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DIFFERENCES AMONG UNIVERSITY STUDENTS
IN MOTIVATION TO LEARN: A CROSS-CULTURAL STUDY

Janez Kolenc*
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Abstract. This study attempts to reject the stereotype that competition is not a desired
personal characteristic and a specific motivational factor. We have investigated and revealed
positive dimensions and statistically significant correlations between the self-concept and mo-
tivation to learn. The new model of self-concept, based on different kinds of competition and
motivation to learn, has been postulated. Some arguments have been provided to assume that
this model differs from culture to culture. For this reason, the participants from three coun-
tries took part in the study. Countries were chosen on the basis of political and cultural indi-
cators in Eastern/Southern versus Western/Southern European characteristics: Slovenia, Ser-
bia and Spain. The study comprised of 225 Slovenian, 99 Serbian and 140 Spanish partici-
pants. There are two particular goals of the research. The first is to find out whether there are
any differences in self-concept, motivation to learn and competition among participants from
different countries. According to the second goal, the investigation of the correlations betwe-
en self-concept, motivation to learn and competition within each national group is underlined.
Some quantitative methods of social sciences have been used to achieve these goals. We
found out that the cultural indicator has a significant impact on self-concept, motivation to
learn and competition. Further to this, we argue that the “Southern” disposition predominates
over Eastern as well as Western dimensions, which means that Slovenians are among the
more competitive participants.

Key words: self-concept, motivation to learn, competition, cross-cultural research.

Theoretical framework

This paper deals with motivation dimensions (Self-Concept, Competitive-
ness, and Motivation to Learn) of students who study at the Faculty of So-
cial Sciences, Faculty of Arts and Faculty of Humanities in Slovenia, Facul-
ty of Arts in Serbia (Novi Sad) and Social y Organizacional Universidad de
La Laguna from Tenerife in Spain. The goal was to find out if there are any
differences in motivation dimensions that can be explained with self-con-
cept, and competitiveness among university students. Do we deal with the
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same type of students from three countries (Slovenia, Serbia and Spain) or
not? So, we have on the one side dimensions of self-concept (Marsh & O[]
Neill, 1984) and competitiveness (Ryckman et al., 1997) and on the other
side a dimension of motivation to learn (Mc Inerney et al., 1997). We are ac-
tually interested in, if the self-concept and competitiveness influence the
motivation to learn and if we can treated the self concept and competiti-
veness as factors of motivation? Which theory of motivation explains the
empirical results we have got, the best?

The issue of whether people stand behind a behaviour out of their inte-
rests and values, or do it for reasons external to the self, is a matter of signi-
ficance in every culture (e.g., Johnson, 1993) and represents a basic dimen-
sion by which people make sense of their own and others behaviour (Heider,
1958; deCharms, 1968; Ryan & Connell, 1989). Comparisons between
people whose motivation is authentic (literally, self-authored or endorsed)
and those who are merely externally controlled for an action typically reveal
that the former, relative to the latter, have more interest, excitement, and
confidence, which in turn is manifested both as enhanced performance, per-
sistence, and creativity (Deci & Ryan, 1991; Sheldon et al., 1997). At the
same time, their motivation manifests itself also as heightened vitality (Nix
et al., 1999), self-esteem (Deci & Ryan, 1995), and general well-being
(Ryan et al., 1995). For that reason we have designed an empirical study to
find out what are relations between particular dimensions of students
personality (self-concept, competitiveness) comparing it with their moti-
vation to learn. Which are internal and which are external factors that in-
fluenced motivation to learn, when we observe particular dimension separa-
tely and/or when we ask ourselves about the nature of their relationships
used a discriminant function analysis? We are especially interested, if there
are any culturally dependent differences or similarities, which could explain
this problem.

In a recent series of studies Mclnerney and colleagues (e.g. Barker et
al., 2003) specifically examined the multidimensional and hierarchical
structure of motivational goals (mastery, performance, and social) and
domain specific self-concepts (English and Maths self-concepts) for over
2.000 students in Australia and the United States. In doing so, they
demonstrated that students’ multiple motivational goals display a similar
hierarchical structure to their domain specific self-concepts. Mclnerney and
colleagues also investigated (across three waves of data collection) the
causal ordering of goals and self-concept with respect to achievement. This
finding suggests that students’ goals and self-concept interact in specific
ways to influence their academic achievement. For these reason we took the
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theoretical framework of goal theory of motivation (Covington, 2000) as an
explanatory instrument for interpreting the empirical finindings in our study.
Although researchers continue to debate whether task orientation or ego ori-
entation is more desirable, the majority of the literature tends to support that
a task orientation is more conducive to positive behaviors in achievement
settings. Moreover, researchers have now begun to develop pedagogical
practices that seem to influence the achievement goal orientation of indivi-
duals.

Field studies have further shown that teachers who support autonomy
(in contrast to those who are controlling) catalyze in their students greater
intrinsic motivation, curiosity, and desire for challenge (e.g., Deci et al.,
1981; Ryan & Grolnick, 1986; Flink et al., 1990). Students taught with a
more controlling approach not only lose initiative but also learn less ef-
fectively, especially when learning requires conceptual, creative processing
(Grolnick & Ryan, 1987; Amabile, 1996; Utman, 1997). Are our students
more extrinsically (more controlling approach) or are they more intrinsically
(more conceptual and creative approach) motivated? Which are internal and
which are external factors that influenced motivation to learn, when we
observe particular dimension separately and/or when we ask ourselves about
the nature of their relationships used a discriminant function analysis? We
are especially interested, if there are any culturally dependent differences or
similarities, which could explain this problem. Although the issue of reward
effects, which is one of the external factors of motivation to learn, has been
hotly debated, a recent, comprehensive meta-analysis (Deci et al., 1999)
confirmed, in spite of claims to the contrary by Eisenberger and Cameron
(1996), that all expected tangible rewards made contingent on task per-
formance do reliably undermine intrinsic motivation. Do the results of our
study confirm this assertion?

