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The present study was designed to investigate how avoidance motivation instigated 

goals across cultures and how self-construal influenced this instigation. The main focus was 

on the study of avoidance personal goals. Past studies in the West consistently reported that 

pursuing personal goals that were fueled by avoidance motivation led to a host of negative 

outcomes. With recent cross-cultural findings suggesting an association between 

interdependent self-construal and avoidance motivation orientation, it became the primary 

objective of the present study to examine whether or not interdependent self-construal helped 

explain the prevalence and outcomes of avoidance personal goals across cultures. 

To explore if the influence of self-construal on goal orientation was consistent across 

different types of goals, cross-cultural investigation of the adoption and outcomes of 

situationally specific achievement goals was also conducted. Achievement goals appeared 

less relevant to self-construal than personal goals which reflected individuals’ broad self-

concept. Cross-cultural investigation of the influence of interdependent self-construal on 

performance-avoidance achievement goals became the secondary focus here. 
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Data were collected from 173 Thai and 153 American undergraduates. Participants 

responded to measures of personal goals, personal goal desirability, self-construal, and 

subjective well-being in the first data collection session. Four weeks later, they responded to 

measures of personal goal progress, achievement goal orientation, fear of failure, competence 

perception, intrinsic motivation, and test anxiety. The measures administered in the first 

session and the measure of personal goal progress from the second session captured the 

variables related to the avoidance personal goal study while the remaining measures captured 

those related to the performance-avoidance achievement goal study.  

Mean comparisons and correlational analyses were conducted. The findings partially 

supported the research hypotheses. While the hypothesized prevalence and outcomes of 

avoidance personal goals in the two countries were supported, interdependent self-construal 

helped explain a higher orientation toward avoidance personal goals only in Thailand. 

Additionally, findings suggested no cross-cultural variation in achievement goals. 

Interdependent self-construal was not predictive of performance-avoidance achievement goal 

adoption in either Thailand or the U.S. Negative outcomes of such adoption were evident in 

both countries. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

 
�We all live with the objective of being happy;  

our lives are all different and yet the same.� 
  (Anne Frank, 1944) 

 

Since ancient times, people have been pondering a question of existential importance: 

What make humans happy? Although a definite answer to this question has not yet emerged, 

the desire for happiness has been shown to be so strong that it drives some to endure 

numerous hardships in order to advance to states of contentment. Goals, the vehicle to these 

states, have been conceptualized, created, and pursued. From the epic quest to win “the face 

that launched a thousand ships” (Homer as cited in Atchity, 1978) to the modern endeavor to 

conquer the universe, humans variably, yet consistently, strive for goals that promise 

happiness. 

The degree of happiness that each goal secures may vary from one culture to another, 

however. In general, cultures provide criteria from which individuals conceptualize their 

goals and against which they evaluate their goal accomplishments and, hence, the happiness 

awarded. Because they are embodied with different values (Schwartz & Bilsky, 1990), 

cultures should guide the goal conceptualization and evaluation distinctively. For instance, 

individuals who accomplish the goal of avoiding social conflicts probably feel more 

contented when they are in a culture where relationship harmony is emphasized than when 

they are in a culture where assertiveness is an epitome. In the latter culture, success in 

exerting their own rights may bring the individuals more positive emotions. 

Because they promise a varying degree of satisfaction, goals of distinctive content 

should be pursued differently across cultures. Apart from their content, the characteristics of 

the goals should determine their cross-cultural prevalence as well. As recently reported in 

cross-cultural studies of fundamental motives (Heine, Lehman, Takata, Ide, Leung, & 
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Matsumoto, 2001; Kitayama, Markus, Matsumoto, & Norrasakkunkit, 1997; Kunda, 1999), 

individuals who come from a culture where independence is promoted are especially 

motivated to enhance their strengths in order to become distinctive. In contrast, those who 

come from a culture where interdependence is emphasized are more motivated to eliminate 

their deficiencies in order to fit more harmoniously into their social relationships. Hence, it 

appears interesting to investigate how the endeavors to promote positive aspects and to 

eliminate negative aspects of the self, labeled approach and avoidance motivation orientation 

(Elliot, 1999), may lead individuals across cultures to adopt different types of goals and to 

obtain a varying degree of satisfaction from their goal adoption. 

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

The purpose of the present study is to examine avoidance personal goals across 

cultures. Personal goals (Emmons, 1986, 1989) are goals that individuals pursue in their daily 

life. Reflecting broad self-concept and self-related wishes, the goals appear closely associated 

with self-construal, or the views that individuals have regarding themselves and their social 

relationships. Past studies suggest that the adoption of personal goals that are instigated by 

avoidance motivation, labeled avoidance personal goals, leads to a host of negative outcomes 

(Coats, Janoff-Bulman, & Alpert, 1996; Elliot & Sheldon, 1997, 1998; Elliot, Sheldon, & 

Church, 1997; Emmons, 1986, 1989, 1996, 1999, 2003; Emmons & Kaiser, 1996; Moffitt & 

Singer, 1994; Robertson, 1990). Still, these studies were conducted in the U.S., where 

independent self-construal is presumably predominant. Recent cross-cultural findings suggest 

an association between interdependent self-construal and avoidance motivation orientation 

(Heine et al., 2001; Kitayama et al., 1997; Kunda, 1999). Therefore, it became the primary 

focus of the present study to investigate whether or not: 1) individuals who are high in 

interdependent self-construal pursue more avoidance personal goals across cultural contexts 

and 2) avoidance personal goal pursuits have negative outcomes in the subjective well-being 

of these individuals. 



 3

Commonly regarded as a useful cultural organizer1 (Fiske, Kitayama, Markus, & 

Nisbett, 1997; Greenfield, 2000), self-construal is selected as a criterion for the cross-cultural 

comparison in the present study. Based on this criterion, Thailand, a Southeast Asian 

collectivistic (Hofstede, 1991) country, is proposed to represent a culture where the sense of 

self is tied closely to social relationships or where interdependent self-construal is prominent. 

In contrast, the individualistic (Hofstede, 1991) United States is posited to embody a culture 

where the sense of self is defined more strongly based on individual identity, or where 

interdependent self-construal is less dominant2. Given past reports (Heine et al., 2001; 

Kitayama et al., 1997; Kunda, 1999) of the association between interdependent selves and 

avoidance motivation orientation, the prevalence and outcomes of avoidance personal goals 

in Thailand and the U.S. are to be compared, with interdependent self-construal tested as an 

explanation.  

Although avoidance personal goals are the primary focus of the present study, past 

reports that goals may be categorized into various types (Elliot & Sheldon, 1997) leave open 

the possibility that the influence of interdependent self-construal on avoidance goal 

orientation may not be consistent across different types of goals. Because avoidance personal 

goals are broad and reflect individuals’ self-concept (Emmons, 1986, 1989), they should be 

especially influenced by self-construal. The same, however, may not apply to other types of 

avoidance goals. For the goals that are situationally specific, they should be less impacted by 

chronically accessible self-construal. Cross-cultural variations in the manifestation of this 

type of goals may be observed to a lesser extent.  

To assess this possibility, a cross-cultural investigation of avoidance achievement 

goals is supplemented into the present study. Achievement goals (Elliot & Church, 1997; 

Elliot & Thrash, 2001) are goals that individuals adopt during their academic achievement 

pursuits. The extent to which these goals are associated with self-construal should be limited 

                                                   
1 Some limitations inherent in this psychological construct will be delineated subsequently. 
2 Data are to be analyzed to verify the proposed self-construal in Thailand and the U.S. 
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because they are situationally specific and their adoption is determined by individuals’ 

evaluation of achievement situations (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002; Pintrich, 2000; Urdan & 

Maehr, 1995). Consequently, whether or not cross-cultural variations exist in the prevalence 

and outcomes of avoidance achievement goals remains open to investigations.  

In summary, in addition to the primary focus on studying avoidance personal goals 

across cultures, it becomes the secondary objective of the present study to examine whether 

or not cross-cultural variations in avoidance personal goals, if they exist, are generalizable to 

avoidance achievement goals.  

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY 

Background 

Psychologists have long distinguished between motivation to approach positive 

outcomes and to avoid negative outcomes (Atkinson, 1957; Edwards, 1955; Thorndike, 

1911). The former motivation is labeled approach and the latter avoidance. This motivation 

distinction has been integrated into the study of goals (Elliot, 1999), most prominently broad 

personal goals that reflect individuals’ self-concept and self-related wishes (Emmons, 1986, 

1989).  

In general, individuals pursue avoidance personal goals or formulate their personal 

goals out of concerns for negative outcomes (e.g., when they try not to offend others or not to 

be overly stressed) when they experience low competency or when they lack personal 

resources to cope with their life events more actively (Elliot et al., 1997). For this reason, 

they tend to perceive the goal pursuits, in comparison to the pursuits of approach personal 

goals, as less desirable and less autonomous (Emmons & Kaiser, 1996). Similarly, they 

observe less progress toward the goals (Emmons & Kaiser, 1996; Elliot & Sheldon, 1998). 

Altogether, these lead those adopting avoidance personal goals to experience less self-esteem 

and optimism and suffer more from depression (Coats et al., 1996). In short, avoidance 

personal goal adoption predicts less physical (Elliot & Sheldon, 1998) and psychological 
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(Elliot & Sheldon, 1997; Elliot et al., 1997; Emmons, 1989, 2003; Emmons & Kaiser, 1996; 

Moffitt & Singer, 1994) well-being. 

To date, avoidance personal goals have been studied almost exclusively in Western 

individualistic cultures in which independent self-construal is presumably more dominant 

(Hofstede, 1991). Individuals who are high in this sense of self are illustrated to define 

themselves based on their personal identities (Markus & Kitayama, 1991); hence, they are 

particularly motivated to enhance their internal attributes in order to become distinctive 

(Kitayama et al., 1997). Avoidance personal goals, which focus on the elimination of 

deficiencies, appear less congruent with this underlying motivation, and this probably helps 

explain the negative outcomes of the goal adoption. 

Recent cross-cultural findings in fundamental motives lend support to this 

probability. Studying Japanese undergraduates, Kitayama et al. (1997) failed to find the 

motivation to self-enhance. Rather, the researchers observed the tendencies to focus on 

eliminating deficiencies, a self-improving motive, in these participants. This observation is 

supported by Heine et al.’s (2001) findings that, in contrast to their American counterparts 

who chose to continue their study participation with the tasks in which they excelled, 

Japanese participants selected and carried on with more persistence the tasks in which they 

failed. Heine et al. explained this finding referring to these participants’ attempts to live up to 

their social standards. In doing so, the Japanese participants tried to eradicate their 

deficiencies. Because the degree that they can fit harmoniously into their social relationships 

is essential to them, these participants, who are supposedly high in interdependent selves, 

should find avoidance personal goals more serviceable. 

In their recent study, Elliot, Chirkov, Kim, and Sheldon (2001) demonstrated that 

avoidance personal goals were indeed more prevalent in Korea and Russia than in the U.S. 

and that the goal adoption was not predictive of less subjective well-being there (as it was in 

the U.S.). The researchers explained their findings reasoning that, because the negative 

outcome focus of avoidance personal goals helped those high in interdependent selves to 
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eliminate their deficiencies and to achieve their collectivistic cultural ideals of maintaining 

relationship harmony, the goal adoption had no threats to these individuals. Although Elliot 

et al.’s study helps pave the way for the cross-cultural examination of avoidance personal 

goals, it has some limitations. To begin with, although self-construal was used as the 

explanation for the findings, the psychological construct was not measured in this cross-

cultural study. Because Korea and Russia are classified as collectivistic, participants from 

these countries were assumed to be high in interdependent selves. In contrast, for the reason 

that the U.S. is generally labeled individualistic, American participants were presumed to 

have an orientation toward independent selves. 

As to be elaborated subsequently, these presumptions can be misleading. 

Furthermore, Elliot et al.’s (2001) study fails to explain why, while avoidance personal goal 

adoption does not have negative outcomes in those high in interdependent selves, the 

adoption does not predict positive outcomes in their subjective well-being, either. 

Additionally, it remains questionable whether or not the absence of negative outcomes of 

avoidance personal goal adoption is applicable to other types of avoidance goals adopted by 

those high in interdependent selves. Because personal goals reflect individuals’ broad self-

concept, they should be particularly influenced by self-construal. Cross-cultural variations in 

the goal prevalence and outcomes, if they exist, are not unanticipated. Whether or not these 

variations are observable in avoidance achievement goals, which are situationally specific 

(Elliot, 1999; Elliot & Thrash, 2001; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002; Pintrich, 2000; Urdan & 

Maehr, 1995) and appear less relevant to self-construal, remains questionable. 

Research Questions 

To address these limitations, the present study is designed to examine avoidance 

personal goals in Thailand and the U.S. Here, interdependent self-construal is explicitly 

measured and tested as an explanation for the goal adoption and outcomes in subjective well-

being. Furthermore, the association between interdependent selves and two characteristics of 
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avoidance personal goals that help explicate the goal outcomes in subjective well-being (i.e., 

goal desirability and goal progress) is investigated. Finally, the degree that findings regarding 

the manifestation of avoidance motivation in personal goals are generalizable to such a 

manifestation in achievement goals is explored. Altogether, these lead to two sets of research 

questions. These questions and, when applicable, their research hypotheses are reviewed 

below. 

1) Interdependent self-construal will be associated with avoidance personal goal 

adoption, and this association will help explain variations in the prevalence, characteristics, 

and outcomes of avoidance personal goals across cultures.  

As previously outlined, the main purpose of the present study is to examine how 

avoidance personal goals vary across cultures in their prevalence and outcomes, and how 

interdependent self-construal helps explain these cross-cultural variations. Specifically, to 

understand their outcomes, two characteristics of avoidance personal goals posited to 

contribute to the experience of subjective well-being (Emmons & Kaiser, 1996) are 

examined. These goal characteristics are: 1) goal desirability and 2) goal progress. How 

cross-cultural variations in the perception of these characteristics help explain avoidance 

personal goal outcomes is studied with an emphasis on how interdependent self-construal 

influences this perception. 

Specifically, this set of research questions is guided by four research hypotheses that 

incorporate eleven predictions. Each hypothesis and its respective predictions are as follows. 

a) The Thai sample should adopt avoidance personal goals to a greater degree than 

the American sample. However, when interdependent self-construal in the two samples is 

controlled, cross-cultural variation in avoidance personal goal adoption should disappear.  

b) The Thai sample should perceive avoidance personal goals as more desirable than 

the American sample. However, when interdependent self-construal is controlled, cross-

cultural variation in the perception of avoidance personal goal desirability should disappear. 
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Finally, for both samples, the goal desirability perception should help predict subjective well-

being.  

c) The Thai and American samples should not perceive avoidance personal goals 

differently in terms of their progress. Lower perception of progress toward avoidance 

personal goals, in comparison to that toward approach personal goals, should be observed in 

both samples. Finally, for both samples, the goal progress perception should help predict 

subjective well-being.  

d) For the Thai sample, high ratings of avoidance personal goal desirability should 

compensate for low ratings of the goal progress and help explain the absence of negative (and 

positive) outcomes of avoidance personal goals in subjective well-being. For the American 

sample, low ratings of goal desirability in combination with low ratings of goal progress 

should lead avoidance personal goal adoption to predict less subjective well-being. 

2) Cross-cultural variations, as observed in the prevalence and outcomes of avoidance 

personal goals, may not be replicable in avoidance achievement goals, which are associated 

with interdependent self-construal to a lesser degree. 

The association between interdependent self-construal and avoidance achievement 

goals is examined to determine whether or not cross-cultural variations in motivation 

orientation are observed in goals that are situationally specific. Focus is on performance-

avoidance achievement goals, the avoidance achievement goals most commonly studied to 

date (Elliot & Church, 1997; Midgley, Kaplan, Middleton, Maehr, & Urdan, 1998; Skaalvik, 

1997). Exploratory research questions are formulated to investigate cross-cultural differences 

in these achievement goals, including their prevalence and outcomes in intrinsic motivation 

and test anxiety. Finally, the effectiveness of interdependent self-construal in predicting 

performance-avoidance achievement goal adoption in relation to traditional predictors of fear 

of failure and competence perception (Elliot & Church, 1997) is examined.  
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Operationalization of Major Constructs  

Ten psychological constructs are to be measured in response to the research questions 

delineated above. Below is brief operationalization for each. 

Self-construal 

The construct of self-construal (Markus & Kitayama, 1991) reflects individuals’ 

views of themselves in relation to their social relationships. Individuals across the world are 

posited to be particularly oriented toward one of two self-construals. Those from 

individualistic cultures (Hofstede, 1991) are generally regarded as being more inclined 

toward independent selves and relying on their internal attributes in self-definition. On the 

other hand, those from collectivistic cultures (Hofstede, 1991) are posited to have high 

interdependent selves and to define themselves based on their social relationships. The two 

senses of selves are illustrated to have pervasive implications for cognition, emotion, and 

motivation. In the present study, the construct of interdependent self-construal is examined as 

a possible explanation for cross-cultural variations in the prevalence and outcomes of 

avoidance personal goals and performance-avoidance achievement goals. 

Personal Goals 

The construct of personal goals (Emmons, 1986) reflects an enduring pattern of 

objectives that individuals pursue in their daily life. The goals represent a cognitive-based 

motivational system and can be cognitive, affective, or behavioral in nature. Because they 

reflect individuals’ broad self-concept and self-related wishes, personal goals should be 

strongly associated with self-construal. In the present study, personal goals that are fueled by 

avoidance motivation, labeled avoidance personal goals, are examined across cultures.  

Variations in the goal prevalence and outcomes are investigated and tested if attributable to 

cross-cultural differences in an orientation toward self-construal. 
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Goal Desirability 

The construct of personal goal desirability (Sheldon & Elliot, 1998) reflects the 

extent to which individuals feel satisfied with the outcomes of their personal goal pursuits. 

This satisfaction should be determined by the degree to which the goals correspond to their 

intrinsic concerns. In the present study, goal desirability is examined as one characteristic of 

avoidance personal goals that may vary across cultures. Additionally, this goal characteristic 

is tested as an explanation for the outcomes of avoidance personal goals in subjective well-

being. 

Goal Progress 

The construct of personal goal progress (Elliot et al., 1997) reflects the extent to 

which individuals perceive advancement toward their personal goals in a period of four 

weeks. In the present study, goal progress is examined as one characteristic of avoidance 

personal goals that may not vary across cultures. Additionally, this goal characteristic is 

tested as an explanation for the outcomes of avoidance personal goals in subjective well-

being. 

Subjective Well-being 

The construct of subjective well-being (Diener, 1984) reflects the extent of life 

satisfaction and affect balance that individuals experience. While the former reflects 

individuals’ global cognitive judgments of their lives, the latter represents the relative 

preponderance of their pleasant and unpleasant emotions. In the present study, subjective 

well-being is examined as a possible outcome of avoidance personal goal pursuits. 

Achievement Goals 

The construct of achievement goals (Ames, 1992; Dweck, 1999; Elliot &Church, 

1997; Nicholls, 1984) reflects the objectives that individuals pursue during achievement or, 

most commonly studied, academic situations. While three types of achievement goals are 

generally researched (i.e., performance-approach achievement goals, performance-avoidance 
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achievement goals, and mastery achievement goals), only performance-avoidance 

achievement goals are highlighted here because they are instigated by avoidance motivation. 

In the present study, cross-cultural variations in the prevalence, predictors, and outcomes of 

performance-avoidance achievement goals are investigated. 

Competence Perception 

The construct of competence perception (Williams & Deci, 1996) reflects the degree 

to which individuals estimate their competencies in achievement situations. Elliot and Church 

(1997) reported that this estimation negatively predicted the adoption of performance-

avoidance achievement goals. In the present study, competence perception is examined, in 

comparison to interdependent self-construal, as a predictor of performance-avoidance 

achievement goals across cultures. 

Fear of Failure 

The construct of fear of failure (Herman, 1990) reflects the degree to which 

individuals focus on the possibility of negative outcomes during their achievement pursuits. 

Past studies (Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot & McGregor, 1999) reported that this focus 

positively predicted the adoption of performance-avoidance achievement goals. In the present 

study, fear of failure is examined, in comparison to interdependent self-construal, as a 

predictor of performance-avoidance achievement goals across cultures. 

Intrinsic Motivation 

The construct of intrinsic motivation (Ryan, 1982; Deci & Ryan, 1995) reflects the 

degree to which individuals feel interested in their achievement pursuits and benefit 

phenomenologically from such pursuits. Past studies (Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot & 

Harackiewicz, 1996) report a decrease in intrinsic motivation upon performance-avoidance 

achievement goal adoption. In the present study, whether or not this decrease is observable 

across cultures is investigated. 
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Test Anxiety 

The construct of test anxiety (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 1991) reflects 

the degree of apprehension that individuals experience in assessment situations. Such 

apprehension has been shown to have debilitative outcomes in cognition and achievement 

performance. Elliot and McGregor (1999) reported an increase in test anxiety upon 

performance-avoidance achievement goal adoption. In the present study, whether or not this 

increase is observable across cultures is investigated. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

Findings from the present study should clarify how avoidance personal goals vary 

across cultures in their prevalence and outcomes. How these variations are attributable to an 

orientation toward interdependent self-construal should be revealed.  

With careful examination of the influence of self-construal on the manifestation of 

avoidance motivation in personal and achievement goals, findings from the present study 

should help illustrate the scope to which the sense of self impacts motivation orientation. If 

cross-cultural variations are consistently observed in both personal and achievement goals, 

and if these variations are attributable to interdependent self-construal, the use of this 

psychological construct in explicating cross-cultural motivation orientation should be 

supported. On the other hand, if the influence of self-construal on the cross-cultural 

manifestation of the two types of avoidance goals is inconsistent, the finding should help 

caution against the over-generalization of the impact of self-construal on motivation 

orientation across different types of goals.  

Findings from the present study should have some implications for clinical and 

educational practices as well. If an association is observed between interdependent self-

construal and avoidance motivation in personal or achievement goals, this should help 

remind practitioners and educators of the heterogeneity of the motivation orientation of those 

for whom they provide service. These professionals may find it useful to take their clients’ or 

students’ senses of selves into consideration upon their goal promotion. 
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OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY 

In Chapter 2, relevant research is reviewed in an attempt to establish groundwork for 

exploring the relationship that avoidance motivation has with interdependent self-construal. 

An integration section conceptually brings together these two areas of literature in ways 

consistent with the proposed research hypotheses. In Chapter 3, these hypotheses are 

presented. In Chapter 4, methodology is highlighted. Participants, instrumentation, as well as 

data collection and data analysis procedures are described. Finally, in Chapter 5, findings are 

presented, followed by their discussion in Chapter 6 where implications and future directions 

of the present study are highlighted. 
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Chapter 2 

Review of Literature 

This chapter begins by introducing avoidance motivation and how it is manifested 

into broad personal goals. Past studies in the West that report debilitative outcomes of the 

manifestation are outlined. Then, recent findings in the East that suggest a higher orientation 

toward avoidance motivation in those high in interdependent self-construal are reviewed. 

This review should help explain why a systematic cross-cultural investigation of the 

influences of interdependent self-construal on the manifestation of avoidance personal goals 

is essential. Finally, past studies of achievement goals are briefly presented. The 

manifestation of avoidance motivation into performance-avoidance achievement goals is 

discussed. It is hoped that this discussion helps explain why the consideration of goal 

characteristics is essential in the generalization of the association between interdependent 

self-construal and avoidance motivation across different types of goals. 

AVOIDANCE MOTIVATION 

With its long rich history, a distinction between strivings to approach positive 

outcomes and avoid negative outcomes has been prominent across theoretical traditions in 

psychology. From Freud’s (1915) basic motives to attain pleasure versus to avoid pain to 

Maslow’s (1955) growth versus deficit needs and Rogers’ (1961) positive versus negative 

personal goals, the distinction consistently contributes to a better understanding of the human 

psyche (Elliot & Covington, 2001).  

In the realms of motivation, strivings to promote outcomes of positive valence and to 

prevent outcomes of negative valence, labeled approach versus avoidance motivation, date 

back to Lewin’s (1935) Field Theory. In this theory, Lewin proposed that stimuli have 

positive/attracting properties or negative/repelling properties (e.g., valence) that are linked 
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directly to the tendency to approach or avoid them. Subsequent studies elaborated on this 

proposal. Working within the Lewinian framework, Miller (1944) demonstrated that the 

approach-avoidance motivation distinction should be viewed dynamically and functionally, 

not spatially or as observable behaviors. McClelland and his colleagues (McClelland, 1951; 

McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, & Lowell, 1953) associated the two types of motivation with 

dispositional preferences for acquiring positive, hoped for experiences or avoiding negative, 

feared experiences. Finally, Atkinson (1957) popularized the motivation distinction through 

his classic need achievement theory, a mathematic framework that designated the desires to 

approach success and to avoid failure as equally important in determining achievement 

behaviors.  

Contemporary psychologists have contributed to the advancement of the 

understanding of the approach-avoidance motivation distinction as well. Elliot and his 

colleagues (Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot & Covington, 2001; Elliot & Sheldon, 1997) play a 

crucial role in integrating the motivation distinction into the study of personal and 

achievement goals. Through their research on regulatory focus, Higgins and his colleagues 

(Higgins, 1996, 1997; Higgins, Roney, Crowe, & Hymes, 1994; Roney, Higgins, & Shah, 

1995) clarified misconceptions regarding the approach-avoidance motivation distinction. 

While Elliot’s works are reviewed in the following section, Higgins’ contribution is first 

outlined here. 

Through their prolific studies of regulatory focus, Higgins and his colleagues (Foster, 

Grant, Idson, & Higgins, 2001; Higgins, 1996, 1997; Higgins et al., 1994; Higgins, Shah, & 

Friedman, 1997; Roney et al., 1995) contributed a great deal to the study of approach-

avoidance motivation (promotion-prevention regulation foci, according to their terminology). 

Their major contribution is their clarification of the common pitfall in equating outcomes of 

approach motivation with pleasure and those of avoidance motivation with pain. Higgins and 

his colleagues (Higgins, 1997; Higgins et al., 1997) argued that either type of motivation can 

entail pleasure and pain, although in a different manner.  
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According to Higgins et al.’s (1997) study, upon goal accomplishment, participants 

who were guided by approach motivation experienced cheerfulness-related emotions (e.g., 

elation, joyfulness) while those guided by avoidance motivation experienced quiescence-

related emotions (e.g., serenity, calmness). In contrast, when failing to accomplish their 

goals, those guided by approach motivation experienced dejection-related emotions (e.g., 

disappointment, sadness) whereas those guided by avoidance motivation experienced 

agitation-related emotions (e.g., tenseness, restlessness).  

Despite these differences, the findings that either type of motivation can result in both 

positive and negative emotions (Higgins et al., 1997) testify that the key distinction between 

approach and avoidance motivation does not lie in emotional valence. Rather, referring to 

findings in self-discrepancy theory, Higgins (1997) suggested that the two types of 

motivation differed significantly in how they reflected different concerns that individuals had 

regarding their future selves. 

According to Higgins (1997), the positive outcome focus of approach motivation 

corresponds with regulation toward strong ideals or the qualities that individuals intrinsically 

wish to embody (Carver, Lawrence, & Scheier, 1999). This regulation reflects wishes for 

growth, advancement, and accomplishment in response to hopes and aspirations. When these 

wishes are fulfilled, rewards are given through the presence of positive outcomes (e.g., the 

individual is complimented for his achievement). When the wishes are not fulfilled, 

punishments are given through the absence of positive outcomes (e.g., the individual is 

ignored for failing to achieve his goals). Given its focus on the basic needs for nurturance 

with an emphasis on fulfilling hopes and aspirations (Higgins & Silberman, 1998), ideal 

regulation is more concordant with the inclination to approach matches to desired end-states 

and the positive outcome focus of approach motivation. 

In contrast, the negative outcome focus of avoidance motivation corresponds better 

with regulation toward strong oughts, a desire to move away from the feared self, or a point 

of comparison that is undesirable or punishing, and toward the self that the individuals feel 
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compelled to become (Carver et al., 1999). Ought regulation reflects concerns for protection 

and safety in response to individuals’ beliefs about their duty and obligation (Higgins & 

Silberman, 1998). When these concerns are fulfilled, rewards are given through the removal 

of negative outcomes (e.g., a threat of punishment no longer exists when the individual 

fulfills his duty). When these concerns are not fulfilled, punishments are given through the 

presence of negative outcomes (e.g., the individual is chastised for living short of others’ 

expectations). Given its focus on the basic needs for safety with an emphasis on avoiding 

punishment, ought regulation is more concordant with the inclination to avoid matches to 

undesired end-states and the negative outcome focus of avoidance motivation.  

Recognizing its implications for motivational process and outcomes, contemporary 

psychologists are integrating the approach-avoidance motivation distinction into their studies 

of goal orientation (Elliot & Church, 1997; Emmons & Kaiser, 1996; Middleton & Midgley, 

1997; Moffitt & Singer, 1994; Skaalvik, 1997). In the next section, this integration is 

reviewed.  

AVOIDANCE MOTIVATION AND PERSONAL GOAL ORIENTATION 

In this section, the integration of the approach-avoidance motivation distinction into 

the studies of personal goals is reviewed. How this integration helps enhance the prediction 

of the goal outcomes in subjective well-being is highlighted. 

Personal Goals 

Personal goals represent the idiographically coherent pattern of objectives that are 

characteristic of an individual. The goals are enduring and consistently expressed across 

situations (Emmons, 1986, 2003; Emmons & Kaiser, 1996). They represent a cognitive-based 

explicit motivational system and their content can be cognitive, affective, or behavioral in 
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nature (Brunstein, Schultheiss, & Grassmann, 1998). Examples of personal goals are “try to 

make good impression” or “avoid worrying about financial setbacks” (Emmons, 1989)3. 

Aiming to use it as an indicator of subjective well-being, Emmons (1986, 1989) 

developed the construct of personal goals based on Allport’s (1937) teleonomic trend theory, 

which proposed to study personality in terms of behavior trends, rather than abstract traits. 

