SELF-ESTEEM AND PERSISTENCE IN THE FACE OF FAILURE
by
ADAM DI PAULA

B.A., Univérsity of Wisconsin-Madison, 1 990
MA., University_of British Columbia, 1993

A THESIS SUBMITTED IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR THE DEGREE OF :

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
in
THE FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES

(Departmeht of Psychology)

We accept this thesis as conforming to the required standard

UNIVERSITY OF BRITISH COLUMBIA
October 1997
. © Adam Di Paula, 1997




in presenting this thesis in partial fulfilment of the requirements for an advanced
degree at the University of British Columbia, | agrée that the Library shall make it
freely available for reference and study. | further agree that permission for extensive -
copying of this thesis for scholarly.purposes may be granted by the head of my
departmént or by his or her representatives. It is understood that copying or
publication of this thesis for financial gain -shall not be allowed without my written

permission.

Department of P <VCloloGr

The University of British Columbia
Vancouver, Canada

Date _(OLT Z, (277

DE-6 (2/?8)




-Abstfaét
Two studies tested a theory of how trait selffesteem m.oderates behavioral and
cognitive bersi'stence in the face c;f.failure. Three prirﬁary hypotheses wére
examined. First, that high self-ésteem (HSE) indiQiduaIs persist more than low
self-esteem (LSE) individuals when their initial attempts to reach a goal fail, but
su’b'sequentvor repeated failures lead HSE individuals to reduce behavioral |
persistence and pursué goal alternatives more quickly than LSE individuavl.sv.
Second, that when no goal 'alternatives are aVéiIabIe,’ HSE individuals |
b'ehlaviorally persist more than LSE individuals. Third, despite reductioﬁs in
behavioral persistenqe, LSE individuals do not “giVe Qp” on the failed goal but
continue to persist.cognitively,’ in the form of aversive ruminations about the
failed goal. In a factorial experiment, persistence was examined as a function of
éeif—estee_m, degree of failure, and the availability of goal alternatives. As
hypothe‘sizved, HSE participants behaviorally persisted hore than LSE -
participants after a single'failljre,' but less after repeated failure. However, self-
ésteerﬁ differences iﬁ,behavioral-_persistence did npt érherge whén goal -
alterhatives were unavailable. | Partial support was re'cei\)ed for the'ﬁypothesis
that LSE individuals engage in more rumihative persistence than HSE
individuals—-LSE pérticipants showed higher leQeIs of ruminatjve persistence on
one bf two measurés of ruminétive persistence. The findings fegarding
behavioral persistence were concefatually replicafed, and the hypothesis

regarding ruminative persistence received stronger suppdrt, in a longitudinal .

field study in which HSE and LSE participants initially listed their goals and .




reported on their béhavioral énd ruminative persistence regarding these goals 5
months later. HSE participants exhibited better calibration betwe}en' perceptions
of gbal failure and behavioral bursui_t than LSE participants, indicating that
ihcr_ieasing‘ percéptions of goal i‘ailure were associated with reductions in |
behavioral pursuit mbre for HSE than LSE participéritg 'Althvough they reduced

" behavioral pursuit relative to HSE pafticipan'ts, LSE pérticip_ants con'tinue‘d to
persiét cognitively, by ru}minating 'abdut.t‘heir goais more than HSE participants.

. Discussion focuses on the.need io revise traditional views of HSE individuals
that emphaslize.their tenacious'persistence and views of LSE individuals that

emphasize their tendency to give up in the face of failure.
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Introduction.

.In 1994, at the age of 45, George Foreman becahe the oldést man to win :
a professional boxing title. Foreman, who had initially retired in 1977, was of

“course not the first fighter to attempt a co;neb'ack. Such attempfs ’are a relatively
frequent .occurrence in the boxing world.- For example, after an extended
abvsence from_the r.ing, former champidn Larry Holmes came back to fight for the
heavyweight chafnpionship in 1988. Holmes, however, did not fare as.well as
Fore'man, and has joined the ranks of many fighters tho‘m the sporting world
charaéte‘rizes as simply "not knowing when to quit."

Was there somethiné Foreman knew that Holmes did not? Perhaps
Foreman more accurately assessed his abilities than Holmes. But did he: know
he was Qoing to be successful any more than Holmes could haveA known he Was
going to fail? Did other ag_ing boxers who did not attempt comebacks know they
would be unsuccessful any more than Holmes could have known? Of course -
not.

Bbxers éannot know when to quit any more than ordinary individuals can
know when to get divorcéd, chénge careers, or §top working on a dif_fi‘cUIt
problem. These are not matters of knowing, but matters of deciding--deciding
when it is time to persisf and when it is time to quit. Whilé we éll may wish for

- objective indiéators that inforrh Qs When it is time to quit, such indicators rarely |

exist. Our decisions about whether to persist or quit are a function of personal

- and situational factors. |




The present research focuses on severéi factois thought to affect
persistence. More specifically, it tests a theory eXpIaining how trait self;esteem
moderates the decision to persist in the face of failure and the type of '
persistence that occurs. The théory assens that when goal pursuit is met with
| failuré, high self-esteem (HSE) and low self;esteem (LSE) individiials respond in
different ways. HSE individuals bei'iaviorally persist inore than LSE individuals
when their initial att_empté to reach a gbai fail. However, subsequent or repeated
faili.nres lead HSE individuals to reduce behavioral persistence toward the failed
goal and fogus thought and action on goal alternatives. LSE individuals, in
contrast, continue to persist cognitively, ruminating about the failed gboai and its
un‘attainment. o

The relation. between self-esteém and persistence has been previously
examined by résearchers who ha\ie come to a general conclusion quite different
from thai suggesfed'above: HSE individuals’persist more thvan LSE persons in
" the face of failure (e.qg., McFarIin, Bauméister, & Blasgovich, 1984; Perez, 197‘3;
Shrauger .& Sorman, 1977). This appérent contradiction, howei/er, can bé
expla'ine‘d and reconciled by noting tnree key differences between previoiis vi/ork
and the present research. | |

First, previous r_esearch has-iocused sblely 6n ihe behaviorai aspects of
pérsistence, neglecting the perseverating thoughts abdut a goal that may
continue Iong after behavioral pursuit has ceased. This omission is at odds with

influential historical conceptualizations of persistence which emphasized the




psychological processes oceurring when behavioral pursuit stops. For example,
Lewin and his celleagues (LeWin, 1951; Zeigarhtk, 1938) maihtained that if goal-:
- directed behavior ceasee; a state of psychological ,tensioh persists, keeping the
goat and goal-related thoughts activated in merttory. Also, previous work offers
confltctihg definitione of the psychological state of persistence. Whereae some
have defined persistence as the tendency to work efficiently.(e.g., solving so
many problems per some unit of time; Perez, 1973), others have used the term
to characterizeefforts made in the context of perceived success as well as‘
perceived failare (e.g., McFarlin, Ba_tlmeister, & BIascevich, t984). |

For present purposes, | reserve the term persistence to refer to goal-
directed action or .thought in the face of perceived difficu'lty. Itis a state in which
the individual actively attempts to reaeh a goal, or thinks’ about the attainment_of
a goal, while perceiving progress toward the goal as blocked.ot interrupted.
Perceptions of goal blockage are eonceived along a continuum. Impediments_.
may be relatively minor (causing ‘only mild disruptions in progress) or relatively
severe (causing major disruptions in progress Ie'ading to perceptions of continual
failure). Theoretically, persi~stence can take place ahywhere along this | |
continuum, but the present work focuses particularly on persistence at the more
severe ‘endiof the continuum. Persistenee ceasee when the indit/idual stops.

goal-directed activity both behaviorally (withdraws active efforts to attain the

goal) and cognitively (steps perseverating on the goal), or when the obstruction




to progress is re_move'd: and_the goal .can be effeétively pursued‘ (e.g., difficult
problems are replabed with easier ones).' | |

A second important way that the presé.nt‘ research differs from previous
studies is tﬁat these studies have been conducted in cohtexts in which there is
“only one goal to pursue. From this pefspective, pérsistehce at a goal is
perceived to be a simple function bf‘the pérceived.probabilify of attaining that
goal. If the probability of attainment is high, persistence Should continue. If itis
low, pe»rsistence' shoﬁld. cease. Accordihgly, since HSE indiyiduals have
relafively high ~eXp_e_ctations of subcess (Taylor & Brown, 1988) and'high levels of
self-efficacy (Bandura, 1982), they should peréist more than LSE individuals.
 Their options are‘either to continue to work in the face of failure dr_ quit entirely.
| If is not surprising that such a context wbuld lead to more persistence on the part »
of HSE individuals. They have nothing to gaih by quitting, since they cannot re-
engage their kefforts towa(d another alternative. Th;e necessity of studying
persistehce in a context in which alternatives cén be pursued has beén
expreséed by several prominent theorists (Bandura, 1989; Feather, 1989). In.
fact, Bandura has noted how previous persistence studies may l}1ave limited
applicability because they have not allowed for the pursuit of alternatives:

"The geherality of ‘evidence of unshakgn pursuit of Unreaéhable'goals

must be quaiiﬁed, howéver,' by the fact’ that laboratory simulations may

differ from actual conditions on several im‘portant dimensions: The



endeavor usually involves only a brief effort, failure carries no costs, and

no opportunities exist for alternative pursuits.” (Béndura, 1989, p. 43).

In additidn to the lack of gda| aIternatiVes, Bandura suggests that the:
degree of effort expended in the face of failure is an important issue. Previous
research 'has often measured persistence in respdnse to a single failure.
However, the character of a response to failure can differ depending on whether
’it is a response to an initial failure or repeated failure (Kuhl, 1981; Wortman &
Bréhm, 1975). Whereas initial failure may y‘ieIAd a reassertiqn of effort toward the

- failed goal, rebeatéd failu_re‘may lead to the activation of "self-prbtectfve
mechanfsnﬂs" (Hyland, 1987) such as disengagement’.and‘ the redirection of
effort tév&afd other alternatives. ThUs,.thé third way in which the present work |

 differs from past work is in its focus on persistence in fhe face of repeated
failure..

In sum, while past reséarch examining self-esteem and pe_rsistence offers
supbort for cbnclusions different from those presently proposed, three reasons
have been given for why this is the case--past research has focused solely on
persistence in its behavioral form, as it occurs Vin .sin‘gle_-goal environments, and
only in response tb a single failure. I n the following sections, | review literature
relevant to the isstJe of self-esteem‘and persistence. First, | present four primary
theorgfical rea‘sbns wth trait seIf-ésteem éhould be a keymoderafor of the

decision to persist or disengage:'a) differences in the psychological outcomes
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 that motivate HSE and LSE individuals, b) diffefences in their ability to
deactivate goal intentions, c) differences in the-ir attributions for failure, and d)
differences in how resiliently they r_espend tq self-image threats. | then review
otherwork bearing on the relation between 'self-eSteem and petsistence antj
shoyv hevy it can also he integrated within the proposed theory. Although this
work does not tocus directly on trait self-esteem, it retates self-evaluation to key »
aspects of the self-regulation process--disengagement and standard setting.
Next, | summarize a series of hypotheses regarding the behavioral and cognitive.
sersistence of HSE and LSE individuals in the face of failure. Finally, | describe
two studies testi'ng the hypothesized relatton between self-esteem and
petsistence. .

Theoretical Bases for Self-Esteem Differences in Persistence_‘

Achieve Success vs. Avoid Failure. Baumeister and Tice (1985; Tice,j |

1993) suggested that an importent differertce ﬁbetwe'en‘&H.SE and LSE tndividuals
is the primary psychol‘ogic-al outcomes that mt:tivate their goal-d‘ire‘cted behavior.
HSE individuals are primarily motivated to achieve suecess (approaeh a positive
outcome) whereas ‘LSE individuals are primarily tnotivated to avoid failure (avoid
‘a negative outcome).‘ AcCording'to‘ Baumeister and fice, these diVergent
outcome motivations sheuld I'ead_ to differentgoall pursu'it prefe'renees amdng
HSE and LSE individuals. | - |

Their motive to achieVe success shoutd Iead'}HSE individuals to prefer to .

" work under eonditions in which it is possible for thém to attain a high level of




performance suocess. They sho’old be Iessbinclin‘ed to work under conditions
where their efforts can, at best, only bring their performance up to a passable
level (e.g., when they have repeatedly failed at a task arrd are given the'option
to continue working on that same task). LSE individuals, in contrast, should
contintre to work under thése conditions. Their motive to avoid failure should
cause them to continue working at the task so that they can rernedy their
personal deficiencies at that task and avord future poor performances
'Consrstent wrth this hypothesis, Baumeister and Tice (1985) found that HSE
participants were less motivated to continue working on a task after they had
failed than after they had succeede'd. The opposite was true forvaSE
partioipants. |

The work of baumeister and Tice fits weII. with’eariier work on the
achievement rrrotive. Feather (1961) directly examined the relatiorr bet\nree'o
persistence and the distinction between the motive to achieve suocess (MS) and
the rnotive to avoid failure (MAF). He gave two groups of participants (one in
which MS>MAF and the other in whicb MAF>MS) a series of problems with
accompanying solubility norms. For the first problem, participants vrere told
either that 70% or 5% of people get the solution. (The p»roblem was actually
insoluble).

He found that MS>MAF participants persisted Iession the first problem
virhen the 'probabilityA of success was low (i.e., 5%) than-when it was high.

MAF>MS participants,‘in contrast, persisted more when the probability of




success was low. Thus, participants brimarily motivated to achieve success
behaved like HSE péﬁicipants in the Baumeister and Tice (1985) study,
persisting less when success was unlikely. In contrast, those primarily motivated
to avoid failure behaved like Baumeister and Tice's LSE participants, ‘persis'ting
more when success was Unlikely.

The different motives that appear to drive the goa_)l-directed behavior of
HSE and LSE individualls have clear imp‘IicationsA for their decisions régarding - |
persistenqe in the face of repeatéd goal failﬁre. Wh}en goalk alternatives exist,
HSE individuals will be motivated to reduce persis_ténce at the failed gbal and
redirect their energies tpward these alternatives (where success may be :
achieved). LSE individuéls, in an effort to avoid further fai}lure, will be less
motivated by these aIterﬁatives.

Being motivated to pursﬁe alternatives in the face of failure,'however,
dees'not im'ply that actual pursuit will occur. Individuals may be motivatéd to -
achieve many things, but never direct motives into action. What wduld
_strengthen the case considerably for thé proposed self-esteem differences in
persistence is to identify parficular prdceéses that éllow HSE individijals to
switch more'eaéily to alternative goals in the face. of failure and processes that
foster continued ruminative persistencé on the part of LSE individuals. | discuss
these processes below.

Deactivation vs. Rumination. Kﬁhl and his associates (see Kuhl &

Beckmann, 1994) have conducted an extensive examination of.individual




differences in the ability to initiate and susta'in cn_anges in goal-directed oehavior
.in the face of repeated goal failure, a construct_KohI has termed action versos
state orientation (Kuhl, 1981, 1994a). In the tace of repeated goal failure,
"actionAOriented" -indi\riduals deactivate thoughts ‘related to the failed goal, wh‘ich :
allows them to effectrvely |mplement alternatlve goals. "State- orrented" |
individuals contlnue to ruminate about the failed goal (focusing on the negatlve
state of failure) while remarnrng behaviorally passive. This continued rumination
preVents the implAementation of alternative goals and also hinders attempts to
effectively pursue the failed goal. There is e'vidence that HSE individuals are

" more action-oriented in their response to repeated failure whereas LSE
individuals are more ‘state- orlented .

The most direct evidence comes frorn correlations between m'easures of
trait self-esteem and the dispositional mea.sm‘Jre of action versus state-
orientation--Kuhi's Action Control Scale (ACS; Kuhl, 1994b). The measure is
brpolar with hrgher scores indicating greater actron-orlentatron and Iower scores
rndlcatlng greater state-orientation. Campbell and Di Paula (1996) found strong
correlations (e.g., r=.36, p<.001) between the Rosenberg SeIf-Esteem'Inventory-
(1965) and the ACS". |

Other evidence comes from examining the association between action
versus state orientation and depression.> Measures of depression correlate
significantly with the ACS (Rholes, Michas, & Schroff, 1989)‘. Exnerimental

findings indicate that depressed participants engage in elevated levels of state-
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oriented thought after failure relative to their nondepressed chnterparts
(Kammer, 1984). Other research indicates that depressed individuals respond
to task ihtervruption with increased state-orientation which, in turn, itnpairs their
ability to perform alternative tasks (Kuhi & Helle, 1986).

Spécifiq Attributions vs. Global Attributions. The attributions individuals

make for failure influence their motivation to pursue alternativeé. One dimension
emphasizedA by several investigators to be of centtal importance is attributibnal
globality--the extent to which the cause of a failure is attributed to global faétpi_rs

) te.g., "I lack the intelligence to do Well at most things”) or more specifit; factors
(e.g., "Rote memorization is not my cup of teé") (e.g., Abramson, Seligman, &
Teasdale, 1978; Weiner, 1985). HSE and LSE individuals differ |n their
attributional tendencies along the globality dimension, with LSE indiv_iduals

~ tending to attribute failure to rhore global factors (Campbell, Chew, & Scratchley, -
1991; Cohen, van den B'out, van VIiet, & Krarﬁer, 1989; Petevrson, Schwartz, &
Seligman, 1981). .

The global nature ot the éttributions made by LSE individuals should
\reduce-their motivation to pursue alternative goals, since alternatives will be
pefceived' as onty holding the'prospect of continued failure. uIn contrast, the
specific nature of the attributions made by HSE individuarls should not inhibit this |

pursuit, since the specific causes of failure relevant to one goal are not likely

relevant to alternatives.
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Other evidence related to the globality dimension also suggests that LSE
' arid HSE individuals diffe'r in their tendencies to bursue alternatives in the face
of failu‘re. Research by Kernis and his'associates (Kernis,, Bio'ckner,— & Frankel,
1989) has d‘err'iohstraied LSE individuals' proneness to "overgéneralization"--the
tendency to think of many other aspécts of the self that vare'nevgative after failure.
Overgeneralization reduces motivation to succeed on‘subsequerit tasks.
Indéed, Kernis et al. (1989) found that, aftei doing pdorly on an exam‘, LSE
subjects’ ciecreased motivétion to s;tudy for subsequent exéms vi/as diie to their

tendency to overgeneralize the initial failure.

Resilience i/s. Non-resilience. SwitchinQ to a new goal after experiencing
repeated failure requires a fair amount of resilience‘."'To be successful one has
tci be able to "bour_ice back" from thé failure, to not let the failure inhibit pursuit of
the new goalv. ‘There is evidence thét HSEindividuaIs valre more resilient in the
face of failure than are LSE individuals.

