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Abstract. The purpose of the present study was to examine the influence of the
“Competence-based didactic units” in vocational education on students’ motiva-
tion and self-regulated learning. The sample consisted of 115 males and 133 females
(n=250) who were attending secondary vocational or technical schools in Slovenia.
The students were included in an experimental project that introduced a “compe-
tence-based didactic unit” (CBDU) in vocational schools’ curricula. In our study, the
introduction of the CBDU was used to measure changes in the motivational, cogni-
tive, and metacognitive aspects of self-regulated learning and to examine how they
were subsequently related to other students characteristists, such as gender, school
performance and time spent on school work. The results show the importance of
CBDUs, on the one hand, on motivational factors such as intrinsic goal orientation,
task value, and self-efficacy, and, on the other hand, differences in gender and grade
level. The findings are discussed in terms of how teaching strategies in vocational
education can contribute to the development of individuals’ motivation.

Key words: vocational education, motivation, learning strategies, teaching methods,
learning environment, authentic learning.

Introduction

Most contemporary theories of motivation and learning point out that, in ad-
dition to the cognitive and emotional determinants of an individual’s willing-
ness to learn, the importance of the learning environment should be con-
sidered. In spite of the predominating belief that students and teachers must
be addressed as whole, researchers were more inclined to isolate individual
variables than to try to understand the complex interactions of thought, mo-
tivation, and emotion. Learning environment was always considered as an
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important component of academic achievement and academic performance,
but the terms “learning environment” and “learning context” have gained an
important role in mainstream educational research and literature only in the
last two decades (e.g. Goodenow, 1992; Mouratidis, Vansteenkiste, Michou &
Lens, 2013; Salomon, 1995; Schuitema, Peetsma & van der Veen, 2012; Stolk
& Harari, 2014; Tlhoaele, Hofman, Winnips & Beetsma, 2014). Examination
of learning environments is closely related to the research on self-regulated
learning and with issues of monitoring, guiding and managing our own learn-
ing and motivational processes (Pintrich, 2004; Zimmerman, 2008). In many
previous studies different factors in learning environment (e.g. task structure,
perception of the usefulness of learning, assessment type, classroom manage-
ment etc.) have being examined and their affect on students’ use of learning
strategies and their motivation (e.g. Anderman & Young, 1994; Church, Elliot
& Gable 2001; de Bruijn & Leeman, 2011; Schuitema et al., 2012).

Characteristics of Self-Regulating Students

Zimmerman (2008) defines self-regulated learning (SRL) as the level of
metacognitive, motivational and behavioral activity in an individual’s own
learning process. Students who actively regulate their learning often use dif-
ferent cognitive and metacognitive strategies that are systematically directed
towards the achievement of learning goals (Mirkov, 2014; Pintrich, 2004).
They also use strategies to regulate other sources of learning such as adapta-
tion of certain aspects of the physical environment and the organization of
time to learn so that they do become most efficient. Finally, students who
self-regulate their learning have higher levels of self-efficacy, are confident in
their abilities (positive attributions) and more internally motivated (Pintrich,
2004).

Zimmerman (2008) mentions three common characteristics of SRL
models. Firstly, all students are aware of the usefulness of self-regulatory
processes in improving their learning and learning achievements; thus, they
deliberately and consciously use the specific processes and strategies to achieve
better academic success. Secondly, student gives himself or herself feedback
during learning (Carver & Scheier, 2002; Zimmerman, 2008). This feedback
loop is a circular process in which students monitor the effectiveness of their
learning methods or strategies and respond differently to these observations
— from changes in self-perceptions or changes in behavior. A third common
characteristic to all definitions of SRL is a description of how and why students
choose different self-regulatory processes, strategies or responses.
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The Relevance of Competence-Based Didactic
Units for Self-Regulated Learning

