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The present investigation evaluated sport-related motivational climates 

by assessing personal and perceived parental goal orientations and 

perceived parental pressure in children and adolescents. Data were 

collected from 202 middle-class, racially diverse students, including 43 

male and 50 female children aged 12 or below (M age = 10.6) and 51 male 

and 58 female adolescents aged 13 or above (M age = 14.7), who had 

participated in a variety of organized sports, and were enrolled in 

elementary, middle, and high schools of the Dallas (TX) Independent 

School District. Measures included personal and parental projected 

versions (mother's and father's) of the Task and Ego Orientation in Sport 

Questionnaire (TEOSQ), the Sport Parental Pressure Scale (mother's and 

father's versions), and a background assessment. Results of paired t tests 

indicated that regardless of age-group membership, individuals were 

significantly (all p < .01) more task- than ego-oriented and perceived both 

parental goal projections to also be more task- than ego-oriented. 

MANOVA and univariate F tests revealed that children scored significantly 

(j) < .01) higher on perceived father's importance/expectance pressure than 

did adolescents. Males, more than females, were significantly more 

ego-oriented, and perceived both parents' projected ego-involvement and 

fathers' affective and importance/expectance pressures to be higher (all j> < 



.01). Persons were also identified who were either mostly task- or 

ego-oriented based on median splits on the TEOSQ. Results of simple 

correlations, hierarchical regression, and discriminant function analyses 

also suggested that personal goal orientations were related to parental goal 

projections and parental pressure, differently for boys and girls. 

Implications and future research directions are discussed with regard to the 

potential for changing motivational climates as children become adolescents 

and athletes move from novice to expert status. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Parental involvement is a highly visible element of the youth sport 

experience. The attitudes and values that parents convey to their children 

and adolescents about the meaning and importance of sport achievement, 

and the manner in which parents respond to their children's and 

adolescents' efforts, may have considerable influence on young athletes' 

developing achievement motivation. In particular, potential changes in 

parental involvement as children develop into adolescents may play a 

critical role in this socialization process. 

Brustad (1992) has recently suggested that cognitively-based 

motivational theories (e.g., Ames, 1984,1992; Dweck, 1986; Dweck & 

Leggett, 1988; Harter, 1978, 1981; Harter & Connell, 1984; Nicholls, 

1984, 1992; Roberts, 1984, 1992), that are sensitive to developmental 

influences upon children's sport behaviors, are useful for evaluating the 

relationship between socialization influences and achievement motivation in 

sport. In general, these theories focus on the cognitive appraisal processes 

that influence goal-directed behavior, including the causes, directions, and 

consequences of this behavior. Each is concerned with how individuals 

approach, engage in, and respond to achievement situations as well as the 

reasons for participation in such activities. Particular attention is given to 
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the subjective process whereby individuals determine self-perceptions of 

competence. 

Theorists also have identified two divergent goal-perspective 

comparison processes that individuals may use in defining self-perceptions 

of competence or ability (see Duda, 1992, 1993, for sport-related reviews). 

Nicholls (1984, 1992) has referred to these two processes as being 

"task-involved" and "ego-involved," respectively, based on individuals' 

self-perceptions of ability with respect to performance. Task-involved 

individuals have a self-referenced standard of success in that personal 

improvement produces feelings of competence. For example, success may 

be defined as improving one's previous best time in a distance event. In 

contrast, ego-involved persons view self-perceptions of competence and 

ability as performing better than others. For instance, success may be 

defined as placing first in the same distance event (i.e., an other-referenced 

standard of success). Ultimately, according to Nicholls (1984,1992), these 

underlying subjective meanings of ability mediate behavioral patterns 

where the motive is to demonstrate competence. 

Other theorists have adopted the concepts of "mastery" and 

"performance" to refer to task- and ego-involved goals, respectively (e.g., 

Ames, 1984, 1992; Dweck, 1986; Dweck & Leggett, 1988). When 

individuals are mastery-oriented, their focus is on developing skills or 

attaining a level of mastery that is based on an internalized set of standards 

(Ames, 1992). In contrast, when individuals are performance-oriented, 

subjective success stems from the perception that one has defeated others, 

demonstrated superior ability, or both (Duda & White, 1992). The terms 

task- and ego-involved or self- and other-referenced will be utilized 



throughout the text to represent the two distinct achievement goal 

orientations. 

An integral aspect of recent social-cognitive theories of achievement 

motivation (e.g., Ames, 1992; Duda, 1992; Dweck, 1986; Harter & 

Connell, 1984; Nicholls, 1992; Roberts, 1992; Weiner, 1985) is that goal 

orientations influence how we interpret and respond to achievement events. 

Specifically, individuals' subjective interpretations of demonstrated 

competence and ability, expended effort, and attributions for success and 

failure (Weiner, 1985), may be mediated by personal goal orientations. 

Subsequently, these cognitions are assumed to have an impact on future 

achievement-related cognitions, affect, and behaviors such as task choice 

and persistence. 

For task-involved individuals, one's sense of self-efficacy (Bandura, 

1977,1986), the belief in one's capabilities to engage successfully in a 

course of action sufficient to satisfy the situational demand, is based on a 

belief that effort will lead to personal progress and task mastery (Ames, 

1992; Weiner, 1985). Moreover, task-referenced persons, regardless of 

their level of perceived ability, are predicted to extend optimal effort in 

challenging tasks (Duda, 1992). Thus, perceived success (self-referenced 

mastery) is seen as dependent upon hard work and maximal effort. 

In general, ego-involved individuals are also predicted to extend 

optimal effort in challenging tasks, as long as they have high confidence in 

their ability. According to Nicholls (1992), if individuals are ego-oriented, 

and doubts exist about self-competence, a maladaptive behavioral pattern is 

expected. This maladaptive pattern, which is not conducive to long-term 

achievement, consists of (a) choosing tasks that are too hard or too easy, 



(b) devaluing tasks when success seems unlikely, or (c) avoiding future 

similar tasks after present failure. For example, it is relatively easy to 

protect one's ego after failing in a competition where you are not expected 

to win (a task that is "too hard"), easily beating an opponent (a task that is 

"too easy"), and avoiding a situation where there exists an equal likelihood 

of success or failure (no chance of losing if you do not participate!). 

Thus, ego-involved individuals, in contrast to those who are 

task-involved, are more likely to utilize an ability-based attributional focus 

(Weiner, 1985). That is, other-referenced individuals are more likely to 

attribute successful achievement outcomes to high ability and unsuccessful 

outcomes to low ability, rather than to the amount of effort extended, as 

self-referenced individuals are more likely to do. Furthermore, failure 

due to low ability, is suggested (Nicholls, 1984; Weiner, 1985) to produce 

shame-related affects (e.g., disgrace, embarrassment, humiliation), whereas 

failure due to lack of effort is more likely to produce guilt-related affects 

(e.g., regret, remorse, repentance). Feelings of guilt concerning previous 

efforts are controllable. By vowing to expend optimal effort in future 

similar situations self-referenced individuals can reduce or eliminate guilt 

feelings (Weiner, 1985). Unfortunately, feelings of shame are less 

controllable. Ability is perceived to be more stable than effort (Weiner, 

1985) and requires much more time to change. Therefore, ego-oriented 

individuals often exhibit the above maladaptive pattern; it may be easier to 

devalue or avoid tasks where success (winning) seems unlikely than it is to 

improve one's ability by working hard. 

In sum, goal orientations are predicted to mediate subjective 

interpretations of competence, effort, and attributions for success and 



failure. Self-referenced individuals tend to define successful achievement 

outcomes in terms of personal progress and task mastery which depend on 

the amount of effort extended. In contrast, other-referenced individuals 

tend to define successful achievement outcomes as beating opponents by 

displaying superior ability. Unsuccessful outcomes for self-referenced 

individuals (no personal progress or task mastery) are more likely to be 

interpreted as due to a lack of effort which often produces guilt, whereas 

other-referenced individuals interpret unsuccessful outcomes (losing to an 

opponent) as due to lack of ability which may produce feelings of shame. 

Although most theory development concerning goal orientations has 

taken place in classrooms, it recently has been extended to the sport domain 

as researchers investigated the relationship between goal orientations and 

various psychological constructs such as causal attributions, perceived 

competence, intrinsic motivation, anxiety, and behavioral persistence (or 

sport dropout). The findings of these studies suggest that the assessment of 

individual differences in task- and ego-orientations provides considerable 

insight into how athletes interpret and respond to sport-related achievement 

situations. 

For example, Duda and Nicholls (1992) assessed the relationship 

between goal orientations and beliefs about how sport-related achievement 

activities operate. In a sample of high school athletes and nonathletes, they 

found that task-orientation was related to the belief that sport success is a 

function of motivational factors and hard work. Moreover, this orientation 

was negatively related to the view that cheating leads to athletic success. In 

contrast, being ego-oriented was linked with the belief that being a more 

talented and skilled athlete produced sport success. 



Horn, Duda, and Miller (1993) extended the investigation of the 

relationship between goal orientations and sport-related achievement beliefs 

into youth sports by examining the perceptions of young male and female 

athletes (mean age was 11.3 years) attending summer basketball camps. 

They reported that task-involvement was associated with the view that 

motivation and hard work produce achievement. This orientation also 

corresponded with a "downplaying" of the role of deceptive strategies in 

terms of basketball success. In contrast, being ego-involved was linked 

with an emphasis on ability and deception in explaining why people are 

successful in basketball. 

In a similar study, Duda and White (1992), examined the beliefs of 

elite intercollegiate skiers and found being task-oriented was related to 

beliefs that skiing success is a result of hard work, superior ability, and 

selecting activities that one can perform successfully. In contrast, an 

ego-orientation was associated with beliefs that taking an illegal advantage 

(e.g., cheating or taking performance-enhancing drugs), possessing high 

ability, selecting tasks that one can accomplish, and external variables (e.g., 

having the right equipment) are reasons for skiing success. Thus, personal 

goal perspectives were shown to be consistent with beliefs about causes of 

success in athletic contexts. 

Hall (1989) assessed ability and effort attributions among college-aged 

males by experimentally manipulating perceived competence (by 

controlling motor skill performance feedback) and goal orientations. He 

found that individuals with low perceived ability, performing in an 

other-referenced condition, reported that they did not try as hard, expected 

to do less well before, during, and following the performance trials, and 



demonstrated less competence throughout the experiment, as compared to 

persons with low perceived ability in a self-referenced condition, or those 

high in perceived ability in either goal condition. It seems therefore that 

individuals who are low in self-perceived competence in an ego-involved 

context may produce less effort, devalue their ability, and be less likely to 

anticipate successful outcomes than individuals who perceived themselves to 

be low in competence in a task-involved context or individuals who think 

they are highly competent in either situation. 

In another investigation of the relationship between goal orientations, 

perceived competence, and causal attributions, Duda and Chi (1989) 

manipulated the competitive context of college-aged male basketball games. 

In one condition, emphasis was placed on winning the competition; in the 

other condition emphasis was placed on improving specific basketball 

skills. Consistent with the results of Hall (1989), losers in the 

other-referenced condition were less likely to attribute their performance 

to the amount of effort exerted when compared to losers in the 

self-referenced condition or winners in either condition. Thus, individuals 

experiencing failure de-emphasized effort as a cause for their performance 

when involved in an ego-involved situation. In addition, Duda and Chi 

(1989) discovered that, regardless of the objective outcome, participants 

who had low pre-game perceived competence in the task-involved 

condition rated their perceived ability at the conclusion of the basketball 

game to be higher than participants who had low perceived competence in 

the ego-involved condition. Among the players who were objectively 

victorious (i.e., they won the competition), perceived competence was 

higher in the self-referenced condition than in the other-referenced 
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condition. Thus, these results were consistent with predictions that 

individuals adopting a task-orientation would be more likely to believe that 

effort is related to performance outcomes and that perceived competence is 

defined in terms of skill mastery. In contrast, ego-referenced persons 

would be more likely to devalue effort, believe ability determines 

performance outcomes, and define competence in terms of objective 

results. 

Together, the results of research concerning causal attributions and 

goal orientations in sport suggest that an awareness of goal orientations 

provides insight into the interpretations and explanations given for athletic 

success and failure. Furthermore, the mediating effect of goal orientations 

upon future achievement motivation depends upon perceptions of perceived 

competence. Specifically, perceived competence, defined in terms of skill 

mastery, is more likely to facilitate effort-based attributions that are more 

controllable than the ability-based attributions other-referenced individuals 

are likely to report. Although the above research focused on the link 

between goal orientations, causal attributions, and perceptions of 

competence in sport, these studies did not address the potential influence 

goal orientations have on affective responses such as intrinsic interest in 

sport-related achievement tasks or sport enjoyment. 

