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Abstract:

Teachers assume personal responsibility in four domains: student motivation, student
achievement, relationships with students, and the quality of their own teaching. In all existing
research, pre-service and practicing teachers score lowest in the motivation domain. This may be
because some teachers view motivation as a shared responsibility or one that is contingent on
external factors. Thus, the purpose of this research was to examine pre-service teachers’
reflections on two different perspectives on personal responsibility for student motivation - one
that reflected high internal unmitigated responsibility and one that reflected shared and
contextualized responsibility. Pre-service teachers watched two video vignettes, and then
reflected on the perspectives in an open-ended written format. The descriptive statistics
confirmed that responsibility for motivation was the lowest of the four domains. Moreover, the
percentage pre-service teacher felt responsible for student motivation predicted which video
vignette they selected. Thematic analysis of pre-service teachers’ reflection revealed four themes
that give insight to how pre-service teachers make sense of responsibility for student motivation:
people responsible, external factors, strategies to support motivation, and emotions. The results
are discussed in light of methodological, theoretical, and practical implications.
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Pre-service teachers’ reflections on personal responsibility for student motivation: A video
vignette study
Introduction

In the current face-past, curriculum-dense, complex classroom of K-12 education, there is
no doubt teachers have their work cut out for them. Faced with so many important outcomes,
taking responsibility for student motivation may be a low priority for teachers. Indeed, both pre-
service and in-service teachers regularly score lower on personal responsibility for student
motivation than any other domain of responsibility including student achievement, relationships,
or their own teaching quality (e.g., Daniels et al., 2016; Lauermann & Karabenick, 2013).
Qualitative research further reveals that some teachers seem to consider themselves fully
responsible for student motivation; whereas, other teachers seem to contextualize their personal
responsibility relative to the external constraints they face (Daniels et al., 2018).

This internal-external distinction is foundational to many classic (Rotter, 1954; Weiner,
1985) and contemporary approaches to motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2017). It also appears in
constructs specific to teachers such as the classic literature on teaching efficacy (Woolfolk &
Hoy, 1990) and contemporary literature on shared responsibility (Helker & Wosnitza, 2014).
This difference in perspectives is critical to understand if researchers and teacher-educators want
to help pre-service teachers assume responsibility for student motivation given the external
constraints. Thus, the purpose of this research was to examine pre-service teachers’ reflections
on two different perspectives on personal responsibility for student motivation - one that
reflected high internal unmitigated responsibility and one that reflected shared and
contextualized responsibility. Pre-service teachers watched two video vignettes, and then

reflected on the perspectives in an open-ended written format. The results of this study shed light



on how pre-service teachers’ view the influence of external constraints on their personal
responsibility for student motivation thereby identifying spaces of potential education related to
motivation.

Theoretical Framework and Literature Review

Lauermann and Karabenick (2011) define personal responsibility “as a sense of internal
obligation and commitment to produce or prevent designated outcomes” (p. 135). Personal
responsibility is different than external accountability: In personal responsibility the locus of
commitment originates within the teacher; whereas in an accountability system commitment is
imposed by an external regulator (Lauermann & Karabenick, 2011; Rotter, 1954). Through their
program of qualitative and quantitative research, Lauermann and Karabenick (2011) identified
that teachers assume personal responsibility in four domains: student motivation, student
achievement, relationships with students, and the quality of their own teaching. They went on to
create the Teachers’ Responsibility Scale (TRS) to measure personal responsibility in these four
domains. Since then the TRS has been used in a number of empirical studies with pre-service
and in-service teachers in Germany, the United States, Canada, Italy, and Turkey with evidence
of adequate reliability and validity (e.g., Daniels et al., 2018; Eren, 2014, 2015, 2017; & Eren &
Cetin, 2019; Lauermann & Karabenick, 2013).

Empirical studies have shown that personal responsibility tends to be associated with
beneficial outcomes for teachers (Guskey, 1981; Pelletier et al., 2002; Lauermann & Karabenick,
2009; Ryan & Weinstein, 2009; Lauermann, 2014) and brought about by pleasant emotions,
classroom climates, and optimism (Eren, 2014). In other words, the nomological net surrounding
Lauermann and Karabenick’s (2011) notion of personal responsibility is overwhelmingly

positive. This is important because external accountability systems have been associated with a



variety of negative teaching strategies (Deci et al., 1982; Flink et al., 1990) rendering personal
responsibility a beneficial alternative perspective. Moreover, because personal responsibility can
be encouraged in teacher education programs separate from the accountability policies unique to
any given school, board, or country, focusing on personal responsibility in initial teacher
education programs has certain advantages over externally imposed accountability systems.

