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Abstract: What makes first-semester students stay engaged in non-mandatory lecture-based courses?
This study aims to answer this question by analyzing the relationship between student engagement
with autonomy support and achievement goals. Data gathered through self-reports from 340 students
attending four introductory lecture-based courses at four German universities were used to test
the following hypotheses: (1) students who pursue goals for self-improvement display emotional,
behavioral, and cognitive engagement, (2) emotional engagement is predicted by students’ percep-
tions of autonomy support, and (3) students who aim to outperform their peers display higher
emotional engagement compared to cognitive engagement. After confirming the hypotheses with
multiple regression analyses, additional results indicated a statistically significant relationship be-
tween both emotional engagement and achievement goals with autonomy. Further, results indicate a
moderate positive association between emotional engagement and both behavioral and cognitive
engagements. These findings confirm the presence of both mastery and performance goals in courses
with a lecture-based teaching. This study highlights some limitations for statistical analyses with
agentic engagement as well as the need to analyze study participants’ school culture for further
research on student engagement.

Keywords: mastery goals; agentic engagement; emotional engagement; lectures; autonomy; school
culture; Germany

1. Introduction

The literature on higher education recognizes that the transition from school to univer-
sity can be difficult for students [1]. Issues that make this transition difficult include larger
class sizes [2,3] and limited contact time with instructors perceived as a lack of support [4].

At university level, lecture-based courses are characterized by high undergraduate
enrollment rates. A lack of motivation and dropout rates lead educational researchers
to further investigate student engagement in large courses. Our research question is
thus: What makes first-semester students stay engaged in large non-mandatory lecture-
based courses?

High levels of behavioral and cognitive engagement, as well as few opportunities to
display agentic engagement, are expected due to the lecture-teaching format. However, the
degree of emotional engagement is more uncertain. As possible mediators, we examined
students’ achievement goals (both mastery and performance goals) and autonomy sup-
port, which have emerged as important personal and contextual contributors to student
engagement [5–7].

Previous studies on student engagement have focused on its association with internal
psychological processes, such as students’ goals [8] and proximal environmental factors,
such as students’ perceptions of teacher support [9,10].

The present research consists of a cross-sectional and correlational study that aimed
(1) to extend our knowledge of student engagement in on-site lecture-based courses, and
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(2) to better understand what interactions, if any, exist between student engagement and
certain motivational constructs in non-mandatory courses.

2. Theoretical Background
2.1. Student Engagement and Achievement Goals

A four-dimensional model of student engagement is implemented in the present
study. For a long time, a three-dimensional model of student engagement summarized by
Fredricks et al. [11] prevailed in engagement literature. Their model consists of behavioral
engagement (students’ behaviors with regard to classroom norms), emotional engagement
(positive and negative affective reactions in the classroom), and cognitive engagement
(the use of metacognitive and self-regulated strategies). But for nearly a decade, studies
have demonstrated the significance of agentic engagement (the ability to be proactive
in improving one’s own learning conditions, making suggestions, and communicating
preferences) and its inclusion within the larger engagement construct, which provides a
fuller picture of students’ involvement in learning activities [5,12].

Current research on student engagement reframes the four dimensions of engagement
into two classes of internal and external dimensions [13]. The internal or non-observable
dimensions of engagement are cognition and emotion [14], whereas the observable or ex-
ternal dimensions refer to behavior and agency [13,15]. All four dimensions of engagement
occur at the intersection of achievement goals and environmental influences such as teacher
behaviors [15–18].

As cognitive-dynamic aims that focus on competence [19], achievement goals are
evaluated by relative intrapersonal standards or normative standards [19,20]. They are
established in relation to the activity itself (e.g., enjoyment learning new things) or the
outcome of the activity (e.g., getting good grades) [21].

Achievement goals are associated with differential patterns of affect, cognition, and
behavior [22], referring to the reasons why people engage in achievement-related behav-
iors [23]. Goals are categorized within a dichotomous model that includes mastery and
performance goals [20]. Mastery goals orient students to strive to improve skills, whereas
performance goals orient students to demonstrate superior competence or to mask inferior
competence in school-related work [24]. Both mastery and performance goals can take
different forms depending on students’ motivation to either attain success or to avoid
failure [19]. From this perspective, approach goals are differentiated from avoidance goals
(for an overview see [25,26]).

Mastery goals have shown relatively consistent effects on learning, indicating that
those who pursue these goals enjoy learning, are persistent when facing academic diffi-
culties, find their courses interesting, and implement learning strategies [27]. Mastery-
approach goals focus on striving to attain mastery or improvement [28]. They focus on the
intrinsic value of learning, aiming to increase competence, or master something new [29].
On the other hand, mastery-avoidance goals are driven by the fear of not acquiring enough
knowledge, forgetting what is already known, or not understanding the learning con-
tents [30]. These goals focus on avoiding, not developing, one’s own competencies to the
fullest extent and hinder the possibility of a decrease in skill [31].

Research on performance goals has shown both positive and negative effects for
learning (for a review, see [32]). Performance-approach goals (i.e., trying to outperform
others) center on being perceived as competent [33]. Competitiveness is the major predictor
of these goals [31]. On the other hand, performance-avoidance goals center on avoiding
appearing incompetent [31,33], are grounded in fear of failure, and are associated with less
favorable academic outcomes [34,35].

Although achievement goals have been greatly researched in education, they have
yet to be explored in the learning environment of the lecture hall. This study adopts
the dichotomous view of motivational goals as its theoretical foundation to investigate
why students attend non-mandatory lecture-based courses. With this purpose, two key
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studies on achievement goals and engagement conducted in lecture-based courses guided
our research.

Firstly, Pekrun et al. [34] investigated the relationship between achievement goals,
positive and negative emotions (i.e., enjoyment versus anxiety), and academic achievement
in introductory-level psychology lecture courses (n = 218 undergraduates). Their study
implemented a trichotomous model of achievement goals (mastery, performance-approach,
and performance-avoidance). As expected, their results showed that mastery goals were a
positive predictor of positive emotions and a negative predictor of boredom.

