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This study aimed to determine the effect of achievement goal orientation on 

student performance in the subject of English at secondary level. It was conducted in 

conventional classrooms in government High/Higher Secondary schools in district 

Peshawar. The sample consisted of 224 male and female teachers and 2240 boys and 

girl students. Items from the Patterns for Adaptive Learning Scale (PALS) developed 

and revised by Midgley, et.al, (2000) was used for the study. Students’ achievement 

was measured by using a multiple-choice test in the subject of English.  

Descriptive statistics, correlation, and regression analysis were applied to 

identify significant predictors of achievement and to study the effects of students’ 

achievement goal orientation on their performance.  The analysis revealed that teacher 

perceived school goal structure for students as more performance oriented than mastery 
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oriented with more stress on high performance goals. Similarly teachers’ approached 

to instruction with multiple goals. They were more performance oriented than mastery 

oriented with slightly high performance approach to instruction than high mastery 

approach. It was found that teachers’ performance approach to instruction was 

significantly but negatively correlated to students’ mastery as well as performance-

approach goal orientation. 

Students had a multiple goal orientation. Majority of students had mastery goal 

orientation, followed by performance-avoid and performance-approach goal 

orientation. They were slightly more mastery oriented in general but in high-low 

category, they had more high performance-avoidance goal orientation, followed by 

high performance-approach goal and then by high mastery goal orientation. It was 

concluded that boys and girls differed in their achievement goal orientation. 

Students perceived their teachers as having multiple goals with focus on 

mastery and performance goals. They also perceived their teachers as having slightly 

high performance-avoidance goals than high performance-approach or high mastery 

goals.  Students’ perception of teachers’ goals was significantly correlated to students’ 

goal orientation.  

Students viewed their classrooms as slightly more performance-approach 

oriented than mastery oriented. Majority of rural girls perceived their classroom to have 

high mastery goal structure, while majority of urban girls perceived them to have high 

performance-approach goal structure. Greater number of boys perceived their 

classrooms as having high performance-avoid goal structure than girls. Majority of 

urban boys perceived their classrooms as having high performance-avoid goal 

structure. Students’ perception of classroom goal structure was significantly correlated 

with students’ goal orientation, 
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Students perceived their parents as asserting multiple goals with slightly more 

performance orientation than mastery orientation. However the difference was 

minimal. Students’ perception of parent goal was significantly correlated with students’ 

goal orientation. 

Students having high mastery goal orientation performed higher on 

performance test than students having low mastery goal orientation. Similarly students 

having high performance-approach goal orientation scored higher than those having 

low performance-approach goals. Furthermore, students having high performance-

avoid goal orientation had slightly higher performance test score than students having 

low performance-avoid goal orientation. The study concluded that students’ 

performance was significantly correlated with students’ goal orientation and students’ 

mastery goal orientation was a strong predictor of achievement.  

The study recommended that teachers may provide students with meaningful 

activities to increase motivation and should encourage them for learning. Teachers may 

give attention to students’ abilities and their perceptions of learning and performance 

to help them to develop proper orientations resulting in adaptive learning patterns.  
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  Chapter 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Education in the 21st century has changed due to knowledge and information 

explosion.  Ideas like learning styles, new theories of learning and motivation, emerging 

technologies in education, and achievement goal orientation have been highlighted and 

explored.  Researchers are emphasizing social psychological research in education.  The 

idea that achievement goal orientation and student performance are related is 

highlighted by scholars from various disciplines and research on the topic has received 

much attention.   

A trend in education research is to identify predictors of success in a subject.  

Researchers are involved in determining how successful students learn? Whether these 

students naturally have better skills or whether such skills and strategies can be taught 

to others?  Similarly the question of achievement goal orientation for learning is also 

important. However, there is limited research in this field in the context of learning 

environment in Pakistani schools.   

Elliot and Dweck (1988) identified goals as an essential component of the 

students’ achievement pattern. Literature has argued for the motivational significance 

of achievement goals (see for example, Kuhl, Baumann, and Kazén, 2007). Dawson, 

Macfadyen and Lockyer (2009) have argued that student’s motivation for learning can 

be explained to a large extent by their favored achievement orientation. Motivation for 
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achievement can be understood in the light of various goals students bring to the 

situation (Mattern, 2005).  

Students develop goals for learning through examination, through 

understanding about themselves, the task, and their prospects of success (Hsieh, Cho, 

Liu, and Schallert, 2009). If students are clear about their goals and aspirations, they 

would benefit from learning opportunities (Reardon and Bertoch, 2010). The role of 

achievement goal orientation on secondary school students’ achievement has been 

identified in the research in different subject areas. Goals give students the direction 

and purpose to engage in learning tasks. 

Understanding students’ goal orientation is important for teachers of English as 

students’ engagement in learning tasks has implications for how and what they learn. It 

is important that students are studied and taught keeping in view the influence of those 

around them. Teachers need to understand the achievement orientation of their students 

to better design learning tasks and to engage them in learning. Research can provide 

further insights into students’ learning behavior and orientation. An understanding of 

the constructs involved in motivation is necessary because these constructs are relevant 

to practices and policies in education, and are vital for engaging students in learning 

and discovery (Glynn, Aultman, and Owens, 2005).  

Achievement goals are individual’s cognitive purposes for learning and 

achievement (Ng, 2003) relating to students’ interpretations of academic results and 

their emotional reactions to such outcomes (Fisher, Marshall, and Nanayakkara, 2009). 

Internal motives like improvement and self-satisfaction are important contributors for 

students’ engagement and achievement (Beghetto, 2007). The goals and outcomes 

students favor and pursue determine how students approach academic tasks 
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(Niemivirta, 2004). Achievement goals are students’ meaning or purpose for engaging 

in academic behavior (Freeman and Anderman, 2005) 

Kozlowski and Bell (2006) argue that achievement orientation can have affects 

how students’ interpret, approach, and respond to achievement tasks.  Achievement 

goals provide insights into how students engage and perform in academic setting 

(Roebken, 2007a); students’ engagement, activity choice, task persistence, task 

satisfaction also reflect students’ goals, and their achievement can be explained by 

academic goal orientations (Peer, 2007).  Achievement orientating can provide strong 

clues as to what makes students interested in learning (Christensen, 2008). Student’s 

opinion of themselves as being intrinsically or extrinsically motivated towards learning 

is known as student goal orientation (Barron and Harackiewicz, 2001; Matuga, 2009) 

that relates to students’ specific identity status (Was, Al-Harthy, stack-Oden, and 

Isaacson, 2009). Goals influence learners’ choice and strategies for learning, 

persistence in the face of difficulties, and willingness and ability to go beyond the 

course requirements (Svinicki, 2009).  In other words goals create “patterns of thought, 

emotion, and behavior” (Butler and Shibaz, 2008, p.454). 

Goals are determined by students’ inherent characteristics and contextual 

factors including both short-term and long-term goals.  These influence learners’ 

perceptions and attitudes toward academic performance, effort, and competence 

(Canfield and Zastavker, 2010).  Students’ goal orientation affects their motivation and 

achievement (Fasching, Dresel, Dickhäuser, and Nitsche, 2010), and are related to 

personality characteristics varying from situation to situation.  These reflect student’s 

thoughts and explanations for doing or avoiding learning tasks (Laakso and Hannula, 

2010). 
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Students’ goals give them a direction, meaning and purpose, and influence the 

timing and appropriateness of strategies that affect their achievement (Covington, 

2000).  According to Kaplan and Flum (2010) achievement goal orientations are mental 

frames that define standards for action, steer understanding of situations, and direct 

coping with challenges.  Achievement goal orientation is mediator of learning, and 

different achievement goals result in different ways of engaging, approaching, and 

responding to achievement situations (Pintrich and Schunk, 1996).  It moderates the 

effects of competition (Tauer and Harackiewicz, 1999), and predicts achievement-

related behavior (Elliot and McGregor, 2001). Goals, thus, provide a structure within 

which students interpret and react to events, and result in various patterns, cognition, 

and behavior (Christensen, 2008). Students’ learning behavior can be dependent on 

their achievement goal orientation (Kim, 2008), and their well-being is linked with their 

goals in achievement situations (Tuominen-Soini, Salmela-Aro, and Niemivirta, 2012). 

Hsieh et.al. (2009) identified three types of goal orientations.  

1. Mastery goal orientation, where students focus on mastery of the learning task 

and want to attain new skills.  

2. Performance-approach goal orientation, where students are more concerned on 

looking competent before others, focusing on getting favorable judgments of 

ability from others; and  

3. Performance-avoidance goal orientation, where learners try to avoid 

unfavorable judgments of capabilities and thus avoid challenging tasks.  

In Pakistan, English is a compulsory subject at secondary level.  Students spend 

eight 45 minutes periods per week for studying the subject of English.  Learning English 

is helpful in higher education and in attaining good jobs.  Proficiency in English also 

means success in other subjects at higher levels.  In the classrooms teacher-directed 
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learning is dominant with stress on rote memory.  Students are taught so as to meet the 

requirement of examinations.   

Secondary school is a gateway for development of other sectors of education. It 

provides students the opportunity for quality education and a platform from where they 

proceed to higher education or vocational work. The extent to which schools 

accomplish objectives of education determines its level of effectiveness (Banye, 2010). 

It is observed that students are not doing well in the Government High/ Higher 

secondary schools in Pakistan and society is losing confidence in the educational 

system. 

Language learning and production is a complex process. The difficulties that 

adults face while learning a second language are different from those faced by children 

and it may require greater effort, increased focus, and more motivation (Sousa, 2006).  

Various factors relating to learning situations including materials, the teacher, teaching 

methods, and achievement goal orientation play their role in learning English.   

There is general concern for the quality of Pakistani students' achievement in 

English.  Students’ achievement is not up to the mark as most of them use maladaptive 

learning practices.  It is reflected in the electronic and print media each year when the 

annual examination results are declared. Some students are also reported to exhibit 

cheating behavior during the examinations and the Board of intermediate and secondary 

education assigns special inspectors to check such practices. Use of other unfair means 

in examinations is also reported time and again and has become a matter of concern for 

educationists.  

Teachers are often concerned about why their students do not work harder to 

learn English well and are discouraged by their students’ low level of achievement.  It 

is, therefore, important to explore as to what extent students’ achievement in the subject 
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of English is determined by their achievement goal orientation.  Although pre-service 

and in-service teacher education and training programs provide methods and techniques 

to teachers but when, why and how to use them comes with exposure and experience.  

In Pakistan teachers generally use traditional methods of teaching and are relatively 

unsuccessful in achieving the course objectives. It is reflected through students’ low 

level of achievement, their inability to write, compose, or appreciate a piece of work 

and in their lack of ability to effectively communicate with others in the medium of 

English. Teachers need to understand students’ goal orientation to improve their 

performance.   

Learning depends on what a person already knows and can do, and the particular 

aim of the course (Malderez and Wedell, 2007).  Educators should recognize the 

benefits of situational interest, extrinsic and intrinsic motivation, and performance 

goals.  Unmotivated students can be helped through dealing with their motivational 

beliefs, and goal orientation.   

Our teaching practices consist of the techniques and tools we use in the 

classroom (Phillips and Carr, 2006).  The teachers’ task would be impossible without 

the knowledge of ways and means of encouraging students learning and being sensitive 

to their interests (Child, 1995). To improve student performance teachers need to use 

pedagogical and psychological knowledge to persuade students for better academic 

behavior keeping in view their goals for learning. It is pertinent to look into the literature 

on students’ achievement goal orientation and performance so as to refine the research 

questions and methodology of the study.  

Goal orientation is influenced by environment and context. Students may have 

more than one achievement goals at the same time. Goal orientations influence student 

motivation individually or in a combination with each other. Students might have 
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multiple goal orientations simultaneously within the same classroom environment 

(Canfield and Zastavker, 2010). Social variables like sense of belonging, social 

responsibility social norms or rules, acceptance by peer group, and achieving social 

status, and differences in how classroom or school environment is perceived are linked 

to goal adoption and change (Linnenbrink and Pintrich, 2002). 

Achievement goals are context-bounded constructs and various contextual 

variables like cultures and schooling practices affect achievement goals (Ng, 2003). 

Classroom tasks convey various messages to students and their perception of classroom 

structures is important for their motivation (Greene, Miller, Crowson, Duke, and Akey, 

2004). Parental behaviors such as monitoring, support, autonomy, and why parents 

stress academic achievement have influences on students’ goals (Ansah, 2009). 

Various cues contribute to achievement goal orientation of students. These 

according to Midgley, et.al, (2000) include 

1. Students perception of classroom goal structure i.e., their perception of the 

purpose of academic task being emphasized in the classroom 

2. Student perception of parent goals i.e., their perception of the purpose of 

academic task that are emphasized by their parents 

3. Students’ perception of teacher goals 

4. Teacher perception of school goal structure for students, and  

5. Teacher approaches to instruction etc. 

Goal structure describes the nature of achievement goal emphasized by 

instructional practices and policies in a learning environment like classroom, or school 

etc. including the types of tasks, the scoring procedures, the extent of students’ 

autonomy, and the manner of students grouping. Students’ perceptions of goal 

structures of learning environment and their goal orientations have significant 

implications for motivation, and achievement (Wolters, 2004).   
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Teacher expectations are also important for student orientation and performance. 

An easy and quick way to make students do their best is to expect the best because 

positive expectation can surpass all barriers (Ramsey, 1999).  Development of student-

teacher relation is a product of complex interactions between the individual, the 

program, and the school context (Davison and Dowson, 1998).   

Focus on students’ orientations and its effects on student learning can improve 

their performance and give them more autonomy (Lin, Hung, and Lin, 2006).  The 

goals, motives, and strategies that students develop in response to learning activities 

depend on the nature of activities and on how the teachers present them (Good and 

Brophy, 1997).  Motivated student is willing to put effort in learning tasks and wants 

to succeed. Student motivation makes teaching-learning process easy, pleasant, and 

more productive (Ur, 1996).  It was considered that students’ performance could be 

improved by studying the different goal orientations students bring to the situation.   

 

1.1   Statement of the Problem 

Achievement goal orientations are internal states that arouse, direct, and 

maintain student behavior thus playing an important role in learning and achievement.  

Students’ achievement goal orientation is an area of discussion and debate for 

educationists.   Understanding of new approaches in teaching and learning is vital 

because the society and its demands are constantly changing.  It is, therefore, essential 

to understand why students try to achieve particular goals, how much and for how long 

they strive, and what are their feelings and emotions in this process. 

The context of classrooms is competitive as teachers and students stress the need 

to achieve high scores while some teachers stress understanding of the course content.  
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The classroom in secondary schools provides a relevant context in which students’ 

achievement goal orientation can be studied in terms of their performance in the subject 

of English.  The way students’ orient themselves to learning affects their engagement 

and performance in studies.  There is need to study the relationship between 

achievement goal orientation and performance.  Studying these concepts can promote 

effective teaching and learning strategies resulting in better student achievement and 

performance.   

Grounded on the theoretical explanations on achievement goal orientation and 

findings from previous studies, the present study investigated the effects of 

achievement goal orientation on students’ performance in the subject of English in a 

sample of secondary school students. 

 

1.2   Objectives of the Study 

The main focus of this study was to find out the effect of students' achievement 

goal orientation on their performance in the subject of English at secondary level.  The 

objectives of the study were to: 

1. Find out the type of achievement goal orientations of students of secondary level 

2. Explore the students’ perceptions of classroom goal structures 

3. Examine teachers’ perceptions of school goal structures for students. 

4. Determine the kind of approaches teachers had towards instruction.   

5. Find out effects of students’ perception of classroom goal structures on their 

achievement goal orientation 

6. Find out effects of students’ perception of parents goals on their achievement 

goal orientation 
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7. Investigate the effects of teachers’ perceptions of school goal structures on 

students’ achievement goal orientation 

8. Investigate the effects of teachers’ approaches towards instruction on students’ 

achievement goal orientation. 

9. Determine the effects of the type of achievement goal orientation on students’ 

performance. 

  

1.3   Significance of the Study 

Though achievement goal orientations have been studied in school and college 

environments internationally, related studies in secondary school setting in Pakistan 

were limited.  There was a need for studies to comprehend the role that achievement 

goal orientation played on students’ academic achievement.  The study highlighted the 

effects of achievement goal orientation on secondary school students’ performance in 

the subject of English.   

This study was significant as it contributed to the body of knowledge by 

exploring the effect of achievement goal orientation on students’ performance.  The 

study is important for its implications for those involved in preparing instructional and 

training materials for teachers.  This study provided information that might be included 

into instructional materials and teaching methods to improve students’ academic 

achievement and performance. The study provided information about which 

achievement goal orientation had more positive effects on students’ performance in the 

context of Pakistani schools.   

Current developments in education have placed schools on the forefront to help 

students understand their educational needs and act to achieve them.  This research 
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work was undertaken to help understand and plan for these needs.  Understanding 

students’ goal orientation in learning English would help teachers to improve students’ 

performance.  The study might help teachers to design classroom procedures, and 

teaching and evaluation methods etc. to influence student achievement goal orientation 

and performance.  The present study adds to the existing literature by exploring how 

students’ belief about classroom and school goal structure affects their goal orientation 

and performance. Such information might be useful when planning teachers’ training 

and professional development programs 

Limited research work was done on this topic in Pakistan; the present study was 

an attempt to fill this gap.  This study using secondary school students as a sample is 

an important addition to the existing knowledge.  This sample of students would help 

understand the goal orientations that give favorable results in terms of student 

performance.   

The study intended to make contributions to the research on learning English as 

a subject by incorporating goal theory and concept from social cognitive theory into 

empirical research. The study was significant as it expanded the theoretical framework 

for motivation to learn English; clarifying the findings regarding effects of achievement 

goal orientation on students’ performance in the subject of English.  It would throw 

light on whether achievement goal orientations depended on some external cues, for 

example the instructional context, parent goal structure, classroom and school 

environment, teaching approaches or some other variables.  The study contributes to 

explain the research findings on the issue.   

The study provided information to educationists in assisting students’ behavior 

and achievement goal orientation.  Educationists would benefit from learning more 

about the role of achievement goal orientation to ensure students’ success in studies.  



 

 

12 

 

Knowing students’ achievement goal orientation and how it was related to their 

performance could help teachers and other professionals design methods and means to 

support students and help them achieve their educational goals.  This study was the first 

step in understanding these concepts empirically in the context of Pakistani schools.  It 

provided a more informed perspective of students’ motives that affected their 

achievement.   

The study was also important as it adapted inventories and scales for measuring 

achievement goal orientation for local use.  It might, thus, prove helpful for researchers 

to further investigate these concepts.  It provided useful information that could be 

included into students’ guidance and counseling interventions that are informally 

provided to them by teachers.  An investigation of the effects of these constructs would 

assist teachers and other stake holders in the identification of students’ problems and 

help improve their achievement and performance. 

 

1.4   Delimitations of the Study 

Keeping in view the research priorities and restriction of time and resources on 

part of the researcher the study was delimited to a reasonable area.  The study was 

delimited to  

1. Teachers and students of secondary schools 

2. Subject of English 

3. District Peshawar in the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa province 

4. Government High/Higher Secondary Schools of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 

provincial government 
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1.5   Assumptions of the Study 

Review of literature on achievement goal orientation and achievement brought 

forth some important points.  These are presented as assumptions for the present study 

as follows 

1. Motivational variables impact students' academic performances (Hidi and 

Harackiewicz, 2000) 

2. Psychosocial influences affect student performance  

 

1.6   Hypotheses of the Study 

Following hypotheses are presented keeping in view the objectives of the study 

and the review of literature on achievement goal orientation and achievement.   

1. Hypothesis 1.  Boys and girls students have different types of achievement 

goal orientation  

Ho: Achievement goal orientation of boys and girl students is the same 

2. Hypothesis 2.  Students’ perception of classroom goal structure has significant 

effect on their achievement goal orientation 

Ho: Students’ perception of classroom goal structure has no significant effect 

on their achievement goal orientation 

3. Hypothesis 3.  Students’ perception of parent goals has significant effect on 

their achievement goal orientation 

Ho: Students’ perception of parent goals has no significant effect on their 

achievement goal orientation 

4. Hypothesis 4: Teachers perception of school goal structure has significant 

effect on students’ achievement goal orientation 
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Ho: Teachers perception of school goal structure has no significant effect on 

students’ achievement goal orientation 

5. Hypothesis 5: Teachers approaches to instruction has significant effect on 

students’ achievement goal orientation 

Ho: Teachers approaches to instruction has no significant effect on students’ 

achievement goal orientation 

6. Hypothesis 6: Type of achievement goal orientation has significant effect on 

students’ performance.   

Ho: Type of achievement goal orientation has no significant effect on student 

performance. 

 

1.7   Definition of Terms 

In order to have a common understanding of terms and how these are used in 

the present study; the key terms based on definitions and usage within this dissertation 

and within the literature are stated as follows: 

Achievement goal Orientation: student’s goal or purpose for achievement in a 

learning situation.  

 

Mastery Goal Orientation: Students’ goal is to improve their mastery and 

understanding with a focus on learning the task. 

Performance-Approach Goal Orientation: Students’ goal is to show better 

performance than others with a focus on achieving the desired outcomes  

Performance-Avoid Goal Orientation: Students’ goal is to avoid 

failure/expression of low ability with a focus on avoiding undesired outcomes.  
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Multiple Goals: Students might have several achievement goals at the same time 

and to varying degrees. 

Performance: Performance for this study is defined in terms of students 

achievement score on researcher made test in the subject of English.  
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Chapter 2 

 

 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

 

This chapter provides theoretical background of the study and presents relevant 

literature that explores achievement goals in the context of learning English. As such 

the chapter relates the study to the body of literature and outlines various aspects of the 

goal construct. The review of literature provided information about the dynamics of 

students’ achievement and described many interlocking themes that eventually provide 

cohesiveness. Much more is yet to be learnt but the review literature enabled the 

researcher to recognize research gaps and what needs to be done in future. 

In Pakistan, English is taught as a foreign language and it is the medium of 

instruction for mathematics and science subjects at higher levels. It is, therefore, 

pertinent to explore as to what extent students’ performance in the subject of English is 

determined by students’ achievement goal orientation and motivation.  

The study was delimited to district Peshawar which is a historical city and is the 

capital of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Province of Pakistan. Peshawar is one of the most 

ancient cities of the world and for centuries has been a center of trade between 

Afghanistan, South Asia, and Central Asia as well as the Middle East. It is the largest 

city in the province.  

It is situated at about 150 KMs from Islamabad and is a major educational, 

political and business center. It lies on the crossroads of Central and South Asia and the 
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Afghan border is approximately 40 Km to its West. It is culturally vibrant and is 

ethnically and linguistically diverse. The population of Peshawar has increased due to 

migration of people from various parts of the province who come here for better 

education, employment, and services, and because of the influx of internally displaced 

people (IDPs) due to unrest in neighboring regions. Adjoining to Peshawar are the 

Federally Administered Tribal Areas with the Khyber Agency situated to its West, 

Mohmand Agency to its North, Frontier Region (FR) Kohat to its South, district 

Charsadda to its north and district Nowshehra to its North-East.  

According to the 1998 census the population of Peshawar was 2.02 Million with 

an annual growth rate was 3.5%. In 2014 it has reached about 3.7 million (Government 

of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, 2015). At present nearly 1.6 million IDPs (internally 

displaced People) from FATA are living in Peshawar. It is estimated that 46.62% of its 

population are migrants from other parts of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa and other provinces 

of Pakistan. District Peshawar was selected because of its diversified demographics as 

people from all parts of the province live here and their children study in its schools.  

 

 

Figure 2.1.  Map of Peshawar 
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2.1   General Context of the Study 

Cognitive psychologists have long been interested in understanding goal 

orientation of students and its impact on learning and performance. Changes in 

educational environment, needs and motives of students, curricula, and teaching 

practices based on these needs make the study of achievement goal orientation 

important for students’ success.  

Academic motivation of students is an issue of great concern to school 

administrators, teachers, and parents (Siebert, 2006), and researchers are taking interest 

in what causes a student to be oriented towards one or another goal, and are interested 

in the effect of goal orientation on learning (Svinicki, 2009). It is important to 

understand how students set goals for learning and how these goals relate to their 

achievement and performance (Fadlelmula, 2010). Research on goal orientation has 

given important perspective on students’ achievement motivation (Nitsche, Dickhauser, 

Fasching, and Dresel, 2011) and such research studies have been conducted in various 

cultural and socio-economic settings around the world. Little work in this regard has 

been done in the developing countries like Pakistan and there is a scarcity of research 

to explain the psychological predictors of achievement for Pakistani students. 

The research on achievement goal orientation for the most part originates from 

the works of Nicholls (1984) and Dweck (1986) and is grounded on constructive 

criticism of motivational theories and research on ideas like need achievement, and 

social learning. Achievement motivation is generally defined as the pursuit of goals 

involving increase in competence and judgments of competence (see for example 

Niemivirta, 2004).  
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Achievements and how students succeed at achievement tasks are important for 

academics and have been studied from various perspectives including achievement 

tasks, and achievement behavior (Lawson, 2005). Both achievement and achievement 

motivation are linked to social psychological contexts and as such there is increased 

emphasis on researching these in education.  

A regular trend in education research is to identify predictors of success beyond 

the traditional measures of achievement. Recently this strand of research on the 

relationship between achievement orientation and performance has received a lot of 

attention. Researchers argue that students benefit from having appropriate goal 

orientation, and teachers benefit from knowing and understanding their students’ goals 

and orientations. Teachers typically focus on measuring students’ achievement and pay 

little attention to their patterns of learning and performance (Mucherah, 2008). 

Although teachers have focused on teaching academic content in the subject of English 

but students continue to use maladaptive learning methods.  

There is concern about the quality of Pakistani students' achievement in English. 

Teachers often find it hard to understand as to why their students do not try harder to 

perform well. Teachers want students to learn the lessons and are discouraged by the 

minimal effort that students put into learning and by their low level of achievement. 

There is a significant need for a planning apparatus to increase both the motivation and 

success of the students of English in Pakistan.  

It is argued by researchers, such as Roberts and Dyer (2005) that planning a 

quality learning activity begins with knowledge of the students for whom it is designed. 

The teacher gains this knowledge through interactions with students that provides a 

basis for planning learning activities conducive to improved students’ learning. The age 

group of secondary school students’ marks a time of significant changes in their growth 
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and development. There is an increased emphasis on self-exploration, social 

experimentation, and transformation in students’ self-concept (see for example, 

Bukobza, 2009).  

Although there exists a large research literature about goal orientation and 

performance, the fact remains that few studies have investigated the effect of 

achievement goal orientation on students’ performance in Pakistan. Educationists are 

interested in determining how successful students learn? Whether these students 

inherently have better skills or can other students be taught the skills and strategies that 

contribute to their success? Similarly the question of achievement goals in learning is 

also important.  

Researchers argue that increased motivation leads to increased work, increased 

persistence, and increased success resulting in positive influence on motivation. Low 

motivation leads to less work, less persistence and less success resulting in negative 

influence on motivation (Nilsen, 2009). Student motivation is argued to be effected by 

the task value and the associated reason for performing a task. A measure of 

determining the task value was proposed by Monzó and Rueda (2001). They argued 

that the following four items can help determine students’ task value: 

a. How much students enjoy performing the task;  

b. The attainment value i.e., importance of the task to the student; 

c. The utility that the task holds for student’s future goals; and  

d. The demand of the task on the student and the other attractive tasks that have to 

be ignored.  

Dweck (1986, p.1040) argued that “Motivational processes influence a child's 

acquisition, transfer, and use of knowledge and skills” that leads to action and long-

term interest in learning. People have different degrees, kinds, level, and orientation of 
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motivation with magnitude that varies from situation to situation. Effective  schools and  

teachers  develop  goals, beliefs,  and  attitudes  in  students  that  maintain  long-term  

involvement in  learning. Students’ motivation is reflected when they begin learning 

activities, maintain involvement in learning, and show commitment to the learning 

process (Ames, 1990) that both instigates and sustains goal-directed activity (Pintrich 

and Schunk, 1996).  

The effect of achievement goal orientation on student performance is 

acknowledged within the research literature in different subjects.  Therefore, it is 

important to examine the effects of these variables on student performance in English 

keeping in view its theoretical framework.  

 

2.2   Theoretical Framework 

Goal theory and social cognitive theory provided the theoretical framework of 

the study.  It was used to examine the effects of achievement goals on student 

performance.   

Goal orientations theory is a useful theoretical framework for understanding and 

facilitating learning motivation among students (Madjar, Bachner, and Kushnir, 2012). 

According to goal theory, “students’ goal orientations activate different thoughts, 

emotions, beliefs, and behavioral patterns in achievement settings” (Dweck, 1986).  

Goal orientation theory is a socio-cognitive theory that focuses on learners’ 

goals in achievement situation and is interested in why learners engage in learning tasks 

(Middleton, Kaplan, and Midgley, 2004). It predicts that students’ purposes for 

performing a task influence their task engagement (Greene, Miller, Crowson, Duke, 

and Akey, 2004), and presents perspective of students’ academic motivations (James 
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and Yates, 2007). It includes both situational and personal components (Miller and 

Murdock, 2007), and provides a framework for examining the relationship between 

students’ achievement goals and their success. The theory examines the goals that 

students pursue in an academic setting, and focuses on how students think about 

themselves, their learning tasks, and their performance (Christensen, 2008). It addresses 

the reasons for students’ engagement in academic behavior (Patrick and Ryan, 2008), 

and assumes that students’ perceptions, strategies, and outcomes depend on their goals 

of schoolwork and on what they want to accomplish (Butler and Shibaz, 2008) by 

incorporating many ideas about academic motivation from attribution and social 

cognitive theories. The theory encompasses cognitive processes and affective 

component and looks at their function in respect to learners’ academic behavior, goal 

orientation, and motivation (Byrne, 2011).  

Goal theory is closely related to goal setting theory which explains different 

goals students set in learning situations and refers to setting standards for acquiring 

knowledge or skills. Both theories pertain to the psychological processes of setting 

goals but goal theory focuses on internal goal orientations while goal setting theory 

includes the external or behavioral aspects of setting goals (Xiao, 2006).  

Prevailing theories of motivation are based on cognitive perspective and provide 

insights into factors that create achievement motivation having key components like 

students' goals, values, and feelings about the task (Monzó and Rueda, 2001). 

Social cognitive theory views students as active agents of learning. Students 

avoid tasks in which they see themselves as unable to succeed, but approach the task if 

they see themselves as able to succeed (Xiao, 2006). Social cognitive theories of 

motivation stress the importance of achievement goal orientation in determining 

students’ achievement behavior (Salili, Lai, and Leung, 2004). Social-cognitive 
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approach has enabled the researchers to characterize and explain adaptive and 

maladaptive patterns of learning and has provided basis for intervention and practice 

(Dweck, 1986; Wolters, 2004). 

Achievement goal theory is a predominant theory to understand academic 

motivation of students. The theory presents that students take part in academic activities 

to achieve certain goals. Some are motivated to perform well because they want to show 

to themselves, their peers, teachers, and parents that they are intelligent (performance 

approach goal); some try to avoid showing to others their incapability to do something 

(performance-avoidance goal); while others want to understand the lessons and develop 

their ability (mastery goal) (Mattern, 2005; Pintrich, 2000). Major assumptions in 

achievement goal theory are presented as follows: 

 

 Assumptions Achievement goal theory 

1 Central construct An orientation towards achievement situation including the 

purpose, cognition,  behavior and affect;  

2 Unit of analysis Engagement for achievement, career or social relationships 

3 Dispositional 

antecedents 

Self-theories of intelligence; personality-based achievement needs  

4 Contextual 

antecedents 

Socio-cultural context, emphasizing the purpose of achievement 

for example mastery, competition, demonstrating ability 

5 Situational 

antecedents 

Improvement and learning vs. social comparison 

6 Styles of 

engagement 

Mastery goal orientation: Learning for the purpose of learning and 

improvement.  

Performance goal orientation: doing the task for increasing self-

worth by demonstration of high ability or protecting self-worth by 

avoiding demonstration of low ability. 

7 Multiple styles Pursuing multiple achievement goals at the same time 

Assumptions in achievement goal theory (Kaplan and Flum, 2010, p.52) 
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Goal theory asserts that students’ internalized goals are essential determinants 

of achievement (Potter, McCormick, and Beverly, 2001).Goal theory claims that 

perceived competence has effect on achievement behavior and performance on task 

through goal orientations Goal theory focuses on goal orientations that individuals have 

in achievement settings (Xiao, 2006). 

Students generally develop goals for learning through examination and their 

understanding about themselves, the learning task, and the prospect of their success 

(Hsieh, Cho, Liu, and Schallert, 2009).  Motivation, value-expectancy, and goal 

orientation influence student academic behavior and performance. Goal theory builds 

upon expectancy-value theory of achievement motivation, which proposes that 

behavior is determined by students’ value of a particular goal and their expectancy to 

attain that goal by performing learning tasks (Glynn, Aultman, and Owens, 2005). 

General expectancy-value model of motivation holds that students’ effort on a 

task is a product of; 1) the degree to which they expect to perform the task successfully 

and thus get the reward of the successful task performance, and 2) the degree to which 

they value those rewards (Good and Brophy, 1997). According to Pintrich and De Groot 

(1990) and Heafner (2004) the Expectancy-Value Model focuses on three areas:  

1. Value i.e., students’ beliefs about the importance of task);  

2. Expectancy i.e., students’ beliefs about their ability to perform the task); and  

3. Affective i.e., emotional reactions to the task and self-worth evaluation   

The model proposes that students’ goals for learning are either intrinsic or 

extrinsic in nature (Al-Hassan, 2004). The expectancy of success is associated to 

students’ previous experience in achievement situations. The value that students give 

to achievement is reflected in their achievement goals (Salili, Lai, and Leung, 2004).  
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Figure 2.2. Expectancy-Value Model 

Source: (Heafner, 2004) 

  

Expectations of students and strategies based on these expectations play 

important role in increasing or decreasing students’ motivation towards educational 

programs (Glynn, Aultman, and Owens, 2005). Therefore, the scale of this research was 

to study the extent to which achievement goal orientation can affect academic 

performance of secondary school students in the subject of English. The section below 

identifies some of the research gaps that were observed while going through the relevant 

literature.  

 

2.3   Identifying Research Gaps 

Research work employing theories from general and educational psychology in 

the context of learning the subject of English are mostly limited to socio-educational 

model and the theory of extrinsic/intrinsic motivation. Goal theories and social 

cognitive theory focuses on individuals as active agent of learning, while the socio-

educational model focuses on social factors that affect students’ learning (Xiao, 2006). 