Amongst this good news, motivation researchers point out that in all the research studies
reported above, pre-service teachers have noticeably lower mean scores on the subscales of
personal responsibility for student motivation than any of the other three subscales. It should be
noted that the TRS-motivation subscales focuses on intrinsic motivation, which originates in
interest, choice, and value rather than extrinsic motivation, which is based on rewards and
contingencies (Deci & Ryan, 2017). The items focus on feeling personally responsible for
students’ intrinsic motivation because intrinsic, rather than extrinsic, motivation is positively
correlated with a range of beneficial outcomes such as creativity, persistence, and pleasant
emotions such as enjoyment (see Sansone & Harackiewicz, 2000). We bring the constructs of
sense of teaching efficacy (Woolfok & Hoy, 1990) and shared responsibility (Helker &
Wosnitza, 2014) alongside personal responsibility (Lauermann & Karabenick, 2011) to offer
possible explanations for pre-service and practicing teachers’ consistently low scores on
responsibility for student motivation.

Sense of Teaching Efficacy. In the early sense of teaching efficacy literature (Woolfolk
& Hoy, 1990) theorists and researchers distinguished personal efficacy from teaching efficacy.
Sense of efficacy was broadly defined as teachers’ “belief in their ability to have a positive effect
on student learning" (Ashton, 1985, p. 142). More specifically, in the Gibson and Dembo (1984)

operationalization items that contained “I”” statements were used to tap into teachers’ personal



teaching efficacy; whereas, general teaching efficacy items addressed the influence of teachers or
teaching as a field generally, often along with other members of the learning community such as
parents and students themselves. Woolfolk and Hoy describes the relationship between personal
and teaching efficacy such that “individuals who believe that teaching is a potentially powerful
factor in student's learning may believe either that they are effective or that they lack the ability
to make a difference with their own students” (1990, p. 82). In a mixed method study, Daniels
and colleagues (2018) found that teachers who had low levels of personal responsibility for
student motivation explained how their personal responsibility was mitigated by external factors
beyond their control such as family influence, adequacy of school supports, differences in
teaching style, and peer dynamics. In the same study, teachers with high TRS-motivation scores
did not discuss ways their personal responsibility was limited. This distinction appears to
resemble the personal vs. teaching efficacy nuance of the original literature.

Most contemporary syntheses and theorizing about teachers’ sense of efficacy appear to
have lost this dual perspective, focusing almost exclusively on teachers’ personal efficacy beliefs
about their own abilities to bring about change because of its consistency with Bandura’s
conceptualization of efficacy (e.g., Klassen et al., 2011). Nonetheless, it seems that teachers
continue to consider the contextual constraints within which they exert those beliefs and abilities,
even if they do not fit neatly under the umbrella of efficacy. Lauermann and Karabenick (2013)
showed that the TRS and personal teaching efficacy were conceptually and empirically distinct;
however, for neither construct did they consider the reality of external constraints that teachers
cannot ignore.

Shared Responsibility. Another possibility is that even within the external constraints,

some teachers view motivation as a shared responsibility. Usually in the literature student



responsibility has been largely described as students being cooperative and compliant students
(Bacon, 1993; Lewis, 2001). In the domain of shared responsibility, however, students are
described as needing to take an active role in managing their own motivation. Perhaps not
surprisingly from a motivation perspective, it seems that the more students assume responsibility
themselves the better their motivation, psychological needs, and achievement outcomes (Helker
& Wosnitza, 2016). This would be consistent with self-determination theory for example, which
states that intrinsic motivation is rooted in autonomous behaviour (Ryan & Deci, 2017).

