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ABSTRACT

AN OBSERVATIONAL STUDY: INVESTIGATING THE RELATIONSHIP
AMONG ACHIEVEMENT GOAL STRUCTURES, STUDENTS’ PERSONAL

CHARACTERISTICS, MOTIVATION AND ENGAGEMENT

Nazmiye Giir

M.A., Program of Curriculum and Instruction

Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Aikaterini Michou

May 2017

The present study aimed to investigate the relationship among teacher promoted
achievement goal structures (mastery and performance-approach goal structures),
students’ dispositional achievement motives (need for achievement and fear of
failure), student motivation (achievement goals) and engagement in specific class
sessions. While dispositional achievement motives and achievement goals were
measured through only the students’ self-reports, promoted achievement goal
structures and student engagement were measured assessed by students, teachers and
additionally by external observers. The study was conducted in a public Anatolian
high school in Ankara, Turkey with the participation of 310 students and 10 teachers.

Two trained observers carried out the observations of 10 different classes.



The results of the regression and Bootstrap analyses revealed that the student
perceived mastery goal structures had a positive indirect effect on all aspects of
engagement through mastery-approach goal endorsement (i.e., the goal to learn and
improve). The results also showed that fear of failure had a negative relation to
engagement through low mastery-approach goal endorsement. Performance goal
structures, on the other hand, failed to predict any aspect of student engagement.
However, the endorsed performance-approach goals weakly predicted engagement
showing that the goal to outperform others could weakly support students’
engagement. The results revealed the equal importance of contextual and personal

factors in relation to student motivation and engagement.

Furthermore, the teachers overestimated their promotion of achievement goal
structures and student engagement in comparison to students’ and observers’
evaluation. Although student evaluations regarding these variables were higher than
that of the observers, a MANOVA showed that students in classes with high mastery
goal structures according to the observers tended to engage with the lesson and
endorse mastery-approach goals more compared to the students in classes with low
and average mastery goal structures. Overall, instructional behaviors such as
supporting learning and self-based evaluation was indicated to be promoting good
quality of student motivation, which in turn predicts student engagement with the

lesson.

Key words: need for achievement, fear of failure, mastery goal structures,
performance goal structures, mastery-approach goals, performance-approach goals,

student engagement.



OZET

GOZLEMSEL BiR CALISMA: HEDEF YAPILARI, OGRENCILERIN KiSISEL
OZELLIKLERI, OGRENCI MOTIVASYONU VE KATILIMI ARASINDAKI

ILISKININ INCELENMESI

Nazmiye Giir

Yiiksek Lisans, Egitim Programlar1 ve Ogretim

Yrd, Dog. Dr. Aikaterini Michou

May1s 2017

Bu calisma belirli bir ders igerisinde 6gretmenin destekledigi hedef yapilar1 (ustalik
ve performans hedef yapilari), 6grencilerin basar1 glidiisii (basariya motive olmak ve
basarisizlik korkusu), 6grenci motivasyonu (basar1 hedefleri) ve katilimi arasindaki
iliskiyi arastirmay1 hedeflemistir. Bireysel basar1 giidiileri ve basar1 hedefleri sadece
ogrenciler tarafindan doldurulan anketlerle 6l¢iiliirken, desteklenen hedef yapilart ve
ogrenci katilimi, 6grenciler, 6gretmenler ve harici gozetmenler tarafindan
degerlendirilmistir. Harici iki gbzlemci, 10 farkl sinifta s6z konusu ders
gbzlemlerini yiirlitmistlir. Arastirma Ankara, Tiirkiye’deki bir devlet Anadolu

lisesinden 310 6grencinin katilimiyla gerceklestirilmistir.



Regresyon ve Bootstrap analizleri sonucunda dgrencilerin ustalik hedefleri (6grenme
ve gelisme hedefleri) araciligi ile ustalik hedef yapilarinin 6grenci katiliminin biitiin
boyutlarina pozitif yordadigi bulunmustur. Performans hedef yapisinin ve
basarisizlik korkusunun da negatif etkisi oldugu bulunmustur. Ote yandan
performans hedef yapilar1 hi¢bir 6grenci katilimi boyutuyla iliskilendirilememistir.
Ancak performans hedefleri zayif sekilde genel 6grenci katilimi ve araci katilim ile
iliskilendirilmistir. Bu durum, digerlerinden daha iyi performans gosterme
hedeflerinin zayif da olsa 6grenci katilimini destekleyebilecegini ortaya koymustur.
Sonuglar baglamsal ve bireysel faktorlerin 6grenci motivasyonu ve katilimi agisindan

esit derecede dnemli oldugunu gostermektedir.

Bunlara ek olarak, 6gretmenler hedef yonelimi desteklerini ve 6grenci katilimini
ogrenci ve gdzlemcilerden daha yiiksek degerlendirmislerdir. Ogrencilerin bu
konudaki degerlendirmeleri de gozlemcilerinkinden yiiksek olmasina ragmen,
MANOVA sonuglar1 gozlemcilerin degerlendirmesine gore yliksek ustalik hedef
yapili siniflardaki 6grencilerin, diisiik ve ortalama ustalik hedef yapili siniflardaki
ogrencilere kiyasla derse daha fazla katilim gosterdiklerini ortaya koymustur. Sonug
olarak, 6grenmeyi destekleyici, bireysel degerlendirmeyi vurgulayan egitsel
davraniglarin, 6grencinin derse katilimina yardime1 olan 6grenci motivasyonunu

destekledigi belirtilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: basariya motive olmak, basarisizlik korkusu, ustalik hedef yapisi,

performans hedef yapisi, ustalik hedefleri, performans hedefleri, 6grenci katilimi

Vi
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Introduction
Student motivation is built out of different dispositional and situational factors. In a
classroom setting, teacher’s focus on different aspects of learning influences
students’ motivation along with other dispositional and personal considerations.
Some teachers may focus on mastery of the subject and skills and try to motivate
students intrinsically, while others focus on extrinsic rewards such as better grades
and their performance in comparison to other students. This difference may lead

students to employ different types of motivation.

As mentioned above students’ personal characteristics also play an important role in
their approach towards learning and motivation. Students might bring in some
dispositional characteristics into the learning environment that influence their
emotional and behavioral responses. Additionally, they might have different personal
goals in a learning environment depending on the contextual factors. Moreover,
students’ motivation is related to the quality and degree of their engagement in class
activities. Given the different aspects that make up the overall motivation, this study
investigated, in the first stage, how students perceived the teacher’s focus on learning
and what the relationship of this perception is to their motivation taking also their
dispositional characteristics into consideration. Furthermore, this study investigated,
in the second stage, the relationship of students’ motivation to their engagement in

class activities.



Background
Achievement goal endorsement
When people are face to face with situations in which they have to perform an action
or a certain behavior, they show different motivational tendencies and approaches to
these situation which have personal and contextual antecedents. Achievement goal
theory suggests that the goal orientation of a person which defines his/her motivation
and influences his/her behavior is determined by these personal and contextual
reasons lying behind his/her actions (Wolters, 2004). Mastery and performance goal
orientation are the two main goal types that people endorse and which result in
different behavior and cognitive and emotional outcomes (Ames, 1992). People who
endorse mastery goals focus on mastery of the task, the subject or the skills, while
those who endorse performance goals focus on performing better relative to others

(Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Midgley et al., 2001).

Building upon the earlier work which only focuses on mastery and performance goal
orientations, achievement goal framework is first expanded with the inclusion of
approach and avoidance tendencies under the umbrella of performance goal. Elliot
and McGregor (2001) further expanded the framework by including the two
tendencies to differentiate the mastery goal according to the personal characteristics
the goal endorsers have. The 2x2 achievement goal framework proposed and tested
by Elliot and McGregor (2001) includes mastery-approach, mastery-avoidance,
performance-approach, and performance-avoidance goal constructs. Researchers
have expanded the framework more by making a distinction between task referenced
or self-referenced mastery goals and proposing a 3x2 framework (Elliot, Murayama,

& Pekrun, 2011).



Students endorse a certain type of achievement goal in the classroom setting, which
in turn affects their take on competence in their education. According to Wolters
(2004) students who endorse mastery-approach goal try to master the lesson content
to learn and achieve more. On the other hand, mastery avoidance goal is endorsed by
students who avoid failure in mastering the lesson content. Students who endorse
performance-approach goals try to do and perform better than their peers, while
students who endorse performance avoidance goals try to avoid doing worse than
their peers. The achievement goal endorsement has relations to the student outcomes
such as students’ learning strategies and student engagement during the lesson
(Elliot, 2006; Hidiroglu & Sungur, 2015; Miller et al., 1996) and consequently plays

a key role in educational setting.

The promoted achievement goal structures

As the achievement goals endorsement is influential in student outcomes, contextual
antecedents of achievement goals should be well considered by the teachers. Goal
structure is the main variable that interacts with the personal antecedents to influence
and orient students’ goal endorsement (Ames, 1992; Meece, Anderman, &
Anderman, 2006) Goal structure is the type of goal orientation which is supported
and emphasized in an educational environment such as a classroom (Wolters, 2004).
It is established thorough the instructor’s emphasis on mastery or competition and
the nature of the learning activities in general. There are two goal structures that are
influential in goal endorsement of students and student outcomes: mastery goal

structures and performance goal structures (Midgley et al., 2001).



The two goal structures are differentiated according to the teacher’s focus on
different aspects of learning and related with different educational outcomes.
Mastery goal structure emphasizes learning as an important thing for itself and the
learning process, and values each student equally (Murayama & Elliot,2009;
Wolters, 2004). Teachers, who promote mastery goal structures in their classes, put
an intrinsic value upon learning and try to motivate students towards that end. On the
other hand, with performance goal structure teachers establish a learning
environment that fosters competition among peers and put emphasis on extrinsic
rewards such as grades (Linnenbrink, 2005). According to the study conducted by
Wolters (2004), students in mastery structured classrooms report higher use of
learning strategies, persistence and more effort put on classwork and tasks in
comparison to the students in whose classes the performance goal structure is
promoted. As an important predictor of positive learning outcomes, mastery goal
structure that is promoted by the teacher may be influential in students’ goal
endorsement even if the students do not dispose the personal characteristics related to

mastery goal orientation.

Dispositional achievement motives

Besides the teacher’s specific focus on learning and the goal structures he or she
promotes in the classroom, students also have some personal characteristics that
influence their achievement goal endorsement. These characteristics are the
dispositional achievement motives which serve as the motivational background of
the endorsed achievement goals. As already stated, these goals are shaped through
the different tendencies of students to achieve more or to avoid failure which shows

itself in differentiating mastery and performance goals into approach and avoidance



goals (Elliot & McGregor, 2001). These two tendencies stem respectively from the
need for achievement and the fear of failure (Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot &

Harackiewicz, 1996).

Need for achievement has been defined as a dispositional desire for achieving
success, while fear of failure has been associated with a desire to avoid failure
(McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, & Lowell, 1953) Although they predict students’
tendency to endorse approach or avoidance type of achievement goals, dispositional
motives are also related with the approach towards learning which may depend on
intrinsic or extrinsic values. High need for achievement may lead students to become
more willingly engaged with the task itself, while high fear of failure may lead them
to be engaged with the task only for extrinsic rewards (Michou, Matsagouras, &
Lens, 2014). Thus, one can say that the need for achievement is related with the
mastery-approach goals which put more intrinsic value on learning and educational
activities. Furthermore, fear of failure might be related with both performance
avoidance and performance-approach goals due to their extrinsic take on educational
activities and learning (Elliot & McGregor, 2001). Hence the need for achievement
and the fear of failure are important predictors in relation with students’ achievement

goal endorsement.

Student engagement
Student engagement is the involvement of students in a specific learning activity
(Christenson, Reschly, & Wylie, 2012). It is a multidimensional construct that has

four aspects to it, which are cognitive, behavioral, emotional and agentic



engagement. Overall, student engagement is found to be predicted and facilitated by

student motivation (Reeve & Lee, 2014; Jang, Kim & Reeve, 2012).

Although all four aspects of student engagement play a similar role in positive
outcomes and student motivation, each contribute in different ways: Agentic
engagement is students’ active participation and involvement with the lesson in a
constructive and proactive way rather than passively moving with the lesson (Reeve,
2012). Agentic engagement is a newly described dimension of the students
engagement construct (Reeve & Tseng, 2011). Behavioral engagement is the
students’ behavior related with concentration, persistence, effort and attention
(Reeve, 2012). Emotional engagement is students’ involvement with the lesson
activity accompanied by facilitating emotions such as interest, being free from
anxiety and distress (Reeve, 2012). Cognitive engagement is the students’ adoption
of cognitive learning strategies and use of self-regulatory strategies such as planning

and organization (Reeve, 2012).

Problem
Although the importance of the contextual and personal antecedents of achievement
goals and their endorsement by the students is stated in different studies, few studies
(Bjernebekk, Diseth, & Ulriksen, 2013; Diseth & Kobbeltvedt, 2010; Michou,
Mouratidis, Lens, & Vansteenkiste, 2013) have explored the links between both the
contextual and personal considerations and the students’ achievement goal
endorsement. This may have hindered researchers from finding any direct or indirect
relations between the antecedents of achievement goals and educational outcomes

that we assume to follow the endorsed achievement goals.



Moreover, even though there are studies in which both promoted achievement goal
structures and dispositional achievement motives of students are considered in
relation to student motivation and outcomes, these studies (Bjernebekk, Diseth, &
Ulriksen, 2013; Diseth & Kobbeltvedt, 2010; Michou, Mouratidis, Lens, &
Vansteenkiste, 2013) may lack the ecological validity since they were not based on a
specific class session. To understand the inner dynamics of a learning environment,
real and specific class sessions should be considered when the students report their

achievement goals and engagement so as to obtain ecologically valid results.

In most of the research, achievement goal structures are only measured through
questionnaires that are filled by students according to their perspectives of the
classroom’s focus to either mastery or performance goal structures. Yet students’
perspective may not be reflecting the teachers’ perception of their own achievement
goal structures or more importantly may not be reflecting the reality as can be
described by an independent observer. Thus, different perspectives should be taken
into account in studies in which aspects of the classroom climate are assessed.
Achievement goal structures may also need to be assessed by external observers to
have more objective and concrete view of it. Although there are a number of studies
that assessed achievement goal structures through observations, they did not
triangulate this assessment with the assessment of other informants such as the

students and the teacher.

Purpose
The purpose of this study was to explore the relationship that both teacher’s

promotion of achievement goal structures and students’ dispositional achievement motives



(i-e., need for achievement and fear of failure) have with students’ endorsed achievement
goals and student engagement in Turkish high school classrooms while a specific class

session is considered. Moreover, in order to have more reliable results and make the
research strong in terms of validity observational data was included in the study for
data triangulation and to draw conclusions from differences and similarities among

teachers’, students’ and observers’ diverse perspectives.

Research questions
This study aimed to answer the following research questions in Turkish high school

context:

1. Do students’ personal characteristics and contextual situation in a classroom
setting predict student engagement through the mediation of their endorsed
achievement goals during a specific class session?

a. Do students’ dispositional achievement motives and the promoted
goal structures predict their endorsed achievement goals?

b. Do students’ endorsed achievement goals predict student
engagement?

c. Do students’ dispositional achievement motives and the promoted
goal structures predict student engagement?

2. To what extent does the students’ engagement and perception of promoted
goal structures differ from observers’ and teachers’ perception?

3. Do students endorsed achievement goals and engagement differ according to
the level of mastery goal structures as perceived by the observers in a specific

class session?



