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A 2 X 2 Achievement Goal Framework

Andrew J. Elliot and Holly A. McGregor

University of Rochester

A 2 X 2 achievement goal framework comprising mastery-approach, mastery-avoidance, performance-
approach, and performance-avoidance goals was proposed and tested in 3 studies. Factor analytic resuits
supported the independence of the 4 achievement goal constructs. The goals were examined with respect
to several important antecedents (e.g., motive dispositions, implicit theories, socialization histories) and
consequences (e.g., anticipatory test anxiety, exam performance, health center visits), with particular
aitention allocated to the new mastery-avoidance goal construct. The results revealed distinct empirical
profiles for each of the achievement goals; the pattern for mastery-avoidance goals was, as anticipated,
more negative than that for mastery-approach goals and more positive than that for performance-
avoidance goals. Implications of the present work for future theoretical development in the achievement

goal literature are discussed.

Over the past 2 decades, a majority of the theoretical and
empirical work conducted in the achievement motivation literature
has used an achievement goal perspective. Achievement goals are
viewed as the purpose (Maehr, 1989) or cognitive—dynamic focus
(Elliot, 1997) of competence-relevant behavior, and throughout
most of the achievement goal tradition, the primary emphasis has
been on two goal types: mastery goals and performance goals
(Dweck, 1986; Nicholls, 1984). Mastery goals are focused on the
development of competence through task mastery, whereas per-
formance goals are focused on the demonstration of competence
relative to others. Each goal is presumed to provide a distinct
perceptual—cognitive framework in achievement settings, and the
two goals have been shown to lead to a differential pattern of
processes and outcomes (see Ames, 1992; Dweck, 1999; Urdan,
1997).

Recently, Elliot and his colleagues (Elliot & Church, 1997;
Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996) proposed that the original mastery-
performance goal dichotomy be revised to include the distinction
between approach and avoidance motivation. Specifically, they
offered a trichotomous achievement goal framework in which the
mastery goal construct remained the same but the performance
goal construct was bifurcated to form performance-approach and
performance-avoidance goals. Empirical research on this trichot-
omous framework has yielded strong support; factor analytic work
has validated the independence of the three goal constructs (Elliot
& Church, 1997; Middleton & Midgley, 1997; Skaalvik, 1997;
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Vandewalle, 1997) and the goals have been linked to differential
patterns of antecedents and consequences (see Elliot, 1999).

In the present research, we delineate a new achievement goal
framework that represents a further revision of the mastery-per-
formance dichotomy and an extension of the trichotomous frame-
work. In the trichotomous framework, the approach-avoidance
distinction is applied only to performance goals; mastery goals are
left intact. The new framework that we propose fully incorporates
the approach-avoidance distinction by additionally bifurcating
mastery goals to create mastery-approach and mastery-avoidance
goals (for related proposals, see Elliot, 1999; Pintrich, 2000a,
2000b). The present research is designed to investigate the con-
ceptual and empirical utility of this new achievement goal frame-
work, with a particular emphasis on mastery-avoidance goals.

Two Fundamental Dimensions of Achievement Goals

Competence is at the conceptual core of the achievement goal
construct. Competence and, therefore, achievement goals, may be
differentiated on two fundamental dimensions—according to how
1t is defined and according to how it is valenced.

Competence is defined in terms of the referent or standard that
is used in performance evaluation. Three different standards may
be identified: absolute (the requirements of the task itself), intra-
personal (one’s own past attainment or maximum potential attain-
ment), and normative (the performance of others). That is, com-
petence may be evaluated, and therefore defined, according to
whether one has acquired understanding or mastered a task (an
absolute standard), improved one’s performance or fully devel-
oped one’s knowledge or skills (an intrapersonal standard), or
performed better than others (a normative standard). Absolute and
intrapersonal competence share many conceptual and empirical
similarities and often seem indistinguishable (e.g., learning new
information represents both the mastering of a task and the devel-
opment of one’s knowledge). As such, in the present research we
consider these standards jointly rather than individually. Infants
and toddlers make exclusive use of basic absolute standards to
evaluate their actions, but by age 7, all individuals possess the
capacity to use absolute, intrapersonal, and normative standards to
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define competence (Butler, 1998; Elliot, McGregor, & Thrash, in
press; Ruble & Frey, 1991). The distinction between absolute/
intrapersonal and normative standards was implicitly acknowl-
edged in the classic conceptualization of achievement motivation,
in that need for achievement was construed as a multidimensional
construct that included doing well relative to task requirements and
relative to others (McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, & Lowell, 1953;
Murray, 1938). This distinction was made explicit in the achieve-
ment goal tradition in the proffering of a mastery—performance
dichotomy and in essence became a signature feature of this
approach.

The other fundamental dimension of competence is valence.
Competence is valenced in that it is either construed in terms of a
positive, desirable possibility (i.e., success) or a negative, unde-
sirable possibility (i.e., faiture). Accumulating evidence indicates
that persons process most, if not all, encountered stimuli in terms
of valence and do so immediately and without intention or aware-
ness (Bargh, 1997; Zajonc, 1998). Furthermore, this automatic,
valence-based processing is presumed to instantaneously evoke
approach and avoidance behavioral predispositions (Cacioppo,
Priester, & Berntson, 1993; Forster, Higgins, & Idson, 1998).
These approach and avoidance tendencies are present in infancy,
appear to be grounded in the neuroanatomical structure of the
brain, and likely represent part of the evolutionary heritage that
humans share with organisms across the phylogenetic spectrum
(Elliot & Covington, in press). In short, valence-based processing,
and its accompanying approach and avoidance motivational ori-
entations, is ubiquitous across situations, including those that are
competence-relevant. The distinction between approach and avoid-
ance forms of competence motivation was a central aspect of the
classic conceptualization of achievement motivation (Atkinson,
1957; Murray, 1938). This distinction may be found in implicit
form in an early articulation of the achievement goal approach
(Dweck & Elliott, 1983), but was not explicitly acknowledged
until the inception of the trichotomous framework.

Both dimensions—definition and valence—are integral to the
competence construct and, therefore, must be viewed as necessary
components of any and all competence-based forms of regulation,
including achievement goals. That is, it is impossible to formulate
an achievement goal that does not include, implicitly or explicitly,
information regarding how competence is defined and valenced.
Accordingly, it seems reasonable to propose a 2 X 2 conceptual-
ization of achievement goals that includes each combination of the
definition and valence dimensions. Figure 1 presents a pictorial
representation of this 2 X 2 achievement goal framework.

The trichotomous achievement goal framework comprises three
of the four “cells” of this 2 X 2 framework—mastery-approach
goals (in which competence is defined in absolute/intrapersonal
terms and is positively valenced), performance-approach goals (in
which competence is defined in normative terms and is positively
valenced), and performance-avoidance goals (in which compe-
tence is defined in normative terms and is negatively valenced).
Although mastery goals to date have been conceptualized as a
unitary construct, here we label them mastery-approach goals,
because in both the dichotomous and trichotomous frameworks,
these goals have been implicitly construed as positively valenced.
Thus, the remaining cell of the 2 X 2 framework is that represent-
ing mastery-avoidance goals (in which competence is defined in
absolute/intrapersonal terms and is negatively valenced). Our con-

Definition
Absolute/ N .
. ormative
intrapersonal (performance)
(mastery)
P ositive Mastery- Performance-
(approaching approach goal approach goal
success) PP g PP 8
Valence
Neggt{vc Mastery- Performance-
(avoiding . .
- avoidance goal avoidance goal
failure)
Figure 1. The 2 X 2 achievement goal framework. Definition and va-

lence represent the two dimensions of competence. Absolute/intrapersonal
and normative represent the two ways that competence can be defined;
positive and negative represent the two ways that competence can be
valenced.

tention is that mastery-avoidance goals are operative in many
achievement settings and that it is important to begin attending to
this construct in theoretical and empirical work on achievement
motivation. ‘

Mastery-Avoidance Goals

It is likely that mastery-avoidance goals have been overlooked
in the achievement goal literature because most assume that mas-
tery goals represent an approach form of regulation. In fact, some
theorists equate mastery goals with intrinsic motivation, and vir-
tually all portray mastery goals as the ideal form of competence-
based regulation. Given the prevailing portrait of the mastery goal
construct, the concept of a mastery-avoidance goal may seem
counterintuitive. As such, in the following we consider this new
type of achievement goal in greater detail.

In the mastery-avoidance goal construct, competence is defined
in terms of the absolute requirements of the task or one’s own
pattern of attainment, and incompetence is the focal point of
regulatory attention. Several examples may be provided: striving
to avoid misunderstanding or failing to learn course material,
striving not to make an error in a business transaction, striving not
to miss a free throw in a basketball game, striving to avoid leaving
a crossword puzzle incomplete, striving not to forget what one has
learned, and striving not to lose one’s physical or intellectual
capabilities. Prototypic exemplars include perfectionists who strive
to avoid making any mistakes or doing anything wrong or incor-
rectly (Flett, Hewitt, Blankstein, & Gray, 1998; see also Pintrich,
2000b), and individuals in the latter part of their careers (athletes,
businesspersons) or lives (elderly persons) who begin to focus on
not performing worse than before, not stagnating, or not losing
their skills, abilities, or memory. Again, each of these forms of
regulation represents a mastery-avoidance goal, in that the evalu-
ative referent is specific to the task itself or the person’s own
attainment trajectory, and the focus is on avoiding a negative
possibility.

Conceptually, mastery-avoidance goals differ from mastery-
approach goals in terms of the valence of competence, from
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performance-avoidance goals in terms of the definition of compe-
tence, and from performance-approach goals in terms of both the
definition and valence of competence. Empirical predictions re-
garding the antecedents and consequences of mastery-avoidance
goals are difficult to generate for two reasons. First, the mastery
component of the goal is likely to emerge from optimal anteced-
ents and to facilitate positive consequences (like mastery-approach
goals), but the avoidance component is likely to emerge from
nonoptimal antecedents and to have negative consequences (like
performance-avoidance goals). Second, it is impossible to know
the relative strength of the two components when combined or the
precise way in which each component functions in conjunction
with the other. All things considered, we hypothesize that the
nomological network for mastery-avoidance goals will be more
negative than that for mastery-approach goals and more positive
than that for performance-avoidance goals. In light of the afore-
mentioned complexities regarding mastery-avoidance goals, we
felt it best to refrain from making additional, precise predictions
regarding the antecedents and consequences of these goals. In-
stead, we opted to test our general hypotheses in the present
studies, with the aim of developing a specific empirical profile for
mastery-avoidance goals on the basis of the data obtained.

