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Cognition & Instruction 
16:300:582:01, Fall 2013 

Monday, 4:50-7:30 pm, Scott Hall 201 
  
Professor Toni Kempler Rogat     Office:  GSE, Room 317 
Phone:  (732) 932-7496 ext. 8318 (office)  
E-mail:  toni.kempler.rogat@gse.rutgers.edu 
Office Hours: Mondays 3:30-4:30 pm, and by appointment 
 
Course Description 
The purpose of this course is to introduce a psychological perspective to cognition, learning, and 
instruction in classroom contexts. We will focus on some basics, but the real emphasis will be on 
current issues in the theoretical and empirical literatures concerning cognition and instruction. First, 
we will discuss, critique, and integrate a range of relevant conceptual and empirical readings. Next, 
we also will work to apply these theories and empirical findings in order to explain specific cases, 
make predictions, and for the design of instruction. Finally, a third focus of the course will be 
evaluating empirical research in terms of the employed methodology, analyses, and presented 
interpretations in light of the evidence. We will address questions such as: 
 

 What is learning? Is learning the acquisition of knowledge, the development of expertise, or is learning socially 
constructed? 

 When do knowledge and skills transfer?  Is it possible to teach general higher order thinking skills or are 
cognitive skills dependent on the context? 

 How do novices and experts differ? 
 How do we encourage students to become self-regulated learners?  
 What is the role of motivation in learning? 
 How can we use this information to improve instruction and design better learning environments?  

 
Course Organization 
This course will primarily be conducted as a seminar. While I may lecture from time to time, the 
majority of time will be devoted to discussion. All seminar participants will be actively involved in 
leading and contributing to the seminar. You are expected to make each session stimulating by 
keeping up with the readings, organizing your thoughts before each session, submitting thoughtful 
discussion questions, and by participating actively in class discussions.  
 
Course Readings 
A reading list is attached and all readings are available electronically on Sakai. Readings include a 
balance of review papers, conceptual/theoretical papers (to give you a broad overview of the current 
knowledge base, issues, constructs, and research traditions characterizing a particular field of study), 
and empirical reports (to give you a sense of how a prototypical investigation in a particular area of 
study is actually conducted and written up). In addition, some reading assignments may include a 
number of companion papers (i.e., article, commentaries on article, “reply to” commentaries) that 
reflect current controversies in the field. 
 
Note: Syllabus subject to change at discretion of the instructor. 
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General Approach to the Readings 
Approach readings in an active, systematic, and deliberate way (skipping occasional paragraphs is 
often acceptable). Read to understand, not just memorize. After you complete a reading, you should be 
able to summarize the main thesis of the article and evaluate the research evidence presented by the 
authors in support of that thesis (or the coherence of a theoretical framework/perspective).  
 
For purposes of summarization, ask yourself the following: 

 What is the issue of most concern to the author? 
 Why does the author think this issue is important? 
 What are the conceptual/theoretical underpinnings or framework of the author’s work? That 

is, what theoretical assumptions guide the questions and the interpretation and integration of 
findings? 

 What are the main findings of the study, or in the case of a nonempirical paper, what are the 
main points made by the author and what is the most critical evidence presented in support 
of these points?  

 
For purposes of evaluation, ask yourself the following: 

 What are the strengths and weakness of the author’s work (e.g. its theoretical or empirical 
contribution, creditability of assumptions, appropriateness of research design, measures, 
sample selection, the soundness of the interpretation of the data, and its applications)? 

 How would you improve on this work? 
 What questions provoked by the author merits further study? 
 

Requirements and Grading 
 
Active Participation     20%  Final Paper   25% 
3 Reaction Papers (each worth 15%)  45%  Leading Class Discussion  10% 
 

90%  A  80%  B  70%  C  60%  D 50%  F 
 
Active Class Participation                                                                              20% of final grade 
Active class participation refers to attending class, being well prepared to discuss, critique and 
synthesize the readings, posing questions/issues, and contributing in a thoughtful manner to class 
discussion. My evaluation will be based primarily on the degree to which your contributions indicate 
that you have read and thought about the material and its applications. Participation is less 
satisfactory when students do not provide evidence of having read or reflected on the course 
material. In addition, more than one unexcused absence will lead to a reduction in your course 
grade.  

