed to help you personally, but the results may
help the investigators learn more about high school students. We hope that,
in the future, other educators might benefit from this study through
improved understanding of what motivates African American teenagers in
cities to be successful on academic tasks.

Do I have to be in
this research?

Your participation and your child’s in this research is completely
voluntary. You may choose not to take part at all. If you decide to

May I stop participate in this research, you may rs‘rop participating at any time. If you

participating at any | decide not to participate in this study or if you stop participating at any

time? time, you will not be penalized. Your child has the same right to stop
participating at any time.

What if I have This research is being conducted by Dr. Deborah Speece and Katryna

questions? Andrusik in the College of Education at the University of Maryland,
College Park. If you have any questions about the research study itself,
please contact Dr. Deborah Speece at: 1308 Benjamin Building, University
of College Park College Park, MD, 20742 or at 301-405-6482 or via email
at dlspeece@umd.edu.
If you have questions about your rights as a research subject or wish to
report a research-related injury, please contact: Institutional Review Board
Office, University of Maryland, College Park, Maryland, 20742; (e-mail)
irb@umd.edu; (telephone) 301-405-0678.
This research has been reviewed according to the University of Maryland,
College Park IRB procedures for research involving human subjects,

Statement of Age of | Your signature indicates that:

Subject and you are at least 18 years of age; the research has been explained to you;

Consent your questions have been fully answered; and you freely and voluntarily
choose to participate in this research project.

Permission to NAME OF STUDENT (print)

Participate n

Signature and Date NAME OF PARENT (print)
PARENT/GUARDIAN
Signature
DATE

No thanks. I would PARENT/GUARDIAN

like to be entered in | Signature

the drawings. DATE

IRB APPRGY TS = -
CNPIRES (3

AUG © 4 2045
[UNWERSEY (o 4 g {\Illfim51k
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Appendix E.

Student Assent Form

Page | of 2
STUDENT ASSENT FORM
Project Title Motivation and Reading Achievement of African American
Adolescents
Why is this The purpose of this research project is to learn more about the
research being motivation of African American high school students in urban
done? schools. We are interested in learning more about how motivation

influences reading performance. We are inviting you to be in this
research project because you are a 9" or 10" grade student at one of
the high schools participating in this study.

What will I be Your parent/guardian has already agreed you can participate in this
asked to do? study. If you participate, we will access your school records to
determine if additional educational services have been received. If you
and your parent/guardian agree you will participate in the study with
several others in a small group and asked to complete three activities:
a form asking about your age, gender, race, ethnicity and English
grade from last year; a second form asking about how you feel about
English and reading; and a third form that is a 3 minute reading test
that measures your reading speed and understanding. You will
participate in a classroom within the school located near your English
classroom and will be out of class for 30-40 minutes.

We will share the results of the reading test with your English teacher
and principal.

Your name will be entered in the lottery if the pink permission form
was signed and returned to school. If you and your parent/guardian
want (o be entered in a lottery but you do not want to participate,
please write “No Thanks™ below your signature. Parents/guardians
will be entered to win a Giant gift card ($50) and students will be
entered to win an Itures gift card ($25), as well as a Best Buy gift card
($100). The class that returns the most signed forms will alsc win a
breakfast or lunch, as per school policy, with their classmates and their
English teacher.

What about We will do our best to keep your personal information confidential. To
confidentiality? help protect your confidentiality, we will assign you a code number to
and take your name off the test forms once the numbers and names
have been matched. Katryna Andrusik will keep the master file that
links numbers to names in a locked file and an electronic file will be
password protected. Only the investigators will have access to the
locked location. If we write a report about this research praject, your
_identity will be protected to the maximum extent pussible,

Andrusik



Page 2 of 2

There are no known risks associated with participating in this research

What are the

risks of this project.

research?

What are the This research is not designed to help you personally, but the results
benefits of this may help the investigators learn more about high school students. We
research? hope that, in the future, other educators might benefit from this study

through improved understanding of what motivates African American
teenagers in cities to be successful on academic tasks.

Do I have to be in
this research?
May I stop
participating at
any time?

Your participation in this research is completely voluntary. You may
¢hoose not to take part at all. If you decide to participate in this
research, you may stop participating at any time. If you decide not to
participate in this study or if you stop participating at any time, you
will not be penalized or lose ary benefits to which you otherwise
qualify,

What if I have
questions?

This research is being conducted by Dr. Deborah Speece and Katryna
Andrusik in the College of Education at the University of Maryland,
College Park. If you have any questions about the research study
itself, please contact Dr. Deborah Speece at: 1308 Benjamin Building,
University of College Park College Park, MD, 20742 or at 301-405-
6482 or via cmail at dispeecei@umad.edu.

If you have questions about your rights as a research subject or wish to
rcport a research-related injury, please contact: Institutional Review
Board Office, University of Maryland, College Park, Maryland,
20742; (e-mail} irb@umd.edu; (telephone) 301-405-0678

This rescarch has been reviewed according to the University of
Maryland, College Park IRB procedures for research involving human
subjects.

Statement of Age
of Subjeet and
Consent

Your signature indicates that:

the research has been explained to you,

your questions have been fully answered; and

you {reely and voluntarily choose to participate in this research

project.
Signature and YOUR NAME (please
Date print)
YOUR SIGNATURE
DATE

—
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Appendix F. Figures.

Figure 1. Proposed relationships in the expectancy value model (Eccles et al., 1983;

1997) with variables of interest to this study.
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Figure 2. Relationships among the six major theories of motivation.
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Figure 3.Hypothesized structural model with measurement portion for confirmatory path

analysis for the constructs of the expectancy value model of motivation for African

American students with and without learning disabilities.
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Figure 4.Hypothesized structural model for research question 2 of the constructs of the
expectancy-value model of motivation for African-American students for the reading

dependent variable.
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Figure 5.Hypothesized structural model for research question 2 of the constructs of the
expectancy-value model of motivation for African-American students for the reading

dependent variable with the inclusion of the reading goal variable.
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Figure 6. Hypothesized structural model with measurement portion for confirmatory path

analysis for the constructs of enrollment intentions for African American students.
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Figure 7aHypothesized structural model for research question 2 of the constructs of the
expectancy-value model of motivation for African-American students for the esmbllm

intentions variable.
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Figure 7b. Hypothesized structural model for research question 2 of the constructs of the
expectancy-value model of motivation for African-American students with and without

reading goals for the enrollment intentions variable.
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Figure 8 CFA measurement model (not significant).
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Figure 9.Final measurement model of latent motivation factor models.
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Figure 10. Structural model with pathways for significant latent motivation factor models

for research question 2 (without reading goal). *p < .001; **p < .05; ** p< .10
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Figure 11 Structural model with pathways for significant latent motivation factor models

for research question 2 with reading goal. *p <.001; **p < .05; *** p< .10
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Figure 12 Measurement model of the enrollment intentions dependent variable.
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Figure 13 Structural model with pathways for significant latent motivation factor models

for research question 3 (without reading goal). *p <.001; **p < .05; *** p< .10
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Figure 14 Structural model with pathways for significant latent motivation factor models

for research question 3 without reading goal variable. *p < .001; **p < .05; *** p< .10
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