Method

Sample Structure

Participants. Participants were recruited and selected randomly, where uni-
versity students in the first grade from two Eastern European and one West-
ern European country were selected. The three countries groups were clo-
sely equivalent by age and gender. The questionnaires were filled out by
participants as self-rating scales. The complete questionnaires were admini-
stered in the respective mother tongues and translated from English. The
participants were 484 first grade university students from five faculties
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(Faculty of Social Sciences, Faculty of Arts and Faculty of Humanities in
Slovenia, Faculty of Arts in Serbia (Novi Sad) and Social y Organizacional
Universidad de La Laguna from Tenerife in Spain). Students between 19
and 21 years old were selected because the main goal of our study was to
examine the problem of motivation in the period of adolescence. In this
period of life, the self-concept of students would have developed and they
have a clear idea about their future learning orientations. After data scre-
ening, 464 valid cases consisting of students from faculties situated in varied
socio-economic suburbs in Slovenia, Spain and Serbia were recorded. Inva-
lid cases were excluded from analysis because of missing data. Among the
valid cases, 48.5% (N=225) were students from Slovenia, 30.2 % (N=140)
were from Spain and 21.3 % (N=99) were students from Serbia. The sample
was composed of students of varying achievement levels.

Instruments. An international expert group headed by Darja Kobal pre-
pared the questionnaires used. It included the following series of items:

Self-concept. Two psychological instruments were applied to measure
general self-concept and specific domains of self-concept. The first instru-
ment was the Self-Description-Questionnaire III (SDQ III), based upon the
Shavelson model of self-concept (Shavelson & Bolus, 1982), and construc-
ted by Marsh and O’ Neill (1984). SDQ III is specially designed for adoles-
cents aged 15 and over (Marsh, 1989), and consists of the 13 self-concept
areas described below (Marsh & O’ Neill, 1984): mathematics, verbal, aca-
demic, problem solving/creativity, physical abilities/sports, physical ap-
pearance, relations with same sex peers, relations with opposite sex peers,
relations with parents, religion, honesty/reliability, emotional stability/secu-
rity, general self-concept. Marsh and O’ Neill (1984) SDQ III. Scale rated
items from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (6).

Motivation to learn. For gathering data in the field of motivation, we
have applied the Inventory of School Motivation (ISM) by the authors Mc
Inerney et al. (1997), which measures 12 fields of motivation to learn: task,
effort, sense of purpose, social power, affiliation, social concern, praise, to-
ken, general motivation, mastery general, performance general, social gene-
ral. Students rated items measuring these variables on a 5-point Likert scale,
ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5).

Competitiveness. Two measures of competitiveness by Ryckman et al.
were used: hyper-competitiveness and personal development competiti-
veness (Ryckman et al., 1997). Many authors have tried to define competiti-
veness in different fields or even find out the index or rate of competitive-
ness of an individual. Smither and Houston (1992) state that competitiveness
is frequently a latent characteristic that is manifested in a social situation, in
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which interactions between people take place for a longer period of time,
when an individual becomes motivated to achieve a result better than others,
beats the opponent or achieves a defined goal.

For our study is of high interest the Ryckman postulation of competiti-
veness (Ryckman et al., 1994; Ryckman et al., 1997). The author dif-
ferentiates two types: hyper-competitiveness and personal development
competitiveness. Hyper-competitiveness is a motive, for which it is typical
that the individual tries to achieve a goal irrespective of the means used. It
aims towards competition and winning, by avoiding failure, of course. In
doing this, the individual primarily takes care of his/herself and uses various
techniques from manipulation, aggressiveness to exploitation, etc. The
author believes that a hyper-competitive individual values highly achieve-
ments, hedonism, power, stimulation, and that he/she is egocentrically ori-
ented. The individual or a group aim to beat or eliminate the other persons
and thus feel superior to them, and usually compete also in situations that
are not of competitive nature, or exhibit competitiveness in relation to their
nearest who do not have the role of a co-competitor.

Competitiveness as a personality trait on the other hand is a motive, in
which main emphasis is not on winning, but on one’s own personal develop-
ment, which is the result of the experience that the individual has gained in
competitive situations. The individual is focused on self-development, self-
discovery and discovery of his/her potentials, and on constant critical rela-
tion to self-improvement. In doing this, the individual follows the standards
of excellence, the achievement of defined goals and thus wants to make pro-
gress and do something as good as (s)he can. Students rated items measuring
these variables on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from strongly disagree (1)
to strongly agree (5).

Table 1: Reliability statistics

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach’s Guttman Split-
Alpha N of Items Half Coefﬁzient N of Items
Self-concept 773 135 .836 135
Personal competitiveness .690 15 .685 15
Hyper-competitiveness .675 26 .654 26
Motivation to learn 918 67 .823 67

All questionnaires were translated from English and administered in the
relevant language (i.e. Slovenian, Serbian and Spanish). We made a des-
cription of the questionnaire items of the major constructs of the study and
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provided details of sample items and the corresponding reliability statistics
for each construct Reliability statistics show that measures were of high re-
levance.

