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Abstract 
University teachers’ motives to engage in constructivist-based blended learning environments (CBLEs) embody 
notable strategic aspects for knowledge construction based on individual teaching experiences, continuing professional 
development and teacher education program related to innovative hybrid pedagogy. This study examines teachers’ 
motivational factors and their engaging constructivist teaching activities (ECTAs) in CBLEs. The study used cross-
sectional research design with multiple data collection techniques. The study generates findings from 121 teachers 
within six universities with some blended learning courses. The findings indicate that teachers employ different 
constructivist ECTAs in CBLEs. The results further show that diverse teachers’ motivational factors relate to their 
ECTAs in CBLEs. The results also disclose that teacher motivational factors are a notable predictor of their ECTAs in 
CBLEs. The results contribute to the understanding of teachers motives to engage in CBLEs and their ECTAs. An 
intrinsic motivational factor among teachers in CBLEs is thus reinforced and suggested as teachers aspire to enhance 
their ECTAs in CBLEs.  
 

1. Introduction 
Teachers teaching skills, strategies and activities have both positive and negative impacts on student learning. With 
the increase in investment, adoption, deployment and implementation of innovative educational technologies in higher 
education, the university teacher motivational factors and their ECTAs in CBLEs has received considerable attention 
in higher education institutions (Chang, 2003; Prince, Snowden & Matthews, 2010; Ruey, 2010). ECTAs encourage 
and reinforce collaboration, guided discovery and interactive inquiry, as opposed to rote learning, passive learning or 
traditional face-to-face learning. The emphasis on ECTAs are highly favored in computer-assisted-instruction which 
support collaborative learning, shared innovative study skills and personalised learning. In CBLEs, teachers who desire 
to engage and find opportunities to reflect on their ECTAs proffer meaningful learning experiences to their student 
than the limited and passive role of the teacher. However, high rate of adoption and integrating digital instructional 
technologies, pedagogies and in-class methods of teaching and learning have been reported to increase teacher 
motivational factors to engage in innovated hybrid pedagogies, teaching activities and meaningful learning (Jacobsen, 
2010; Kirschner, 2015; Han & Yin, 2016). Furthermore, although teacher motivational factors in different educational 
settings had been widely researched (Doyle & Kim, 1999; Carson & Chase, 2009; Kızıltepe, 2008), knowing their 
motives to engage in CBLEs still a crucial factor for successful teacher ECTAs. Henceforth, understanding the 
relationship between teacher motivational factors and their ECTAs in CBLEs is an important consideration to the 
success of teacher education, student learning, teaching and learning in the 21st century. However, very few studies 
investigating CBLEs have been focusing on teacher motivational factors. Most studies concentrate on other aspects 
such as teachers’ achievements goals, motivational strategies, satisfaction, teaching styles and impacts (Doyle & Kim, 
1999; Bernaus & Gardner, 2008; Butler, 2012). Thus, studying the relationship between teachers’ motivational factors 
and ECTAs in CBLEs, especially in a developing country is imperative as it tries to offer the opportunity to acquire 
information relevant to the improvement of teaching and learning in CBLEs. As such, the current study, therefore, 
unveils how teachers’ motivational factors relate to their ECTAs in CBLEs. 

 
2. Theoretical background 
2.1 Motivation and teacher motivational factors   

Motivation refers to the state of being satisfied when engaged in excellent teaching and learning activities (Bilim, 
2014). Ryan & Deci (2000) suggest that motivation is of obvious concern to a teacher who is engaged in facilitating 
discourse, refining, shaping and sustaining authentic student learning. In this study, the concept of teacher motivation 
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is based on self-determination theory (SDT) (Deci & Ryan, 2000) which is used to analyse teacher motivational factors 
to engage in CBLEs. According to STD, the learning environment teacher engages can control teacher behaviour, 
however, teacher decisions can inspire courses of action (Deci, 1998; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Froiland & Oros, 2012). In 
the present study, three motivational constructs including amotivation, intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation 
(Deci and Ryan, 1985; Schunk, 2000; Russo & Stattin, 2017) are used to examine the university teachers’ motivational 
factors and the extent to which they related to teachers’ ECTAs in CBLEs. Intrinsic motivation refers to the 
performance of an activity for no apparent other than the genuine interest in or the enjoyment of the process of 
performing it (Schunk, 2000; Gagne & Deci, 2005).  