According to Steele (1988), indivi‘dualé.can respond resilientiy to self-
image threats to the extent that'they can afiirm"other bositivé aspecté of the self.
This affirmation affords resilierice because it makes it -Iess important for the
- individual to foéus bn reducing the original threat. For éxam.ple, someone
threateried by their recent failures oh the tennis court should be less motivated
tci reduce this thréat directly (é.g., by downpiaying the importance of tennis) if |

they have the opportunity to affirm something positive about themselves (e.g.,




12
their devotion ag a'father). The _affirmat'icnel process eneblee'the individual to
bounce back fror.nrepeated failure. - | | | |

Steele and his as'soci’ates (SteeI‘e, Spencer, & L.ynch:, 1993) argued that
» because H_SE‘vin’dividuaIs,’ by defihition, perceive themselves as poseéesing
many pcsitive aspects, they should respond more resiliently to self-image threats
than LSE-individuaIs 'Indeed 'Steeie et al. found HSE participants‘ resp‘onded A‘
more reS|I|entIy toa seIf-image threat than LSE part|C|pants when their self-
concepts were made salient. The posmve seIf-aspects of HSE |nd|V|duaIs :
enable‘them to bounce back from failure more easily thari LSE individuals.
. Steeie’e work suggests an ihteresting relatich between gc_al failure'erid
B _ goai importance. Previous research has found that in.reeponse tc 'feilu“re ata
task |nd|V|duals reduce the importance of the task (e.g., Harter, 1993) or, ,
S|m|IarIy, reduce the relevance of the dimension that the task assesses (Tesser
1'988). This is ‘particuiariy true'for HSE individuals (Shrauger & Patterson,
1974). This may not occur to the sAame degree, however, under conditions in
_ which an alternative goal can be sdccessfdily pursued. The alternative majy act -
- as a4l><ivnd of effirmation which actualiy reduces motiyaticn to disidentify with ‘(i.e., :
reduce the irnportance of) the failed gcel. Fcr eXampIe, after a rhiserahle |
‘performance on the tennis court a rhah may be less motivated to reddce the -
importance of tennis if he receives a big hug' from his children (affirming his
' fatherhood)‘than when he does r_rot have'the obportunity to engage in euch a

~ self-affirmation.
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Ha\-/ing‘enumera_ted four primary reasons for potential self-esteem
differences in persistence, | now rev'ie_w\other work that focuses on t\)vq key
aspects of self-regulatioh--disengagerﬁent and standard setting--and discuss tHe_
relétion of th_esé aspe'cts to self-evvaluétion.

- Self-Evaluation and Disengagement

While cultural values emphasize the impbrtance of persistence, m’ost of
us appreciate the importance of being. able to}disenga'ge:, paf/tiCtJIarIy in the facé B
of repeated failure. Welare'inspifed by such sayings as, "Success is gétting up
one more time than you've been knocked down,” but know this really depends on
just how many times we've been knocked down~.3 Effeétive self-regulation
depends just as much on our}ability to quit as on our ability to persist (cf., Janoff-
Bulfnan & Brickman, 1982). .In fact, reluctance to di;engage in the face of
continued failure has been considered By several theorists to be a central .
mechani‘sm by whiqh low levels of self-evaluation develop.

Klinger (1975) argued that depression results froh ¢ontinuéd commitment
to a current _covncern (or goal) in the face of rebeated failure. In his model, initial
goal failures are met With increased béhavioral effort to reach the goal (cf.,
Wortman & Brehm, 1975). When failure continues, this‘.e-ffort is reduced.
HoWever, if the value of thé goal remains high and tﬁe \)alue 'of other alterﬁatives
remains low, the result is a "downswing into debression.” Recovery from

depression is aided by reengagement in other goals and a devaluation of the

failed goal.
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Klinger's model suggests that depression is ess:ociated with a particuler
kind of commitment, one in Mich the indiyidual continues to identify with a
repeatedly failed goal, but ne longer takes éctive steps to reach it. Persistence -
continues cognitively, but not behaviofally. This is consistent with research bV,

: Bandura.and Abrams (1986) which showed that, after failutre to reach a goal, .
depression increased most for perticipants who experienced a reduction in
motivati'on to actively pursue the goai, but continued to view its achievement as _
important.

Other \_NoArkbaIso' posits that aepression and low self-esteem develop'
through a reluctance to disengage in the face of repeated failure. According to
Pyszczynski and Greenberg (1987, 1992), a goal should normally be abandoned

* when the pereeived probability of aftaining that goal is low. HoWever_, they

argue, perseveration may often continue despite Iowered'ekpectations. This is
most likely to occur when importance is placed on a single goal and alternative

goals are devalued (cf., Carver & Scheier, 1986; Klinger, 1975; Pervin, 1991).

When that goal becomes unattainable, the individual gets "'stuck" in a cycle of
ruminating about the goal. This continued perseveration leads to depression and
low self-esteem.

As Pyszc_:zynski and Greenberg note, their emphasie on continued
perseveration differe markedly from other theories of depressidn which focus on
how depfes‘sed individuals are more Iikely to give up in the face of failure.‘ Fo_r'

- example, according to the learned helplessness theory of depression
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(Abram;sonv, Seligman, & TeanaIe, 1978; Seligman, 1975; Seligman, Abramson,' |

Serﬁmel,”& von Baeyer, 1979) a central pathway to depression (and thus :

_diminished self-evaluations) is the felt state of helplessness that results from the

perceived noncontingency between one's actions and outcomes. One situation

_in which this is thought to occur is when the individual is confronted with an
eXtremer difficult goal énd, despite his or her best efforts, cannot maké any
- progress _tbward that goél. This, in\tur'n, should redu;:e persistence motivation. )

}"Pyszczynsk,i and Greenberg’é theory states quite the opposite--that

depression and low self-esteem are maintained through an unwillingness to give -

up on goals in the face of failure. The critical difference between the two
theories is that learned helplessness theory dréws its conclusions regarding

persistence motivation focusihg solely on persistent action. Reductions in

behavioral pursuit are necessarily taken as evidence of reductions in motivation.

In contrast, Pyszczynski and Greenberg assume that persiste’nce is a cognitive
as well as a behavioral phenomenon, allowing for the possibility of continued

persistence after cessation of goal-directed action. o

o Consistent with this notion is the growing body of evidence indicating that

ouicomes typicallvy thought to reflect motivational deficits actually reflect an

inability to discbhtinue rumination about failed goals. Much of this evidenbe has

been gathered by Kuhl and his associates (e.g., Kuhl & Wéiss, 1994) examining

the moderaﬁng effects of action versus state orieritation on'goal performance.' |

Action versus sfate orientation has been found to moderate the negative
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changes in performance that have been observed afterindividuals are
repeatedly exposed to insoluble tasks--Changes that have been typically thought
to reflect reductions in persistence motivation (Seligman et al., 1979). |

For example, Kuhi (1981) found that only state-oriented i_ndii/iduals
experienced performance decrements on a test task after they were "pretreated'f ,
witn failure on a trainingv task. Importantly, tnese individuals did not experience
reductions in motivation to perform ‘the task relative to their action-oriented
- counterparts who outperformed them. In a subsequent study examining the
cognitions most salient to state-oriented individuals as they experience |
‘performance decrements after failure, it was foi.ind that state-oriented
participants did indeed ruminate more about the past failure (focusing on their
negative emotional state and their initial poor performance) relative to action-
oriented participants, who focused on problem solvi}ng strategies (Brunstein &
Olbrich, ieas). | |

The association between low selffesteem and state orien.tation sdggests
an alternative cause of the performance decrements typically found to plague
LSE individuals after failure (e.g., Brockner, 1979, Shrauger & Rosenberg,
1970). Such decrements may not be the resi'ilt.of reductions in persistence
motivation but of increases in rumination about the failure. For eXampie,
Campbell and Fairey (1985) found that While LSE participants performed poorly‘
relative' to HSE participants after failure was made salient to them, they did not

report decreases in effort relative to HSE participants. They did ‘report more
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| ~preoccupation with aversive thoughts related to their poo;"task performance, -
however.

The above e’_vidence suggests that necéssarily characterizing indi'vivdua|s4
-who remaiﬁ behaviorally passive, or who perforh"n poorly, as "giving up" _is often
misl‘eading. On the contrary, individuals who display éuch characteristics in the
face of goal failure aré oftén quite engaged--continuing to identify with failed .
goals a‘nd rum‘,inating about these goa[s. Furthermoré, these responses to gbal
failure appear characteristic of LSE and depressed individuals. Evidence
regarding other aspects of self-regulation also. points to the inability of |

individuals with low self-evaluations to.relinquish failed goals.

SeIf-EvaIuafion and Sta.n_dard Setting
'Individuéls whq continue to set goals well above their perceived ability

' Ieveliwould'seem to be setfihg fhemselves ub for repeated failure. If they
continue to identify with these goals they are faced with pérce_iving éhronic
| discrepan_cie__sl between where they are and where th_ey wanf.to be. Such
.discrépénc_ie.s would likely foster continued rumihative pérsistence (Maftiri &
Tesser, 1989; Martin, Tesser, & Mcintosh, 1993). Theré is evidence that '
individuals who hayé Ibw self-evaluations do indeed set goa[s ina manner_that 4
maintains chronic discrepancies. o

- For example, research by Higgins and his assovciate's (Higgins, 1987;

Morett'i_& Higgins, 1990) shows that self-esteem and depression are related to ‘

the discrepancy between an individual's perceived current standing on a |
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,dimension and his or her ideal standing on that dimension. Results froma -
number of studies indicate that the iarger the discrepancy between individuals'
actual self-views and ideal self-views, the more depressive affect they
- eXperience and the Iower.their self-esteem. Moreover, these discrepancies are
relatively chronic--individuals who perceive th_ey'are faIIind short of their ideals.
n‘iaintain this perception oVer_an extended period of time (Higgins, 1987). ‘The ..
chronicit)r of such discrepancies suggests lthat the'se.indi\riduals continue to
identify Vyith ‘goals for which failure is quite likely. Other research also suggests
that LSE ‘and depressed individuals maintain chronic goal discrepancies that set
them ‘up for repeated faiIure and continued rumination.

| LSE and depressed individuals are more perfectionistic than their HSE
'and nondepressed counterparts (eg Hewitt & Flett, i99,1). According to
several forrnulations of the construct (Burns, 1980; Frost, Marten, Lahart, &
Rosenblate, 1990; Hewitt & Flett, 1991; Pacht, 1984), perfectionism entails

setting rigid and unrealistically high standards--standards which,' of course, are

- not likely to be achieved. Perfectionists do not relinquish these }standards,

however. Therefore, chronic discrepancies are maintained in the face of'
repeated failure,' setting the stage for continued ruminative persistence.

There is also evidence that the manner in which indii/iduals with low self-
evaluations respcnd to goal,failure actually increases their goal discrepancies.
For example, after initially inducing participants to experience either a pcsitive or

negative mood, Wright and Mischel (1982) administered failure feedback after
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each of a series of performance trials. Not surprisingly, they found that
- participants initially induc_edrto feel negative became vprogressively less satisfied '
with their performarice and themselves, and expeqted lower performance | |
outcomes after each trial relative to participants induced to feel positive.
Howevér, as their expectations regarding'their performance dropped, negétivé
mood participants actually raised their performénce standards, whereas positi\)e
mood participants set ;tandards more commensurate with their expectations.
Thus, those participants ind'u_ced to feel negatively set their goals vso as to |
increase the disCrepahcy between Atheir c.:u‘rrent and desired state a_nd, therefore,
mai’ntain negative sélf-evalﬁations. ' As Wright and Mischel (ﬁ982) concluded,
"these unhapvp)'l peopie virtually guarantéed tﬁeir future unhappiness and self- |
defeat" (p. 912). | |

These results are consistent with more récenf work by Cervone ahd his
associates (Cervone, Kopp, Schaumann & Scbtt, 1994) who reported that
negative affective states caused partiqipants to lower their self-evaluations, but
to increase their performance standards. The re_sﬁlts are also consistent with
research by Simon (1978) who found that in the face of decreasing progress-on
a task, depressed participants ﬁontinued to raise their goalé in relation to that
task, fostering increasing performance-goal discrepancies. Thus, individuals
who maintain negative self;evaluations appear to respond to gbal failure }by
setting an even moré exac‘:ting. performance standard--a pattern likely to foster - '

continued ruminative persistence.
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"ihere' is some recent reeearCh incorisiStent with the above pattern,
however. Baumeister and his associates (Baumeister, Heatherton, & Tice,
1993) found that after experiencing faiiure, HSE participants tended to set
steindards that exceeded their performance capabilities. |

Hypotheses Regarding Self-Esteem Differences in Persistence

~ Several hypothe_s,es regarding self-esteem differences in persistence:

follow from the ebove analysis. In response to initial failtire, I-iSE individuals
should beheviorally persist more than LSE individuals.. Howev‘er, repeated
failure siiouid lead to a reduction in behavioral persistence on the part of HSE
individuals and to the pursuit of goal alterpatives. LSE individuals should be
slower than HSE individuals to' switch to goal alternatives under these |
conditions. |

In the context in which only a single goal exists, however, HSE individuals
should persist more than LSE individuals, even in the face of repeated failure.
* Their high self-efficacy will keep them persisting in the face of np alternatives--in '
the face of no other route to fulfiliment of the success motive.

HSE individuals should disidentify with goals that they are failing to attain
rriore than LSE individuals. This difference should be more pronourtced the
: ‘more threatening the conditions are (e.g}., under repeated failure). An exception
to this should be when goal failure is followed by the relativeiy successful pursuit -
“ofan alternative goal. In this instance, sdccessful pursuit should act es a self-

‘affirmation (cf.,~ Steele, 1988) and reduce the motivation for disidentification with
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the failed. goal. Under thése conditi;)ns, disidenfification should be less
pronounced thanbun'der conditions where goal alternatives cannot be’ |
successfully pursued, and self-esteem differences in disi_dentific_afioh should
diminish. Finally, LSE individuals should engage in more ruminative pe‘rs'istence :
regarding failed goals than HSE individuals.
Summary |

| preseﬁted four primary theoretical reaso’ns Why HSE individuéls vwould
persist- less than LSE individuals in the face of failure—-differences in the
psychological outcomes that rﬁotivate HSE and LSE individuals’, differences in
their a>bi‘lity to deactivate goal intentions, differences in their attributions for o
failure, and differences in how resiliently they respond to sélf-image threats. |
have ’also noted how literature relating self-e\(aluations to d‘i'se'ngage'ment aﬁd
standard setting.is consistent with this. pbsitién. For example, several theories_
posit that dirhiﬁiéhed self-evaluations stem.from a 'reluctance to disengage from
~ goals'in the face of failure. Reéearch suggests that performahce decrements!of
thoée with low self-evaluations following failure stem from an inability to
discontinue ruminative_persiStenbe, not from reduced motivation to achieve the |
failed goal. The Iiterature examining sélf-evaluation differences in standard
setting indicates that individuals wfth low self-evaluations set staﬁdards ina
manner that fosters continued ruminative persistence. |

Two studies te}sting the hypdthesized relation between self-esteem and

persistence are described below. Study 1 te_sted the hypotheses iri the
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Ia'boratory by manipulating the goal options and degree of goal failure
experienced by HSE and LSE participants. Study 2 was conducted in the field,

and assessed goal persistence and perceptions of goal failure among HSE and

- LSE participants over the course of an academic yéar.

Study 1

The purpose of this study was to test _the hypothesized impact of goal

alternatives and goal failure on self-esteem differences in persistence. It was

predicted that HSE participants would behaviorally persist more than LSE

participants after a single failure. After fepeated failure, however, it was
predicted that the behavioral persistence of HSE participants would depend on

whether or not a goal alternative could be pursued. Under conditions in which

_no alternative is available, HSE participants should persist more than LSE

participants; under cond‘itio'ns in which an alternatiye cduld be purs}ued, HSE
participants should persist less than LSE participahts and less than HSE
participants who could not switch to an altérnative. LSE participants should not
differ in théir persistence across these two lcor'aditions-.

It was also predicted that HSE participants would disidentify more with a -
failed goal than LSE participaﬁts, particularly after repeated failure. Howévér,

when participants could successfully puréue'an alternative goal, it was predicted

that they would disidentify less than when they could not pursue an alternative,
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‘ and that the self-esteem difference in diSidentification would diminish Finally, it
was predicted that LSE partiCipants would engage in more ruminative B

perSistence regarding the failed goal than HSE partiCipants.

| Method

Overyiew and Design

: Participants pretested on self-esteem received either one instance or -

three instances of failure feedback. They were subsequently presented with the

- failed task under one of two instructional sets manipulating goal options a) they

could onIy work on this task again or b) they couId SWItCh to another task
measuring a different ability. The»amount of time partiCipants worked on the - .
failed task constituted the measure of behaVioral perSistence After this |
measure was collected participants engaged in a task measuring the
accessibility of goaI -related thoughts an index of rumination The study wasaz2
v(Self—Esteem High Low) X2 (Type of Failure Single Repeated) X2 (SWitch
Option: No SWitch, Switch) factorial deSign._
: Participants | -

PartiCipants were 171 (100 female 71 male) undergraduates scoring in
the upper third (HSE) or lower third (LSE) of a distribution (N—486) of Rosenberg
'Self-Esteem Inventory scores (RSEI' Rosenberg, 1965) collected via a take-

home questionnaire packet completed at. Ieast 3 weeks prior to partiCipation

The RSEl is a well validated and reliable measure of trait self-esteem
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possessing' high internal consistency, o = .90, and good test-retest reliability, r=
.85 over two weeks (see Robinson & Shaver 1991) Six part|C|pants were
dropped for suspicion regarding the feedback and 5 were dropped for failing to
| foIIow instructions properly, leaving 160. The mean self-esteem score was
45.01 for HSE participants and 30.33 for LSE participants. Participants ranged
in age from 16 to 24, with a mean age of 18.3. Sixty—si‘x percent of participants
were born in Canada, 11% in Hong Kong, and the remaining 23% were born in
one of 16 other countries. Part|C|pants received extra credit for part|c1pat|ng
‘Procedure ' | |

The experiment was presented as a study of t'he_relation between
cognitive skill and pe‘rsonalittl, with participation reguiring participants to vi/ork on
a series of tasks and fill out some brief questionnaires. Partici.pant,s -completed

}the state‘ version of the Positive Affect* and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS;
-Watson & Tellegen, 1988). The measure of Negative Affect (NA) served as.a
baseline measure of state NA to be compared with a second NA assessment
made after participants received."their feedback (see below). This comparison
was used to assess the affective impact of the feedback. Participants were told
that they would complete the .affect measure at several points during the study
and were g‘iven the rationalethat, since it may relate to performance, affect must
be monitored throughout the study; |

The experimenter then introduced the Word Fragment Test (WFT)--a test

' measuring an ostensibly important cognitivevskill called "inferential agility." The
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experimenie_r stressed the importence of inferential agility by 'gi\'/ing a brief |
' desofiption of the ability and its correlates: |

"Inferential Agility involves the ability to draw accurate conclusions based
on limited information, to quickly see the logical and practical implications
in situations where the outcomes are uncertain...those who are high iri
Inferential Agility are excellent decision makere."

Pafticipants were also informed of the possibility of Iater' working on enother ‘

task, the Remote Associates}Test (RAT), an ostensible measure of "creative -

integration;" To ensure that paiticipants viewed the RAT as a separate goal,

measuring a different ability, it was coritrested with the abilities being assessed

by the WFT: |
"...the RAT obviously measures a very different abili_ty than the
WF'i'...Those who are high in Creative Integration are very effective at _
integrating diverse.ideas and can easily see aesociations between
seemingly different concepts." -

Participants'received two sample items (one easy, one difficult) from the WFT

and the RAT. This was done so that participants believed that the items varied

in difficulty; and that the upcoming -difficult WFT would be viewed credibly. To

ensure feelings of goai failure, the actual WFT consisted of two inoderately

difficult and four extremely difficult items, besed on previous oompletidn norms

(see Appendix A). Participants were then seated in front of a computer terminal

which delivered further instructions.
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A computcr program informed participants. they would be taking the WFi,
and again stressed the itnportance of the ability. Participants then ind_icated'
their performance expectations on a Likert scale anchored 'by 1 (poor) and 9
(excellent). lThis‘ measure would be compared with participants' post-failurel

performance evaluations as a check on the effectiveness of the failure induction.