Similar to Pekrun et al.’s study, Lüftenegger et al. [36] implemented a model of
achievement goals in order to examine associations with emotions and exam achievement
in a research methods and evaluation lecture course. They also found no gender effects for
goals, exam achievement, or emotional engagement. Contrary to Pekrun et al.’s study, they
found a positive link between avoidance goals and emotional engagement. However, as
they explained, the association was only moderate and lower than those between approach
goals and enjoyment.

Achievement goals are highly determined by students’ socioeconomic backgrounds [37].
However, correlational analyses between student engagement and achievement goals have
tended to ignore the inclusion of cultural characteristics, narrowing the particularities
and relationships of the concepts [37]. Certain characteristics of students attending intro-
ductory level courses in Germany, such as having gained self-regulation skills at upper
secondary school, highlight the importance of autonomy support in secondary schools
before attending higher education.

2.2. Autonomy Support

Autonomy support refers to a cluster of behaviors that “collectively create that inter-
personal tone of support and understanding” [38], (p. 407). Such support is promoted
by eliciting and acknowledging student’s perspectives, supporting self-initiatives, offer-
ing choices, providing relevant information, and minimizing pressure and control [39].
In response to autonomy support, students experience more engagement [18,40–42] and
positive emotions [43].

Connected to autonomy support, showing structure when teaching creates an orderly
and organized learning environment [44]. Offering clarity of information supports stu-
dents to know what is expected of them and how they can effectively achieve the desired
outcomes [45,46]. Structure is important for creating a motivating learning environment.
For example, Mazer [47] analyzed the effects of teacher communication behaviors on
518 undergraduate students’ engagement. Mazer found that an interaction effect oc-
curred between the clarity of teachers’ behaviors (e.g., structure) and both cognitive and
emotional engagements.

When combined with structure, autonomy support is effective in fostering self-
regulation [48]. Both motivational strategies allow students “to know how they can regu-
late their learning” [49]. Students who have experienced autonomy support in previous
schooling express relatively less need to defend being self-determined. This is because
the previous environment has already instigated a fulfillment of autonomy [50]. Student
self-efficacy (an aspect of autonomy) responds positively to experiences that confirm that
the student is capable of working autonomously [51].

An autonomy-supportive context promotes choice and decision-making, acknowl-
edges potential difficulties, and involves the use of non-controlling language [52]. Such
style stresses the importance of student engagement by building rapport with students, un-
derstanding that learning occurs in a social context, and being enthusiastic about a course
and teaching in general [53]. Ceding responsibility and generating a positive learning
environment based on mutual trust is a characteristic of this teaching environment [44].

Positive associations between student perceptions of autonomy support and structure
suggest that teachers tend to combine them [45,54]. For example, telling students that a
certain activity helps develop understanding and regulate their learning would lead to
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different cognitive processing than telling them that the activity evaluates certain abili-
ties [5]. Thus, teachers set the intellectual standards and the quality of performance they
expect from students as well as exemplify their values through the quality of the work
they provide.

3. Methods
3.1. Participants

The survey participants were undergraduate students from sociology, linguistics, and
communication (social sciences) who attended introductory lecture-based courses. The
four universities included were state-run institutions located in the German federal state of
North Rhine-Westphalia. University introductory courses were selected for this study for
two reasons: (1) a small number of empirical studies on student engagement (mostly on
behavioral engagement) exist in introductory courses [55–57], and (2) no study in Germany
has included an analysis of students’ perceptions to understand motivational elements
(students’ goals and teaching autonomy support) that influence student engagement in
large courses.

All selected courses were in-person (face-to-face). The seating capacity of the lecture
halls ranged from 150 to 350, and the selection of the students was limited to those who
reported being in the first semester. The selected lecture-based courses were offered in the
German language. The sampling consisted of 340 first-semester students: 93.2% German
with a mean age of 20 years (SD = 2.7 years) and 108 men, 229 women, and 3 participants
who did not report their gender. These courses took place once a week and attendance
was not mandatory. During week 8 to week 10 of the winter semester 2017, a paper-based
questionnaire was distributed to all students within a given lecture and collected after 10
min. The students were instructed to answer all survey questions with reference to their
particular course.

3.2. Hypotheses

Considering the work of Pekrun et al. [34] and Lüftenegger et al. [36] and given the
important role of goals, autonomy support, and emotions in learning, we investigated the
following hypotheses: (1) Students who pursue goals for self-improvement (mastery goals)
display emotional, behavioral, and cognitive engagement; (2) Emotional engagement is
predicted by students’ perceptions of autonomy support; and (3) Students who aim to out-
perform their peers (performance goals) display higher emotional engagement compared
to cognitive engagement.

3.3. Measures

Implementing a cross-sectional and correlational design, the questionnaire was com-
posed of three main motivational constructs—student engagement, achievement goals,
and perceived autonomy support, followed by eight items regarding reasons for course
participation, and six socio-demographic items (age, main field of study, academic semester,
gender, mother tongue, and place of birth), for a total of 52 items. The scales were devel-
oped by adapting existing scales in the literature, as described in subsequent sections. The
questionnaire was written and administered in German.

3.3.1. Student Engagement

We assessed four dimensions of engagement, four types of achievement goals, and
perceived autonomy support. Behavioral, emotional, and agentic engagement items were
adapted from Reeve [7], and the items for cognitive engagement were adapted from the
Program for International Student Assessment (PISA) index of elaboration strategies, includ-
ing rehearsal, elaboration, organization, and meta-cognitive strategy use [58]. Behavioral
(5 items), emotional (4 items), and cognitive (5 items) engagements were assessed using
a 4-point scale for agreement with options ranging from strongly agree (1) to strongly
disagree (4). Agentic engagement (4 items) was assessed using a frequency scale based
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on a four-point scale: in every/almost every lecture, in about every second lecture, rarely,
and never.

3.3.2. Achievement Goals

The items on achievement goals were adapted from the Achievement Goal Framework
that leads to four different types of goals as described by Nicholls [59] and Dweck [60].
This scale measures mastery-approach, performance-approach, mastery-avoidance, and
performance-avoidance and reflects efforts to (a) acquire and improve knowledge (mastery-
approach goal), (b) prove superior ability (performance-approach goal), (c) avoid losing
knowledge and skills (mastery-avoidance goal), and (d) avoid failure and the demonstration
of inferior ability (performance-avoidance goal) [19,61].