Overview of the Present Research

The present research comprises three studies designed to inves-
tigate the 2 X 2 achievement goal framework in general and the
mastery-avoidance goal construct in particular., All three studies
were conducted in the undergraduate classroom, as such settings
are well-suited for examining both antecedents and consequences
of achievement goal adoption. The studies were guided by several
objectives. First, we sought to determine if mastery-avoidance
goals, like the goals in the trichotomous framework, could be
operationalized in a face-valid, reliable manner. Second, we sought
to investigate whether the four goals in the 2 X 2 framework
represent empirically distinct constructs and whether the 2 X 2
framework represents a better fit to the data than the trichotomous
framework and other alternatives. Third, we sought to examine the
means and intercorrelations among the achievement goals, partic-
ularly to determine how mastery-avoidance goals relate to the
other three goal constructs. Fourth, we sought to establish several
antecedents of each goal in the 2 X 2 framework. Fifth, we sought
to test the four achievement goals as simultaneous predictors of
several process and outcome variables. These antecedent and con-
sequence (i.e., process and outcome) variables were carefully
selected to cover central variables in the achievement motivation
literature that have been linked to achievement goals in prior
research (e.g., need for achievement and fear of failure in Study 2)
and theoretically interesting and important variables that have
received little or no attention in achievement goal research to date
(e.g., parental socialization and health center visits in Study 3).
The specific aims of and predictions for the studies will be offered
immediately prior to the presentation of each study.

Study 1

Study | used a newly devised achievement goal questionnaire to
assess each of the four goals in the 2 X 2 framework. One aim of
the study was to determine if indeed a brief, internally consistent

measure of mastery-avoidance goals could be devised for use in
the classroom context. Of particular interest was whether the four
goals in the 2 X 2 framework could be validated as statistically
independent using factor analytic techniques. We predicted that
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) of the new achievement goal
items would yield four distinct factors corresponding to the four
goals of the 2 X 2 formulation and that these results would be
obtained whether the factors were rotated orthogonally or ob-
liquely. We also sought to examine the means for and intercorre-
lations among the achievement goal variables, with specific inter-
est in mastery-avoidance goals in relation to the other three
achievement goals. We offered no a priori predictions regarding
the relative level of means but did anticipate that mastery-
avoidance goals would be positively related to both mastery-
approach and performance-avoidance goals (given that, conceptu-
ally, these goals share the definition and valence dimensions,
respectively) and would be unrelated to performance-approach
goals (given the absence of overlap on either dimension).

Method

Participants, Achievement Context, and Procedure

A total of 180 (49 male and 131 female) undergraduates in an
introductory-level psychology class participated in the study for extra
credit. The class was conducted in lecture format, and evaluation was based
on an absolute grading structure (e.g., at or above 90% of the total possible
points is an A). Four weeks into the course, participants received the
achievement goal questionnaire in an envelope and were asked to complete
it and return it in the envelope within the next week. In each study of the
present research, participants were assured that their responses would
remain confidential and would not influence their course grade.

The Achievement Goal Questionnaire

A series of pilot studies was conducted prior to the research reported
herein. The aim of the pilot work was to select or devise items to form
brief, but reliable and valid indexes of each of the four achievement goals
in the 2 X 2 framework. Items were systematically selected from our
existing measures (Elliot, 1999; Elliot & Church, 1997) for mastery-
approach, performance-approach, and performance-avoidance goals; new
items were devised for mastery-avoidance goals. At the completion of the
pilot work, three items were chosen to represent each achievement goal for
Study 1, and these items are presented in Table 1. Participants indicated the
extent to which they thought each item was true of them on a 1 (not at all
true of me) to 7 (very true of me) scale.

Results and Discussion

EFAs and Reliabilities

An EFA was conducted on the 12 achievement goal items using
principal-components extraction with varimax rotation. The anal-
ysis yielded four factors with an eigenvalue exceeding unity, and
the factor solution accounted for 81.5% of the total variance.
Table 1 displays the loadings for each factor. Factor 1 accounted
for 36.4% of the variance and comprised the 3 performance-
approach items (eigenvalue = 4.37). The second factor accounted
for 21.3% of the variance and consisted of the 3 mastery-avoidance
items (eigenvalue = 2.56). Factor 3 accounted for 14.9% of the
variance and consisted of the 3 mastery-approach items (eigen-
value = 1.79). The fourth factor accounted for 8.8% of the
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Table 1
Study 1: Factor Loadings for Achievement Goals

ELLIOT AND McGREGOR

Achievement goal item

Factor

Performance
avoidance

Mastery
approach

Performance
approach

Mastery
avoidance

. It is important for me to do better than other students.
. It is important for me to do well compared to others in this class.

. I worry that I may not learn all that I possibly could in this class.

[V R SR VeI S

I'd like.

. I want to learn as much as possible from this class.

O 00~ N

. 1 desire to completely master the material presented in this class.
10. I just want to avoid doing poorly in this class.

11. My goal in this class is to avoid performing poorly.

12.

. My goal in this class is to get a better grade than most of the other students.

. I am often concerned that I may not learn all that there is to learn in this class.

. It is important for me to understand the content of this course as thoroughly as possible.

My fear of performing poorly in this class is often what motivates me.

.93 (.97)
.89 (.90)
89 (.91)
.90 (.93)

. Sometimes I'm afraid that I may not understand the content of this class as thoroughly as

.86 (.88)
.84 (.85)
.91 (.93)
.90 (.93)
.80 (.78)
87 (.90)
.85 (.88)
74 (.70)

Note. N = 180. All factor loadings > .35 are presented in the table. Factor loadings were obtained using principal components extraction with orthogonal

and oblique (in parentheses) rotation.

variance and comprised the 3 performance-avoidance items (ei-
genvalue = 1.06). All items loaded above .70 on their primary
factor; none of the secondary loadings exceeded .35. When the
analysis was repeated using oblique rotation, the results were the
same (see Table 1). Participants’ responses on the items for each
factor were averaged to form the four goal indexes, and each index
evidenced good reliability (see Table 2). Thus, clearly the four
measures represent empirically separable and internally consistent
achievement goal constructs.

Means for and Intercorrelations Among the Achievement
Goal Measures

The descriptive statistics and intercorrelations among the
achievement goal measures are presented in Table 2. The mean for
mastery-avoidance goals was close to the scale midpoint but was
also lower than the means for each of the other achievement goals.
Thus, mastery-avoidance regulation was clearly operative in this
setting but appears to have been less prevalent than the other three
forms of goal regulation. The correlations among the measures
indicate; as expected, that mastery-avoidance goals were positively
associated with both mastery-approach (r = .35, p < .001) and
performance-avoidance (r = .36, p < .001) goals; surprisingly,

Table 2

mastery—avoidance goals were also positively associated with per-
formance—approach goals (r = .27, p < .01).

Study 2

In Study 2, our aim was to replicate the Study I findings and to
additionally investigate important antecedents and consequences
of adopting the goals in the 2 X 2 framework. As in Study 1, we
sought to validate the independence of the four achievement goals,
only in this study we used confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
procedures; CFA was also used to examine the fit of alternative
models and to compare the fit of the hypothesized model to these
alternatives. Also as in Study 1, we were interested in examining
the means and intercorrelations among the achievement goal vari-
ables. In the following, we provide an overview of our antecedent
and consequence predictions. To reiterate, we refrained from gen-
erating specific a priori predictions for mastery-avoidance goals,
given their hybrid conceptual nature and the absence of an extant
empirical base.

We focused on two important categories of antecedent variables
in this study: motivational dispositions (need for achievement, fear
of failure, and self-determination) and class perceptions (perceived
class engagement). In prior work (Elliot & Church, 1997), we

Study 1: Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities, and Intercorrelations Among Variables

Variable
Observed Possible

Variable M SD range range Cronbach’s a 1 2 3 4 5
1. Mastery-approach goals 5.52 1.18 1-7 1-7 .87 —
2. Mastery-avoidance goals 3.89 1.53 1-7 1-7 .89 35%x —
3. Performance-approach goals 4.82 1.68 1-7 1-7 92 21%* 27H* —
4. Performance-avoidance goals 4.49 1.67 1-7 1-7 .83 —.05 36** AQ** —
5. Gender 21** .05 .08 .00 —

** p < 0l
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demonstrated the importance of need for achievement and fear of
failure as predictors of achievement goals by linking mastery-
approach goals to need for achievement, performance-avoidance
goals to fear of failure, and performance-approach goals to both of
these motive dispositions. We expected to replicate these findings
in the present study, using our newly devised achievement goal
measures and a measure of need for achievement that differentiates
absolute/intrapersonal competence (workmastery) from normative
competence (competitiveness; see Spence & Helmreich, 1983).
We predicted that mastery-approach goals would emerge from
workmastery and performance-approach goals would emerge from
competitiveness, given the correspondence in how competence is
defined within these pairings (see also Vandewalle, 1997). Self-
determination represents an inherently appetitive desire for auton-
omy and choice (Deci & Ryan, 1991) and has yet to be linked to
achievement goal adoption. Self-determination is likely to be
a positive predictor of mastery-approach goals, as these goals
are commonly viewed as an intrinsic, autonomous type of
competence-based regulation. Given its purely appetitive nature,
self-determination is likely to be a negative predictor of perfor-
mance-avoidance goals and unrelated to performance-approach
goals (which represent a hierarchical combination of appetitive
and aversive motivation; Elliot, 1997).

Perceptions of the achievement context complement motiva-
tional dispositions as important predictors of achievement goals
(Maehr & Midgley, 1991). One such variable that has received
significant attention in classroom settings is the extent to which the
class is perceived as engaging or interesting (see Ames, 1992;
Church, Elliot, & Gable, in press). A class that is perceived as
engaging is likely to facilitate absorption and draw the student into
the learning process. As such, perceived class engagement should
positively predict mastery-approach goals; it is expected to be
unrelated to performance-approach and performance-avoidance
goal adoption.

To investigate the predictive utility of the four achievement
goals, we focused on three important categories of achievement-
relevant processes; study strategies, anticipatory test anxiety (TA),
and subsequent goal regulation. In prior work (Elliot, McGregor,
& Gable, 1999), we demonstrated that achievement goals are
systematically linked to study strategies: Mastery-approach goals
are positive predictors of deep processing, performance-approach
goals are positive predictors of surface processing, and perfor-
mance-avoidance goals are negative predictors of deep processing
and positive predictors of surface processing and disorganized
studying. We expected to replicate these findings in the present
research, using our new goal measures and additionally controlling
for mastery-avoidance goals.

We examined anticipatory TA using three variables: state TA,
worry, and emotionality. Our predictions were based in the liter-
ature on the independence of positive and negative affective and
motivational processes (see Gable, Reis, & Elliot, 2000). State TA,
worry, and emotionality are negative affects, and we predicted that
the negatively valenced goal (performance-avoidance) would be
positively related to each negative affect, whereas the purely
appetitive, positively valenced goal (mastery-approach) would be
unrelated. Given their combination of appetitive and aversive
motivation, performance-approach goals were expected to be un-
related to the TA variables or, perhaps, weakly positively related.