: Théy also indicated the number of WFT items (out of six) they believed they |

- could solve correctly. This served as a measure of the specific goal participants

had upon beginning the task and would be cornpared to their‘actual performance
on thé task to determine the degree of objective goal failure. Pa_rticipants thcn
indicated their initial degree of identification with the ability méacured by the -
WFT by rating how important it was for them to have good inferential agility ona -
scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 9 (extremely). This measure would b_e'
compared to a final measure of identification to assess oegree of
disidentitication i/vith the ability measured by the WFT.

Participants V\iere then inforrned that they would .,be working on either one
WFT (Single Failure condition) or three WFTs (Repeated Failure condition). AII}
participants then began \ivork on thé first WFT and were given 30 seconds to
solve oach of the 6 items. After each item, the computer informed participants if
they had the correct answer. When participants answérs were incorrect, _the

computer displayed the correct answer. (If participants pr‘ovided'no'answer

 within 30s, the'computer gave the correct answer, then movéd to the next item.)

After completing the WFT, the computer "scored" the test and administered
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failure feedback. Participants were intormed tha_t ’the’y performed i‘n the bottom
' third of studehts taking the test at their univefsity. Participants in the Repeated
Failure conditto_n took two additional WFTs and received failure feedback
(indicating'again that they had scored in the bottom third) after each one.
Participants then indicated their performance perceptions on the same scale
_used‘for‘ indicating their performancevexpectations and-completed the PANAS a
second time. | | | |
Participants then engaged in a brief thoug.ht-listirig task. They recerde_d,
on a sheet provided by the vexperimenter, those thOughts that were most salient
to them as they did the task(s). Participents in the Repeated-FeiIure condition -
- recorded their most salient thoughts during their third attet-npt at the WFT.
These thoughts would later be coded for the presence of state-oriented
rumination. |
The computer then informed paﬁieipants that, in order for the
| exberimenter te collect the required data, they hed to do one mote 'WFT. They
were instructed that they could eubsequently work on additional WFT's if they
wished, but were not obligated to do so. ‘Each subsequent WFT would be
bstructured and,administered in the same manner described above (i.e., 30
seconds per item, feedback after eech item). with the exception that eafticipants
would.not receive general feedbacktafter each test. After each WFT, |
partic'ipants would be given the option to attempt another WFT or discontinue

‘, work on the WFT. They were also told that they could browse through some
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mégazines if they did not want to WOrk on additional tasks dr when théy stopped
: wofking. This instruction ensured that participaﬁts did notl\‘/iew the
consequenbes of early terminatio_h as- "sitting and doing nothing." They were
informed that for the next 25 minutes, the experimenter would be occupied
getting materials together for another project and that he would return to
adminiétef some final measures. Théy were told that, if they decided to work on
addifional WFT's, they would réceive additional feedback régérding their
performance at the conclusion of tﬁe study. - |

Participénts_ were then aséigned to one of two goal option éond.itions. In
the No-Switch condition, participants regeived no further ins'tructioné. This
condition represents that which has existed in previous studies on self-esteem
and peréistence--studies that afforded participants no goal alternatives. In the
Switch condition, participants were informed that they héd the option of working
on anéther test during the 25 min period--the Remote Associates‘ Tesf, or RAT.
Participants were told that because working on the RAT contaminates scores on
- the WFT, if they decided to switch to the RAT they could not >switch back to the
WFT._ This instruction was instituted fo make behavioral persistence on thé |
WFT in the No-Switch conditio‘n‘and SWitch condition directly comparable. That |
is, in both coﬁditions, stobping work on the WFT méant .decidir.igl to abandon it
entirely. Also, to ehhance the bélief that the two tasks represented two very
distinct abilities (and therefore different goals) participants were told that if they

vdecided to switch tasks they would rebeiVe separate feedback for eachvtésk. |
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This allowed success on one tésk and failure on the other.task to be separate.
The RAT was structured like the WF'i'--cémprised ofé items with item by item
feed.back. However', in order to test the hypothesis regarding the effects of
successful goal pursuit on disidentification, the R.AT‘was designed td yield
.relative Ievels of success compared to the WFf (it contained four easy and two .
difficult items.) After each 3-mihute RAT segme.nt, participants indicated their
task intentions in the same manner as they did for the WFT. Behaviorél
pefsiétence was operationalized as the nUmBer of minutes participants v;(orked
on the IWFTT‘ | | |

Af the end of the' 25 minutes, participants indicated, ‘on.«a scale from 1 (not
a'f all) to 9 (totally), tHe extent they had, of-_ could have if they continued to wdrk
at it, reached the inifiai WFT goal they stated at tﬁe outéet. Given that the WFT
was desighed so that participants would not 4achie:ve, their initial goal, this item
éssentially served as a measure of goal efficacy--fhe degree to Which
'participants believed they could Have reached their go'al. - They also rafed_the
progress they perceived they were makiﬁ_g toward their goal on a scale anchored
by 1 (poor) and 9 (e)_(cellent). Theée méasur_es would be used to determine thé
extent to which participants' behavioral persistence was associated with
perceived efficacy and brogress--variables previously identified as regulators of
persiste_nce' (e.g., Carver & Scheier, 1990). ‘Participants then indicated their
- WFT performance perceptioﬁs on the same scale as before and bompleted the

final measure of goal identification;. on a scale ranging from "not at all" (1) to.
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"extremely" (9) they indicated how irnportant it was for thern to possess the
ability measured by the WFT. | .A )

| Participants in the Switch condition wno .worked on tne RAT responded to
two items after they finished work on the RAT. On a scale ranging from 1 (tasks
measured exact same ability) to 9 (tasks measured totally different abilities),
tney indicated hovy different/similar they perceived the abilities meaSured by the
WFT and the RAT to be. This item would determine the éxtent to which
participants viewed the t\ivo tasks as representing differeht goals. 'They also
indicated their RAT perfcrman'ce cerceptions on the samescale as that used for
the WFT. This item would be used to check if the RAT d'id indeed yield hi'g.her
| performance percer)tions than the WFT. |

Participants then completed a goal accessibility measure (adapted from -

.Martin, Tesser, & Mcintosh, 1993) whicn served as a measure of ruminative
persistence. Participants were presented with a series of 10 asterisk ‘strings.
Every 5 seconds one of the asterisks disappeared to reve_al.a letter. For each
: ‘string, the participants’ task was to identify (and type into the computer) the word
~ that was being presented before all cf the Iett'ers were uncovered. The time it
. took participants to identify each word was recorded, representing the
accessibility of each word. The use of accessibility' as the measure of ruminative -
persistence results from work suggesting that rumination heightens accessibility
of‘goal-related thoughts. Thus, continued rumination about a gcal yields

heightened access to words related to ~that'goal and, therefore, faster recognition
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of those words (Martin et al., 1993); Accofdingly, four of the wbrds presented
were related to the WFT, the initial goal fhat participants pursued. Théée words
~were: logical, agility, fragment, practical. Two words were related to thé RAT:
creative and integrate. FoUr WOrds were neutral, unrelated to eifhervtésk (e.g.,

hardware).

Results

Self-_Estéem Differences in 'In.itial Affect and Expectations .

| It was ekpected that L‘S‘E participahts would feel worse and have lower
performance expectations than HSE participants. This was indeed the case. T-
tests révealed that, at baselin; assessment, LSE parﬁcipants were experiencing
higher levels of NA, {(158)=2.52, p<.05, had lower WFT performance

expectations, $(158)=2.24, p<.05, and expected to get fewer items correct than

HSE participants, 1(158)=2.16, p<.05 (see'Tablé 1).
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Table 1

Self-Esteem Differences in Inittal NegaﬁtiVeAffe\ct and Expectations

Negative Affect ______ Expectations
: Numper
Self-Esteem _Rating Correct (out of 6).
LSE . ' : _
M- 1.53 4.94 - 3.25
' sD 44 155  1.04
HSE , : - ‘
M 1.37 « 543 3.56
'sD 31 147 78

Note. Cell means based on n=80. -

Tests of the Failure Induction |

Theprocedures were desigrted to induce feelings of failure in all -
participants. 't'o determine_ if this was achieved, three indices of failure were‘ (
,‘ examined--expectations VS. perforrnance perceptiens, expected number correct
vs. actual perforrrrance and 4changes in negative affect. |

Performance expectatlons VS. performance cheptlons A Self-Esteem X

Type of Fallure X Assessment (mltlal WFT expectatlons VS. post-feedback WFT
perceptions) anaIyS|s of varlance (ANOVA) with repeated measures on the third

factor revealed the expected main effect of the repeated measure, F(1
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156)=926.26, p<.001, mdrcatlng that part|C|pants performance perceptions (__— :
1 69 SD 91) fell weII below their expectatlons (M=5.18, SD=1. 39) A marglnal
interaction between Self-Esteem and the repeated measure was also obtained, -
F(1, 156)—2 85, p=.09, |nd|cat|ng that HSE participants' performance perceptlons
fell more sharply relative to expectatlons than did LSE part|C|pants
Consequently, HSE and LSE participants V|ewed therr performance |n equally
negatrve terms as they began work on the additional WFT, (HSE M=1.74,

- SD 92 LSE M=1.64, SD=.90). No other effects were S|gn|f|cant (see Table 2)

Number correct expected vs. actual performance. The number of WFT

items participants believed they 'could solve (out of six) represented their initial

- performance goal for the WFT. It was expected that their actualperformance
" would fall well below their goal, given the difficulty of the WFT. A Self-Esteem X
| vNumber.Correct (Expected, Actual) ANOVA \.Nith'repeate.d measures on the
second factor reveated the expected main effect for the repeated measure, F(1, -
156)=465.62, p<.001', indicating that the actual number correct on the initial
| WFT (M=1.07, @;92)’ fell well Short of the goal (M=3.41, S_D=.93). No other
- effects were eignificant (see Table 2). |

Changes in negative affect A Self-Esteem X Type of Failure X Affect .

Assessment (basellne post-feedback) ANOVA with repeated measures on the
third factor yielded the expected main effect of the repeated measure, F(1,

156)=122.17, p<.001, indicating that participants felt more negative after

receiving the failure feedback (M=1.96, SD=.70) than before (M=1.45, SD=.37).
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A significant interaction was also oBtainéd between Self-Esteem and the}
repeate’d measure, F(1, 156)=5.65, p<.05. LSE Apartibipants experienced
sharper increases in NA (Post-Feédback M=2.15 vs. Baseline M=1.53) relative
to HSE participants (Post-Fe‘edbac'k M=1.78 vs. Baseline M=1 .37). This is.
consistent with previous research indicating that LSE indi\'/idualsv shdw more
extreme ﬁegatiVe affective reactions to negative feedback than HSE individuals
(e.g., Shrauger & Rosenberg, 1970). Nb other effects yvéré significant (see
Table 2). Taken together, the above résults indicate thaf, as i'nte,nvded, _.
bafticipants performed pooﬂy on the WFT, perceived their performance as poor,
and their moods were negatively affected by their performance. *Iﬁ addifion it
appears that the moods of LSE particip-ants were more strongly'affected by the

failure induction.
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' Table_ 2

Failure Induction Indices as a Fun_vction'of- Self-Esteem and Type of Failure

Expectations/ = - Inital ~ -~ NA
- Perceptions ~ Performance .

Failure Type Baseline Post-F _Expected Actual __ Baseline (Post-F,

: Sihg|e

VL.SE ' : : S o
M 488 - 165 310 110 ~ 149 209
SD 164 98 . 111 81 .40 87
M 545 - 168 360  1.15 132 183
sD t18 102 8 9. 29 59

- Repeated

LSE - : S o
M 500 163 340 105 157 221
SD 149 84 9% 106 48 66

'HSE A | |

M 540 180 353 .98 143 173

sD 1470 82 68 8 .33 55

Note. Cell means based on n=40. Pdst—F=Po’st—Fe’edbac»k Perceptions.
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Tests of Perceptions Rggérdinq 'the' RAT

| The two primary aims with respect to thé RAT were that it would be
viéwed as a relatively _di_fferént ability (and therefore representing a different
goal) -than‘thé WFT and that it Would yiéld performance success relative to the.
WFT. Both of these aimé were achieved. First, on‘_a scale with anchors Iabeled
i 'totally different’ and 9 'totally similar’, ahd with a midpoint 5 labeled 'somewhat
similar', the mean rating was 4.05, indicating that while participarits did not view‘
the RAT and WFT as measuring two entirely different abil'ities, they did view
them as measuring relatively 'different abil'i‘ties.' Second, both perceptions of
performancé and actual performahcé were higher on the RAT than the WFT,
(RAT Pérceptions M=5.25, SD=1.56; 'V.VF'I" Perceptions M=2.21, SD=1.34),

1(76)=13.36, p<.001, (RAT performance M=3.05, SD=.82; WFT Performance

- M=1.13, SD=.66), t(76)=17.83, p<.001.°

State-Oriented Responses to Failure * '-

To assess the prevalenée of ruminative thought following failure, the 2-
minute thought listings provided by particfpants weré coded for the présence of
state-oriented thinking. -Thlis code consisted of cduﬁting the number of words a
participant used in his or her thought Iiéting that referred to a past, present, or
future negative s'ta‘te (e.g., frustrated, anxious,v dumb). Previo-us research has
used sirﬁilar rﬁe’thods to éode for state-orientation (éﬁg., Bruhsteiri & Olbrich,

198'5; Kammer, 1984). To assess the reliability of this code, two raters unaware

of participants self-esteem status and condition coded a subset of 25 cases.
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Agreement wés achieved in 84% of cases. One rater co‘ded. the remaining
cases. Not surprisingly; this measure was correlated with post-feedback -
negative affect, r(160)=.29, p<.001. |

It was expected that LSE participants would _exhibit more state-oriented
rumination after failure than HSE‘ participants. Thus, their thought listings should
contain more mentions oi negétive states than those of HSE paiticipants. This
| was the case. A Self-Esteém X Type of‘FaiIure ANOVA vyielded the gxpected -
main effect of Self-Esteem, F(1, 156)=6.08, p<.05. LSE participants includeci ,
more references to negative'states in their thought listings (M=1.16, SD=1.21) |
than HSE participants (M=.74, S_D=.94)'. 'No other effects were:significant. A |

The observed self-esteem differeni:ein state-orientation was not simply
an artifaét of th'ekseif-e'steeni differenbes in initial eXpectations and initiai
negative affect that exisied prior to the coiiect‘ioh pf the state-orientatiori
measure. Two Self-Esteem X Type of Failure énalyses of covériancé
(ANCOVA), using initiai expectations and initial NA as the covariates
iesp_éctively, did not yield significant effects of the covariate, p's >.25, and thé
Self-Esteem main éﬁect remained significaht, p's<.05.

~ Performance after Failure

Previous research had indicated that self-esteem differences in :
subsequent performance often emerge after the receipt of failure feedback (e.g.,

Brockner, 1979). While no self-esteem differences were expecté_d in the present

study given the extreme difficulty of the WFT, tests for these differences were
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conducted.' A t-test between HSE and LSE participants on their perferman_ce on
the second WFT--their performance after they received one instance of failure
feedback--yielded no differences (HSE M_=1'._2‘1 , .S_D=.92; LSE M=1.16, S_D=-.86),A
t<1. To determine if berformance differences emerged as a function of repeated
failﬁre, a Self-Esteem X Type of Failure -AN‘OVA on subjects’ performence on the
additional WFT they were asked to complete was conducted. For Single Failure
participants this was their second WFT, for Repeated Failure participénts it was
their fourth WFT. The analysis revealed no significant eff.ects', allF's<1. Thue,'
~ participants who experienced a sinQIe or repeated failure, whether they we're
high or low in self-esteem, were 'perfermi.ng et eqhally poor levels upon entering

the persistence phase of the experiment (see Table 3).
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Table 3

WEFT Performance on the _Additional WEFT as a Function of SeIf-Esteem and

Tvpe of Failure

Type of Failure

Self-Esteem ____ Single Repeated
LSE
M .95 .93
SD .64 : .53
HSE E S
M .98 _ 90
SD

83 67

Note. Cell means based on n=40.

Behavioral Persistence on the WFT :

Behev'ioral persistence on the WFT was first e)ramined using the full |
model A Self-Esteem X Type of Farlure X Swrtch Optron ANOVA revealed a
main effect of Switch Optron indicating that partrcrpants persrsted far less in the
Switch condition (M=5.74, SD 5. 79) than in the No Switch condition (_—14 56,
SD=6.97), F(1, 152)=78. 49 p<.001.. A main effect of Type of Failure also
emerged mdrcatmg that partrcrpants persrsted Iess in the Repeated Failure

condition (M=9.15, S_D=7.72) than in the Single Failure condition (M=1 1'.14,

-~
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SD=7.73), F(1, 152)=4.02, p<.05. This main effect was quallified by a Self-
Esteem X Type of Failure interaction, F(1, 1'52)=4.20; p<.05. Follow-up teéts of
the simple-effects of Type of Failure within levels of Self-Esteem indicated that
while LSE pérticipaﬁts did no.t differ in their persistence across the Single Failure_
(M=10.25,’ §Q=8.45) and Repeated Failure ‘condition'(M'=10.30, SD=8.00), F<1, ;
HSE patrticipants persisted less in the Repeated Failure condition (M=8.00, -
SD=7.35) than 'in the Singlé Fai.lure condition (M=12.04, S_D=6.94), F(1, |

157)=5.52, p<.05. No other effects were significant, all p's > .10 (sée Table 4).  o




41

Table 4

. WFT Persistence (mins) as a function of Self-Esteem, Type of Failurre, and -

- Switch Option

Type of Failure

Switch Option | _ Sinqlé Repea;ted .- )
No Switch |
LSE
M 1580  14.40
SD 7.04 | 7.43
HSE
M 1521 12.81
sD 663 6.92
'Switch'
LSE
M 470 6.20
SD 565 639
HSE |
M 886 319
SD . 580 3.77

Note. Cell means based on n=20.
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.Aithough the 3-factor inte.raction was not signiticant, it was predicted :that
when patrticipants could not pursue goei alternatives HSE participants would
persist more on the WFT than LSE participants, whether it was after a single
failure o.r repeated failure. To.examine this prediction, a Self-Esteern X Type of
Feedback ANOVA on the WFT persistence of participants in the No-Switch |

- condition was conducted. The anelysis did not yieid the predicted effect, F<1.
- ' | HSE and LSE participants were equally persistent when they could not switch to
'an elternative. No other effects were significant, p's >.20.
It was also predicted that, when goal alternatives \ivere available to
participants, persistence would depend on the degree of _failure experienced--
| after a single failure HSE pai‘ticipants ‘would persist more than LSE participants,
after i'epeat'ed failure HSE participants would persist less than LSE participants,
and less than HSE participants who had experienced a single failure. LSE
participants were expected not to differ in their persistence after a single or
repeated failure. This translatedinto a predicted intetaction between Self-
Esteem and Type of Failure in the Switch condition. This interaction was
significant, F(1, 76)=8.51, g=.005 (s~ee~Figure‘1). Follow-up eimple-effects tests
- of Self-I.Esteemlwithin levels of Type of Failure indicated that HSE participants
persisted more than LSE-participants in the Single-FaiIure condition, F(1, 77) =
5.59, p<.05, and tended to persi‘st' less than LSE participants in the Repeated-
Failure‘ condition, although this latter effect was.only marginally significant, _E(1,

77) = 2.93, p=.09. Fu'rthermore, _foiicw-u'p simple-effects tests of Type of Failure




within levels of 'Self'-Esteem indicated that, as predicted, HSE participants
persisted more in the Single-Failure condition than in the Repeated-Failure
condition, F(1, 77) = 10.76, p<.005, and that LSE subjects did not differ in

persiétence across these conditions, E<1.