Likewise, intrinsic motivation is connected to perceived teaching ability, career values, preference of the 
individual toward a particular outcome (Froiland & Oros, 2012; Bilim, 2014) which are internally constructed interests 
and values around which individual are compelled to act. On the one hand, amotivation is connected to lack of an 
intention to act (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Vlachopoulos & Gigoudi, 2008). As such, in the case of academic amotivation 
that may result from perceiving the classroom tasks as uninteresting, boring, irrelevant, and lacking stimulating 
qualities (Legault et al., 2006). Ryan & Deci (1985) advocate that amotivation is the relative absence of motivation 
that is caused by the individual’s experiencing feelings of incompetence and helplessness when faced with the activity. 
On the other hand, extrinsic motivation refers to behaviours that are carried out in order to obtain outcomes separate 
from the achieved task. As such, monetary incentives, evaluations, reward and punishment systems, and social 
pressures are external to the enjoyment of doing some academic activities. Teacher motivation has been associated 
with kind of pressure or forces behind their engagement in events, action or teaching and learning environments 
(Carson & Chase, 2009; Jacobsen, 2010; Hein et al., 2012). The way teachers decide to do their teaching and remain 
in the teaching perhaps relate to either internal or external factors (Butler, 2012; Ghenghesh, 2013). Teacher 
motivational factors is an essential and necessary element for successful ECTAs. In whichever way, teacher 
motivational factors set the stage for constructivist engaging teaching and learning activities in digital instructional 
learning environments.  

According to Sinclair (2008), the concept of teacher motivation is associated with attraction, retention and 
concentration of individual teachers to teach, how long for so long they remain interested in their teaching profession. 
In the current study, teacher motivation is defined as “reasons emanating from individual teachers’ inner interest and 
values to engage in teaching, sustaining teaching and the extent to which they engage with the teaching profession as 
indicated and influenced by contextual factors (Carson & Chase, 2009; Han & Yin, 2016). Teacher motivational factors 
categories appear to connect well in CBLEs because of the advantages and opportunities provided to teachers who 
engage in authentic teaching activities. It is assumed that in CBLEs, individual teachers’ passion, interest and attraction 
to engage in teaching relates to intrinsic, extrinsic or amotivation factors. That is, the relevance of the teachers’ 
motivation and the way teaching contents are designed and delivered influence their ECTAs for success knowledge 
construction. 
 

2.2 Engaging constructivist teaching activities (ECTAs) 
Engaging constructivist teaching activities (ECTAs) involve challenging teaching and learning activities which 
enhance the degree of attention, participation, curiosity and passion that the teacher designates on shared 
responsibilities, team teaching, microlearning, guided discovery and seminar work. Research shows that engaging 
constructivist teaching is the degree of teacher involvement, commitment and efficacy in fulfilling authentic teaching 
and learning activities (Colvin; Rutter & Jacobson, 1986). The activities include problem-solving, supportive teaching, 
peer coaching, peer assessments, multiple teaching tools, and in-depth questioning (Sun, Harris, Walther & Baiocchi, 
2015; Rutter & Jacobson, 1986; Craig, 1987). Also, ECTAs are keys issues used in addressing teaching and earning 
problems such as low achievement, boredom, alienation and dropout rates (Fredricks, Blumenfeld & Paris, 2004; 
Marks, 2000). The degree of teacher ECTAs depends on behavioural, emotional and cognitive aspects. Moreover, in 
this current study, ECTAs include peer assessments, peer coaching, in-depth questioning, and group discussion. Most 
of these activities involve solving real-world issues students assigned by their teachers. Scholars have associated 
ECTAs with innovative learning environments to which the teacher is committed to engaging students in authentic 
learning (Rutter & Jacobson, 1986; Marks, 2000).  