Significance
The current study was conducted to see the bigger picture with respect to promotion
of achievement goals through instructional behavior and their possible relation to
student outcomes and goal orientations in Turkish high school context. To date, few
observational studies (Anderman, Andrzejewski, & Allen, 2011; Turner et al., 2002)
had been conducted that focus on the promotion of goals by the teachers. In Turkish
educational context, this study is a pioneer as an observational study since it included
data collected through observation of promoted goal structures and teachers’
instructional behaviors in classroom. Observations were made to illuminate the
relationship between specific instructional behaviors and the achievement goals that
were emphasized in the classroom by the teachers. Along with the data collected
through observations, student questionnaires and teacher reports related to their
promotion of achievement goals were the main data sources for the study. This data
triangulation made the study more reliable and objective as it took different

perceptions of goal structures into consideration.

Owing to the observation process the study requires, the data tools that were used
addressed the specific class sessions and real lessons. This means that students and
teachers reported on the same specific classes and realistic situations while filling out
the questionnaires, instead of thinking of imaginary situations and answering
hypothetical questions. Thus, the findings of this study were derived from real
situations and presented us the reality of the lessons in Turkish high school context.
Since the data about the achievement goal endorsement of the students and student

engagement were collected as well, the study’s findings provided a fuller and better



understanding of the achievement goal structures and how they were related with

other students’ functioning in the classroom.

Observational side of the study, its roots in realistic classroom situation and data
triangulation provided a complete and concrete depiction of Turkish high school
context in terms of teachers’ promotion of achievement goals, their endorsement by
the students and situational engagement of the students. Thus, it was possible to give
specific and reliable suggestions and guidelines to teachers about instructional
behaviors to help them enhance their students’ motivation and engagement in the

classroom.

Definition of key terms
Mastery-approach goal: an achievement goal that emphasizes the development of

one’s skills or knowledge, and maximum personal improvement from performing a

task (Elliot & McGregor, 2001).

Mastery goal structures: is teachers’ promotion of a learning environment in which

the focus is on learning, mastery and self-improvement (Wolters, 2004).

Performance-approach goal: an achievement goal that emphasizes being more

competent relative to others (Elliot & McGregor, 2001).

Performance goal structures: is teachers’ promotion of a learning environment in

which the focus is on competition and normative success (Wolters, 2004).

10



Student engagement: is a construct with four aspects, cognitive, behavioral,
emotional and agentic, which is related with the involvement of students in a

learning activity (Reeve, 2012).

11



CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction
This study aimed to investigate the relations of contextual and personal variables to
student’s motivation and engagement in class activities. Specifically, the relation of
teacher’s goal structures (contextual variable) and students’ achievement dispositions
(personal variable) to student’s endorsed achievement goals (motivation) and active
engagement were investigated. In this chapter, prior research that focuses on the
relationship among these variables will be examined to give the reader the required

background information about the study.

Achievement goal theory will be the focus of the first section of the chapter with a
close look at the relationship between students” endorsed achievement goals and
teachers’ promotion of goal structures. Secondly, dispositional achievement motives,
which are need for achievement and fear of failure, will be investigated in relation
with students’ endorsed achievement goals. After exploring the contextual and
personal variables lying behind achievement goal endorsement, the relationship
between endorsed achievement goals and students engagement as a motivational
outcome will be focused on. The chapter will be finalized with a review of related

observational studies conducted in the field.

12



Teacher promoted goal structures and personal achievement goals
Along with personal characteristics, contextual variables such as teachers’
achievement goal structures have a role in shaping students’ achievement goals
(Greene et al., 2004; Meece, Anderman, & Anderman, 2006; Young, 2007). The
promoted goal structures by the teachers through different instructional behaviors
provide students with messages that may influence their goal endorsement and
behavior in class (Ames, 1992; Anderman & Anderman, 1999). The messages can be
oriented towards students’ endorsement on mastery or performance goals. Hence,
achievement goal structures are respectively named mastery and performance goal
structure. This section will explore the effectiveness of these goal structures in

predicting students self-endorsed achievement goals.

When a teacher uses instructional practices that convey the message that learning is
in itself valuable, individual interest and improvement is important, it can be said that
teacher creates an achievement goal structure that emphasizes mastery goals (
Wolters, 2004). A study (Turner et al., 2002), conducted with a sample constituted
from middle school students, uses both quantitative data about students’ perception
of teacher’s promotion of goal structures and qualitative data about specific
instructional behaviors that are observed by the researchers, which gives us more
insight about the instructional behaviors. Preparing activities that are appealing to
students’ interest, providing choice, supporting persistence, framing mistakes as
learning opportunities and focus on effort and learning can be listed as examples of

instructional behavior that promote mastery goals (Ames, 1992; Turner et al., 2002).

13



Wolters (2004), in a study he conducted with American junior high school students,
found that when students perceive instructional behavior and messages that promote
mastery goals rather than performance goals in classroom, they tend to report
stronger orientation towards mastery goals. A study (Kahraman & Sungur, 2012)
conducted in Turkey with high school students similarly found that the students’
higher perception of mastery goal promotion predicted their endorsement of mastery-
approach goals. As the results of Wolters’ (2004) study suggests, in classrooms
where teachers provide mastery goal structures, performance goal oriented students
reported higher use of cognitive skills compared to other performance goal oriented
students. Wolters’ (2004) findings are in line with the claim that teacher promoted
mastery goal structures shifts students’ focus from performance goals to mastery

goals (Ames, 1992; Anderman & Midgley, 1997; Young, 2007).

Unlike mastery goal structures, a performance goal structures provide students with
an environment that puts the focus on achieving and being successful in a normative
sense, demonstration of skills and ability to others, and expectation of extrinsic
rewards or punishment (Murayama & Elliot, 2009; Wolters, 2004). When it comes to
predicting students’ goal endorsement, performance goal structures’ effect is a
debated issue due to different findings from research that investigate the relationship

between goal structures and achievement goal endorsement.

In a study conducted by Murayama and Elliot (2009) with a sample that consists of
junior and senior Japanese high school students, the relationship among personal
goal orientations of the students, the achievement goal structures and student

outcomes are investigated. Findings of the study reveal that although students’
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endorsement of mastery goals can be positively predicted by mastery goal structures,
performance goal structures fail to predict any type of achievement goal
endorsement. Yet there are other research that found important relations between the
endorsement of performance goals at a personal level and performance goal
structures at classroom level ( Anderman & Midgley, 1997; Anderman & Anderman,
1999; Urdan, 2004; Young,1997). Murayama and Elliot (2009) touch upon this
difference and suggest that there may be varying results due to methodological
differences. Also cultural and age differences between samples may be affecting the
results, which leads to different claims about the relation between performance goals

and performance goal structures.

As a part of a longitudinal study (Anderman & Anderman, 1999) conducted with
grade 5 and 6 students who were in a transition period from elementary to middle
school, predictors of changes in students’ achievement goal endorsement were
investigated. More students change their achievement goal orientation towards
performance goals. Findings suggest that this change is related with teachers’ focus
on students’ demonstration of ability relative to others. According to these results, it
can be affirmed that students’ perception of performance goal structures in classroom
1s positively related with an increase in students’ endorsement of performance goals.
A similar study (Anderman & Midgley, 1997) investigates both achievement goal
structures and their relation to middle school students’ endorsed achievement goals.
Students who perceive performance goal structures report a higher tendency to
endorse performance goals, while mastery goal endorsing students continue reporting
mastery goals after their transition to middle school if they perceive mastery goal

structures in their classes.
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In line with these contradictory claims, there are also other considerations related
with possible differences between students’ perception of teachers’ instructional
behaviors and promoted achievement goal structures. Young (1997) states that
students’ personal goal orientation might be affecting the way students perceive
teachers’ instructional behaviors. Yet in the study she conducted, she found that
achievement goal structures that the teachers provided were strongly correlated with
students’ goal endorsement. Acknowledging Young’s (1997) statement, Tapola and
Niemivirta (2008) suggest that by accepting the role of goal structures as a predictor
of student’s goal endorsement, the effect of students personal characteristics are
overlooked in their influence; and teachers may adopt different approaches while
interacting with individual students. As a result of their study, they found out that
goal messages given by teachers during the lessons correspond to the students’
perception of the goal structure. However, considering some of the contradictory
claims, it is worth taking the critiques into account while investigating the
relationship between teachers’ promotion of goal structures and students’ endorsed

goal orientation.

Dispositional achievement motives and personal achievement goals
Achievement motives interact with the contextual variables to shape the students’
goal orientation as being personal reasons underlying the endorsement of different
achievement goals (Bipp & Dam, 2014; Michou, Mouratidis, Lens, & Vansteenkiste,
2013). Need for achievement and fear of failure are the two achievement motives
indicated by earlier achievement theorists (McClelland, Atkinson, Clark & Lowell,
1953) as decisive of individual’s orientation in a situation. Hence, need for

achievement and fear of failure have been incorporated into the achievement goal
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framework (Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Elliot, Murayama, & Pekrun, 2011) due to
their relation with the valance, approach or avoidance, of mastery and performance
goals. Studies that examine this relationship between achievement motives and
achievement goal orientation, and achievement motives’ effectiveness in predicting

the goal endorsement will be investigated for the rest of this section.

Need for achievement is an individual’s desire to achieve success (McClelland et al.,
1953). Fear of failure on the other hand requires avoidance from situations in which
failure may occur (McClelland et al., 1953) Accordingly, it can be assumed that
while the need for achievement was predictive for an approach tendency in the
endorsement of achievement goals, fear of failure was a predictor of avoidance
tendency for both mastery and performance goals (Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot &
Harackiewicz, 1996; Elliot & McGregor, 2001). Research was conducted with
samples consisting of college students (Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot &
Harackiewicz, 1996) that focus on the difference between achievement motives’
effectiveness as predictors of the performance-approach and performance-avoidance
goals. In these studies only three achievement goal orientations were analyzed in
terms of their relationship to achievement motives due to the intended focus. Mastery
goals were kept as a single variable while performance-approach and performance-
avoidance were handled separately. Results of these studies suggest that fear of
failure is positively associated with performance-avoidance goal; however, despite
the previous assumption, it is also positively associated with performance-approach

goal orientation (Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996).

The predictive value of fear of failure on performance-approach goals is explored in
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different educational context than university as well. Tanaka and Yamauchi (2001)
conducted their research with a sample that consisted of eleventh grade Japanese
girls’ high school students. A similar study is conducted with fifth and sixth grade
students from Greek public schools that investigated the dispositional and contextual
reasons behind students’ achievement goal endorsement (Michou et al., 2013). In
both studies , the analyses of the relationship between three achievement goal
orientations, mastery, performance-approach and performance-avoidance goals, and
dispositional achievement motives give similar results to the previous studies (Elliot
& Church, 1997; Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996) despite the cultural and age
differences. That is the fear of failure is positively associated with both performance

goal orientations.

As most of the studies agree with each other that fear of failure is a positive predictor
of performance-approach goal orientation along with need for achievement motive,
more recent research points out to the other factors that influence endorsement of
achievement goals in relation with the achievement motives (Elliot & Pekrun, 2007).
Elliot and Pekrun (2007) claim that to achieve optimal gain from achievement
motives that students hold, contextual factors such as goal structures should be
considered as well. In line with this claim, some studies that investigate the patterns
of relationship among contextual variables, dispositional achievement motives and
students’ goal endorsement were carried out (Bjernebekk, Diseth, & Ulriksen, 2013;
Diseth & Kobbeltvedt, 2010) in Norway with samples consisting of undergraduate
students. Contradicting with other research (Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot & Pekrun,
2007; Tanaka & Yamauchi, 2001), both study fail to find any relationship between

fear of failure motive and performance-approach goal. This rings a bell to the
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necessity of more research in this field. Yet they have different findings considering
achievement motives’ effectiveness in predicting students’ goal endorsement
compared to the effectiveness of the contextual variables: While Diseth and
Kobbeltvedt (2010) found that situational and contextual variables such as goal
structures are more influential in predicting students’ goal endorsement, Bjornebekk
et al. (2013) found more consistent relationship between achievement motives and

students outcomes such as motivation and achievement.

Students’ personal achievement goals and engagement
As a student outcome, engagement is linked with other outcomes such as
achievement (Elliot, McGregor, & Gable, 1999; Sedaghat, Abedin, & Hejazi, 2011),
which makes it an important variable to be considered for effective learning and
teaching. Motivation gives rise to the observable student engagement (Bandura,
1997; Schraw & Lehman, 2001). Yet engagement has an influence on learner’s
motivation as well (Reeve & Lee, 2014). In this study, student motivation is the
endorsed achievement goals. To get a better understanding of the student
engagement in relation with student motivation, literature which investigates the
patterns of relationship between students’ goal endorsement and different aspects of
student engagement, respectively agentic, behavioral, emotional and cognitive, will

be reviewed in this section.

As being the latest developed dimension of the students engagement construct
(Reeve & Tseng, 2011), agentic engagement helps explain the interaction between
motivation and student engagement by giving students agency over their own

learning and engagement in the lesson activities. Though there is not much research
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on its relationship with students’ achievement goal orientations. However, a study in
Turkey did found that agentic engagement is strongly predicted by endorsement of

mastery-approach goal (Hidiroglu & Sungur, 2015).

Regarding behavioral engagement, there are many research that found relation
between mastery goals and behaviors such as effort and persistence, the core
behaviors of engagement (Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot et al. , 1999; Miller et al.,
1996). Elliot and Church (1997) found that students who endorse mastery goals
prefer challenge, show great persistence and put greater effort in comparison to those
who endorse performance goals. In the research conducted by Hidiroglu and Sungur
(2015), only mastery-approach goal, among the four different goal orientations, is

found to be linked with persistence, concentration and effort.

Although endorsement of performance goals is not found to be linked to behavioral
engagement in some research (Miller et al., 1996, Hidiroglu & Sungur, 2015), there
are some finding that supports the relation between performance-approach goal
endorsement and behavioral engagement (Elliot et al., 1999). Yet contextual factors
may be behind the observed effort and persistence of the students who endorse
performance-approach goals (Pintrich, 1999; Wolters, 2004). Wolters (2004) argue
that while performance-approach goals alone are not related with effort and
persistence, with the influence of achievement goal structures students may show a
tendency to get behaviorally engaged with the lesson. In a similar fashion, Pintrich
(1999) claims that students who have a concern about normative comparison may get
more involved with the learning activity despite they endorsed performance-

approach goal which is not related to such behavior. Wolters (2004) approaches to
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the situation from a different perspective by suggesting that the students may be
exaggerating their behavior related with engagement during the self-report to look

better compared to their peers.

Emotional engagement is a concept that is linked closely with intrinsic motivation
which shows itself in students’ enjoyment and inherent interest with the learning
activity at hand (Reeve, 2012). There are not many studies investigating the
relationship between emotional engagement and students’ goal endorsement. It has
been claimed that approach goal orientations are linked with interest and positive
affect (Elliot, 2006). On the other hand, avoidance goals are found to be associated
with negative affect, anxiety and distress (Elliot, 2006). In line with this claim,
Hidiroglu and Sungur (2015) found strong correlation between mastery-approach
goals and emotional engagement: The endorsement of performance-approach goals
was weakly, yet, significantly related with emotional engagement. Yet, since
emotional engagement has an side that requires enjoyment with the learning activity
itself, nature of its relationship with performance-approach goals should be further

investigated.