For four mastery goals and four performance goals, the scale ranged from strongly
agree (1) to strongly disagree (4). Some sample items are: “My goal is . . . to learn as
much as possible (mastery-approach goal), . . . to perform better than the other students
(performance-approach goal), . . . to understand fully the content of the course (mastery-
avoidance goal), and . . . to avoid performing poorly compared to others (performance-
avoidance goal)”.

3.3.3. Autonomy Support

The four items used to measure ‘autonomy support’ were taken from the PISA in-
dex [58]. They included instructional behavior regarding ‘interest in students learning’,
‘extra help’, ‘clarification until students have understood’, and ‘opportunities to express
opinions’. Both items for achievement goals and autonomy support were assessed with the
same 4-point scale. In addition to student engagement, achievement goals, and perceived
autonomy support, students responded to eight items describing reasons why students do
not participate orally in lecture-based courses.

3.4. Data Analysis

In order to scale the described constructs into single variables, i.e., to reduce the
multiple variables in the questionnaire into single underlying variables (or dimensions),
a categorical principal component analysis (CATPCA) was applied to the four sets of
engagement variables. The dimension reduction through CATPCA analysis was also
conducted for the two constructs measuring achievement goals as well as for autonomy
support separately, extracting one dimension each.

The hypotheses were tested with regression analysis. For this, three multiple linear
regression models were calculated to examine relations among mastery and performance
goals (as independent variables) with behavioral, emotional, and cognitive engagements.
In all three models, the variables gender, German nationality, German as native language,
and the four lecture-based courses, with course 1 as the reference group, were included
as controls.

4. Results

The greatest level of agreement for all student engagement variables was found for
emotional engagement, followed by behavioral engagement and cognitive engagement
(Table 1). High values for emotional engagement were expected considering that students
come voluntarily to these courses (no attendance list). Variables on agentic engagement
show very low agreement scores, which can be explained by the lecture-based teaching
format of these courses. This is highest for the variable “giving suggestions”, with over 90%
disagreement. Due to its lack of variance, this variable was excluded from further analysis.
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Table 1. Engagement items with percent response.

Items Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree Factor Loading

Emotional engagement
Feeling good 59.0 36.3 4.1 0.6 0.63
Learning new things 38.2 46.2 14.7 0.9 0.66
Feeling interest 19.2 47.5 27.7 5.6 0.89
Enjoyment 19.5 50.5 27.1 2.9 0.89
Behavioral engagement
Punctuality 76.5 17.9 5.0 0.6 0.15
Attendance until the end 82.4 14.4 2.9 0.3 0.44
Attention 19.4 58.5 19.7 2.4 0.72
No writing private messages 10.6 17.4 29.1 42.9 0.84
No Internet surfing 15.6 22.6 30.9 30.9 0.87
Cognitive engagement
Finding new solutions 6.5 44.2 42.1 7.1 0.59
Relating knowledge to
everyday situations 10.3 37.1 40.6 12.1 0.76

Relating previous to new
knowledge 15.3 49.4 30.6 4.7 0.79

Thinking of other ways to solve
problems 4.4 28.3 51.3 15.9 0.77

Interdisciplinary reflection 14.5 52.1 27.2 6.2 0.73
Agentic engagement
Asking questions 0.0 3.5 34.1 62.4 0.86
Answering questions 1.2 9.1 39.7 50.0 0.79
Asking for clarification 0.6 3.5 35.3 60.6 0.83
Giving suggestions 0.9 0.3 6.2 92.6 -

These variables were reduced through four separate CATPCA into one dimension per
construct, resulting in four factors with eigenvalues of 2.42, showing moderate explained
variance, and Cronbach’s alpha α = 0.78, showing a good internal consistency, for emotional
engagement (4 items), eigenvalue 2.19 and α = 0.68 for behavioral engagement (4 items),
eigenvalue 2.68 and α = 0.78 for cognitive engagement (5 items), and eigenvalue 2.05 and
α = 0.76 for agentic engagement (3 items). Each item loaded distinctly on the factor for
which it was designed.

Correlations between all engagement dimensions were calculated (Table 2). Results
indicate a moderate positive association between emotional engagement and both behav-
ioral and cognitive engagements (r = 0.22, p < 0.01 and r = 0.25, p < 0.01, respectively).
This means that students who are emotionally engaged also tend to report higher levels of
behavioral and cognitive engagements.

Table 2. Inter-dimension correlation matrix of reactive dimensions of engagement.

Emotional Behavioral Cognitive

Behavioral 0.222 **
Cognitive 0.249 ** 0.135 *
Agentic 0.085 0.062 0.248 **

* p < 0.05 ** p < 0.01.

There is a significant positive correlation between (1) emotional and behavioral;
(2) cognitive and emotional; and (3) agentic and cognitive dimensions of student en-
gagement. Agentic engagement is only significantly associated with cognitive engagement,
which supports the theoretical linkage between levels of thinking (i.e., higher order cogni-
tive skills) and students’ proactive actions (i.e., asking questions and asking for clarification).
As expected, none of the correlations are very high, despite being significant.

Overall, the analysis of achievement goals indicates that mastery goals (both ap-
proach and avoidance) and performance-avoidance goals were highly and moderately
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reported by students, respectively (Table 3). The highest agreement scores are found for
mastery-approach goals, with its first two items obtaining 98.2% of agree and strongly
agree responses. Performance-avoidance goals (i.e., the items ‘perceptions of being not
worse than the others’ and ‘not worse than average’) also show very high agreement.

Table 3. Achievement goals (mastery and performance) and autonomy support items, in percent.

Items Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Strongly

Disagree
Factor
Loading

Mastery goals
Understanding as much as possible 70.3 27.9 1.8 0.0 0.78
Understanding most of the content 73.9 24.3 1.5 0.3 0.78
Reaching perfection 15.9 39.8 33.9 10.3 0.61
Full understanding 40.7 50.1 8.8 0.3 0.76
Performance goals
Better grades than others 10.7 33.2 40.9 15.1 0.86
Better in comparison to others 8.9 37.0 37.3 16.9 0.85
Not worse than the others 40.2 42.6 10.9 6.2 0.76
Not worse than average 43.9 42.4 8.6 5.0 0.83
Autonomy support
Interest in students’ learning 19.3 52.7 25.3 2.7 0.77
Support when needed 33.7 50.9 13.6 1.8 0.83
Clarification until students have
understood 29.8 45.2 22.3 2.7 0.83

Opportunities to express opinions 54.3 38.9 6.5 0.3 0.57

Both dimensions of achievement goals show high internal consistency with Cronbach’s
alpha of α = 0.71 and eigenvalue 2.15 (performance goals, 4 items) and α = 0.84 and
eigenvalue 2.73 (mastery goals, 4 items). The two dimensions also significantly correlate
with each other (r = 0.19; p < 0.001). For the autonomy support variables, measured with
4 items, the resulting dimension shows a Cronbach’s alpha of α = 0.75 and eigenvalue
of 2.30.