[—a—HsE
—m—LSE

WEFT Persistence (mins)

0 T . L] - 1
' Single Repeated

Type of Failure

Figure 1. WFT perSistence as a function of Type of Failure and Self-Esteem

(Switch condition).

43
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Importantly, these results were not cqnfqunded by diffe'renti_al levels of
performance on fhe WFT. Participants' average perfonfma'nce6 on the WFTs.
during the persistence period was submitted to a Self-Esteem X Type of Failure
ANOVA and yielded no sigh'rficant effects, all F's <1.
| As noted earlier, HSE partibipants had higher initial performance
expectations, felt less negative affect both initially and after they reéeived the
failure feedback, and exhibited lower levels of state-oriented thinking than LSE . -.
‘participants. These differences may have accounted for the self4esteem
differences in behavioral persistehce that emerged in fhe Switchvcondi.tion. To
assess this possibility, four Self-Esteem X Type of Failure ANCOVAs were
conducted, with initial expectations, initial NA, poét-feedback NA, and state
orientation serving as the covariate, respectively. In no instance was the
covariate significaht, allp's >.25; and in all cases thevSe'If-Estleem X Type of
'Failu‘re interéction remained significant, all p's <.01. Thus, the self-estéem :
- differences in behavi‘oral pérsisténce,obsen)ed in the Switch conditior‘\‘were not
~ attributable to differential levels of ruminative persistence, .nweg-;ative,afféct, or
initial expectations. | | |
‘To further examine pérticipants' motivatioﬁs under conditions in which
they could switch to an‘altérnative goal, a second analytic strafegy' was |
- employed. A dichotomous variable was constructed representing whether-or not .

participants decided to try any additional WFTs beyond the additional WFT they
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were asked to complete. Partivcipants‘who did not try any additional WFTs were
obviously those participants most mofivated to avoid the WFT.

Of those participants who had the option to switch to an alternative, the
percentage of LSE and HSE participants who chose not to work on any
additional WFTs in the Single Failure condition was compared. While 40% of
LSE participants chose not to work on any additidnal WFTs, no HSE pa'rticipants'
'méde this choice (see Figure 2). A Chi-squéré test indicated that this difference
was significant, (1, N=80) = 7.66, p<.005. This analysis provides additional

- evidence that HSE participants wéfe more motivated to work on the WFT than
LSE parﬁcipants after a single failure. A different picture émerQed in the
Repeated Failure condition.. ‘While 20_% of LSE participants choéé not to work -
on any additidnal WFTs, 45% of HSE participants made this choice (see Fviglure
2). In this base, the Chi-squéré test reached marginal IéQeis of significance,
+*(1, N=80) = 2.85, g=_.09. Thus, when they experienced repeated failure and

could switch to an alternative task, HS‘E participants tended to abandon the

WFT more than LSE participants.
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HSE
LSE

N W W A Hh O
o O 0 O O o
1 1 i 1 1 i

-20 A

% Not Working on Additional WFTs

. -—
o w o »n
1 L 1

" Single : ' Repeated
| - Type of Failure -

- Note. The percentage for HSE participants in the Single Failure Coﬁn‘diti'on is 0.

Figure 2. Percent of subjects not working on additional WFTs as a function of

Self-Eéteem and Type of Failure (Switch condition).

Degree of Goal Disidentification |

| 'It was predicted that HSE participants would disi'dentify more with the
WFT than -LSE participants,_ particularly after éxperiencing repeated failure.
Degree‘o'f goal disidentification was calculated by subtracting the initial WFT
ability importance rating fr.om“ the final WFT ability importance rating. Thus,

more negative change scores reflected greater disidentification. A Self-Esteem

X Type of Failure X Switch Option ANOVA on these scores yielded the expected
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main effect of Self-Eéteem, indicating that HSE participants exhibited greater

: disidentification. (M= -.90, SD=.98) than LSE p.articipavnts (M= -.53, SD=1 .26),
E(1, 152)=4.33, p<.05. This main effect was qualified by the anticipated Self-
Esfeem X‘Type of Failure interaction, F (1; 151)7=6.76, p=.01 (see Figure 3).
Follow-up simple effects tests of Sel_f-Estéém atlevels of Type‘ of Failure
indicated that HSE participanfs did hot disidentify more than LSE'paﬁicipants in
tHe Single-Failure co.ndition, (HSE M_=»-.75, SD=.93; LSE M= -.85, $=1 .31),
E<‘i, but did' disidentify more than LSE participants in the Repeated-Failure
condition, (HSE M= -1.05, S_D=i.01; LSE M= -.23, SD=1.14), F(1, 157)=8.04,

p=.005.

—A—HSE
—&—LSE

Change in Ability Importance
)
\]

15 . - N .
g ' Single ~ Repeated '

Type of Failure

Figure 3. Change in ability ‘importance' as a function of Self-Esteem and Type of

Failure.
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An 'ekamination of Figure 3, hcweveri reveals that the forrn of the ‘v
rnteractlon d|d not exactly conform to predlctlons It was expected that HSE
partrcrpants would d|S|dent|fy more after repeated than srngle failure, whereas
LSE partrcrpants would not differ in thelr IeveIA of d|3|dentrf|cat|on across the_se
condition_s.‘ In contrast, the degree of irnportance‘reduction did not differ‘fcr'I'-AISEi_
| participants across the"SingIe. and Repeated Failure condi_tions, p_>.20‘,-Whvereas
LSE particip‘ants reduced the irnportance of the abiiity less in the Repeated
- Failure condrtron than in the Single Fa|Iure condltion F(1 156)-6 20 p=. 01.
Thus, LSE partrcrpants drsplayed an mterestlng potentlaIIy self—destructrve R :
- trend--they malntained the hlghest degree of contmued |dent|f|cat|on‘u‘nder -

conditions in which they received 'the mcst negative feedback.
Based on'SteeIe'.s (1988) wori( it was anticipated that working cn,‘the
" alternative goal might act as an affirmation 'of' the' self, thereby redu’cing.the' -
| motive to dieidentify with the failed goal. Thus, participants were expected to
dieidentify less in the Switch condition than in the'No-Switch conditicn. A main
effect ot Switch Opticn did nct emerge, however;: E<1. No other effects were

significant (see Table 5).
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-Degree of Disidentification as a function of Self-Esteem, Type of Féilure, and

Switch Option

Type of Failure

Switch Option Single  Repeated
| No SWitch |
LSE
M -.901 -.20
sSD 1.29 1.2 8.
HSE ’. |
M -85 120
SD 99 1.01
| “Swi,tch .
LSE
M -79 - =25
sb 1.36 | 1.02
'_-HSE
M -85- -.90
sSD 88 1.02

Note. Cell means based on n=19-20. More negative means reflect greater
disidentification.
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Although the 3-factor interaction was not significant it was expected that

| self-esteem differences in disidentification would diminish when participants

could pursQe an alternative goal. Thus, it was expected that the interaction
between Self-Esteem and Type of Failure Would be more reliable in thé No-
Switch condition than in the. Switch condition. This was the case.. The Self-
Esteem X Type of Failure was s‘ig‘nificant in the No-Switch cdndifion, E(1,
76)¥4.1é, p<.05, but did not reach significaﬁce in the Switch Condifibn, E(1,
75)=2.64, p=.11. " -

 To ass_éss whether the interaction between SeIf’-Esteemland Type of
l-;ailure on disidentifiCation could be accounted for by the self-esteem differences
observed with respect to initiél performance expect&ions, initial NA, post-

feedback NA, and state-orientation, four Self-Esteem X Type of Failure

ANCOVAs were conducted with each of the above measures serving as the

covariate, respectively. In only one instance was the covariéte ‘significant.
Higher initial expecfations were associated with. higher levels of disidentification,
E(1, 150)=6.49, p=.01. However, in all instance4s the Self—Esteem X Type of
Failure interaction réma'ined éignificant, Qs <. 01. Thus, the self-esteem

differences in goal disidentification were not attributable to differential levels of

ruminative persistence, negative affect, or initial expectations.

Behavioral Persistence and Self-Regulation Indices
A secondary aim of the pfesent study was to examine the extent to which

the behavioral persistence of HSE and LSE participants was associated with two
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Itey indices of self-reguIation--perceived effiCacy and progress. _Mcst, if nct all,
‘theo'ries of }self-regulati_on posit that atileast one, or both, of these variables play
arole in regulating persistence toward goals (e.g., Banduvra, 1 989;-Caryer & |
Scheier,‘ 1990). Thus, examinin‘g self-esteem differences-with.respect to these
variables allows for the assessment of potential seIf-eSteem 'differenc'esin the -

_ ability to effectively regulate persistence in the face of faiIUre..

| To determine if there were differences, tne post-_persistence measures cf

. ‘goal efficacy (i.e.,'the belief'that the.initial WFT goal could have eventuaily b'een.
“reached) and goal progress wer_e,co‘rrelated with the behavicral persistence
.measure within each seif;esteem group. .While goal efficacy was highly |
ccrreiated with persistence for HSE participants, r(80)=.47, p<.001, this was n”ct
the case for LSE participants, r(80)=4 -..1.0, n.s. These corr_eiations, ’aflter an r tc z '
transformation using Fisher's (1 921) procedure, were significantly different, -
z=3.25, Qs.001. The correlations f'orfgoal'progress paralleled those for goal
efficacy. chai progress was correlated with persistence for HSE participants,'
r(80)=.33, p<.0t)5, but not for LSE participants, £(80)='09’. n..s‘. However in tnis L
case the dirference between th‘ese ccrreiations was not significant;';=1 ._'58, .’
p>.10. Thus, 'for HSE participants,ﬁ lower efficacy and lower perceptions of
prcgress were associated with reduced behayioral persistence on the WFT--just
as self-regulation theorieswould predict. The persistence of LSE partic:ip'a‘nkts,

however, appeared to be i'unregulated"-¥neither efficacy nor progress

perceptions was related to persistence for LSE participants.
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Several other aspects of the relation between the self-regul_ation indices
~.and the persistence cf HSE perticipants are worth noting. First, perceived goalk
progress did not predict persistence independent of goal efficacy. When these
variables'were entered simu'ltaneously ina regreseicn predictingpersistence,
only goa‘I efficacy acccunted for a significant portiori of the variance, (8=.40)
t=3.54, p"<.0017 'Secc'md, as would be.expected, the strength of the correlation
tended to vary as a function of‘} the degree of failure. HSE participants' |

' persistence was less strongiy Ii_nked to goal efficacy the more intense the threat
was (i.e., after repeated faiiure). In the Repeated Failure condition, the
ccrrelation was .30; in the Single Failure condition it was 56 Although these
correlations were not significantly different (z=1.42, p>.15), they do suggest that
increasing the threat to HSE participants may have interfered with their ability to
engage in effective self-regulation (cf., Baumeister, HeathertOn, & Tice, 1993).

Accessibility Measure of Ruminative Persistence

It was predicted that LSE participants would ,e'n'gage in more ruminative
“persistence than HSE participants. While evidence for this was found via the
eIevated'IeveIsvof state-orientation exhibited by LSE participants after receiving
failure feedback, it was also expected that LSE participants would continue to
‘engag.e in more ruminetive persisten'ce thah their I.-IS‘E_ccunterparts even after
t.hey hed finished working ori the WFT and did not expect to work on it in the

future. This form of ruminative persietence,was assessed indirectly via the time -

, it took participants to reccgnize WFT-related words. This measure was based
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on the assumption that acceééibility is the m'echanism. fh'at gives'ris'e to
rumination (Martin, et al., 1993). The more acééssible a concept, the greafer the
" likelihood that the concept will be fhe object of ruminative persiste{nce.'}
Therefore, it was predicted that LSE participants wquld recognize WFT-reIated
" words faster thah-HSE participanfs, but would not differ from HSE participants in
their recognition of words unrelated to the WFT.

| To evalqate these predictions, the recoghition times for each of the four

WFT-related words and the four neutral,words.wgre first divided by the number
of letters in that word (e.g., the reéognitiqh time for 'LOGICAL' was dliv'ided by 7,
'the.recognition fime for "HARDWARE' was divided by 8.)° The results froh B
these opefations wére then averaged to cféate én average WFT word |
accessibility score-and a neutral word accessibility score, respectively. These
" scores were submitted to a Self-Esteem X Accessibility (WFT, Neutravl) mixed
ANOVA with the second.fa‘ctor serving as the within-subjects factor. The |
analysis'revealxed a maiﬁ effect of thé withih-sdbjects factor indiéatihg that the
WFT-related words. were .mpre acceséibie (M=3.42, §_Q=.4Q) than the neutrai

words (M=3.63, SD=.44), F(1, 158)=30.01, p_<.001.} However, the predicted self-

esteem difference did not emerge, F<1.
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~ Discussion

Although the primary aim of Study 1 wa; to assess self-esteem
differences in persistence, it also illustrated the impact of several_ situational .
variablesl. First, whether or not partic_ipénfs had an opportunity to switch to an.
alternative had a powerful effect on persistence behavior. Participanis persis_ted
over 2.5 times more when they could not‘switch to an alternative than when fhey '
could switch. Second, par_ticipant_s‘persisted less after exberiencing repe'ated. '
failure than after a singie failure. Tomy knowlédg_e, this is the first study of A.
persistence to manipulate thé presence or absénce of alternativés and degrée of
failure. These main effects; therefore, point to the irﬁportance of considering :
these variables in future research on behaviéral persistehcel.

Taken as a whole, .the results yielded partial support _fo>r fhe_self—esteem
hypotheses. Although thé e@eéted self-esteem differences were not obtained
in the Nq-Switch condition, behavioral persistence in the Switch' éondition '
gdnformed closely with e*p_ectafions. WheAn they could p'ursue’analternative
goal, HSE parficipants persisted more th'an LSE‘<parficipants following ap single
instance of failure. HSE participanis reasserted whereas LSE participanfts .

' rélianished pursuit. Quite a;:lifferent picturé emerged under conditions of

repeated failure. HSE participants were quick to abandon the WFT. They

tended to persist less thén LSE pafticipants and almost half of the HSE
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participants made no additional attempts at the WFT wheri they were given the
option to pursue an altemative goal.

The results are eonsistent with the motivations theorized to underlie the
persistence .beiiavior of HSE and LSE indiViduaIs. It had been argued that their
motivatiqn to achieve success outcomes wddld cause HSE individuals' -

‘ persistence to be strongly tied td the depree of failure they experienced, wi_th
repeated goal faiiure motivating them to seek success Via an alternative. This
"~ was clearly demonstrated in the present study. HSE participants switehed td the
alternative more readily after repeated failure than after a single failure. It had
also been argued thatthei‘r motive to avoid failure would dissuade LSE
individuals from pursuing an alternative goal iri the face of repeated failure.
While LSE participants did not avoid the alternative in an absolute sense (all but
~ two LSE participants.eventually switched tp the alternative) the fact that they
were no qi.iicker to switch to the alternative after repeated failure than after
single failure indicates some degree of avoidance mo_tivation.' If anything the
evidence vs’uggests that LSE -subjects were more motivated to persist‘ at the WFT
:after repeatedly failin'g at it in that there was a tendlenc-y for more LSE
_participants to choose to work on additional WFTs after repeated failure (80%)
than after a single failure (60%).
Contrary to predictions, HSE partieipants did not Vbehai/iorally persist

more than LSE participants when there was no alternative goal te pursue.

Whether they had experienced a single or repeated fail'ure, HSE and LSE
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participants persisted equally on the WFT. Other studieé >have also failed to
replicate the off-Cited finding that HSE individua!s persist more after failure thén
LSE individuals' (Shrauger & Sorman, 1977). Studies'using similar methods to
those used in the present No-Switch condition (Di Paulé, 1993; McFarIiﬁ, 1985) |
- also failed:tov obtain this finding®, and there may be more, given that null resulté o
ére unlikely‘to be published (Rosenthal, 1979). |

. While null résults must always be interpreted céutilously; there are ;
couple of reasons why they may be meaningful in this instancé. First, as noted
above, this is not the first nonreplication of the‘sélf-esteem effect on'behavioral
‘persistence., Second, the lack of an‘effe"ct here is not iikely dﬁe fo insuﬁibient
sf_atistical power, in that the present e*perfme_nt yielded the expected differences
in bther cohditions (e.g., the Switch condition). Furtherfﬁore, certain conditions
in this experiment should have, if anything, maximized any potential self-esteem
 effects. Pre\)ious studies have found the self-esteem effect after the delivery of '
a single inétahce of failure feedback (é.g., Shrauger & Sorman, Study 1). It
| seems reasonable to assume the éﬁect should have been just as strong, if not
stronger, a_ffer repeated failure. |

It may be tha.t reduced peréistence in the facg of failure is not ah

inevitable concomitant of low self-esteem. Indéed, from the ‘perspective of the
present study, it is hard to imagine hdw LSE individﬁals’ éould have previoﬁsly _
been characterized as motivationally vulne_ra~ble in the face of failure. Despite .

having lower performance expectations and despite having been more




57

negatively affecte.d' by the -failure feedback than HSE participants, LSE
participants worked on the WFT és much as HSE participants when there was
no alternative td pursue. Recall also that these were rather miserabl_e failures--
oh average participants were getting }1 out of 6 cofrect--a'nd that the WFTs they.
attempted were ndt getting any easier as time Wore 6n. |

One plausible explanationv for the inconsistent findings is that the
persistence motivatioh of LSE individuals is highly variable--that it‘can decrease
| or increase based on rather subtle cues. Shfaugér and vSorman (1977, Study 2)
eI'i_minated fhe sel_f-ésteém difference ;ound in thei‘r initial study‘ by leading LSE
participants to belieye they were improving on a task even though they had
failed the task overall. Their_ manipulation was rather subtle-the failtjre task was
‘devised so that pérticipants peﬁ‘ormed better on the later portion éf the task than
. ,the. earlier portion (they were not explicitly told they were improving.) That such
subtie manipulations can influence the persistence motivation of LSE
participants makes the inconsistent fihdings more »understandable.' Therefore, it
may be that even slight variations in prdcedures_across studieé unwittingly
influence the persistence of LSE individuals in different ways. A systematic :
investigation of this possibility is o'bvioqsly. needed.

