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Chapter |

Introduction
Background

The improved understanding of the social cognitive processes underlying
achievement motivation is of primary importance to educational psycholbtuch of
the variance in educational performance beyond the effectsgoitiee ability can be
accounted for by the social cognitive variables of achievemens goal self-efficacy
(e.g., Steinmayr & Spinath, 2009). While a strong understanding has devetope
regards to each of these constructs individually, there has bkek af a theoretical
integration between them. Although science has historically beddfiom theoretical
reductions, the study of achievement motivation has struggled to ietetgraonstructs
into meaningful wholes, which has necessarily limited the effectivenéissagiplication.
Thus, the development of frameworks that can reduce and integrate existingatsnstr
vital to the growth and utility of educational psychology. The purmdsthe present
study is to test a framework where goal adoption is understood throligdifisacy
theory. If supported, the framework would represent progress towaateaimegrated
theory of achievement motivation.
Statement of the Problem

Goal orientation is a central construct in the achievement motivation lieerdtur
such research, two main types of goals are often describedrnpance goals and
mastery goals (e.g., Dweck, 1986, 1992; Nicholls, 1984). Mastery gedln to the
desire to acquire knowledge and competence, the desire to improve andwiltawy,

performance goals correspond to the desire to perform well cethpdth others. In
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other words, mastery goals are concerned with gaining compeatdniee performance
goals are concerned with demonstrating competence. More recamptlizations
break up each goal into an approach and avoidance component resultingxih a
framework (Elliot & McGregor, 2001). The framework contains four achievegueals:
mastery approach (focused on attaining task-based or intrapersomgetence),
performance approach (focused on attaining normative competence), mastéaye®oi
(focused on avoiding task-based or intrapersonal incompetence)peafarmance-
avoidance (focused on avoiding normative incompetence).

The associations of the 2x2 achievement goal framework amdegestudents
have been well studied. The literature suggests that perfornagpceach goals are
related to higher levels of academic achievement, as meabyrepades, than are
mastery approach goals (Elliot, McGregor, & Gable, 1999; Fenollar, Rom&ngétas,
2007). While not related to objective measures of performance, rjnagggroach goals
are related to higher levels of subject interest (e.g., Dutiakejoy, & Johnson, 2009)
and deep processing (e.g., Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Phan, 2009) as eumjmar
performance approach goals. In contrast to approach goals, bahm@erte avoidance
and mastery avoidance goals are generally found to have maladaptive @ssoarabng
college students. These include disorganization (Coutinho & Neuman, 2008;8Ell
McGregor, 2001), lower academic performance (Durik et al, 2009; Fenolla2804l),
and procrastination (Howell & Burro, 2009).

Dweck and Legget (1988) proposed that achievement goal orientation stems from
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one’s implicit theory of intelligence. In this model, individuals téodadopt either an
entity theory of intelligence, meaning the idea that theirligegice is a fixed quantity
and they could do little to change it, or an incremental theory of intelligence, ththate
their intelligence is not a fixed quantity and can be improved through effoatcatiemic
settings, holding an incremental theory as opposed to an entity theory istaslsadiaa
adaptive outcomes such as improved academic performance (BlackeedniBwski, &
Dweck, 2007; Aronson, Fried, & Good, 2002) and a pattern of attributing failure to lack
of effort rather than ability (Hong, Chiu, Dweck, Lin, & Wan, 1999).

It has long been proposed that implicit theories produce theicteffey
influencing goal orientation (Dweck, 1999; Dweck & Leggett, 1988). Inrtioglel, an
entity theory of intelligence is thought to produce performagoals while an
incremental theory of intelligence is thought to produce magjesys. An individual
with an entity theory thinks that their intelligence is gerngrahalterable, therefore the
majority of tasks in school become measures of that immutalelégance. This leads
one to become overly concerned with demonstrating to themselves arsl thtitethey
have an adequate level of intelligence. Consequently, they bdooosed on either
performance approach or performance avoidance goals. Convasebrson who
believes their level of intelligence to be malleable is not burdened by ameeuaistantly
demonstrate competence, because any deficit that may be apparent to sthersdsas
being temporary and malleable. They are therefore likely to adagtery goals in
academic situations.

The assertion that achievement goals are primarily thdt @simplicit theories

has received some empirical support (Dweck & Legget, 1988; Robins & Fa02),
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However, the majority of studies examining this question faibegroduce results that
supported the hypothesized relationship (e.g., Elliot & McGregor, 200d/gH& Buro,
2009) In this research, many of the correlations were found tm ke opposite
direction of what would have been predicted by the model. In thes welsere the
direction of the correlations were consistent with the model, tagarships were found
to generally be very small, often lacking in statisticgh#icance. Therefore, it appears
that another process may be needed to explain the origin of achievgaenwithin the
individual.

Self-efficacy refers to an individual's perceived capabditie learn or perform
behaviors at a designated level (Bandura, 1986, 1997). Unless individuaise ibkt
they will be able to successfully engage in a task and obtain a desired outcgrhaythe
little reason to initially engage in that task let alone peisighe face of obstacles.
Because of this, behavior can often be better predicted by one’s selfefielgefs than
by their actual capacity to perform effectively (e.g.,m#ierman & Bandura, 1994).
Measures of perceived self-efficacy are predictive of acadachievement (Multon,
Brown, & Lent, 1991) as well as persistence and effort irfabe of difficult academic
tasks (Bouffard et al, 2005; Bouffard-Bouchard, Parent, & Larivee, 1991; Schunk, 1981)
It will be argued here that achievement goal orientation could be understood thidbugh se
efficacy theory.

Self-efficacy can be measured at various levels of spigifidcor example, a
researcher could measure a student’s general academic isalfygftheir mathematics

self-efficacy, their self-efficacy for calculus, or theklfsefficacy for the particular
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calculus course in which they are enrolled. Research inditatsneasures of self-
efficacy will become more closely related to measures of perfornantcenotivation the

more specific the domain of self-efficacy that is meas(@dobi, 2004; Pajares & Miller,
1995; Steinmayr & Spinath, 2009).

The current study measured self-efficacy at a new levagbeificity, the level of
the achievement goal and not just the task in general. lbavifiroposed that a student
will have a degree of perceived self-efficacy for maségyroach goals, another for their
degree of perceived efficacy for mastery avoidance goals,rpenfice approach goals,
and performance avoidance goals. It will be hypothesized nhabdividual's profile of
goal specific self-efficacy is predictive of achievement galption. This hypothesis is
based in the research indicating that perceived self-effia@ determinant of task
choice (Bandura & Schunk, 1981; Hackett & Betz, 1989; Escarti’& Guzrags),
where people tend to engage in tasks for which they have the thagwee of self-
efficacy. It will be argued that, from a first person cogsmitfperspective, the selection of
an achievement goal is like the selection of a task, therefopgrdhesses that effect task

selection ought to apply to achievement goal selection.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the current study is to explore the validity of the concept of goal
specific self-efficacy and to measure its covariation with achiemégoals relative to

that of implicit theories of intelligence.
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Research Questions
The following research questions were addressed in this study:
1. Can goal specific self-efficacy be used to predict achievementdyppdican?
2.  Are implicit theories related to achievement goal adoptimh what is the
degree of that relationship relative to the construct of goaifispself-
efficacy?

3.  What is the nature of the relationship between impligtidseand one’s

degree of goal specific self-efficacy?

4. To what extent do student’s achievement goals differ across the classes in
which they are enrolled in a semester, and are these differencesedsocia
with congruent changes in their profile of goal specific self-effitacy

5. Can the effects of manipulations to one’s theory of intelligence on goal
orientation be explained by changes in the degree of ones self-efficacy f

mastery approach goals?

Assumptions of the Study
The following assumptions were made for the study:
= The instruments used to measure achievement goals, implicit theories, Bnd goa
specific self-efficacy were assumed to be valid and reliable mesastithose
constructs
= The participants were assumed to respond to the instruments in a careful and

honest manner



Definition of Terms
The following terms were defined for use in this study:
Achievement Goals:

A goal is a cognitive representation of a future object that gantsm is committed to
approach or avoid (Elliot & Niesta, 2009). In this study, the @chevement goadill
refer the one of the four goals in the 2x2 model of goal orientdklliot & McGregor,
2001). The model contains four achievement goals: mastery approacised on
attaining task-based or intrapersonal competence), performapceaah (focused on
attaining normative competence), mastery avoidance (focused onnavtadk-based or
intrapersonal incompetence), and performance avoidance (focused dingwarmative
incompetence).

Self-Efficacy:

The beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the course®ofragtiired to
produce given attainments (Bandura, 1997).

Goal Specific Self-Efficacy:

Self-efficacy as pertaining to individual achievement goalshiwitthe 2x2-goal

framework, such as self-efficacy for mastery approach goalsself-efficacy for

performance avoidance goals. For example, self-efficacy fatemyaapproach goals
(also termed mastery approach self-efficacy) refers tdoéhief in ones capabilities to
organize and execute the course of action required to attain tsestt-bea intrapersonal
competence. Whereas, self-efficacy for performance avoidgraie refers to the beliefs
in ones capability to organize and execute the course of action remgaiveid normative

incompetence.

Implicit Theories:

The belief that one holds regarding the malleability of theglligence (Dweck, 1999;
Dweck & Leggett, 1988). Two contrasting beliefs are identified. viddals labeled as
entity theorists believe that their intelligence is a figedntity and they could do little to
change it. In contrast, individuals labeled as incremental thedredieve that their
intelligence is not a fixed quantity and can be improved through effort.
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Chapter lI

Review of the Literature
The Achievement Goal Concept

Achievement goals are a central construct in the achievemett/ation
literature. They refer to an individual’'s representation of petence based outcomes
that they strive to attain or avoid (Cury, Elliot, Da Fonseca, élléd, 2006). In this
literature two main types of goals are often described: pedioce goals and mastery
goals (e.g., Ames & Archer, 1988; Dweck, 1986, 1992; Nicholls, 1984). Magbais
pertain to the desire to acquire knowledge and competence, the tegnprove and
grow. Performance goals correspond to the desire to perforihncamepared with others.
To be put more succinctly, mastery goals represent concern witmgyaiompetence
while performance goals represent concern with demonstrating competence

More recent conceptualizations divide each goal into an approacharand
avoidance component (Elliot, 1999; Elliot & McGregor, 2001), which istemgpt to
integrate this work with earlier approach verses avoidance contegtioas of
achievement motivation (Atkinson, 1957; McClelland, 1951). This is knowhea2x2
model of goal orientation. The framework contains four achievemeris: goastery
approach (focused on attaining task-based or intrapersonal cocgetperformance
approach (focused on attaining normative competence), mastery avo{ttanused on
avoiding task-based or intrapersonal incompetence), and performance avoidemsedf
on avoiding normative incompetence). While earlier studies tended ts fat the
distinction between mastery and performance goals, research lasthien years has

most often included the approach/avoidance distinction but for performaatse anly.
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Until recently, relatively few studies have incorporated the aapr/avoidance
distinction within mastery goals. However, in the cases wthesedistinction has been
made it has been supported empirically by the means of diffdreatilates between
the goals (Bipp, Steinmayr, & Spinath, 2008; Coutinho & Neuman, 2008; H&well
Burro, 2009), cluster analysis (Chai Liu, Wang, Tan, Ee, & Koh, 2009),factdr
analysis (Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Murayama, Zhou, & Nesbit, 2009; Witk&w
Fuligni, 2007).

Achievement goals represent the cognitive organization of one’s belfavia
particular task. Much of achievement behavior can be understood througipé¢hef
goals that an individual employs in a learning situation (Elliot, 2005). Although thms is a
active area of research, it has been suggested that goals are still in aeed@ed upon
conceptual definition (Elliot & Niesta, 2009). Therefore, theolwlhg definition has
been recently suggested by Elliot and Niesta (2009) and will be adoptetahgoal is a
cognitive representation of a future object that an organism is committed tocpproa
avoid”. In this conceptualization, a goal is not a variable to benputa regression
analysis to predict behavior, but it is the final cognitive verdicthe end for which
behavior will be directed. In other words, goals themselves arsuffatient to account
for motivation, but goals should be considered in tandem with the proteasesderlie
them to explain motivation. Some of the underlying processes thabkamesuggested
are perceptions of competence, implicit theories, nuerophysiologadispositions, and
relational variables such as fear of rejection, competency-basadllearsuch as need for

achievement, as well as other demographic and environmental variabless {289).
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Measurement of Goals

Goal orientation among college students is measured by partigekneport.
researchers have done this most commonly utilizing a likde &tymat where subjects
rate their level of agreement or disagreement with statenaeloi®ssing goal content.
There are several scales in wide usage that appear toatiffearily in the number and
type of goals they measure. Some scales, such as The GoaloinRoedel, Schraw,
& Plake, 1994) measure only performance approach and mastepaapmoals. This
likert style scale was designed for use with adults and hes beed primarily in
achievement goal research among college students. The folloveing@ items taken
from the performance goal scale, “It is important for me toagbetter grade than my
classmates” and, “I like others to think | know a lot.” Exarsglem the mastery goal
scale are, “I enjoy challenging school assignments” and, “Personirynaka subject is
important to me”. Factor analysis of the two scales indicdtat rhastery goals and
performance goals were statistically independent; two westkratest reliabilities were
.73 for the performance scale and .76 for the mastery scale (Roedel et al, 1994).

Other scales, such Elliot and Church’s (1997) 18-item liketé hghievement
Goal Questionnaire, were designed to measure performance avogiaisen addition
to performance approach and mastery goals. In this questiorsigii®ms each assess
mastery approach goals (e.g., “l want to learn as much as godaitihg this section of
the class”), performance approach goals (e.g., “It is impoftanie to do better than
other students on this exam”), and performance avoidance goals [gust Want to

avoid doing poorly on this exam”).
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Most recently, scales were designed to measure all four gdathe 2x2
framework, such as thé&chievement Goal Questionnaire froElliot & McGregor
(2001). The scale has three items measuring each goal. aampkxof an item from
each goal follows: performance approach, “It is important fotordo better than other
students”, mastery approach, “I want to learn as much as possintetliis class”,
performance avoidance, “My goal in this class is to avoid perfaynpoorly “and
mastery avoidance, “Sometimes I'm afraid that | may not utashelthe content of this
class as thoroughly as I'd like”. Confirmatory factor analysbm an undergraduate
sample has resulted in four factors, one for each area of goal contett§BcGregor,
2001). A small negative relationship was found between performgppmeazh and
mastery approach goals (r = -.14), while endorsement of perfoerarmdance and
mastery avoidance goals yielded a small positive correlation (r = .2@)approach and
avoidance valence of mastery goals are correlated with eheh (©ot= .37) as are the
approach and avoidance valence within performance goals (r =.18).

Research into the goal content of children and adolescents dpaisede the
development of different scales. In wide use is the Patterns of Adaptiverig8urvey
(PALS; Midgley et al., 1997). The scale measures three types of atleietvgoals with
five items measuring each goal in a likert style format: masterypagpr(e.g., | like class
work that I'll learn from even if | make a lot of mistakes)f@enance approach ( e.g.,
Doing better than other students in class is important to me) afafrpance avoidance
(e.g., One of my main goals is to avoid looking like | can't do my work).

In addition to the use of the preceding scales, goal orientadanalso be

measured in an either/or format, as was the case with most of the éalyearent goal
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research. For example, Dweck & Mueller (1997) asked subjectsetdheir agreement
with the following statements, “Although | hate to admit it, | stmes would rather do
well in a class than learn a lot” or “It is much more imparfar me to learn things in
my classes than it is to get the best grades.” Beyond sipipBenting statements to
subjects that pit mastery verse performance goals diregdipst each other, researchers
have also classified goal content by the subject’s willingness emeng particular tasks.
For example, a subject’'s goal preference can be obtained byg givam a choice
between two tasks, where one task would assess their ability etobtthem anything
new (i.e. performance goal task), while the other would give thenogpertunity to
practice and improve important skills (i.e. mastery goal tasWe(®, 1999; Dweck &
Legget, 1988). Other researchers have inferred a student’s willingneks toreamedial
class, as evidence for a mastery goal orientation (Hong, ChiuciDwen &, Wan,
1999). These alternative methods for measuring goals have been used in onlytg minor
of studies.

Most studies investigating goal orientation measure goptrately, using scales
such as those previously described. This means that sepanase ae obtained from
subjects pertaining to their level of agreement with statesnentorsing different
achievement goals. Dependent measures are then correldiatiesgé measures of goal
content at a level of analysis that does not take into consideratits doreinant goal
orientation. In this way, it appears that what is being meassitee level of a person’s
commitment to particular achievement goals in isolation and nat gbal orientation.
One’s dominant goal orientation is important as it was at ¢he af early work in the

field, where differences in dominant goal orientation explained el&ne student’s
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responses to failure (Dweck & Legget, 1988). Since these studresgeaerally not
been redone using the current likert style goal questionnaires, itherelanger of a
discontinuity between past and present research. It is currently uthdesffect that this
measurement and conceptual issue is having on the development of the fieldrels resea
examining the relationship of these either/or measurement methodolotjidsevt style
measurements is lacking.
Effects of Goals

The first wave of research investigating the correlatelsedfects of achievement
goals was primarily focused on elementary school students and nsmhtanly the
performance verses mastery distinction. The findings from tkasties and their
interpretations advanced the idea that mastery goals wereraflg adaptive while
performance goals were generally maladaptive. For examplgtery goals, as opposed
to performance goals, were touted to be related to higher lef/etsastery-orientated
behaviors such as persistence, increases in effort, increasedf-regslation, and
intrinsic motivation (Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Utman, 1997, for review3hese earlier
studies tended to take an either/or approach to goal measurememeghiad in
outcomes being related to the participant’'s dominant goal orientation. lastoctirrent
research has primarily tended to measure goals separately.alstvsoadened its focus
to achievement goals among college students and has used theclajspmdance
distinction. This research has produced more varied results, where perfogoalscare
often found to be related to adaptive outcomes. Furthermore, the distibetiween

approach/avoidance within the 2x2 framework seems to be just astampas the
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performance/mastery dichotomy. It is unclear as to whethee tbd&erences are
attributable to changes in the manner that goals are measured, asrsaatiseng goals

in an either/or fashion within the 2x2 framework are lackin@stly, researchers have
learned that the relative effects and correlates of the foal grientations appear to
change with age, where performance approach goals appear to become more fadaptiv
adolescents and adults than they are for young children (Midgley, Middleton, &rKapl
2001). Therefore, in order not to confuse these issues, only the goal orient&#oaolres
utilizing the 2x2 framework among college students will be reviewed here.