This raises questions about how students learn the subject of English in government 

High/Higher Secondary Schools in Pakistan which provides a context deprived of 
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social and linguistic setting. Motivational components like goals orientation might exert 

significant influence in learning, and it is, reasonable to assume that goal orientations 

have important effects on performance.  

This is especially true in the context of Pakistan as learning English as a subject 

is usually slow, and students mainly depend on guides/notes for rote learning. There is 

need to understand why students do not give good results in learning English as a 

subject. It will bring forth the potential benefits to teaching and learning English as a 

subject. Using goal theory and social cognitive theory in this study would make 

contributions in this respect. In Pakistan the empirical evidence concerning goal 

orientations and achievement outcomes of students is limited. Goal structures might 

predict students’ achievement scores when their personal goal orientations and other 

motivational variables are understood (Wolters, 2004). Students’ goal orientations 

involve pursuing opportunities for learning in various areas. Therefore understanding 

students’ orientations might prepare teachers and students for better performance.  

The present study contributes to the task by examining the relation between goal 

structures and student performance within the context of English classroom. Mastery 

goal orientation, performance-approach goal orientation, and performance-avoid goal 

orientations are used to understand students’ performance to help clarify the nature of 

these relations among secondary school students in the subject of English 

Teachers in Pakistan have generally focused on teaching and have paid little 

attention to understanding students’ achievement goals. Thereby one can argue that 

efforts to understand students’ goal orientation will have positive impact on their 

performance and help develop a conducive learning environment. Colbeck, Cabrera and 

Terenzimi (2001) have supported such an approach and argue that “students’ classroom 

experiences are critical to their persistence” (p.174).  
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Relatively little research has been done about goal orientation and student 

performance in the context of Pakistan; improved understanding of the concepts might 

steer efforts to increase learning. As such current study also looked into how classroom 

goal structure contributed to students’ perceptions of tasks, and point to teaching 

practices and classroom characteristics that may be linked to changes in students’ 

achievement goal orientation.  

The following section provides the relevant literature about achievement goal 

orientation leading to the conceptual framework of the current study. 

 

2.4   Achievement Goal Orientation 

Students are believed to have certain goals towards learning, called achievement 

goals (Coutinho, 2007). Achievement goal orientation is a pattern of beliefs, 

attributions, and concern that produces the behavior and is represented by how students 

approach, engage, and respond to learning tasks (Ames, 1992). A purpose or outcome 

that students pursue is a goal and why students pursue it is their goal orientation, 

resulting in goal-directed behavior (Glynn, Aultman, and Owens, 2005). Goals are the 

ends toward which effort is directed. Goal orientations are the reason for which students 

engage in achievement tasks (Was, 2006). Goal orientation describes the purpose of 

students for achieving a goal (Cheung, 2008).  

Achievement orientation is a broader construct that includes achievement goals, 

theories of intelligence, and perception of intelligent and diligent people (Hau, 1992). 

Achievement goals represent students’ perception of the meaning and purpose of 

academic activities (Patrick, Anderman, Ryan, Edelin, and Midgley, 2001). Goal 

orientation is the pattern related to ways of approaching achievement tasks and 
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evaluating performance (Lawson, 2005). Goal orientation relates to beliefs concerning 

ability, achievement and effort, and is an aspect of achievement motivation that affects 

success in various fields (Lawson, 2005).  

Closely related to achievement goal orientation is the construct of motivation. 

Motivation is argued to be a multifaceted construct having components like academic 

self-efficacy, attributions, and achievement goals (Linnenbrink and Pintrich, 2002). 

Self-motivation is an originator of integrated orientation (Kuhl, Baumann, and Kazén, 

2007). Motivation influences developmental and performance outcomes (Hardré, 

Sullivan, and Roberts, 2008) having powerful attribute for performance that can be used 

to predict students’ grades (Jacobson, 2009).  

According to Gage and Berliner (1988) motivation is required by the fact that 

behavior is goal directed. According to Bruner (1993) motivation is more than wanting 

to do well and involves psychological processes that influence students’ goals and 

learning strategies. Linnenbrink and Pintrich (2002) have described some important 

assumptions of motivation based on social cognitive model. They identify these traits 

as follows.  

1. Motivation is dynamic and multifaceted, and students can be motivated in 

multiple ways.  

2. Motivation is domain-specific, changeable and sensitive to the context. Students 

are motivated in multiple ways and their motivation can change with the 

situation or context. 

3. Students’ thoughts about their motivation and learning play important role in 

their engagement and achievement. 

Tauer and Harackiewicz (1999), following the conceptual framework presented 

by Sansone and Harackiewicz (1996), presented a process model about the effects of 
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contextual and personality factors on intrinsic motivation. They identified external 

contingencies like competition and individual difference like achievement motivation 

that affect learners and argue for the importance of considering students’ goals for 

learning. The model predicts that outcome feedback can influence intrinsic motivation 

and suggests that competition influences intrinsic motivation by affecting how 

individuals approach an activity and by providing informative feedback. Accordingly 

they argue that it is necessary to evaluate the independent and interactive effects of 

context and outcome (Tauer and Harackiewicz, 1999). 

 

 

 

Figure 2.3. Process Model of Intrinsic Motivation (Harackiewicz and Sansone 1996) 
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According to Lin, Hung, and Lin (2006) the goals orientation can be divided 

into four levels whereby level 1 represents avoidance orientation, and is the lowest 

level; level 2 represents performance approach orientation; level 3 represents mastery 

extrinsic orientation, and level 4 represents mastery intrinsic orientation, which is the 

highest level. Higher score tends to be associated with higher level of goal orientation. 

Students with mastery intrinsic orientation have higher scale score, those with 

avoidance orientation have low scale score, while the other types of orientation had 

average scale scores. Elkin, Whelan, Meyers, Phipps, and Glaser (1998) have presented 

goal orientations as (a) outcome orientation; when self-evaluation comes by social 

comparison, and (b) effort orientation; when self-evaluation is related to effort and skill 

development, while Tuominen-Soini, Salmela-Aro, and  Niemivirta (2012) identified 

four motivational profiles among students i.e., indifferent students, success-oriented 

students, mastery-oriented students, and avoidance-oriented students.  

 

 

 

Figure 2.4. Conceptual model of antecedents and consequences of achievement goals 

Source: Phan (2013) 
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Students behavior can be modified by motivation through stimulating, directing 

and maintaining behavior (Awan, Noureen and Naz, 2011); and by determining the 

time, effort, and interest that students put to complete a task (Byrne, 2011). Siebert 

(2006) recognized the importance of the motivation by arguing that “the link between 

motivation and achievement is widely accepted” (p.2). 

Different achievement goals result in different cognitive, affective, and 

behavioral consequences producing different thoughts and emotions (Elliott and 

Dweck, 1988). There is a correlation between students’ achievement goal motivation 

and their overall success (Christensen, 2008). Achievement goal orientation can affect 

the use of learning strategies, expectations of performance, and management of 

motivation to learn. Mastery and performance goals “vary as a function of how 

competence is defined” (Baldwin and Coleman, 2000, p.4). Scholar such as James and 

Yates (2007) describe mastery goals and performance goals as the primary reasons for 

students’ engagement in academic behaviors. The relevant literature about these is 

presented in the following sub-sections. 

 

2.4.1   Mastery Goal Orientation 

Mastery goal orientation, also called learning goals and task-oriented goals (Peer, 

2007), is about developing competence, personal growth, increasing adaptive learning, 

and mastering the environment. Students with mastery goal orientation believe in 

investing effort to learn, are imaginative, learn from mistakes, and collaborate 

(Nicholls, 1984). With learning goals the choice and pursuit processes of students are 

focused on progress and mastery through effort (Dweck, 1986). Such students define 

success as mastering the task, learning new skills and knowledge, and progress over 
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past performance (Ames, 1992); focusing on understanding the material (Bates, 2006), 

self-improvement and self-actualization (Kaplan and Flum, 2010).  It involves the 

desire to learn, to understand and to have comprehensive knowledge of the subject 

matter (Dinc, 2010).  

It is generally argued that student having Mastery-oriented goals are interested in 

learning new things, are willing to expend effort to learn something new, and confront 

challenging tasks.  Ames (1990) argues that mastery-goal orientation produces 

independent learning and sustained involvement in achievement activities. Such 

students undertake challenging tasks for the sake of learning (Bong, 2001; Sakiz, 2011); 

thus they relate positively to learning, study skills and engagement (Linnenbrink and 

Pintrich, 2002). 

Mastery goals orient students towards developing their ability and 

comprehension. It involves learning for the sake of personal interest, enjoyment and 

improvement (Ng, 2003); viewing all outcomes as opportunities to learn something 

about themselves (Husman, Brem and Duggan, 2005). Mastery oriented students 

believe that they could learn if they worked hard enough for the purpose. They do not 

see their failed attempts as reflections of poor ability and keep trying (Lawson, 2005). 

Peer (2007) argued that students having mastery goals gain satisfaction from skill 

development and self-improvement and deriving accomplishment from the challenge 

or interest in the task.  These students exhibit more positive attitudes toward the learning 

task and use strategies that result in conceptual understanding instead of rote 

memorization. Such students focus on learning and improvement and define 

competence with regard to their own past performance (Beghetto, 2007).  Mastery goals 

are associated to long-term and high-quality involvement in learning (Roebken, 2007a) 

and are linked to feelings of hope and pride (Galloway and Pope, 2008).  Students with 
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mastery goal orientation perceive positive relationship between effort and ability; focus 

more on self-improvement and deep processing learning; view ability from a dynamic 

sequential perspective; believe that their future achievement is related to the effort 

which they put at present; and that effort can increase their ability (Cheung, 2008). 

Mastery oriented students often initiate themselves to think carefully, to pay attention, 

and to remember strategies that have proved useful for them in the past. For mastery-

oriented students,” winning isn’t everything” (Santrock, 2011, p.448). 

Learning oriented students eagerly use opportunities to attain new knowledge and 

find personal improvement in academic experiences (Beck, Rorrer-woody and Pierce, 

1991).  Learning goals are positively related with satisfaction in the event of success 

and negatively associated with anxiety in case of failure, and involve increasing one’s 

understanding, and appreciation for learning (Ames, 1992; Covington, 2000).  Students 

having a learning goal orientation are interested in mastering the task and related 

strategies. These students view mistakes as learning opportunities and may ask others 

for feedback and help. They set rationally challenging goals, and react to failure 

properly, and assume responsibility for learning (Glynn, Aultman, and Owens, 2005). 

Such students are interested to study the task itself and seek for tasks to learn by 

themselves (Kim, 2008).  

Students having these goals regard learning as valuable and meaningful, consider 

learning as an ongoing process, and chart their own progress than comparing it to 

performance of others (Christensen, 2008); and make efforts to master a skill, task, or 

concept. Students having mastery goal orientation work hard, and try things that they 

don’t already know how to do (Svinicki, 2009).  

Student mastery goal orientation predict behavioral and emotional engagement 

(Gonida, Voulala, and Kiosseoglou, 2009), focusing on growth or improvement 
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(Deevers, 2010). Such students discover intrinsic satisfaction from solving challenging 

problems, use learning strategies to enhance conceptual understanding, and report high 

levels of classroom engagement (Canfield and Zastavker, 2010). Students having 

mastery goals give importance to learning and understanding the material, and seek to 

improve their present performance from their past performance (Byrne, 2011) using 

more effective learning strategies (Sakiz, 2011), have a motivation to learn, and 

improve on an intrapersonal evaluative standard; are engaged in study and regard 

schoolwork as meaningful. Mastery-extrinsic goal orientation is the inclination to rely 

on external criteria like grades to ascertain whether the goal of mastering a subject has 

been attained. Such students focus on absolute success (getting good grades) rather than 

relative success (outperforming others) by focusing on achievement but not competition 

(Tuominen-Soini, Salmela-Aro, and Niemivirta, 2012). Some researchers have 

described the approach and avoidance states of mastery goals as follows: 

 

 Approach state Avoidance state 

Mastery 

orientation 

Focus on mastering task, 

learning and understanding 

Focus on avoiding misunderstanding, 

avoiding not learning or not 

mastering task 

 Use of standards of self- 

improvement, progress, 

thorough understanding of task 

Use of standards of not being wrong, 

not doing the task incorrectly  

Approach and avoidance states of mastery goal orientation (Pintrich, 2000a, p.100) 

 

Mastery goals are rarely valued for their own sake within a competitive schooling 

environment in Asian countries and are frequently taken as means for high achievement 

(Ng, 2003), and may be more influential in determining achievement and motivation 
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than performance goals (Gutman, 2006). Leondari and Gonida (2008) found that 

students with academic or career related possible selves (representation of the self in 

future) were significantly more mastery oriented and persisted on tasks as compared to 

other students.  

Students having mastery-approach goal orientation focus on learning as much as 

possible, overcoming a challenge, and increasing their competence. Students having 

mastery-avoidance orientation work to avoid a lack of mastery or a failure to learn as 

much as possible (Wolters, 2004). Mastery approach pertains to attaining competence 

relative to the task or personal standards, while mastery avoidance pertains to avoiding 

incompetence relative to the task or personal standards (Miller and Sundre, 2008).  

 

2.4.2   Performance Goal Orientation 

Performance goal orientation refers to orientation towards demonstrating 

competence, and impression formation. Such students are concerned about how others 

perceive their ability and want to create recognition about their high ability or want to 

show that they do not have low ability. These students focus on externally defined 

norms like high grades, completing responsibilities with little effort, and doing better 

than others.  They regard learning knowledge and skills as means to demonstrate ability 

and to increase self-worth (Nicholls, 1984; Dweck, 1986; Ames, 1992; Kaplan and 

Flum, 2010). Such students want extrinsic approval, and surpassing tangible 

performance goals (Canfield and Zastavker, 2010). They care more about social 

comparison (Cheung, 2008), considering other people working on that task as reference 

and try to perform their task better. A reason behind it is that such students cannot 

decide about their successful without making comparison with others (Dinc, 2010).  
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Students demonstrate performance goals when they are conscious about how 

others evaluate them (Bong, 2001). Public recognition is an important factor to 

performance orientation which views learning as a means to reach a desired goal (Bates, 

2006; Baldwin and Coleman, 2000); in other words success is defined normatively.  

Students having performance goal orientation are anxious about getting good 

achievement scores and want to look intelligent to peers and those in authority. These 

students keep comparing their achievement scores with others and choose easy courses 

and tasks to maximize their scores. Such students work hard only on tasks that can give 

good achievement scores and are disinclined to help others. Their self-esteem is based 

on external evaluation of their performance. If they do not get positive external 

evaluations, they might become indifferent or start putting the things off etc. (Glynn, 

Aultman, and Owens, 2005). Performance oriented students would either choose an 

easy task or avoid a task they perceived as very difficult (Lawson, 2005). Such students 

focus on ability or self-worth by trying to outperform their peers and seek public 

recognition (Bates, 2006). It is one of the reasons that performance goals are also called 

ego-incentive and ego-involved goals (Peer, 2007). Performance oriented students are 

“focused on winning and they believe that success results from winning” (Santrock, 

2011, p.448). 

According to Peer (2007) students with performance goals tend to: 

1.  Avoid challenging tasks to hide their perceived lack of ability, 

2. Experience more shame and embarrassment after poor performance, and are  

3. Concerned with how others will judge them. 

Performance goal orientations are often found in students who believe that their 

intelligence is fixed. Such students respond to challenging tasks as challenges to their 

sense of self, and are might be debilitated with it (Miller and Murdock, 2007), and are 
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associated with reduced task enjoyment and surface processing of material (Roebken, 

2007a). Performance oriented learners want to look smart and pursue activities at which 

they are more likely to shine even if they do not learn as much in the process. They 

view learning tasks as challenge to their self-image, and setbacks as personal threats 

(Christensen, 2008). Performance-oriented students see effort as an indicator of lack of 

ability; view ability from a static temporal perspective; believing that effort and ability 

are inversely related and smaller effort implies greater ability and vice versa (Cheung, 

2008).  

With  performance goals,  students’  task choice and pursuit  process is built 

around  their concerns  about  their  ability  level  (Dweck, 1986); they are grade oriented 

and their actions are based on teachers’ evaluation systems (Beck, Rorrer-woody and 

Pierce, 1991). Performance goals involves outperforming others as a means to 

exaggerate one’s ability status at the expense of peers (Covington, 2000); making them 

focus on gaining positive appraisal or avoiding negative appraisal of their ability (Ng, 

2003), wanting to appear competent on an interpersonal standard (Tuominen-Soini, 

Salmela-Aro, and  Niemivirta, 2012). Performance oriented students are less likely to 

persist if they make an error or have to put forth a lot of effort because it might label 

them as incompetent. They prefer to perform tasks that they know they can do, are not 

willing to take risks and want to do better than all others (Svinicki, 2009). They use less 

effective learning strategies, and prefer easier tasks (Sakiz, 2011).  

Researchers have further divided performance goals into two different goals i.e., 

performance-approach goals and performance-avoidance goals. These are described in 

the section below. 
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A.   Performance-Approach Goal Orientation 

Performance-approach goals, also called as ego goals (Deevers, 2010), involve 

orientation for showing high ability, and is associated with mixed pattern of outcomes 

like  positive emotions, high self-efficacy, and high achievement scores (Midgley, 

Kaplan, and Middleton, 2001), and seem  to  be  beneficial  for  certain persons (like 

boys, older students), under certain  conditions like  competitive environments, 

situations where mastery goals  are also present,  and  might cost inappropriate behavior  

like  cheating, non-cooperation (Midgley et al., 2001).   For high achieving students, 

the focus is on how to outperform others with effort; for low achieving students, the 

focus is not to show their low abilities, yet maintain continually a high level of effort 

expenditure to avoid social sanction such as being labeled as lazy, stupid or dumb (Ng, 

2003).  

Students with performance-approach orientation try to validate their superior 

ability (Bong, 2001, p.24); and to demonstrate their ability relative to others or want to 

establish their worth in public (Wolters, 2004); like to show off their work to class 

fellows and wish to attain higher achievement scores than others (Kim, 2008). Such 

students seek to attain competence relative to one’s peers (Miller and Sundre, 2008), or 

recognized standards (Deevers, 2010). Performance-approach oriented students invest 

considerable effort in sophisticated study strategies, exhibit fear of incompetence and 

try to avoid failure by succeeding (Covington, 2000). Performance-approach goals are 

related with higher grades (Harackiewicz, Barron, Tauer, Carter, and Elliot, 2000) and 

are not related with using superficial learning strategies and are not maladaptive to 

learning (Mattern, 2005), focusing on achieving normative competence (Dinc, 2010).  
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B.   Performance-Avoidance Goal Orientation 

Performance-avoidance goals involve orientation towards avoiding showing low 

ability, and are associated with academic worries (Galloway and Pope, 2008). Such 

goals are directed at avoiding the demonstration of lack of competence (Bong, 2001; 

Tuominen-Soini, Salmela-Aro, and Niemivirta, 2012; Miller and Sundre, 2008; 

Deevers, 2010) focusing on avoiding performing a task worse than others (Dinc, 2010). 

Students having performance-avoidance goals are concerned not about learning the 

material but about the judgments of their peers. It is one of the reasons that 

performance-avoid orientation approach is considered as an aversive achievement 

orientation as it reduces students’ intrinsic motivation (Byrne, 2011). Performance-

avoid oriented students want to avoid looking like being deficient in ability, or less able 

than their peers (Wolters, 2004). Such students learn to avoid flunking and dropping 

out, but not for the task or better achievement scores. (Kim, 2008). They show reduced 

effort and task persistence because their goal is only to avoid failure, and make face-

saving excuses for their poor performance. Performance-oriented students exhibit fear 

of incompetence and the performance avoid goals group set up failures when necessary, 

but in a manner to deflect the inference of being incompetent (Covington, 2000).  

Better performance is linked with approach goals instead of avoidance goals 

and with learning goals focusing on internal instead of social standards of comparison 

(Kuhl, Baumann, and Kazén, 2007). Joaquin, Ganaden, and Ibe (2008) recommended 

the possible classification of avoidance goals into projective, compliance, and work-

avoidance goals. Moreover, the positive potential of projective goals should be 

explored. Approach and avoidance states of performance goal orientation are presented 

as follows: 
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 Approach state Avoidance state 

 

Performance 

orientation 

Focus on being superior,  

being the smartest, better than 

others 

Focus on avoiding inferiority, not 

looking dumb in comparison to others 

 Use of normative standards 

such as getting highest 

grades, being top or best 

performer in class 

Use of normative standards of not 

getting the worst grades, or being 

lowest performer in class 

Approach and avoidance states of performance goal orientation (Pintrich, 2000a, p.100) 

 

The literature also points to social goal orientations and work avoidance goal 

orientations. These goals have not been made part of the current study for the purpose 

of manageability and maintaining relevance of data. The relevant literature on these 

constructs are however presented below.  

2.4.3   Social Goal Orientations 

Social relations motivate students towards achievement and include social 

objectives of students like making friends, behaving responsibly, and acquiring social 

status. Intimacy, social engagement and approval give orientations for students’ 

achievement behavior resulting in self-development and self-enhancement (Kaplan and 

Flum, 2010). 

Students develop achievement goals in accordance with the social and 

psychological atmosphere of learning (Ames, 1992). Cultural influences like cultural 

values, practices, and beliefs also affect achievement goals. Both mastery and 

performance goals interact within a complex goal network among students.  

Achievement goals provide students with a personal sense of purpose for learning, and 
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help them adjust effectively to socio-cultural norms regarding learning and 

achievement (Ng, 2003). Socially directed goals are “rooted in social responsibility to 

peers in similar learning environments” (Peer, 2007, p.5). Social goals like 

relationships, responsibility and status influence students’ engagement and motivation 

in learning. Responsibility goals, relationship goals, social status goals play important 

role in educational settings (Mansfield, 2007). Monzó and Rueda (2001) supported the 

need to look beyond the student with respect to motivational processes and stressed on 

incorporating a socio-cultural viewpoint on motivation and reading. 

Athanasiou and Philippou (2007) found that elementary school students endorsed 

praise and token goals and social motivational orientations while middle school 

students endorsed competition goals and performance orientations. Similarly boys were 

more performance-oriented and endorsed competition and social goals more than girls, 

whereas girls endorsed social responsibility goals more than boys. 

 

2.4.4   Work-avoidance Goal Orientation 

Work-avoidance goal orientation, also called academic alienation, refers to 

completing the necessary work to avoid getting in trouble with minimum effort. Such 

students are disengaged from schoolwork and might even be hostile to school. They are 

not dedicated to achievement in school, and may be interested in other areas of life. 

Work-avoidance represents students’ difficult relations with academic engagement 

(Kaplan and Flum, 2010).  

Students with work avoidance orientation are motivated to do as little as possible 

to avoid severe negative consequences (Lawson, 2005). They attempt to avoid failure 

without hard work, and view achievement as completing a task with as little effort as 
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possible (Roebken, 2007a).  Such students “utilize the least amount of effort to perform 

classroom work” (Peer, 2007, p.5), seek to minimize work while maximize 

performance or grades (Canfield and Zastavker, 2010); avoiding challenging tasks, 

making as little effort as possible with the aim of avoiding school related work in 

general (Tuominen-Soini, Salmela-Aro, and  Niemivirta, 2012). Various factors orient 

students towards more than one motive and result in developing more than one 

orientation at the same time. Students may be more motivated towards one 

motive/orientation over the other thus leading to multiple goals. Understanding 

students’ multiple goals in real learning contexts is an important area for educators and 

investigating student motivation in classrooms. 

 

2.5   Multiple Goals 

Students might have several achievement goals at the same time and to varying 

degrees. Multiple goal orientation can help in promoting positive learning outcomes of 

students (Harackiewicz, Barron, Tauer, and Elliot, 2002). Students might pursue 

multiple goal orientations and some combination of achievement goals may result in 

better achievement (Barron and Harackiewicz, 2001).  

Harackiewicz, Barron, Pintrich, Elliot, and Thrash (2002) state that theorists have 

moved beyond mastery versus performance goals and now the focus is on a multiple 

goal perspective. They discussed 

1. Separating approach from avoidance strivings, 

2. Positive potential of performance-approach goals, and  

3. Identification of the ways performance-approach goals can combine with 

mastery goals to endorse motivation.  
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Students differ in the report of multiple goals and might have high, medium, or 

low mastery goals or performance goals (Kaplan and Flum, 2010).  Multiple-goal 

perspective asserts that both mastery and performance-approach goals have positive 

effects.  A specialized goal pattern emerges when mastery and performance approach 

goals are positively associated with different outcomes suggesting that a combined high 

mastery and high performance-approach goal orientation might be more advantageous 

(James and Yates, 2007).  Students may have several goal orientations simultaneously, 

and the emphasis of each orientation is influenced by the situation (Mattern 2005; 

Laakso and Hannula, 2010; Tuominen-Soini, Salmela-Aro, and Niemivirta, 2012).  

Students having high  mastery  and  high  performance-approach goals are not 

more  anxious and  do  not  show  more  self-handicapping  behavior  than  students  

with high mastery and low performance-approach goals. Positive outcomes connected 

with performance-approach goal orientation are found when coupled with mastery goal 

orientation (Pintrich, 2000).  If performance-approach goals help students in getting 

high achievement then mastery and performance-approach goals simultaneously might 

be the most adaptive goal orientation for students. As mastery goals promote interest, 

performance-approach goals promote higher performance.  When mastery goals join 

together with  performance-approach  goals  students  want to  increase  their  

competence, and  to demonstrate  their  ability  and  thus  perform well  on tasks  (Barron  

and  Harackiewicz,  2001).  

Baldwin and Coleman (2000) found that high achieving gifted students pursued 

task and performance approach goals significantly more often than low achieving gifted 

students. Similarly high achieving gifted students pursued task and performance 

approach goals significantly more often than their pursuit of performance avoidance 
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goals. No difference in achievement goals was perceived for low achieving gifted 

students.  

Lau and Lee (2006) found that mastery and performance goal orientation were 

not two contrasting goal orientations. Students with high motivation on both goal 

orientations were more advantageous than students who pursued either single goal. 

Roebken (2007) supported a multiple goal perspective and reported that students having 

both mastery and performance goals were more satisfied with their academic 

experiences, had a higher academic engagement, and achieved better grades than 

students who pursued only mastery orientation or a work avoidance/performance 

orientation. Both mastery and performance approach goals may facilitate achievement 

and satisfaction (Roebken, 2007).  Daniels et al. (2008) found that students having only 

mastery goals or combination of mastery and performance goals had greater enjoyment 

and less boredom than students having predominantly performance goals. Students 

having performance goals, even in combination with mastery goals, were more 

vulnerable to anxiety than those who focused primarily on mastery goals. 

Mansfield (2009) found that students pursue various related academic and social 

goals over time which can be complementary and dynamic.  Multiple goals play 

significant role as goals are dynamic, complex, and pursued simultaneously in learning 

contexts.  Dinc (2010) found that self-esteem provided significant predictors to learning 

approach, performance approach and performance avoidance goals.  Research has 

exposed that students having mastery goals look for more challenges, use effective 

learning strategies, have more positive attitudes towards school, and a higher level of 

self-efficacy than students having performance goals (Mattern, 2005, p.2).  Students’ 

achievement goal orientations play important role in learning (Kim, 2008) and lead to 

adaptive and maladaptive patterns of behavior. 
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2.6   Goal Orientation and Adaptive and Maladaptive Behavior 

Patterns 

Goal orientations of students result in adaptive and maladaptive patterns of 

behavior. Some adaptive and maladaptive patterns of achievement behavior are 

described as follows.  

A. Adaptive patterns of achievement behavior: Adaptive patterns 

promote the establishment, maintenance, and attainment of challenging and 

valued achievement goals.   It is mastery-oriented pattern and is characterized 

by challenge seeking and high, effective persistence in case of difficulty.  

Students showing this pattern enjoy exerting effort in mastering the task, and 

might even have their performance facilitated by the increased challenge 

(Dweck, 1986).  Mastery goals are associated with more adaptive pattern of 

learning (Mattern, 2005, Ng, 2003) like use of cognitive strategies for better 

understanding and performance (Ng, 2003), positive outcomes, increased 

academic self-efficacy, inclination to perform difficult tasks, persistence with 

such tasks, and liking of school (Freeman and Anderman, 2005).  Adaptive 

behavior is characterized by challenge seeking, intrinsic motivation, and 

persistence on tasks (Kozlowski and Bell, 2006). Mastery and success-oriented 

students show more adaptive patterns of motivation and academic wellbeing 

than those weakly oriented towards mastery, and are linked to better socio-

emotional functioning and positive self-evaluations (Tuominen-Soini, Salmela-

Aro, and Niemivirta, 2012).  Mastery goal orientation leads to adaptive learning 

and is related with self-efficacy, self-regulated learning, positive emotions and 

well-being (Ames, 1992; Nicholls, 1984). 
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When orienting towards demonstrating ability or working for good 

grades, performance goals should have adaptive functions (Midgley, Kaplan 

and Middleton, 2001).  Performance approach goals are adaptive when coupled 

with mastery goals (Ng, 2003). Similarly combination of both mastery and 

performance goals might be advantageous (Mattern, 2005).  Adaptive learning 

takes place when learners are intrinsically motivated (Brown, 2009).  Shih 

(2006) reported that students’ perceptions of a mastery goal structure and 

mastery goal orientations were negatively associated with attitudes toward 

avoidance of help seeking.  While the entity theory of intelligence and 

performance-avoidance goal orientation positively predicted students’ help-

avoidance behaviors. 

B. Maladaptive patterns of achievement behavior: Maladaptive 

patterns are connected with failure to set up valued achievement goals.  There 

is low effective persistence toward those goals, or, to attain valued goals that 

are within one's reach.  This pattern is characterized by challenge avoidance and 

low persistence in case of difficulty. Such students show anxiety and negative 

self-cognitions in face of obstacles.  They experience problems in acquiring 

knowledge and in displaying cognitive skills in face of obstacles (Dweck, 

1986). Performance orientation leads to maladaptive behavior characterized by 

challenge avoidance, low intrinsic motivation, and task withdrawal (Kozlowski 

and Bell, 2006).  These are less adaptive as they increase students’ focus on 

themselves and their ability, thus creating anxiety when students have doubts 

about their abilities to perform (Miller and Murdock, 2007). 
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Many students are motivated or over-motivated towards protecting their 

academic self-worth rather than on interest in learning, which relates directly to 

lower students’ performance (Penn, 2002). Studies have shown that strong 

performance-avoidance goals may lead to maladaptive learning patterns and can 

negatively affect achievement (Hsieh et. al., 2009).  Such students avoid the 

experiences necessary to grow and flourish in learning (Christensen, 2008). 

Performance goals are associated with maladaptive patterns of learning such as 

the use of surface strategies and relatively poor results (Ames, 1992).  The 

maladaptive effects of performance goals should be confined to performance-

avoid goal orientation (Midgley, Kaplan and Middleton, 2001).  Researchers 

studying performance-avoidance goals have found that students who report this 

type of orientation are likely to get lower grades than their peers (Wolters, 

2000).  

Tuominen-Soini, Salmela-Aro, and Niemivirta (2012) found that 

indifferent and avoidance-oriented students showed less adaptive patterns of 

motivation and academic well-being.  Mastery- and success-oriented students 

showed more adaptive patterns of motivation and academic well-being. 

Similarly mastery- and success-oriented students were highly engaged in 

studying and reported their schoolwork as meaningful, although success-

oriented students' concern with performance made them more susceptible to 

school burnout.  Sideridis (2005) found that performance-approach goal 

orientation was positively associated with achievement, effort, and persistence 

and negatively with anxiety and depression.  Performance-avoid goals resulted 

in low achievement, while early negative effects of performance-approach goals 

may be due to the presence of avoidance motivation. Dichotomizing 
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performance goal orientations is helpful to a sound understanding of motivation 

and achievement.  

There is strong support within the relevant literature for eliciting mastery goals 

over performance goals as mastery goal orientation is more adaptive and should be 

emphasized more than performance goals (Ames, 1992; Kaplan and Flum, 2010).  It 

shows that achievement goals are not static and can be adapted and changed with time, 

effort, and better learning environment.  

 

2.7   Change in Achievement Goal Orientations 

Achievement goal orientations are liable to change and students might adopt 

different goals depending on situation. The way students interpret their success or 

failure determines their tendency for work on tasks.   Students who think that high 

marks are attributed to hard work tend to work harder as compared to students who 

think that luck brings success (Hau, 1992).  Contextual characteristics such as learning 

tasks and evaluation methods produce various achievement goals among students Tasks 

that capture students’ interests and evaluation systems that acknowledge effort, 

personal progress, and use of strategies promote mastery goals.  On the other hand 

uniform tasks and evaluation systems that stress competition and comparison promote 

performance goals (Ames, 1992).  Context influences towards academic activities, 

tasks, or interest. Patterns of interrelations among different motivation constructs in one 

area may or may not emerge in another area (Bong, 2001).  

Mastery and performance goals affect learning processes and learning outcomes 

(Ng, 2003). Orientation of students imply something about how they conceive their 

ability for learning tasks (Lawson, 2005).  Students’ achievement goal orientation is 
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influenced by dispositional and situational influences leading the students to adopt 

response patterns (Kozlowski and Bell, 2006) depending upon instructional efforts and 

characteristics of learning environment (Fadlelmula, 2010).  Students having different 

achievement goals approach a situation differently.  Students’ goal preferences have 

several dimensions that vary in terms of individual importance (Tuominen-Soini, 

Salmela-Aro, and Niemivirta, 2012). “The social and physical environment of a 

classroom can support or interfere with student learning and well-being” (Mucherah 

and Frazier, 2013, p.2).  

Achievement goal orientations might change with change in the learning 

environments; therefore, learning environment is important. Situational characteristics 

like outstanding performance promote various achievement goals. High-stakes 

evaluation promotes performance goals while situational characteristics emphasizing 

agreeable and meaningful engagement promote mastery goals (Kaplan and Flum, 

2010).  

Freeman and Anderman (2005) found that students’ personal mastery goals and 

perceptions of mastery goal structures increased in due course with rural students 

reporting a sharper increase in personal mastery goals than urban students. Variations 

in mastery goals were found with promotion to upper class highlighting the importance 

of a stable and orderly school and classroom environment.  

Tanaka (2001) reported that mastery goals were result of the motive to achieve 

success but also found a positive relation between the motive to avoid failure and 

mastery goals. Performance-approach goals were related both the motive to achieve 

success and the motive to avoid failure.  Performance-avoidance goals were mainly the 

result of the motive to avoid failure; however a positive relationship was also found 

between the motive to achieve success and these goals. Husman, Brem and Duggan 



 

 

50 

 

(2005) found that mastery orientation remained consistently high and performance 

orientation decreased over the course of a school year.  Radosevich, Allyn, and Yun 

(2007) found that self-efficacy positively influenced goals and goals positively 

influenced performance.  Miller and Sundre (2008) reported that achievement goal 

orientation remained fairly stable across education class level and types of coursework.  