HSE and LSE participants 'did not differ in fheir degfee of beh.avioral
_persistence in the No-Switch condition, but they did differ i.n another important

E respect. After repeated failure, HSE participants disidentified with the WFT

ability more than LSE participants. This effect, when examined in light of the
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benai/iorai persistence results, highlights the importance of examining both
behavioral and cognitive aspects of persistence motivation. In terms of
behavior, HSE and LSE participants appeared equally motivated to persist on -
the WFT. However, to say they were dentonstrati_ng the same type of motivation
. may gloss over important differences in their psycnological states at the time of
their behavioral persistence. Even though they continued to behaviorally persist
atter repeated failure, HSE participants became less psychologically committed
to the goal they were pursuing than LSE participants. Such differences in'
commitment imply different kinds of persistence. For example, the persistence
of HSE participants might be characterized as “detached”--they kept persisting
despite becoming less committed to the task. This may be a common response
.of HSE individuals when they continue to fail.

In contrast, LSE participants did not appear to detach _themsel\'/es from
the task after re.peated failure. In fact,_they identified more with the task after
repeated failure than after a single failure. This may, paradoxically, reflect their
motive to avoid failure. Repeated failure may make it even more important for
LSE individuals to remedy their deficiencies in order to avoid tutdre failure. The
effect is also consistent with the notion that LSE is associated with continued
goal identification despite repeated failure (e.g., Pyszczynski & Greenberg,
1987).

| As expected, the self-esteem differences in disidentitication were

diminished when participants could successfully pursue an alternative goal.
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- Honevér, the source of thie diminishment is unclear. There was no evvidence
that the alterhative served as an aff.irmation‘and i'educed motivetion te disidentify
with the failedr gbal. " Participante were no less likely to dis.identify with th‘e failed
goai when fhey could pursue an alternative than when they could not. |

o The prediction thet the alternative would reduce motivation to disidentify |
was derived from Steele's (1988) self.-affirmation theory and was counter to. what
com)entional Wisdom would pfedict. Conventional wisdom suggests that
~ alternatives ehould be partieUIarIy likely to instigate disidentification with goel
‘pvursuits that yield failure. We have all probably wi}tnessed someone (if not
ourselves) feil at something. We have also witness'ed how, afte,r.the failure, that
' “something” becomes a lot less important, that the failure actually frees up time
to pursue more importent things in life like being with family, etc. From this
perspective, it V\;ould be expected that contexts allowing for the pursuﬁ of
alternative goals would yield even higher ievele of disidentification then contexts
that do not. The present null result en persistence as a fenction of the Switch;
"Option manipuletion suggests that this is'nof necessarily the case.

An important finding to emerge in this study conce-rned the relation
between self-esteem en_d seIf-reguIetion. The behavioral persistence of HSE
eanicipahts was associated with variables previously identified to regulate
-persistence--efficacy end progress. For example, the lower thei} post-
.persisten'ce perceptions of efficacy and progress the Iese HSE participants

persisted. This suggests that their persistence was in part regulated by
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perceptlons of eff|cacy and progress Furthermore although th|s regulatlon
decreased when the condltrons became mcreasmgly threatenlng (e g after
repeated failure), it was still maintained.

 This was not the vcase, however, for LSE participants. 'Thei"r‘ degree of
behavioral perSistenCe was ‘unrelated to their degree of efficacy or perceptions -
of progress Th|s fmdlng lends’ support to the contentlon that LSE mdrwduals
. (and other mdrvrduals who have low self-evaluat|ons) are prone to maladaptrve
patterns of per3|stence (e.qg., Pyszczynsk| & Greenberg, 1987). For example,
they may contlnue to persnst ata goal even when they believe they WI" not reach “
“that goal. Th|s appears to have been the case for a substantral number of LSE
.part|C|pants_ in the present study. |
The hypothesis regarding self—esteem‘differences in ruminattve '

persistence received partial' sUppo'rt in the present ‘s‘tudy After they receiv'ed
failure feedback LSE part|C|pants engaged in-more state-orlented rumlnatlon |
’than HSE part|c1pants This finding is partlcularly |mpresswe glven the nature of
the thought listing measure used to assess state orlentatlon In the thought
| listing partrcrpants were epr|C|tIy asked to |nd|cate the t hought that were most
promlnent in their mmd as.they were domg the task--they were in no way |

| prompted to focus on thelr feellng states. Yet that is what LSE part|C|pants

4 tended to focus on. The|r thoughts were more mfused wrth negatlve self-
A .evaluatlve feel‘lngs (e.g., "t feel 'dumb") as well as_W|th more drffuse negatlve

feelings (e.g., "l feel anxious”) than were those of HSE participants. -



61

The acceséibility measure of ruminative persistence, prever, did not
yield.the p‘redicted self-esteem differences. In retrospect, this measure may
have been too subtle to pick up these differences. The WFT-related words in
the asterisk task were presented to participants 25 min before the taék, in the
| introduction to the WFT. Any potential differentiél accessibility effects may have
diminished‘ during this time. Previous studies which used the éccessibility
.measure‘ employed shorter delays (about_5 min) béMeen the introductioﬁ of the
task and the accessibility measure (e.g., Martin, et al., 1993). It is also possible
that the WFT-related words used in the asterisk task (e.g.', bractical)‘ wére not
the best words to use to detect self-esteem differences in ruminative
pe’rsisfence. Utilizing words such as thdse which 'appear‘ed in participants'
thought listings (e.é., anxious, dumb) may consﬁtute a more powerful test of the

differential accessibility effect.
Study 2

Study 1 provided evidence that the relation between self-esteem and
behavioral persistence can be better understood by consideriné the structure of
the goal environment in which persistence is initiated (a single vs. fnultiple goal
environment) and thé performa-nce. h'istory tﬁat pfecedés the pgrsistence (a

single vs. repeated failuf'e). It also demonstrated that HSE individuals disidentify |

more with repeatedly failed goals than LSE individuals, but that this effect tends
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to dissipate when a goal alternative can be pur'sued. Study 1 als’d provided
some evidénce that LSE individuals engage in ‘more_ ruminative persistence than
HSE individuals. To determingif the effects regardind behavioral pérsistence
and disidentification would replicate in a different setting, and to further evaiuate
.th'e hypothesis regarding ruminative persistence, a Ioﬁgitudinal field study was -
. conducted.

The field study assessed goal persistence and goal identificat'idn among
o .university students over the course of an academic yeér. It complemented and
Aextended Stddy 1 in several important ways. First, the goals that participants
pursued in Study 1 were chosen by the ex'perimefn.ter, not the,particibants.

~* While pa'rticipants certainly viewed the tasks and gbilities assessed in Study 1
as relatively important, it is népessary to establish whether fhe sémé prodesses
would occur with respect to personally important goals. Second, Study 1 |
| provided participants with manipulated and Codsistently negativevfeedbac'k. In
the field study,.feedback wés hdt controlled and was free to vary as a func',ti’on of
participants' naturally occurring successes and failures. Third, the context thét |
héve érgued is so critical to understanding persistence (i.e., the.multiple gpal
conte>d) is not fully represented in Study 1. ‘Individuals are presented with one
goal alternative and given thé option to pursue it. Most of the time, however,
individuals héve.a number of alternatives, and they must decide whiéh one td
pursu.e.' In thé field study goal p:ursuit was examined in a true mulfiple goal

- context.
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Study'2 examined persistence in'a' muIti;goaI envirohment. Under such ‘
conditions, repeated failure should Iead.to réduced behavioral persiStencé on
the part of HSE participants. Therefore, it was pfedicted that behavioral pursuit
of specific goals would be more stfong'ly calibrated with pérceived satisfaction
. with goal progress for HSE partiéipants than for LSE participants. Spe_cifically,
lower progress satisfactioﬁ regardihg a goal (i.e., the g.re'ate,r the perception of
goal failure) should be associated with feductions in behavioral vpursuit 6f thth
goal more for HSE than LSE participants. It was also prédictea that, for all
participants, the degree of goal disidentification exhibited would be calibréted A
with go’ali progress satisfaction. The lower their goal progress satisfactioh, the

more'they should disidentify with that goal. Because no self-esteem differenées

in disidentification emerged when participahts had the option to switch goals in -

Study 1, no self-esteem differences in disidentification were expected in Study 2

as the context also allowed for the successful pursuit of goal alternatives.

Finally, it was predicted _that LSE participants would engage in more ruminative '

persistence regarding their goals than HSE participants, and that this would be
the case even when LSE and HSE participants were exp_eriencing relatively

equal degrees of failure.
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Method ‘

Overview

Study 2 examined persistence and disidentification among uni\iersity |
students high or low in trait self-esteem over the co\urse of an academic year.
The study cor{siste}d of two parts. Initially, paﬁicipants pretested on seIf-ésteem
compléte‘d a goal assessment measuring the goals they waﬁfed to attain during ~
the academic year, how important they viewed the attainment of each of these
goals (i.e., their degree of irii.tial goél identificétion), as well as several measures

of self-regulation and motives for goal pursuit. Five months later, degree of

- continued identification with initial goals, perceived failure, and behavioral énd

ruminati\)e persistenpe were assessed.
Participants

Participanfs were 83 (30 Male, 53 Female) first-yéar students in
introductbry psyéhology classes scoriné in the upper (HSE) or lower (LSE) third

of a distribution (N=242) of Rosenberg Self-Esteem Inventory scores (RSEI;

Rosenberg, 1965) collected via a take-home questionnaire packet completed at

least 3 weeks prior tb participétion. The mean for LSE pé_rticipants was 29.69,
the rheah for HSE participants was 43.85. Their ages réngéd from 17 to 22, with
a mean age of 18. Sixty-nine percenf of participants were bérn in Canada, 17%
were borﬁ in‘Hong Kong, and the remaining 14% were born in one of 10 other

countries. Participants received extra course credit in exchange for participating. |
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Procedure

- Initial goal assessment. Participant; participated individually Airi the study
which Was prééented .as a study examining hbw students a‘dapf to the vchallenges
and problems of uni\l/‘ersity life. Afte‘r~giving informed consentand
Iacknowledging that fhey yvould be available to take parf in a second session 5
| months after the initial session, partiéipants complete‘d a goal ihventbry ,
(Dimensions of SeIfAInve'ntory, Appehdix B) eliciting the goals they wanted to
attain over the course of fhe academic year. They listed five Qoals.in each of
two goal domaihs preyiously reported as-béing Highly relevant to university l‘
students: academics and social life (Cantor & Langston, 1989);‘ Instructions
- encouraged participants to Iiét relativély boﬁcrete goals (e.g., "getan A in
chemistry" rather than "get Qood’ grédes"). It was important to elicit relatively
concrete goals because participants éubsequent.ly rated the relative importance
~of these academic and social goals within the academic and sdcial domain,
respectivély (see belo_w). This relative importance task would make little sense if .
participants' goals withiﬁ a domain were listed at very different levels of
abstraction becaﬁse sbme c_;oncrete goals (é.g.,- make friends with Kelly) would
obviouély be manifestéiions of sdmé more abstract goals ‘(e.g., 'soéialize). '

| Participants appraised each goal von several dimensions. These
dimensions assessed important variables .related to self-regulation as well as the

motivational bases for goal pursuit. The self-regulation dimensions included: a)

difficulty of attainment, b) expectation of attainment in the next year (both
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. measured on scales anchored by 1 "not ataII" and 9 "extremely"), and c)

| perceived distance fronﬁ goal (cn a scale anchored by 1 "extremely far away"
~ and 9 "extremely close"). | |

In order to assess the underlying motivations of goal pursuit, anticipated
emotional and self-evaltiative reactions to goal success and failure were
assessed, as well as goal self-d.et.ermination.' On 9-point scales ancnored by
"not at all" Aand "extren'iely", participants rated tne extent to which reaching each
~goal would make them feel happy, elated, and successfui, and the extent to
‘which not reaching the goal would make them feel sad,vdeje,cted, and
unsuccessful. These items assessed-emotional reactions linked to an
underlying rnotivation to attain success outcomes (cf Higgins, 1987).
Participants also rated.the extent to wh_ich reaching each goal would make them
 feel relieved, ‘c‘alm,' and adequa{te,‘ and_vthe extent to which not reaching the goal
would rnake them feel anxious, 'guilty, and inadequate, items which assess |
ernOtionai reactions associated with the motivation to avoid failure.
| Participants also indicated the degree to which their goals were self-

determined (the resuit of autonomous choice) or determined by external forces
(Ryan, Sheldon, Kasser, & Deci, 1996; Sheldon & Kasser, 1995). On 9-point
Ascales anchored by "not at all because of this reason" and "completely because
~ of this reason" participants rated the extent to which they were pursuing the goal
for "e)dernal" reasons ("because somebody else 'want's you to or because you'll

get something from somebody if you do"), fcr "introjected" reasons ("because
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you would feel ashamed, guilty, or anxious if.you,didn't), for "identified" reasons
("because you believe its an important goal to have; you endorse it freely and
whoI'eheartedIy"), and for "intri'nsic"' reasons ("purely because of the fun and
enjoyrnent that pursuit of this goal provides"). These reasons can be ordered
along a self-determination continuum with the ordering of‘ external, introjected,
identified, intrinsic reflecting reiatively'low to relatively high Ievels of .self- |
determination. '* |

In the second part of the initial assessment participants indi_cated the |
degree to which they identified with their academic and social goals. Degree of
initial identification was assessed using a "pie" measure for both academic and
social goals. The pie rn_easure required participants to divide up a circle using
the reIevant goals as'pieces of the pie, with each piece (or "slice") reflecting nOW
‘important it was for the participant to attain that goal. Participants also divided
up a third circle, placing the _importance of achieving their academic and social
goals in general among other goal dorna,ins--perSOnaI health, personal |
development, and leisure/recreational activities (see Appendix C). The angle of
each \slice was measured and served as the initial measure of goal identification.

The pie measure provides a continuous measure of identification with
_ goals. Its advantages are in aIIowing participants to rate goals as equaIIy
“important (which a ranking procedure would not) and prevents them from rating

all goals as extremely important (as a rating scale procedure would allow).
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Reassessment of goals. All participants were teléphoned 5 months after

* the initial session and asked to come to the laboratory to complete the second
phase of the situdy. Ninety-six percent of ;‘)articipantsv(BO) 'returned to participate
in the second session. Participan_ts" first task was to complete the RSEI. The-
RSEI was administered at reassessment to determine whether particibénté .
retained their status as either LSE or HSE according to the initial 'Idwer and
upper third cutoff points. Participants were theh asked to recall the géal.;, that

~ they had listed at the initiali‘s‘ession. After beihg reminded that they had Iisted 5
academic'and.s social gdalé, they were given 10 minutes to rgcall as many
géals as they could. '

Participants were then presented with the academié and social ‘goals that
tHey listed at the initial goal assesément and were asked to comblete the three
“pie" measures in the same manner as they did at the initiél assessment (see
Appendix D). They weré instructed that, if a goal was no longer of any
importance to them, they should not include'it in their pie. The angle of each
slice was meas.ured and served as thé‘final measure of goal identification.
Goals ndt included in the final pie measures feceived a sc.:orev of 0.

Participants then completed thev Dimensions of Self Inventory-Part I, |n
which they evaluated each academic and-social goal (as well as these domains)
on dimensions tapping aspects of self-regulation, behavioral persistence, and -
ruminative persistence v(see Appendix E). On a 9-point scale anchdre’d by "not

at all" and "completely” participants rated the extent to which fhey were satisfied
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‘Qvith their progress toward the goal. (When aésessing satisfaction Witvh a goal
' d;)main, thé phrase "progress t‘oward'the goal” was replaced with "performance
inthe domain"). This item measured thgvvextent p.articipants felt they were - ‘A
attaining each of their goals. |
In addition to meésuring perceiVed progress via a ratihg scale, a ranking
proced.ure was also used. In both the _écademic and social domainé participa'nts
ranked the five goals in order of peréeived pfogfess. This measure was.used to
ensure that a measure with adequate variability existed w_ith'regard to goal
progress. It was possible that the rating methbd would not yield sufficient
variability, in that some participants might rate their pfogress as very satisféctory '
across all goals. | |
Participants also indicated the degrée to which the'y had acti\}ely pursued
(and were continuing to purs_ué) and had‘ ruminated (and were continui'ng fq
| ruminate) about their initial goals. On 9;point s_cales anchored by "not at all" and
v"ext.remely" participants rated the extent to which a). they had actively pursued
the goaln, b) they were bufsuing the}goal p'revsently,v c¢) they had experienced
int'rusive"an‘d uﬁwanted thoughts (i.e., were preoccupied and ruminated)
regarding the goal, and d) they were preéently expérienc_ing ihtrusive and
' unwa'nted’thoughts (i.e., are preoccupied and ruminate) regarding the go'al.
Participants were then asked, in dichqtomdué fashion, whether or not they
achieved each of their goals. | ‘If they had not, they were asked, again in

dichotomous format, whether or not théy had abandoned the goal (i.e., it was no
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longer important)'.11 Finally, participants were asked to give consent for

obtaining their academic average from the Registrar for the 1995-96 academic

term. Eighty-sixpércent of participants (69) consented to this request.

Results

Initial Assessment

The results were mostly sirﬁilar for academic and soc.ial géals. Therefore,
in order to increase thé reliability of the calibration measure (a within-subject
correlation), analyses were collapsed across type of goal. In those instances
where resulfs did differ by type of goal, results for4academ‘ic and soc;ial goals are
reported separately.

Goal appraisal. The three variables that assessed different aspects of

géal efficacy (expectatio'n of attainment, distance from goal, and difficulty of
attainment) were averaged to -fqrrh a single meaéure of goal efficaby for each
goal (Mo =.83). A Géal Efficacy score was then éalculated by averaging these
measﬁres (a=.69). A between groups t-test for self-esteem on this score
indicated that, as expected, HSE participants felt more efficacious about

attaining their goals than did LSE participants, 1(78)=3.07, p<.005 (see Table 6). )
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Table 6

Self-Esteem Differences in Goal Efficacy. Anticipated Emotional Reactions to

Goal Attainmerit/Nohattainment, and Self-Determination . ’

Efficacy ' Anticipated Emotional Reaction - S'eIfD
Attainment Ndnattéinment
Self-Esteem 7 Happiness _ Relief | Negative F_eelings
LSE , . _ : .
' M 494 6.93 6.50 5.67 45.30
SD 98 77 132 1.16 57.01
HSE ‘ -
M 5.58 7.15 6.04 . 4.99 72.54

D .86 81 137 , 1.03 56.09

Note. Cell means based on n=42 for‘ LSE, n=41 for HSE. SelfD=Goal Self-
. Determination. - :

Anticipated reactions to goal attainmént/nonattainment. It was expécted ',
that HSE and LSE participants would differ with respect to their antibipated '
émotibnal énd self-evéluative reactions to.goal aftainmeht and nonattainment.
Given their primary motive to achieve success, HSE‘participants shoula indicate
they would feel more happy, elated, and successful ih response to goal

attainment than relieved, calm, or adequate; LSE participants, given their
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primary motive to avoid failure, should exhibit the opposite pattern. After

nonattainment, HSE participants should anticipate feeling more sad, dejected,

and unsuccessful than anxious, gu'ilty,' and inadequate; LSE 'participants should

~ exhibit the opposite pattern.

To evaluate these predictions, the anticipated emotion and self-evaluation

_ratings were first submitted to a principle components factor analysis with

varimax rbtation, with the goal serving as the unit of analysis. Three factors
emerged with eigenvalues greater than 1. The first factor, labeled "Negative

Feelings," included sad, dejected, unsuccessful, anxious, guilty, and inadequate.