In the context of educational psychology, the Competence-based didactic unit
(CBDU) can be described as a powerful learning environment in which stu-
dents learn with each other by practicing realistic job-related tasks (de Bruijn
& Leeman, 2011; Herrington, Reeves & Oliver, 2014). The concept “powerful
learning environment” refers to a learning environment in which complex
skills and a deep conceptual understanding can be developed. The theoretical
underpinning of powerful learning environments is derived from construc-
tivist theories that emphasize learning as an active and collaborative proc-
ess, in which learning is mostly problem-oriented and integrated into realistic
situations that allow collaboration and interaction (e.g. de Bruijn & Leeman,
2011; Herrington, Reeves & Oliver, 2014; Stolk & Harari, 2014). Schuitema,
Peetsma, and van der Veen (2012) investigated the correlation between stu-
dents’ SRL and their perceptions of the learning environment. Their results
stress the importance of students’ perception of the learning environment for
the development of SRL. Therefore, it is particularly important to understand
the effects of the environment in which learning takes place in order to un-
derstand students’ motivation. Jossberger, Brand-Gruwel, Boshuizen and van
de Wiel (2010) examined learning environments in vocational education and
their impact on students’ learning. They stressed the importance of self-di-
rected learning (SDL) and self-regulated learning (SRL) skills, because stu-
dents are required to work and learn independently in realistic work settings
(Jossberger et al., 2010).

The benefits of CBDUs and similar teaching strategies brings workplace
situations to school and can therefore relate not only to better learning
outcomes for students in vocational education but also to their motivation.

Context of the Study

Our study was carried out as part of the ‘Competence-based didactic unit in
VET’ (CBDU) project that was led by the National VET Institute as a part of
a project called ‘The Efficient Implementation of Educational Programs and
Quality Assurance’ in years from 2010 to 2013 (Ermenc, Drobne & Stefanc,
2012). CBDU is understood as a sequence in the implementation of the pro-
gram unit in which we educate and train students to handle complex work
situations and develop professional skills. In doing so, we deliberately place
them in circumstances similar to the actual circumstances they will encoun-
ter in authentic professional tasks.

We must stress that CBDUs cannot be equated with authentic working
situations because they focus on wider educational aims and objectives. To
enable the integration of professional knowledge, practical skills and general
knowledge, the module teacher prepares an outline for several competence-
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based didactic units. He or she discusses these CBDUs with other teachers,
depending on the goals of each unit. Together, they produce concrete didactic
plans that combine two general goals: supporting the development of students’
vocational competences and supporting the development of their competences
in key and general subject areas. Each module is usually divided into three
parts: classroom teaching, practicing on the training range and field practice.
The first part takes place in classrooms and is dedicated to theoretical
knowledge. The second part takes place on the training range, where the
teacher demonstrates the task or skills the students are learning. This activity
is usually carried out in small groups and emphasises student collaboration.
The third part (field practice) takes place in real working situations. Students
work on various practical tasks, discuss different problems and issues with
the teachers and develop their professional identity. The main idea behind
this arrangement is to enable the students to integrate theory and practice.
However, because the integration of theory and practice means the integration
of not only narrow professional knowledge but also more transferable general
knowledge, the module teacher cooperates with general subjects teachers as
well.

Therefore, the CBDU implementation follows the fundamental steps of
didactic macro-articulation of instruction: (1) the introductory phase; (2) the
instruction phase, which focuses on theoretical knowledge; (3) the performing
phase, which focuses on the development of skills and the integration of
theoretical and practical learning; (4) the evaluation phase, which focuses on
the identification of weak points and their eradication as well as rehearsal
and (5) the final assessment phase (Ermenc, Stefanc & Mazgon, 2014). The
teacher chooses competence-based didactic units when the students’ ability
to transfer knowledge to realistic work situations is crucial. On the other
hand, when academic skills are of greater importance, the didactic units are
discipline based.