Joaquin, Ganaden, and Ibe (2008) showed that mastery and competitive goals could be 

separately modified among students.  

Chan (2008) reported that Chinese gifted students in Hong Kong endorsed 

learning and social goals over performance-approach and performance-avoidance 

goals.  This pattern emerged consistently as the significant predictor of achievement in 

areas of academic, non-academic, and social/leader-ship.  Bozack (2011) found that 

motives and beliefs of elementary students remained relatively intact, although some 

motives for reading might change over time.  Motivational profiles are relatively stable 

(Tuominen-Soini, Salmela-Aro, and Niemivirta, 2012).  Oreyzi, Akhbari, Askari and 

Darami (2013) reported that mastery goal orientation had a greater effect on students’ 

achievement than performance goal orientation.  

Certain instructional practices like task design, distribution of authority, grouping 

arrangements, students’ recognition, time allocation, and evaluation practices promote 

mastery goals (Ames, 1992).   Varied, functional, and appealing instructional material 

may result in students’ intrinsic motivation to learn and increase their task enjoyment. 

If teachers make students consider mistakes as part of learning, then it may reduce the 

influence of social comparisons and decrease their fear of failure thus fostering mastery 

goals.  To foster mastery orientation grading should stress self-improvement than 

merely arranging them from highest to lowest (Fadlelmula, 2010).  
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Theory of 

intelligence 

Goal Orientation Confidence in 

presentability 

Behavior pattern 

Entity theory 

(intelligence is 

fixed) 

       Performance goal 

(goal is to gain positive 

judgments/avoid negative 

judgments of competence) 

If high 

 

but  

    Mastery-oriented 

Seek challenge 

High persistence 

  If low     Helpless 

Avoid challenge 

Low persistence 

Incremental 

theory 

(Intelligence is 

malleable) 

Learning goal 

(Goal is to increase 

competence) 

If high 

or 

low 

    Mastery oriented 

Seek challenge (that 

fosters learning) 

High persistence 

Figure No. 2.4. Achievement Goals and Achievement Behavior 

Source: Dweck (1986, p.1041): 

 

Students’ belief about intelligence orient them  toward  different goals:  Students  

who  think of intelligence  as  a  fixed  trait orient toward performance  goals,  while 

students who consider intelligence  as a flexible  quality  orient  toward learning  goals.  

The goals then set up different behavior patterns. Focus on ability judgments creates a 

tendency to avoid and withdraw from challenge, while a focus on progress through 

effort results in students’ tendency to seek and face the challenge (Dweck, 1986). 

Beliefs about intelligence are associated with goal orientation, which in turn influence 

classroom behavior (Bruner, 1993).  Many factors may influence students’ performance 

including achievement goals, socio-economic status, gender and ethnicity, and other 

institutional characteristics such as size and educational and home environment.  

2.8   Goal orientation and Gender 

Gender plays an important part in life and provides a different perspective, social, 

emotional, and environmental setting for individuals. It also plays its role in 

achievement goal orientation. According to Seifert and Sutton (2009) gender affects 

students’ behavior at school and in classroom.  There are gender differences in 
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academic motivations, styles of social interaction, choices, and behaviors. Although 

teachers have very less to do in gender role differences, but they can influence them by 

their responses and the choices made for students. 

Various research studies have looked at achievement goals in this perspective. 

According to Kwok-wai, Po-yin, Man-tak, and Phillip (2002) no significant gender 

difference exist in achievement goal orientations with female students as more 

performance goal oriented than male students.  Rusillo and Arias (2004) found that girls 

showed lower level of extrinsic motivation, took more responsibility for their failures, 

and got better marks in language arts.  There were differences in cognitive-motivational 

functioning of boys and girls with girls having a more adaptive approach to learning 

tasks.  Smith and Sinclair (2005) identified gender differences in motivational goal 

patterns particularly with respect to performance-approach goal.  The multiple task/ 

performance-approach goal orientation resulted in more productive pattern of 

achievement motivation, than the single task- mastery goal orientation.  Performance-

avoidance goal orientation had strong negative effect, irrespective of its combination 

with task or performance-approach goals.  

Siebert (2006) found gender as a predictor of students’ perception of classroom 

goal orientation. Long, Monoi, Harper, Knoblauch, and Murphy (2007) found 

significant gender differences in goal orientation and achievement scores in eighth- and 

ninth-grade students.  Shelly (2010) revealed high achiever elementary school boys had 

high mastery goals than high achiever elementary school girls while low achiever 

elementary school girls had high performance approach goals than low achiever 

elementary school boys.  

Byrne (2011) found gender differences in students’ achievement goals and 

reported that boys were more likely to hold performance-approach goals perceiving 



 

 

53 

 

their classroom to be more performance-approach or performance-avoid oriented than 

girls.  Splan, Brooks, Porr and Broyles (2011) found that female students had higher 

mastery-approach goals and fresh students had higher mastery-approach and mastery-

avoidance goals than more advanced students, indicating greater emphasis on learning 

and achieving intrapersonal success, rather than proving competence relative to peers 

or external criteria.  Ghavam, Rastegar, and Razmi (2011) found significant gender 

difference in achievement goals and reported that female students had higher scores of 

achievement goals.  

Awan, Noureen and Naz (2011) found significant gender differences in favor of 

girls regarding achievement motivation and academic achievement. Hejazi, Amani, and 

Was (2012) found that boys were more likely to have mastery-avoidance goals than 

girls, with girls having higher academic achievement scores than boys. Johnson (2012) 

reported that goal orientation, feedback, and gender affected students’ note taking 

quantity and performance.  Mucherah and Frazier (2013) found significant gender 

differences in the classroom climate and goal orientation of boys and girls; with the 

girls’ classrooms to be more innovative, ordered, and well organized. Sometimes 

perception about learning environment may result in goal instability.  Goal instability 

is the difficulty in areas of self-direction, goal-setting, persistence and action to achieve 

goals. Students with low goal instability can independently create objectives and 

energetically engage in the development process. Students with high goal instability 

need support and encouragement of others to pursue the career development process 

(Reardon and Bertoch, 2010). 

It is hard for students to maintain a mastery orientation keeping in view  the 

evaluation practices,  normative  comparisons,  extrinsic  rewards,  ability  grouping,  
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and emphasis  on  production and achievement (Ames, 1990). It indicates that goal 

orientation is affected by learning environment.  

 

2.9   Goal Orientation and the Learning Environment 

Environment influences the development and use of goal orientation of students 

(Matuga, 2009; Salili, Lai, and Leung, 2004).  Environments where teachers highlight 

engagement in learning task, understanding new ideas, developing new skills, enjoying 

learning, learning from errors, and measuring success in self- or criterion-referenced 

terms is favorable for student motivation, engagement in learning, and social and 

emotional responses (Patrick and Ryan, 2008).  Students' perceptions of the messages 

they come across in different contexts, like the kinds of achievement goals emphasized 

by teachers and parents predict students’ goal orientation (Kim, 2008) 

Learning context is the prime influence on student goal orientations (James and 

Yates, 2007).  Students’ goals are not formed in isolation and are shaped by their 

perceptions about learning environment (Hsieh et. al., 2009), operating differently in 

different academic settings (Magson, Craven, Nelson, and Yeung, 2010).  Powerful 

learning environments advance the adoption of mastery goal orientations (Fadlelmula, 

2010). Relations among environmental perceptions are affected by motivational beliefs 

(Kharrazi and Kareshki, 2010).  The fit between student and the learning environment 

is an important factor affecting student's school adjustment and well-being (Tuominen-

Soini, Salmela-Aro, and Niemivirta, 2012).  Various research studies have pointed out 

the relation between student goal orientation and the learning environment.  

Lizzio, Wilson and Simons (2002) found that students’ perceptions influenced 

academic achievement and satisfaction.  Perceptions of heavy workload and 
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inappropriate assessment influenced students towards surface approaches while 

perceptions of good teaching influenced students towards deep to study.  Students’ 

perceptions of their current learning environment were also a predictor of learning 

outcomes at university than prior achievement at school.  Levy-Tossman, Kaplan, and 

Assor (2007) found that higher level of mastery goals was associated with less mistrust 

among friends in comparison with a higher level of performance goals; and pointed to 

the connection between academic motivation and social relationships in school.  

Tapola and Niemivirta (2008) reported that student’ perceptions of and 

preferences for the learning environment varied based on differences in students’ 

motivational tendencies.  Cano and Berben (2009) found that students approaches to 

learning and achievement goal variables were moderately related to how students 

perceived their academic environment and their conception of the nature of learning 

tasks.  Darnon, Dompnier, Delmas, Pulfrey, and Butera (2009) assumed that both 

performance-approach and mastery goals were valued in the context of a university and 

showed that both these goals corresponded to various aspects of social value. High 

mastery goals corresponded to judgment of likability (social desirability) and success 

(social utility). High performance-approach goals enhanced judgment of social utility 

but reduced perceived likability, while performance-avoidance goals only enhanced 

judgment of perceived likability.  

Brown (2009) found that typical engineering students in France were 

characterized as performance oriented when learning a second language. Performance-

oriented approaches are justified in certain language-learner contexts.  When high-

achievement language learners are involved, setting quantifiable goals such as success 

in tests contributes to focusing learners’ attention towards achievement.  Therefore, 

pedagogy organized around performance orientation and extrinsic motivation can 
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generate a favorable language learning atmosphere in some circumstances (Brown, 

2009) 

According to Dresel, Fasching, Steuer, and Berner (2010) contextual influences 

and achievement motivation are as important as general intelligence. Influences of  

general  intelligence  and classroom  goal  structures  were  mediated  through  student  

motivation  to  a smaller  degree.  Shelly (2010) revealed that high achiever elementary 

school students had performance approach and mastery goals, whereas low achiever 

elementary school students had performance avoidance goal orientation.  According to 

Bruner (1993) cognitive and social factors interact to idea of themselves, and their 

social and school environment.  

According to Salkind and Rasmussen (2008) the extent to which a student is 

mastery and performance oriented is partly determined by the classroom goal 

structures that are partially determined by the school goal structures.  School is an 

important environment for students and plays its role as mini society.  Schools’ goal 

structure also affects achievement goal orientation of students.  

 

2.9.1   Achievement Goal Orientations and School Goal structure 

Goal structure refers to how students are evaluated in relation to each other and 

to a goal (Ames and Ames, 1984).  Diverse set of constraints and affordances 

considerably impact students’ achievement orientations (Monzo and Rueda, 2001).  

“Academic motivation is multiply determined and reflects a complex interaction of 

numerous personal and situational factors” (Urdan and Schoenfelder, 2006, p.345). 

Promoting mastery goal orientation involves creating meaningful classroom and 

school environment, which requires deep thinking; provide students with opportunities 
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to explore new ideas and problem-solving strategies; and where evaluation systems 

stress personal development, and learning from mistakes (Ames, 1992). A mastery goal 

structure describes an environment in which the teaching practices, atmosphere and 

policies carry the message that learning and working hard are important, effort in 

learning increases ability and success; while performance goal structure describes an 

environment that emphasizes demonstration of ability in comparison with others 

(Cheung, 2008).  

Achievement situations give students a choice of goals, and the one the students 

adopt predicts the achievement pattern of the student (Dweck, 1986). School factors 

include educational background, aspirations of other students, achievement orientation, 

school ideology or mission, and cohesion and collaboration among teachers 

(Maslowski, 2006). Secondary school students show positive motivation and learning 

patterns when their school structure stress mastery, understanding, and improvement of 

skills and knowledge. Whereas school environments that focus on showing high ability 

and competition for achievement scores can increase the performance of some students, 

but many students report decreased motivation under such conditions (Meece, 

Anderman, and Anderman, 2006).  

Roeser, Midgley, and Urdan (1996) reported that students’ perception of task goal 

structure in school was positively related to academic self-efficacy mediated through 

personal task goals. Perception of ability goal structure was related to academic self-

consciousness academic grades. Anderman and Anderman (1999) found that increases 

in task goal orientation were positively associated with perceiving task and ability goal 

structure, along with sense of school belonging, and endorsing responsibility goals, 

while increases in ability goal orientation were positively associated with perceiving 

ability goal structure, and with relationship and status goals.  
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Charlette (2002) reported personal task goals and perceptions of school task goal 

structure to be positively related with perceptions of academic competence and 

competent behavior. On the other hand, personal relative ability goals and perceptions 

of school ability goal structure was negatively related with perceptions of academic 

competence and competent behavior.  Gonida, Voulala, and Kiosseoglou (2009) found 

that perceived school mastery goal structures predicted student mastery goal 

orientation; while perceived school performance goal structures predicted student 

performance-avoidance goal orientation.  Wang and Holcombe (2010) found that 

students’ perceptions of school environment contributed to school engagement and 

school participation; and directly and indirectly influenced their academic achievement.  

Similar to school goal structure, classroom goal structure also influences 

achievement goal orientation.  

 

2.9.2   Achievement Goal Orientation and Classroom Goal Structure 

Classroom goal structure refers to the meaning and purpose of academic 

engagement and the success made prominent in a classroom setting (Patrick et. al., 

2001). It refers to how teachers establish routines, set up rules, assign tasks, and 

evaluate students. Classroom learning tasks convey various messages to students about 

the goal structure of the classroom (Linnenbrink and Pintrich, 2002), and are the salient 

goal-related messages in a classroom setting (Miller and Murdock, 2007).  Classroom 

goal structure influences students’ orientation (Mucherah and Frazier, 2013).  

Ames (1992) identified six environmental characteristics summarized in the 

acronym TARGET that contribute to classroom goal structure. These include  
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T= the nature of Tasks;  

A= locus of Authority,  

R= Recognition,  

G= Grouping,  

E= Evaluation practices; and 

T= the use of Time.  

The quality of student learning and their motivation to continue learning 

depends on interaction between students’ goals, the motivating properties of these goals 

and the classroom reward structures (Covington, 2000).  Classroom mastery goal 

structure means that learning and understanding, rather than memorization, are valued, 

and that success is achieved by effort that results in personal improvement (Turner and 

Patrick, 2004). Changes in students’ motivation might be connected with changes in 

achievement goal structures of schools and classrooms (Haselhuhn, Al-Mabuk, 

Gabriele, Groen, and Galloway, 2007).  Students’ motivational beliefs and behaviors is 

influenced by classroom instruction (Beghetto, 2007), by interacting with teachers, 

context and culture of the school, and their personal experiences in and out of classroom 

(Hardré, Sullivan, and Roberts, 2008). 

Relationship between classroom goal structures and students’ achievement is 

understood to limited extent although some studies have reported positive or even 

negative correlations.  The correlation between a performance goal structure and 

students’ performance has been negative (Wolters, 2004).  Competitive classroom 

structure promotes performance goal orientation while classroom structure that 

emphasizes learning encourages mastery goal orientation (Salili, Lai, and Leung, 2004). 

Studies have demonstrated important links between students’ perceptions of classroom 
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goal structures and their motivation and performance.  Students’ perception of a goal 

structure in classrooms influence their goal orientation (Freeman and Anderman, 2005).  

Mucherah (2008) reported various classroom factors that predict student goal 

orientations including task focus, support from teacher, rule strictness, organization, 

innovation, and involvement.  Classroom climate predictors for mastery goal 

orientation were support from teachers, order and organization.  Classroom climate 

predictors for performance approach goals were rule strictness, task focus, and 

innovation, while predictors for performance-avoidance goals were support from 

teachers and rule strictness.  

Turner, Midgley, Meyer, Gheen, Anderman, Yang, and Patrick (2002) found 

that students’ avoidance behavior significantly varied among classrooms.  Mastery 

goals in the classroom were positively related to low level of avoidance.  High 

motivational support was characteristic of high-mastery/low-avoidance classrooms, 

suggesting that mastery goals have an affective component.  Self-Brown, and Mathews 

(2003) found that students in contingency-contract condition (where students are active 

participants in learning and focus on effortful strategies) set significantly more learning 

goals than students in other classroom structure conditions.  Furthermore, such students 

set significantly more learning goals than performance goals. Whereas students in the 

token-economy condition (providing students with tangible reinforces and external 

motives) set significantly more performance goals than learning goals.  

Urdan (2004) found that performance avoidance and classroom performance 

goal structures positively predicted self-handicapping, while performance approach 

goals predicted it negatively.  Cultural differences were found in the effect of 

performance goals on achievement and classroom performance goal structure on 

adoption of performance goals.  Lau and Lee (2006) found that students’ perceived 
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classroom environment was significantly related to their achievement goals. Jennifer 

and Young (2006) found that students’ perceptions of classroom environment were 

significantly correlated with their goal orientations.  Vazquez (2008) found that 

classroom performance-avoidance goal structure and task value significantly predicted 

help seeking tendencies.  

Cheung (2008) reported that student perceived classroom goal structure was 

positively related to their beliefs in effort-ability relationship mediated by students’ 

goal orientation.  Byrne (2011) reported a small positive relationship between students' 

achievement goals and their perceptions of classroom goal orientations stating that 

classrooms have slight influence on students' achievement goal orientations.  

Schwinger and Stiensmeier-Pelster (2011) found that classroom goals were associated 

with students’ personal goal adoption suggesting that multiple classroom goals had 

interactive effects on students’ personal achievement goals.  

Bollard (2013) reported that students had significantly greater mastery goal 

orientation than performance orientation in English and math.  Furthermore, students 

perceived significantly greater classroom goal orientation for mastery than performance 

for their English and math classrooms, but indicated no relationship between student 

achievement growth and students' goal orientations or perceptions of classroom goal 

structures. Students’ achievement goals and how they perceive classroom goal 

structures are related with each other (Eren, 2009).  Beliefs are individual constructs 

generated by individual experiences and are constructed in a shared social context of 

the classroom (Laakso and Hannula, 2010).  
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Climate dimensions Mastery goal Performance goal 

Success defined as… 

Value placed on… 

Reason for satisfaction.. 

Teacher oriented toward… 

View of errors/mistakes… 

Focus of attention… 

Reason for effort 

Evaluation criteria 

Improvement, progress 

Effort/learning 

Working hard, challenge 

How students are learning 

Part of learning 

Process of learning 

Learning something new 

Absolute, progress 

High grades, high normative performance 

Normatively high ability 

Doing better than others 

How students are performing 

Anxiety eliciting 

Own performance relative to others 

High grades, performing better than others 

Normative  

Figure 2.6. Achievement goal analysis of classroom climate 

Source: Ames and Archer (1988, p.261) 

 

Classroom structures play important role in shaping students’ goal orientations 

(Canfield and Zastavker, 2010). Classroom environment shapes teacher-student 

relationships, student-student relationships, and students’ relationship with classroom 

concepts determining the types of goals students establish (Mucherah and Frazier, 

2013).  Competition can make students to view their behavior as externally controlled 

and feel pressure to win. It can also lead some students to view activities as challenging 

and attractive. Furthermore, students may receive positive feedback during the 

competition, which might promote perceived competence.  Thus competition can both 

decrease intrinsic motivation by being perceived as controlling and increase intrinsic 

motivation by providing challenge and positive feedback (Tauer and Harackiewicz, 

1999). It shows that various classroom climate dimensions lead to mastery or 

performance goals.  
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According to Covington (2000) achievement goals are influenced by classroom 

incentive systems.  Two incentive systems/models are considered important in this 

respect.  

1. The first system (the competitive model) assumes that students are motivated 

by fewer rewards in learning that make students compete for recognition and 

advancement.  This model views motives as drives and considers motivation as 

a means to better performance. Fewer rewards might disrupt learning by 

encouraging negative achievement goals like avoiding failure, instead of 

positive goals like striving for success. 

2. The second system (broad incentive model) assumes that motivation is optimal 

when there is an abundance of incentives and external and internal rewards for 

learning.  This model views motives as goals that draw students toward action 

for exploration, curiosity, and self-improvement (Covington, 2000).  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.7.  The mediation model of personal goal orientations 

Source: Cheung (2008, p.19) 
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Dryden, Webster, and Fraser (2010) reported that that Low cohesion had little 

relationship to learning while high cohesion was directly related to learning. 

Furthermore, within-class competition among students was not related to students 

learning. 

 

 

Figure 2.8. Classroom structure and instructional strategies supporting a mastery goal 

Source: Ames (1992, p. 267) 

 

Students may perceive their classroom environment as task oriented or 

performance oriented, which may influence their goal orientations. Students' initial goal 

orientations may also influence their perceptions of the classroom environment.  For 

example, a student with high performance orientation may perceive a classroom as 

highly performance structured than students who are more intrinsically motivated.  
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Thus the same classroom environment might differentially influence students 

depending on their initial goal orientation (Jennifer and Young, 2006).  

Certain characteristics of the classroom environment like the level of challenge 

in work, assessment and grading system, and the flow of class activities are created by 

teachers, while other characteristics like social support, respect for intellectual 

achievement, and curiosity are created by peer influence etc. (Hardre´ and Sullivan, 

2008).   Parent goal structure also influences students’ achievement goals. 

 

2.9.3   Achievement Goal Orientation and Parents’ Goals  

Parent-child relationships are important aspects of life and influence students’ 

development.  When parents are involved in their children’s education, children seek 

challenging tasks, persist in the face of academic challenges, and are satisfied from their 

school work (Abd-El-Fattah, 2006).  Relationship between parent characteristics and 

students’ performance has been studied during the previous few years but results have 

been consistent (Turner, Chandler, and Heffer, 2009).   

Zimmerman, Bandura, and Martinez-ponz (1992) found students’ grades as 

predictive of the grade goals their parents’ had for them, which were related to the grade 

goals students had for themselves.  Monzó and Rueda (2001) found that parents had 

high educational aspirations and expectations for their children.  They wanted their 

children to go as far as possible and to receive university degrees.  Most parents valued 

schooling and consistently made it clear to their children, demanding school attendance, 

homework completion, academic progress, and good behavior in school (Monzó and 

Rueda, 2001).  
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Figure 2.9. Theoretical model of parents’ goal orientations, students’ perceived classroom 

goal structure, students’ personal goal orientations, and their beliefs in effort-ability 

relationship. 

Source: Cheung (2008, p.10) 

 

Gonzalez, Holbein, and Quilter (2002) found parent involvement as positively 

related to students’ mastery orientation; maternal authoritativeness was related to 

mastery orientation while maternal authoritarianism and permissiveness were related to 

performance orientation.  Abd-El-Fattah (2006) found that parental involvement at 

school had an indirect effect on students’ achievement through mastery, performance-

approach, and performance-avoidance goals. It was reported that endorsement of 

specific goals affects students’ achievement.  Gutman (2006) reported that students 

whose parents had mastery goals had higher grades than the students whose parents did 

not adopt mastery goals.  Gonida, Voulala, and Kiosseoglou (2009) reported that 

perceived parent mastery goal structures predicted student mastery goal orientation; 

perceived parent performance goal structures predicted student performance-avoidance 

goal orientation, while perceived parent performance goals predicted student 

performance-approach orientation  

Svjetlana, Barbara and Igo (2007) found that perceived parents’ mastery and 

performance orientation were independent in mastery-oriented students but had 
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moderately positive relationship in other students. Perceived parents mastery 

orientation was positively correlated with self-regulated learning in mastery-oriented 

students and significantly predicted academic achievement in mastery oriented, while 

lower perceived parents’ performance orientation significantly predicted academic 

achievement in multiple goals and work-avoidance students.  

Kim (2008) found that goal orientations of Anglo American and Asian 

American students were predicted by their perceptions of parents’ goals and motivating 

styles.  Autonomous self-regulated motivation predicted mastery goal orientation, 

while less autonomous self-regulated motivation predicted performance goal 

orientation. Furthermore, Asian American students’ perceptions of parents’ controlling 

style and autonomy support predicted adoption of mastery goal orientation.  Anish 

(2009) also found parental monitoring and support as significant predictors of 

achievement goal orientation among Kenyan students. Although students’ perceptions 

of parental autonomy granting behaviors were not significant predictors of achievement 

orientation but parental punitiveness was a negative predictor of academic achievement 

orientation.  Kharrazi and Kareshki (2010) reported that parents' involvement was not 

correlated with parents' and classroom perceptions. Leal-Soto (2013) showed that 

parental socialization style and motivational orientation had significant effects on 

achievement goals and motivation of students but the failure-avoidance goals were 

neither influenced nor influenced other variables. 

Teachers also play an important role in schools and their goal structure also 

influences students’ achievement goals.  
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2.9.4   Achievement Goal Orientation and Teachers’ Goals 

Students  adoption of  mastery  or  performance  goals  depends on their classroom  

experiences, and their perceptions of  how teachers  structure  the  classroom.  Students 

might enter school with mastery goals but many become socialized into a performance 

orientation (Ames, 1990). 

Teachers play an important role in creating learning environments for students to 

become motivated learners and enable them to reach their achievement potential.  They 

can develop students’ goal orientation by using various pedagogical approaches and 

giving students opportunities for creative and critical thinking. Classroom goal 

structure is mainly emphasized by teacher behavior (James and Yates, 2007).  Teachers 

influence students, and therefore the processes, quality, and outcomes of learning 

(Butler and Shibaz, 2008).  Teachers can affect student motivation in ways that 

facilitate or hamper learning (Svinicki, 2009) as they have different assumptions about 

themselves, about their students, and about the process of education (Goldstein and 

Brooks, 2007).  

Perception of positive teacher-student relationships predict positive feelings of 

school belonging, which is positively related to academic grades (Roeser, Midgley, and 

Urdan, 1996). Teacher effects are the main factor affecting student academic 

achievement and “teachers make a difference” (Wright, Horn, and Sanders, 1997). 

Teachers’ efforts in the classroom influence student self-perceptions, confidence, 

motivation, responsibility, and intent to persist more than by the students’ background 

characteristics (Colbeck, Cabrera, and Terenzini, 2001).  

Various studies have reported relationship between teacher goal orientation and 

its effect on students’ orientation. Patrick et.al., (2001) found that teachers with mastery 
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orientation viewed learning  as an active process, required  involvement from all 

students, emphasized effort, and encouraged student interaction; showing social  and  

affective support and concern about students' learning.  Teachers with high performance 

orientation emphasized formal assessments, grades, and students’ relative performance. 

Meece (2003) reported greater student academic motivation and engagement when they 

perceived that teachers were using learner-centered  practices involving caring, 

honoring student voices, establishing higher order thinking, and adapting teaching to 

student’s needs.  Turner and Patrick (2004) showed that teacher expectations and 

instructional and motivational support influenced students’ beliefs and behaviors, and 

were associated with patterns of participation. It emphasized the potential of teacher 

practices on development of student work habits.  Siebert (2006) found significant 

relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy and students’ perceptions of classroom 

goal orientation.  Students’ ability rating was not a predictor of their perception of 

classroom goal orientation.  

Haselhuhn et.al. (2007) reported that teachers were familiar with behavioral and 

cognitive approaches to motivation, and generally reported mastery-oriented beliefs, 

behaviors, and school goal structures.  Elementary teachers rated school goal structures 

as more mastery-oriented and less performance-oriented than middle school teachers. 

Furthermore, teachers stated that their students held performance goal orientations. 

Beghetto (2007) reported carry-over effect of prospective teachers’ past goal 

orientations on their beliefs about students.  Teachers believed that their future students 

will pursue goal orientations similar to their own past goal orientations.  Prospective 

teachers having past performance-approach goals viewed avoidance as a sign of 

laziness, while those with past performance-avoidant goals viewed avoidance as sign 

of lack of confidence and support.  Patrick and Ryan (2008) reported teacher practices 
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that students attend to when appraising their classroom’s mastery goal structure 

including teachers’ pedagogical and affective interactions with students, recognition, 

evaluation practices, and teachers’ use of time.  

Hardre´ and Sullivan (2008) found that teacher perceptions of student goals did 

not predict teachers motivating strategies.  While Butler and Shibaz (2008) found 

that teachers’ mastery and ability-avoidance goals predicted teacher support for and 

inhibition of question asking, help seeking, and cheating by students.  Teacher mastery 

and ability-avoidance goals were connected with positive versus negative instructional 

practices. Teacher ability-avoidance goals were connected with student cheating, but 

teacher achievement goals did not predict students’ help seeking.  Eren (2009) showed 

that teachers’ conceptions about teaching and learning are predicted significantly by 

their achievement goals. While Barkoukis, Ntoumanis, and Thøgersen-Ntoumani 

(2009) reported that decreases in adaptive motivation over time vary across students 

and may be tackled by promoting a task-involving teacher environment.  Retelsdorf, 

Butler, Streblow, and Schiefele (2010) found mastery orientation as positive predictor 

of adaptive patterns of instruction and high interest in teaching while work avoidance 

was negative predictor of adaptive patterns of instruction and low interest in teaching. 

Deevers (2010) found that teacher endorsement of mastery goal was positively related 

to student mastery and performance-approach orientations, and negatively related to 

student performance-avoidance orientation.   

Similarly teacher endorsement of performance goal was positively related to 

student performance-approach and performance-avoidance orientations.  Teachers 

should endorse mastery goals to promote student mastery goal orientation and increased 

achievement.  Knoel (2012) identified certain teacher characteristics that students’ 
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value.  These included: a sense of humor; consistent help, high expectations; active 

listening; value for the group and the individual; inclusion of games for learning; and 

spoken and written encouragement.  Students appreciated active listening and 

encouragement by teachers, and provision of supportive, interesting, and challenging 

learning environment. Students were more concerned with the behaviors and treatment 

from their teachers than with their physical appearance.  Mucherah and Frazier (2013) 

found male teachers to be more supportive and innovative and that male teachers 

reported greater school and classroom performance goals. Students’ personal goal 

orientations are related to their perceptions of their teachers’ goals (Husman, Brem and 

Duggan, 2005).  Teachers who give importance to grades and recognize students for 

outperforming others create a performance goal structure (Miller and Murdock, 2007). 

Teacher intrinsic motivation, reflective thinking, and teacher control-expectancy beliefs 

increase mastery goal orientation while task-irrelevant behavior increases performance-

approach and performance-avoidance goal orientation (Malmberg, 2008).  

Students adopt achievement goals according to the goals of their teachers. When 

students believe that their teachers focus on mastery and understanding of the material, 

they tend to adopt mastery goals; when students feel that teachers promote competition 

and reward better performance, they adopt performance approach or performance 

avoidance goals (Fadlelmula, 2010).  

The quality and intensity of behavior changes with changes in students’ goals; 

teachers can change the reasons of students’ learning by rewarding some goals and not 

others (Covington, 2000).  An association between perceived school goals, parent 

goals, students’ achievement goals and classroom engagement is presented as follows. 
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Figure 2.10. Associations among perceived school goal structures, perceived parent 

goals, student achievement goal orientations, and classroom engagement 

 

Source: (Gonida, Voulala, and Kiosseoglou, 2009, p.57)  

 

Teachers can encourage mastery goal orientation by emphasizing student 

autonomy and ownership of the learning process, giving suitable assignments, and 

stressing learning over performance. Teachers’ efforts to promote mastery goal 

orientation in classrooms may not diminish performance goal orientations but the two 

may work together to increase student learning.  Therefore, teachers’ encouragement 

of mastery goals may be desirable even if the overall curriculum and other academic 

structures promote other goal orientations (Canfield and Zastavker, 2010).  

Fostering proper achievement goals through student-centered activities can 

improve the professional development of students (Peer, 2007).  Teachers create the 

social and physical environment for learning and affect conceptualization of the 

classroom goal structure.  Goal orientations include the reasons for which teachers 
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pursue their goals and the standards they use to evaluate progress toward achieving 

those goals (Mucherah and Frazier, 2013).  

 

2.10   Conceptual Framework of the Study 

Students’ goal orientation affects their effort and accomplishment of the task. 

Interactions with teachers and peers are sources of students’ goal orientation which are 

associated with students’ characteristics, teaching practices, classroom goal structure 

and the learning climate.  Application of achievement goal theory has extended the 

multiple-goal perspective to the classroom. By measuring classroom goal structures the 

personal achievement goal patterns can be applied to the learning environment (James 

and Yates, 2007). The review of related literature has enabled the researcher to develop 

a conceptual framework for the study. Conceptual framework provides a 

comprehensive understanding of the phenomena.  Each concept within a conceptual 

framework plays an important role and by using an interpretative approach points to a 

pattern of relationships between the variables (Jabareen, 2009).  

It is likely that students having a high degree of motivation for success will be 

more successful (Roberts and Dyer, 2005).  In general intrinsically motivated students 

do not need incentives because the process is innately motivating.  While, when 

students learn for achievement scores, then they have primarily extrinsic motivation. 

Students might learn due to both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation.  For instance, the 

student who writes an essay may enjoy the process, but may also be motivated for 

receiving a prize in a competition (Glynn, Aultman, and Owens, 2005). Thus 

achievement orientation affects students’ performance. 
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Figure 2.11: Conceptual framework of the study 
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2.11   Goal Orientation and Students’ Performance 

Achievement goal orientation affects student's performance on tasks, and how 

students behave in response to success and failure (Pintrich, 2000). Different 

motivational goals have different effects on students’ performance. Students with 

mastery goal orientation value the learning task and work hard to master it, while 

students with performance goal orientation want to outperform others (Pintrich and 

Schunk, 1996).  

Higher proficiency is linked with mastery goal orientation pointing out that 

mastery goal orientation is significant in students’ achievement. (Lin, Hung, Lin, 2006). 

Students with mastery goals develop positive patterns of learning; pay more attention 

and process information in a more meaningful manner resulting in higher achievement 

while students with performance-avoidance goal orientation have less challenge-

seeking behaviors and inherent value for learning (Hsieh et. al., 2009). Mastery oriented 

students demonstrate increased effort and persistence, take on challenging tasks, and 

use more effective learning strategies while performance orientated students 

demonstrate less achievement-supporting behaviors and strategies (Middleton and 

Midgley, 1997; Kitsantas, Steen, and Huie, 2009). Students having mastery goal 

orientation possess adaptive attributions for academic successes and failures than 

students having performance goal orientation (Pintrich and Schunk, 2002).  