The second factor, labeled "Happiness,” included happy and elated, and the

,‘third factor, labeled "Relief," included re‘Iie.ved and calm. Two items, successful

and adequate, had substantial loadings on more than one factor (> .40) and,

- therefore, were not conside'rved further.

Measures of anticipa'ted' negafive feelingé, happiness, and relief were

“calculated in the same manner as for gdal efficacy. The-six items comprising the

"Negative Feelings" factor were averaged for each gdal (M o =.87) and then
were combined to create a Neg’étive Feelings score for each participant (¢=.78). "

The two "Happiness" items were averaged for each goal (I\_Il‘g = .76) and were

combined to create a Happiness score (a = .69). The two "Relief" items were

averaged for each goal (M a =.79) and were combined to create a Relief score

(o= .86).
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- Because partiéipants did not différentiaté between_differe‘nt types of
negative emotional reactions to goal. failure, the predictions regarding self-
esteem differences in fhese reactions could not be tested. Self-esteem
_ differences in anticipated overéll negative emotion‘al reactions to goal

nonattafnment were examined, however.. A ﬁ-test on }Negative Feelings ihdjcated
that LSE participants anticipated féeling more negaﬁve affect after goal
nonattainment than HSE paﬂicipants, t(78)=2.80, 95.01 (see Table 6). Thus, not
only do LSE individuals react more negatively to actual goal failure than HSE ‘
individua!s (S’hrauger} & Rosenberé, 1970), they appear to anticipate more
'negative emotional reactions as well.

As expected, HSE partici‘pa_nts antiéipated feeling more happiness than
relief as a result of goalv attainment, 1(40) = 5.83, g<.'00}1. The results for LSE
participants' énticipated reactions to goal attainment did not conform to

“expectations, however.‘ Inl terms of their social goals, LSE particip'antsA also
anticipated feeling more habpinesé (M=6.86, SD=1.09) than relief (M=6."1.4, S
SD=1.56), t(41) = 4.11, p<.001. In terms of their academic goals, LSE |
participants anticibated lequ.al levels of happiness (M=7.00, S_D=.86) and relief
(M=6.87, SD=1.30) t<1. Between groups 1-£ests indicated that HSE and LSE
participants did not significantly differ with respect to anticipated happiness,
t(81)=1.27, p>.15, or relief, {(81)=1 .‘58, p > .10 (see Table 6). |

Goal self-determination. It was expected that their different motivational

orientations would translate into different levels of goal self-determination among
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"HSE and LSE participants. LSE participants' motive to avoid f_a_i!ure sho-uld Iead
them to view their goal pursuit as a way to"avoid. the disapprdvél of others rﬁore |
than HSE participan'ts. Thus, they ‘sthId indicate the'ir geals are }Iess self-
determlned than HSE participants. | |

~ Agoal self-determlnatlon score was calculated for each part|0|pant
following the guidelines of Sheldo_n and Kasser (1995). First, the external and
intrinsic ratings were doubled. Second, the sum of ‘t'he 1'0 external and 10 |
introjected ratings was subtracted from the surﬁ of the 10 identified and 10
intrinsic ratings (. =.79). As expected, LSE participants reported Iov_ver levels of
geal self—determination than HSE partici'pants,' 1(79_)=2.‘1 7, Q<.05.(see Table 6).

' However, this diffefenee was primafily attributable to differehces in self-
determinafion with respect to social"goals_. LSE participan.ts-showed significahtly
ldwer levels of goal self—dete;'mination (M=41.7‘4, SD=31.08) than ”HSE
participants (M=58.76, SD=28.98) with fes'pect to social goals, i(81) = 2‘.58,_ '

" p<.05, but not with respect to acadenic goals (LSE M=3.48, S$D=32.69; HSE

M=13.78, s_D=37.00), {(79) = 1.33, p>.15. In general, participants exhibited -

vhigher levels of self-determination for their social goals (M=50.40, SD=31.41)

than their academic goals (M=8.69, SD 35 10), t(80) =11.35, p<. 001

, Reassessment

Analyses examining self-esteem differences at reassessment excluded

participants whose RSEI scores at reassessment devieted enough from their

RSEI scores at initial assessment to place them in the opposite self-esteem
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'groupyat reassessment. Despite the fa‘ct that RSEI scores at initial assessment
and reassessment were highly cofrelated (§=.78), of the 80 pérticipants who
returned to cémplete the reassessment, eight pérticipants (five initially recruited
as LSE, three as HSE) Were excluded from the analyses involving self-esteem
on this basi-s.1_2 |

Goal4 recall. Participants were asked to recall their goals when they
returned to the lab five months later for the reassessment. bf interest was the
overall level of goal recall in the sample. To assess this, participants' goal recall
lists were compared to their initial goal listing and the matches between the lists
were coded.- Because the goals initially listed were so specific (e.g., getan ‘A’ in
Chemistry) a certain afnount of leeway was allowed in what was considered a
match. If the content of the goal was basically recalled, it was counted as a
match. For examplle, if "get én Ain Chemistry” was recalled as "Qet a good -
grade in Chemi}stry“ this was coded as a match. However if it was recalled as
© "pass Chemistry" it was not. U.s'ing this coding scheme two independent raters
reached agreement on'what constituted a match on 89% of a subset of 20
cases. The remaih‘in_g cases were coded by one rater.

Thé mean overall level of éoa‘.l recall was 5.5 (SD=1.79). Participants |
recélled a'n_e‘qual number of academic (M=A2.69, S$D=1.03) and social, goals
(M=2.81, SD=1.15). These levels of recall are impressive given the lengthy time -
betweeq the initial listing and recall and th e fact that the initial goal listing task

. elicited specific gd_als. Self-esteem. differences in goal recall were not
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anticipated as there was no reason to believe that one group would have a
superior ability to rememberti‘ieir goals than the other. Howei/er, there was a
marginai tendency for HSE participants to recall more of their goals than LSE
participants (HSE M=5.83, SD=2.01; LSE=5.06, SD=1.55), t(70) = 1.84, gf—.O?.
Subsequent analyses indicated that this difference was attributable to |
differences in the recall of social goals. HSE patrticipants recalled more social -
.goals (M=3.08, SD=1.23) than LSE participants (M=2.50, SD=1 .06), 1(70) = 2.16,
~ p<.05, but the groupe did not differ with respect to their recall of academic goals
'(HSE M=2.75, SD=1.13; LSE M=2.56, iD_%Q?), t<.1.A This difference in social
versus academic goal recall may reflect the greater levels of selffdetermination
thet HSE participants exhibited \ivith respect to their social goals. Goals which
are freely chosen by the self and which reflect the intrinsic needs of the self
should be more easily recalled than goals which reflect more of what others want

of the self.

Behavioral pursuit and ruminative }persistence. .Given thet ratings of
‘current and past active pursuit were highly correlated ([ =.72 when the goal Was
used as the unit cf enalysis), titey were averaged fcr each goal‘to form_ a
measure of behavioral pursuit for each goal (M o = .82). ‘A Behavioral Pursiiit
‘measure was calculated for each participaht by averaging ‘across. these
measures (o = .82). Similarly, given that ratings of current and past goal
rumination were highly correlated (r =.85 i/vhen the goal was used es the unit of

analysis), they were averaged for each goal to form a measure of ruminative
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persistence for each goél.(M a =.92). A Ruminative Pefsistence measure was

computed for each participant by averaging across thése measures (g = .79).l
Given HSE participants' greater efficiency at implementing goal

inténtions, suggested by a positive correiation between se!f-esteem and action

versus state-orientation, and their higher levels of consciéntiousness, suggested ‘

by a positive cdrrelation between self-esteem and consciéntiousness (Campbéll

& Di Péula, 1996), it was expected that HSE participants would actively pursue

their goals more than LSE participants. This was the case. A t-test on the

Behavioral Pursuit measure indicéted that HSE participants-engaged in more

behavioral pursuit than‘LSE_participants, 1(68) =413, p<.001 (see Table 7).

Table 7

Self-Esteem Differences in Behavioral Pursuit, ProgLess Satisfaction, and

Ruminative Persistence -

Behavioral - Progress Ruminative

_Self Esteem Pursuit Satisfaction Persistence
LSE : S -
M 5.33 ‘ 4.95 424
sb .99 . 120 130
HSE ' _ o _
M 6.29 ~ 6.20 : 3.03
D .95 1.13 123

 Note. Cell means based on n=34-35 for LSE. n=36 for HSE.




78

Given that HSE participants behaviorally pursuéd their goals more than
LSE participants, they'were also é‘)tpepted tb indicate gréatér satisfaction with
their goal progfesé. A Pfogress'Satistaction me‘asure was palculated by
- a\)eraging_ the progress satisfactiontratit\gs across goals (o =.71). A cqmparison
between self-esteem groups on thié measure yietded the expected differen_ce,
1(69)=4.52, p<.001 (see Table 7).‘ |
| Consiste'nt with this diﬁérenéé, HSE participants.reported achi‘e,ving more
of their goals (M=4.31; SD=1.91) than did LSE participartts (_M=3.31., _S_Q=1.69),
t(70)=2.35, p<.05. Ho'wev.er,this tended to be true more with respect to social -
g'oalé (HSE M=2.39, SD=1.10; LSE _l\_ll_=t.92, _SQ=;94), t(70)=2.01, g€.05, than
academic goals (HSE M=1.92, S_D=142 LSE M;1.39, SD=1.32), #(70)=1.63, | ’
'g.>,1o_. | -
It was predicted that LSE participants would engage in more ruminative
persistence regarding their goals than HSE participants. A t-test on the
* 'Ruminative Persistence measure supported this prediction, t(éB_) = 4.01, p<.001
(see Table 7). These différential levels of rutninative persistence were not
‘simply an artiféct of the differential Iévéls of behavioral puréuit exhibited, or the
differential levels of prdgress satisfaction experienced by LSE and HSE’
participants. When Behaviorél PUrsuit and Progress Satisfaétion were entered
“as covariates in the analysis, the self-esteem differences in rumi‘r.\a\tive
persiétence still obtained; F(1, 65)=4.91, p<.05. Thus, even whén they exhibited

relatively equal levels of behavioral pursuit, and felt similarly dissatisfied with
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their progress (i.e., when they were experiencing relatively equal degrees of
failure), LSE participants engaged in more ruminative persistence than HSE
participants.

Mediators of the self-esteem-behavioral pursuit relation. An attempt was.

made to test whether severel \/ariables in the present study served as mediators

of the relation between self-esteem and behavioral pursuit. Using the model »

outlined by Baron and'Kenny (1 986), potential mediators were variables that

" were correlated with self-esteem (the. predictor) aﬁd that were also cerre_lated
with behavioral pursuit (the criterion). -On this basis, three variables were
identified as potential mediators: Goal' Efficacy, Geal Self-Determination, and
.Ruminative Persistence (see(TabIe} 8). Given that the potential medi'ators were
intercorrelated, they were entered simultaneously in a regression eq.t‘.uativ-on to

_ determine whieh predicted unique variance in Behavioral P(Jrsuit.. Only Goal

Efficacy, (3=.33) t=2.77, p<.01, and Goal S‘elf-Deterrﬁination' (albeit marginally),

(B=.22) §=1'.74, p=.09, uniquely predicted Behavioral Pursuit.
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Table 8

Intercorrelations of Potential Self-Esteem-Behavioral Pursuit Mediating

Variables.

Variable Goal E_ffica?:y .Self-D Self-Estéem ‘ Behavibral Pursuit‘
SefiD - 29m |

Self-Esteem” 52 34

Behavioral Pursuit 457 .43 42

Rum. Persistence -.40*** -.56*** -, 53*** | -40*-?* :

**p<.05, **p<.001 Note. Correlations based on n=68-70. Self-D Self-
Determination; Rum.=Ruminative.

~ To aetermihe if these two variables mediated the relation between sélf-_ :
esteem and behavioral pursuit; a hierarchical regression analysis 'Was
‘c'ondu'cted.‘ Goal Efficacy}éhd Goal SeIf—Détermination were ente.'red on the first
step,v and Self-Esteem was entered the second step. Evidence fér rﬁédiation
was demonstrated by the fact that whereas both Goal Efficacy (8=.35), =3.19,

Q.<;005,vand Goal SeIf-Determinaﬁon (8=.32). t=2.92, g<.005,.predictéd

| Behaviovral Pursuit (Bz=.3Q), F(2, 63)=13.39, p<.001, Self-Esteem did not
account for any additional variance (R°’change=.02), p>.10. Thus, self-esteem's
relation with behavioral pursﬂit was due to its association with goal efficacy and
goal self-détermination: higher levels of self-esteem were associated with

higher levels of goal efficacy and goal-self-determination, which in turn were _
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associated with higher levels of behavioral pursuit. The mediational model is

illustrated in Figure 4.

/ Goal Efficacy

Behavioral
- Pursuit

Self-Esteem

Goal Self-
Determination

4 Note. All coefficients are beta-weights. *p<.10, *p<.05, *¥p<.001.

Figure 4. Mediators of the relation between self-esteem and behavioral pursuit. '

Calibration between behavioral pursuit and Qrogréss satisfaction. It was

predicted that behavioral pursuit and progress satisfaction would be better - '

calibraited for HSE participants than for LSE participants. That is, the
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associétion between béHayforal pufsujt ér;d progAresssatis;‘actioﬁ should b_e ‘

- stronger for HSE |:>“articipan,t'svtha|."1 LSE parti;iipanté., To e*arﬁihe this prediction,‘/

within-subjecf correlatiohsWére compqted beﬁivéen’ behavioral- pursdit and }

 satisfaction with progress (rating 'meth_o:d)” for those goals that ,remain‘ed |

unattained at the time of reass'e'ssmven}t."The ayerégé number of goals on which
the cdrrelatio'ns were compufed Was 6.1. These co;'relations Wer'e thenr té z |
transformed. A g;test on the zjtranéforméd cor.relatitolns revealed that the w'ith'in‘-f
éubject cdrrelation between brbgress and «purSuif was positive and s'ignificanitly“ »
higher for HSE parficipanté.'(M [‘f =.60, §_Q=.33) th_an_ f0|" LSE participants (M
[=.'40,- §_Q=.33); .1(5A9)=3.05, Q<.0053~indicating tﬁat svatis‘facti}on with progress was

. ‘bettér calibrafed with be_havi_oral. puréuit for HSE participants than for LSE- |

, |‘3articipants.‘ »Furthermore, 'mai‘ntaining a stronger associatidn betweén :

satisfac‘tio'n‘ W|th progress and behévioral pursuit v_vés associated with positive

' goa[ pursﬁit outcomes. The degree _of calibration betWeevn pursuit and progress

was positively correlated ‘with the IéVeI pf progress particivpants re}p'grted ‘

attaining, r(69)=.27, p<.05.

Degree of disidentification; | It was first exami’r_\ed whether there were any’ _‘
self-esfeém éjifferlences in overall levels of di‘sidientific':ation. The measure‘of
}goal di'sidéntif.ication used was the number of gcl>aIsA 'p}articipants abandqnéd (i.e.,
completely disid‘entified with without achieving) by tHé tirh‘é}of ‘reassess'r-nent.“ AJ_

t-test indicated that there were no sighifica"nt differences between self-esteem
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.groups in 4overal| Ievéls of disidentification (HSE M=.97, S_D=1.39; LSEM='.V7-5‘,
$=1.05), 1(70)¥1.56, p>.10.

It was pfedictéd that goal identification and satiéfaction with goal progresé
would be calibrated for all participahtéﬁ The more dissatisfied With their progress
towajrd a goal, the more participants should disidentify with that goél. Self-
esteem differences in the calibratibn between goal identificati_on and satiéfaction
with goal progress were not expected given that the context allowed participants
to s_uccessfully pursue goal alternatives. | | |

To examine these prédicti_ons, goal ident'ification change scofes were
computed for each goal by subtra’c;ting degree of 'identificati_on at initial |
assessment from degree 6f identifibatio'n a't reassessment. More positive scores ’
indicated greater jdentification, more negative scores indicated greater |
disidentification. A within-subject correlation was computed 'between this
6hang¢ score and'sétisfaction with progress fof those goals that remained
unattaihed at the time of 'reasses_ément. Thé avefage within-subjecf éorrelétioh
was .1 5 indicating that greater dissatisfaction with progreés was ass‘ocﬁiéted with
greater decreases ih importance. This correlation, however, was only marginally
significantly Ciifferent from zero, t(67)=1.28, p=.10. lAsﬁexpected, this cbrrélatioﬁ
(afteranr to,z'transformation) was roughlyﬂequivalent for HSE vpartici‘pa_nts M
£=.19, SD=.48) and LSE participants, (M r=16, SD=.45), t<1. |

It was expected that the calibration between identification and satisfaction

would also exist at the level of goal domains--that the more participants were
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dissatisfied with their perforrﬁance in fhe goal domains (academic and social),

“ the more they would feduce the important:e of fhese domains. To assess this,
two regreSsions analyses--oﬁe for the academic domain, one for the socisl
domain, were conducted. In each; the impsrtance of the domain at
reassessment served as the criterisn. The importancs of the domain at i‘nitial
assessment was entered on thAe first step, performance satisfacti_oh in the |
domain was entered on the second step. Only in the ‘sdcial domsin did
performance satisfaction predi\ct importance at reassessment over and above -
impdrtancé at initial assessment, Fchange(2, 77)=8.56, Q<.005. Irjspec_:tion of
the beta weight (8=.29) indicated that, a.sv expected, greater importance

reduction was associated with reduced progress satisfaction."