Research on intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985), the propensity 

to participate in activities without receiving any external reward, suggests 

that other-referenced individuals are more likely to engage in sports as a 

means to an end (i.e., to demonstrate superior ability); self-referenced 

persons are more likely to participate in sports simply as an end in itself 

(i.e., because it is interesting). Thus, task-oriented individuals tend to be 



more intrinsically motivated than ego-oriented persons (Duda, 1992; 

Dweck, 1986; Nicholls, 1992). 

Results from recent sport-related research seems to support this 

conclusion. Specifically, Duda, Chi, and Newton (1990), evaluated the 

relationship between goal orientations and intrinsic motivation among 

undergraduate students in a tennis skills class and found that 

task-orientation was related to greater perceptions of intrinsic motivation. 

Furthermore, an inverse relationship also emerged between ego-orientation 

and intrinsic motivation. Walling, Catley, and Taylor (1991) found similar 

results in collegiate basketball and volleyball classes. Again, being 

self-referenced was related to greater intrinsic motivation. In addition, 

Duda (1988) found that self-referenced intramural athletes reported 

practicing more in their free time (a measure of intrinsic motivation) than 

other-referenced individuals. 

In a study of Little League baseball players, Boyd (1990) examined 

the relationship between goal orientations and objective win/loss outcomes 

on post-competition enjoyment. Ego-oriented players reported that they 

enjoyed the game less than those who were task-oriented, regardless of 

whether they won or lost. In addition, other-referenced players who lost 

were less satisfied following games than other-referenced players who 

won. For those who were task-involved, game outcome did not 

significantly affect their satisfaction level. Thus, if enjoyment can be 

inferred to mean that the game was intrinsicly motivating (Deci & Ryan, 

1985), then having an other-orientation again was linked with less intrinsic 

motivation, whereas being task-involved was linked with greater intrinsic 

motivation. 
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Preliminary research in the sport domain seems to suggest that being 

task-involved appears to be associated with greater intrinsic motivation and 

sport enjoyment. Adopting an ego-involved orientation, however, is likely 

to lead to decreased intrinsic motivation and less sport enjoyment. 

Self-referenced athletes seem more likely to enjoy sport as an end (i.e, to 

have fun) than other-referenced athletes who view sport as just a means to 

an end (i.e., to demonstrate superior ability). One possible mediator of the 

relationship between goal orientations and sport enjoyment not addressed in 

the above investigations is stress. It may be that the importance 

ego-oriented athletes place on winning increases perceived stress which in 

turn affects perceived enjoyment. 

Sport-related research evaluating the relationship between goal 

orientations and perceived stress (or anxiety) suggests that other-referenced 

athletes tend to report higher levels of anxiety than do those who are 

self-referenced (Duda, 1993). Boyd, Callaghan, and Yin (1991) found that 

ego-involved high school football players, with low perceived competence, 

reported higher competitive trait anxiety than ego-oriented players with 

high perceived competence or those who were self-referenced, regardless 

of their perceived competence level. 

White and Duda (1991) reported that self-referenced elite skiers 

tended to have less task-relevant worries than their other-referenced 

counterparts. Newton, Chi, and Duda (1991) found similar results with a 

sample of collegiate bowlers in that those who were task-oriented were less 

worried about their performance. It would seem therefore that the 

emphasis other-referenced athletes place on winning or losing produces 

more stress or worry concerning outcomes than it does for those who are 
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self-referenced and focused on skill improvement. Subsequently, higher 

levels of stress may decrease enjoyment during competition, particularly 

for those who are ego-involved. Such a series of events would help explain 

the negative relationship between ego-orientation and intrinsic 

motivation/enjoyment. 

To this point, it seems that task-involved athletes are more likely to 

believe that sport success is a function of hard work, that sport-competence 

is more controllable, and experience more enjoyment because success is 

subjectively defined in terms of skill improvement. In contrast, 

ego-involved athletes are more likely to believe that sport success is a 

function of ability and that sport enjoyment depends on objectively 

successful outcomes. It would also seem likely that being self-referenced 

would be related to persistence in sport and that having an 

other-orientation would seem more likely to be related to dropping out of 

sport. Roberts (1984) suggests that ego-involved individuals will not 

persist in sport if their high ability goals are not met. Sport-related 

research seems to support these predictions. 

Ewing (1981) was one of the first to conduct a sport-specific 

examination of the relationship between goal orientations and persistence. 

She found that ego-involved adolescents (12-15 year olds) were more likely 

to have dropped out of sport than those who were task-involved. Duda 

(1988,1989) found similar results in two related studies. First, she (1988) 

revealed that task-oriented college students reported a longer period of 

participation in intramural sports than ego-oriented students. Next, she 

(1989) found that high school students who were presently involved in 

sport were more self-referenced than students who had ceased participation 
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or who had never been involved in sport. Furthermore, dropouts were 

found to be the most troubled by a "failed" sport experience in which 

individuals demonstrated lower ability in relation to their peers. 

In a laboratory experiment, Rudisill, Meaney, McDermott, and 

Jibaja-Rusth (1990) manipulated personal goal orientations and motor skill 

tasks. Their results revealed that those who were assigned to 

self-referenced conditions persisted longer on two of three tasks than 

children assigned to other-referenced conditions during a free-time period 

following test trials. 

Weitzer (1989) found that task-oriented fourth graders, regardless of 

their level of perceived ability, were more likely to be physically active 

than their other-referenced counterparts. In addition, ego-involved 

children with low levels of perceived ability reported the lowest amount of 

physical activity. 

When combined, research on sport persistence supports the hypothesis 

that other-referenced athletes are less likely to persist in sport, especially if 

perceived competence is low, and are therefore more likely to discontinue 

participation. In contrast, self-referenced persons are more likely to 

continue participation. 

In summary, sport-related investigations of the relationship between 

goal orientations and various psychological constructs such as causal 

attributions, perceived competence, intrinsic motivation, anxiety, and 

behavioral persistence suggest that adoption of a task- rather than 

ego-orientation in sport is more likely to produce athletes who (a) perceive 

success and competence in terms of skill improvement, (b) perceive skill 

improvement as dependent on self-controlled effort, (c) are intrinsically 
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motivated, (d) are less likely to be anxious, and (e) are more likely to 

continue their sport participation (even after experiencing objective losses). 

Adoption of an ego-orientation, in contrast, is more likely to generate 

athletes who (a) view success in terms of the accomplishments of others, 

(b) think that skill depends on ability, (c) are less likely to be intrinsically 

motivated, (d) are more likely to be anxious (especially is self-perceived 

ability is low), and (e) less likely to continue participation in sport after 

recurring losses. 

Achievement motivation theorists (e.g., Ames, 1992; Deci & Ryan, 

1985; Duda, 1992; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Harter & Connell, 1984; 

Locke & Latham, 1985, 1990; Nicholls, 1992; Roberts, 1992; Weinberg, 

1992) have consistently recommended "adoption" of self-referenced goals 

because these goals give individuals a sense of control, place high value on 

effort and learning, and allow competence to be dependent upon skill 

development, not win/loss outcome. However, less is known about the 

processes involved in the "adoption" of goal orientations. That is, how do 

individuals develop or "adopt" this apparently superior task-involved 

orientation? 

According to Nicholls (Nicholls, 1992), self-perceptions of ability and 

goal preferences vary as a function of personal disposition, cognitive 

maturation, and situational factors (see also Duda, 1987). Thus, the 

concept of ability has different meanings to individuals at different stages 

of development. Moreover, it is not until children reach 11 or 12 years of 

age that ability and effort are completely differentiated (Nicholls, 1992). 

Around this age, children begin to understand that competency requires 

better performance than others with equal effort or doing as well as others 
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(i.e., equal performance) without trying as hard (Duda, 1987). When 

ability is viewed as a capacity and children perceive their competence to be 

low, they realize there is only so much that trying hard can do. The fact 

that ability can limit the effect of trying hard on performance is understood 

and challenging tasks are seen as requiring both high ability and maximal 

effort (Duda, 1987). 

Research investigating possible changes in goal orientations as the 

result of maturation supports the belief that, as children age, sport goals 

may shift from self- to other-referenced (Ewing, Roberts, & Pemberton, 

1983). Specifically, Ewing et al. found that children of approximately 9 to 

11 years of age tended to emphasize self-referenced goals in sport whereas 

12 to 14 year olds were more likely to emphasize other-referenced goals. 

These results do not rule out additional potential factors, other than 

maturation, that Nicholls (1984,1992) has indicated might account for 

developmental differences. For example, rather than just cognitive 

development producing goal-perspective dynamics, changes may be due to 

situational factors such as years of involvement in sport or shifts in 

influence from parents, coaches, and peers (Duda, 1987). In other words, 

goal orientations may be shaped by significant others as youth participants 

are socialized into sport (Brustad, 1992). 

Developmental theorists (e.g., Ames, 1992; Brustad, 1992; Duda, 

1987,1992; Harter & Connell, 1984; Horn, 1987; Nicholls, 1992; Roberts, 

1992; Weiss & Bredemeier, 1983) have also suggested that goal orientation 

differences may be due to diverse socialization experiences. Ames (1992) 

has indicated that interactions with significant others who reinforce a 

particular goal orientation creates a "motivational climate" that 
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subsequently influences children's developing achievement motivations (see 

also Duda, 1992; Horn, 1987; Roberts, 1992). In situations characterized 

by interpersonal competition, public evaluation, and normative feedback, 

an ego-involved orientation is more likely to develop (Duda, 1993). 

However, in situations where emphasis is placed on participation, skill 

development, and self-referenced goal attainment, a task-involved 

orientation is more likely to be internalized. For example, parents may 

convey their goal preferences when they communicate with their children 

about their sport participation (e.g., "Did you win?" or "Are you 

improving you skills?"). Harter's (1978,1981; Harter & Connell, 1984) 

competence motivation theory also contends that if support for mastery 

efforts is conveyed, children are more likely to perceive control over 

personal competence and experience positive affect (see also Deci & Ryan, 

1985). Conversely, according to Harter and Connell (1984), children who 

perceive disapproval from significant others for mastery efforts will have a 

diminished sense of competence and control and will display greater 

reliance upon external forms of information. 

Children and adolescents who perceive higher levels of parental 

"pressure" to participate and succeed in sport (i.e., by beating others) are 

also likely to have less favorable affective experiences. For example, 

Scanlan and Lewthwaite (1984) found that high perceived parental pressure 

predicted greater prematch anxiety for young wrestlers (9 to 14 years). In 

addition, Brustad (1988) discovered that low perceived parental pressure 

predicted higher levels of enjoyment in a youth basketball league (9 to 13 

year olds). Furthermore, Brustad and Weigand (1989) found that children 

participating in a youth soccer league who reported their parents 
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consistently responded with lower amounts of pressure to succeed displayed 

greater intrinsic motivation (higher preference for challenge) than did 

children who reported higher levels of parental pressure. It may be that 

these less favorable experiences are due to parents reinforcing an 

other-referenced orientation which is perceived as pressure to succeed. 

In a sample of Norwegian students, Anderssen and Wold (1992) 

discovered that parental support for physical activity influenced the actual 

physical activity level of the respondents. Similar results were found by 

Brustad (1993) with American children in that parental encouragement of 

an active physical lifestyle was predictive of children's perceived physical 

competence and perceptions about the importance of exercise. Weitzer 

(1989) found that parental support for fourth-grade children was associated 

with greater levels of children's sport involvement. In addition, Weitzer 

discovered that, for girls, a greater level of maternal involvement in 

children's sport experiences was related to greater children's 

task-orientations. 