Goal stability and transfer are overlooked issues in the achieve-
ment goal literature and research on self-regulation more generally
(Cropanzano, Citera, & Howes, 1995). Theorists have acknowl-
edged the importance of examining stability and change in
achievement goal regulation (Dweck, 1986, 1999; Elliot, 1997),
but little research has been conducted in this area. Given their
grounding in stable motivational dispositions, we anticipated that
each achievement goal would evidence stability across achieve-
ment tasks (i.e., course exams). We generated no a priori hypoth-
eses regarding the change from one type of achievement goal to
another over time.

In this study and the next, all antecedent and consequence
predictions were tested while controlling for participants’ Scho-
lastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores. This statistical control is im-
portant, because it reduces the likelihood that any observed results
are simply due to participants’ general level of ability.

Method

Participants, Achievement Context, and Procedure

A total of 148 (62 male and 86 female) undergraduates in an
introductory-level psychology class participated in the study for extra
credit. The class was conducted in lecture format, and evaluation was based
on a normative grading structure. In group sessions at the beginning of the
semester, participants completed measures of need for achievement, fear of
failure, self-determination, and perceived class engagement, and reported
their SAT scores. Two weeks before their first exam, participants attended
a group session to complete the achievement goal questionnaire. One week
before the exam, participants were provided with the study strategy and TA
measures and were instructed to complete them when they had finished
their exam preparations. Participants returned the completed measures on
the day of the exam. Approximately 10 days prior to both their second and
third (of three) exams in the course and approximately 1 month and 2
months, respectively, after the first goal assessment, participants attended
group sessions to again complete the achievement goal questionnaire.

Measures (See Table 3 for Reliability Information)

Motive dispositions. Multidimensional need for achievement was as-
sessed with Spence and Helmreich’s (1983) Work and Family Orientation
(WOFO) Scale. The WOFO yields an overall score and two subscales,
Workmastery (14 items, e.g., “There is satisfaction in a job well done”) and
Competitiveness (5 items, e.g., “I feel that winning is important in work
and games”), each of which has good reliability and validity (see Spence
& Helmreich, 1983). Participants responded to each item on a 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) scale. The subscale items were summed to
form workmastery and competitiveness indexes, which were summed to
create the overall need for achievement index. Fear of failure was assessed
with the short form (6 items) of the Motive to Avoid Failure scale (Hagtvet
& Benson, 1997; e.g., “I am afraid of failing in situations where the
outcome is uncertain”). The reliability and validity of this measure has
been demonstrated by Hagtvet and Benson (1997). Participants responded
to each item on a 1 (not at all true of me) to 4 (very true of me) scale, and
their responses were summed to form the fear of failure index.

Self-determination. Sheldon and Deci’s (1996) 10-item Self-Determination
Scale was used to assess trait self-determination. For each item, partici-
pants indicate which of two statements feels most true for them (e.g., “A.
I sometimes feel that it’s not really me choosing the things I do” or “B. I
always feel like I choose the things I do™) using a 1 (only A feels true) to 9
(only B feels true) scale. The measure has been shown to have good
reliability and validity (Sheldon, Ryan, & Reis, 1996). Participants’ re-
sponses were summed to form the self-determination index.
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Table 3
Study 2: Descriptive Statistics and Reliabilities

ELLIOT AND McGREGOR

Variable M SD Observed range Possible range Cronbach’s alpha

Overall need for achievement 69.11 8.66 47-87 19-95 .80
Workmastery 51.84 6.31 33-65 14-70 78
Competitiveness 17.27 4.49 6-25 5-25 .81
Fear of failure 13.89 3.81 6-24 6-24 .85
Self-determination 62.81 12.87 28-89 9-90 .80
Perceived class engagement 23.85 4.09 11-28 7-28 90
Mastery-approach goals 5.64 1.10 2-7 1-7 .89
Mastery-avoidance goals 3.99 1.41 -7 1-7 .88
Performance-approach goals 4.55 1.65 1-7 1-7 .94
Performance-avoidance goals 4.48 1.57 1-7 1-7 83
Deep processing 20.83 5.43 6-26 5-35 76
Surface processing 2343 5.42 7-28 5-35 72
Disorganization 17.53 7.37 5-30 5-35 .89
State TA 83.94 22.74 40-140 20-140 .95
Worry 14.32 4.80 5-25 5-25 .87
Emotionality 11.66 5.14 5-25 5-25 .90
Subsequent mastery-approach goals 525 1.07 1.83-7 1-7 90
Subsequent mastery-avoidance goals 4.10 1.31 1-7 1-7 90
Subsequent performance-approach goals 4.45 1.71 1-7 1-7 97
Subsequent performance-avoidance goals 4.69 1.41 1.17-7 1-7 .85
SAT scores 1270.99 137.63 890-1600 0-1600

Note. TA = test anxiety; SAT = Scholastic Aptitude Test,

Perceived class engagement. Elliot and Church’s (1997) four-item
measure was used to assess participants’ perceived class engagement (e.g.,
“1 think this class will be very interesting”). The reliability of this measure
has been documented by Elliot and Church (1997). Participants responded
to each item on a 1 (not at all true of me) 1o 7 (very true of me) scale, and
their responses were summed to form the perceived class engagement
scale.

SAT scores. Participants’ verbal and math scores were summed to form
an SAT score index.
Achievement goals. The achievement goal questionnaire from Study 1

was used to assess participants’ achievement goals for their first exam.

Study strategies. Elliot et al.’s (1999) study strategy questionnaire was
used to assess participants’ reports of deep processing (e.g., “I treat the
course material as a starting point and try to develop my own ideas about
it™), surface processing (e.g., “When I study for the exam, I try to memorize
as many facts as I can™), and disorganization (e.g., *“I find it difficult to
organize my study time effectively”) during exam preparation. Each strat-
egy is assessed with five items; the three measures have been shown to
have good reliability and validity (Elliot et al., 1999). Participants indicated
their response to each item on a 1 (nor at all true of me) to 7 (very true of
me) scale, and the items within each measure were summed to form the
three study strategy indexes.

Anticipatory TA. Three measures of anticipatory TA were used. The
state form of Spielberger, Gorsuch, and Lushene’s (1970) 20-item revised
State-Trait Anxiety Inventory was used to assess state TA (e.g., I feel
anxious™). Much research supports the reliability and validity of this
measure (Spielberger et al., 1970). Participants’ responses on the 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) scales were summed to form the
state TA index. Worry and emotionality were assessed with Morris, Davis,
and Hutchings’ (1981) 10-item Revised Worry—Emotionality Scale. Re-
search attests to the reliability and validity of the S-item worry (e.g., “I feel
that I may not do as well on this exam as I could”) and emotionality (e.g.,
“I am nervous”) measures (Morris et al., 1981). Participants’ responses on
the 1 (does not describe my condition) to S (describes my condition very
well) scales were summed to form the worry and emotionality indexes.

Subsequent achievement goals. The same achievement goal question-
naire used to assess participants’ goals for their first exam was used to

assess participants’ subsequent goals for the remaining exams. Participants
responses were averaged across assessments 1o create the following mea-
sures: subsequent mastery-approach goals, subsequent mastery-avoidance
goals, subsequent performance-approach goals, and subsequent perfor-
mance-avoidance goals.'

Results and Discussion
CFAs and Reliabilities

CFAs were conducted on the achievement goal items using
AMOS 4 (Arbuckle, 1994). The analyses were conducted on
covariance matrices, and the solutions were generated on the basis
of maximum-likelihood estimation. Following Hoyle and Panter
(1995), both absolute (e.g., chi square) and incremental (e.g.,
Comparative Fit Index [CFI)) fit indices were used to evaluate the
fit of the models to the data. The first CFA examined the hypoth-
esized model, which designated that the items for each goal load
on their respective latent variables. The results from this analysis
strongly supported the hypothesized model, as each fit statistic met
the conventional criteria for a good fitting model: (48, N =
148) = 60.49, p = .11; root-mean-square error of approximation
(RMSEA) = .042; Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) = .99; CFI = .99.
Figure 2 presents the factor loadings for this model.

Additional CFAs examined the fit of alternative models and
compared the fit of the hypothesized and alternative models. Four
alternative models were tested: (a) trichotomous model A, in
which the performance-approach and performance-avoidance
items load on their respective latent variables, and the mastery-
approach and mastery-avoidance items load together on a third

! Individual items for the subsequent goal measures were also used in
pilot testing for the present research; however, the aggregate measures used
in this study were not used for this purpose.
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Figure 2. Confirmatory factor analysis of the achievement goal items. The values in the figure are standardized

coefficients.

latent variable; (b) Trichotomous Model B, in which the mastery-
approach and performance-approach items load on their respec-
tive latent variables, and the mastery-avoidance and performance-
avoidance items load together on a third latent variable; (¢) a
mastery-performance model in which the mastery-approach and
mastery-avoidance items load together on one latent variable, and
the performance-approach and performance-avoidance items load
together on another; and (d) an approach-avoidance model in
which the mastery-approach and performance-approach items load
together on one latent variable, and the mastery-avoidance and
performance-avoidance items load together on another. As dis-
played in Table 4, the results from these analyses indicated that
none of the alternative models provided a good fit to the data, and
the hypothesized model provided a far better fit than any of the
alternative models.>

Participants’ responses on the items for each hypothesized fac-
tor were averaged to form the four goal indexes. Each resultant
index evidenced good reliability as indicated by Cronbach’s alpha
(see Table 3). In sum, the CFA and reliability data clearly indicate
that the four achievement goal measures represent empirically
separable and internally consistent variables.

Means for and Intercorrelations Among the Achievement
Goal Measures

The descriptive statistics and intercorrelations among the
achievement goal (and all other) measures are presented in Ta-
bles 3 and 5. As in Study 1, the mean for mastery-avoidance goals
was close to the scale midpoint but lower than the means for each
of the other goals. The zero-order correlations among the measures
indicate, as expected, that mastery-avoidance goals were positively
associated with both mastery-approach (r = .32, p < .001) and
performance—avoidance (r = .28, p < .001) goals; they were not
associated with performance-approach goals (r = .05).

Regression Analyses: Predictors of Achievement Goals

Simultaneous regression analyses were conducted to examine
the influence of the antecedent variables on each achievement

goal, controlling for SAT scores. Two regression models were
used in the motive disposition analyses: (a) overall need for
achievement, fear of failure, and SAT scores, and (b) workmas-
tery, competitiveness, fear of failure, and SAT scores. The regres-
sion models for self-determination and perceived class engage-
ment simply consisted of the self-determination or perceived class
engagement variable and SAT scores. Preliminary analyses in-
cluded gender, which was retained in the final models when
significant (Judd & Kenny, 1981).

Mastery-approach goals. The first motive disposition analysis
revealed that overall need for achievement was a positive predictor
of mastery-approach goals, F(1, 132) = 4.15,p < .05 (B = .17).
The analysis with the second model revealed that workmastery
was a positive predictor of mastery-approach goals, F(1,
131) = 995, p < .005 (B = .30). In the self-determination
analysis, self-determination was a positive predictor of mastery-
approach goals, F(1, 133) = 7.28, p < .01 (8 = .23). Gender was
a positive predictor in each of these analyses (8s = .22, .19, and
21, ps < .05, respectively), indicating that women were more
likely to adopt mastery-approach goals than men. In the perceived
classroom engagement analysis, perceived classroom engagement
was a positive predictor of mastery-approach goals, F(I,
133y = 29.77, p < .001 (B = 43).