In addition to students, Helker and Wosnitza (2014) suggest that parents are also
responsible in the schooling context. Indeed they identify three domains in which responsibility
is shared: responsibility for the learning process, responsibility for learning outcomes, and
responsibility for a supportive social network. Matteucci and Helker (2018) concluded that
students ascribe higher responsibility to themselves than they do to parents or teachers or than
parents and teachers do to them. Teachers tend to assign parents more responsibility than parents
take on themselves while parents see teachers as most responsible for learning outcomes. And
finally, parents and students tend to have fairly similar ascriptions of responsibility. A major
limitation of this work is that although Helker and Wosnitza acknowledge Lauermann and
Karabenick’s (2013) conceptualizations of personal responsibility, they ultimately explored
different factors than the TRS thereby making comparisons difficult. Indeed, items quite similar
to those in the TRS responsibility for motivation subscale, for example, are dispersed between
the three new factors. In other words, this research has obscured responsibility for motivation
specifically.

The Current Study



Student motivation appears to be a phenomenon about which teachers have conflicting
perspectives when it comes to their personal responsibility. Drawing on sense of teaching
efficacy and shared responsibility, two beliefs patterns appear common when it comes to
responsibility for student motivation. For some teachers, it seems that they are able to accept full
responsibility for student motivation regardless of external factors. For other teachers, it seems
that student motivation is viewed as contingent on a wide range of external factors and thus
becomes a shared responsibility. The purpose of this study was to explore how pre-service
teachers reflect on their personal responsibility for student motivation when presented with both
of these perspectives. Additionally, we had two sub-objectives. First, to determine if we were
able to predict which video pre-service teachers agreed with based on their perceptions of
responsibility for student motivation. We hypothesized that pre-service teachers who scored high
on perceptions of responsibility for student motivation would agree with the teacher who
described feeling completely responsible for student motivation. On the other hand, we
hypothesized that pre-service teachers who scored low on perceptions of responsibility would be
more likely to agree with the teacher who described responsibility for student motivation as
shared. Second, we were interested in exploring how to incorporate the findings from our
thematic analysis into teacher education programs and future research.

Methodology

We used a two-part descriptive research design with video vignettes to elicit pre-service
teachers’ reflections on personal responsibility for student motivation (Hazel, 1995). First, we
used two logistic regressions to investigate if we could predict which video vignette teachers
agreed with. Second, we utilized thematic analyses to their open-ended responses after watching

the video vignettes to explore their perspectives on feeling responsible for student motivation.



Additional information regarding the methodology is provided below. This study was approved
by the University’s Research Ethics Board. Procedure

Prior to coming to the vignette session, we asked pre-service teachers to complete an
online questionnaire containing items related to demographic information and personal
responsibility for student motivation. Next, during a predetermined class, students watched two
video vignettes of practicing teachers describing their different experiences and feelings of
responsibility related to motivating students in the classroom. Immediately after watching the
video vignettes, participants completed an open-ended written reflection in which they described
which of the two perspectives they agreed with and why. This type of reflection process is
familiar to pre-service teachers who are expected to become reflective practitioners (Larrivee,
2000).
Participants

A total of 543 students attended class the day the videos were presented. Of these
students, 321 made a clear agreement with one of the two vignettes in their reflection, and were
therefore included in the current analyses. The participants who did not clearly identify with a
vignette (n = 222), did not meaningfully differ on any of the variables in our study with
participants who did have clear agreement with a vignette (p>0.05) and thus were not examined
further. Of the remaining 321 participants, 238 had com- pleted the questionnaire prior to class
and therefore had demographic information and quantitative information on their personal
responsibility, thus the sample size for the quantitative portion is smaller than the qualitative (n =
238 and 321 respectively).

Of the 238 participants that completed the demographic information, 71% of participants

identified as female (n = 171), and the participants ranging in age from 20 to 50 (M = 23.97, SD



= 5.53). The majority of participants identified as being Caucasian (80%, n = 190) while other
participants identified with a variety of backgrounds including Aboriginal, Arab, Black, Chinese,
Filipino, Korean, and South Asian. Participants were asked to identify in which program in the
Faculty of Education they were enrolled with 43% being in the elementary program, 34% in the
secondary program, and 23% in the after-degree program.