Regarding students’ cognitive engagement, the endorsement of mastery goals by
students is found to be associated with cognitive engagement outcomes (Michou et
al., 2013; Pintrich, 1999; Wolters et al., 1996). Students who endorse mastery goals
tend to demonstrate deeper cognitive engagement, and use self-regulation strategies.
Some of the research distinguishes between mastery-approach and avoidance goal
orientations. Their results suggest that students who endorse mastery-approach goals

show more cognitive engagement than those who endorse mastery-avoidance goal.
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When it comes to the relationship between performance-approach goals and
cognitive engagement, we encounter contradictory claims. While some research
concludes that performance-approach goals are not predictors of cognitive
engagement and meaningful strategy use (Greene et al., 2004; Hidiroglu & Sungur,
2015), there are some findings that support the association between the two variables
(Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996; Elliot et al., 1999; Wolters, 2004). Hence the
relationship between mastery-approach, performance-approach goals and cognitive
engagement should be investigated more thoroughly to find results that will be

beneficial for practical use in classroom context.

Contextual and personal factors and student engagement
In the prior sections, studies that focused on contextual and personal antecedents of
endorsed achievement goals are reviewed. These contextual factors, teachers’
instructional behaviors, and the personal factors, dispositional achievement motives
of students also play an important role in relation to student engagement (Skinner et
al., 2008; Urdan, 1997). In this section, studies investigating the specific relations
between promoted achievement goal structures and student engagement; and
relations between dispositional achievement motives and student engagement will be

explored.

Considering teachers’ instructional behaviors as a contextual factor, it was found that
when teachers provide choices, allow criticism about the lesson and the learning
activities and emphasize individual progress, students were more engaged with
lesson and did not show any disruptive behavior during the lesson ( Assor, Kaplan &

Roth, 2002). Drawing a contrary picture, De Meyer and his colleagues (2014) found
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that instructional behaviors comparing and pressuring students during the lesson
resulted in low levels of student engagement. Hence we can conclude that
instructional behaviors such as providing choice, focusing on learning that promote
mastery goals are expected to be positively related to student engagement in general,
whereas instructional behaviors that are associated with performance goals with an
emphasis on normative comparison and pressuring students are not expected to be

correlated with engagement.

When specific studies that target teacher promoted achievement goals and students
engagement were investigated, the results were similar to the studies mentioned
above (Meece, Anderman & Anderman, 2006). In an earlier study conducted by
Ames and Archer (1998), it was found that while performance goal structures were
not related to any aspect of student engagement, mastery goal structures were found
to be positively correlated with student engagement, especially with emotional and
cognitive engagement. In parallel with this study, it was found that perceived
mastery goal structures were positively related with meaningful strategy use, self-
efficacy, and satisfaction related to lesson content (Greene, 2004; Nolen, 2003).
Complementary of these findings, in other studies students who perceived more
emphasis on performance goal structures during lessons also reported more
disruptive behaviors such as teasing, talking out of task; academic dishonesty such as
cheating (Anderman & Midgley, 2002; Roeser & Eccles, 1998); boredom and
procrastination, a form of self-handicapping (Wolters, 2004).

Along with the achievement goal structures, two dispositional achievement motives
described in literature, the need for achievement and the fear of failure, play a role in

relation to student engagement in learning. Need for achievement which is the desire
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to attain success is associated with positive student outcomes (Urdan, 1997). In line
with this, studies found positive relations between need for achievement and student
outcomes such as positive emotions regarding learning, adaptive learning strategies,
behavioral and agentic engagement (Cock & Halvari, 1999; Reeve, Deci & Ryan,
2004). Michou, Matsagouras and Lens (2014) investigated indirect effects of
dispositional achievement motives on student outcomes through student motivation,
and similarly found that the need for achievement was positively correlated to

emotional and cognitive engagement of students.

On the other hand, fear of failure which is the desire to avoid failure was found to be
negatively associated with student engagement (Cock & Halvari, 1999). Other
studies provided similar results. While fear of failure was negatively related to
cognitive and behavioral engagement, it also predicted behavioral problems, negative
emotions and anxiety in classroom settings (Caraway, Tucker, Reinke & Hall, 2003;
Reeve, Deci & Ryan, 2004). Furthermore, in the study conducted by Michou,
Matsagouras and Lens (2014) fear of failure was found to be indirectly and
negatively related to adaptive learning strategies through the mediation of student
motivation. Hence, the results of the studies about the dispositional achievement
motives suggest positive relations between student engagement and need for

achievement; and negative relations between student engagement and fear of failure.

Observational studies in classroom context
Although there are only a few observational studies related to the Achievement Goal
Theory, the importance of observing real classroom settings is highlighted in the

literature (Turner & Meyer, 2000; Haerens et al., 2013). Turner and Meyer (2000),
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focusing on the role of contextual factors in our understanding of the ways in which
students learn, state that study of the authentic class sessions through observations
and complementary qualitative methods provides us with clearer view in research.
Investigating a real slice of life rather than dealing with data collected through
isolated and hypothetical classroom situations is a clear advantage in understanding

the classroom context and factors affecting student learning.

Another advantage observations provide is that the data collected through a third
person perspective in classroom may help with the data triangulation and show that it
is important to take different perspectives of all participants of a study into
consideration (Turner & Meyer, 2000). In parallel with this view, Haerens and her
colleagues (2013) promote observational studies claiming that such studies give us
detailed and specific information about the teaching practices related to motivation,
and enhance the validity of certain distinctions between different practices and
teaching behaviors. The different perceptions provided by trained observers and
investigation of real classroom environment give us ground to make research more

reliable and refined.

There are different approaches in conducting an observational study. While some of
the class sessions may be videotaped and observed later on in a structured manner, it
is also possible to observe the lesson on spot. Observers may collect both
quantitative and qualitative data by using rating scales, narrative records and taking
verbatim notes related to teachers’ discourse and teacher-student interaction in a
learning environment. A study carried out by Raphael, Pressley and Mohan (2008)

even went beyond specific class sessions and observed the interactions between
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students and teachers in different parts of the school such as library and hallways to
collect data about engaging teaching behaviors. Also the researchers measured
student engagement through their own observations instead of referring to students’
self-evaluation of their engagement. Hence, it is possible to follow different
processes and develop different approaches to provide a better picture of learning

environments.

Just like Raphael, Presley and Mohan’s (2008) aim to detect certain teaching
behaviors that are engaging for the students, most of the observational studies have
aimed to specify teaching behaviors related with student motivation and engagement
to draw a richer picture of the contextual factors in classroom. A study documented
any teacher behaviors and teachers’ interaction with students that were observed to
find out different need supportive behaviors (Anderman, Andrzejewski & Allen,
2011). They made use of data about students’ perception of need supportive teaching
collected through a survey to categorize and specify the related teaching behaviors.
Another study (Berghe et al., 2013) similarly tried to specify teachers’ instructional
behaviors through structured observation of videotaped lessons to check to what
extent teachers’ own motivational orientations were relates to their teaching styles.
Both studies were conducted in high school context and focused on different
contextual factors than achievement goal structures. While Anderman and her
colleagues investigated teaching behaviors through both observers’ and students’
perspectives, Berghe and her colleagues (2013) took only observers’ perspective to

specify the studied teaching styles.
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Although there are similar studies specifically about achievement goal structures
(Patrick, Anderman, Ryan, Edelin & Midgley, 2001; Anderman, Patrick, Hruda
&Linnenbrink, 2002) that aimed to specify teaching behaviors by using both
observational data and students’ perceptions of achievement goal structures, they fail
in providing a bigger picture as they did not focus much on student related variables.
Both studies by Patrick et al. (2001) and Anderman et al. (2002) were conducted in
middle school context and emphasized the difference between observers’ and
students’ perceptions of promoted achievement goal structures. Some of the teacher
behaviors may be so common that students might not link them with promotion of a
specific goal structure unlike the observers. Anderman and her colleagues (2002)
also reported significant difference between students’ engagement depending on their
observations of student behavior in classes of high or low mastery goals
communicating teachers. Another study, in middle school context, more expansively
dealt with this issue by triangulating qualitative data about teachers’ promotion of
goal structures from their observations and student reported perception of promoted
achievement goal structures with students’ avoidance strategies (Turner et al., 2002).
The comparison analysis revealed that students and observers had similar perceptions
regarding the levels of teachers’ achievement goal promotion. According to the
results, students who were taught by teachers putting significantly lower emphasis on
mastery goals reported higher use of avoidance strategies in comparison to students

who were taught by teachers who highly promote mastery goals.

The present study
Considering the previous empirical research and issues, the present study aims to

investigate the relationship among achievement goal structures, students’
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dispositional characteristics and endorsed achievement goals; and their predictive
values in relation to student engagement during a specific lesson. Additionally, the
role of students’ goal endorsement as a mediator between the personal and contextual
antecedents; and engagement as an outcome will be investigated. Two approach
oriented achievement goals, mastery and performance-approach goals, will be the
main achievement goal orientations investigated in this study as most of the
contradicting results revolve around them. Regarding the above literature review and
the research questions of the present study, the following hypotheses were formed:
Hypothesis 1: It was expected that while the promotion of mastery goal structures
would predict mastery-approach goal endorsement (Wolters, 2004; Ames, 1992;
Young, 2007), teacher promoted performance goal structures would predict the
endorsement of performance-approach goals (Anderman& Anderman, 1999; Urdan,
2004; Young, 1997).

Hypothesis 2: Regarding the relationship between students’ dispositional motives
and endorsed achievement goals, students’ need for achievement was expected to
predict mastery-approach goals and performance-approach goals (Elliot&Church,
1997; Elliot& Harackiewicz, 1996; Elliot& McGregor, 2001). On the other hand,
students’ fear of failure was expected to predict the endorsement of performance-
approach goals (Tanaka & Yamauchi, 2001; Michou et al., 2013).

Hypothesis 3: It was expected that the student endorsed mastery-approach goals
would predict all aspects of student engagement (Elliot & Church, 1997; Hidiroglu &
Sungur, 2015). Regarding performance-approach goals, it was expected for them to
predict behavioral engagement depending on a study reviewed in the literature (Elliot
et al., 1999) despite the other studies (Miller et al., 1996; Hidiroglu & Sungur, 2015)

that did not find any relationship between performance-approach goals and students’

28



behavioral engagement.

Hypothesis 4: It was expected for the students’ need for achievement to predict
student engagement in general (Cock & Halvari, 1999; Reeve, Deci & Ryan, 2004),
whereas their fear of failure was expected to negatively predict their engagement
with the lesson (Caraway, Tucker, Reinke & Hall, 2003; Urdan, 1997).

Hypothesis 5: Regarding the promoted achievement goal structures, while teacher
promoted mastery goal structures were expected to predict student engagement in
general (Greene et al., 2004; Nolen, 2003), performance goal structures were not
expected to predict any aspect of student engagement (Ames & Archer, 1998;
Wolters, 2004).

Hypothesis 6: It was expected that students’ need for achievement (Michou et al.,
2014) and promoted mastery goal structures would indirectly and positively predict
students’ engagement through the mediation of endorsed mastery-approach goals
depending on the previous assumptions.

Hypothesis 7: Since it was expected for performance-approach goals to only predict
behavioral engagement in a previous assumption, it was not expected for the students
endorsed performance-approach goals to play a role as a mediator.

Hypothesis 8: Each type of informant was expected to perceive things differently in
a classroom environment (Patrick et al., 2001; Anderman et al., 2002).

Hypothesis 9: Observers’ perception regarding the level of promoted mastery goal
structures was assumed to predict differences among students’ achievement goal

orientations and engagement (Anderman et al., 2002; Turner et al., 2002).
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CHAPTER 3: METHOD

Introduction
The study aimed to explore the relationship of teachers’ goal structures and students’
dispositional achievement motives to students’ endorsed achievement goals and
engagement during specific class sessions. For the realization of this aim and
improving the depth of understanding not only the student-reported data about these
variable, but also data from teachers and observers were included in the study. In this
chapter, information related to the methodology behind the data collection and

analysis will be provided in detail.

Research design
Correlational method helps investigating the relations and exploring to what extent
the investigated variables are correlated, using quantitative data (Creswell, 2008).
Since the present study aimed to explore the relations among the goal structures
promoted by the teachers, students’ dispositional achievement motives, endorsed
achievement goals and engagement in a specific lesson in detail, the correlational

method was selected as the most appropriate for the study.

Cross sectional data collection design is used to take a snapshot of a situation at one
specific point in a time (Baltes, 1968). The measured variables are obtained from the
sample or the population at once. Hence a cross-sectional data collection was seen as

appropriate to address specific lessons and classroom environments for each class
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that was observed. Data collection method involved observations and the collection

of self-reports from students and teachers through surveys.

Context
The study is conducted in a high school located in an urban city, Ankara. The school
is a state school with Anatolian High School status where the Ministry of National
Education (MONE) curriculum is offered to students. Middle school students are
assigned to high schools according to their preferences and cumulative scores
gathered from their central exam results and grades. The central exam score to be
accepted to the school is above the average, if not among the highest ones.
Secondary school lasts for 4 years in Turkey. The socio-economic status of the
families varies in a broad scale since the students are located to state schools

depending on their academic achievement.

Sample
The target population of the study is high school students in Ankara. The school
where the study was conducted was chosen conveniently (Lavrakas, 2008) from a list
of schools under MoNE permission. Ten courses, 5 English, 3 Turkish and 2 Science,
were spotted to be observed in ten different class groups which consisted of four 9th
graders classes; four 10th graders classes and two 11th graders classes. Teachers and
the student groups were approached for permission and informational purposes

before the observations started.

In total a sample of 310 students, who are 9th (N=139; 44. 8 %), 10th (N=118; 38.1

%) and 11th (N=53; 17.1%) graders, and ten class teachers from an Anatolian High
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School in Ankara participated in the study. While 150 (48. 4 %) of the students were
male, 159 (51. 3 %) of them were female. One (0. 3 %) student did not report his/her
gender. Students’ average age was Mage= 14. 76. As it is the case for students’
sample, teachers’ sample was also balanced in terms of gender: the sample (N=10)
was comprised of 6 (60%) male and 4 (40%) female teachers. Teachers’ average age

was Mage= 51. 5.

Instrumentation
Three sets of instruments were used to collect data about the student related and
teacher related variables. Students were administered questionnaires about their
dispositional achievement motives (Lang & Fries, 2006), perceived teacher
achievement goal structures (Turner et al., 2002), situational engagement (Reeve &
Tseng, 2011) and their situational achievement goal endorsement (Elliot &
Murayama, 2008). Teachers were administered questionnaires about the achievement
goal structures they promoted (Turner et al., 2002) and situational student
engagement (Reeve & Tseng, 2011) regarding the specific observed class session.
Additionally, observers used rating sheets, which were in accordance with the
questionnaires administered to students and teachers, to assess promoted

achievement goal structures by the teachers, and student engagement.

Most of the questionnaires had been used in Turkish context prior to this study. Since
the observers were fluent in English, rating sheets were used in English. Some of the
instruments were translated into Turkish beforehand as they were used in previous
studies. The translation of the other instruments was finalized through a process that

involved back-translation. Two native Turkish translators with advanced level of
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English were involved in the process. One of them translated the questionnaire from
English to Turkish, while the other one translated the questionnaire back to English.
They made sure that the meaning of the items remained the same. In cases of
discrepancies from the original English items, the two translators discussed them

until to reach an agreement on the best interpretation.

Student questionnaires

Dispositional achievement motives

Students’ dispositional motives were measured by Lang and Fries (2006)
questionnaire (see Appendix A, p. 94), in a 5-point Likert-type scale format ranging
from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5). The questionnaire consisted of two
subscales. One of the subscales measured students’ fear of failure with 5 items (e.qg.,
| am afraid of failing in somewhat difficult situations, when a lot depends on me.).
Cronbach alpha for the fear of failure subscale was a = .78, which shows a good
internal consistency of this subscale. The other subscale measured students’ need for
achievement and consisted of 5 items (e.g., | am appealed by situations allowing me
to test my abilities.) similarly. The internal consistency of the subscale measuring the

need for achievement was represented by Cronbach alpha which was o = .74.