Among college students, mastery approach goals appear to be relatecest int
while performance approach goals are related to performance; avoigteateen general
tend to be associated with lower interest and lower performafoe.example, in a
university introductory psychology course mastery goals for tlasscpredicted
subsequent interest in the discipline but not grades, while performance golaésdiass
predicted subsequent grades but not interddsrackiewicz, Barron, Tauer, Carter, &
Elliot, 2000). Three semesters later the pattern wdsfatdwed; those who initially
adopted a higher level of mastery goals tended to enroll in mguhglegy courses
while those who initially adopted a higher level of performancdsgieaded to have
better long-term academic performance as measured by GPAs finding, that
performance goals rather than mastery goals predict acagemiarmance in college,
has been replicated several times. Longitudinal researcloinad that goals for college
work in general during a student’s first semester predictedieata outcomes a full two
years later, where after controlling for high school abilityd athe intensity of

achievement motivation, performance approach goals were positivelgiated with
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GPA, performance avoidance goals were negatively associatedswWif, and mastery
goals, while found to be unrelated to GPA, predicted a greater dyemsicourse
selection (Durick, Lovejoy, & Johnson, 2009). Several others studies have produced this
consistent pattern of results, where mastery goals are not related tovebjezasures of
college performance (i.e. GPA), performance approach goals aterglpscorrelated
with GPA, and performance avoidance goals are negatively cedelath GPA. (Elliot
et al, 1999; Fenollar et al, 2007; Hulleman, Durik, Schweigert, & Haraacz, 2008).
Therefore, at the college level, performance approach goals caenabnsidered
completely maladaptive, as they are predictive of a centrgltimdameasure, GPA.
However, although GPA is an important measure, so is actualingarong-term
retention, and mastery of the material. There is evidence to s$uhgordea that
performance goals, although associated with higher grades,notape necessarily
associated with higher retention of knowledge and skills.

There is evidence to suggest that, among college students foamaerce
approach goal orientation is associated with superficial psoggsand a mastery
approach orientation is associated with deep processing and/or lbeggdgerm recall.
For example, in a sample of students enrolled in an undergraduate course intotyoduc
statistics, self report measures of deep processing (&/berf | was reading, | stopped
once in a while and went over what | had read.”) were positively correlatieanastery
approach goals as measured by The Goals Inventory (Roedel et al., 199d)ebicumd
to be unrelated to a performance approach orientation (Bandalosy,F&an@eske,
2003). Similarly, Elliot & McGregor (2001) measured both deepgssiag (e.g., "l

treat the course material as a starting point and try to develop my own ideas"aboudt
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surface processing (e.g., "When | study for the exam, | try to memarinamy facts as |
can") study strategies among a sample of 148 undergraduatdecman introductory
psychology course. These measures were related to goals asirede by the
Achievement Goal Questionnairelligt & McGregor, 2001). It was found that mastery
approach goals were positively correlated with deep processiaggies, while no
relationship was found between performance approach goals and deegsprg. Most
recently, Fenollar et al. (2007) administered a questionnaire touB88rgraduate
students in Spain enrolled in a wide variety of academic prograi@snsistent with
prior research, they found deep processing strategies to be ppsiilated to mastery
approach goals, no relationship to performance approach goal; spréasssing was
found to be related to performance approach goals but unrelated terymagproach
goals.

These findings would appear to make sense considering that ferwiashold
strong performance goals, where the purpose is demonstrating cooapeserface
processing of information could be an efficient way to preparea test and perform
well, thereby meeting their goal. However, deep processiag not be the most
efficient way to prepare for a multi choice test. This défeial in study strategies may
result in much of the association between grades and a performance approaatioorient
as well as the associations between mastery goals andrd@ageterm recall and
interest in the subject. Performance approach goals, while predictive of GlyApirbe
the most adaptive goal orientation in college.

In contrast to the unresolved question of the most adaptive appgoathn

college, it appears that avoidance goals are linked with outcdraesvould be widely
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considered maladaptive. For example, in addition to the negativeassobetween
performance avoidance goals and GPA mentioned earlier (Elliot et a, E38talF et al,
2007; Hulleman et al, 2008), researchers have found avoidance goalaseodoeated
with other maladaptive behaviors. Howell and Buro (2009) measured goadsthsi
Achievement Goal Questionnaire ll{& & McGregor, 2001) among a sample of
university undergraduates enrolled in an introductory psychology codrsey found
mastery avoidance goals to be correlated with self-repgrtedrastination, while
mastery and performance approach goals were found to be inversaled
procrastination.  Performance avoidance goals were found to beatedreto
procrastination. Also using the Achievement Goal Questionnairet Eiid McGregor
(2001) found both performance avoidance and mastery avoidance goalsctatée to
self-reported measures of worry and disorganization, whilegbeegatively related to
self-reported SAT scores. Coutinho & Neuman (2008) also using a sample ofitynivers
undergraduates and the Achievement Goal Questionnaire (ElliotG3é&gor, 2001),
found performance avoidance goals to be related to self reportegashsation and
surface processing. Mastery avoidance goals were not fouravéoahrelationship to
these measures.
Situational verses Dispositional Goals

The studies that were reviewed here all measured dispositioalabgentation,
meaning goal orientation in the absence of an experimental manipulatiorevétothis
is only part of the research on goals. Goals can be situayianalhipulated and are
therefore very context dependent. Experimental manipulations of gaadsproduced

results comparable to dispositional goal orientation, where a mastergrgpoahtion is
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related to higher levels of self-regulation and task persistdutenot necessarily
improved performance (Butler, 1993; Bouffard et al, 2005; Elliot, et al, 2005; Elliot &
Dweck, 1988, Harackiewicz & Elliot, 1993).

Most notably, although conducted with children and not college students, Hole &
Crozier (2007) performed an experimental manipulation to prime aemgast a
performance goal orientation among their sample, but before doing so theyasuied
the subject’s dispositional goal orientation with the Patterns of Adaptiaelng Survey
(Midgley et al, 1997). As a means of priming mastery goals, the children in oné@ondi
were told, ‘In these tasks you will learn how to solve puzzles. It doesn’trrhattemany
you get right, just enjoy it and you'll probably find you improve yskills as you go
along’. In the performance condition, the children were told, ‘Thasks test problem
solving which is an important skill. Children who solve these tests are very goodmrobl
solvers. These tests will show how good you are at solving problensacednto other
children your age so try to get the best score you can’. Consistent with pemncteghe
results indicated that those who were primed with a mastery goahtation
demonstrated higher levels of task persistence than those priitted werformance
orientation. However, the important finding from the study was heen the results
were analyzed from the standpoint of the children’s dispositiooal grientation, no
effects were found. Therefore, it appears that the subject’s disposittaargentation,
which prior research would suggest would lead to different levelaslf persistence
(Dweck & Legget, 1988), did not have an effect in this study due to thengrithat the
subjects underwent as part of the experimental manipulation. In other wordg st &&

though the subject’s dispositional goal orientations were outweighed by ¢lcemime
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in the immediate context.

Although the goals ones chooses at any given time have been demonstrated to be
context dependent, research indicates that individuals maintain a atsbgestable
dispositional tendency to favor a particular goal orientation fromegorib context.
Research on the goal consistency of college students utiiflifgur goals as measured
by Elliot & McGregor’s (2001) Achievement Goal Questionnaire foandoverall goal
consistency correlation of .76 over a 15 week long semesteer (&rilliot, 2007). In
addition to this moderate temporal stability of goals, theress avidence for cross-
domain stability of goals. Bong (2001) utilizing a sample of Koregamdle and high
school students measured goals across four different domains, Ekgirglan, math,
and science using the Patterns of Adaptive Learning Survey (Pkidgley et al.,
1997). They found that performance approach and performance avoidarcevgoal
moderately correlated across domains, while mastery goals mearme distinct across
domains. The cross-domain stability of college student’s goals has yeirteelstigated.

This research suggests that achievement goals, like mostsoitial cognitive
constructs, have both stability and flexibility across time and domains. Jdowehat is
the underlying psychological process that results in the consistency of igodéhton in
the absence of a strong goal-priming directive in the imnediavironment? It is this
guestion in which we are primarily interested. Research hasnsttat achievement
goals are unrelated to measures of intelligence and have oriy afigociations with
measures of general personality such as the Big Five (Bippl, 2008; Payne,

Youngcourt, & Beaubien, 2007). Currently, the most widely held theory on the origins of
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dispositional goals contends that they are a result of one’s itrimitefs regarding the
malleability of intelligence.
Implicit-Theories

It has been proposed that an individual’s dispositional achievement goal
orientation stems from their implicit theory of intelligend@weck, 1999; Dweck &
Leggett, 1988). In this model, individuals tend to adopt either an entity @fe
intelligence, meaning the idea that their intelligence is a fixed quantityhagctould do
little to change it, or an incremental theory of intelligence, the idea thatrttedligence
is not a fixed quantity and can be improved through effort. Implietbries are
measured using likert style self reports where subjectasited to rate their level of
agreement with statements such as, “You have a certain amount of intelbgeinpeu
really can't do much to change it" (Dweck, Chi-yue, & Hong, 1995). Implicit tiseofie
intelligence have been shown to be generally unrelated to actual measuteligémnce
(Dweck et al, 1995; Spinath & Spinath, 2003). They have shown a motmraltef
stability over time, with correlations of r = .70 from one year to the mekt & .64 over
three years among college students (Robins & Pals, 2002). Thegpareximately
equally likely to occur, with about 40 percent endorsing an entity yhé@r percent
endorsing an incremental theory, and 20 percent being undecided (Dweck, 1999).
Holding an incremental theory as opposed to an entity theory is @ssbuiith several
adaptive outcomes among college students such as improved acpeeimimance as
measured by course grades (Aronson, Fried, & Good, 2002; Hong, et al, 1999), an
increase in challenge seeking behavior (Hong et al, 1999), as svelloee adaptive

attributions (Hong et al, 1999; Robins & Pals, 2002).



21

The implicit theories approach is rooted in attribution theory (@fie 1986
2005) where it is suggested that there exists three causatgiime that are universal
across human behaviors: locus, stability, and controllability. Based ondihesgsions,
as well as many other factors, attributions are made for fusEess or failure such as
effort, ability, luck, or task difficulty. It has been hypotlzesi that holding a particular
implicit theory of intelligence would affect one’s attributiorgtlyle by biasing their
attributions on the dimensions of stability and controllability (Dkyet999). After
failure at a cognitive task, holding an entity theory would predespo® to attribute the
failure to ability while holding an incremental theory woulddispose one to attribute
the failure to lack of effort. This relationship between impliceories and attribution
style has been supported empirically among samples of middle sdBlackwell,
Trzesniewski, & Dweck, 2007) and college students (Hong et al, 1999; Ralads,
2002).

It has long been proposed that goals are primarily a function & onplicit
theories (Dweck & Leggett, 1988). In this model an entity theoryntligence is
thought to produce performance goals while an incremental theomytediigence is
thought to produce mastery goals. As the model is explained bgkD{#899), an
individual with an entity theory thinks that their intelligencegenerally unalterable,
therefore the majority of tasks in school become measures afiimattable intelligence.
This then leads one to become overly concerned with demonstratthgmselves and
others that they have an adequate level of intelligence. Conslgqubaly become
focused on either performance approach or performance avoidance Goalgersely, a

person who believes their level of intelligence to be malleable is not owertgimed by



22

a need to constantly demonstrate competence, because any deficit that pizaréet &0

others is viewed as being temporary and malleable. Instead, bebaydelieve that it
is possible to grow their intelligence, they are focused on et growing their

intelligence and gaining competence. They are therefore hkaly to adopt mastery
goals in most academic situations.

Do Implicit Theories Drive Goals?

Initially some evidence was put forth to support this hypothedwse(k &
Leggett, 1988). The studies reviewed here all involved children an@ndsirmeasured
goals in an either/or format where goals were pitted ageawdt other. For example, as
cited, Legget (1985) measured implicit theories of intelligen@gample of junior high
students along with the student’s endorsement of one of three gdaschallenge
seeking performance goal ("I'd like problems that are hard entughow that I'm
smart") and the challenge-avoidant performance goal ("I'd like pnsbtbat aren't too
hard, so | don't get many wrong" or "I'd like problems that are fairly sasil] do well")
The actual wording of the challenge seeking mastery goal choiceovasiblished in the
review. It was found that 60 percent of those students who had endorsedeanental
theory also endorsed the mastery goal, while only 18 percent ofutthentst who had
endorsed an entity theory endorsed the mastery goal. While wekaomw the content
of the mastery goal item, it can be seen from the content gfettiermance goal items
that the focus is on the level of difficulty and not necessarilyaihe demonstrating
competence. It should be noted that this is different from perfaergpproach items on
current goal scales, which actually focus on the demonstraticongpetence, such as,

“It is important for me to do better than other students” (Ebiotl McGregor, 2001).
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This disconnection can be seen in another study cited as evidentte foypotheses
(Dweck & Bempechat, 1983). The study was reported to have ocaied) goal
orientation based on student endorsements of the following task preferaastery
goals ("Hard, new, and different so | could try to learn from thesn'td performance
goals ("Fun and easy to do, so | wouldn't have to worry about nssjak&vhile the
mastery goal in this case appears to be similar in contéhé d&ms on current scales of
mastery approach goals, the performance goal task preference ienty dalated to the
aim of demonstrating competence. Lastly, research was presentiee review that
suggested manipulations to ones implicit theories of intelligencerkautied in changes
in their achievement goals (Dweck, Tenney, & Dinces, 1982). Thepuniations
consisted of reading passages to children that portrayed thegemeli of notable
individuals (e.g. Albert Einstein) as either a fixed inbornt togian acquirable quality.
They found that the children who were read incremental theory prime voeedikely to
choose mastery goals for an upcoming task, while those who weredpmith an entity
theory were more likely to choose performance goals for the tds&ddition to this
initial review, it has subsequently been argued in other reviewsewkr, mainly
unpublished, manuscripts that there exists evidence for the claimitiatt theories are
primary predictors of goal orientation (Dweck, 1999).

As of a result of this work, the primary role of implicit thesrin determining
goal orientation seems to be generally accepted. This hypeteslationship between
implicit theories and goals has been widely cited in currergarel examining both
goals and implicit theories (e.g., Aronson et al, 2002; Bong, 2008; Bégdicktal, 2007;

Durik et al, 2009; Cury et al, 2006; Elliot, 2005; Hong et al, 1999; Mareged§ 2006;
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Niiya, 2004; Thompson & Musket, 2005). The wide spread acceptance of this

hypothesized relationship may be hindering the exploration of othentmdtprecursors
of goal orientation.

It is only recently being acknowledged by some researdatsthere has
emerged little published empirical evidence for this claim sibeeck and Leggett's
original 1988 review (Cury et al, 2006; Payne et al, 2007). A curremtlsef the
literature reveals that there appears to be only a few studies in referéedtjpus that
directly address the issue of whether or not goals are pryndeiived from implicit
theories. In the first study (Roedel & Schraw, 1995), undergraduate studenisdenrol
an introductory course in educational psychology completed self-report sezdssring
both their goal orientation for academics in general and implicit theonyesligence. It
was found that holding an incremental theory of intelligence wasreiated to an
increase in the likelihood of adopting mastery goals as wouldeakcped by the model.
The study did find a relationship between holding an entity theoiptelligence and
adopting performance goals, however that relationship could be consideadid(rsm
=.21).

The second study obtained self report measures of goals fqoabidicsareas of
math and social studies as well as implicit theories from 8il@ren enrolled in grades
three to six in a predominately poor and working class schooictlistra large urban
area. They found significant relationships between entity beliedsboth performance
and mastery goals (r = .42; r = .11 respectively), which is iacticonflict with the
theory that implicit beliefs predict goal choice, specificallg idea that entity beliefs

would be negatively correlated with mastery goals (Stipek & Gralinski, 1996).
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In contrast to these first two findings, Robins and Pals (2002)umeshshe

implicit theories and goal orientation for academics in generad sample of 508
undergraduates. They found that holding an entity theory was relatémlding
performance goals (r = .31) but not mastery goals (r = -.2%sw@trthat supports the
earlier findings from Dweck and Legget (1988). However, in canteathe preceding
two studies which measured goals separately, this study measastery goals in an
either/or fashion based on the endorsement of a single item, “Theddgavl gain in
school is more important than the grades | receive.”

It should be noted that in these first three studies no performanmamace or
mastery avoidance goal options were given, which might have resulteccinat clear
association between implicit theories and goals. However, taparate tests of this
association using the 2 x 2 model has still indicated little sufpothe idea that goals
are primarily the result of one’s implicit theory. These studies all TikedAchievement
Goal QuestionnaireH|liot & McGregor, 200] as their measure of goal orientation.

In the first study, Elliot and McGregor (2001) measured goantation and
implicit theories through self-report in a sample of undergraduai@eists from an
introductory psychology class. It was found that all of the catrogls between the four
possible goals and implicit theories were very small, rangmg £19 to -.16. Only one
of these correlations reached the level of statistical significancengavoidance goals
were inversely associated with an incremental theory. Thaseno association found
between the holding of an entity theory and the adoption of eitherferrpance or

mastery goal orientation, which is direct contradiction to thpothesis, as was the
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nonsignificant and negative association between mastery approath awh an
incremental theory.

The second study (Cury et al, 2006) measured implicit theones gaal
orientation through self-report in a sample of secondary studentancd= They found
that while an entity theory is correlated with the intensityerformance goals and an
incremental theory was correlated with the intensity of magfeals to a small degree (r
=.20’s), the inverse was not true. Meaning, an entity theorynataselated in any way
to whether one adopts mastery goals and an incremental theomotvesated in any
way to whether one adopts performance goals. This is againect dontrast to a key
aspect of Dweck’s model that suggests the idea that holding &y thetry makes one
less willing to adopt mastery goals.

In the third and most recent test of the hypothesis (Howell u80B2009)
researchers measured implicit theories and goal orientationsamgple of university
undergraduates enrolled in an introductory psychology course. They foondmall
correlations between implicit theories and goal orientationsv@est .14 and -.12) where
the pattern of these correlations was such that an entity theasy significantly
correlated with all four goal orientations and an incrementabryhevas negatively
correlated with all four goal orientations. This finding, again, tailsupport the model.

Perhaps recognizing the lack of evidence for the hypothesis isothe of the
earlier studies, Dweck (1999) postulated that implicit theoriek amily predict goals
when goals are “pitted” against each other and measured in arogiflashion, as was

the case in earlier studies (e.g., Dweck & Legget, 1988). Thestas is based on the
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idea that one may hold relatively high levels of both performappeoach and mastery
approach goals, which can be adaptive for the individual when things are going veell. It
only when a failure experience or other situation prevents both goals from cupthsti
the importance of ones dominant goal orientation becomes evident, enth ithese
situations were goals should have their greatest effect. rive&s, with the exception of
the one study that supported the model (Robins & Pals, 2002) the othes stwikeved
here measured goal orientation separately. Therefore it doesnra possibility that
goals could be predicted by implicit theories if goals weeasared in an “either/or”
fashion, as it was in the original work supporting the hypothé&me¢k & Legget,
1988). Although it is difficult to see how this relationship could tegigen seemingly
random pattern of correlations between goals and implicit theoriése most recent
studies, it remains a possibility that which needs to be tested empirically

Taken as a whole, the data in the published literature do not suggegidisaare
primarily derived in a significant way from implicit theorie¥Vhile it may be true that
they could play some small role in goal orientation if they weeasured in an “either/
or” fashion, there remains a vast amount of room for another progessated variable
to account for the initial emergence, stability, and contextual mailyatdildispositional
goal orientation.  Therefore, researchers ought to apply thexaseo the task of
determining what psychological processes underlie achievemdnbrggrgation. While
it has been established that implicit theories can exert anemdé on achievement
related behavior through attribution processes, it has not beenisgsdbthat this
process is mediated by goal orientation. It is the curren¢ sttaffairs that goal

orientation appears to be without a viable psychological precursor.
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Self-Efficacy

Self-Efficacy refers to an individual’s perceived capabsgitie learn or perform
behaviors at a designated level. It has been formally defisgtthe beliefs in one’s
capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action mgoirproduce given
attainments” (Bandura, 1997). It is a central concept in Banduraial smgnitive
theory, which emphasizes reciprocal determinism and the effeanhtheéduals have on
selecting their own environments (Bandura, 1986). It will be arguedthat, with some
changes in measurement methodology, self-efficacy could be arprdagerminant of
achievement goals.