Mastery-avoidance goals. Both motive disposition analyses
revealed that fear of failure was a positive predictor of mastery-
avoidance goals, F(1, 133) = 10.49, p < .005 (B = .28), and F(1,
132) = 699, p < .01 (B = .25), respectively. In the self-
determination analysis, self-determination was a negative predictor
of mastery-avoidance goals, F(1, 134) = 497, p < .05 (B =

2 The other possible trichotomous model (in which the mastery-approach
and mastery-avoidance items load on their respective latent variables and
the performance-approach and performance-avoidance items load together
on a third latent variable) is less central to the issues at hand but was
nevertheless tested as well. The model did not provide a good fit to the
data, x*(48, N = 148) = 220.39, p < .001 (RMSEA = .15; TLI = .79;
CFI = .85), and did not fit as well as the hypothesized model, Ax*(1) =
159.89, p < .001. .
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Table 4
Study 2: Results From Confirmatory Factor Analyses
Variable X (N = 148YAx° RMSEA TLL CFIL
Model fit
Hypothesized model XA(48) = 6049, p = .11 04 99 99
Trichotomous Model A X’(49) = 210.93, p < .001 15 .80 .86
Trichotomous Model B X°(49) = 248.28, p < .001 17 76 .82
Mastery—performance model K(50) = 402.54, p < .001 22 .58 .68
Approach—avoidance model X(50) = 457.75, p < .001 24 51 .63

Model comparison

Hypothesized model vs.
trichotomous Model A
Hypothesized model vs.
trichotomous Model B
Hypothesized model vs.
mastery—performance model
Hypothesized model vs.
approach—avoidance model

AxP(L) = 15043, p < 001
AxA(1) = 187.78, p < .001
AxA(1) = 342.05, p < .001

AxA(1) = 397.26, p < .001

Note. RMSEA = root-mean-square error of approximation; TLI = Tucker—Lewis index; CFl = comparative

fit index.

—.19). In the perceived classroom engagement analysis, perceived
classroom engagement was a positive predictor of mastery-
avoidance goals, F(1, 133) = 5.24, p < .05 (B = .19).

Performance-approach goals. The first motive disposition
analysis revealed that both overall need for achievement, F(1, 133)
= 29.87, p < .001 (B = .42), and fear of failure, F(1, 133) =
19.11, p < .001 (B = .33), were positive predictors of perfor-
mance-approach goals. The analysis with the second model re-
vealed positive relationships for both competitiveness, F(1, 132) =
63.78, p < .001 (B = .57), and fear of failure, F(1, 132) = 4.90,
p < .05 (B = .17). The self-determination and perceived classroom
engagement analyses did not yield significant relationships for
either variable. SAT scores were a positive predictor of perfor-
mance-approach goals in each of these analyses (8s = .30, .24,
.23, and .23, ps < .001, respectively).

Performance-avoidance goals. Both motive disposition anal-
yses revealed that fear of failure was a positive predictor of
performance-avoidance goals, F(1, 133) = 11.89, p < .001 (B =
.29), and F(1, 132) = 7.43, p < .01 (B = .25), respectively. In the
self-determination analysis, self-determination was a negative pre-
dictor of performance-avoidance goals, F(1, 134) = 573, p < .05
(B = —.20), as were SAT scores (8 = —.19, p < .05). No
significant relationships were revealed in the perceived classroom
engagement analyses.

Regression Analyses: Achievement Goals as Predictor
Variables

Simultaneous regression analyses were conducted to examine
the influence of the achievement goals on the study strategy, TA,
and subsequent achievement goal variables, controlling for SAT
scores. The basic regression model used in all of the analyses
contained the four achievement goals (thereby affording a test of
each goals’ unique predictive utility) and SAT scores. All two-way
achievement goal interactions (created from centered main effects)
were included in preliminary analyses, and significant interactions

were retained in the final models.®> Preliminary analyses also
included gender, which was retained in the final model when
significant.

Study strategies. Regressing deep processing on the basic
model revealed that mastery-approach goals were a positive pre-
dictor of deep processing, F(1, 129) = 8.52, p < .005 (8 = .26),
whereas performance-avoidance goals were a marginally signifi-
cant negative predictor, F(1, 129) = 2.91, p < .09 (B = —.16). No
other variables were significant (mastery-avoidance goals 8 =
—.0D).

Regressing surface processing on the basic model revealed that
performance—avoidance goals were a positive predictor of surface
processing, F(1, 129) = 12.08, p < .001 (8 = .31), and perfor-
mance-approach goals were a marginally significant positive pre-
dictor, F(1, 129) = 3.15, p = .078 (B = .15). No other variables
attained significance (mastery-avoidance goals 8 = .07).

Regressing disorganization on the basic model revealed that
mastery-avoidance goals were a positive predictor of disorganiza-
tion, F(1, 129) = 4.14, p < .05 (8 = .18), as were performance-
avoidance goals, F(1, 129) = 13.42, p < .001 (8 = .32). No other
variables attained significance.

Anticipatory TA. The regression of state TA on the basic
model revealed that performance-avoidance goals were a positive
predictor of state TA, F(1, 129) = 4.35, p < .05 (8 = .19), and
mastery-avoidance goals were a marginally significant positive
predictor, F(1, 129) = 3.62, p = .059 (B = .18). None of the other
variables were significant predictors.

Regressing worry on the basic model revealed that mastery-
avoidance goals were a significant positive predictor of worry,
F(1, 129) = 4.83, p < .05 (B = .21), and performance~avoidance

? Given the number of interactions tested and their ancillary nature, the
conservative significance level of .01 was used across studies (except for
the identification interactions in Study 3, which were of central conceptual
interest).
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goals were a marginally significant positive predictor, F(1,
129) = 2.99, p = .086 (B = .16). None of the other predictors
attained significance.

Regressing emotionality on the basic model revealed that
mastery-avoidance goals were a positive predictor of emotionality,
F(1, 129) = 730, p < .01 (B = .25), as were performance-
avoidance goals, F(1, 129) = 7.37, p < .01 (B = .24). A signif-
icant Performance-Avoidance Goal X Mastery-Approach Goal
interaction, F(1, 128) = 10.85, p < .005 (8 = .31), indicated that
the positive relationship between performance-avoidance goals
and emotionality was strongest in the absence of mastery-approach
goals. None of the other variables attained significance.

Subsequent achievement goals. Regressing the subsequent
achievement goal variables on the basic model yielded sirong
evidence for the stability of each achievement goal: Mastery-
approach goals predicted subsequent mastery-approach goals, F(1,
131) = 125.57, p < .001 (B = .69), mastery-avoidance goals
predicted subsequent mastery-avoidance goals, F(1, 131) = 93.70,
p < .001 (8 = .67), performance-approach goals predicted sub-
sequent performance-approach goals, F(1, 131) = 14843, p <
001 (8 = .74), and performance-avoidance goals predicted sub-
sequent performance-avoidance goals, F(1, 131) = 105.56, p <
001 (B = .67).% In addition, these analyses revealed that mastery-
approach goals were a negative predictor of subsequent perfor-
mance-avoidance goals, F(1, 131) = 5.79, p < .05 (B = —.16},
whereas mastery-avoidance goals were a positive predictor of
subsequent mastery-approach goals, F(1, 131) = 8.37, p < .005
(B = .18), and subsequent performance-approach goals, F(1,
131) = 4.24, p < .05 (B = .13). No other significant relationships
were revealed in these analyses.

In sum, the antecedent and consequence results for mastery-
approach, performance-approach, and performance-avoidance
goals conformed nicely to predictions. The results for mastery-
avoidance goals indicated that these goals were grounded in fear of
failure, low self-determination, and perceived class engagement,
and that they were positive predictors of disorganized studying,
state TA, worry, emotionality, and subsequent mastery-avoidance,
mastery-approach, and performance-approach goal regulation.

Study 3

In Study 3, we were again interested in examining the means
and intercorrelations among the four achievement goal variables.
However, the primary aim of this study was to investigate several
additional and important antecedents and consequences of
achievement goal adoption. In the following, we overview our
antecedent and consequence predictions; once again, we refrained
from generating a priori predictions for mastery-avoidance goals.

One focal set of antecedents was participants’ implicit theories
about people (Dweck & Leggett, 1988), that is, their beliefs that
individuals® characteristics are fixed (entity theory) or malleable
(incremental theory). Dweck and Leggett (1988; see also Vande-
walle, 1997) hypothesized that entity theory predicts performance
goals. In contradistinction, we anticipated that entity theory would
be a positive predictor of a specific variant of performance goal,
performance-avoidance, because the belief that one’s abilities are
fixed means that one could be exposed as immutably incompetent
given a single poor performance in an achievement situation. In
accord with Dweck and Leggett, we anticipated that incremental

theory would positively predict mastery-approach goals, because
the belief that one’s characteristics are changeable should facilitate
attempts to develop one’s knowledge and skills in achievement
situations.

We also focused on parental socialization as an antecedent of
achievement goals. Little research has been conducted on this
category of antecedent, despite an explicit appeal for such work by
the National Advisory Mental Health Council (1995). Our specific
focus was on participants’ retrospective reports of how their par-
ents responded to their behavior during childhood. Parental re-
sponses can address the person as a whole or the person’s specific
behaviors and, of course, can be positively or negatively valenced.
Parental responses can also communicate conditional approval or
induce worry about failing or making mistakes. We expected
person-focused negative feedback to be linked to performance-
avoidance goals, because such feedback is harsh and punitive and
likely to evoke efforts to evade failure at all costs. We expected
person-focused positive feedback to be linked to performance-
approach goals; such feedback is likely to communicate contingent
worth to the child (Mueller & Dweck, 1998), which the child may
seek to earn by standing out as competent relative to his or her
peers. For the same reason, we expected contingent approval to be
linked to performance-approach goals. We did not expect
behavior-focused positive or negative feedback to impact achieve-
ment goal adoption, as this type of feedback simply communicates
information to the child about his or her behavior, without addi-
tional messages being conveyed. Inducing worry about mistakes,
like person-focused negative feedback, is likely to lead to perfor-
mance-avoidance goal adoption, as this indicates a tendency to
construe failure as a negative event to be avoided, rather than an
experience from which to learn. Broad contextual variables can
moderate the influence of parental socialization on children (Dar-
ling & Steinberg, 1993), and one such variable discussed in the
achievement motivation literature is parental identification. The
general hypothesis proferred by achievement theorists is that chil-
dren are most affected by socialization behaviors when they
strongly identify with the socialization agent (Argyle & Robinson,
1962). We assessed parental identification in the present study to
test this general hypothesis; we offer no a priori predictions.