Peer coaching can be defined as a powerful social and nonevaluative interaction between social groupings with 
benefits flowing in both directions (Robbins, 2015; Thalluri, O'Flaherty, & Shepherd, 2014). The student feels 
confident, comfortable and enjoys working with peer coaches either in one-to-one or their small groups while 
continuing offline and online discussions (Prince et al., 2010). Also, peer coaching allows sharing study skills, refine 
ideas, fostering personalised learning and notably build new skills in solving specific problems (Colvin, 2007; Thalluri 
et al., 2014). Peer coaching has been established as a teacher professional development offered in partnership, 
collaborative, reflective teaching and learning environments (Topping, 1998; Robbins, 2015). In such understanding, 
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some literature has shown that peer coaching or mentoring also has been used as effective teaching activity, supportive 
system, tool and process to expand the integrated use of technology and design challenging student work to enlarge 
meaningful learning (Scott & Miner, 2008; Topping, 1998). Moreover, in this study, peer coaching is used as one of 
the engaging constructivist teaching activities in CBLEs.  On the one hand, peer assessment involves the joint 
construction of knowledge through discourse, timely and reflective feedback which promotes authentic student 
learning (Falchikov & Goldfinch, 2000). By process, peer assessments aim to improve student performance and 
determine success explicitly in a large class where it is difficult for instructors to provide personalised feedback (Sun 
et al., 2015). As such, peer assessments involve students’ grading and reflection on peer grade/feedback based on 
specific assignments. Typically, the process is based on agreed grading criteria (Cornu & Peters, 2015; Nortcliffe, 
2012).  

On the other hand, in-depth questioning is argued to be the single most influential teaching act because of the 
power of questions to impact student thinking and learning (Taba, 1966; Craig. 1987). It is used to review and check 
on learning and challenge student on critical issues. In universities, the purposefully designed teaching and learning 
environments present teachers and students with a range of intellectual, professional and engaging activities aimed to 
foster student academic and social wellbeing. In this case, CBLEs are viewed as formal teaching and learning 
environment that combines the advantages of collaborative web technologies and in-class teaching and learning 
delivery methods (Machumu & Zhu, 2017; Delialioğlu, 2012; Garrison & Vaughan, 2008). In CBLEs, teachers’ 
motivational factors connect successfully with ECTAs which build students and teachers relationship to enhance 
student learning and achieve intended learning outcomes. The combined advantages such as flexibility, digital fluency, 
personalised learning, cost-effectiveness and data record tool (Lloyd-Smith, 2010) enhance teacher motivation, 
teaching performance and hence in-depth student learning. Therefore, the main objective of the research is to examine 
the relationship between the university teachers’ motivational factors and their ECTAs in CBLEs. The following 
research questions guided the study: 

i. What are the Tanzanian university teachers’ motivational factors to engage in constructivist based blended 
learning environments? 

ii. To what extent do Tanzanian university teachers engage in constructivist teaching activities in constructivist 
based blended learning environments? 

iii. How do Tanzanian university teachers’ motivational factors relate to their engaging constructivist teaching 
activities in constructivist based blended learning environments? 

 
3. Research methods and procedures 

The study employs a cross-sectional design generating data from six universities in Tanzania. The study involved 121 
university teachers of which 80 (66.12%) were male and 41(33.88%) females. Teachers active involvement in e-
learning platform were measured teacher constructivist engagement and their degree of ECTAs in blended learning 
courses. The study used self-developed survey instrument having two major parts including teacher motivational 
factors (TMFs with 3 constructs) and engaging constructivist teaching activities inventory (ECTAIs with 3 constructs). 
The first part of the surveys with three subscales was gauging TMFs while the second, measuring ECTAs had four 
subscales. Responses were given on 5-point Linkert-scales anchored by strongly agree (1) to strongly disagree (5). 
Descriptive statistics (Mean scores) were used to quantify the amount of variation and values of the data set. 
Correlational analysis was applied to examine the relationships among variables. Notwithstanding, the designed 
instruments (MTFs & ECTAIs) were new, as such, EFA was conducted to validate the instrument.  The overall 
instruments reliability was .903 which is acceptable. A series of multiple regression analysis was conducted to 
determine interrelationship between variables and predictions of the relevance of the findings.  