 
To facilitate discussion, you should post 1-2 questions/comments about the readings before each 
class on the Sakai website. These posts will be used to both facilitate our class discussions, and will 
also serve to further our discussion on-line. In addition, you need to respond to one of your peer’s 
posts. All questions and comments should be posted by Sunday evening.  These questions should go 
beyond definitional issues or areas of confusion (if you have more basic questions, please bring them 
up at the start of class). In particular, questions should attempt to make connections among the 
readings for the week and try to tie the current week’s topic with topics covered in other weeks. It 
would also be acceptable to write questions stating an argument or point that you derive from the 
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articles and asking if others agree. You could also propose an extension of the current work or an 
additional research question. A critical reading of the research is expected.  
 
Leading Class Discussion                                                                                  10% of final grade 
Each seminar participant will initiate and lead one discussion of the week’s readings over the course 
of the semester. This presentation should provide an overview of the readings and serve as an 
introduction to the major issues from the assigned readings. The purpose of the introduction is to 
highlight critical issues from the articles that will serve as the basis for our discussion. This 
presentation is not a summary of each reading (since we have all read the set of readings). Instead, 
you should integrate across articles and present a broader overview of the topic for the week. The 
presentation should include a handout for the class and should last about 15 minutes. Following the 
introduction, you will support and guide a whole class discussion focused initiated by a few 
questions that you develop. You will be evaluated based on the quality and accuracy of the synthesis 
of the articles and the clarity of the presentation. 
 
Reaction Papers                                                                                                 45% of final grade 
The purpose of these papers is to give you an opportunity to engage in a theoretical 
analysis/synthesis of the readings. You may pick 3 of the 4 assigned reflection papers topics. The 
reaction papers should be approximately 4-6 typed pages and focused on the assigned topic. I will 
pass out some suggested reaction paper topics/questions the week before they are due. The general 
topics for the papers and the dates that the topics will be handed out are listed below (also see 
course outline of readings). 
 
Reaction Paper Schedule:  
1st Reaction Paper Sept 30  Info Processing; Experts & Novices 
2nd Reaction Paper  Oct 21  Social Learning, Constructivism, Conceptual change 
3rd Reaction Paper  Nov 4  Situative views, Transfer  
4th Reaction Paper  Nov 18   Motivation  
 
Note: Given that the 4th reaction paper overlaps with the Thanksgiving holiday, the due date will be Dec 2nd.  
 
Final Paper                                                                                                         25% of final grade 
For the final paper, you will be asked to write a paper that is approximately 20 pages in length 
(double spaced, Times New Roman 12pt font). There are a couple of formats from which to 
choose, so that you can find a topic that is relevant to your interests and of value to your future 
work. The paper will give you the opportunity to explore an aspect of the course in greater detail or 
extend a topic to another area.   
 
You need to access at least 10-15 additional articles, beyond the cited course readings, when 
preparing your final paper. I am open to other suggestions, so let me know if you have another idea. 
The references should be from psychological or educational journals or edited books.  You may find 
the following journals particularly useful (although feel free to use other journals as well):  Journal of 
Educational Psychology, Educational Psychologist, Child Development, Developmental Psychology, 
Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, Contemporary Educational Psychologist, American 
Psychologist, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, and The Elementary School Journal. I 
also recommend looking at recent edited book chapters.  Edited books and handbooks often 
provide good overviews of a topic.  
 
a) Theoretical Review Paper. This would be a comprehensive paper synthesizing, reviewing and 
critiquing a specific topic related to the course. This would involve exploring a particular issue in 
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greater depth, and would require synthesizing, interpreting, and evaluating the additional articles on 
the selected topic. The paper would summarize and introduce the concept under study, highlight the 
main issues in the field, present contrasting points of view and debates in the field. In the discussion, 
you will need to critique the research by considering its limitations and strengths, and by 
recommending future directions or avenues for research.  
 
b) Research Proposal. A formal proposal for a research project. Consider a question that comes out 
of a theoretical perspective or issue related to the course content. Propose a research question(s) and 
a way to examine this issue that might lead to a potential study (i.e., prethesis project, research study, 
dissertation work). The paper would include a literature review that provides a background of the 
issue, terms, and relevant work in the area. The literature review would also need to present the hole 
in the extant research and propose how your proposed work can fill that hole. The paper would go 
on to introduce a research question that comes out of this work as an extension or application of the 
area. You will introduce the context in which you plan to conduct the study, the sample, measures, 
preliminary analysis ideas, and the implications of the proposed research.  
 
