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MOTIVATION

What do you want? And how will you try to get it? These are the key questions of motivation, one of the oldest topics in psychology. Most of the early personality theories characterized people as having overriding, general motivations that drive everything. Freud’s original theory of psychoanalysis was based on sexual motives, and later versions included aggressive motives as well (Chapter 10). Humanistic theorists such as Rogers and Maslow (Chapter 12) proposed that the driving force in human thought and behavior is the goal of self-actualization. Even behaviorism assumes that “organisms” want something, and that getting what they want reinforces their behavior.

Current research addresses motivation through the study of goals and strategies. Goals are the ends that one desires, and strategies are the means the individual uses to achieve his goals. This is how goals drive behavior. They influence what you attend to, think about, and do (H. Grant & Dweck, 1999). If you are hungry (and thereby have the goal of eating and the motivation of hunger), you will be primed to attend very closely to the slightest whiff of cooking, think about where there might be food, and seek groceries. If you desire a successful career, you will be alert for opportunities to advance, think about how to get ahead, and work hard. By the same token, if a person is not alert to opportunities, does not think about how to get ahead, and does not work hard, there are reasons to doubt how much he really wants to succeed.
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Esteemed clinical psychologist David Shapiro (1965, 2000) has written extensively about people who claim to have particular goals but make little or no moves toward fulfilling them. He describes a woman who continuously complains about an unsatisfactory relationship that she never actually ends; a man who states emphatically that he doesn’t “want to drink,” but continues to be a heavy drinker; and another woman who claims she “really wants” to move to a new city, but never searches for an apartment, looks for a job, or calls movers (Shapiro, 2000, p. 75).

Self-contradictions like this are surprisingly common. Many people express desires to get better grades, be promoted, improve their social life, or even leave their spouses, and yet never make the first move toward initiating these events. To know what people want, Shapiro implies, it’s not always very informative to listen to what they say. Instead, watch what they do.


Goals

Much of life—it could be argued, all of life—consists of efforts to achieve goals. A goal can take many different forms. It might be a specific project: I want to finish this paper by Thursday; I want to mow the lawn. Or it can be more general: I want to be a better person; I want to help the environment; I want to contribute to world peace. Specific goals are usually, though not always, immediate—they represent something that is intended to be accomplished soon. General goals tend to be long-term, because it takes a long time to be a better person, help the environment, or contribute to world peace.

SHORT-TERM GOALS AND LONG-TERM GOALS Goals can be arranged hierarchically. You might have the general goal of impressing your neighbors. To reach that long-term goal, you seek to have a beautiful yard. Toward that shorter-term goal, you mow your lawn. Or perhaps you want to be financially secure. To reach that general goal, you must get a good job. Toward that goal, you must graduate from college. Toward that goal, you must pass this course. Toward that goal, you must finish this book. Toward that goal, you have to read all the way to the bottom of this page (and then the one after).

Keeping your eye on a general, long-term goal can help you to choose wisely and to organize more specific, short-term goals. You have probably heard the old story about the two medieval workers who were asked what they were doing. One said, “I’m laying bricks.” The other said, “I am building a cathedral.” Of course, they were actually doing the same thing. The first worker focused on his specific activity, while the second focused on the ultimate purpose of that activity. When goal structures are well organized, life can be lived fairly smoothly and with clear purpose. If you know your general goals, then everything you do on a daily basis can be organized to help reach them.

Many people are not so fortunate, however. When a person has few or no general, long-term goals, or spends time in activities that do not serve general, personally relevant goals, then life is chaotic and disorganized, and nothing important seems to get done. Moreover, if you lack general goals or any clear connection between your daily activities and your general goals, your life may seem to lack meaning and your overall motivation may suffer. Indeed, you may become depressed.

But the relationship between general and specific goals must not be too one-sided. The potential disadvantage of a general, cathedral-type goal is that you might become too inflexible to accomplish important short-term goals, such as fixing the leaky roof on your hut. If your general goal is to promote world peace, you might forget to be kind to your friends. So, it is useful to be able to shift flexibly between long-term and short-term goals (Vallacher & Wegner, 1987).

It is also important to realize that the only way to achieve a long-term goal is to focus on the short-term goals you can achieve every day. President John F. Kennedy liked to tell the story of the French Marshall Lyautey, who asked his gardener to plant a tree for some shade. The gardener replied that the tree was slow-growing, and wouldn’t provide any shade for 100 years. The Marshall answered, “In that case, there is no time to lose; plant it this afternoon!” (United Nations Environment Programme, 2009).