Purpuse and the aim of the study

The main purpose of our study is to examine the motivational, cognitive, and
metacognitive aspects of students’ learning in vocational education schools
that were implententing CBDUs in their curricula. We will try to determine
differences in these characteristics before and after the implementation of a
CBDU. CBDUs are defined as “...the sequence in the implementation of each
program unit in which students are educated and trained to handle complex
work situations” (Ermenc, Drobne & Stefanc, 2012, p. 19). In doing so, stu-
dents are deliberately placed in circumstances similar to the realities they
will face in authentic professional tasks; they are theoretically and practically
taken through the process of performing the required tasks; and engaged in
a critical evaluation of the process once it is completed (Ermenc, Mazgon &
Stefanc, 2014). Previous research has already shown a significant relationship
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between the nature of learning environment and SRL (Jossberger et al., 2010;
Schuitema et al., 2012). Our aim was to therefore to examine how does the
characteristics of CBDUs as a more authentic and interdisciplinary learning
environment affect students” motivation and self-regulation of learning. Our
guiding research questions were:

1. Does students’ involvement in CBDU affect differences in motivation-
al, cognitive, and metacognitive aspects of SRL?

2. Are there any connections between gender, academic performance in
the previous year, hours per week spent on doing school work at home, and
grade level; and how are they influenced by involvement in CBDU?

METHOD

Subjects and Procedure

The survey was conducted in 10 Slovenian vocational middle schools that
were included in the experimental introduction of CBDUs. Learning in exper-
imental CBDUs lasted 1-4 weeks (approx. 5 hours per week) in each school.
Our sample consisted of 226 students attending their second (n=151) or third
(n=75) year of education in the 2011/2012 school year. These consisted of 94
boys and 130 girls. Researchers informed all students that their participation
was voluntary and that their responses would be held in strict confidence. Stu-
dents were asked about their motivation and learning both before and shortly
after the implementation of CBDU. Before the first data collection, they were
instructed to think about their motivation and the use of learning strategies
in the subjects studied in the previous school year. Their answers after the
second measurement were related to the motivational and learning strategies
associated with learning subjects included in the CBDUs. The surveys lasted
an average of 30 minutes.

Instruments

We used an adapted “Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire”
(MSLQ) developed by Pintrich and colleagues (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia &
McKeachie, 1991). It is a self-report, Likert-type instrument designed to
measure students’ motivational orientations and their use of different learn-
ing strategies. Items are responded to on a 5-point scale (1=not at all true;
S=very true). The questionnaire was translated into Slovenian and distributed
to the students. The MSLQ is based on a social-cognitive approach to motiva-
tion and learning, which is characterized by an emphasis on the interpenetra-
tion of the cognitive and emotional components of learning. Compared with
other, similar instruments, MSLQ places more attention on the motivational
processes that affect the self-regulation of learning. The contextual nature
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of motivation and learning strategies is also emphasized. The questionnaire
consists of two areas: motivation and learning strategies. The adapted version
of the motivation section consists of 20 items and is divided into four sub-
sections: (a) intrinsic goal orientation, (b) extrinsic goal orientation (c) task
value, and (d) self-efficacy for learning and performance (self-efficacy). Goal
orientation refers to the student’s perception of the reasons why she is engag-
ing in a learning task. In our study, goal orientation refers to the student’s
goal orientation toward a specific course as a whole. Intrinsic goal orientation
concerns the degree to which the student perceives herself to be participating
in a task for reasons such as challenge, curiosity, or mastery, while extrinsic
goal orientation concerns the degree to which the student perceives herself
to be participating in a task for reasons such as grades, rewards, competi-
tion, etc. (Pintrich et al., 1991). Task value focuses on the reasons why an
individual is engaged in an activity; expectations are based on the individual
beliefs necessary to undertake the task; and the emotional component reflects
an individual’s emotional response to test situations. Self-efficacy is defined
as self-appraisal of one’s ability to master a task (Pintrich ez al., 1991) and in-
cludes judgments about one’s ability to accomplish a task as well as one’s con-
fidence in one’s skills to perform that task. The area of learning strategies is
also divided into two subsections: (a) the use of cognitive strategies (including
the use of basic and more complex learning strategies) and (b) metacognitive
control strategies (which help an individual to control and direct learning).

We examined MSLQ measures and compared the students’ scores across
two grade levels (Grade 2 and Grade 3). Students were also asked to report
their grade point average in the previous academic year (l=unsatisfactory,
2=satisfactory, 3=good, 4=very good, 5=excellent). The average academic
performance for the whole sample was M=3.31 (SD=0.75). They were also
asked to state the number of hours per week that they spent on learning and
doing school work at home (M=6.47 hours per week, SD=4.61).