Emmons combined a future time orientation in this theory with control theory (Carver & 

Scheier, 1982) and existential theory (Yalom, 1982) and developed them into the construct of 

personal goals. 

According to control theory (Carver & Scheier, 1982), behavior is a discrepancy-

reduction process. Individuals act to minimize the discrepancy between their present 

condition and their desired standard. Based on this theory, personal goals function as one of 

the reference values that guide discrepancy reduction. Occupying an intermediate position 

between motive dispositions and concrete actions, the goals are more discriminating than the 

former, yet more stable than the latter.  

Through the process of “personalizing motivation” (Wurf & Markus, 1991), motive 

dispositions are transformed into personal goals. The finalized goals reflect choices that 

individuals construct out of their life circumstances. Influenced by existential theory (Yalom, 

1982), Emmons (1989) posited that these choices originate from self-concept and self-related 

wishes. Referring to these choices in directing their lives toward certain outcomes and away 

from others, individuals create goals among various possibilities and arrange them so as to 

achieve maximum meaning and life satisfaction (Emmons, 1989).  

The degree of satisfaction that individuals obtain from personal goal pursuits varies 

according to the characteristics of their goals, however. From early in his study, Emmons 

                                                   
3 In the last 20 years, several related Personal Action Construct Units (Little, 1993) have been introduced, the 
most prominent being behavior acts, current concerns, personal projects, personal goals, and life tasks 
(McGregor & Little, 1998). The idiosyncratic nature as well as the intermediate position between concrete 
actions and motive dispositions of personal goals allows them to provide information about the cross-cultural 
manifestation of avoidance motivation. Therefore, the construct of personal goals is selected for the present 
study. 



 19

(1986) demonstrated that the pursuits of personal goals that were instrumental to other goals 

and the adoption of the goals that had high personal importance as well as a high probability 

of success were predictive of life satisfaction. Similarly, pursuing personal goals that were 

high in personal value predicted increased subjective well-being. In contrast, pursuing 

personal goals that had a low probability of success and high conflicts with other goals 

predicted less subjective well-being.  

Subsequent findings support the use of content, orientation, and parameters of 

personal goals in predicting life satisfaction and subjective well-being (Emmons & Kaiser, 

1996). When compared with personality traits (Costa & McCrea, 1980; Emmons & Diener, 

1985), personal goals have been shown to be superior predictors (Emmons, 1986). 

Subsequent integration of the approach-avoidance motivation distinction into the study of 

personal goals helps enhance this prediction further. 

Avoidance Personal Goals 

Closely tied to self-concept and self-related wishes, personal goals play a vital role in 

predicting life satisfaction and subjective well-being. Different characteristics of the goals 

(e.g., goal complexity, goal congruency) have been used for such a prediction. One of these 

characteristics is the approach-avoidance motivation orientation of the goals (Emmons & 

Kaiser, 1996).  

When integrated into personal goals, different outcome foci inherent in approach and 

avoidance motivation lead individuals to pursue their goals differently.  While those pursuing 

approach personal goals constantly focus on positive outcomes and are regulated to move 

toward or maintain these outcomes, those pursuing avoidance personal goals constantly focus 

on negative outcomes and are regulated to move or stay away from them (Elliot & Sheldon, 

1997). Examples of approach and avoidance personal goals are “try to be polite to others” 

versus “avoid offending others,” respectively.  
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Focusing on different outcomes, those pursuing approach and avoidance personal 

goals experience a different degree of subjective well-being. Findings demonstrate that those 

adopting avoidance personal goals experience a decrease in job satisfaction (Robertson, 

1990), self-esteem (Coats et al., 1996), optimism (Coats et al., 1996), and subjective well-

being (Elliot & Sheldon, 1997; Elliot et al., 1997; Emmons, 1986, 1989, 1999, 2003; 

Emmons & Kaiser, 1996; Moffitt & Singer, 1994). In contrast, they report an increase in 

physical illness (Elliot & Sheldon, 1998) and depression (Coats et al., 1996).  

Attempts have been made to explain the negative outcomes of avoidance personal 

goals. These explanations are associated with two of the goal characteristics: 1) goal 

desirability and 2) goal progress.  

First, when compared with approach personal goals, avoidance personal goals are less 

desirable. Individuals are reported to pursue this type of personal goals out of necessity not 

voluntarily (Elliot et al., 1997), as to be subsequently delineated, and are less likely to 

experience intrinsic motivation during the goal pursuits. Given past reports of an association 

between autonomy, a correlate of intrinsic motivation (Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier, & Ryan, 

1991), and subjective well-being (Deci & Ryan, 1995), the finding that avoidance personal 

goal adoption is associated with less subjective well-being is quite logical.  

Furthermore, avoidance personal goal adoption is posited to elicit less support from 

individuals’ social networks (Emmons & Kaiser, 1996). Such support is essential in 

facilitating tasks necessary for the goal accomplishment. Additionally, the support helps 

confirm to the individuals that their goals are worthwhile. Consequently, social support is 

instrumental in enhancing individuals’ motivation and, therefore, the probability that the 

individuals progress toward their goals and experience positive emotions (Ruehlman & 

Wolchik, 1988).  

In addition to the lack of social support, some characteristics of avoidance personal 

goals help explain their low progress as well. When compared with approach personal goals, 

avoidance personal goals progress less easily. Different features of avoidance motivation 
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inherent in the goals minimize the probability that the goals progress as well as the possibility 

that individuals perceive such progression (Coats et al., 1996; Elliot & Sheldon, 1998; 

Emmons, 2003).  

First is the characteristic of avoidance personal goals that inhibits the probability of 

goal progress. Inherent in concerns for negative outcomes of avoidance motivation is threat 

appraisal anxiety. This debilitative anxiety is documented to have damaging effects on 

cognitive functioning and achievement performance (Elliot & McGregor, 1999) and is likely 

to plague the progress toward avoidance personal goals.  

Furthermore, criteria for determining progress toward avoidance personal goals might 

be viewed as more stringent. As suggested by Schwartz (1990), individuals need only a 

single accessible route to a certain positive outcome in order to accomplish approach goals. 

In contrast, in order to avoid or prevent an undesirable outcome while pursuing avoidance 

goals, all possible routes to that outcome must be identified and blocked. Therefore, to make 

progress toward avoidance personal goals might be more demanding from this regard4. 

Finally, even when individuals make progress toward their avoidance personal goals, 

they may not readily perceive this progression. Entailing an absence of negative outcomes, 

the progress toward avoidance personal goals is incompatible with the goal monitoring 

process that focuses on the presence rather than the absence of a state (Moffitt & Singer, 

1994).  Thus, the accomplishment of avoidance personal goals is more difficult to detect than 

the failure to do so. (In the latter case, negative outcomes are present and readily registered.) 

In other words, pursuing avoidance personal goals leads to a perceptual-cognitive sensitivity 

to negative stimuli, heightened accessibility of negative information, and, therefore, the 

amount of negative feedback that individuals encounter. This helps explain more memories 

of failure in those pursuing avoidance personal goals in relation to those pursuing approach 

personal goals (Moffitt & Singer, 1994).  
                                                   
4 Still, given the fact that the success of avoidance goals entails the eradication of negative outcomes whereas the 
success of approach goals entails the assurance of positive outcomes (Elliot, 1999), the criteria for success of 
avoidance goals may be viewed as more lenient in this aspect. 
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Thus far, empirical studies have not been conducted to verify the role of goal 

desirability in explaining the relationship between avoidance personal goals and subjective 

well-being. On the other hand, empirical evidence lends support to the validity of the goal 

progress explanation. Recently, Elliot and his colleagues (Elliot & Sheldon, 1997; Elliot et 

al., 1997) reported that progress perception mediated the relationship between avoidance 

personal goals and subjective well-being. In their longitudinal studies, participants who 

pursued avoidance personal goals perceived less progress toward their goals, and this 

perception led to a decrease in their subjective well-being. 

It is worth mentioning that, despite its disadvantages, avoidance personal goal 

adoption is not uncommon. Typically, findings in the U.S. report that, on average, avoidance 

personal goals make up 10-20% of the personal goals that individuals pursue (Emmons, 

1999). Theoretical explanations for avoidance personal goal adoption may be viewed in 

relation to self-discrepancy theory (Higgins, 1987). As previously reviewed, regulation 

toward ought selves (Carver et al., 1999; Higgins et al., 1994) is associated with avoidance 

personal goal adoption. Empirically, low life-skills or the lack of competencies and abilities 

necessary for effective negotiation of daily life (Sheldon & Kasser, 1998) are shown to 

predict avoidance personal goal adoption (Elliot et al., 1997).  

AVOIDANCE MOTIVATION: A CROSS-CULTURAL PERSPECTIVE 

While numerous, studies of the way in which avoidance motivation is manifested in 

personal goals are conducted almost exclusively in Western cultures. Theoretical 

explanations for the goal prevalence and outcomes are given in relation to theories of 

psychology that are rooted in Western philosophical presuppositions about human nature. 

Therefore, these explanations may not reflect a model of the self that is representative of all 

individuals across the world (Fiske et al., 1997). 

From the handful of cross-cultural studies on avoidance goals, findings suggest that 

avoidance motivation may be manifested differently in non-Western cultures (Aaker & Lee, 
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2001; Elliot et al., 2001; Lee, Aaker, & Gardner, 2000). Prior to introducing these findings, 

self-construal theory is to be briefly reviewed. The theory broadly categorizes two models of 

the self that exist across cultures. These models have pervasive implications for motivation 

orientation as delineated below. 

Self-construal Theory 

Proposed by Markus and Kitayama (1991), self-construal theory has been used to 

explain differences in cognition, motivation, and emotion of individuals across the world. 

Sharing some similarities with Hofstede’s (1991) collectivism-individualism cultural 

dichotomy, the theory outlines different views that individuals have regarding their 

separation from and connection with their social groups.  

Focusing on comparing individualistic American and collectivistic East Asian 

cultures, Markus and Kitayama (1991) described higher concerns for independency and 

autonomy in the former and social relationships in the latter. However, this description is 

often generalized to other cultures that fall along the same individualism-collectivism 

spectrum as American and East Asian. Therefore, individualistic Western cultures are 

commonly described as having a higher sense of independent selves, while collectivistic non-

Western cultures are described as having a higher sense of interdependent selves. 

Independent Self-construal  

Placing great value on “autonomy to pursue personal goals” (Fiske et al., 1997, p. 

924), individuals who are high in independent self-construal adopt a view of the self as 

autonomous, unbound, and separate from their social contexts (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). 

The self is also perceived as an inviolate identity (Schweder et al., 1998), distinguishable 

through articulated internal attributes that are relatively unchanging and constant across 

situations (Heine, 2001; Heine & Lehman, 1997a). 

From early in their lives, those high in independent selves are socialized to define 

themselves by internal attributes, the common determinant of approach behaviors 
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(Greitemeyer & Weiner, 2003; Miller, 1944). The enhancement of these attributes through 

the use of ideal regulation (Higgins, 1987) is supported as a step to ideally distinguish 

themselves from others (Kunda, 1999). Collectively, internal attributes constitute the 

manifestation of individuality and a sense of autonomy, a developmental milestone for those 

high in independent selves (Fiske et al., 1997). 

Support for this conceptualization is drawn from findings in American culture in 

which internal attributes are highly valued and viewed as global and stable. When asked to 

create a copy of themselves, young American children selected the copy that replicated their 

psychological attributes rather than their social or physical attributes as most representative 

(Hart & Edelstein, 1992). Additionally, three-fourths of self-descriptions given by American 

children between the age of 11 and 14 were specific and unqualified by references to social 

relationships or time (Stein, Roeser, Markus, 1998). Similar patterns of self-descriptions were 

also observed in American adults (Bond, 1996; Markus, Mullaly, & Kitayama, 1997). These 

findings suggest that individuals with independent self-construal view the self as abstract, 

internal, and stable entities that can be isolated, dissected, and analyzed.  

Adopting the entity view of the self, individuals with independent selves should strive 

to search for, identify, express, and confirm positive aspects of themselves. Empirical 

findings support this self-enhancement motive (Heine, 2001; Heine & Lehman, 1997a; 

Kitayama et al., 1997; Markus, Kitayama, & Heinman, 1996). Consistently, those high in 

independent selves are shown to exhibit a robust and pervasive tendency to maintain and 

enhance positive self-evaluation (Hein & Lehman, 1995) as well as to exhibit a self-serving 

bias (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), unrealistic optimism (Heine, 2001; Heine & Lehman, 

1995; Heine, Lehman, Markus, & Kitayama, 1999), and self-referential judgment (Kunda, 

1999). 
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Interdependent Self-construal 

With greater concerns for “sensitive engagement in relationships” (Fiske et al., 1997, 

p. 924), individuals who are high in interdependent self-construal view themselves as 

strongly connected and bound to others (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). From early in their 

lives, these individuals learn that they are an integral component of a larger network of 

beings and that they are not distinguishable from their social relationships. Therefore, it 

becomes their duty to create, sustain, enhance, and redress these relationships by constantly 

adjusting themselves to their social roles (Kitayama et al., 1997). Fulfilling these roles is 

more fundamental and more valuable than asserting themselves or their autonomy. 

Subordination of individuality to group consensus and collective requirements is a 

developmental milestone for those high in interdependent selves (Fiske et al., 1997). 

To fulfill their roles and obligation, those high in interdependent selves need to be 

responsive to their environment clues, the indicator of avoidance behaviors (Greitemeyer & 

Weiner, 2003; Miller, 1944). The extent that they can detect and respond to these clues 

appropriately is essential (Kitayama et al., 1997; Liu & Liu, 1999). In their analysis of two 

large international samples, Suh, Diener, Oishi, and Triandis (1998) found that while 

individuals with independent selves determine their life satisfaction based on the degree that 

they experience positive emotions, those high in interdependent selves do so based on the 

degree that they fulfill their cultural norms. To do so, these individuals rely on the ought 

regulation (Higgins, 1987) in guiding their behaviors (Kunda, 1999). Therefore, those high in 

interdependent selves focus on moving away from the self that deems undesirable and toward 

the self that fits better into their social roles. 

Because their roles vary across social situations, it becomes necessary for individuals 

who are high in interdependent selves to view themselves as fluid, flexible, and malleable 

(Heine, 2001; Heine & Lehman, 1997a) in order to fit into each role accordingly. Empirical 

findings reported the social- and situational-bound nature of the sense of self in these 

individuals (Triandis, 1990, 1996; Triandis, McCusker, & Hui, 1990). In portraying 
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themselves, Chinese participants, for instance, referred to their social obligations (Ip & Bond, 

1995). Similarly, Japanese participants described themselves concretely (Cousins, 1989) and 

referred to social relationships in their self-description (Markus et al., 1996).  

Downplaying internal attributes and adopting a malleable view of the self (Heine, 

2001; Heine & Lehman, 1997a), individuals who are high in interdependent selves reportedly 

focus less on asserting positive aspects of themselves. Doing so is likely to lead them to 

“stand out” and become incongruent with their social groups. Rather, to fit harmoniously into 

their social relationships and to confirm their group unity, these individuals should be more 

motivated to reflect on and become more sensitive to aspects of themselves that they consider 

weaknesses so that they can concentrate on eliminating them (Heine et al., 2001; Kitayama et 

al., 1997). 

Empirical findings report the negative outcome focus of the motivation orientation of 

those high in interdependent selves. In their recent study, Heine et al. (2001) found that, in 

contrast to American undergraduates who were enthusiastic to continue the tasks in which 

they excelled, Japanese undergraduates preferred to work on the tasks in which they failed. 

Similarly, cross-cultural studies of American and Japanese individuals consistently reported 

self-enhancement among the former but not the latter (Heine, 2001; Kitayama et al., 1997; 

Markus & Kitayama, 1991). In sum, these cross-cultural studies suggest that the focus on 

redressing deficiencies, termed the self-improving motive, is characteristic of those high in 

interdependent selves (Heine, 2001; Heine et al., 2001; Kitayama et al., 1997)5. 

In short, given the common belief that “the nails that stick out get pounded down” 

(Feather & McKee, 1996), individuals with interdependent selves should be less concerned 

with the prospect of enhancing their distinctiveness. Rather, because they strive to move 

                                                   
5 It is important to note that a self-enhancement motive was not observed among Japanese individuals even when 
response anonymity was assured (Heine & Lehman, 1995; Kitayama et al., 1997) or when membership groups 
were the subject of evaluation (Heine & Lehman, 1997b). This helps verify that the failure to observe the motive 
in these individuals does not result from a self-effacing bias or the use of membership groups as the subject of 
their self-evaluation. 
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toward socially shared standards of excellence and to maintain social relationships, these 

individuals are likely to be more motivated to focus on preventing or redressing negative 

aspects of themselves (Heine, 2001; Heine et al., 2001; Kitayama et al., 1997). Apparently, 

this suggests an orientation toward avoidance motivation in those high in interdependent 

selves.  

Prior to concluding this section, it is worth emphasizing that despite the useful 

function of self-construal as a cultural organizing principle that helps highlight broad views 

that individuals hold of themselves (Fiske et al., 1997; Greenfield, 2000), this psychological 

construct should not be viewed as an all-or-nothing cultural dichotomy. While independent 

self-construal is often associated with individualistic cultures and interdependent self-

construal with collectivistic cultures, both self-construals do coexist within each culture as 

well as within each individual (Cooper & Denner, 1998; Hermans & Kempen, 1998; 

Matsumoto, Grissom, & Dannel, 2001; Neff, 2003; Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002; 

Takano & Osaka, 1999; Voronov & Singer, 2002), varying in degree and depending on 

contexts (Fiske et al., 1997). In their recent assessments of the self-construal of Caucasian 

American and Hong Kong Chinese individuals, Singelis, Bond, Sharkey, and Lai (1999) 

reported that, out of the scale of 1 to 7, Euro-Americans had a mean independence score of 

5.63 (SD = .72) and a mean interdependence score of 5.27 (SD = .69), and that Hong Kong 

Chinese had a mean independence score of 5.00 (SD = .72) and a mean interdependence 

score of 5.67 (SD =.60). In other words, the scores of both samples on the independent and 

interdependent scales were well over the midpoint of each scale and that the between-group 

differences were smaller than the standard deviation within groups. Caution should be 

exercised not to view the two self-construals or their psychological consequences as 

diametrical antitheses or to simply equate the self-construal with the individualistic-

collectivistic cultural dichotomy. 
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MOTIVATION: A CROSS-CULTURAL PERSPECTIVE 

According to Markus and Kitayama (1991), different views that individuals have 

regarding themselves and their social relationships influence their motivation orientation to a 

great extent. As previously outlined, with their views that the self is defined separately and 

distinctively from others and that internal attributes are crucial for their self-definition, 

individuals who are high in independent selves strive to enhance positive aspects of 

themselves. In contrast, viewing the self as closely tied to social relationships and perceiving 

their internal attributes as malleable, those high in interdependent selves strive to identify and 

redress their deficiencies in order to fit more harmoniously into their roles and obligation. 

Recent studies by Lee and her colleagues (Aaker & Lee, 2001; Lee et al., 2000) 

illustrate the cross-cultural variation in motivation orientation delineated above. Drawing 

from the studies of regulatory focus by Higgins and his colleagues (Higgins, 1996, 1997; 

Higgins & Silberman, 1998; Higgins et al., 1994; Roney et al., 1995), Lee et al. (2000) 

investigated the use of promotion and prevention regulatory foci in individuals who are high 

in independent and interdependent selves. The researchers hypothesized that the emphasis on 

promoting positive aspects of internal attributes observed in those high in independent selves 

was congruent with a promotion regulatory focus, while the emphasis of those high in 

interdependent selves on redressing deficiencies and becoming more compliant with social 

roles was concordant with a prevention regulatory focus. According to Higgins and his 

colleagues, a promotion regulatory focus was a correlate of approach motivation while a 

prevention regulatory focus was a correlate of avoidance motivation. Consequently, Lee et 

al.’s (2000) hypotheses might be viewed as that those high in independent selves are oriented 

toward approach motivation while those high in interdependent selves are oriented toward 

avoidance motivation. 

Lee et al. (2000) tested these hypotheses in a set of five studies. In the first study, the 

researchers examined how American participants who were high in independent or 

interdependent selves, based on their scores on Singelis’ (1994) Self-construal Scale, differed 
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in their responses to framed manipulations of promotion and prevention regulatory foci. 

Then, they manipulated participants’ self-construals by priming them with individual and 

team events. In the remaining studies, the researchers examined the interaction of the 

manipulations with the chronically accessible self-construals of North American and Hong 

Kong Chinese participants.  

Across all findings, Lee et al. (2000) demonstrated that the relationship between self-

construal and regulatory focus was robust. In the first two studies, the researchers found that 

participants with dominant independent selves, either chronically or situationally primed, 

rated promotion-focused information as more important than prevention-focused information, 

while those with dominant interdependent selves rated prevention-focused information as 

more important. Results of the remaining studies replicated these findings. Importantly, these 

findings consistently suggested that in situations when chronically inaccessible self-construal 

was made temporarily accessible, the correspondence between chronically accessible self-

construal and regulatory focus became moderated (the prevention regulatory focus in the 

Chinese participants decreased when these participants were primed for independent selves) 

or reversed (the prevention regulatory focus became dominant in American participants when 

they were primed for interdependent selves).  

The above findings were replicated in a subsequent study by Aaker and Lee (2001). 

Similar to Lee et al. (2000), these researchers found that, after initial priming for independent 

selves, participants from both collectivistic and individualistic cultures became more 

persuaded by promotion-focused information. In contrast, prevention-focused information 

became more persuasive to them after initial priming for interdependent selves. Again, given 

the congruency between promotion regulatory focus and approach motivation as well as 

between prevention regulatory focus and avoidance motivation, these findings suggest that 

approach motivation is more compelling to those high in independent selves whereas 

avoidance motivation is more forceful to those high in interdependent selves. 
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 Finally, studies in the U.S. reported that fear of failure, a construct closely associated 

with avoidance motivation (Elliot & Church, 1997), best explained the performance of 

undergraduates who were oriented toward interdependent selves but not of those oriented 

toward independent selves (Eaton & Dembo, 1997). Similarly, as previously delineated, 

Heine et al. (2001) reported that, in contrast to American participants, Japanese participants 

were more persistent and gave more importance to the tasks in which they failed than to those 

in which they succeeded.  Altogether, these findings suggest an orientation toward avoidance 

motivation in those high in interdependent selves. 

In summary, research findings suggest variations in motivation orientation in 

individuals with independent and interdependent self-construals. While those high in 

independent selves are more inclined toward approach motivation, those high in 

interdependent selves exhibit a tendency toward avoidance motivation. Considering these 

cross-cultural differences in motivation orientation, it is possible that variations might be 

observed in goals across cultures as well. In the next section, initial reports of the cross-

cultural manifestation of avoidance personal goals are reviewed.  

AVOIDANCE PERSONAL GOALS: A CROSS-CULTURAL PERSPECTIVE 

Considering the profound influence of self-construal on motivation orientation 

(Aaker & Lee, 2001; Lee et al., 2000; Markus & Kitayama, 1991), variation should exist in 

the manifestation of avoidance personal goals across cultures. An initial cross-cultural study 

on the topic supports this premise, as delineated below. 

Reflecting individuals’ broad self-concept and desires for future self, personal goals 

offer the ideal arena for the study of self-construal and avoidance motivation. With the 

ultimate goal of maintaining social relationships, those high in interdependent selves develop 

a strong sense of duty and obligation (Kunda, 1999). This sense, when paired with a self-

improving motive or the tendency to focus on eliminating deficiencies in order to fit more 

harmoniously into social relationships (Heine et al., 1999, 2001; Kitayama et al., 1997), is 
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posited to orient these individuals toward the ought regulation (Kunda, 1999) and prevention 

regulatory focus (Higgins, 1997; Higgins et al., 1994), a correlate of avoidance motivation. 

This suggests an orientation toward avoidance personal goals in those high in interdependent 

selves. 

The previous review of the construct of self-construal suggests that negative 

outcomes of avoidance personal goals may be particularly remarkable in those who are less 

oriented toward interdependent selves. This sense of selves should lead the individuals to try 

constantly to eliminate their deficiencies in order to fit more harmoniously into their social 

relationships. Therefore, those high in interdependent self-construal should find the service of 

avoidance personal goals corresponding to their concerns.  

Because avoidance personal goals fulfill the desires of those high in independent and 

interdependent selves to a different degree, the goals should vary in their prevalence and 

outcomes across cultures. A recent study by Elliot et al. (2001) assessed this premise. 

Referring to past reports of pessimism, fear of failure, self-criticism, and loss-framed 

preference in individuals with interdependent selves, the researchers hypothesized that these 

individuals should be particularly oriented toward avoidance personal goals. Additionally, 

because the goals fulfilled their cultural ideals of maintaining social relationships, the goal 

adoption was hypothesized to have no negative outcomes in these individuals’ subjective 

well-being.  

Elliot et al. (2001) evaluated these hypotheses in a set of four studies. In the first 

study, personal goals were elicited from American participants whose independent and 

interdependent selves were assessed by Singelis’ (1994) Self-construal Scale. Findings 

revealed that interdependent selves predicted a higher orientation toward avoidance personal 

goals while independent selves predicted a lower orientation toward the goals.  

Next, ethnic category was used to represent the independent-interdependent 

distinction. Avoidance personal goal adoption was measured in Asian American and 

Caucasian American samples. Findings indicated that the former pursued avoidance personal 
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goals to a greater degree than the latter. Still, for both samples, approach personal goals 

remained their goals of choice. Avoidance personal goals accounted for 24% of the personal 

goals listed by the Asian American sample and 17% of those listed by the Caucasian 

American sample.  

In the last two studies, data about the prevalence and outcomes of avoidance personal 

goals were collected from American samples and then compared with those from Korean and 

Russian samples. In both studies, findings indicated that, when compared with the American 

samples, the Korean and Russian samples pursued avoidance personal goals to a greater 

degree. (Still, for both samples, approach personal goals remained their goals of choice). As 

hypothesized, while avoidance personal goal pursuits predicted less subjective well-being in 

the American samples, they did not do so in either the Korean or Russian ones. (However, 

avoidance personal goal pursuits did not predict enhanced subjective well-being in these 

samples, either.)  

Elliot et al. (2001) explained cross-cultural variations in the outcomes of avoidance 

personal goals by referring to the different degree to which the goals corresponded to 

collectivistic-individualistic cultural emphases. According to the researchers, individuals 

across cultures wished to view themselves as valuable social participants and evaluated their 

subjective well-being, at least in part, on this basis. With different cultural emphases on what 

it meant to be a valuable social participant, optimal functioning in a given culture entailed the 

utilization of self-regulatory tactics that were attuned to and effectively served these 

emphases. Therefore, while avoidance personal goals seemed ill-suited to the individualistic 

emphasis on standing out, or a bias toward positive outcomes, they appeared more 

concordant with the collectivistic emphasis on fitting in, or a bias toward avoiding negative 

outcomes (Elliot et al., 2001). Consequently, debilitative outcomes of avoidance personal 

goals were not observed in Korea and Russia but in the U.S. 

Still, the absence of positive outcomes of avoidance personal goals in Korea and 

Russia appeared perplexing. Elliot et al. (2001) explained this absence from three 
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perspectives.  First, although the concordance between avoidance personal goals and 

collectivistic cultural imperative helped prevent a decrease in subjective well-being, the 

congruency might not have been substantive enough to lead to an increase in subjective well-

being. Alternatively, the measure of individualistic subjective well-being used in the current 

study might have failed to capture relationship- or community-oriented well-being in Korean 

and Russian participants. Finally, although they aimed to use an individualism-collectivism 

cultural dichotomy in explaining cross-cultural differences in the pursuits of avoidance 

personal goals, Elliot et al. admitted that the U.S., Korea, and Russia differed in many other 

dimensions, and these differences might have confounded the goal adoption and outcomes. 

The researchers encouraged further investigations to clarify whether or not their findings 

might be replicable in other individualistic-collectivistic cultures. 

Although it opened an arena for an initial investigation of avoidance personal goals 

across cultures, Elliot et al.’s (2001) study entailed some limitations. To begin with, although 

their study was grounded in self-construal theory, the researchers did not measure 

participants’ senses of self but equated them to their ethnicity or the cultural attributes of 

their countries (except in the first study, which was only conducted among European 

Americans). Therefore, Asian American participants were assumed to be oriented toward 

interdependent selves while non-Asian American participants were attributed with 

independent selves. Similarly, the perception of Russian and Korean cultures as collectivistic 

and American culture as individualistic led to the assumption of interdependent selves in the 

former and independent selves in the latter. Warnings have been made against these 

assumptions, however.  

According to contemporary cross-cultural researchers (Fiske et al., 1997), self-

construal should not be viewed as an all-or-nothing cultural dichotomy but as a cultural 

organizing principle that helps highlight broad views by which individuals identify cultural 

influence on the self. While this influence varies across cultures, neither self-construal nor its 

psychological consequences is necessarily diametrical antitheses. Independent and 
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interdependent self-construals coexist within each culture as well as each individual, varying 

in degree and depending on contexts. As demonstrated previously in the studies of regulatory 

focus by Lee and her colleagues (Aaker & Lee, 2001; Lee et al., 2000), situational priming 

may moderate chronically accessible self-construal and, thus, a self-regulatory focus. In those 

studies, highlighting their roles as a team triggered interdependent selves in American 

participants and downplayed their promotion regulatory focus. In contrast, singling out 

Chinese participants triggered their sense of independent selves and downplayed their 

prevention regulatory focus. Consequently, assigning self-construal based on ethnicity or 

cultural attributes of countries without explicitly measuring the construct can be misleading. 

A systematic investigation of self-construal in a cross-cultural study of avoidance 

personal goals as well as the consideration of goal characteristics that attribute to the goal 

outcomes (i.e., goal desirability, goal progress) should help explain the manifestation of 

avoidance motivation across cultures. Nevertheless, given the close association that personal 

goals have with self-construal (i.e., the goals reflect individuals’ broad self-concept and self-

related wishes), it is possible that the manifestation of avoidance motivation may be specific 

to this type of goal.  