Our final focal antecedent was competence valuation—the
degree to which a person feels competence on a task is impor-
tant (Harackiewicz, 1989; see also Eccles & Wigfield’s, 1995,
attainment value construct). Achievement goal adoption of any
sort indicates that the person cares about competence at the

*In essence, these stability data address whether the achievement goals
generalize across sequential achievement tasks within the same context. A
related question is whether the goals generalize across achievement con-
texts. We addressed this question in a separate study by having 113
university undergraduates (42 men, 71 women) complete the achievement
goals questionnaire at the beginning of a semester for each of up to four
classes. The average within-goal correlations indicated that participants
adopted similar achievement goals across classes, although this varied
considerably across goal type: r = .30 for mastery-approach goals, r = .60
for mastery-avoidance goals, r = .85 for performance-approach goals, and
r = .82 for performance-avoidance goals.
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task.” In essence, competence valuation represents the quantity
of achievement motivation, whereas achievement goals repre-
sent the qualitative manifestation of this motivation. Thus,
competence valuation should positively predict all types of
achievement goals.

To investigate the predictive utility of the four achievement
goals, we focused on two important outcomes: participants’
performance attainment (arguably the central outcome measure
in the achievement motivation literature) and their number of
health center visits for illness during the exam-relevant period.
We divided exam performance into three variables: overall
exam performance, multiple choice (MC) performance, and
short-answer/essay (SE) performance. In prior research, we
found performance-approach goals to be a positive predictor of
these variables and performance-avoidance goals to be a neg-
ative predictor; null results were observed for mastery-approach
goals (Elliot & McGregor, 1999). We expected to replicate
these findings using our new goal measures and additionally
controlling for mastery-avoidance goals. Achievement goals
have yet to be linked to illness outcomes, but related research
has been conducted with the personal (i.e., idiographic) goal
construct. Elliot and Sheldon (1998) found avoidance per-
sonal goals to be positively associated with self-reported phys-
ical symptomotology. This association was presumed to oc-
cur because avoidance regulation is accompanied by stress
and its physiological concomitants (see Wiebe & Smith,
1997). In accord with this work, we predicted that performance-
avoidance goals would be a positive predictor of decrements in
physical health as indicated by visits to the university health
center for illness.

Method

Participants, Achievement Context, and Procedure

A total of 182 (65 male and 117 female) undergraduates in an introduc-
tory level psychology class participated in the study for extra credit. The
class was conducted in lecture format, and evaluation was based on a
normative grading structure. In group sessions held several times through-
out the semester, participants completed the implicit theory, parental so-
cialization, and identification measures, and reported their SAT scores. In
a group session, 9 days before their final exam, participants completed the
competence valuation measure and the achievement goal questionnaire.
During the last week of the semester, participants signed a consent form
granting access to their grade and health center data; exam scores were
obtained from the course instructor at the end of the semester, and health
center information was obtained from university records.

Measures (see Table 6 for Reliability Information)

Implicit theories. Dweck’s (1999) “kind of person” questionnaire was
used to assess domain-general implicit theories: entity theory (e.g., “Ev-
eryone is a certain kind of person, and there is not much that can be done
to really change that”) and incremental theory (e.g., “People can always
substantially change the kind of person they are”). These four-item mea-
sures have been shown to be reliable and valid (Dweck, 1999). Participants
responses on each measure were summed to form the entity theory and
incremental theory indexes.

Parental socialization. Most of the parental socialization variables
were assessed with Rosenberg, Tangney, Denham, Leonard, and Wid-
maiér’s (1994) Socialization of Moral Affect (SOMA) Scale, in which
participants think back to when they were a young child and rate how their

mother and father would have reacted to various situations on a 1 (noz at
all likely) to 5 (very likely) scale. Sample situations and items for the
eight-item measures used in this study are as follows: person-focused
positive feedback (e.g., “You bring your parent flowers that you picked for
him/her;” Would your mother/father say, “What a wonderful person you
are”), person-focused negative feedback (e.g., “Your family is eating
dinner together, and in an angry outburst you throw a dinner roll at your
parent;” Would your mother/father say, “You’re not a very nice person”),
behavior-focused positive feedback (e.g., “You show your parent the castle
you just built with your blocks;” Would your mother/father say, “You did
a nice job building that castle”), behavior-focused negative feedback (e.g.,
“You and your parent are shopping, and you deliberately hide from
him/her;” Would your mother/father say, “It’s wrong to hide from me when
we are shopping”), and conditional approval (e.g., “You are getting ready
to teave for your first day of school;” Would your mother/father say, “You
know how important it is that you do well in school to make me happy”).
Participants’ responses on the items for each measure were summed to
form indexes for each parent. Worry about mistakes was assessed using the
Worry Conducive Climate scale of the Parent-Initiated Motivational Cli-
mate Questionnaire—2 (S. White, 1997). In this assessment, participants
read the stem, “When [ was a young child trying to learn a new skill, I felt
that my parent . . . ” and responded to five statements for each parent (e.g.,
“made me afraid to make mistakes™) using a 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strong agree) scale. The measure has been shown to have good reliability
and validity (S. White, 1997). Participants’ responses were summed to
form worry indexes for each parent.

Parental identification. Three face-valid items were used to assess
identification with parents: “He/she has served as a good model for how to
live my life,” “As I was growing up, I wanted to be like him/her,” and “As
I was growing up, I greatly admired him/her.” Participants responded using
a1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) scale, and their responses were
summed to form identification indexes for each parent.

Competence valuation. Competence valuation was assessed with Elliot
et al.’s (2000) two-item measure, revised for the classroom (“It is important
to me to do well on the exam” and “I care very much about how well I do
on the exam”). This measure has been shown to be reliable and to have
predictive utility (Elliot et al., 2000). Participants responses on the 1 (not
at all true of me) to 7 (very true of me) scales were summed to form the
competence valuation index.

SAT scores. Participants’ verbal and math scores were summed to form
a SAT score index.

Achievement goals. The achievement goal questionnaire from Study 1
was used to assess participants’ goals for the upcoming exam. Participants
responses on the items for each goal were averaged to form the mastery-
approach (@ = .87), mastery-avoidance (o« = .84), performance-approach
(a = .96), and performance-avoidance (o = .82) goal indexes.

Exam performance. The exam consisted of 25 MC questions and 12
SE questions. An MC performance index was created by summing partic-
ipants’ correct responses and multiplying the total by 2 (maximum score =
50). Likewise, an SE performance index was created by summing partic-
ipants’ points for correct responses and multiplying the total by 2 (maxi-
mum score = 50). An overall exam performance index was created by
summing the MC and SE performance scores.

Health center visits. The number of times that participants visited the
university health center for illness during the exam-relevant section of the
class was summed to form the health center visits index (see Emmons,
1992).

5 Although work-avoidance goals are sometimes discussed under the
achievement goal rubric, we think it is best to conceptualize these goals as
objectives that individuals have in achievement settings when they do not
have an achievement goal of any type.
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Table 6
Study 3: Descriptive Statistics and Reliabilities
Observed Possible Cronbach’s
Variable M SD range range alpha
Entity theory 14.93 3.96 4-23 4-24 .82
Incremental theory 11.49 3.88 5-23 4-24 85
Mother person-focused positive feedback 29.16 6.59 11-40 840 .82
Mother person-focused negative feedback 18.58 6.51 8-40 840 18
Mother behavior-focused positive feedback 31.65 5.16 14-40 840 .85
Mother behavior-focused negative feedback 29.65 6.05 8-40 840 .82
Mother conditional approval 19.94 6.43 8-36 840 81
Mother worry 11.57 5.37 5-25 5-25 .88
Mother identification 11.71 2.75 3-5 3-5 83
Father person-focused positive feedback 25.54 7.50 8-39 8-40 .87
Father person-focused negative feedback 17.65 6.76 8-39 840 81
Father behavior-focused positive feedback 29.08 6.44 8-40 8-40 85
Father behavior-focused negative feedback 27.86 6.32 8-40 8-40 82
Father conditional approval 18.23 6.32 8-36 8-36 .81
Father worry 12.45 5.84 5-25 5-25 91
Father identification 11.92 3.13 3-15 3-15 .86
Competence valuation 12.69 1.74 6-14 2-14 .88
Mastery-approach goals 5.20 1.14  1.67-7 -7 87
Mastery-avoidance goals 397 1.24 1-7 1-7 84
Performance-approach goals - 441 1.88 1-7 1-7 96
Performance-avoidance goals 4.65 1.47 1-7 1-7 82
Overall performance 78.99 15.50 1699 0-100
MC performance 42.59 6.88 12-50 0-50
SE performance 36.40 9.39 3-50 0-50
Health center visits 0.16 0.48 3-0 3-0
SAT scores 1299.02  115.05 960-1600  0-1600

Note. MC = multiple choice; SE = short answer/essay; SAT = Scholastic Aptitude Test.

Results and Discussion

Means for and Intercorrelations Among the Achievement

Goal Measures

The descriptive statistics, reliabilities, and intercorrelations
among the achievement goal (and all other) measures are presented
in Tables 6 and 7. As in Studies 1 and 2, the mean for mastery-
avoidance goals was close to the scale midpoint but lower than the
means for each of the other achievement goals. The zero-order
correlations among the measures indicated, as expected, that
mastery-avoidance goals were positively associated with both
mastery-approach (r = .37, p < .001) and performance-avoidance
(r = .25, p < .001) goals. In accord with Study 2 (and predictions),
mastery-avoidance goals were unrelated to performance-approach
goals (r = .05).

Regression Analyses: Predictors of Achievement Goals

Simultaneous regression analyses were conducted to investi-
gate the influence of the antecedent variables on each achieve-
ment goal, controlling for SAT scores. The implicit theory
regression models consisted of one implicit theory measure and
SAT scores. Likewise, the competence valuation model con-
sisted of the competence valuation measure and SAT scores.
The parental socialization models comprised a father or mother
socialization variable, the identification variable for the appli-
cable parent, and the interaction product term. Preliminary
analyses included gender in all models, which was retained in
the final model when significant.

Mastery-approach goals. Regressing mastery-approach goals
on the implicit theory and parental socialization models yielded
no significant relationships. The competence valuation analy-
sis revealed that competence valuation was a positive predictor
of mastery-approach goals, F(1, 167) = 36.30, p < .00l
(B = 42).

Mastery-avoidance goals. In the implicit theory analyses, en-
tity theory was a positive predictor of mastery-avoidance goals,
F(1, 167) = 594, p < .05 (B = .19); incremental theory was a
negative predictor, F(1, 167) = 4.17, p < .05 (B = —.16). In the
parental socialization analyses, mother person-focused negative
feedback positively predicted mastery-avoidance goals, F(1,
159) = 6.24, p < .05 (B = .20), as did worry, F(1, 159) = 12.92,
p < .001 (8 = .28). Likewise, for fathers, person-focused negative
feedback, F(1, 150) = 5.58, p < .05 (8 = .21), and worry, F(I,
150) = 12.95, p < .001 (B = .30), were positive predictors. The
competence valuation analysis revealed that competence valuation
was a positive predictor of mastery-avoidance goals, F(1,
167) = 21.32, p < .001 (B = .34).

