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e Definition
— “the process whereby goal-directed activity is

instigated and sustained” (Schunk, Pintrich, &
Meece, 2008, p. 4).

* |Indicators
— Choices
— Persistence
— Effort Expenditures
— Achievement
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CANE Model of Motivation

(Commitment And Necessary Effort)

Goal

Capabilities x Affect x Task Value — Commitment
Self-Efficacy Emotion Importance
Support Mood Interest

Utility

Choice
Persistence

Self-Efficacy » Mental Effort
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Routine problem is perceived to be novel.
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High
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confident
Mental Yin
Effort
Possible task avoidance
e Redirected attention
e Selection of new goals
 Internal focus
Low * Covington’s Self-Worth theory

Low Self-Efficacy High
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Under- How to boost:
confident Reduce the

size/complexity
Yl n of the task

Possible task avoidance
* Redirected attention

e Selection of new goals
* Internal focus

* Covington’s Self-Worth theory

Low Self-Efficacy High
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Novel problem is perceived to be routine.
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Novel problem is perceived to be routine.

How to lower:
Supervised
failure

Overconfident
Yang

e Surprise/Anger

 Refusal to accept
responsibility

External focus

Low Self-Efficacy High
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How do we interest people in uninteresting
work/material/activities?

* Definitions
» Current beliefs/practices
» Solution
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offered >

Time on
task
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Incentive fask Learning
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Interest
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STOWS
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 Diversity of worked examples
— Decomposition of complex tasks
— Scaffolding/Support
— Teamwork
— Quizzing
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