Similarly, observation and semi-structured interviews were used to determine university teachers’ motivational 
factors and the degree of their engagement in CBLEs. A total of 9 university teachers volunteered for one-to-one 
interviews. Based on grounded theory principles, gathered data from observation checklist and semi-structured 
interviews were coded and organised into meaningful themes, concepts and sub-themes presenting actual responses 
from respondents and observations. Narratives were used to present interviewed university teachers whereby studied 
universities were assigned specific code and numbers to simplify the presentation of data (cf. U1= university 1, U2= 
university2 and U3 = university 3). Also, numbers where assigned regarding the fact that university (U1) was first 
visited followed by the second university (U2) and the third university (U3). Participant observation was conducted in 
one university during a workshop which invited teachers to participate in ‘MBA blended e-learning training workshop’. 
The workshop was free for all university teachers who were interested in engaging in blended learning at that 
university. However, the workshop was compulsory for all MBA blended e-learning facilitators, because MBA 
blended e-learning is a project funded initiative at U1. One of the authors was also implementing blended learning 
delivery at the university and decided to join the workshop. On the one hand, the observation was based on the 



4 
 

university teachers’ attendance. Two participant observers pragmatically accessed and examined the number of invited 
MBA blended e-learning facilitators as well as other interested university teachers and check who were attended the 
actual workshop or nonattendance. Three university teachers were interviewed in each university based on the blended 
learning courses they teach in CBLEs. 
  

4. Findings  
4.1 Teacher motivational factors and engaging constructivist teaching activities.  

Descriptive statistics (mean scores) are used to determine teacher motivational factors and ECTAs based on the 
designed instruments (i.e. TMFs & ECTAIs). For TMFs, the results showed that intrinsic motivational factor scored 
highest means (M=4.24, SD=.53) compared to extrinsic motivational factor (M=4.19, SD=.63) and amotivation 
(M=4.01, SD=.61) among Tanzanian university teachers engaged in CBLEs. Based on the results, although 
amotivation and extrinsic motivation factors were found among university teachers, the intrinsic motivation was high. 
For the ECTAs, the findings disclosed three engaging constructive teaching activities where peer assessments (M= 
4.19) and in-depth questioning (M=4.12) scored the same highest means compared to peer coaching (M=4.07), 
suggesting that university teachers in three examined universities were mostly engaging in peer assessment and in-
depth questioning. Moreover, the findings revealed that university teachers who employ in-depth questioning and peer 
assessments were also using engaging in peer coaching to facilitate knowledge construction in CBLEs. Table 1 
provides summary results.  
 
Table 1  
The Mean and Standard Deviations for each Construct of the TMFs and their ECTAs Factors in CBLEs  

TMFs constructs Means SD ECTAs constructs Means SD 
Intrinsic  4.24 .53 Peer coaching  4.07 .58 
Extrinsic 4.19 .63 Peer assessments  4.19 .56 
Amotivation 4.01 .62 In-depth questioning 4.12 .71 

 
4.2 The relationship between teachers’ motivational factors and constructivist engaging teaching 

activities   
To find out how TMFs were related to ECTAs in CBLEs, Spearman rank order correlations analyses were conducted. 
The results showed that there was a positive statistically significant correlation to one another (p< .01) in all variables. 
Based on these results, teachers demonstrated high motivational factors in CBLEs based on some factors while they 
were less motivated due to some external factors or de-motivated factors such as helplessness and ability beliefs.  
Moreover, ECTAs variables indicated that both teaching activities were applicable in CBLEs. This was due to the 
positive relationship between teacher motivational factors and constructivist engaging teaching activities in CBLEs. 
Table 2 provides summary results. 
 
Table 2  
Correlations among the TMFs and their ECTAs Constructs in CBLE courses (N=121) 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Intrinsic  -      
2. Extrinsic  .664** -     
3. Amotivation .453** .691** -    
4. Peer coaching .512** .612** .540** -   
5. Peer assessment .453** .495** .445** .606** -  
6. In-depth questioning .445** 532** .592** 477** 534** - 

** p ˂.01  
 
A series of multiple regressions analyses were performed to examine the relationship between a dependent variable 
(representing MTFs constructs as model 1, 2 and 3) and a set of independent variables (representing ECTAs constructs) 
and using the relation to predict the relevance of the topic under investigation. The relationship between MTFs 
constructs from three domains of ECTAs constructs as outcome variables were examined. The findings revealed that 
the variables entered statistically significantly predicted in-depth questioning, peer coaching and peer assessments. 
Intrinsic factor, as the only predictor, explained significantly 41.4% of the total variance (R2 =.414, R2 

(adj) =.399, F 

(3,117) = 27.56, p<.0.01). Moreover, model 2 explains 46.3% of variance in extrinsic factor as only predictor and was 
also significant (R2 = .463, R2

(adj) =.449, F (3,117) = 33.57, p<.0.01). Likewise, amotivation factor as predictor explained 
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46.7% of variance and this increase was also significant (R2 =.467, R2 
(adj) =.453, F (3, 117) = 34.13, p<.0.01).  Our findings 

support the predictions that motivational factors are related to engaging constructivist teaching activities in CBLEs. In 
Table 3, we provide a summary of regression analyses results of significant predictors of engaging constructivist 
teaching activities in CBLEs courses. 
 