Statistical Data Analysis

As noted previously, before and after the implementation of CBDUs in cur-
ricula, students completed an MSLQ questionnaire. For measuring difference
in motivation and the use of learning strategies before and after implemen-
tation of CBDU we used the the repeated-measures ANOVA. According to
Leech and colleagues (2015) this statistical test is appropriate when you have
one independent variable with two or more levels that represent the occasions
on which repeated measures were made (Leech, Barrett & Morgan 2015). The
data were analyzed using methods of descriptive statistics (i.e., frequency and
means distribution of variables, dimensions of central tendency, correlation,
and realibility analysis) and at the level of inferential statistics (i.e., Repeated
measures ANOVA). The ANOVA was checked using Levene’s test for the as-
sumption of homogeneity of variances.
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Results

We begin this section with examining the associations between variables in-
cluded in the study. Data in Table 1 represent the results from the initial meas-
urement and show the descriptive statistics and point-biserial correlation coef-
ficients for students’ gender, grade level, academic performance, and MSLQ
variables (motivational and learning scales). A point-biserial correlation was
run to determine the relationship between gender (girls=0, boys=1) and doing
school work at home. Correlation analysis shows a moderate negative correla-
tion. Girls devote more time to school work at home, than boys do. Working at
home is positively correlated with academic achievement, through the setting
of extrinsic goals and the use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies. For
girls, it is typical that they set more extrinsic than intrinsic goals and use more
cognitive and metacognitive strategies than boys do. For grade level, we did
not find any statistically significant correlations except for doing school work
at home. Students in the third year of education worked more hours at home
than students in the second year did.

Table 1 also includes correlations of motivational and learning variables.
In line with expectations, we found many statistically significant relation-
ships. The highest was the correlation between intrinsic goals and task value.
This means that students who set intrinsic goals for learning believe that the
education they are involved in is useful for them and that they will gain bene-
fits from this learning in the future. The setting of intrinsic goals is positively
correlated with self-efficacy beliefs, critical thinking, and cognitive or meta-
cognitive strategies. A high correlation was also evident among task value
and self-efficacy.

CBDU'’s Impact on Students’ Motivation
and Learning Strategies Use

A repeated measures ANOVA was used to examine the potential effects of
CBDU:s (i.e., pre-test and post-test) on motivation and use of learning strate-
gies (Table 2). Three statisticaly significant differences were found: in the
area of self-efficacy, intrinsic goal-orientations and task value. All three vari-
ables have large effect size according to Cohen’s benchmarks (Ellis, 2010).
The analysis showed that CBDUs mostly affected changes in the perception
of self-efficacy. Students felt more confident in their skills after participating
in CBDU. The same positive effects of being a part of a CBDU are statistically
significant also for intrinsic goal-orientation and task value. In both cases,
their perception of learning relevance and learning goals increased. Other ef-
fects of the CBDU were not significant, indicating that scores of motivational
and learning variables before and after the introduction of the CBDU were
statistically similar.
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Table 2: Means, Standard Deviation, and Repeated Measures ANOVA
for Effects of CBDU on Students Learning and Motivation

IMni:tzi:lerement lf\)/i)esetlsurement ANOVA

M SD M SD F(l, 144) 2
Intrinsic goals 3.77 .62 4.02 .61 28.14%%%* .16
Extrinsic goals 4.03 .80 4.05 74 15 .01
Task value 4.07 74 4.36 .56 22 53wk 14
Self-efficacy 3.80 .61 4.15 52 60.10%%* .29
Sct?i‘;gg: 340 .68 3.46 69 83 01
Critical thinking 3.63 78 3.70 76 2.97 .02
Metacognitive 282 92 2.96 98 1.74 01
strategies

Note. n2 (Eta-squared) is a measure of effect size and ranges between 0 and 1. Effects
size benchmarks: .0l1=small effect; .06=medium effect; .14=large effect (Ellis, 2010, p.
41).***p<.001.