IDIOGRAPHIC GOALS Idiographic goals are those that are unique to the individuals who pursue them. Various researchers have conceptualized idiographic goals in somewhat different terms.


Current Concerns Psychologist Eric Klinger (1987) proposed that daily life is characterized by what he called current concerns. A current concern is an ongoing motivation that persists in the mind until the goal is either attained or abandoned. Examples include visiting a friend, keeping a dental appointment, losing weight, saving money, and finding a job. At any given moment, you can probably list around half a dozen current concerns that frequently come to mind (Klinger, 1977). Some of these can make you emotionally aroused when you think about them consciously, and you will find many of them drifting into your daydreams (Gold & Reilly, 1985; Nikula, Klinger, & Larson-Gutman, 1993). According to one study, the more a current concern is valued, committed to, and under threat, the more frequently a person thinks about it (Klinger, Barta, & Maxeiner, 1981). Moreover, when words relating to a person’s current concerns are briefly presented on a computer screen, her thought processes are momentarily disrupted (Young, 1988). Concerns range from narrow to broad, and a given concern may last from a few seconds to a lifetime. Once the concern is resolved—when that person finally calls you back, or that problem is finally fixed—you typically forget it quickly.

Personal Projects Another kind of idiographic goal is psychologist Brian Little’s idea of the personal project (Little, 1989). Whereas a current concern is something people think about, personal projects are what people do. They are made up of the efforts people put into such goals as “going to the prom with Brad,” “finding a part-time job,” “shopping for the holidays,” or, as you may recall from Chapter 13, “working on my quilt” (Little, 1983). This idea is similar to life tasks, conceptualized by Nancy Cantor and her colleagues as the organizing goals people pursue at particular times of their lives. For example, a college student who has recently moved away from home for the first time might be pursuing the life task of attaining independence (Cantor & Kihlstrom, 1987). Later in life, this task will cease to be so important, and others will rise to the fore.

Personal Strivings A somewhat broader kind of idiographic goal is Robert Emmons’s (1996) idea of personal strivings, which are long-term goals that can organize broad areas of a person’s life. For example, a person may be “trying to appear attractive to the opposite sex,” “trying to be a good listener to friends,” or “trying to be better than others.”

The personal strivings that a person reports can provide useful insights into what she is like. One of Emmons’s research participants, who called herself “Crocodile Dundee,”5 said her personal strivings included “always appear cool,” “always amuse others,” “always keep physically fit,” and “dress fashionably” (Emmons, 1989, p. 38). Another participant, who called herself “0372,” expressed the personal strivings to “please others,” “tell the truth,” and “be productive in work.” It turned out that Crocodile Dundee scored high on a test of the personality trait of narcissism, which measures the tendency to be self-centered and confident sometimes to the point of arrogance (see Chapter 6). The person called 0372, as her relatively modest nickname perhaps suggests, scored low on this dimension.

Strivings can also be a source of difficulty, as people commonly report two or more strivings that are inconsistent with each other. I mentioned in Chapter 6 that the goal to “get ahead” (of others) and the goal to “get along” (with others) are often in conflict. If you strive to rise to the top, it is difficult to have everyone—such as the people you defeat—continue to like you. On the other hand, if you focus only on making people like you, you are unlikely to get ahead. One study found that people whose strivings are in conflict tend to experience more psychological distress and even more physical illness than those whose strivings are compatible (Emmons & King, 1988).

Properties and Limitations of Idiographic Goals All of these concepts—current concerns, personal projects, life tasks, and personal strivings—have several elements in common. First, idiographic goals are held consciously at least some of the time. Indeed, typically they are measured by asking participants to list their concerns, projects, tasks, or strivings. Second, they describe thoughts and behaviors aimed at fairly specific outcomes. Third, they are changeable over time—one day’s important personal project might be forgotten and irrelevant a few weeks later. Finally, an individual’s various concerns, projects, tasks, or goals are assumed to function independently: Having the goal to be better looking, for example, might not have any implications for other goals you might also have.