Survey information. Participants indicated their gender, age, and education program, as
well as answered questions regarding personal responsibility for student motivation. Because
responsibility for motivation is usually considered in relation to other responsibilities,
participants completed the full Teachers’ Responsibility Scale (TRS; Lauermann & Karabenick,
2013), which includes 14-items in the following four domains of responsibility: student
motivation (e.g., I would feel personally responsible if a student of mine was not interested in the
subject I teach), student achievement (e.g., [ would feel personally responsible if a student of
mine had very low achievement), relationships with students (e.g., I would feel personally
responsible if a student of mine did not believe that I truly cared for him/her), and for one’s own
teaching (e.g., [ would feel personally responsible if a lesson I taught was not as effective for
student learning as I could have possibly made it). To tap into the notion of shared responsibility
we asked participants to indicate the percentage that they felt personally responsible for student
motivation. Participants were provided with a 10-point Likert scale from 10% to 100%,
increasing by 10% at each interval. The assumption was that the remaining percent of
responsibility is shared by some members of the learning community. See Table 1 for all
descriptive information.

Vignette videos. The vignettes were written by two practicing teachers based on their

own experiences and informed by the results of an earlier study on teachers’ personal



responsibility for student motivation (Author, blinded for review). In the first video “Teacher A”
described how her sense of personal responsibility for student motivation is separate from the
influence of external factors. In the second video, “Teacher B” described how her sense of
personal responsibility for student motivation is limited by external factors beyond her control.
The videos were created for a larger intervention study (Author, blinded for review) in which
they served the purpose of personal priming prior to the treatment messages. The videos are

available at https://tinyurl.com/v6w99vx and https://tinyurl.com/wv619z7.

Open-ended reflection. After watching the video vignettes, participants responded to the
question, “Write a brief description of how you relate to the perspectives presented by the
teachers in the videos. What do you agree with? What do you disagree with?”” Responses were
typed on personal computers directly into an unlimited text box.

Plan for Analyses

We conducted our analyses in three steps. First, we looked at the descriptive information
for the items on the survey including reliability and correlations for the TRS and the percentage
responsible item. Second, we conducted two logistic regressions to determine if we could predict
which video participants would agree with based on a) their percentage of personal responsibility
for student motivation and b) their en- dorsement of the TRS domain for student motivation.
Third, we performed a content analysis (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005) to examine the themes that
emerged from the participants’ reflections on the video vignettes. Two research assistants were
responsible for coding the responses independently, and then compared and discussed any
discrepancies in their codes. They completed the coding for Teacher B responses first, and then
applied the codes to participants’ responses to Teacher A. When new codes emerged based on

Teacher A, the research assistants reviewed the responses for Teacher B and determined if the



new codes were applicable. Interrater reliability was calculated at 77%. Any discrepancies in
coding were discussed until consensus was achieved.

Findings
Survey Results

As has been found in other studies using the TRS, participants had the lowest scores for

personal responsibility for student motivation relative to the other three domains (Table 1). In
terms of identifying an exact percentage responsible, on average participants felt they were 70%
responsible for student motivation, implying the remaining on average 30% is the responsibility
of the student or some other external factor. All 10% intervals (0-10% to 90-100%) were selected
by participants, suggesting a wide variability. As some evidence of validity, the single
percentage item correlated more strongly with the TRS responsibility for student motivation
subscale than the other three subscales. Moreover, all of the responsibility items are significantly
and positively correlated with one another, ranging from .32 to .56. Correlations between all
study variables are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive Information for all Survey Variables

Descriptive Information Pearson Correlations
| | | 1
M (SD) Range Alpha 1 2 3 4
1. Resp Achievement 513(.92) 2.5-7 81 --
2. Resp Relationship 6.07 (91) 1-7 .82 39*% -
3. Resp Own Teaching  6.18 (.75) 3.67-7 71 A44*%  35%
4. Resp Motivation 4.17 (1.15) 1-7 .89 S6*  34*% 0 32%
5. % Responsible for 70% (17%) 10-100% - 36%  32*% 16 A3*