Perceived teacher’s achievement goal structures

The instrument of Turner et al. (2002) was used for measuring this variable which
consisted of 10 items in total and two subscales (see Appendix A, p.95). Students
responded to a 5-point Likert-scale with points varying from Strongly Disagree (1) to
Strongly Agree (5). Subscale for the perceived mastery-approach goal structures

consisted of 5 items (e.g., During this class my teacher viewed errors as a chance for
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better learning.). Cronbach alpha was a = .71 for this subscale. Subscale for the
perceived performance-approach goal structures also had 5 items originally. Yet the
internal consistency of this subscale was not as strong as expected since Cronbach
alpha was a = .40. As a result, we performed an exploratory factor analysis for the
items of the scale using all 10 items of the perceived achievement goal structures to
check to what extent these 10 items load to two factors representing the two
subscales. We managed to obtain two separate factors for the two subscales when 3
items of the performance-approach goal structures subscale were excluded. While the
five items of the perceived mastery-approach goal structures loaded in the first factor
(Lambda was 2.32 with the explained variance of 33.23 %), the two remaining items
of performance-approach goal structures loaded in the second factor (Lambda was
1.4 with the explained variance of 20.1%). Consequently only 2 items (During this
class, my teacher compared students’ performance; my teacher emphasized
competition.) were kept under this subscale with a marginally acceptable internal

validity represented by Cronbach alpha o = .51.

Situational achievement goal endorsement

Four items from the revised Achievement Goal Questionnaire (Elliot & Murayama,
2008) was used for measuring this variable (see Appendix A, p. 96). Students
responded to a 5-point Likert-scale with points varying from Strongly Disagree (1) to
Strongly Agree (5) about their endorsed achievement goals during a specific class
session. The subscale for the mastery-approach goals consisted of two items (During
the very last class hour, my aim was to completely master the material presented; my
goal was to learn as much as possible.) and its internal consistency represented by

Cronbach alpha was a = .78. The subscale for the performance-approach goals
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consisted of two items (During the very last class hour, my goal was to perform
better than the other students; | was striving to do well compare to other students.)

and its internal consistency represented by Cronbach alpha was a = .76.

Situational student engagement

Students’ self-report of their situational engagement was measured by a
questionnaire (see Appendix A, p.96) designed by Reeve and Tseng (2011) in a 5-
point Likert-type scale ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5).
The questionnaire aimed to measure different aspects of engagement and, as a result,
had 7 items and four different subscales. The first subscale measured behavioral
engagement with 2 items (During this class, | worked very hard; paid attention.) and
its internal consistency represented by Cronbach alpha was a = .78. The second
subscale measured emotional engagement with 2 items (I enjoyed today’s class; felt
interested in todays’ class.) and its internal consistency represented by Cronbach
alpha was a = 87. The third subscale measured agentic engagement with 2 items
(During this class, | expressed my preferences, opinions or questions; asked
questions.) and its internal consistency represented by Cronbach alpha was o = .78.
The last subscale measured the cognitive engagement of the students and consisted of
only one item (During this class, | tried to learn as much as I could.). Hence it is not
applicable to analyze this subscale for internal consistency purposes. Overall, the

scale had a high internal consistency represented by Cronbach alpha, o = .87.

Situational achievement goal endorsement
The instrument of Elliot and Murayama (2008) was used for measuring this variable

which consisted of 4 items in total and two subscales (see Appendix A, p. 96).
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Students responded to a 5-point Likert-scale with points varying from Strongly
Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5) about their endorsed achievement goals during
specific class sessions. Subscale for the mastery-approach goal endorsement
consisted of two items (During the very last class hour, my aim was to completely
master the material presented; my goal was to learn as much as possible.) and its
internal consistency was represented by Cronbach alpha, which was a =.78. The
second subscale for the performance-approach goal endorsement consisted of two
items (During the very last class hour, my goal was to perform better than the other
students; | was striving to do well compare to other students.) and its internal

consistency was represented by Cronbach alpha, which was o = .76.

Teacher questionnaires

Teacher’s achievement goal structures

Teachers’ self-report of the achievement goals that they promoted during a specific
class session was measured by a questionnaire (see Appendix C, p.100) designed by
Turner et al. (2002), which was also used for measuring students’ perception of
teacher achievement goal structures. The questionnaire was in a 5-point Likert-type
scale ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5). It consisted of 10
items grouped under two subscales. The subscale for the promotion of mastery-
approach goal structures consisted of 5 items (e.g., During this class | emphasized
students’ individual progress.). Cronbach alpha was « = .57 for this subscale, which
shows a marginally acceptable internal consistency. Yet it should be noted that the
study sample for teachers is much smaller than the student sample (i.e., 10 teachers).
Subscale for the promotion of performance-approach goal structures originally

consisted of 5 items. The internal consistency of this subscale could be marginally
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acceptable similar to the first subscale since Cronbach alpha was « = .53. However,
since a factor analysis was conducted for the perceived achievement goal structures
due to low internal consistency, an exploratory factor analysis for the 10 items of the
teachers’ achievement goal structure scale was performed to check to what extent
these 10 items load to two factors representing the two subscales. It was possible to
obtain two separate factors for the two subscales when 3 items of the promotion of
performance-approach goal structures subscale were excluded. While the five items
of the promotion of mastery-approach goal structures loaded in the first factor
(Lambda was 2.52 with the explained variance of 36.04 %), the two remaining items
of the promotion of performance-approach goal structures loaded in the second
factor (Lambda was 2.39 with the explained variance of 34.18%). Consequently only
2 items (During this class, I compared students’ performance; | emphasized
competition.) were kept under this subscale with a high internal validity represented

by Cronbach alpha a = .83.

Situational student engagement

Teachers’ perception of students’ situational engagement was measured again by
Reeve and Tseng (2011), which is in a 5-point Likert-type scale format ranging from
Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5). The questionnaire (see Appendix C,
p.100) in total had 7 items and four different subscales. The first subscale measured
behavioral engagement of the students with 2 items (During this class, the students
worked very hard; paid attention.) and its internal consistency represented by
Cronbach alpha was a = .78. The second subscale measured emotional engagement
with 2 items (During this class, the students enjoyed today’s class; felt interested in

todays’ class.) and its internal consistency represented by Cronbach alpha was o =

37



87. The third subscale measured agentic engagement with 2 items (During this class,
the students expressed their preferences, opinions or questions; asked questions.) and
its internal consistency represented by Cronbach alpha was a = .93. The last subscale
measured the cognitive engagement of the students and consisted of only one item
(During this class, the students tried to learn as much as they could.). Hence it is not
applicable to analyze this subscale for internal consistency purposes. Overall, the

scale had a high internal consistency represented by Cronbach alpha, a = .92.

Observer rating sheets

Teacher achievement goal structures

Teacher’s promotion of goal structures as perceived by the trained observers was
measured by a rating sheet (see Appendix E, p.102) adapted from the questionnaire
designed by Turner et al. (2002). The rating sheet was in a 5-point Likert-type scale
format ranging from Never, Not at All (1) to Frequently, Always (5) and consisted of
8 items grouped under two subscales. The subscale for the mastery-approach goal
structures consisted of 4 items (e.g., The teacher emphasizes self-based evaluation
and improvement; range of ps = .70 to .94). Cronbach alpha was o = .94 for this
subscale. The subscale for the performance-approach goal structure originally
consisted of 4 items. Since 3 items were excluded from subscales for this goal
structure in the previous instruments for students and teachers as a result of
exploratory factor analyses, 3 items from the performance-approach goal structure
were excluded to ensure that the three subscales measuring performance-approach
goal structures were similar. Hence only one item related to competition among
students was kept under this subscale (The teacher emphasized competition and

other-based evaluation, p = .74). The internal consistency of this subscale was
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represented by Cronbach alpha, a = .81. Given the high correlation between the two
ratings, an average score for each subscale was computed from the separate scores of

each rater.

Situational student engagement

Observers’ perception of students’ situational engagement was measured by adapting
from Reeve and Tseng (2011) questionnaire (see Appendix E, p.102) , which was in
a 5-point Likert-type scale format ranging from Never, Not at All (1) to Frequently,
Always (5). The questionnaire in total had 4 items and two different subscales. The
first subscale measured behavioral engagement of the students with 2 items (During
this class, the students worked very hard; paid attention; range of ps = .71 to .83) and
its internal consistency represented by Cronbach alpha was « = .82. The other
subscale measured agentic engagement with 2 items (During this class, the students
expressed their preferences, opinions or questions; asked questions; range of ps = .88
to .93) and its internal consistency represented by Cronbach alpha was o = .89.
Overall two subscales have a good internal consistency among each other

represented by Cronbach alpha, o = .86.

Data collection
First of all, the permission was taken from MoNE prior to the study as part of a
larger research. From the list of schools which MoNE approved, a few schools were
contacted at first. One of the schools’ principal gave positive response for carrying
out the study in his/her school. In cooperation with the school administration, student
groups and teachers were informed about the study and according to their willingness

to participate they were chosen as a sample.
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Therefore, the students and the teachers voluntarily participated in the study. The
participants were informed before the data collection that their answers to the
questionnaires will be kept confidential and will not affect their school life. The
participants were free to quit the study any time. The data collection started in

September and was completed in October, 2016.

Dispositional achievement motives questionnaires were administered to students
before the observations since they were used to collect data about students’ motives
in general. Observations, through which quantitative data about student engagement
and instructional behaviors related with achievement goal structures were collected,
lasted for a month in total. During this time period, each class was observed two or
three times to prevent Hawthorne effects (Holden, 2001) (i.., the teacher could
change his/her behavior if s/he knew in which session was observed), and only the
las session was reported. Right after these specific sessions, students and the class
teachers were given another questionnaire to collect data about achievement goal
structures, students’ achievement goals, and student engagement in that specific
session. In contrast with the dispositional achievement motives, these data were

aimed to be specific to the sessions observed.

The two observers who participated in the study were trained as part of the study.
First they were informed about the concepts and did extensive reading of the
literature. Then they were trained by a specialist for their familiarization with the
rating sheet and practiced with them. After this training process, observers attended
real class sessions and did trial observations until to reach a high inter-rater

agreement in the observed items.

40



Data analysis
The data collected was analyzed by using SPSS software package. Descriptive
statistics, mean and standard deviation, for each of the variables were provided. To
investigate differences between gender and classes, MANOVA were applied. To
explore the relationship among all the variables bivariate correlation analysis was
made use of. Regression analyses were used to check if student motivation and
engagement could be predicted by dispositions and /or teachers’ promotion of goal
structures. Also Bootstrap (Hayes, 2013) analyses were conducted to check the
endorsed achievement goals’ role as mediators between student engagement and
personal or contextual factors. Descriptive statistics were made use of to control the
differences and similarities among the different perspectives of observers, teachers

and students.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

Introduction
The aim of the present study was to explore the relations among students’
dispositional achievement motives, situational achievement goal structures, students’
achievement goals, and engagement during a specific lesson. More specifically, it
was aimed to investigate if students’ achievement goals mediated the relationship
between independent factors such as dispositional achievement motives (a personal
characteristic) and achievement goal structures provided by teachers (a contextual

characteristic), and the dependent variable of students’ situational engagement.

To achieve this aim, teacher’s achievement goal structures and students’ engagement
during a specific lesson were assessed by the classroom teacher, independent
observers, and students. Similarities and differences in the assessment of the three
different informants were also examined as well as to what extent teacher’s goal
structures assessed by observers predicted differences in students’ achievement goals

and engagement.

Firstly, the descriptive statistics of the studied variables and the bivariate correlations
among them were explored as preliminary analysis. After the exploration of these a

MANOVA was conducted to study the differences between the two genders.

Main analysis included hierarchal regression models checking (a) the predictive

value of dispositional achievement motives and achievement goal structures

42



regarding students’ endorsed achievement goals; (b) the predictive value of
achievement goals regarding students’ situational engagement and (c) the predictive
value of dispositional achievement motives and achievement goal structures
regarding students’ situational engagement. Following the regression models,
indirect effects of dispositional achievement motives and perceived goal structures
on student engagement through the mediation of endorsed achievement goals were
investigated by Bootstrap (Hayes, 2013) analyses. Finally, similarities and
differences among student, observer and teacher perceptions were controlled through
descriptive statistics. A MANOVA explored differences in students’ achievement
goals and engagement among classes which have different levels of mastery goal

structures according to observer ratings.

Preliminary Analysis
Information about the descriptive statistics of the variables of the study, such as the
mean, standard deviation and the number of participants who responded, can be

found in Table 1.
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Table 1
Descriptive statistics of the measured variables

N M SD
Dispositional Motives
1.Need for Achievement 294 4,12 0.64
2.Fear of Failure 294 3.03 0.91
Perceived Goal Structures
1. MAp Goal Structure 279 3.46 0.75
2. PAp Goal Structure 279 241 0.93
Endorsed Achievement Goals
1. MAp Goal 266 4,04 0.96
2. PAp Goal 267 3.56 1.12
Student Engagement
1.Overall 279 3.46 0.96
2.Agentic 279 3.11 1.24
3.Behavioral 279 3.57 1.05
4.Emotional 279 3.43 1.29
5.Cognitive 279 4.02 1.02

Note. N = Number of participants for corresponding variable; M = Mean; SD =
Standard Deviation. MAp= Mastery-Approach. PAp=Performance-Approach.

The bivariate correlations among the measured variables are presented in Table 2.
Regarding the dispositional achievement motives of the students, the table shows that
the fear of failure is strongly and positively associated with gender (r = .17, p < .01;
gender was dummy-coded: 1 = female, 0 = male). On the other hand, need for
achievement was found to be positively associated with overall engagement of the
students in specific class sessions (r = .12, p <.05). Specifically, it was positively
correlated with cognitive engagement (r = .14, p <.05) and strongly and positively

correlated with agentic engagement (r = .16, p <.01).

The two variables related to the students’ perception of the teacher achievement goal
structures, perceived mastery-approach goal structures and perceived performance-

approach goal structures, were found to be positively inter-correlated (r = .25, p <
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.01). The perceived mastery-approach goal structures were associated with the
endorsement of both achievement goals. To specify, they were positively correlated
with the mastery-approach goals (r = .37, p <.01) and the performance-approach
goals(r = .18, p < .01). The perceived mastery-approach goal structures were also
positively associated with all the variables related with students’ situational
engagement: overall student engagement(r = .52, p <.01), agentic engagement(r =
.38, p <.01), behavioral engagement (r = .41, p <.01), emotional engagement(r =
.54, p <.01) and cognitive engagement (r = .34, p <.01). On the other hand, the
perceived performance-approach goal structures were positively associated only with
performance-approach goals(r = .18, p < .01) regarding the students’ endorsed
achievement goals. Although the perceived performance-approach goal structures
were found to be positively correlated with the students’ overall situational
engagement (r =.13, p <.05), when different types of engagement are taken into
consideration, it was only positively correlated with the agentic engagement (r = .16,

p <.01).

Regarding the endorsed achievement goals, the table shows that the two variables,
mastery-approach goals and performance-approach goals were positively inter-
correlated (r = .44, p <.01). The mastery-approach goals were strongly and
positively associated with all the variables related to the students’ situational
engagement: overall student engagement(r = .70, p <.01), agentic engagement(r =
49, p <.01), behavioral engagement (r = .68, p <.01), emotional engagement(r =
.55, p <.01) and cognitive engagement (r = .63, p <.01). Similarly, the performance-
approach goals were positively correlated with the variables related to the student’s

situational engagement: overall student engagement(r = .38, p <.01), agentic
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engagement(r = .33, p <.01), behavioral engagement (r = .33, p <.01), emotional

engagement(r =.527, p <.01) and cognitive engagement (r = .32, p <.01).