Collectively these results suggest that parents seem to influence their 

children's and adolescents' sport-related affective responses, perceptions 

about the importance of sport, and goal orientations by making certain 

cues, rewards, and expectations salient (Ames, 1992; Deci & Ryan, 1985; 

Horn, 1987). Specifically, parental pressure to succeed seems to be aligned 

with greater anxiety and with less enjoyment and decreased intrinsic 

motivation. Parental support or encouragement appears to be related to 

greater intrinsic motivation, more physical activity participation, and 

self-referenced orientations. 
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If parental support influences the adoption of task-orientations in 

sport, whereas parental pressure relates to the adoption of ego-orientations, 

our next step is to identify the salient cues, rewards, and expectations 

parents use to intentionally or unintentionally convey to their offspring an 

atmosphere of support or pressure. One potential way that parents may 

convey a motivational climate to their sons and daughters is through their 

own personal goal orientations. That is, children's and adolescents' 

perceptions of their parents' goal orientations may influence the 

orientations they adopt for themselves. In other words, parents may be 

creating a sport-related motivational climate through the goal orientations 

they exhibit to their kids. 

To date, only one investigation (Duda & Horn, 1993) has attempted to 

evaluate the direct relationship between parental and children's goal 

orientations. Duda and Horn (1993) found that personal goal orientations 

for children in a summer basketball camp (mean age of 12 years) were 

related to their perceptions of their parents' goal orientations. Specifically, 

children who were higher in task-orientation perceived their parent (who 

was most involved with their basketball participation) to be higher in 

task-orientation. Children who were more other-referenced perceived 

their parent also to be higher in ego-orientation. Interestingly, the 

children's perception of their parents' goal orientations did not correspond 

to their parents' personal goal orientations, nor did the parents' personal 

goal orientations relate to the personal goal orientations of the children. 

These results suggest that children's perceptions of their parents' goal 

orientations may influence the goal orientations they adopt for themselves, 

rather than adopting the personal goal orientations parents perceive for 
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themselves. Thus, assessing children's perceptions of their parents' goal 

orientations is one potential way to evaluate the salient cues parents use to 

convey support or pressure to their children. 

Another potential way to assess the salient rewards and expectations 

parents project to their children and adolescents is to evaluate the influence 

of perceived parental support or pressure on the adoption of personal goal 

orientations. That is, in addition to assessing perceptions of parents' goal 

orientations, the influence of perceived parental support or pressure on the 

adoption of personal task- or ego-orientations could be assessed 

simultaneously. Thus, a simultaneous assessment of children's and 

adolescents' perceptions of their parents' goal orientations and parental 

support or pressure might indicate which among these variables is the best 

predictor of personal goal orientations. 

To further our understanding of the process of goal-orientation 

adoption, an assessment of potential changes in motivational climate and 

goal orientations as children mature seems warranted. The only 

investigation to date, assessing the relationship between parental and 

children's goal orientations (Duda & Horn, 1993), was limited to one age 

group (mean age of 12 years). Because behaviors that are reinforced by 

significant others may be dynamic (i.e., a changing motivational climate) as 

athletes spend more time improving their sport skills, children's goal 

orientations may also change as they become adolescents. That is, parents 

may be more likely to reinforce skill improvement for novice sport 

participants (just learning the skill is important), whereas advanced sport 

participants might be expected to perform better than others before 

receiving parental reinforcement. Thus, this potential dynamic parental 
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emphasis may be internalized by children and revealed through changing 

goal orientations. 

According to Nicholls (1992), goal orientations are likely to change 

(if they change at all) from self-referenced to other-referenced for 

children of approximately 12 years of age. While he attributes this 

potential change primarily to cognitive maturation, it may be that changes 

in perceived motivational climate assist maturational processes. Thus, 

cross-sectional or longitudinal investigations of motivational climate which 

include children younger and older than 12 years are necessary to assess 

changing socialization influences on the adoption of goal orientations. 

In addition, Duda and Horn (1993) restricted their assessment of 

parental goal orientations to the parent who was most involved in their 

child's sport participation. It may be relevant to evaluate children's 

perceptions of both parents' goal orientations separately. Particularly in 

light of Weitzer's (1989) discovery that, for girls only, a greater level of 

maternal involvement in children's sport experiences was related to the 

girls' self-referenced orientations. 

It also may be relevant to assess perceptions of the goal orientations 

parents convey as appropriate. That is, rather than assessing motivational 

climate by evaluating children's and adolescents' perceptions of their 

parents' goal orientations, another method that might produce a clearer 

perception of the goals parents advocate for their daughters and sons would 

be to ask children and adolescents about the goals their parents feel their 

offspring have adopted. For example, rather than asking individuals to 

report when they felt most successful in sport (i.e., skill improvement 

versus beating others), asking them when their mother or father felt they 
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(the kids) were most successful in sport might reveal a clearer picture of 

the atmosphere surrounding their sport participation. 

Therefore, the two purposes of the present investigation were: (a) to 

extend the work of Duda and Horn (1993) by evaluating the goal 

orientations of athletes younger and older than 12 years of age from 

various sports as well as their perceptions of the goal orientations their 

parents project as appropriate (separately for each parent), and (b) to 

explore the relative influence of perceived parental projected goal 

orientations (mother's and father's) and perceived parental pressure 

(mother's and father's) on the adoption of personal goal orientations (i.e., 

assessing motivational climate). 

Specific hypotheses were the following: (a) personal and perceived 

parental projected goal orientations (mother's and father's) would be 

significantly more self- than other-referenced for the children, and 

conversely, more ego- than task-involved for the adolescents; (b) the 

adolescents who were more ego-involved than children would perceive 

parental pressure as significantly higher than the children; (c) higher 

perceptions of parental task and ego projections (father's and mother's) 

would predict higher personal task and ego orientations, respectively, for 

both age-groups; and (d) lower perceptions of parental pressure would 

predict higher personal task-orientations for both age-groups; conversely, 

higher perceptions of parental pressure would predict higher personal 

ego-orientations for both age-groups. 



CHAPTER II 

METHODS 

Participants 

Data were collected from 202 students in elementary, middle, and 

high schools of the Dallas (TX) Independent School District. Because 

Nicholls (1992) has indicated that goal orientations may change from self-

to other-referenced for individuals of approximately 12 years of age, this 

sample included 43 male (M age = 10.63, SD = 0.87) and 50 female (M age 

= 10.58, SD = 0.76) children who were 12 years of age or younger, and 51 

male (M age = 14.65, SD = 1.29) and 58 female (M age = 14.74, SD = 

1.13) adolescents who were 13 years of age or older. The majority of the 

students were Hispanic/Latin-Americans (38%) and the remainder was 

equally split between Whites and African-Americans (31% each). 

Only individuals who had participated in organized sport (i.e., playing 

on a team or as an individual, with a coach, wearing a uniform, perhaps as 

part of a league, and where specific rules were explicit and sanctioned) at 

some time in their life were invited to participate. Twenty-three sports 

were represented with the most frequently cited sports being basketball (n 

males = 39, n females = 18), soccer (n males = 13, n females = 15), 

swimming (n males = 1, n females = 18), baseball (n males = 16, n females 
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= 2), volleyball (n males = 0, n females = 15), football (n males = 12, n 

females = 0), and gymnastics (n males = 0, n females = 11). They also 

perceived themselves to be of average athletic ability (M males = 6.21, SD 

= 1.45, M females = 6.13, SD = 1.81; 9-point Likert-type scale), compared 

to other kids their age. 

The mean number of years males had participated in the sport they 

cited was 3.76 years (SD = 2.50, median = 4 years) and females reported 

an average of 3.13 years of participation (SD = 2.14, median = 3 years); 

83% of the males and 67% of the females reported participating in 

organized sport during the previous year. In addition, 55% of the males 

and 48% of the females indicated that both of their parents were involved 

in their sport participation, while 22% of the males and 32% of the females 

cited their mother and 20% of the males and 8% of the females identified 

their father as most involved (2% of the males and 11% of the females 

identified others such as brothers, sisters, aunts, uncles, coaches, etc.). 

Measures 

Background information. Background information included 

assessment of participants' age, gender, race, and guardians' marital status, 

relationship between guardian and the child/adolescent (e.g., father, 

mother, uncle, grandmother), and socioeconomic status. 

Socioeconomic status. The 6-item Hollingshead Four Factor Index 

of Social Status (FFI; Hollingshead, 1975) was used to measure 

socioeconomic status (SES). Previous results show that the FFI is highly 

reliable and that scores are a valid measure of socioeconomic 

differentiation in the United States (see Hollingshead, 1975, for details). In 

addition, Gottfried (1985) recommended that developmental psychologists 
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use the FFI rather than the Revised Duncan Socioeconomic Index (see 

Stevens & Featherman, 1981) or the Siegel Prestige Scale (Siegel, 1971) as 

an SES index because of the greater predictability and flexibility of the 

FFI. 

This index is based on the view that SES is a multidimensional 

concept. The four factors are gender, marital status, occupation (for two 

individuals if applicable), and education (for two individuals if applicable). 

Although the index is usable for either gender, gender does not enter into 

the computations and thus in actuality the resulting composite score is based 

only on three factors. Occupation is keyed to the approximate 450 

occupational titles and codes of the 1970 United States Census and is graded 

on a 9-point scale. For the present utilization, subsets of each of the 

9-point occupations were provided along with a blank space for "job 

description" to facilitate a more .accurate occupational categorization by the 

researchers. 

The educational factor is based on the number of years of school 

achievement and is scored on a 7-point scale ranging from "eighth grade or 

less" to "graduate professional training." The original FFI used "less than 

seventh grade" as its lower anchor and "junior high school-ninth grade" as 

its second point, but this seemed confusing because it failed to account for 

someone who had completed seventh or eighth grade. Thus, for the 

present version the lower anchor was changed to "eighth grade or less" 

while the second point remained the same. 

To determine SES, marital status is initially assessed and then the 

scores on the two scales are multiplied by factor weights (five for 

occupation, three for education), that are statistically derived by multiple 
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regression equations. The FFI allows estimating the SES of an unmarried 

individual, the head of a household, or of a family in which two individuals 

are gainfully employed. In the latter case, the occupational and educational 

scores of both persons are incorporated into the calculations. Thus, the 

range of the SES scores remain constant, regardless of whether an 

individual's or family's status is computed, which allows for comparisons 

to be made on a unitary dimension. The sum of the scale scores multiplied 

by the factor weights results in a SES score ranging from 8 to 66. The 

present sample's mean FFI scores of 37.32 (SD = 13.48) for the males and 

33.96 (SD = 12.51) for the females suggest these individuals were, 

according to Hollingshead, from the middle of the social strata (middle 

range is 30-39). 

Personal goal orientations. Personal goal orientations were assessed 

through the 13-item Task and Ego Orientation in Sport Questionnaire 

(TEOSQ; Duda, 1993). The TEOSQ requires participants to think of when 

they felt most successful in "sport" (for the current study, this was changed 

to "the sport they like doing the best") and then respond to seven items 

reflecting task-involvement (e.g. I learn a new skill and it makes me want 

to practice more; see Appendix A, Section 4 for personal task items 35, 38, 

40, 41, 43, 45, and 46) and six items reflecting ego-involvement (e.g., I 

can do better than my friends; see Section 4 for personal ego items 34, 36, 

37, 39, 42, and 44). Responses are recorded on a 5-point Likert-type scale 

ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagreed to 5 (Strongly Agree! The TEOSQ is 

scored by calculating a mean score for each of the two subscales. Higher 

scores on each subscale represent greater internalization of that goal 

orientation. Cronbach's (1951) alphas have been shown to be .81 - .86 and 
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.79 - .90, for task- and ego-involved subscales, respectively, while 

three-week test-retest reliabilities of .68 and .75, respectively, were found 

(Duda, 1992). In the present research, both personal subscales 

demonstrated adequate internal consistency, even when the sample was 

divided into male and female children and adolescents. Alphas for the 

males: (a) entire sample: task = .76, ego = .75; (b) children: task = .68, 

ego = .71; and (c) adolescents: task = .81, ego = .77. Alphas for the 

females: (a) entire sample: task = .78, ego = .78; (b) children: task = .75, 

ego = .79; and (c) adolescents: task = .80, ego = .79. 