Table 3 shows the differences in motivational variables before and after the
introduction of CBDU’s with respect to students’ background characteristics.
Mixed Model ANOVA was used to observe differences in the variables that
previously showed statistically significant effect of CBDU on students moti-
vation or learning (i.e. self-efficacy, intrinsic goals and task value). Compari-
son with gender shows that CBDUs affect changes in motivation similary in
girls as well as in boys. Changes were increased across all four ‘control’ vari-
ables, but the differences between pre- and post-test were the largest for boys,
especially in self-efficacy. Boys’ intrinsic goal-orientation also improved due
to CBDU, but not so much as with girls.

Also interesting are differences depending on grade level. The differ-
ences are all statistically significant, and it is important to emphasize that the
introduction of CBDUs had more of an impact on the motivation of students
in the second year, especially on self-efficacy and task value.
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To compare students’ previous academic achievements had any in-
fluence on effects of CBDU, we grouped students into two categories,
namely, those with grade point average considered to be “insufficient”
(grade 1), and “sufficient” (grade 2), in category “Low” and those who
had achieved grades considered to be “very good” (grade 4) and “great”
(grade 5) in category “High”. We found no statistical differences between
students’ motivation that could be explained with their previous academic
achievements.

Comparison with the amount of school work that students do at home
has only revealed weak statistically significant differences in the area of
task value but was important for pedagogical practice. Results show that
those students who did less school work at home (6 hours or less) considered
learning as more important after being involved in CBDUs. This presents
good prospects for the future because it shows that their motivation im-
proves, and we can assume that this will lead to increased involvement in
education.

Discussion

In the current study, evidence is presented to show the impact of CBDUs on
students in vocational education. We used MSLQ to measure changes in mo-
tivation and the use of learning strategies. In general, we can conclude that the
introduction of CBDUs in curriculum contributed to changes in the setting of
intrinsic goals, task value, and, especially, self-efficacy.

The primary aim of our study was to test if CBDUs as special learn-
ing environments introduced in vocational education have any affect on stu-
dents’ self-regulated learning (measured in motivational and learning scales).
The answer to that question is positive, and consistent with other studies that
looked at the relationship between students’ motivation and the character-
istics of their learning environment (Mouratidis et al., 2013; Peklaj, Kalin,
Pecjak, Valenc¢i¢ Zuljan & Puklek Levpuscek, 2012; Schuitema, Peetsma &
van der Veen, 2012).
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In study by Mouratidis et al. (2013), “well-structured” (e.g. clarity of
expectations, teacher’s help and support) learning environments facilitated
students’ use of effective learning strategies and promoted positive attitudes
toward school. Similary, the research that was conducted by Peklaj et al.
(2012) identified the sense of students’ connectedness to their self-deter-
mination and their contextual level of motivation. Authors found that the
classroom environment affected the development of the students’ intrinsic
motivation and the types of goals that the students set. In our study, the
use of learning strategies did not improve, but more positive beliefs toward
learning did — students’ perceptions of relevance and intrinsic motivation
increased. This can be (in our opinion) seen as the original purpose of in-
troducing CBDUs, because students who are involved in them are faced
with authentic professional situations while gaining specific “academic”
knowledge of subject areas in the context of a learning situation. For exam-
ple, learning a language is no longer just a “school subject” that the student
needs to learn but “a professional competence” that is needed for the pursuit
of a profession, and students are well aware of the importance of this knowl-
edge. We can conclude that the CBDUs allowed the students to gain a more
practical insight into the competencies they had acquired in the educational
program. On average, this self-awareness allowed the students to increase
their motivation in the classroom.

Although previous studies and meta-analyses predicted a strong correla-
tion between stimulating learning environments and the use of learning strat-
egies (Whipp & Chiarelli, 2004), in our case, this relationship proved to be
weak. The absence of a significant correlation can be attributed, on the one
hand to the students’ poor self-reflection on their learning processes, and on
the other hand, on the complexity of the learning situations that CBDUs in-
troduced. Research on metacognition showed that the individual does not use
learning strategies when a learning situation is assessed as non-demanding
(Veenman & Spaans, 2005).