motivation

*p<.001




One hundred 43 participants indicated that they most related to Teacher A’s description
of being responsible for student motivation; whereas, 95 participants indicated that they most
related to Teacher B’s description. Next, we ran a logistic regression where percentage of
responsibility for motivation predicted pre-service teachers’ agreement with Teacher A or
Teacher B. The analysis was statistically significant ¥*(1) = 17.01, p <.001 and the model
explained 9.3% (Nagelkerke R?) of the variance of the choice between Teacher A and Teacher B
with 61.8% prediction success overall. The Exp(B) value indicates that when the average
percentage response increased by 1 unit, which in this case was 10%, individuals were 7.01 times
more likely to agree with Teacher A. We then ran a second logistic regression where
participants’ score on the TRS domain for student motivation was used to predict their agreement
with either Teacher A or Teacher B. The analysis was statistically significant }2(1) = 18.54, p <
.001 and the model explained 10.1% (Nagelkerke R?) of the variance of the choice between
Teacher A and Teacher B with 66.4% prediction success overall. The Exp(B) value indicates that
when the average percentage response on the TRS motivation subscale increased by 1 unit,
participants were 5.55 times more likely to agree with Teacher A.

Qualitative Analysis

In total, 321 responses were thematically coded from participants. Most participants
wrote a short paragraph reflection that can be considered appropriate for the time frame and
setting. For Teacher A, responses ranged from 12 to 227 words (M = 74 words) and for Teacher
B, responses ranged from 9 to 220 words (M = 77 words). The fact that responses to each video
were approximately equal in length suggest that neither video prompted consistently “more”

reflection than the other. From these written responses, we identified four major themes in



students’ reflections on personal responsibility for student motivation: People Responsible,

External Factors, Strategies to Support Motivation, and Emotions (Figure 1).



Figure 1. Qualitative Thematic Categories related to Feeling Personally Responsibility for

Student Motivation
Thematic Definition Codes % From % From
Category Teacher A | Teacher B
Choice Choice
People Who is Teacher Duty 32% 48%
Responsible responsible for Shared Responsibility (n=46) (n=45)
student
motivation
External Factors | External factors | Home Environment 12% 43%
considered when | School Environment (n=17) (n=41)
assuming Little Control
responsibility for
students’
motivation
Strategies to Classroom Student Choice 51% 5%
support management and | Restricted Student Choice (n=73) (n=13)
motivation dynamics that Building Relationships
affect students’ | Safe Environment
motivation Class Content
Multiple Strategies
Never Giving Up
Emotions Teacher’s Frustration 5% 4%
emotions Love (n=7) (n=4)
pertaining to
student
motivation
Total 100% 100%
(n=143) (n=295)

People Responsible. Participants regularly commented directly about the different

people involved in being responsible for student motivation, with two specific sub-themes. Pre-

service teachers who identified with Teacher A were most likely to describe ways in which




student motivation was the duty of teachers. For example, one pre-service teacher commented
that they thought, “it is the responsibility of the teacher to motivate students to the best of their
abilities” and another commented that, “it is our job to motivate students,” while another said
that, “T agree that it is the role of me as the teacher to motivate my students.” In comparison, a
majority of pre-service teachers who identified with Teacher B described ways in which they as
the teacher shared responsibility for student motivation with other people. For example, several
pre-service teachers commented on the role of students in their own motivation commenting that
the “student also has to partly motivate themselves, although the teacher should play a bigger
role in this.” Likewise, one pre-service teacher commented on the need for students to develop
their own intrinsic motivation. However, responsibility for student motivation was not only
shared with students, parents were often named in having a role. As an example, one pre-service
teacher commented that student motivation “is a joint effort between teacher, student, and
parents.”

External Factors. In addition to sharing responsibility with various people, participants
named many external factors that influenced how responsible they personally felt about student
motivation. There were three sub-themes. The majority of pre-service teachers who identified
with Teacher B described that they felt that they had /ittle control over student’s motivation
given the presence of unnamed external factors. In particular, several pre-service teachers

13

commented on the difficulties of being responsible for student motivation given “... external
forces that [they have] no control over.” Other pre-service teachers named specific external
factors rooted in the home environment (e.g. family dynamics) and the school environment

(e.g.class size, relationships between peers) as influencing their sense of responsibility in a

negative way. For pre-service teachers who identified with Teacher A, these external influences



were described in a way that still protected their overall sense of personal responsibility. For
example, one pre-service teacher commented that she agree[d] “that there are other factors than
just the teacher that affect student motivation, but I feel that the teacher can override these other
factors in a lot of ways.” Likewise, these sentiments were expressed by another pre-service
teacher who commented, “I think it's important to remember [that] you can't change those
external factors but you can change how you adapt and respond to them.” Taken together these
responses suggest that pre-service teachers are mindful of external factors, however, some felt
that they were able to compensate for external factors while others believed that the factors
reduce their personal responsibility.