PERFORMANCE-AVOIDANCE ACHIEVEMENT GOALS: A CROSS-CULTURAL PERSPECTIVE 

To elucidate this, the manifestation of avoidance motivation in achievement goals is 

explored. Achievement goals reflect concerns that individuals have during achievement, 

mostly academic, pursuits. These concerns are situationally specific and vary according to 

situational priming (Elliot, 1999; Elliot & Thrash, 2001; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002; 

Pintrich, 2000; Urdan & Maehr, 1995). Hence, referring to the studies by Lee and her 

colleagues (Aaker & Lee, 2001; Lee et al., 2000), achievement goal selection may not 

necessarily be determined by individuals’ chronically accessible self-construal. 

Given their profound influence on achievement behaviors and outcomes, 

achievement goals have become the main focus of motivation research during the last twenty 
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years (Elliot, 1999). Recently, Elliot and Church (1997) and other motivational researchers 

(Midgley et al., 1998; Skaalvik, 1997) integrated the approach-avoidance motivation 

distinction into the original dichotomy of performance and mastery achievement goals 

(Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Elliot & Dweck, 1988)6. This integration divided performance 

achievement goals into: 1) performance-approach and 2) performance-avoidance 

achievement goals. More significantly, it helps illustrate that debilitative outcomes of 

performance achievement goals in intrinsic motivation (Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot & 

Harackiewicz, 1996) and achievement performance (Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot, 

McGregor, & Gable, 1999) are observable only when performance achievement goals are 

fueled by avoidance motivation or when individuals hesitate to perform for fear of negative 

feedback (Anderman, Austin, & Johnson, 2001).  

To begin with intrinsic motivation, an avoidance orientation inherent in self-

regulation according to potential negative outcomes has been posited to evoke self-protective 

processes that interfere with or preclude optimal task engagement (e.g., threat construal, 

sensitivity to failure-relevant information). Therefore, those pursuing performance-avoidance 

achievement goals are less likely to benefit from the phenomenological experience of the 

tasks at hand (Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996). Similarly, these self-protective processes are 

likely to elicit debilitative anxiety during assessment situations (Elliot & McGregor, 1999; 

Middleton & Midgley, 1997; Skaalvik, 1997). The feelings of apprehension should divert 

individuals� attention from the task at hand, interfere with their cognitive process, and, 

consequently, hinder their performance.  

According to Elliot and Church (1997), performance-avoidance achievement goal 

adoption might be viewed as the result of fear of failure and low competence perception. 

Referring to McClelland et al.�s (1953) classic study of achievement motivation, the 
                                                   
6 This label is used by Ames (1992). Although other researchers use different labels, namely, performance and 
learning goals (Dweck & Elliot, 1983), ego-involved and task-involved goals (Nicholls, 1984), and ability-
focused and task-focused goals (Maehr & Midgley, 1991), the goals represent more or less the same concept 
(Pintrich, 2000). Ames’ labels were selected for their consistency with subsequent integration of approach-
avoidance motivation distinction.  
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researchers demonstrated that, because fear of failure orients individuals toward negative 

possibilities, it discourages them from performing during achievement situations (in contrast 

to needs for achievement which orient individuals toward positive possibilities and encourage 

them to perform or to improve their abilities as in performance-approach or mastery 

achievement goals, respectively). Fear of failure, when combined with low competence 

perception, or individuals� estimation of their capacities as minimal in comparison to the 

demands of the achievement pursuit at hand, is reported to predict performance-avoidance 

achievement goal adoption.  

Conflicts remain regarding the cross-cultural manifestation of performance-avoidance 

achievement goals. Drawing from self-construal theory, Markus et al. (1997) proposed that 

concerns for social relationships and tendencies to focus on eliminating negative aspects of 

the self should orient those high in interdependent selves toward performance-avoidance 

achievement goals. This proposal is strengthened by the report of higher fear of failure 

(Eaton & Dembo, 1997), a correlate of avoidance motivation (Elliot & Church, 1997), in 

those high in interdependent selves. However, it is not supported by empirical findings on the 

topic (Dejitthirat et al., 2003; Tanaka & Yamauchi, 2001)7 or on attribution styles (Ng, 

McClure, Walkey, & Hunt, 1995; Yan & Gaier, 1994), a construct integrally related to 

achievement goal conceptualization (Ames, 1992; Dweck, 1999; Jagacinski & Nicholls, 

1990; Surber, 1984)8. Given this discrepancy in past findings and its secondary emphasis in 

the present study, the study of performance-avoidance achievement goals is exploratory in 

nature. 

                                                   
7 Because self-construal was not measured in these studies, their findings should be viewed with caution. 
8 Findings on the topic suggest that individuals from Asian collectivistic cultures attribute their success and 
failure to their efforts. This effort attribution appears incongruent with the entity view of abilities inherent in 
performance-avoidance achievement goal adoption (Dweck, 1999; Dweck & Elliot, 1983; Dweck & Leggett, 
1988). 
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INTEGRATION 

Personal goals represent the objectives that individuals pursue in their daily life. The 

goals reflect broad self-concept and self-related wishes and appear closely associated with 

self-construal. Because individuals who are oriented toward distinctive senses of self vary in 

their fundamental motives, this variation should be illuminated in their orientation toward 

personal goals as well.  

The primary objective of the present study is to investigate an orientation toward 

avoidance personal goals across cultures. While the focus on eliminating negative outcomes 

inherent in these goals appears congruent with the yearning to redress deficiencies in those 

high in interdependent selves, the focus may be less responsive to the motivation orientation 

of those less oriented toward this sense of selves. Given the varying degree that individuals 

across cultures feel identified with interdependent self-construal, cross-cultural variations 

may be expected in an orientation toward avoidance personal goals. Similarly, cross-cultural 

variation should exist in individuals’ perceptions of the goal desirability and progress as well 

as in the goal outcomes in subjective well-being. 

The secondary objective of the present study is to examine if the cross-cultural 

manifestation of avoidance motivation in personal goals and its association with 

interdependent self-construal are generalizable to other types of goals. Performance-

avoidance achievement goals are selected for this examination. Achievement goals are 

situationally specific (Elliot & Thrash, 2001; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002; Pintrich, 2000; 

Urdan & Maehr, 1995) and appear less relevant to self-construal. The investigation of cross-

cultural variation in the prevalence and outcomes of performance-avoidance achievement 

goals should help clarify the extent to which self-construal influences motivation orientation 

across cultures.  
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Chapter 3 

Hypotheses 

Four major hypotheses that guided the present dissertation were related to the study 

of avoidance personal goals. Because of the inconsistency of past findings on the study of 

performance-avoidance achievement goals and its status as a secondary focus of the present 

dissertation, exploratory research questions were generated to investigate this topic. This 

investigation was exploratory in nature. 

 RESEARCH HYPOTHESES REGARDING AVOIDANCE PERSONAL GOALS 

The primary objective of the present study was to investigate avoidance personal 

goals in Thailand and the U.S. Research hypotheses were formulated to investigate how self-

construal influenced the prevalence and outcomes of avoidance personal goals as well as two 

of the goal characteristics: 1) goal desirability and 2) goal progress. Additionally, how these 

characteristics accounted for the outcomes of avoidance personal goals in subjective well-

being was examined. These examinations may be viewed in the research hypotheses outlined 

below. 

Prevalence  

Hypothesis 1a: Avoidance personal goals will be more prevalent in Thailand than in the  

 U.S. 

Hypothesis 1b: Interdependent self-construal will help explain cross-cultural variation  

 in the prevalence of avoidance personal goals.  

Grounding their study in self-construal theory (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), Elliot et 

al. (2001) reported higher prevalence of avoidance personal goals in Korea and Russia than 

in the U.S. However, despite their attribution of this cross-cultural variation to different 

orientations toward interdependent self-construal, the researchers did not measure self-

construal in their study. While Hypothesis 1a investigates if Elliot et al.’s findings are 
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replicable in new samples, Hypothesis 1b tests whether or not interdependent self-construal 

helps account for cross-cultural variation in avoidance personal goal adoption.  

Support for these hypotheses is drawn from past findings that report a higher 

orientation toward avoidance motivation in individuals who experience a higher sense of 

interdependent self-construal. Aiming to fit harmoniously into their social relationships, these 

individuals rely on environmental clues, the determinant of avoidance behaviors 

(Greitemeyer & Weiner, 2003; Miller, 1944), in guiding their actions (Fiske et al., 1997; 

Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Referring to these clues, they try to redress or eliminate their 

deficiencies in order to live up to their social standards (Heine et al., 1997a, 2001; Kitayama 

et al., 1997). This self-improving motive, together with their predilection toward the ought 

regulation (Kunda, 1999), a correlate of avoidance motivation (Higgins & Silberman, 1998), 

suggests a higher orientation toward avoidance personal goals in those high in interdependent 

selves.  

Because a higher orientation toward interdependent self-construal should be observed 

in Thailand, it is likely that, when compared with the American sample, the Thai sample is 

more oriented toward avoidance personal goals. Interdependent self-construal should be 

found to account for cross-cultural variation in the goal adoption. 

Desirability Perception 

Hypothesis 2a: Avoidance personal goals will be rated as more desirable in Thailand  

 than in the U.S. 

Hypothesis 2b: Interdependent self-construal will help explain cross-cultural variation 

 in the ratings of avoidance personal goal desirability.  

Hypothesis 2c: The ratings of avoidance personal goal desirability will positively predict  

 subjective well-being in Thailand and the U.S. 

Past reports in the U.S. (Emmons & Kaiser, 1996) suggest that one of the restrictions 

of avoidance personal goals lies in their lack of desirability. As Elliot et al. (1997) 
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demonstrated, American individuals adopt avoidance personal goals out of necessity, only 

when they feel that they do not have sufficient competency to effectively cope with their 

daily life tasks. When compared with approach personal goals, avoidance personal goals are 

perceived as less appealing (Emmons & Kaiser, 1996). 

In this set of research hypotheses, the desirability of avoidance personal goals is 

examined across cultures. Hypothesis 2a tests if the Thai sample perceives the goals as more 

desirable than its American counterpart. Whether or not this perception is attributable to a 

higher orientation toward interdependent self-construal in the Thai sample is examined in 

Hypothesis 2b. Finally, implications of goal desirability perception for subjective well-being 

are examined in Hypothesis 2c. 

Support for Hypotheses 2a and 2b is drawn from past reports that individuals who are 

high in interdependent selves are particularly motivated to identify and eradicate negative 

aspects of themselves in order to fit more harmoniously into their social roles and obligation 

(Kitayama et al., 1997; Heine et al., 2001). Therefore, these individuals should find the 

service of avoidance personal goals in preventing or eliminating deficiencies particularly 

desirable. Because the Thai and American samples are oriented toward interdependent self-

construal to a varying degree, they should perceive the desirability of avoidance personal 

goals differently. The Thai sample should report higher desirability perception than its 

American counterpart, and the sense of interdependent selves should help explain cross-

cultural variation in this perception. 

Support for Hypothesis 2c is drawn from past reports that the degree that individuals 

find their goals responsive to their intrinsic concerns helps determine their experience of 

subjective well-being (Brunstein et al., 1998; Sheldon & Elliot, 1999; Sheldon & Kasser, 

1998). Given the close association that broad personal goals have with these concerns 

(Emmons, 1986), the extent that the Thai and American samples perceive avoidance personal 

goals as desirable should be associated with their subjective well-being.    



 41

Progress Perception 

Hypothesis 3a: Progress toward achieving avoidance personal goals will not be rated 

differently in Thailand and the U.S.  

Hypothesis 3b: The ratings of avoidance personal goal progress will positively predict  

 subjective well-being in Thailand and the U.S. 

Findings in the U.S. report low progress toward avoidance personal goals, in 

comparison to that toward approach personal goals (Emmons & Kaiser, 1996). Explanations 

for this are given from three perspectives. First, avoidance personal goals are posited to be 

more stringent to pursue. To accomplish this type of goals, all possible routes to a negative 

outcome must be identified and eliminated while only a single accessible route to a positive 

outcome is necessary for the accomplishment of approach personal goals (Schwartz, 1990). 

Second, accompanying the negative outcome focus of avoidance personal goals is threat 

appraisal anxiety, which plagues individuals’ cognitive functioning and performance (Elliot 

& McGregor, 1999). Finally, the accomplishment of avoidance personal goals, which results 

in an absence of negative outcomes, is incompatible with the goal monitoring process, which 

focuses on the presence rather than the absence of a state (Moffitt & Singer, 1994). 

In this set of hypotheses, progress toward avoidance personal goals is examined 

across cultures. Hypothesis 3a tests if this progress is similarly perceived by the Thai and 

American samples. Implications of the goal progress perception for subjective well-being are 

examined in Hypothesis 3b. 

Support for Hypothesis 3a is drawn from the premise that the aforementioned 

limitations of avoidance personal goal progress do not appear to be associated with 

individuals’ sample groups or self-construals. Low progress toward avoidance personal goals 

should be observed consistently across cultures. Regardless of their orientation toward 

interdependent selves, individuals should perceive progress toward avoidance personal goals 

as lower than that toward approach personal goals. 
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Support for Hypothesis 3b is drawn from past reports that the perception of their goal 

progress is positively associated with individuals’ subjective well-being (Brunstein, 1993; 

Carver & Scheier, 1990; Diener, 1994; Diener, Suh, Lucas, & Smith, 1999; Diener & Lucas, 

2000; Hsee & Abelson, 1991). In the case of personal goals, this association should be 

particularly strong, given a close relationship that the goals have with self-concept. Low 

progress toward avoidance personal goals has been shown to provide individuals with 

negative feedback regarding themselves (Coats et al., 1996) and lead to a host of negative 

psychological outcomes (Coats et al., 1996), including less subjective well-being (Elliot & 

Sheldon, 1997; Elliot et al., 1997; Emmons & Kaiser, 1996). 

Association with Subjective Well-being 

Hypothesis 4: Avoidance personal goal adoption will not predict (positively or negatively) 

subjective well-being in Thailand but will negatively predict subjective well-being in 

the U.S. 

Past findings in the West associate less subjective well-being with avoidance personal 

goal adoption (Coats et al., 1996; Elliot & Sheldon, 1997; Elliot et al., 1997; Emmons, 1986, 

1989, 1999, 2003; Emmons & Kaiser, 1996; Moffitt & Singer, 1994). Hypothesis 4 tests if 

this association is replicable in the American sample in this study and observed cross-

culturally in the Thai sample. 

Support for this hypothesis is drawn from the examination of goal desirability and 

progress, the two characteristics of avoidance personal goals that help contribute to their 

outcomes in subjective well-being (Emmons & Kaiser, 1996). Cross-cultural variation is 

expected in the perception of avoidance personal goal desirability. With their higher 

orientation toward interdependent selves, the Thai participants should perceive the service of 

avoidance personal goals in eliminating their deficiencies as more desirable and should 

obtain a higher degree of subjective well-being from the goal pursuits than the American 

sample. 
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However, the Thai and American samples should not perceive progress toward 

avoidance personal goals differently, and their subjective well-being should suffer similarly 

from the goal low progress. Consequently, cross-cultural variation in goal desirability 

perception should be instrumental in determining the experience of subjective well-being in 

Thailand and the U.S. Comforted by the notion that their avoidance personal goal pursuits are 

meaningful and entailing desirable outcomes, the Thai participants should have some 

compensation for their perception of low progress toward avoidance personal goals (See 

Figure 3.1). This compensation, in contrast, may not be observed in the American 

participants, who should not be satisfied with either of the desirability or progress of 

avoidance personal goals. Altogether, the goal adoption should lead them to experience less 

subjective well-being (See Figure 3.2). 
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Figure 3.1  The Association between Interdependent Selves, Avoidance Personal Goal 
Adoption, Goal Desirability Perception, Goal Progress Perception, and 
Subjective Well-being: The Thai Sample     

Note. Interdep. Selves = Interdependent selves, AVPG = Avoidance personal goals 
(Proportion of personal goals that are fueled by avoidance motivation), GD = Avoidance 
personal goal desirability, GP = Avoidance personal goal progress, and SWB = Subjective 
well-being.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.2  The Association between Interdependent Selves, Avoidance Personal Goal 
Adoption, Goal Desirability Perception, Goal Progress Perception, and 
Subjective Well-being: The American Sample 

Note. Interdep. Selves = Interdependent selves, AVPG = Avoidance personal goals 
(Proportion of personal goals that are fueled by avoidance motivation), GD = Avoidance 
personal goal desirability, GP = Avoidance personal goal progress, and SWB = Subjective 
well-being.  
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS REGARDING PERFORMANCE-AVOIDANCE ACHIEVEMENT GOALS 

A cross-cultural exploration of performance-avoidance achievement goals was 

conducted to examine whether or not the manifestation of avoidance motivation in personal 

goals was generalizable to goals of other types. Because this exploration was secondary in its 

importance and cross-cultural findings on the topic remained inconsistent, the study of 

performance-avoidance achievement goals was guided by three exploratory research 

questions. 

Research Question 1: Are performance-avoidance achievement goals more prevalent in  

 Thailand than in the U.S.? 

While interdependent self-construal probably predicts avoidance personal goal 

pursuits, the same may not apply to the adoption of performance-avoidance achievement 

goals. Because achievement goals are situationally specific, achievement contexts as well as 

the self-construal that becomes predominant in the achievement situation (rather than the 

self-construal that is chronically accessible to the individuals) should help determine goal 

adoption (Elliot, 1999; Elliot & Thrash, 2001; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002; Pintrich, 2000; 

Urdan & Maehr, 1995).  

As shown in recent findings by Lee and her colleagues (Aaker & Lee, 2001; Lee et 

al., 2000), self-construal can be primed across situations and this priming may moderate or 

reverse the concordance that chronically accessible selves have with the motivation 

orientation. For instance, when Chinese participants were primed with an event that 

highlighted individual achievement, they became oriented toward a promotion regulatory 

focus, a correlate of approach motivation, which was in opposition to their chronically 

accessible interdependent selves. On the other hand, when American participants were 

primed with team events, their interdependent selves became dominant and led them to prefer 

a prevention regulatory focus, a correlate of avoidance motivation. 
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Because achievement contexts vary in their promotion of independence or 

interdependence, they may influence individuals’ senses of self and, consequently, their goal 

orientation in an undetermined manner. Consequently, whether or not cross-cultural variation 

exists in performance-avoidance achievement goal adoption in Thailand and the U.S. remains 

open for investigations. 

Research Question 2: Do the predictors of performance-avoidance achievement goals vary 

across cultures?  

As delineated above, the relationship between interdependent self-construal and 

performance-avoidance achievement goal adoption remains unclear. Therefore, this 

exploratory research question is designed to examine how well interdependent self-construal 

predicts performance-avoidance achievement goal adoption in relation to fear of failure and 

low competence perception, the two motivational constructs commonly demonstrated to 

predict the goal adoption (Elliot, 1999; Elliot & Church, 1997, Elliot & Covington, 2001) 

(See Figure 3.3).   

Research Question 3: Do the outcomes of performance-avoidance achievement goals vary 

across cultures? 

While past findings in the U.S. suggest negative outcomes of performance-avoidance 

achievement goals in intrinsic motivation (Elliot, 1999; Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot & 

Covington, 2001; Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996) and test anxiety (Elliot & McGregor, 1999; 

Middleton & Midgley, 1997; Skaalvik, 1997), such negativity was not replicated in initial 

cross-cultural studies on the topic (Dejitthirat et al., 2003; Tanaka & Yamauchi, 2001). Given 

some limitations of these studies, particularly their lacks of explicit measures of self-

construals, their findings should be viewed with caution. Furthermore, because the degree 

that interdependent self-construal is congruent with performance-avoidance achievement 

goals remains ambiguous, to assume that this congruency helps alleviate the goal negative 

outcomes, as in the case of avoidance personal goals, can be misleading. Consequently, this 

exploratory research question is designed to explore whether or not debilitative outcomes of 
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performance-avoidance achievement goals in intrinsic motivation and test anxiety are 

observed across cultures (See Figure 3.3). 
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Figure 3.3  Predictors and Outcomes of Performance-avoidance Achievement Goals 
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Chapter 4 

Methodology 

In this chapter, research designs and methodology utilized in the present study are 

delineated. Descriptions of participants, instrumentation, as well as procedures for data 

collection and analysis can be found below.  

PARTICIPANTS 

Participant Characteristics 

The Thai Participants 

A total of 173 (43 males and 130 females) Thai undergraduates from a large public 

university in Bangkok, Thailand, participated in the present study in exchange for a small 

monetary reward. Their mean age was 20.17 years, and the majority were in their second (N 

= 55), third (N = 42), and fourth (N = 59) years of college study. 

A hundred and fifty-nine of these participants attended the first data collection 

session. However, 21 of them did not show up for the second session, leading to a 13.20% 

attrition rate. In an attempt to enhance participation rate, prior to the beginning of the second 

data collection session, invitations were sent out to a new group of undergraduates in the 

institution to elicit their participation. Fourteen undergraduates accepted this invitation and 

attended the second data collection session. They responded to all instruments administered 

in that session except for the measure of goal progress, which required an evaluation of 

personal goals that had been generated in the first data collection session. In general, the 

responses of participants who attended both data collection sessions and those who did so 

only once did not differ significantly. An exception for this is reported in the preliminary 

analysis section. 



 50

The American Participants 

A total of 153 (59 males and 94 females) American undergraduates from a large 

Southwestern university in the U.S. participated in the present study in exchange for course 

credits. Their mean age was 21.21 years, and the majority were in their third (N = 42) and 

fourth (N = 88) years of college study. 

The American participants were predominantly European American. The majority (N 

= 126, 83%) identified themselves as such. The remaining participants classified themselves 

as African American (N = 5, 3%), Alaskan Native or Native American (N = 2, 1%), and 

Hispanic (N = 20, 13%). To ensure that this sample was distinctive from its Thai counterpart, 

Asian Americans were not included.  

Among the 153 participants who attended the first data collection session, 10 of them 

failed to show up for the second one, leading to a 6.54% attrition rate. Preliminary analyses 

suggested no differences in the characteristics of participants who attended both data 

collection sessions and those who did so only once. 

Protection of Participants’ Rights 

Permission to conduct the present study was sought from the Departmental Review 

Committee of the Department of Educational Psychology and the University of Texas 

Institutional Review Board. Written permission was obtained from key personnel in the two 

institutions from where the participants were elicited. 

Following ethical standards of the American Psychological Association and the 

University of Texas’ “Policies and Procedures Governing Research with Human Subjects,” 

both samples received a cover letter (see Appendix A) assuring that their decisions to 

participate in the present study did not affect their relationships with their institutions or 

faculty members.  

Participants were advised of the confidentiality of their responses. Only the last four 

digits of their telephone numbers were elicited as a form of identification and these numbers 

were used for the sole purpose of matching responses across the two sessions. 
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INSTRUMENTATION 

In addition to the information sheet (see Appendix B), ten instruments were 

administered to test the research hypotheses and questions investigated in the present study. 

These instruments measured the constructs of Personal Goals, Personal Goal Desirability, 

Personal Goal Progress, Self-construal, Subjective Well-being, Achievement Goals, 

Competence Perception, Fear of Failure, Intrinsic Motivation, and Test Anxiety (see 

Appendices C-L).   

Translation Process 

All instruments administered to the Thai sample were translated into Thai following 

the guidelines given by Brislin and his colleagues (Brislin, 1970; Wallace & Brislin, 1973). 

The systematic approach to translation was selected for its assurance of construct equivalence 

rather than verbatim equivalence between the original and target languages. 

The instruments were translated into Thai by the researcher. These Thai versions 

were then blindly back-translated into English by a bilingual Thai individual. The researcher 

then examined the original and back-translated English versions and adjusted the Thai 

version for possible differences. Then, the same bilingual person back-translated the adjusted 

Thai version into English. The equivalence between the original English and back-translated 

English versions was examined by an American individual.  When this equivalence was 

assured, the adjusted Thai version was presented to three Thai individuals to elicit their 

comments regarding the wordings and clarity of directions.  

Instruments 

The instruments administered in the present study are described in this section. 

Accompanying this description is a report of the psychometric properties of each instrument. 

Two major properties are highlighted here: 1) scale reliability and 2) construct validity. The 

analyses of these properties were conducted using SPSS version 11. The alpha coefficient 
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(Cronbach’s alpha estimate) model was used to assess the scale reliability and exploratory 

factor analysis was used to assess the construct validity.  

For the factor analysis, the principal component extraction method was selected. 

Following past reports in their development, varimax rotation was selected for all of the 

multi-dimensional scales used in the present study: 1) the Self-construal Scale (Singelis, 

1994), 2) the Positive Affect/Negative Affect Scale (Watson, Tellegen, & Clark, 1988), and 

3) the Achievement Goal Questionnaire (Elliot & Church, 1997). The number of factors to 

extract and then rotate was determined based on three criteria: 1) the theoretical relevance, 2) 

the scree test results, and 3) the interpretability of the factor solution. The cutoff for the 

interpretation of a factor loading as substantial was .5, unless otherwise indicated. Listwise 

deletion was employed to deal with missing values.  

Avoidance Personal Goals (see Appendix C). Following Emmons’ (1986, 1989, 

1999, 2003) procedure, participants were asked to generate a list of eight goals that best 

described what they tried to do in their daily life.  Specifically, these goals were described to 

them as "things that you are typically trying to accomplish or attain in your everyday 

behavior." The description also emphasized the ideas that personal goals reflected what the 

individuals were “trying” to accomplish, regardless of whether or not they would be 

successful in accomplishing them, and that the goals could be positive (sought after) or 

negative (avoided). Examples of personal goals, such as, “trying to do well in my classes,” 

“trying to exercise,” “trying to avoid stressful social situations,” and “trying not to eat 

sweets,” were provided. The first two goals were identified as personal goals that were 

sought after while the last two goals were classified as the goals that were avoided. 

A total of 1,264 personal goals were generated by the Thai participants. Among these 

goals, 168 (13.29%) failed to meet the characteristics of personal goals as delineated by 

Emmons (1986, 1989, 1999, 2003). Instead of describing what the participants were typically 

trying to do in their daily life, these goals reflected their aspirations for the future (e.g., “to 

visit France,” “to become a flight attendant”) or their wishes for others (e.g., “to have my 
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mother recover from her illness,” “to have my friends resolve their differences”). Therefore, 

these goals were not included in the analysis, and this brought the number of personal goals 

listed by the Thai sample down to 1,096. 

As for the American participants, a total of 1,219 personal goals were generated. 

Similarly, goals that failed to meet the criteria delineated by Emmons (1986, 1989, 1999, 

2003) (e.g., “to live in Seattle,” “to get a Ph.D.”) (N = 67, 5.50%) were observed and 

excluded from the analysis. This brought the number of personal goals listed by the 

American sample down to 1,152. 

For both samples, two trained coders independently categorized eligible personal 

goals as approach or avoidance. An avoidance personal goal index was created for each 

participant by combining the number of avoidance personal goals that he/she listed and 

dividing it by the total number of goals that he/she generated. Higher scores on this index 

represented a higher orientation toward personal goals that were fueled by avoidance 

motivation. Inter-rater reliability analyses were .87 for the categorization of avoidance 

personal goals in the Thai sample and .91 for the categorization in the American sample.  

Finally, an analysis was conducted to examine the content of avoidance personal 

goals generated by the Thai and American samples. A coding scheme was developed to 

represent the major themes of avoidance personal goals, and the goals were then categorized 

accordingly. Findings regarding this content analysis are presented in relation to Research 

Hypothesis 1. 

Personal Goal Desirability (see Appendix C). Following Sheldon and Elliot’s (1998) 

procedure, after the participants wrote down each personal goal, they were asked to rate how 

desirable the goal was for them on a scale ranging from 1 (not at all desirable) to 7 (very 

desirable). The desirability ratings of avoidance personal goals were averaged to form an 

avoidance personal goal desirability index.  

Personal Goal Progress (see Appendix D). Following Elliot et al.’s (1997) procedure, 

four weeks after the participants generated their personal goals, they were asked to rate how 
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well they perceived their progress toward each goal on a scale ranging from 1 (no progress) 

to 7 (a great deal of progress). The progress ratings of avoidance personal goals were 

averaged to form an avoidance personal goal progress index.  

Self-construal (see Appendix E). Singelis’ (1994) 24-item Self-construal Scale was 

used to measure participants’ beliefs and attitudes regarding their independence and 

interdependence. The participants rated how much they agreed with 12 statements in the 

independence subscale (e.g., “My personal identity independent of others is very important to 

me”) and 12 statements in the interdependence subscale (e.g., “It is important for me to 

respect decisions made by the group”), referring to a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) 

to 7 (strongly agree). Then, their ratings on each subscale were averaged to form independent 

and interdependent self-construal indexes. Singelis (1994) reported Cronbach’s alpha 

estimates ranging from .69 to .70 for the scores of the items in the independence subscale and 

from .73 to .74 for the ones in the interdependence subscale.  

When compared with other measures administered in the present study, less favorable 

psychometric properties were found for the Self-construal Scale. For the Thai sample, the 

Cronbach’s alpha estimates were .70 for the scores of the items in the independence subscale 

and .71 for those in the interdependence subscale. As for the American sample, the estimates 

were .72 for the scores of the items in the independence subscale and .69 for the ones in the 

interdependence subscale. While these estimates were relatively low, they appeared to be in 

the proximity of those originally reported by Singelis (1994).  

The results of the construct validity analyses elicited more concerns, however. For 

both samples, a 2-factor model was supported only when the loading cutoff was lowered to 

.3. For the Thai sample, the model accounted for a total of 25.47% of the item variance, and 

all of the items loaded properly on their designated factors. For the American sample, the 

model accounted for a total of 26.77% of the item variance. However, one of the items (i.e., 

item 15) failed to load on any factors (Information regarding these factor loadings may be 
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found in Appendix M). Limitations of these results are elaborated subsequently in the 

discussion section. 

Subjective Well-being (see Appendices F & G). Participants’ subjective well-being 

was evaluated based on their scores on the Positive Affect/Negative Affect Scale (PANAS) 

and the Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS). 