For autonomy support items (Table 3), findings reveal that the highest score is for
the item ‘opportunities to express opinions’ across the four courses (93.2%), followed by
‘support when needed’ (84.6%).

To test the first hypothesis “Students who pursue goals for self-improvement (mastery
goals) display emotional, behavioral, and cognitive engagement”, multiple regression
models were calculated for cognitive, behavioral, and emotional engagement to measure
how they are affected by the total scores of achievement goals and student engagement
when controlling for demographic and course data (Table 4).

Table 4. Beta coefficients of multiple regressions for reactive dimensions of student engagement and
multiple variables.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Cognitive Behavioral Emotional

Performance Goals −0.039 0.011 0.015
Mastery Goals 0.288 *** 0.193 *** 0.231 ***
Male 0.057 0.186 *** −0.004
Age 0.028 0.139 ** 0.019
German Language 0.073 0.038 0.048
Born in Germany −0.041 −0.004 −0.007
Course 2 −0.226 *** 0.09 0.209 ***
Course 3 −0.102 −0.127 * 0.429 ***
Course 4 −0.026 0.224 *** 0.434 ***
Autonomy Support 0.127 * 0.108 * 0.323 ***
Adjusted R2 0.121 0.184 0.457

* p < 0.05 ** p < 0.01 *** p < 0.001.
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For the regression analyses, agentic engagement—the only proactive dimension—was
excluded, as the requirement of linearity was not met. The first model, with cognitive
engagement as the dependent variable, shows a low-moderate explained variance with
an adjusted R2 = 0.12. The variables mastery goals and autonomy support have a sta-
tistically significant, positive effect on engagement (ß = 0.288, p < 0.001 and ß = 0.127,
p = 0.025, respectively). While all courses show a negative effect on cognitive engagement
in comparison to reference course 1, this effect is only significant, but moderate, for course
2 (ß = 0.226, p < 0.001).

A second model, with behavioral engagement as a dependent variable, shows moder-
ate explained variance with an adjusted R2 = 0.21. As in Model 1, the variables mastery
goals (ß = 0.193, p < 0.001) and autonomy support (ß = 0.108, p = 0.047) have a statisti-
cally significant, positive effect on engagement. Sociodemographic characteristics show
that male students have a higher behavioral engagement than female students (ß = 0.186,
p < 0.001) and that behavioral engagement significantly increases with age (ß = 0.139,
p = 0.006). In this model, affiliation to the three courses had various effects when compared
with course 1, with course 2 having a weak effect ß = 0.090, course 3 showing a weak
negative effect on behavioral engagement (ß = −0.127, p = 0.048) and course 4 showing a
positive significant effect (ß = 0.224, p < 0.001).

Model three—inspecting effects on the dependent variable emotional engagement—
has the highest explained variance with an adjusted R2 = 0.47 and show that mastery goals
(ß = 0.231, p < 0.001) and autonomy support (ß = 0.323, p < 0.001) have high statistical
significance for this variable. In this model, all three courses show very strong, highly
significant positive effects on emotional engagement when compared to course 1, while no
sociodemographic characteristics are significant.

Compared to performance goals, mastery goals have the highest correlations with
behavioral, emotional, and cognitive engagements, thus providing considerable support
for H1. This finding confirms the presence of goals for mastering and for avoiding losing
knowledge as well as goals for avoiding being worse in comparison to peers.

When these results are evaluated, it is clear that there is a statistically significant,
positive association between autonomy support and all reactive dimensions of student en-
gagement. In other words, it is likely to conclude that as perceived autonomy support levels
increase, (emotional) engagement levels also increase, supporting the second hypothesis
“Emotional engagement is predicted by students’ perceptions of autonomy support”.

Emotional engagement was positively linked to stronger mastery goals but also
stronger performance-approach goals and less performance-avoidance goals. This provides
support for the third hypothesis “Students who aim to outperform their peers (performance
goals) display higher emotional engagement compared to cognitive engagement”. This
finding is similar to Pekrun et al.’s study [34] who found a positive link between avoidance
goals and emotional engagement.

On examining the contributions made by the independent variables in the models
shown in Table 4, mastery goals make the greatest contribution for all reactive dimen-
sions of student engagement. The present study complements previous studies [34,62] by
showing that a measure of mastery goals is positively related to cognitive and emotional
engagements (ß = 0.288 and ß = 0.231, respectively).

5. Discussion

We have demonstrated emerging relationships among student engagement, achieve-
ment goals, and perceived autonomy support. Similar to Buchanan and Palmer [63], this
study shows that students like lecture-based courses. The students highlighted the charac-
teristics of the lecture format as a particular learning setting that implicitly demands time
and concentration to process the course content. The fact that most students enjoy their
lecture-based courses should be considered in the context of the current movement against
lecture-teaching formats.
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Students attending large introductory lecture-based courses in Germany may not
demand a change of course structure. If the students have positive attitudes toward learning
and autonomous behavior, they may make more of an effort to attend and participate
autonomously. Oga-Baldwin [16] suggests a potential hierarchy of relationships within
the engagement dimensions, with behavioral engagement correlated with and predicting
the other dimensions. From this perspective, engagement in lecture-based courses ‘at least
once reaching a certain level’ begins with behavioral engagement since students come
voluntarily to these courses and display a disposition to come and avoid being disruptive.

Similar to Mazer’s findings [47], there was predictive significance of autonomy sup-
port on cognitive and emotional engagement. Additionally, cognitive engagement was
positively and highly correlated to mastery goals. Autonomous motivation has been as-
sociated with cognitive engagement in past studies [48]. This suggests that students who
enjoy learning are likely to implement cognitive strategies such as analyzing problems
while attending classes. Cognitive engagement serves to help students understand con-
tent, do assignments, and apply tasks to daily life. This process is influenced by students’
self-regulation to future academic and professional aspirations [14].