Unless individuals believe that they will be able to successfmigjage in a task
and obtain a desired outcome, they have little reason to iniéatipge in that task, let
alone persist in the face of obstacles. Because of this, beltanooften be better
predicted by one’s self-efficacy beliefs than by their actoapacity to perform
effectively (e.g., Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994). Evidence has beengawdo support
the idea that self-efficacy beliefs can be used to predectasks that individuals will
chose to engage in (Bandura & Schunk, 1981; Escarti’& Guzma’'n, 1999), as well as thei
long-term aspirations (Fouad, Smith, & Zao, 2002; Hackett & Betz, 198%; Brown,
& Larkin, 1986; Zimmerman, Bandura, & Martinez-Pons, 1992). Furtherntbee
difference between perceived self-efficacy and actualagp helps explain how
individuals with similar ability in a domain may differ widely terms of performance
and persistence. These effects of self-efficacy have flesearched over many areas of
human functioning. Metanalytic studies have been conducted in the doohawmsk

related performance (Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998), psychosocial funatjofiiolden,
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Moncher, Schinke, & Barker, 1990), academic achievement (Multon, Browreng,

1991), health functioning (Holden, 1991), and athletic performance (Mdtéltz,
Fahrbach, & Mack, 2000). This research demonstrates that fedfegfis positively
related to measures of motivation and performance across thesgedivareas of human
activity.

Specific to the academic domain, self-efficacy for academigsnerally found to
have a moderate relationship to achievement r =.38. Academeffsgdcy has also
been found to relate to persistence and effort in the face ofulifiacademic tasks
(Bouffard et al, 2005; Bouffard-Bouchard, Parent, & Larivee, 1991; Schunk, .1981)
Beyond self efficacy for academics in general, or a @ddr subject area or class,
research has found that individuals hold self-efficacy beliefotioer academic related
processes that can effect achievement, such as self regldatathg (Caprara et al,
2008) and creativity (Beghetto, 2006).

It is important to note that high levels of self-efficacy are not univgradhptive.
Some research suggests that artificially high levels dfe$igtacy can be negatively
related to motivation and performance. This may be espedrakdy when the self-
regulatory processes involved consist of planning and preparationex&omple, over
estimates of self-efficacy have been shown to be associateddedtreases in both
planned and actual study time as well as academic performdaneouver & Kendall,
2006). If individuals over estimate their capacity to perform iituatson they may not
recognize deficiencies in their preparedness and take thesapceteps to remediate
them. Therefore, care must be taken not to blindly consider iesreaself-efficacy to

be universally adaptive and related to increases in motivation.
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Individuals form perceptions of self-efficacy by interpretingprmation from
four sources (Bandura, 1997). The most influential source is the etenfpresult of
one’s prior experience, termed mastery experience. This means thdivedual with a
history of successful experiences with a task will tend to hawgler degree of self-
efficacy for the task as opposed to an individual without such expesiemcwhose
experiences were marked by failure rather than successlditioa to their interpretation
of their own past mastery experiences, people can form se&effperceptions through
vicarious experience (Bandura, 1997). This source of self-efficdogmation does not
have as strong of an effect as do mastery experiences. veigwe is especially
important in situations where individuals may have limited persax@grience, in which
case they tend to become more sensitive to what others do. Vicaxjpersence tends to
be more powerful when the person finds similarity with the model in a domain that woul
affect task performance. If the model is seen as beindpsitoithe individual they are
more likely to interpret the model's performance as being didigno$ their own
capacity. Self-efficacy can also be the result of sociabyasion, or the verbal
information they receive from other people (Bandura, 1997). Meaning, the feedback that
individuals receive from others both positive and negative regardingpédormance
capabilities can increase or lower self efficacy. The last sousedfedfficacy is that of
somatic and emotional states (Bandura, 1997). Individuals can gain atifmmnabout
their competence from the emotional states they experienteyasdntemplate action.
A strong emotional reaction provides information about the anticipataess or failure.

Self-efficacy can be measured at various levels of spegificdcor example, a

researcher could measure a student’'s general academic walfefftheir math self-
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efficacy, their self-efficacy for calculus, or their seffi@acy for the particular calculus
class that they are currently in. Research indicates thasures of self-efficacy will
become more closely related to measures of performance andatwootithe more
specific the domain of self-efficacy that is measured (Choi, 208res & Miller, 1995;
Steinmayr & Spinath, 2009).
Research on Achievement Goals and Self-Efficacy

Research has investigated the relationship between seHesffamd achievement
goals in college students. Heish (2008) measured self-efficadyt2 undergraduate
students using the Patterns of Adaptive Learning Survey, a selt-regpale that
measured the student's level of perceived self-efficacy amademics in general.
Measures of performance approach, mastery approach, and perferavartance goals
were obtained using the Achievement Goal Questionnaire (Elliot &aBht©97). Both
measures were administered in a single setting. Correlat@rsobtained between self-
efficacy and mastery approach goals that were much higke6Q) than those obtained
between self-efficacy and performance approach goals (r = .B#th results were
statistically significant. Performance avoidance goatsewfound to be unrelated to
measures of self-efficacy. In other research, Bandalos .ef(2803) measured
achievement goals in a sample of undergraduate students enrolled ntrogluatory
statistics class using the Goals Inventory (Roedel et al, 1984gse results were then
correlated with the results from eight self efficacymgetaken from the Motivated
Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ; Pintrich & d®df 1990) and two

original self-efficacy items, “I think | am naturally good sthtistics” and, “Learning
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statistics is easy for me.” This resulted in significpositive correlations between self-
efficacy and both mastery (r = .38) and performance goals (r =.14).

A congruent pattern of findings has emerged from studies with $ogiool
students that utilized similar methodologies (Liem, Lau, Shun, & 2087; Long et al,
2007). In both of these studies, the sections of Patterns of Adap@veirig Survey
which measured achievement goals were used to measure pederigproach and
mastery approach goals. Both studies used original scakdfadfficacy. As was the
case with college students, self-efficacy was found to beecelat both performance
approach and mastery approach goals, with the correlation betweegffiealfy and
mastery approach goals being stronger than the relationshipelbese efficacy and
performance approach goals.

Other research utilizing undergraduate students has yieldedvbaindifferent
results, where positive correlations were obtained between fBe#fey and mastery
approach goals but not between self-efficacy and performanceaappgoals. Phillips
and Gully (1997) measured goal orientation among a group of 405 undergraduate
students recruited from management and psychology courses usingitevo Scales
measuring mastery and performance goals (Button, Mathieu, &,24j86). An original
10 item measure of self-efficacy was used. Both measumesadeinistered at a single
point in time. Positive correlations were obtained between Bmlhey and a mastery
goal orientation but insignificant correlations were obtained &etwself-efficacy and a
performance goal orientation.

More recent research utilizing the full 2 x 2 framework found se#-efficacy

was related to both mastery and performance goals in approach laviorsdnce form.
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Coutinho and Neuman (2008) measured goal orientation usingdhievement Goal
Questionnaire (Elliot & McGregor, 2001) and self-efficacy usihg nine-item self-

efficacy subscale from the Motivated Strategies for Learmugpstionnaire (MSLQ;
Pintrich & de Groot, 1990) in a sample of undergraduate university stuelemtéed in

an introductory psychology course.  Significant positive correlatioeie obtained
between the self-efficacy measure and both performance approalsh(ge .36) and
mastery approach goals (r = .32). Negative correlations olaie@ned between self-
efficacy and mastery avoidance goals (r = -.24) and perfornmermdance goals (r = -
.04).

To summarize, among college students, most studies report theffisalfy is
related to both forms of approach goals, where the relationshiped® mastery
approach and self-efficacy is stronger than the relationship ebatwperformance
approach and self-efficacy. In studies utilizing the 2x2 gaah&work, self efficacy was
found to be related to both types of approach goals and inversaigydréd both types of
avoidance goals. Given these findings and the design of these stedmght ask how
the present state of research has led to theoretical advanice It appears that it has
largely failed to bring about an improved theory of achievement ntimtivathat
integrates these two central constructs. While we have atoredl data regarding these
constructs, we do not know how these two processes interact to produedféues on
achievement behavior. A understanding of this relationship would lead rtwre
accurate theory of achievement motivation, which in turn could aiddtelopment of

more effective educational practices and interventions.
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The absence of a theory that integrates both constructs maluebd¢o the
measurement and data analysis methodologies that have sorfaerbployed. First, it
should be highlighted here that in these studies the goals wepanet against each
other in an “either/or” format but were assessed separatelg @asi interval scale of
measurement. Their relative magnitudes were correlatedivattiegree of self-efficacy
for the task in general, resulting in a positive correlation batvike two constructs that
may likely be a measurement of a latent variable such asalesommitment towards
academics. Therefore, based on this type of design, it appears that goalami@rdatd
get a positive correlation with self-efficacy no matter wih& content of the approach
goal because what is actually being measured is the degoeenaiitment to that goal
and not the content of the goal. This being the case, previousctes@s not properly
investigated the question as to whether self-efficacy could bigréficant cognitive
precursor of goal choice. It remains to be seen what the natuttee relationship
between self-efficacy and goals would be if the data wereyzewlin a manner that
compared self-efficacy with dominant goal orientation. This wouldesddthe question
of self-efficacy’s relationship to goal content and not just camemnt, which would be
necessary for any meaningful theoretical integration of the constructs.

In addition to measuring goals in an either/or fashion, it isesigd here that
adjustments will need to be made in the way in which self-effice being measured.
The self-efficacy items in the preceding studies appearedrjogreatly as to what they
were measuring self-efficacy for. Consider the samplee$itiacy item given from
Phillips and Gully (1997), "I feel confident in my ability to perfo well on the

upcoming exam,” as opposed to the sample item provided from Liem(20@8), “I am
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sure | can learn the skills taught in English class well.” The comtethese items are not
the same. The first item appears to be addressing the contemésifself-efficacy to
perform based upon an external standard, to demonstrate their cocepete the
“upcoming exam,” while the second appears to be measuring oresffieacy to
increase their competence over time. Can there be differdrate®en one’s self
efficacy to demonstrate competence relative to others in #dispmmntext and their self-
efficacy that they will improve their skills over a period oh¢? Do items such as these
represent separate, albeit related, domains of personally effi€ity? items seem to be
more ambiguous in terms of the focus of self-efficacy beBath as, “I think that | am
naturally good at statistics” (Bandalos et al, 2003). When facttd such items, do
students interpret the word “good” as referring to their peeckability to learn more in
the future or do they interpret it as referring to their cdpaimm demonstrate their
competence on an upcoming exam? The answer is not clear. Hpa@sdeessing this
specificity issue in the measurement of self-efficacyt aslates to achievement goals
will be necessary for a meaningful integration of the construttay be the case that
the measures of self-efficacy need to move to a new level offispg, that is, specific
to the goal at hand and not simply the task. In other words, if goalso important in
directing our behavior, why measure self-efficacy for th& {fise class that is being
taken) and not the particular goal that one brings to the (magk self efficacy for
mastery approach goals)?
Goal Specific Self-Efficacy as the Driver of Goals
It may be reasonable to posit that goal orientation is thaltref the relative

levels of goal specific self efficacy that one holds. Mearangndividual in a particular
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context may select a performance or a mastery goal gb@aoach or avoidance valence
based on their degree of self-efficacy that they willusxessful in obtaining that goal as
compared to an opposing goal. All other factors being equal, whenastewice people
will generally engage in a task for which they believet ttieey have the highest
likelihood for success, the task for which they hold the highest elegfreelf-efficacy
(Bandura, 1997). Once it is recognized that the “task” in the self-effidacgtlire, from
the point of view of the subject, includes the goal they bring todteta and not just
the activity in itself, then it is logical to postulate thatlgohoice is influenced by the
same processes as task choice. The choice of goal content naewbd simply as a
higher level of task specificity to which the research on self-efficanybe applied.

While it is true that self-efficacy has usually been studiethe level of the task
(i.e. perceived self-efficacy for mathematics), the conceptualditieh given by Bandura
refers to ones capabilities to “produce given attainments”. eidrey, conceptually
speaking, self-efficacy is directed at particular attamsevithin the activity and not
simply the activity in itself. However, it is common practiceresearchers to label their
measures as describing one’s self-efficacy for the achieversiéuation without
reference to goals (i.e. self-efficacy for mathematicsfhis may be an error, as
mathematics is a discipline of study and not, as defined by Banalurattainment”. It
ought not to be referred to as self-efficacy for a disciptihstudy, which also fails to
make grammatical sense, but self-efficacy to achieve pkatiattainments within
discipline related activities, such as the demonstration akmruicompetence or the
growth of competence. Given this, there appears to be a disconriedii@manner in

which self-efficacy scales are labeled and described fin@m content, as often times the
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scale items make some direct reference to a specificvach@nt goal. For example,
some studies from the current literature review have setfaeffi items that appear to
accessing the construct of self efficacy for masteryaggbr goals, “‘Even if the work in
English is hard, | can learn it’ or “I am sure | can letlra skills taught in English class
well.” (Liem et al, 2007). Other studies have self efficatyms that seem to be
measuring self efficacy for performance approach goalsheas dontain an evaluative
component, “I am sure that | could do an excellent job on the problemsasksl
assigned for math class” (Bong, 2008) or from Phillips and G(1897), "I feel
confident in my ability to perform well on the upcoming exam".

It would be expected that if self-efficacy were measuoeceéch of the goals in
the 2x2 framework, the goal with the highest level of seltaffy will be the goal that
will be selected in an “either/or” format. Meaning, if aagmn had to make a choice
between a mastery approach and a performance approach goakltbbagen would be
the goal for which the person had the highest degree of sek@fficFor the avoidance
goals, since the valence is reversed, the lowest degree -efffedty would indicate a
need to adopt the avoidance goals. Therefore, it would be predicteitheéhabsolute
value of the measures of goal specific self-efficacy would preghal choice, where the
goal chosen by an individual in a particular situation would be thefgoalhich exists
the greatest absolute value of goal specific self-efficacy.

In this model, for a change to occur in the goal orientation brdaghtask, the
level of self efficacy for the new goal would not necessdrdlye to increase, but rather

the relative level of self efficacy for that new goal would have to becoghestiin value
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as compared to the other possible goals for the situation. The onlketaufoption of a
performance avoidance goal may follow an event where an individedi’sfScacy for
mastery approach and/or performance approach goals have been lowerdldstrate,
consider a student with a high degree of self-efficacy fdopaance approach goals as
compared to the other three possibilities in the 2x2 framewohle sfudent then enrolls
in an advanced class where the new classmates are at aflsk#l that is much higher
than the student’s perceived level of skill. The student’s sktfel for a performance
approach goal in this situation has decreased significantly badeid eppraisals of the
skills of the new classmates and the recognition that the graitiedbe handed out on a
curve. Due to these vicarious judgments, the student has lost cmefigkehis ability to
outperform others. The student’s self-efficacy for performaamaroach goals is no
longer dominant, and the student therefore ceases to adopt performarezech goals in
the class. The goal that would take its place would be the lggtalvbuld then hold the
highest degree of perceived self-efficacy after the decline in thenstudelf-efficacy for
performance approach goals. It may be the case that the ssidenthreatened by the
new highly skilled classmates and generally has a high lesaléfficacy for mastery
approach goals, brought about by his numerous mastery experienkegvhard for the
purpose of increasing his academic competences in various aremssbeing the case,
the student would adopt mastery approach goals as this has the hedgitest level of
goal specific self-efficacy. However, it could also be supihdisat his level of mastery
approach goals may not have been as high as his lack of sediegffior performance
avoidance goals. In such a situation, the individual may adopt arparfoe avoidance

goal as a consequence of the decrease in self-efficacy for the perderagproach goal.
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Experimental Link between Implicit Theories and Goals

While most associational studies published after Dweck and L&g@&®88)
original review have not found a reliable relationship between amhfteories and goals,
evidence from subsequent experimental studies has provided evideneppbats to
link the two constructs. The results of these experimental stwdiké need to be
accounted for within the current framework. The findings fromeBky Twenny, and
Dinces’ 1982 study (cited in Dweck and Leggett’'s 1988 review) haea beinforced by
two subsequent studies utilizing similar experimental methodold@esy et al, 2006,
Hong et al, 1999).

As described earlier, Dweck, Twenny, and Dinces (1982) report to have
manipulated children’s theories of intelligence by reading passages tohhieportrayed
the intelligence of notable individuals (e.g., Albert Einsteingigger a fixed inborn trait
or an acquirable quality. They found that the children who were meadceemental
theory prime were more likely to choose mastery goals for an upcoming taskpared
to those who were primed with an entity theory. Converselyrehding of the entity
theory prime resulted in a higher likelihood of choosing performajesds for the
upcoming task.

Curry (et al, 2006) produced a similar finding within a sangbleniddle school
students. The students were administered the Coding subtest froWeitiesler
Intelligence Scale for Children: Third Edition. Before tbsttthe students were divided

into two conditions. Those in the entity theaondition were informed: In many studies,
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scientists have shown that: 1) Everyone has a certain leubisofype of ability, and
there is not much that can be done to really change it, 2) Trasofygbility depends on
gifts or qualities that one has from birth, 3) Even if one makesfart, &ne cannot really
change one’s ability level, and 4) This type of ability is natlyemodifiable. In contrast,
those in the incremental theorgndition were informed: In many studies, scientists have
shown that: 1) Everyone has a certain level of this type of\ghilitt there are a lot of
ways to substantially change it, 2) This type of ability does npemtk on gifts or
gualities that one has from birth, 3) If one makes an effort, omeltange one’s ability
level, and 4) This type of ability is quite modifiable.

After the manipulation, the subjects were given five minutegpréztice the
Coding subtest. The subjects were then administered the testandesults were
scored. It was found that performance on the test was higlieose who were in the
incremental theory condition than it was for those in the enté@grihcondition. It was
also found those in the entity theory condition adopted higher levelsrimirmpance
approach and performance avoidance goals as measured by theeAwme Goal
Questionnaire (Elliot & McGregor, 2001) than did those in the inerdah theory
condition. The authors interpreted these findings as providing evideatentplicit
theories drive goal orientation.

In adults, Hong et al (1999) reported to manipulate theoriestelfigence by
having subjects read psychology today type articles that arguetttier an entity theory
of intelligence or an incremental theory. For example, tadian is taken from the
entity theory condition:

Knowles spent the last decade tracing identical twins whe vased apatrt.. . .
According to Knowles' results, up to eighty-eight percent of @asopés
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intelligence is due to genetic factors. About ten percent of irgetligy seems to

be determined during the first three years of life. Theams that intelligence

may be increased or decreased by only about two percent duasigaha
person's life.
The following was taken from the incremental theory condition:

Knowles spent the last decade tracing identical twins who raésed apart. . . .