Watson et al.’s (1988) 20-item Positive Affect/Negative Affect Scale (PANAS) (see 

Appendix F) was used to measure participants’ emotional states. The participants rated how 

much they experienced ten positive (e.g., “enthusiastic”) and ten negative (e.g., “nervous”) 

emotions, referring to a scale ranging from 1 (slightly or not at all) to 7 (extremely). Then, 

their ratings of each emotion were summed to form the composite positive affect (PA) and 

negative affect (NA) scores. Watson et al. reported Cronbach’s alpha estimates ranging from 

.86 to .90 for the scores of the items in the PA subscale and from .84 to .87 for those in the 

NA subscale.  

The psychometric properties of the PANAS administered to the Thai sample were 

more favorable than those of the one administered to its American counterpart. For the Thai 

sample, the Cronbach’s alpha estimates for the scores of the items in both PA and NA 

subscales were .83. For the American sample, the estimates for the two subscales were .76 

and .79, respectively. As for the construct validity analyses, while a 2-factor model was 

supported for the responses of both samples, the model accounted for a total of 50.74% of the 

item variance in the Thai sample and 41.71% of the variance in the American sample. While 

all of the twenty items in the PANAS administered to the Thai sample loaded properly on 

their respective factors, five items in the scale administered to the American sample loaded 

improperly on another factor (i.e., “strong,” “irritable,” “jittery,” “guilty,” and “distress”) and 

four items failed to load on any factors (i.e., “enthusiastic,” “proud,” “active,” and “alert”) 

(Information regarding these factor loadings may be found in Appendix N). 

Diener, Emmons, Larsen, and Griffen’s (1985) 5-item Satisfaction With Life Scale 

(SWLS) (see Appendix G) was the other measure of subjective well-being employed here. 
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The scale captured participants’ overall appraisals of their lives. The participants rated the 

extent to which they felt satisfied with their life experiences (e.g., “I have been satisfied with 

my life”), referring to a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Then, 

their ratings were summed to form the composite SWLS score. Diener et al. (1985) reported 

the Cronbach’s alpha estimate as high as .87 for the scores of the items in the SWLS.  

Acceptable psychometric properties were found for the SWLS in the present study. 

The Cronbach’s alpha estimate for the scores of the items in the scale administered to the 

Thai sample was .75 while the estimate for those in the scale administered to the American 

sample was .79. As for the construct validity analyses, a 1-factor model where all of the five 

items loaded properly was found for the responses of both samples (Information regarding 

the factor loadings may be found in Appendix O). The model accounted for a total of 51.15% 

of the item variance in the Thai sample and 56.69% of the variance in the American sample. 

Following past practice (Brunstein, 1993; Emmons & Colby, 1995), a SWB index 

was created by first standardizing the PA, NA, and SWLS scores into the z-scores for each 

participant. Then, the PA and SWLS z-scores were combined and subtracted by the NA z-

score.  

Achievement Goals (see Appendix H). Elliot and Church’s (1997) 18-item 

Achievement Goal Questionnaire was used to assess participants’ achievement goals. The 

participants rated how much they agreed with statements regarding three types of goals: 

performance-approach achievement goals (e.g., “It is important for me to do better than the 

other students”), mastery achievement goals (e.g., “I want to learn as much as possible from 

this class”), and performance-avoidance achievement goals (e.g., “I just want to avoid doing 

poorly in this class”), referring to a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 

agree). Then, their ratings on each type of the achievement goals were averaged to form the 

three achievement goal indexes. Elliot and Church reported Cronbach’s alpha estimates of 

.91, .89, and .77 for the scores of the items in the subscales of performance-approach, 

mastery, and performance-avoidance achievement goals, respectively.  
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Less favorable psychometric properties were found for the scores on the 

Achievement Goal Questionnaire in the present study. For the Thai sample, while the 

Cronbach’s alpha estimates for the scores of the items in the performance-approach and 

mastery achievement goal subscales appeared acceptable, .85 and .78, the estimate for those 

in the performance-avoidance achievement goal subscale was relatively low, .62. For the 

American sample, the Cronbach’s alpha estimates for the scores of the items in the 

performance-approach, mastery, and performance-avoidance achievement goal subscales 

were .92, .75, and .72, respectively. 

As for the construct validity analyses, a 3-factor model was supported for the 

responses of both samples. For the Thai sample, the model accounted for a total of 52.30% of 

the item variance. All of the items that measured mastery achievement goals loaded as 

expected on their relevant factor. The majority of the items that measured performance-

approach and performance-avoidance achievement goals did so. The exceptions included 

item 16, which should have measured performance-approach achievement goals but loaded 

instead on the factor of performance-avoidance achievement goals, and items 15 and 18, 

which were supposed to measure performance-avoidance achievement goals but required the 

loading cut-off to be lowered to .4 to be considered as loading properly on their factor. For 

the American sample, the 3-factor model accounted for a total of 56.54% of the item 

variance. With the exception of item 15, which failed to load substantially on any factors, all 

of the items loaded properly on their respective factors (Information regarding these factor 

loadings may be found in Appendix P). 

Competence Perception (see Appendix I). Williams and Deci’s (1996) 4-item 

Perceived Competence Scale was used to capture participants’ evaluations of their capability. 

The participants rated how much they agreed with statements regarding their competence 

(e.g., “I am confident in my ability to learn materials in my university classes”), referring to a 

scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Then, their ratings were 
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averaged to form the competence perception index. Williams and Deci reported a Cronbach’s 

alpha estimate of .80 or higher for the scores of the items in this scale.  

Favorable psychometric properties were found for the Perceived Competence Scale 

in the present study. The Cronbach’s alpha estimate for the scores of the items in the scale 

administered to the Thai sample was .83 while the estimate for those in the scale 

administered to the American sample was .86. As for the construct validity analyses, a 1-

factor model where all of the four items loaded properly on their factor was found for both 

samples (Information regarding these factor loadings may be found in Appendix Q). The 

model accounted for a total of 65.65% of the item variance in the Thai sample and 70.67% of 

the variance in the American sample. 

Fear of Failure (see Appendix J). The Fear of Failure subscale of Herman’s (1990) 

Fear of Failure Scale was used to assess participants’ concerns for negative outcomes of their 

achievement pursuits. The participants rated how much they agreed with fifteen achievement 

statements (e.g., “I try to avoid failure at all costs”), referring to a scale ranging from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Then, their ratings were averaged to form the fear of 

failure index. Elliot and Church (1997) reported a Cronbach’s alpha estimate of .88 for the 

scores of the items in this subscale.  

Less favorable psychometric properties were found for the Fear of Failure subscale in 

the present study. While the Cronbach’s alpha estimates for the scores of the items in the 

subscale administered to the Thai and American samples were acceptable (.85 and .86, 

respectively), the results of the construct validity analyses might raise some concerns. 

Although a 1-factor model was supported, it explained a total of 33.96% of the item variance 

in the Thai sample and 35.10% of the variance in the American sample. Additionally, while 

all, except one (i.e., item 13), of the items loaded appropriately on their factor in the subscale 

administered to the American sample, two of the items in the subscale administered to the 

Thai sample (i.e., items 5 and 11) had loadings that could not be considered acceptable 

(Information regarding the factor loadings may be found in Appendix R). 
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Intrinsic Motivation (see Appendix K). The Interest/Enjoyment subscale of Ryan’s 

(1982) Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (IMI) was used to assess participants’ classroom 

intrinsic motivation. The participants rated how much they agreed with seven face-valid 

statements (e.g., “I enjoy my university classes very much”), referring to a scale ranging from 

1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Then, their ratings were averaged to form the 

intrinsic motivation index. Ryan, Koestner, and Deci (1991) reported a Cronbach’s alpha 

estimate of .83 for the scores of the items in this subscale.  

Favorable psychometric properties were found for the Interest/Enjoyment subscale in 

the present study. The Cronbach’s alpha estimate for the scores of the items in the subscale 

administered to the Thai sample was .85 while the estimate for those in the subscale 

administered to the American sample was .90. As for the construct validity analyses, a 1-

factor model where all of the seven items loaded properly was found for the responses of 

both samples (Information regarding the factor loadings may be found in Appendix S). The 

model accounted for a total of 54.89% of the item variance in the Thai sample and 62.62% of 

the variance in its American counterpart. 

Test Anxiety (see Appendix L). The Test Anxiety subscale of Pintrich et al.’s (1991) 

Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) was used to assess participants’ 

cognitive and emotional responses in assessment situations. The participants rated how much 

they agreed with four face-valid statements (e.g., “I am so nervous during a test that I cannot 

remember the facts I have learned”), referring to a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 

7 (strongly agree). Then, their ratings were averaged to form the test anxiety index. Pintrich 

et al. reported a Cronbach’s alpha estimate of .80 for the scores of the items in this subscale.  

Favorable psychometric properties were found for the Test Anxiety subscale in the 

present study. The Cronbach’s alpha estimate for the scores of the items in the subscale 

administered to the Thai sample was .84 while the estimate for those in the subscale 

administered to the American sample was .87. As for the construct validity analyses, a 1-

factor model where all of the four items loaded properly was found for both samples 
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(Information regarding the factor loadings may be found in Appendix T). The model 

accounted for a total of 67.74% of the item variance in the Thai sample and 72.71% of the 

variance in its American counterpart. 

PROCEDURE FOR DATA COLLECTION 

Data were collected in two sessions in order to effectively measure participants’ 

perceptions of goal progress and to minimize their testing fatigue. The first data collection 

session was at the beginning of the semester and the second session was four weeks later. 

Facilitated by the researcher, participants (in groups of 20 or fewer) were administered a 

series of questionnaires.  

To minimize the order effects, two alternate forms of the questionnaires were 

administered in each data collection session. In the first session, the measures of personal 

goals and goal desirability, self-construal, and subjective well-being were administered as a 

Form A. For a Form B, the measures of personal goals and goal desirability were first given 

followed by those of subjective well-being and self-construal. In the second session, the 

measures of goal progress, intrinsic motivation, achievement goals, test anxiety, competence 

perception, and fear of failure were administered as a Form A. For a Form B, the measure of 

goal progress was first given followed by those of intrinsic motivation, fear of failure, 

competence perception, test anxiety, and achievement goals.  

Findings did not suggest any significant differences in the responses of the 

participants who answered the two alternate forms. Because attempts were made to ensure 

that key information elicited in the present study (e.g., information regarding personal goals 

and their characteristics) was obtained, the randomization of the measures here was restricted 

to some degree (e.g., the measures of personal goals and goal characteristics were placed at 

the beginning of the questionnaires in both forms). Still, the administration of the alternate 

forms should have helped ascertain that the responses obtained in the present study were not 

totally influenced by the order in which the measures were administered. 
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Shortly after the completion of the study, the participants received a debriefing e-mail 

that described the purpose of the present study along with a way to contact the researcher to 

further discuss the study and to obtain the results. 

PROCEDURE FOR DATA ANALYSES 

Data analyses included the application of both descriptive and inferential statistics. 

Descriptive statistics (e.g., percentage, mean, and standard deviation) were used to delineate 

sample characteristics and, when appropriate, to illustrate some variables of interest. 

Inferential statistics were conducted to test the research hypotheses and answer the 

exploratory research questions. For both statistics, SPSS version 11 was employed. For the 

inferential statistics, an overall level of significance was set at the alpha of .05.  

Data analyses relevant to the research hypotheses and questions examined in the 

present study are presented below. The presentation is organized based on the analysis 

methods as follows. 

Analyses for Research Hypotheses regarding Avoidance Personal Goals 

Mean Differences in Goal Prevalence, Goal Desirability, and Goal Progress  

Hypothesis 1a: Avoidance personal goals will be more prevalent in Thailand than in the  

 U.S. 

Hypothesis 2a: Avoidance personal goals will be rated as more desirable in Thailand  

 than in the U.S. 

Hypothesis 3a: Progress toward achieving avoidance personal goals will not be rated 

differently in Thailand and in the U.S.  

To test Hypotheses 1a, 2a, and 3a, one-way analyses of variance (one-way ANOVAs) 

were conducted. For each analysis, the sample group was the independent variable and the 

measures of interest in each research hypothesis were the dependent variable. Whether or not 

the Thai and American samples differed in their adoption of personal goals that were fueled 
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by avoidance motivation as well as in their ratings of the desirability and progress of these 

goals was examined.  

Support for Hypotheses 1a and 2a would be obtained if the ANOVAs indicated that 

the mean ratings for avoidance personal goal adoption and desirability differed significantly 

in the Thai and American samples. These ratings should be higher in the Thai sample than in 

its American counterpart. 

Support for Hypothesis 3a would be obtained if the ANOVA suggested that the mean 

ratings of avoidance personal goal progress did not differ significantly in the Thai and 

American samples.  

Self-construal as an Explanation for the Mean Differences 

Hypothesis 1b: Interdependent self-construal will help explain cross-cultural variation in the 

prevalence of avoidance personal goals.  

Hypothesis 2b: Interdependent self-construal will help explain cross-cultural variation in the 

ratings of avoidance personal goal desirability.  

To test Hypotheses 1b and 2b, one-way analyses of covariance (one-way ANCOVAs) 

were conducted. Whether or not the Thai and American samples differed significantly in their 

adoption of avoidance personal goals and their goal desirability ratings, adjusted for their 

interdependent self-construal, was examined. Prior to doing so, preliminary analyses were 

conducted to ensure that the homogeneity-of-slope assumption was met. Based on this 

assumption, the relationships between the covariate of interdependent self-construal and the 

two dependent variables of avoidance personal goal adoption and desirability ratings could be 

assumed to be constant across the sample group factor. 

Support for Hypotheses 1b and 2b would be obtained if, with the covariate of 

interdependent self-construal held constant, the dependent variables of avoidance personal 

goal adoption and desirability ratings did not differ significantly in the Thai and American 

samples.  
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Relationships among Avoidance Personal Goal Adoption, Goal Desirability, Goal  

Progress, and Subjective Well-being 

Hypothesis 2c: The ratings of avoidance personal goal desirability will positively predict 

subjective well-being in Thailand and the U.S. 

Hypothesis 3b: The ratings of avoidance personal goal progress will positively predict 

subjective well-being in Thailand and the U.S. 

Hypothesis 4: Avoidance personal goal adoption will not predict (positively or negatively) 

subjective well-being in Thailand but will negatively predict subjective well-being in 

the U.S. 

To test Hypotheses 2c, 3b, and 4, bivariate correlational analyses were separately 

conducted for the Thai and American samples. For each sample, the scores of subjective 

well-being were correlated with those of: 1) avoidance personal goal desirability, 2) 

avoidance personal goal progress, and 3) avoidance personal goal adoption.  

Support for Hypotheses 2c and 3b would be obtained if, for both samples, the 

correlation coefficients between the scores of subjective well-being and those of goal 

desirability and goal progress were significant and positive. After Fisher Z-transformation, 

the correlation coefficients between the scores of subjective well-being and goal desirability 

as well as those between the scores of subjective well-being and goal progress should not 

differ significantly in Thailand and the U.S. 

Support for Hypothesis 4 would be obtained if, for the Thai sample, the correlation 

coefficient between the scores of subjective well-being and avoidance personal goal adoption 

was not significant. For the American sample, the coefficient should be significant and 

negative. After Fisher Z-transformation, the correlation coefficients between the scores of 

subjective well-being and goal adoption should differ significantly in Thailand and the U.S. 
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Analyses for Research Questions regarding Performance-avoidance Achievement Goals 

Research Question 1: Are performance-avoidance achievement goals more prevalent in 

Thailand than in the U.S.? 

To answer this exploratory research question, a one-way analysis of variance (a one-

way ANOVA) was conducted to investigate if the Thai and American samples differed 

significantly in their performance-avoidance achievement goal adoption. 

Research Question 2: Do the predictors of performance-avoidance achievement goals vary 

across cultures? 

To answer this exploratory research question, bivariate correlational analyses were 

conducted for the Thai and American samples. For each sample, the scores of performance-

avoidance achievement goals were correlated with those of: 1) interdependent self-construal, 

2) fear of failure, and 3) competence perception. Using Fisher Z-transformation, the 

correlation coefficients in the two samples were subsequently compared. 

Research Question 3: Do the outcomes of performance-avoidance achievement goals vary 

across cultures? 

To answer this exploratory research question, bivariate correlational analyses were 

conducted for the Thai and American samples. For each sample, the scores of performance-

avoidance achievement goals were correlated with those of: 1) intrinsic motivation and 2) test 

anxiety. Using Fisher Z-transformation, the correlation coefficients in the two samples were 

subsequently compared. 

Additional Analyses 

After conducting the statistical analyses in response to the research hypotheses and 

questions delineated above, to help clarify the findings, additional analyses were performed. 

These analyses are as follows. 

Cross-cultural comparisons of relevant variables 

When these comparisons were not included in the research hypotheses or questions, 

the mean scores of key variables in the present study were compared across cultures using 
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independent-samples t-tests. Four sets of these variables were: 1) interdependent self-

construal, 2) subjective well-being, 3) fear of failure and competence perception, and 4) 

intrinsic motivation and test anxiety. Findings regarding their cross-cultural mean 

comparisons were presented in relation to Hypotheses 1b and 2c as well as Research 

Questions 2 and 3, respectively. 

Within-cultural comparison of goal characteristics 

Desirability and progress ratings of avoidance personal goals were compared to those 

of approach personal goals in each culture, using paired-samples t-tests. These within-

cultural mean comparisons should complement the cross-cultural comparisons of these two 

characteristics of avoidance personal goals. Findings regarding these comparisons were 

presented in relation to Hypotheses 2a and 3a, respectively. 
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Chapter 5 

Findings 

This chapter presents findings resulting from the data analyses. It is divided into two 

sections. In the first section, preliminary analyses are outlined. These analyses are relevant to 

the characteristics of participants and major study variables. In the second section, findings 

relevant to research hypotheses and questions are highlighted.  

FINDINGS FROM THE PRELIMINARY ANALYSES 

Participant Characteristics 

Preliminary analyses were first conducted to examine if there were differences in the 

responses of participants who attended both sessions of the data collection and those who did 

so only once9.  

Overall, data from the Thai and American samples did not suggest significant 

differences in the responses of those attending one and those attending two data collection 

sessions. The only exception was in the responses of the Thai participants regarding their 

sense of interdependent selves, however. Statistical analysis suggested that those attending 

two data collection sessions reported a significantly lower interdependent self-construal than 

those attending only one data collection session, t(155) = -2.09, p < .05 (M = 5.14 and 

5.45)10. Plausible explanations for this finding are outlined in the discussion section. 

Additionally, independent-samples t-tests were conducted to examine if differences 

existed in the responses of male and female participants in each sample. Findings suggested 

that some variations existed. Male Thai participants rated avoidance personal goals as 

                                                   
9 As previously mentioned, Thai participants who attended one data collection session might have done so in 
either the first or second session. While 21 participants who dropped out showed up in the first session, 14 
participants who responded to the second round of research invitation attended the second session. In contrast, all 
of the American participants who attended one data collection session did so in the first session and then dropped 
out. 
10 Because data regarding self-construal were collected in the first data collection session, this finding was 
obtained when the Thai participants who attended both sessions were compared with those who dropped out, not 
with those who attended only the second data collection session. 
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significantly more desirable, t(26.26) = 2.50, p < .05 (M = 6.10 and 5.67), and more 

progressive, t(102) = 3.07, p < .01 (M = 5.46 and 4.27), than their female counterparts. 

Additionally, male and female American participants differed significantly in their 

experience of subjective well-being, competence perception, performance-avoidance 

achievement goal adoption, and test anxiety. In comparison to their female counterparts, male 

American participants reported significantly higher subjective well-being, t(146) = 2.77, p < 

.01 (M = .79 and -.15), and competence perception, t(143) = 2.27, p < .05 (M = 6.08 and 

5.80). In contrast, female American participants reported a significantly higher orientation 

toward performance-avoidance achievement goals, t(143) = 2.31, p < .01 (M = 4.71 and 

4.29), and a significantly higher experience of test anxiety, t(143) = 2.50, p < .05 (M = 3.66 

and 3.06). 

Gender differences in these mean ratings raised some concerns that participants’ 

genders might have affected findings regarding the research hypotheses and questions 

investigated. In response to these concerns, gender was included as another factor in data 

analyses or, when appropriate, the analyses were conducted separately for each gender in 

each culture. However, because the cell sizes for males and females in each sample varied 

widely, caution should be used in interpreting the significance of gender analyses, and 

gender-related findings are only presented in footnotes. 

Descriptive and Correlational Analyses of Major Variables 

Descriptive and correlational analyses of key variables investigated in the present 

study were shown in Tables 5.1-5.6. These tables were organized to reflect the variables 

associated with the studies of avoidance personal goals and performance-avoidance 

achievement goals. For the study of avoidance personal goals, these variables included: 1) 

avoidance personal goal adoption or the proportion of personal goals that were fueled by 

avoidance motivation, 2) avoidance personal goal desirability, 3) avoidance personal goal 

progress, 4) self-construal, and 5) subjective well-being. For the study of performance-
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avoidance achievement goals, these variables included: 1) performance-avoidance 

achievement goals, 2) interdependent self-construal, 3) competence perception, 4) fear of 

failure, 5) intrinsic motivation, and 6) test anxiety.  
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Variables Associated with the Study of Avoidance Personal Goals 
 

Table 5.1 Descriptive Statistics of Variables Associated with the Study of Avoidance 
Personal Goals: The Thai and American Samples 

 
 Possible 

Range 
Sample N Actual 

Range 
Mean SD 

AVPG 0-1.00 Thai 158 0-.67 .22 .17 
  American 152 0-.38 .10 .11 
Goal Desirability 0-7.00 Thai 147 3.00-7.00 5.49 .63 
  American 152 2.00-7.00 5.52 .58 

Approach 0-7.00 Thai 118 3.60-7.00 5.44 .71 
  American 88 4.00-7.00 5.63 .61 

Avoidance 0-7.00 Thai 118 3.00-7.00 5.75 .80 
  American 85 2.00-7.00 5.31 1.11 
Goal Progress 0-7.00 Thai 136 1.00 -7.00 4.64 .93 
  American 135 1.00-7.00 4.77 .69 

Approach 0-7.00 Thai 104 2.20-7.00 4.72 1.01 
  American 78 3.29-7.00 4.91 .81 

Avoidance 0-7.00 Thai 105 1.00-7.00 4.44 1.42 
  American 78 1.00-7.00 4.10 1.45 
Interdep. Selves 0-7.00 Thai 157 2.83-6.83 5.18 .65 
  American 151 2.75-6.42 4.83 .67 
Indep. Selves 0-7.00 Thai 158 2.83-6.33 4.75 .71 
  American 151 2.92-6.67 4.96 .72 
SWB  Thai 157 -5.19-4.84 .03 1.91 
  American 148 -6.41-6.01 .21 2.06 
Note. AVPG = Avoidance personal goals (Proportion of personal goals that are fueled by avoidance 
motivation), Interdep. Selves = Interdependent Selves, Indep. Selves = Independent Selves, SWB = Subjective 
well-being.  
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Table 5.2 Correlation Matrix of Variables Associated with the Study of Avoidance 
Personal Goals: The Thai Sample 

 
 AVPG AVPG 

Des. 
AVPG 
Prog. 

Interdep. 
Selves 

Indep. 
Selves 

SWB 

AVGP 1      
AVPG Des. .16 1     
AVPG Prog. -.04 .29** 1    
Interdep. Selves .28** .32** .06 1   
Indep. Selves -.02 .13 .17 .08 1  
SWB -.01 .01 .23* .15 .14 1 
Note. AVPG = Avoidance personal goals (Proportion of personal goals that are fueled by avoidance 
motivation), AVPG Des. = Avoidance Personal Goal Desirability, AVPG Prog. = Avoidance Personal 
Goal Progress, Interdep. Selves = Interdependent Selves, Indep. Selves = Independent Selves, SWB = 
Subjective well-being. 
*p < 0.05, 2-tailed. ** p < 0.01, 2-tailed. 
 
 

Table 5.3 Correlation Matrix of Variables Associated with the Study of Avoidance 
Personal Goals: The American Sample 

 
 AVPG AVPG 

Des. 
AVPG 
Prog. 

Interdep. 
Selves 

Indep. 
Selves 

SWB 

AVPG 1      
AVPG Des. -.25* 1     
AVPG Prog. -.01 .10 1    
Interdep. Selves -13 .13 .09 1   
Indep. Selves -.12 .01 .20 .03 1  
SWB -.30** .14 .17 -.05 .28** 1 
Note. AVPG = Avoidance personal goals (Proportion of personal goals that are fueled by avoidance 
motivation), AVPG Des. = Avoidance Personal Goal Desirability, AVPG Prog. = Avoidance Personal 
Goal Progress, Interdep. Selves = Interdependent Selves, Indep. Selves = Independent Selves, SWB = 
Subjective well-being. 
*p < 0.05, 2-tailed. ** p < 0.01, 2-tailed. 
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Variables Associated with the Study of Performance-avoidance Achievement Goals 
 

Table 5.4 Descriptive Statistics of Variables Associated with the Study of Performance-
avoidance Achievement Goals: The Thai and American Samples 

 Possible 
Range 

Sample N Actual 
Range 

Mean SD 

Perf. Av. Goals  0-7.00 Thai 151 1.00-7.00 4.37 1.00 
    American 145 2.17-7.00 4.56 1.08 
Interdep. Selves 0-7.00 Thai 157 2.83-6.83 5.18 .65 
  American 151 2.75-6.42 4.83 .67 
Indep. Selves 0-7.00 Thai 158 2.83-6.33 4.75 .71 
  American 151 2.92-6.67 4.96 .72 
Comp. Percept. 0-7.00 Thai 148 1.75-7.00 4.64 .91 
    American 145 4.25-7.00 5.91 .73 
Fear of Failure 0-7.00 Thai 150 1.00-6.53 3.47 .89 
      American 145 1.20-5.47 3.28 .88 
Intrinsic Mot. 0-7.00 Thai 138 2.57-7.00 5.10 .97 
    American 145 2.43-7.00 4.69 .91 
Test Anxiety 0-7.00 Thai 150 1.00-7.00 3.77 1.32 
  American 145 1.00-7.00 3.44 1.45 
Note. Perf. Av. Goals = Performance-avoidance Achievement Goals, Interdep. Selves = Interdependent 
Selves, Indep. Selves = Independent Selves, Comp. Percept. = Competence Perception, Intrinsic Mot. = Intrinsic 
Motivation. 
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Table 5.5 Correlation Matrix of Variables Associated with the Study of Performance-
avoidance Achievement Goals: The Thai Sample 

 Perf. Av. 
Goals 

Interdep. 
Selves 

Indep. 
Selves 

Comp. 
Percept.

Fear of 
Failure 

Intrinsic 
Mot. 

Test 
Anxiety

Perf. Av. Goals     1       
Interdep. Selves .01 1      
Indep. Selves -.15 .08 1     
Comp. Percept. -.08 .26** .35** 1    
Fear of Failure .43** .02 -.01 -.18* 1   
Intrinsic Mot. .00 .11 -.04 .33** -.20* 1  
Test Anxiety .51** -.01 -.11 -.21** .49** -.15 1 

Note. Perf. Av. Goals = Performance-avoidance Achievement Goals, Interdep. Selves = Interdependent 
Selves, Indep. Selves = Independent Selves, Comp. Percept.= Competence Perception, Intrinsic Mot. = Intrinsic 
Motivation. 
*p < 0.05, 2-tailed. ** p < 0.01, 2-tailed. 
 
 

Table 5.6 Correlation Matrix of Variables Associated with the Study of Performance-
avoidance Achievement Goals: The American Sample 

 Perf. Av. 
Goals 

Interdep. 
Selves 

Indep. 
Selves

Comp. 
Percept.

Fear of 
Failure 

Intrinsic 
Mot. 

Test 
Anxiety

Perf. Av. Goals 1       
Interdep. Selves .11 1      
Indep. Selves .08 .03 1     
Comp. Percept. -.19* -.13 .18* 1    
Fear of Failure .42** .22** -.15 -.46** 1   
Intrinsic Mot. -.27** -.08 .06 .33** -.36** 1  
Test Anxiety .56** .27** -.05 -.42** .59** -.16 1 
Note. Perf. Av. Goals = Performance-avoidance Achievement Goals, Interdep. Selves = Interdependent 
Selves, Indep. Selves = Independent Selves, Comp. Percept.= Competence Perception, Intrinsic Mot. = Intrinsic 
Motivation. 
*p < 0.05, 2-tailed. ** p < 0.01, 2-tailed. 
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FINDINGS REGARDING AVOIDANCE PERSONAL GOALS 

Prevalence  

Hypothesis 1a: Avoidance personal goals will be more prevalent in Thailand than in the U.S. 

To test Hypothesis 1a, a one-way analysis of variance (a one-way ANOVA) was 

conducted to investigate if avoidance personal goals were endorsed to a different degree 

across cultures. Findings suggested that the goals were significantly more prevalent in 

Thailand (M = .22, SD = .17) than in the U.S. (M = .10, SD = .11), F(1, 308) = 56.57, p < 

.0111. 

Hypothesis 1b: Interdependent self-construal will help explain cross-cultural variation in the 

prevalence of avoidance personal goals.  

Prior to examining if cross-cultural variation in avoidance personal goal prevalence 

was attributable to an orientation toward interdependent self-construal, as suggested in 

Hypothesis 1b, an independent-samples t-test was conducted to examine if cross-cultural 

variation existed in interdependent self-construal. Findings supported this variation, t(306) = 

4.72, p < .01. The Thai sample (M = 5.18, SD = .65) was significantly more oriented toward 

interdependent selves than its American counterpart (M = 4.83, SD = .67). 

Then, a one-way analysis of covariance (a one-way ANCOVA) was performed to test 

Hypothesis 1b. Prior to doing so, a preliminary analysis was conducted to test the 

homogeneity-of-slopes assumption. Unfortunately, findings rejected the null hypothesis, F(1, 

303) = 15.09, p < .05, suggesting that the relationship between interdependent self-construal 

and avoidance personal goal adoption differed significantly in the Thai and American 

samples. In other words, an interaction occurred between the covariate of interdependent self-

construal and the factor of sample group in the prediction of the dependent variable of 

                                                   
11 A two-way ANOVA was conducted with gender added as another independent variable in the analysis, but no 
significant main effects or interaction effects were found. 
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avoidance personal goal adoption. Hence, it was not appropriate to continue with the 

ANCOVA. 