This last-named limitation is important (H. Grant & Dweck, 1999). Concerns, projects, tasks, or goals (by whatever label) can organize thought and behavior, but they are not themselves coherently organized. For example, people typically present their strivings in a simple, unordered list (Emmons, 1989). To some researchers, this seems an unsatisfactory state of affairs. Can the many different goals that people might pursue be categorized to refine our understanding of what people seek in life?

NOMOTHETIC GOALS The attempt to answer this question leads researchers to seek nomothetic goals, which refer to the relatively small number of essential motivations that almost everyone pursues. Researchers in this area hope to bring order to the domain of goals, much as the Big Five organizes thousands of personality traits (see Chapter 6).

The Big Three, or Five, or Two According to psychologist David McClelland (1985) and his colleagues, three primary motivations drive human behavior: the need for achievement, the need for affiliation (or intimacy), and the need for power. Research into these motives usually assesses whether they emerge as themes in stories people tell in response to the pictures that comprise the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT; see Chapter 3).

Achievement motivation is a tendency to direct one’s thoughts and behavior toward striving for excellence. People high in this motive set standards for themselves and then work hard to attain them. Affiliation motivation is the tendency to direct thoughts and behavior toward finding and maintaining close, warm emotional relationships. People high in affiliation motivation seek the close company of others for its own sake, not as a means to any end (McAdams, 1980). Power motivation is the tendency to direct thoughts and behavior toward feeling strong and influencing others. People high in power motivation put great efforts into seeking prestige and status, prefer friends low in power motivation (whom presumably they can dominate), and are relatively promiscuous in their sexual behavior (Winter & Stewart, 1978).

What proportion of the goals that people follow can be organized around themes of achievement, intimacy, and power? At present, research offers only a general answer. Many goals fall into one of these categories, but not all. For example, according to one survey, five—not three—categories of goals emerged repeatedly in a number of studies (Emmons, 1997): (1) enjoyment, (2) self-assertion, (3) esteem, (4) interpersonal success, and (5) avoidance of negative affect. You can see for yourself where these five goals overlap with McClelland’s three. According to another analysis, many goals generated by a group of college students could be boiled down to two types: goals related to work (in this case, academic work) and those related to social interaction (e.g., friendships, romantic relationships) (Kaiser & Ozer, 1999). This last finding is particularly interesting because it is reminiscent of Freud’s formulation of the complete life, which was “to love and to work” (see Chapter 10).

JUDGMENT GOALS AND DEVELOPMENT GOALS Carol Dweck and her colleagues claim that two other kinds of goals are also important (see H. Grant & Dweck, 1999). One kind she calls judgment goals. Judgment, in this context, refers to seeking to judge or validate an attribute in oneself. For example, you might have the goal of convincing yourself that you are smart, beautiful, or popular. The other kind she calls development goals. A development goal is the desire to actually improve oneself, to become smarter, more beautiful, or more popular.

At first glance, these goals might seem highly similar. Don’t people want both to see themselves as smart and to be smart, for example? Indeed, Dweck notes that both kinds of goals “are natural and important in our everyday lives” (H. Grant & Dweck, 1999, p. 350). But the balance between them differs from one person to another, and may even change within an individual from one situation to the next or across time. And, if you think about it for a moment, it is not difficult to find situations in which these two types of goals lead to different outcomes.


For example, consider the plight of a teacher trying to correct a student. Have you ever been in this situation? Let’s say you are trying to help a high school student learn algebra. You look at his work, find a mistake, and point it out. You take a piece of paper and patiently begin to explain the right way to solve the problem. You are surprised when the student interrupts you. “This problem is unfair and too hard,” he says, “and algebra is stupid. And what makes you so smart anyway?”

Why is the student responding so negatively? According to Dweck’s perspective, he is pursuing a judgment goal instead of a development goal. He is anxious to demonstrate that he is smart and competent. He is so anxious to do this that when he makes a mistake, he belittles the test, the teacher, and perhaps the whole topic. This attitude has its uses, to be sure. If he can convince himself that the test is unfair, the teacher no smarter than he is, and the topic pointless, he will feel better about having failed algebra. But he will still have failed algebra—and with that attitude, he will never pass.

Contrast this with the student who listens carefully to what you have to say, eagerly tries out the new technique you have taught, and immediately asks you to correct his new work. This student, according to Dweck, is following a development goal. At this moment, he is less interested in proving that he is smart than in becoming smarter. So he uses his “failure” on this particular problem to learn how to do better next time. This student may have no greater intrinsic mathematical ability than the first student, but his chances of success are much greater.