According to his results, up to 88 percent of a person's intelligendee to

environmental factors. In an extreme case, a young girl adoptead lepllege

professor and his wife had an IQ of 138. The genetically idemvoalwas raised

by the real mother, who was a prostitute. This girl had an 1Q of 85.

Afterwards the subjects were asked whether they prefesredgage in an easy
task or a relatively difficult and challenging task. The subjetthe in the entity theory
condition were more likely to prefer an easy task as compared to those in theemtate
theory condition. Furthermore, after completing a cognitive task raceiving
unsatisfactory feedback, it was found that those in the incrembatalytcondition were
more likely to accept an invitation to do remedial work than thoghe entity theory
condition. Formal achievement goal scales were not given, howeyasubjects choices
regarding task selection and willingness to remediate poosrpehce were interpreted
as being indicative of goal orientation.

To summarize, these studies reported to manipulate implicit ésedry
presenting authoritative arguments to the subjects regardindhavhah entity or an
incremental theory was supported by scientific evidence. The subjects wdexpesed
to arguments in favor of the scientific validity of an entity tlyeiended to report more
performance goals on subsequent self-reports and failed td set&s that may be
difficult or highlight their weakness. In contrast, subjects whaewexposed to

arguments in favor of the scientific validity of an incremeniti@oty tended to report

increased adoption of mastery goals, were more willing to ernigadjiicult tasks, and
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were more willing to engage in remedial work to address theiceived weaknesses.
These studies have been interpreted as providing evidence that adnegeals stem
from implicit theories of intelligence.

The hypothesis that an actual change in implicit theoriesedatie changes in
goal orientation is not the only explanation for these effectsjsnibrthe mostly likely.
These differences in goal orientation may have been due toeshanthe subject’s goal
specific self-efficacy rather than changes in their inipltbeories. Since verbal
persuasion has been shown to effect one’s degree of seHdegff(Bandura, 1997), it
could be contended that those subjects who heard from an authostairee that their
performance could likely be improved experienced an increaseeiindégree of self-
efficacy for mastery approach goals. In contrast, those whe ad to believed that
their performance will be indicative of a fixed trait, wouldrdfere likely experience a
decrease in their degree of self efficacy for mastery approat$. go

In this framework, it would be predicted that the priming of an increntbataly
in the manner similar to that which was done in the aforementsedes would result
in an increase in self-efficacy for mastery approach goalsiodld be further predicted
that such an increase would account for any increase in magiaryach goal adoption
following the manipulation. Conversely, it would be predicted that theipgi of an
entity theory would result in a decrease of self-efficacy fastery approach goals.
Furthermore, it would be predicted that such a decrease would aéooany decrease

in mastery approach goal adoption following the manipulation.
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Goal Specific Self-Efficacy and Implicit Theories

Lastly, the potential relationships between implicit theories toed various
domains of goal specific self-efficacy will need to be address@he only hypothesis
that will be made here pertains to the potential relationship eeetvan incremental
theory of intelligence and self-efficacy for mastery appraguds. It would be expected
that having a high degree of self-efficacy for mastery agr@oals would necessitate
an incremental theory of intelligence. However, the opposite wouldenttie, having a
low degree of self-efficacy for mastery approach goals woatchecessarily affect ones
theory of intelligence. In this case, it could be imagineddhatrson with a low degree
of self-efficacy for mastery approach goals could hold an mmen¢al theory while
blaming some other factor other than the malleability of ih&tligence for their lack of
efficacy. It could easily be imagined that an individual may emdansentity theory due
specifically to their low self-efficacy for mastery apmbagoals, where the change in
implicit belief acts as a means to save their self-concepteduce cognitive dissonance.
Therefore, in this model it would be expected that individuals withigh degree of
perceived self-efficacy for mastery approach goals would teratiopt an incremental
theory of intelligence at a frequency that is higher than thosenigoldiv or moderate
levels of self-efficacy for mastery approach goals. eBasn the lack of prior research
into goal specific self-efficacy, no other predictions regardireggrelationship between
levels of goal specific self-efficacy and implicit theories can bdema
Advantages of the Proposed Model

If empirically supported, a model of goal orientation based ohgpeific self-

efficacy would have three main theoretical advantages over almdtse goal
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orientation is a result of implicit theories. First, goal sipeskelf-efficacy ought to be a
very dynamic construct that would account well for both the tempdahilisy and
malleability of achievement goals. A person’s relative |l@fedelf-efficacy for the four
goal orientations could rise and fall depending on influences fronsahees of self-
efficacy that could be easily affected over a short period of time. In conth@sdea that
goals are derived from implicit theories cannot account asfarethanges in one’s goal
orientation in a particular area over time without suggestinigtiies implicit beliefs are
rapidly fluctuating over time.

The second theoretical advantage of this model is that goafisssti-efficacy
could better account for differences in goal orientation across ataseject areas (e.g.
Bong, 2001) . For example, if an individual were an entity theovisat would explain
the fact that such a person may hold a performance approach geahietry, a mastery
avoidance goal in algebra, and a mastery approach goal in sciedogever self-
efficacy theory has no problem in dealing with these changessadoosains, as self-
efficacy research has shown that the construct to be gasKis (Bandura, 1997). In the
current model, it would be expected that the different achievenoats g student may
hold for each of their courses would be accompanied by a diffrefite of goal
specific self-efficacy.

The final theoretical advantage of this model is that it woakllt in more
adaptive goal choices for the individual. If individuals pursued gbalsare primarily
based on their implicit beliefs there is no reason to assuméhtie goals would be the

most adaptive. Since implicit beliefs are not based on individual differemé@sctional
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capacity or the affordances of the environment, what adaptive purpose peskrved
by these implicit beliefs driving goals and consequently behavior®ther words, if
implicit beliefs drove goal choice it would be difficult to see h&weh a mechanism of
action would tend to result in the most adaptive goal choice in thextoot the
individual and the situation. This is the exact opposite of a modehioh relative
values of self-efficacy are resulting in goal content. Rerreasons that have just been
stated, temporal and situational flexibility, a mechanism baseteoretative degree of
goal specific self-efficacy would provide the individual with algoaentation that is
responsive to context.

Hypotheses

The following hypotheses will be addressed by this study:

1. Can goal specific self-efficacy be used to predict achievement goalba®opt

Hi» Goal specific self-efficacy will not be independent of achievement goaliadopt
Specifically, the goal adopted for the class will be the goal for which the
participant holds the highest degree of self-efficacy.

2. Are implicit theories related to achievement goal adoption, and what is the
degree of that relationship relative to the construct of goal specific self-
efficacy?

H.a Implicit theories will not be independent of achievement goal adoption.
Specifically, participants with an entity theory of intelligence will eedors
performance approach and performance avoidance goals at a higher frequency

than they will endorse mastery approach or mastery avoidance goals.

Hyp: Implicit theories will not be independent of achievement goal adoption.
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Specifically, individuals with an incremental theory of intelligendéemvidorse
mastery approach and mastery avoidance goals at a higher frequantyetha

will endorse performance approach or performance avoidance goals.

H. Goal specific self-efficacy will be a better predictor of achievdrgeal
orientation than implicit theories.
3. What is the nature of the relationship between implicit theories and ones degree of
goal specific self-efficacy?
Hs. Participants with an incremental theory of intelligence will repohdridevels
of mastery approach goals than those who hold an entity theory.
4. To what extent do student’s achievement goals differ across the chasdash they
are enrolled in a semester, and are these differences associated witbrdaitganges
in their profile of goal specific self-efficacy?
Hi For those individuals who hold different goals for the classes in which they are
enrolled, goal specific self efficacy will not be independent of achiaevgos
adoption. Specifically, the goal adopted for the class will be the goal foln whi
the participant holds the highest degree of self-efficacy.
5. Can the effects of manipulations to one’s theory of intelligence on goal aoeritat
explained by changes in the degree of ones self-efficacy for magpoach goals?

Hsa  Within the sample of those exposed to the manipulation of their implicit theory,
goal specific self efficacy will not be independent of achievement goal
adoption. Specifically, the goal adopted for the class will be the goal ¢h whi
the participant holds the highest degree of self efficacy.

Hp:  Individuals who are primed with an incremental theory of intelligence will



Hc:
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report a higher degree of self-efficacy for mastery approach paals t

individuals who were primed with an entity theory of intelligence.

Participants primed with an entity theory of intelligence will report
performance approach and performance avoidance goals at a higher frequenc

than those participants primed with an incremental theory of intelligence.

. Participants primed with an incremental theory of intelligence wabnte

mastery approach and mastery avoidance goals at a higher frequétioysia

primed with an entity theory.

Measures of goal specific self-efficacy will be a better predaftachievement

goal orientation than the implicit theory manipulation.
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Chapter llI

Methodology
Introduction
The methods used to collect and analyze the data for the preseatcle are
presented in this chapter. Two studies were conducted to addressdéhech questions.
Study 1 addressed research questions one through four. Study 2 edidresdifth
research question. The participants, methodologies, and variableadh study are
presented separately. Following this, the data collection preeedor both studies are
presented jointly.
Restatement of the Problem
Achievement goals have a degree of stability across time andimosrile
simultaneously demonstrating a degree of situational mallgabifiince the goals that
one adopts in an academic context have been shown to be associatexs witl, as
causally related to, important outcomes, it is a priority ésearchers to understand their
origins, specifically the sources of their stability and naddigty. Currently, the most
widely accepted theory holds that achievement goals are the odsoite’s implicit
theory of intelligence. However, there is a paucity of elwglisupport for this assertion,
which, when added to the construct’s inherent lack of ability to acéoutite contextual
malleability of goals, requires the exploration of alterngpsechological precursors for
achievement goal orientation. The current study tested the hymothasigoal specific

self-efficacy is the primary driver of achievement goals.
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Study 1 Research Design

This study employed an associational research design utitiatagfrom several
measures taken at a single point in time. Measures of goal specitdfealéy, implicit
theories of intelligence, and achievement goals were obtainetno@raphic measures
and a measure of self-perceived course relevancy were atsoaubt The relationships
between these variables were analyzed using chi-squareftéstiependence artdests

of independence.

Participants
For study 1, the participants were 203 undergraduate students enrolladloical
community college. Age was the only exclusionary criteriaidfaants needed to be 18
years of age.

Instruments
Goal Specific Self-Efficacy

The items for the goal specific self-efficacy scalesewmodified from the

Achievement Goal Questionnaire, a frequently employed measwgeaborientation in
the 2x2 framework (Elliot & McGregor, 2001). The modification coesisdf altering
the items to make them read as self-efficacy itemsadsioé goal items and making the
items course specific. For example, the original item, ‘linigortant to me to do better
than other students” was transformed into, “I am confident that doadalbetter than
most other students in this class.” The participants respdndsath item on a scale of
0 to 100, indicating their degree of agreement with the statemeriés as they pertain

to a particular course in which they are currently enrolled.
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The items are as follows: self-efficacy for performaapproach goals (“I am
confident that | could do better than most other students in this clagkink that |
could do well compared to others in this class”, “I am confideatt it could get a better
grade than most of the other students in this class”), selbeffitor mastery approach
goals (“I am confident in my ability to learn as much as pasdibim this class.”, “I am
confident that | could gain a thorough understanding of the content ofdbkss,cll think
that | could master the material presented in this clasdheffieacy for performance
avoidance goals (“I may not be able to avoid doing poorly in this"cfdsam unsure of
my ability to avoid performing poorly in this class”, “I havilé confidence that | could
avoid performing poorly in this class”, and self-efficacy forsteay avoidance goals (“I
don’t think | will be able to learn all that | should in this ctasshave little confidence
that | will be able to understand the content of this class as thdyoag I'd like”, I
doubt that | will be able to learn all that there is to learn in this class”).

While this goal specific self-efficacy scale is a nastrument, the content of the
items as phrased as a measure of goal orientation has been shmmaneliable and valid.
Factor analysis yielded internal consistency coefficientstéons on the performance
approach scale that ranged from .97 to .90, the mastery approbkchasggd from .91 to
.80, the performance avoidance scale from .87 to .74, and the masterynesmdale
ranged from .90 to .84. No general factor was found (Elliot & Mc@re?001). Since,
for theoretical reasons detailed earlier, the concept of gaaitation and goal specific
self-efficacy are thought to be closely linked, it would be exquethat altering the goal

items to read as self-efficacy items will not result in large chatgthe factor structure.
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Goal Orientation

In this study goal orientation was measured in an “eithefasfiion. This was
for two reasons. The first reason, as explained earliay, nsote accurately address the
question of how self-efficacy affects the choice of goal congm not just goal
commitment. This is most easily done by collecting data ghaategorical rather than
metric, which would preclude the use of the widely used metriescuch as the
Achievement Goal Questionnaire (Eliot & McGregor, 2001). The skceason is to
assess the relative predictor power of self-efficacy fofsgoaer implicit theories in a
manner that is responsive to criticism of earlier studiesrtestsured goal orientation
separately instead of in manner that “pitted” the goals agaaws$t other (Dweck, 1999).

The performance approach and mastery approach items weréedhadter the
measure used in Dweck and Mueller (1997). The performance avoidadamastery
avoidance items were created here to run counter in meaning tppifeaeh goals. To
our knowledge there are no instruments in use that measure avoidaiseing@an
either/or manner. These items had to be created for use in the current study.

The patrticipants were asked to endorse only one of the four goah®pis the
one that is most characteristic of themselves for a particular clasgjo@heptions were
as follows: performance approach, “Although I hate to admit it, | would ratheellaw
this class than learn a lot”, performance avoidance, “| wouldrrathed looking like |
don’t understand than learning as much as | could in this class'@magiproach, “It is
more import for me to learn as much as | could in this class itha to get the best
grades”, and mastery avoidance, “Rather than getting the faeletsg my goal is to avoid

failing to understand the content of this class as thoroughly as I'd like”.
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As in the original goal items (Dweck & Mueller, 1997) the contehtthe

performance approach and mastery approach items make direenceféo each other.
These two goals are contrasted at the both the level of sdatd requires the subject to
select only one goal, and at the item level which separatep#iehoices by the use of
the word “rather”. It was thought that this same format should leel us the
construction of the avoidance goal items. The approach and avoidaisegoalready
inherently pitted against each other through the valence of thensent However, the
avoidance goals still needed to be contrasted with their mastergerformance
counterpart. Therefore, within the mastery avoidance item, defetence was made to
mastery avoidance goals being more important than performance apmoals, and
within the performance avoidance item, direct reference was nadeerformance
avoidance being more important that mastery approach. Therefore at the tbeefjodl
items each goal is contrasted against the other three. Thexaelgtien to this is that
mastery avoidance is not directed contrasted at the level ointinddual item to
performance avoidance goals. This could not have been accomplished witbout
avoidance goals having more comparisons than the approach goakss thaught that

symmetry in the goal choices was more important than making this distinction.

Implicit Theories

Implicit theories were measured with thkeories of Intelligence Sca(®weck,
Chi-yue, & Hong, 1995). The scale contains the following three jt&¥fmu have a
certain amount of intelligence and you really can't do muchhtnge it", "Your
intelligence is something about you that you can't change veri"macd "You can

learn new things, but you can't really change your basic geeltie.” Participants were
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asked to indicate their degree of agreement with each item @poat Likert scale
ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 6 (strongly disagrékls, the higher the participants’
scores, the less they believed that intelligence is a fixety.eflhis measure was scored
by obtaining a mean from the ratings on the three items thdtuped an overall implicit
theory score (ranging from 1 to 6). A high score would indida¢e adoption of an
incremental theory and a low score would indicate the adoption eftay theory. To
ensure that only participants with a clear preference fartcular theory of intelligence
were included in the analysis, mean scores of 3 or under are cedsidéicative of an
entity theorist while scores of 4 or above are considered indicatian incremental
theorist. Data from subjects whose mean falls between 3 andedphlazed into an
undecided category.

The results of six separate validation studies on the scalebbawepublished by
Dweck et al. (1995). Internal consistency of the scale athesstudies was found to
range from .94 to .97 and the two-week test retest reliability fmand to be .80. In
regards to discriminate validity, among adults, the scale producedignificant
correlations with age, gender, cognitive ability as measuredAdy stores, political

attitudes, and self-esteem.

Additional Measures

In addition to the psychological instruments listed above other iteere
included to gather background information. A single item, “Is this class relevgott
major course of study”, was obtained to ascertain the relevahdtke class to the

individual. Demographic data regarding gender was also collected.
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Data Analysis

The data collected from the instruments was entered into a cofopuealysis
using Minitab Windows version 16.0. All decisions on the statistigalifscance of the
findings were made using an alpha level of .05. Figure 1 presenfdanned statistical
analyses to address the hypotheses in this study. The Dalgsi&nwill be broken up
into four sections, each pertaining to one of the research questdnsuasequent
hypotheses.

The first section addresses the hypothesis that goal spselfiefficacy will
predict achievement goal adoption. The data was processed in theirfglimanner.
Each participant obtained a composite score for each of the fofdeur subscales by
adding the three items together in each subscale: self-gfffcacmastery approach
goals, self-efficacy for performance approach goals, sktfaefy for performance
avoidance goals, and self-efficacy for mastery avoidance {uatts that the valence for
the avoidance goals are reversed so that a low level offBe#ey will result in a high
score). Each participant had their scores on these four subsmalpared to each other.
As a result of that comparison, the participants’ highest scoeentieed their placement
into one of four groups: 1.) participants whose highest score was exbtamthe self-
efficacy for mastery approach goals subscale, 2.) participamse highest score was
obtained on the self-efficacy for mastery avoidance goals sebScaparticipants whose
highest score was obtained on the self-efficacy for performamoeach goals subscale,
and 4) participants whose highest score was obtained on the fisalfyeffor

performance avoidance goals subscale. Participants whose lugbiestvas not at least
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ten points higher than their second highest score were exchaedHe analysis, as they
do not have a clear dominant area of goal specific self-efficacy.

Once the subjects were divided in this manner, the four groups were compared on
the dependent variable, the goal choice items on the survey. For @helfair groups,
a frequency score for each of the goal orientations was obtained.

Differences between the groups were analyzed using a chi sesad independence.

The next section addressed the association between implioiteth@nd goals.
The data from the Implicit Theories of Intelligence scaleravused to place each
participant into one of two groups, entity theorist or incremental idtedwased on the
conventions of the scale described earlier. These two groupscamneared on the
frequency of the dependent variable of goal orientation. A chi-sqteste of
independence was used to analyze differences in the frequencies.

The following section addressed the research question pertatointhe
relationship between goal specific self-efficacy and impliebries. T test were used to
analyze the differences in levels of self-efficacy for teigsperformance goals between
two groups, those endorsing an entity theory and those endorsingramental theory
of intelligence.