To overcome this limitation, a two-way ANOVA was conducted. Both Thai and 

American samples were classified into those high and low in interdependent self-construal 

referring to the cutoff of 5.01, the average pooled interdependent self-construal mean among 

the two samples. This classification was used as one factor in the ANOVA, with the other 

being the classification of the samples as Thai or American. Avoidance personal goal 

adoption was the dependent variable in this analysis.  

Findings suggested that interdependent self-construal significantly predicted 

avoidance personal goal adoption, F(1, 306) = 8.56, p < .01. Interaction effects between this 

factor and the sample group were also significant, F(1, 306) = 8.83, p < .05. The Thai sample 

who had a higher sense of interdependent selves were significantly more oriented toward 

avoidance personal goals than those who had a lower sense of self (M = .26, SD = .18 vs. M 

= .17, SD = .14). As for the American sample, those who had high and low interdependent 

selves did not differ significantly in their avoidance personal goal orientation (M = .10, SD = 

.10 vs. M = .11, SD = .10).12 Hence, Hypothesis 1b was partially supported. Cross-cultural 

variation in avoidance personal goal adoption might be partially explained by a higher 

orientation toward the goal adoption in Thai participants who were high in interdependent 

self-construal.  

Prior to concluding this section, it is worth mentioning that through the examination 

of the content of avoidance personal goals listed by the Thai and American samples, the 

concerns that these goals reflected might be organized into eight categories. For both 

samples, the proportion of avoidance personal goals that fitted into each category is presented 

in Table 5.7. 

                                                   
12 A three-way ANOVA was conducted with gender added as another independent variable in the analysis, but 
no significant main effects or interaction effects were found. 
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Table 5.7 Summary Table for the Content Categorization of Avoidance Personal Goals 
(in Percentage): The Thai and American Samples 

Content Percentage (%) 
  Thai Samplea American Sampleb 

Physical Well-being 30.33 32.17 
Emotional Well-being 16.80 33.91 
Social Relationships 15.16 6.96 
Finances 13.93 4.35 
Personal Characteristics (e.g.,  
     politeness, honesty,  
     diligence) 

13.12 11.30 

Academic Achievements 2.87 2.61 
Others 7.79 8.70 

Note.  aN = 244  
bN = 115 
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Desirability Perception 

Hypothesis 2a: Avoidance personal goals will be rated as more desirable in Thailand than in 

the U.S. 

To test Hypothesis 2a, a one-way ANOVA was conducted. The desirability ratings of 

avoidance personal goals were compared across cultures. Findings suggested that the goals 

were rated as significantly more desirable in Thailand (M = 5.75, SD = .80) than in the U.S. 

(M = 5.31, SD = .11), F(1, 201) = 10.95, p < .0113. 

Additional analyses were performed to clarify this cross-cultural comparison. Within 

each culture, paired-samples t-tests were conducted to compare the mean desirability ratings 

of avoidance personal goals with those of approach personal goals. Interestingly, while 

avoidance personal goals (M = 5.75, SD = .80) were perceived as significantly more 

desirable than approach personal goals (M = 5.44, SD = .71) in Thailand, t(117) = 3.58, p < 

01, the goals were rated as significantly less desirable in the U.S., t(84) = -2.67, p < 01 (M = 

5.31, SD = .11 vs. M = 5.63, SD = .61).  

Hypothesis 2b: Interdependent self-construal will help explain cross-cultural variation in the 

ratings of avoidance personal goal desirability.  

To examine if cross-cultural variation in goal desirability ratings was attributable to 

interdependent self-construal, as described in Hypothesis 2b, a one-way ANCOVA was 

conducted. Prior to doing so, a preliminary analysis that tested the homogeneity-of-slopes 

assumption was performed. Findings failed to reject the null hypothesis and confirmed that 

the relationship between the covariate of interdependent self-construal and the dependent 

variable of avoidance personal goal desirability could be assumed constant across the sample 

group factor, F(1, 199) = 0.91, p > .05. Therefore, it was appropriate to continue with the 

ANCOVA.  

                                                   
13 A two-way ANOVA was conducted with gender added as another independent variable. Although male and female participants in general did not perceive 
avoidance personal goal desirability differently, when sample group was taken into consideration, gender affected this perception, F(1, 199) = 7.46, p < .05.  While 
male Thai participants found avoidance personal goals more desirable than their female counterparts (M = 6.10, SD = .62 vs. M = 5.67, SD = .81), male American 
participants perceived the goals as less desirable than their female counterparts (M = 5.06, SD = 1.11 vs. M = 5.42, SD = 1.09). 
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The results of the ANCOVA suggested that cross-cultural differences in avoidance 

personal goal desirability ratings remained significant even when interdependent self-

construal in the Thai and American samples was controlled, F(1, 200) = 4.15, p < .05. The 

adjusted means for the ratings, after the sense of interdependent selves was held constant, 

were 5.68 for the Thai sample and 5.40 for its American counterpart14. 

Hypothesis 2c: The ratings of avoidance personal goal desirability will positively  predict 

subjective well-being in Thailand and the U.S. 

Prior to examining the relationship between the goal desirability ratings and the 

experience of subjective well-being across cultures, as delineated in Hypothesis 2c, an 

independent-samples t-test was conducted to examine if variation existed in the experience of 

subjective well-being in the Thai and American samples. Findings did not suggest that cross-

cultural variation in this experience was significant, t(303) = .78, p > .05. 

Finally, Hypothesis 2c was tested. Bivariate correlational analyses were conducted. 

Findings suggested that, in opposition to the hypothesis, the desirability perception of 

avoidance personal goals was not associated with subjective well-being in either the Thai, 

r(118) = .01, p > .05, or American, r(82) = -.14, p > .05, sample. The result from Fisher Z-

coefficient comparison (1.03, p > .05) indicated that these associations did not differ 

significantly across cultures15. 

Progress Perception 

Hypothesis 3a: Progress toward achieving avoidance personal goals will not be rated 

differently in Thailand and the U.S.  

To test Hypothesis 3a, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the progress 

ratings of avoidance personal goals across cultures. Findings indicated that, as hypothesized, 

                                                   
14  A two-way ANCOVA was conducted with gender added as another independent variable in the analysis, but 
no significant main effects or interaction effects were found.  
15  The associations between avoidance personal goal desirability perception and subjective well-being as evident 
in male and female participants in each sample were examined. The Fisher Z-coefficient comparisons between 
the two genders were not significant in either the Thai (.95, p > .05) or American (-04, p > .05) sample. 
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the Thai (M = 4.44, SD = 1.42) and American (M = 4.10, SD = 1.45) samples did not differ 

significantly in their perception of the progress that they made toward avoidance personal 

goals, F(1, 181) = 2.57, p > .0516.  

To clarify this cross-cultural comparison, paired-samples t-tests were conducted 

within each culture to compare the mean progress ratings of avoidance personal goals with 

those of approach personal goals. Lower progress toward avoidance personal goals was 

significant only in the U.S., t(78) = -4.15, p < .01 (M = 4.10, SD = 1.45 vs. M = 4.91, SD = 

.81). In Thailand, this limitation was not observed. Progress toward avoidance personal goals 

(M = 4.44, SD = 1.42) was not perceived as significantly different than that toward approach 

personal goals (M = 4.72, SD = 1.01), t(103) = -1.80, p > .05. 

Hypothesis 3b: The rating of avoidance personal goal progress will positively predict 

subjective well-being in Thailand and the U.S. 

To test Hypothesis 3b, correlational analyses were conducted. Findings suggested 

that the perception of avoidance personal goal progress significantly predicted subjective 

well-being in the Thai sample, r(105) = .23, p < .05. Approximately, 8% of the variance of 

subjective well-being in this sample was attributable to this perception. In contrast, the goal 

progress perception was not predictive of subjective well-being in the American sample, 

r(82) = -14, p > .05. The result of the Fisher Z-coefficient comparison (-2.50, p < .05) helped 

indicate that the associations between avoidance personal goal progress perception and 

subjective well-being differed significantly across cultures17. 

                                                   
16 A two-way ANOVA was conducted with gender added as another independent variable in the analysis, findings suggested 
that male and female participants differed in their perception of avoidance personal goal progress, F(2, 178) = 5.37, p < .05. 
Regardless of their sample groups, male participants perceived higher progress toward avoidance personal goals than their 
female counterparts (M = 4.93, SD = .23 vs. M = 4.11, SD = .12). No significant interaction effects were found between 
gender and sample group in this perception. 
17 The associations between avoidance personal goal progress perception and subjective well-being as evident in male and 
female participants in each sample were examined. The Fisher Z-coefficient comparisons between the two genders were not 
significant in either the Thai (-.97, p > .05) or American (-.92, p > .05) sample. 
 



 79

Association with Subjective Well-being 

Hypothesis 4: Avoidance personal goal adoption will not predict (positively or negatively) 

subjective well-being in Thailand but will negatively predict subjective well-being in 

the U.S. 

To test Hypothesis 4, correlational analyses were conducted. Findings suggested that 

avoidance personal goal adoption was not significantly associated with subjective well-being 

in the Thai sample, r(157) = .00, p > .05. However, the adoption significantly predicted less 

subjective well-being in its American counterpart, r(147) = -.30, p < .01. Approximately 9% 

of the variance of subjective well-being in this sample was attributable to the proportion of 

avoidance personal goals that they pursued. A higher number of the goal adoption was 

related to a lower degree of subjective well-being that the American participants experienced. 

The result of the Fisher Z-coefficient comparison (-2.67, p < .05) helped indicate that the 

associations between avoidance personal goal adoption and subjective well-being differed 

significantly across cultures18. 

FINDINGS REGARDING PERFORMANCE-AVOIDANCE ACHIEVEMENT GOALS 

Research Question 1: Are performance-avoidance achievement goals more prevalent in 

Thailand than in the U.S.? 

To answer this exploratory research question, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to 

investigate if performance-avoidance achievement goals were adopted to a different degree 

across cultures. Findings did not suggest that the Thai (M = 4.37, SD = 1.00) and American 

(M = 4.56, SD = 1.08) samples differed significantly in the goal adoption, F(1, 294) = 2.41, p 

> .0119. 

                                                   
18 The associations between avoidance personal goal adoption and subjective well-being as evident in male and 
female participants in each sample were examined. The Fisher Z-coefficient comparisons between the two 
genders were not significant in either the Thai (-.54, p > .05) or American (-1.04, p > .05) sample. 
19 A two-way ANOVA was conducted with gender added as another independent variable in the analysis. 
Although females (M = 4.56, SD = .07) were more oriented toward performance-avoidance achievement goals 
than males (M = 4.18, SD = .13), F(2, 291) = 3.29, p < .05, findings did not suggest interaction effects between 
sample group and gender in this orientation, F(1, 291) = .05, p > .05. 
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Research Question 2: Do the predictors of performance-avoidance achievement goals vary 

across cultures?  

Prior to addressing this exploratory research question, independent-samples t-tests 

were conducted to examine if cross-cultural variation existed in the mean ratings of variables 

investigated as the origins of performance-avoidance achievement goals. Findings partially 

supported this variation. As previously reported, the Thai sample was significantly more 

oriented toward interdependent self-construal (M = 5.18, SD = .65) than its American 

counterpart (M = 4.83, SD = .67), t(306) = 4.72, p < .01. In contrast, the American sample (M 

= 5.91, SD = .73) reported significantly higher competence perception than the Thai one (M 

= 4.64, SD = .91), t(291) = 13.10, p < .01. Finally, no significant cross-cultural variation was 

observed in the experience of fear of failure, t(293) = 1.85, p > .05. 

To answer Research Question 2, multiple linear regression analyses were conducted 

and the regression models for performance-avoidance achievement goal adoption were 

examined in the Thai and American samples. In both models, the outcome variable of 

performance-avoidance achievement goals was regressed on the predictor variables of 

interdependent self-construal, fear of failure, and competence perception.  

Regression analyses suggested that the linear combination of the three predictor 

variables was significantly associated with performance-avoidance achievement goal 

adoption, both in the Thai, F(3, 127) = 12.74, p < .01, and American, F(3, 140) = 10.01, p < 

.01, samples. Still, when relative strengths of these variables were examined, the only 

variable that was useful in predicting performance-avoidance achievement goal adoption was 

fear of failure20 (See Table 5.8). 

 

                                                   
20 The associations between fear of failure and performance-avoidance achievement goal adoption as evident in 
male and female participants in each sample were examined. The Fisher Z-coefficient comparisons between the 
two genders were not significant in either the Thai (.33, p > .05) or American  
(-.07, p > .05) sample. 
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Table 5.8 Regression Table for Variables Predicting Performance-avoidance 
Achievement Goals: The Thai and American Samples 

Variable r B SE B β t 
The Thai Samplea df = (3, 127)      
      Interdependent self-construal .11 .22 .12 .15 1.80 
      Competence perception -.01 -.05 .09 -.04 -.54 
      Fear of failure .46** .52 .09 .46** 5.78 
 .48     
The American Sampleb df = (3, 140)      
      Interdependent self-construal .11 .02 .13 .02 .19 
      Competence perception -.19* .00 .13 .00 .00 
      Fear of failure .42** .51 .11 .42** 4.77 
 .42     

Note.  aN = 131; R2 = .23; Adjusted R2 = .21 
bN = 144; R2 = .18; Adjusted R2 = .16 
*p < 0.05, 2-tailed., ** p < 0.01, 2-tailed. 
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Prior to concluding this section, it is worth mentioning that the associations between 

performance-avoidance achievement goals and fear of failure were compared across cultures. 

The Fisher Z-coefficient comparison (.10, p > .05) suggested that the associations did not 

differ significantly in Thailand and the U.S. 

Research Question 3: Do the outcomes of performance-avoidance achievement goals vary 

across cultures? 

Prior to addressing this exploratory research question, independent-samples t-tests 

were conducted to examine if cross-cultural variations existed in variables tested as the 

outcomes of performance-avoidance achievement goals. Findings supported these variations. 

The Thai sample reported significantly higher experiences of both intrinsic motivation, t(281) 

= 3.70, p < .01 (M = 5.10, SD = .97 vs. M = 4.69, SD = .91), and test anxiety, t(293) = 2.08, p 

< .05 (M = 3.77, SD = 1.32 vs. M = 3.44, SD = 1.45). 

To answer Research Question 3, bivariate correlational analyses were conducted. The 

relationships that performance-avoidance achievement goals had with test anxiety and 

intrinsic motivation were examined. Findings suggested that the goal adoption was 

significantly associated with test anxiety in Thailand, r(145) = .56, p < .01, and the U.S., 

r(150) = .51, p < .01. Performance-avoidance achievement goal adoption accounted for 

approximately 31% of the variance of test anxiety in the Thai sample and 26% of the 

variance in its American counterpart21. The result of Fisher Z-coefficient comparison (-.60, p 

> .05) suggested that the associations between performance-avoidance achievement goals and 

test anxiety did not differ significantly in the two samples. 

The association between performance-avoidance achievement goals and intrinsic 

motivation appeared more complicated, however. While the goal adoption was not 

significantly associated with intrinsic motivation in Thailand, r(137) = .00, p > .05, it 

significantly predicted less intrinsic motivation in the U.S., r(145) = -.27, p < .01. Hence, 
                                                   
21 The associations between performance-avoidance achievement goal adoption and test anxiety as evident in 
male and female participants in each sample were examined. The Fisher Z-coefficient comparisons between the 
two genders were not significant in either the Thai (.58, p > .05) or American (-79, p > .05) sample. 
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while performance-avoidance achievement goal adoption did not account for intrinsic 

motivation in the Thai sample, it did so for approximately 31% of the variance of the 

motivation in its American counterpart. The result of Fisher Z-coefficient comparison (2.30, 

p < .05) supported that the associations between performance-avoidance achievement goal 

adoption and intrinsic motivation differed significantly in the two samples22. 

                                                   
22 The associations between performance-avoidance achievement goal adoption and intrinsic motivation as 
evident in male and female participants in each sample were examined. The Fisher Z-coefficient comparisons 
between the two genders were not significant in either the Thai (.50, p > .05) and American  
(1.87, p > .05) sample. 
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Chapter 6 

Discussion 

This chapter is divided into two sections. In the first section, interpretations of the 

findings are discussed followed by the delineation of some limitations of the present study. In 

the second section, recommendations for future investigations and implications of the present 

findings for theories and practices of cross-cultural motivational psychology are outlined. 

DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS 

This section is divided into two parts. In the first part, findings regarding the study of 

avoidance personal goals are discussed. Following this discussion is the examination of 

findings regarding the study of performance-avoidance achievement goals. 

Avoidance Personal Goals 

To help clarify the findings, the discussion of results in this section is organized by 

the research hypotheses relevant to the study of avoidance personal goals.  

Prevalence 

The investigation of avoidance personal goal prevalence was based on the hypotheses 

that cross-cultural variation would exist in the adoption of the goals and this variation would 

be attributable to the sense of interdependent self-construal experienced by the Thai and 

American samples. Findings partially supported these hypotheses. Replicating past findings 

by Elliot et al. (2001), avoidance personal goals were distinctively more prevalent in the 

collectivistic Thai culture than in the individualistic American one. While approximately one-

fourth of the personal goals that the Thai participants pursued reflected their attempts to 

prevent or avoid negative outcomes, only one-tenth of the goals that the American 

participants endorsed did so. Apparently, the number of avoidance personal goal pursuits in 

Thailand more than doubled that of the ones in the U.S. 
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However, in opposition to the hypothesis, interdependent self-construal did not 

consistently explain cross-cultural variation in avoidance personal goal adoption. While 

concerns for social relationships were predictive of avoidance personal goal adoption in 

Thailand, they did not do so in the U.S. Regardless of their senses of interdependent selves, 

the American participants constantly exhibited a relatively low orientation toward avoidance 

personal goals. This finding contradicts Elliot et al.’s (2001) report that American individuals 

who are high in interdependent selves are more likely to pursue avoidance personal goals.  

The contradictory finding in the present study requires further investigations, and 

caution should be exercised in its interpretation. At present, possible explanations for this 

finding are as follows. 

To begin with, the sole reliance on participants’ scores on Singelis’ (1994) 

interdependence subscale in determining their self-construal can be misleading. With their 

relatively higher scores on the interdependence subscale than on the independent subscale, 

the Thai participants were labeled as high in interdependent selves while their American 

counterparts, whose scores on the interdependent subscale were lower than those on the 

independent subscale, were classified as low in the sense of interdependent selves. While this 

classification facilitated cross-cultural comparison, it could have been misleading. As voiced 

by contemporary cross-cultural researchers (Hermans & Kempen, 1998; Matsumoto et al., 

2001; Neff, 2003; Oyserman et al., 2002; Takano & Osaka, 1999; Voronov & Singer, 2002), 

the experience of self-construal is far more complicated. Both independent and 

interdependent selves coexist within each culture and each individual, and this was 

particularly evident in the American participants. Although their self-construal scores 

suggested a higher orientation toward independent self-construal, (M = 4.96, SD = .72), their 

scores on the interdependence subscale were only slightly lower, (M = 4.83, SD = .70). 

Interestingly, American participants experienced both independent and interdependent senses 

of self to a similar degree. 
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Additionally, the use of self-construal in explaining cross-cultural variation in 

avoidance personal goal adoption may be restricted in another manner. As suggested by 

cross-cultural researchers (Hermans & Kempen, 1998; Matsumoto et al., 2001; Neff, 2003; 

Oyserman et al., 2002; Takano & Osaka, 1999; Voronov & Singer, 2002), the sole reliance 

on this psychological construct in explicating the complex phenomena of cross-cultural 

differences can be inadequate. Within-cultural factors may be more relevant in doing so. In 

the case of avoidance personal goal adoption, these factors are, for instance, religious and 

social values. The Protestant emphasis on achievement and the contemporary American value 

of becoming a winner (Spence, 1985) may fare better in explaining the low prevalence of 

avoidance personal goals than interdependent self-construal.  

It is also possible that in the U.S. these within-cultural factors interact with 

interdependent self-construal, leading to a different meaning of interdependence there than in 

Thailand. With the emphasis of American culture on achievement and assertion of individual 

strengths (Spence, 1985), those high in interdependent selves in this culture, even with their 

orientation directed towards fulfilling roles and obligation (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), may 

not feel compelled to discover and eliminate their deficiencies. Consequently, in the U.S., the 

sense of interdependent selves may not necessarily lead to avoidance personal goal adoption.  

Finally, the fact that American participants listed a small number of avoidance 

personal goals might have helped explain the lack of association that the goal adoption had 

with interdependent self-construal. When compared with past reports (Elliot et al., 1997; 

Emmons & Kaiser, 1996), the proportion of avoidance personal goals listed by the American 

participants in the present study was relatively low. On average, less than one out of the eight 

personal goals that these participants pursued was fueled by avoidance motivation. Hence, 

the range of avoidance personal goal adoption in this sample was relatively restricted. Forty 

percent of the participants did not list the goals at all, while those who did so to the highest 

extent reported that avoidance personal goals made up thirty-eight percent of their personal 

goal pursuits. The restricted range of avoidance personal goal endorsement, particularly its 
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zero lower-bound, might have obscured the association that the endorsement had with the 

sense of interdependent selves in the American participants.  

In contrast, the association between avoidance personal goal adoption and 

interdependent self-construal was evident in the Thai sample. The Thai participants who 

exhibited higher concerns for social relationships relied more on avoidance personal goals in 

their daily routines. Apparently, the goals related to their concerns for eliminating 

deficiencies (Heine, 2001; Kitayama et al., 1997) and helped them to fit more harmoniously 

into their roles and, thus, accomplished their ultimate goal of maintaining social relationships 

(Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Fiske et al., 1997). 

Avoidance personal goals may also have helped the Thai participants who were high 

in interdependent selves to maintain relationship harmony in a more direct manner. When the 

content of the goals endorsed by the Thai and American participants was examined, it was 

evident that the Thai participants adopted avoidance personal goals that focused on social 

relationships more than twice as often as their American counterparts did (15.16% vs. 

6.96%). Examples of relationship-based avoidance personal goals that these participants 

listed are, “Avoid arguing with my sister,” “Avoid making my parents worried,” and “Try not 

to become a burden to my group.”  

Nonetheless, to conclude that concerns for relationship harmony and interdependent 

sense of self were the sole reasons for avoidance personal goal adoption in Thailand can be 

misleading. Unfortunately, other variables that have been reported to contribute to the 

adoption of avoidance personal goals, namely, fear of failure (Elliot & Sheldon, 1997) and 

the lack of personal resources (Elliot et al., 1997), were not investigated in relation to the 

sense of self. Hence, from the present study, one may only conclude that interdependent self-

construal is one, but not necessarily the only, predictor of avoidance personal goal adoption 

in Thailand.  

Prior to concluding this section, it is worth emphasizing that, although they embraced 

avoidance personal goals to a higher degree than their American counterparts, the Thai 
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participants still had approach personal goals as their goals of choice. These goals accounted 

for 77.74% of the personal goals that these participants endorsed (in comparison to 22.26% 

for avoidance personal goals). Consequently, it is essential to keep in mind that a relatively 

high orientation toward avoidance personal goal adoption in the Thai participants (in 

comparison to a lower orientation in their American counterparts) did not signify the 

predomination of avoidance personal goal adoption in the Thai culture.  

Desirability Perception 

The investigation of the perception of avoidance personal goal desirability was based 

on the hypotheses that cross-cultural variation would exist in this perception and this 

variation would be attributable to the sense of interdependent selves as experienced by the 

Thai and American samples. Finally, goal desirability perception was hypothesized to predict 

the experience of subjective well-being. 

As hypothesized, cross-cultural variation was observed in how the Thai and 

American participants perceived the desirability of their avoidance personal goals. The Thai 

participants perceived the goals as more desirable than their American counterparts. Within-

cultural comparisons of the desirability perception of these goals with that of approach 

personal goals helped confirm this cross-cultural variation. While avoidance personal goals 

were rated as more desirable than approach personal goals in Thailand, they were regarded as 

less desirable in the U.S. Despite these findings, to assume that American participants did not 

find avoidance personal goals desirable can be misleading, given the finding that the mean 

desirability rating of these goals was well beyond the midpoint of the scale.  

One of the main theses of the present study is the proposal that the sense of 

interdependent selves should help explain cross-cultural variation in goal desirability 

perception. Given their outcomes in preventing or eradicating negativity, the service of 

avoidance personal goals should be satisfactory to those high in interdependent selves, in this 

case the Thai participants. For these participants, the goals should help redress their 
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deficiencies and help them to fit more harmoniously into their social relationships. 

Avoidance personal goals may not be as desirable for the American participants who are less 

identified with interdependent sense of self, however.  

Still, in opposition to the hypothesis, cross-cultural variation in the perception of 

avoidance personal goal desirability was not found to be attributable to interdependent self-

construal. Possible explanations for this finding are as follows. 

The first explanation is relevant to the psychometric property of the Self-construal 

Scale administered in the present study. Its construct validity, in particular, appears relatively 

limited. Furthermore, although the interdependence subscale has been designed to be one of 

the two dimensions of the scale (Singelis, 1994), it seems to measure various aspects of 

interdependence. Until this is clarified, it is possible that some of these aspects (e.g., concern 

for group harmony) are more associated with the desirability perception of avoidance 

personal goals than others (e.g., respect for authority). This association may have been 

overshadowed when different aspects of interdependent self-construal were correlated 

simultaneously with the desirability perception. 

Furthermore, there may be other features of interdependent self-construal that are 

relevant to avoidance personal goal desirability perception but were not captured by the Self-

construal Scale administered in the present study. For instance, one explanation for the lack 

of desirability in avoidance personal goals, as reported in the American individuals, lies in 

the failure of this type of goals to promote intrinsic motivation (Emmons & Kaiser, 1996). 

However, the desirability of avoidance personal goals, as perceived by the Thai individuals, 

may not have been compromised for this reason. According to Iyengar and Lepper (1999), 

those high in interdependent selves experience intrinsic motivation upon pursuing the tasks 

that elicit sanction from their membership groups. Pursuing avoidance personal goals, which 

helped them to fit more harmoniously into their social relationships, should have provided the 

Thai participants with this sanction and, thus, intrinsic motivation. Therefore, interdependent 

selves should have led the Thai participants to find avoidance personal goals more desirable 
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through their enhancement of the intrinsic value of the goals. Unfortunately, this 

enhancement or the experience of intrinsic motivation, in the interdependent way, did not 

seem to be captured by Singelis’ (1994) Self-construal Scale. 

Alternatively, there may be other within-cultural variables that help explain the cross-

cultural variation in avoidance personal goal desirability perception. In Thailand, for 

instance, one such variable is Buddhism, the country’s national religion. One of the Buddhist 

teachings is the middle way, or the maintenance of moderation (Hanh, 1998). An analogy 

commonly recited in relation to this teaching is that of the harp strings, which do not produce 

beautiful sounds if they become too tight or too loose.  

Relying on the core thesis of the middle way (Hanh, 1998), the Thai participants may 

have been less “uptight” in promoting their positive attributes. Instead, they may have been 

more motivated to redress their deficiencies in order not to become “too loose.” 

Consequently, they may have found the outcomes of avoidance personal goals in eliminating 

negativity desirable. In contrast, with the Protestant emphasis on achievement and the 

contemporary American value of becoming a winner (Spence, 1985), the American 

participants may have concentrated more on enhancing positive aspects of themselves and 

found the service of avoidance personal goals less appealing.  

Additionally, the ambiguity in the operationalization of the construct of avoidance 

personal goal desirability may have helped account for the absence of its association with 

interdependent self-construal. In the present study, the construct of goal desirability was 

intended to reflect how well the individuals felt satisfied with the outcomes of their 

avoidance personal goals. However, as suggested by Polivy and Herman (2002), individuals 

may perceive the desirability of their goals either when they recognize the appropriateness of 

the goal outcomes or when they like the phenomenological experience that the goal pursuits 

promise. This suggestion was confirmed when one of the American participants questioned, 

when he was about to rate the desirability of his personal goals, why an individual would 
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pursue a goal that he did not like. Apparently, this participant referred to Polivy and 

Herman’s second definition of goal desirability. 

The two interpretations of goal desirability appear to have a varying degree of 

association with interdependent self-construal. When individuals evaluate the desirability of 

their goals in terms of the appropriateness of the goal outcomes, the evaluation appears more 

relevant to interdependent self-construal, which entails individuals’ endeavors to fit properly 

into their roles and obligation. In contrast, when they assess the goals in terms of their 

phenomenological experience, this assessment appears less relevant to the self-construal. 

Because the manners in which goal desirability was assessed were not clarified in the present 

study23, it is possible that the two interpretations of the construct may have accounted for the 

lack of association between goal desirability perception and the sense of interdependent 

selves here.  

Finally, in opposition to the hypothesis, the desirability perception of avoidance 

personal goals was not associated with subjective well-being in either Thailand or the U.S. 

While the aforementioned ambiguity in participants’ interpretations of the construct of goal 

desirability may help explicate this lack of association to some extent, other explanations are 

as follows.  

First, as suggested by Brunstein and his colleagues (Brunstein , 1993; Brunstein et al., 

1998), while individuals benefit psychologically from pursuing goals that are congruent to 

their motives, it is equally important for them to have an opportunity to work toward and 

perceive the progress toward these goals. Understandably, the pleasure that the individuals 

receive upon pursuing desirable goals may not be as rewarding as the one that they obtain 

upon perceiving their goal progress. The association between perception of progress toward 

avoidance personal goals and subjective well-being is outlined in the next section. 