Additional data. General information (e.g. age, gender, study) were
collected by a supplementary questionnaire.

Method of statistical analysis

We used classical cross-sectional survey method to achieve our research
goals. Standardized instruments for measuring comparative cross-cultural
data have been taken to apply some quantitative statistical methods. We
applied discriminant analysis and stepwise method to examine differences in
motivation to learn between three samples. In stepwise discriminant function
analysis, a model of discrimination was built step by step. Specifically, at
each step all 31 variables are reviewed and evaluated to determine which
one will contribute most to the discrimination between groups. From dimen-
sion of self-concept we took the following set of variables: mathematics,
verbal, academic, problem solving/creativity, physical abilities/sports, physi-
cal appearance, relations with same sex peers, relations with opposite sex
peers, relations with parents, religion, honesty/reliability, emotional stabili-
ty/security, general self-concept. From dimension of motivation to learn we
took the next set of variables: task, effort, sense of purpose, social power,
affiliation, social concern, praise, token, general motivation, mastery gene-
ral, performance general, social general. From dimension of competitiveness
we took the next set of variables: hyper-competitiveness and personal deve-
lopment competitiveness.

That variable has been then included in the model, and the process has
started again. Twelve motivational variables were included in the model,
where F to Remove and F to Enter values were computed to determine their
statistical significance in the discrimination between groups. Therefore, we
measured the extent to which a variable makes a unique contribution to the
prediction of group membership. Wilks' Lambda was used as well, as a
direct measure of the proportion of variance in the combination of de-
pendent motivational variables that was unaccounted for by the independent
variable (the grouping variable or factor), which were represented by three
countries. On this basis two discriminant functions have been extracted,
where the first one explained 92.1 % of variance and the second one 7.9 %
of variance.
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Results

Descriptive analysis of motivational dimensions

For comparing all three populations on the descriptive level of analysis, we
calculated statistical means (M) and standard deviations (SD. By doing this,
we used the procedure Frequencies of statistical package SPSS.

Self-concept. When we observe comparative data it is not difficult to
find out that there exist cross-cultural differences but also similarities among
university students in self-concept and its sub-domains.

Table 2: Differences among university students regarding on self-concept

Culture Slovenes Spaniards Serbs
Sub-domains M SD M SD M SD
Mathematics 37.12 11.892 32.01 11.105 34.09 11.397
Verbal self-concept 39.10 12.138 42.99 6.697 39.33 9.157
Academic self-concept 38.17 11.132 44.05 6.173 38.13 9.223
Problem solving/ creativity 38.20 9.882 38.84 5.137 38.23 9.537
Physical abilities/ sports 35.64 13.037 38.56 10.727 37.75 11.755
Physical appearance 36.53 11.401 38.55 7.775 37.91 10.273
Relations with same sex-peers 37.25 12.131 43.83 6.181 38.77 9.899
Relations with opposite sex peers 36.15 12.308 42.32 9.166 36.71 10.481
Relations with parents 37.24 12.835 44.43 7.100 36.85 10.993
Religion 39.29 15.747 35.35 10.660 39.52 11.564
Honesty/reliability 46.24 14.396 56.57 5.651 46.31 13.000
Emotional stability/safety 35.30 11.269 37.63 7.794 35.24 11.409
General self-concept 44.10 13.449 53.78 8.494 43.63 11.163

It appears from Table 1 that students of the Slovene sample achieved the
following most important average values on 13 sub-domains self-concept
scale: the most exposed sub-domain was Honesty/Reliability (M=46.24), the
second one was General Self-Concept (M=44.10) and the third one was
Religion/Spirituality (M=39.29). The three most important sub-domains of
the Spanish sample were: Honesty/Reliability (M=56.57) following by Ge-
neral-Self-Concept (M=53.78) and Relations with Parents (M=44.43).
Meanwhile the Serbian sample characterised the following sub-domains the
most: Honesty/Reliability (M=46.31), General Self-Concept (M=43.63) and
Religion/Spirituality (M=39.52).
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In this context we have to underline that sub-domain honesty/reliability
(M=48.97) achieved on average the highest position in the hierarchy of self-
concept sub-domains across student population of three countries. This
means that honesty represents a special value, which is not culturally or nati-
onally determined; it is more likely a general human value especially impor-
tant for young people. Its function in a multidimensional and hierarchical
model of self-concept is to strengthen internal factors of students' motivation
more than external ones and in the same time represents the driving force for
motivation to learn.

On the second position the general self-concept (M=46.67) could be
found, what means that students even more look on themselves as on self-
determined, already adult and mature personalities. While the high valued
general self-concept characterises students of three countries almost on the
same level, it could be asserted that this sub-domain reflects the fact they are
all in the period of adolescence and at the same time, they are students by
social status. It is also obvious there are differences among three countries,
where the leading role have Spanish students again (M=53.79), followed by
Slovene (M=43.60) and Serbian students (M=43.59) with the almost same
values regarding on their general self-concept. We could claim already at
this point of analysis that Spanish students are more mature and independent
and for this reason more internally motivated to learn and study.

Other sub-domains of the self-concept distribute from the lowest, ma-
thematical abilities (M=34.78) to the highest, academic self-concept
(M=39.79). It is reasonable that students’ evaluation of academic self-con-
cept is high, where on the first place we can find Spanish students again
(M=44.16) and we have to underline that a well developed academic self-
concept strengthens the internal factors of motivation to learn.