As expected, the variables related to the students’ situational engagement were all
inter-correlated among each other (r =.46, p <.01 tor = .86, p <.01) . Especially
stronger inter-correlations between the overall engagement variable and different
types of engagement can be reported. That is the overall student engagement is
strongly and positively inter-correlated with the agentic, behavioral, emotional and

cognitive engagement (r =.78, p<.01tor =.86, p <.01).
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Table 2

Bivariate correlations of the measured variables for the study

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Background Variable
1.Gender -
Dispositional Achievement Motives
2.Need for Achievement .11 -
3.Fear of Failure A7F* .02 -
Perceived Achievement Goal Structures
4.MAp Goal Structure .09 -.00 -.06 -
5.PAp Goal Structure -.01 -.07 -.01 25%* -
Endorsed Achievement Goals
6.MAp Goal .18** .07 -12 37 24 -
7.PAp Goal .06 .00 .04 18** 18** A4 -
Student Engagement
8.0verall .07 2% -.10 52** A13* 70** .38** -
9.Agentic .03 16** -.07 .38** 16** 49** 33** T9** -
10.Behavioral .10 .10 -.09 A41** .07 .68** 33** .86** 56** -
11.Emotional .02 .03 -11 54** A1 55** 27 83** 46** 61** -
12.Cognitive 2% .14* -.03 34** .05 .63** 32** 78** b51** .69** 58** -

Note. *p< .05. **p< .01. Gender was dummy-coded (1 = females; 0 = males). MAp= Mastery-Approach. PAp=Performance-Approach.



Following the analysis of the bivariate correlations, a multivariate analysis of
variance (MANOVA) conducted to explore the differences between genders in the
sample. As a result, significant gender differences were found (Wilk’s A = .901, F
[10, 237] = 2.561, p < .01, multivariate n? = .09) regarding the dependent variables:
dispositional achievement motives, perceived achievement goal structures and
situational student engagement. A follow-up analysis of variance (ANOVA) with
Bonferroni correction showed that females scored higher than males in fear of failure
F (1,246) = 9.112, p <.01, n? = .04 (Mtemale = 3.20, SD = 0.85 VS. Mmale = 2.86, SD =
0.85), mastery-approach goals F (1,246) =9.494, p < .01, 1 = .04(Msemate = 4.21, SD
= 0.81 vs. Mmale = 3.84, SD = 1.07), behavioral engagement F (1,246) = 4.164, p <
.05, 1% =.01 (Mtemate = 3.73, SD = 1.02 vs. Mmale = 3.46, SD = 1.05), and cognitive
engagement F (1,246) = 5.023, p < .05, 1 = .05 (Memate = 4.18, SD = 0.85 VS. Mmale

=3.89, SD = 1.2).

Main analysis
The study aimed to explore whether the students’ achievement goals mediate
between independent variables, such as depositional achievement motives (a
personal characteristic) and achievement goal structures (a contextual characteristic)
and the dependent variable of students’ engagement during a specific lesson.
Regarding the relations between independent and dependent variable variables (i.e.,
mediators and outcomes), hierarchal regression analyses were conducted to make
sure that there were statistically significant relations among these variables before
studying the mediation of the endorsed achievement goals. To this end, through
regressions, the following was checked: (a) the predictive value of dispositional

achievement motives and achievement goal structures regarding students’ endorsed

48



achievement goals; (b) the predictive value of achievement goals regarding students’
situational engagement and (c) the predictive value of dispositional achievement

motives and achievement goal structures regarding students’ situational engagement.

The predictive value of dispositional achievement motives and achievement goal
structures regarding students’ endorsed achievement goals

Firstly, two three-step hierarchal regression models were tested for students’
mastery-approach and performance-approach goals as dependent variables. While the
endorsed achievement goals were taken as dependent variables, dispositional
achievement motives (Step 1), perceived teachers’ achievement goal structures (Step
2) and the interaction between the two achievement goal structures (Step 3) were
represented as predictors in the regression models. In each set of three-step
regression models for each endorsed achievement goal, the endorsement of the other
goal was controlled, since the two achievement goals were found to be strongly and
positively inter-correlated (r = .44, p <.01) in the bivariate correlations of the

measured variables (Table 2).

The hierarchal regression models for mastery-approach goals were found to be
statistically significant in all three steps: Step 1(F [4,243] = 22.32, p < .01, adjusted
R? = .26), Step 2 (F [6,241] = 21.32, p < .01, adjusted R? = .33), Step 3(F [7,240] =
18.31, p < .01, adjusted R? = .33). As presented in Table 3, in the first step the
hierarchal regression model for mastery-approach goals showed that the students’
gender and endorsement of performance-approach goals positively predicted the
endorsement of mastery-approach goals. Although need for achievement did not

predict mastery-approach goals, fear of failure negatively predicted the endorsement
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of mastery-approach goals. The predictive values of the three independent variables,
gender, performance-approach goals and the fear of failure, remained almost the
same through the other 2 steps. Regarding the teacher promoted goal structures,
while the endorsement of mastery-approach goals was positively predicted by

mastery goal structures, it was negatively predicted by performance goal structures.
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Table 3
The hierarchal regression model for mastery-approach goals

Predictors Mastery-approach Goals
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

B SE B B SE B B SE B
Gender 0.35 0.1) 18** 0.30 0.2) 16** 0.3 0.1) 16**
Need for Achievement 0.07 (0.08) .05 0.05 (0.08) 34 0.04 (0.08) 3
Fear of Failure -0.16 (0.06) -.15%* -0.13 (0.05) -12* -0.13 (0.06) -12*
PAp Goals 0.39 (0.05) A6** 0.37 (0.05) A2%* 0.36 (0.05) A1
MAp Goal Structure - - - 0.37 (0.07) 28** 0.37 (0.07) 28**
PAp Goal Structure - - - -0.14 (0.05) -.14%* -0.13 (0.06) -.13*
MAp X PAp Goal Structures - - - - - - -0.05 (0.07) -.04
F change (2,241) 14.39**
F change (1,240) 0.52

Note. * p <.05. ** p <.01. Gender was dummy-coded (1 = females; 0 = males). MAp= Mastery-Approach. PAp=Performance-Approach.



The set of three-step hierarchal regression models for performance-approach
goals was found to be statistically significant in all three steps: Step 1 (F
[4,243] =18.01, p < .01, adjusted R2 =.21) , Step 2 (F [6,241] =14,11, p <
.01, adjusted R? = .24), Step 3 (F [7,240] =13.22, p < .01, adjusted R? = .26).
As can be noticed in Table 4, in the first step only the students’ mastery-
approach goals positively predicted the endorsement of performance-
approach goals. The predictive value of this independent variable remained
the same through the other steps. Regarding the perceived promoted goal
structures which were added in the second step, the endorsement of
performance-approach goals was positively predicted by performance goal
structures. When the variable related with the interaction between goal
structures was added in the third step, fear of failure became statistically
significant in predicting students’ performance-approach goals. The
interaction between goal structures was also found to negatively predict the

endorsement of performance-approach goals.

Regarding the statistically significant interaction between perceived
mastery-approach goal structures and performance-approach goal structures,
the test of simple slopes (see Figure 1) showed that the relation between
perceived performance-approach goal structures and performance-approach
goals was significant only for students who perceived low (-1 SD below the
mean) or average mastery-approach goal structures (B = .41, SE = .10, p <
.01, and B = .24, SE = .07, p < .01), while it was insignificant for
participants who perceived high mastery-approach goal structures (+1 SD

above the mean) (B =.08, SE =.09, p > .05, ns).
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Table 4
The hierarchal regression model for performance-approach goals

Predictors Performance-approach Goals

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

B SE B B SE B B SE B
Gender -0.08 (0.13) -.04 -0.07 (0,13) -.03 -0.07 (0,13) -.03
Need for Achievement -0.03 (0.2) -.02 -0,01 (0.09) -.00 -0.03 (0,09) -.02
Fear of Failure 0.13 (0.07) 10 0,13 (0,07) 0,11 0.14 (0.07) J12*
MAp Goals 0.56 (0.07) A8** 0,56 (0,07) A48** 0.54 (0.07) A46%*
MAp Goal Structure - - - -0.00 (0.09) -.00 -0.03 (0.09) -02
PAp Goal Structure - - - 0.21 (0.07) A7** 0.24 (0.07) 20%*
MAp X PAp Goal - - - - - - -0.22 (0.09) -.14*
Structures
F change (2,241) 5.09**
6.13*

F change (1,240)

Note. * p <.05. ** p < .01. Gender was dummy-coded (1 = females; 0 = males). MAp= Mastery-Approach. PAp=Performance-Approach.



WMAp goal
=004 structures
274
) 348
421
—274
~ - 3.48
4.00 e 4.21
i _--_--_-’_',"."_",',' - 274 R? Linear =1
i 3.48 R? Linear = 1
o 4 21: R? Lingar = 1.000
un P
E .
[=] o
D 300
[=1
<
o
2.00
1.00
I I T T I I
1.00 150 200 250 3.00 350

PAp goal structures

Figure 1. Mastery-approach goal structures’ moderation of the relationship between
performance-approach goals and performance-approach goal structures

Note. MAp= Mastery-Approach. PAp=Performance-Approach.

The predictive value of achievement goals regarding students’ situational
engagement

Following the two sets of hierarchal regression models for students’ mastery-
approach and performance-approach goals, the predictive values of the two goals
regarding students’ situational engagement were tested. While the variables related to
student engagement were taken as dependent variables, students’ mastery-approach
goals, performance-approach goals and the interaction between the two goal types

were represented as predictors in the hierarchal regression models.
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The set of two-step hierarchal regression models for overall student engagement was
found to be statistically significant in both steps: Step 1 (F [3,258] =84.19, p < .01,
adjusted R? =.49), Step 2 (F [4,257] =62.9, p < .01, adjusted R? =.49). As presented
in Table 5, in the first step students’ mastery-approach goals strongly and positively
predicted their overall situational engagement. Endorsed performance-approach
goals also positively predicted students’ overall engagement to some extent. In the
second step, when the interaction between the two achievement goals was added to
the model, performance-approach goals was still marginally predicting overall
engagement (p = .054) alongside with mastery-approach goals which remained as
predictive as they were in the first step. However, the interaction between the two

achievement goals was not found to be statistically significant.

Table 5
The hierarchal regression model for overall engagement
Predictors Overall Engagement
Step 1 Step 2

B SE B B SE B
Gender -0.08 (0.09) -.04 -0.08 (0.09) -.04
MAp Goals 066 (0.05) .66** 0.66 (0.06) .66**
PAp Goals 0.08 (0.04) 1* 0.08  (0.04) 1
MAp X PAp Goals - - - 6.43  (0.04) 0
F change (1,257) 0

Note. *p< .05. **p< .01. Gender was dummy-coded (1 = females; 0 = males). MAp=
Mastery-Approach. PAp=Performance-Approach.

The set of two-step hierarchal regression models for students’ agentic engagement

was found to be statistically significant in both steps: Step 1(F [3,258] =30.41, p <
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.01, adjusted R? =.25), Step 2 F [4,257] =22.76, p < .01, adjusted R? =.25). As can be
seen in Table 6, in the first step endorsement of both achievement goals predicted the
students’ agentic engagement: the predictive value of the mastery-approach goals
was higher than that of the performance-approach goals. In the second step they still

predicted the agentic engagement of the students while the interaction between them

did not.
Table 6
The hierarchal regression model for agentic engagement
Predictors Agentic Engagement

Step 1 Step 2

B SE B B SE B

Gender 014 (0.13) -.06 014 (0.13) -.06
Mastery-approach Goals 0.56 (0.08)  .44** 0.55 (0.09)  .43**
Performance-approach Goals 0.16 (0.07) 15* 0.17 (0.07) 15*
MAp X PAp Goals - - - 0.02 (0.07) -.02
F change (1,257) 0.11

Note. *p< .05. **p< .01. Gender was dummy-coded (1 = females; 0 = males). MAp= Mastery-
Approach. PAp=Performance-Approach.

The set of two-step hierarchal regression models for students’ behavioral
engagement was found to be statistically significant in both steps: Step 1 (F [3,258]
=71.61, p < .01, adjusted R? =.45), Step 2 (F [4,257] =53.69, p < .01, adjusted R?
=.447). As presented in table 7, in both steps of the model only the endorsement of
mastery-approach goals was found to be statistically significant in positively

predicting behavioral engagement of the students.
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Table 7
The hierarchal regression model for behavioral engagement

Predictors Behavioral Engagement

Step 1 Step 2

B SE B B SE B

Gender -0.01 0.2) 0 -0.01 0.2) 0
Mastery-approach Goals 0.71 (0.06) .65** 0.73 (0.06) .68**
Performance-approach Goals 0.05 (0.05) .05 0.04 (0.05) .04
MAp X PAp Goals - - - 0.03  (0.05) .03
F change (1,257) 0.43

Note. *p< .05. **p< .01. Gender was dummy-coded (1 = females; 0 = males). MAp= Mastery-
Approach. PAp=Performance-Approach.

The set of two-step hierarchal regression models for students’ emotional engagement
was found to be statistically significant in both steps: Step 1(F [3,258] =38.36, p <
.01, adjusted R? =.3), Step 2 (F [4,257] =28.68, p < .01, adjusted R? =.31). As shown
in table 7, in both steps of the model only the endorsement of master-approach goals
was found to be statistically significant in positively predicting emotional

engagement of the students.

Table 8
The hierarchal regression model for emotional engagement
Predictors Emotional Engagement
Step 1 Step 2

B SE B B SE B
Gender -0.16 (0.14) -.06 -0.16  (0.14) -.06
Mastery-approach Goals 0.73 (0.08) .54** 0.74 (0.09) 55**
Performance-approach Goals 0.06 (0.07) .05 0.06 (0.07) .05
MAp X PAp Goals - - - 0.02  (0.07) .02
F change (1,257) 0.08

Note. *p< .05. **p< .01. Gender was dummy-coded (1 = females; 0 = males). MAp= Mastery-
Approach. PAp=Performance-Approach.
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The set of two-step hierarchal regression models for students’ cognitive engagement
was found to be statistically significant in both steps: Step 1(F [3,258] =56.54, p <
.01, adjusted R? =.39), Step 2 (F [4,257] =42.68, p < .01, adjusted R? =.4). As can be
seen in table 7, in both steps of the model only the endorsement of master-approach
goals was found to be statistically significant in positively predicting cognitive

engagement of the students.

Table 9
The hierarchal regression model for cognitive engagement
Predictors Cognitive Engagement
Step 1 Step 2

B SE B B SE B
Gender 0.02 (0.1) .01 0.02 (0.1) .01
Mastery-approach Goals 0.63 (0.06) 6** 0.6 (0.07) S57**
Performance-approach Goals  0.06 (0.05) .06 0.07 (0.05) .08
MAp X PAp Goals - - - -0.05 (0.05) -.06
F change (1,257) 1.07

Note. *p< .05. **p< .01. Gender was dummy-coded (1 = females; 0 = males). MAp= Mastery-
Approach. PAp=Performance-Approach.

The predictive value of dispositional achievement motives and achievement goal
structures regarding students’ situational engagement

After having checked the predictive values of the two goals regarding students’
situational engagement, the predictive values of dispositional achievement motives
and students’ perception of the promoted achievement goal structures were tested
with hierarchal regression models for all the variables related with students’
situational engagement. While the variables related to student engagement were

taken as dependent variables, students’ dispositional achievement motives and their
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perception of achievement goal structures were represented as predictors in the

hierarchal regression models.