c) Case study. An analysis and/or evaluation OR a design plan for a school program, intervention, 
curriculum, lesson plan or developed unit (at least two days), group interaction among students, 
therapy sessions, or piece of software, from a motivational perspective. The case should apply 
motivational theories and constructs to your analysis and design of the setting. This paper would 
first present a description of the context of your case or the developed program.  Following or in an 
integrated manner, the paper would connect the program’s features to relevant motivational 
literature (5-10 new references). This discussion should explain how the features are richly grounded 
in theory as well as account for issues, debates in the field. A discussion would follow in which you 
would discuss the strengths and weakness of the program given these motivational ideas and make 
recommendations to further improve the design. 
 
Your proposed final paper topic must be turned in by September 23rd. This initial proposal should 
be 1-2 pages long and should focus on providing details about the main issues, points, or 
controversy you plan to address (a few paragraphs). Please feel free to discuss your initial ideas prior 
to this deadline. An outline or updated summary and your list of references is due November 4th. 
The final paper will be due December 16th, the last day of class for the semester. On the final day of 
class, you will present your final paper research or proposal ideas as a powerpoint presentation to 
your peers.  
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Course Schedule 
 
September 9                                   Introduction 
 
Here are recommended background readings that provide overviews of educational psychology. 
 

 Bransford, J. et al. (2006). Learning theories and education: Toward a decade of synergy. In 
P. A. Alexander & P. H. Winne (Eds.), Handbook of Educational Psychology (2nd ed.) (pp. 209-
244). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

 Dennis, M. J., & Sternberg, R. J. (1999). Cognition and instruction. In F. T. Durso (Ed.), 
Handbook of applied cognition (pp. 571-593). New York: Wiley and Sons. 

 Mayer, R.E. (2001). What good is educational psychology? The case of cognition and 
instruction. Educational Psychologist, 36, 83-88. 

 National Research Council. (2000). How people learn: Brain, mind, experience, and school. 
Washington D.C.: National Academy Press. 

 
 
September 16          Information Processing: The structure of memory 
 

 Jonides, J., Lacey, S.C., Nee, D.E. (2005). Processes of working memory in mind and brain. 
Current Directions in Psychological Science, 14, 2-5. 

 Jonides, J. (1995). Working memory and thinking. In E.E. Smith & D. Osherson (Eds.), 
Thinking (pp 215-266). Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

 Ericsson, K.A. & Kintsch (1995). Long-term working memory. Psychological Review, 102, 211-
245.  

 Miyake, A., & Shah, P. (1999). Toward unified theories of working memory: Emerging 
general consensus, unresolved theoretical issues, and directions for future research. In A. 
Miyake & P. Shah (Eds.), Models of working memory: Mechanisms of active maintenance and executive 
control (pp. 442-481). New York: Cambridge University Press. 

 Alibali, M.W. & Nathan, M.J. (2012). Embodiment in Mathematics Teaching and Learning: 
Evidence From Learners' and Teachers' Gestures. The Journal of the Learning Sciences, 21, 247-
286. 

o Introduction - Hall, R. & Nemirovsky, R. (2012). Introduction to the Special Issue: 
Modalities of Body Engagement in Mathematical Activity and Learning. The Journal of 
the Learning Sciences, 21, 207-215. 

 
Recommendations for further reading: 

 Baddeley, A. (2004). Your memory: A user’s guide (pp. 9-65). Buffalo, NY: Firefly. 
 Ericsson, K.A. & Delaney, P.F. (1999). Long-term working memory as an alternative to 

capacity models of working memory in everyday skilled performance. In A. Miyake & P. 
Shah (Eds.), Models of working memory: Mechanisms of active maintenance and executive control (pp. 
257-297). New York: Cambridge University Press.  

 Ericsson, K.A., Delaney, P.F., Weaver, G. & Mahadevan, R. (2004). Uncovering the 
structure of a memorist’s superior ‘‘basic’’ memory capacity. Cognitive Psychology, 49, 191-237. 