Table 3 

 Predictors of Teachers’ Engaging Constructivist Teaching Activities in CBLEs 

Predictor In-depth questioning Peer coaching Peer assessments 
β p β p β p 

Intrinsic (IN) .267 .014 .032 .755 .540 .000 
Extrinsic (EX) .170 .221 .558 .000 .062 .639 
Amotivation (AM) .297 .007 .124 .233 .149 .150 
F (3, 117) 27.56 .000 33.57 .000 34.14 .000 
R2 .414 .463 .467 
R2 (adjusted) .339 .449 .453 

 
Observations and interview results 
Observations and interviews were conducted to unveil university teacher’s motivational factors and how related to 
their ECTAs in CBLEs. Universities were observed based on both teachers actual classroom teaching and the learning 
platform (i.e., Moodle). At the beginning, we observed how teachers interact with students through evaluation of 
learning design features and number of engaging constructivist activities performed by teachers. And at the first 
university (U1), it was observed that teachers were engaged in diverse teaching activities including the use of the 
following grades tools: Google sites, Google docs, PowerPoint, eBook and Youtube. Also, it was observed that the 
same google tools were used for teaching and learning at university two (U2). 

The interview results based on ‘MBA blended e-learning training workshop’, showed that although the workshop 
was free and facilitated with blended learning and e-learning experts from Belgium, half of the invited members did 
not turn up. This indicating that university teachers who did not turn up during the workshop either were externally 
motivated or de-motivated. Moreover, observed results based on seniority indicated that only one senior university 
lecturer attended the training while the rest being lecturers and assistant lecturers, suggesting that most senior university 
teachers were either motivated by external factors or de-motivated to engage in CBLEs. In this case, the interview was 
scheduled with the only one senior university teacher who attended the workshop.  

In the case of increasing trustworthiness of the data, another senior university teacher at the same university was 
requested and agreed to participate in the interview. During the interview, mixed results were revealed. It was found 
that some university teachers were internally motivated to engage in CBLEs due to their passion for technology use in 
their teaching and learning. For example, during the interview, an assistant teacher at U1, who was a course coordinator 
had the following to say, ‘I prefer using technology in my teaching because of its opportunity to integrate innovative 
pedagogies which enhance student knowledge construction’. This shows commitment to the use of instructional 
technologies due to internal motive. Moreover, other senior university teachers from U2, who appeared to be motivated 
by external factors, when asked why she did not attend a free workshop on innovative pedagogies in blended learning. 
She lamented that ‘organisers’ don't pay us anymore, why should I go there while technology integration in teaching 
and learning is just an option in this university”. Moreover, a self-motivated senior lecturer at U2, who attended the 
workshop was influenced with both external and internal factors as she said ‘I like assisting my students at U2 as well 
as helping my children at home who like playing computer games as they learn… so by attending this workshop, I get 
to know useful learning tactics’. As such, these arguments are indicators of how external factors like payment and 
rewards influence university teachers’ engagement in CBLEs. Surprisingly, some senior university teachers at U3 
turned to be ill-informed about the use of engaging constructivist teaching activities and innovative digital instructional 
technologies in CBLEs.  

Furthermore, during the interview, it seems she rely on traditional teaching and learning while pretence using 
CBLEs as well as engaging constructivist teaching activities. Moreover, it indicated that some university teachers lack 
appropriate knowledge about CBLEs and engaging constructivist teaching activities that yield meaningful student 
learning. One of the senior university teachers at U3, when asked what motivated him to engage in CBLEs, she, had 
the following reply ‘I like engaging in CBLEs because it is easy to upload course syllabus and teaching notes”. This 
claim suggests that some university teachers thought that CBLEs is all about uploading and downloading learning 
resources on the learning platform. Regarding engaging constructivist teaching activities, an assistant lecturer turned 
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to be knowledgeable at U3 compared to other interviewed senior university teachers. During the interview, she had 
managed to mention peer-mentoring among students and questions and answers during intensive supervised face-to-
face student group works.  
 