Engagement with educational tasks is an observable sign of achievement 

motivation identified by students' behavior, less disruptions during instruction, active 

thinking, and in time completion of activities (Monzó and Rueda, 2001).  Mastery goals 

have been related with achievement, although some studies have found mixed results 

owing to different evaluation standards and practices (Midgley, Kaplan, and Middleton, 
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2001; Kaplan and Flum, 2010).  Fisher, Marshall, and Nanayakkara (2009) suggested 

that students having high intrinsic orientation attributed performance to personal 

control and their system of monitoring errors was strongly engaged by performance 

errors.  Matuga (2009) found that achievement level of students was affected by their 

motivation. High achieving students had higher motivational levels and were more 

confident in their ability to learn than low and average achieving students.  Kokonen, 

Kokonen, Liukkonen and Watt (2010) found a strong positive correlation between tasks 

involving motivational climate and task orientation.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.12. A model of goal orientation, work engagement, learning, need for 

achievement and innovation (Peng, 2013, p.133). 
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According to Peng (2013) the need for achievement moderates the relationship 

between learning and innovation.  Specifically, the strength of the relationship 

decreases with higher levels of need for achievement.  A brief conclusion of the 

literature reviewed in this section and the findings thereof related to the concepts are 

presented in the following section.   

 

2.12 Studies about goal orientation and Achievement 

Achievement goal orientations have important implications for achievement and 

learning (Peer, 2007).  Studies have found positive relationships between mastery goal 

orientation and achievement (Friedel, Cortina, Turner and Midgley 2010).  Results 

about performance goal orientation and achievement are less consistent.   Some indicate 

negative learning behavior, while others indicate positive learning behavior and 

achievement (Elliot and Harackiewicz 1996). 

Elliott and Dweck (1988) found that learning goals promoted challenge-seeking 

and a mastery-oriented response to failure while performance goals produced 

challenge-avoidance and learned helplessness with low perceived ability and promoted 

risk-avoidance. Performance goal-low perceived ability produced strategy 

deterioration, failure attribution, and negative affect as found in learned helplessness.  

Pintrich and De Groot (1990) found that intrinsic value did not directly influence 

performance but was strongly related to self-regulation and use of cognitive strategy. 

Motivational components were significantly linked to student performance.  Students 

who were motivated to learn the material and considered their school work as 

interesting and important were more cognitively engaged in learning and 

comprehending the material.  
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Beck, Rorrer-woody and Pierce (1991) found grade orientation of undergraduate 

students as negatively correlated with GPA and general psychology test scores, while 

learning orientation scores were not significantly correlated with academic 

performance measures.  Horn (1993) reported that motivational variables played an 

important role in success of students on classroom tasks and in the construction of 

knowledge. Performance of students with medium ability and medium mastery 

orientation was the same as that of high ability students with low mastery orientation. 

Bouffard, Boisvert, Vezeau, and Larouche (1995) found that students having high 

concern with both learning and performance achieved higher academic performance 

than others. Although mastery goals had a positive impact on self-regulation both for 

girls and boys, for boys performance goal was also helpful.  

Yates (1997) measured task involvement, ego orientation and achievement in 

mathematics in primary and lower secondary students.  It was reported that task 

involvement had low but significant correlation with achievement, while ego 

orientation did not relate with achievement.  Tauer and Harackiewicz (1999) found that 

students having high achievement orientation enjoyed a word game more than those 

having low achievement orientation.  Tanaka (2001) reported mastery goals positively 

correlated with intrinsic interest and academic achievement, while scores on both 

performance-approach and performance-avoid goals had no significant effects on 

intrinsic or academic achievement.  

Elliot and McGregor (2001) found better performance to be related to approach 

goals rather than avoidance goals and with learning goals focusing on internal instead 

of social standards of comparison.  Bong (2001) showed performance-approach and 

performance-avoid goals as highly correlated while task-value and mastery goals were 
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more distinct. Students' academic motivation at High School level was more 

differentiated than that of middle school students.  

Broussard (2002) found that higher levels of mastery and judgment motivation 

were related to higher grades in third graders however, only higher levels of mastery 

motivation were related to higher grades in first graders.  Leondari and Gialamas (2002) 

reported goal orientations as having an indirect effect on achievement mediated through 

perceived competence.  

Al-Hassan (2004) supported positive effect of goals and self-monitoring on 

achievement.  Niemivirta (2004) showed achievement goal orientations to be associated 

with performance and certain action-control beliefs based on cultural backgrounds. 

Finney, Pieper, and Barron (2004) found mastery-approach and performance-avoidance 

orientations as significant predictors of grade point average although the amount of 

variance each explained was nil.  Mattern (2005) found no significant difference 

between the achievement of students having multiple goal orientation and students 

having single goal orientation but found a significant difference between achievement 

of students having high mastery goal orientation and students having high performance 

goals.   

Lawson (2005) found that mastery, performance-avoid, and the cooperation work 

orientation had the highest frequency but none of these orientations related to success. 

Linnenbrink (2005) showed classroom goal condition as having a significant effect on 

achievement. Students’ mastery goals were beneficial while performance-approach 

goals were detrimental for achievement.  Elliot, Shell, Henry, and Maier (2005) 

reported performance-approach goals as having a more positive effect on achievement 

than mastery goals in the presence of a contingency.  The presence of a contingency 
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accentuated the effects of performance-goals but had little impact on the effect of 

mastery goals on achievement. 

Abd-El-Fattah (2006) found students’ performance approach and mastery goals 

as important predictors of students’ achievement, followed by parent involvement at 

home and school, and performance-avoidance goals.  Gutman (2006) revealed that 

students having high mastery goals experienced more positive changes in grades.  Xiao 

(2006) found no significant difference in achievement of students with task involved 

goal orientation and ego-involved goal orientation.  Lin, Hung, and Lin (2006) reported 

that better performance was associated with higher socio-economic status and more 

mastery-oriented goal orientation.   Goal orientation played significant role in 

predicting student performance than socio-economic status.  

Coutinho (2007) found a partial mediation relationship between mastery goals 

and academic performance, while performance goals were unrelated to academic 

performance; suggesting that students with mastery goals get academic success.  Long 

et. al., (2007) reported that learning goals contributed to domain interests but the 

predictive value of goal orientation on achievement scores differed in eighth- and ninth-

grade students.. 

Cao and Nietfeld (2007) found relationship between goals and test performance.  

Shores and Shannon (2007) showed that students having good grades in Mathematics 

expressed task and performance approach goal orientation.  Such students also showed 

a greater feeling of adjustment in school and positive relations with teachers.  Root and 

Gall (2007) revealed that students who were motivated to achieve through independent 

action did better in classes.  Christensen (2008) reported that most successful students 

were mastery oriented learners while there was no correlation between performance-

oriented learning and law school success.  The more successful law students were also 
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more likely to have low academic self-efficacy, which is related with performance 

orientation.  

Kim (2008) reported that mastery and performance approach goals were 

positively correlated with achievement than performance avoidance goals. Chen and 

Mathieu (2008) found that learning goal orientation predicted performance trajectories 

more positively when joined with a performance, as opposed to a learning, goal frame, 

and when jointed with self-referenced vs. normative-based performance feedback. 

Similarly a learning goal frame led to more positive performance trajectories when 

joined with normative, as opposed to self-referent, feedback.  

Joaquin, Ganaden, and Ibe (2008) reported that all the three goals i.e., mastery, 

competitive, and avoidance goals, linearly predicted mathematics achievement. 

However, only avoidance goals remained as a predictor of achievement when the 

effects of all three goals were simultaneously considered.  Sins, Joolingen, Savelsbergh, 

and Hout-Wolters (2008) reported that mastery-approach goal orientation had a 

significantly affected achievement mediated by students’ use of deep processes, while 

no significant relationships was found between performance-avoidance goals and 

achievement 

Hsieh et.al. (2009) found that students’ performance significantly increased with 

decrease in performance-approach and performance-avoidance goals.  Performance-

avoidance goals signified that self-efficacy had affected achievement positively when 

students were not performance-avoidance oriented.  Dawson, Macfadyen, and Lockyer 

(2009) found a significant correlation between student achievement orientation and 

participation in discussion forums.  Kitsantas, Steen, and Huie (2009) showed that 

previous achievement and use of self-regulation strategies caused a significant variance 

in learners’ academic achievement.  Goal orientation was not a significant predictor of 
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students’ achievement across different subjects on the whole. Ahmad and Bashir (2009) 

reported that learning goals facilitated all study strategies, and in interaction with 

performance goals also strengthened elaboration and meta-cognitive study strategies. 

Students of applied sciences had more learning orientation whereas those of pure 

sciences had greater performance orientation.  The course of study/discipline explained 

a larger variance in explaining Grade Point Average of the students than their academic 

goals or study strategies. 

Mattern and Shaw (2010) found that students’ beliefs regarding their ability and 

their degree goals were related to several academic outcomes.  Reardon and Bertoch 

(2010) found a significant weak correlation between goal stability or motivation and 

extra credit points obtained in the course i.e., as goal instability decreased, the extra 

credit points obtained in the course also increased.  Deevers (2010) found mastery goal 

orientation as positively related to initial achievement and rate of improvement over 

time while performance-approach and performance-avoid goal orientations were 

negatively related to initial achievement.   

Bozack (2011) reported modest relationships between motives, beliefs and 

student achievement.  Awan, Noureen and Naz (2011) revealed that achievement 

motivation was significantly related to academic achievement.  Steinmayr, Bipp, and 

Spinath (2011) reported that learning goals partially mediated the relationship of 

openness to experience and conscientious with grade point average.  Asif (2011) found 

mastery goals as positive predictor of intrinsic motivation for learning.  Patricia, Soh, 

and Choo (2011) affirmed significant correlation between goal orientations and 

Chemistry results and found mastery-approach goal orientation as positively related to 

performance.  Moshtaghi (2012) revealed significant relationship between mastery-

approach, performance-approach, performance-avoidance and academic achievement. 
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Mastery-approach and performance-approach orientations were positive predictors of 

achievement while performance-avoidance orientation was a negative predictor for 

academic achievement.  Merriman, Clariana and Bernardi (2012) showed mastery goals 

as positively correlated with achievement in the absence of outcome feedback and 

negatively correlated with achievement in its presence, while performance goal 

orientation was positively correlated with achievement irrespective of outcome 

feedback.  No relationship between task effort and combined goal orientation effects 

was found. 

Geta (2012) reported a significant relationship between goal orientation and 

achievement which was related positively with mastery and performance-approach 

goals but negatively with performance-avoidance goal.  Hejazi, Amani, and Was (2012) 

reported goal orientations as related to academic achievement.   Mastery-approach goal 

orientation, among others, explained the greatest amount of variance in academic 

achievement. Goal orientation, in general, accounted for variance on academic 

achievement.  Goraya and Hasan (2012) reported that high achiever students scored 

significantly high on performance approach goals, mastery goals and perceived 

competence than average and low achievers, although no significant differences were 

found among high, average and low achievers regarding performance-avoidance goal 

orientation.  Students’ achievement was positively correlated with approach goals, and 

performance-approach orientation strongly predicted grade point average.  

Magno (2012) found that achievement goal orientation had no direct effect on 

academic achievement.  Pulkka, and Niemivirta (2013) reported that mastery-intrinsic 

orientation positively predicted students’ course evaluations but was not related to 

performance. Performance-approach orientation negatively predicted skill 

demonstration and was unrelated to students’ course evaluations.  It was suggested that 
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performance and students’ course evaluations were influenced by goal orientations 

alongside different pedagogical practices.  Jowkar, Kojuri, Kohoulat and Hayat (2013) 

reported that goal orientation had a critical role in achievement and that mastery-

approach orientation was significant predictor of home and peer care.  Performance-

approach orientation was a significant predictor of home care.  According to Phan 

(2013) academic achievement influenced intrinsic motivation, performance-approach 

goals, and learning experiences.  Seaton, Parker, Marsh, Craven, and Yeung (2013) 

found no reciprocal relations between mastery approach goal orientation and 

achievement.  

Alrakaf, Sainsbury, Rose, and Smith (2014) concluded that adopting 

performance-approach goals was positively correlated with academic achievement, 

while adopting avoidance goals was not.  Bahrami and Bahrami (2015) reported that 

student achievement goals with the exception of mastery-avoidance goals had statistical 

achievements with students' mathematics scores. While Musa and Hartley (2015) 

revealed significant relationships among the goals, between learning and performance-

avoidance goals with English and overall academic performance; but non with 

mathematics.  Learning goals and performance-approach goals account for the variance 

in academic performance differently. 

 

2.13   Concluding Remarks  

The review of literature presents information about achievement goal 

orientation and student performance.   Goal orientations are of three types.  1) Mastery 

goal orientation, where students are focused on mastery of a task and on acquiring new 

skills.  2) Performance-approach goal orientation, where students are concerned with 

how competent they look in front of others, and want favorable judgments of ability 
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from others.  3) Performance-avoid goal orientation, where students want to avoid 

unfavorable judgments of capabilities and looking incompetent and may avoid 

challenging tasks.  Mastery and performance-avoid goal orientations have relationship 

with students’ actions and learning outcomes.  Students having mastery goals develop 

positive patterns of learning, and have higher achievement whereas students having 

performance-avoidance goals exhibit less challenge-seeking behaviors for learning 

(Hidi and Harackiewicz, 2000).   

Lin, Hung, and Lin (2006) have described two further types of mastery goal 

orientation i.e., mastery intrinsic orientation and mastery extrinsic orientation. The 

challenge is to create conditions that increase students’ learning commitment by 

reducing the unnecessary focus on relative performance. 

Extrinsic goal orientation involves student’s emphasis on rewards or grades 

while intrinsic goal orientation involves students’ emphasis on understanding and 

mastery of the material. These goal orientations emphasize what students want to 

achieve from learning.  Students having intrinsic goal orientation concentrate on the 

internal product of learning i.e., understanding or mastery of the topic while students 

who adopt extrinsic goal orientation focus on the external product of learning i.e., 

rewards, grades, or approval from peers, teachers and parents (Al-Hassan, 2004). 

Motivation is essential for success, without it students will not make the needed effort. 

Motivation is related to students desire to achieve a goal. Intrinsic motivation is 

important for encouraging success. Even where the students’ original reason for doing 

a task was extrinsic the chances of success increase when students begins to like the 

learning process (Harmer, 2001).   

Achievement goal orientation affects students’ behavior, performance, and 

mood in different tasks and in different settings (Elkin, Whelan, Meyers, Phipps, and 
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Glaser, 1998). Students having mastery goals look for more challenges, and use 

effective learning strategies, show higher levels of effort and persistence, like 

challenging tasks, and have adaptive attributions for performance. Performance 

orientated students generally engage in less achievement-supporting strategies, have 

less adaptive behaviors and attributions.   Mastery goals are related to more adaptive 

outcomes while performance goals are related to less adaptive outcomes (Pintrich, 

2000).  Thus mastery oriented students focus more on learning, use better learning 

strategies and accept challenging tasks while performance oriented students concentrate 

on performing better than others, their learning strategies are less effective and they 

favor easier tasks.   

Keeping in view the large amount of research on achievement goal orientation on 

student performance; it was important to study the problem in the context of Pakistan. 

Review of literature showed that motivation and goal orientation are widely studied 

topics in behavioral sciences.  The construct of goal orientation has kept evolving over 

the years from mastery and performance goals to mastery goals, performance-approach 

goals, and performance-avoidance goals. Subsequently, a 2 x 2 achievement goal was 

proposed producing four types of goal orientations: performance-approach, 

performance-avoidance, mastery-approach, and mastery-avoidance goal orientations 

(Finney and Davis, 2003). 

Goal orientations can be defined on the basis of terms by which competence is 

measured, i.e., against the demands of a given task (mastery) or against the performance 

of others (performance) and on whether goals are specified in terms of desired outcomes 

that will be attempted to approach or undesired outcomes that will be avoided. Mastery 

goals are superior to performance goals and approach goals are superior to avoidance 
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goals in terms of academic outcomes, attitudes, and behaviors, but the relationships 

among these goals are complicated and depend on context (Chancey, 2013).   

Achievement goal orientation is relevant to performance in school and social 

relationships.  There is a distinction between achievement goals that originate from 

motivation to develop and grow and those that originate from motivation for self-

enhancement and self-worth.  Mastery orientation show positive patterns of affective, 

cognitive, and behavioral processes and outcomes; Performance-approach orientation 

shows a pattern of both positive and less positive outcomes, while performance-

avoidance orientation shows a maladaptive pattern of learning.  There are students who 

adopt work-avoidance orientation and try to manage with minimum effort. Students 

might develop multiple achievement goal orientations at the same time. Contexts and 

situations influence students’ achievement goal orientations (Kaplan and Flum, 2010). 

Performance goals, personal life goals, social goals, and audience-related goals 

have their own implications for practice (Potter, McCormick, and Beverly, 2001). 

People from diverse cultural backgrounds might be motivated by different forces and 

achieve their goals in variety of ways (Salili, Lai, and Leung, 2004).  A student is not 

entirely learning or performance oriented rather achievement goal orientation 

represents a continuous dimension. According to Glynn, Aultman, and Owens (2005) 

these orientations and structures have important implications for teachers, 

administrators, and other stake holders. Teachers should 

1. Provide students with challenges slightly above their present skill levels to 

promote motivation and activity as too easy tasks might result in boredom, and 

too difficult tasks might lead to anxiety. 
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2. Help students see connections between their learning and their personal goals 

and that extrinsic and intrinsic motivation can be supportive to each other and 

can lead to success. 

3. Strengthen connections between learning and personal goals by performance-

based assessment methods like exhibitions and demonstrations etc.  

4. Encourage students to set and pursue goals for themselves.  

5. Promote collaborative learning to build a sense of community among students.  

6. Teachers should have high and reasonable expectations of students and should 

communicate them clearly. It is important that students perceive their teachers 

as life-long learners who practice what they preach.  

7. Give students constructive feedback and focus it on their performance rather 

than on their personal characteristics. Students should realize that they are 

valued and that any criticism they receive is directed at specific behaviors. 

Teachers should recognize both effort and outcomes when providing feedback. 

Teachers should match the workload and assessment methods with the desired 

learning approach of the students. Teachers should also encourage the students and 

should pay attention to teaching methods that accommodate students with different 

learning orientations.  

Students’ goal orientations influence their behaviors, beliefs about effort, 

ability, and the role of mistakes in learning, and are related to adaptive or maladaptive 

patterns of learning.  Mastery-oriented students might get high test score and might 

seek feedback on how to improve, while performance-oriented students might get high 

test score and might not seek feedback for improvement (Haselhuhn et. al., 2007).  

Effective teaching and better learning environments in classrooms are important to 

develop proper goal orientation of students. We should have students who experience 
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success and are confident, and who see the value of their tasks, thus affecting academic 

behavior and success (Nilsen, 2009).  

It can be derived that the association between school standards, personal goals, 

and student intentions has important implications for education and learning. Teachers 

can promote students’ goal orientation by interacting with them in and out of 

classrooms and by providing them with encouraging and timely feedback.  It is 

important to institute a school and classroom structure which is receptive and looks 

positively upon student achievement.  The way that teachers and students perceive and 

respond to learning environment is a central to how students will seek knowledge and 

improve performance.  
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Chapter 3 

 
  

 

 

METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY 

 

 

This chapter describes the research methods used in the study and gives a detailed 

report of participants, procedures, instruments, and analysis of the data. Methodology 

of the study refers to how the researcher goes about understanding the questions of 

interest and describes the approaches used to collect, analyze, and interpret data. 

Methodology suggests informational needs, and the type of instruments needed for the 

study. Methodology of the study depends on factors like time and available resources, 

and skills and expertise of the researcher. There are no definite rules that determine 

which approach to take (Colton and Covert, 2007). 

The study was conducted in conventional classrooms in Government High/Higher 

Secondary schools of district Peshawar in the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa province of 

Pakistan.  It was a survey study and a predominately quantitative pattern was used. 

Quantitative pattern produces data that can be sorted, analyzed, categorized, tabulated, 

and presented through charts and graphs to make it understandable.  One of the goals 

of quantitative research is that the results can be extrapolated to other groups beyond 

the sample under certain conditions.  The use of surveys is a quantitative approach 

because the closed-ended questions provide quantitative data and statistical analysis is 

then used to make sense of such data (Colton and Covert, 2007).  The study involved 

collection, analysis, and interpretation of data with regard to achievement goal 

orientations and its effects on students’ achievement in the subject of English at 
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secondary level. Survey is a commonly used technique for gathering information based 

on using statistical sampling methods.  By taking a representative sample and applying 

proper research instruments, surveys enable descriptive and explanatory 

generalizations about the population (Henn, Weinstein, and Foard, 2006).  Surveys are 

advantageous because data and information can be collected from a large sample in 

relatively short time (Kalof, Dan and Dietz, 2008). Key features of the study included 

quantitative measurement of goal orientations and performance.   The logic of research 

was to collect data using research instruments; search for relationships between 

achievement orientation and performance; and apply statistics for accepting or rejecting 

the research hypotheses. 

The details about population, sample, data collection, and procedure for analysis 

are described in this section and cover the following topics: 

 3.1. Population of the study 

 3.2. Sample of the study 

 3.3. Instruments of the study 

 3.4. Pilot Test of Instruments 

 3.5. Data Collection 

 3.6. Statistical Analysis 

 

3.1  Population of the study 

Population is the group on which the researcher wants to generalize research 

findings (Muijs, 2004).  All the teachers and students at secondary level in Government 

High/Higher Secondary Schools of district Peshawar comprised the population and 

included: 
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e. Male and female teachers of district Peshawar 

f. Boys and girl students enrolled in secondary classes 

Detail of population is presented as follows 

 

Table 3.1. Detail of population 

 District Peshawar  Male Female Total 

  Urban Rural Urban Rural  

1 No.  of Government 

High/Higher Secondary Schools 

38 58 27 23 146 

2 No. of teachers teaching English 

at secondary level 

119 100 106 81 406 

3 No. of students enrolled at  

secondary level 

8056 9824 7177 2691 27748 

Source: District Education Management and Information System (DEMIS) Peshawar 

Data-2013 

 

The population of teachers consisted of a heterogeneous group of teachers 

having educational qualification of B.A./ B.Sc., and M.A./ M.Sc., while their 

professional qualification were C.T., B.Ed, M.Ed, and M.Phil etc.   

 

3.2   Sample  

A sample is a set of elements selected from a population with an aim to save time 

and effort, and to obtain consistent and unbiased estimates of the population for 

research (Sapsford and Jupp, 2006).The study used a multistage sampling technique.  

An equal-sized stratified sample of male and female teachers was selected from 

both urban and rural schools.  Stratified sampling involves the division of a population 
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into subgroups or strata which are formed on members' characteristics and then 

selection of the sample from the different strata.  The equal-sized stratified sample is 

chosen as according to Gay (2000) this sampling technique is appropriate when 

subgroup comparisons are desired.  Equal-sized sample has also been chosen as it is 

most useful for “selecting a sample in such a way that the subgroups in the population 

represent relevant, equal sized subgroups” (Gay & Arisian, 2000 p.126).  In other 

words, Gay & Arisian (2000) argue that in order to avoid the effects of variables such 

as population difference between urban and rural areas and other differentiating effects 

from the collected data, it is appropriate to select an equal-size sample. Employing 

equal sample sizes gives protection against the effects of possible assumption violations 

in multiple comparisons tests (StatGuide, 2016). With equal-sized sample, the 

inequality of variances in groups will not affect the conclusions drawn from the tests 

(Rusticus and Lovato, 2014). 

Gay (2000) argues that for a population of about 500 individuals, a sample of 217 

is sufficient. Isaac and Michael (1981), and Smith (1983) presented a table for the 

selection of sample size for two different precision levels.  It showed that for a 

population of about 500 individuals, a sample of 222 was sufficient for 5% precision 

level while a sample of 80 individuals was sufficient for a 10% precision level 

(Annexure-K).  

Therefore, a total of 224 teachers were selected as sample for the study thus 56 

teachers were selected each in male and female, and in urban and rural categories 

uniformly.  A sample of 10 students from class 10th was randomly selected per teacher.  

The sample was selected to balance accuracy against cost and feasibility and to get 

adequate representation at reduced cost.  The sampling frame is presented as follows 
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which showed that a total of 224 teachers and 2240 students were chosen as a sample 

of the study.  

Table 3.2.  Sampling frame of the study 

 

1   Sample of teachers   

         

 Male teachers   Female teachers 

      

 

  

 Urban 

56 

 Rural 

56 

  Urban 

56 

 Rural 

56 

         

2   Sample of students   

         

 Boys   Girls 

         

 Urban 

560 

 Rural 

560 

  Urban 

560 

 Rural 

560 

 

 

 

3.3.   Instrumentation 

An instrument is a means for measuring and understanding phenomena and is 

used to obtain data (Colton and Covert, 2007).  The appraisal of goals and goal adoption 

has chiefly been conducted through self-reports and questionnaires (Niemivirta, 2004).  

Instruments used for data collection included questionnaires and test.  Several 

efforts were made to obtain socially and culturally a suitable, valid and reliable 

instrument for the study. For this purpose: 

i. Studies on achievement goal orientation were reviewed. 

ii. Expert opinion about items of instruments was obtained. 

iii. Statistical analysis was carried out to examine the validity and reliability 

of the items. 
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Although some researchers have used the Motivated Strategies for Learning 

Questionnaire—MSLQ, developed by Pintrich and De Groot, (1990). It included 56 

items on student motivation, cognitive strategy use, metacognitive strategy use, and 

management of effort. It utilized a 7-point Likert scale (1 = not at all true of me to 7 = 

very true of me) in terms of their behavior in the specific class. Splan (2011), and 

Jowkar, et.al, (2013) had used a goal orientation questionnaire developed and validated 

by Elliot and McGregor (2001). It comprised four subscales of mastery-approach, 

mastery-avoidance, performance-approach, and performance-avoidance. It was a 

twelve item scale (3 items were devised for each goal) which allowed responses ranging 

from 1 (not at all true of me) to 7 (very true of me). While Shelly (2010) had employed 

Achievement Goal Questionnaire (AGQ) developed by Elliot and Church (1997) to 

measure mastery, performance approach and performance avoidance goals. The AGQ 

consisted of 18 questions, with 6 items used to compute a total score for each major 

achievement goal factor. It utilized a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).Total scores for each achievement goal could 

theoretically range between 7 and 42.  

The researcher used Patterns for Adaptive Learning Scale (PALS) considering 

it more appropriate for the study. PALS was developed and revised by Midgley et al. 

(2000).  This study utilized the revised PALS which uses a five-point Likert-type scale.  

Items on student scales are coded as 1=Not at all true, 3=somewhat true, and 5=Very 

true while items on teacher scales are coded as 1=strongly disagree, 3=somewhat agree, 

and 5=strongly agree (Midgley et al., 2000).  Items about demographic information 

were included in the questionnaire and were self-reported by the respondents. 
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3.3.1   Scale used for the study 

The study used scales established by earlier research (Bong, 2001). PALS is 

based on achievement goal theory and includes both teacher and student measures.  

PALS contained items that measure students’ achievement goal orientation, their 

perceptions of classroom and parent goal structure, teachers’ perception of school goal 

structure and their approaches to instruction.  The scales for students’ goal orientations, 

perceptions of teacher goals, and perceptions of the classroom goal structure included 

mastery and performance goals and distinguished between performance-approach and 

performance-avoid goal orientation (Midgley, et al., 2000).  

It is more appropriate to use domain-specific motivational measures to 

understand how student goals operate in specific subjects (Magson, Craven, Nelson, 

and Yeung, 2010).  The PALS provides opportunity to empirically apply the multiple-

goal perspective in studying students’ perceptions of classroom goal structures (James 

and Yates, 2007). Salili, Lai, and Leung (2004), Byrne (2011), Siebert (2006), and 

Madjar, Bachner, and Kushnir (2012) among many other researchers, also used PALS 

to conduct their study. PALS had both teacher and student scales.  

A. Student scales; The items selected for the study included 

1 Students Personal Achievement Goal Orientations 

   Mastery Goal Orientation 

   Performance-Approach Goal Orientation 

   Performance-Avoid Goal Orientation   

2 Students Perception of Teacher’s Goals 

   Teacher Mastery Goal 

   Teacher Performance-Approach Goal 

   Teacher Performance-Avoid Goal 
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3 Students Perception of Classroom Goal Structures 

   Classroom Mastery Goal Structure 

   Classroom Performance-Approach Goal Structure 

   Classroom Performance-Avoid Goal Structure 

4 Students Perceptions of Parents goals 

   Parent Mastery Goal 

   Parent Performance Goal 

B.  Teacher Scales: Items selected for the study included  

1 Teachers Perceptions of the School Goal Structure for Students 

   Mastery Goal Structure for Students 

   Performance Goal Structure for Students 

2 Teachers Approaches to Instruction 

   Mastery Approaches 

   Performance Approaches 

Both the teacher and the student scales included some items about personal 

information. Some of the original items were modified because of particular learning 

context and age of students and the term “class” was replaced with “English class” and 

the term “teacher” was replaced with “English teacher” to measure students’ goal 

orientation toward English. In the teacher scales the words like “honor roll” were 

replaced with “honour board” and the word “honor assemblies” were replaced with 

“assemblies”. The method was derived from Hsieh et al. (2009) who did similar practice 

while conducting their study. 

Because the instructional language in the schools in which the study was 

conducted was Urdu, all items from PALS were translated from English into Urdu. As 
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the grammatical structure of Urdu uses gender specific words for boys and girls, the 

scales were modified accordingly to suit the language context. Experts of English and 

Urdu examined the items, assessed their applicability and accuracy, and provided 

feedback.  Necessary adjustments were made based on their suggestions which were 

then validated with the help of supervisor and experts for use in Pakistani context.   

PALS was translated into Urdu because it was meant to study students’ goal 

orientations, their perceptions of teacher and parent goals, and their perceptions of the 

classroom goal structure etc. The scale was used in non-English speaking population 

and its translation was more beneficial in determining their perceptions of the constructs 

measured. PALS was not intended to determine students’ performance in the subject of 

English for which a separate achievement test was used. 

 

3.3.2   Achievement Test 

 Achievement is important variable and is worthy of research attention (Xiao, 

2006). Researchers about goal orientation have time and again measured participants' 

achievement orientations and then correlated their goal orientation with their 

performance (Elkin et al., 1998).  

Students’ achievement was measured by using an objective type multiple-

choice test in the subject of English. The items helped test students’ knowledge, 

comprehension, use of grammar, and command over the course content. Test items 

were based on secondary school curriculum of English for grade (IX-X) used in the 

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa province. Multiple choice items were used as students were 

familiar with such items and were part of their annual examinations conducted by the 

Board of Intermediate and Secondary Education (BISE) Peshawar.  The tests included 
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items related to comprehension, recall, recognition, vocabulary and grammar. The test 

did not include speaking.  

Multiple-choice tests are widely used in education and are a part of the paper 

set for examination of students at secondary level in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. According 

to Roediger and Marsh (2005), multiple choice tests are easy to score and are the 

assessment method of choice in large classes. According to Croft, Guffy, and Vitale 

(2015) a primary advantage of multiple-choice tests is that such tests cover a wider 

range of topics than constructed-response tests like an essay, or performance-based tests 

like a science experiment in less time. It is important when measuring a wide range of 

content without consuming too much class time.  

As the sample size of this study was very large consisting of 2240 students and 

the text book of English at secondary level had a wide range of topics and lessons, 

therefore the researcher chose to use a multiple choice test 

Three indicators i.e., relevance, difficulty, and understandability were kept in 

mind while developing the test items keeping in view the objectives of the study. The 

test initially consisted of 43 items that were reviewed by supervisor and experts for 

usability and understanding of the items. The process resulted in change and 

replacement of some items of the test. The test was, thus, developed and improved 

according to teachers’ and experts’ suggestions and by pilot testing.  Final version of 

the test included 30 items. Hsieh et al. (2009) had also used multiple choice items to 

measure student performance. 
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3.4   Validity and Reliability of instruments 

Validity is the degree to which an instrument measures what it is supposed to 

measure thus permitting appropriate interpretation of results, while reliability is the 

degree to which an instrument consistently measures what it intends to measure 

(Gronlund, 1985). According to Cohen, Manion, and Morrison (2007) validity is 

improved through careful sampling, proper instrumentation, and suitable statistical 

treatment of data.  

PALS has been used widely in the literature to assess achievement goals, has 

good reliability and validity, and has been developed for use by students in schools and 

universities. PALS had high concurrent, construct, and discriminant validity and is 

effective for use in different grade levels (Midgley, et al., 2000). Reliability of PALS 

is well-documented (Putwain, 2013). 

To validate the use of the revised personal goal scales, Midgley et.al. (2000) 

conducted confirmatory factor analysis on the personal goal orientation items to 

examine the factor structure of the items.  Goodness of fit indices suggested that the 

model fits the data well (GFI = 0.97, AGFI = 0.95).  Specifically, personal mastery, 

performance-approach, and performance-avoid goals all loaded on different latent 

factors. Student perceptions of their teachers’ goals were also assessed to validate the 

use of the classroom goal structure scales. Confirmatory factor analysis on the mastery 

goal structure, performance-approach goal structure, and performance-avoid goal 

structure items confirmed that the items loaded on different latent factors (GFI = 0.96, 

AGFI = 0.94) (Midgley, et al. 2000). 

Face validity and content validity of the instruments were determined by a panel 

of experts and teachers as done by Roberts and Dyer (2005). The translated items from 

PALS and tests were discussed with expert teachers and the supervisor who examined 
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the validity of the items and pointed out terms that might be confusing to students. 

Certain terms were, thus, identified that could confuse students on the translated items 

from PALS and the achievement test. These teachers were not included in the sample 

to control any possible biases.  

 

3.5   Pilot test of Instruments 

A pilot test is a small-scale trial before the main investigation and is intended to 

evaluate the adequacy of the research instruments. It is better to construct a purposive 

sample for a pilot test so that the full range of respondents and their possible responses 

are covered for the study (Sapsford and Jupp, 2006). The instruments were pilot-tested 

in secondary schools in Peshawar.  The sample for the pilot test was selected on 

purposive and convenient sampling method. The pilot test was conducted with 

participants who were similar to the selected sample and was held with 20 teachers and 

100 students. The detail of samples is given as follows: 

 

Table 3.3: Detail of pilot sample  

Gender Area Students Teachers 

Male Urban 25 5 

 Rural 25 5 

Female Urban 25 5 

 Rural 25 5 

   Total 100 20 
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The objective of the pilot test was to validate the content and format of 

instruments. It provided feedback from the participants about the questions; layout and 

design of instruments; effectiveness of the cover Letter and instructions, ease, 

difficulty, and understandability of the items, and helped determine the time to 

complete the instruments.  

A brief introduction was given to respondents about the objectives of the study. 

They were asked to point out unclear or confusing items and to give feedback about 

clarity of instructions of the test and the scales. The respondents were encouraged to 

ask questions about items of scales or test that they did not understand. 