Parental goal projections. Perceptions of the goal orientations 

parents convey as appropriate for the respondents were assessed by using 

two additional forms of the TEOSQ (one with reference to "dad," the other 

with reference to "mom"). For this assessment, the instructions for the 

TEOSQ were slightly reworded (the items remained the same as in the 

personal form) so that respondents were required to think of when they 

believe their father (or male parental figure) or mother (or female parental 

figure) thinks the respondent is most successful in the sport the respondent 

likes doing the best. Statements on the father's version (see Appendix A, 

Sections 5) that reflected a task-involved projection were items 48, 51, 53, 

54, 56, 58, and 59; those indicating an ego-involved projection were items 

47,49, 50, 52, 55, and 57. Statements on the mother's version (see 

Sections 6) that reflected a task-involved projection were items 61, 64, 66, 

67, 69, 71, and 72; those indicating an ego-involved projection were items 

60, 62, 63, 65, 68, and 70. Internal consistency reliabilities again were 

calculated for each subscale of each parental form of the TEOSQ. For the 

father's version, both subscales demonstrated generally stronger internal 
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consistency than did the personal version. Alphas for the males: (a) entire 

sample: task = .78, ego = .80; (b) children: task = .86, ego = .84; and (c) 

adolescents: task = .69, ego = .77. Alphas for the females: (a) entire 

sample: task = .84, ego = .86; (b) children: task = .83, ego = .85; and (c) 

adolescents: task = .85, ego = .86. For the mother's version, again both 

subscales demonstrated generally stronger internal consistency than did the 

personal version. Alphas for the males: (a) entire sample: task = .77, ego 

= .80; (b) children: task = .84, ego = .81; and (c) adolescents: task = .69, 

ego = .79. Alphas for the females: (a) entire sample: task = .78, ego = 

.82; (b) children: task = .76, ego = .84; and (c) adolescents: task = .79, ego 

= .81. 

Sport parental pressure. Sport parental pressure was assessed by the 

13-item Sport Parental Pressure Scale (SPPS; Brustad & Weigand, 1989). 

To determine each parent's influence separately, two forms of the 

instrument were used (one with reference to "dad" or male parental figure, 

the other with reference to "mom" or female parental figure). The SPPS 

assesses three types of perceived parental pressure in sport: (a) affective 

tension (4-items; e.g., My Dad/Mom gets upset with me when I don't play 

well; see Appendix A, Section 2 for father's items 8,12,14, and 15, and 

Section 3 for mother's items 21, 25, 27, and 28), (b) sport importance 

(4-items; e.g., My Mom/Dad thinks that being good at sports is very 

important; see Section 2 for father's items 10,13,16, and 19, and Section 3 

for mother's items 23, 26, 29, and 32), and (c) expectation of sport success 

(5-items; e.g., My Dad/Mom expects me to be a very good athlete; see 

Section 2 for father's items 9, 11, 17, 18, and 20, and Section 3 for 

mother's items 22, 24, 30, 31, and 33). Items 8, 10, 14, 20, 21, 23, 27, 
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and 33 are reverse scored. Individuals were asked to think about the sport 

they like doing the best while responding to the questionnaire. For each 

item, respondents rated their level of agreement on a 5-point Likert-type 

scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). The SPPS 

is scored by calculating a mean score for each of the three subscales. 

Higher scores on each subscale represent greater perceived parental 

pressure. 

Because each SPPS subscale was developed via the analyses of a single 

sample (Brustad & Weigand, 1989), an exploratory factor analysis 

(principal components analysis with oblimin rotation) without specification 

of the number of factors was performed on each version (mother and 

father's) of the instrument. Only items with loadings greater than .40 in 

both cases were considered to be meaningful and were retained. Contrary 

to Brustad and Weigand's (1989) original three-factor structure, the 

present rotations revealed only a two-factor pattern (factors emerging with 

eigenvalues greater than one that also satisfied the scree-test of 

characteristic roots; Kim & Mueller, 1978) for either version of the 

instrument. The first factor, labeled "Importance/Expectance" pressure 

comprised seven items and was a combination of the "Sport Importance" (3 

of 4 original items; see Appendix A, Section 2 for father's items 13,16, 

and 19, and Section 3 for mother's items 26, 29, and 32) and "Expectation 

of Sport Success" (4 of 5 items; see Appendix A, Section 2 for father's 

items 9, 11, 17, and 18, and Section 3 for mother's items 22, 24, 30, and 

31) subscales of the original SPPS. The second factor, entitled "Affective" 

pressure incorporated 3 of the 4 original items of the affective tension 
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subscale of the original SPPS (see Section 2 for father's items 8,12, and 

14, and Section 3 for mother's items 21 , 25, and 27). 

The internal consistency of the presently defined SPPS subscales was 

determined for each version (father and mother's) of the instrument via 

calculation of coefficient alpha. For the father's version, both subscales 

demonstrated acceptable internal consistency, even when the sample was 

divided into male and female children and adolescents. Alphas for the 

males: (a) entire sample: imp./exp. = .83, affect. = .63; (b) children: 

imp./exp. = .86, affect. = .56; and (c) adolescents: imp./exp. = .80, affect. 

= .68. Alphas for the females: (a) entire sample: imp./exp. = .77, affect. = 

.63; (b) children: imp./exp. = .66, affect. = .65; and (c) adolescents: 

imp./exp. = .80, affect. = .62. For the mother's version, both subscales 

demonstrated internal consistency patterns similar to the father's scale. 

Alphas for the males: (a) entire sample: imp./exp. = .85, affect. = .57; (b) 

children: imp./exp. = .87, affect. = .62; and (c) adolescents: imp./exp. = 

.83, affect. = .53. Alphas for the females: (a) entire sample: imp./exp. = 

.81, affect. = .71; (b) children: imp./exp. = .78, affect. = .78; and (c) 

adolescents: imp./exp. = .83, affect. = .64. Based on the results of the 

factor and internal consistency analyses, mean scores were calculated for 

the present versions of the importance/expectance and affective subscales of 

the SPPS. 

Procedures 

Data were collected from groups of students in classrooms with 

permission by the school district, principals, and teachers, and informed 

consent provided by parents/guardians, and students. Participants 

responded anonymously to questionnaires that took approximately 20-30 
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minutes to complete. Participation was voluntary and individuals were able 

to withdraw from the study at any time. Background information was 

provided by the parents/guardians of the participants as part of the 

informed consent letter (see Appendix B). 

Study Design and Data Analyses 

This study employed a correlational design based on questionnaire 

data and the following data analyses were performed using SPSS (1990). 

To address possible within age-groups differences in personal and 

projected parental goal orientations, paired t tests were conducted on the 

task- versus ego-involved subscales of each goal orientation instrument, 

separately for the children and adolescents (a Bonferroni-type calculation 

was used to adjust the overall alpha level for the number of comparison 

being performed: corrected alpha = .008). 

To explore potential gender and age differences in personal goal 

orientations (the criterion variables), a 2 X 2 (Gender by Age-Group) 

between-subjects multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was 

conducted on the subscales of the TEOSQ. In addition, potential gender 

and age differences in parental goal projections and parental pressures (the 

predictor variables) were evaluated via a 2 X 2 (Gender by Age-Group) 

between-subjects MANOVA on the parental subscales of the TEOSQ and 

the SPPS. 

Zero-order correlations between all variables were also generated to 

determine simple linear relationships. To evaluate the relative influence of 

the predictor variables (perceived parental goal projections, parental 

pressures, and age) on each of the criterion variables (personal task- and 

ego-involved goal orientations), and because gender differences were found 
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in the MANOVAs, separate hierarchical regression analyses for males and 

females were conducted. Due to the potential for multicollinearity in the 

predictor variables (rs = .77 and .85 between father's/mother's task- and 

ego-projections, respectively; rs = .48 and .71 between mother's/father's 

affective and importance/expectance pressures, respectively; see Appendix 

C, Table 3), and the desire to predict athletes' personal goal orientations 

based on both parents' goal projections and both parents' parental pressure 

scores considered together, the predictors were entered in blocks. 

Following age in each analysis were blocks consisting of both parental 

projected goal scales (dad's and mom's task- and ego-projections), then 

both parental pressure scales (dad's and mom's affective and 

importance/expectance pressures). Their entry order was in terms of their 

relevant predictive ability as revealed by the zero-order correlations and 

theoretical considerations suggesting that goal projections enter prior to 

parental pressures. 

To further explore parental goal projections and parental pressure, 

four synthesized-goal groups were classified post-hoc by median splits on 

each subscale of the personal version of the TEOSQ. This produced sets of 

athletes who scored above both medians, below both medians, above the 

task and below the ego medians, or above the ego and below the task 

medians. A 2 X 4 (Gender by Synthesized-Goal-Group) MANOVA was 

then performed on the subscales of the parental versions of the TEOSQ, the 

SPPS versions, and age. Discriminant function analyses also were 

conducted separately for females and males using the synthesized-goal 

groups as the classifying variable and personal and parental goal 

projections, parental pressure, and age as the predictor variables. 
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RESULTS 

Within Age-Group Differences 

To address possible within age-groups differences in personal and 

projected parental goal orientations, paired t tests were conducted on the 

task- versus ego-involved subscales of each goal orientation instrument, 

separately for the children and adolescents (a Bonferroni-type calculation 

was used to adjust the overall alpha level for the number of comparisons 

being performed: corrected alpha = .008). Results indicated that 

regardless of age-group membership, students were significantly (all p < 

.001) more self- than other-referenced, and perceived their parental goal 

projections (both mother's and father's) also to be more self- than 

other-referenced (see Appendix C, Table 1). 

Between Age-Group and Gender Differences 

To explore potential gender and age differences in children's and 

adolescents' personal goal orientations (the criterion variables), a 2 X 2 

(Gender by Age-Group) between-subjects multivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVA) was conducted on the subscales of the personal version of the 

TEOSQ. Results indicated a significant main effect for gender, F (2, 197) 

= 6.39, £ < .005, but no interaction, F (2, 197) = 1.35, g. > .05 or main 

effect for age emerged, F (2, 197) = 1.99, g > .05. Univariate F tests 
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showed that males scored significantly higher on ego-orientation than did 

females (see Table 2). 

Potential gender and age differences in parental goal projections and 

parental pressures (the predictor variables) were evaluated via a 2 X 2 

(Gender by Age-Group) between-subjects MANOVA on the parental 

subscales of the TEOSQ and the SPPS. Results indicated significant main 

effects emerged for age, F (8,191) = 2.56, p < .05, and gender, F (8,191) 

= 2.90, p. < .005, but not their interaction, F (8,191) = 1.24, p. > .05. 

Univariate F tests indicated that the only significant age difference (p < .01; 

d = .13, indicating a very small difference; see Cohen, 1988) was that 

children scored higher (M = 2.41, SD = .70) on perceived father's 

importance/expectance pressure than did adolescents (M = 2.11, SD = .70). 

The various significant gender differences are detailed in Table 2 and are 

higher for the males than the females in every comparison. Boys scored 

significantly higher than girls on perceptions of personal ego-involvement, 

both parents' ego-projections, and dad's affective and 

importance/expectance pressures. 

Bivariate Relationships Among Variables 

Person product-moment zero-order correlations between all variables 

were generated to determine simple linear relationships (see Table 3). 

Results revealed positive significant correlations between personal 

task-orientations and both parents' task-projections (rs mom and dad = .61 

and .64, respectively; j) < .01). Also, individuals who were higher in 

ego-orientation were also likely to perceive both parents' ego-projections 

to be higher (rs mom and dad = .68 and .66, respectively; p. < .01). 
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Furthermore, personal task-involvement was found to be significantly 

related to both parents' affective pressures in a negative way (rs mom and 

dad = -.25 and -.21, respectively; j) < .01). A significant and positive 

relationship also emerged between personal ego-involvement and dad's 

importance/expectance pressure (r = .15 , j) < .05). 

Relative Influence of Predictor Variables 

Due to the potential for multicollinearity in the predictor variables (rs 

= .77 and .85 between father's/mother's task- and ego-projections, 

respectively; rs = .48 and .71 between mother's/father's affective and 

importance/expectance pressures, respectively; see Appendix C, Table 3), 

and the desire to predict athletes' personal goal orientations based on both 

parents' goal projections and both parents' parental pressure scores 

considered together, the predictors were entered in blocks. Age was 

entered first in each analysis (although the MANOVAs did not reveal much 

differentiation based on age-group membership, it was still believed that 

age might be related to the adoption of goal orientations based on previous 

research). Following age in each analysis were blocks consisting of both 

parental projected goal scales (dad's and mom's task- and ego-projections), 

then both parental pressure scales (dad's and mom's affective and 

importance/expectance pressures). Their entry order was in terms of their 

relevant predictive ability as revealed by the zero-order correlations and 

theoretical considerations suggesting that goal projections enter prior to 

parental pressures. 