                                                   
23 For the Thai participants, goal desirability was translated into Thai as �น่ากระทำ�.  Again, this translation is 
applicable to both of the two interpretations outlined. 
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Additionally, the reexamination of the construct of subjective well-being may help 

clarify its lack of association with goal desirability perception. Recently, growing concerns 

have been raised among contemporary researchers (McGregor & Little, 1998; Ryan & Deci, 

2000; Ryff, 1989; Ryff & Keyes, 1995) that traditional operationalization of subjective well-

being as a combination of the cognitive component of life satisfaction and the affective 

component of positive and negative emotions may entail some limitations. For instance, as 

Ryan and Deci (2000) pointed out, the experience of subjective well-being as traditionally 

defined does not reflect the fuller, more enduring, and deeper sense of well-being 

characteristic of a fully functioning person (Rogers, 1961).  

Ryff and Keys’ (1995) addition of the sense of meaning into the operationalization of 

subjective well-being may help resolve these concerns to some degree. According to the 

researchers, meaning refers to the feeling of purpose and growth that individuals experience 

in life. As illustrated in a recent study of personal projects (McGregor & Little, 1998), a 

construct closely associated with personal goals (Little, 1993), while the degree that the 

projects progress is correlated with the traditional measure of subjective well-being, the 

degree of integrity that the projects offer is better captured by the sense of meaning.  

With integrity being described as the degree to which the individuals perceive their 

goals as consistent with their values, commitments, and self-identity (McGregor & Little, 

1998), it is possible that the Thai participants experienced the sense of meaning upon their 

realization of the desirability of their avoidance personal goals or the congruency that the 

goal outcomes had with their value of social relationships24. Unfortunately, this experience 

might not be captured by the traditional measure of subjective well-being administered in the 

present study.   

                                                   
24 Although findings from a recent study by Sapyta (1997) suggest that “purpose in life”, a component of 
meaning, is valued more in individualistic cultures, these do not necessarily preclude the possibility that meaning 
is the aspect of subjective well-being that is enhanced by avoidance personal goal desirability perception in the 
Thai participants. 



 93

Progress Perception 

The investigation of avoidance personal goal progress was based on the hypotheses 

that cross-cultural variation would not be observed in the perception of this progress and that 

the perception would be associated with the experience of subjective well-being. Findings 

partially supported these hypotheses. 

An initial finding suggested that, after a period of four weeks, the Thai and American 

participants did not perceive a different degree of progress toward avoidance personal goals. 

However, when this progress was compared later with that of approach personal goals within 

each culture, an intriguing finding emerged. While the American participants reported less 

progress toward avoidance personal goals, in comparison to that toward approach personal 

goals, the Thai participants did not. 

Possible explanations are drawn to explicate why the within-cultural comparison did 

not suggest limitations of avoidance personal goal progress in Thailand. These explanations 

are as follows. 

First, avoidance personal goals were perceived as more desirable in Thailand, and, as 

evident in the preliminary analysis, this desirability perception was positively associated with 

goal progress. Apparently the Thai participants appreciated the outcomes of avoidance 

personal goals, and this appreciation may have helped enhance goal progress. This sounds 

reasonable considering past reports that the more the individuals value their goals, the more 

motivated and persistent they become upon the goal pursuits (Lyndon & Zanna, 1990) and 

the more likely they perceive the goal progress (Brunstein, 1993). Recognizing that the 

outcomes of avoidance personal goals are instrumental to their relationship harmony, the 

Thai participants should have become particularly motivated to work toward these goals. 

This motivation may have helped compensate for the limitations inherent in avoidance 

personal goals and made their progress comparable to that of approach personal goals.  

The same, however, may not have applied to the American participants who were less 

likely to perceive avoidance personal goals as truly “personal.” Elliot et al.’s (1997) reports 
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that these participants pursue this type of goals out of necessity suggest that avoidance 

personal goal pursuits are not autonomous and may not be integrated into their core volitional 

selves (Deci & Ryan, 1995). Without this integration, the pursuits entail a lower degree of 

sustained effort investment (Sheldon & Elliot, 1998) and less goal attainment (Sheldon, 2002; 

Sheldon & Elliot, 1998; Sheldon, Kasser, Smith, & Share, 2002).  

The desirability perception of avoidance personal goals may have helped enhance 

goal progress in another manner. According to Emmons and Kaiser’s (1996) report, low 

progress toward avoidance personal goals may be attributable to less support that the goal 

adoption elicits from individuals’ social networks. Considering that this report comes from 

the American culture, where avoidance personal goals are deemed less desirable, this 

limitation sounds logical.  

The same may not have applied to the Thai culture, however. There, the service of 

avoidance personal goals should have been essential in assisting those high in interdependent 

selves to eliminate their deficiencies and fit more harmoniously into their social relationships. 

Consequently, the goal adoption should have elicited more support from individuals’ social 

networks. Apparently, the support helped confirm to the Thai participants that their 

avoidance personal goal pursuits were worthwhile and provide them with resources essential 

for the pursuits (Ruehlman & Wolchik, 1988). Consequently, avoidance personal goals 

should have progressed more for these participants. 

Apart from their desirability, other characteristics unique to avoidance personal goals 

in Thailand may have helped facilitate goal progress. One of these characteristics is the 

underlying reason that prompted the goal adoption in the first place. In contrast to the 

American participants, whose avoidance personal goal adoption was demonstrated to stem 

from the lack of personal resources (Elliot et al., 1997), the Thai participants might have 

pursued the goals for numerous reasons [e.g., the desire to fit in harmoniously with their 

social relationships as reflected in their sense of interdependent selves (Markus & Kitayama, 

1991) or the desire to eliminate their deficiencies in order not to become “too loose” 
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according to the Buddhist’s teaching of the middle way (Hanh, 1998)]. Therefore, avoidance 

personal goal pursuits in the Thai participants did not necessarily entail any initial 

disadvantages, as in the case of their American counterparts. The goal progress, thus, was 

comparable to that of approach personal goals in Thailand. 

Finally, the higher progress toward avoidance personal goals in Thailand may be 

explained by the goal content. As previously outlined, a higher proportion of avoidance 

personal goals reflected concerns for social relationships there. Considering the possibility 

that these relationship-based avoidance personal goals are mutually honored, the probability 

that the Thai participants work collaboratively to achieve them and, hence, witness their 

progress should be enhanced. For instance, when each individual pursues the goal of trying to 

avoid offending one another, the possibility that such an offense becomes lessened should 

increase.  

Prior to concluding this section, it is worth mentioning that the perception of 

avoidance personal goal progress was predictive of subjective well-being only in Thailand. 

The absence of such a prediction in the U.S. was unanticipated, considering past reports that 

consistently associated goal progress and subjective well-being together (Carver & Scheier, 

1990; Diener, 1994; Diener & Lucas, 2000; Diener et al., 1999; Hsee & Abelson, 1991; 

Robertson, 1990).  

While further investigations should clarify this finding, one explanation may help 

explicate the lack of association here. In contrast to past studies where subjective well-being 

was associated with goal progress in general, the progress examined in the present study was 

specific to that of avoidance personal goals. Some limitations inherent in the goals, 

particularly their lack of intrinsic value, may have compromised the benefits that the progress 

entailed. As previously reported (Cantor & Sanderson, 1999; Kasser & Ryan, 1993), the 

degree of subjective well-being that individuals experience upon their goal progress varies 

according to the extent to which the goals respond to their intrinsic needs. Because avoidance 

personal goals appear to be less responsive to the basic need for autonomy in American 
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individuals (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), the degree of subjective well-being that the goal 

progress contributes to should be relatively low (Diener & Lucas, 2000; Sheldon, 2002). 

Association with Subjective Well-being 

Finally, the relationship between avoidance personal goal adoption and subjective 

well-being was investigated. It was hypothesized that the perceptions of the two 

characteristics of avoidance personal goals, goal desirability and goal progress, would 

contribute to the goal outcomes in subjective well-being. Less subjective well-being was 

hypothesized in the American participants, given their dissatisfaction with both goal 

characteristics. No negative or positive outcomes were hypothesized in the Thai participants. 

These participants should have perceived avoidance personal goals as desirable, and this 

desirability perception was hypothesized to compensate for low progress toward the goals. 

While findings confirmed the hypothesized outcomes of avoidance personal goals, 

hypotheses regarding how the two goal characteristics contributed to these outcomes were 

not supported. First, the perception of avoidance personal goal progress, but not desirability, 

contributed to subjective well-being in the Thai participants. Furthermore, neither the 

perceptions of goal progress or desirability correlated with subjective well-being in the 

American participants. Although this discrepancy requires future clarification, the 

examination of these goal characteristics raises some interesting issues here. 

As previously outlined, specifically in the Thai sample, the desirability perception of 

avoidance personal goals may have exerted its influence on subjective well-being through 

goal progress. With the enhanced desirability, avoidance personal goals may have had some 

advantages (e.g., the elicitation of higher motivation and more sustained efforts) which 

helped compensate for the limitations inherent in their progress (e.g., the negative-based goal 

monitoring process, debilitative anxiety) (Emmons & Kaiser, 1996). Given the close 

association between this progress and subjective well-being (Brunstein, 1993; Carver & 

Scheier, 1990; Diener, 1994; Diener & Lucas, 2000; Diener et al., 1999; Emmons, 2003; 
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Hsee & Abelson, 1991), the absence of the progress limitations of avoidance personal goals 

should have helped explain why less subjective well-being was not observed as a result of the 

goal adoption in Thailand. 

While the significance of goal progress perception in explaining avoidance personal 

goal outcomes was supported in Thailand, the role of this goal characteristic might not have 

been as apparent in the U.S. Preliminary analyses suggested instead that  the content of 

avoidance personal goals may have been more useful in explaining goal outcomes there. As 

previously outlined, American participants were found to pursue a number of avoidance 

personal goals that reflected concerns for emotional discomforts (e.g., “Trying not to let 

small things bother me,” “Trying not to be stressed out,”) and the number of these goal 

pursuits doubled as compared to their Thai counterparts (33.91% vs. 16.80%). This finding, 

together with past reports of a bi-directional relationship between goal adoption and 

subjective well-being (Diener & Lucas, 2000; Marks & Fleming, 1999), suggested that 

American participants who pursued avoidance personal goals might have experienced 

negative emotion prior to the goal adoption. Given the close association between emotional 

experience and subjective well-being, it is reasonable to conclude that, when compared with 

the Thai participants, the American participants might have fared more poorly in their initial 

subjective well-being.  

The finding that American participants used avoidance personal goals to cope with 

their emotional predicaments could help explain the debilitative outcomes of the goals from 

another perspective. As evident in Wenzlaff and Wegner’s (2000) recent review, those 

attempting to suppress negative emotion are paradoxically more likely to experience such an 

emotion. Hence, the more intensely the American participants focused on eliminating 

emotional discomforts, the more likely they were to suffer from them.  Again, because 

emotional experience is instrumental to the judgment of subjective well-being, particularly in 

those high in independent selves (Oishi, 2002; Suh et al., 1998), American participants were 

less likely to experience subjective well-being upon their avoidance personal goal pursuits. 



 98

Performance-avoidance Achievement Goals 

In contrast to findings of differences in avoidance personal goal adoption, cross-

cultural variations were less prominent in the study of performance-avoidance achievement 

goals. Because of their secondary significance, the discussion of findings pertaining to this 

topic, to be delineated below, is relatively brief. 

First, cross-cultural analyses suggested no significant differences in the prevalence of 

performance-avoidance achievement goals in Thailand versus the U.S. Both Thai and 

American participants relied on performance-avoidance achievement goals to some degree 

during their academic pursuits. Also, unlike findings regarding avoidance personal goals, 

interdependent self-construal was not predictive of the adoption of performance-avoidance 

achievement goals in either the Thai or American sample. Instead, the traditional predictor of 

fear of failure (Elliot & Church, 1997) helped explain the goal adoption in both samples. 

Interestingly, an association was not observed between competence perception and 

performance-avoidance achievement goal adoption in either sample. These findings 

contrasted with those obtained from previous studies with American samples (Elliot, 1999; 

Elliot & Church, 1997). Future studies are necessary to resolve this inconsistency in findings. 

Finally, slight variations existed in the outcomes of performance-avoidance 

achievement goals in Thailand and the U.S. Although the goal adoption resulted in test 

anxiety in both samples, it predicted a decrease in intrinsic motivation only in the American 

one. While this discrepancy requires further investigations, these findings ruled out the 

possibility that performance-avoidance achievement goal adoption had no debilitative 

outcomes in Thailand, where interdependent selves were prominent. 

Conclusion 

The primary objective of the present study was to investigate the manifestation of 

avoidance personal goals across cultures. Findings supported the premise that variations 

existed in avoidance personal goal prevalence and outcomes in Thailand and the U.S. 

However, in opposition to the hypothesis, interdependent self-construal did not account for 
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cross-cultural variation in avoidance personal goal adoption. An orientation toward 

interdependent selves only helped explain the goal adoption in Thailand. The Thai 

participants who were high in this sense of self were more oriented toward avoidance 

personal goals. However, in the U.S., the association between self-construal and goal 

orientation was not observed. Regardless of their interdependent self-construal, American 

participants endorsed a small number of personal goals that were fueled by avoidance 

motivation. Apparently, this finding raises questions regarding the efficacy of the use of self-

construal in predicting avoidance personal goal adoption in the U.S. and helps caution against 

the over-generalization of the influence of self-construal on goal orientation across cultures.   

Additionally, findings from the study of performance-avoidance achievement goals 

help advise against such generalization in another manner. In Thailand, while the influence of 

self-construal on the manifestation of avoidance motivation was evident in personal goals, 

the impact was less susceptible on the manifestation of the motivation in achievement goals. 

Apparently, this finding illustrates that the influence of self-construal on motivation 

orientation is not identical across different types of goals. Because they reflect self-concept 

and self-related wishes, broad avoidance personal goals should be more susceptible to the 

influence of self-construal than situationally specific performance-avoidance achievement 

goals. In sum, findings from the present study suggest that caution should be exercised in the 

estimation of the influence of self-construal on the cross-cultural goal manifestation. 

LIMITATIONS 

While attempts were made to design and implement the present study with careful 

attention, certain limitations remain and may restrict the understanding of the present 

findings to some extent. These limitations may be viewed from three aspects: 1) sample 

selection, 2) instrumentation, and 3) research implementation. These limitations are as 

follows. 
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Sample Selection 

In general, limitations pertaining to sample selection restrict the generalizability of 

research findings (Glass & Hopkins, 1995). In the present study, this restriction exists due to 

some characteristics of the Thai and American participants. 

First, both samples, especially the Thai one, were predominantly female. While past 

findings in personal goals do not indicate gender differences in avoidance personal goal 

adoption (Emmons, 1986), recent studies in achievement goals suggest a higher orientation 

toward performance-avoidance achievement goals in females (Elliot, 1999; Markus et al., 

1996). In order to consider the possible impacts of the skewed gender distribution on 

interpretations of the present findings, gender was included as another factor in data analyses 

or, when appropriate, the analyses were conducted separately for each gender in each culture. 

Although a higher orientation toward performance-avoidance achievement goals was found 

in females, the orientation did not lead to cross-cultural variations in performance-avoidance 

achievement goal adoption in Thailand and the U.S., despite the far stronger skewed gender 

distribution in the former country. Additionally, gender variation was not observed in 

avoidance personal goal adoption, confirming past findings (Emmons, 1986; Emmons & 

Kaiser, 1996). Overall, findings from gender analyses did not suggest that gender attributed 

to cross-cultural variation investigated in the present study. 

Additionally, geographical locations from which the participants were drawn may 

restrict the generalizability of the findings to some extent. As previously outlined, the Thai 

participants were elicited from a university in Bangkok, while their American counterparts 

were selected from a Southwestern university in the U.S. Thus, to conclude that the responses 

of these participants are representative of those of all Thai and American undergraduates can 

be misleading. According to Cooper & Denner (1998), individuals from urban areas tend to 

experience a higher sense of independent selves, and this may apply to the Thai participants 

who came from the capital of Thailand. In contrast, the Southwestern American participants 
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might experience a lower sense of independent selves than other American undergraduates 

who came from the more urban areas of the U.S.  

Another restriction to the generalizability of the findings is relevant to the 

characteristics of participants who completed the study participation. While preliminary 

analyses did not suggest significant differences in the responses of completers and non-

completers in the American sample, variations in these responses were observed in its Thai 

counterpart. When compared, the Thai participants who completed the two study sessions 

reported a lower sense of interdependent selves than those who failed to return for the second 

study session. Possibly, responding to the questionnaires where an individual was 

conceptualized as a context-free entity brought discomforts to the Thai participants who were 

high in interdependent selves and defined themselves based on their social relationships, and 

these discomforts might have deterred them from returning to the second study session. 

Hence, findings regarding the Thai participants may be most appropriately generalized to 

those who are relatively low in interdependent selves. 

Prior to concluding this section, it is worth mentioning another limitation pertaining 

to sample selection. This limitation is slightly different than those previously outlined and 

may complicate sample comparison, rather than the generalization of the findings. Although 

participation in the present study was voluntary, the manner in which the Thai and American 

samples were elicited was quite different. A small monetary reward was offered to 

prospective Thai participants whereas course credits were extended to the American 

participants. Had the latter group of participants declined to attend the present study, they 

would have had to complete an alternative assignment which might have been viewed by 

some as less preferable. Therefore, while the Thai participants may have focused on attaining 

the positive outcome of receiving monetary rewards, the American participants may have 

concentrated on avoiding the negative outcome of carrying out a possibly less desirable 

assignment. Given the pervasive influence of the two outcome foci, the Thai and American 

participants might have attended the present study with slightly different mindsets. Still, the 
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two motivation orientations should have increased the number of avoidance personal goals 

adopted by the American participants and decreased their number among the Thai ones. 

Consequently, the finding that more avoidance personal goals were observed in the Thai 

sample should not have been caused by any differences in study participation incentives. 

Instrumentation 

Restrictions regarding the instruments in the present study may be viewed in relation 

to: 1) the instrument translation and 2) the operationalization of some key constructs. These 

restrictions are as follows. 

One of the most challenging aspects of this cross-cultural study lies in its utilization 

of translated instruments. Although this utilization is common to cross-cultural studies 

(Greenfield, 2000) and attention was paid during the translation process to maintain construct 

equivalence of translated instruments (Brislin, 1970; Wallace & Brislin, 1973), to claim that 

no complications existed during the utilization would be misleading. Because all of the 

instruments employed in the present study were developed in Western cultures, the degree 

that they might accurately and reliably reflect the psyches of those from other cultures can be 

compromised.  

As previously outlined, the translated instrument that may raise the most concerns in 

this regard is the Self-construal Scale. While the results of the reliability analysis replicated 

those of the original scale (Singelis, 1994), findings from the validity analysis indicated that 

the scale required future improvement. Apparently, the loadings for the two-factor model as 

well as the degree of variance that the two factors explained were relatively low. 

Beyond the translation, other limitations pertaining to instrumentation are relevant to 

the operationalization of the key constructs of: 1) personal goals and 2) goal desirability. 

These limitations are as follows. 

First is the measure of personal goals, particularly the one administered to the Thai 

participants. Following Emmons (1986), the instruction for this measure explicitly asked the 
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participants to write down what they typically tried to do in their daily life 

(�ส่ิงท่ีท่านพยายามทำในชีวิตประจำวัน�). Still, a number of participants misunderstood the 

instruction and listed their aspirations [e.g., “อยากเป็นแอร์โฮสเตส (trying to become a flight 

attendant),” “อยากไปเท่ียวยุโรป (trying to visit Europe)”] or their wishes for others [e.g., 

“อยากให้แม่หายป่วยเร็วๆ (trying to have my mother recover from her illness),” 

“อยากให้เพ่ือนท่ีโกรธกันอยู่หายโกรธกัน (trying to have my friends resolve their differences)”]. 

These invalid listings made up 13.29% of the total of the personal goals that the Thai 

participants generated and were excluded from the analysis. Still, when these listings were 

examined, the majority of them might be viewed as an approach regulation. Therefore, their 

exclusion might have reduced not only the number of goals that were examined in the Thai 

sample but also the number of approach goals that might have been observed in this sample.  

Attempts were made to minimize this complication in the American sample, whose 

data collection took place approximately two months later. While written instructions 

remained the same, verbal elaboration had been added, “personal goals here should not 

reflect your aspirations or your wishes for others but what you are trying to do in your daily 

life.” In spite of this elaboration, questions were raised by some participants regarding the 

exact nature of the goals. To illustrate this, examples of personal goals, listed in the 

questionnaire, such as, “trying to do well in my classes” and “trying to exercise,” were 

contrasted to the goals that expressed a wish for others, such as, “having my roommate clear 

the apartment more” or aspirations for oneself, such as, “trying to become a flight attendant” 

and “trying to travel to Europe.” 

Still, aspirations and wishes for others remained observable in some American 

participants’ listings of personal goals and made up 5.5% of the goals that these participants 

generated. Although the verbal elaboration apparently helped reduce the miscomprehension 

regarding the nature of personal goals, it might have influenced the responses of the 

American participants in some unanticipated ways and, unfortunately, interfered with the 

cross-cultural variations in the goal orientation investigated. 
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Another limitation pertaining to the conceptualization of the construct of personal 

goals may be viewed in terms of goal feasibility. Following Emmons’ (1986) definition, 

written instructions mentioned that personal goals were based on intentions and the 

generation of the goals should not have been restricted by their actual or predicted outcomes. 

Hence, personal goals that were generated in the present study varied a great deal in their 

feasibility. While progress toward some goals might be more readily observed in the period 

of the four weeks investigated, that toward others might not be so obvious (e.g., progress 

toward the personal goal “trying to smile more” was likely to be more detectable than that 

toward the goal “trying to save 20,000 baht for my facial.”) Unfortunately, these variations in 

goal feasibility might have moderated the influence of approach-avoidance motivation 

orientation in determining participants’ perception of goal progress. 

Finally, in addition to the construct of personal goals, the conceptualization of the 

construct of goal desirability may entail some complications. As previously outlined, this 

construct was initially designed to capture the degree of satisfaction that the individuals have 

with their personal goal outcomes. However, as raised by Polivy and Herman (2002), goal 

desirability might be interpreted as the degree of phenomenological experience that the goal 

pursuits warrant. Because the two interpretations of goal desirability differ quite drastically, 

the reference to one interpretation instead of the other should alter the desirability perception 

quite radically.  

Research Implementation 

Some limitations pertaining to the implementation of the present study are as follows.  

First, due to concerns for participants’ fatigue, only eight personal goals were elicited 

from each participant. However, as discovered subsequently, the number of avoidance 

personal goals that these participants, especially the Americans, generated was relatively low. 

In fact, some of these participants did not include any avoidance personal goals in their goal 

generation. Consequently, they were excluded from the analyses of goal desirability and goal 



 105

progress. This exclusion reduced the sample size and, hence, the power of these analyses 

(Glass & Hopkins, 1995). Had these participants been asked to generate more goals, the 

probability that they would have included avoidance personal goals in their goal generation 

should have been increased. 

Additionally, with the primary objective of examining the influence of avoidance 

personal goals on subjective well-being, the hypothesized relationship between the two 

variables was presented as causal in nature. It is important, however, to keep in mind that a 

bi-directional relationship probably exists between them (Diener & Lucas, 2000; Marks & 

Fleming, 1999).  Thus, following Diener and Lucas’ (2000) caution, additional studies are 

necessary before the causal relationship between avoidance personal goal adoption and 

subjective well-being can be confidently confirmed. 

Finally, although the present study was designed to investigate if the influence of 

self-construal on the manifestation of avoidance motivation is generalizable across different 

types of goals (i.e., avoidance personal goals vs. performance-avoidance achievement goals), 

another variation exists among the two goals in question and may have complicated their 

comparison.  

As evident in their label, performance-avoidance achievement goals reflect not only 

the focus on negative outcomes of avoidance regulation but also the preoccupation with self-

presentation, as commonly reported in performance goals (Ames, 1992; Dweck, 1999; Elliot 

& Thrash, 2001; Nicholls, 1984). In contrast, avoidance personal goals reflect goals with 

negative outcome focus in general (Emmons, 2003). Therefore, the “performance” 

component of performance-avoidance achievement goals may have accounted for the 

variations that the goals had in comparison to avoidance personal goals. In short, the 

comparison of avoidance personal goals and performance-avoidance achievement goals 

might have been biased by the “performance” component of the latter goals. 
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FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

Directions for future improvements of the present study may be viewed as follows. 

First, future studies should benefit from the elicitation of participation from the Thai 

and American samples who are more representative of their respective populations. Using the 

samples who are more diverse in their socio-cultural backgrounds should enhance the 

generalizability of the present findings. Additionally, the extension of comparable incentives 

to potential participants should lessen initial discrepancies in their motivation for study 

participation.  

Second, the reexamination and, when necessary, the improvement of the instruments 

administered in the present study should help verify and clarify the findings to a great extent. 

Markedly, efforts should be made to enhance the psychometric properties of some of the 

translated instruments, particularly the measure of self-construal.  

Even more preferable is the employment of additional methods for data collection. 

Because the data here were based on self-report, they may have been plagued by participants’ 

concerns for social desirability (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960; Johnson & Van de Vijver, 2002). 

The concurrent use of alternative data collection methods (e.g., observation, the examination 

of participants’ academic records, the use of informants) should help overcome some 

discrepancies in participants’ responses which may result from these concerns or from their 

lapse in memory. Finally, the use of an interview method in an estimation of participants’ 

personal goals should help verify the researcher’s categorization of the goals into approach 

versus avoidance regulation. Given the complexity of the motivation system, the direct 

discourse with the participants should be most efficient in revealing their underlying motives 

for pursuing personal goals. However, because some of the goals are highly “personal,” the 

researchers may need to establish a great amount of rapport with their participants prior to 

using this method. 

The use of an interview method may be useful in another aspect as well. Throughout 

the present study, individuals’ concerns for eliminating negativities have been proposed to 
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account for the association between interdependent self-construal and avoidance personal 

goal adoption. This proposal was drawn from past reports that those high in interdependent 

selves exhibit a higher concern for eradicating their deficiencies (Heine et al., 2001; 

Kitayama et al., 1997), and this concern seems congruent with the negative outcome focus of 

avoidance personal goals. Although this congruency appears conceptually sound, empirical 

investigations are necessary to clarify that it is this aspect of interdependent selves that 

orients the individuals toward avoidance personal goals. The interview method, where the 

participants can be asked about the adoption of their personal goals, should give some 

clarification to this. 

Additionally, other than their approach-avoidance motivation orientation, some 

characteristics of personal goals and the manner in which they interact with the motivation 

orientation should help explain the goal outcomes in subjective well-being. Although they are 

not the main focus of the present study, preliminary findings suggest that personal goal 

content may moderate goal outcomes a great deal. A more systematic investigation of this 

subject may be promising. Furthermore, other characteristics of personal goals are worth 

examining. They may include, for instance, the degree that the goals are consistent with one 

another and the degree that the goals are intrinsically or extrinsically motivated (Emmons, 

2003; Kasser & Ryan, 1993, 1996; Sheldon & Elliot, 1998). The clarification of how these 

goal characteristics interact with the approach-avoidance motivation orientation in predicting 

the goal outcomes in subjective well-being should be informative.  

Finally, mastery-avoidance achievement goals (Elliot, 1999; Elliot & McGregor, 

2001; Pintrich, 2000) may be introduced into future studies. As previously outlined, the 

present study was aimed at comparing the manifestation of avoidance motivation in personal 

and achievement goals. However, the achievement goals investigated here, performance-

avoidance achievement goals, are embedded with the concerns for performing or self-

presentation (Ames, 1992; Dweck, 1999; Elliot & Thrash, 2001; Nicholls, 1984), and this 

limits the comparison to some extent. Given the controversies regarding the outcomes of 
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performance-based achievement goals (Harackiewicz, Barron, & Elliot, 1998; Midgley et al., 

2001)25, it remains ambiguous whether or not the debilitative outcomes of performance-

avoidance achievement goals stem from their avoidance regulation.  

This ambiguity should be resolved with the addition of mastery-avoidance 

achievement goals, the newly introduced achievement goals that reflect individuals’ 

hesitation to take on achievement pursuits for fear of not accomplishing their tasks or not 

measuring up to their past performance (Elliot, 1999; Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Pintrich, 

2000). In general, positive outcomes have been reported in relation to mastery-based 

achievement goals (Elliot, 1999; Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996; 

Middleton & Midgley, 1997). If negativities are observed in mastery-avoidance achievement 

goal adoption, they should be attributable to avoidance regulation, and this should help 

clarify the outcomes of the regulation across cultures. 

IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS 

Systematic investigations of how avoidance goals are manifested across cultures as 

well as the influence of self-construal on this manifestation remains limited at present. The 

examination of these topics should have some implications for the practice of goal promotion 

and the elaboration of self-construal theory. These implications are delineated below. 

Implications for the Practice of Goal Promotion 

Although the use of personal goals as an indicator of subjective well-being in clinical 

practice has been well-established (Emmons, 2003; Karoly, 1999), the integration of 

approach-avoidance motivation orientation into this practice (Elliot, 2002) remains limited at 

present. Findings from the present study should contribute to this integration through its 

affirmation of the motivation orientation as another predictor of subjective well-being for 

                                                   
25 Although recent studies report that performance-approach achievement goals fare better than performance-
avoidance achievement goals (See Anderman et al., 2000 for a review), there remain some disagreements among 
goal theorists regarding these reports (Midgley et al., 2001). 
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American populations. Additionally, the present findings should help remind practitioners of 

the heterogeneity of their clients’ motivation orientation. 

Witnessing the debilitative outcomes in subjective well-being of avoidance personal 

goals in the American participants, practitioners who work in the U.S. should help their 

clients to cut down their personal goals that are fueled by avoidance motivation. The same, 

however, may not apply to clients in Thailand. Avoidance personal goal adoption there does 

not predict negative outcomes in subjective well-being, and interdependent self-construal 

may be considered as an alternative explanation for the goal adoption. Still, for practitioners 

to conclude that the adoption of avoidance personal goals should be promoted in Thai clients 

might be misleading. As previously outlined, while avoidance personal goals did not have 

debilitative outcomes in Thai participants’ subjective well-being, the goal adoption did not 

promise positive outcomes, either. 