Instructional Strategies. Participants enacted their personal responsibility for student
motivation by naming seven sub-themes of instructional strategies they use to support student
motivation. Perhaps because they look for ways to overcome external factors, most of these
statements came from participants who identified with Teacher A. For example, several pre-
service teachers commented on the role of choice in supporting student motivation. One pre-
service teacher commented, “tr[ying] lots of strategies like offering choices” can support student
motivation. Choice with limits was the main strategy offered by pre-service teachers who
selected Teacher B and often their comments focused on the need to be strategic with choice
saying things such as “some choice has to be restricted for students because especially for
younger students they can be overwhelmed with choice.” Another theme that was mentioned
regularly with regard to supporting student motivation was the role of building relationships. To
illustrate, one pre-service teacher commented, “building relationships is the first step in
developing motivation in your students” while another commented, “T agree that relationship

building is really important for developing motivation in the classroom.” Like building



relationships, pre service teachers identified their role in, “provid[ing] [students] with a safe
environment in which they feel comfortable and motivated.” Another strategy was to adapt class
content to better support student motivation. To illustrate, one pre-service teacher commented “I
think that connecting school work with what students might be interested in in their own lives is
huge in terms of achieving motivation.” Some pre-service teachers suggested using multiple
strategies to support student motivation, without necessarily naming the strategy itself. For
example, one pre-service teacher commented, “I agree that you need to try several things like
Teacher A did - motivation is not a one size fits all.” Others listed many specific strategies
teachers can use such as “activities, rewards and incentives.” Lastly, pre-service teachers
expressed the importance of never giving up on supporting students’ motivation, which was a
direct statement in the Teacher A video. As an example, one pre-service commented, “[Teacher
A] believes in never giving up on her students” while another commented, “I think that as
teachers we should never give up on our students, regardless of their background and where they
are in the present time.”

Emotions. The last theme we identified describes the emotional toll of supporting student
motivation. Although there were not very many instances of these expressions, the two sub-
themes describe how being responsible for student motivation may be related to the emotional
labour of teaching (Tsang, 2011). In particular, pre-service teachers regardless of whether they
identified with Teacher A or B commented that they anticipated frustration when it came to
supporting student motivation. To illustrate, one pre-service teacher commented “ I feel as
though motivation will be something that I become frustrated with figuring out how to bring out
about efficiently.” Likewise, several pre service teachers related to the idea of being frustrated

with regards to student motivation as shown in this comment, “I agree that it is frustrating but it



is important to make sure that students are motivated to learn, and are engaged in the classroom.”
In comparison, only pre-service teachers who identified with Teacher A commented that they
anticipated a need to love and care for their students when it came to supporting their
motivation. For example, one pre service teacher commented that, “when students feel loved and
trust their teacher, they will be more willing to be open minded and troubleshoot to find ways
that they can become motivated.” The emotional nature of this statement distinguishes it from
the idea of using relationships as a motivational strategy.
Discussion and Implications

The purpose of this research was to explore pre-service teachers’ reflections when given
the opportunity to consider two differing perspectives on personal responsibility for student
motivation. In the video vignette for Teacher A, pre-service teachers heard how motivation is a
core responsibility of teachers, that they must try all sorts of strategies to catch students’
attention, and that they should never give up. In the video vignette for Teacher B, pre-service
teachers heard that even though motivation is the responsibility of the teacher, there are external
factors, like what goes on at home or with peers, that teachers can’t control and that make
motivation something for which teachers share responsibility. We focus our discussion on three
main points. First, we comment on the distribution of pre-service teachers in terms of their
agreement with the two videos and the ability to predict such a choice based on the quantitative
percentage of responsibility. Second, pre-service teachers’ reflections tended to comment on the
main perspective forwarded by the videos - that is the extent to which the teacher is responsible
for student motivation - and the amount and variety of instructional strategies they suggest

related to assuming this perspective. Third, the anticipated emotional component of managing



student motivation is novel and represents an area in which pre-service teachers’ usual optimism
may not apply.
Distribution of Choice