The concluding analysis for the first study addressed theiogues$ to what
extent do student’s achievement goals differ across the counsbgmthey are enrolled
and if these differences are associated with congruent changlesir profile of goal
specific self-efficacy. Participants who are enrolled imeotcourses in addition to the
course in which the data is being collected were asked to comateaelditional measure

of goal specific self-efficacy and goal orientation for reaaf those other courses.
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Descriptive data regarding the prevalence of holding differeris goaeach class was
obtained. Data from participants who are enrolled in more than ansecfor which
they hold different goals were analyzed for concurrent chamgg®al specific self-

efficacy.
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Figure 1

Statistical Analysis

Study 1

Research Questions/Hypothesis Variables Statistical Analysis

1. Can goal specific self-efficacy be used tamteachievement goal adoption?

H,. Goal specific self-efficacy will not Goal Specific Self Efficacy Chi-square tests of independence
be independent of achievement goal will be used to analyze the
adoption. Specifically, the goal Achievement Goal Orientation differences in frequencies.

adopted for the class will be the goal

for which the participant holds the If significant differences in the
highest degree of self efficacy. frequencies exist, post hoc analysis

using the standardized residual e
will be used to determine the
effects of individual cells.

2. Are implicit theories related to achievemgoal adoption, and what is the degree of thatiogiahip relative to
the construct of goal specific self-efficacy

H,. Implicit theories will not be Goal Specific Self-Efficacy Chi-square tests of independence wiill
independent of achievement goal be used to analyze the differences in
adoption. Specifically, participants | Implicit Theories frequencies.

with an entity theory of intelligence

will endorse performance approach | Achievement Goal Orientation If significant differences in the

and performance avoidance goals at a frequencies exist, post hoc analysis
higher frequency than they will using the standardized residual e wifl
endorse mastery approach or mastery be used to determine the effects of
avoidance goals. individual cells.

Hoy: Implicit theories will not be For H,,, Cramer’s coefficient will be
independent of achievement goal computed to test the strength of the
adoption. Specifically, individuals relationship between the variables.

with an incremental theory of
intelligence will endorse mastery
approach and mastery avoidance gqals
at a higher frequency than they will
endorse performance approach or
performance avoidance goals.

H,. Goal specific self-efficacy will be
a better predictor of achievement goal
orientation than implicit theories.
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3. What is the nature of the relationship betwiegplicit theories and one’s degree of goal speaélf-efficacy?

Hs. Participants with an incremental
theory of intelligence will report
higher levels of mastery approach
goals than those who hold an entity
theory.

Goal Specific Self-Efficacy

Implicit Theories

A t test will be used to analyze the
differences between the means

4. To what extent do student’s achievement gdiffisr across the classes in which they are ertafiea semester,
and are these differences associated witgroent changes in their profile of goal specifitf-sfficacy?

H.. For those individuals who hold
different goals for the classes in whi
they are enrolled, goal specific self
efficacy will not be independent of
achievement goal adoption.
Specifically, the goal adopted for the
class will be the goal for which the
participant holds the highest degree
self efficacy.

Goal Specific Self-Efficacy
ch
Achievement Goal Orientation

of

Chi-square tests of independence wii

be used to analyze the differences i
frequencies.

If significant differences in the
frequencies exist, post hoc analysis
using the standardized residual e wi
be used to determine the effects of
individual cells
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Study 2 Research Design

An experimental design was employed to address the fiftranaseajuestion.
Participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditionshe Ifirst condition, the
participants were exposed to a prime for an incremental theomteligence, while
those in the other condition were exposed to a prime for an entitgytbéintelligence.
Dependent measures of goal specific self-efficacy and achievegal orientation were
subsequently taken from participants in both conditions. DifferenceBeodefpendent
variables between these two conditions were analyzed using chiestpsts of

independence artdests of independence.

Participants

The participants were 71 undergraduate students enrolled inlactomoeunity
college. Age was the only exclusionary criteria. Particgpaad to be least 18 years of
age.

Independent Variable

The participants were randomly assigned to receive eitheuingionnaire with
the incremental prime or the questionnaire with the entity prinie primes were
positioned at the top of the questionnaire form. They were designed to appeaptrtoe a
of the explanation of the importance of the research. This waswdtmn¢he intent of
trying to make the primes seem like they are not out of place and as weltessing the
authority of their source. These primes were based off theeprused in past research

described earlier in this paper (Curry et al, 2006; Hong et al, 1999)
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Entity Theory Prime:

The purpose of this study is to investigate how college studenksatid feel
about their classes. This research is especially importdight of the scientific
evidence supporting the idea that the amount of intelligence a persas Har
the most part, a relatively fixed entity. While we can leaew things, we
cannot change our innate intelligend&e know that in school some individuals
will have an easier or more difficult time learning thal wihers based on this
generally fixed level of ability preset in all of us. Givdrede disparities in
individual's natural ability, it is important to help ensure thahestadent has the
opportunity to reach their potentialThe insight that could be gained from
investigating how you think and feel about your classes may iutine lead to
more effective educational practices and interventions. Thank yoyofar

participation in this research.

Incremental Theory Prime:

The purpose of this study is to investigate how college students thdnfe@l about their
classes. This research is especially important in lightthef scientific evidence
supporting the idea that the amount of intelligence a person progsssesthe most
part, changeable. That is, for most people, working hard and learninghimegs can
actually increase how intelligent they are. We know thatted@d some individuals will
work hard to learn new things and thereby increase their geetie. However, others
will not, and consequently they will fall behind in the development ofr thasic
intelligence. Given the import role effort and motivation hadetermining your present

level of intelligence, it is important to help ensure that each studes the opportunity to
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stay motivated. The insight that could be gained from investggatmv you think and

feel about your classes may in the future lead to more eHestiucational practices and

interventions. Thank you for your participation in this research.

Dependent Variables
The same measures of goal specific self-efficacy actievement goal

orientation used in study 1 were obtained from participants in study 2.

Data Collection Procedures

Data for both study 1 and study 2 were collected in the followiagner. After
receiving approval from the university, the researcher applad ahd obtained
institutional review board approval from the Human Investigation ComenitHIC).
Data was collected from the students enrolled in classadaal community college.
The researcher contacted instructors to obtain permission toctcoléda in their
classrooms. After permission was obtained, the researcher went istagbfi®oms and
distributed the information sheets and the surveys. The informakieatss were
explained, along with the purpose of the study; assurances of coidiigenthat their
role in the study would entail, the voluntary nature of participatiand, the risk and
benefits of their participation.

Those students who agreed to participate completed one of tHererdisurvey
forms: form (a), form (b), or form (c). Form (a) was usedditect the data needed for
study 1. It contained the measures of goal specific dathey, achievement goal
orientation, and implicit theories of intelligence. It also cargdithe item measuring the

perceived relevancy of the course. Each student who recewed(&) received two
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additional copies of the goal specific self-efficacy scalethedjoal orientation measure.
They were instructed in the form’s directions to complete thesssures as they pertain
to the other courses in which they were currently enrolled. Kayndid not contain a
prime for implicit theories.

Form (b) and form (c) were used to collect the data nefededudy 2. Form (b)
contained the prime for the entity theory of intelligenceote##d by the measures of goal
specific self-efficacy and achievement goal orientatioRorm (c) contained the prime
for the incremental theory of intelligence followed by the roess of goal specific self-
efficacy and achievement goal orientation. The students whivedd®rm (b) or (c)
were not asked to complete additional measures for other classelsich they are
enrolled.

Prior to their classroom distribution by the researcher, the thuevey forms
were arranged in random order. For all three forms, the ordee afependent measures,
as well as the items within the measures, were counterbdldncehe researcher to
reduce any order effects.

When completed, the researcher collected the survey forms. rgponing the
survey students were given the debriefing sheet. The completed surveyeptunder

lock and key in the researcher’s home office.

Data Analysis
The data collected from the instruments was entered into a coffopuealysis
using Minitab Windows version 16. All decisions on the statisticadificance of the
findings were made using an alpha level of .05. Figure 2 presenfdanned statistical

analyses.



63

For Hsp at test was used to analyze the differences between the mearhof bot
conditions. For the rest of the hypotheses chi-square tests obnmtle were used to

analyze the differences in frequencies.
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Figure 2

Statistical Analysis

Study 2

Research Questions/Hypothesis

Variables

Statistical Analysis

5. Can the effects of manipulations to one’s th&d intelligence on goal orientation be explain®ydchanges in the degree

of ones self-efficacy for mastery approach goals?

Hs.:  Within the sample of those
exposed to the manipulation of their
implicit theory, goal specific self efficacy
will not be independent of achievement
goal adoption. Specifically, the goal
adopted for the class will be the goal in
which the participant holds the highest
degree of self efficacy.

Hsy: Individuals who are primed with an
incremental theory of intelligence will
report a higher degree of self-efficacy fp

mastery approach goals than individuals
who were primed with an entity theory of

intelligence.

Hs.: Participants primed with an entity
theory of intelligence will report

performance approach and performange

avoidance goals at a higher frequency
than those participants primed with an
incremental theory of intelligence.

Hsq: Participants primed with an
incremental theory of intelligence will
report mastery approach and mastery
avoidance goals at a higher frequency
that those primed with an entity theory.

Hse Measures of goal specific self-
efficacy will be a better predictor of
achievement goal orientation than the
implicit theory manipulation.

Independent Variable
Implicit Theory Priming

Dependent Variable
Goal Specific Self Efficacy
Achievement Goal Orientation

Chi-square tests of independence will
used to analyze the differences in
frequencies for K}, Hs. Hsg:

If significant differences in the
frequencies exist, post hoc analysis
using the standardized residual e will
used to determine the effects of
individual cells

For Hpa t test will be used to analyze
the differences between the mean of
both conditions.

For He, Cramer’s coefficient will be
computed to test the strength of the
relationship between the variables.

he
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Chapter IV

Results of Data Analysis

Results of the data analyses that were used to addressehechequestions and
test the hypotheses developed for this study are presented amdpigr. The chapter is
divided into four sections. The first three sections will pertain to study 1, vakil®trth
section will address study 2. The first section uses crbssataons, distributions, and
descriptive statistics to provide a profile of the sample of sfudyhe second section
uses descriptive statistics to summarize the nature of the sgealfic self-efficacy
variables. Results of the inferential statistical analysesl ts test the hypotheses are

presented in the third section of the chapter.

Study 1

This study was designed to provide an understanding of the intectiomnef the
social cognitive social constructs involved in achievement motivafl@vards this aim,
the construct of goal specific self-efficacy was measurezh attempt to understand the
associations of achievement goal adoption through self-efficacypmssed to implicit
theories, the link between which is not well supported by recent research.

Participants were recruited from a variety of classe®sacseven different
disciplines of study at a suburban community college. All data was collecteeienetine
3% and 6" week of a 15 week winter semester. The data was calledtectly by the
principal investigator from individual classrooms, either at thet ®r at the end of the
class period. Exact figures on the rate of participation could not be obtained, however th
participation rate appeared to be about 90 percent. Table 1 containgeribeal

descriptive statistics of the study.
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Study 1 General Descriptive Statistics N=203

N % N %
Course Goals
Math 52 25.6 Mastery Approach 72 354
Spanish 52 25.6 Performance Approach 77 37.9
English 22 10.8 Mastery Avoidance 29 14.3
Philosophy 17 8.4 Performance Avoidance 3 14
Geography 14 6.9 Not Reported 22 10.8
History 11 5.4
Psychology 2 0.9 Implicit Theories
Not Reported 33 16.3 Entity Theorist 53 26.1

Incremental Theorist 115 56.7

Gender Undecided 30 14.8
Males 72 35.5 Not Reported 5 25
Females 120 59.1
Not Reported 11 54
Course Relevancy
Relevant 118 57.3
Not Relevant 66 32.0
Not Reported 22 10.7

Overall 203 participants reported data in study one.

Data eadlected from

participants enrolled in a variety of courses within seven generab af study. The

highest percentage of participants (25.6) came from math and spanisess Females

out numbered males at a rate of 1.7:1.

Most students reported ehabutse was

relevant to their major course of study (n = 118) while a min¢mity 66) reported that it

was not.

Most students reported approach forms of motivation.

Performgmmeazh

goals were reported the most frequently (37.9%), followed closemdstery approach

(35.4%), and then mastery avoidance goals (14.3%). Performance avadaixeere

reported very infrequently (1.4%). Because of their infrequency, they had tclbdezk
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as a group from several analyses.

In this sample, incremental theories of intelligence were reported atramginer
rate (56.7%) than entity theories (26.1%). The undecided category (1ge8fains to
those participants whose scores fell in the middle of the “Treofiéntelligence Scale”,
and could therefore not be categorized as either an incremendal entity theorist.

Additional descriptive statistics by gender are presented irfalleving two
tables. Table 2 presents goal adoption frequencies by gender. 3T @bésents implicit

theory frequencies by gender.

Table 2

Goal Adoption Frequencies by Gender

Gender
Males _Females _Totals

Achievement Goals N % N % N %
Mastery Approach 27 41.5 3 4 394 70 40.2
Performance Approach 25 38.5 49 44.9 74 42.5
Mastery Avoidance 13 20.0 15 13.7 28 16.0
Performance Avoidance 0 0.0 2 1.8 2 1.2
Totals 65 100.0 109 100 174 100.0

Both genders appeared to be equally likely to hold each of the gdals.results
of the chi-square test for independence used to determine if aniadies existed
between participants’ gender and goal choice was not stdhjstiignificant y%(2) =

1.399,p = .494.
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Table 3

Implicit Theory Frequencies by Gender

Gender
Males _Females Totals
Implicit Theory N % N % N %
Entity Theorist 17 24.3 33 27.5 05 24.8
Incremental Theorist 45 64.3 68 756. 113 55.9
Undecided 10 14.3 19 15.8 29 3109.
Totals 72 100.0 120 100.0 192 100.0

Both genders appeared to be equally likely to hold each impliotythe The
results of the chi-square test for independence used to determine if an assegiated
between participants’ gender and implicit theory was not statistisigihjficanty%(2) =

0.796,p=.672.

Goal Specific Self-Efficacy

Goal specific self-efficacy was measured for each of tbalsgin the 2x2
achievement goal framework: self-efficacy for mastery aggragoals, self-efficacy for
performance approach goals, self-efficacy for mastery avaedgoals, and self-efficacy
for performance avoidance goals. The items for the goalf&pseif-efficacy scales
were modified from the Achievement Goal Questionnaire, a frequemntiployed
measure of goal orientation in the 2x2 framework (Elliot & Megar, 2001). The
modification consisted of altering the items to make them reasgeH-efficacy items
instead of goal items, and making the items course specific.eXeonple, the original

item, “it is important to me to do better than other students”treasformed into, “I am
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confident that | could do better than most other students in this.clahe subjects
responded to each item on a scale of 0 to 100, indicating their degageeefment with
the statements as far as they pertain to a particulaseanrwhich they are currently
enrolled. Three self-efficacy items were formed this way for eadtedbur goals. The
participant’s self-efficacy scores presented below are an avefdhese three items. For
each domain of self-efficacy the possible range of scores was 0 to 100.

Descriptive statistics regarding these measures are presentedaitothimg two
tables. Table 4 presents goal specific self-efficacy maadsstandard deviations by
gender, and Table 5 presents the goal specific self-efficaggnsn and standard
deviations by course relevancy. Lastly, Table 6 presents iotezlations of the
different domains of goal specific self-efficacy.

Table 4

Goal Specific Self-Efficacy Means and Standard Deviations by Gender

__Gender
Male (n = 70) Female (n = 120)
Self Efficacy M SD M SD
Mastery Approach 73.9 17.7 74.4 18.7
Performance Approach 75.3** 19.7 65.6 22.4
Mastery Avoidance 62.1 22.4 64.4 26.4
Performance Avoidance 76.1 20.9 75.5 21.9

** p<.01

The means and standard deviations for each of the four domains of self-efficacy

were compared by gender. The results of these analyses are preseatdd th Tale
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participants reported a higher level of self-efficacy for performappeoach goals than
did the female participants (t = 3.07, p = 0.003, d = .460). Both geneleosted
statistically equivalent levels of self-efficacy for mastgupraach, mastery avoidance,

and performance avoidance goals.

Table 5

Goal Specific Self-Efficacy Means and Standard Deviations by Relevancy

Course Relevancy

Relevant (n = 114) Not Relevant (n = 65)
Self Efficacy M SD M SD
Mastery Approach 76.9* 16.7 68.9 22.2
Performance Approach 71.1* 21.1 63.0 23.8
Mastery Avoidance 65.1 24.6 61.8 27.9
Performance Avoidance 76.0 20.8 75.4 22.6

* p<.05

Higher levels of self-efficacy for mastery approach 255, p = 0.012, d = .356)
and performance approach goals (t = 2.26, p = 0.025, d = .412) were found among
participants indicating that their course was relevant to thajor course of study, as
compared to those reporting that their course was not relevant. No significardraiéfs
in self-efficacy for avoidance goals were found between thesgpg. Therefore, it
appears that reported course relevancy was associated witdr legels of self-efficacy

for approach, but not avoidance goals.
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Table 6

Correlations of Domains of Goal Specific Self-Efficacy by Gender and Relevancy

Self-Efficacy
Self-Efficacy Mastery Approach Performance Approach Mastery Avoian
Performance Approach.
Males .59
Females .69
Relevant .55
Not Relevant .75
Overall .66
Mastery Avoidance.
Males .61 .28
Females .68 .68
Relevant .61 .39
Not Relevant 72 .56
Overall .63 43
Performance Avoidance.
Males .37 .32 .61
Females 51 .54 .62
Relevant .51 .49 .54
Not Relevant .50 48 72
Overall .46 .45 .61

all correlations are significant p<.05

Pearson product moment correlations were completed between the four domains
of goal specific self-efficacy measured in this study. Table 6 pretbentsll correlation
matrix. The highest overall correlation was found betweenesitacy for mastery
approach and performance approach goals (r =.66). The lowest @agralation was
found between self efficacy for performance approach and masteidance goals (r =

43).
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The participants were asked to complete the goal specifiefieticy items for
up to three courses in which they were currently enrolled. ®relations of their self

efficacy scores across two courses are presented in Table 7.

Table 7

Within Subject Correlations of Goal Specific Self-Efficacy Across Courselsiahn Whey
Are Currently Enrolled

Goal Consistency Across Courses (n =131)

Self Efficacy Same Goals Different Goals Total
Mastery Approach .48 .10(ns) .29
Performance Approach .59 .32 A7
Mastery Avoidance .50 .29 .40
Performance Avoidance .60 .35 .48

ns: non significant
Of the participants, 131 reported data for more than one course. Pearson product

moment correlations were obtained for within person differenceselif-efficacy over

two courses. All correlations were statistically sigifit (p<.05), unless otherwise
indicated. Correlations within each domain of self-efficacy weigher when the
participant had chosen the same goal for both courses than whenntifeeds were
chosen. The largest difference in correlation was observeeélfefcacy for mastery
approach goals. This domain demonstrated a moderate degrée/@émelass stability

(r =.48) when the goals for the classes being comparedtheisame. When the goals

for the classes were not the same, the correlation dropped td atbeating statistical

independence (r =.10).
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Research Questions and Hypotheses

Research Question. 1Can goal specific self-efficacy be used to predict
achievement goal adoption?

Ha. Goal specific self-efficacy will not be independent of achievement goal
adoption. Specifically,he goal adopted for the class will be the goal for
which the participant holds the highest degree of self-efficacy.

Participants were placed into four categories based on thaedtitgvel of goal
specific self-efficacy. For the avoidance goals the valeve® reversed, where a high
score indicates a low level of self-efficacy to avoid a poosterg or performance

outcome. The frequency of goal adoption for the participants in each of theseieategor

is presented in Table 8.