Self-esteem and academivc performance. Having access to participants' i
academic averages ‘(GPAs) allowed for the examination of self-esteém
differerjces'in performsn(:e on a dimension that was \)éry important ts
participants. Béséd sn previous research (e.g., Hansford & Hattie, 1982) it was .
) expécted Ithat LSE wsuld be associsted-with poorsr academic oﬁtcomes. A-g-

test indidated that LSE participants had lower GPAs (M=701 6%, SD=6.26) than -
HSE participants (M=74.62%, S_D_=8.14):, t(61)" =2.43_, p<.05. While a causal )
‘relation cannot be inferred, the order in which these measures wefe obtaiﬁéd
V(self-esteem was assessed approximately 6 months before final GPAs were

calculated) suggésts that initial levels of self-esteem may have affected
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subsequent academic performance, with higher self-esteem Iéad}ing to better
academic performance. - h

An a'ttefnpt_was made to construct a mediational model illustrating the
processes tvhro’ugh which self-esteem was associated with academic
pe.rformance. It was expected thaf self-estéem differenceé in GPA WOul‘d be
mediated by the self-esteem Adifferences in behavioral puréuit of acédemic goals.
The mediational analyéis reborted earlier suggested that self-esteem differences
in behavioral pursuit of écademic goals would be‘médiated by"self-esteem
' différenbes in academic goal efficacy and academic goal self-determination. :
(The earlier anaiysis however was based on all goals, not just academic éoals).
- The mediatibnal link between self-esteem and academic goal pursuit was
examinedagain following the guidelines of Baron & Kenny (1986). Three
' variables were identified as bdtenﬁal mediators. As shown in Table 9, Acaderﬁ’ivc
Goal Self-Detérmination (calculated i”_n the same ménner as befofe but using
only the fatings for academic goals, a=.81), Academic Goal Efficacy (calculated
by averaging the goal efficacy measures across academic‘goals,‘g_=.73), and
Academic Goal Rumination (calculéted by averaging the ratings of current and
~ past rumination across the acaderhic goalsvg=.}’87),v,were. correlated with Self- -
Esteem and with Academic Goél 'Pﬁrsuit v(calculat'ed by averaging the ratings of

current and past active pursuit across the academic goals, o=.80).
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Table 9

~ Intercorrelations of Potential Self-Esteem-GPA Mediating Variables

Acd. Ruminative  Acd. Goal Acd. Goal Acd. Goal

Variable Persistence Pursuit Self-D Efficacy . GPA
Acd. Goal
Pursuit -.33**
Acd. Goal .
Seif-D =31 31+
Acd. Goal _ |
- Efficacy . =33 .33{** .10
GPA -22* 43 .27**» 14
Self-Esteem - 50*** - 33" | .22* .39* . 29**

*p<.10, **p<.05, ***p<.001. Note. Correlations based on n=58-63.
Acd.=Academic; SeIf-D=_SeIf-Determination.~ : '

To determine which of the potential mediatbrs predicted unique variance
- in Academic Goal Pursuit, they Were entered sihu|taneous|y in a regression
predicting Academic Goal Pursuit. Only Academic Goal Efficacy, (3=.26), |
t=2.05, p<.05, and Academié Goal Self-Determination (albeit marginally),

. (B=.22), t=1.74, p=.09, uniquely predicted Academic Géal Pursuit. Therefore,

'Academic Goal Efficacy and Academic Goal Self-Determination wére entered in
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the first step of a hierarchical"regression foIIorlved by the entry‘ of .Self-Esteem on
the second step Evidence for medratlon was demonstrated by the fact that both

| Academic Goal Effrcacy (B=. 30) t=2. 46 g< 05, and Academlc Goal Self-
Determlnatron (B=.28), t=2. 28 g< 05, predlcted Academlc Goal Pursurt (_R =18), |
F(2, 55)=6.22, p<. 005 but-Self-Esteem d|d not account for any addrtlonal |

| variance (R Eg_—.%), p>.1 5

| | T‘o' ascertain the mediational effect of Academic GdalpPur}sUit, a
hierarchical regress'ion analysis was conductedi in_which Acadernic GoaI‘Pursui.t
, vr/as entered in the first step to predict GP.A, foII_owed'_ by Ac’ade'mic Goal Efyficacy'
and Academic G_oal Self—Determination in the second_, step, andSeIf-Estee.m |n "
the‘third' step The mediational role of Academic GoaI'Pursuit \rvas demonstrated _
by the fact that it predlcted GPA, (R = 16) FQ1, 55) 10 73 p<.005, and steps

two and: three explalned no addltlonal variance in GPA Fchange s<1 Thus
higher self-esteem was related to better academlc performance because hlgher
self-esteem was associated with greater academlc goal efflcacy and greater
academlc goal self-determination which, in turn were associated W|th hrgher

levels of academic goal pursuit. The medlatlonal model |s|||u_strated in Figure 5. |
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Academic Goal
33 Efficacy
Academic Goal

Pursuit

' Academic Goal .
SeIf-Determina_tion

21 7 28%

Note. All coefficients are beta-weights. *p<.10, **p<.05, ***p<.001.

Figure 5. Mediators of the relation between self-esteem and GPA
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Discussion

Study 2 was d_esigvnzed to evaluate self-esteem d'iffererjces; in peréisténce |
ina véry_different éétting and using a very diffefent methddolog_y'than was used
in Study 1. In Study 1, participants worked on ~exper'imenter-provided tasks ina .
tightly éontrolled laboratory environment; in Study 2, participants worked on self-
chosen goals in the‘natural ecology. Study 1 examined persistehce-and |
disidentification in a single experimental session; Study 2 was Ion'git_UdinaI; ,
allowing persistence and changes in identificatioh to unfold over ‘é more |
extended time céurse. Despite these differences, Stu’dy 2 proyided convefgént
support for the hypotheses. It conceptually replicated several 6f the key findings
of Study 1 as well as provided support for 'hypotheses that received only partial .
support in StUdy 1. | |

As in‘S‘tudy 1, HSE participénts reduced behavioral persistence m6re | ‘
~than LSE participants as the co.nditions’ undér which they were persisting
became more threatening to the self. The more 'they became dissatisfied with
their goal pfogress, the less they pérsist_ed.l Contrary to'con‘ventic‘)nal Wisddm;
when the "Qoing_ got tough" the toughﬂ didn;t getl goAing--t'hey got out, and ﬁﬁrsued
| gpals for which perceptions .of progress Were mofe favorable. ’.This appeared to

be an~effective strategy. The degreé of calibration between pursuit and progress

was positively correlated with ‘o_v'erall satisfaction with goal progress. The less
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~ participants bersisted undellr eoﬁditions when they were dissatiefied with their
progress, tﬁe more satisfaction they derived from their efforts in general.
Study 2 also illustrated several mediators of the relation between eelf- ‘

esteem and behaviorel-pursuit. prth goal efficacyand goel seif-determiria_tion
played mediational roles, suggestihg that it is- not only abpraisals of effieacy that
can affect goal pursuit (a weII established finding, e.g., Bahdura, 1982) but the
underlying. motivations for't}hat pursuit (cf Ryan, Sheldon, Kasser, & Deci, ' _
1996); Participants whose goal metivation derived more from external sources. ‘
(e.g.; an anticipated reward, a parent) pursUed their goals less than partic_ipants
whose goal motivation derived more from internal sources (e.g., intrinsicl |
enjoyrrient). This makes sense given that mot.ivation which is contingent on.an
external souree (a source which _may' not always be present to provide a A
'directiv‘e influence) would be rﬁo;e difficﬁlt'to consistently translate into.action
then motivation which is not contingent 6n such a source.

" That goal seIf-ldeterminationimediated the relation between self-esteem
‘and behavioral 'pursuiAt is consistent with recent wo'r.k by Campbell and her
. associates (Campbell, 1996; Campbell, Trapnell, Heine, Katz, Lavallee, &
Lehman, 1996) showing that the self-concepts of LSE individuals are
chara'cterized 'byAIess clariiy (i.e.,'they are Iess stable, less internally censisteht,
and I_ess confidently defined). than the self-concepts of HSE indi'viduals. They

further argued that individuals lacking in self-concept clarity should be mere

dependent on, and susceptible to, the social environment. Therefore,
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possessing self-concept .ciarity would appear to ‘be a prerequisite for selecting
goals which are indeed a.reflection of the self and its intrinsic'needs.‘ The
presenit correlation between self-esteem and goal self-determination is
consistent with this position. Thus, Iower self-coneept clarity may underiie LSE
individuals' deficiency in sustaining goai—direcfed behavior.

The results regarding goal }disidentificat_ion were cbnsistent with
predictiens, although not as 'strong as expected. There was a marginal tendency
for progress satisfaction to be calibrated with changes in goal identification. :
Participants tended to diSidentify'more vi(ith those goals for which they were
experiencing the Ieast amount of success. While this tendency was only'
-marginal, it does fit well with the reeults of Study 1, which also indicated that

“there was a general tendency for participants to disidentify with the goal that
they were failing to attain. |

Thie tendency was'als}d ebser\(ed at the level of goal domains in the -
preseni study. | In the social dornain, the more participants were dissatisfied with
their performance, the more they disidentified with the domain. This effect was
not ebta‘ined within the academic domain,.however'. The invconsis.tency of the

| resuite across these domains may, in part, .reflect the relatively different reasons
perticipants took up pursuit_ef their academic and svociai goals.

Participants were pursuing iheir academic goals fqr less self-determined
,reas‘ons than the.ir social goals. More than their social goals, they believed their |

academic goal pursuit would get them something, or that it was something they
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.ought to do. Even under extremely unfavorable circumstances it may be difficult |
to reduce the' importance of goals when the reasons for their pursuit originate
from sources external to the self. The external.source. blays a part in controlling
goal importance. Therefore, decisions regarding disidentification méy become
less calibrated witﬁ self-regulatory mechanisms (e.g., progress) and more
calibrated with contingencies thét emanate from these e)dérnal-sources. .

| The resqlts of Study 2 supported the prédiction regarding ruminative
persistence}. LSE participants e'ngaged in more fuminative persiétence thaﬁ
HSE paﬁicipants, and they did so even at comparable levels of goal pursuit and
goal progress. This finding demonstrates the 'importance of considering both the.~
behavioral and cognitive aspeqts 6f persistence. Even when HSE and LSE |
participants engaged in thé samé levels of behavioral persistence, LSE
participants engaged in more ruhinative persistence than HSE participants.
‘Examining only persistent behavior in such an instance would preclude the
detection of this important difference in persistence ‘oc‘curring at the cognitive
level. |

The self-esteem differencé in ruminative persistence also suggests that,

even though they engaged in less behavioral pursuit than HSE pérticipants, it
would vbe inaccurate to infer fhat LSE participénts “gave up” on their gbals more
than HSE’ participants. LSE participantslwe're still engaged, but this engagement

took place more at the cognitive level than the behavioral. This continued

engagement is further supported by the finding that LSE participants did not
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abandon (i e., completely d|S|dent|fy with) S|gn|ficantly more Qoals than AHSE
partrcrpants despite the fact that they had experienced lower Ievels of goal
progress than HSE partrcrpants

it should be made clear, however that while continued ruminatlon and
| rdentrfrcation imply that LSE partrcrpants had not drsengaged from therr goals
this does not necessarily imply that they wilifully and intentionally remained ,

engaged. in fact, they may have wanted to disengage. We would expect that

- 'experiencrng continual intrusive and unwanted thoughts about a goal would

' | motivate an escape from the source of these palnfui thoughts However, a
hesitancy in dlsengagrng is exactly what we would expect_from the state-oriented
LSE:individuaI .\iiIhO cannot easily enact alternative goai intentions. | |

| Study 2 provided a model outlining the processes that may ‘mediate the
r_elation hetween self-esteem and academic perforntance. Both perceptions -of N
academic goal efficacy and academic ooal self-determination were important in |
explaining why self-esteem was positivély_ associated wrth academic goal'
pursuitﬁv That academic self-determination was'a rn'ediator'of a'cadernic goal
pursuit |s consistent with a recenttstudy shOWingthat acadernic self_-
’deter'mination mediated the relation between perceived academic competence of
" high school students and thelr dropout behavror--the hlgher dropout rate of

' students with low percelved academic competence was accounted for by therr

lower Ievels o_f academic self-determination (Vailerand, Fortier, & Guay, 1997). )

Thus, an explanation for the lower levels of academic achievement among LSE
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individuals would appear to lie not only in a consideration of their beliefs

regarding the likelihood that they will attain their academic goals, but also in a

consideration of their reasons for pursuing these goals.
General Discussion

Self-Esteem and Persistence

If the present etudies had been limited te examining seIf-este.em '
differences in persistence iﬁ single-goal environments after a single failure, the
results would have been added to the corpus of studiee summarily' dismissed as
“failures to replicate.” Self-esteem differences only emerged whe’n goal
aIterﬁatives were introduced. Furthermore, the nature of these differe_nces
depended on the degree of failijre experienced. Therefore, these studies
.demonstrate that the felatioh_ between self-esteem and behavioral persistence
ean be bettef‘unders.to.od by examiningvthe} nature of the goal environment in
which persistence is initiated and the severity of the conditions _te which itis a
respon.se., | |

The self-esteem 'effeete in the above etudies were obtained 'uﬁder
conditions that clesely match the phenomenal experience; of individuals as they
persist in everyday life. Parﬁcipanfs persisted without lknowing wheiher their

efforts would bring them success or not. In contrast, several previous studies

have provided participants with information that some of the tasks that they will
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work on do not have ‘solutiohs (e.g., _Jahoff—BuIman &:Briekman, 1982; McFarlin,
1'_985). Under these conditions, HSE partieibants have been found to persist_ |
less -than LSE bartici}pants (presumably because they are more likely to use this
information to interpret extreme task difficu]ty as task insolubility.) |

While thisl Iatter‘ effect is interesting, it is likely to be of limited practical
value. ltis the rare case (if ev‘er).that irludivid,ualls afe provided 'with this kind of
information in the natural ecology. Studeﬁts arriving at university are not told .
that some degree pregrams are impossible to..eomplete; army recruits are not
informed that some military ranks are unreach.abIeI.A In fact, persistence issucha -
ubiquitous phenomenon' precisely because we are not provided with this kind of
information. If we were, life would be a lot easier--a_nd probably.a lot less
excifing.

The present studies call into qdestiqn the conceptualizati‘on of HSE
individuals that has attained a kind of fplkldre status in psychology: HSE
i‘ndiv‘idualls.will tenaciously persist in the face of failure. This conceptualization
needs to be revised. HSE individuals may bersist tenaciously, but onIy_under :
rather specific circumstances. When the threat is severe and there are
alternatives (as there are most'.of the time),- HSE individuals are more likely te o
reduce behavioral persietence.

The results of these studies indicate that this reduction is the result of

both motivational and self-regulatory mechanisms. For example, in S‘tud'y‘1,

under conditions where their success motive was maximally threatened (after
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repeated failure) and where it could find expression élseWhere (when thér_e was
- a goal alternative), HSE partiCipahts exhibited the lowest Iévels of persistence.

Importantly, this reduction could not be explaine\d as siniply the result of an
assessmerit of the probability of aitaining some standard ih relation to the failed
| goal. If this were the case, then the presence of the alternative would not have
had the substantiai impact on persistence Abehavior ti\ai it had. |

| While the persistence of HSE participants had motivational |
__underpinnings, it also appeared tp bé rég'ulateci. In both studies the behavior bf
HSE pérticipants was associated with indices of effective self-regulation. In
Study 1, the persistence .of HSE participants was linked to their level of goal
efficacy—-the less they thought théy could ‘have achieved their goai, the less they
p_ersistevd. ‘This was even true, althoiigh to a lesser extént, when they were \
| faced with the highly threaténing conditions of rgpeated failure. In Stuciy 2, HSE
~ participants demonstrated more effective seIf-reguIatibn through their higher
calibrétion of progress satisfactio‘n'_and behavioral bursuit. The more ihey-
became dissatisfied with their progress the more they reduced behavioral
- pursuit. N
These studies also suggest that the i:bn#eptualizétion of LSE individuals

as motivatio-nally deficieht in the fai:e of failuie needs revision. Seveiai results
in the préseni studies suggest that, when it comes to discussing the persistence
of i_SE individuals, the bfesenée oi absence of motivation is less of an issué |

~-than the manner in which that motivation is reguiét'ed.
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Under conditions where alternative goal pursuit-was not possible, LSE
participants behaviorally persisted just as much as HSE participants, even when
that persistence was initiated in the face of repeated failure. However, this
persistence'was'not 'tied to self-regulatory mechanisms The degree to which
LSE partimpants perS|sted bore no relation to the degree to which they expected
| ~ to achieve their goal. Many LSE part|C|pants kept per5|st|ng under |
circumstances where they had_ low expectations of goal attainment (cf.,
Pyszczynski & Greenberg, 1987). This kind Of un'regula_tedpersistencevon the .
part of LSE participants suggests that, for LSE individuals, the‘probl_ern may not
 be rnotivational deficiency, but a problem with effective regulation of motivation.

Further evidence of this problem comes from the findings concerning
ruminative persistence. LSE participants engaged in more ruminative
persistence than HVS'E participants.' Because individuals do not ruminate about
goals they do not want to attain, such peisistence reflects an underlying
motivational connection between the individua'l and the goal which is the focus of .
runiination. “This motivation may not be as intentional as the motivation which
gives rise to behavioral persistence hut it probably has a directive influence, |n
that perseverating thoughts may disrupt the ability to engage in effective goaI'
pursuit (cf Kuhl, 1981).. Recall that higher levels of rduminat_ive persistence were
associated with reduced goal pursuit and lower levels of academic ac_hievement,'

although ruminative persistence did not contribute unique variance to these

variables above and beyond goal efficacy and goal self-determination.
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Failure to cohs’ider this type“of persistehce motivétion may lead to the
. false conclusion that LSE participants have disengég‘ed fromi their goals.
Ihdeed, if only thé behavioral efforts of parficipants were considered |n Study 2,
that conclusion may hvave been draWn. LSE participants did exp‘evnd Iess‘effor't
 than HSE. pérticipants in attemﬁting to attain their goals. HoWever, the)} had not
disengaged. Their engagement, thbugh, was evident only at the cognitive Iev_el,
in the form of aversive goal ruminations. |

Self-Esteem and Disidentification

Acrqés both studies, participan.ts tended to disidentify with goals when
they were failing to reach them--an effect which has been obta}ned by other
inv'e‘stigators (e.g., Tesser, _1988). ‘However, the present results -extend our
understan_ding'of disidentification pro_cessés by délineating the conditions in
.'whi_'ch self-esteem differences in disidentification are most likely to-occur.

For example, in Study 1, HSE participanté d'i'sidentified More than LSE
participants, but only. after.experiéncing repeatéd failure. Furthermore, this
difference Was most pronounced when there was no alternative goal to pursue. |
LSE participants disidentified less aft_er experiencing repeatéd failure than éfter
a single failure--an effect which, paradoxically, may reflect their motive to avoid
failure. |

Even when they exhibited gre-afer dis_identification, however, HSE
participants did not reduce behavioral persistence» relative to their LSE

counterparts. They may have engaged in a kind of detached persistence. This

[2
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kind df persisfeﬁce is likely to heve a hegative impact on goal performance,vfor it

is reasonable to assume that when someone cares less about a goal, his or her
goal performance will deteriorate. This deterioration was unlikely to have been
detected in Study 1, given the extreme difficulty of the per.sistence task and the
performance floor effect that it produced. Under less extreme performance
conditions, howe\)er, this performance deterioration on the part of HSE may
ineleed be oBserved. ' |

~ This deterioration is most Iiker to occur in the natural ecology Wifhin
settings that only provide for the pursuit of a single_ goal. .W.hi.le | have

. emphasized the importance of goal alternatives in this research, a great deal of

" persistence does take pllace in settings that may not allow for the pursuit of
alternatives. Two such settinge are the.workpl'ace'aﬁd the classroom.
Employers often essign tesks to employees without giving them any alternatives.
(In these cases, of course, the door is always the _implicit alternative.) 'S_i'milarly,
teachers routinely order students to work on certaih tasks to the exclusion of -
others. While repeated failure in such circumstances may not lead to the'
cessation of behavieral effort, it could very well lead to detached effort and
poorer performance. This is certainly net the aim of ehployers or teachers who‘
normélly ‘etrive to create dedicated employees and active Iearners,. They may

unwittingly sabotage their efforts, however, by not providing goal alternatives.
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Toward a Dynamic Mod‘el oi Persistence Piocesses

Tékeri és a whole, the present results should Iead us to appreciate the -
necessity of developing a model that focuses on tiie dynamic nature of |
persistence processés. By dynamic it is meant a model that focuses on fhe |
inteirélationships among goals to .ex'plain persistence. The resuits rﬁade clear
that we canncit understand goal procgsseé 'without reference to the
interrelationships among these processes. i’ersistence waé not solely a function
 of processes diréctly associated Wiih the object of persistenCe but also a
- function of processes that occurred with respect to other goais. .anltinued
identification with a pérticular pursuit. was not only a function' of the failure
experienced in relation to _that pursuit~, bui also of perceptions of goal progress
with réspect to other puréuits. Iroiiically, this focus on the interrelatedness of‘ |
goal processes brings us back to our theoretical roois (e.g., Leiivin, 1935), but it
is also consistent:with.an emerging trend in psychology iO\ivarci an appreciation
of the dynamic haiture of goal processes (e.g., Tesser, Martin, & CorneII', 1996).