A test-retest method was used and the instruments were administered to the 

same sample after a short while. Necessary modifications were made on the feedback 

from the participants and analysis of the generated data.  Items on achievement test 

having very high and very low difficulty level were removed while those having 

moderate difficulty level were retained. Some items on achievement test were deleted 

while some other items were rephrased.  Finally the test had 30 items that was then 

administered to the sample.  

Cronbach’s alpha was calculated to determine internal consistency of items on 

PALS. The same procedure has been used by Jowkar et al. (2013), and Madjar, 

Bachner, and Kushnir (2012) among many others. Cronbach’s alpha is based on the 

inter-correlation between every pair of items in a scale. It assesses the extent to which 

all the items in a subscale measure the same thing by how much they correlate with 

each other. Coefficient alpha compares the variance of sum of all items with the 

variances of individual items in a scale.  It is a measure of internal consistency and 

provides an indication of reliability. Coefficient alpha provides an alpha score for the 

entire scale and not just individual items and an alpha of 0.70 or higher indicates internal 
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consistency (Colton and covert, 2007). Pilot test statistics for teachers and students is 

presented as follows. 

Table. 3.4. Statistics for the pilot test for student scale 

 
 Orientation No of 

items 

Mean SD Alpha 

1 Students Mastery Goal Orientation 5 21.5 3.3 0.78 

2 Students’ Performance-Approach Goal 

Orientation 

5 19.4 4.8 0.88 

3 Students’ Performance-Avoid Goal 

Orientation 

4 19.9 3.7 0.80 

4 Students perception of teacher Mastery Goal 5 20.8 3.3 0.74 

5 Students’ perception of Teacher Performance-

Approach Goal 

3 11.9 2.9 0.75 

6 Students’ perception of Teacher Performance-

Avoid Goal 

4 15.8 3.2 0.72 

7 Students’ perception of Classroom Mastery 

Goal Structure 

6 25.8 3.5 0.71 

8 Students’ perception of Classroom 

Performance-Approach Goal Structure 

3 12.8 2.6 0.80 

9 Students’ perception of Classroom 

Performance-Avoid Goal Structure 

5 20.3 3.9 0.78 

10 Students’ perception of Parent Mastery Goal 6 25.7 3.6 0.71 

11 Students’ perception of Parent Performance 

Goal 

5 21.4 3.5 0.81 
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The table 3.4 presented that Cronbach’s alpha for various items on the student 

Scale ranged between the values of 0.71 to 0.88. It showed that the items had internal 

consistency and were reliable.   

 

Table 3.5. Statistics for the pilot test for teacher scale 

 
Orientation/ approach No of 

items 

Mean SD Alpha 

1 Teachers’ perception of school Mastery 

Goal Structure for Students 

7 25.3 4.9 0.71 

2 Teachers’ perception of school 

Performance Goal Structure for Students 

6 21.9 4.4 0.75 

3 Teachers’ Mastery Approaches 

To instruction 

4 15.3 3.5 0.77 

4 Teachers’ Performance Approaches 

To instruction 

5 19.7 3.6 0.76 

 

The table 3.5 presented that Cronbach’s alpha for various items on the teacher 

Scale ranged between the values of 0.71 to 0.77. It showed that the items had internal 

consistency and were reliable.  

The manual for PALS reported Cronbach’s alpha for students’ mastery, 

performance-approach and performance-avoidance of 0.85, 0.89 and 0.74, respectively. 

Students’ perceptions of teachers’ mastery goals, performance approach goals, and 

performance-avoidance goals were 0.83, 0.79, and 0.71. Similarly Alpha values for 

students’ perception of classroom mastery, performance-approach, and performance-

avoid goal structure were 0.76, 0.70, and 0.83. Students’ perception of parent mastery 

and performance goals had similar alpha value of 0.71. Alpha value of teachers 
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perception of school mastery and performance goal structure were 0.81 and 0.70, and 

alpha value for both teachers mastery and performance approach to instruction were 

0.69.  (Midgley et al., 2000). 

 

3.6   Data Collection 

A formal approval was obtained from the Executive District Officer, Elementary 

and Secondary Education Department Peshawar for collection of data (Annexure-E), 

enabling the researcher to approach School Principals and Headmasters/Headmistresses 

for administration of instruments to teachers and students. The purpose and 

requirements of the study were explained to them through a letter (Annexure-F) and 

procedure for administration of data was discussed with them in a meeting. 

The instruments were personally administered to the samples to ensure maximum 

return rate. Administration of instruments to girl students was carried out with the help 

of school teachers as the researcher could not approach the girl students directly due to 

cultural issues. For this purpose teachers were briefed about the objective of the study 

and administration of instruments.  

The instruments were administered to students in groups during class time.  

Participants were informed about the purpose of the study, and were assured of 

confidentiality and anonymity before the distribution of instruments. Participants 

completed the scales in about 40-45 minutes in the presence of the researcher. Data 

were collected during the academic session of 2013-14. 

Some personal information was also obtained from teachers and student about 

their gender, professional and academic qualification, teaching experience, using 

internet, watching Television, parent education and home tutoring to examine their 
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impact on achievement goal orientation and performance. 37 questionnaires from 

students were rejected as these were not properly filled and the remaining 2203 

questionnaires were analyzed.  

 

3.7   Analysis of Data 

Descriptive statistics was used for interpretations of data.  Statistics that focus on 

the description of data are called descriptive statistics and these are widely used in 

research (Safford and Jupp, 2006). Descriptive statistics were used to present data and 

information in clear and concise manner. 

Students’ responses to personal goal orientation statements were added to get 

their mastery, performance-approach, and performance-avoid goal scores.  Median 

splits were then used to categorize students into achievement goal groups. The same 

procedure had also been used by Mattern (2005). 

Researchers have frequently assessed participants' achievement orientations and 

then correlated it with their performance (Elkin et al., 1998). Correlation analysis was 

performed to examine how students’ achievement goal orientations and performance 

were interrelated. Correlation coefficient (r) is a commonly used statistic that shows the 

strength of the association between variables.   

Regression analysis was applied to identify significant predictors of achievement 

and to study the effects of students’ achievement goal orientation on their performance. 

The method was derived from Hsieh et al., (2009) who had applied the same procedure 

for analysis of data. Regression analysis determined the strength of the relationship 

between dependent variable and independent variables.  It helped determine how much 

specific factors influence the dependent variable.  Regression analysis has also been 
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used by Jowkar, et.al (2013) to investigate the prediction of academic resilience through 

achievement goal orientations. Madjar, Bachner, and Kushnir (2012) have applied 

linear regression analysis.  

The statistical tools used for hypothesis testing, describing the closeness of the 

association, and drawing a line through the points, are correlation and linear regression 

(McDonald, 2015).  Correlation is often a first step of descriptive analysis. In 

regression, a hypothesis concerning the relation between a dependent variable and an 

independent variable can be tested. Regression gives a better summary of the 

relationship between the two variables.  According to Erik (2010), neither regression 

nor correlation analyses can be interpreted as establishing cause-and-effect 

relationships.  They indicate how or to what extent variables are associated with each 

other. Any conclusions about a cause-and-effect relationship must be based on the 

judgment of the analyst.  

Features in computer software programs like Microsoft Excel XP 2007 

professional and IBM SPSS Statistics version 21 for windows were used for analysis 

of data.   
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Chapter 4 

 

 
 

ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF THE DATA 

 

 

The study focused to find the effects of achievement goal orientation on 

performance of students in the subject of English. Items from Patterns of Adaptive 

Learning Scales (PALS) were used for the purpose while a multiple choice achievement 

test in the subject of English was used to measure students’ performance. Performance 

of students was measured by a multiple choice test in the subject of English. Various 

statistical methods and tools were used for the analysis and interpretation of data.  

Teachers and students scales were analyzed separately. In this study, the 

traditional methods of analysis were employed first and then alternative methods were 

used to get a clearer picture. The descriptive/frequency analysis of the items is 

presented in the beginning of the chapter. In the later part of the chapter, the data is 

arranged and analyzed according to the hypothesis of the study and the results of the 

test of each hypothesis are presented. In this chapter 

 F = frequency  M = Mean  SD = Standard Deviation 

 R = Rank  Max. = Maximum Min. = Minimum 

Please note that percentages might not add up to 100 because these were rounded off. 
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4.1   DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF TEACHER AND STUDENT 

SCALES 

 

Table 4.1.1 Descriptive statistics for teacher scales (N=224) 

 

 Orientation No of 

items 

M SD Avg  

M 

R 

1 Teachers Perception of School Mastery 

Goal Structure for Students 

7 25.9 3.7 3.7 2 

2 Teacher Perception of school Performance 

Goal Structure for Students 

6 23.0 3.9 3.83 1 

3 Teachers’ Mastery Approaches to 

instruction 

4 15.6 3.1 3.9 2 

4 Teaches Performance Approaches to 

instruction 

5 20.5 3.6 4.1 1 

 

Table No 4.1.1 shows that majority of the teachers perceived school goal 

structure for students as more performance oriented (M=23.0, SD=3.9) than mastery 

oriented (M=25.9, SD=3.7). Teachers’ approaches to instruction were more 

performance oriented (M=20.5, SD=3.6) than mastery oriented (M=15.6, SD=3.1).  

It is clear from the above description that teachers perceived their school 

structure to be relatively more performance oriented than mastery oriented. Similarly 

their approach to instruction was more performance oriented than mastery oriented.  



 

 

110 

 

Table 4.1.2 Descriptive statistics of students Scales (N=2203) 

 

 Orientation No of 

items 

M SD Avg 

M 

R 

1 Students’ Mastery Goal Orientation 5 21.7 3.3 4.34 1 

2 Students’ Performance-Approach Goal 

Orientation 

5 20.0 4.3 4 3 

3 Students’ Performance-Avoid Goal 

Orientation 

4 16.6 3.4 4.15 2 

4 Students’ perception of Teachers’ 

Mastery Goal 

5 21.6 2.3 4.32 1 

5 Students’ perception of Teacher 

Performance-Approach Goal 

3 12.6 2.3 4.2 2 

6 Students’ perception of Teacher 

Performance-Avoid Goal 

4 16.5 3.1 4.12 3 

7 Students’ perception of Classroom 

Mastery Goal Structure 

6 26.8 2.8 4.47 2 

8 Students’ perception of Classroom 

Performance-Approach Goal Structure 

3 13.4 2.0 4.47 1 

9 Students’ perception of Classroom 

Performance-Avoid Goal Structure 

5 20.9 3.6 4.18 3 

10 Students’ perception of Parent Mastery 

Goal 

6 25.9 3.7 4.32 2 

11 Students’ perception of Parent 

Performance Goal 

5 21.8 3.3 4.36 1 
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Table 4.1.2 describes that majority of the students had mastery goal orientation 

(M=21.7, SD=3.3), followed by performance-avoid goal orientation (M=16.6, 

SD=3.4), and performance-approach goal orientation (M=20.0, SD4.3). Majority of the 

students perceived their teachers as having mastery goals (M=21.6, SD=2.3), followed 

by Students’ perception of teacher performance-approach goal (M=12.6, SD=2.3), 

which was followed by Students’ perception of teacher performance-avoid goals 

(M=16.5, SD=3.1). Furthermore, students perceived that their classrooms had slightly 

more performance-approach goal structure (M=13.4, SD=2.0) than mastery goal 

structure (M=26.8, SD=2.8) followed by students’ perception of classroom 

performance-avoid goal structure (M=20.9, SD=3.6). Students perceived their parents 

as slightly more performance oriented (M=21.8, SD=3.3) than mastery oriented 

(M=25.9, SD=3.7). 

The table describes that majority of the students had mastery goal orientation 

followed by performance-avoid and performance-approach goal orientation. Majority 

of students perceived their teachers as having mastery goals as compared to 

performance-approach, or performance-avoid goals. Students perceived their 

classrooms had slightly more performance-approach goal structure than mastery goal 

structure followed by classroom performance-avoid goal structure. Students perceived 

their parents as slightly more performance oriented than mastery oriented. 

  



 

 

112 

 

4.2   TESTING OF RESEARCH HYPOTHESES  

Hypothesis 1. Boys and girls students have different types of achievement goal 

orientation  

 Ho: Achievement goal orientation of boys and girl students is the same 

 

Relevant to this hypothesis was the first objective of the study that was to find 

out the type of achievement goal orientations of students of secondary level. 

Achievement goal orientations of students at secondary level were analyzed in rural-

urban and gender context, while a combined analysis was also carried out to bring out 

similarities and differences in achievement goals. T-test was applied for testing the 

hypothesis.  

 

Table 4.2.1.   Types of achievement goal orientations of boys 

 
   Rural Boys (N=553) Urban Boys (N=546) 

   Group f % M SD f % M SD 

1 Mastery goal 

orientation 

High 261 47 24.2 0.7 229 42 24.6 0.5 

 Low 292 53 18.2 4.6 317 58 20.9 2.6 

2 Performance-

approach goal 

orientation 

High 267 48 23.3 1.0 256 47 23.2 1.1 

 Low 286 52 16.0 4.0 290 53 16.8 3.7 

3 Performance-

avoid goal 

orientation 

High 279 50 18.8 0.8 288 53 18.9 1.1 

 Low 274 50 13.3 2.4 258 47 12.6 3.0 
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Table 4.2.1 presents that 47% of rural boy students had high mastery goal 

orientation (Mean = 24.2, SD= 0.7) and 53% of rural boys had low mastery goal 

orientation (Mean =18.2, SD = 4.6). 48% rural boys had high performance-approach 

goal orientation (Mean = 23.3, SD=1.0) as compared to 52 % rural boys who had low 

performance-approach goal orientation (Mean= 16.0, SD= 4.0). Furthermore, 50% 

rural boys had high performance-avoid goal orientation (Mean= 18.76, SD= 0.82) while 

50% rural boys had low performance-avoid goal orientation (Mean= 13.3, SD= 2.4).  

The table also shows that 42% of urban boys had high mastery goal orientation 

(Mean = 24.6, SD= 0.5) and 58% of urban boys had low mastery goal orientation (Mean 

=20.9, SD = 2.6). 47% urban boy students had high performance-approach goal 

orientation (Mean = 23.2, SD=1.1) as compared to 53% urban boys who had low 

performance-approach goal orientation (Mean= 16.8, SD= 3.7). Furthermore, 53% 

urban boys had high performance-avoid goal orientation (Mean= 18.9, SD= 1.1) while 

47% urban boys had low performance-avoid goal orientation (Mean= 12.6, SD= 3.0).  

The data shows that larger number of boys had relatively low mastery and 

performance-approach goal orientation while they had slightly higher performance-

avoid goals orientation.  
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Table 4.2.2.   Types of achievement goal orientations of girls 

  

   Rural Girls (N=553) Urban Girls (N=551) 

   Group f % M SD f % M SD 

1 Mastery goal 

orientation 

High 242 44 23.7 0.7 251 47 24.0 0.9 

 Low 311 56 20.5 1.8 290 53 19.0 2.9 

2 Performance-

approach goal 

orientation 

High 330 60 23.0 0.9 276 50 23.0 1.3 

 Low 223 40 18.1 3.4 275 50 16.2 3.9 

3 Performance-

avoid goal 

orientation 

High 302 55 19.1 0.7 288 52 19.6 0.5 

 Low 251 45 15.3 1.6 263 48 14.3 3.8 

 

Table 4.2.2 shows that 44% of rural girls had high mastery goal orientation 

(Mean = 23.7, SD= 0.7) and 56% of rural girls had low mastery goal orientation (Mean 

=20.5, SD=1.8). 60% rural girls had high performance-approach goal orientation (Mean 

= 23.0, SD=0.9) as compared to 40% rural girls who had low performance-approach 

goal orientation (Mean=18.1, SD=3.4). Furthermore, 55% rural girls had high 

performance-avoid goal orientation (Mean= 19.1, SD=0.7) while 45% rural girls had 

low performance-avoid goal orientation (Mean= 15.3, SD= 1.6).  

The table also reveals that 47% urban girls had high mastery goal orientation 

(Mean = 24.0, SD= 0.9) and 53% urban girls had low mastery goal orientation 

(Mean=19.0, SD =2.9). 50% urban girls had high performance-approach goal 

orientation (Mean =23.0, SD=1.3) and 50% urban girls had low performance-approach 

goal orientation (Mean= 16.2, SD= 3.9). Furthermore, 52% urban girls had high 
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performance-avoid goal orientation (Mean= 19.6, SD= 0.5) while 48% urban girls had 

low performance-avoid goal orientation (Mean= 14.3, SD= 3.8).  

The data shows that relatively larger number of girls had low mastery goal 

orientation than high mastery goal orientation. Rural girls had slightly high 

performance-approach goals. Furthermore girls had slightly high performance-avoid 

goal orientation. 

 

Table 4.2.3   Types of achievement goal orientations of all the students (N=2203) 

  

 
 

Group f % M SD t df sig 

1 Mastery Goal 

Orientation 

High 993 45 24.1 0.8 38.4 992 .000 

 Low 1210 55 19.7 3.3 

2 Performance-

Approach Goal 

Orientation 

High 1129 51 23.1 1.1 52.9 1073 .000 

 Low 1074 49 16.7 3.8 

3 Performance-

Avoid Goal 

Orientation 

High 1157 53 19.1 0.9 54.2 1045 .000 

 Low 1046 47 13.8 3.0 

p<0.05  

Table 4.2.3 presents the goal orientation of all the students. It showed that 45% 

students had high mastery goal orientation (Mean=24.1, SD=0.8) and 55% students had 

low mastery goal orientation (Mean=19.7, SD=3.3). The difference between high and 

low mastery goal groups was significant (t=38.4, df=992, p<0.05). The table also 

presented that 51% students had high performance-approach goal orientation 

(Mean=23.1, SD=1.1) as compared to 49% students who had low performance-
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approach goal orientation (Mean=16.7, SD=3.8). The difference between high and low 

performance-approach goal groups was significant (t = 52.9, df=1073, p<0.05). 

Furthermore, 53% students had high performance-avoid goal orientation (Mean=19.1, 

SD=0.9) while 47% students had low performance-avoid goal orientation (Mean=13.8, 

SD=3.0). The difference between high and low performance-avoid goal groups was 

significant (t=54.2, df=1045, p<0.05).  

The data shows that students had a multiple goal orientation. They were slightly 

more mastery oriented in general but in the high-low category they had high 

performance avoid goal orientation, followed by high performance-approach, and high 

mastery goal orientation.   

 

Table 4.2.4.   Types of achievement goal orientations of boys and girls 

 

   Boys (N=1099) Girls (N=1104) t-test 

   Group f % M SD f % M SD t df Sig 

1 Mastery 

goal 

orientation 

High 490 45 24.4 0.6 503 46 23.9 0.8 10.3 489 .000 

 Low 609 55 19.6 3.9 601 54 19.8 2.5 -1.23 600 .219 

2 Performance 

approach 

goal 

orientation 

High 523 48 23.2 1.0 606 55 23.0 1.1 3.28 522 .001 

 Low 576 52 16.4 3.9 498 45 17.1 3.8 -3.25 497 .001 

3 Performance 

avoid goal 

orientation 

High 567 52 18.8 1.0 590 53 19.4 0.7 -10.79 566 .001 

 Low 532 48 12.9 2.7 514 47 14.8 3.0 -10.44 513 .000 

p<0.05  
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Table 4.2.4 presents that 45% boys had high mastery goal orientation 

(Mean=24.4, SD=0.6) and 55% boys had low mastery goal orientation (Mean=19.6, 

SD=3.9). The table also presented that 48% boys had high performance-approach goal 

orientation (Mean=23.2, SD=1.0) as compared to 52% boys who had low performance-

approach goal orientation (Mean=16.4, SD=3.9). Furthermore, 52% boys had high 

performance-avoid goal orientation (Mean=8.8, SD=1.0) while 48% boys had low 

performance-avoid goal orientation (Mean=12.9, SD=2.7).  

It also shows that 46% of girls had high mastery goal orientation (Mean=23.9, 

SD=0.8) and 54% girls had low mastery goal orientation (Mean=19.8, SD=2.5). The 

table also presented that 55% girls had high performance-approach goal orientation 

(Mean=23.0, SD=.1) as compared to 45% girls who had low performance-approach 

goal orientation (Mean=17.1, SD=3.8). Furthermore, 53% girls had high performance-

avoid goal orientation (Mean=19.4, SD=0.7) while 47% girls had low performance-

avoid goal orientation (Mean=14.8, SD=3.0).  

Analysis of data reveals that boys and girls had different types of achievement 

goal orientations. The research hypothesis that boys and girls have different types of 

achievement goal orientation was, therefore, accepted.  

 

Hypothesis 2: Students’ perception of classroom goal structure has 

significant effect on their achievement goal orientation 

Ho: Students’ perception of classroom goal structure has no significant effect 

on their achievement goal orientation 
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Relevant to this hypothesis were the second and fifth objective of the study that 

were to explore the students’ perceptions of classroom goal structures, and to find out 

effects of students’ perception of classroom goal structures on their achievement goal 

orientation.  

Students’ perceptions of classroom goal structure were analyzed in the rural-

urban as well as in the gender context, while a combined analysis was also carried out 

to bring out similarities and differences in achievement goals. Students’ perception of 

classroom goal structure was then correlated with their achievement goal orientation 

using bivariate correlation analysis to determine if they were related to each other 

 

Table 4.2.5.   Boy students’ perceptions of classroom goal structure 

 

   Rural Boys (N=553) Urban Boys (N=546) 

   Group f % M SD f % M SD 

1 Classroom 

mastery goal 

structure 

High 295 53 28.7 0.7 310 57 28.3 1.1 

 Low 258 47 24.2 3.1 236 43 23.5 2.7 

2 Classroom 

performance-

approach goal 

structure 

High 275 50 14.7 0.4 275 50 14.6 0.5 

 Low 278 50 11.9 1.6 271 50 11.1 2.3 

3 Classroom 

performance-

avoid goal 

structure 

High 260 47 23.6 1.2 299 55 23.0 1.4 

 Low 293 53 17.6 3.2 247 45 17.0 3.1 
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Table 4.2.5 indicates that 53% of rural boy students perceived their English 

classroom as having high mastery goal structure (Mean=28.7, SD=0.7) and 47% of 

rural boys perceived it as having low mastery goal structure (Mean=24.2, SD=3.1). The 

table also showed that 50% rural boys perceived their English classroom as having high 

performance-approach goal structure (Mean=14.7, SD=0.4) and 50% rural boys 

perceived it to have low performance-approach goal structure (Mean=11.9, SD=1.6). 

Furthermore, 47% rural boys perceived their English classrooms as having high 

performance-avoid goal structure (Mean=23.6, SD=1.2) while 53% rural boys 

perceived it to have low performance-avoid goal structure (Mean=17.6, SD=3.2).  

It also reveals that 57% urban boys perceived their English classroom as having 

high mastery goal structure (Mean=28.3, SD= 1.1) and 43% urban boys perceived it as 

having low mastery goal structure (Mean=23.5, SD=2.7). The table also showed that 

50% urban boys perceived their English classroom as having high performance-

approach goal structure (Mean=14.6, SD=0.5) and 50% urban boys perceived it to have 

low performance-approach goal structure (Mean=11.1, SD=2.3). Furthermore, 55% 

urban boys perceived their English classrooms as having high performance-avoid goal 

structure (Mean=23.0, SD= 1.4) while 45% urban boys perceived it to have low 

performance-avoid goal structure (Mean=17.0, SD=3.1).  

The data shows that majority of boys perceived their classroom to have high 

mastery goal orientation. Majority of rural boys perceived their English classroom to 

have low performance-avoid goal structure while majority of urban boys perceived their 

classroom to have high performance-avoid goal structure. 
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Table 4.2.6.   Girl students’ perceptions of classroom goal structure 

  

   Rural Girls (N=553) Urban Girls (N=551) 

   Group f % M SD f % M SD 

1 Classroom mastery 

goal structure 

High 322 59 29.0 0.8 275 50 28.9 0.9 

 Low 231 42 25.6 1.6 176 50 25.0 2.6 

2 Classroom 

performance-

approach goal 

structure 

High 246 44 15.0 0.0 313 57 14.5 0.5 

 Low 307 56 13.2 1.2 238 43 11.7 2.3 

3 Classroom 

performance-avoid 

goal structure 

High 237 43 24.3 0.5 266 48 23.6 1.0 

 Low 315 57 20.3 2.7 285 52 18.1 3.0 

 

Table 4.2.6 indicates that 59% of rural girl students perceived their English 

classroom as having high mastery goal structure (Mean = 29.0, SD= 0.8) and 42% rural 

girls perceived it as having low mastery goal structure (Mean=25.6, SD=1.6). The table 

also showed that 44% rural girls perceived their English classroom as having high 

performance-approach goal structure (Mean=15.0, SD=0.0) as compared to 56% rural 

girls who perceived it to have low performance-approach goal structure (Mean=13.2, 

SD=1.2). Furthermore, 43% rural girls perceived their English classrooms as having 

high performance-avoid goal structure (Mean=24.3, SD=0.5) while 57% rural girls 

perceived it to have low performance-avoid goal structure (Mean=20.3, SD=2.7).  

The table also presents that 50% urban girls perceived their English classroom 

as having high mastery goal structure (Mean=28.9, SD= 0.9) and 50% urban girls 

perceived it as having low mastery goal structure (Mean=25.0, SD=2.6). The table also 
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showed that 56% urban girls perceived their English classroom as having high 

performance-approach goal structure (Mean=14.5, SD=0.5) as compared to 43% urban 

girls who perceived it to have low performance-approach goal structure (Mean=11.7, 

SD=2.3). Furthermore, 48% urban girls perceived their English classrooms as having 

high performance-avoid goal structure (Mean=23.6, SD=1.0) while 52% urban girls 

perceived it to have low performance-avoid goal structure (Mean=18.1, SD=3.0).  

The data shows that majority of girls perceived their classroom to have high 

mastery goal structure. Majority of rural girls perceived their classroom to have low 

performance-approach goal structure while majority of urban girls perceived them to 

have high performance-approach goal structure. Furthermore majority of girls 

perceived their classrooms to have low performance avoid goal structure. 

 

 

 

Table 4.2.7. Perceptions of classroom goal structure of boy and girl students 

 

   Boys (N=1099) Girls (N=1104) 

   Group f % M SD f % M SD 

1 Classroom mastery 

goal structure 

High 605 55 28.5 0.9 597 54 29.0 0.9 

 Low 494 46 23.9 2.9 507 46 25.2 2.2 

2 Classroom 

performance-approach 

goal structure 

High 550 50 14.6 0.5 559 51 14.7 0.4 

 Low 549 50 11.5 2.0 545 49 12.5 1.9 

3 Classroom 

performance-avoid 

goal structure 

High 559 51 23.3 1.3 503 46 23.9 0.9 

 Low 540 49 17.3 3.2 601 54 19.3 3.0 
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Table 4.2.7 reveals that 55% boy students perceived their English classroom as 

having high mastery goal structure (Mean=28.5, SD=0.9) and 46% boys perceived it as 

having low mastery goal structure (Mean=23.88, SD=2.9). The table also presented that 

50% boys perceived their English classroom as having high performance-approach goal 

structure (Mean=14.6, SD=0.5) and 50% boys perceived it to have low performance-

approach goal structure (Mean=11.5, SD=2.0). Furthermore, 51% boys perceived their 

English classrooms as having high performance-avoid goal structure (Mean=23.3, 

SD=1.3) while 49% boys perceived it to have low performance-avoid goal structure 

(Mean=17.3, SD= 3.2).  

It also expresses that 54% girl students perceived their English classroom as 

having high mastery goal structure (Mean=29.0, SD=0.9) and 46% girls perceived it as 

having low mastery goal structure (Mean=25.2, SD=2.2). The table also presented that 

51% girls perceived their English classroom as having high performance-approach goal 

structure (Mean=14.7, SD=0.4) while 49 % girls perceived it to have low performance-

approach goal structure (Mean=12.5, SD=1.9). Furthermore, 46% girls perceived their 

English classrooms as having high performance-avoid goal structure (Mean=23.9, 

SD=0.9) while 54% girls perceived it to have low performance-avoid goal structure 

(Mean=19.3, SD=3.0).  

The data shows that students perceived their English classroom to have high 

mastery goal structure. Furthermore larger number of girl students perceived their 

classrooms to have low performance-avoid goal structure than boy students.  
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Table 4.2.8.   Perceptions of classroom goal structure of all the students (N=2203)  

 

   Group f % M SD t df Sig 

1 Classroom mastery 

goal structure 

High 1202 55 28.7 0.9 46.6 1000 .000 

 Low 1001 45 24.6 2.7 

2 Classroom 

performance-approach 

goal structure 

High 1109 50 14.7 0.5 43.3 1093 .000 

 Low 1094 50 12.0 2.0 

3 Classroom 

performance-avoid 

goal structure 

High 1062 48 23.6 1.2 51.2 1061 .000 

 Low 1141 52 18.4 3.2 

p<0.05 

 

Table 4.2.8 presents perception of classroom goal structure of all the students. 

It reveals that 55% students perceived their English classroom as having high mastery 

goal structure (Mean=28.7, SD=0.9) and 45% perceived it as having low mastery goal 

structure (Mean=24.6, SD=2.7). The difference between high and low mastery goal 

groups was significant (t=46.6, df=1000, p<0.05). The table also presented that 50% 

students perceived their English classroom as having high performance-approach goal 

structure (Mean=14.7, SD=0.5) and 50 % students perceived it to have low 

performance-approach goal structure (Mean=12.0, SD= 2.0). The difference between 

high and low performance-approach goal groups was significant (t=43.3, df=1093, 

p<0.05). Furthermore, 48% students perceived their English classrooms as having high 

performance-avoid goal structure (Mean=23.6, SD=1.2) while 52% students perceived 

it to have low performance-avoid goal structure (Mean=18.4, SD=3.2). The difference 

between high and low performance-avoid goal groups was significant (t=51.2, df=1061, 

p<0.05).  
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The data shows that students perceived their classroom goal structure to assert 

multiple goals of mastery and performance-approach goals with a slight inclination 

towards performance-approach goal structure.  

 

Table 4.2.9. Effect of Students’ perceptions of classroom goal structure on their 

achievement goal orientation (N=2203)  

   
1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 Classroom Mastery Goal 

Structure 

  .567* .423* .489* .311* .280* 

 
  p=.000 p=.000 p=.000 p=.000 p=.000 

2 Classroom Performance-

Approach Goal Structure 

    .443* .356* .252* .286* 

 
    p=.000 p=.000 p=.000 p=.000 

3 Classroom Performance-

Avoid Goal Structure 

      .359* .522* .482* 

 
      p=.000 p=.000 p=.000 

4 Students Mastery Goal 

Orientation 

        .327* .279* 

 
        p=.000 p=.000 

5 Students' Performance-

Approach Goal 

Orientation 

          .434* 

 
          p=.000 

6 Students’ Performance-

Avoid Goal Orientation 

            

 
            

 
p<0.05  *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

Bivariate correlation analysis was conducted to find out the effect of students 

perceptions of classroom goal structure on their achievement orientation. From the 

analysis of the data it was revealed that students’ perception of classroom goal structure 

was highly and significantly correlated with students’ mastery goal orientation 
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(r=0.489, p<0.05), students’ performance-approach goal orientation (r=0.311, p<0.05), 

and also with students’ performance-avoid goal orientation (r=0.280, p<0.05). 

Similarly students’ perception of classroom performance-approach goal structure was 

significantly correlated with students’ mastery goal orientation (r=0.443, p<0.05), 

students’ performance-approach goal orientation (r=0.252, p<0.05), and also with 

students’ performance-avoid goal orientation (r=0.286, p<0.05). Furthermore, students’ 

perception of classroom performance-avoid goal structure was significantly correlated 

with students’ mastery goal orientation (r=0.359, p<0.05), students’ performance-

approach goal orientation (r=0.522, p<0.05), and also with students’ performance-avoid 

goal orientation (r=0.482, p<0.05). 

The research hypothesis that students’ perception of classroom goal structure 

has significant effect on their achievement goal orientation is, therefore, accepted and 

the null hypothesis is rejected.  

 

 

Hypothesis 3. Students’ perception of parent goals has significant effect on 

their achievement goal orientation 

Ho: Students’ perception of parent goals has no significant effect on their 

achievement goal orientation 

This hypothesis was relevant to the fifth objective of the study which was to 

find out effects of students’ perception of classroom and parents goal structures on their 

achievement goal orientation. Students’ perceptions of parent goals were analyzed in 

rural-urban and gender context, while a combined analysis was also carried out to bring 

out similarities and differences in achievement goals. Students’ perception of parents’ 
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goals were then correlated with their achievement goal orientation using bivariate 

analysis to determine if they were related to each other.  

 

Table 4.2.10.   Boy students’ perception of parents’ goals 

 

   Rural Boys (N=553) Urban Boys (N=546) 

   Group f % M SD f % M SD 

1 Parents mastery 

goal 

High 282 51 28.2 1.4 298 55 27.8 1.3 

 Low 271 49 20.6 4.1 248 45 22.3 3.1 

2 Parents 

performance goal 

High 288 52 23.8 1.1 294 54 23.6 1.1 

 Low 265 48 17.6 2.7 252 46 18.3 3.2 

 

Table 4.2.10 presents that 51% of rural boys perceived their parents as having 

high mastery goal (Mean=28.2, SD=1.4) and 49% perceived them as having low 

mastery goal (Mean=20.55, SD=4.1). 52% rural boys perceived their parents as having 

high performance goals (Mean=23.83, SD1.1) as compared to 48% rural boys who 

perceived them to have low performance goals (Mean=17.6, SD=2.7).  

The table also shows that 55% of urban boys perceived their parents as having 

high mastery goal (Mean =27.8, SD=1.3) and 45% perceived them as having low 

mastery goal (Mean=22.3, SD =3.1). The table also presented that 54% urban boys 

perceived their parents as having high performance goals (Mean=23.6, SD=1.1) as 

compared to 46% urban boys who perceived them to have low performance goals 

(Mean=18.3, SD=3.2).  

The data shows that larger number of urban boy students perceived their parents 

to be more high mastery and high performance-approach oriented than rural boys.  
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Table 4.2.11.   Girls students’ perception of parents’ goals  

  

   Rural Girls (N=553) Urban Girls (N=551) 

   Group f % M SD f % M SD 

1 Parents 

mastery goal 

High 308 56 28.8 0.9 269 49 28.9 0.8 

 Low 245 44 25.0 2.1 282 51 24.4 2.5 

2 Parents 

performance 

goal 

High 268 48 24.4 0.5 296 54 24.1 0.9 

 Low 285 52 22.2 1.2 255 46 19.1 3.2 

 

Table 4.2.11 reveals that 56% of rural girl students perceived their parents as 

having high mastery goal (Mean=28.8, SD=0.9) and 44% perceived them as having low 

mastery goal (Mean=25.0, SD=2.1). The table also showed that 48% of rural girls 

perceived their parents as having high performance goals (Mean=24.4, SD=0.5) as 

compared to 52% rural girls who perceived them to have low performance goals 

(Mean=22.2, SD=1.16).  