The results of the regression analyses reported in Tables 4 and 5 

indicate that age failed to significantly predict personal goal orientations in 

each analysis. For the boys, higher personal task-involvement was 
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predicted by higher scores on both parents' projected self-referenced 

orientations (Table 4). Moreover, their ego-involvement was predicted by 

both parents' projected other-referenced orientations. A similar pattern 

was generated for the girls with regard to their other-referenced 

orientations in that the only significant predictive block included both 

parents' projected ego-orientations (Table 5). In contrast to their male 

counterparts, higher self-referenced orientations for the females were 

predicted not only by higher scores on both parents' task-projections, but 

also by lower scores on dad's affective pressure and mom's 

ego-projections. 

Between Gender and Svnthesized-Goal-Group Differences 

Although previous research has consistently related persons who were 

either task- or ego-involved to various cognitive or behavioral dispositions, 

considering goal orientations simultaneously has been rarely reported. 

Thus, to further explore potential gender differences in perceived parental 

goal projections and parental pressures, four synthesized-goal groups were 

classified by median splits on each subscale of the personal version of the 

TEOSQ (task median = 4.29 and ego median = 2.83). This produced sets 

of athletes who scored above both medians (n males = 28, n females = 17), 

below both medians (n males = 19, n females = 32), above the task and 

below the ego medians (n males = 10; n females = 30), or above the ego 

and below the task medians (n males = 37; n females = 29). A 2 X 4 

(Gender by Synthesized-Goal-Group) MANOVA was then performed on 

the subscales of the personal and parental versions of the TEOSQ, the SPPS 

versions, and age. 
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Results indicated a significant effect for synthesized-goal groups, F 

(33, 558) = 12.11, £ < .001, and the interaction, F (33, 558) = 1.52, £ < 

.05, but the main effect for gender was not significant, F (11,184) = 1.37, 

j> > .05. Results of Scheffe's post-hoc analyses of variance (ANOVAs; 

Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989; SPSS, 1990) revealed significant differences 

among the males and females (classified according to synthesized-goal 

groups) for both personal and all parental projections (all p < .001), and all 

parental pressure scores (all £ < .05), but not for age (2 > .05). As a 

manipulation check, two-group comparisons (all p < .05) revealed that 

boys and girls who were predominantly task-involved reported 

significantly higher task-orientations than did those who were mostly 

ego-involved or scored below both medians (see Table 6). Likewise, those 

who were mainly ego-involved reported significantly higher 

ego-orientations than did those who were mostly task-involved or scored 

below both medians. Thus, the classification procedure was deemed 

appropriate. 

Further two-group comparisons (see Table 6) indicated that parental 

goal projections produced similar patterns to that generated by the personal 

orientations with the following notable exceptions. First, only females who 

were primarily task-involved perceived significantly higher 

task-projections from dad than did those who were principally 

ego-involved (boys or girls) or scored below both medians (boys or girls). 

Second, males who were mostly ego-involved perceived significantly 

higher ego-projections from dad than did those who were principally 

task-involved (boys or girls) or scored below both medians (boys or girls). 

Third, males who were mostly task-oriented perceived significantly higher 
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task-projections from mom than females who scored below both medians; 

similar task-oriented females reported higher task-projections from mom 

than did girls and boys who were mostly ego-oriented and girls below both 

medians. And finally, predominantly ego-involved boys perceived 

significantly higher ego-projections from mom than did those who were 

mainly task-involved (boys or girls) or those scoring below both medians 

(boys or girls); ego-oriented girls, in contrast, were higher than 

task-oriented girls and girls scoring below both medians on mom's 

ego-projections. 

Although each Scheffe' ANOVA revealed significant differences 

among the male and female synthesized-goal groups concerning perceived 

parental pressures, follow-up two-group comparisons failed to generated 

any significant differences (all p > .05) between the various groups (see 

Table 6). 

Classification of Svnthesized-Goal Groups 

Due to the recurring differences found between genders throughout 

this study, separate discriminant function analyses for females and males 

were performed using parental goal projections, parental pressures, and 

age as predictors of membership in four synthesized-goal groups (see 

above for group definitions). For the boys, two discriminant functions 

were generated, with a combined % 2 (15) = 72.83, £ < .001. After 

removal of the first function, there was still strong association between 

groups and predictors, % 2 (8) = 34.76, p. < .001. The two discriminant 

functions accounted for 54% and 37%, respectively, of the between-group 

variability; 67% of the boys were correctly classified. 
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As indicated by the group centroids (mean discriminant scores for 

each group on a function), the first discriminant function maximally 

separated boys who were primarily ego-involved (centroid = .74) from 

those who scored below the median on both subscales (centroid = -.71) or 

those who were mostly task-involved (centroid = -1.37); those who scored 

high on both scales fell in between the other groups (centroid = .00). The 

resulting meaningful (s > .30; Pedhazur, 1982) structure coefficients 

(correlations between predictors and the discriminant function) suggested 

that the best predictors for distinguishing between synthesized-goal groups 

for the boys were higher perceptions of dad and mom's ego-projections (s 

= .83 and .72, respectively) and lower perceptions of both parents' 

task-projections (both s = -.35). 

The second discriminant function polarized the boys who scored 

above both medians (centroid = .80) and those who were principally 

task-involved (centroid = .22) from boys who were mainly ego-involved 

(centroid = -.27) or who scored below both medians (centroid = -.77). 

The structure correlations between predictors and the second discriminant 

function suggested that the next best predictors for distinguishing between 

synthesized-goal groups for the boys were higher perceptions of mom and 

dad's task projections (s = .81 and .56, respectively) and mom's 

importance/expectance pressure (s = .30). 

For the girls, two discriminant functions were generated, with a 

combined % 2 (24) = 143.38, £ < .001. After removal of the first function, 

there was still strong association between groups and predictors, % 2 (14) = 

61.69, < .001. The two discriminant functions accounted for 61% and 
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34%, respectively, of the between-group variability; 69% of the girls were 

correctly classified. 

As indicated by the group centroids, the first discriminant function 

maximally differentiated girls who scored high on both scales (centroid = 

.85) and those who were mostly task-involved (centroid = .74) from those 

who were primarily ego-involved (centroid = -.50) and those who scored 

below the median on both subscales (centroid = -1.22). The resulting 

meaningful structure coefficients suggested that the best predictors for 

distinguishing between synthesized-goal groups for the girls were higher 

perceptions of dad and mom's task projections (s = .77 and .68, 

respectively) and lower perceptions of dad's affective pressure (s = -.33). 

The second discriminant function separated girls who were principally 

task-involved (centroid = 1.02) and those who scored above both medians 

(centroid = .70) from girls who scored below both medians (centroid = 

-.37) and those who were mainly ego-involved (centroid = -.98). The 

resulting meaningful structure coefficients suggested that the next best 

predictors for distinguishing between synthesized-goal groups for the girls 

were higher perceptions of mom and dad's ego projections (s = .93 and 

.81, respectively). 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

Perceptions of success and failure in sport may differ to the extent 

that personal goal orientations diverge. The two orientations found to be 

most relevant in sport settings are ego- and task- involvement (Duda, 1992, 

1993). Ego-oriented individuals define success in terms of winning and 

losing (i.e., with reference to the success of others). In contrast, persons 

who are task-oriented perceive success to be self-referenced mastery (i.e., 

self-improvement). The intent of this investigation was to assess parental 

influences on the adoption of these goal orientations in a developmentally 

diverse cross-section of children and adolescents who had participated in a 

variety of sports. 

In addition to cognitive dynamics, socialization processes also should 

influence the development of children's and adolescents' sport-related goal 

perspectives. Specifically, children's perceptions of parental projected goal 

orientations and perceived parental pressures were evaluated for their 

ability to predict children's personal motivational outlooks. The results 

only partially supported the hypotheses and yet revealed several interesting 

findings. Prior to discussing these findings, instrument development needs 

to be addressed. 

39 
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Instrument Development 

Two purposes were associated with instrument development. The 

first was to develop measures that adequately assess children's and 

adolescents' perceptions of parental motivational climate (i.e., to identify 

parental views concerning how their offspring should define success in 

sport settings; Ames, 1992; Duda, 1992). In contrast to Duda and Horn's 

(1993) assessment of children's perceptions of their parents' personal 

orientations, in the present study subscales from the Task and Ego 

Orientation in Sport Questionnaire (TEOSQ; Duda, 1993) were adapted to 

evaluate respondents' perceptions of the goals their parents advocated for 

their children. That is, rather than asking individuals to report when they 

think their parents' felt most successful in sport, the athletes in this study 

were asked when their parents' believe they (the athletes') were most 

successful. Following the recommendations of Duda and Horn, it was 

decided to also tap individual differences in sport goal perspectives 

separately for mothers and fathers as well as children and adolescents 

simultaneously. 

Results of internal consistency analyses on the subscales (task- and 

ego-involved) indicate that both adapted versions (father's and mother's) of 

the TEOSQ were not only adequate, they were generally more consistent 

than the personal version of the TEOSQ, even when the sample was divided 

into male and female children and adolescents. Furthermore, zero-order 

correlations revealed significant relationships between personal 

task-orientations and both parents' task-projections (rs= .61 and .64, 

respectively) that were slightly higher than those found by Duda and Horn 

using perceptions of parental personal orientations as measures of conveyed 
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goal orientations (r = .59). Also, the present correlations between personal 

ego-orientations and both parents' ego-projections were very similar (rs= 

.68 and .66, respectively) to those found by Duda and Horn (r = .67). 

Therefore, it appears that these newly modified versions of the TEOSQ are 

appropriate indicators of perceptions of parental goal projections for both 

children and adolescents. Future investigations might include the present 

versions along with Duda and Horn's adaptation to evaluate their relative 

validity. 

The second measurement objective was to assess parental motivational 

climate via an evaluation of perceived parental pressures, and then compare 

its relative value to that of the parental versions of the TEOSQ. If children 

and adolescents perceived higher levels of affective tension, expectations of 

sport success, and sport importance, the belief was that parents might also 

be conveying an other-referenced goal orientation. In contrast, if 

perceived levels of parental pressures were lower, then it was hypothesized 

that a personal self-referenced orientation was more likely to be reported. 

Two versions (mother's and father's) of the Sport Parental Pressure Scale 

(SPPS; Brustad & Weigand, 1989) were utilized. Due to previously 

insufficient validity/reliability development, both versions of the test were 

subjected to exploratory factor analyses. 

Results of factor analyses failed to replicate the initial three-factor 

structure of the SPPS, as found by Brustad and Weigand (1989). Instead, 

oblique rotations produced a two-factor pattern. The primary emergent 

factor was composed of a combination of items from the original "sport 

importance" (3 of 4 items) and "expectation of sport success" (4 of 5 items) 

subscales. The other factor consisted of 3 of the 4 original items of the 
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"affective tension" subscale. Subsequent internal consistency estimates on 

these two emergent factors were still adequate, although somewhat stronger 

for the expectation of sport/sport importance combined factor than for the 

affective factor, and so both subscales were retained and labeled 

"importance/expectance" and "affective" pressures. 

Zero-order correlations suggest that the SPPS scales are tapping 

similar perceptions to the parental versions of the TEOSQ (i.e., a similar 

perception of motivational climate) in that higher levels of parental 

ego-orientations, or lower task-involved projections, seem to be related to 

higher levels of perceived parental pressures. Although this variation of 

the SPPS was deemed acceptable for the present purposes, further 

development of the measure is necessary. Additional psychometric 

evaluation (e.g., using more experienced athletes and adding or deleting 

items) is definitely required. 

Age-Group Differences 

The first hypothesis, that personal and perceived parental goal 

projections were expected to be significantly more self- than 

other-referenced for the children, and conversely, more ego- than 

task-involved for the adolescents, was only partially supported. Results 

indicate that both age-groups may be personally more self- than 

other-referenced as well as perceive both parents' goal projections as more 

task- than ego-involved. 