Finally, we were interested to see how a CBDU influences their motiva-
tion and to identify differences, if any, in gender, grades, time spent at home
doing working for school (“homework™), and differences in grade level. Dif-
ferences were only observed for the motivational variables that were impacted
by the CBDU (i.e., Intrinsic Goal Orientation, Task Value, and Self-Efficacy).
In our study, only gender and grade level had a statistically significant impact
on motivation as a result of CBDUs.

The correlation of gender to different motivational constructs has been
researched many times, but in general, no clear pattern of gender differences
have been found in students’ achievement goals, task value, or self-efficacy
(Anderman & Young, 1994; Huang, 2013; Meece, Glienke & Burg, 2006;
Minnaert, 1999; Pajares & Valiante, 2001). Anderman and Young (1994)
examined gender differences in self-regulated learning by specific learn-
ing context and found that girls had a significantly higher total SRL score
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than boys did, even after controlling for differences in achievement. Similar
conclusions come from research carried out by Pajares and Valiante (2001).
Huang (2013) performed a meta-analysis of research on gender differences
in academic self-efficacy and analyzed 247 studies. The author concluded
that males have slightly higher academic self-efficacy than females do and
that content domain was a significant moderator in explaining variation in
gender differences in academic self-efficacy. In our study, we found gender
differences across all observed motivational measures. Positive changes were
detected across all four variables, but the differences between pre- and post-
test were larger for girls, especially in self-efficacy. Boys’ motivation also
improved as a result of CBDUs, but not so much as with girls’ did. Similarly,
other studies suggest that girls are generally more intrinsically motivated and
tend to report higher levels of self-efficacy and task value (Pajares & Valiante,
2001).

Our findings on grade differences showed statistically significant dif-
ferences, and it is important to emphasize that the introduction of CBDUs
had more of an impact on the motivation of students in the second year, es-
pecially during the first and second measurement of improved self-efficacy
and task value. These results seem to be congruent with previous studies sug-
gesting lower motivation at higher levels of schooling (e.g., Anderman, Maehr
& Midgley, 1999; Watt, 2008; Yeung, Lau & Nie, 2011). Lower motivation
of students in 3rd grade across genders is consistent with previous research
showing that both boys and girls tend to have lower academic motivation as
they grow up (e.g., Anderman, Maehr & Midgley, 1999).

In contrast to several other studies (Lee, Lim & Grabowski, 2010; Mega
Ronconi & De Beni 2014; Vrugt & Oort, 2008), we found no or very few
significant associations between students’ previous academic performance or
time they spend working at home and changes in motivation. It is possible that
the specific educational programs were not too demanding and did not require
the additional effort of working at home and studying a lot. Many studies con-
firm this hypothesis and show that student motivation and the use of learning
strategies increase in optimally demanding situations and decrease in learn-
ing situations that are too easy for the students (Pintrich 2004; Veenman &
Spaans, 2005).
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Conclusions

Many previous studies have found that learning in powerful learning environ-
ments has several benefits on students’ learning and motivation and our study
established that. A major contribution of this research is the confirmation of
influence that implementation of CBDU salient had on students’ motivational
beliefs in vocational education. The results showed that CBDU significantly
influenced students’ learning goal orientation, task value and self-efficacy.

The study showed a shift from setting more extrinsic goals in the first
measurement to intrinsic goals, increased perception of usability and use-
fulness of gained knowledge in the second measurement. The fact that stu-
dents recognized these aspects as being the most important indicates that the
CBDU helped to increase students’ awareness of the future importance and
usefulness of the knowledge acquired in school. The same conclusions apply
to increased self-efficacy and the mastery of future professional skills. Study
showed great improvement of these beliefs that were, in our opinion, caused
by learning in, practicing and experiencing genuine job situations. All of this
shows the positive impact on students’ approaches and attitudes toward learn-
ing of introducing CBDUs into the educational process.