Performance-approach goals. Regressing performance-ap-
proach goals on the implicit theory models yielded no significant
relationships. In the parental socialization analyses, mother condi-
tional approval was a positive predictor of performance-approach
goals, F(1, 158) = 4,74, p < .05 (8 = .17). The behavior-focused
Negative Feedback X Identification interaction was also signifi-
cant, F(1, 159) = 420, p < .05 (8 = .16); behavior-focused
negative feedback was positively related to performance-approach
goals when identification was high, but negatively related when
identification was low. For fathers, person-focused positive feed-
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back was a positive predictor of performance-approach goals, F(1,
149) = 4.61, p < .05 (B = .18), as was conditional approval, F(1,
149) = 592, p < .05 (B = .18). The competence valuation
analysis revealed that competence valuation positively predicted
performance-approach goals, F(1, 167) = 16.61, p < .001 (8 =
.30).

Performance-avoidance goals. The implicit theory analyses
revealed that entity theory was a positive predictor of perfor-
mance-avoidance goals, F(1, 167) = 4.49, p < .05 (8 = .16);
incremenial theory yielded null results. In the parental social-
ization analyses, mother person-focused negative feedback was
a positive predictor of performance-avoidance goals, F(l,
159) = 824, p < .005 (B = .22), as was worry, F(I,
159) = 5.88, p < .05 (B = .19). For fathers, only person-
focused negative feedback was a positive predictor of perfor-
mance-avoidance goals, F(1, 150) = 5.10, p < .05 (B = .19).
The competence valuation analysis revealed that competence
valuation was a positive predictor of performance-avoidance
goals, F(1, 167) = 5.24, p < .05 (B = .17). SAT scores were
a significant negative predictor in each analysis (Bs ranged
from —.30 to —.34, p < .001).

Regression Analyses: Achievement Goals as Predictor
Variables

Simultaneous regression analyses were conducted to investigate
the influence of the achievement goal variables on the exam
performance and health center visit variables, controlling for SAT
scores. The basic model for these analyses contained the four
achievement goals and SAT scores. All two-way achievement goal
interactions were included in preliminary analyses, and significant
interactions were retained in the final models. Likewise, a separate
set of preliminary analyses included gender, which was retained in
the final model when significant.

Exam performance. Regressing overall exam performance
on the basic model revealed that performance-approach goals
were a positive predictor of exam performance, F(1, 163) =
5.35, p < .05 (B = .18), whereas performance-avoidance goals
were a negative predictor, F(1, 163) = 1042, p < .005 (8 =
—.27). No other variables were significant (mastery-avoidance
goals B = —.07).

The regression of MC performance on the basic model revealed
that performance-approach goals were a positive predictor of MC
performance, F(1, 163) = 477, p < .05 (B = .17), whereas
performance-avoidance goals were a negative predictor, F(1,
163) = 13.84, p < .001 (B = —.31). No other variables attained
significance (mastery-avoidance goals 8 = —.03).

Regressing SE performance on the basic mode! revealed that
performance-approach goals were a positive predictor of SE per-
formance, F(1, 163) = 4.84, p < .05 (8 = .17), whereas perfor-
mance-avoidance goals were a negative predictor, F(1,
163) = 6.70, p = .01 (B = —.22). No other variables attained
significance (mastery-avoidance goals 8 = —.09).

Health center visits. The regression of health center visits on
the basic model revealed that mastery-approach goals were a
negative predictor of health center visits, F(1, 163) = 3.96, p < .05
(B = —.16), whereas performance-avoidance goals were a positive

predictor, F(1, 163) = 3.98, p < .05 (8 = .17). A significant
Mastery-Approach Goal X Performance-Avoidance Goal interac-
tion, F(1, 163) = 10.84, p < .005 (8 = —.25), indicated that the
positive relationship between performance-avoidance goals and
health center visits was strongest in the absence of mastery-
approach goals. No other variables attained significance (mastery-
avoidance goals B = —.07).

In sum, the antecedent and consequence results for mastery-
approach, performance-approach, and performance-avoidance
goals conformed nicely to predictions, although one exception
(incremental theory failed to predict mastery-approach goals)
and a few unanticipated, but theoretically sensible, relationships
(e.g., mastery-approach goals were negative predictors of health
center visits) also emerged. All socialization results held across
levels of identification, and only one identification interaction
was observed, thereby highlighting the strength and inevitable
impact of parental socialization processes. The antecedent and
consequences results for mastery-avoidance goals indicated that
these goals were grounded in entity (and not incremental)
theory, mother and father person-focused negative feedback,
mother and father worry induction, and competence valuation,
and that they, unlike performance-avoidance goals, were not
negative predictors of exam performance nor positive predictors
of health center visits.

General Discussion

In the present research, three studies were conducted to
investigate the 2 X 2 achievement goal framework, with a
particular emphasis on the mastery-avoidance goal construct.
Results from all three studies provided strong support for both
the new framework and the new construct. Specifically, the
obtained results successfully addressed each of our five stated
objectives.

First, a face-valid measure of mastery-avoidance goals was
devised, and this measure was shown to possess good internal
consistency. Likewise, face-valid and reliable indicators of the
other three goals in the 2 X 2 framework were also constructed.
Second, both EFAs and CFAs documented that each of the
goals in the 2 X 2 framework represent distinct constructs. The
CFA procedures also indicated that the 2 X 2 framework
provided a better fit to the data than the trichotomous frame-
work or other plausible alternatives. Third, examination of the
mastery-avoidance goal scores across studies revealed that
these goals are clearly operative in the undergraduate classroom
(the means were close to the scale midpoint, and the full range
of scores was used), although to a somewhat lesser extent than
the other three goals. In addition, mastery-avoidance goals were
consistently correlated with the goals in the 2 X 2 framework
with which they shared a conceptual dimension (mastery-
approach and performance-avoidance), whereas they evidenced
no consistent association with the other goal (performance-
approach). In fact, this pattern was evident for all four goals, in
that the goals sharing a competence dimension were positively
associated with each other (average r = .25), whereas those not
sharing a competence dimension were unrelated (average r =
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Table 8

Summary of Antecedent and Consequence Results: Studies 2 and 3

515

Achievement goal

Type of result Mastery approach

Mastery avoidance

Performance approach

Performance avoidance

Antecedents Overall need for achievement (+)
Workmastery (+)
Self-determination (+)
Competence valuation (+)

Perceived class engagement (+)

Fear of failure (+)
Self-determination (—)
Entity theory (+)
Incremental theory (—)

Mother worry (+)
Father worry (+)

Competence valuation (+)
Perceived class engagement (+)

Consequences Deep processing (+) Disorganization (+)
Subsequent mastery-approach goals [State TA (+)]

(+) Worry (+)
Subsequent performance avoidance Emotionality (+)
goals (—) Subsequent mastery avoidance

Health center visits (—) goals (+)

Subsequent mastery approach

goals (+)

Subsequent performance approach

goals (+)

Mother person-focused NF (+)
Father person-focused NF (+)

Overall need for achievement (+)
Competitiveness (+)

Fear of failure (+)

Father person-focused PF (+)
Father conditional approval (+)
Mother conditional approval (+)
Competence valuation (+)

[Surface processing (+)]

Subsequent performance approach
goals {(+)

Overall exam performance (+)

MC performance (+)

SE performance (+)

Fear of failure (+)
Self-determination (—)

Entity theory (+)

Mother person-focused NF (+)
Father person-focused NF (+)
Mother worry (+)
Competence valuation (+)

[Deep processing (—)]
Surface processing (+)
Disorganization (+)
State TA (+)

[Worry (+)]
Emotionality

Subsequent performance
avoidance goals (+)

Overall exam performance (—)

MC performance (—)

SE performance (—)

Health center visits (+)

Note. (+) = positive relationship; (—) = negative relationship; TA

= test anxiety; PF = positive feedback; NF = negative feedback;

MC = multiple choice; SE = short answer/essay. All relationships are p < .05 at minimum except those in brackets, which are

p < .10.

.03).° Fourth, each of the goals in the 2 X 2 framework was
linked to a distinct set of antecedent variables. Fifth, each of the
goals in the 2 X 2 framework predicted a distinct pattern of
achievement-relevant processes and outcomes. These distinct
empirical profiles further highlight the need to attend to each of
the four achievement goals separately; combining the two mas-
tery or two avoidance goal constructs would clearly have led to
a different set of results and conclusions.” The antecedent and
consequence results will now be discussed more thoroughly,
beginning with, and primarily featuring, the findings for
mastery-avoidance goals.

The antecedent results for mastery-avoidance goals indicated
that these goals were grounded in fear of failure, low self-
determination, perceived classroom engagement, entity (and not
incremental) theory, mother and father person-focused negative
feedback, mother and father worry induction, and competence
valuation. These results are consistent with our general hypothe-
sis that mastery-avoidance goals have a more negative set of
antecedents than mastery-approach goals and a more positive
set than performance-avoidance goals (Table 8 presents the em-
pirical patterns for each goal). Mastery-avoidance and perfor-
mance-avoidance goals evidenced highly similar antecedent pro-
files in terms of nonoptimal variables (e.g., fear of failure, low
self-determination). However, unlike performance-avoidance
goals, and like mastery-approach goals, mastery-avoidance goals
emerged from individuals’ perceptions that the class was engaging
and interesting. This mixed antecedent profile is concordant with
the mixed conceptual profile for mastery-avoidance goals (they
represent a combination of optimal and nonoptimal components:

S These average associations were computed with the achievement goal
measures from each study and the subsequent achievement goal measures
from Study 2. It is interesting to note that the positive association between
the goals sharing a competence dimension was quite strong for three of
the four pairings—mastery-approach and mastery-avoidance (r = .38),
mastery-avoidance and performance-avoidance (r = .29), and perfor-
mance-approach and performance-avoidance (r = .26)—and quite a bit
weaker for the remaining pairing—mastery-approach and performance-
approach (r = .08; although r = .14 with the Study 2 association, which
is clearly an outlier, excluded).