Although this is contrary to what others have found, particularly with 

regard to adolescents (e.g., Ewing et al., 1983), the especially low 

ego-involvement scores for the adolescents' may suggest that this was a 

subsample of somewhat novice athletes. Whereas the adolescents reported 
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significantly (g < .001) greater years of participation in their particular 

sport (M = 3.38, SD = 2.64) than did the children (M = 2.95, SD = 1.82), 

both groups were still relatively inexperienced. Moreover, there was a 

nonsignificant difference between the adolescents and children concerning 

self-rated ability, when compared to others their age (adolescents' M = 

6.28, SD = 1.75; children's M = 6.07, SD = 1.56; 9-point Likert-type scale; 

£ > .05). Furthermore, the adolescents were, on the average, just under 15 

years of age. Taken together, this seems to suggest that these adolescents 

may not have been old enough (or perhaps "expert" enough), nor high 

enough in self-perceived ability in their respective sports, to consider 

outcomes such as winning or beating others (i.e., an ego-orientation) as 

more important than self-improvement. It seems likely that as children 

mature into adolescence, if they are also becoming more expert in sport, 

they may begin to focus exclusively (or in addition to skill improvement) 

on objective outcomes because they may begin to value the external 

rewards that often accompany winning (e.g., ribbons, trophies, recognition 

from others). Less skilled adolescents, in contrast, might not place as much 

(if any) value on extrinsic reinforcers because they may also realize their 

lack of ability in sport limits their chances for success (winning), or their 

lack of success lowers their self-concept of ability, unless they define 

success only in terms of self-referenced mastery or skill development. 

Contrary to what was predicted in the second hypothesis, children 

perceived higher amounts of parental pressure (dad's importance/ 

expectance) than did adolescents. The original hypothesis was predicated 

on the assumption that adolescents would be more other-referenced than 

their younger counterparts. One reason why these results emerged instead 
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might be related to a potential decline in parental influence in sport 

participation that may take place over time as children become adolescents. 

This might be especially relevant for athletes who are more novice than 

expert. If, on one hand, as children become adolescents, they remain at a 

beginner's level of competence, it seems likely that their parents may not 

value their sport participation as much, perhaps focusing more on their 

academic achievement than their sport success. Thus, parental influences in 

sport (e.g., importance/expectance of success pressure) may diminish over 

time. 

On the other hand, as children become more expert in sport, it is 

possible that they will be more focused on competition, rather than just 

skill-development as is the beginner, and this may be accompanied by 

recognition from parents that they are getting better than their peers. 

Subsequently, parents may begin to convey to their children the importance 

of winning (e.g., scholarships, endorsements, money) and emphasize 

competition against others over task-mastery. This might lead to increased 

perceptions of parental pressure. Again, it seems likely that these 

adolescents were more novice than expert and were also not very 

ego-involved, so their parents may not have emphasized winning and losing 

as much as they might have (or might still in the future) had the athletes 

been more skilled. 

Gender Differences 

Males scored significantly higher than females on perceptions of 

personal ego-involvement, both parents' ego-projections, and dad's 

affective and importance/expectance pressures. Previous research has at 

times found males to be more other-referenced than females (e.g., Duda, 
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Fox, Biddle, & Armstrong, 1992; Gill, 1992), while at other times 

significant differences were not found (e.g., Duda & Horn, 1993; Horn & 

Hasbrook, 1986; Horn & Weiss, 1991). The present results seem to 

support the findings of Duda et al. (1992) and Gill (1992). 

Of particular interest in the current results however are the 

consistencies between genders concerning personal and perceived goal 

projections. Specifically, because males, more so than females, also 

reported both parents' conveyed more ego-involved outlooks as well as felt 

their fathers were placing more pressure on them to succeed in sport, it 

might be suggested that parents, particularly fathers were establishing a 

motivational climate that was internalized by males as other-referenced, 

more so than it was for females. This becomes amplified when both goal 

orientations are considered simultaneously. For the males who were 

mostly ego-involved, their perceptions of both parents' ego-projections 

were higher than for their female counterparts, in comparison to other 

boys and girls in the other synthesized-goal groups. The same relationship 

held for the females who were mainly task-involved in that their 

perceptions of both parents' task-projections were higher than for their 

male equivalents, in comparison to the other groups. 

These findings seem to indicate that the motivational climate projected 

by parents may differ for girls and boys with a greater emphasis being 

placed on the boys to judge their competence based on the performance of 

others. There is evidence that males and females are socialized differently 

into sports and that mothers and fathers may reinforce different goals for 

boys and girls. For instance, Greendorfer (1983) has suggested that 

parents may treat females and males differently by directing their play, 
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encouraging their behaviors, and modeling what they perceive to be 

sex-appropriate activities, differently for girls and boys. Definitions of 

success may therefore be another form of sex-typing that parents convey 

differently for male and female athletes. 

Relative Influence of Predictor Variables 

In support of the third hypothesis, parental goal projections appear to 

be adequate predictors of personal goal perspectives, for males and 

females. The hierarchical regression analyses indicate that both parents' 

task- and ego-involved projections are related to athletes' personal self- and 

other-referenced orientations, respectively, for boys or girls. Moreover, 

for girls, task-orientations also might be predicted by lower 

other-referenced goals projected by mothers. 

Partial support also was found for the fourth hypothesis in that lower 

perceptions of dad's affective pressure seems to be related to higher 

task-orientations, but only for females. For males, parental pressure 

appears to be less relevant than parental goal projections in the prediction 

of either task- or ego-involvement. 

The findings generated by the discriminant analyses also seem to 

suggest that parental goal projections, perhaps more so than parental 

pressure, are relevant predictors of synthesized-goal-group membership. 

Although parental pressure may not be as relevant as parental goal 

projections, it is still a significant predictor of task-orientations for girls 

and a significant discriminator for girls and boys when goal orientations 

are considered simultaneously, thus, it is too soon to completely disregard 

perceived parental pressure as an indicator of motivational climate. 

Parental pressure may be a better predictor of other motivational climate 
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aspects such as anxiety (e.g., Scanlan & Lewthwaite, 1984). Socialization is 

a complex phenomenon and future research will need to be multivariate in 

nature if we are to better explain the many interactions. 

Age never significantly predicted goal orientations for either males or 

females. Again, this may be due to the somewhat limited age-rage of the 

sample. Perhaps extending future cross-sectional investigations to include 

adolescents who are approaching adulthood would reveal age to be a 

significant predictor of personal goal orientations. 

Limitations 

The findings presented in this investigation must be considered in light 

of several limitations. Although the sample may be representative of a 

multi-racial, multi-sport population of children and adolescents, the 

adolescents were only in their middle teens and both age-groups were 

relatively inexperienced and of average self-perceived ability in their 

particular sport. Collecting data in classrooms, rather than in the gym or 

on the practice field, may have contributed to this limited range of 

expertise. Future investigations should be aware of this potential 

experience/ability confound and be sure to include individuals who are 

either in their latter teens (approaching adulthood) or more experienced in 

their preferred sport (perhaps participating in advanced sport programs). 

Second, the potential for social desirability and the self-report nature 

of the questionnaire may have been responsible for the somewhat higher 

task- and the generally lower ego-involved scores (personal and projected). 

Although previous research has shown adolescents to be somewhat more 

ego-oriented than children (e.g., Ewing et al., 1983), this particular group 

of athletes may have been somewhat reluctant, for whatever reason, to 
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reveal their desires to win or do better than others. Perhaps using more 

open-ended questions in the future might better assess what youth-sport 

participants are thinking about goals. 

Third, the cross-sectional aspect of this investigation limits any 

interpretation of causality. Although it is probable that motivational 

climates are created by parents and subsequently internalized by children 

and adolescents, it is possible for the direction to be reversed, or perhaps a 

reciprocal interaction best defines the process. Longitudinal designs are 

encouraged because they permit evaluation of the dynamics involved in this 

socialization system (including other potential influences such as siblings, 

friends, other adults, and the media) by assessing the participants across 

time and at various stages of development. 

Fourth, although the participants were multi-racial and represented 

several sports, there were insufficient numbers to make cross-cultural or 

between-sport comparisons. The potential for cultural differences in 

motivational climate needs to be addressed. It seems possible that different 

ethnic groups may reveal different parenting practices such as emphasizing 

winning over self-improvement and that the present gender effects may be 

confounded by racial or ethnic differences. Future research should attempt 

to identify cultural practices that foster particular goal orientations as well 

as assessing potential gender interactions. Furthermore, the present gender 

effects may have been confounded by the variety of sports represented. 

Several sports (swimming, baseball, volleyball, football, and gymnastics) 

were represented by males or females exclusively or in skewed 

proportions. It might be that certain sports that tend to be gender-typed 

(e.g., football for boys and gymnastics for girls) also tend to emphasize 
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winning differently. Thus, the present findings may be due more to 

different instructional practices and typical coaching behaviors rather than 

the gender of the participant. Perhaps future investigations will be 

sufficiently large enough and varied enough across sports and genders to 

evaluate this potential interaction effect. 

Fifth, these results should be limited to persons living in this 

geographical region. Research that examines socialization influences, 

particularly parental pressure, needs to be considered according to regional 

tendencies. It is likely that replications conducted in Southern California, 

Minnesota, Maine, or a Borough of New York City (as well as other 

countries^ may produce different results. Each part of the United States 

may develop diverse ideals about child-rearing and appropriate 

sport-related goals and therefore care should be given when generalizing 

these findings beyond the state line. 

And finally, children and adolescents may or may not be accurate in 

their perceptions of parental cognitions, affects, and behaviors. Although 

researchers tend to believe reports provided by youngsters, verification 

from other adults might strengthen future investigations. For example, in 

addition to assessing athletes' perceptions of parental goal projections, 

asking parents to evaluate the goal orientations of fellow parents would 

perhaps make the findings more reliable. 

Future Research Directions 

In addition to the above recommendations, more research is needed to 

completely understand the changing motivational climate that surrounds 

youth-sport participants. Of particular interest are the potential dynamics 

associated with different agents of socialization. For example, researchers 
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have begun to examine the degree to which athletic teams project mastery 

(i.e., self-referenced) or performance (i.e., other-referenced) orientations 

(Seifriz, Duda, & Chi, 1992; Walling, Duda, & Chi, 1993). Seifriz et al. 

(1992) found that basketball players who perceived team climates that were 

characterized by a focus on personal improvement, trying one's best, and 

maximal participation enjoyed playing basketball more and believed that 

trying hard was more related to success, than those perceiving a focus 

characterized by attention to winning or teammates' performances. In 

contrast, athletes who perceived a performance-oriented climate, more so 

than to those perceiving a mastery-based climate, expressed the belief that 

possessing superior ability was related to success. 

One possible aim for future investigations may be to determine the 

relative influence of parents, peers, and coaches, and the likely time-frame 

when these significant others might have influence over athletes. For 

instance, Horn and colleagues (Horn & Hasbrook, 1986; Horn & Weiss, 

1991) have found a developmental pattern with regard to the sources of 

information that children use to judge their sport competence. Their 

results indicate that children between the ages of 8 and 14 years show a 

relative decline in the use of evaluative feedback from parents and an 

increase in the use of peers to judge personal competence. 

Another potential area for study would be to evaluate personal and 

climate congruence. For instance, what are the consequences for athletes 

who have adopted one goal orientation or the other, playing for coaches, or 

with teammates, or to please parents who project the opposite orientations? 

How long will these individuals persist under these conditions over time? 

Is this a major factor in predicting sport discontinuance? And, how well 
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do athletes who are higher (or lower) in both orientations fit into situations 

that are primarily task- or ego-involved? What combination of 

perspectives is the healthiest for all contexts? 

It appears that when assessing the relationship between personal goal 

orientations and other social psychological variables it may be necessary to 

identify individuals based on their combined task- and ego-involvement, 

rather than evaluating each goal orientation separately. It may be relevant 

to understand, not only how persons who are predominantly task-or 

ego-involved respond to conflicting motivational climates, but also how 

those who are higher or lower in both orientations adapt to particular 

climates. The "healthier" alternative may be to adopt a self-referenced 

motivational style for most situations (especially for practice), yet know 

when it is important to focus on objective outcomes. 

Yukelson, Weigand, Burton, and Weinberg (1992) found that 

collegiate athletes who set goals mostly in terms of skill development 

acknowledged setting other-referenced goals in specific situations such as 

important competitions (e.g., championships) or when winning would 

enhance the value of their athletic program (e.g., beating a nationally 

ranked team). Furthermore, those athletes also revealed that although they 

believed there were certain situations that might cause them to focus more 

on winning, they still tried as well to set goals for skill improvement. For 

elite athletes then, it was not only possible, but perhaps preferable, to adopt 

both goal perspectives. Internalizing primarily an ego-orientation may 

lead to a maladaptive pattern of cognitions and behavior, but balancing it 

out with a strong task-involvement may be as adaptive as possessing solely 

a task-orientation. 
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Developing interventions that are designed to increase the likelihood 

of children and adolescents adopting self-referenced goals, instead of 

focusing on winning and losing (or perhaps knowing how to put each into a 

proper perspective), would be another important area for future 

investigations. Something in line with Ames's (1992) interpretation of 

Epstein's proposed method of presenting mastery-oriented principles and 

strategies adapted to a sport environment would be appropriate. Strategies 

would be directed toward giving coaches and parents instructional practices 

that facilitate a self-referenced climate. Ideally, longitudinal studies that 

included some form of climate shaping would be best for assessing 

changing goal orientations for individuals as well as for evaluating the 

changing influence of parents, peers, and coaches. 