On the basis of these results we can conclude that the self-concept of
students of all three countries is not stable yet, moreover their self concept is
in the process of development. These is because they are still in the adoles-
cent period of personal development. At the same time it could be noticed
that self-concept of Spanish students is more developed, while they have
achieved the highest values on 11 of 13 sub-domain of self-concept. This is
the reason to state, even more while they are achieving higher values in the
internal and academic areas of self-concept such as emotional stability,
verbal self-concept, problem solving and creativity, that their self-concept is
not only more developed but also they are more mature and independent.
From this perspective the self-concept of Spanish students is more individu-
alised and independent, which is closer to the cultural and historical expe-
rience of western Europe, meanwhile the self-concept of Slovene and Serb
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students is more dependent on social and cultural circumstances, what is
more characteristic for the type of Eastern Europe society.

Motivation to learn. Motivation is a phenomenon with no uniform defi-
nition, although different authors agree that motivation can well explain
causes of behavior (Lamovec, 1986; Pintrich & Schunk, 1996). In the pre-
sent article the working hypothesis shall be applied which states that motiva-
tion is a process that encourages and directs the behavior of an individual to
a certain goal.

Table 3: Differences among university students regarding
on motivation to learn

Motivation to learn Slovenes Spaniards Serbs
M SD M SD M SD

Task 17.67 2.036 15.60 1.704 18.01 1.902
Effort 26.19 4.652 25.16 3.550 26.45 4.645
Sense of purpose 22.52 4.411 16.31 3.488 21.43 4.571
Social power 12.64 5.710 21.94 3.678 11.82 4.865
Affiliation 9.62 2.628 10.25 1.957 9.18 2.088
Social concern 20.20 2.950 21.96 2.404 20.72 2.844
Praise 17.00 3.950 16.83 2.488 17.51 5.169
Token 17.78 4.298 20.90 2.850 16.70 4.235
General motivation 30.12 4.927 26.61 3.613 31.13 5.167
Mastery general 17.21 2.458 13.91 2.309 16.72 2.790
Performance general 21.15 6.278 23.18 4.151 18.63 5.245
Social general 16.30 3.783 19.25 2.900 16.90 3.376

When we observe data for motivation to learn they show (see Table 2), that
Spanish students have emphasised the motive how to achieve, as high as
possible, the social power (M=21.99). Besides that they have emphasised
more social motives than individual motives, what is different from their
Slovene and Serbian colleagues. Besides the fact, that they are motivated to
learn because they wish to achieve the highest possible position on the so-
cial scale, Spanish students are motivated with the desire of affiliation
(M=10.19), with their social concern (M=21.98) and with their general so-
cial motivation (M=19.24). In this respect we can confirm the results of
some already mentioned cross-cultural studies, which factors of self-concept
and factors of motivation display a similar hierarchical structure — they over-
lap to some extent (compare it with Barker ez al., 2003). Namely, Spanish
students achieve better results on those areas of self-concept, which concern
the relations with family and peer groups and in the same time their motiva-
tion to learn and study is more socially conditioned. For this reason a more
stable, independent “western” self-concept of Spanish student's means also
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more socially conditioned motivation to learn, where individualisation and
sociability are in a complementary relationship.

Because Slovene and Serbian students have a weaker developed self-
concept it is difficult for them to find motivation to learn in their social en-
vironment. For this reason results of our study are similar to those in already
mentioned cross-cultural studies, which show that family and friends (see
Table 1; variables: relations with same sex-peers, relations with opposite sex
peers, relations with parents for Spaniard population) influence motivation
of students to learn more than anything else (compare it with McInnerney et
al., 1997;1998).

Competitiveness. From data (see Table 4) it is evident that personal de-
velopment competitiveness is one of motivational factors which divided a
population of three countries more than hyper-competitiveness. For this
reason we think, that students have already surpassed particular stages of
ego-centrism, where they have not competed with each other for the reason
to beat another as an opponent, moreover they have competed to complete
the task or to achieve the goal in the most excellent way as possible.

Table 4: Differences among university students
regarding on competitiveness

Competititveness N M SD

Hypercompetitiveness Slovenes 215 62.59 14.067
Spaniards 136 60.82 12.069
Serbs 89 59.88 12.029
Total 440 61.50 13.097
Model 13.078

Personal development competitiveness Slovenes 221 43.85 12.100
Spaniards 140 43.46 12.469
Serbs 93 50.96 12.520
Total 454 45.19 12.620
Model 12.301

Personal development competitiveness can be a motive namely with help of
which the best results in learning and studying could be achieved. It is inte-
resting that students from Serbia are the most personal competitive
(M=50.96) and the least hyper-competitive students, what could be interpre-
ted in the way that they like playing games, whatever they are, in sports or in
theatre. For students from Serbia it is important that the motive of competi-
tiveness as such and the motive of winning is not so important. On the con-
trary the motive to beat a competitor is the most exposed by Slovene stu-
dents (M=62.59), where the motive of hyper-competitiveness characterises
Spanish students (M=60.82) as well. Here it is not so important the game
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(read = learning) itself but playing a game to win. A winning motive is con-
nected with the logic of profit, which restrains the model of development
characteristic for the market economy of Western Europe. Such a logic is
still not characteristic for Serbian society. Besides that, we deal with per-
sonal development competitiveness which is constructive in relations to
others. When the motive of personal competitiveness is more emphasized
than the motive of hyper-competitiveness, we are dealing with the motiva-
tion to learn where the learning itself is more important than learning for the
reason, that we would beat others.

Similarities and differences

Differences on average. Figure 1 shows the significant differences in self-
concept between Slovene, Spanish and Serbian students. To investigate the
average differences between three populations, we calculated, how many
points were achieved the students on the six point (1-6) scale, we measured
the particular item.