 Gathercole, S.E., Pickering, S.J., Ambridge, B., & Wearing, H. (2004). The structure of 
working memory from 4 to 15 years of age. Developmental Psychology, 40, 177-190. 
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 Lakoff, G., & Núñez, R. (2000). Where mathematics comes from: How the embodied mind brings 
mathematics into being. New York, NY: Basic Books. 

  
September 23        Information Processing: Cognitive Processes 

 Schraw, G. (2006). Knowledge: Structures and processes. In P. A. Alexander & P. H. Winne 
(Eds.), Handbook of Educational Psychology (2nd ed.) (pp. 245-263). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence 
Erlbaum Associates. 

 Anderson, J. R. (1983). A spreading activation theory of memory. Journal of Verbal Learning 
and Verbal Behavior, 22, 261-295.  

 Sweller, J., Van Merrienboer, J., & Paas, F. (1998). Cognitive architecture and instructional 
design.  Educational Psychology Review, 10, 251-296. 

 Kirschner, P.A., Sweller, J., Clarke, R.E. (2006). Why minimal guidance during instruction 
does not work: An analysis of the failure of constructivist, discovery, problem-based, 
experiential and inquiry-based teaching. Educational Psychologist, 41(2), 75-86. 

o Schmidt, H.G., Loyens, S.M.M., van Gog, T., & Paas, F. (2007). Problem-based 
learning is compatible with human cognitive architecture: Commentary on Kirschner, 
Sweller & Clarke (2006). Educational Psychologist, 42(2), 91-97. 

o Hmelo-Silver, C., Duncan, R.G., & Chinn, C.A. (2007). Scaffolding and achievement 
in problem-based and inquiry learning: A response to Kirschner, Sweller & Clarke 
(2006). Educational Psychologist, 42(2), 99-107. 

o Kuhn, D. (2007). Is direct instruction an answer to the right question? Educational 
Psychologist, 42(2), 109-113. 

 
Recommendations for further reading: 

 Dillenbourg, P. & Betrancourt, M. (2006). Collaboration load. In Elen, J & Clark, R.E. (Eds.) 
Handling Complexity in Learning Environments: Theory and Research. (pp. 141-165). Oxford: 
Elsevier.  

 Feldon, D.F. (2007). Cognitive load and classroom teaching: The double edged sword of 
automaticity. Educational Psychologist, 123-138. 

 Sweller, J. & Chandler, P. (1994). Why some material is difficult to learn. Cognition and 
Instruction, 12, 185-223. 

 Van Merrienboer, J., Kirschner, P.A., & Liesbeth, K. (2003). Taking the load off a learner’s 
mind: Instructional design for complex learning. Educational Psychologist, 38, 5-14.  

 
Final Paper Topic Proposal Due.  
 
September 30                              Experts and Novices               

 Chi, Feltovich & Glaser (1981). Categorization and representation of physics problems by 
experts and novices. Cognitive Science, 5, 121-152. 

 Feltovich, P.J., Prietula, M.J., & Ericsson, K.A. (2006). Studies of expertise from 
psychological perspectives. In. K.A. Ericsson, N.Charness, P.J. Feltovich, and R.R. Hoffman 
(Eds.), The Cambridge Handbook of Expertise and Expert Performance (pp. 41-67). New York: 
Cambridge University Press. 

 Recommendations for further reading: 
 Ericsson, K.A., & Lehmann, A.C. (1996). Expert and exceptional performance: Evidence of 

maximal adaptation to task constraints. Annual Review of Psychology, 47, 273-305. 
 
Reaction Paper 1 handed out. 
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October 7                                  Social Learning Theory 
 Bandura, A. (2001). Social cognitive theory: An agentic perspective. Annual Review of 

Psychology, 52, 1-26.  
 Pintrich, P.R. (2000). The role of goal orientation in self-regulated learning. In Boekaerts, M., 

Pintrich P., & Zeidner M. (Eds.) Handbook of self-regulation, research, and applications (pp 451-
502).Academic Press, Orlando, FL. 

 Wolters, C. (2003). Understanding procrastination from a self-regulated learning perspective. 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 95, 179-187. 