Conclusion 

The present study extended the work of Duda and Horn (1993) by 

assessing the sport-related motivational climate projected by parents, and 

revealed in children's and adolescents' developing achievement motivations, 

in a multi-racial, multi-sport group of student-athletes. In this 

investigation, parental projected goal orientations and parental pressures 

were related to children and adolescents' personal goal orientations, 

differently for boys and girls. 

These findings give additional credence to the belief that goal 

structures projected by significant others including parents, peers, and 

coaches, may lead to the adoption of personal goal orientations in children 

and adolescents that may subsequently define their perceptions of success 

and failure in sport. If the situation is perceived by athletes as mostly 

other-referenced and ego-oriented, then a maladaptive motivational pattern 
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is more likely to develop where persons avoid challenges, reduce 

persistence in the face of adversity, and not enjoy their sport experiences. 

When the environment surrounding youth-sport participants conveys a 

task-orientation, children and adolescents are more likely to adopt this 

self-referenced way of viewing achievement and are therefore more likely 

to exhibit an adaptive motivational pattern where individuals exert and 

value effort, exhibit sustained persistence, and have more fun. Researchers 

must not assume that changes in athletes' goal perspectives reflect only a 

maturational change in conceptions of ability. Such changes may also 

reflect changing motivational climates. 



APPENDIX A 

QUESTIONNAIRE 
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PARTICIPATION IN SPORT 
SURVEY 

I WOULD LIKE YOUR HELP 

I would like you to fill out a survey. 
It will only take about 20 minutes to finish. 

I would like you to answer some questions about your Mom and Dad's feelings when you 
play the sport you like doing the best. I will also ask you about when vou feel most 
successful in the sport you like doing the best. And I will also ask you when you think 
your Mom and Dad thinks vou are most successful in the sport you like doing the best. 

If you do not want to fill out the survey, that's O.K. And, you can stop at any time if you 
do not want to finish the survey. Just let me know. If you do not want to fill out any or all 
of the survey, it will not affect any of your grades or anything else in this classroom. 

I will throw awav this page and put a number on your answer sheet. This way I will be 
able to put together both of your surveys without keeping anything with your name on it. 
This will prevent anyone from knowing what you answered. 

I will also make my results available to you when I'm finished with my study. If you are 
interested, contact me at (817) 387-8693 or Dr. Trent Petrie at (817) 565-2671. 

Please print your name here 
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(1-3) 
Please be sure to answer every question 

Ask me to explain any question you do not understand 

SECTION 1 

Circle the sport you like doing the best. 

01-archery 06-diving 11-gymnastics 16-racquetball 21-swimming 

02-badminton 07-fencing 12-handball 17-rugby 22-tennis 

03-baseball 08-field hockey 13-ice hockey 18-skiing 23-track & field or 

04-basketball 09-football 14-ice skating 19-soccer cross country 

05-bowling (league) 10-golf 15-lacrosse 20-softball 24-volleyball 

(4-5) Write the number of the sport you selected here. 
If the sport you like doing the best is not listed above, 

write the name of the sport here. 
(don't list games like tag, hop scotch, dodge-ball, four-square, etc). 

(6-7) How many years have you been playing the sport you like doing the best? 

SECTION 2 

Now, think about when you play the sport you like doing the best while answering the 
following questions. Circle only one answer which you think is best. 

(8) My Dad (or male parental figure) is always proud of me, even when I don't play well. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

(9) My Dad expects me to be a very good athlete. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

(10) It doesn't matter to my Dad very much whether I like sports or not. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 
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(11) My Dad thinks I should be better than I am in the sport I like doing the best. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

(12) My Dad gets upset with me when I don't play well. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

(13) Me being a good athlete is very important to my Dad. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

(14) My Dad tries to make me feel good even when I don't play well. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

(15) My Dad makes me nervous when he watches me play. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

(16) My Dad thinks that being good at sports is very important. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

(17) I play sports because I feel I have to play to please my Dad. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

(18) My Dad thinks I should be a lot better at sports than I am. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 
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(19) I am not as good as my Dad thinks I should be in the sport I like doing the best. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

(20) The most important thing to my Dad about my playing sports is how hard I try. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

SECTION 3 

Now, think about when you play the sport you like doing the best while answering the 
following questions. Circle only one answer which you think is best. 

(21) My Mom (or female parental figure) is always proud of me, even when I don't play 

well. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

(22) My Mom expects me to be a very good athlete. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

(23) It doesn't matter to my Mom very much whether I like sports or not. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

(24) My Mom thinks I should be better than I am in the sport I like doing the best. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

(25) My Mom gets upset with me when I don't play well. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 
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(26) Me being a good athlete is very important to my Mom. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

(27) My Mom tries to make me feel good even when I don't play well. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

(28) My Mom makes me nervous when she watches me play. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

(29) My Mom thinks that being good at sports is very important. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

(30) I play sports because I feel I have to play to please my Mom. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

(31) My Mom thinks I should be a lot better at sports than I am. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

(32) I am not as good as my Mom thinks I should be in the sport I like doing the best. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

(33) The most important thing to my Mom about my playing sports is how hard I try. 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 
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SECTION 4 

Now, think about when you feel most successful in the sport you like doing the best. In 
other words, when do you feel the sport you like doing the best has gone really well for 
you? For these next questions, please circle only one answer (one number) which you 
think is best. 

I feel most successful in the sport I like doing the best when... 

Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree 

(34 

(35 

(36 

(37 

(38 

(39 

(40 

(41 

(42 

(43 

(44 

(45 

(46 

I'm the only one who can do the play 
or skill. 

I learn a new skill and it makes me 
want to practice more. 

I can do better than my Mends. 

The others can't do as well as me. 

I learn something that is fun to do. 

Others mess-up and I don't. 

I learn a new skill by trying hard. 

I work really hard. 

I score the most points/goals, etc. 

Something I learn makes me want to 
go and practice more. 

I'm the best. 

A skill I learn really feels right. 

I do my very best. 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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SECTION 5 

Write the name of the sport you like doing the best here 

Now, tell me when you think your Dad (or male parental figure) thinks you are most 
successful in the sport you like doing the best. Please circle only one answer (one number) 
which you think is best. 

Mv Pad feels I am most successful in the sport I like doing the best 
WfrgllMt 

Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree 

(47) I'm the only one who can do the play 
or skill. 

(48) I learn a new skill and it makes me 
want to practice more. 

(49) I can do better than my friends. 

(50) The others can't do as well as me. 

(51) I learn something that is fun to do. 

(52) Others mess-up and I don't. 

(53) I learn a new skill by trying hard. 

(54) I work really hard. 

(55) I score the most points/goals, etc. 

(56) Something I learn makes me want to 
go and practice more. 

(57) I'm the best. 

(58) A skill I learn really feels right 

(59) I do my very best. 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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SECTION 6 

Now, tell me when you think your Mom (or female parental figure) thinks you are most 
successful in the sport you like doing the best. Please circle only one answer (one number) 
which you think is best. 

Mv Mom feels I am most successful in the snort I like doing the best 
when.. . 

Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree 

(60) I'm the only one who can do the play 
or skill. 

(61) I learn a new skill and it makes me 
want to practice more. 

(62) I can do better than my friends. 

(63) The others can't do as well as me. 

(64) I learn something that is fun to do. 

(65) Others mess-up and I don't. 

(66) I learn a new skill by trying hard. 

(67) I work really hard. 

(68) I score the most points/goals, etc. 

(69) Something I learn makes me want to 
go and practice more. 

(70) I'm the best. 

(71) A skill I learn really feels right. 

(72) I do my very best. 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 



63 

SECTION 7 

(73) Which of your parents is most involved in your participation in the sport you like 
doing the best? 

Dad Mom Both the Same Neither 
1 2 3 4 

Please try to explain how you decided to answer this question. In other words, if you 
answered "Mom," for example, what does she do that makes her more involved than your 
dad? Use the back of this sheet if you need more room to answer. 

(74) Did you participate in organized sports during the last 12 months? (Circle one) 

Yes No 
1 2 

If you didn't participate in sports at all, please tell me why here (you may write on the back 
of this sheet of paper if you need more space). 

(75) Compared to other kids your age, how good are you in the sport you like doing the 
best Circle the numoer which you think is best. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Much Worse About the Same Much Better 

Please tell me how you know that you are much worse, about the same, or much better 
than most of the kids your age? 
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Parental Consent Letter 

Please indicate whether or not you wish to have your child participate in this project, fill out 
the attached form, and return this letter and the attached form to your child's teacher as 
quickly as possible. Please return this letter even if you do not wish for your child to 
participate. Attached is an additional copy of this letter for you to keep for your files. 

I, (print YOUR Name), agree to let 
my child participate in an investigation of children's and adolescents' perceptions of 
parental influences in sport. Parental involvement is a highly visible element of the youth 
sport experience. The attitudes and values which parents convey to their children and 
adolescents about the meaning and importance of sport achievement, and the manner in 
which parents respond to their children's and adolescents' efforts, may have considerable 
influence on athletes' developing achievement motivation. The purpose of this study is to 
assess how children and adolescents perceive three aspects of their sport experience: (1) 
when they feel most successful in sport, (2) their perception of what defines success to 
their parents (separately for each parent), and (3) their perceptions of parental 
support/pressure to succeed (separately for each parent). 

I understand that my child or adolescent will respond to two questionnaires which 
assess the above aspects. I have been informed that the questionnaires take approximately 
20 minutes each to complete and that no identifying information will be retained. That is, 
once the data has been coded, names will be removed from the surveys. Therefore, all data 
will be kept anonymous and confidential. Under this condition, I agree that any 
information obtained from this research may be used in any way thought best for 
publication or education. 

I understand that my child or adolescent is free to discontinue participation in this 
study at any time. My decision whether or not to allow my child or adolescent to 
participate will in no way affect his or her standing in his or her class/school. At the 
conclusion of the study, a summary of group results will be made available to all interested 
parents, teachers, and participants. If I have any questions or desire further information, I 
should contact Daniel A. Weigand. M.S. at (817) 387-8693 or Trent A. Petrie. Ph.D. (Mr. 
Weigand's Major Advisor for his Doctoral Dissertation) at (817) 565-2671. 

I do grant permission for (print CHILD'S or 
ADOLESCENT'S name) to participate in this project. 

I do not grant permission for (print CHILD'S or 
ADOLESCENT'S name) to participate in this project. 

Parent/Guardian's signature Date 

PLEASE FILL OUT THE ATTACHED BACKGROUND FORM 

^ ^ *L» L̂» «i# «Lt 4L 4L *1* %£# %1+ <JL» U 4L 4X* *JU sL 4L 4L1 «L> *1̂  
V f v "T* V v * T 1 v n * V 4 * h * v ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

THIS PROJECT HAS BEEN REVIEWED BY UNIVERSITY OF NORTH TEXAS 
COMMITTEE FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS (817) 565-3940 

*)L> 4# ^ L̂» ^ *1* 4jL» <JL» <1* +Sj> 4L1 %L» *1/ %Lm 4L 4L t L «L» *L» *1# >.L 4L1 4L *1* «!» 4I# 4L *1* 4L 4!# \ L 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Please be sure to answer every question 

This background information form should be filled out by the head of the household or the 
child's!adolescent's guardian (hereafter referred to as the "parent"). 