Sixty percent of pre-service teachers identified with the perspective forwarded by
Teacher A, while the remaining 40% identified with Teacher B. In research on motivation, such
an equal distribution is somewhat rare. Self-report measures of motivation beliefs or strategies
that use likert scales may suffer from a variety of measurement issues including responses that
cluster near the “agree” end of the scale (Fulmer & Frijters, 2009). The self-report items are so
overwhelmingly positive in tone that it is almost impossible for pre-service or practicing teachers
to disagree with the statement. Easy to agree with items, are particularly susceptible to social
desirability bias, which is defined as “the tendency of individuals to present themselves in a
manner that will be viewed favorably by others” (APA Dictionary,

https://dictionary.apa.org/social-desirability). Thus, the fact that pre-service teachers felt able to

agree with either perspective is an important methodological finding in terms of socially
acceptable options. While force-choice options have long been recommended as one way to
reduce social desirability biases (Nederhof, 1985), choosing between vignettes is an interesting
modification because of the ability to craft a fulsome narrative in vignettes. It is possible that
hearing Teacher B explain how external constraints reduced her personal responsibility, that the
perspective became acceptably normalized and a valid option for pre-service teachers to select.
As such, taking time to normalize less adaptive beliefs and practices related to motivation may
help researchers gain true responses from participants.

Prediction of Choice. The significant logistic regression shows that pre-service teachers

selected the video vignette in a way that aligned with the amount of personal responsibility they



reported. In other words, pre-service teachers who indicated a lower percentage of personal
responsibility, or had lower scores on the TRS domain of student motivation, were more inclined
to choose Teacher B and those with a higher percentage of personal responsibility, or with higher
scores on the TRS domain of student motivation, were more inclined to choose Teacher A. This
provides compelling evidence that if, with intervention or education, pre-service teachers can
become even 10% more personally responsible for student motivation, then they are more likely
to relate to Teacher A and her uncompromising commitment to student motivation. The use of a
simple percentage indicator may be helpful for teacher-educators who do not want to use full
measurement scales (Gogol et al., 2014) but can assess percentage easily and frequently. Future
research may want to ask pre-service teachers to allocate the remaining percentage of
responsibility thereby leaning into the theoretical framework provided by shared responsibility
(Helker & Wosnitza, 2014). Moreover, future research could ask pre-service teachers why they
identified the percentage of responsibility to aid intervention efforts. This would allow
researchers to have a good sense of with whom the teachers believe responsibility for motivation
is shared. However, it will be important in this research that students are active in their personal
responsibility for motivation and not just compliant to teachers’ requests (Ames, 1992).
Responsibility for Student Motivation: Who and How

The reflections written by pre-service teachers were internally consistent with the
messages presented by Teacher A or B respectively. This provides some validity evidence that
they watched the videos and were indeed making their choice because of the perspective it had
forwarded. Participants who agreed with Teacher A saw student motivation as their duty;
whereas, participants who agreed with Teacher B focused on ways in which responsibility was

shared. This distinction, which was forwarded in the video vignettes and echoed in participant



reflections, harkens back to the original internal/external dichotomies prevalent in motivation
theories and research (Rotter, 1954; Weiner, 1985; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990). Perhaps extending
from this perspective on who is responsible for student motivation, 51% of participants who
agreed with Teacher A went on to articulate a wide range of strategies to apply to support student
motivation compared to just a handful of participants who agreed with Teacher B. Arguably,
because we know participants who selected Teacher B view themselves as significantly less
responsible for student motivation than those who selected Teacher A, a logical inference is that
they did not name strategies because they do not “need” strategies.

Rather than listing strategies, participants that agreed with Teacher B went on to describe
how home or school environments reduce their personal responsibility for student motivation.
These descriptions map closely onto original sense of teaching efficacy items that distinguished
between personal efficacy and teaching efficacy (Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990). Indeed the written
reflections from participants who chose Teacher A appear to describe high personal and teaching
efficacy; whereas, the reflections from participants who chose Teacher B express high personal
efficacy paired with low teaching efficacy. We encourage researchers to consider how to fit
external circumstances into the self-focused nature of efficacy beliefs and personal responsibility
because pre-service and practicing teachers are clearly impacted by the external constraints
associated with the profession. Overall, the differences between the reflections based on teacher
choice reinforces the quantitative results of the logistic regression and shows clear differences in
not only the percentage responsible for motivation, but how that belief plays out in terms of
instructional practices.