Although statistical analysis confirmed that the introduction of CBDUs
has a quantitative and qualitative impact on motivation, we should acknowl-
edge that there are some limitations to our study. One of the shortcomings
concerns the educational programs that were included in the study. The stu-
dents were fragmented across different programs (services, social sciences,
and technical occupations), which could have affected how the introduction
of the CBDUs affected the students’ motivation and their approaches to learn-
ing; however, the impact on strategy use appears to have been small. Another
problem was the way that the data was collected. Since the study was based on
self-reported data, the assessments of the students largely depended on their
self-observation, self-reflection, and self-knowledge. If the students were not
self-aware and did not reflect on their learning, it would be impossible for
them to recognize and report the subtle changes in their approaches to learn-
ing. One of the limitations could also be that the CBDU was introduced for a
limited period (few weeks) and for some larger effect on students it should be
longer or even become everyday practice.

Although we came across some limitations, our work produces valid re-
search findings in the field of educational psychology, and didactical strate-
gies in vocational education that acknowledges the importance of student ac-
tivity in authentic work situations during the learning process. It also stresses
the importance of interdisciplinary cooperation between teachers and col-
laborative planning of learning in vocational education.
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Janujena Maxkosen PajoBan u Mapko PanoBan
INOACTUITABE YUELA U MOTUBAIMIJE YUEHUKA
IIYTEM IUJAKTUUYKUX JEAUHNUIIA 3ACHOBAHUNX

HA KOMITETEHIIMJAMA
Ancmpaxm

VY ncrpakuBamy ce pa3Marpa yTUIaj ,, JMAAKTHIKUX jeJUHUIIA 3aCHOBAaHUX Ha KOM-
HeTeHIrjamMa™ y CTpy4YHOM 00pa30Bamy Ha MOTHUBAIU]Y YUEHHKA U CaMOpETyJIuca-
HO yueme. Y30pak je o0yxBatuo 115 yuenuka u 133 yuenuiia (N=250) koju moxahajy
Cpeame CTPyYHE MU TeXHUUKE 1Kojie y CIoBeHHjU. YUeHNIIN cy OMIIN J1e0 eKcIIe-
PUMEHTATHOT MPOjeKTa YHjH je IIJb 1a YBeIe ,,AJUIaKTHIKY jeTHUITY 3aCHOBAaHY Ha
KOMIETeHITMjaMa™ y HaCTaBHE MPOrpaMe CTPYJIHHX IITKOJIA. Y OBOM HCTPaXKUBAbY
yBoheme ,, IMAAKTHIKAX jeAMHHIA 3aCHOBAHWX HAa KOMIIETECHIIHjaMa“ KOPHCTH Ce
KakKo 6I/I CC YTBpAUJIC IPOMEHEC Y MOTHBAIITMUOHUM, KOTHUTUBHUM U MCTAaKOTHUTUB-
HUM acleKTUMa CaMOPEryJIMCAaHOT yuerha U KaKo OU ce HCITUTANIO Ha KOjU HAYHH CY
OHE TMOBE3aHe ca APYTUM KapaKTepUCTHKaMa YUeHHMKa, Kao ILITO Cy IO, IIKOJICKH
yCIIeX U BpeMe IMPOBEICHO Y U3paau MIKOJICKUX 3a/1aTaka. Pe3ynraTu mokasyjy na, ¢
jemHe cTpaHe, MOCTOjH BETUKH YTUIA] TUJAKTHIKUX jeIHHAIAa 3aCHOBAHIX Ha KOM-
MeTeHI[jaMa Ha MOTHBAIMOHE (aKTOpe Kao IITO CYy WHTPHUH3NYKA oijeHTaqua
npeMa IMJby, BPeIHOCT 3a1aTka u camoepukacHocT. C Apyre CTpaHe, jaBJbajy ce
paziuke ¢ 003MpoOM Ha MO U paspen. Hanasu ce pasmarpajy y CBETITY Moryher J0-
MIPUHOCA HACTaBHUX CTpPaTerHja y CTPyYHOM 00pa30Bamy pa3Bojy MOTHBALUje KO/
Toje M HIIA.