Table 8

Cross tabulations-Goals by Highest Degree of Self-Efficacy

Groups by Highest Degree df-Efficacy

Mastery Approach Performance Approach  Mastery Avoidance _Totals
Goals N % N % N % N %
Mastery Approach 36 46.8 15 31.9 6 31.6 57 40.0
Performance Approach 25 325 24 51.1 11 57.9 60 ®2.
Mastery Avoidance 16 20.8 8 17.0 2 10.5 26 18.2
Totals 77 100.0 47 100.0 19 100.0 143 100.0

The majority of participants were found to have their highest level eéelacy

be for mastery approach goals (n = 77), followed by performance approach (randt7)



74

then mastery avoidance goals (n = 19). Only three participants fell intortbengnce
avoidance category, therefore this group was excluded from the analysis.

The results of the chi-square test for independence used to idetefman
association existed between participants’ highest level of gpmadific self-efficacy and
achievement goal adoption was not statistically signifiga@) =6.654, p=.150.

Further analysis was performed to determine if goals coulgredicted by
highest level of self-efficacy if the analysis focused onlytl@approach component of
each goal. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 9.

Table 9

Cross tabulations-Goals by Highest Degree of Self-Efficacy —Approach Goals Only

Groups by Highest Degree df-Gfficacy

Mastery Approach Performance Approach Totals
Goals N % N % N %
Mastery Approach 36 59.0 15 385 51 51.0
Performance Approach 25 41.0 24 61.5 49 49.0
Totals 61 100.0 39 100.0 100 100.0

The results of the chi-square test for independence used to idetefman
association existed between participants’ highest level af gpecific self-efficacy
(approach only) and achievement goal adoption (approach only) was ticsiftis
significanty®(1) = 4.05, p=0.044. Participants whose highest degree of goal specific self-
efficacy was for mastery approach goals selected maapgrgoach goals at a higher
frequency than they did performance approach goals. Participants higbsst degree

of goal specific self-efficacy was found for performance apgnogoals selected
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performance goals at a higher frequency than they did measgp@rpach goals. Overall
the preceding Chi Squares only provided partial support for hypothgsiwliich stated
that the highest relative level of self-efficacy would predjoal adoption for all the
domains, not just the approach domain. Alternative analyses wereyechppd answer
research question 1, which asks if measures of goals spedfeffexlcy could predict

achievement goal adoption. Those analyses are presented in Table 10 and Table 11.

Table 10

t-Tests Comparing Mean Goal Specific Self-Efficacy Scores by Goal Adoption

Goals
Mastery Perforroa Mastery
Approach Approach Avoidance
(n=70) (n=77) [y~

Self Efficacy M SD M SD M SD
Mastery Approach 79.8** 16.1 67.8 19.8 77.3% 14.3
Performance Approach 71.5 23.5 65.4 21.7 72.1 17.3
Mastery Avoidance 70.0* 235 56.4 25.3 67.6* 22.8
Performance Avoidance 79.5 219 72.9 224 74.5 18.7

*** n<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05

Compared to those adopting performance approach goals, particwhats
adopted mastery approach goals had a higher level of seleafffor mastery approach
(t =4.05, p <0.001, d = .67) and mastery avoidance goals (t = 3.00, p = 0:868).d
Differences between these two groups were not found in their levekdf-efficacy for
performance approach (t = 1.64, p= 0.104) or performance avoidance goals (t=1.64, p =
0.104).

Participants who adopted mastery avoidance goals were statistigailsalent to
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those who adopted mastery approach goals on all four domains obmeafic self
efficacy. Relative to those adopting performance approadhk, dbay showed the same
pattern of differences in goal specific self-efficacy as did tbegwho adopted mastery
approach goals; with higher levels of self efficacy for mastgmyroach (t = 2.67, p =
0.010, d = .56) and mastery avoidance goals (t = 2.12, p = 0.039, d=. 465), and
statistically undifferentiated levels of self efficacy feerformance approach (t = 1.63, p
=0.108) and performance avoidance goals (t =0.37, p =0.713)

In addition to the inter goal differences stated above, somego#ladifferences
in the pattern of self-efficacy were found. Those adopting myaafmroach goals had a
higher level of self efficacy for mastery approach goa#ntthey did for performance
approach goals (t = 2.43, p = 0.017, d=.412). In contrast, those adopting paderm
approach goals had statistically undifferentiated levels dfeffiatacy for mastery
approach and performance approach goals (t = 0.72, p= 0.475)

Since it appeared that participant’s levels of self-affycfor mastery goals, as
opposed to performance goals, were related to goal adoption, furthgsi@naas
performed to elaborate on the findings presented in Table 10. Thmobegé are

presented in Table 11.
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Table 11

Goal Adoption Rates by Median Split of Self Efficacy for Mastery Approach Goals

Self-Efficacy for

Mastery Approach
Top Half Bottom Half _Total
Achievement Goals N % N % N %
Mastery Goals 60 69.8 37 40.7 97 .854
Performance Goals 26 30.2 54 59.3 80 452
Totals 86 100.0 91 100.0 177 @00.

A median split was performed on the participant’'s seltaffy for mastery
approach goals, resulting in the formation of two groups: those imothéalf of self
efficacy for mastery approach goals and those in the bottom [f&é frequency of goal
adoption for each of these two groups was then obtained. The approach aath@eoi
components of each orientation were combined. The chi square aratysioyed to
test the differences in the frequencies was found to be signifitfdn£15.375, p <0.001.
Those in the top half of self-efficacy for mastery approachsgeare more than twice as
likely to adopt mastery goals as opposed to performance goals, hdske in the bottom
half of the split adopted performance goals at a rate of neaglyand a half times greater
than they did mastery goals.

These findings address the first research question, “Can goal spetiéffisaty
be used to predict achievement goal adoption?”. It appears thaspgmafic self-
efficacy can be used to predict goal adoption. However, this amthipp appears
generally be limited to the participant’s level of self-efficaayrhastery approach goals,

instead of all four domains as was hypothesized.
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Research Questiol Are implicit theories related to achievement goal adoption,
and what is the degree of that relationship relative to the cohstf goal specific self-
efficacy?

H..  Implicit theories will not be independent of achievement goal adoption.
Specifically, participants with an entity theory of intelligence gnldorse
performance approach and performance avoidance goals at a higher frequenc
than they will endorse mastery approach or mastery avoidance goals.

Hx:  Implicit theories will not be independent of achievement goal adoption.

Specifically, individuals with an incremental theory of intelligence will eedor
mastery approach and mastery avoidance goals at a higher frequantyeyha
will endorse performance approach or performance avoidance goals.

Ho::  Goal specific self-efficacy will be a better predictor of achiex@rgoal
orientation than implicit theories.

Participants were divided into two groups (Entity Theorist, Incremeh&brist)
based on their responses to the “Theories of Intelligence ScalHie frequency by
which each of these groups adopted either a performance or aryngst¢ was

calculated. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 12.

Table 12

Cross tabulation of Goals by Implicit Theories

Implicit Theory
Incremental Theorists Entity Theorists _Totals
Goals N % N % N %
Mastery Goal 60 58.3 26 55.3 86 57.3
(approach + avoidance)
Performance Goals. 43 741. 21 44.7 64 42.7

(approach + avoidance)

Total 103 100.0 47 100.0 150 100.0
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The results of the chi-square test for independence used to idetefman
association existed between participants’ implicit theory aoal g@doption was not
statistically significani?(1) = 0.223, p = .637. Therefore it appears that implicit theories
were not associated with achievement goal adoption. This finding rmttesupport
hypotheses K or Hy,. However, this finding supports hypothesis. lih that, since
implicit theories were not predictive of goal adoption, the findimgsviously presented
on the relationship between self-efficacy and goals shows thibsgeefic self-efficacy
was a better predictor.

Research Question 3. What is the nature of the relationship between implicit
theories and one’s degree of goal specific self-efficacy?

Hsa  Participants with an incremental theory of intelligence will report mighe

levels of self-efficacy for mastery approach goals than those who hold an
entity theory.

Participants were divided into two groups (Entity Theorist, Incrementridt)
based on their responses to the “Theories of Intelligence "Scalee levels of goal

specific self-efficacy across these groups were analyZdte results of this analysis are

presented in Table 13.



80
Table 13

t-Tests of Goal Specific Self-Efficacy Means by Implicit Theory

Implicit Theory

Incremental (n=112) Entity (n=51)
Self Efficacy M SD M SD
Mastery Approach 74.3* 18.9 69.4 21.3
Performance Approach 69.0 22.2 66.2 23.9
Mastery Avoidance 63.0* 25.9 56.8 28.5
Performance Avoidance 75.5 21.5 72.1 23.2

*n <.05
Consistent with the hypotheses, higher levels of self-efficleor mastery

approach goals were found among those holding an incremental theory of imtellage
compared to an entity theory (t = 2.23, p = 0.014, d = .243). Higher levels of self\effica
for mastery avoidance goals were found among those holding an incaétheoty of
intelligence as compared to an entity theory (t = 2.19, p = 0.031, d = [A#f8)ences in
levels of self-efficacy for performance goals were not fountvden entity and
incremental theorists. These results support hypothegis Participants with an
incremental theory of intelligence did report higher levels ofterg goal self-efficacy
than those who held an entity theory.

Research Question 4.To what extent do student’'s achievement goals differ
across the classes in which they are enrolled in a semastérare these differences
associated with congruent changes in their profile of goal spedifiefBeacy?

Hsa For those individuals who hold different goals for the classes in which they

are enrolled, goal specific self-efficacy will not be independent of

achievement goal adoption. Specifically, the goal adopted for the class will
be the goal for which the participant holds the highest degree of self
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efficacy.
To address this research question, analysis of goal stabitlidgsacourses was
conducted. These results are presented in Table 14 The degree to whiathéngss
in goal adoption from course to course were associated with conghemjes in self-

efficacy is presented in Table 15 and Table 16.

Table 14

Goal Stability Rates Across Courses

Goal Consistency across Courses

Two Courses Three Courses
# of Courses N % N %
Same Goals 83 63.4 35 60.3
Different Goals 48 36.6 23 39.7
Total 131 100.0 58 100.0

The rate of within subject consistency of goal adoption among theyéals was
measured over the span of two and three courses.  Of thapaatsc 131 reported
goals for at least two classes, and 58 reported goals fer ¢ltasses. Over the span of
two classes, 63 percent of participants reported the same goal whilee86tpeported a
different goal. Of those participants reporting data on a third claseesarie goal (out

of the four possible choices) was chosen for all three classes 60 percent oéthe tim
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Table 15
t-Tests of Within Subject Differences in Goal Specific Self-Efficamy Participants

Who Reported Mastery Goals for Their Current Class and Performance Goals for an
Additional Class (n=29)

Current Class Additional Class
Mastery Goals Performance Goals
(Approach + Avoidance) (Approach + Avoidance)

Self Efficacy M SD M SD
Mastery Approach 79.4* 18.7 68.3 24.4
Performance Approach 69.4 22.1 67.2 25.5
Mastery Avoidance 68.7 25.4 67.7 23.7
Performance Avoidance 73.7 22.4 71.7 245

*p<.05

Measurements of achievement goals and self-efficacy weken tg€rom
participants in regards to up to three courses in which theyouerently enrolled. The
above table summarizes the differences in self-efficanysacourses from participants
who reported mastery goals in their first class and performgoals for an additional
class. Participant’s level of self-efficacy for mastapproach goals was found to be
significantly lower for the additional class in which performagoals were adopted as
compared to the class for which mastery goals were adopte®.t3z p = 0.037, d
=.511). This difference in self-efficacy was not found in the donisslf efficacy for
performance approach goals (t = 0.39, p = 0.696), self-efficacy fetemgaavoidance
goals (t = 1.36, p = 0.180), or self-efficacy for performance avoalgaals (t = 0.32, p =

0.750).
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Table 16
t-Tests of Within Subject Differences in Goal Specific Self-Efficacy Pestitipants

Who Reported Performance Goals for Their Current Class and Mastery Goals for an
Additional Class (n=32)

Current Class dditional Class
Performance Goals Mastery Goals
(Approach + Avoidance) (Approach + Avoidance)
Self Efficacy M SD M SD
Mastery Approach 63.6 18.9 70.4 20.2
Performance Approach 60.4 22.7 467 20.6
Mastery Avoidance 53.5 24.7 67.7* 23.7
Performance Avoidance 70.3 23.8 71.7 24.5

*p<.05
Measurements of goals and self-efficacy were taken frarticipants in regards

to up to three courses in which they were currently enrolled. diiove table
summarizes the difference in self-efficacy among participahtsreported performance
goals for their current class and mastery goals fordalitianal class. Levels of self-
efficacy for mastery avoidance goals were found to be highdhiradditional class in
which mastery goals were reported (t = 2.47, p = 0.016, d = .587). This difference in self
efficacy was not found in the domains of self-efficacy for mgiségproach goals (t =
1.45, p = 0.151), self-efficacy for performance approach goals (t ={1.84).185), or
self-efficacy for performance avoidance goals (t = 0.29, p = 0.775).

The data presented in Table 14 provided evidence that goals showsttmi®
degree of variability among the classes the participants eveadled in for the semester.
Data presented in Table 15 and Table 16 provided evidence that wdisrcigange they
are associated with changes in goal specific selfagffic These findings are partially

supportive of Hypotheses;id Changes in goal adoption were associated with congruent
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changes in self-efficacy, however, as stated earlier, theenatdihat association differed

from what was originally hypothesized

Study 2

The purpose of study 2 was to attempt to prime changes in theigaant’s

implicit theories of intelligence. Consistent with prior reshat was thought that those

experimental changes would result in differences in reportedagiogtion. The aim of

doing this for the current study was to determine if theseggsam goal adoption by

implicit theory manipulation could be explained by changes in sktief/ for mastery

goals. For the manipulation 35 participants received the entityytiprone and 36

received the incremental theory prime. Due to a concern abétdsting” threat to

internal validity, a manipulation check was not performed to deterrhitiee implicit

theory primes had in fact produced changes in the participampkcit theories. The
general descriptive statistics for the study are presented in Table 17.

Table 17

General Demographics for Study 2

Courses N % Goals N %
Math 21 29.6 Mastery Approach 27 44.6
Psychology 21 29.6 Performance Approach 18 29.5
English 11 155 Mastery Avoidance 12 19.7
History 17 23.9 Performance Avoidance 4 6.6
Not Reported 1 1.4 Not Reported 10 16.4
Totals 71 100.0 Totals 71 100.0
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Overall 71 participants reported data for study 2. Data eedlected from

participants from a variety of courses from four departmentth (ma=21), psychology,
(n = 21), history (n =17), and English (n =11). The majority of the participgmistee
mastery approach goals (n= 27) followed by performance approaciig), mastery
avoidance (n =12) and performance avoidance (n =4). The datzollacted in the
same manner as was for study 1.

Research Question.5 Can the effects of manipulations to one’s theory of
intelligence on goal orientation be explained by changes in theeeler ones self-
efficacy for mastery approach goals?

Hsa  Within the sample of those exposed to the manipulation of their implicit

theory, goal specific self-efficacy will not be independent of achievement
goal adoption. Specifically, the goal adopted for the class will be the goal in
which the participant holds the highest degree of self-efficacy.

Hsp: Individuals who are primed with an incremental theory of intelligence will

report a higher degree of self-efficacy for mastery approach goals than
individuals who were primed with an entity theory of intelligence.

Hse:  Participants primed with an entity theory of intelligence will report
performance approach and performance avoidance goals at a higher
frequency than those participants primed with an incremental theory of
intelligence.

Hsq: Participants primed with an incremental theory of intelligencereplort
mastery approach and mastery avoidance goals at a higher frequency that
those primed with an entity theory.

Hse Measures of goal specific self-efficacy will be a better pteduf
achievement goal orientation than the implicit theory manipulation.

In order to test hypothesét. and Hsy a chi square test of independence was
conducted to examine whether the implicit theory prime had an effiettte frequencies

of achievement goal orientation. The results of this analysis are preseiftdale 18.
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Table 18

Cross tabulation of Goals by Implicit Theory Prime

Implicit Theory Prime

Entity Incremental Total
Goals N % N % N %
Mastery 19 65.5 20 62.5 39 63.3
(approach + avoidance)
Performance 10 345 12 375 22 36.7
(approach + avoidance)
Total 29 100.0 32 100.0 61 100.0

The results of the chi-square test for independence used to idetefman
association existed between the implicit theory prime and gogbtiadowas not
statistically significant? (1)=.115, p=.734. The implicit theory manipulation appeared
to have no effect on goal adoption. These results failed to supporhbagpsti and
Hsq.

In order to test hypothesis;tt testavere conducted to examine the differences in
self-efficacy between the group primed with an entity thead/the group primed with

an incremental theory. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 19.
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t-Tests Measuring the Effects of Implicit Theory Priming on Goal Specific fieHdy

Self-Efficacy
Mastery Perforroan Mastery Performance
Approach Approach Avoidance Avoidance
Implicit Theory Prime M SD M SD M SD M SD
Entity (n=35) 78.1 17.9 723 224 67.6 224 73.8 24.0
Incremental (n=36) 79.7 19.5 70.0 22.1 73.6 24.0 81.6 22.7

Contrary to hypothesis g5 receiving the incremental theory prime did not

increase participant’s self-efficacy for mastery approashisg(t = -0.37, p = 0.713) .

No other significant effects on self-efficacy were found fag implicit theory primes.

A chi square test of independence was used to test hypothgsishe results of

this analysis are presented in Table 20.

Table 20

Cross tabulations-Goals by Highest Degree of Self-Efficacy

Groups by Highest Degree df-Eéficacy

Mastery ridemance Mastery
Approach Approach Avoidance alst
Goals N % % N % N %
Mastery Approach 12 60.0 23.1 6 60.0 12 48.8
Performance Approach 6 30.0 53.8 2 20.0 15 34.9
Mastery Avoidance 2 10.0 23.1 2 20.0 7 16.3
Totals 20 100.0 13 100.0 10 100.0 43 100.0
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The results of the chi-square test for independence used to dhetelfiman
association existed between participants’ highest level of gpmadific self-efficacy and
achievement goal adoption was not statistically signifi&xﬁ(ﬁ) =5.923, p=.205. These
findings fail to support hypothesissi As in the first study, it appears that grouping
participants by highest degree of goal specific self-efficdoes not result in the
hypothesized pattern of association with achievement goals. laGitmithe analysis
employed in the first study, mean testing was completed to staddrthe connection

between self-efficacy and goals. The results of these analyses semt@dein Table 21.