Think about the most recent exam on which you scored lower than you had hoped. What was your reaction?



Let’s bring this a little closer to home. Think about the most recent exam on which you scored lower than you had hoped. What was your reaction? Did you argue that the test was unfair, the teaching bad, and the topic pointless? Or did you try to find out what you could do differently to score better next time? Your response may identify the degree to which you are pursuing judgment goals as opposed to developmental goals, and also may predict how successful you will be.6

From the perspective of Dweck’s theory, these two kinds of goals are important in many areas of life because they produce different reactions to failure, and everybody fails sometimes. A person with a development goal will respond to failure with what Dweck calls a mastery-oriented pattern, in which she tries even harder the next time. The student might get a poor grade on her paper but be eager to learn from the experience how to do a better job on her next paper. In contrast, a person with a judgment goal responds to failure with what Dweck calls the helpless pattern: Rather than try harder, this individual simply concludes, “I can’t do it,” and gives up. Of course, that only guarantees more failure in the future.


Entity and Incremental Theories Where do these dramatic differences in goals and behavior come from? Dweck believes they originate in different kinds of implicit theories about the nature of the world—personal constructs, if you will (see Chapter 12). Some people hold what Dweck calls entity theories, and believe that personal qualities such as intelligence and ability are unchangeable, leading them to respond helplessly to any indication that they do not have what it takes. Other people hold incremental theories, believing that intelligence and ability can change with time and experience. Their goals, therefore, involve not only proving their competence but increasing it. Figure 14.5 diagrams these relationships. One young boy in Dweck’s research, following a failure to solve an experimental puzzle, “pulled up his chair, rubbed his hands together, smacked his lips, and exclaimed, ‘I love a challenge!’” (Dweck & Leggett, 1988, p. 258).
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Figure 14.5 Dweck’s Motivational Theory Carol Dweck’s theory describes the relationships between views of the world, goals, and behavioral responses.



Being an incremental theorist may not be helpful in all circumstances, however. As we’ve seen, entity theorists tend to blame failure on lack of ability, whereas incremental theorists blame it on lack of effort. So, what happens when, after failure, these two kinds of people are asked to tackle a different task, one that uses different abilities? According to a recent study, the incremental theorist may continue to ruminate about his prior lack of effort that led to failure, harming his performance on the new task (Park & Kim, 2015). But the entity theorist is untroubled, because his previously demonstrated lack of ability is no longer relevant. As a result, in this case, the entity theorist may actually perform better than the incremental theorist. After being turned down for a date, the entity theorist might find it harder to ask somebody else out than would an incremental theorist. But if instead a new task immediately comes up at work, the entity theorist might do better than the incremental theorist, still distracted about why he didn’t try harder to get that date.

Research and Measurement Most of the research on Dweck’s theory has focused on academic goals or simulations of such goals. For example, the responses of children to their failure to solve word puzzles have been examined repeatedly. Dweck and her students have consistently found that children who are incremental theorists, as just described, do better in the face of failure than do entity theorists (C. I. Diener & Dweck, 1978; Goetz & Dweck, 1980). The kind of theorist one is also affects relations with others. “Entity theorists” are prone to seek vengeance after being bullied, apparently because they don’t think the bully can ever change (Yeager, Trzesniewski, Tirri, Nokelainen, & Dweck, 2011).


How are these young “theorists” identified? In the time-honored method of trait psychology, they complete a self-report questionnaire (S data). For example, participants choose between options such as


	Smartness is something you can increase as much as you want to, or

	You can learn new things, but how smart you are stays pretty much the same.



If you choose the first option, you are an incremental theorist; if you choose the second, you are an entity theorist (Dweck & Leggett, 1988, p. 263). Another method is to give subjects a questionnaire that describes a series of hypothetical social situations involving rejection. For example, a participant might be asked, “Suppose you move to a new neighborhood. A girl you meet does not like you very much. Why would this happen to you?” If the participant responds that the likely reason is his own social incompetence, then the participant is assumed to be an entity theorist (Goetz & Dweck, 1980, p. 248).

The goals that children pursue also can be manipulated experimentally. In one study, fourth- and fifth-grade children were asked to participate in a “pen-pal tryout” (Erdley et al., 1997). Each child wrote a letter to a potential pen pal, and were told that the letters would be rated to decide who could join the pen-pal club. Every child was initially told that the rater was “not sure whether to have you in the club” and was asked to write another letter. After that, all children were told they could join.