7 This point may be illustrated by contrasting the antecedent and
consequence results reported here with those obtained from ancillary
analyses using Trichotomous Models A (performance-approach goals,
performance-avoidance goals, and an omnibus mastery goals construct)
or B (mastery-approach goals, performance-approach goals, and an
omnibus avoidance goals construct). The results obtained using each
trichotomous model differed from the 2 X 2 results in all possible ways.
For example, in contrasting Trichotomous Model B with the 2 X 2
framework, we observed the following patterns: (a) Omnibus avoidance
goals, like mastery-avoidance goals, were significant; performance-
avoidance goals were not (e.g., predicting subsequent mastery-approach
goals in Study 2); (b) omnibus avoidance goals, like mastery-avoidance
goals, were not significant; performance-avoidance goals were signif-
icant (e.g., predicting health center visits in Study 3); (c) omnibus
avoidance goals, like performance-avoidance goals, were significant;
mastery-avoidance goals were not (e.g., predicting surface processing
in Study 2); and (d) omnibus avoidance goals, like performance-
avoidance goals, were not significant; mastery-avoidance goals were
significant (e.g., being predicted by perceived class engagement in
Study 2). Each of these patterns was also observed when contrasting
Trichotomous Model A with the 2 X 2 framework.
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mastery and avoidance) and suggests that the adoption of these
goals may be most likely among individuals who bring nonoptimal
motivational dispositions into optimally structured achievement
settings that foster intrinsic interest and the pursuit of challenge.
An important item on the research agenda is to examine this
possibility using observer judgments, in addition to participant
perceptions, to assess characteristics of the achievement setting
(see A. Ryan, Gheen, & Midgley, 1998).

The consequences results for mastery-avoidance goals revealed
these goals to be positive predictors of disorganized studying,
anticipatory TA (state TA, worry, and emotionality), subse-
quent mastery-avoidance goals, subsequent mastery-approach
goals, and subsequent performance-approach goals. These find-
ings support our general hypothesis that mastery-avoidance goals
have a more negative pattern of consequences than mastery-
approach goals and a more positive pattern than performance-
avoidance goals. Mastery-avoidance goals shared some deleterious
processes with performance-avoidance goals, but, importantly,
mastery-avoidance goals diverged from performance-avoidance
goals in that they were neither negative predictors of performance
attainment nor positive predictors of health center utilization.
Thus, mastery-avoidance goals not only evoked fewer negative
processes, but apparently those they did evoke did not eventuate in
negative outcomes. Mastery-avoidance goals, in fact, evidenced
some positive qualities, as they, unlike performance-avoidance
goals, facilitated the subsequent adoption of approach goals, both
mastery-approach and performance-approach. These results
clearly indicate that not all avoidance goals should be considered
equally inimical—performance-avoidance goals appear to be the
primary regulatory vulnerability in achievement settings.

The present research not only established the first antecedent
and consequence profile for mastery-avoidance goals but also
further validated and extended the nomological network of the
other three goals in the context of the full 2 X 2 framework. In
Studies 2 and 3, we successfully replicated previously obtained
findings regarding motive dispositions, study strategies, and exam
performance. This was an important and foundational aspect of the
research, as it documented the comparability of the new and old
achievement goal measures and indicated that the predictive utility
of the goals in the trichotomous model remained invariant when
controlling for mastery-avoidance goal variance. Numerous new
findings were also obtained, including those for the parental so-
cialization and health center visits variables.

The parental socialization analyses yielded null findings for
mastery-approach goals. This seems consistent with R. White’s
(1959) proposal that mastery pursuits are an inherent aspect of
human nature that need no external inducement, entrainment, or
reinforcement (see also R. Ryan & Deci, 2000; Elliot, McGregor,
& Thrash, in press). Performance-approach goals were linked to
conditional approval for mothers and fathers and person-focused
positive feedback for fathers. Thus, at least for some persons, the
pursuit of such goals represents an attempt to earn acceptance
and love from one’s parents at the dynamic level, the outward
expression of which is likely the presence of a contingency be-
tween one’s positive achievement outcomes and one’s sense of
global value and worth. Such self-worth contingencies are a heavy
burden to bear in achievement settings (Burhans & Dweck, 1995;
Covington & Beery, 1976; Nicholls, 1984; R. Ryan, 1982), and it
is for this reason that we suspect that performance-approach goals

will at some point be shown to have deleterious consequences for
some variables (e.g., subjective well-being, long-term interest).
Performance-avoidance goals were linked to person-focused neg-
ative feedback for mothers and fathers and worry induction for
mothers. Thus, the pursuit of performance-avoidance goals ap-
pears to represent an attempt to evade global devaluation by one’s
parents at the dynamic level, the outward manifestation of which
is likely the presence of a contingency between one’s negative
achievement outcomes and one’s overall sense of self-worth. As
such, it should come as little surprise that these goals are associ-
ated with widespread inimical consequences. It should be noted,
however, that mastery-avoidance goals share similar socialization
antecedents yet do not evidence such a negative pattern of conse-
quences. Clearly, both the motivational factors underlying the goal
and the goal itself have an important impact on achievement-
relevant processes and outcomes.

Our results for health center visits are provocative in that they
suggest that the qualitative nature of individuals’ competence
pursuits may have implications for their physical well-being. As
hypothesized, performance-avoidance goals were positive predic-
tors of health center visits; unexpectedly, mastery-approach goals
evidenced a negative relationship. If indeed the pursuit of mastery-
approach goals is a natural, default regulatory tendency in achieve-
ment settings, it may be that following this inherent tendency
facilitates health and well-being and serves as a prophylactic for
illness. These findings raise several issues that warrant additional
research attention, perhaps most central being the precise media-
tional mechanisms that account for the relationships. It would be
valuable to examine whether performance-avoidance regulation
induces daily psychological stress (Suls & Rittenhouse, 1990);
whether mastery-approach regulation facilitates need satisfaction
(Sheldon & Elliot, 1999); and the way in which goal pursuit, stress,
and need satisfaction affects the physiologically based variables
(e.g., natural killer cell activity) that likely serve as proximal
mediators. In addition, it would be ideal to conduct further re-
search on these issues using objective indicators of ill-health, as
well as health center visit data. Together, the parental socialization
and health center visit results highlight the need for expanded
research on developmental considerations in the achievement mo-
tivation literature, as the manner in which parents engage their
children in the competence domain is likely to have a longstanding
impact that pervades all areas of functioning.

In discussing our findings, we have proceeded under the as-
sumption that the relationships observed were causal in nature.
However, given that the results from our studies were correla-
tional, it is not possible to make definitive statements regarding
causality. In addition, the present work was conducted with un-
dergraduates in a single type of achievement context, the college
classroom. The extent to which our findings are generalizable to
other types or ages of individuals and other achievement domains
(e.g., sports) is not known. Finally, the present research used
self-attributed measures of motives and nomothetic measures of
goals. In future work, it would be interesting to examine the
motive—-goal links using implicit motive measures (see Mc-
Clelland, 1987) and to explore whether the definition dimension of
competence also applies to idiographic achievement goals (see
Elliot & Sheldon, 1997, with regard to the valence dimension).

In constructing the trichotomous (Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996)
and 2 X 2 achievement goal frameworks, we have added a third
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(performance-avoidance) and fourth (mastery-avoidance) goal
construct to a conceptual approach that initially consisted of a
mastery—performance goal dichotomy. Pioneers of the achieve-
ment goal approach recognized the rudimentary nature of the
dichotomous framework and acknowledged the eventual need to
develop a more elaborate conceptualization (see Henderson &
Dweck, 1990). The simplicity and straightforwardness of the
mastery—performance dichotomy is one of its appealing features
and has undoubtedly helped this approach garner widespread the-
oretical and emprical attention in the achievement motivation
literature. As such, those who seek to revise the dichotomous
framework should do so with great care, making sure to extend the
explanatory breadth of the achievement goal approach without
losing its straightforward appeal or, worse yet, undermining its
coherence altogether with an unsystematic accumulation of con-
structs. A reasonable question to ask of the 2 X 2 framework is
whether it successfully strikes this balance.

We think the answer is affirmative and suggest that the reason
the 2 X 2 framework is able to strike this balance is that it
possesses a conceptual centerpiece— competence—that serves as a
guide for theoretical development. Competence can only be con-
strued in a limited number of ways, therefore, establishing com-
petence as the conceptual centerpiece of achievement goals natu-
rally constrains the number of goal constructs that may be
delineated. Furthermore, we have argued that there are two dimen-
sions integral to competence, how it is defined and how it is
valenced, and that different achievement goals are composed of
distinct combinations of these dimensions. As such, the number of
potential achievement goal constructs is not only constrained, but
constrained in systematic fashion. Importantly, this systematic
framework retains a reasonable degree of simplicity and straight-
forwardness; the original dichotomous framework comprises two
goals, whereas the proposed revision comprises two dimensions.
Finally, the 2 X 2 framework is more comprehensive than the
mastery—performance dichotomy in that it accounts for additional
(and important) variants of achievement goals and does so in
precise fashion. In sum, we think the 2 X 2 revision maintains the
appealing characteristics of the original, while affording an ex-
tended conceptualization that has a broader reach, yet is not in
danger of construct proliferation.

At present, we view definition and valence as the only concep-
tual dimensions that are fundamental, inherent aspects of compe-
tence, therefore, we construe these dimensions as sufficient to
comprehensively model achievement strivings. Within these di-
mensions, the only plausible avenue for further development that
we foresee entails creating separate goals for the absolute and
intrapersonal definitions of competence. Absolute and intraper-
sonal standards are conceptually separable, the remaining question
being whether they are empirically separable and possess differ-
ential predictive utility. Thus, from our present vantage point, the
maximum degree of complexity that we envision for a mature
achievement goal framework is a 3 X 2 conceptualization.

In closing, it is important to highlight that motivation in achieve-
ment settings is quite complex and that achievement goals are but
one of several types of operative variable to be considered. Many
of the desires, concerns, and foci that individuals bring to achieve-
ment settings or that are activated in such settings have little to do
with competence per se (e.g., those involving affiliation, self-
presentation, or self-validation), and these factors can also exert an

important influence on achievement-relevant processes and out-
comes (see Dweck, 1999). Indeed, achievement goal regulation
(i.e., the actual pursuit of achievement goals) invariably implicates
both the achievement goal itself and some other, typically higher
order, motivationally relevant variable or variables (see Thrash &
Elliot, in press). Clearly, one of the next major tasks for achieve-
ment goal theorists is to acquire a more precise understanding of
how achievement goals function in concert with these other vari-
ables during the regulatory process. It is hoped that the 2 X 2
framework established here will serve as a useful theoretical and
empirical tool in addressing this issue and the many additional
important issues that await attention in the achievement goal
literature and in the achievement motivation literature more
broadly.

References

Ames, C. (1992). Classrooms: Goals, structures, and student motivation.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 84, 261-271.

Arbuckle, J. (1994). AMOS 4 [Computer software]. Chicago: Smaliwaters
Corp.

Argyle, M., & Robinson, P. (1962). Two origins of achievement motiva-
tion. British Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 1, 107-120.
Atkinson, J. (1957). Motivational determinants of risk-taking behavior.

Psychological Review, 64, 359-372.

Bargh, J. (1997). The automaticity of everyday life. In R. Wyer (Ed.),
Advances in social cognition (Vol. 10, pp. 1-61). Mahwah, NJ: LEA.

Burhans, K., & Dweck, C. (1995). Helplessness in early childhood: The
role of contingent worth. Child Development, 66, 1719-1738.