Although findings are preliminary in nature, they suggest that practitioners may 

benefit from the consideration of personal goal content. Particularly, those practitioners 

working with the American clients may encourage their clients to cut down their emotional-

based avoidance personal goals and suggest alternative goals that help them cope with 

emotional predicaments more adaptively. While future investigations should help clarify the 

use of other types of goal content, the current findings help remind practitioners, at least for 

now, of the complexity of personal goals and the subtlety necessary for their promotion 

(Cantor, Markus, Niedenthal, & Nurius, 1986). 

The promotion of achievement goals appears more straightforward, nevertheless. As 

shown here, debilitative outcomes of performance-avoidance achievement goals were evident 

across cultures. Hence, educators should be relatively confident in their dissuasion of 

performance-avoidance achievement goal adoption (Elliot & Church, 1997; Middleton & 

Midgley, 1997; Skaalvik, 1997). Evidencing the absence of an association between the goal 

adoption and the sense of self-construal, educators should feel confident in their efficacy in 

modifying classroom environments in order to discourage students from pursuing 
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performance-avoidance achievement goals (e.g., to help minimize students’ fear of failure, 

teachers may explain to them that mistakes are part of the learning process and can be 

overcome by the exercise of efforts) (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002; Urdan, 1997). 

Implications for Theoretical Development 

Recently, contemporary cross-cultural researchers (Hermans & Kempen, 1998; 

Matsumoto et al., 2001; Neff, 2003; Oyserman et al., 2002; Takano & Osaka, 1999; Voronov 

& Singer, 2002) began to voice their concerns for the overreliance of the construct of self-

construal in explicating differences in phenomena across cultures. In response to these 

concerns, the role of this psychological construct in explaining motivation orientation across 

cultures was investigated here. Findings failed to support the hypothesis that self-construal 

accounted for different orientations toward avoidance personal goals in Thailand and the U.S. 

While within-cultural variation in the goal orientation in Thailand was attributable to 

interdependent self-construal, a low orientation toward avoidance personal goals was 

consistently observed in the U.S. These findings suggest that the sole reliance on self-

construal in explaining the complex issue of cross-cultural goal orientation may be 

inadequate. While future studies should help clarify if other cultural-specific variables (e.g., 

religion, social value) fare better than self-construal in explaining goal orientation, the 

present findings suggest that, unless empirical evident suggests otherwise, caution should be 

exercised not to over-generalize the influence of self-construal on goal orientation as 

observed in one culture to another culture. 

Furthermore, it is worth mentioning that, although interdependent self-construal 

influenced an orientation toward avoidance personal goals in Thailand, this influence might 

have been more complicated than anticipated. Although avoidance personal goals appeared 

congruent with the sense of interdependent selves of the Thai individuals, the congruency 

was not stringent enough to lead the goals to become their primary goals of choice.  
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Finally, the examination of the scope of the influence of self-construal on goal 

orientation helps caution against the generalization of this influence across different types of 

goals. Because both avoidance personal goals and performance-avoidance achievement goals 

are fueled by avoidance motivation, it might be tempting to generalize the findings regarding 

one type of goals to the other. Such a generalization, however, would be unwarranted. Cross-

cultural variation was observed to a far lesser extent in performance-avoidance achievement 

goals than in avoidance personal goals. When the underlying characteristics of the two 

avoidance goals are taken into consideration, these observations appear reasonable. Because 

they reflect individuals’ broad self-concept and self-related wishes, avoidance personal goals 

should be more relevant to self-construal than performance-avoidance achievement goals, 

which are situationally specific. The estimation of the influence of self-construal on 

motivation orientation must be qualified by the consideration of the characteristics of the 

goals in question. 
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Cover Letter 

 
My name is Kullaya Dejitthirat, and I am a doctoral student in the Department of Educational 

Psychology at the University of Texas at Austin. Currently, I am conducting a cross-cultural 
dissertation study to compare life goals of American and Thai undergraduates. The study is under the 
supervision of Dr. Frank Wicker and Dr. Kristin Neff. I would like to invite you to participate in this 
study because you are representative of American undergraduates. If you agree to participate, you will 
be one of approximately 200 American participants in this study. 

If you decide to participate, you will be asked to fill out, in two sessions, some questionnaires 
about your goals and your feelings. These questionnaires will take a total of 45-60 minutes to 
complete. At the study’s completion, you will receive a written explanation of the purpose of the 
study. 

I think you will find your participation in this study interesting and perhaps enlightening. You 
may also find satisfaction in knowing that your participation will help us to further understand human 
motivation. 

Should you decide to decline this invitation or to withdraw from this study, you might still 
obtain research participation credit from the Department of Educational Psychology by completing an 
alternative written assignment. Please go to the departmental website at 
http://edpsych.edb.utexas.edu/curriculum/SubjectPool/details.htm for more details. 

All of your responses will be kept completely confidential. Although the study may be 
described or published for educational or research purposes, you will not be identified in any way in 
the description or publication. Participation in this study is voluntary and you may withdraw at any 
time, before or during the study. Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect your future 
relations with The University of Texas at Austin. 

Thank you for your cooperation and participation. If you have any questions about this study, 
please contact me at (512) 474-8331 or Dr. Wicker and Dr. Neff at (512) 471-4155. You may also 
contact us via e-mail at dejitthi@mail.utexas.edu, fwicker@mail.utexas.edu, or 
kristin.neff@mail.utexas.edu. 
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Cover Letter (The Thai Version) 

 
เรียนผู้เข้าร่วมงานวิจัย 

 
ดิฉันเป็นนักศึกษาระดับปริญญาเอกคณะจิตวิิทยาการศึกษาท่ีมหาวิทยาลัยเท็กซัสแห่งออสติน 

ดิฉันกำลังทำงานวิจัยวิทยานิพนธ์เพ่ือศึกษาเป้าหมายในชิวิตของนักศึกษาชาวไทยและอเมริกัน 
งานวิจัยน้ีอยู่ภายใต้การดูแลของศาสตราจารย์แฟรงค์ วิคเกอร์และผู้ช่วยศาสตราจารย์คริสติน เนฟ 
ดิฉันอยากขอเชิญท่านเข้าร่วมงานวิจัยและเป็นหน่ึงในนักศึกษาไทยและอเมริกัน ๓๐๐ ท่านที่ร่วมงานวิจัยน้ี  

งานวิจัยน้ีมีสองภาค ในท้ังสองภาค ดิฉันจะขอให้ท่านตอบแบบสอบถามเก่ียวกับเป้าหมายในชีวิต 
และอารมณ์ความรู้สึกท่ีท่านมี การตอบแบบสอบถามท้ังหมดจะใช้เวลาประมาณ ๓๕-๔๐ นาทีแต่ท่านอาจ 
อยู่ตอบได้นานตามท่ีท่านต้องการ หลังงานวิจัยเสร็จส้ินแล้ว ดิฉันจะส่งคำอธิบายจุดประสงค์ของวิจัยน้ีให้ท่าน 

คำตอบของท่านจะช่วยสร้างความเข้าใจในการศึกษาแรงบันดาลใจและกำลังใจของมนุษย์ นอกจากน้ัน 
ดิฉันยังหวังว่าการเข้าร่วมงานวิจัยน้ีจะน่าสนใจสำหรับท่าน   
 คำตอบของท่านทุกข้อจะถูกเก็บเป็นข้อมูลลัับ ไม่เปิดเผยต่อผู้ไม่เกี่ยวข้องกับงานวิจัยโดยตรง 
หากผลการวิจัยน้ีได้รับการตีพิมพ์เผยแพร่ใดๆ คำตอบและการเข้าร่วมงานวิจัยของท่านจะไม่ถูกอ้างอิงถึง  

การเข้้าร่วมงานวิจัยนิ้ีขึ้นอยู่กับการตัดสินใจโดยอิสระของท่านและท่านอาจถอนตัวเมื่อใดก็ได้ที่ต้องการ 
การตัดสินใจน้ีจะไม่ส่งผลกระทบใดๆต่อผลการเรียนหรีอความสัมพันธ์ท่ีท่านมีกับบุคลากร ในสถาบันของท่าน  
 ดิฉันขอขอบคุณล่วงหน้าสำหรับความร่วมมือของท่าน หากท่านมีคำถามเพ่ิมเติม โปรดติดต่อดิฉัน ได้ที่ 
dejitthi@mail.utexas.edu หรึอติดต่อศาสตราจารย์วิคเกอร์และผู้ช่วยศาสตราจารย์เนฟที่ fwicker@mail.utexas.edu 
และ kristin.neff@mail.utexas.edu โดยลำดับ 
 
โดยความนับถือ 
 
กุลยา เดชอิทธิรัตน์     
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Appendix B: Information Sheet 
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Information Sheet 

 
Please provide the following information. 
 
1) Gender (circle one)    a. Male 
      b. Female 
 
2) Class level (circle one)    a. Freshman 
      b. Sophomore 
      c. Junior 
      d. Senior 
       
3) Ethnic background (circle all that apply) a. African-American/Black 

  b. American Indian or Alaskan Native 
      c. Asian-American, Asian, or Pacific  
            Islander 
      d. Caucasian 
      e. Latino-Latina/Hispanic 
      f. Other (please specify) _______________ 
 
4) Age (fill in the blank)   ________ years 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The last four digits of your phone number __  __ __ __ 
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Information Sheet (The Thai Version) 

 
โปรดกรอกข้อมูลหรือวงกลมตัวเลือกท่ีเหมาะสมกับท่าน 
 
๑) เพศ      ก. ชาย 
      ข. หญิง 
 
๒) ช้ันปีที่     ก. หน่ึง 
      ข. สอง 
      ค. สาม 
      ง. ส่ี 
 
๓) สัญชาติ     ก. ไทย 
      ข. อ่ืนๆ  
 
๔) อายุ      ______ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     เลข ๔ ตัวสุดท้ายของเบอร์โทรศัพท์ท่าน __ __ __ __ 
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Appendix C: The Measure of Avoidance Personal Goals & Avoidance Personal 
Goal Desirability 
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The Measure of Avoidance Personal Goals & Avoidance Personal Goal Desirability 

 
Personal goals are goals that you are typically trying to accomplish or attain in your daily life. 

The goals may involve different aspects of your life (e.g., school, family, friends, health, etc.) and 
represent purposes you want to achieve, whether or not you think you can or will actually achieve 
them. Personal goals can be positive (something that is sought after) or negative (something that 
is avoided). For example, personal goals such as �trying to do well in my classes� and �trying to 
exercise� might be something that you want to seek while personal goals such as �trying to avoid 
stressful social situations� and �trying not to eat sweets� might be something that you want to avoid.  
 Please list 8 of your personal goals. Below each goal, rate how much you desire the goal 
using the following scale. For example, if it is very important to you �not to eat sweets�, you 
might rate this goal as a 6. 
 

Not at all        Very 

desirable     desirable 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 
 
Personal Goal 1: ________________________________________________________ 
The degree to which I desire this goal is _______ 
 
Personal Goal 2: ________________________________________________________ 
The degree to which I desire this goal is _______ 
 
Personal Goal 3: ________________________________________________________ 
The degree to which I desire this goal is _______ 
 
Personal Goal 4: ________________________________________________________ 
The degree to which I desire this goal is _______ 
 
Personal Goal 5: ________________________________________________________ 
The degree to which I desire this goal is _______ 
 
Personal Goal 6: ________________________________________________________ 
The degree to which I desire this goal is _______ 
 
Personal Goal 7: ________________________________________________________ 
The degree to which I desire this goal is _______ 
 
Personal Goal 8: ________________________________________________________ 
The degree to which I desire this goal is _______ 
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The Measure of Avoidance Personal Goals & Avoidance Personal Goal Desirability  
(The Thai Version) 

 
โปรดระบุเป้าหมาย ๘ เป้าหมายท่ีท่านพยายามทำให้สำเร็จในชีวิตประจำวัน เป้าหมายน้ีอาจเก่ียว 

กับเร่ืองใดๆในชีวิตของท่านก็ได้ ไม่ว่าจะเป็นเร่ืองเรียน เร่ืองครอบครัว เร่ืองเพ่ือน เร่ืองสุขภาพ หรืออื่นๆ 
เป้าหมายน้ีอาจสะท้อนให้เห็นถึงส่ิงท่ีท่านต้องการกระทำ (ตัวอย่างเช่น "พยายามเรียนให้ได้เกรดดี" หรือ 
"พยายามออกกำลังกาย") หรือต้องการหลีกเล่ียงไม่กระทำ (ตัวอย่างเช่น "พยายามเล่ียงการทะเลาะเบาะแว้ง" หรือ 
"พยายามไม่ทานขนมหวาน") ท่านไม่จำเป็นต้องคำนึงว่าจะมีโอกาสทำตามเป้าหมายแต่ละข้อ 
ได้สำเร็จมากน้อยเพียงใด นอกจากน้ันโปรดระบุว่าเป้าหมายแต่ละเป้าหมายน่ากระทำเพียงใด 
โดยเลือกตัวเลขท่ีเหมาะสมไปใส่ในช่องว่างใต้เป้าหมายน้ัน ตัวอย่างเช่น หากท่านเห็นว่าเป้าหมาย 
"พยายามไม่ทานขนมหวาน" น่ากระทำมาก ท่านอาจนำหมายเลข ๖ ไปใส่ด้านล่างเป้าหมายน้ี 
 
                                    ไม่น่า                                     น่ากระทำ 

       กระทำเลย                       มาก 
๑         ๒         ๓         ๔         ๕         ๖         ๗ 

 

เป้าหมายท่ี ๑ _________________________________________________________ 

ความน่ากระทำของเป้าหมายท่ี ๑ ______ 

เป้าหมายท่ี ๒ _________________________________________________________ 

ความน่ากระทำของเป้าหมายท่ี ๒ ______ 

เป้าหมายท่ี ๓ _________________________________________________________ 

ความน่ากระทำของเป้าหมายท่ี ๓ ______ 

เป้าหมายท่ี ๔ _________________________________________________________ 

ความน่ากระทำของเป้าหมายท่ี ๔ ______ 

เป้าหมายท่ี ๕ _________________________________________________________ 

ความน่ากระทำของเป้าหมายท่ี ๕ ______ 

เป้าหมายท่ี ๖ _________________________________________________________ 

ความน่ากระทำของเป้าหมายท่ี ๖ ______ 

เป้าหมายท่ี ๗ ________________________________________________________ 

ความน่ากระทำของเป้าหมายท่ี ๗ ______ 

เป้าหมายท่ี ๘ ________________________________________________________ 

ความน่ากระทำของเป้าหมายท่ี ๘ ______ 
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Appendix D: The Measure of Avoidance Personal Goal Progress 
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The Measure of Avoidance Personal Goal Progress 

 
The following are the 8 personal goals that you listed 4 weeks ago. Below each goal, please 

rate the amount of progress you feel you have made toward reaching the goal. For example, if your 
goal was to avoid eating sweets and you managed to cut down but not eliminate the number of 
sweets you ate, you might rate your progress as a 5. 

 
                         No                           A great  
         progress            deal of 
              progress 
                 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
 
 
Personal Goal 1: ____________________ (As listed)_________________ 

The amount of progress I feel I have made toward reaching this goal _______ 

 
Personal Goal 2: ____________________ (As listed)_________________ 

The amount of progress I feel I have made toward reaching this goal _______ 

 
Personal Goal 3: ____________________ (As listed)_________________ 

The amount of progress I feel I have made toward reaching this goal _______ 

 
Personal Goal 4: ____________________ (As listed)_________________ 

The amount of progress I feel I have made toward reaching this goal _______ 

 
Personal Goal 5: ____________________ (As listed)_________________ 

The amount of progress I feel I have made toward reaching this goal _______ 

 
Personal Goal 6: ____________________ (As listed)_________________ 

The amount of progress I feel I have made toward reaching this goal _______ 

 
Personal Goal 7: ____________________ (As listed)_________________ 

The amount of progress I feel I have made toward reaching this goal _______ 

 
Personal Goal 8: ____________________ (As listed)_________________ 

The amount of progress I feel I have made toward reaching this goal _______ 

 
 
 
Please write down the last 4 digits of your phone number __ __ __ __ 
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The Measure of Avoidance Personal Goal Progress (The Thai Version) 

 
 ต่อไปน้ีเป็นเป้าหมายท่ีท่านระบุเมื่อหน่ึงเดือนท่ีแล้วว่าท่านต้องการปฏิบัติ โปรดนึกทบทวนถึงเหตุ 
การณ์ที่ผ่านมาแล้วระบุว่าท่านปฏิบัติตามเป้าหมายแต่ละข้อได้มากน้อยเพียงใด โดยเลือกตัวเลขท่ีเหมาะสม 
ไปใส่ในช่องว่างด้านล่างเป้าหมายน้ัน ตัวอย่างเช่น หากท่านต้ังเป้าหมาย "พยายามไม่ทานขนมหวาน" 
แล้วท่านพยายามลดปริมาณขนมหวานท่ีท่านทานลงได้แต่ไม่ท้ังหมด ท่านอาจนำหมายเลข ๕ ไปใส่ 
ด้านล่างเป้าหมายน้ี 
 

      ปฏิบัติตาม                  ปฏิบัติตาม 
       เป้าหมาย                     เป้าหมาย                 
       ไม่ได้เลย         ได้มาก  

๑         ๒         ๓         ๔         ๕         ๖         ๗ 
 

 
เป้าหมายท่ี ๑ ___________________(เป้าหมายท่ีรุะบุไว้)__________________________ 

ข้าพเจ้าปฏิบัติตามเป้าหมายน้ีได้มากน้อยเพียงใด ______ 

เป้าหมายท่ี ๒ ___________________(เป้าหมายท่ีรุะบุไว้)__________________________ 

ข้าพเจ้าปฏิบัติตามเป้าหมายน้ีได้มากน้อยเพียงใด ______ 

เป้าหมายท่ี ๓ ___________________(เป้าหมายท่ีรุะบุไว้)__________________________ 

ข้าพเจ้าปฏิบัติตามเป้าหมายน้ีได้มากน้อยเพียงใด ______ 

เป้าหมายท่ี ๔ ___________________(เป้าหมายท่ีรุะบุไว้)__________________________ 

ข้าพเจ้าปฏิบัติตามเป้าหมายน้ีได้มากน้อยเพียงใด ______ 

เป้าหมายท่ี ๕ ___________________(เป้าหมายท่ีรุะบุไว้)__________________________ 

ข้าพเจ้าปฏิบัติตามเป้าหมายน้ีได้มากน้อยเพียงใด ______ 

เป้าหมายท่ี ๖ ___________________(เป้าหมายท่ีรุะบุไว้)__________________________ 

ข้าพเจ้าปฏิบัติตามเป้าหมายน้ีได้มากน้อยเพียงใด ______ 

เป้าหมายท่ี ๗ ___________________(เป้าหมายท่ีรุะบุไว้)__________________________ 

ข้าพเจ้าปฏิบัติตามเป้าหมายน้ีได้มากน้อยเพียงใด ______ 

เป้าหมายท่ี ๘ ___________________(เป้าหมายท่ีรุะบุไว้)__________________________ 

ข้าพเจ้าปฏิบัติตามเป้าหมายน้ีได้มากน้อยเพียงใด ______ 
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Appendix E: The Self-construal Scale 
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The Self-construal Scale 

 
Please read each statement carefully before answering. To the left of each item, please 

indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with each statement, using the scale below. 

          Strongly                            Strongly 
                           disagree                  agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

_____  1. I have respect for the authority figures with whom I interact. 

_____  2. I�d rather say �No� directly than risk being misunderstood. 

_____  3. It is important for me to maintain harmony within my group. 

_____  4. Speaking up during a class is not a problem for me. 

_____  5. My happiness depends on the happiness of those around me. 

_____  6. Having a lively imagination is important to me. 

_____  7. I would offer my seat in a bus to my professor. 

_____  8. I am comfortable with being singled out for praise or rewards. 

_____  9. I respect people who are modest about themselves. 

_____10. I am the same person at home that I am at school. 

_____11. I will sacrifice my self-interest for the benefit of the group I am in. 

_____12. Being able to take care of myself is a primary concern for me. 

_____13. I often have the feeling that my relationships with others are more important than my  
    own accomplishments. 

_____14. I act the same way no matter who I am with. 

_____15. I should take into consideration my parents� advice when making education/career  
                plans. 

_____16. I feel comfortable using someone�s first name soon after I meet them, even when  
      they are much older than I am. 

_____17. It is important to me to respect decisions made by a group. 

_____18. I prefer to be direct and forthright when dealing with people I�ve just met. 

_____19. I will stay in a group if they need me, even when I�m not happy with the group. 

_____20. I enjoy being unique and different from others in many respects. 

_____21. If my brother or sister fails, I feel responsible. 

_____22. My personal identity independent of others is very important to me. 

_____23. Even when I strongly disagree with group members, I avoid an argument. 

_____24. I value being in good health above everything. 
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The Self-construal Scale (The Thai Version) 
 

โปรดอ่านข้อความต่อไปน้ีอย่างระมัดระวังแล้วระบุว่าท่านเห็นด้วยหรือไม่เห็นด้วยกับข้อความในแต่ 
ละข้อมากน้อยเพียงใด โดยเลือกหมายเลขท่ีเหมาะสมไปใส่หน้าข้อความแต่ละข้อ  
 
                                ไม่เห็นด้วย                      เห็นด้วย 
                                   อย่างย่ิง           อย่างย่ิง 

๑         ๒         ๓         ๔         ๕         ๖         ๗ 
 

______  ๑) ข้าพเจ้าให้ความเคารพผู้มีอำนาจเหนือกว่าท่ีติดต่อด้วย 

______  ๒) ข้าพเจ้าพอใจท่ีจะปฏิเสธตรงๆมากกว่าจะพูดอ้อมค้อมเส่ียงถูกเข้าใจผิด 

______  ๓) การรักษาความกลมเกลียวในหมู่คณะสำคัญสำหรับข้าพเจ้า 

______  ๔) การแสดงความคิดเห็นในช้ันเรียนไม่เป็นปัญหาสำหรับข้าพเจ้าเลย 

______  ๕) ความสุขของข้าพเจ้าขึ้นอยู่กับความสุขของคนรอบข้าง 

______  ๖) จินตนาการบรรเจิดสำคัญสำหรับข้าพเจ้า 

______  ๗) ข้าพเจ้าจะสละท่ีน่ังบนรถประจำทางให้อาจารย์ 

______  ๘) ข้าพเจ้าไม่รู้สึกอึดอัดท่ีจะได้รับคำชมหรือรางวัลเป็นพิเศษแต่เพียงผู้เดียว 

______  ๙) ข้าพเจ้านับถือคนอ่อนน้อมถ่อมตน 

______๑๐) ข้าพเจ้าปฏิบัติตัวเช่นเดิมท้ังท่ีท่ีบ้านและท่ีโรงเรียน 

______๑๑) ข้าพเจ้าจะสละประโยชน์ส่วนตนเพ่ือส่วนรวม 

______๑๒) การพ่ึงตนเองได้เป็นเร่ืองสำคัญสำหรับข้าพเจ้า 

______๑๓) ข้าพเจ้ามักรู้สึกว่าความสัมพันธ์กับผู้อ่ืนสำคัญกว่าความสำเร็จของตนเอง 

______๑๔) ข้าพเจ้าปฏิบัติตัวเช่นเดิมไม่ว่าเมื่ออยู่กับผู้ใด 

______๑๕) ข้าพเจ้าจะคำนึงถึงคำแนะนำของพ่อแม่เมื่อวางแผนการศึกษาหรือการทำงาน 

______๑๖) ข้าพเจ้าไม่รู้สึกอึดอัดท่ีจะเรียกคนรู้จักใหม่ด้วยช่ือเล่น ถึงแม้ว่าคนผู้น้ันจะมีอายุมากกว่าข้าพเจ้ามากก็ตาม 

______๑๗) การเคารพมติหมู่คณะเป็นเร่ืองสำคัญสำหรับข้าพเจ้า 

______๑๘) ข้าพเจ้าพอใจท่ีจะทำตัวตรงไปตรงมาและเปิดเผยกับคนรู้จักใหม่ 

______๑๙) ข้าพเจ้าจะยังคงอยู่ในกลุ่มหากกลุ่มต้องการข้าพเจ้า ถึงแม้เมื่อข้าพเจ้าจะไม่พอใจกลุ่มน้ันก็ตาม          

______๒๐) ข้าพเจ้าชอบที่จะมีเอกลักษณ์โดดเด่นแตกต่างจากผู้อื่นในหลายๆด้าน 

______๒๑) ข้าพเจ้ารู้สึกรับผิดชอบหากน้องชายหรือน้องสาวทำผิด 

______๒๒) การเป็นตัวของตัวเองไม่ต้องข้ึนกับผู้อื่นสำคัญมากสำหรับข้าพเจ้า 

______๒๓) แม้เม่ือข้าพเจ้าไม่เห็นด้วยอย่างรุนแรงกับเพ่ือนในกลุ่ม ข้าพเจ้าก็จะเล่ียงไม่โต้เถียง 

______๒๔) สุขภาพดีมีค่าสูงสุดสำหรับข้าพเจ้า 
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Appendix F: The Positive Affect/Negative Affect Scale (PANAS) 
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The Positive Affect/Negative Affect Scale (PANAS) 

 
Using the scale below, please indicate the degree to which each of the following words 

describes you at this moment. Right now I feel: 
 
 Slightly          Extremely 
  or 
 Not at all 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 

_____ hostile  _____ ashamed  _____ active  _____ enthusiastic 

_____ strong  _____ interested  _____ inspired  _____ attentive 

_____ scared  _____ irritable  _____ guilty  _____ jittery  

_____ excited  _____ upset  _____ distressed  _____ alert  

_____ afraid  _____ determined _____ nervous  _____ proud 
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The Positive Affect/Negative Affect Scale (PANAS) (The Thai version) 

 
 โปรดอ่านคำบรรยายความรู้สึกด้านล่างแล้วระบุว่าขณะน้ีท่านมีความรู้สึกในแต่ละข้อมากน้อยเพียงใด 
โดยเลือกหมายเลขท่ีเหมาะสมไปใส่หน้าคำบรรยายน้ัน  

         ไม่รู้สึกเลย          รู้สึกมาก 
           หรือรู้สึก          น้อยมาก 

๑         ๒         ๓         ๔         ๕         ๖         ๗ 
 

______ ก้าวร้าว   ______ ละอายใจ   ______ กระตือรือล้น 

______ เข้มแข็ง   ______ สนใจใคร่รู้  ______ มีแรงบันดาลใจ 

______ ตกใจกลัว   ______ ฉุนเฉียวง่าย  ______ รู้สึกผิด 

______ ต่ืนเต้นดีใจ  ______ หัวเสียไม่สบอารมณ์ ______ ทุกข์ใจ 

______ กลัว   ______ มุ่งม่ัน   ______ กังวลกระสับกระส่าย  

______ ขวัญอ่อนตกใจง่าย  ______ ภูมิใจ   ______ ใส่ใจมีสมาธิ 

______ ต่ืนตัวเตรียมพร้อม  ______ กระฉับกระเฉงคล่องแคล่ว 
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Appendix G: The Satisfaction With Life Scale 
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The Satisfaction With Life Scale 

 
Please read each statement carefully before answering. To the left of each item, please 

indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with each statement, using the scale below. 

 
          Strongly                            Strongly  

                           disagree                  agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
_____ 1. In most ways my life is close to ideal. 

_____ 2. The conditions of my life are excellent. 

_____ 3. I am satisfied with my life. 

_____ 4. So far I have gotten the important things I want in life. 

_____ 5. If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing. 
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The Satisfaction With Life Scale (The Thai Version) 

 
โปรดอ่านข้อความต่อไปน้ีอย่างระมัดระวังแล้วระบุว่าท่านเห็นด้วยหรือไม่เห็นด้วยกับข้อความในแต่ 

ละข้อมากน้อยเพียงใด โดยเลือกหมายเลขท่ีเหมาะสมไปใส่หน้าข้อความแต่ละข้อ  
 
     ไม่เห็นด้วย         เห็นด้วย 
        อย่างย่ิง         อย่างย่ิง 

๑         ๒         ๓         ๔         ๕         ๖         ๗ 
 

______ ๑) โดยส่วนใหญ่แล้ว ชีวิตข้าพเจ้าใกล้เคียงกับชีวิตในอุดมคติ 

______ ๒) ข้าพเจ้ามีชีวิตดีเย่ียม 

______ ๓) ข้าพเจ้าพอใจชีวิตตนเอง 

______ ๔) เท่าที่ผ่านมา ข้าพเจ้าได้ส่ิงสำคัญๆในชีวิตสมใจ 

______ ๕) หากย้อนเวลากลับไปได้ ข้าพเจ้าแทบจะไม่อยากเปล่ียนชีวิตจากท่ีเป็นอยู่เลย 
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Appendix H: The Achievement Goal Questionnaire 
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The Achievement Goal Questionnaire 

 
Please read each statement carefully before answering. To the left of each item, please 

indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with each statement, using the scale below. 

 
          Strongly                            Strongly  

                           disagree                  agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
_____ 1. It is important to me to do better than other students in my university classes. 

_____ 2. I want to learn as much as possible from my university classes. 

_____ 3. I often think to myself, �What if I do badly in my university classes?� 

_____ 4. My goal in my university classes is to get a better grade than most of the students. 

_____ 5. It is important to me to understand the content of my university classes as thoroughly as   
               possible. 

_____ 6. I worry about the possibility of getting a bad grade in my university classes. 

_____ 7. I am striving to demonstrate my ability relative to others in my university classes. 

_____ 8. I hope to have gained a broader and deeper knowledge when I am done with my 
               university classes. 

_____ 9. My fear of performing poorly in my university classes is often what motivates me. 

_____10. I am motivated by the thought of outperforming my peers in my university classes. 

_____11. I desire to completely master the materials presented in my university classes. 

_____12. I just want to avoid doing poorly in my university classes. 

_____13. It is important to me to do well compared to others in my university classes. 

_____14. In my university classes, I prefer course material that arouses my curiosity, even if it  
                 is difficult to learn. 

_____15. I�m afraid that if I ask my TA or instructor a �dumb� question, they might not think  
                I�m very smart. 