(76) Gender of parent: Male Female (circle the correct number) 
1 2 

(77) Gender of child/adolescent completing questionnaires: Male Female 
1 2 

(78-79) Age (rounded off to the nearest year) of child/adolescent completing 
questionnaires: years 

(80) Race of parent: (circle the correct number) 

White (non-Hispanic) Hispanic (Latin-American) African-American 
1 2 3 

Asian-American American Indian Other (please explain ) 
4 5 6 

(81) Marital status of parent: (circle the correct number) 

Married and Living with Spouse Married and Separated from Spouse 
1 2 

Divorced Widowed Never Married Other (please explain ) 
3 4 5 6 

(82-83) Parent-child/adolescent relationship: (circle the correct number that best 
describes vour relationship to the child/adolescent completing the questionnaires) 

Father Mother Step-Father Step-Mother Uncle 
01 02 03 04 05 

Aunt Grandfather Grandmother Brother Sister 
06 07 08 09 10 

Other (please explain ) 
11 

(84) Parent's education: Level of School vou Completed (circle the correct number 
below) 
1 Eighth grade or less 
2 Junior high school (9th grade) 
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3 Partial high school (10th or 11th grade) 
4 High school graduate (whether private preparatory, parochial, trade, or public 

school) 
5 Partial college (at least one year) or specialized training 
6 Standard college or university graduation 
7 Graduate professional training (graduate degree) 

(85) Parent's occupation: Please write the name of vour occupation here 
and then circle the number below that best 

describes vour occupation (if you cannot determine which number to circle, be as 
precise as possible in your written job description). If you are retired, please indicate 
your occupation before you retired. 

1 Farm laborer/menial service worker (e.g., porter, maid, dishwasher, janitor, 
stockhandler, usher). 

2 Unskilled worker (e.g., bartender, busperson, child care worker, construction 
laborer, cook, food service, garage worker, gardener, messenger, waiter). 

3 Machine operator/semiskilled worker (e.g., assembler, barber, bus driver, 
delivery person, dressmaker, drill press operator, file clerk, forklift operator, 
wood finisher, night guard, meet cutter, painter, presser, roofer, truck driver). 

4 Smaller business owner/tenant farmer (business or farm valued at less than 
$25.0001 skilled manual worker (e.g., airline attendant, baker, blacksmith, 
brickmason, cabinetmaker, carpenter, detectives, lather, electrician, firefighter, 
jeweler, machinist, plumber, receptionist, tailor, welder) 

5 Small business owner/tenant farmer (business or farm valued at $25.000 to 
$50.0001 clerical worker, sales worker (e.g., bank teller, bookkeeper, cashier, 
dental assistant, telephone operator, typist) 

6 Small business owner/tenant farmer (business or farm valued at $50.000 to 
$75.000). technician, semiprofessional (e.g., administrator, advertising agent, 
computer operator, dental technician, payroll clerk, religious worker). 

7 Small business owner/tenant farmer (business or farm valued at $75.000 to 
$100.0001 manager, minor professional (e.g., actor, artist, computer 
programmer, entertainer, insurance agent, office manager, public relations, real 
estate broker, reporter, social worker, teacher [except college]). 

8 Medium-sized business owner/tenant farmer (business or farm valued at 
$100.000 to $250.000). administrator, lesser professional (e.g., accountant, 
author, editor, curator, engineer, librarian, registered nurse, pharmacist). 

9 Large business owner/tenant farmer (business or farm valued at $250.000 or 
morel higher executive, major professional (e.g., engineer, architect, bank 
officer, dentist, judge, lawyer, physician, psychologist, teacher [college]). 
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(86) Parent's spouse's (if married) education: Level of School vour spouse 
Completed (circle the correct number below) 

1 Eighth grade or less 
2 Junior high school (9th grade) 
3 Partial high school (10th or 11th grade) 
4 High school graduate (whether private preparatory, parochial, trade, or public 

school) 
5 Partial college (at least one year) or specialized training 
6 Standard college or university graduation 
7 Graduate professional training (graduate degree) 

(87) Parent's spouse's (if married) occupation (if working): Please write the 
name of your spouse's occupation here . —. 
and then circle the number below that best describes vour spouse's occupation (use 
the same job descriptions listed above). If you cannot determine which number to 
circle, be as precise as possible in your written job description. 
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Table 1 

Mean Differences Within Age-Groups on Personal and Parental Projected 

Goal Orientations 

Task-Involved Ego-Involved 

Subscale Subscale 

TEOSQ Version M SD M SD t valuea db 

Children0 

Personal 4.22 0.54 2.69 0.83 14.07 2.19 

Father's 4.35 0.51 2.75 0.91 15.01 2.16 

Mother's 4.25 0.59 2.85 0.94 11.77 1.79 

Adolescents^ 

Personal 4.19 0.58 2.92 0.90 12.28 1.67 

Father's 4.22 0.52 3.03 0.89 12.50 1.63 

Mother's 4.15 0.55 3.03 0.93 11.27 1.47 

Note. TEOSQ refers to the Task and Ego Orientation in Sport 

Questionnaire. Task- and Ego-Involved refers to self- and 

other-referenced goal orientations, respectively. Variables are 5-point 

Likert-type scales; higher scores represent stronger agreement. 
aall j) < .001. t>d = effect size. cn = 93. dn = 109. 
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Table 2 

Mean Differences Between Males and Females on Goal Orientations and 

Parental Pressures 

Malesa Females*5 

Variable M SD M SD U° dd 

Personal-Task-Involved 4.19 0.55 4.21 0.57 .663 

Personal--Ego-Involved 3.05 0.82 2.61 0.87 .001 .52 

Dad' s -T ask-Involved 4.20 0.53 4.19 0.61 .931 

Dad' s--Ego-Involved 3.19 0.89 2.74 0.93 .001 .49 

Mom' s~T ask-Involved 4.29 0.50 4.27 0.54 .757 

Mom's--Ego-Involved 3.13 0.86 2.70 0.90 .001 .49 

Dad's—Affective 2.04 0.78 1.75 0.67 .005 .40 

Dad's—Imp ./Exp. 2.42 0.76 2.10 0.64 .002 .46 

Mom's—Affective 1.76 0.69 1.70 0.75 .586 

Mom's—Imp ./Exp. 2.15 0.77 1.97 0.64 .096 

Note. Personal Task- and Ego-Involved refers to personal scores on each 

TEOSQ subscale (self- and other-referenced, respectively). Dad's and 

Mom's Task- and Ego-Involved refers to scores on each parental TEOSQ 

subscale. Dad's and Mom's Affective and Imp./Exp. refers to scores on the 

SPPS subscales (affective and importance/expectation pressures, 

respectively). Variables are 5-point Likert-type scales; higher scores 

represent stronger agreement. 
an = 94. t»n = 108. cprobability of F (1,198). del = effect size. 
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Table 3 

Zero-Order Correlations for Goal Orientations. Parental Pressures, and 

Age 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 Child-T -

2 Child-E i ©
 00
 

-

3 Dad-T .64** .04 -

4 Dad-E -.08 .66** .00 -

5 Mom-T .61** .06 .77** .09 -

6 Mom-E -.14* .68** -.04 .85** .03 -

7 Dad-A -.21** .06 -.13 .17* -.10 .13 -

8 Dad-I -.05 .15* .02 .23** .00 .15* .36** -

9 Mom-A -.25** .05 -.22** .07 -.27** .12 .48** .24** 

10 Mom-I -.06 14 -.03 .11 -.05 .18** .24** j I** 44** 

11 Age -.01 .11 -.10 .04 -.14 .08 -.04 -.20** -.03 -.1 

Note. Child-T/E refers to children's and adolescents' scores on the personal 

TEOSQ subscales (task- and ego-involved). Dad and Mom-T/E refers to 

scores on the parental TEOSQ subscales. Dad and Mom-A fl refers to 

scores on the SPPS subscales (affective and importance/expectance 

pressures). 

N = 202. * £ < .05, **£ < .01 
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Table 4 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses of Parental Projections. Parental 

Pressures, and Age on Personal Orientations: Males 

Step Age & Parental Vars. Beta RsqCh RsqCum F Ch SigCh 

Task-Involved Males 

1 Age .10 .009 .009 00.91 .341 

2 Dad's-Task .61 

Mom's-Task .34 .410 .419 31.80 .000 

3 Dad's—Ego -.01 

Mom's-Ego -.10 .004 .423 00.32 .729 

4 Dad's—Affective .05 

Mom's—Affective .05 .004 .427 00.29 .749 

5 Dad's~Imp./Exp. -.04 

Mom's—Imp./Exp. .04 .002 .429 00.11 .895 

Ego-Involved Males 

1 Age .11 .012 .012 01.11 .294 

2 Dad's—Ego .58 

Mom's-Ego .25 .357 .369 25.47 .000 

3 Dad's-Task .05 

Mom's-Task .02 .003 .372 00.20 .813 

4 Mom's—Imp./Exp. .09 

Dad's—Imp./Exp. -.03 .008 .380 00.53 .594 

5 Dad's—Affective -.03 

Mom's—Affective .06 .003 .383 00.20 .822 
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Note. RsqCh = change in R squared, RsqCum = cumulative R squared, F 

Ch = F-value for the change in R squared, SigCh = significance level for 

change in R squared. 

n = 94. 
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Table 5 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses of Parental Projections. Parental 

Pressures, and Age on Personal Orientations: Females 

Step Age & Parental Vars. Beta RsqCh RsqCum F Ch SigCh 

Task-Involved Females 

1 Age -.11 .012 .012 01.30 .257 

2 Dad's-Task- .68 

Mom's-Task .27 .489 .501 50.98 .000 

3 Mom's—Ego -.21 

Dad's-Ego .06 .042 .543 04.76 .010 

4 Dad's-Affective -.27 

Mom's—Affective -.05 .064 .607 08.05 .001 

5 Mom's—Imp./Exp. .10 

Dad's—Imp./Exp. -.13 .014 .621 01.79 .172 

Ego-Involved Females 

1 Age .11 .013 .013 01.36 .247 

2 Dad's—Ego .69 

Mom's-Ego .59 .554 .567 66.60 .000 

3 Dad's—Task .06 

Mom's-Task -.07 .006 .573 00.74 .478 

4 Mom's—Imp./Exp. -.02 

Dad's—Imp./Exp. -.05 .001 .574 00.15 .864 

5 Dad's-Affective -.12 

Mom's-Affective -.05 .013 .587 01.53 .222 
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Note. RsqCh = change in R squared, RsqCum = cumulative R squared, F 

Ch = F-value for the change in R squared, SigCh = significance level for 

change in R squared. 

n = 108. 
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Table 6 

Mean Differences Between Svnthesized-Goal Groups on Personal and 

Parental Goal Orientations. Parental Pressures, and Age 

Both High High Task High Ego Both Low 

Variable (n = 28/17) (n = 10/30) (n = 37/29) (n = 19/32) 

Child-T 

Males 4.68a 4.60c 3.80abcd 3.99abcd 

Females 4 - 7 3 b 4.72d 3.79abcd 3.85abcd 

Child-E 

Males 3.56a 1.97abcd 3.43c 2.11abcd 

Females 3.52b 1.95abcd 3.34d 2.08abcd 

Dad-T 

Males 4.53a 4.36 3.97abc 4.06bc 

Females 4.71b 4.60c 3.93abc 3.78abc 

Dad-E 

Males 3.46a 2.22abc 3.54c 2.62c 

Females 3.53b 2.21abc 3.24 2.35abc 

Mom-T 

Males 4.61a 4.49c 4.05abd 4.17 

Females 4.71b 4.58d 4.13abd 3.88abcd 

Mom-E 

Males 3.34a 2.33c 3.44c 2.63° 

Females 3.42b 2.16abcd 3.30d 2.28abcd 
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Dad-A 

Males 2.02 1.97 2.06 2.04 

Females 1.41 1.50 2.01 1.94 

Dad-I 

Males 3.00 2.74 2.90 2.61 

Females 2.58 2.27 2.57 2.57 

Mom-A 

Males 1.86 1.50 1.86 1.54 

Females 1.35 1.53 1.87 1.89 

Mom-I 

Males 2.64 2.63 2.73 2.00 

Females 2.59 2.22 2.23 2.42 

Age 

Males 12.93 12.90 12.78 12.63 

Females 13.06 12.43 13.66 13.19 

Note. Groups refer to those who scored above the median on both subscales 

of the personal TEOSQ (Both High), above the median on the task-involved 

and below the median on the ego-involved subscales (High Task), above the 

median on the ego-involved and below the median on the task-involved 

subscales (High Ego), or below the median on both scales (Both Low), n 

refers to male/female ratio. Child-T/E refers to children's and adolescents' 

scores on the personal TEOSQ subscales (task- and ego-involved). Dad and 

Mom-T/E refers to scores on the parental TEOSQ subscales. Dad and 

Mom-A /I refers to scores on the SPPS subscales (affective and 
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importance/expectance pressures). Superscripts indicate mean scores that 

are significantly different at p < .05 (Scheffe' post-hoc two-group 

comparisons). 
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