 Zimmerman, B. J. (2001). Theories of self-regulated learning and academic achievement: An 
overview and analysis. In B. J. Zimmerman & D. Schunk (Eds), Self-regulated learning and 
academic achievement: Theoretical perspectives (pp. 1–38). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

 Zimmerman, B.J. (2008). Investigating Self-Regulation and Motivation: Historical 
Background, Methodological Developments, and Future Prospects. American Educational 
Research Journal, 45, 166-183. 

 
Recommended for further reading: 

 Butler, D.L. & Winne, P.H. (1995). Feedback and self-regulated learning: A theoretical 
synthesis. Review of Educational Research, 65, 245-281.  

 Zimmerman, B.J. (1998). Academic studying and the development of personal skill: A self-
regulatory perspective. Educational Psychologist, 33(2/3), 73-86. [See recommended 
Zimmerman, 1989 below for more on a social cognitive perspective]. 

 
Reaction Paper 1 due.  
 
October 14                                     Constructivism 

 Palincsar, A. (1998). Social-constructivist perspectives on teaching and learning. Annual 
Review of Psychology, 49, 345-375. 

 Collins, A., Brown, J. S., & Newman, S. E. (1989). Cognitive apprenticeship: Teaching the 
crafts of reading, writing, and mathematics. In L. B. Resnick (Ed.) Knowing, learning, and 
instruction: Essays in honor of Robert Glaser (p. 453-494). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.    

 Radinsky, J., Oliva, S., Alamar, K. (2010). Camila, the Earth, and the Sun: Constructing an 
Idea as Shared Intellectual Property. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 47, 619-642. 

 Scardamalia, M & Bereiter, C. (2006). Knowledge building: Theory, pedagogy, and 
technology. In K. Sawyer (Ed.), The Cambridge Handbook of the Learning Sciences (pp. 97-115). 
New York: Cambridge University Press. 

 Tabak, I. (2004). Synergy: A complement to emerging patterns of distributed scaffolding. The 
Journal of the Learning Sciences, 13(3), 305-335. 

 
Recommendations for further reading: 

 Barron, B. J. S., Schwartz, D. L., Vye, N. J., Moore, A., Petrosino, A., Zech, L., Bransford, J. 
D., & The Cognition and Technology Group at Vanderbilt. (1998). Doing with 
understanding: Lessons from research on problem and project-based learning. Journal of the 
Learning Sciences, 3/4, 271-312. 

 Brown, A.L. (1992). Design experiments: Theoretical and methodological challenges in 
creating complex interventions in classroom settings. The Journal of the Learning Sciences, 2, 141-
178.  
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 Brown, A.L. (1997). Transforming schools into communities of thinking and learning about 
serious matters. American Psychologist, 52, 399-413. 

 Derry, S.J. (1996). Cognitive schema theory in the constructivist debate. Educational 
Psychologist, 31(3&4), 163-174. 

 Engle, R.A. & Conant, F.R. (2002). Guiding principles for fostering productive disciplinary 
engagement: Explaining an emergent argument in a community of learners classroom. 
Cognition & Instruction, 20, 399-483. 

 Palincsar, A.S. & Brown, A.L. (1984). Reciprocal teaching of comprehension-fostering and 
comprehension-monitoring activities. Cognition and Instruction, 1(2), 117-175. 

 Prawat, R.S. (1996). Constructivisms: Modern and postmodern. Educational Psychologist, 31, 
215-225.  

 Reiser, B. (2004). Scaffolding complex learning: The mechanisms of structuring and 
problematizing student work. The Journal of the Learning Sciences, 13(3), 273-304. 

 Resnick, L.B. (1991). Shared cognition: Thinking as a social practice. In L.B. Resnick, J.M. 
Levine, & S.D. Teasley, (Eds.), Perspectives on socially shared cognition (pp. 1-20).Washington, 
DC: American Psychological Association.  

 
 
October 21                                 Conceptual Change 
 

 Vosniadou, S. & Brewer, W.F. (1992). Mental models of the earth: A study of conceptual 
change in childhood. Cognitive Psychology, 24, 535-585. 

 Brown, D. E., & Hammer, D. (2008). Conceptual change in physics. In S. Vosniadou (Ed.), 
International handbook of research on conceptual change (pp. 127-154). New York: Routledge. 

 Chinn & Malhotra (2002). Children’s Responses to Anomalous Scientific Data: How Is 
Conceptual Change Impeded? Journal of Educational Psychology, 94, 327-343. 