Table 21

t-Tests Comparing Mean Goal Specific Self-Efficacy Scores by Goal Adoption

Goal Adoption

Mastery Performance Mastery
Approach Approach Avoidance
(n=26) (n=18) (n=12)
Self Efficacy M SD M SD M SD
Mastery Approach 85.3** 11.0 68.7 18.3 86.0 18.3
Performance Approach 78.6 19.3 64.8 17.8 72.4 17.8
Mastery Avoidance 70.0 24.2 63.9 24.6 78.8 24.6
Performance Avoidance 82.3 19.6 71.9 28.2 78.5 28.2

** p<.01

Compared to those adopting performance approach goals, individuals who
adopted mastery approach goals had a higher level of self-efficacy faerynagsproach
goals (t = 2.85, p = 0.009, d= 1.11). Differences between these two greu@ot
found in their levels of self-efficacy for performance apphoéc= 1.84, p = 0.077),
mastery avoidance (t = 0.88, p = 0.385), or performance avoidance goald{, p =

0.173).
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Participants who adopted mastery avoidance goals were statistigaiixalent to
those who adopted mastery approach goals on all four domains ofmgadic self
efficacy. However a comparison on their levels of self-afficior mastery approach
goals to those adopting performance goals did not result iméicagt finding (t = 2.05,

p = 0.051).
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Chapter V

Summary, Discussion of Study 1, Discussion of Study 2, Limitations, Iniplsafor
Future Research

Summary

The goal of this study was to examine the interconnection of #jer mocial
cognitive constructs involved in achievement motivation: self-efficanplicit theories
of intelligence, and achievement goals. Much research has been teshelkamining the
relationship between achievement goals and implicit theories. nids prevalent
theoretical model cited in the literature (Dweck & Legget, 1988)gesig that
achievement goals are the result of implicit theories, whery ¢éim¢orists tend to adopt
performance goals and incremental theorists tend to adopt masiglsy However,
although often cited, this contention has received little empirical support (daj.&E
McGregor, 2001; Howell & Burro, 2009). In regards to the relationbleippveen
achievement goals and self efficacy, self efficacy medsiarea particular discipline of
study, or academics in general, tends to be positively correlatiedeth mastery goals
and performance goals (e.g., Bandalos et al. 2003; Heish, 2008; Long@4. These
findings have not resulted in an understanding of how these construckgnaraically
related. Lastly, very little research has been conductaghderstand the possible
interconnections between implicit theories and self-efficacy, or batalethree of these
constructs within a single sample.

In order to progress from previous research examining the atitmgrof these
constructs, two changes were made to the common methodology., aEhi@vement
goals were measured in an “either or” fashion. Each of the goals of the 2x2

framework were pitted against each other, where the participanesasked to pick the
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goal that most accurately reflected their aims for eachef tourses. Secondly, self
efficacy in this study was not measured for the disciplinguafys(i.e. self-efficacy for
mathematics) or for academics in general. Instead, ffielk@/ was measured for each
of the achievement goals in the 2x2 framework (e.g., seifaeff for performance
approach goals). The aim of doing so was to conceptualize Bedegfin a manner that
could be more readily integrated with both achievement goals and implicit theories
Therefore, the purpose of the current study was to explore lisigyaf the
concept of goal specific self-efficacy and to measure itsr@iwan with achievement
goals relative to that of implicit theories of intelligence.dming so, it was hoped that
progress could be made towards a better understanding of the intatoomrof these

three social cognitive constructs so prevalent in the literature.

Discussion for Study 1
A total of 203 students participated in study 1. All of these qypaints were
recruited from their classrooms at a large suburban communitygeol Data was
collected from a variety of classes within seven different disciplinesidy tetween the
3% and 6" week of a 15 week winter semester. The data was calledtectly by the
principal investigator from individual classrooms, either at thet ®r at the end of the
class period. Measures of goal specific self efficacy, aehient goals, and implicit
theories were taken from each participant for up to three coursebich they were
currently enrolled. Self reported measures of gender and couesaney were also

obtained.
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Implicit Theories and Goals

Despite a paucity of empirical support, the contention that acheEvwegoals
stem from implicit theories continues to be widely cited in tieedture (e.g., Aronson et
al, 2002; Blackwell et al, 2007; Bong, 2008; Cury et al, 2006; Durik &089). Early
research has found an association between implicit theories alsdwbare individuals
with an entity theory of intelligence were found to preferfqrenance goals while
individuals with an incremental theory of intelligence tended to adugtery goals
(Dweck & Legget, 1988). However, most recent research has found thmatatisnship
does not hold to a consistent and meaningful degree (e.g., Elliot Grédor, 2001;
Howell & Buro, 2009). The current study sought to test this ioglship.  The
hypotheses are restated below:

H.a  Implicit theories will not be independent of achievement goal adoption.
Specifically, participants with an entity theory of intelligence anitiorse

performance approach and performance avoidance goals at a higher frequenc

than they will endorse mastery approach or mastery avoidance goals.
Ho,:  Implicit theories will not be independent of achievement goal adoption.
Specifically, individuals with an incremental theory of intelligence will eedor
mastery approach and mastery avoidance goals at a higher fredueenthely
will endorse performance approach or performance avoidance goals.
Similar to recent attempts to replicate the earlier finglinge current study did
not find the hypothesized link between implicit theories and goaptamo Entity
theorists and incremental theorists were found to have adopted nmeastepgrformance
goals at a statistically equivalent rate.
This finding is especially damaging to the idea that goa&s) stom implicit

theories, in that, unlike the other recent studies that failed totlfiadhypothesized

relationship, the current study pitted the goals against each offies. methodology
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was more similar to the design of the original studies supportieg hiypothesis.
Therefore these results, along with the results of most sttltdave examined this
relationship over the past decade, call into question the generglyzalbithe early

findings and the contention that goals are directly related toiamgheories in any

significant way.

Goal Specific Self-Efficacy

Previous research investigating the connection between goalsskuadfisacy
has generally resulted in positive correlations between self-efficaclpa@h mastery and
performance goals (Bandalos et al. 2003; Heish, 2008; Long et al, 2007). é3twech
has found positive correlations between self efficacy and magbarly, but not between
self efficacy and performance goals (Button et al, 1996; Ph&ligailly, 1997). In all of
these studies self-efficacy was measured for either thaplii® of study or for
academics in general. In contrast, the current study saugkdrify these relationships
by measuring self efficacy for each of the achievemensgndhe 2 x 2 goal framework.
In doing so we hoped to better understand the relationship betweegiftaficacy and
achievement goals, as well as the relationship between Be#fegfand implicit theories.

Moderate correlations were found between participant’s levedslbefficacy for
each of the goals in the 2x2 framework. This finding provides evidiratehat they
exist as separate, albeit related, domains of personahaffic For the total sample,
intercorrelations between the four domains of self-efficacy hrigem .43 to .66.
While these intercorrelations are substantial, they are not saigssuggestive of a
unitary construct. Gender differences were found within the donadisslf-efficacy.

Males tended to report higher levels of performance approackfBeticy than did the
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female participants. No gender differences were found in ter diomains of self-
efficacy. Also, males tended to have lower correlations betwlee domains of self
efficacy than did the female participants, suggesting that thgyhald efficacy beliefs
that are more independent of each other. This is especially reile @onsidering the
correlations of male’s self-efficacy for performance approach goalsheir self-efficacy
for both mastery avoidance ( r =.32) and performance avoidance goals (r =. 28).

Participant’s levels of goal specific self-efficacy wexkso found to vary by
course relevancy. For the courses that were reported toevaneto the participant’s
major course of study, levels of self-efficacy for both mastery appraad performance
approach goals were found to be higher than they were for courses that wepemnetire
to be relevant. Levels of self-efficacy for both mastery avoidance guhjseaformance
avoidance goals did not vary by course relevancy.

Participant’s levels of self-efficacy for each of the domamese compared across
the courses in which they were currently enrolled . Overall,ttomoderate levels of
within subject consistency in self-efficacy were found for the diesna Interestingly,
this consistency of self-efficacy across courses appears teldied to goal adoption.
When participants reported the same goal for two classes, veitij@ct correlations
across these classes were significant for each of the fourirdorof self-efficacy.
However, in cases where the goals were different, these timmslavere found to be
significant for each domain except for the domain of mastery approachifegte In
other words, participant’s level of mastery approach self-efficacy appehe the most
contextually dependent of the four domains.  Moreover, this context dewendé

mastery approach self-efficacy appears to depend on the gwhlgduals adopt.
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Participants showed no consistency in mastery approach selfcgffazaoss courses
unless the goals for the courses were the same. This findiggsssighat a different
underling processes, related to goals, may be at work for magteroach self efficacy
than are for the other three domains.
Goals & Self-Efficacy

Given the lack of empirical support for the link between implicgories and
achievement goals, the current study attempted to test the hypdtietsgoal adoption
could be understood through self efficacy theory, provided that efBtfacy was
measured for individual achievement goals, rather than the cougeneral. It was
originally hypothesized in this study that the domain in which thiécpgzant held the
highest degree of goal specific self efficacy would mostylikel the domain of their goal
choice.

H:o Goal specific self-efficacy will not be independent of achievement goal
adoption. Specifically, the goal adopted for the class will be the goal for
which the participant holds the highest degree of self-efficacy

In other words, individuals whose highest level of self-efficaaeg for mastery

approach goals would tend to adopt mastery approach goals, and so oh $ar feach
of the goals in the 2x2 framework. That exact hypothesis, howéitad to be
supported by the present study. It appeared that the hypotlasssotvsupported due to
the relationship between self-efficacy and the avoidance,gehish failed to follow in
the expected pattern. However, it was found that when just thapgmroach goals were
analyzed, the highest degree of self-efficacy was sigmifig related to goal adoption.
In this context, participants whose highest degree of self effieeas for mastery

approach goals selected mastery approach goals at a higipeenicyg than they did
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performance approach goals. Additionally, participants whose dtiglegree self-
efficacy was for performance approach goals selectedrpaafce approach goals at a
higher frequency than they did mastery approach goals.

Although (with the elimination of the avoidance goals) the hypothesis
partially supported, it appears that trying to make a connectioreee the goal with the
highest level of self-efficacy and goal choice is not the best approactveveElg that is
not to say that meaningful relationships between achievement goals and giial sgké
efficacy were not found, only that the relationship appears to be of a differentthature
what was specifically hypothesized. Further analysis was ctedjuand a clear
connection between achievement goals and self-efficacy was fo@whl adoption
appears to be associated with the participant’s mastery appsadf efficacy, where
participants who endorsed mastery goals had a higher level afffsedicy for mastery
goals than those endorsing performance goals. In contrast, particifeet'sof self
efficacy for performance approach goals and for avoidance goals of both typ, tappe
have little relationship, by comparison, to goal adoption.

Using a median split, we found that individuals with high mastery approach self
efficacy chose mastery approach goals at a rate of more Wantat one over
performance goals, while individuals with a low mastery appraathefficacy chose
performance goals at a rate of nearly one and a half tthsof mastery goals.
Therefore, it appears that the choice between mastery afanp@nce goals can be
predicted by self-efficacy for mastery goals. When sdi¢afy for mastery goals is
high, mastery goals tend to be adopted. In contrast, when self efficacgdtaryngoals

is low, performance goals tend to be adopted.
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This central finding of the study is collaborated by looking atvitiein subject

differences in self-efficacy across courses for which @iffegoals were reported. Goal
stability rates for those reporting on two classes were found 88%e thus leaving a
substantial minority of participants who reported different géaisdifferent classes.
Among these students, we found that the changes in their goalsagssar@ated with
concurrent changes in their mastery self-efficacy but notr therformance self
efficacy.Participants who reported a mastery goal for orss @ad a performance goal
for another had significantly higher levels of self-efficdoy mastery goals in the class
for which they adopted mastery goals as compared to the olag#ith a performance
goal

was adopted.

The reasons as to why self-efficacy for mastery goaisladed to goal adoption
can be understood through a basic tenet of social cognitive th&bry.idea being that
individuals engage goals in which they think they can attain and choogeore goal
pursuits for which they are unsure of their ability to attadandura, 1997). It may be
the case that those individuals with high self-efficacy fortemgsapproach goals chose
mastery goals because they thought they could be successftdimingtthose mastery
goals. Conversely, individuals with a low level of self-efficdoy mastery approach
goals may have chosen performance goals over mastery goals ther lack of self
efficacy to attain a mastery outcome. Cognitive dissonanceytl{E€estinger, 1957)
informs us that a devaluation of an outcome can occur when it rstisbgaoutcome may
not be attainable. To endorse our performance approach goal, “ I'd ratheil dotivsl

class than learn a lot”, means to devalue the mastery outcome of “learathg alis
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devaluation could be related to the lack of mastery self-efficacy.

In contrast, self-efficacy for performance goals had nothinglo with goal
adoption. One possible reason for this may be that the masteryfamymance choice,
especially as conceived of in the present study, was not viewadchsice between
equally attractive options. If they were, then the goal for wthehindividual held the
highest level of self-efficacy may have predicted goal adopbetter for performance
goals. However, if the mastery approach goal option was geneedh as a more
attractive goal than the performance approach option, then thapzartis level of self
efficacy for performance goals, the weaker option, would natuinaye less to do with
what goal is selected compared to the person’s self-efficacy fordseattractive goal.
Implicit Theories and Self-Efficacy

One of the aims of the study was to investigate a possible camméetween
goal specific self efficacy and implicit theories, specificallywmen mastery self efficacy
and holding an incremental theory of intelligence. The hypothesis is restaied bel

Hsa  Participants with an incremental theory of intelligence will report mighe

levels of self-efficacy for mastery approach goals than those whorhold a
entity theory.

Participant’'s levels of goal specific self-efficacy wemmpared across implicit
theories. The findings were consistent with our hypothesis. iciparits holding an
incremental theory of intelligence had a higher level of mastery gibaifseacy (both
approach and avoidance) than did participants who held an entity thEois.
relationship did not hold for performance goal self efficacy; those holding an iectam
theory did not have a higher level of self-efficacy for perforoeagoals than those

holding an entity theory. This finding demonstrates an important link between implicit
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theories and self-efficacy that would not be apparent if self-efficacy m@ measured in
a goal specific fashion. In this context, self efficacy should not be conceptuat a
unitary construct. Implicit beliefs in the malleability of one’s ingghce were related to
self-efficacy beliefs in their own capacity to learn. They were rate@ to self-efficacy

beliefs in their capacity to perform.

Value of Measuring Self-Efficacy for Avoidance Goals

Since this study measured self-efficacy for all fourlgoa the 2x2 goal
framework, measures were obtained for participant’s level lbeHeacy for mastery
avoidance and performance avoidance goals. This study founceVittlence for the
value of measuring self-efficacy for avoidance goals. Thetmmof self-efficacy for
performance avoidance had similar null relationships with achievementaguhisplicit
theories as did self-efficacy for performance approach goalewetr, unlike its
approach counterpart, self-efficacy for performance avoidance goals tassnoiated
with gender and course relevancy. The construct of self-efficacy foenpasoidance
goals had similar relationships to achievement goals and impgiedries as did its
approach counterpart. Neither of these avoidance domains of fasfe¢fappeared to
add value above what was obtained with the approach domains of goiic syeit
efficacy. Therefore the usefulness of including such measuordsture research is
uncertain.
The Measurement of Avoidance Goals in an “Either Or” Methodology

This study was unique in its attempt to measure all four ofdlaé choices in the
2x2 framework in a manner that pitted goals against each otherngnpérticipants

chose the one goal of the four that is most fitting. This is in contrast to the mareoom
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manner in which researcher measure goals, where the degreeritwamt to each of
the four achievement goals is measured separately. The cstueyt pitted goals
against each other to examiner the social cognitive correlates of gazd,alnati just goal
commitment. Earlier studies utilizing such methodology (Mu&l@&@weck, 1998) only
used a mastery verse performance goal dichotomy, and made nb rdeetion of
avoidance goals. In the current study, very few participargsrtesl holding
performance avoidance goals for their class, which subsequentlydedcthem from
most analysis. Due to this, it appears that the inclusion of avedgals in an “either

or” goal measuring methodology was not beneficial.

Discussion of Study 2

A total of 71 students participated in study 2. They were drasmn the same
population as were the participants from study one, a large subcwbanunity college.
Also as in study 1, the data was collected either beforetar @éss during the3to 6"
week of a 15 week winter semester.

In the Study 2, a manipulation was administered to prime eaiierentity or an
incremental theory of intelligence. It was hoped that timagowould elicit changes in
the participant’s implicit theories and that those changes wouldt ries subsequent
changes in goal specific self efficacy and goal adoption. fBmly, it was
hypothesized that those participants receiving the entity puméd be more likely to
report performance goals and that those participants receivingn¢hemental theory
prime would be more likely to report mastery goals. The hypothesis ateddsttow.

Hse:  Participants primed with an entity theory of intelligence will report
performance approach and performance avoidance goals at a higher
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frequency than those participants primed with an incremental theory of
intelligence.

Hsq: Participants primed with an incremental theory of intelligencereplort
mastery approach and mastery avoidance goals at a higher frequency that
those primed with an entity theory.

Support was not found for these hypotheses. The prime the particigaeised
appeared to have no effect on their goal adoption. It was alsothegized that
participants who received the incremental theory prime would show a higheofieoet
efficacy for mastery approach goals that did those who received the atty prime.

Hsp: Individuals who are primed with an incremental theory of intelligence will
report a higher degree of self-efficacy for mastery approach gaals tha
individuals who were primed with an entity theory of intelligence.

This hypothesis was also not supported. The prime had no effect af dr@ydomains
of self efficacy.

These null findings may be attributable to one of two reasonsaylthave been
that the prime was successful in temporarily affecting ihgpticit theories but that this
change was not associated with concurrent changes in the paantisi achievement
goals as was the case in past research (Dweck & Legget, 1988).is a plausible
interpretation of the results, considering that in our first ysttlde participant’s
dispositional implicit theories were not found to be related to #ehievement goals.
However, participants who were primed with an incremental theorgpatidhow higher
levels of self-efficacy for mastery goals. This is in casit to the results from the first
study which showed higher levels of self-efficacy for masterglgyfrom participants

who reported to have an incremental theory of intelligence.
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Given this, it may be most likely that the primes were notegriwlty enough to
produce changes in the participant's implicit theories, which coxpdam why the
primes had no effect on self efficacy for mastery goals. From the designsbadyeit is
not possible to determine which of these interpretations are torfidwere was not a
manipulation check to determine if the prime had affected the $ishjeplicit theories.
This was not included in the study due to concerns of a testirag tbrenternal validity.

Study 2 did provide more evidence for the connection found between goal
specific self-efficacy and achievement goal adoption in studighiguagh this connection
was of a different nature than what was originally hypothesized.

Hsa  Within the sample of those exposed to the manipulation of their implicit
theory, goal specific self efficacy will not be independent of achievement
goal adoption. Specifically, the goal adopted for the class will be the goal
in which the participant holds the highest degree of self efficacy.

In study 2 individuals who adopted mastery approach goals had significagtier
levels of self-efficacy for mastery approach goals than ddividuals who adopted
performance approach goals. No differences in levels of sel&eyf for performance
goals were found between the groups of participants adopting diffepafg. g This

reinforces a central finding from the study 1, namely thatefétfacy for mastery goals

is related to goal adoption, while levels of self-efficacy for performauoals are not.

Limitations
A central limitation of the current research is that it did not contairbahgvioral
or performance measures, such as grades, study time, or othesremeat study

behavior. The current study is one that solely examined thenslaips between self
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reported social cognitive variables. By doing so the studynited in its capacity to
demonstrate how these patterns of social cognition are related to actualesitcom

A second limitation of the study is that the results may onlyobdimited
applicability to different populations beyond community college students. Thgrbana
differences in the achievement goals and self-efficacy dmtweommunity college and
university students. Therefore, it is possible that the connection between thdre ofay
different nature depending on the achievement level of the population under study.