Not only positive correlations among the reactive dimensions of engagement and the
types of achievement goals were found, but also among internal dimensions of engagement
and autonomy support. With the absence of external pressure (e.g., an attendance list), the
satisfaction of autonomy support benefits cognitive and emotional engagement (internal
dimensions of engagement). The data confirmed the prediction that students’ perceptions
of autonomy support are highly related to emotional engagement.

In these courses, student agentic actions are neither prohibited nor expected during
lecturing. Such disposition of ‘listening lectures’ is part of the school culture in large
lecture-based courses in Germany. After conducting the descriptive and statistical analyses,
we excluded the data of agentic engagement for the regression models. This decision was
also supported by considering the characteristics of the teaching format of these courses as
well as the school culture of the participants.

Not all students enter lecture-based courses with a history of engagement or a willing-
ness to engage. For better teaching and learning practices, it is important to learn to identify
emotional engagement during learning activities, which refers to affective responses of
interest and affective reactions such as anxiety and boredom [11].

Achievement goals cannot be generalized from one context to another. Results of
this study showed endorsement of both mastery goals (referring to self-improvement)
and performance goals (referring to peer competition) by the students. Students who
attend lecture-based courses, at least in this study, are primarily responsible for engaging
themselves and demonstrating competency to display both mastery and performance goals.
The German educational system is oriented toward making the students discover their own
abilities and making use of them through autonomous and independent work. Considering
this, students’ development of autonomy is a valuable predisposition to engagement in
higher education that enables them to reach high levels of commitment in courses that do
not demand attendance.

Observing the distinction for mastery goals, the results showed relative endorsement
of mastery-approach (stronger than mastery-avoidance) as was found in Elliot and McGre-
gor’s study [31]. Mastery-approach goals were consistently positively related to enjoyment
(also shown by Pekrun et al. [34]). As predicted in H1, perceptions of mastery goals were re-
lated to high levels of reactive engagement [43,62]. This relationship highlights an emergent
research development in traditional teaching scenarios such as large lecture-based courses
that tend to focus on cognitive development. Emotions may influence goal adoption, which
implies that mastery goals and emotions are linked by a reciprocal connection [34].

Two items measuring mastery-avoidance goals (‘reaching perfection’ and ‘full under-
standing’) obtained 55.8% and 90.9% of agreement responses across the four lecture-based
courses. This result is related to the first item’s construction that contained a certain nega-
tive connotation (i.e., perfection as ‘impossible’ or ‘unreachable’). Although ‘perfectionism’
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was initially conceptualized as a unidimensional negative characteristic of personality,
there is now consensus among researchers that it is a multidimensional personality con-
struct with positive as well as negative effects on behavior [64]. Empirical findings of
perfectionism in lecture-based courses are rare. In line with Lüftenegger et al. [36] and
Pekrun et al. [34], these findings also suggest that future research could attempt to construct
better items for the avoidance component of mastery goals in relation to perfectionism
(performance-avoidance goals).

Findings also highlight performance-avoidance goals as motivating components. This
result is surprising because performance-approach goals refer to the sense of competitive-
ness, which is not expected to be high in large courses where students are not able to easily
identify their peers’ performance. Nearly half of all students reported agreement on the
item ‘avoiding negative reactions from peers’. This means students pursuing performance
avoidance goals use external standards, that is, comparing their performance with the
performance of others and seeking to avoid negative results.

The presence of both mastery and performance goals in this study suggests that
students not only focus on self-improvement but also consider peer competition. Empirical
research argues that students adopting performance goals guide their behavior towards
demonstration of competency [65]. This observation suggests that students can actually
pursue both types of goals simultaneously and thus students’ achievement goals may
not be structured by singular goals as once theorized, but instead may reflect multiple
configurations of achievement-related goals [66].

Findings of this study on achievement goals contribute to the Achievement Goal
Theory and school culture literature. Describing a broadened role of school culture in
students’ autonomous behavior is particularly critical to this theory. The students’ desire
for the ‘appearance of being self-confident’ (performance-approach goal) may be enhanced
by the competition-oriented school culture in which they participate.

As predicted in H2, students experience more engagement and positive emotions in
response to teacher behavior [18,40,42,67]. Students perceived that their courses fostered
them with autonomy support, which corroborates that autonomy goes beyond the power
dynamics involved in grading policies and attendance lists. The highest score of autonomy
support across the four courses was ‘opportunities to express opinions’. This result is
surprising considering the characteristics of these courses. These findings provide empirical
support for student engagement models and warrant further exploration of engagement
and self-expression opportunities.

6. Limitations and Further Research

There are three limitations addressed, which provide directions for future research.
First, the participants were all first-year students from Germany and the sample consisted
of an unequal percentage of women and men. In future research, more attention could
be given to samples of students from different semesters, and in which the percentage of
women and men is balanced.

Second, we limit our study to students’ engagement and achievement goals in four
introductory social sciences courses. Our research could be extended by using our research
design to cover other fields. Additionally, although the sample size is sufficient for our
analysis, we acknowledge that with a larger sample, conclusions from statistical associations
would be stronger in some cases. The generalizability of these results to other ages and
contexts remains an open question. Notwithstanding these limitations, this is the first
study to our knowledge to investigate the role of achievement goals and autonomy support
on student engagement in non-mandatory lecture-based courses. In addition to this, the
German perspective has been studied here, laying the foundation for future research on
student engagement and motivation in the German school culture.

Lastly, future correlational research could (dis)confirm if the observed correlation
between emotional engagement and achievement goals exists for students of different
ages, cultural backgrounds, and in different academic disciplines. More efforts are also
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needed for examining the engagement experienced by today’s first-year students. As in
other European countries, Germany is facing the demands of a standardized university
system that should be cautious and draw on evidence-based research regarding students’
transition from upper secondary school to university.

Access to higher education for the new generation after the wave of immigrants over
the past decade is also a rather new research topic [68]. In this respect, there has been little
research on the effects of culture on students’ achievement goals [69], which should also be
encouraged for further studies.