 Smith, J.P., diSessa, A.A., & Roschelle, J. (1993). Misconceptions reconceived: A 
constructivist analysis of knowledge in transition. The Journal of the Learning Sciences, 3, 115-
163. 

 
Recommendations for further reading 

 Chi, M.T.H. (2005). Commonsense conceptions of emergent processes: Why some 
misconceptions are robust. The Journal of the Learning Sciences, 14, 161-199. 

 Chinn, C.A. & Brewer, W.F. (1993). The role of anomalous data in knowledge acquisition: A 
theoretical framework and implications for science instruction. Review of Educational Research, 
63, 1-49. 

 DiSessa, A. A. (1988). Knowledge in pieces. In G. Forman, & P. B. Pufall (Eds.), 
Constructivism in the computer age (pp. 49-70). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.  

 Hammer, D. (1996). Misconceptions or p-prims: How may alternative perspectives of 
cognitive structure influence instructional perceptions and intentions. Journal of the Learning 
Sciences, 5, 97-127.  

 Pintrich, P.R., Marx, R.W., & Boyle, R.A (1993). Beyond cold conceptual change: The role 
of motivational beliefs and classroom contextual factors in the process of conceptual change. 
Review of Educational Research, 63, 167-199. 

 Vosniadou, S. (2002). Exploring relationships between conceptual change and intentional 
learning. In G.M. Sinatra & P.R. Pintrich (Eds.), Intentional conceptual change (pp. 347-374). 
Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 
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 Strike, K.A., & Posner, G.J. (1992). A revisionist theory of conceptual change. In R.A. 
Duschl & R. J. Hamilton, (Eds.), Philosophy of science, cognitive psychology, and educational theory and 
practice (pp. 147-176). Albany, NY: SUNY Press 

 Wiser, M. & Amin, T. (2001). "Is heat hot?" Inducing conceptual change by integrating 
everyday and scientific perspectives on thermal phenomena. Learning and Instruction, 11(4-5), 
331-355. 

 
Reaction Paper 2 handed out. 
 
October 28                            Situated Views of Learning 

 
 Greeno, J.G. (2006). Learning in activity. In K. Sawyer (Ed.), The Cambridge Handbook of the 

Learning Sciences. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press. 
 Lave, J. (1991). Situated learning in communities of practice. In L.B. Resnick, J.M. Levine, & 

S.D. Teasley, (Eds.), Perspectives on socially shared cognition (pp. 63-82).Washington, DC: 
American Psychological Association.  

 Cobb, P., Gresalfi, M. & Hodge, L.L. (2009). An interpretative scheme for analyzing the 
identities that students develop in mathematics classrooms. Journal for Research in Mathematics 
Education, 40, 40-68. 

Also 
 McCaslin, M. (2004). Coregulation of opportunity, activity, and identity in student 

motivation. In D. McInerney & S. Van Etten (Eds.), Big theories revisited: Research on sociocultural 
influences on motivation and learning (Vol. 4, pp. 249–274). Greenwich, CT: Information Age. 

 
Recommendations for further reading:  

 Lave, J. (1988). Cognition in practice: Mind, mathematics, and culture in everyday life. 
Cambridge, United Kingdom: Cambridge University Press. 

 Lave, J. & Wenger, E. (1991). Situated learning: Legitimate peripheral participation. Cambridge, 
UK: Cambridge University Press. 

 Saxe, G. B. (1988). The mathematics of child street vendors. Child Development, 59, 1415-
1425. 

 Anderson, J.R., Reder, L.M., & Simon, H.A. (1996). Situated learning and education. 
Educational Researcher, 25, 5-11. 

o Greeno, J. (1997). On claims that answer the wrong questions. Educational Researcher, 
26, 5-17. 

o Anderson, J.R., Reder, L.M., & Simon, H.A. (1997). Situated versus cognitive 
perspectives: Form versus substance. Educational Researcher, 26, 18-21. 

  
Reaction Paper 2 due. 
 
November 4                                        Transfer 
 

 Lobato, J. (2006). Alternative perspectives on the transfer of learning: History, issues and 
challenges for future research. The Journal of the Learning Sciences, 15, 431-449. 