The experimental manipulation came before the children wrote the first letter. Half were told, “We’d like to see how good you are at making friends,” which was intended to set up a judgment goal. The other half were told, “This is a chance to practice and improve how you make friends,” to set up a development goal. The second letter (written after the initial failure) was then rated by independent coders, who found that letters written by children in the first (judgment) condition were shorter and of lesser quality than those written by children in the second (development) condition. Apparently, the first group of children came to believe they were socially inadequate and might as well give up; the second group saw a chance to improve.

This finding led to three conclusions. First, the kind of goal that a person pursues—judgment or development—can have important implications for how she responds to failure. (And, again, we all fail sometimes.) A judgment goal can lead to helplessness and withdrawal; a development goal can lead to renewed and improved effort.

Second, this effect seems to occur in social as well as academic (and presumably work-related) realms. If a person fails an exam, or fails to close a deal at work, or fails to get a prospective date to say yes, she has two options. One—if the person pursues a judgment goal—is to decide she is inadequate, inept, or unattractive, and to simply give up. Another option—if the person pursues a development goal—is to try to learn from the failure and figure out what to do differently next time. Yet another option, as we have seen, is simply to move on to a new activity where the lack of ability that led to failure is no longer relevant. This is sometimes a wise thing to do.

The third implication is that the type of goal someone pursues can be determined from within or from without. Most of Dweck’s research has assumed that people are either entity theorists or incremental theorists, and that they characteristically pursue judgment or development goals. But other research, including the pen-pal study by Erdley and colleagues, suggests that sometimes a person’s goal can be determined by the way people around the person structure the task. This final point has obvious and important implications for teaching: Teachers should be sure that their students see class as a place to learn and improve, not merely a place to succeed or fail. The study by Park and Kim suggests, further, that if a student persistently fails at one kind of task the teacher might be wise to find another where the student can shine. Nobody is good at everything. But hopefully everybody is good at something.



Strategies

How do you get what you want? Let’s say you are hungry and decide you want to get a hamburger at McDonald’s.7 Once there, you will follow what cognitive psychologists call the McDonald’s script (Schank, 1996). Your knowledge of what to do at McDonald’s is not based on any particular visit; it is an abstraction derived from the usual pattern. You follow this script without thinking about it. You won’t sit down at a table and expect a waiter to take your order. You will stand in line, instead. The “how to get food at McDonald’s” script can be thought of as a strategy. It is a sequence of activities that progress toward a goal; in this case, to acquire food. However, it is not a very interesting strategy. From the perspective of personality psychology, the more important strategies are the broad ones that pursue important goals in life and organize a wide range of activities.

We have already seen a couple of examples of such broad strategies. The authoritarian personality (described in Chapter 6) responds to situations involving authority relationships with a style of behavior that is obsequious to those of higher rank and contemptuous to those of lower rank. In another example, some people are said to be oriented toward assessment, meaning that they focus on how well they do things and the ways in which other people do (or could) evaluate their performance. Other people are more focused on locomotion, which means that they tend to avoid distractions and focus on getting the job done. Not surprisingly, evaluators are more prone to procrastinate than are locomotors (Pierro et al., 2011).

DEFENSIVE PESSIMISM One of the most interesting personality strategies is the difference between optimists and pessimists. At a general level, the optimistic strategy is to assume that the best will happen. This assumption can produce a positive outlook and motivate goal-seeking behavior that is maintained by the cheerful assumption that if you do your part, all will be well. The pessimistic strategy assumes the reverse: The worst is likely to happen. This assumption produces a negative outlook on life but can also motivate goal-seeking behavior, driven by attempts to avoid almost certain doom.

Psychologist Julie Norem examined the difference between people who employ these contrasting strategies (Norem, 1989, 2002) and developed a test to identify them, which you saw in Chapter 3. One early study focused on the strategies college students use in dealing with their academic work. Optimistic students deal with anxiety about exams by expecting to do their best. Others expect the worst, which gives them the chance to be pleasantly surprised when the worst does not happen—Norem calls these individuals defensive pessimists. Interestingly, Norem found that both kinds of student seem to succeed about equally in coping with anxiety and performing well on exams (although, admittedly, the optimists seem to enjoy life more). The two strategies represent different routes to a common goal. Indeed, if a researcher examined only the outcomes and not the strategies by which they are attained, the important difference between these two kinds of people would be masked.