Butler, R. (1998). Age trends in the use of social and temporal comparison
for self-evaluation: Examination of a novel developmental hypothesis.
Child Development, 69, 1054-1073.

Cacioppo, J., Priester, J., & Bemtson, G. (1993). Rudimentary determi-
nants of attitudes: II. Arm flexion and extention have differential effects
on attitudes. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 65, 5-17.

Church, M., Elliot, A., & Gable, S. (in press). Perceptions of classroom
environment, achievement goals, and achievement outcomes. Journal of
Educational Psychology.

Covington, M., & Beery, R. (1976). Self-worth and school learning. New
York: Holt/Rinehart.

Cropanzano, R., Citera, M., & Howes, J. (1995). Goal hierarchies and plan
revision. Motivation and emotion, 19, 77-97.

Darling, N., & Steinberg, L. (1993). Parenting style as context: An inte-
grative model. Psychological Bulletin, 113, 487-496.

Deci, E., & Ryan, R. (1991). A motivational approach to self. In R.
Dienstbier (Ed.), Nebraska symposium on motivation (Vol. 38, pp.
237-288). Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.

Dweck, C. (1986). Motivational processes affecting learning. American
Psychologist, 41, 1040-1048.

Dweck, C. (1999). Self-theories: Their role in motivation, personality, and
development. Philadelphia: Psychology Press.

Dweck, C., & Elliott, E. (1983). Achievement motivation. In E. Heather-
ington (Ed.), Handbook of child psychology (Vol. 4, pp. 643-691). New
York: Wiley.

Dweck, C., & Leggett, E. (1988). A social-cognitive approach to motiva-
tion and personality. Psychological Review, 95, 256-273.

Eccles, 1., & Wigfield, A. (1995). In the mind of the actor: The structure
of adolescents’ achievement task values and expectancy-related beliefs.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 21, 215-225.

Elliot, A. (1997). Integrating the “classic” and “contemporary” approaches
to achievement motivation: A hierarchical model of achievement moti-
vation. In M. Maehr & P. Pintrich (Eds.), Advances in motivation and
achievement (Vol. 10, pp. 243-279), Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.



518 ELLIOT AND McGREGOR

Elliot, A. (1999). Approach and avoidance motivation and achievement
goals. Educational Psychologist, 34, 169-189.

Elliot, A., & Church, M. (1997). A hierarchical model of approach and
avoidance achievement motivation. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 72, 218-232.

Elliot, A., & Covington, M. (in press). Approach and avoidance motiva-
tion. Educational Psychology Review.

Elliot, A., Faler, J., McGregor, H., Campbell, W., Sedikides, C., & Harac-
kiewicz, J. (2000). Competence valuation as a strategic intrinsic moti-
vation process. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26, 780~
794.

Elliot, A., & Harackiewicz, J. (1996). Approach and avoidance achieve-
ment goals and intrinsic motivation: A mediational analysis. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 70, 461-475.

Elliot, A., & McGregor, H. (1999). Test anxiety and the hierarchical model
of approach and avoidance achievement motivation. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 76, 628—-644.

Elliot, A., McGregor, H., & Gable, S. (1999). Achievement goals, study
strategies, and exam performance: A mediational analysis. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 91, 549-563.

Elliot, A., McGregor, H., & Thrash, T. (in press). The need for compe-
tence. In E. Deci & R. Ryan (Eds.), Handbook of self-determination
research. Rochester, NY: University of Rochester Press.

Elliot, A., & Sheldon, K. (1997). Avoidance achievement motivation: A
personal goals analysis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy, 73, 171-185.

Elliot, A., & Sheldon, K. (1998). Avoidance personal goals and the
personality—illness relationship. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 75, 1282-1299.

Emmons, R. (1992). Abstract versus concrete goals: Personal striving
level, physical illness, and psychological well-being. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 62, 292-300.

Flett, G., Hewitt, P., Blankstein, K., & Gray, L. (1998). Psychological
distress and the frequency of perfectionistic thinking. Jowrnal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 75, 1363-1381.

Forster, J., Higgins, E., & Idson, L. (1998). Approach and avoidance
strength during goal attainment: Regulatory focus and the “goal looms
larger” effect. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75, 1115—
1131. '

QGable, S., Reis, H., & Elliot, A. (2000). Behavioral activation and inhibi-
tion in everyday life. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78,
1135-1149.

Hagtvet, K., & Benson, J. (1997). The motive to avoid failure and test
anxiety responses: Empirical support for integration of two research
traditions. Anxiety, Stress & Coping, 10, 35-57.

Harackiewicz, J. (1989). Performance evaluation and intrinsic motiva-
tion processes: The effects of achievement orientation and rewards.
In D. Buss & N. Cantor (Eds.), Personality psychology: Recent
trends and emerging directions (pp. 128-137). New York: Springer-
Verlag.

Henderson, V., & Dweck, C. (1990). Motivation and achievement. In S.
Feldman & G. Elliott (Eds.), At the threshold: The developing adolescent
(pp. 308-329). Cambridge, MA: Harvard Press.

Hoyle, R., & Panter, A. (1995). Writing about structural equation models.
In R. Hoyle (Ed.), Structural equation modeling: Concepts, issues, and
applications (pp. 100-119). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Judd, C., & Kenny, D. (1981). Process analysis: Estimating mediation in
treatment evaluations. Evaluation Review, 5, 602—-619.

Maehr, M. (1989). Thoughts about motivation. In C. Ames & R. Ames
(Eds.), Research on motivation in education (Vol. 3, pp. 299-315). New
York: Academic Press.

Maehr, M., & Midgley, C. (1991). Enhancing student motivation: A
school-wide approach. Educational Psychologist, 26, 399—-4217.

McClelland, D. (1987). Human motivation. Cambridge, England: Cam-
bridge University Press.

McClelland, D., Atkinson, I., Clark, R., & Lowell, E. (1953). The achieve-
ment motive. New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts.

Middleton, M., & Midgley, C. (1997). Avoiding the demonstration of lack
of ability: An underexplored aspect of goal theory. Journal of Educa-
tional Psychology, 89, 710-718.

Morris, L., Davis, M., & Hutchings, C. (1981). Cognitive and emotional
components of anxiety: Literature review and a revised Worry-
Emotionality Scale. Journal of Educational Psychology, 73, 541-
555.

Mueller, C., & Dweck, C. (1998). Intelligence praise can undermine
motivation and performance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy, 75, 33-52. .

Murray, H. (1938). Explorations in personality. New York: Oxford Uni-
versity Press.

National Advisory Mental Health Council. (1995). Basic behavioral sci-
ence research for mental health: A national investment in emotion/
motivation. American Psychologist, 50, §38-845.

Nicholls, J. (1984). Achievement motivation: Conceptions of ability, sub-
jective experience, task choice, and performance. Psychological Re-
view, 91, 328 -346.

Pintrich, P. (2000a). An achievement goal theory perspective on issues in
motivation terminology, theory, and research. Contemporary Educa-
tional Psychology, 25, 92-104.

Pintrich, P. (2000b). The role of goal orientation in self-regulated learning.
In M. Boekaerts, P. Pintrich, & M. Zeidner (Eds.), Handbook of self-
regulation: Theory, research and applications (pp. 451-502). San Di-
ego, CA: Academic Press.

Rosenberg, K., Tangney, J., Denham, S., Leonard, A., & Widmaier, N.
(1994). Socialization of Moral Affect Scale. Unpublished manuscript,
George Mason University, Fairfax, VA.

Ruble, D., & Frey, K. (1991). Changing patterns of comparative behavior
as skills are acquired: A functional model of self-evaluation. In J. Suls
& T. Wills (Eds.), Social comparison: Contemporary theory and re-
search (pp. 79-113). Hillsdale, NJ: LEA.

Ryan, A., Gheen, M., & Midgley, C. (1998). Why do some students avoid
asking for help? An examination of the interplay among students’
academic efficacy, teachers’ social-emotional role, and classroom goal
structure. Journal of Educational Psychology, 89, 329-341.

Ryan, R. (1982). Control and information in the interpersonal sphere: An
extension of cognitive evaluation theory. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 43, 450-461.

Ryan, R., & Deci, E. (2000). Self-determination theory and the facilitation
of intrisinc motivation, social development, and well-being. American
Psychologist, 55, 68-178.

Sheldon, K., & Deci, E. (1996). The Self-Determination Scale. Unpub-
lished manuscript, University of Rochester, Rochester, NY.

Sheldon, K., & Elliot, A. (1999). Goal striving, need satisfaction, and
longitudinal well-being: The self-concordance model. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 76, 482-497.

Sheldon, K., Ryan, R., & Reis, H. (1996). What makes for a good day?
Competence and autonomy in the day and in the person. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 22, 1270-1279.

Skaalvik, E. (1997). Self-enhancing and self-defeating ego orientations:
Relations with task and avoidance orientation, achievement, self-
perceptions, and anxiety. Journal of Educational Psychology, 89, 71—
81.

Spence, J., & Helmreich, R. (1983). Achievement-related motives and
behaviors. In J. Spence (Ed.), Achievement and achievement motives:
Psychological and sociological approaches (pp. 10-74). San Francisco:
Freeman.

Speilberger, C., Gorsuch, R., & Lushene, R. (1970). Manual for the



A 2 X 2 FRAMEWORK 519

State—Trait Anxiety Inventory. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists
Press.

Suls, J., & Rittenhouse, J. (1990). Models of linkages between personality
and disease. In H. Friedman (Ed.), Personality and disease (pp. 38—64).
New York: Wiley.

Thrash, T., & Elliot, A. (in press). Delimiting and integrating the goal and
motive constructs in achievement motivation. In A. Efklides, J. Kuhl, &
R. Sorrentino (Eds.), Trends and prospects in motivation research. The
Hague, the Netherlands: Kluwer Academic.

Urdan, T. (1997). Achievement goal theory: Past results, future directions.
In M. Machr & P. Pintrich (Eds.), Advances in motivation and achieve-
ment (pp. 99-141). Greenwich, CT: JAL

Vandewalle, D. (1997}. Development and validation of a work domain goal
orientation instrument. Educational and Psychological Measure-
ment, 57, 995-1015.

Wiebe, D., & Smith, T. (1997). Personality and health. In R. Hogan, J.

Johnson, & S. Briggs (Eds.), Handbook of personality psychology (pp.
891-918). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

White, R. (1959). Motivation reconsidered: The concept of competence.
Psychological Review, 66, 297-333.

White, 8. (1997). Parent-initiated motivational climate in sport research. In
G. Roberts, D. Treasnre, & M. Kavussanu (Eds.), Motivation in physical
activity contexts: An achievement goal perspective (pp. 875—-880). Mah-
wah, NJ: LEA.

Zajonc, R. (1998). Emotion. In D. Gilbert, S. Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.),
The handbook social psychology, 4th edition (pp. 591-632). New York:
McGraw-Hill.

Received June 16, 2000
Revision received September 25, 2000
Accepted September 28, 2000 »