Figure 1. DIFFERENCES IN SELF-CONCEPT BETWEEN SLOVENE, SPANISH AND SERBIAN
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The results show that the groups differ in almost eight fields of self-
concept. The differences in the following fields are statistically significant:
academic self-concept, relations with same sex peers and opposite sex peers,
relations with parents, and in the field of honesty, reliability and general
self-concept. We have discovered that the groups also show significant dif-
ferences in the field of mathematical abilities and verbal self-concept to the
following rate of significance (p<.001). We have also found out that the
group of Slovene students, in comparison with Spanish and Serbian stu-
dents, has only the self-concept relating to the field of mathematical abilities
higher manifested.

It can be concluded from the results that the stereotype about
“Southern” countries characterized by loquacity, sociability, openness, in
short extroverted countries, could be confirmed for the Spanish participants
in our research. Their verbal self-concept as well as the fields of social self-
concept, honesty and reliability exhibit the highest manifestation. It may be
expected that Serbs fit into this stereotype, as well, but our sample has not
confirmed the same. At the same time we can confirm the stereotype about
Slovenes being less sociable and introverted countries (Musek, 1994):
verbal self-concept, fields of social self-concept, sincerity and reliability
show the lowest manifestation in the Slovene participants.

Figure2 DFFERENCES INMOMATION TOLEARN BEMEEN S OVENE, SPANSHAND
SFRBIANSTUCENTS
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By means of variance analysis we have established differences between the
three countries in the area of motivation to learn. The participants differ in
all the fields of motivation to learn that have been analyzed. Statistically
significant differences have been revealed in the following fields: accompli-
shing study tasks and obligations, target motivation, efforts to achieve social
power, social concern, expected rewards for accomplished study obligations,
general motivation, general progress, getting attention and general social
motivation. The slightest differences between the participants have been es-
tablished in the field of expecting rewards for the accomplished task and ef-
forts in studies, which is very important in view of target motivation (Mcln-
nerney, 2000). Slovene students, in comparison with the Serbian and Spa-
nish ones, exhibit a higher degree of target motivation, general motivation
and general progress, and the lowest degree of social aspects such as social
concern and general social motivation. The mentioned aspects are typical for
Spanish students, which on the other hand do not care so much about the
results, goals, general progress, accomplishment of tasks and praise.

We were interested in the fact whether there are differences in personal
competitiveness and hyper-competitiveness between the participants in view
of their nationality. For this purpose a variance analysis has been performed,
which detected differences in both fields between the groups, as shown by
Figure 3.

Figure3 DFFERENCESINFERSONAL CEVEL CAVENT COMFETTTIVENESSEETVERN
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It has been established that a statistically significant difference exists
between the three countries in the field of personal development compe-
titiveness, or competitiveness with positive consequences, for which com-
petition to achieve the defined goals and progress is characteristic, competi-
tion to develop own abilities, competitiveness the aim of which is to do so-
mething as good as you can and thus follow the excellency criteria.

It could be seen that competitiveness as a personal trait is highest mani-
fested in Serbian students, whereas hyper-competitiveness, that is the strug-
gle to achieve the goal by applying all possible means, is most characterized
for the Slovene participants, although the difference is not statistically signi-
ficant.

Multivariate differences between countries. Variables which contribute
the most to the prediction of group membership and thus discriminate three
groups of students the most are in the same time internal - specific motiva-
tional - as those, which are proceeding from student’s self-concept, also but
those, which are proceeding from student’s competitiveness (see Table 5)
The variable which contributes the most to the differences among groups of
students regarding motivation to learn is a desire to be promoted on the so-
cial scale, desire for social power, which is the most exposed among Spa-
nish students. This is followed by sense of purpose, which is stronger
expressed by Slovene and Serbian students, where groups are strongly divi-
ded also by personal development competitiveness, which has the highest
values among Serbian students. All these variables are followed by four
typical internal motivational variables: performance general, general motiva-
tion, praise and token. These variables have not been conditioned so stron-
gly by cultural and national background because they do not contribute a lot
to the general pattern of differences, which divide population of students of
three countries. These differences can be more or less dependent from the
environment and because of that students can have more or less individuali-
sed self-concept and motivation to learn.

It could be noticed however that the motivational pattern of students
from three countries is very complex, while the motivation to learn is com-
posed from intrinsic as well as from extrinsic elements of motivation. The
motivational factors are interdependently connected one with another and
are based on the one hand on the self-concept (relations with same sex pe-
ers, general self-concept) while on the other hand they are typically motiva-
tional (motivation to solve tasks, social concern and mastery general). Ne-
vertheless also the factor of competitiveness contributes relevantly to dif-
ferences in motivation to learn. Motivation to learn is not completely natio-
nally and culturally determined phenomena, although there exist significant
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differences among Spanish pattern of motivation to learn on the one hand
and Slovene and Serb pattern on the other hand.

Table 5: Variables Entered/Removed

Step Entered Residual Variance
1 Social power 2.021
2 Sense of purpose 1.700
3 Personal competitiveness 1.563
4 Performance general 1.495
5 General motivation 1.455
6 Token 1.419
7 Praise 1.370
8 Relations with same sex peers 1350
9 Task 1.331

10 Social concern 1.308
11 General self-concept 1.287
12 Mastery general 1.271

At each step, the variable that minimizes the sum of the unexplained
variation for all pairs of groups is entered: (a) Maximum number of steps is
56; (b) Minimum partial F to enter is 3.84; (¢) Maximum partial F to remove
is 2.71. This is already evident when we observed calculations for Wilks™
Lambda and Chi-square. On this basis two discriminant functions have been
extracted, where the first one explained 92.1 % of variance and the second
one 7.9 % of variance. Calculations show, that both functions are highly
significant (p=0.000), where especially first function explain the most dif-
ferences which are appearing. This is evident also if we check the canonical
correlation coefficients which is R?=0.834 for the first function and
R’=0.405 for the second one.