It also presents that 49% of urban girls perceived their parents as having high 

mastery goal (Mean=28.9, SD=0.8) and 51% perceived them as having low mastery 

goal (Mean=24.4, SD=2.5). The table also showed that 54% of urban girls perceived 

their parents as having high performance goals (Mean=24.1, SD=0.9) as compared to 

46% urban girls who perceived them to have low performance goals (Mean=19.1, SD= 

3.2).  

The data shows that more number of rural girls perceived their parents to be 

high mastery oriented than high performance oriented, while larger number of urban 

girls perceived their parents to be more high performance oriented than high mastery 

oriented. 
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Table 4.2.12. Perception of parents’ goals of boy and girl students 

   

   Boys (N=1099) Girls (N=1104) 

   Group f % M SD f % M SD 

1 Parents mastery 

goal 

High 580 53 28.0 1.4 577 52 28.9 0.9 

 Low 519 47 21.4 3.8 527 48 24.7 2.4 

2 Parents 

performance goal 

High 582 53 23.7 1.1 564 51 24.2 0.7 

 Low 517 47 17.9 3.0 540 49 20.7 2.8 

 

Table 4.2.12 shows that 53% boy students perceived their parents as having 

high mastery goal (Mean=28.0, SD=1.4) and 47% perceived them as having low 

mastery goal (Mean=21.4, SD=3.8). The table also presented that 53% boys perceived 

their parents as having high performance goals (Mean=23.7, SD=1.1) as compared to 

47% boys who perceived them to have low performance goals (Mean=17.9, SD=3.0).  

It also reveals 52% girls perceived their parents as having high mastery goal 

(Mean=28.9, SD=0.9) and 48% perceived them as having low mastery goal 

(Mean=24.66, SD=2.35). The table also presented that 51% girls perceived their parents 

as having high performance goals (Mean=24.2, SD=0.7) while 49% girls perceived 

them to have low performance goals (Mean=20.7, SD=2.8).  

The data shows that students perceived their parents to be high mastery oriented 

but more number of boy students perceived their parents to be high performance 

oriented than girl students. 
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Table 4.2.13.   Perception of parents’ goals of all the students (N=2203) 

  

   Group f % M SD t df Sig 

1 Parents Mastery 

Goal 

High 1157 53 28.4 1.2 47.3 1045 .000 

 Low 1046 47 23.0 3.5 

2 Parents 

Performance Goal 

High 1146 52 24.0 1.0 46.1 1056 .000 

 Low 1057 48 19.3 3.2 

p<0.05  

 

Table 4.2.13 presents perception of parent goals of all the students. It shows that 

53% students perceived their parents as having high mastery goal (Mean=28.4, SD= 

1.2) and 47% perceived them as having low mastery goals (Mean=23.04, SD=3.5). The 

difference between high and low mastery goal groups was significant (t=47.3, df=1045, 

p<0.05). The table also presented that 52% students perceived their parents as having 

high performance goals (Mean=24.0, SD=1.0) as compared to 48% students who 

perceived them to have low performance goals (Mean=19.3, SD=3.2). The difference 

between high and low performance goal groups was significant (t=46.1, df=1056, 

p<0.05). 

Analysis of data reveals that students perceived their parents as asserting 

multiple goals with slightly more performance orientation than mastery orientation. 

However the difference was minimal.  
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Table. 4.2.14. Students’ perception of parent goals and students achievement goal 

orientation 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

1 Students’ perception of Parent 

Mastery Goal 

  .622* .429* .349* .428* 

 
  p=.000 p=.000 p=.000 p=.000 

2 Students’ perception of Parent 

Performance Goal 

    .410* .450* .407* 

 
    p=.000 p=.000 p=.000 

3 Students Mastery Goal 

Orientation 

      .327* .279* 

 
      p=.000 p=000 

4 Students' Performance-Approach 

Goal Orientation 

        .434* 

 
        p=.000 

5 Students’ Performance-Avoid 

Goal Orientation 

          

 
          

 
p<0.05  *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Bivariate correlation analysis was conducted to find out the effect of students 

perceptions of parent goals on their achievement goal orientation. From the analysis of 

the data it was revealed that students’ perception of parent mastery goal was highly and 

significantly correlated with students’ mastery goal orientation (r=0.429, p<0.05), 

students’ performance-approach goal orientation (r=0.349, p<0.05) and also with 

students’ performance avoid goal orientation (r=0.428, p<0.05). Similarly students’ 

perception of parent performance goal was highly and significantly correlated with 

students’ mastery goal orientation (r=0.410, p<0.05), students’ performance-approach 

goal orientation (r=0.450, p<0.05) and also with students’ performance avoid goal 

orientation (r=0.407, p<0.05). 



 

 

131 

 

The research hypothesis that students’ perception of parent goals has significant 

effect on their achievement goal orientation was, therefore, accepted and the null 

hypothesis is rejected.  

 

 

Hypothesis 4. Teachers’ perception of school goal structure has significant 

effect on students’ achievement goal orientation 

Ho: Teachers’ perception of school goal structure has no significant effect on 

students’ achievement goal orientation 

This hypothesis was relevant to the third and sixth objective of the study which 

were to survey the teachers’ perceptions of school goal structures for students, and to 

investigate the effects of teachers’ perceptions of school goal structures and their 

approaches towards instruction on students’ achievement goal orientation 

 

Table 4.2.15. Male and Female teachers’ perceptions of school goal structure for 

students  

 

   Male teachers (N=112) Female teachers (N=112) 

   Group f % M SD f % M SD 

1 School Mastery 

Goal Structure 

for students 

High 51 46 29.6 2.4 69 62 27.7 1.9 

 Low 61 54 22.9 3.1 43 38 23.0 1.8 

2 School 

Performance 

Goal Structure 

for students 

High 59 53 26.6 1.4 54 48 25.4 1.2 

 Low 53 47 20.0 3.2 58 52 19.9 2.9 
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Table 4.2.15 presents that 46% male teachers perceived that school had high 

mastery goal structure for students (Mean=29.6, SD=2.4) while 54% male teachers 

considered them to have low mastery goal structure (Mean=22.9, SD=3.1). 

Furthermore, 53% male teachers perceived that schools had high performance goal 

structure for students (Mean=26.6, SD=1.4) as compared to 47% male teachers who 

considered it to have low performance goal structure (Mean=20.0, SD=3.2).  

It also reveals that 62% female teachers perceived that school had high mastery 

goal structure for students (Mean=27.7, SD=1.9) while 38% female teachers considered 

them to have low mastery goal structure (Mean=23.0, SD=1.8). Furthermore, 48% 

female teachers perceived that schools had high performance goal structure for students 

(Mean=25.4, SD=1.2) as compared to 52% female teachers who considered it to have 

low performance goal structure (Mean=19.9, SD=2.9).  

The data shows that larger number of female teachers perceived school goal 

structure for students to be high mastery oriented than male teachers. 

 

 

Table 4.2.16. Teachers’ perceptions of school goal structure for students (N=224) 

 

   Group f % M SD t df Sig 

1 School Mastery 

Goal Structure for 

students 

High 94 42 29.2 2.2 14.5 93 .000 

 Low 130 584 23.6 2.6 

2 School 

Performance Goal 

Structure for 

students 

High 122 54 25.9 1.5 19.9 101 .000 

 Low 102 46 19.6 2.9 

p<0.05  
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Table 4.2.16 presents that 42% teachers perceived that school had high mastery 

goal structure for students (Mean=29.2, SD=2.2) while 58% teachers considered them 

to have low mastery goal structure (Mean=23.6, SD=2.6). The difference between high 

and low mastery goal groups was significant (t=14.5, df=93, p<0.05). Furthermore, 

54% teachers perceived that schools had high performance goal structure for students 

(Mean=25.9, SD=1.5) as compared to 46% teachers who considered it to have low 

performance goal structure (Mean=19.6, SD=2.9). The difference between high and 

low performance goal groups was significant (t=19.9, df=101, p<0.05). 

The data shows that teachers perceived school goal structure for students as 

slightly more performance oriented than mastery oriented with more stress on high 

performance goals.  

 

Table.4.2.17. Effect of teachers’ perception of school goal structure on students’ 

achievement goal orientation 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

1 Teachers’ perception of school mastery 

goal structure for students 

  .554* -.005 .029 .026 

 
  p=.000 p=.938 p=.662 p=.693 

2 Teachers’ perception of school 

performance goal structure for students 

    -.045 -.084 -.007 

 
    p=.505 p=.209 p=.923 

3 Students’ mastery goal orientation       .327* .279* 

 
      p=.000 p=.000 

4 Students’ performance-approach goal 

orientation 

        .434* 

 
        p=.000 

5 Students’ performance-avoid goal 

orientation 

          

 
          

 
p<0.05  *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 



 

 

134 

 

Correlations were calculated using bivariate analysis to find out the effect of 

teachers’ perception of school goal structure on students’ achievement goal orientation. 

From the analysis of the data it was revealed that teachers perception of school mastery 

goal structure for students was significantly correlated with teachers’ perception of 

school performance goal structure for students (r=0.554, p<0.05). But teachers’ 

perception of school goal structure was not significantly correlated with students’ 

achievement goal orientation  

The research hypothesis that teachers’ perception of school goal structure had 

significant effect on students’ achievement goal orientation was, therefore, rejected and 

the null hypothesis was accepted.  

 

 

Hypothesis 5. Teachers approaches to instruction has significant effect on 

students’ achievement goal orientation 

Ho: Teachers approaches to instruction has no significant effect on students’ 

achievement goal orientation 

This hypothesis was relevant to the fourth and sixth objective of the study which 

was to determine the kind of approaches teachers had towards instruction, and to 

investigate the effects of teachers’ perceptions of school goal structures and their 

approaches towards instruction on students’ achievement goal orientation 
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Table 4.2.18. Male and Female teachers’ approaches to instruction 

   Male teachers (N=112) Female teachers (N=112) 

   Group f % M SD f % M SD 

1 Teachers’ 

Mastery 

Approach to 

Instruction 

High 56 50 18.2 0.9 66 59 17.0 1.4 

 Low 56 50 13.6 3.2 46 41 12.7 2.3 

2 Teachers 

performance 

approach to 

instruction 

High 48 43 24.1 0.6 42 38 22.8 1.5 

 Low 64 57 19.3 3.2 70 63 17.8 3.2 

 

Table 4.2.18 shows that 50% male teachers had high mastery approaches to 

instruction (Mean=18.2, SD=0.9) and 50% male teachers had low mastery approaches 

to instruction (Mean=13.6, SD=3.2). Furthermore, 43% male teachers had high 

performance approach to instruction (Mean=24.1, SD=0.6) as compared to 57% male 

teachers who had low performance approach to instruction (Mean=19.3, SD=3.2). It 

showed that teachers had both mastery and performance approaches to instruction thus 

presenting a multiple goal perspective with a slight inclination towards performance 

goals.  

It also reveals that 59% female teachers had high mastery approaches to 

instruction (Mean=17.0, SD=1.4) while 41% female teachers had low mastery 

approaches to instruction (Mean=12.7, SD=2.3). Furthermore, 38% female teachers 

had high performance approach to instruction (Mean=22.8, SD=1.5) as compared to 

63% female teachers who had low performance approach to instruction (Mean=17.8, 

SD=3.2).  
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The data shows that relatively larger number of female teachers had high 

mastery approach to instruction than male teachers, while male teachers had slightly 

high performance approach to instruction than female teachers.  

 

 

Table 4.2.19. Teachers’ approaches to instruction (All teachers, N=224) 

 

   Group f % M SD t df Sig 

1 Teachers’ Mastery 

Approach to 

Instruction 

High 84 38 18.2 1.0 12.0 83 .000 

 Low 140 63 14.0 2.7  

2 Teachers 

performance 

approach to 

instruction 

High 123 55 23.0 1.4 15.8 100 .000 

 Low 101 45 17.5 3.2  

p<0.05  

 

Table 4.2.19 reveals approaches to instruction of all the teachers. It presents that 

38% teachers had high mastery approaches to instruction (Mean=18.2, SD=1.0) while 

63% teachers had low mastery approaches to instruction (Mean=14.0, SD=2.7). The 

difference between high and low mastery goal groups was significant (t=12.0, df=83, 

p<0.05). Furthermore, 55% teachers had high performance approach to instruction 

(Mean=23.0, SD=1.4) as compared to 45% teachers who had low performance 

approach to instruction (Mean=17.5, SD=3.2). The difference between high and low 

performance goal groups was significant (t=15.8, df=100, p<0.05). 

The data shows that teachers approached to instruction was multiple goals with 

high performance-approach to instruction as compared to high mastery approach.  
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Table. 4.2.20.   Effect of teachers’ approaches to instruction on students’ achievement 

goal orientation 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

1 Teachers’ mastery approach to 

instruction 

  .367* -.052 -.066 -.006 

 
  p=.000 p=.438 p=.328 p=.933 

2 Teachers’ performance approach to 

instruction 

    -.141* -.133* -.013 

 
    p=.035 p=.047 p=.852 

3 Students’ Mastery goal orientation       .327* .279* 

 
      p=.000 p=.000 

4 Students’ performance-approach 

goal orientation 

        .434* 

 
        p=.000 

5 Students’ performance-avoid goal 

orientation 

          

 
          

 
p<0.05  *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Correlations were calculated using bivariate analysis to find out the effect of 

teachers’ approaches to instruction on students’ achievement goal orientation. From the 

analysis of the data it was revealed that although teachers’ mastery approach to 

instruction was highly and significantly correlated with teachers performance approach 

to instruction (r=0.367, p<0.05) but it was not significantly related to students’ goal 

orientation. The data also showed that teachers’ performance approach to instruction 

was significantly but negatively correlated to students’ mastery goal orientation (r= -

0.141, p<0.05). Similarly teachers’ performance approach to instruction was 

significantly but negatively related to students’ performance-approach goal orientation 

(r=-0.133, p<0.05).  
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The research hypothesis that teachers’ approaches to instruction had significant 

effect on their achievement goal orientation was, therefore, accepted and the null 

hypothesis was rejected.  

 

 

 

 

Hypothesis 6. Type of achievement goal orientation has significant effect on 

students’ performance 

Ho: Type of achievement goal orientation has no significant effect on student 

performance. 

This hypothesis was relevant to the seventh objective of the study which was to 

determine the effects of the type of achievement goal orientation on students’ 

performance. Descriptive analysis of students’ achievement test scores was performed 

keeping in view the urban-rural and gender differences. An analysis was also based on 

the high and low mastery and performance achievement goal orientations of students. 

A bivariate analysis was conducted to determine the effects of students’ achievement 

goal orientation on their performance. Finally regression analysis was conducted to find 

out effects of various goal orientations on students’ performance using automatic linear 

regression feature in SPSS.  
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Table 4.2.21.   Boys Students achievement goal orientations and performance  

 

 
 

 Performance test score 

 
 

 Rural boys (N=553) Urban Boys (N=546) 

   Group Min Max Mean 

score 

SD Min Max Mean 

score 

SD 

1 Students’ 

mastery goal 

orientation 

High 7 24 17.4 4.3 6 30 16.4 5.5 

 Low 3 28 14.2 6.6 4 30 14.3 5.3 

2 Students’ 

performance 

approach goal 

orientation 

High 6 25 16.8 4.5 5 30 15.4 6.1 

 Low 3 28 14.7 6.7 4 30 15.0 

 

4.9 

3 Students’ 

performance 

avoid goal 

orientation 

High 6 25 16.8 4.4 5 30 16.4 5.5 

 Low 3 28 14.7 6.8 4 30 13.7 

 

5.1 

 

 

Table 4.2.21 reveals that rural boys having high mastery goal orientation had a 

mean performance test score of 17.4 (Min.=7. Max.=24, SD=4.3) while rural boys 

having low mastery goal orientation had a mean performance test score of 14.2 

(Min.=3, Max.=28, SD=6.55). Similarly rural boys having high performance-approach 

goal orientation had a mean performance test score of 16.8 (Min.=6. Max.=25, SD=4.5) 

while rural boys having low performance-approach goal orientation had a mean 

performance test score of 14.7 (Min.=3, Max.=28, SD=6.7). Furthermore, rural boys 

having high performance-avoid goal orientation had a mean performance test score of 
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16.8 (Min.=6. Max.=25, SD=4.4) while rural boys having low performance-avoid goal 

orientation had a mean performance test score of 14.7 (Min.=3, Max.=28, SD=6.8). 

 It also shows that urban boys having high mastery goal orientation had a mean 

performance test score of 16.4 (Min.=6. Max.=30, SD=5.5) while urban boys having 

low mastery goal orientation had a mean performance test score of 14.3 (Min.=4, 

Max.=30, SD=6.3). Similarly urban boys having high performance-approach goal 

orientation had a mean performance test score of 15.4 (Min.=5. Max.=30, SD=6.1) 

while urban boys having low performance-approach goal orientation had a mean 

performance test score of 15.0 (Min.=4, Max.=30, SD=4.9). Furthermore, urban boys 

having high performance-avoid goal orientation had a mean performance test score of 

16.4 (Min.=5. Max.=30, SD=5.5) while urban boys having low performance-avoid 

goals had a mean performance test score of 13.7 (Min.=4, Max.=30, SD=5.1). 

The data shows that boy students having high mastery goal orientation 

performed higher on achievement test than students having low mastery goal 

orientation. Similarly students having high performance-approach goal orientation 

scored higher on achievement test than students having low performance-approach foal 

orientation. Furthermore boy students having high performance-avoid goal orientation 

scored higher than students having low performance-avoid goal orientation.  
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Table 4.2.22.   Girl Students achievement goal orientations and performance  

 

 
 

 Performance test score 

 
 

 Rural Girls (N=553) Urban Girls (N=551) 

   Group Min Max Mean 

score 

SD Min Max Mean 

score 

SD 

1 Students’ mastery 

goal orientation 

High 0 29 20.5 4.0 10 29 22.1 4.3 

 Low 0 28 16.4 5.9 5 29 15.4 5.0 

2 Students’ 

performance 

approach goal 

orientation 

High 0 29 19.4 4.7 7 29 20.4 5.5 

 Low 0 27 16.5 

 

6.2 5 29 16.8 5.4 

3 Students’ 

performance avoid 

goal orientation 

High 0 29 18.5 6.0 5 29 19.5 5.6 

 Low 0 27 17.8 

 

4.9 6 29 17.6 5.7 

 

Table 4.2.22 presents that rural girls having high mastery goal orientation had a 

mean performance test score of 20.5 (Min.=0. Max.=29, SD=4.01) while rural girls 

having low mastery goal orientation had a mean performance test score of 16.4 (Min.= 

0, Max.=28, SD=5.9). Similarly rural girls having high performance-approach goal 

orientation had a mean performance test score of 19.4 (Min.=0. Max.=29, SD=4.7) 

while rural girls having low performance-approach goal orientation had a mean 

performance test score of 16.5 (Min.=0, Max.=27, SD=6.2). Furthermore, rural girls 

having high performance-avoid orientation had a mean performance test score of 18.5 

(Min.=0. Max.=29, SD=6.0) while rural girls having low performance-avoid 

orientation had a mean performance test score of 17.8 (Min.=0, Max.=27, SD=4.9). 
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It also expresses that urban girls having high mastery goal orientation had a 

mean performance test score of 22.1 (Min.=10. Max.=29, SD=4.27) while urban girls 

having low mastery goal orientation had a mean performance test score of 15.4 (Min.= 

5, Max.=29, SD=5.0). Similarly urban girls having high performance-approach goal 

orientation had a mean performance test score of 20.4 (Min.=7. Max.=29, SD=5.5) 

while urban girls having low performance-approach goal orientation had a mean 

performance test score of 16.8 (Min.=0, Max.=29, SD=5.4). Furthermore, urban girls 

having high performance-avoid goals had a mean performance test score of 19.5 

(Min.=5. Max.=29, SD=5.6) while urban girls having low performance-avoid 

orientation had a mean performance test score of 17.6 (Min.=6, Max.=29, SD=5.7). 

The data shows that girl students having high mastery goal orientation 

performed higher on achievement test than students having low mastery goal 

orientation. Similarly students having high performance-approach goal orientation 

scored higher on achievement test than students having low performance-approach foal 

orientation. Furthermore girl students having high performance-avoid goal orientation 

scored higher than students having low performance-avoid goal orientation.  
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Table 4.2.23. Students’ achievement goal orientations and performance of boys and 

girl students (2203) 

 

 
 

 Performance test score 

 
 

 Boys (N=1099) Girls (N=1104) 

   Group Min Max Mean 

score 

SD Min Max Mean 

score 

SD 

1 Students’ 

mastery goal 

orientation 

High 6 30 16.9 4.9 0 29 21.4 4.2 

 Low 3 30 14.2 5.9 0 29 15.9 5.5 

2 Students’ 

performance 

approach goal 

orientation 

High 5 30 16.1 5.4 0 29 19.8 5.1 

 Low 3 30 14.8 

 

5.8 0 29 16.7 5.8 

3 Students’ 

performance 

avoid goal 

orientation 

High 5 30 16.6 5.0 0 29 19.0 5.8 

 Low 3 30 14.2 

 

6.0 0 29 17.7 5.3 

 

 

Table 4.2.23 reveals that boys having high mastery goal orientation had a mean 

performance test score of 16.9 (Min.=6. Max.=30, SD=4.9) while boys having low 

mastery goals had a mean performance test score of 14.2 (Min.=3, Max.=30, SD=5.9). 

Similarly boys having high performance-approach goal orientation had a mean 

performance test score of 16.1 (Min.=5. Max.=30, SD=5.4) while boys having low 

performance-approach goal orientation had a mean performance test score of 14.8 

(Min.=3, Max.=30, SD=5.8). Furthermore, boys having high performance-avoid goal 

orientation had a mean performance test score of 16.6 (Min.=5. Max.=30, SD=5.0) 
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while boys having low performance-avoid goal orientation had a mean performance 

test score of 14.2 (Min.=3, Max.=30, SD=6.0). 

It also presents that girls having high mastery goal orientation had a mean 

performance test score of 21.4 (Min.=0. Max.=29, SD=4.2) while girls having low 

mastery goal orientation had a mean performance test score of 15.9 (Min.=0, Max.=29, 

SD=5.5). Similarly girls having high performance-approach goal orientation had a 

mean performance test score of 19.8 (Min.=0. Max.=29, SD=5.1) while girls having 

low performance-approach goal orientation had a mean performance test score of 16.7 

(Min.=0, Max.=29, SD=5.8). Furthermore, girls having high performance-avoid goals 

had a mean performance test score of 19.0 (Min.=0. Max.=29, SD=5.8) while girls 

having low performance-avoid goals had a mean performance test score of 17.7 (Min.= 

0, Max.=29, SD=5.3). 

The data shows that girl students having one type of achievement goal 

orientation scored higher on achievement test than boy students having the same type 

of achievement goal orientation. 
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Table 4.2.24.   Students achievement goal orientations and performance of all students 

(N=2203)  

 

 
 

 Performance test score    

   Group Min Max Mean SD t df Sig 

1 Students’ mastery goal 

orientation 

High 0 30 19.2 5.1 16.7 992 .000 

 Low 0 30 15.1 5.8 

2 Students’ 

performance-approach 

goal orientation 

High 0 30 18.1 5.6 9.6 1073 .000 

 Low 0 30 15.7 5.9 

3 Students’ 

performance-avoid 

goal orientation 

High 0 30 17.8 5.6 7.5 1045 .000 

 Low 0 30 15.9 6.0 

p<0.05  

 

Table 4.2.24 reveals that students having high mastery goal orientation had a 

mean performance test score of 19.2 (Min.=0. Max.=30, SD=5.1) while students having 

low mastery goal orientation had a mean performance test score of 15.6 (Min.=0, 

Max.=30, SD=5.8). The difference between high and low mastery goal groups was 

significant (t=16.7, df=992, p<0.05). Similarly students having high performance-

approach goal orientation had a mean performance test score of 18.1 (Min.=0. 

Max.=30, SD=5.6) while students having low performance-approach goal orientation 

had a mean performance test score of 15.7 (Min.=0, Max.=30, SD=5.9). The difference 

between high and low performance-approach goal groups was significant (t=9.6, 

df=1073, p<0.05). Furthermore, students having high performance-avoid goal 

orientation had a mean performance test score of 17.8 (Min.=0. Max.=30, SD=5.6) 

while students having low performance-avoid goal orientation had a mean performance 
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test score of 15.9 (Min.=0, Max.=30, SD=6.0). The difference between high and low 

performance-avoid goal groups was significant (t=7.5, df=1045, p<0.05). 

 

Table. 4.2.25. Students achievement goal orientations and performance (N=2203) 

   
1 2 3 4 

1 Test Score   .417* .169* .265* 

 
  p=.000 p=.000 p=.000 

2 Students’ Mastery Goal Orientation     .327* .279* 

 
    p=.000 p=.000 

3 Students' Performance-Approach Goal 

Orientation 

      .434* 

 
      p=.000 

4 Students’ Performance-Avoid Goal 

Orientation 

        

 
        

 
p<0.05  *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

Correlations were calculated using bivariate analysis to find out the effect of 

students’ perception of teacher goals on their performance. From the analysis of the 

data it was revealed that students’ performance was significantly correlated with 

students’ mastery goal orientation (r=0.417, p<0.05), students’ performance was also 

positively and significantly correlated with students’ performance-approach goal 

orientation (r=0.169, p<0.05), similarly students’ performance was also significantly 

correlated with students’ performance-avoid goal orientation (r=0.265, p<0.05).  

Therefore, the research hypothesis that type of achievement goal orientation has 

significant effect on students’ performance was accepted and the null hypothesis was 

rejected.  
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Students’ perception of teacher goals 
 

Students’ perception of teacher goal orientations were collected to get a more 

clear picture of what was going on in schools in district Peshawar. It also helped the 

researcher to ascertain their effect on students’ goal orientation and performance in 

urban-rural and gender contexts. The data was analyzed using descriptive and 

correlation statistics.  

 

 

Table 4.2.26. Boy students’ perceptions of teacher goals  

   

   Rural boys (N=553) Urban Boys (N=546) 

   Group f % M SD f % M SD 

1 Perception of  teacher 

mastery goals 

High 243 44 23.4 0.6 300 55 23.2 1.0 

 Low 310 56 19.9 2.7 246 45 19.1 2.1 

2 Perception of  teacher 

performance-

approach goal 

High 257 46 14.6 0.5 326 60 13.9 0.8 

 Low 296 54 11.5 1.8 220 40 11.0 1.5 

3 Perception of teacher 

performance-avoid 

goal 

High 288 52 19.3 0.8 288 53 18.5 1.1 

 Low 265 48 14.2 2.5 258 47 13.8 2.2 

 

 

Entries in table 4.2.26 shows that 44% rural boys perceived their teachers as 

having high mastery goal (Mean=23.4, SD=0.6) and 56% perceived them as having low 

mastery goals (Mean=19.9, SD=2.7). The table also presented that 46% of rural boys 

perceived their teachers as having high performance-approach goals (Mean=14.6, 

SD=0.5) as compared to 54 % rural boys who perceived them to have low performance-

approach goals (Mean=11.5, SD=1.8). Furthermore, 52% rural boys perceived their 
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teachers as having high performance-avoid goals (Mean=19.3, SD=0.8) while 48% 

rural boys perceived them to have low performance-avoid goals (Mean=14.2, SD=2.5). 

The table also presents that 55% urban boys perceived their teachers as having 

high mastery goals (Mean=23.2, SD=1.0) and 45% perceived them as having low 

mastery goals (Mea=19.1, SD=2.1). The table showed that 60% urban boys perceived 

their teachers as having high performance-approach goals (Mean=13.9, SD=0.8) as 

compared to 40% urban boys who perceived them to have low performance-approach 

goals (Mean=11.0, SD=1.5). Furthermore, 53% urban boys perceived their teachers as 

having high performance-avoid goals (Mean=18.5, SD=1.1) while 47% urban boys 

perceived them to have low performance-avoid goals (Mean=13.8, SD=2.2). 

The data shows that larger number of urban boys perceived their teachers to 

have high mastery goals than rural boys. Similarly larger number of urban boys 

perceived their teachers to have high performance-approach goals than rural boys.  
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Table 4.2.27. Girl students’ perceptions of teacher goals 

 

   Rural Girls (N=553) Urban Girls (N=551) 

 
 

Group f % M SD f % M SD 

1 Perception of  

Teacher Mastery 

Goals 

High 251 45 23.5 0.6 240 44 23.4 0.6 

 Low 302 55 20.8 1.4 311 56 20.5 2.0 

2 Perception of  

Teacher 

Performance-

Approach Goal 

High 247 45 14.4 0.5 304 55 14.0 0.8 

 Low 306 55 10.7 2.7 247 45 10.2 2.5 

3 Perception of Teacher 

Performance-Avoid 

Goal 

High 302 55 18.9 0.7 299 54 18.5 1.2 

 Low 251 45 14.7 2.3 252 46 13.0 2.8 

 

Entries in table 4.2.27 reveals that 45% rural girls perceived their teachers as 

having high mastery goal (Mean=23.5, SD= 0.6) and 55% perceived them as having 

low mastery goals (Mean=20.8, SD=1.4). The table also presented that 45% rural girls 

perceived their teachers as having high performance-approach goals (Mean=14.4, 

SD=0.5) as compared to 55% rural girls who perceived them to have low performance-

approach goals (Mean=10.7, SD=2.7). Furthermore, 55% rural girls perceived their 

teachers as having high performance-avoid goals (Mean=18.9, SD=0.7) while 45% 

rural girls perceived them to have low performance-avoid goals (Mean=14.7, SD= 2.3). 

It also presents that 44% urban girls perceived their teachers as having high 

mastery goals (Mean=23.4, SD= 0.6) and 56% perceived them as having low mastery 

goals (Mean=20.5, SD =2.0). The table also presented that 55% urban girls perceived 
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their teachers as having high performance-approach goals (Mean=14.0, SD=0.8) as 

compared to 45% urban girls who perceived them to have low performance-approach 

goals (Mean=10.2, SD=2.5). Furthermore, 54% urban girls perceived their teachers as 

having high performance-avoid goals (Mean=18.5, SD=1.2) while 46% urban girls 

perceived them to have low performance-avoid goals (Mean=13.0, SD= 2.8). 

The data shows that majority of urban and rural girl perceived their teachers to 

have low mastery goals while larger number of urban girls perceived their teachers to 

have high performance-approach goals than rural girls 

 

 

 

Table 4.2.28. Boy and Girl students’ perception of teacher goals 

   

   Boys (N=1099) Girls (N=1104) 

   Group f % M SD f % M SD 

1 Perception of  

teacher mastery 

goals 

High 543 49 23.3 0.8 491 44 23.5 0.6 

 Low 556 51 19.6 2.5 613 56 20.7 1.7 

2 Perception of  

teacher 

performance-

approach goal 

High 583 53 14.2 0.8 551 50 14.2 0.7 

 Low 516 47 11.3 1.7 553 50 10.5 2.6 

3 Perception of 

Teacher 

Performance-Avoid 

Goal 

High 576 52 18.9 1.0 601 54 18.7 1.0 

 Low 523 48 14.0 2.4 503 46 13.8 2.7 
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Entries in table 4.2.28 expresses that 49% boy students perceived their teachers 

as having high mastery goals (Mean=23.3, SD= 0.8) and 51% perceived them as having 

low mastery goals (Mean=19.6, SD=2.5). The table also presented that 53% boys 

perceived their teachers as having high performance-approach goals (Mean=14.2, 

SD=0.8) as compared to 47% boys who perceived them to have low performance-

approach goals (Mean=11.3, SD=1.0). Furthermore, 52% boys perceived their teachers 

as having high performance-avoid goals (Mean=18.9, SD=1.0) while 48% boys 

perceived them to have low performance-avoid goals (Mean=14.0, SD=2.4). 

It also reveals that 44% girls perceived their teachers as having high mastery 

goals (Mean= 20.6, SD=0.6) and 56% girls them as having low mastery goals 

(Mean=19.6, SD =1.7). The table also presented that 50% girls perceived their teachers 

as having high performance-approach goals (Mean=14.2, SD=0.7) and 50% girls 

perceived them to have low performance-approach goals (Mean=10.5, SD=2.6). 

Furthermore, 54% girls perceived their teachers as having high performance-avoid 

goals (Mean=18.7, SD=1.0) while 46% girls perceived them to have low performance-

avoid goals (Mean=13.8, SD=2.7).  

The data shows that relatively larger number of boy students perceived their 

teachers to have high mastery goal orientation than girl students. Similarly larger 

number of boy students perceived their teachers to have high performance-approach 

goal orientation than girl students. While slightly higher number of girl students 

perceived their teachers to have high performance-avoid goal orientation than boy 

students.  
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Table 4.2.29.    Students perception of teachers goals of all the students (N=2203)  

 

   Group f % M SD t df Sig 

1 Perception of 

teacher mastery 

goal 

High 1034 47 23.4 0.7 45.6 1033 .000 

 Low 1169 53 20.1 2.2 

2 Perception of 

teacher 

performance-

approach goal 

High 1134 51 14.2 0.8 46.8 1068 .000 

 Low 1069 49 10.9 2.2 

3 Perception of 

teacher 

performance-avoid 

goal 

High 1177 53 18.8 1.0 58.5 1025 .000 

 Low 1026 47 13.9 2.5 

p<0.05  

Entries in table 4.2.29 reveals perception of teacher goals of all the students. It 

presents that 47% students perceived their teachers as having high mastery goals 

(Mean=23.4, SD=0.7) and 53% students perceived them as having low mastery goals 

(Mean=20.1, SD=2.2). The difference between high and low mastery goal groups was 

significant (t=45.6, df=1033, p<0.05). The table also presented that 51% students 

perceived their teachers as having high performance-approach goals (Mean=14.2, 

SD=0.8) while 49% students perceived them to have low performance-approach goals 

(Mean=10.9, SD=2.2). The difference between high and low performance-approach 

goal groups was significant (t=46.8, df=1068, p<0.05). Furthermore, 53% students 

perceived their teachers as having high performance-avoid goals (Mean=18.8, SD=1.0) 

while 47% students perceived them to have low performance-avoid goals (Mean=13.9, 
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SD=2.5). The difference between high and low performance-avoid goal groups was 

significant (t=58.5, df=1025, p<0.05).  