The hierarchal regression models for overall student engagement were found to be
statistically significant in both steps: Step 1 (F [3,258] =3.27, p < .05, adjusted R?
=.04), Step 2 (F [5,256] =24.96, p < .01, adjusted R? =.32). As the table 10 shows, in
the first step only the need for achievement positively predicted the students’ overall
engagement. In the second step, when the two teacher goal structures were added, as
the predictive value of need for achievement remained the same, students’ perception

of mastery goal structures strongly and positively predicted their overall engagement.

Table 10
The hierarchal regression model for overall engagement
Predictors Overall Engagement
Step 1 Step 2

B SE B B SE B
Gender 0.17 (0.12) .09 0.07 (0.2) .04
Need for Achievement 0.19 (0.09) A13* 0.2 (0.08)  .13**
Fear of Failure -0.13  (0.07) -12 -0.08  (0.06) -.07
MAp Goal Structure - - - 0.69 (0.07) 54**
PAp Goal Structure - - - 0.00 (0.06) .00
F change (2,256) 54 47**

Note. *p< .05. **p< .01. Gender was dummy-coded (1 = females; 0 = males). MAp= Mastery-
Approach. PAp=Performance-Approach.

The set of two-step hierarchal regression models for students’ agentic engagement
was found to be statistically significant in both steps: step 1 (F [3,258] =3.18, p <
.05, adjusted R? =.02), step 2 (F [5,256] =12.73, p < .01, adjusted R? =.18). As
presented in table 11, in the first step only the need for achievement positively
predicted the students’ agentic engagement. When the two goal structures were
added to the model, mastery goal structures were found to be positively and strongly
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predicting students’ agentic engagement. The predictive value of the need for

achievement remained almost the same in this step.

Table 11
The hierarchal regression model for agentic engagement
Predictors Agentic Engagement
Step 1 Step 2

B SE B B SE B
Gender 011  (0.16) .04 0.03  (0.19) 01
Need for Achievement 0.32 (0.12)  .16** 0.34 (0.11)  .18**
Fear of Failure -0.12  (0.09) -.08 -0.07 (0.08)  -.05
MAp Goal Structure - - - 0.62 (0.2) 37**
PAp Goal Structure - - - 0.12 (0.08) .09
F change (2,256) 26.13**

Note. *p< .05. **p< .01. Gender was dummy-coded (1 = females; 0 = males). MAp= Mastery-
Approach. PAp=Performance-Approach.

The hierarchal regression model for students’ behavioral engagement was found to
be statistically significant in both steps: step 1 (F [3,258] =2.9, p < .05, adjusted R?
=.02), step 2 (F [5,256] =12.93, p < .01, adjusted R? =.19). As presented in table 12,
no variable was found to be statistically significant in predicting students’ behavioral
engagement in the first step. In the second step however, when the two variables
related to the achievement goal structures were added to the regression, need for
achievement became statistically significant in positively predicting behavioral
engagement. Regarding the achievement goal structures, only mastery goal structures

strongly and positively predicted the behavioral engagement of the students.
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Table 12

The hierarchal regression model for behavioral engagement

Predictors Behavioral Engagement

Step 1 Step 2

B SE B B SE B

Gender 023 (013) .11 014 (012) .07
Need for Achievement 0.17 (0.1) A1 0.18 (0.09) A1
Fear of Failure -0.13  (0.07) -11 -0.08  (0.07) -.07
MAp Goal Structure - - - 0.58 (0.08)  .42**
PAp Goal Structure - - - -0.03  (0.07) -.03
F change (2,256) 27.1**

Note. *p< .05. **p< .01. Gender was dummy-coded (1 = females; 0 = males). MAp= Mastery-

Approach. PAp=Performance-Approach.

The hierarchal regression model for emotional engagement was found to be

statistically significant only in the second step (F [5,256] =24.06, p < .01, adjusted R?

=.32). As can be seen in table 13, in the first step the fear of failure negatively

predicted the students’ emotional engagement in a specific session. In the second

step, when the two variables related to the achievement goal structures were added to

the regression, perceived mastery goal structures strongly and positively predicted

the emotional engagement of the students, while the fear of failure was no longer

statistically significant in predicting it.
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Table 13
The hierarchal regression model for emotional engagement

Predictors Emotional Engagement
Step 1 Step 2

B SE B B SE B
Gender 0.13 (0.17) .05 -0.01 14 0
Need for Achievement 0.07 (0.13) .04 0.08 0.11 .04
Fear of Failure -0.18 (0.09) -13* -0.11 0.08 -.08
MAp Goal Structure - - - 0.98 0.09 56**
PAp Goal Structure - - - -0.06 0.08 -.04
F change (2,256) 56.83**

Note. *p< .05. **p< .01. Gender was dummy-coded (1 = females; 0 = males). MAp= Mastery-
Approach. PAp=Performance-Approach.

The hierarchal regression model for students’ cognitive engagement was found to be
statistically significant in both steps: step 1 (F [3,258] =3.26, p < .05, adjusted R?
=.02), step 2 (F [5,256] =9.61, p < .01, adjusted R? =.14). As presented in table 14, in
the first step gender and students’ need for achievement positively predicted the
cognitive engagement of the students. In the second step of the model, when the two
variables related to the achievement goal structures were added, gender lost its
statistical significance in predicting cognitive engagement, while the predictive value
of the need for achievement remained almost the same. Regarding the two
achievement goal structures, the perceived mastery goal structures strongly and

positively predicted the cognitive engagement of the students.
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Table 14
The hierarchal regression model for cognitive engagement

Predictors Cognitive Engagement

Step 1 Step 2

B SE B B SE p

Gender 025 (0.13)  .12* 018  (0.12) .09
Need for Achievement 0.21 (0.1) A13* 0.22 (0.09) 14*
Fear of Failure -0.06  (0.07) -.06 -0.03  (0.07) -.02
MAp Goal Structure - - - 0.49 (0.08) .36**
PAp Goal Structure - - - -0.04 (0.07) -.04
F change (2,256) 18.47%*

Note. *p< .05. **p< .01. Gender was dummy-coded (1 = females; 0 = males). MAp= Mastery-
Approach. PAp=Performance-Approach.

Indirect effects through the mediation of endorsed achievement goals

Having granted that students’ mastery-approach goals predicted all variables related
to the situational engagement of students and were predicted by fear of failure and
the two variables related to students’ perception of achievement goal structures at the
same time through the regression analyses, the relationships among these variables
were further explored. To find out whether the fear of failure and perceived teacher
goal structures had an indirect effect on students’ situational engagement through the
endorsed mastery-approach goals, a number of Bootstrap analyses (Hayes, 2013),

which included1000 replications, were conducted.

Endorsed mastery-approach goals were found to be mediating between the fear of
failure and students’ overall engagement. The indirect effect of the fear of failure on
the overall engagement was negative B = 0.07, SE = 0.03, 95% CI: -0.14 —-0.01 as
the lower limit was lower than zero. Students’ mastery-approach goals also mediated

between the fear of failure and all of the engagement types under overall
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engagement. The fear of failure had a negative indirect effect on agentic engagement
B =0.06, SE =0.03, 95% CI: -0.13 — -0.01; behavioral engagement B = 0.08, SE =
0.04, 95% CI: -0.16 — -0.02; emotional engagement B = 0.07, SE = 0.03, 95% CI: -

0.15 —-0.01 and cognitive engagement B = 0.08, SE = 0.04, 95% CI: -0.16 —-0.01.

Students’ mastery-approach goals were also found to be mediating between the
perceived mastery-approach goal structures and students’ overall engagement. The
indirect effect of the perceived mastery-approach goal structures on the overall
engagement was positive B =0.21, SE = 0.05, 95% CI: 0.12 — 0.30 since the lower
limit was higher than zero. Endorsed mastery-approach goals mediated between the
perceived mastery-approach goal structures and all of the different engagement
types. To specify, the perceived mastery-approach goal structures had positive
indirect effect on agentic engagement B =0.17, SE = 0.04, 95% CI: 0.10 — 0.27;
behavioral engagement B = 0.23, SE = 0.05, 95% CI: 0.15 — 0.35; emotional
engagement B = 0.20, SE = 0.05, 95% CI: 0.12 — 0.31 and cognitive engagement B =

0.23, SE =0.05, 95% CI: 0.14 — 0.34.

Finally, the mediation of the endorsed mastery-approach goals between the perceived
performance-approach goal structures and the students’ situational engagement was
examined. Through this mediation it was found that, the perceived performance-
approach goal structures had a negative indirect effect on overall student engagement
B =0.08, SE =0.04, 95% CI: -0.15 —-0.02 since the lower limit was lower than zero.
Students endorsed mastery-approach goals were found to be mediating between the
perceived performance-approach goal structures and all of the different engagement

types. To specify, the perceived performance-approach goal structures had a negative
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indirect effect on agentic engagement B = 0.07, SE = 0.03, 95% CI: -0.15 —-0.02;
behavioral engagement B = 0.09, SE = 0.04, 95% CI: -0.18 — -0.02; emotional
engagement B = 0.08, SE = 0.04, 95% CI: -0.16 — -0.01 and cognitive engagement B

=0.09, SE = 0.04, 95% CI: -0.18 — -0.03.

After controlling the master-approach goals’ role as a mediator between students’
situational engagement and other independent variables predicting the endorsement
of mastery-approach goals, the role of the performance-approach goals as a mediator
was examined. Given that performance-approach goals predicted agentic engagement
of students and in turn was predicted by fear of failure and perceived performance-
approach goal structures, two Bootstrap analyses (Hayes, 2013), which included1000
replications, were conducted to examine the performance-approach goals’ role as a
mediator. According to the results, student endorsed performance-approach goals

was not found to be mediating between any of the related variables mentioned above.

Similarities and differences between students’ and observers’ perceptions
The study also aimed to investigate the different perceptions of students and
observers regarding the promoted achievement goal structures and overall student
engagement in specific class sessions. To this end, new variables were constructed
by subtracting observers’ rating means for the two perceived achievement goal
structures and overall student engagement from that of the students’. To see the
differences, frequencies of these new variables were investigated. The students
whose perceptional difference was in the band between -0.5 and 0.5 values were
decided to have measured the variables in a similar fashion with the observers. For

the values above 0.5, students were regarded as having higher perception of the two
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achievement goal structures or having reported to be engaged with the specific
session more than the observers’ perception. For the values below -0.5, the case was

just the opposite.

As explained above, frequencies were investigated for detecting differences between
students’ and observers’ ratings for mastery-approach, performance-approach goal
structures and overall student engagement in a specific class sessions. While 14.3%
of the students perceived mastery-approach goal structures similar to the observers,
4.3% reported lower and 81.4% reported higher perception of mastery-approach goal
structures. Although more students’, 28.4%, perception of performance-approach
goal structure was close to that of the observers’ compared with the perceived
mastery-approach goal structures’ case , still most of the students reported higher
than the observers for the perceived performance-approach goal structures: While
10% of the students reported lower evaluation, 61.6% reported higher than the
observers’ evaluation of the performance-approach goal structures. The results were
similar for the difference between observers’ evaluation of overall student
engagement and students’ self-reports for their own overall engagement. Only 19%
of the students gave a similar report to the observers’ evaluation regarding students’
overall engagement. On the other hand, 69.9 % of the students reported higher and

11.1 % reported lower engagement than the observers’ evaluation.

Following the investigation of the differences between observer and student
perceptions, it was controlled whether the trained observers’ perception of higher
mastery-approach goal structures were linked with higher student engagement and

higher mastery-approach goal endorsement as the previous analyses suggested.

66



Hence, top 3 and lowest 3 classes were grouped respectively into higher and lower
group in terms of observers’ perception of mastery-approach goal structures in
specific sessions. The other group was titled as the average group. Following the
grouping, a MANOVA was conducted to investigate the differences among the three
groups in terms of their perception of achievement goal structures, endorsed
achievement goals and situational overall engagement depending on their self-report.
As a result, significant differences were found among the three groups (Wilk’s A =
.08, F [18, 504] = 2.78, p < .01, multivariate n2 = .09) regarding the dependent
variables: students’ perception of achievement goal structures, endorsed
achievement goals and overall engagement. A follow-up analysis of variance
(ANOVA) presented in Table 15 and Tukey post hoc analysis revealed that the
students, from classes in which the teachers promoted mastery goal structures more
as perceived by the observers, reported significantly higher perception of mastery
goal structures, mastery-approach goal endorsement and overall engagement during a
specific class session compared to the average and lower groups. When the four
different aspects of engagement were considered, it was seen that there was no

significant difference among groups only in students’ agentic engagement.
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Table 15
The statistically significant effects of the groups on perceived achievement goal structures, achievement goal endorsement and overall
engagement indicated by ANOVA

89

F df P multivariate n? Meanwigher Group ~ SD Meanaverage Group SD Meaniower group ~ SD
MAp Goal Structures  7.777 2,260 .00 .06 3.75 0.68  3.45 0.73 3.31 0.72
PAp Goal Structures 0.119 2,260 .88 .00 2.46 0.98 241 0.93 247 0.95
MAp Goals 10.834 2,260 .00 .08 4.47 0.71  3.80 1.05 4.00 0.96
PAp Goals 2.775 2,260 .06 .02 3.74 1.11 3.38 1.15 3.68 1.06
Overall Engagement 6.987 2,260 .00 .05 3.83 0.85 3.36 1.05 3.34 0.88
Agentic 1.184 2,260 .31 .01 3.29 1.27 3.15 1.24 2.99 1.22
Behavioral 10.788 2,260 .00 .08 4.07 0.84 3.37 1.10 3.47 1.03
Emotional 5.329 2,260 .00 .04 3.86 1.26 3.33 1.31 3.23 1.24
Cognitive 6.931 2,260 .00 .05 441 089 383 1.10 4.00 0.95

Note. MAp= Mastery-Approach. PAp=Performance-Approach.



Similarities and differences between students’ and teachers’ perceptions

To investigate the different perceptions of students and teachers regarding the
promoted achievement goal structures and overall student engagement in specific
class sessions, similar to the previous comparison between student and observer
perceptions, new variables were constructed by subtracting teachers’ rating means
for the two achievement goal structures and overall student engagement from that of
the students’. To see the differences, frequencies of these new variables were
investigated by considering the values between -0.5 and 0.5 as similar to the

teachers’ perception.

According to the results, while 26.9% of the students perceived mastery-approach
goal structures similar to the teachers’ reports, 71.3% reported lower and 1.8%
reported higher perception of mastery-approach goal structures. Although more
students’ perception of performance-approach goal structure and self-reported
engagement was closer to that of the teachers’ ratings compared with the perceived
mastery-approach goal structures’ case, still most of the students reported lower than
the teachers for the perceived performance-approach goal structures and student
engagement. While 25.1% of the students evaluated performance-approach goal
structure similar to the teachers’ self-reports, 52.3 reported lower and 22.2% reported
higher perception of performance-approach goal structure. The results were similar
for the student engagement. 32.6% of the students evaluated their engagement
similar to the teachers’ perception. While 50.9% reported lower levels of
engagement, only 16.5% of the students reported higher levels of engagement in

comparison to teachers’ perceptions.
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Upon coming up with such different accounts for the comparisons between students’
and observer’s perceptions; and students’ and teachers’ perceptions, a follow-up
investigation of the difference between observer and teacher ratings was made.
Similar to the approach for the previous comparisons, different variables were
created by subtracting observer means from teacher means for the two achievement
goal structures and overall student engagement. Then, the frequencies of these new
variables were investigated by considering the values between -0.5 and 0.5 as similar
to the observers’ perception. All ten teachers reported higher mastery-approach goal
structures and student engagement for their sessions than the observers’ perception.
Regarding the performance-approach goal structures, reports of the four teachers out
of ten was missing. While one of the teachers reported similarly to the observers’
perception, one reported lower and remaining four teachers reported higher

performance-approach goal structures than the observers’ perception.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

Introduction
The purpose of the current study was to explore the relationships among the
antecedents of student motivation, teachers’ goal structures (contextual) and
students’ dispositional achievement motives(personal), students’ endorsed
achievement goals and engagement during specific class sessions. It also investigated
the similarities and differences among students’, teachers’ and trained observers’
perceptions of class session which are under study. This chapter focused on an
overview of the whole research project and specifically on the major findings of the
study. Following the important findings, information related to implications for
practice and further research was provided. Finally, the limitations regarding the

project were shared with the reader.

