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The Measure o Learning Mativation and the Rdationship
Between It and SAf- Hficacy of Cdlege Sudents

CHI Li-ping"

XIN Z-gang’

(1. Department o Preschod Education, University d Chinese Women, Bdjing 100101 ;
2. Irgtitute & Developmental Psychdogy , Beijing Normal University , Bejing 100875)

Absract :Data were oollected from a sanple of 270 oollege sudents with the Working Motivation Inventory (WMI) and
Generd and Domain- Soecid Sif- Hficacy Scdle. Hraly WM was revised and its reliability and validity were teged ; then
the relationship of sdf-efficacy and learning notivation was examined. The results showed: (1) the revised WMI had a
gpod congruct validity and reliahility; (2) there were gender differences on challenge and depending on others’ evalu
ation : the males challenged more difficulties than the females, and the femaes nore depended on others  eval uation than
the mdes; (3) both generd and domain-ecid self-ficacy postively corrdated with intrindc notivation , challenge and

enjoyment ; negatively correlated with sdlection of snple task.

Key wor ds:coollege gudent ; learning notivation ; sdif-eficacy ; intrindc notivation; extringc notivation
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