7. Conclusions

This study indicates that students who pursue goals for self-improvement (mastery
goals) display emotional, behavioral, and cognitive engagements. The results also con-
firm that perceived autonomy support increases the likelihood of student engagement.
To the question of what makes first semester students stay engaged in non-mandatory
lecture-based courses, we concluded that when students perceive autonomy support, they
display higher levels of student engagement, with emotional engagement the highest
motivating dimension.

This study supports the engagement literature to date and reinforces the significance of
achievement goals and autonomy support for student engagement, even in non-mandatory
courses. Concretely, this study confirms the statement that there is a greater chance of
perceiving teaching autonomy support as emotional engagement increases, which reflects
students’ positive feelings toward lecturing.

Results of this study showed endorsement of both mastery goals (referring to self-
improvement) and performance goals (referring to peer competition) by the students. This
finding emphasizes the literature of goal achievement, from single-goal to multiple-goal
pursuits, supporting the four-group model of achievement goals.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, A.M.; formal analysis, M.S.; writing—original draft
preparation, A.M.; writing—review and editing, A.M. and M.S. All authors have read and agreed to
the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding. The publication of this article was supported
by the Open Access Publication Fund of the University of Bonn.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Ethical review and approval were waived for this study due
to the fact that the study was in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation (https://
www.datenschutzgrundverordnung.eu/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/CONSIL_ST_5419_2016_INIT_
EN_TXT.pdf (accessed on 1 June 2023)).

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available upon request from the
corresponding author.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Gray, K.; Riegler, R.; Walsh, M. Students’ feedback experiences and expectations pre- and post-university entry. SN Soc. Sci. 2022,

2, 16. [CrossRef]
2. Jones, H.; Yeoman, K.; Gaskell, E.; Prendergast, J. Perceptions of university assessment and feedback among post-16 school pupils.

Assess. Eval. High. Educ. 2017, 42, 1233–1246. [CrossRef]
3. Money, J.; Nixon, S.; Graham, L. Do educational experiences in school prepare students for university? A teachers’ perspective.

J. Furth. High. Educ. 2020, 44, 554–567. [CrossRef]
4. Beaumont, C.; O’Doherty, M.; Shannon, L. Reconceptualising assessment feedback: A key to improving student learning?

Stud. High. Educ. 2011, 36, 671–687. [CrossRef]
5. Reeve, J.; Jang, H.-R.; Shin, S.H.; Ahn, J.S.; Matos, L.; Gargurevich, R. When students show some initiative: Two experiments on

the benefits of greater agentic engagement. Learn Instr. 2022, 80, 101564. [CrossRef]
6. Veiga, F.H.; Burden, R.; Appleton, J.; Taveira, M.C.; Galvão, D. Student’s engagement in school: Conceptualization and relations

with personal variables and academic performance. Rev. Psicol. Educ. 2014, 9, 29–47.

https://www.datenschutzgrundverordnung.eu/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/CONSIL_ST_5419_2016_INIT_EN_TXT.pdf
https://www.datenschutzgrundverordnung.eu/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/CONSIL_ST_5419_2016_INIT_EN_TXT.pdf
https://www.datenschutzgrundverordnung.eu/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/CONSIL_ST_5419_2016_INIT_EN_TXT.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43545-022-00313-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2016.1259388
https://doi.org/10.1080/0309877X.2019.1595547
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075071003731135
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2021.101564


Educ. Sci. 2023, 13, 912 12 of 14

7. Reeve, J. How students create motivationally supportive learning environments for themselves: The concept of agentic engage-
ment. J. Educ. Psychol. 2013, 105, 579–595. [CrossRef]

8. Reschly, A.L.; Huebner, E.S.; Appleton, J.J.; Antaramian, S. Engagement as flourishing: The contribution of positive emotions and
coping to adolescents’ engagement at school and with learning. Psychol. Sch. 2008, 45, 419–431. [CrossRef]

9. Cox, A.; Williams, L. The roles of perceived teacher support, motivational climate, and psychological need satisfaction in students’
physical education motivation. J. Sport Exerc. Psychol. 2008, 30, 222–239. [CrossRef]

10. Reeve, J.; Shin, S.H. How teachers can support students’ agentic engagement. Theory Pract. 2020, 59, 150–161. [CrossRef]
11. Fredricks, J.A.; Blumenfeld, P.C.; Paris, A.H. School engagement: Potential of the concept, state of the evidence. Rev. Educ. Res.

2004, 74, 59–109. [CrossRef]
12. Reeve, J.; Hyeon-Cheon, S.; Jang, H. How and why students make academic progress: Reconceptualizing the student engagement

construct to increase its explanatory power. Contemp. Educ. Psychol. 2020, 62, 101899. [CrossRef]
13. Reeve, J. A self-determination theory perspective on student engagement. In Handbook of Research on Student Engagement;

Christenson, S.L., Reschly, A.L., Wylie, C., Eds.; Springer: Boston, MA, USA, 2012; pp. 149–172.
14. Appleton, J.J.; Christenson, S.L.; Kim, D.; Reschly, A.L. Measuring cognitive and psychological engagement: Validation of the

student engagement instrument. J. Sch. Psychol. 2006, 44, 427–445. [CrossRef]
15. Lee, W.; Reeve, J. Teachers’ estimates of their students’ motivation and engagement: Being in synch with students. Educ. Psychol.

2012, 32, 727–747. [CrossRef]
16. Oga-Baldwin, W.L. Acting, thinking, feeling, making, collaborating: The engagement process in foreign language learning.

System 2019, 86, 102–128. [CrossRef]
17. Lawson, M.A.; Lawson, H.A. New conceptual frameworks for student engagement research, policy, and practice. Rev. Educ. Res.

2013, 83, 432–479. [CrossRef]
18. Shernoff, D.J.; Kelly, S.; Tonks, S.M.; Anderson, B.; Cavanagh, R.F.; Sinha, S.; Abdi, B. Student engagement as a function of

environmental complexity in high school classrooms. Learn. Instr. 2016, 43, 52–60. [CrossRef]
19. Elliot, A.J.; Murayama, K. On the measurement of achievement goals: Critique, illustration, and application. J. Educ. Psychol.