Optimistic and pessimistic strategies also apply outside academic life. Several years ago, a friend of mine was waiting anxiously for his wife to have a baby. The pregnancy had been difficult, and the delivery was expected to be complicated. Many people would deal with this situation by hoping for the best, convincing themselves that the mother was a strong person who would do fine, that the doctors could take care of everything, and so on. My friend did just the reverse. An extremely defensive pessimist, he acted as if he expected nothing but the worst from the very beginning. The night before the baby was born, he cornered the attending physician and demanded, “What is the worst that could possibly happen?” Understandably, the physician was taken aback, but under continued prodding he finally acknowledged that, well, the worst that could happen would be for the mother to die and for the baby to be born dead. My friend seemed strangely satisfied with this answer.

The next day, all did not go smoothly, but neither did the worst transpire. My friend seemed to maintain equilibrium through his constant awareness that things were not as bad as they could be. And when, in the end, mother and baby came through fine, he seemed to have gotten through the trauma not much worse for the wear. Apparently, his insistence on focusing on the negative was just an exaggerated version of the strategy pursued by Norem’s defensive pessimists. He reduced the anxiety that bad news might produce by imagining, in advance, the very worst possible news. Then, even as unpleasant news arrived, he could always compare it against this worst-case scenario and feel relieved. I am not sure that this is a wise strategy, but perhaps it works for some people.

Two important questions arise in connection with these different strategies. The first is, how general are optimistic and pessimistic strategies? Does someone who employs an optimistic strategy in the academic domain also act optimistically in social situations? Evidence suggests that the answer is yes, sort of. Correlations between the degree to which one uses an optimistic or pessimistic strategy in one context and the same strategy in another context range from about .30 to .40 (Norem & Chang, 2001). This means that these styles are generally consistent (see Chapter 3 on interpreting correlations). The friend whose reaction to his wife’s childbirth I described earlier tends to evince gloomy and pessimistic attitudes about all aspects of his life—not just genuine crises. But a consistency correlation in the range of .30 to .40 leaves plenty of room for people to use an optimistic strategy in one domain and a pessimistic strategy in another. Some people are optimists in their personal relationships but pessimists in their academic life, for example.

The second question is, Which is better, optimism or pessimism? Cultural values in the United States certainly appear to value an optimistic outlook, and the research summarized near the end of this chapter suggests that happiness has many good consequences, but pessimism has its virtues, too. An optimistic, self-enhancing style may help motivate individual achievement but interfere with emotional intimacy and interpersonal sensitivity. Pessimism may prove more adaptive than optimism in cultures that emphasize these more collectivist values (Norem, 2002; also, see Chapter 13). Furthermore, too much optimism can be dangerous, leading to carelessness and needless risk taking (Norem & Chang, 2002). According to one study of 11,000 German adults, a pessimistic attitude about growing older is associated with lower illness and long life, which might reflect the benefits of being realistic about what to expect from old age (Lang, Weiss, Gerstorf, & Wagner, 2013). Finally, the general fact—and it does seem to be a fact—that optimists are generally happier than pessimists does not necessarily mean that pessimists would be happier if they changed their strategy. Both optimists and defensive pessimists may have found viable strategies, and trying to change them is not necessarily a good idea. Indeed, Norem’s research has shown that some pessimists perform worse if they are forced to think optimistically because it deprives them of the negative thinking they use to manage anxiety.




Glossary


	
goal

In learning and cognitive approaches to personality, a desired end state that serves to direct perception, thought, and behavior.



	
strategy

A sequence of activities directed toward a goal.



	
entity theory

In Dweck’s theory of motivation, an individual’s belief that abilities are fixed and unchangeable.



	
incremental theory

In Dweck’s theory of motivation, an individual’s belief that abilities can increase with experience and practice.







Notes


	5. Emmons asked his participants to give themselves pseudonyms so they could be anonymously identified for follow-up studies.

	6. Sometimes the test really is unfair, the teaching poor, and the topic pointless. Still, you can expect your outcome to improve only if you focus on how to do better next time.

	7. I do not mean to imply a position concerning the nutritional wisdom of this choice.
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