Overview

To achieve the aims of the present study, following research questions were

investigated:

1. Do students’ personal characteristics and contextual situation in a classroom
setting predict student engagement through the mediation of their endorsed

achievement goals during a specific class session?

a. Do students’ dispositional achievement motives and the promoted goal

structures predict their endorsed achievement goals?

b. Do students’ endorsed achievement goals predict student engagement?
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c. Do students’ dispositional achievement motives and the promoted goal

structures predict student engagement?

2. To what extent does the students’ engagement and perception of promoted goal

structures differ from observers’ and teachers’ perception?

3. Do students endorsed achievement goals and engagement differ according to the
level of mastery goal structures as perceived by the observers in a specific class

session?

In the study a cross sectional design and correlational method were preferred to
investigate the relationships among variables and to detect differences and
similarities between different perceptions of the participants regarding specific class
sessions. To capture the reality of the classrooms variables were also measured by
trained observers who observed the lessons at least two times during the process of
data collection. The study was conducted in a public high school located in an urban
city, Ankara, with the voluntary participation of 310 students from 9™, 10" and 11
grades and 10 teachers. Specific class sessions under investigation consisted of 5

English, 3 Turkish and 2 Science lessons.

During the data collection process, three sets of instruments were used for measuring
student related and teacher related variables depending on specific class sessions:
Firstly, students filled in questionnaires about their dispositional achievement
motives (Lang & Fries, 2006), perceived teacher achievement goal structures (Turner
et al., 2002), situational engagement (Reeve & Tseng, 2011) and their situational
achievement goal endorsement (Elliot & Murayama, 2008). Secondly, teachers rated

their promotion of achievement goal structures (Turner et al., 2002) and situational
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student engagement (Reeve & Tseng, 2011). Thirdly, observers used rating sheets to
assess teacher achievement goal structures, and student engagement regarding the
same specific class sessions as students and teachers. Following the preliminary
analysis, hierarchal regression models, Bootstrap analysis and MANOVA were used

to answer the research questions under investigation.

Major findings
Building on the results of the analyses and the hypotheses grounded on the literature
review, major findings related to each research question will be explained and

discussed below:

1. Do students’ personal characteristics and contextual situation in a classroom
setting predict student engagement through the mediation of their endorsed
achievement goals during a specific class session?

To answer this research question following sub-questions were investigated to make

sure that the conditions for this mediation were granted:

a. Do students’ dispositional achievement motives and the promoted goal structures
predict their endorsed achievement goals?

According to the study findings, perceived mastery goal structures positively
predicted mastery-approach goal endorsement of the students in a specific lesson;
whereas the perceived performance goal structures positively predicted the endorsed
performance-approach goals especially for students who perceived also low mastery-
approach goal structures. These findings support Hypothesis 1. Beyond Hypothesis

1, a negative relation between performance goal structures and mastery-approach
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goals was also found, indicating that teacher’s focus on competition could have
negative effects on students’ goal to learn and improve themselves. On the other
hand teacher’s focus on mastery-approach goals can be a protective factor for
students’ motivation when both goal structures are emphasized by the teacher. These
findings are in accord with the previous studies that have shown a positive relation
between the achievement goals structures promoted by the teacher and the
achievement goals endorsed by the students (Ames, 1992; Anderman& Anderman,

1999; Urdan, 2004; Wolters, 2004; Young, 1997).

Despite the previous results regarding the need for achievement’s predictive value of
mastery-approach goals and performance-approach goals (Elliot&Church, 1997;
Elliot& Harackiewicz, 1996; Elliot& McGregor, 2001) and Hypothesis 2, results of
the current study did not find such relationships. Fear of failure, on the other hand,
did predict the endorsement of performance-approach goals positively as expected
based on the previous studies conducted by Tanaka and Yamauchi (2001) as well as

Michou et al. (2013), supporting Hypothesis 2 partially.

Although mastery-approach goals were not predicted by need for achievement, it was
predicted by other personal factors. It was positively predicted by gender, which
suggested that there was a significant relationship between being a female student
and focusing on mastery and intrinsic enjoyment with the lesson. Mastery-approach
goal endorsement was also negatively predicted by the fear of failure, suggesting that

being disposed to avoid failure negatively predicted the endorsement of this goal.
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b. Do students’ endorsed achievement goals predict student engagement?

The results of the hierarchal regression models for the overall student engagement
showed that the endorsed mastery-approach goals positively predicted overall student
engagement as assumed in Hypothesis 3 (Elliot & Church, 1997; Hidiroglu &
Sungur, 2015). On the other hand, endorsed performance-approach goals marginally
predicted overall engagement in a positive way contrary to the predictions. Yet in
contrast to our expectations, performance-approach goals were not found to predict
behavioral engagement. This result supported research that linked behavioral
engagement only to the endorsement of mastery goals (Miller et al., 1996; Hidiroglu
& Sungur, 2015). Wolters’ (2004) suggestions regarding the students who might be
exaggerating their engagement level as they report it to look better compared to other

students can be taken into account in interpreting different results.

When the four aspects of student engagement were inspected separately, mastery-
approach goal endorsement was found to predict all of the aspects positively and
strongly as it was predicted in Hypothesis 3. Yet in contrast to our expectations,
performance-approach goals were not found to predict behavioral engagement but
the agentic one. This result supported research that linked behavioral engagement
only to the endorsement of mastery goals (Miller et al., 1996; Hidiroglu & Sungur,
2015) and shed more light into the newly introduced agentic engagement which
could be the result of both mastery-approach and performance-approach goal
endorsement. Since agentic engagement is related to being active in lessons visibly,
asking questions and commenting on learning activities, students who try to look
better than their peers might get agentically engaged to some extent. This different

result suggests that agentic engagement as the latest developed aspect of engagement
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should be further studied together with other aspects of student engagement to

provide more information about their relationship to students’ motivation.

¢. Do students’ dispositional achievement motives and the promoted goal structures
predict student engagement?

The results showed that the need for achievement positively predicted student
engagement in general as assumed in Hypothesis 4 (Cock & Halvari, 1999; Reeve,
Deci & Ryan, 2004). When different aspects of engagement were considered, it can
be seen that the need for achievement predicted all types of engagement except of
emotional engagement which is an aspect related to intrinsic interest in learning

activities in lessons.

Regarding the assumption related to the fear of failure in Hypothesis 4, it can be said
that it was not confirmed as fear of failure did not predict engagement at all.
However, the findings indicated an indirect negative relationship between fear of
failure and engagement through low mastery-approach goals. It seems that students’
low quality of motivation is the psychological mechanism that links fear of failure to
engagement. The students with the tendency to avoid failure are less likely to
endorse the goal to learn and improve themselves and this makes them less engaged

in the class.

Along with dispositional achievement motives, achievement goal structures’ relation
to student engagement was tested as well. Confirming Hypothesis 5, teacher
promoted mastery goal structures predicted overall student engagement (Greene,

2004; Nolen, 2003) and all four aspects of it, whereas performance goal structures
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did not predict any aspect of student engagement (Ames & Archer, 1998; Wolters,
2004) or the overall engagement. This shows that students of teachers who support
learning and self-improvement are more persistent, have positive feelings and
actively get involved with the lesson. On the other hand, instructional behaviors that
promote competition and evaluate students in a norm-based fashion are not related to

student engagement.

Taking the findings regarding the prediction of engagement by both personal and
contextual factors together, it was found that both mastery goal structures and need
for achievement predicted almost all types of engagement, except that need for
achievement did fail to predict emotional engagement. Overall, it was an interesting
finding showing the importance of taking both contextual and personal factors,
specifically need for achievement and mastery goal structures, into consideration in

order to understand and support students functioning in classroom.

Consequently, indirect effects of the variables which predicted both students’
endorsed achievement goals and student engagement were investigated to see if
mastery-approach and performance-approach goals mediated between these variables
and students engagement as a student outcome and answer the first research question

of the study.

Regarding the mastery-approach goals’ role as a mediator, Hypothesis 6 assumed
that students’ need for achievement (Michou et al., 2014) and promoted mastery goal
structures would indirectly and positively predict students’ engagement. The

assumption was partially supported: Since need for achievement was not found to

77



predict mastery-approach goals’ endorsement, it was not possible to consider its
indirect effect through such mediation. On the other hand, student perceived mastery
goal structures had a positive indirect effect on all aspects of engagement through

mastery-approach goal endorsement as it was assumed.

Moreover, as perceived performance goal structures negatively predicted the
endorsement of mastery-approach goals by students, and their indirect effects on
student engagement were also tested. Performance goal structures negatively
predicted all aspects of engagement through the mediation of low mastery-approach

goals.

As it was assumed (Hypothesis 7) performance-approach goals did not mediate the
relationship between personal and contextual factors to engagement showing that
normative goals cannot link dispositions and environmental perceptions to students’

participation.

Overall, it can be concluded that both personal and contextual factors played an
equally important role in directly predicting student engagement, and also indirectly
predicting engagement through the endorsement of mastery-approach goals.
Moreover, teachers’ promotion of mastery goal structures directly predicted
endorsement of mastery-approach goals. Teachers can support this good quality of
student motivation and in turn students’ engagement with the lesson by prioritizing
learning and self-based improvement instead of competition and norm-based
evaluation. Performance-approach goal endorsement, on the other hand, had a weak

relationship with overall student engagement, to specify with agentic engagement
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only and did not mediate between contextual and personal factors and student
engagement. Even this weak relationship is questionable as suggested by Wolters
(2004), it could be an exaggeration by students or students might have tried to show
themselves as engaged as possible with the lesson through questions and behaving

proactively to prove their normative success.

2. To what extent does the students’ engagement and perception of promoted goal
structures differ from observers’ and teachers’ perception?

The comparison between students’ and observers’ ratings regarding achievement
goal structures and student engagement shows that students overestimated both
achievement goal structures, performance and mastery goal structures, and reported
higher engagement in comparison to the observers’ perception. While the biggest
difference was in their ratings of engagement, the smallest difference was between
their perceptions of performance goal structures. Since most of the students reported
higher than observers, still it was not possible to claim that they had similar
perceptions with regard to performance goal structures. Although trained observers
are knowledgeable in detecting instructional behaviors promoting different goals, it
seems that students have much more different perception of the context that they are

an integrated part of.

Regarding the comparison between students’ and teachers’ perceptions of
achievement goal structures and student engagement, the results interestingly show
that this time teachers overestimated their promotion of both goal structures and
perceived higher student engagement compared to students’ ratings. This suggests

that the teachers did not have an accurate perception of student engagement, which is
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problematic since they were not aware of students needs to take action, support and
motivate students to get more involved with the lesson. On the other hand the
overestimation of students’ engagement from teachers could be the result of a
defensive attitude regarding their responsibility in teaching and engaging effectively
students which could led them to give socially desirable answers to the administrated

survey.

Comparison between observers’ and teachers’ ratings regarding the two achievement
goal structures and students engagement revealed that all ten teachers reported
mastery goal structures and student engagement higher than the observers. Only six
teachers reported for performance-approach goal structures while other four refrained
from answering related questions in the survey. Out of these six teachers, only one
reported lower and one reported similar to the observers’ ratings, while the remaining
overestimated their promotion of performance goal structures. These results ring a
bell as to teachers’ perception of the quality of instructional behaviors promoting
performance-approach goals and their understanding of it. Teachers might have
misconceptions that promoting competition and norm-based evaluation are
functional ways to improve student engagement or vague ideas related to these

instructional behaviors, which led them to refrain from reporting.

In conclusion, the results all suggested important differences among teachers’,
students’ and observers’ perceptions of achievement goal structures and students
engagement which was in line with the past research (Patrick et al., 2001; Anderman
et al., 2002) and confirmative of the Hypothesis 8. The difference between teachers’

perception of student engagement and students’ own report was particularly a notable
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finding, since it suggests that the interaction between student and teacher might not
be interpreted similarly from the two parts and therefore teachers, as they
overestimated students’ engagement, might not be able enough to improve the

quality of the student motivation and their engagement with the learning activities.

3. Do students endorsed achievement goals and engagement differ according to the
level of mastery goal structures as perceived by the observers in a specific class
session?

As expected based on prior research (Anderman et al., 2002; Turner et al., 2002), the
results revealed that the observers’ perception of high, average or low mastery goal
structures in specific class sessions predicted significant differences among students
with regard to their perception of promoted achievement goal structures,

achievement goal endorsement and engagement supporting Hypothesis 9.

To specify, students from classes with high promotion of mastery goal structures
according to observers, reported significantly higher perception of mastery goal
structures, higher mastery goal endorsement and overall engagement in comparison
to average or lower groups. Out of the four aspects of student engagement, the results
showed no significant difference among groups only regarding agentic engagement.
Although big differences were found between observers’ and students’ perceptions
regarding achievement goal structures and engagement, these results revealed that
the observers were able to catch the reality of the class sessions; and their
perceptions were successful as significant differences were found among students
from high, average and low mastery goal structured classes. Moreover, the results

show that, despite students overestimated their teachers promotion of mastery goal
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structures regarding the observers, their estimation was to the right direction as
perceived mastery goal structures in the high mastery structured classes (according to
the observers assessment) was significantly higher than in the average or low
mastery structured classes. Regarding student motivation and engagement, the
differences among the high, average and low mastery structured classes showed that
when teachers focus on learning and self-improvement, students endorse learning

goals and they are highly engaged in class activities.

Implications for practice
The findings of the study revealed that student motivation in a specific class session
was predicted by both contextual and personal factors. In classes that higher teacher
promoted mastery goal structures were perceived, students endorsed mastery-
approach goals and were more engaged compared to other students. Mastery-
approach goal endorsement also depended on need low fear of failure as a personal
factor. These findings suggest that good quality of student motivation, and hence the
students’ engagement in the lesson, can be supported by teachers’ instructional
behaviors that promote mastery-approach goal endorsement. On the other hand, it is
important for the teachers to take students’ dispositions into consideration and
differentiate their instructions accordingly. When fear of failure is low, they can
cultivate learning goals more easily. While fear of failure is high, they probably need

stronger emphasis on self-referenced evaluation and learning.

Yet the findings also underline the teachers’ vague understanding of student
engagement and their own promotion of achievement goal structures. Considering

the equal importance of the contextual factors in relation to student motivation,
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teachers should be trained to have a better understanding of the students’ perspective;
to be in touch with them during the teaching and learning process; and to be capable
of understanding student needs accurately. Also trainings regarding instructional
behaviors that promote the endorsement of mastery-approach goals should be
provided along with clear and detailed information about the roles of achievement

goal structures and achievement goals in teaching and learning.

Moreover, policy makers and curriculum designers should take these findings into
account and shift the focus of the curricula on self-referenced evaluation that
promote individual improvement and learning by enjoying the content instead of
expecting demonstration, competition and normative assessment through emphasis
on tests. Especially in a country where education is handled traditionally and exam-
focused like Turkey, a shift in authorities’ approach coming accompanied by
effective teacher trainings would facilitate teachers’ use of effective instructional

behaviors and help in improving teaching and learning.