5. Discussion 
Research on teacher motivation to engage in CBLEs offer incredible contributions to the understanding of the influence 
of their engagement in CBLEs. At the time of this study, few types of research were found addressing teacher 
motivational factors with the implementation of computer-enhanced-learning environments (Priego & Peralta, 2013). 
Though, the findings of this research show variabilities regarding teacher motivational factors, as such intrinsic 
motivation was leading other factors like extrinsic and amotivation factors. The findings also indicate that in CBLEs 
teachers who are intrinsically motivated were to some extent extrinsically or de-motivated. The results are of 
significance to the understanding of teachers’ motivational factors in CBLEs.  

Likewise, the findings inform other researchers, educators and curriculum developers regarding what factors 
should be favoured, emphasised and abolished as teachers embark on CBLEs. Similarly, the findings indicate that peer 
coaching, peer assessments and in-depth questioning were almost used simultaneously in CBLEs. In other words, 
teachers who employed peer coaching were also employing peer assessments and in-depth questioning. Teacher 
ECTAs is a critical concern in developing personalised student learning which in turn maximises student learning time 
and teacher intrinsic motivation and competence (Hein et al., 2012; Han & Yin, 2016). The findings help to inform 
other researchers in the execution of CBLEs in higher education institutions, as it enhances their existing knowledge 
regarding constructivist engaging teaching activities in CBLEs.  

On the one hand, the findings indicate a significant positive relationship between teachers’ motivational factors 
and ECTAs teaching strategies, suggesting that teacher motivational factors influence constructivist engaging teaching 
activities in CBLEs. University teachers are motivated to engage in CBLEs with either their firsthand knowledge which 
most likely to be an internal factor or external societal forces such as professional development to remain in work or 
working requirements and increments. On the other hand, teachers who employ diverse constructivist engaging 
teaching activities are influenced by an internal locus of control which plays a crucial role in diminishing the 
dominance of external and de-motivational factors. The work of Butler (2012) supports our findings that the moment's 
teachers decide to do their teaching and remain in the profession is related to their internal motivational factor. The 
study contributes to the understanding that teacher motives to engage in CBLEs influences their adoption of 
constructivist engaging teaching activities in which technology-enhanced and student-centered instruction are 
conjoined to successful teaching.  

 
6. Conclusions 

The current study found a significant positive relationship between teacher motivational factors and their constructivist 
engaging teaching activities in CBLEs. As such, the findings add to the body of research related to motivational factors, 
constructivist engaging teaching activities and CBLEs. It also offers current information about additional ingredients 
to the development and implementation of CBLEs. The results proffer the following conclusions. First, the studied 
Tanzanian university teachers are either intrinsically, extrinsically motivated or amotivated to engage in CBLEs. In 
other words, the university teachers are more engaging in CBLEs due to different motivational factors, and that, 
internal factor accelerate the desire to achieve prescribed teaching and learning outcomes. Second, in CBLEs, teachers 
employ different constructivist engaging teaching activities which assist student knowledge construction. Moreover, 
motivated university teachers are prone to engage in peer coaching, peer assessments and in-depth questioning for 
meaningful teaching and learning in CBLEs. Furthermore, this study is subject to the following limitations. First, 
although the study unveils important findings, only three universities and nine university teachers were interviewed as 
such generalisation of the findings should be taken with caution and somewhat to the likely the same educational 
settings. Moreover, future research should focus on international and national research with more participants to unveil 
holistic understandings of the topic under study based on comparative studies. Second, the study examined a limited 
number of engaging constructivist teaching activities. Thus, other studies should include more than three engaging 
constructivist teaching activities. Third, the study is limited to a specific analysis such as descriptive and correlational 
analyses; future research should be addressed to quantitative analyses and longitudinal study. Moreover, in order to 
reveal interrelationship between factors further analysis such as confirmatory analysis is therefore needed in future 
research perspectives. The study recommends two major aspects related to CBLEs. First, there should be obligatory 
teacher professional development regarding the use of constructivist learning, blended learning, and constructivist-
based learning environments. Lastly, contemporary educational curriculum design, review, revision and 
implementation require the use of internally motivated teachers, constructivist teaching practices, and activities to 
increase student learning time and positive teaching and learning outcomes. 
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