The most of information which could be given from discriminant func-
tion analysis, and which explain relations among particular areas of self-
concept, motivation and competitiveness, could be found from the structure
matrix of factor coefficients, which indicate the amount of information
which is comprised by a particular motivational variable in the structure of
the first and the second discriminant function. In the structure of the first
discriminant function the most important variables, which explain the big-
gest portion of differences are: social power (r=0.588), sense of purpose (r=
-0.430), mastery general (1= -0.388), task (= -0.350), token (=0.273), gene-
ral self-concept (1=0.258), general motivation (r= -0.255) honesty/reliability
(r=0.217), social general (r= 0.211) and academic self-concept (r=0.201).

In the structure of the second discriminant function are important
variables, which explain the rest of differences. These variables are the
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following: personal development competitiveness (1=0.527), performance
general (r= -0.375), sense of purpose (r= -0,276), mastery general (r= -
0.213), hyper-competitiveness (r= -0.207) and token (r= -0.205).

From these results we can conclude, that students from three countries
differ a lot regarding the variables which comprise the first discriminant
function as well as the second one. For the purpose of our research the first
discriminant function is more important, because the most of differences
which appear in the multivariate space are explained with it.

We can also conclude that factors of motivation, which define the first
function, explain more differences between Spanish pattern on the one hand
and Slovene-Serbian pattern of motivation on the other hand. Spanish
students are highly motivated to learn because they, on the first place, wish
to be promoted on the social hierarchical scale and because they expect a
token for their effort in learning, while they are more self-confident and self-
aware (they have highly expressed general self-concept), they are honest and
reliable and they are also in general more socially motivated, where the
influence of family and peer groups are especially important for their pattern
of motivation to learn. Slovene and Serbian pattern of motivation to learn is
closer to the second discriminant function, where the motive of personal
development competitiveness is prevailing. This is especially significant for
Serbian students.

Main differences among students are embraced in eight motivational
areas, where six of them are specifically motivational, one is referring to the
self-concept and one is referring the area of competitiveness. We can con-
clude on this basis, that students are not essentially differentiated regarding
their self-concept, although the fact is that Spanish students have a higher
self-concept than other two countries, but they are more divided on the basis
of specific areas of motivation. The biggest differences could be found on
the ground of the motive of social power (r= 0.823), what is already a well
known fact, which is the most important predictive variable for the group of
Spanish students. It could be asserted once more, that the desire to be pro-
moted on the hierarchical social scale is a nationally and culturally caused
and conditioned motive to learn.

Although the majority of differences arises on the basis of the first
discriminant function (social power, token) by which populations of Spanish
and Slovene and Serbian students are essentially divided, thus differences
arise first of all on the basis of specific motivational areas while the second
discriminant function explains some differences, which arise between Slove-
ne and Serbian students (e.g. personal development competitiveness,
r=0.625, praise, r=0.570), where important differences among three coun-
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tries are arising also in relations to peer groups (e.g. relations with same sex
peers, 1=0.400).

We have found out differences which arise according to the fact, that
students are members of particular countries, on the basis of values and po-
sitions of group centroids. From the values of group centroids (see Table 5.)
for the first discriminant function it could be found out, that there exist among
students of three countries substantial differences. Centroids show the
average values of discriminant function, which indicate the amount of dif-
ferences, which are appearing among selected groups. The average dif-
ferences among Spanish (Centroid, = 2.245), Slovene (Centroid;= -0.972)
and Serb (Centroid,;= -1.110) students show, that we are dealing with two
different patterns of motivational factors, the first one, where the centroid of
discriminant function for Spanish is positive, what indicates that Spanish
students are on average higher motivated and more self-aware and self-con-
fident than Slovene and Serb students are. Centroids of the second discrimi-
nant function indicate however, that differences among three countries are
arising also regarding on specific sub-domains of self-concept, specific fac-
tors of motivation to learn and there exist also differences in competitive-
ness, which have been treated as one of motivational factors. Regarding on
the values of centroids for the second discriminant function, there are appea-
ring the biggest differences between Slovenes (Centroid,= 0.815) and Serbs
(Centroid,= -b0.352) then but also between the former one and Spaniards
(Centroid,=0.087). The position of centroids for the second discriminant
function show that this function is divided Serbian and Slovene population
of students the most. For that reason, differences which specifically separate
Slovene and Serbian population, could be satisfactory explained with factors
which comprises the second discriminant function, these are then (see Table
4): performance general (r= -0.891) which characterise more Slovenes than
Serbs; personal development competitiveness (r= 0.625) which is characteri-
stically Serbian motive to learn; praise (r=0.570) which is also more Serbian
motive; social power (r= 0.384) which is more Slovene characteristic; and
mastery general (= -0.348) which is also more Slovene motive to learn.