Concluding Comment

As of this writing énother former boxing ch_ampion, Sugar Ray Léonard, -
stands poisgd to niake a (fou.rth) comeback. What motivates Sugar Ray’s
refusai io call it quits? The enormous profits io be made? The anticipated
" glory? Perhap's. The preserit research suggests, however, that there may be a

more mundane reason for these repeated returné to the ring--a lack of perceived

alternatives. Boxers are notorious for the way in\which'they practice their craft,
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training and fighting to the exclusion of almost everything else. There is no “off
season” in boxing, no opportunity to invest the self in other pursuits. This single- '
mindedness has been expressed poignantly by another former ’c‘hampion,

Marvin Hagler (quoted in Oates, 1987):

“If they cut my bald head open, they will find one big boxing glove.
That's all I am. 1 live it - |
Ironically, this singleness of purpose that brings the fighter such great rewards

may be the very thing that leads to his or her demise.
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Notes

'The ACS has three subscales. The results reported here is based on the ACS
measure which combines two of these subscales--one assesses tendehcies
toward ruminative preoccupation with gbal failure, the other assesses

tendencies to hesitate in implementing goals.

' 2Throughout this paper | also draw on evidence from the depression literature to |

suppori my model of self-esteem differences in persistence. | believe this is
justifiable because, although self—es’teemlvand depression are different constructs

they overlap empirically (Watson & Tellegen, 1985) and the dimension that is of

- central interest (negativity/positivity of self-evaluation) is central to both

constructs.

.3Boxers, regrettably, do not appear to possess this knowledge.

“While the Positive Affect subscale would not be used in ahy analyses, it was

ir_\cluded to mairitain. consistency of administration of the PANAS with erevious\
studies.

>The degrees of freedom reflect the faet that aﬂ but 3 participants in the. Switch
condiﬁon chose to work on the RAT. |
®participants' average performance during the' persistence period was the

average of all the WFTs they attempted after they received the feedback. If

- participants only worked on the additional WFT (and therefore had no "average"
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performance), their performanc;e on the addiﬁdnal WFT was usedh in the
'analysis. | | |

 "One pa'rticipant} was not incIUdled in this analysis due to an extreme goal
importance‘éhange score (i.e., greafer‘ than 3 standard deviétidns from the .
mean). : |

* ®This was done so that the recognitibn times for‘eac':h of the four words would
contribute equally to the overall average. Obviously recognition times for some

- of the wqrds would be longer than other words because they contained more
letters, not because they were more easily reco.gn'ized.

- *The MéFarIin (1985) study was specifically. designed to examine self-esteem

. differences in persisténce following the receipt of effort,-perfo.rmance bontingency ‘
information. However, it included a control conditibn c'ombarable to the v,No-
Switch/Single Failure condition in the present study. -Ih this éontrol'condition, no
differences between HSE and LSE subjects>w'er.e obtained.

10Particip‘a\nts also rated each goal regarding how much it would help them in
attaining four "possible futures”-- self;acceptance and personél growth, to make
a societal contribution; td attain financial success, to attaih féme and recoghition.
' These items Were included for exploratory purposes and will not be diécussed
further.

"¢ particibahts indicated they Aha'd notv'a_chieved tfi‘e gbal, they indicated (on the

same scalés used at the initial assessment) the distance they perceive they |

were from achieving the goal and the degree to which they expected to achieve
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the goal. These participants, in open-endedkformat, were aléo asked whether
(and, if so, in what manner) the goal had changed in any way from what it was.

When these participants were included in the analyses involving self-esteem

the results were essentially the same.

“3Given that the progress rating method yielded adequate variability, the

progress ratings (as opposed to the progress rankings) were used in all
analyses involving goal progress satisfaction.
"“The degree of change in identification for each goal could not be used to

create an overall measure of disidentification because, given the nature of the

| pie measure, the differences in identification for each participant would alwayé |

sum to 0.
"*In a subsequent analysis, self-esteem (and_the interaction between self-esteem
and performance satisfaction) were included as predictors. Neither of these

predictors was significant.

-"*Sadly, one participant had to be excluded from all analyses involving. GPA due

to an extreme (low) score on this vafiable (i.e., greater than 3 standard

deviations from the mean).
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. Appendix A

" Sample WFT

Find the missing Iétters to form the correct English word.

1. F__W_RS

2. _U_S___ER

3. _S_0_1 E

4. 1__AD__
5. -_RI_Y_ o
6. .IR_LA_
Sample RAT |

Find the fourth word that relates to each of the other three words.

1. Flower - Shine - Dried
" 2. Fountain - Ice - Fall
3. Desert - Ice - Spell
4. Iron - Déwn - Newspaper .
5. Chocolate - Fortune . Tin

6. High - Teacher - Fish
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~ Appendix B

Dimensions of Self I_nventory

During différent_ periods of their lives individuals typically have a number of goals-
that they want to attain. For example, university students often have a number
of goals they would like to reach.(e.g., get an A in my psychology class, join a
club, etc.). We are interested in finding out about the goals that you wish to
attain during this academic.year. These could either be things that you would
like to attain, things you feel obligated to attain (i.e., things you feel you should
attain), or things you want to avoid (e.g., not to fail blology) We would like you
to list them below. )

Because people typically have goals that reflect different areas of their life, we - -
would like you to list your goals in terms of the areas of your life they represent.
To make this task easier, we have provided categories that reflect areas of life in
which most university students wish to accomplish things: Academics (e.g.,
school performance) and Somal Life (e.g., friendships, dating, |nt|macy) We
would like you to list 5 goals in each category.

Please be as specific as possible when listing your goals.

- Also, since people think and feel differently about each of their goals, we ask
you to respond to some questlons regardlng various aspects of your goals after-
you have listed them. S
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Goals For This Year

(Please be as specific as possible)

Academic Goals -

1,

2.

Social Goals

1.

2.
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Evaluation of Academic Goals f'or'This Year

Academic Goal #

Please rate this goal on the followihg dimensions:

-Difficulty To Attain Goal

Extremely Difficult Moderately Difficult Not Difficutt At All
1 2 - 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

-Expectation to Attain Goal Within the Next Year

Do Not Expect At ) Somewhat Expect . ) Fully Expect To -

All To Attain To Attain Attain
1 . 2 3 4 5 ) 6 7 ) 8 9

-Perceived Distance From Goal Right Now

Extremely Far About Half-way . . Extremely Close
Away . ‘
1 2 3 - 4 - 5 6 -7 8 =}

To what extent will ATTAINING THIS GOAL make you feel:

NOT AT ALL. | | SOMEWHAT ' . EXTREMELY
Happy 1 | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8. é
Elated _ 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 )
Successful - 1 2. 3 P 5 6 7 8 9
Relieved 1 2 3 . 4 ‘5' .6 7 8 | 9
Calm . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Adequate 1 2 3 4 5 . 8 7 -s_ 9

- To what éxtent will FAILING TO ATTAIN THIS GOAL make you feel:

Sad 1 2 "3 4 5 ~.86 78 9
Dejected ' 1 - 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Unsﬁccessful ‘ | 1 2 3. 4 E 5 6 7 8 19
Anxious 1’ 2. 3 4 .5 6 -~ 7 . 8 ' 9

. Guilty 1 2 '3 4 s 6 7 8. 9

Inadequate 1 2 3 -4 5 6 7 8 9
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To what extent are you pursuing this goal: _

-- because somebody else wants you to or because you'll get something from somebody
-if you do.

Not at all because o Somewhat because ' Completely because

of this reason - of this reason. . of this reason

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

- because you would feel ashamed, guilty, or anxious if you didn't.

]

Not at all because ' Somewhat because Completely because
of this reason of this reason : of this reason
1 2 3 . 4 5 . 86 7 8 9

- because you believe it's an |mportant goal to have-- you endorse it freely and
wholeheartedly.

Not at all because Somewhat because " Completely because

of this reason : of this reason ' of this reason
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

-- purely because of the fun and enjoyment that pursuit of this goal provides.

Not at all because Somewhat because Completely because

of this reason ) ) of this reason ‘ of this reason
1 .2 3 4 5 - 6 7 8 *] '

To what extent will this goal help you:

- attain self—acceptance and personal growth: being happy and having a very meamngful
Ilfe

No help at all ) Some help : Very much help
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

- —make a societal contribution: working to help 'make the world a better place.

No help at all o o -‘Some'help ' " Very much help
1 2 3 - 4 5 .6, -7 -8 ’ 9_

- attam financial success: havmg a job that pays very well and havmg alot of nice
possessions.

No help at all ' o Somehelp ‘ "Very much help
1 2 .3 4 S 6 7 - 8 g

-- attain fame and recognition: being known and admired by many people:

No help at all : Some help ‘ Very much help.
1 2 3 4 5 ) 7 8 9
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Evaluation of Social Goails for This Year

Social Goal #

Please rate this goal on the following dimensions:
' -Difficulty To Attain Goal

Extremely Difficult ' Modérately Difficult Not Difficult At All
1 2 C 4 5 . 6 7 8 9

-Expectation to Attain Goal Within the Next Year

Do Not Expect At Somewnhat Expect Fully Expect To

All To Attain : To Attain Attain
1 2 3 4 . 5 6 7 8 9

-Perceived Distance From Goal Right Now

Extremely Far ABout Half-way Extremely Close
Away- ' )

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

To what extent will ATTAINING THIS G_OAL make you feel:

NOT AT ALL ’ ' SOMEWHAT EXTREMELY
~ Happy | 1 "2 3 4 5 6 . 7 8 .9
Elated | 1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 . 8 .9
Successful , 1 2 3 . 4 5 6 7 8 9
Relieved 1 2 - 3 4 5' 6 7 8 9
Calm 1 2 i 4 5 6 7 8 .9
Adequate . ' 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

To What extent will FAILING TO ATTAIN THIS GOAL make you feel:

Sad 1 2 3 4 5 6" 7 8 9
Dejected’ 1 2 3 4 5 - 6 7 8 9
Unsuccessful 1 2 3- .4 5 6 . 7 - 8 - 9
Anxious 1 2 3 4 - 5 6 7 8 .9
Guilty 1 2 '3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Inadequate 1 2 - 3 4 5 -6 - 7 8 9
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To what extent are you pursqing this goal:

- because somebody else wants you to or because you'll get something from somebody
if you do. '

Not at all because . Somewhat because Completely because
of this reason of this reason : of this reason

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 . 8 9

-- because you would feel ashamed, guilty, or anxiohs if you didn't.

Not at all because’ Somewhat because * Completely because
of this reason ' of this reason of this reason
1 2 3 . 4 5 6 7 8 9

-- because you believe it's an important goal to have-- you endorse it freely and
wholeheartedly. o '

Not at all because . Somewhat because : Completely because

of this reason ) of this reason . of this reason

1 2 3 4 5 . 6 7 8 9

-- purely because of the fun and enjoyment that pursuit of this goal provides.

Not at all because - ~ Somewhat because ~ Completely because
of this reason of this reason - . of this reason

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
To what extent will this gdal'help you:

- attain self-acceptance and personal growth: being happy and having a very meaningful
life. » : : '

No help at all ] : Some help - Very much help
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 L°] .

-- make a societal contribution: working to help make the world a better place.

No help at all Some help Very much help
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 .

-- attain financial success: having a job that pays very well and having a lot of nice
possessions. :

No help at all Some help - Verymuch help
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 .

-- attain fame and recognition: being known and admired by many people.

No help at all ' Some help Very much help
1 2 -3 4 5 6 - 7. 8 9




Appendix C

Goal Importance Measure--Initial Assessment

You have listed a number of goals that you wish to attain within the Academic
and Social goal domains. Your academic domain includes all the specific
academic goals you listed earlier; your social domain includes all the specific
social goals you listed. While all these goals may be equally important for a
person to achieve, some goals may be more important than others.

DIVIDE THE CIRCLES below so that the size of each section is a reflection of

how important that goal is for you to achieve. (E.g., Larger pieces should
indicate that a greater degree of importance is placed on that goal).

- One circle is for your a'cademic goals, the other circle is for your social goals.

Place the numbers corresponding to the goals (from the goal listing you

~provided) inside the pleces of the circle.

123

ACADEMIC

SOCIAL
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We would now like you to. evaluate the general importance of ydur Academic
and Social domains relative to other domains of life that you also may find-

‘important. Below we have listed a number of goal domains that have been

generally important to university students. DIVIDE THE CIRCLE below so that
the size of each section is a reflection of how important that goal domain is for
you. (E.g., Larger pieces should indicate that a greater degree of importance is
placed on that goal domain).

Place the letters corresponding to the goal domain inside the pieces of the
circle. If there is a domain that you find important but is not on the list, please
add it to the list and incorporate it in your circle. You are not required to use
every domain in your circ¢le; only those domains that you feel are important to
you. » : : '

A= Academics
S= Social

PH= Physical Health (e.g., your diet, level of exercise, degree of physical
. fitness) ~

PD= Personal Development (e.g., your sense of morality, ethics, spﬁtuality) ‘

LR=Leisure/Recreational activities-- your competence at activities other than
school or work (e.g., competence in music,
sports, hobbles)




Appendix D

Goal Importance Measure--Reassessment

You have listed a number of goals within the Academic and Social goal
domains. Your academic domain includes all the specific academic goals you
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listed earlier; your social domain includes all the specific social goals you listed.

While all these goals may be equally important for a person to achieve, some
goals may be more important than others.’

DIVIDE THE CIRCLES below so that the size of each sectlon is a reflection of
how important that goal continues to be for you, whether you have achieved the

- goal or have yet to achieve it. (E.g., Larger pieces should |nd|cate that a greater

degree of importance is placed on that goal). :
One circle is for your academic goals, the other circle |s'for your social goals.

Place the numbers correspondlng to the goals (from the goal Ilstlng you
provided) inside the pieces of the circle.

**Iif a goal is no longer important to you at all, do not include it in your circle.

ACADEMIC

SOCIAL
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~ We would now like you to evaluate the general importance of your Academic
and Social domains relative to other domains of life that you also may find
important. Below we have listed a number of goal.-domains that have been
generally important to university students. DIVIDE THE CIRCLE below so that
the size of each section is a reflection of how important that goal domain is for
you. (E.g., Larger pieces should indicate that a greater degree of importance is

- placed on that goal domain).

Place the letters corresponding to the goal domain inside the pieces of the ‘
circle. If there is a domain that you find important but is not on the list, please
add it to the list and incorporate it in your circle. You are not required to use
.every domain in your circle; only those domains that you feel are important to
you.

A= Academics
S= 'Social

PH Physlcal Health (e.g., your dlet level of exercise, degree of physical
fitness)

PD= Personal Development (e.g., your sense of morality, ethics, sprituality)
LR= Leisure/Recreational activities-- your competence at activities other than

school or work (e.g., competence in music,
sports, hobbies)
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Appendix E

Dimensions of Self Inventory--Part Il

We would now like you to evaluate your goals and the goal domains. Please
respond to all questions regarding the goals, whether you have abandoned them
or not.

ACADEMIC GOALS

Academié Goal #

Please rate this goal on the following dimenéions:

-To what extent are you satisfied with your progress toward this goal?

Not at all ’ Somewhat Completely
1 2 3 4 5 . 6 7 8 9

-To what extent have you actively pursued this goal?

Not at all - Lo Somewhat Extremely
1 2 3 . 4 5 6 _ 7 8 9

- To'what exten_t are you pursuing this goal pi'esently (i.e., at this p.oint in your life)?

" Notatall Somewhat _ Extremely
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

- To what extent have you experienced intrusive and unwanted thoughts (i.e., were
preoccupied and ruminated) regarding this goal?

“Not at all’ Somewhat ' Bxremely
1 2 3 4 5 6 7. 8 9

- To what extent are you presently experiencing intrusive and unwanted thoughts (i.e.,
were preoccupled and ruminated) regarding this goal?

Not at all . Somewhat i Extremely

1 - 2 -3 4 5 6 7 8 9
"-Have you achieved this goal? (Circle your answer) YES o NO

If your answer is "YES" go to the next page and evaluate the next goal
If your answer is "NO", answer the following questlon

Have you abandoned the goal (i.e., it is no longer important to yoh)? YES NO
if your answer is "YES" go to the next page and evaluate the next goaI'.
If your answer is "NO", What is your perceived distance from the goal right now?

Extremely Far . ’
. Away About Half-way . . - BExtremely Close
1 2 3 4 5 6 -7 8 9
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Has this goal changed in any way from what it was initially? YES NO
if so, provide a brief description of how it has changed. _

We would now like you to rank order your academic goals in terms of the
progress you have made in attaining them. Rank your goals so that "A" is the
goal at which you made the most progress and "E" is the goal at which you made
the least progress.

**Note: You must use all the ranklngs (i.e., you cannot assign two goals the
same ranking).

Identify the goal by its riumber'on, the goal list.

(Gbél at which most progrésé has been made) | A -
B ___

c L

D ___

(Goél at which "Iggit progress h;s been made) | E .

Evaluation of Academic Goal Domain

Overall, how would you rate your performance in the academic domain?

_ Poor Okay . Excellent
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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SOCIAL GOALS

Social Goal # _____

Please rate this goal on the following dimensions:

-To what extent are you satisfied with your progress toward this goal?

Not at all - Somewhat ’ Completely
1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9

-To what extent have you actively pursued this goal?

Not at all . Somewhat BExtremely
1 2 3 4 . 5 6 7 8 - 9

- To what extent are you pursuing this gbal presently (i.e., at this point in ygur life)?

Not at all . : » Somewhat . Extremely
1 o2 3 4 5 .6 7 8 e}

- To what extent have you experienced intrusive and unwanted thoughts (i.e., were
preoccupied and ruminated) regarding this goal?

Not at all ' ' SomeWhat ' Extremely
1 2 3. 4 5 6 7 8 <]

- To what extent are you presently experiencing intrusive and unwanted thoughts (i.e.,
were preoccupied and ruminated) regarding this goal?

Not at all . Somewhat : Extremely
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Have you achieved this goal? (Circle your answer) YES NO

If ‘your answer is "YES" go to the next page and evaluate the next goal.
If your answer is "NO", answer the following question: ’

Have you abandoned the goal (i.e., it is no longer important to you)? . YES NO

If your answer is "YES" go to the next page and evaluate the next goal.
If your answer is "NO”, What is your perceived distance from the goal right now?

Extremely Far . .
Away ’ : ‘About Half-way BExtremely Close
1 2 3 -4 5 6 7 8 9
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- Has this goal changed in any way from what it was mltlally? YES _ NO
If so, provide a brief description of how it has changed.

We would now like you to rank order your social goals in terms of the progress
you have made in attaining them. Rank your goals so that "A" is the goal at
which you made the most progress and "E" is the goal at which you made the
least progress.

**Note: You must use all the ranklngs (i.e., you cannot assign two goals the
same ranking). -

Identify the goal by its number on the goal list.

(Goal at which most progress has been made) A .
B
c ___
D
(Goal at which least progress has beén.hade) ' E -

Evaluation of Social Goal Domain

Overall, how would you rate your performance in the Social domain?

Poor ) : .Okay : Excellent
1 2 3 4 - 5 6 7 Y - 9