Emotions in Responsibility for Motivation



Researchers have been increasing their focus on understanding the breadth and influence
of teachers’ emotions in the classroom (Frenzel, 2014). Our qualitative results remind us that
pre-service teachers project emotions into their professional future. By anticipating frustration in
regards to motivating students, pre-service teachers show a realism that is often obscured by the
unrealistic optimism that is more commonly associated with this population (Weinstein, 1990).
In contrast, pre-service teachers who spoke of loving students did so without acknowledging the
emotional labour involved with that level of relationship. Thus, both the positive and negative
emotions evoked by being responsible for student motivation have relevance for emotional labor
of teaching and by extension burnout. Supporting the link between personal responsibility and
emotions empirically, Eren (2014) found positive correlations between personal responsibility
for student motivation and teachers’ self reported academic optimism, hope, and enjoyment of
teaching, and negative correlations with anger and anxiety. Future qualitative research may be a
way to further explore the emotions associated with varying levels of responsibility for student
motivation so that the emotional labor of the task can be addressed (Yin et al., 2019).

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

In closing, we address three limitations of our study and make recommendations for
future research. First, there are several concerns related to using video vignettes to trigger
personal reflections. To begin, the teachers in the videos were young female elementary school
teachers meaning their stories may not have resonated as strongly with high school teachers or
possibly men. Likewise, the teachers scripted their own narratives based on personal experiences
and to reflect the open-ended responses of teachers who had previously scored high or low on the
TRS-motivation subscale. The extent to which participants felt the teachers’ stories were

authentic is unknown. However this could be assessed in future research with a manipulation-



check item such as “To what extent do you think these perspectives represent the teachers’
personal experiences?”. Indeed, the work of Hauser, Ellsworth and Gonzalez (2019) highlights
the importance of well-designed manipulation-checks in research. Additionally, future research
using video vignettes may want to consider a less structured conversation amongst several
teachers of varying ages, genders, and grade levels that could flow back and forth between
perspectives to ensure that the authenticity is high.

Second, in their stories in the video vignettes both teachers acknowledged that they feel
personally responsible for student motivation before they went on to further explain ways they
stepped wholly into that responsibility or ways they found it mitigated. We did not offer pre-
service teachers an option in which they heard a story from a teacher that simply did not think
they were responsible for student motivation. Given that the full range of percentage options,
including 0-10%, was utilized by pre-service teachers in the quantitative portion of the study, it
may be important to further explore occasions when this responsibility is essentially disregarded
and to create a representative vignette. Future research in general, should be mindful that a full
range of possible perspectives are presented to ensure that all practitioners can connect with the
messages presented.

Third, our sample was limited to pre-service teachers at one Canadian institution so
future research should consider reflections from pre-service teachers in other institutions,
provinces, and even countries. Although it is not uncommon to focus on a single training site in
education research, the fact that the videos are easily accessed online can facilitate sharing the
videos and gathering reflections from pre-service teachers all around the world. We would
encourage teacher-educators to consider using these video vignettes as case studies or to prompt

discussion about personal responsibility for motivation in their teacher education courses. It



seems that pre-service teachers felt empowered to select either video vignette and explain their
own perspective relative to the narrative. As such, the video vignettes could become a
pedagogical tool as much as they served a research purpose in the current study. Indeed, video
cases are becoming more popular recent years in teacher education programs to support learning
with facilitated experiences for these developing practitioners (Piwowar et al., 2018).

In conclusion, this research provides important information on pre-service teachers’
perspectives on personal responsibility for student motivation. The results shed light on how pre-
service teachers’ view personal responsibility for student motivation. Indeed, we were able to
identify potential external constraints, strategies to support motivation, and emotional factors
important for pre-service teachers’ views. Moreo- ver, the findings from our thematic analysis
highlight a number of topics important for the instruction of pre-service teachers related to
student motivation, responsibility, and efficacy as part of their teacher education programs. The
use of vignettes to examine the perspectives of the participants is novel, and should be

considered for future re- search in this area as well as serving as a useful pedagogical tool.
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