Table 6: Functions at Group Centroids

Nationality Function

1 2
Slovenes -972 -,352
Spanish 2,245 ,087
Serbs -1,110 815

Legend. Unstandardized canonical discriminant functions evaluated at group means.
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However but nationally and culturally caused and conditioned differen-
ces between Slovene and Serb students are personal development competi-
tiveness, praise and social power, thus, factors of motivation to learn which
are influencing this motivation more externally than internally. Typically
educational factors of motivation to learn, such as task, effort, sense of pur-
pose, affiliation and mastery general are, are but distributed equally through
the population of Serb and Slovene students. The difference which substan-
tially divides Slovene from Serb population of students is, that are Serb stu-
dents more personally competitive oriented than Slovenes are. Competitive
oriented motivation to learn is thus substantial motivational factor for lear-
ning and studying, which is defining Slovene and Serbian pattern of motiva-
tion to learn the most, what have been discussed already.

Conclusions

We know from the descriptive analysis that Spanish students are more matu-
re and they have generally a more individualised, independent self-concept
than Slovene and Serbian students. That is why we can conclude from the
discriminant analysis, that Spanish students are more motivated just because
they have a better developed self-concept. If we can say so, Slovene and
Serbian students are still captured within a motive of competitiveness, which
represents for them the main impulse for learning. Motivation to learn pro-
ceeds among Serbian and Slovene students more from egoistic inclinations,
while the motivation to learn of Spanish students is more socially conditio-
ned — it is dependent from internalised impulses coming from their relations
with family and peer groups (compare with e.g. Mclnnerney et al., 1998;
Mclnnerney et al., 1997).

Our study show that the most predictive variables, which could explain
differences between Slovenian, Spanish and Serbian samples, are: social
power, token, sense of purpose, performance general, praise and personal
development competitiveness. These factors for motivation to learn made
the big portion of differences between students from Spain on the one side
and Slovenian and Serbian students on the other side. Students of all three
countries are motivated to learn because of intrinsically as well as extrinsi-
cally motives on the approximately the same level. Thus, we cannot confirm
thesis (compare with Deci et al., 1999) that rewards, which are coming from
outside, made contingent on task performance which reliably undermine
intrinsic motivation.

Here could be useful to introduce the goal theory of motivation to
learn, where the following findings could be underlined:
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(1) In the context of our cross-cultural study it is the most important to
find out that Spanish students are follow the combination of mastery goals
and social goals, what leads to more individualistic and independent self
concept, where their personal development correlate with motivation to
learn in the way, they feel themselves more competent than their Slovene
and Serbian peers do.

(2) In the same time but, Serbs and Slovenes outperform Spaniards stu-
dents, where they follow performance goals, what means they are more
competititve and captured in the learning situation which is more collectivis-
tic one and dependent from social climate in schools, community, family,
peer groups and so on. They feel themselves less competent and for this
reason they are less motivated to learn as their Spanish counterparts are.

(3) From the goal theory point of view the school learning, which in-
volves operating in a relatively structured environment, students with ma-
stery goals outperform students with either performance or social goals. One
aspect of this theory is that individuals are motivated to either avoid failure
(more often associated with performance goals) or achieve success (more
often associated with mastery goals). In our situation, the individuals in
Spain is more likely to select difficult tasks which will provide an interes-
ting challenge, but still keep the high expectations for success, meanwhile
but individuals in Slovenia and Serbia more likely select easier tasks thereby
either achieving success or having a good excuse for why failure occurred.
These further means that Slovenian and Serbian students are more ego-ori-
ented, meanwhile Spaniards are more task-oriented and for that reason more
succesfull in their studies.
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Janes Konenng
PA3JIUKE Y MOTUBALIMIU 3A YUEWRE KOJI CTYAEHATA:
KPOC-KVYJITYPHA CTYUJA
Ancmpaxm

Y 0BOM pajy MOKyIIaBaMo Jia 0A0alMO CTEPEOTHII J1a KOMIETUTUBHOCT HHUjE I10-
JKeJbHa JIMYHa ocoOMHa U crnenuduyad MoTuBalony Qakrop. Mcrpakusamu cMo u
OTKPWIX NTO3UTHBHE JUMEH3Mj€ W CTATUCTUYKHU 3HauajHe Kopejanuje u3Mely mojma
0 cebu u MoTHBanyje 3a yueme. [locTynipa ce HOBH Mozen rmojMa o ceOH, 3aCHOBaH
Ha Pa3IMYMTHM BpcTamMa KOMIIETHTHBHOCTH M MOTHBaIMje 3a yueme. HaBoxe ce ap-
TYMEHTH y TIPHJIOT YHELEHHIM /14 CE OBaj MOJIEN PA3JIMKyje O KYJIType J0 KyIType.
To je pazior mro cy y UCTpaXkuBamy y4eCTBOBAIM CTYACHTH U3 TpH Apkase. pxa-
Be Cy oJjabpaHe Ha OCHOBY IMOJMTHYKHX M KyJITYPHHX MHAMKATOpa Y UCTOYHUM/]YXK-
HHMM HacIlpaM 3aIlaJJHAM/]y>)KHHM €BPOIICKMM KapakTepuctukama: Ciosenuja, Cpou-
ja u lllnannja. Uctpaxusame je oOyxBatuio 225 yuecHuka u3 CioBenuje, 99 u3
Cp6uje u 140 u3 lInanuje. ITocroje aBa mMsba ncTpakuBama. I1pBu Wb je n1a ce
OTKpHj€ J]a JIU MOCTOje PasMKe y NOojMy O ceOM, MOTHUBALIM]H 32 YUCHE M KOMIIETH-
THUBHOCTH Mel)y ydecHHIIMMA M3 Pa3IMYUTHX 3eMajba. Y CKJIaJy ca IPYTUM IHJbEM,
HaryamaBa ce WCTpaXKHBame Kopenamuja usmelhy mojma o cebu, MoTuBauuje 3a
y4ere ¥ KOMIIETUTUBHOCTH Y OKBUPY CBaKe HallMOHAJHE TPyIe. 3a IOCTU3ambe OBUX
LMJbEBa, KOpUIIheHe Cy KBAHTUTATUBHE METO/IE U3 APYIUTBEHUX HAYKa. Y CTAHOBHIIH
CMO Ja KyJATypHH MHIMKAaTOp MMa BaXKaH YTHIa] HA I0jaM O ceOH, MOTHBALMjy 3a
y4erme U KOMIIETUTHBHOCT. /lofaTHO, TBPIM ce 1a ,,Jy>KibadKka' IUCII03UNHja TPEOB-
naljyje HaJl ICTOYHOM Kao ¥ 3aIalHOM JIMMEH3HjOM, IITO 3HauH Ja cy CroBeHnu Me-
hy KOMITeTUTHBHU]UM YUECHULIIMA.