 Bransford, J. & Schwartz, D. (1999). Rethinking transfer: A simple proposal with multiple 
implications. Review of research in education, 24, 61-100. 
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 Lobato, J., Rhodemal, B. & Hohensee, C. (2012). “Noticing” as an alternative transfer of 
learning process. The Journal of the Learning Sciences, 21, 433-482.  

 
Recommended for further reading: 

 Lobato, J. & Siebert, D. (2002). Quantitative reasoning in a reconceived view of transfer. 
Journal of Mathematical Behavior, 21, 87-116. 

 Pugh, K.J., & Bergin, D.A. (2006). Motivational influences on transfer. Educational Psychologist, 
41, 147-160. 

 
Outline and References for Final Paper Submitted.  
 
Reaction Paper 3 handed out.  
 
November 11                            Motivation to Learn 

 Maehr, M. L., & Zusho, A. (2009). Achievement goal theory: The past, present, and future. 
In K. R. Wenzel & A. Wigfield (Eds.), Handbook of Motivation at School. (pp. 77-104). New 
York, NY US: Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group.   

 Grant, & Dweck, C. (2003). Clarifying achievement goals and their impact. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 85, 541-553. 

 Daniels, L.M., Haynes, T.L., Stupnisky, R.H., Perry, R.P., Newall, N.E. & Pekrun, R. (2008). 
Individual differences in achievement goals: A longitudinal study of cognitive, emotional, 
and achievement outcomes. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 33, 584-608.  

 Patrick, H., Anderman, L. H., Ryan, A. M., Edelin, K., & Midgley, C. (2002). Teachers' 
communication of goal orientations in four fifth-grade classrooms. Elementary School Journal, 
102, 35-58. 

 
Debate in the Achievement Goal Theory literature 

 Midgley, C., Kaplan, A., & Middleton, M. (2001). Performance-approach goals: Good for 
what, for whom, under what circumstances, and at what cost? Journal of Educational Psychology, 
93, 77-86.  

 Harackiewicz, J. M. Barron, K. E., Pintrich, P. R., Elliot, A. J., & Thrash, T. M. (2002).  
Revision of achievement goal theory: Necessary and illuminating.  Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 94, 638-645.  

 Kaplan, A. & Middleton, M. (2002). Should childhood be a journey or a race? Response to -
Harackiewicz et al. (2002). Journal of Educational Psychology, 94, 646-648. 

 
 Elliott, E.S. & Dweck, C. (1988). Goals: An approach to motivation and achievement.  

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 54, 5-12. 
 
Reaction Paper 3 due. 
 
November 18                             Motivated Engagement 
 

 Hickey, D. T. (2003). Engaged participation versus marginal nonparticipation: A stridently 
sociocultural approach to achievement motivation. Elementary School Journal, 103(4), 401-429. 
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 Jurow, A.S. (2005). Shifting engagements in figured worlds: Middle school mathematics 
students’ participation in an architectural design project. The Journal of the Learning Sciences, 14, 
35-67. 

 Azevedo, F. (2013). The Tailored Practice of Hobbies and Its Implication for the Design of 
Interest-Driven Learning Environments. The Journal of the Learning Sciences, 22, 462-510. 

 
Recommended for further reading 

 Perry, N. E., Turner, J. C., & Meyer, D. K. (2006). Classrooms as contexts for motivating 
learning. In P. A. Alexander & P. H. Winne (Eds.), Handbook of Educational Psychology (2nd 
ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

 
Reaction Paper 4 handed out. 
 
November 25 Thanksgiving Week  
 
 
December 2                                   Collaboration 

 
 VanLehn, K. (2011). The relative effectiveness of human tutoring, intelligent tutoring 

systems, and other tutoring systems. Educational Psychologist, 46, 197-221. 
 Rogat, T.K. & Linnenbrink-Garcia, L. (2011). Socially Shared Regulation in Collaborative 

Groups: An Analysis of the Interplay between Quality of Social Regulation and Group 
Processes. Cognition and Instruction, 29, 375-415.  

 Esmonde, I. (2009). Mathematics Learning in Groups: Analyzing Equity in Two Cooperative 
Activity Structures. The Journal of the Learning Sciences, 18, 247-284. 

 Webb, N.M., Franke, M.L., De, T., Chan., A.G., Freund, D., Shein, P. & Melkonian, D.K. 
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