Lastly, the addition of avoidance goals into an “either or” goabice
methodology did not appear to add value and resulted in a much higher fre@iienc
mastery avoidance goals being reported as compared to performandance goals.
This may have been detrimental to the study. Due to the facpdncipants had to
chose only one of the four options, it may be the case, that if onlg®al options were
given, one goal for a mastery orientation in general and one for a perforarentation
in general, somewhat different results would have been obtained. Although the inclusion
of the avoidance goals into our “either or” methodology may have not been helpful to the

current study, there was value in empirically determining it for futurearelse

Implications for Future Research
In conclusion, the current study provides evidence for the validitprdidering
self-efficacy for mastery goals and self-efficacy forfpenance goals as separate, albeit
related domains of personal efficacy.  Therefore, in light of dimeent findings,
distinctions between performance goal self-efficacy and myagtal self-efficacy could
be considered in future research. However, more work is neededhter fualidate this

distinction. Also, since a weakness of the current study wadathke of outcome
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measures, it is not known how behavioral or outcome measures suchdas, gtudy
time, and study strategies would be related to levels of self-efficaaydstery goals as
opposed to self-efficacy for performance goals. Furthermorg,also unknown what
predictive capabilities achievement goals would have, if any, on these outcomed be
that of goal specific self-efficacy.

Future experimental research may also clarify and expand on the curdamggi
regarding goal adoption and self-efficacy for mastery godtsmay be possible to
differentially manipulate changes in participant’'s level df s#ficacy for performance
and mastery goals. In doing so support may be found for a cansaletween ones
level of self-efficacy for mastery goals and subsequent goal adoptisachfa link were
found for mastery self-efficacy but not for performance selta€fy, it could have
practical implications for the work in classroom goal climafethe goal of a teacher is
to foster mastery goals for their students, it may be that it is more amptotimplement
instructional strategies that focus on fostering self-efficiac mastery instead of the
teaching of an incremental theory of intelligence or focusing on studeriteffsedcy for
performance.

Lastly, the lack of support for the contention that achievemens gbam from
implicit theories ought to be taken seriously by those writing alzmhtievement
motivation. The current study, along with the majority of redeaxer the past decade,
does not support this hypothesis. Future research may benefit dt@mpts to
understand the effects of implicit theories through some other mechaesdes goals,

such as attribution theory or possibly mastery goal self-efficacy.
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APPENDIX A

RESEARCH INFORMATION SHEET

Title of Study: CAN GOAL SPECIFIC SELF-EFFICACY MEASURES PREDICT
GOAL CHOICE: UNDERSTANDING THE 2X2 ACHIEVEMENT
GOAL FRAMEWORK THROUGH SELF-EFFICACY THEORY

Principal Investigator (PI): Richard Lucido
Educational Psychology
(586) 776-7545
Purpose:

You are being asked to participate in a research study of thoughts, attindlbs|iafs
about academic achievement among college students. You are being askecipatpa
because you are enrolled in a course at this college.

Study Procedures:

If you decide to participate, you will be asked to complete some or all of theviiadj
guestionnaire measures, the Theories of Intelligence Scale, arenehaahievement
goal orientation, and a measure of self-efficacy. In addition, you may e tagevide
demographic information regarding your age and gender as well as yoiamopi
regarding the relevance of your classes towards your major pragrstody. The total
time to complete these questions is approximately 5 to 10 minutes.

Examples of items from the Theories of Intelligence Scale:

1. Your intelligence is something about you that you can't change very
much.
2. You can learn new things, but you can't really change your basic
intelligence.

You will be asked to rate each item on the survey from 1, indicating stronglyebso
6, for strongly agree. There are no right or wrong answers.

Examples of items from the measure of achievement goal orientation:

1. I would rather avoid looking like | don’t understand than learning as much as |
could in class.
2. It is more important for me to learn as much as | could in this class tkdo get

the best grades.

You will be asked to indicate which statement most closely describes youfayahis
class. There are no right or wrong answers.
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Title of Study: CAN GOAL SPECIFIC SELF-EFFICACY MEASURES PREDICT
GOAL CHOICE: UNDERSTANDING THE 2X2 ACHIEVEMENT
GOAL FRAMEWORK THROUGH SELF-EFFICACY THEORY
Principal Investigator (PI): Richard Lucido
Educational Psychology
(586) 776-7545
Examples of items from the measure of goal specific self efficacy:

1. | am confident that | could gain a thorough understanding of the
content of this class

2. I may not be able to avoid doing poorly in this class

You will be asked to indicate your degree of agreement or disagreement witheeach it
on this scale ranging from 1 strongly disagree to 100 for strongly agheee are no

right or wrong answers.

Benefits

As a patrticipant in this research study, there be no directfibéme you; however,
information from this study may benefit other people now or in the future.

Risks

There are no known risks at this time to participation in this study
Costs

There will be no costs to you for participation in this research study.
Compensation

You will not be paid for taking part in this study.
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Title of Study: CAN GOAL SPECIFIC SELF-EFFICACY MEASURES PREDICT
GOAL CHOICE: UNDERSTANDING THE 2X2 ACHIEVEMENT
GOAL FRAMEWORK THROUGH SELF-EFFICACY THEORY

Principal Investigator (PI): Richard Lucido
Educational Psychology
(586) 776-7545

Confidentiality:

You will be identified in the research records by a code nunilber.code number will
not be linked to your identity.

Voluntary Participation /Withdrawal :

Taking part in this study is voluntary. You are free to not answer any questions or
withdraw at any time. Your decision will not change any present or fututeonships
with Wayne State University or its affiliates.

Participation:

By completing the questionnaire you are agreeing to participate in this study

Questions:

If you have any questions about this study now or in the future, you may contact Richard
Lucido at the following phone number (586) 776-7545. If you have questions or
concerns about your rights as a research participant, the Chair of the Huestigation
Committee can be contacted at (313) 577-1628. If you are unable to contact the research
staff, or if you want to talk to someone other than the research staff, you maglhlso c
(313) 577-1628 to ask questions or voice concerns or complaints.
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APPENDIX B

STUDY RECRUITMENT STATEMENT AND INSTRUCTIONS

My name is Richard Lucido. | am a doctoral student in the Educational
Psychology Program at Wayne State University. | am conductiegeanch
investigation investigating the thoughts, attitudes, and beliefs of cotiegdenss in
regards to academic achievement. Participation in this study is open torevenyolled
in the class who is at least 18 years of age.

You are being given a manila envelope containing one questionnaire and an
information sheet providing detailed information about the study. Please read the
information sheet first and then complete the questionnaire. You have the right not to
participate in the study. Even if you start the questionnaire and wish to discoptinue,
have the right to do so at any time. The questionnaire will take about 5 to 10 minutes to
complete. The questionnaires are not all the same and some will take longehédisn ot
All information provided is completely anonymous. Do not write your name or any othe
identifiable information anywhere on the questionnaires or the manila envel@ase Pl
do not share your responses regarding this research study. By completing the
guestionnaire you are agreeing to participate in this study. | will be thofjeébe
completed questionnaires when you are finished. Your participation in this research
study is greatly appreciated.
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DEBRIEFING HANDOUT

Title of Study: CAN GOAL SPECIFIC SELF-EFFICACY MEASURES PREDICT
GOAL CHOICE: UNDERSTANDING THE 2X2 ACHIEVEMENT
GOAL FRAMEWORK THROUGH SELF-EFFICACY THEORY

Principal Investigator (PI): Richard Lucido
Educational Psychology
(586) 776-7545

Thank you for your participation in this study.
If you have completed survey form B you would have read the following:

The purpose of this study is to investigate how college student’s think and feel about their
classes. This research is especially important in light of the saentiience

supporting the idea that the amount of intelligence a person has is, for the most part, a
relatively fixed entity. While we can learn new things, we cannot chaumg@nate
intelligence. We know that in school some individuals will have an easier or more
difficult time learning than will others based on this generally fixed lelability preset

in all of us. Given these disparities in individual’s natural ability, it is impot@help
ensure that each student has the opportunity to reach their pot&€heahsight that

could be gained from investigating how you think and feel about your classes thay i
future lead to more effective educational practices and interventions. Thank yowifo
participation in this research.

If you have completed survey form C you would have read the following:

The purpose of this study is to investigate how college students think and feel about their
classes. This research is especially important in light of the saentiience

supporting the idea that the amount of intelligence a person processes is, fortthe mos
part, changeable. That is, for most people, working hard and learning new things can
actually increase how intelligent they are. We know that at school some intSwdiia
work hard to learn new things and thereby increase their intelligence. Howéness, ot

will not, and consequently they will fall behind in the development of their basic
intelligence. Given the import role effort and motivation has in determiming present
level of intelligence, it is important to help ensure that each student has theuofipoo
stay motivated. The insight that could be gained from investigating how you think and
feel about your classes may in the future lead to more effective educatiactates and
interventions. Thank you for your participation in this research.

These statements were used to elicit different attitudes regardy the changeability
of intelligence for the purpose of better understanding how they are fated to
academic goals and self confidence. In truth, there is a degree of both fixeds and
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changeability within a person’s intelligence. Both of the above statemerivere
exaggerations
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INSTRUMENTS
Form A (page 1 of 6)

Participant # For the course:

Gender: male female

Please answer the following questions pertaining to the class indied above, the
class you are sitting in now. If you are enrolled in more than one class this sestes,
please complete the additional copies of this survey in regards to eachlud classes
in which you are currently enrolled.

This class is relevant to my major course of study: yes no

Read each of the four statements and then choose which one most closescdbes
your goals for this class. Indicate your choice by circling the statement.

Although I hate to admit it, | would rather do well in this class than learn a lot

| would rather avoid looking like | don’t understand than learning as much as |
could in this class.

It is more important for me to learn as much as | could in this classttisao get
the best grades.

Rather than getting the best grades, my goal is to avoid failing to Lametee

content of this class as thoroughly as I'd like.

Rate your degree of agreement with the follow three statements using thaléwing
scale.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Strongly Moderately | Agree Disagree Moderately Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

1. You have a certain amount of intelligence and you really can't do

much to change it.

2. Your intelligence is something about you that you can't change very
much.
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You can learn new things, but you can't really change your basic
intelligence.

Form A (page 2 of 6)

Rate your degree of agreement by recording a number from 0 to 100 using the
scale given below:

Strongly
Disagree

0 10

10.

11.

12.

Strongly
Agree

30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
| am confident that | could do better than most other students in this
class.
| think that | could do well compared to others in this class.

| am confident in my ability to get a better grade than most of the
other students in this class.

| am confident in my ability to learn as much as possible from this
class.

| am confident that | could gain a thorough understanding of the
content of this class.

| think that | could master the material presented in this class.
| may not be able to avoid doing poorly in this class.
| am unsure of my ability to avoid performing poorly in this class.

| have little confidence that | could avoid performing poorly in this
class.

| don’t think | will be able to learn all that | should in this class.

| have little confidence that | will be able to understand the content of
this class as thoroughly as I'd like.

| doubt that | will be able to learn all that there is to learn in this
class.
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Form A (page 3 of 6)

To be completed for an additional class you are currently taking. If you are
enrolled in only one course this semester, your participation is com&sl.

Participant # For the course:

Please answer the following questions pertaining to the class indted above.
This class is relevant to my major course of study: yes no

Read each of the four statements and then choose which one most closescdbes
your goals for this class. Indicate your choice by circling the statement.

Although | hate to admit it, | would rather do well in this class than learn a lot

| would rather avoid looking like | don’t understand than learning as much as |
could in class.

It is more important for me to learn as much as | could in this classttisao get
the best grades.

Rather than getting the best grades, my goal is to avoid failing to lamtetee

content of this class as thoroughly as I'd like.

Rate your degree of agreement by recording a number from 0 to 100 using the
scale given below:

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

1. | am confident that | could do better than most other students in this
class.

2. | think that | could do well compared to others in this class.

3. | am confident in my ability to get a better grade than most of the

other students in this class.

4. | am confident in my ability to learn as much as possible from this
class.
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11.

12.
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Form A (page 4 of 6)

| am confident that | could gain a thorough understanding of the
content of this class.

| think that | could master the material presented in this class.

| may not be able to avoid doing poorly in this class.

| am unsure of my ability to avoid performing poorly in this class.

| have little confidence that | could avoid performing poorly in this
class.

| don’t think | will be able to learn all that | should in this class.

| have little confidence that | will be able to understand the content of
this class as thoroughly as I'd like.

| doubt that | will be able to learn all that there is to learn in this
class.



115
Form A (page 5 of 6)

To be completed for a third class that you are currently taking. If you areenrolled
in only two courses this semester, your participation is completed.

Participant # For the course:

Please answer the following questions pertaining to the class indted above.
This class is relevant to my major course of study: yes no

Read each of the four statements and then choose which one most closescdbes
your goals for this class. Indicate your choice by circling the statement.

Although I hate to admit it, | would rather do well in this class than leaoh a |

| would rather avoid looking like | don’t understand than learning as much as |
could in this class.

It is more important for me to learn as much as | could in this classttisao get
the best grades.

Rather than getting the best grades, my goal is to avoid failing to Lamtetee
content of this class as thoroughly as I'd like.

Rate your degree of agreement by recording a number from 0 to 100 using the
scale given below:

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

1. | am confident that | could do better than most other students in this
class.
2. | think that | could do well compared to others in this class.
3. | am confident in my ability to get a better grade than most of the

other students in this class.

4. | am confident in my ability to learn as much as possible from this
class.
5. | am confident that | could gain a thorough understanding of the

content of this class.
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12.
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Form A (page 6 of 6)
| think that | could master the material presented in this class.
| may not be able to avoid doing poorly in this class.
| am unsure of my ability to avoid performing poorly in this class.

| have little confidence that | could avoid performing poorly in this
class.

| don't think | will be able to learn all that | should in this class.

I have little confidence that | will be able to understand the content of
this class as thoroughly as I'd like.

| doubt that | will be able to learn all that there is to learn in this
class.
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Form B (page 1 of 2)

Participant # Course :

The purpose of this study is to investigate how college student’s thir@nd feel about
their classes. This research is especially important in light of thecientific evidence
supporting the idea that the amount of intelligence a person has is, ftrte most
part, a relatively fixed entity. While we can learn new things, we cannot changmir
innate intelligence. We know that in school some individuals will have an easier or
more difficult time learning than will others based on this generdy fixed level of
ability preset in all of us. Given these disparities in individuab natural ability, it is
important to help ensure that each student has the opportunity to reactheir
potential. The insight that could be gained from investigating how you think and
feel about your classes may in the future lead to more effective educatampractices
and interventions. Thank you for your participation in this research.

Read each of the four statements and then choose which one most closelgriless
your goals for this class. Indicate your choice by circling the statement

Although I hate to admit it, | would rather do well in this class than learn a lot

| would rather avoid looking like | don’t understand than learning as much as |
could in this class.

It is more important for me to learn as much as | could in this classttisao get
the best grades.

Rather than getting the best grades, my goal is to avoid failing to Lamtetee
content of this class as thoroughly as I'd like.
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Form B (page 2 of 2)

Rate your degree of agreement by recording a number from 0 to 100 using the
scale given below:

Strongly
Disagree

0 10

10.

11.

12.

Strongly
Agree

30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
| am confident that | could do better than most other students in this
class.
| think that | could do well compared to others in this class.

| am confident in my ability to get a better grade than most of the
other students in this class.

| am confident in my ability to learn as much as possible from this
class.

| am confident that | could gain a thorough understanding of the
content of this class.

| think that | could master the material presented in this class.
| may not be able to avoid doing poorly in this class.
| am unsure of my ability to avoid performing poorly in this class.

| have little confidence that | could avoid performing poorly in this
class.

| don't think | will be able to learn all that | should in this class.

I have little confidence that | will be able to understand the content of
this class as thoroughly as I'd like.

| doubt that | will be able to learn all that there is to learn in this
class.
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Form C (page 1 of 2)

Participant # Course :

The purpose of this study is to investigate how college students thinkdfeel about
their classes. This research is especially important in light of thecientific evidence
supporting the idea that the amount of intelligence a person processssfor the
most part, changeable. That is, for most people, working hard and learning new
things can actually increase how intelligent they are. We know that at school sem
individuals will work hard to learn new things and thereby increase leir
intelligence. However, others will not, and consequently they will fabehind in the
development of their basic intelligence. Given the import role efforand motivation
has in determining your present level of intelligence, it is importanto help ensure
that each student has the opportunity to stay motivated. The insight that ctdibe
gained from investigating how you think and feel about your classes may in the
future lead to more effective educational practices and interventionsThank you for
your participation in this research.

Read each of the four statements and then choose which one most closescdbes
your goals for this class. Indicate your choice by circling the statement.

Although | hate to admit it, | would rather do well in this class than learn a lot

| would rather avoid looking like | don’t understand than learning as much as |
could in this class.

It is more important for me to learn as much as | could in this classttisao get
the best grades.

Rather than getting the best grades, my goal is to avoid failing to lamtetee
content of this class as thoroughly as I'd like.
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Form C (page 2 of 2)

Rate your degree of agreement by recording a number from 0 to 100 using the
scale given below:

Strongly
Disagree

0 10

10.

11.

12.

Strongly
Agree

30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
| am confident that | could do better than most other students in this
class.
| think that | could do well compared to others in this class.

| am confident in my ability to get a better grade than most of the
other students in this class.

| am confident in my ability to learn as much as possible from this
class.

| am confident that | could gain a thorough understanding of the
content of this class.

| think that | could master the material presented in this class.
| may not be able to avoid doing poorly in this class.
| am unsure of my ability to avoid performing poorly in this class.

| have little confidence that | could avoid performing poorly in this
class.

| don't think | will be able to learn all that | should in this class.

I have little confidence that | will be able to understand the content of
this class as thoroughly as I'd like.

| doubt that | will be able to learn all that there is to learn in this
class.
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ABSTRACT
CAN GOAL SPECIFIC SELF-EFFICACY MEASURES PREDICT GOAL

CHOICE: UNDERSTANDING THE 2X2 ACHIEVEMENT GOAL
FRAMEWORK THROUGH SELF-EFFICACY THEORY

by
RICHARD JAMES LUCIDO
December 2011
Advisor: Dr. Barry Markman
Major : Educational Psychology

Degree Doctor of Philosophy

The achievement goals that one adopts in an academic context have been shown
to be associated with, as well as causally related to, impatécwmes. Currently, the
most widely accepted theory holds that achievement goals are the result ofimhieis
theory of intelligence. However, there is a lack of empirical sugporthis assertion.
The current study tested the hypothesis that goal specifiefelcy (self-efficacy
measured separately for a mastery or performance outcontle¢ igrimary driver of
achievement goals. Two studies were conducted among a combinec sHEN#n4
community college students. As was the case with most reesearch, the current
study found no support for the contention that achievement goals aesl rielamplicit
theories. In contrast, self-efficacy for mastery goals appetr be predictive of goal
adoption, where high levels of mastery goal self-efficacy weleted to the adoption of
mastery goals and low levels related to the adoption of perforngmate Self-efficacy

for performance goals were found to be unrelated to goal adoption. boaddihen
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students reported different goals among the courses in which teey eurrently
enrolled, congruent differences in their degree of mastery goalfe#fey were found.
This finding provides evidence that mastery self-efficacy haspbtential to explain
some of the contextual malleability of goals, a feat which implicit theaf intelligence

are inherently unable to match.
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