Analysis of data shows that students perceived their teachers as having multiple 

goals with focus on mastery and performance goals. They also perceived their teachers 

as having slightly high performance-avoidance goals than high performance-approach 

or high mastery goals.  

  

 

Table. 4.2.30. Effect of students’ perception of teacher goals on students’ goal 

orientation 

   
1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 Students’ perception of 

Teachers’ Mastery Goals 

 
.293* .397* .447* .322* .287* 

  
p=.000 p=.000 p=.000 p=.000 p=.000 

2 Students’ perception of Teacher 

Performance-Approach Goal 

  
.361* .233* .276* .236* 

   
p=.000 p=.000 p=.000 p=.000 

3 Students’ perception of Teacher 

Performance-Avoid Goals 

   
.262* .335* .423* 

    
p=.000 p=.000 p=.000 

4 Students’ Mastery Goal 

Orientation 

    
.327* .279* 

     
p=.000 p=.000 

5 Students' Performance-

Approach Goal Orientation 

     
.434* 

      
p=.000 

6 Students’ Performance-Avoid 

Goal Orientation 

            

 
            

 
p<0.05  *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Correlations were calculated using bivariate analysis to find out the effect of 

students’ perception of teacher goals on students’ achievement goal orientation. From 

the analysis of the data it was revealed that students’ perception of teachers’ mastery 

goals was significantly correlated to students’ mastery goal orientation (r=0.477, 

p<0.05), students’ performance-approach goal orientation (r=0.322, p<0.05) and also 

to students’ performance-avoid goal orientation (r=0.287, p<0.05). Similarly students’ 

perception of teacher performance-approach goal was also significantly correlated to 

students’ mastery goal orientation (r=0.233, p<0.05), students’ performance-approach 

goal orientation (r=0.276, p<0.05) and also to students’ performance-avoid goal 

orientation (r=0.236, p<0.05). Furthermore, students’ perception of teacher 

performance-avoid goal was also significantly correlated to students’ mastery goal 

orientation (r=0.262, p<0.05), students’ performance-approach goal orientation 

(r=0.335, p<0.05) and also to students’ performance-avoid goal orientation (r=0.423, 

p<0.05). 

4.3   Regression Analysis 

Regression analysis was carried out using performance test scores as dependent 

variable and students’ perception of parent performance goal, students’ perception of 

teacher performance-approach goal, students’ performance-avoid goal orientation, 

students' mastery goal orientation, students’ perception of teacher performance-avoid 

goals, students' performance-approach goal orientation, students’ perception of 

teachers’ mastery goals, students’ perception of classroom performance-approach goal 

structure, students’ perception of parent mastery goal, students’ perception of 

classroom performance-avoid goal structure, students’ perception of classroom mastery 

goal structure as predictors. The results are presented as follows 
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Table 4.3.1.  Model Summary of regression analysis showing how well the predictors 

were able to predict students’ performance 

 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .461a .212 .208 5.1960 

 

Model summary gives the measures of how well the overall model, i.e. the 

predictors were able to predict student performance. R’ is a measure of how well the 

predictors predict the outcome, but we need to take the square root of R to get a more 

accurate measure. This is ‘R square’, which gives us the amount of variance in English 

grades explained by the predictor variables together. R square varies between 0 and 1. 

In the above table R=0.461. The value of R Square is 0.212. R-Square is the proportion 

of variance in the dependent variable that can be explained by the independent 

variables. This is an overall measure of the strength of association and does not reflect 

the extent to which any particular independent variable is associated with the dependent 

variable. Std. Error of the Estimate is 50196 which is the standard deviation of the error 

term and the square root of the Mean Square. Adjusted R Square is a correction to R 

square, which takes into account that we are looking at a sample rather than at the 

population. As the model is likely to fit the population less well than the sample, R 

square is adjusted downwards to give a measure of how well the model is likely to fit 

in the population. Adjusted R square also lies between 0 and 1. 

Muijs (2004) has presented a rule of thumb to see how well the model fits the 

data: i.e. <0.1: poor fit, 0.11–0.3: modest fit, 0.31–0.5: moderate fit, and > 0.5: strong 

fit. The model summary presented that the value of Adjusted R square was 0.208, which 

was a modest fit and suggested that the predictors were good at predicting student 

performance.  
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Table 4.3.2. Coefficients showing predictability of Student performance through 

Achievement goal orientations  

 

 Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standar

dized 

Coeffici

ents 

t Sig. 

 B Std. 

Error 
Beta 

1 (Constant) -2.922 1.163 
 

-2.512 .012 

 Students Mastery Goal Orientation .614 .040 .351 15.310 .000 

 Students' Performance-Approach Goal 

Orientation 

-.066 .033 -.048 -2.025 .043 

 Students’ Performance-Avoid Goal 

Orientation 

.300 .040 .175 7.399 .000 

 Students’ perception of Teachers’ 

Mastery Goals 

.062 .128 .025 .484 .628 

 Students’ perception of Teacher 

Performance-Approach Goal 

-.106 .053 -.042 -2.005 .045 

 Students’ perception of Teacher 

Performance-Avoid Goals 

-.140 .046 -.074 -3.060 .002 

 Students’ perception of Classroom 

Mastery Goal Structure 

.173 .114 .084 1.528 .127 

 Students’ perception of Classroom 

Performance-Approach Goal Structure 

-.205 .077 -.070 -2.670 .008 

 Students’ perception of Classroom 

Performance-Avoid Goal Structure 

.119 .047 .073 2.533 .011 

 Students’ perception of Parent Mastery 

Goal 

.018 .043 .012 .416 .677 

 Students’ perception of Parent 

Performance Goal 

.014 .053 .008 .266 .790 

 p<0.05  a. Dependent Variable: Test Score 
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 Table 4.3.2 shows that students mastery goal orientation was statistically 

significant predictor of students’ performance (β=0.351, p<0.05). Students' 

performance-approach goal orientation was slightly but negatively significant predictor 

of performance (β=-0.048, p<0.05), while students’ performance-avoid goal orientation 

was not statistically significant predictor of students’ performance (β=0.175, p<0.05).  

Students’ perception of teachers’ mastery goals was significant predictor of 

achievement (β=0.025, p<0.05). Students’ perception of teacher performance-approach 

goal was slightly but negatively significant predictor of performance (β=-0.042, 

p<0.05). Students’ perception of teacher performance-avoid goals was not significant 

predictor of performance (β=-0.074, p<0.05). 

Students’ perception of classroom mastery goal structure was not a statistically 

significant predictor of students’ performance (β=0.084, p<0.05). Students’ perception 

of classroom performance-approach goal structure was not significant predictor of 

performance (β=-0.070, p<0.05), similarly students’ perception of classroom 

performance-avoid goal structure was not a statistically significant predictor of 

students’ performance (β=0.073, p<0.05).  

Students’ perception of parent mastery goal was not a statistically significant 

predictor of students’ performance (β=0.012, p<0.05). Similarly students’ perception 

of parent performance goal was also not a statistically significant predictor of students’ 

performance (β=0.008, p<0.05).  

An automatic linear modeling was carried out using SPSS where in test score 

was taken as target and students various achievement goal orientations as predictors 

using custom field assignments. The linear model predicted a continuous target based 

on linear relationships between the target and predictors with confidence level (%) 0.95. 

The model is presented as follows.  
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4.3.4. Predictor importance 

 

 
 

 

The model shows that students’ mastery goal orientation was the major 

predictor of performance.  
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Chapter 5 

 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, 

LIMITATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

5.1.   SUMMARY 

Learning English as a subject is a complex process and requires effort, focus, 

and motivation. Various factors including course content, learning environment, the 

teacher, teaching methods, and achievement goal orientation play their role in learning 

English.   

The study attempted to answer the research questions about the types of 

students’ achievement goal orientations in secondary schools, students’ perceptions of 

classroom and parent goals and its effect on their achievement goals. It also explored 

teachers’ perceptions of school goal structures for students, teachers’ approaches 

towards instruction, and their effect on students’ achievement goal orientation. The 

important question was about the effects of the type of achievement goal orientation on 

students’ performance.  

The study was delimited to teachers and students of Government High/ Higher 

Secondary Schools in District Peshawar and to the subject of English. It was a survey 

study conducted in conventional classrooms in which a predominately quantitative 
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pattern was used. Population of the study included male and female teachers and 

students of district Peshawar.  

An equal-sized stratified sample of male teachers (56 urban, 56 rural) and 

female teachers (56 urban, 56 rural) and boys students (560 urban, 560 rural) and girls 

students (560 urban, 560 rural) was selected from High/ Higher Secondary Schools in 

District Peshawar in the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa province of Pakistan. Thus a total of 224 

teachers and 2240 students were selected as sample for the study which was an adequate 

representation of the population.  

The Patterns for Adaptive Learning Scale (PALS) developed and revised by 

Midgley, et.al, (2000) was used for the study. It was translated from English to Urdu 

and adapted accordingly to match the context of the study. Students’ achievement was 

measured by using a multiple-choice test in the subject of English. Test items were 

based on secondary school curriculum of English for grade (IX and X) used in the 

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa province. The instruments were pilot tested before actual 

administration.   

A formal approval was obtained from the Executive District Officer, 

Elementary and Secondary Education Peshawar for collection of data. Consent was also 

obtained from concerned school Principals/head masters through a letter. The 

objectives of the study and administration of instruments were discussed with teachers. 

Students were also given a brief introduction about the research and were assured about 

confidentiality in the research process.  

Descriptive statistics like mean, standard deviation etc. were used for analysis 

of data. Median splits were used to categorize students into achievement goal groups.  

Correlation analysis was performed to examine how students’ achievement goal 

orientations and performance are interrelated.  Linear regression analysis was applied 
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to identify significant predictors of achievement and to study the effects of students’ 

achievement goal orientation on their performance.   

The analysis revealed that teacher perceived school goal structure for students 

as more performance oriented than mastery oriented with more stress on high 

performance goals. Similarly teachers’ approached to instruction with multiple goals. 

They were more performance oriented than mastery oriented with slightly high 

performance approach to instruction than high mastery approach. It was found that 

teachers’ performance approach to instruction was significantly but negatively 

correlated to students’ mastery as well as performance-approach goal orientation. 

Students had a multiple goal orientation. Majority of the students had mastery 

goal orientation, followed by performance-avoid and performance-approach goal 

orientation. They were slightly more mastery oriented in general but in high-low 

category, they had more high performance-avoidance goal orientation, followed by 

high performance-approach goal and then by high mastery goal orientation. Relatively 

large number of rural boys had high mastery orientation than rural girls, while relatively 

larger number of urban girls had high mastery orientation than urban boys. Girls had 

high performance-approach goal orientation than boys, and greater number of rural girls 

had high performance-approach goal orientation than urban girls. It was concluded that 

boys and girls differed in their achievement goal orientation. 

Students perceived their teachers as having multiple goals with focus on 

mastery and performance goals. They also perceived their teachers as having slightly 

high performance-avoidance goals than high performance-approach or high mastery 

goals.  Greater number of urban boys perceived their teachers as having high mastery 

goals than other boys or girls. Majority of urban boys and urban girls perceived their 
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teachers as having high performance-approach goals than rural boys and girls. Students’ 

perception of teachers’ goals was significantly correlated to students’ goal orientation.  

Students viewed their classrooms as slightly more performance-approach 

oriented than mastery oriented. Majority of rural girls perceived their classroom to have 

high mastery goal structure, while majority of urban girls perceived them to have high 

performance-approach goal structure. Greater number of boys perceived their 

classrooms as having high performance-avoid goal structure than girls. Majority of 

urban boys perceived their classrooms as having high performance-avoid goal 

structure. Students’ perception of classroom goal structure was significantly correlated 

with students’ goal orientation, 

Students perceived their parents as asserting multiple goals with slightly more 

performance orientation than mastery orientation. However the difference was 

minimal. Majority of rural girls perceived their parents as having high mastery goal 

while majority of urban girls perceived their parents as having high performance goals. 

Students’ perception of parent goal was significantly correlated with students’ goal 

orientation. 

Students having high mastery goal orientation performed higher on 

performance test than students having low mastery goal orientation. Similarly students 

having high performance-approach goal orientation scored higher than those having 

low performance-approach goals. Furthermore, students having high performance-

avoid goal orientation had slightly higher performance test score than students having 

low performance-avoid goal orientation. The study concluded that students’ 

performance was significantly correlated with students’ goal orientation and students’ 

mastery goal orientation was a strong predictor of achievement. 
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Students in Pakistan are exposed to rhetoric like “learn your lesson lest you 

should get fail”. Results from the study showed that such sentences were translating 

into high performance-avoid goal orientation for students.  

The study recommended that teachers may provide students with meaningful 

activities to increase motivation and should encourage them for learning. Teachers may 

give attention to students’ abilities and their perceptions of learning and performance 

to help them to develop proper orientations resulting in adaptive learning patterns.  

 

5.2.   FINDINGS 

Major findings of the study are presented as follows 

1. Majority of the teachers perceived school goal structure for students as more 

performance oriented (M=23.0, SD=3.9) than mastery oriented (M=25.9, 

SD=3.7). Teacher approaches to instruction were more performance oriented 

(M=20.5, SD=3.6) than mastery oriented (M=15.6, SD=3.1).  

2. Majority of the students had mastery goal orientation (M=21.7, SD=3.3), 

followed by performance-avoid goal orientation (M=16.6, SD=3.4), which was 

followed by performance-approach goal orientation (M=20.0, SD=4.3). 

Majority of students perceived their teachers as having mastery goals (M=21.6, 

SD=2.3), followed by Students’ perception of teacher performance-approach 

goal (M=12.6, SD=2.3), which was followed by Students’ perception of teacher 

performance-avoid goals (M=16.5, SD=3.1). Furthermore, students perceived 

that their classrooms had slightly more performance-approach goal structure 

(M=13.4, SD=2.0) than mastery goal structure (M=26.8, SD=2.8) followed by 

students’ perception of classroom performance-avoid goal structure (M=20.9, 
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SD=3.6). Students perceived their parents as slightly more performance 

oriented (M=21.8, SD=3.3) than mastery oriented (M=25.9, SD=3.7). 

3. It was found that 45% students had high mastery goal orientation (Mean=24.1, 

SD=0.8) and 55% students had low mastery goal orientation (Mean=19.7, 

SD=3.3).  

4. Relatively higher number of rural boys (47%) had high mastery goal orientation 

(Mean=24.2, SD=0.7) as compared to 44% rural girls who had high mastery 

goal orientation (Mean=23.7, SD= 0.7). In contrast 47% urban girls had high 

mastery goal orientation (Mean=24.0, SD= 0.9) as compared to 42% urban boys 

having high mastery goal orientation (Mean=24.6, SD= 0.5).  

5. It was found that 51% students had high performance-approach goal orientation 

(Mean=23.1, SD=1.1) while 49% students had low performance-approach goal 

orientation (Mean= 16.7, SD= 3.9). Furthermore, 55% girls had high 

performance-approach goal orientation (Mean=23.00, SD=1.10) as compared 

to 48% boys who had high performance-approach goal orientation (Mean=23.2, 

SD=1.0). Similarly 60% rural girls had high performance-approach goal 

orientation (Mean=23.0, SD=0.9) as compared to 48% rural boys who had high 

performance-approach goal orientation (Mean=23.3, SD=1.0). Furthermore, 

50% urban girls had high performance-approach goal orientation (Mean=23.0, 

SD=1.3) while 47% urban boys had high performance-approach goal 

orientation (Mean=23.2, SD=1.1).  

6. It was also found that 53% students had high performance-avoid goal 

orientation (Mean=19.1, SD=0.9) while 47% students had low performance-

avoid goal orientation (Mean=13.8, SD=3.0). Furthermore, 53% girls had high 

performance-avoid goal orientation (Mean=19.4, SD=0.7) while 52% boys had 
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high performance-avoid goal orientation (Mean=18.8, SD=1.0).Similarly 55% 

rural girls had high performance-avoid goal orientation (Mean=19.1, SD=0.7) 

as compared to 50% rural boys who had high performance-avoid goal 

orientation (Mean=18.8, SD=0.8). Achievement goal orientation of boys and 

girls were different.  

7. 55% students perceived their English classroom as having high mastery goal 

structure (Mean=28.7, SD=0.9) and 45% perceived it as having low mastery 

goal structure (Mean=24.6, SD=2.7). Furthermore, 53% rural boys perceived 

their English classroom as having high mastery goal structure (Mean=28.7, 

SD=0.7) as compared to 59% rural girls who perceived it as having high mastery 

goal structure (Mean=29.0, SD=0.8). In contrast57% urban boys perceived their 

English classroom as having high mastery goal structure (Mean=28.3, SD=1.1) 

as compared to 50% urban girls who perceived them to have high mastery goal 

structure (Mean=28.9, SD=0.9).  

8. 59% rural girls perceived their English classroom as having high mastery goal 

structure (Mean=29.0, SD=0.8) as compared to 50% urban girls who perceived 

it as having high mastery goal structure (Mean=28.93, SD=0.9).  

9. 50% students perceived their English classroom as having high performance-

approach goal structure (Mean=14.7, SD=0.5) and 50% students perceived it to 

have low performance-approach goal structure (Mean=12.0, SD=2.0). 

Furthermore, 50% rural boys perceived their English classroom as having high 

performance-approach goal structure (Mean=14.7, SD=0.4) as compared to 

44% rural girls who perceived them as having high performance-approach goal 

structure (Mean=15.0, SD=0.0). Furthermore, 50% urban boys perceived their 

English classroom as having high performance-approach goal structure 
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(Mean=14.6, SD=0.5) as compared to 56% urban girls who perceived them as 

having high performance-approach goal structure (Mean=14.5, SD=0.5).  

10. 56% urban girls perceived their English classroom as having high performance-

approach goal structure (Mean=14.5, SD=0.5) while 44% rural girls perceived 

it to have high performance-approach goal structure (Mean=15.0, SD=0.0).  

11. The study found that 48% students perceived their English classrooms as having 

high performance-avoid goal structure (Mean=23.6, SD=1.2) while 52% 

students perceived it to have low performance-avoid goal structure (Mean=18.4, 

SD=3.2). Similarly 51% boys perceived their English classrooms as having high 

performance-avoid goal structure (Mean=23.3, SD=1.3) as compared to 46% 

girls who perceived them as having high performance-avoid goal structure 

(Mean=23.9, SD=0.9). Furthermore, 55% urban boys perceived their English 

classrooms as having high performance-avoid goal structure (Mean=23.0, 

SD=1.4) while 48% urban girls perceived it as having high performance-avoid 

goal structure (Mean=23.6, SD=1.0). 

12. It was also found that 48% urban girls perceived their English classrooms as 

having high performance-avoid goal structure (Mean=23.6, SD=1.0) as 

compared to 43% rural girls who perceived it as having high performance-avoid 

goal structure (Mean=24.3, SD=0.5). Similarly 55% urban boys perceived their 

English classrooms as having high performance-avoid goal structure 

(Mean=23.0, SD=1.4) while 47% rural boys perceived them as having high 

performance-avoid goal structure (Mean=23.6, SD=1.2).  

13. The study found that students’ perception of classroom goal structure was 

significantly correlated with students’ mastery goal orientation (r=0.489, 

p<0.01), students’ performance-approach goal orientation (r=0.311, p<0.01), 
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and also with students’ performance-avoid goal orientation (r=0.280, p<0.01). 

Similarly students’ perception of classroom performance-approach goal 

structure was significantly correlated with students’ mastery goal orientation 

(r=0.443, p<0.01), students’ performance-approach goal orientation (r=0.252, 

p<0.01), and also with students’ performance-avoid goal orientation (r=0.286, 

p<0.01). Furthermore, students’ perception of classroom performance-avoid 

goal structure was significantly correlated with students’ mastery goal 

orientation (r=0.359, p<0.01), students’ performance-approach goal orientation 

(r=0.522, p<0.01), and also with students’ performance-avoid goal orientation 

(r=0.482, p<0.01). 

14. 53% students perceived their parents as having high mastery goal (Mean=28.4, 

SD=1.2) and 47% perceived them as having low mastery goals (Mean=23.0, SD 

=3.5). Furthermore, 56% rural girls perceived their parents as having high 

mastery goal (Mean=28.8, SD=0.9) while 51% rural boys perceived their 

parents as having high mastery goal (Mean=28.2, SD= 1.4). On the contrary, 

55% urban boys perceived their parents as having high mastery goal 

(Mean=27.8, SD=1.3) as compared to 49% urban girls who perceived their 

parents as having high mastery goal (Mean=28.9, SD= 0.9).   

15. It was also found that 56% rural girls perceived their parents as having high 

mastery goal (Mean=28.8, SD= 0.9) while 49% urban girls perceived their 

parents as having high mastery goal (Mean=28.9, SD=0.8).  

16. 52% students perceived their parents as having high performance goals 

(Mean=24.0, SD=1.0) as compared to 48 % students who perceived them to 

have low performance goals (Mean=19.3, SD=3.2). Furthermore, 52% rural 

boys perceived their parents as having high performance goals (Mean=23.8, 



 

 

168 

 

SD=1.1) as compared to 48% rural girls who perceived their parents as having 

high performance goals (Mean=24.4, SD=0.5).  

17. It was also found that 54% urban girls perceived their parents as having high 

performance goals (Mean=24.1, SD=0.9) while 48% rural girls perceived their 

parents as having high performance goals (Mean=24.4, SD=0.5).  

18. Students’ perception of parent mastery goal was significantly correlated with 

students’ mastery goal orientation (r=0.429, p<0.01), students’ performance-

approach goal orientation (r=0.349, p<0.01) and students’ performance avoid 

goal orientation (r=0.428, p<0.01). Similarly students’ perception of parent 

performance goal was significantly correlated with students’ mastery goal 

orientation (r=0.410, p<0.01), students’ performance-approach goal orientation 

(r=0.450, p<0.01) and students’ performance avoid goal orientation (r=0.407, 

p<0.01). 

19. It was found that 42% teachers considered that school had high mastery goal 

structure for students (Mean=30.0, SD=2.2) while 58% teachers considered 

them to have low mastery goal structure (Mean=23.6, SD=2.6). It was found 

that 46% male teachers considered that school had high mastery goal structure 

for students (Mean=30.0, SD=2.4) as compared to 62% female teachers who 

considered that school had high mastery goal structure for students (Mean=27.7, 

SD=1.9).  

20. 54% teachers considered that schools had high performance goal structure for 

students (Mean=25.9, SD=1.5) while 46% teachers considered it to have low 

performance goal structure (Mean=19.6, SD=2.9). Furthermore, 53% male 

teachers considered that schools had high performance goal structure for 

students (Mean=26.6, SD=1.4) as compared to 48% female teachers who 
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considered that schools had high performance goal structure for students 

(Mean=25.4, SD=1.2).  

21. The study found that teachers perception of school mastery goal structure for 

students was significantly correlated with teachers’ perception of school 

performance goal structure for students (r=0.554, p<0.01). But teachers’ 

perception of school goal structure was not significantly correlated with 

students’ achievement goal orientation.  

22. It was found that 38% teachers had high mastery approaches to instruction 

(Mean=18.24, SD=1.0) while 63% teachers had low mastery approaches to 

instruction (Mean=14.0, SD=2.7). It was found that 50% male teachers had high 

mastery approaches to instruction (Mean=18.20, SD=0.90) while 59% female 

teachers had high mastery approaches to instruction (Mean=17.0, SD=1.4).  

23. 55% teachers had high performance approach to instruction (Mean=23.0, 

SD=1.4) while 45% teachers had low performance approach to instruction 

(Mean=17.5, SD=3.2). Furthermore, 43% male teachers had high performance 

approach to instruction (Mean=24.1, SD=0.6) as compared to 38% female 

teachers who had high performance approach to instruction (Mean=22.8, 

SD=1.5).  

24. Teachers’ mastery approach to instruction was not significantly correlated to 

students’ goal orientation. Teachers’ performance approach to instruction was 

significantly but negatively correlated to students’ mastery goal orientation (r= 

-0.141, p<0.05). Similarly teachers’ performance approach to instruction was 

significantly but negatively related to students performance-approach goal 

orientation (r=-0.133, p<0.05). 
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25. 47% students perceived their teachers as having high mastery goals 

(Mean=23.4, SD=0.7) and 53% perceived them as having low mastery goals 

(Mean=20.1, SD=2.2). Furthermore, 49% boys perceived their teachers as 

having high mastery goals (Mean=23.3, SD=0.8) as compared to 44% girls who 

perceived their teachers to have high mastery goals (Mean=20.6, SD=0.6). 55% 

urban boys perceived their teachers as having high mastery goals (Mean=23.2, 

SD=1.0) as against 44% urban girls who perceived their teachers as having high 

mastery goals.  

26. 55% urban boys perceived their teachers as having high mastery goals 

(Mean=23.2, SD=1.0) while 44% rural boys perceived their teachers as having 

high mastery goal (Mean=23.4, SD=0.6).  

27. 51% students perceived their teachers as having high performance-approach 

goals (Mean=14.2, SD=0.8) while 49% students perceived them to have low 

performance-approach goals (Mean=10.9, SD=2.2). Furthermore, 53% boys 

perceived their teachers as having high performance-approach goals 

(Mean=14.2, SD=0.8) as compared to 50% girls who perceived their teachers 

as having high performance-approach goals (Mean=14.2, SD=0.7). 

Furthermore, 60% urban boys perceived their teachers as having high 

performance-approach goals (Mean=13.9, SD=0.8) as compared to 55% urban 

girls who perceived their teachers as having high performance-approach goals 

(Mean=14.0, SD=0.8). 

28. 60% of urban boys perceived their teachers as having high performance-

approach goals (Mean=13.9, SD=0.8) while 46% rural boys perceived their 

teachers as having high performance-approach goals (Mean=14.6, SD=0.5). 

Similarly 55% urban girls perceived their teachers as having high performance-
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approach goals (Mean= 4.0, SD=0.8) while 44% rural girls perceived them as 

having high performance-approach goals (Mean=14.4, SD=0.5).  

29. 53% students perceived their teachers as having high performance-avoid goals 

(Mean=18.8, SD=1.0) while 47% students perceived them to have low 

performance-avoid goals (Mean=13.9, SD=2.5).  

30. It was found that students’ perception of teachers’ mastery goals was 

significantly correlated to students’ mastery goal orientation (r=0.477, p<0.01), 

students’ performance-approach goal orientation (r=0.322, p<0.01) and 

students’ performance-avoid goal orientation (r=0.287, p<0.01). Similarly 

students’ perception of teacher performance-approach goal was also 

significantly correlated to students’ mastery goal orientation (r=0.233, p<0.01), 

students’ performance-approach goal orientation (r=0.276, p<0.01) and 

students’ performance-avoid goal orientation (r=0.236, p<0.01). Furthermore, 

students’ perception of teacher performance-avoid goal was also significantly 

correlated to students’ mastery goal orientation (r=0.262, p<0.01), students’ 

performance-approach goal orientation (r=0.335, p<0.01) and students’ 

performance-avoid goal orientation (r=0.423, p<0.01).  

31. Students having high mastery goal orientation had a mean performance test 

score of 19.2 (SD=5.1) while students having low mastery goal orientation had 

a mean performance test score of 15.60 (SD=5.8). Furthermore, boys having 

high mastery goal orientation had a mean performance test score of 16.9 

(SD=4.9) while boys having low mastery goal orientation had a mean 

performance test score of 14.2 (SD=5.9).Similarly girls having high mastery 

goal orientation had a mean performance test score of 21.4 (SD=4.22) while 
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girls having low mastery goal orientation had a mean performance test score of 

15.9 (SD=5.5). 

32. Students having high performance-approach goal orientation had a mean 

performance test score of 18.1 (SD=5.6) while students having low 

performance-approach goal orientation had a mean performance test score of 

15.7 (SD=5.9). Similarly boys having high performance-approach goal 

orientation had a mean performance test score of 16.1 (SD=5.4) while boys 

having low performance-approach goal orientation had a mean performance test 

score of 14.8 (SD=5.8). Furthermore, girls having high performance-approach 

goal orientation had a mean performance test score of 19.8 (SD=5.1) while girls 

having low performance-approach goal orientation had a mean performance test 

score of 16.7 (SD=5.8).  

33. Students having high performance-avoid goal orientation had a mean 

performance test score of 17.8 (SD=5.6) while students having low 

performance-avoid goal orientation had a mean performance test score of 15.9 

(SD=6.0). Furthermore, boys having high performance-avoid goal orientation 

had a mean performance test score of 16.6 (SD=5.0) while boys having low 

performance-avoid goal orientation had a mean performance test score of 14.2 

(SD=6.0). Furthermore, girls having high performance-avoid goal orientation 

had a mean performance test score of 19.0 (SD=5.8) while girls having low 

performance-avoid goal orientation had a mean performance test score of 17.7 

(SD=5.34).  

34. The study found that students’ performance was significantly correlated with 

students’ mastery goal orientation (r=0.417, p<0.01), students’ performance-
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approach goal orientation (r=0.169, p<0.01), and students’ performance-avoid 

goal orientation (r=0.265, p<0.01).  

35. Linear regression analysis revealed student mastery goal orientation as the main 

predictor of student performance.  

 

5.3   CONCLUSIONS 

Teachers’ perceptions of school goal structure for students 

1. It was concluded that majority of the teacher perceived school goal structure 

for students as more performance oriented than mastery oriented with more 

stress on high performance goals. Teachers considered that school had low 

mastery and high performance goal structure for students. Gender 

differences were observed as a large number of female teachers considered 

that school had high mastery goal structure for students while relatively 

large number of male teachers considered schools to have high performance 

goal structure for students.  

2. It was concluded that teachers’ perception of school goal structure was not 

significantly correlated with students’ achievement goal orientation. 

 

 

Teachers’ approaches to instruction 

 
3. It was concluded that teachers’ approaches to instruction were more 

performance oriented than mastery oriented. Teachers approached 

instruction with multiple goals showing high performance-approach to 

instruction than high mastery approach. Teachers had low mastery and high 

performance approaches to instruction. Gender differences were found as 
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more female teachers had high mastery approaches to instruction than male 

teachers.  

4. Teachers’ mastery approach to instruction was not significantly correlated 

to students’ goal orientation while teachers’ performance approach to 

instruction was significantly but negatively correlated to students’ mastery 

goal orientation (r= -0.141, p<0.05). Similarly teachers’ performance 

approach to instruction was significantly but negatively correlated to 

students performance-approach goal orientation (r=-0.133, p<0.05). 

 

Students’ Achievement Goal Orientations 

5. Students had a multiple goal orientation. Majority of the students had 

mastery goal orientation, followed by performance-avoid and performance-

approach goal orientation. They were slightly more mastery oriented in 

general but in the high-low category they had high performance-avoidance 

goal orientation, followed by high performance-approach, and high mastery 

goal orientation.   

6. For students having mastery goal orientation; majority of students had low 

mastery goal orientation. Relatively large number of rural boys had high 

mastery orientation than rural girls, while larger number of urban girls had 

high mastery orientation than urban boys.  

7. For students having performance approach goal orientation, relatively large 

number of students had high performance-approach goal orientation. Girls 

had high performance-approach goal orientation than boys, and relatively 

large number of rural girls had high performance-approach goal orientation 

than urban girls.  
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8. For students having performance-avoid goal orientation, majority of them 

had high performance-avoid goal orientation. 

9. Boys and girls had different types of Achievement goal orientation. 

 

Students’ Perception of Teacher goals 

10. Students perceived their teachers as having multiple goals with focus on 

mastery and performance goals. Majority of students perceived their 

teachers as having mastery goal orientation, followed by performance-

approach goal, and performance-avoid goal orientation. They also perceived 

their teachers as having slightly high performance-avoidance goals than 

high performance-approach or high mastery goals.  

11. Although majority of the students, as a whole, perceived their teachers as 

having low mastery goals but larger number of urban boys perceived them 

as having high mastery goals.  

12. For students who perceived their teachers s having performance-approach 

goals, slightly larger number of students (51%) perceived their teachers as 

having high performance-approach goals. Furthermore, majority of urban 

boys and girls perceived their teachers as having high performance-

approach goals.  

13. For students who perceived their teachers as having performance-avoid 

goals, relatively large number of students perceived their teachers as having 

high performance-avoid goals.  

14. It was concluded that students’ perception of teachers’ goals was 

significantly correlated to students’ goal orientation.  
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Students’ perception of classroom goal structure 

15. Students perceived their classroom goal structure to assert multiple goals of 

mastery and performance-approach goals with a slight inclination towards 

performance-approach goal structure. They perceived that their classrooms 

had slightly more performance-approach goal structure than mastery goal 

structure, followed by their perception of classroom performance-avoid goal 

structure.  

16. For students who perceived their classroom as having mastery goal 

structure; relatively large number of students perceived them as having high 

mastery goal structure.  

17. Some gender differences were reported as greater number of rural girls 

perceived their English classroom as having high mastery goal structure 

than rural boys, while greater number of urban boys perceived their English 

classroom as having high mastery goal structure than urban girls.  

18. More number of rural girls perceived their English classroom as having high 

mastery goal structure than urban girls.  

19. For students who perceived their classroom as having performance-

approach goal structure, students equally perceived their English classroom 

as having high performance-approach and low performance-approach goal 

structure. Furthermore, more number of rural boys perceived their English 

classroom as having high performance-approach goal structure than rural 

girls. In contrast more number of urban girls perceived their English 

classroom as having high performance-approach goal structure than urban 

boys. 



 

 

177 

 

20. Some urban rural differences were reported as greater number of urban girls 

perceived their English classroom as having high performance-approach 

goal structure than rural girls.  

21. For students who perceived their classroom as having performance-avoid 

goal structure, majority of them perceived their English classrooms as 

having low performance-avoid goal structure. Relatively large number of 

boys perceived their English classrooms as having high performance-avoid 

goal structure than girls. Similarly greater number of urban boys perceived 

their English classrooms as having high performance-avoid goal structure 

than urban girls.  

22. Some urban rural differences were reported as greater number of urban boys 

and girls perceived their English classrooms as having high performance-

avoid goal structure than rural boys and girls. 

23. The study concluded that students’ perception of classroom goal structure 

was significantly correlated with students’ goal orientation. 

 

Students’ perception of parent goal 

24. Students perceived their parents as asserting multiple goals with slightly 

more performance orientation than mastery orientation. However the 

difference was minimal.  

25. For students who perceived their parents as having mastery goals, majority 

of them perceived them as having high mastery goals. Furthermore larger 

number of urban boys and rural girls perceived their parents as having high 

mastery goal than rural boys and urban girls.  