_____16. I want to do well in my university classes to show my ability to my family, friends,  
                 advisors, or others. 

_____17. In my university classes, I prefer course material that really challenges me so I can               
                 learn new things. 

_____18. I wish my university classes were not graded. 
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The Achievement Goal Questionnaire (The Thai Version) 
 

โปรดอ่านข้อความต่อไปน้ีอย่างระมัดระวังแล้วระบุว่าท่านเห็นด้วยหรือไม่เห็นด้วยกับข้อความในแต่ 
ละข้อมากน้อยเพียงใด โดยเลือกหมายเลขท่ีเหมาะสมไปใส่หน้าข้อความแต่ละข้อ  
 
     ไม่เห็นด้วย         เห็นด้วย 
        อย่างย่ิง         อย่างย่ิง 

๑         ๒         ๓         ๔         ๕         ๖         ๗ 
 

______ ๑) การได้คะแนนดีกว่าเพ่ือนร่วมช้ันมหาวิทยาลัยเป็นเร่ืองสำคัญสำหรับข้าพเจ้า 

______ ๒) ข้าพเจ้าอยากเรียนรู้ให้มากท่ีสุดจากช้ันเรียนมหาวิทยาลัย 

______ ๓) ข้าพเจ้ามักถามตัวเองว่า "จะทำอย่างไรหากได้คะแนนไม่ดี" 

______ ๔) ข้าพเจ้าตั้งเป้าในการเรียนมหาวิทยาลัยไว้ว่าจะต้องได้เกรดดีกว่าเพ่ือนร่วมช้ันส่วนใหญ่ 

______ ๕) ความเข้าใจเน้ือหาวิชาท่ีเรียนในมหาวิทยาลัยอย่างถ่องแท้เป็นส่ิงสำคัญสำหรับข้าพเจ้า 

______ ๖) ข้าพเจ้ากังวลว่าจะได้เกรดไม่ดีเม่ือเรียนมหาวิทยาลัย 

______ ๗) ข้าพเจ้าพยายามแสดงว่าตนเองมีความสามารถเหนือกว่าเพ่ือนร่วมช้ันมหาวิทยาลัย 

______ ๘) ข้าพเจ้าหวังว่าจะได้ความรู้กว้างขวางลึกช้ึงย่ิงข้ึนเมื่อเรียนจบมหาวิทยาลัย 

______ ๙)  ความกลัวว่าจะได้คะแนนไม่ดีเป็นแรงบันดาลใจในการเรียนมหาวิทยาลัยของข้าพเจ้า 

______๑๐) ความอยากได้คะแนนดีกว่าเพ่ือนร่วมช้ันเป็นแรงบันดาลใจในการเรียนมหาวิทยาลัยของข้าพเจ้า 

______๑๑) ข้าพเจ้าอยากรู้เน้ือหาท่ีเรียนทั้งหมดในมหาวิทยาลัยให้กระจ่าง 

______๑๒) ข้าพเจ้าแค่อยากประคองตัวไม่ให้ได้เกรดต่ำในมหาวิทยาลัย 

______๑๓) การได้เกรดดีไม่แพ้เพ่ือนร่วมช้ันสำคัญสำหรับข้าพเจ้า 

______๑๔) ข้าพเจ้าชอบเน้ือหาวิชาท่ีท้าทายความสนใจถึงแม้ว่าเน้ือหาน้ันจะเข้าใจยากก็ตาม 

______๑๕) ข้าพเจ้าเกรงว่าหากถามคำถาม "ช่ือบ้ือๆ" ออกไป อาจารย์จะมองว่าข้าพเจ้าไม่ฉลาด 

______๑๖) ข้าพเจ้าอยากเรียนมหาวิทยาลัยให้ได้ดี เพ่ือให้ครอบครัว เพ่ือน อาจารย์และคนอ่ืนๆช่ืนชม 

______๑๗) ข้าพเจ้าชอบเน้ือหาวิชายากท้าทาย เพราะเน้ือหาเหล่าน้ันช่วยให้ข้าพเจ้าได้เรียนรู้เร่ืองใหม่ๆ  

______๑๘) ข้าพเจ้าไม่อยากให้มีการประเมินผลการเรียนมหาวิทยาลัย 
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Appendix I: The Perceived Competence Scale 
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The Perceived Competence Scale 

 
Please read each statement carefully before answering. To the left of each item, please 

indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with each statement, using the scale below. 

          Strongly                            Strongly  
                           disagree                  agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

_____ 1. I feel confident in my ability to learn materials in my university classes. 

_____ 2. I am capable of learning materials in my university classes. 

_____ 3. I am able to achieve my goals in my university classes. 

_____ 4. I feel able to meet the challenge of performing well in my university classes.  
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The Perceived Competence Scale (The Thai Version) 

 
โปรดอ่านข้อความต่อไปน้ีอย่างระมัดระวังแล้วระบุว่าท่านเห็นด้วยหรือไม่เห็นด้วยกับข้อความในแต่ 

ละข้อมากน้อยเพียงใด โดยเลือกหมายเลขท่ีเหมาะสมไปใส่หน้าข้อความแต่ละข้อ  
 
     ไม่เห็นด้วย         เห็นด้วย 
        อย่างย่ิง         อย่างย่ิง 

๑         ๒         ๓         ๔         ๕         ๖         ๗ 
 

______๑) ข้าพเจ้ารู้สึกมั่นใจความสามารถในการเรียนมหาวิทยาลัยของตนเอง 

______๒) ข้าพเจ้าเรียนเน้ือหาวิชาในมหาวิทยาลัยเข้าใจ 

______๓) ข้าพเจ้าสามารถทำตามเป้าหมายท่ีวางไว้ในการเรียนมหาวิทยาลัยได้ 

______๔) ข้าพเจ้ารู้สึกว่าตนเองจะเอาชนะอุปสรรคต่างๆและเรียนมหาวิทยาลัยได้เป็นอย่างดี 
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Appendix J: The Fear of Failure Scale 
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The Fear of Failure Scale 

 
Please read each statement carefully before answering. To the left of each item, please 

indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with each statement, using the scale below. 

          Strongly                       Strongly  
                           disagree              agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

_____  1. When I start doing poorly on a task, I feel like giving up. 

_____  2. If given a choice, I have a tendency to select a relatively easy task rather than risking failure. 

_____  3. I do my best only when I know that someone will evaluate my efforts. 

_____  4. When I fail at a task, I am even more certain that I lack the ability to perform the task. 

_____  5. When I fail, I often fail to ask myself why I failed. 

_____  6. Sometimes I think that it is better not to have tried at all, than to have tried and failed. 

_____  7. I often avoid a task because I am afraid that I will make mistakes. 

_____  8. I tend to put forth a great deal of effort into a task, but I often know that this effort is of poor 
quality. 

_____  9. I tend to begin an important task with great enthusiasm, but other less important tasks or 
more enjoyable events distract me. 

_____10. I sometimes put forth only a small amount of effort toward accomplishing an important task, 
even though I know success is possible. 

_____11. I often find that I am well prepared for success on a task, but I do not perform the task well 
under pressure. 

_____12. When I am interrupted in an important task, I find that I easily forget about the project I was 
working on. 

_____13. When I experience failure I expect to receive punishment from someone. 

_____14. I usually find that I am well prepared for success on a task that I value, but I do not perform 
the task well under the pressure of the moment. 

_____15. I usually rely heavily upon feedback from others when I attempt to determine if a task is easy 
or hard. 
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The Fear of Failure Scale (The Thai Version) 

 
โปรดอ่านข้อความต่อไปน้ีอย่างระมัดระวังแล้วระบุว่าท่านเห็นด้วยหรือไม่เห็นด้วยกับข้อความในแต่ 

ละข้อมากน้อยเพียงใด โดยเลือกหมายเลขท่ีเหมาะสมไปใส่หน้าข้อความแต่ละข้อ  
  
     ไม่เห็นด้วย         เห็นด้วย 
        อย่างย่ิง         อย่างย่ิง 

๑         ๒         ๓         ๔         ๕         ๖         ๗ 
 

______๑) พอเร่ิมทำงานได้ไม่ดี ข้าพเจ้าก็รู้สึกอยากเลิกทำไปเลย 

______๒) หากเป็นได้ ข้าพเจ้าจะเลือกทำงานง่ายมากกว่าที่จะเส่ียงล้มเหลว 

______๓) ข้าพเจ้าทำงานเต็มความสามารถเฉพาะเม่ือรู้ว่าจะมีคนมาประเมินผลงานเท่าน้ัน 

______๔) ความล้มเหลวในการทำงานช่วยย้ำเตือนให้ข้าพเจ้าแน่ใจข้ึนว่าตนเองไม่มีความสามารถพอ   

  ท่ีจะทำงานน้ัน 

______๕) เม่ือทำงานพลาด ข้าพเจ้าไม่ได้ถามตนเองว่าความผิดพลาดน้ันเกิดจากเหตุใด 

______๖) บางคร้ังข้าพเจ้าคิดว่าการไม่พยายามเอาเสียเลยยังดีกว่าการพยายามแล้วไม่สำเร็จ 

______๗) บ่อยคร้ังท่ีข้าพเจ้าเลี่ยงไม่ทำงานเพราะเกรงว่าจะทำผิดพลาด 

______๘) ข้าพเจ้ามักใช้เวลามากในการทำงาน แต่ก็รู้ดีว่าเวลาท่ีใช้ไปน้ันไม่ได้มีประโยชน์เท่าใดนัก 

______๙) ข้าพเจ้ามักมีไฟเมื่อเร่ิมทำงานสำคัญ แต่กลับหมดไฟไปสนใจงานจุกจิกหรืองานท่ีน่าสนุก 

กว่าในภายหลัง 

______๑๐) บางคร้ังข้าพเจ้าลงแรงทำงานสำคัญเพียงเล็กน้อย ท้ังท่ีทราบดีว่ามีโอกาสทำงานน้ันสำเร็จ 

______๑๑) หลายคร้ังท่ีข้าพเจ้ามีความสามารถพอ แต่กลับทำงานได้ไม่ดีในสถานการณ์คับขัน 

______๑๒) เม่ือมีเร่ืองมาขัดขณะทำงานสำคัญ ข้าพเจ้าจะลืมงานที่ทำอยู่ไปโดยง่าย 

______๑๓) เม่ือทำงานล้มเหลว ข้าพเจ้ารู้สึกว่าจะต้องถูกลงโทษ 

______๑๔) ข้าพเจ้ามีความสามารถพอท่ีจะทำงานท่ีเห็นค่าได้สำเร็จ แต่กลับทำงานน้ันได้ไม่ดีเมื่อถึงเวลา 

ลงมือจริง 

______๑๕) ข้าพเจ้ามักใช้ความคิดเห็นของผู้อ่ืนมาประเมินความยากง่ายของงานท่ีจะทำ 
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Appendix K: The Measure of Intrinsic Motivation 
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The Measure of Intrinsic Motivation 

 
Please read each statement carefully before answering. To the left of each item, please indicate 

the degree of your agreement or disagreement with each statement, using the scale below. 

 
          Strongly                            Strongly  

                           disagree                  agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
_____ 1. I enjoyed my university classes very much. 

_____ 2. My university classes were fun. 

_____ 3. I thought my university classes were boring.  

_____ 4. My university classes did not hold my attention at all.  

_____ 5. I would describe my university classes as very interesting. 

_____ 6. I thought my university classes were quite enjoyable. 

_____ 7. While I was taking my university classes, I thought about how much I enjoyed them. 
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The Measure of Intrinsic Motivation (The Thai Version) 

 
โปรดอ่านข้อความต่อไปน้ีอย่างระมัดระวังแล้วระบุว่าท่านเห็นด้วยหรือไม่เห็นด้วยกับข้อความในแต่ 

ละข้อมากน้อยเพียงใด โดยเลือกหมายเลขท่ีเหมาะสมไปใส่หน้าข้อความแต่ละข้อ  
 
     ไม่เห็นด้วย         เห็นด้วย 
        อย่างย่ิง         อย่างย่ิง 

๑         ๒         ๓         ๔         ๕         ๖         ๗ 
 

______๑) ข้าพเจ้าชอบเรียนมหาวิทยาลัยมาก 

______๒) การเรียนมหาวิทยาลัยสนุก 

______๓) ข้าพเจ้าคิดว่าการเรียนมหาวิทยาลัยน่าเืบ่ือ 

______๔) การเรียนมหาวิทยาลัยไม่ได้ดึงดูดใจข้าพเจ้าเลย 

______๕) ข้าพเจ้าบอกได้เต็มปากว่าการเรียนมหาวิทยาลัยน่าสนใจมาก 

______๖) ข้าพเจ้าคิดว่าตนเองเพลิดเพลินกับการเรียนมหาวิทยาลัย 

______๗) ขณะเรียนหนังสือ ข้าพเจ้าคิดว่าตนเองมีความสุขกับการเรียนมหาวิทยาลัยเสียน่ีกระไร 
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Appendix L: The Measure of Test Anxiety 
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The Measure of Test Anxiety 

 
Please read each statement carefully before answering. To the left of each item, please 

indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with each statement, using the scale below. 

 
          Strongly                            Strongly  

                           disagree                  agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
_____1. I am so nervous during a test that I cannot remember facts I have learned. 

_____2. I have an uneasy, upset feeling when I take a test. 

_____3. I worry a great deal about tests. 

_____4. When I take a test I think about how poorly I am doing. 
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The Measure of Test Anxiety (The Thai Version) 
 

โปรดอ่านข้อความต่อไปน้ีอย่างระมัดระวังแล้วระบุว่าท่านเห็นด้วยหรือไม่เห็นด้วยกับข้อความในแต่ 
ละข้อมากน้อยเพียงใด โดยเลือกหมายเลขท่ีเหมาะสมไปใส่หน้าข้อความแต่ละข้อ  
 
     ไม่เห็นด้วย         เห็นด้วย 
        อย่างย่ิง         อย่างย่ิง 

๑         ๒         ๓         ๔         ๕         ๖         ๗ 
 

______๑) ข้าพเจ้าตื่นเต้นขณะเข้าสอบเสียจนลืมเร่ืองท่ีเรียนไป 

______๒) ข้าพเจ้ารู้สึกกระสับกระส่ายไม่ปลอดโปร่งใจขณะเข้าสอบ 

______๓) ข้าพเจ้ากังวลเร่ืองสอบมาก 

______๔) ระหว่างทำสอบ ข้าพเจ้าคิดว่าตนเองตอบข้อสอบได้  
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Appendix M: The Self-construal Items and Their Factor Loadings 
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Self-construal Items and Their Factor Loadings  

(The American Sample) 
 

Items Factors 
 Interde-

pendent 
Selves 

Independent 
Selves 

Interdependent Items   
It is important to me to respect decisions made by a group. .67 .19 
I will sacrifice my self-interest for the benefit of the group I am  
    in. 

.61 .11 

I will stay in a group if they need me, even when I�m not happy 
    with the group. 

.58 -.01 

Even when I strongly disagree with group members, I avoid an    
    argument. 

.56 -.17 

It is important for me to maintain harmony within my group. .55 -.03 
I would offer my seat in a bus to my professor. .50 .18 
I respect people who are modest about themselves. .48 .14 
I have respect for the authority figures with whom I interact. .45 -.02 
My happiness depends on the happiness of those around me. .43 -.09 
I often have the feeling that my relationships with others are  
    more important than my own accomplishment. 

.38 -.02 

If my brother or sister fails, I feel responsible. .30 -.15 
I should take into consideration my parents� advice when making 
    education/career plans. 

.16 .24 

Independent Items   
I prefer to be direct and forthright when dealing with people I�ve  
    just met. 

-.12 .68 

I enjoy being unique and different from others in many respects. .-06 .65 
I am the same person at home that I am at school. .09 .65 
My personal identity independent of others is very important to  
    me. 

-.05 .57 

Speaking up during a class is not a problem for me. -.20 .56 
I am comfortable with being singled out for praise or rewards. . 08 .50 
I act the same way no matter who I am with. .03 .48 
Having a lively imagination is important to me. .26 .40 
I feel comfortable using someone�s first name soon after I meet 
    them, even when they are much older than I am. 

-.05 .38 

I�d rather say �No� directly than risk being misunderstood. . 07 .37 
Being able to take care of myself is a primary concern for me. -.23 .37 
I value being in good health above everything. .15 .31 

Note. The loading cutoff was lowered to .3. 
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Self-construal Items and Their Factor Loadings  

(The Thai Sample) 
 

Items Factors 
  Interde-

pendent 
Selves 

Indepen- 
dent Selves

Interdependent Items   
I respect people who are modest about themselves. .59 -.09 
It is important to me to respect decisions made by a group. .59 .01 
If my brother or sister fails, I feel responsible. .59 -.04 
I often have the feeling that my relationships with others are  
    more important than my own accomplishment. 

.52 -.02 

It is important for me to maintain harmony within my group. .51 05 
I have respect for the authority figures with whom I interact. .50 -.20 
I should take into consideration my parents� advice when making 
    education/career plans. 

.49 .15 

I will sacrifice my self-interest for the benefit of the group I am  
    in. 

.47 .13 

Even when I strongly disagree with group members, I avoid an    
    argument. 

.45 .23 

I would offer my seat in a bus to my professor. .42 .11 
I will stay in a group if they need me, even when I�m not happy  
    with the group. 

.36 .05 

My happiness depends on the happiness of those around me. .32 -.18 
Independent Items   
I�d rather say �No� directly than risk being misunderstood. 04 .75 
Being able to take care of myself is a primary concern for me. 06 .63 
Having a lively imagination is important to me. .02 .55 
My personal identity independent of others is very important to  
    me. 

-06 .52 

Speaking up during a class is not a problem for me. .11 .50 
I feel comfortable using someone�s first name soon after I meet  
    them, even when they are much older than I am. 

02 .47 

I prefer to be direct and forthright when dealing with people I�ve  
    just met. 

.04 .44 

I am comfortable with being singled out for praise or rewards. -.11 .41 
I act the same way no matter who I am with. 08 .41 
I enjoy being unique and different from others in many respects. -05 .39 
I value being in good health above everything. .17 .31 
I am the same person at home that I am at school. 01 .30 

Note. The loading cutoff was lowered to .3. 
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Appendix N: The PANAS Items and Their Factor Loadings 
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The PANAS Items and Their Factor Loadings  

(The American Sample) 

 
 

Factors 
Items Positive 

Affect 
Negative 

Affect 
Positive Affect Items   
Determined .85 .04 
Interested .83 .12 
Attentive .82 -.07 
Inspired .70 .21 
Excited .60 .09 
Proud .13 -.23 
Alert -.12 -.36 
Active .10 -.36 
Enthusiastic .08 -.27 
Strong -.01 -.53 
Negative Affect Items   
Afraid .10 .76 
Scared .12 .68 
Hostile -.23 .62 
Nervous -.27 .62 
Upset -.02 .52 
Ashamed -.24 .58 
Distress -.67 .26 
Irritable -.73 .21 
Jittery -.50 .16 
Guilty -.78 .07 
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The PANAS Items and Their Factor Loadings  

(The Thai Sample) 

 
Factors 

Items Positive 
Affect 

Negative 
Affect 

Positive Affect Items   
Alert .83 -.11 
Active .80 .06 
Enthusiastic .74 .08 
Inspired .74 .07 
Proud .73 .07 
Determined .71 .01 
Attentive .69 -.13 
Strong .67 -.20 
Interested .65 -01 
Excite .60 .11 
Negative Affect Items   
Afraid -.02 .78 
Nervous .01 .78 
Upset .01 .76 
Scared .04 .75 
Distress -.19 .73 
Guilty -.04 .69 
Irritable .06 .68 
Ashamed -.07 .67 
Jittery .02 .58 
Hostile -.04 .50 
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Appendix O: The Satisfaction With Life Items and Their Factor Loadings 
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The Satisfaction With Life Items and Their Factor Loadings 

(The American Sample) 

 
 

Items Factor 
The conditions of my life are excellent. .85 
I am satisfied with my life. .81 
In most ways my life is close to ideal. .76 
So far I have gotten the important things I  
      want in life. 

.76 

If I could live my life over, I would change  
      almost nothing. 

.57 
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The Satisfaction With Life Items and Their Factor Loadings  

(The Thai Sample) 
 
 

Items Factor 
So far I have gotten the important things I  
      want in life. 

.79 

The conditions of my life are excellent. .78 
I am satisfied with my life. .68 
If I could live my life over, I would change  
      almost nothing. 

.66 

In most ways my life is close to ideal. .65 
 



 157

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix P: The Achievement Goal Items and Their Factor Loadings 
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Achievement Goal Items and Their Factor Loadings 

(The American Sample) 
Factors 

Items Perform.
Approach 

Goals 

Mastery 
Goals 

Perform. 
Avoidance 

Goals 
Performance-approach Achievement Goal Items    
My goal in my university classes is to get a better grade  
     than most of the students. 

.92 .08 .07 

It is important to me to do well compared to others in my  
     university classes. 

.92 .09 .04 

It is important to me to do better than other students in  
     my university classes. 

.88 .13 .02 

I am motivated by the thought of outperforming my peers  
     in my university classes. 

.83 .01 .08 

I am striving to demonstrate my ability relative to others  
     in my university classes. 

.82 .18 .11 

I want to do well in my university classes to show my  
     ability to my family, friends, advisors, or others. 

.62 .13 .26 

Mastery Achievement Goal Items    
I want to learn as much as possible from my university  
     classes. 

.11 .79 -.03 

I hope to have gained a broader and deeper knowledge  
     when I am done with my university classes. 

-.04 .77 .04 

I desire to completely master the materials presented in 
     my university classes. 

.11 .67 -.08 

It is important to me to understand the content of my  
     university classes as thoroughly as possible. 

.09 .63 .14 

In my university classes, I prefer course material that  
    really challenges me so I can learn new things. 

.23 .60 -.14 

In my university classes, I prefer course material that  
     arouses my curiosity, even if it is difficult to learn. 

-.02 .51 -.02 

Performance-avoidance Achievement Goal Items    
I worry about the possibility of getting a bad grade in my  
     university classes. 

.14 .15 .85 

I often think to myself, �What if I do badly in my  
     university classes?� 

.17 .13 .81 

I just want to avoid doing poorly in my university classes. .11 -.28 .66 
My fear of performing poorly in my university classes is  
     often what motivates me. 

.39 -.09 .65 

I wish my university classes were not graded. -.10 -.03 .50 
I�m afraid that if I ask my TA or instructor a �dumb�  
     question, they might not think I�m very smart. 

.27 -.22 .21 

Note. Perform. Approach Goals = Performance-approach Achievement Goals, Perform-Avoidance 
Goals = Performance-avoidance Achievement Goals. 
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Achievement Goal Items and Their Factor Loadings 

(The Thai Sample) 
Factors 

Items Perform.
Approach 

Goals 

Mastery 
Goals 

Perform. 
Avoidance 

Goals 
Performance-approach Achievement Goal Items    
My goal in my university classes is to get a better grade  
    than most of the students. 

.83 .06 .13 

I am striving to demonstrate my ability relative to others  
     in my university classes. 

.80 .03 -.13 

I am motivated by the thought of outperforming my  
     peers in my university classes. 

.79 .06 .31 

It is important to me to do better than other students in  
     my university classes. 

.74 .04 .41 

It is important to me to do well compared to others in  
     my university classes. 

.66 .12 .40 

I want to do well in my university classes to show my  
     ability to my family, friends, advisors, or others. 

.25 .35 .56 

Mastery Achievement Goal Items    
I want to learn as much as possible from my university  
     classes. 

-.06 .77 .10 

I hope to have gained a broader and deeper knowledge  
     when I am done with my university classes. 

.01 .76 .16 

I desire to completely master the materials presented in  
     my university classes. 

.08 .75 .05 

It is important to me to understand the content of my  
     university classes as thoroughly as possible. 

.02 .72 .12 

In my university classes, I prefer course material that  
    really challenges me so I can learn new things. 

.26 .57 -.19 

In my university classes, I prefer course material that  
     arouses my curiosity, even if it is difficult to learn. 

.36 .47 -.39 

Performance-avoidance Achievement Goal Items    
I worry about the possibility of getting a bad grade in my  
     university classes. 

.21 .21 .71 

I often think to myself, �What if I do badly in my  
     university classes?� 

.18 .24 .66 

My fear of performing poorly in my university classes is  
     often what motivates me. 

.37 .21 .49 

I just want to avoid doing poorly in my university classes. -.01 -.18 .47 
I�m afraid that if I ask my TA or instructor a �dumb�  
     question, they might not think I�m very smart. 

.27 -.03 .38 

I wish my university classes were not graded. -.05 -.31 .38 
Note. Perform. Approach Goals = Performance-approach Achievement Goals, Perform-Avoidance 
Goals = Performance-avoidance Achievement Goals. 
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Appendix Q: The Perceived Competence Items and Their Factor Loadings 
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 Perceived Competence Items and Their Factor Loadings 

(The American Sample) 
 
 

Items Factor 
I feel confident in my ability to learn materials 
     in my university classes. 

.89 

I feel able to meet the challenge of performing 
     well in my university classes. 

.84 

I am able to achieve my goals in my university 
     classes. 

.83 

I am capable of learning materials in my 
     university classes. 

.81 
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Perceived Competence Items and Their Factor Loadings 

(The Thai Sample) 
 
 

Items Factor 
I am able to achieve my goals in my university 
     classes. 

.84 

I feel able to meet the challenge of performing 
     well in my university classes. 

.81 

I am capable of learning materials in my 
     university classes. 

.80 

I feel confident in my ability to learn materials 
     in my university classes. 

.78 
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Appendix R: The Fear of Failure Items and Their Factor Loadings 
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Fear of Failure Items and Their Factor Loadings 

(The American Sample) 
 

 Items Factor 
When I start doing poorly on a task, I feel like giving up. .71 
When I fail at a task, I am even more certain that I lack the ability to perform the  
     task. 

.67 

I usually find that I am well prepared for success on a task that I value,  
     but I do not perform the task well under the pressure of the moment.                    

.67 

I tend to put forth a great deal of effort into a task, but I often know that this  
     effort is of this effort is of poor quality. 

.66 

I often avoid a task because I am afraid that I will make mistakes. .65 
I sometimes put forth only a small amount of effort toward accomplishing an  
     important task, even though I know success is possible. 

.65 

I often begin an important task with great enthusiasm, but other less important 
     tasks or more enjoyable events distract me. 

.64 

I often find that I am well prepared for success on a task, but I do not perform 
     the task well under pressure. 

.64 

If given a choice, I have a tendency to select a relatively easy task rather than  
     risking failure. 

.58 

When I am interrupted in an important task, I find that I easily forget about the 
     project I was working on. 

.55 

I usually rely heavily upon feedback from others when I attempt to determine if a 
     task is easy or hard. 

.53 

Sometimes I think that it is better not to have tried at all, than to have tried and  
     failed. 

.48 

I do my best only when I know that someone will evaluate my efforts. .47 
When I fail, I often fail to ask myself why I failed. .46 
When I experience failure I expect to receive punishment from someone. .44 
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Fear of Failure Items and Their Factor Loadings 

(The Thai Sample) 

 
 Items Factor 
When I fail at a task, I am even more certain that I lack the ability to perform the  
     task. 

.77 

I often avoid a task because I am afraid that I will make mistakes. .75 
I often begin an important task with great enthusiasm, but other less important 
     tasks or more enjoyable events distract me. 

.67 

When I start doing poorly on a task, I feel like giving up. .65 
I usually rely heavily upon feedback from others when I attempt to determine if a 
     task is easy or hard. 

.65 

I tend to put forth a great deal of effort into a task, but I often know that this  
     effort is of this effort is of poor quality. 

.60 

If given a choice, I have a tendency to select a relatively easy task rather than  
     risking failure. 

.61 

I usually find that I am well prepared for success on a task that I value,  
     but I do not perform the task well under the pressure of the moment.                    

.56 

When I am interrupted in an important task, I find that I easily forget about the 
     project I was working on. 

.56 

I do my best only when I know that someone will evaluate my efforts. .54 
When I experience failure I expect to receive punishment from someone. .53 
Sometimes I think that it is better not to have tried at all, than to have tried and  
     failed. 

.52 

I sometimes put forth only a small amount of effort toward accomplishing an  
     important task, even though I know success is possible. 

.50 

I often find that I am well prepared for success on a task, but I do not perform 
     the task well under pressure. 

.37 

When I fail, I often fail to ask myself why I failed. .27 
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Appendix S: The Intrinsic Motivation Items and Their Factor Loadings 
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Intrinsic Motivation Items and Their Factor Loadings 

(The American Sample) 
 
 

Items Factor 
I thought my university classes were quite enjoyable. .88 
I enjoyed my university classes very much. .82 
My university classes were fun. .80 
While I was taking my university classes, I thought about how  
     much I enjoyed them. 

.79 

I thought my university classes were boring.  .78 
I would describe my university classes as very interesting. .77 
My university classes did not hold my attention at all.  .71 
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Intrinsic Motivation Items and Their Factor Loadings 

(The Thai Sample) 
 
 

Items Factor 
I would describe my university classes as very interesting. .83 
I thought my university classes were quite enjoyable. .82 
My university classes were fun. .79 
I enjoyed my university classes very much. .74 
While I was taking my university classes, I thought about how 
     much I enjoyed them. 

.71 

My university classes did not hold my attention at all.  .64 
I thought my university classes were boring.  .63 
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Appendix T: The Test Anxiety Items and Their Factor Loadings 
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Test Anxiety Items and Their Factor Loadings 

(The American Sample) 
 

 
Items Factor 

I am so nervous during a test that I cannot remember facts I have  
     learned. 

.79 

I have an uneasy, upset feeling when I take a test. .78 
When I take a test I think about how poorly I am doing. .69 
I worry a great deal about tests. .65 
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Test Anxiety Items and Their Factor Loadings 

(The Thai Sample) 
 

 
Items Factor 

I have an uneasy, upset feeling when I take a test. .87 
I am so nervous during a test that I cannot remember facts I have  
     learned. 

.82 

When I take a test I think about how poorly I am doing. .80 
I worry a great deal about tests. .79 
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