All the above implications should be taken into account in initial teacher trainings as
well. Apart from dwelling on the instructional behaviors that promote good quality of
student motivation, observational trainings could be introduced to the teachers in
their initial training. Since the results suggest that teachers might overestimate
students engagement and their promotion of mastery goal structures, a third eye in
the classroom can provide a more objective view and be able to give constructive
feedback to teachers. By being trained observers, teachers might play the role of a
critical friend and become more effective in giving feedback than an external

observer or an inspector. Hence, authorities and school administrators should
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consider implementing observational trainings to teachers and developing a school
culture in which teachers can collaborate in developing effective teaching strategies

and learning through constructive observations.

Implications for further research
The present study was conducted in a public high school in the city center of Ankara.
To get a bigger and more generalizable picture of education in Turkey, similar
studies can be conducted in different types of schools, in different cities and in rural
areas as well. Moreover, the sample of the present study consisted of 310 students
and 10 teachers in total. A more expansive research would make it possible to run
multilevel analysis to explore to what extent contextual factors, promoted
achievement goal structures, would predict student motivation and engagement at
classroom levels, instead of student level. Such studies will contribute to the
literature with providing more reliability and validity; and be the stepping stones in

building towards change and improvement in education.

The study found different results separating agentic engagement from the other
aspects of student engagement. Agentic engagement was both predicted by endorsed
mastery-approach and performance-approach goals. Additionally, there was no
significant difference in terms of agentic engagement among students groups which
were formed according to observers’ perception of high, average or low mastery goal
structures. Hence, further studies are required to investigate the different nature of
agentic engagement together with other aspects of student engagement to clarify their

relationship to students’ motivation.
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Although the present study involved observational methods, a more qualitative
approach can be taken to illuminate Turkish classroom context and to keep an
inventory of specific instructional behaviors. Since it was found out that the teachers
could have misconceptions regarding certain instructional behaviors related to
achievement goal promotion, qualitative research in this field may help collecting
data about good and bad practices and can contribute to the quality of teacher

trainings and regulations of policy makers.

Limitations
Although this study aimed to shed light unto the situation in Turkey in terms of the
relationship among achievement goal structures, achievement goal endorsement and
student engagement, it is limited in capturing the general picture of the Turkish
educational reality for the following reasons: First of all, the sample selected for the
study is only consisted of public high school students of a big urban city, Ankara.
Hence, results of the study should be confined to Turkish high school context, and
the sample’s failure to represent the rural areas of Turkey should be admitted as well.
Moreover, due to the time consuming nature of the observations, it was not possible
to observe many classes and reach up to a larger portion of the population.
Additionally it was not possible to conduct the study in different schools for the same
reason. Thus, these reasons may have diminished the generalizability of the study’s

results.

Although observational method for data collection had its advantages for data
triangulation and shedding more light into the classroom environment, it was also a

limitation in terms of its possible effects on the teachers instructional behaviors in
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lessons. Knowing that they were under observation for the study, they could interact
differently with the students than in the normal circumstances or change their
instructional style. This could also play a role in changes or exaggerations in student

behavior during the observed sessions.

Another important point to consider was that the study adopted a correlational
research method. Even if a relationship between promoted achievement goal
structures and student engagement was found, it was not possible to say whether goal
structures influenced engagement or vice versa. Hence, as only the relationships
among the variables were investigated; it did not give the ground for inferring causal

relationships.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: Student Questionnaires (English)

ID: Gender M/ F

Age

Date:

Please, indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with each statement by

using the following statements.

Generally speaking, in my life ... - o © .5 o >
o> 2 o o c O L Do
S S > £ 58 £ §¢9
O ®© ] 2 o g > 95
= n K] L P n < = ©
n o o <9205 n

1. I like situations, in which I can find out how

capable I am. 1 2 3 4 5

2. When | am confronted with a problem, which

I can possibly solve, | am enticed to start
i . . 1 2 3 4 5
working on it immediately.

3. | enjoy situations, in which | can make use of

my abilities 1 2 3 4 5

4. | am appealed by situations allowing me to

test my abilities 1 2 3 4 5

5. | am attracted by tasks, in which I can test my

abilities. 1 2 3 4 5

6. | am afraid of failing in somewhat difficult

situations, when a lot depends on me. 1 2 3 4 5

7. | feel uneasy to do something if | am not sure

of succeeding. 1 2 3 4 5

8. Even if nobody would notice my failure, I’ m

afraid of tasks, which I’ m not able to solve. 1 2 3 4 5

9. Even if nobody is watching, | feel quite

anxious in new situations 1 2 3 4 5

10. If 1 do not understand a problem

immediately, | start feeling anxious. 1 2 3 4 5
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School: Class: Gender: M/F Birthdate: Date:

Dear student,

This questionnaire is prepared as a part of a study investigating students’ motivation during a
specific class hour. Your answers will NOT be used to grade or criticize you. There are NO
correct answers for the expressions below. This is why, we kindly ask you to read all the
questions carefully and choose the best option that suits your perspective.

Please use the scale below to answer the questions:
1: I strongly disagree

2: | disagree
3: Neutral
4: | agree

5: I strongly agree

During this class my teacher-...

1. ... emphasized students persistence

1 2 3 5

prgéré.s. Semphas1zed students individual 1 2 3 5
3. ... appreciated students’ effort 1 5 3 4 5
4. ... emphasized competition. 1 5 3 4 5
5. ... compared students’ performance. 1 5 3 4 5
6. ... praised student outcomes 1 9 3 4 5

Strongly Disagree  Neither Agree Strongly

disagree agree, agree
nor
disagree
During this class ...
1. | paid attention 1 2 3 4 5
2. | worked very hard 1 5 3 4 5
3. Ienjoyed today’s class 1 2 3 4 5
4. | tried to learn as much as | could 1 5 3 4 5
5. | express my preferences, opinions or questions 1 5 3 4 5
6. I felt interested in todays’ class 1 2 3 4 5
7. | asked questions during class 1 5 3 4 5
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During the very last class hour, my aim was to completely 1 2 3 4 5
master the material presented
During the very last class hour, my goal was to perform 1 2 3 4 5
better than the other students.
During the very last class hour, | was striving to do well 1 2 3 4 5
compared to other students.
During the very last class hour, my goal was to learn as 1 2 3 4 5

much as possible
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APPENDIX B : Student Questionnaires (Turkish)

Ogrenci No: Cinsiyet K/E Yas Tarih:
Asagidaki olcegi kullanarak her bir maddeye ne derecede katihip katilmadigimiz liitfen

belirtiniz.

= =
g2 £ § £ gE
X S S S 5 X g
Genel olarak, hayatimda... =2 2 z > T >
z2E£ £ S £ 3BT
XY 5 G V; S X3
N N
1. Ne kadar yetenegim oldugunu anlayabildigim
faaliyetleri severim. 1 2 3 4 5

2. Cozebilecegimi diisiindiigiim bir problemle
karsilastigimda, {izerinde ¢aligmaya hemen 1 2 3 4 5
baglamak i¢in heyecanlanirim.

3. Yeteneklerimi kullanabildigim faaliyetlerden
keyif alirim. 1 2 3 4 5

4. Yeteneklerimi test etmeme imkan veren
faaliyetler beni cezbeder. 1 2 3 4 5

5. Yeteneklerimi test edebildigim aktivitelere
ilgi duyarim. 1 2 3 4 5

6. Bana bagli olan nispeten zor durumlarda
basarisiz olmaktan korkarim. 1 2 3 4 5

7. Basarili olabilecegimden emin olmadigim bir
seyi yapmaktan ¢ekinirim. 1 2 3 4 5

8. Basarisizligimi kimse farketmeyecek olsa
bile, basaramayacagim islerden korkarim. 1 2 3 4 5

9. Kimse bakmiyor olsa bile, yeni durumlarda
kendimi oldukga tedirgin hissederim. 1 2 3 4 5

10. Bir problemi hemen anlamazsam,
kaygilanirim 1 2 3 4 5

99



Okul: Sinif: Cinsiyet: K/E  Dogum Tarihi: Tarih:

Degerli 6grenci,

Bu 6l¢ek ders sirasindaki motivasyonunuzu belirlemek i¢in yapilan bilimsel bir aragtirmanin
yiiriitiilmesi amactyla hazirlanmistir. Olgekte yer alan sorulara verdiginiz yanitlar, kesinlikle
size not vermek ya da sizi elestirmek amaciyla kullanilmayacaktir. Bu sorularin herkes
icin gecerli dogru yanitlar1 bulunmamaktadir. Bu nedenle liitfen asagida verilen tiim
sorular1 dikkatle okuyarak cevabinizi, ifadenin karsisindaki segeneklerden sizin i¢in en
uygun olani igaretleyerek belirtiniz.

Sorular1 yanitlamak i¢in asagidaki 6l¢iitleri kullaniniz. Soruda gegen ifadeye tamamen
katiliyorsamiz (5)’i; ifadeye kesinlikle katilmiyorsanz (1)’i isaretleyin. Eger ifadenin size
gore dogrulugu bunlardan farkli ise sizin i¢in en uygun diizeyi gosteren (1)’le (5) arasindaki
rakami isaretleyin.

Bu ders sirasinda, égretmenim...

1. ... 6grencilerin kararliligin1 vurguladi 1 5 3 4 5
A U D .
3. ... bireysel gelisimimizi destekledi. 1 5 3 4 5
4. ... yaptiklarimizi 6vdii. 1 5 3 4 5
5. ... ¢abamizi takdir etti. 1 2 3 4 5
6. ... performanslarimizi karsilastirdi. 1 5 3 4 5
7. ... rekabeti vurguladi 1 5 3 4 5

Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum  Kararsizim  Katihyorum  Kesinlikle

katilmiyorum katiliyorum
Bu ders swrasinda ...

1. Derse dikkatimi verdim 1 5 3 4 5
2. Cok ¢abaladim. 1 5 3 4 5
3. Dersten zevk aldim. 1 5 3 4 5
4. Ogrenebildigim kadar ¢ok sey 1 ’ 3 4 5

ogrenmeye calistim
5. Tercihlerimi, fikirlerimi veya

sorularimi dile getirdim. 1 2 3 4 S
6. Bugiin ders ilgimi gekti. 1 5 3 4 5
7. Soru sordum. 1 9 3 4 5
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Kesinlikle  Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
Bu derste, hedefim sunulan konuyu tamamen anlamakti. 1 2 3 4 5
Bu derste, hedefim diger 6grencilerden daha iyi olmakti. 1 2 3 4 5
Bu derste diger 6grencilerden daha iyi olabilmek i¢in 1 2 3 4 5
cabalryorum.
Bu dersteki hedefim, miimkiin oldugunca ¢ok sey 6grenmekti. 1 2 3 4 5

101



APPENDIX C: Teacher Questionnaires (English)

During this class I...

1. ... emphasized students

. 1 3 4
persistence
2. ...emphasized students individual 1 3 4
progress
3. ...viewed errors as a chance for
. 1 3 4
better learning
4. ...appreciated students’ effort 1 3 4
5...checked if students’ understood 1 3 4
the tasks and topic
6. ...emphasized competition. 1 3 4
7. ...compared students 1 3 4
performance.
During this class the students ...
1. ...paid attention 1 2 3 4 5
2. ...worked very hard 1 2 3 4 5
3. ...enjoyed today’s class 1 2 3 4 5
4. ...tried to learn as much as I could 1 2 3 4 5
5. ...express my preferences, opinions or questions 1 ) 3 4 5
6. ...felt interested in todays’ class 1 2 3 4 5
7. ...asked questions during class 1 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX D: Teacher Questionnaires (Turkish)

Okul: Sinmif: Cinsiyet: KIE  Yas: Tarih:

Saygideger 6gretmen,

Bu 6l¢ek ders sirasindaki 6grenci motivasyonunu belirlemek igin yapilan bilimsel bir
arastirmanin yiiriitiilmesi amaciyla hazirlanmistir. Sorular1 yanitlamak i¢in agsagidaki
olgiitleri kullaniniz. Soruda gegen ifadeye tamamen katihiyorsamiz (5)’i; ifadeye kesinlikle
katilmyorsanz (1)’i isaretleyin. Eger ifadenin size gére dogrulugu bunlardan farkli ise sizin
icin en uygun diizeyi gosteren (1)’le (5) arasindaki rakamn isaretleyin.

N £ £ o
8§ 2 & =3
Bu ders sirasinda ben...
1. ...0grencilerin kararliligini 1 9 3 4 5
vurguladim.
2. .... gorevlerin tainamlamp 1 2 3 4 5
tamamlanmadigini kontrol
ettim
3. ... dgrencilerin bireysel
gelisimini destekledim. ! 2 3 4 >
4. ... dgrenci performanslarini 1 5 3 4 5
karsilagtirdim.
5. ... rekabeti vurguladim 1 2 3 4 5
6. ..."ogr"encﬂerln yaptiklarini 1 2 3 4 5
ovdim.
7. ... 6grencilerin ¢abasini
takdir ettim. ! 2 3 4 >

Kesinlikle  Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum — Kesinlikler

Katilmiyorum Katiliyorum
Bu ders sirasinda, dgrenciler ...
1. ...dikkat kesildiler. 1 5 3 4 5
2. ...cok cabaladilar. 1 5 3 4 5
3. ...zevk aldilar 1 5 3 4 5
4. ...0grenebildikleri kadar ¢ok 1 5 3 4 5
sey 6grenmeye calistilar
ok e s
6. ...ilgi gosterdiler 1 2 3 4 5
7. ...soru sordular 1 5 3 4 5
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APPENDIX E: Observation Rating Sheets

The teacher ...

Mastery-approach goals

1. ...emphasizes the process of learning by viewing errors as 1
constructive or supporting persistence

2. ...emphasizes self-based evaluation and improvement 1
3. ...praises students’ effort 1
4. ...checks for students understanding 1

Performance-approach goals

1. ...emphasizes competition and other-based evaluation. 1
The students ...
1. ... paid attention (behavioral) 1 2
2. ...tried very hard (behavioral) 1 2
3. ... expressed their preferences, opinions or questions 1 2
(agentic)
4. ... asked questions during class (agentic) 1 2
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APPENDIX F: Permission from Ministry of National Education

% 010592

o """ TC.
5, ¢ 2 % ANKARA VALILIGI

Milli Egitim Modariogo
Sayr : 14588481-605 99-E.6660991 29.06.2015
Konu: Aragtirma lzni

BILKENT ONIVERSITESINE
(Egitim Bilimleri Enstittisll)

ligk ) MEB Yenilik ve Egitim Teknolojileri Genel Modariogingn 2012/13 nolu Genelgesi.
b) 290572015 tarihli ve 8549 sayvh yazsoer.

Oniversiteniz Egitim Bilimlert Enstitist gorevlisi Aikaterini Michou' nun
"Lise Smiflarmda Ogretmenin Ofretim Seklis Seklinin Ofrenci Motivasyonu
ve Ogrenmeyle lligkisinin Sistematik bir Yaklagmla Degerlendiritmesi®  baglikl
argtirma  kapsaminda  gOrlgme yapma talebi  MBdOdOgomizce uygun goelimiy ve
uygulamanm yapilacad: Hge Milli Egitim Modariagtne bilgi verilmigtir.

Amgtima formunun (22 sayfa) aragtimac: tanafindan uygulama yapilacak sayida
sofaltilmas: ve caligmanin bitiminde bir Omeginin (cd ortaminda) MOJOAOIOMz Strateji
Geligtirme (1) Subesine gonderilmesini arz ederim.

Bilgilerinize arz ederim.
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Komyn yobs Baghene Ogpetmen Fri arkas Degevicr ANKARA Ayrentids bebgs i S
e poms: iitstithDbimch g Ar Teh (0 113) 221 @ 1138 3
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