2008, 100, 613–628. [CrossRef]
20. Elliot, A.J.; Murayama, K.; Pekrun, R. A 3 × 2 achievement goal model. J. Educ. Psychol. 2011, 103, 632–648. [CrossRef]
21. Ketonen, E.; Hienonen, N.; Kupiainen, S.; Hotulainen, R. Does classroom matter?—A longitudinal multilevel perspective on

students’ achievement goal orientation profiles during lower secondary school. Learn. Instr. 2023, 85, 101747. [CrossRef]
22. Elliot, A.J.; Hulleman, C.S. Achievement goals. In Handbook of Competence and Motivation: Theory and Application; Elliot, A.J.,

Dweck, C.S., Yeager, D.S., Eds.; The Guilford Press: New York, NY, USA, 2017; pp. 43–60.
23. Schwinger, M.; Trautner, M.; Pütz, N.; Fabianek, S.; Lemmer, G.; Lauermann, F.; Wirthwein, L. Why do students use strategies

that hurt their chances of academic success? A meta-analysis of antecedents of academic self-handicapping. J. Educ. Psychol. 2022,
114, 576–596. [CrossRef]

24. Grant, H.; Dweck, C.S. Clarifying achievement goals and their impact. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 2003, 85, 541–553. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

25. Hulleman, C.S.; Schrager, S.M.; Bodmann, S.M.; Harackiewicz, J.M. A meta-analytic review of achievement goal measures:
Different labels for the same constructs or different constructs with similar labels? Psychol. Bull. 2010, 136, 422–449. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

26. Senko, C.; Dawson, B. Performance-approach goal effects depend on how they are defined: Meta-analytic evidence from multiple
educational outcomes. J. Educ. Psychol. 2017, 109, 574–598. [CrossRef]

27. Senko, C.; Hulleman, C.S.; Harackiewicz, J.M. Achievement goal theory at the crossroads: Old controversies, current challenges,
and new directions. Educ. Psychol. 2011, 46, 26–47. [CrossRef]

28. Elliot, A.J.; Thrash, T.M. Achievement goals and the hierarchical model of achievement motivation. Educ. Psychol. Rev. 2001, 13,
139–156. [CrossRef]

29. Cook, D.; Artino, A. Motivation to learn: An overview of contemporary theories. Med. Educ. 2016, 50, 997–1014. [CrossRef]
30. Möcklinghoff, S.; Rapoport, O.; Heckel, C.; Messerschmidt-Grandi, C.; Ringeisen, T. Relationships between achievement goal

orientations, multidimensional test anxiety, and performance—In conclusion, every facet counts. Learn. Individ. Differ. 2023,
102, 102269. [CrossRef]

31. Elliot, A.J.; McGregor, H.A. A 2 × 2 achievement goal framework. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 2001, 80, 501–519. [CrossRef]
32. Harackiewicz, J.M.; Barron, K.E.; Elliot, A.J. Rethinking achievement goals: When are they adaptive for college students and

why? Educ. Psychol. 1998, 33, 1–21. [CrossRef]
33. Elliot, A.J. Approach and avoidance motivation and achievement goals. J. Educ. Psychol. 1999, 34, 169–189. [CrossRef]
34. Pekrun, R.; Elliot, A.J.; Maier, M.A. Achievement goals and achievement emotions: Testing a model of their joint relations with

academic performance. J. Educ. Psychol. 2009, 101, 115–135. [CrossRef]
35. Elliott, E.S.; Dweck, C.S. Goals: An approach to motivation and achievement. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 1988, 54, 5–12. [CrossRef]

[PubMed]
36. Lüftenegger, M.; Klug, J.; Harrer, K.; Langer, M.; Spiel, C.; Schober, B. Students’ achievement goals, learning-related emotions and

academic achievement. Front. Psychol. 2016, 7, 603. [CrossRef]
37. Reeve, J.; Lee, W. A neuroscientific perspective on basic psychological needs. J Pers. 2019, 87, 102–114. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032690
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.20306
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.30.2.222
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2019.1702451
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543074001059
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2020.101899
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2006.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2012.732385
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2019.102128
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654313480891
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2015.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.100.3.613
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023952
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2023.101747
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000706
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.3.541
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14498789
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018947
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20438145
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000160
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2011.538646
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1009057102306
https://doi.org/10.1111/medu.13074
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2023.102269
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.3.501
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep3301_1
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep3403_3
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013383
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.1.5
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3346808
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00603
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12390


Educ. Sci. 2023, 13, 912 13 of 14

38. Reeve, J. Giving and summoning autonomy support in hierarchical relationships. Soc. Personal. Psychol. Compass 2015, 9, 406–418.
[CrossRef]

39. Williams, G.C.; Lynch, M.F.; McGregor, H.A.; Sharp, D.; Deci, E.L.; Ryan, R.M. Validation of the “Important Other” climate
questionnaire: Assessing autonomy support for health-related change. Fam. Syst. Health 2006, 24, 179–194. [CrossRef]

40. Kaplan, H. Teachers’ autonomy support, autonomy suppression and conditional negative regard as predictors of optimal learning
experience among high-achieving Bedouin students. Soc. Psychol. Educ. 2018, 21, 223–255. [CrossRef]

41. Cheon, S.H.; Reeve, J. Do the benefits from autonomy-supportive PE teacher training programs endure? A one-year follow-up
investigation. Psychol. Sport Exerc. 2013, 14, 508–518. [CrossRef]

42. Reeve, J.; Jang, H.; Carrell, D.; Jeon, S.; Barch, J. Enhancing students’ engagement by increasing teachers’ autonomy support.
Motiv. Emot. 2004, 28, 147–169. [CrossRef]

43. Black, A.E.; Deci, E.L. The effects of instructors’ autonomy support and students’ autonomous motivation on learning organic
chemistry: A self-determination theory perspective. Sci. Educ. 2000, 84, 740–756. [CrossRef]

44. Moreno-Murcia, J.A.; Barrachina-Peris, J.; Estévez, E.; Campillo, M.B.; Huéscar, E. Proposal for modeling motivational strategies
for autonomy support in physical education. Int. J. Environ. Res. 2021, 18, 7717. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

45. Vansteenkiste, M.; Sierens, E.; Goossens, L.; Soenens, B.; Dochy, F.; Mouratidis, A.; Aelterman, N.; Haerens, L.; Beyers, W.
Identifying configurations of perceived teacher autonomy support and structure: Associations with self-regulated learning,
motivation and problem behavior. Learn. Instr. 2012, 22, 431–439. [CrossRef]