26. For students who perceived their parents as having performance goals, 

larger number of them perceived their parents as having high performance 
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goals. Similarly more number of rural boys perceived their parents as having 

high performance goals than rural girls. While more number of urban girls 

perceived their parents as having high performance goals than rural girls.  

27. It was concluded that students’ perception of parent goal was significantly 

correlated with students’ goal orientation. 

 

Goal orientation and achievement 

 
28. It was concluded that students having high mastery goal orientation 

performed higher on performance test than students having low mastery 

goal orientation. Similarly students having high performance-approach goal 

orientation scored higher on performance test than students having low 

performance-approach goal orientation. Furthermore students having high 

performance-avoid goal orientation performed higher than students having 

low performance-avoid goal orientation.  

29. Some gender differences were observed in achievement scores with girls 

having one type of achievement goal orientation scoring higher than boys 

having the same type of achievement goal orientation.  

30. The study concluded that students’ performance was significantly correlated 

with students’ goal orientation and students’ mastery goal orientation was a 

strong predictor of achievement.  

 

5.4   DISCUSSION 

It has been a challenge for secondary schools to incorporate relevant skills, 

knowledge, and experience in the teaching-learning process so as to address students’ 

needs. Some students learn English better than others even if they are given the same 
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opportunities. The present study intended to make contributions in clarifying the 

findings regarding effects of goal orientations on students’ academic achievement in 

the subject of English.  

Teachers are responsible to administer and interpret tests, to ensure that all 

students have access to product of learning, including special students, students from 

different linguistic and cultural settings, students from poor and lower class families,  

and students learning English as a second language (Thousand, Villa, and Nevin, 2007). 

It reflects more than just the teachers’ policies and practices.  

Achievement goal orientations may contribute to students’ learning and 

performance along with other factors like methods of instruction, age, aptitude, 

intelligence, motivation, and environment in classroom, school, home and community. 

Students’ achievement goal orientation and academic performance may not be taken 

irrespective of school, society, parenting styles, and the wider context of education in 

Pakistan. Linguistic and cultural settings, and the number of other languages taught at 

elementary level also influence students’ performance in English, especially when 

looked into the context that students in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa have to learn four 

languages i.e., English, Urdu, Arabic, and one local language e.g., Pashto as 

compulsory subjects at elementary level.  

The study revealed that students had multiple goal orientation. Although they 

were more mastery oriented in general but, looking into the perspective of high-low 

goals, they showed slightly high performance-avoidance goal orientation, followed by 

high performance-approach and high mastery goal orientation. As a combined high 

mastery and high performance-approach goal orientation is more advantageous (see for 

example James and Yates, 2006) while strong performance-avoidance goals may lead 

to maladaptive learning practices and negatively affect achievement (Hsieh, et.al, 
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2009), therefore, the problem of high performance-avoidance goal orientation in our 

secondary school students needs to be addressed. A reason behind such high 

performance-avoidance goals in our students is self-esteem which, according to Dinc 

(2010) provided significant predictors of learning approach, performance-approach, 

and performance-avoidance goals.  

The finding of the present study showed that slightly more girls had high 

performance-approach goals than boys. It was in line with Kwok-wai et al. (2012) who 

reported slight gender differences with female students as more performance oriented 

than male students. The study found that greater number of rural girls perceived their 

English classroom as having high mastery goal structure than rural boys while greater 

number of urban boys perceived their English classroom as having high mastery goal 

structure than urban girls. Furthermore larger number of rural girls perceived their 

English classroom as having high mastery goal structure than urban girls. It threw more 

light on Byrne (2011) and provided further information regarding gender differences in 

urban-rural perspective.  

The problem of self-esteem of secondary school students reading in government 

high/higher secondary schools needs to be ascertained keeping in view the high stake 

examination system and the comparison made between the achievement of government 

and private schools in the province. Teachers are under continuous pressure to give 

better results and these results are compared with private schools and this pressure is 

being shifted to the students. Students’ self-esteem needs to be improved by providing 

equal facilities and uniformity of curricula, and by promoting a more positive image of 

the government schools with regard to what they have achieved with the realities on the 

ground.  
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The study also showed that teachers approached instruction with multiple goals 

showing more high performance-approach to instruction than high mastery approach. 

It again throws light on the high stake examination system and continuous pressure on 

teachers for better performance in terms of examination result scores. Teachers’ 

performance is judged through a narrow criteria of results in the annual examinations 

while other co-curricular activities, achievement in sports and other competitions, are 

ignored. It is one of the reasons for maladaptive practices in learning and examinations 

with more stress on rote memory rather than understanding and subsequent use of unfair 

means in examinations.  

The present study found that teachers’ mastery approach to instruction was not 

significantly correlated to students’ goal orientation, while teachers’ performance 

approach to instruction was significantly but negatively correlated to students’ mastery 

and performance-approach goal orientation. The finding was in contrast to Deevers 

(2010) who had reported that teachers’ endorsement of mastery goals was positively 

related to students’ mastery and performance approach goals and negatively related to 

students’ performance-avoid goals. A reason behind it is the difference in environment, 

context, and the examination/testing system in place in the schools. Methods of 

teaching and the overall learning environment is another reason for it. Yet another 

reason is, what Richey, Bernacki, Belenky, and Nokes-Malach (2014) called as “the 

viability of a behavioral measure” suggesting that achievement goals that students adopt 

at a task level may be different from their general class achievement goals.  Using 

complementary achievement goal measures may improve understanding of how 

achievement goals relate to student behaviors and achievement. 

The study also found that students’ perception of teachers’ goals was 

significantly correlated to students’ goal orientation which endorsed Turner and Patrick 
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(2004) who reported that teacher expectations and support influenced students’ beliefs 

and behavior.  

The study reported certain differences between scores of students having high 

mastery and high performance goals which were in line with findings of Mattern (2005) 

who had reported significant differences between achievement of students having high 

mastery goals and students having high performance goals. The present study also 

found slight differences in achievement scores of students having performance-

approach and performance-avoid goals. These findings do not support Elliot and 

McGregor (2001) who found better performance to be related to approach goals rather 

than avoidance goals. However, it is supported by Musa and Hartley (2015) who 

revealed significant relationships among the goals, between learning and performance-

avoidance goals with English and overall academic performance; but non with 

mathematics. 

The question of interpreting finding leads into the issues of relationships 

between research and the theoretical explanations to which it leads in order to make 

sense of data and experience (Pollard et.al. 2008). The correlation between learning and 

performance goals suggested that students adopt a combination of learning and 

performance goals. Students, therefore, had both mastery and performance goal 

orientations towards performance. 

Students need to experience success on challenging learning tasks. If the task is 

too easy then, success will hardly raise motivation and future achievement (Nilsen, 

2009). The study suggested that a well thought-out learning approach is required for 

better learning and performance. The school and classroom goal structure may not be 

oriented more towards performance and should move towards mastery, understanding, 

and self-development. Schools need to create conditions that assist students’ 



 

 

183 

 

commitment to learning and may reduce focus on relative performance and avoidance 

of failure. The notion of learning to avoid failure may be replaced with learning for 

mastery and self-development. The extent to which schools create their learning 

environments is the extent to which the students will succeed. Students’ achievement 

is also influenced by other factors like ability, intelligence, aptitude, family and social 

background, peer group, students’ purpose in life, and the general environment at 

school, home and community. 

Students in our country are exposed to rhetoric like “learn your lesson lest you 

should get fail”. Results from the study showed that such sentences are translating into 

high performance-avoidance goals for students. Such an increase in performance-

avoidance goal orientation is improper as it results in maladaptive learning patterns 

(Hsieh et. al., 2009) and might lead to avoiding experiences necessary to grow in 

learning (Christenson, 2008). A reason behind performance-avoidance goals among 

students is the high-stake evaluation system (Kaplan and Flum, 2010) in our country 

where teachers and students are under continuous pressure to deliver good results.  

The Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scales have been developed and refined to 

study the relation between the learning environment and students’ motivation, affect, 

and behavior (Midgley et.al. (2000). It, therefore, addresses the intrinsic behavior of 

students with respect to their achievement goal orientation. The present study points 

out that students perceive teachers and parents to show more performance orientation. 

Parents, teachers, and students are under continuous pressure to obtain high marks in 

the annual examinations. Tuition centers have been established in the country to help 

students obtain high scores and to avoid failure at any cost.  

Mastery and performance-approach goals simultaneously might be a much 

better adaptive orientation for students (Barron and Harackiewicz, 2001) leading to 
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better enjoyment and less boredom (Daniels et. al, 2008). For this purpose, the 

evaluation process may focus on self-improvement (Fadlelmula, 2010) rather than 

merely on achievement scores.  

An important fact is the students’ attributes and experiences that they bring to 

school including gender, race, social class, language development, learning styles, 

health, and varying parent support that influence consequences for learners (Pollard et. 

al., 2008). Students’ performance is shaped by the context and may vary within 

different contexts (Monzó and Rueda, 2001). Education is not a neutral or mechanical 

activity in which we provide the right inputs, press the right button, and check the end 

product (Meighan and Harber, 2007). It may be noted that achievement goal orientation, 

beliefs, motives, and achievement might be different in a single-sex setting of 

government schools of district Peshawar than in schools where co-education is 

practiced. Furthermore, Students that are motivated for learning by achievement 

orientation might be different from students who are motivated by factors like peer 

pressure or escape from stress.  

The activation of appropriate achievement goals is a way to promote students’ 

engagement in school and, as an important strategy to be considered in the education 

of teachers and psychologists (Veiga, Melo, Pereira, Frade, and Galvão, 2014).  It is 

essential to consider other psychological, environmental, educational and social factors 

so that a better picture of the relationships between motivation, goal orientation, and 

performance can be obtained.  

The diversities of educational situations at a given point in time and/or over a 

period of time are hard to capture through a single study. This should be borne in mind 

while generalizing the conclusions. Some other factors might contribute to achievement 

scores on the test as some students might have worked for tests or exams, while others 



 

 

185 

 

might have taken it for granted and might have not put the necessary effort in answering 

the test items.  This can overshadow the effect of achievement goal orientation on 

student performance to some extent. 

 

5.5.   LIMITATIONS 

PALS was developed in a socio-cultural environment where English is a first 

language. It has brought certain limitation to the present study where English is a second 

or third language as students in Pakistan have to learn Urdu, English, Arabic, and one 

local language as a compulsory subjects at one or other stage of their education. The 

study may be replicated in Mathematics or Science subjects which are more culture free 

as compared to the subject of English.  

Another limitation of the study was that the instruments were administered in a 

context in which personal consequences for students were not involved. According to 

Thelk, Sundre, Horst, and Finney (2009) in testing situations for which there are no 

personal consequences, low level of student motivation may cause test performance 

that does not show the ability of students. It presented a threat to validity of score 

interpretations. Low students motivation is a possible form of test bias and is a type of 

systematic error that negatively influences students test performance.  

Another limitation was that classroom observations were not conducted to 

establish whether actual classroom instructions were in line with what the teachers 

claimed. The actual use of different teaching approaches could affect the dependent 

measures which could be a threat to the internal validity of the study.  

Although the sample size for this study was quite large, it was confined to the 

students and teachers from Government High/Higher Secondary schools in district 
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Peshawar. This may limit its generalization to all students learning English as a subject 

in other parts of the county. Further studies need to be carried out to determine whether 

the results of this study could be generalized to the whole country. 

As surveys were used to measure students’ achievement goals and it was 

possible that students might have answered the items with socially desirable responses. 

Interviews with students might have allowed for more contextual responses like asking 

about students’ reasons for engaging in learning at the last examination/test. Future 

studies may include other measures of achievement, such as performance in annual 

examinations, to account for the possible effects of previous achievement (Mattern, 

2005).  Similarly an open ended question can be given at the end of the performance 

test enabling the students to demonstrate some composition skills which would throw 

more light on their performance.  

 

5.6.   RECOMMENDATIONS 

The study made several recommendations as follows:  

1. It was recommended that necessary measures may be adopted to develop 

educational efforts, teaching practices and strategies that aim at proper goal 

orientation in schools, classrooms, teachers, and students.  

2. Schools may create learning environment that promote mastery goals than 

performance goals. 

3. Necessary measures with respect to teaching approaches and learning environment 

may be taken to improve the mastery goal structure and further reduce performance-

avoid goal structure of classrooms.  
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4. Teachers may provide students with meaningful activities to increase motivation 

and should encourage them for learning.  

5. Teachers may give attention to the abilities of students and to their perceptions of 

learning and performance as these would help them develop proper orientations that 

would result in future success. 

6. Parents may be informed and motivated towards developing mastery goals and 

reduce performance-avoidance goals in students. 

7. Teachers may not entirely focus on creating a competitive learning environment, or 

an environment based on the fear of failure in tests/exams but may focus on mastery 

and learning. 

8. As studies have shown that performance-avoidance goal orientation was linked with 

maladaptive learning practices, effort may be made to reduce performance-

avoidance orientations in students.  

It was recommended that a broader study that would include other schools and 

provinces will increase understanding of students’ goal orientations and their effect on 

achievement. Similarly, replication in different settings, different population, and 

different subjects is needed to increase the external validity of the study. This study 

used only PALS to determine achievement goal orientations. Other inventories/scales 

could be used to investigate student goals and performance in broader contexts. The 

study can be extended to explore achievement goals from a qualitative perspective. 
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Annexure-A 

PATTERNS OF ADAPTIVE LEARNING SCALES 

STUDENT SCALES 
Dear students! 

 

I am enrolled at PhD program at Allama Iqbal Open University Islamabad. I am 

conducting a research study and want to know about yourself as student of English, 

about your English class, about the work you do in your English Classroom, and how 

you feel about your teachers, classroom, school and parents about learning English. 

Please answer honestly and accurately. Your answers will be kept confidential and will 

only be used for research purposes. 

 

Personal information 
 

Name (optional) _________________________________________________ 

School Name ___________________________________________________ 

 

Given below are some statements. Please circle the appropriate number. 

 

A Father’s Education: 1. Illiterate 2. Primary 3. Middle 

  4. Metric 5. Intermediate 6. Bachelor 

  7. Master   

B Mother’s Education: 1. Illiterate 2. Primary 3. Middle 

  4. Metric 5. Intermediate 6. Bachelor 

  7. Master   

C Do your parents teach 

you at home? 

1. Yes 2. Sometimes  3. No  

D Do you watch TV? 1. Yes 2. Sometimes  3. No  

E Do you use internet? 1. Yes 2. Sometimes  3. No  

 

Instructions: Following are some statements about you as a student in your class. 

Please circle the number that best describes what you think. 

 

Mastery Goal Orientation 

 

1 It is important to me that I learn a lot of new concepts in English this year. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

2 One of my goals in English class is to learn as much as I can. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

       

3 One of my goals in English class is to master a lot of new skills this year. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 
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4 It is important to me that I thoroughly understand my class work in English. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT ATALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

5 It is important to me that I improve my skills in English class this year. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT ATALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

Performance-Approach Goal Orientation 

 

6 It is important to me that other students in my class think I am good at my class 

work in English. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

7 One of my goals is to show others that I’m good at my class work in English. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

       

8 One of my goals is to show others that class work in English is easy for me. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

       

9 One of my goals is to look smart in English in comparison to the other students 

in my class. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT ATALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

10 It is important to me that I look smart in English compared to others in my 

class. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT ATALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

Performance-Avoid Goal Orientation 

 

11 It is important to me that I do not look stupid in my English class. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

12 One of my goals is to keep others from thinking I am not smart in my English 

class. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

       

13 It is important to me that my English teacher does not think that I know less 

than others in class. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 
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14 One of my goals in class is to avoid looking like I have trouble doing the work 

in English. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT ATALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

 

Students’ perception of Teachers’ Mastery Goals 

 

15 My English teacher thinks mistakes are okay as long as we are learning. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

16 My English teacher wants us to understand our work, not just memorize it. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

       

17 My English teacher really wants us to enjoy learning new things 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

       

18 My English teacher recognizes us for trying hard 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT ATALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

19 My English teacher gives us time to really explore and understand new ideas. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT ATALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

Students’ perception of Teacher Performance-Approach Goal 

 

20 My English teacher points out those students who get good grades as an 

example to all of us. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL 

TRUE 

 SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

21 My English teacher lets us know which students get the highest scores on a 

test. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL 

TRUE 

 SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

       

22 My English teacher tells us how we compare to other students. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL 

TRUE 

 SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 
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Students’ perception of Teacher Performance-Avoid Goals 

 

23 My English teacher tells us that it is important that we do not look stupid in 

class. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

24 My English teacher says that showing others that we are not bad at class work 

should be our goal. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

       

25 My English teacher tells us it is important to join in discussions and answer 

questions so it does not look like we cannot do the work. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

       

26 My English teacher tells us it is important to answer questions in class, so it 

does not look like we cannot do the work. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT ATALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

Students’ perception of Classroom Mastery Goal Structure 

 

27 In our English class, trying hard is very important. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

28 In our English class, how much you improve is really important. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

       

29 In our English class, really understanding the material is the main goal. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

       

30 In our English class, it is important to understand the work, not just memorize 

it. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT ATALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

31 In our English class, learning new ideas and concepts is very important. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT ATALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

32 In our English class, it is OK to make mistakes as long as you are learning. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT ATALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 
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Students’ perception of Classroom Performance-Approach Goal Structure 

 

33 In our English class, getting good grades is the main goal. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL 

TRUE 

 SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

34 In our English class, getting right answers is very important. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL 

TRUE 

 SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

       

35 In our English class, it is important to get high scores on tests. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL 

TRUE 

 SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

       

Students’ perception of Classroom Performance-Avoid Goal Structure 

 

36 In our English class, showing others that you are not bad at class work is really 

important. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

37 In our English class, it is important that you do not make mistakes in front of 

everyone. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

       

38 In our English class, it is important not to do worse than other students. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

       

39 In our English class, it is very important not to look dumb. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT ATALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

40 In our English class, one of the main goals is to avoid looking like you cannot 

do the work. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT ATALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

Students’ perception of Parent Mastery Goal 

41 My parents want me to spend time thinking about concepts. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

42 My parents want my work to be challenging for me. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 
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43 My parents would like me to do challenging class work, even if I make 

mistakes. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

       

44 My parents want me to understand my class work, not just memorize how to 

do it. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT ATALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

45 My parents want me to see how my class work relates to things outside of 

school. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT ATALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

46 My parents want me to understand concepts, not just do the work. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT ATALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

Students’ perception of Parent Performance Goal 

 

47 My parents do not like it when I make mistakes in my class work. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

48 My parents would like it if I could show that I am better at class work than 

other students in my class. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

       

49 My parents would like me to show others that I am good at class work. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT AT ALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

       

50 My parents think getting the right answers in class is very important. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT ATALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 

        

51 My parents would be pleased if I could show that class work is easy for me. 

  1 2  3 4 5 

  NOT ATALL TRUE  SOMEWHAT TRUE  VERY TRUE 
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Annexure-B 

TEACHER SCALES 

 

Name (Optional) ______________________________________________________ 

 

School Name _________________________________________________________ 

 

 

A Gender: 1. Male 2. Female  

       

B Academic qualification   1. B.A/B.Sc 2. M.A/M.Sc 

  3. M.Phil 4. PhD  

C Professional qualification 1. B.Ed 2. M.Ed/ M.A. Education 

  3. M.Phil 4. PhD  

D Teaching experience 1. Less than 05 years 2. Five-10 years 

  3. 11-15 years 4. More than 15 years 

E Inservice training 1. Yes 2. No   

F Computer training 1. Yes 2. No   

G Do you watch TV? 1. Yes 2. Sometimes 3. No 

H Do you use internet? 1. Yes 2. Sometimes 3. No 

I Do you read Library 

books? 

1. Yes 2. Sometimes 3. No 

 

 

Instructions: Please evaluate the following statements about your school and about 

what you think and do in the classroom while teaching. Please answer as honestly and 

accurately as you can. Rate them on a scale of 1 to 5 with higher numbers indicating 

that statement more accurately describes your thinking and behaviour. Please indicate 

how much you agree or disagree to each statement by encircling the appropriate 

number. Please note that there is no right or wrong answers to the statements in this 

inventory. 
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Teachers Perception of School Mastery Goal Structure for Students 

 

1 In this school the importance of trying hard is really stressed to students 

  1 2 3 4 5 

 STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

 SOMEWHAT 

AGREE 

 STRONGLY 

AGREE 

        

2 In this school students are told that making mistakes is OK as long as they are 

learning and improving 

  1 2 3 4 5 

 STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

 SOMEWHAT 

AGREE 

 STRONGLY 

AGREE 

       

3 In this school a lot of the work students do is boring and repetitious 

  1 2 3 4 5 

 STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

 SOMEWHAT 

AGREE 

 STRONGLY 

AGREE 

       

4 In this school students are frequently told that learning should be fun. 

  1 2 3 4 5 

 STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

 SOMEWHAT 

AGREE 

 STRONGLY 

AGREE 

        

5 In this school the emphasis is on really understanding schoolwork, not just 

memorizing it 

  1 2 3 4 5 

 STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

 SOMEWHAT 

AGREE 

 STRONGLY 

AGREE 

        

6 In this school a real effort is made to recognize students for effort and 

improvement 

  1 2 3 4 5 

 STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

 SOMEWHAT 

AGREE 

 STRONGLY 

AGREE 

        

7 In this school a real effort is made to show students how the work they do in 

school is related to their lives outside of school 

  1 2 3 4 5 

 STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

 SOMEWHAT 

AGREE 

 STRONGLY 

AGREE 
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Teacher Perception of school Performance Goal Structure for Students 

8 In this school it is easy to tell which students get the highest grades and which 

students get the lowest grades 

  1 2 3 4 5 

 STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

 SOMEWHAT 

AGREE 

 STRONGLY 

AGREE 

        

9 In this school students who get good grades are pointed out as an example to 

others 

  1 2 3 4 5 

 STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

 SOMEWHAT 

AGREE 

 STRONGLY 

AGREE 

       

10 In this school students hear a lot about the importance of getting high test scores 

  1 2 3 4 5 

 STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

 SOMEWHAT 

AGREE 

 STRONGLY 

AGREE 

       

11 In this school grades and test scores are not talked about a lot. 

  1 2 3 4 5 

 STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

 SOMEWHAT 

AGREE 

 STRONGLY 

AGREE 

        

12 In this school students hear a lot about the importance of writing their name on the 

honour board or being recognized at assemblies.  

  1 2 3 4 5 

 STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

 SOMEWHAT 

AGREE 

 STRONGLY 

AGREE 

        

13 In this school students are encouraged to compete with each other academically 

  1 2 3 4 5 

 STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

 SOMEWHAT 

AGREE 

 STRONGLY 

AGREE 

        

 

Teachers’ Mastery Approaches to instruction 
 

14 In my classroom I make a special effort to recognize students’ individual progress, 

even if they obtain low score in tests/exams 

  1 2 3 4 5 

 STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

 SOMEWHAT 

AGREE 

 STRONGLY 

AGREE 

        

15 In my classroom, I often provide several different activities so that students can 

choose among them 

  1 2 3 4 5 

 STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

 SOMEWHAT 

AGREE 

 STRONGLY 

AGREE 
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16 In my classroom I consider how much students have improved when I give them 

their test/exam results 

  1 2 3 4 5 

 STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

 SOMEWHAT 

AGREE 

 STRONGLY 

AGREE 

       

17 In my classroom I give a wide range of assignments, matched to students’ needs 

and skill level 

  1 2 3 4 5 

 STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

 SOMEWHAT 

AGREE 

 STRONGLY 

AGREE 

        

 

Teaches Performance Approaches to instruction 

18 In my classroom I give special privileges to students who do the best work 

  1 2 3 4 5 

 STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

 SOMEWHAT 

AGREE 

 STRONGLY 

AGREE 

        

19 In my classroom I display the work of the highest achieving students as an 

example 

  1 2 3 4 5 

 STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

 SOMEWHAT 

AGREE 

 STRONGLY 

AGREE 

      

       

20 In my classroom I help students understand how their performance compares to 

others 

  1 2 3 4 5 

 STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

 SOMEWHAT 

AGREE 

 STRONGLY 

AGREE 

       

21 In my classroom I encourage students to compete with each other 

  1 2 3 4 5 

 STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

 SOMEWHAT 

AGREE 

 STRONGLY 

AGREE 

        

22 In my classroom I point out those students who do well as a model for the other 

students 

  1 2 3 4 5 

 STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

 SOMEWHAT 

AGREE 

 STRONGLY 

AGREE 
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Annexure-C 

ENGLISH TEST FOR STUDENTS 

 

Instructions: Please write the correct option i.e. A, B, C, or D in the empty box 

provided opposite to each question    

1 Sports ----------------- children 

self-esteem. 

A. rise B. raise C. increase D.decrease  

 

       

2 And Lo! Ben Adham’s name -

----- all the rest. 

A. lead B. leading C. topped D. led   

       

3 And tell the tree that under its 

roots lies the ----------------- of 

seven kings. 

A. Riches B. Wealth C. Treasure D. Throne  

      

       

4 Not gold, but only -------------

----- can make: A people great 

and strong. 

A. games B. food C. money D. men  

      

       

5 Bees produce honey and ------

---- for us 

A. oil B. ointment C. pollen D. wax  

       

6 Honey is the most ------------- 

of sweets 

A. Healthful B. Tasteful C. Colorful D.Expensive  

       

7 At the sight of the snake the 

crowd    ----------- back in fear 

A. pulls B. flies C. jumps D. draws  

       

8 The Pide Piper of Hamelin in 

textbook of English is divided 

into --------- parts 

A. one B. two C. three D. four  

      

       

9 The sound of snake charmers 

pipe has a strange -----------for 

people of all ages 

A.fascination B. effect C. attempt D. sense  

      

       
1

0 
Go to bed early so that you 

can have enough -------------.  

A. sleep B. dream C. health D. rest  

       
1

1 
I am afraid ------------ your 

dog 

A. on B. from C. of  D. by  

 
       
1

2 
Adjective adds meaning to a -

------- 

A. verb B. noun C.preposition D. gerund  
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English test continued…. 
13 The longer he waits, the -----

------- he grows. 

A.  Angry B. Angrier C. Angriest D. Angrily   

 
       
14 He was afraid of being late --

------ he ran fast.  

A. so B. from C.  as D.  for  

       
15 We must refuse to buy milk -

------- with water 

A. mix B. mixes C. mixed D. mixing  

       

16 Strength is a(n) ----------- 

noun 

A. abstract B. collective C. proper D. material  

       

17 Trust --------- God and do the 

right 

A. of  B. by C. to D. in  

       

18 A very ------- building is 

called as Sky scrapper. 

A. low  B. wide C. large D. high  

       

19 Leaped means A. swam B. drowned C. jumped D. fell  

       

20 Plenty means A. tasty B. spicy C. less D. enough  

 

       

21 Vigorous means A. energetic B. lazy C. vital D. bright  

 

       

22 You have rights over your ---

-------- and your wives have 

rights over you.  

A.neighbors B. wives C. parents D. brothers  

      

       

23 In the lesson “the Caliph and 

the gardener”, the money bag 

of the merchant is stolen by 

a(n) ---------- 

A. elephant B. monkey C. ant D. eagle  

      

       

24 The gardener took ---------- 

gold pieces from the bag. 

A. ten B. twenty C. thirty D. forty  
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English test continued… 

       

25 The man was waiting for his 

friend due to an 

appointment made -------- 

years ago.  

A. ten B. twenty C. thirty D. forty  

      

       

26 Overpopulation arises when 

the resources in a country 

fall short of meeting the ----

---- of its people.  

A. expectations B. demands C. needs D. abilities  

 

      

       

27 A sentence begins with a 

capital letter and ends with a 

------------- 

A. comma B. apostrophe C. full stop D. hyphen  

 

      

       

28 I met him -------- the way A. in B. on C. for  D. from  

 

       

29 A man who is in the army is 

called      --------------- 

A. soldier B. comrade C. constable D. armored  

       

30 We should cut our -----------

-------- according to our 

cloth 

A. paint B. coat C. sweater D. shirt  
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Annexure-D 

 

To 

The Executive District Officer, 

Elementary and Secondary Education,  

Peshawar 

 

 

Subject:  PERMISSION TO COLLECT DATA FOR PHD RESEARCH 

STUDY 

 

Sir, 

 

I have the honour to state that I am enrolled in PhD in Education program at Allama 

Iqbal Open University, Islamabad. The topic of my research is “Effect of achievement goal 

orientation on students’ performance in the subject of English at secondary level in khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa”.  The study has important implications for education and it will help 

understand student performance in the achievement goal perspective. . In this connection I 

need to visit Government High/Higher Secondary schools of districts Peshawar for 

collection of data from male and female teachers and students. The information collected 

from teachers and students will remain confidential and will only be utilized for research 

purposes. 

 

I, therefore, request for your permission so that I could collect data for my 

research study. I shall be very thankful to you for your support and cooperation in this 

matter. 

 

 

 

 

Abdul Basit, 

Ph D Scholar/Researcher, 

Allama Iqbal Open University 

Islamabad. 
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Annexure-E 

 

 

Office of the Executive District Officer, 

(E&SE, Peshawar 

No._____________ Sated. __________ 

 

To 

 

Mr. Abdul Basit, 

Ph D Scholar/Researcher, 

Allama Iqbal Open University, 

Islamabad 

 

Subject:  PERMISSION TO COLLECT DATA FOR PHD RESEARCH 

STUDY 

 

Memo, 

 

Reference your request on the subject cited above, it is to inform you that this office 

has no objection on data collection for your study on “Effect of achievement goal 

orientation on students’ performance in the subject of English at secondary level in khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa”.  You are allowed to visit Government High/Higher Secondary schools of 

districts Peshawar for collection of data for the said research study. You will keep the 

department in loop about the findings of your study.  

 

 

 

 

Executive District Officer, 

(E&SE, Peshawar 

 

Endst No. _________________ 

Copy for information to 

1. Principals/Headmasters concerned 

 

Executive District Officer, 

(E&SE, Peshawar 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

227 

 

Annexure-F 

 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN 
 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

I am enrolled in PhD (Education) program at Allama Iqbal Open University 

Islamabad. The topic of my research is “Effect of achievement goal orientation on students’ 

performance in the subject of English at secondary level in Khyber Pakhunkhwa”. 

 

The study has important implications for education and it will help understand 

student performance in the achievement goal perspective. I plan to visit your school for 

data collection (copy of permission from the Executive District officer, Elementary and 

Secondary Education Peshawar is enclosed) and need your permission and cooperation in 

the matter. Data will be collected from teachers and students of secondary classes. The data 

collected from your school will be kept confidential and will only be used for research 

purposes.  

 

Thanking you, 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

Abdul Basit, 

Ph D Scholar/Researcher, 
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Annexure-G 

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION ABOUT TEACHERS 

 

A. Academic qualification of teachers 

  Academic qualification (%) 

 Gender Bachelor Master M.Phil PhD 

1 Male 18% 79%   

2 Female 27% 73%   

 

B.  Professional qualification of teachers 

  Professional qualification (%) 

 Gender B/.Ed M.Ed M.Phil PhD 

1 Male 46% 50% 4%  

2 Female 71% 29% 1%  

 

C. Teaching experience 

  Teaching experience (%) 

 Gender < 5 years 5-10 Years 11-15 

Years 

> 15 Years 

1 Male 31% 17% 8% 43% 

2 Female 16% 21% 23% 39% 

 

D. Report of in service training of teachers 

  in service training (%) 

 Gender Yes No 

1 Male 60% 40% 

2 Female 71% 29% 

 Total   
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E. Computer training of teachers 

  Computer training (%) 

 Gender Yes No 

1 Male 30% 70% 

2 Female 21% 79% 

 total   

F. Watching TV by teachers 

  Watching TV (%) 

 Gender Yes Sometimes No 

1 Male 61% 29% 11% 

2 Female 71% 29%  

 Total    

 

G. Internet use by teachers 

  Internet use (%) 

 Gender Yes Sometimes No 

1 Male 38% 19% 43% 

2 Female 22% 11% 67% 

 Total    

 

H. Use of library books by teachers 

  Reading library books (%) 

 Gender Yes Sometimes No 

1 Male 47% 31% 21% 

2 Female 48% 40% 12% 

 Total    
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Annexure-H 

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION ABOUT STUDENTS 

 

A. Father Qualification 

  Father qualification (%) 

 Gender illiterate Primary metric Inter Bachelor Master 

1 Boys 35% 17% 24% 9% 2% 13% 

2 Girls 19% 15% 28% 10% 11% 10% 

 

B. Mother qualification 

  Father qualification (%) 

 Gender illiterate Primary metric Inter Bachelor Master 

1 Boys 58% 17% 14% 8% 2% 1% 

2 Girls 44% 18% 22% 9% 5% 2% 

 

C. Home tutoring 

  Home tutoring (%) 

 Gender Yes Sometimes No 

1 Boys 35% 35% 30% 

2 Girls 30% 35% 36% 

     

 

D. Watching TV by students 

  Watching TV (%) 

 Gender Yes Sometimes No 

1 Boys 30% 42% 28% 

2 Girls 38% 41% 21% 

     

 

E. Internet use by students 

  Internet use (%) 

 Gender Yes Sometimes No 

1 Boys 14% 24% 61% 

2 Girls 10% 21% 69% 
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Annexure-I 

PATTERNS OF ADAPTIVE LEARNING SCALES  

(STUDENT SCALES)URDU TRANSLATION FOR BOYS 
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Annexure-J 

PATTERNS OF ADAPTIVE LEARNING SCALES  

(STUDENT SCALES)URDU TRANSLATION FOR GIRLS 
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Annexure-K 

SAMPLE SIZE SELECTION CHART 

 

Recommended sample sizes for two different precision levels 

Source: Isaac and Michael, 1981; Smith, MF, 1983  

  Sample Size   Sample Size 

Population size +5% 10% Population size 5% 10% 

10 10   275 163 74 

15 14   300 172 76 

20 19   325 180 77 

25 24   350 187 78 

30 28   375 194 80 

35 32   400 201 81 

40 36   425 207 82 

45 40   450 212 82 

50 44   475 218 83 

55 48   500 222 83 

60 52   1000 286 91 

65 56   2000 333 95 

70 59   3000 353 97 

75 63   4000 364 98 

80 66   5000 370 98 

85 70   6000 375 98 

90 73   7000 378 99 

95 76   8000 381 99 

100 81 51 9000 383 99 

125 96 56 10000 385 99 

150 110 61 15000 390 99 

175 122 64 20000 392 100 

200 134 67 25000 394 100 

225 144 70 50000 397 100 

250 154 72 100000 398 100 

 

 

 

 

 