Kwyune peyu: mojam o cebm, MOTHBAIIM]a 32 YICHE, KOMIIETUTUBHOCT, KPOC-KYITYyp-
HO HCTPakKUBAIbE.
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SInes3 Konenrg
PA3JIMYMSI B MOTULHALIMU K OBYYEHHIO ¥V CTYJIEHTOB:
KPOCC-KVJIbTYPHOE UCCJIIEJJOBAHUE
Pestome

B npeanmaraemoii paboTe aBTOp MBITAETCS OMPOBEPTHYTH CTEPEOTHI, COTIIACHO KO-
TOPOMY KOMIIETUTHBHOCTh HE SBIISICTCS JKENATEIbHBIM JIMYHBIM CBOHCTBOM M CIIe-
IUPIYECKIM MOTHBAIIOHHBIM (akTopoM. VccremayroTcs M BBISBIISTIOTCS MTOJIOKH-
TENbHBIC ACIEKTHl M CTATUCTHYCCKH 3HAYMMBIC KOPPEISINH MEXAY MOHSATHEM O
cebe u MoTuBanueld k oOydeHuto. IloctynupyeTcs HoBas MOJeb MOHATHS O cebe,
OCHOBBIBAIOIIASICS HA Pa3HBIX BUJAX KOMIIETUTHBHOCTH ¥ MOTHBAIMU K OOYYEHHIO.
[IpuBoasATCS apryMeHTH B MOJB3y MPEANIOCHUIKE, YTO JaHHAs MOJENb pazIndacTcs
OT OJIHOHM KYJBTYpPHI IO IPYrod. ITO W 00YCIOBHIIO TaKOH MOAXOI, TPHU KOTOPOM B
HCCIICIOBAaHUN YIaCcTBOBAJIM CTYJACHTHI U3 TpeX rocyaapcts. ['ocymapcTa OpuH OTO-
6pam)1 Ha OCHOBAaHHWHU MOJIMTUYCKUX U KYJIBTYPHBIX HHIUKATOPOB B BOCTO‘{HBIX/}O)K-
HBIX, B OTJMYME OT 3aIaJHBIX/FO)KHBIX €BPOIEHCKHX XapakTepucTuk: CIoBeHus,
CepOust u Ucnanms. MccrienoBanneM ObUTM OXBaudeHBI 225 y4acTHUKOB n3 CioBe-
HuH, 99 n3 Cep6um u 140 u3 Mcmanuu. MccnemoBanue ObUIO MPOBENCHO B JIBYX
nemsx. llepBas memb — BBIABUTH, CYIIECTBYIOT JH pPas3iINdus B TOHATHH O cebe,
MOTHUBAIIUHU K o6y11eHmo N KOMIICTUTUBHOCTH MEXAY HUCIBITYCMBIMU M3 PA3HBIX
cTpaH. B COOTBETCTBMH CO BTOpOH IENbIO, MOJYEPKUBACTCS UCCIIECAOBAHUE KOP-
peAIIiA MEXIy HOHATHEM O cebe, MOTHBAIed K 00yICHNIO U KOMIETUTHBHOCTBIO
B paMKaxX KaXIOH M3 HAIMOHANBHBIX Tpymm. s DOCTMXKEHHS NaHHBIX Iesied uc-
MOJI30BAJIMCh KOJIMYECTBEHHBIE METOMBI MCCIECOBAHUM, XapaKTepHbIe s o0mec-
TBEHHBIX HayK. BBISBIEH (akT, 4TO KyJbTYPHBIH MHINKATOP MMEET HEMAIOBAKHOE
BJIMSIHUEC HA IIOHSITHE O ce6e, MOTHBAIIMIO K YYCHUIO U KOMIICTUTUBHOCTD. JIOHOJ'IHI/I-
TEJIHO KOHCTATHPYETCS, YTO IOMKHAS AUCIIO3ULINS NPEBATMPYET HAJl BOCTOYHOM U
3amagHoM, a 3To, B YaCTHOCTH, 3HAYUT, YTO CIOBEHIAM IIPHUCYIIA TOBOJBHO BEICOKAs
KOMIIETUTHBHOCTE 110 CPAaBHEHHUIO C JPYTUMH yIaCTHIUKAMH HCCIICIOBAHUS.
Kniouesvie cnosa: monsartue o cebe, MOTHBAIMA K OOYUEHHIO, KOMIICTUTUBHOCTD,
KpOCC-KYJIbTypHOE HCCIIEIOBAHHE.