46. Skinner, E.A.; Belmont, M.J. Motivation in the classroom: Reciprocal effects of teacher behavior and student‘ engagement across
the school year. J. Educ. Psychol. 1993, 85, 571–581. [CrossRef]

47. Mazer, J.P. Associations among teacher communication behaviors, student interest, and engagement: A validity test. Commun.
Educ. 2013, 62, 86–96. [CrossRef]

48. Jang, H.; Reeve, J.; Deci, E.L. Engaging students in learning activities: It is not autonomy support or structure but autonomy
support and structure. J. Educ. Psychol. 2010, 102, 588–600. [CrossRef]

49. Sierens, E.; Vansteenkiste, M.; Goossens, L.; Soenens, B.; Dochy, F. The synergistic relationship of perceived autonomy support
and structure in the prediction of self-regulated learning. Br. J. Educ. Psychol. 2009, 79, 57–68. [CrossRef]

50. Legault, L.; Ray, K.; Hudgins, A.; Pelosi, M.; Shannon, W. Assisted versus asserted autonomy satisfaction: Their unique
associations with wellbeing, integration of experience, and conflict negotiation. Motiv. Emot. 2017, 41, 1–21. [CrossRef]

51. Willison, J.; Sabir, F.; Thomas, J. Shifting dimensions of autonomy in students’ research and employment. High. Educ. Res. Dev.
2016, 36, 430–443. [CrossRef]

52. Ryan, R.M.; Deci, E.L. Self-Determination Theory. Basic Psychological Needs in Motivation, Development, and Wellness; The Guilford
Press: New York, NY, USA, 2017.

53. Buskist, W.; Keeley, J.W. Searching for universal principles of excellence in college and university teaching. New Dir. Teach. Learn.
2018, 156, 95–105. [CrossRef]

54. Hospel, V.; Galand, B. Are both classroom autonomy support and structure equally important for students’ engagement? A
multilevel analysis. Learn Instr. 2016, 41, 1–10. [CrossRef]

55. Montenegro, A. Lecturers’ perceptions of student engagement and their role in supporting it. Eur. J. Educ. Stud. 2022, 9, 134–153.
[CrossRef]

56. Montenegro, A. Why are students’ self-initiated contributions important? A study on agentic engagement. Int. Sociol. Educ. 2019,
8, 291–315. [CrossRef]

57. Turner, J.C.; Midgley, C.; Meyer, D.K.; Gheen, M.; Anderman, E.M.; Kang, Y.; Patrick, H. The classroom environment and students’
reports of avoidance strategies in mathematics: A multimethod study. J. Educ. Psychol. 2002, 94, 88–106. [CrossRef]

58. OECD. Mathematics Teaching and Learning Strategies in PISA; OECD Publishing: Paris, France, 2010.
59. Nicholls, J.G. Achievement motivation: Conceptions of ability, subjective experience, task choice, and performance. Psychol. Rev.

1984, 91, 328–346. [CrossRef]
60. Dweck, C.S. Motivational processes affecting learning. Am Psychol. 1986, 41, 1040–1048. [CrossRef]
61. Karabenick, S.A. Perceived achievement goal structure and college student help seeking. J. Educ. Psychol. 2004, 96, 569–581.

[CrossRef]
62. Gaudreau, P.; Braaten, A. Achievement goals and their underlying goal motivation: Does it matter why sport participants pursue

their goals? Psychol. Belg. 2016, 56, 244–268. [CrossRef]
63. Buchanan, T.; Palmer, E. Student perceptions of the History lecture: Does this delivery mode have a future in the Humanities? J.

Univ. Teach. 2017, 14, 1–19. [CrossRef]
64. Stoeber, J.; Otto, K. Positive conceptions of perfectionism: Approaches, evidence, challenges. Pers. Soc. 2006, 10, 295–319.

[CrossRef]
65. Ikeda, K.; Yue, C.L.; Murayama, K.; Castel, A.D. Achievement goals affect metacognitive judgments. Motiv. Sci. 2016, 2, 199–219.

[CrossRef]
66. Conley, A.M. Patterns of motivation beliefs: Combining achievement goal and expectancy-value perspectives. J. Educ. Psychol.

2012, 104, 32–47. [CrossRef]
67. Belenky, D.M.; Nokes-Malach, T.J. Mastery-approach goals and knowledge transfer: An investigation into the effects of task

structure and framing instructions. Learn. Individ. Differ. 2013, 25, 21–34. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12189
https://doi.org/10.1037/1091-7527.24.2.179
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-017-9405-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2013.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:MOEM.0000032312.95499.6f
https://doi.org/10.1002/1098-237X(200011)84:6%3C740::AID-SCE4%3E3.0.CO;2-3
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18147717
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34300167
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2012.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.85.4.571
https://doi.org/10.1080/03634523.2012.731513
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019682
https://doi.org/10.1348/000709908X304398
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-016-9593-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2016.1178216
https://doi.org/10.1002/tl.20321
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2015.09.001
https://doi.org/10.46827/ejes.v9i4.4243
https://doi.org/10.17583/rise.2019.4540
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.94.1.88
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.91.3.328
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.41.10.1040
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.96.3.569
https://doi.org/10.5334/pb.266
https://doi.org/10.53761/1.14.2.4
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr1004_2
https://doi.org/10.1037/mot0000047
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026042
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2013.02.004


Educ. Sci. 2023, 13, 912 14 of 14

68. Grüttner, M.; Schröder, S.; Berg, J.; Otto, C. Refugees on their way to German higher education: A capabilities and engagements
perspective on aspirations, challenges and support. Glob. Educ. Rev. 2018, 5, 115–135.

69. Hofverberg, A.; Winberg, M. Challenging the universality of achievement goal models: A comparison of two culturally distinct
countries. Scand. J. Educ. 2020, 64, 333–354. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2018.1544170

	Introduction 
	Theoretical Background 
	Student Engagement and Achievement Goals 
	Autonomy Support 

	Methods 
	Participants 
	Hypotheses 
	Measures 
	Student Engagement 
	Achievement Goals 
	Autonomy Support 

	Data Analysis 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	Limitations and Further Research 
	Conclusions 
	References