Kmwyune peuu: ctpyano o0pa3oBarme, MOTHBAIIH]a, CTPATErHje yUeHha, HACTABHE Me-
TOJIE, OKOJIMHA 32 YUCHE, Ay TCHTUIHO YUCHE.
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Janusenna Makosey Pagosan u Mapko PanoBan
[TOOILIPEHME YUEBHOM JESATEJIBHOCTH U MOTUBALIMM YUYAILMXCS
IIYTEM JUOJAKTUYECKUX EJMHNIL, BASNPYIOIINXCA
HA KOMIIETEHIAX
Peziome

B nccnenoBannu paccmMarpuBaeTcs BO3eicTBIE ,, AMTAKTUIECKUX SIUHUILL, Oa3upy-
IOIINXCS Ha KOMIIETEHIUAX * B CPEAHEM CTIeI[HaIbHOM 00pa30BaHNU Ha MOTHUBAIIMIO
yYaIIMXcsl 1 caMOperyJnpoBaHHyo yueOy. VccaenoBanueM Obl1 OXBayeH KOPITyC
n3 115 ronomeii u 133 neBymek (N=250) — yyamuxcsi CpeIHUX CHEIHUATBHBIX HIKOJ
n npodrexyunnnm B CIOBEHUH. YUaluecs sIBIJIACH 9aCTHI0 SKCIIEPIMEHTaIBHOT0
MIPOEKTA, IeITb KOTOPOTO — BHEIPUTS ,,IUJAKTHIECKYIO €ANHNUILY, 0a3UpYIOUTyIOCs
Ha KOMIETEHIUAX B yueOHbIE IPOrpaMMBbl CIIEIIMAIBHBIX KO B 1anHOM Hccie-
JIOBAaHUH BHEJIPEHUE ,, TUTAKTUYECKUX SAUMHUI], Oa3UPYIONNXCA Ha KOMIIETEHIUIX
HCIOJb3YeTCs B LENSAX BBISBICHUS U3MEHEHUH B MOTHBAIMOHHBIX, KOTHUTHUBHBIX
U METAaKOTHUTHBHBIX aCHEKTaX CaMOpEryJMpOBAaHHON y4eOHOH HesTelIbHOCTH, a
TaK’Ke BBISIBICHUS MX CBA3€H C IPYTMMH XapaKTEPUCTHKAMH yUYallUXcs, TAKUMH,
KaK I0J1, YCIIEBAEMOCTh B IIKOJIC U BPEMs, IPOBEICHHOE B BBHITIOTHEHUH y4EOHBIX
3aza4. Pe3ynbTarsl oKa3pIBaoT, YTO, C OJHON CTOPOHBI, HAOIIOACTCS 3HAUUTEb-
HOE BO3JICUCTBHE JHMJAKTUYCCKUX €IMHMII, 0a3UPYIONIMXCS Ha KOMIIETEHIHSX, Ha
TaKHe MOTHBAIIMOHHBIC ()aKTOPBI, KAK MHTPHUH3MYECKAs IIejJeBas yCTAaHOBKA, LICH-
HOCTB yueOHoH 3ama4u U camodpdekTuBHOCTh. C APYrol CTOPOHBI, MOSBIISIOTCS
pasIuyumsl, CBSI3aHHBIE C TIOJIOM M BO3pacTOM. Pe3ysbTaTsl paccMaTpHBaIOTCS B CBE-
T€ TOTCHIMAJIBLHOTO BKJIaJa YU4eOHBIX CTPATETHH, TPUMEHSIONINCS B CIIEIUATBHOM
00pa30BaHUY, B Pa3BUTHE MOTHBALINU Y YUAIIUXCS KAK MHIUBUIOB.

Kniouesvle cnosa: crienmuanpHoe 00pa3oBaHWE, MOTHBAIMS, CTPAaTernu y4eOHOI
JeITeIBbHOCTH, METO/bI 00yUeHUs], yueOHass 00CTaHOBKA, MMOJUIMHHAs yyeOHas Jie-
SITEJIBHOCTb.



