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Abstract
The purpose of this study was to examine the nature of the relationship between goal
orientation, self-regulation, and career decision self-efficacy. Participants in this study
included 263 undergraduate and graduate students at a large northeastern university.
Participants completed an online survey. Results indicated that there was a significant
relationship between goal orientation and self-regulation. Furthermore, regression
analyses revealed significant findings when assessing self-regulation on career decision
self-efficacy after controlling for goal ¿dentation. Implications of the major findings and
direction for future research are discussed.
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Goal Orientation and Self-Regulation as Predictors of Career Decision Self-Efficacy
Career decision self-efficacy (CDSE) has been a widely examined and evolving
construct in vocational psychology. Taylor and Betz (1983) define career decision selfefficacy as an individual’s belief that he/she can effectively complete tasks necessary to
make career decisions. Originally, the career decision making constructs were developed
with high school students in mind because it was assumed that students would enter
college with a relatively clear idea of their career path (Crites, 1973). However, applied
psychologists have acknowledged that most of the career decision-making process occurs
in the college years (Taylor & Betz, 1983), thus, creating a trend of evaluating college
students rather than high school students.
The majority of research has examined CDSE from an applied perspective, such
as the development of programs to enrich students so that they are able to effectively
make career decisions. As more researchers begin to better understand the nomological
network of CDSE, it is important to examine the role of relevant predictors. One variable
that holds explanatory promise for CDSE is self-regulation. Self-regulation is defined as
the meta-cognitive strategies individuals use in learning processes, such as planning,
developing strategies, and making cognitive adjustments. Another fruitful area of
exploration involves the emerging literature on goal orientation. According to Dweck &
Leggett (1988), goal orientation refers to the goals individuals implicitly pursue while
seeking performance outcomes.
Thus, the present study will contribute to the literature by examining the
predictive power of trait-like goal orientation and state-like self-regulation on the level of
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individuals’ self-efficacy in making career-related decisions. Figure 1 shows the
conceptual model of the major variables.
CDSE
Bandura (1977) defines self-efficacy as an individual’s belief that he/she can
successfully master a certain task. Bandura’s work on self-efficacy has been influential in
many areas of study, including career decision making (Hackett& Betz, 1981). According
to Bandura (1977), a core component of his theory is the link between self-efficacy
expectations and actual performance. In regard to a specific behavioral domain, low selfefficacy expectations have been hypothesized to lead to avoidance of those behaviors,
and thus, to low levels of performance in that domain. Conversely, high self-efficacy
expectations are likely to increase the occurrence of that behavior and result in more
successful behavioral performance (Bandura, 1977). Prior research suggests that selfefficacy deserves serious consideration as an important variable in the vocational
behavior of career decision making (Lent & Hackett, 1987). As a result, self-efficacy has
been the focus of a considerable amount of research (e.g., Betz, Hammond, & Multon,
2005; Lent, Brown, Hackett, 2000).
Taylor and Betz (1983) were one of the first investigators who discussed the
merits of the integrating of self-efficacy and career decision making processes. They
incorporated Bandura’s theory by focusing on the role of self-efficacy expectations in the
design, implementation, and evaluation of intervention strategies. Taylor and Betz (1983)
integrated Bandura’s self-efficacy theory into their career decision self-efficacy scale,
which was designed to test attitudes in regard to decisiveness, involvement,
independence, orientation, and compromise. Furthermore, Taylor and Betz (1983)
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utilized Crites’ (1978) model of career maturity, which evaluated five career processes by
mature vs. immature attitudes toward career choices. Based on Crites’ (1978) career
model of maturity, five task domains of career decision self-efficacy were created: 1)
accurate self-appraisal, 2) gathering occupational information, 3) goal selection, 4)
planning, and 5) problem solving. According to Betz and Luzzo (1996) these five tasks
domains were utilized due to its centrality to successful career and educational outcomes.
Although Betz and Luzzo (1996) have found some evidence to support the link between
the five task domains and outcomes, further research is needed to more fully explore the
CDSE and related variables.
One avenue of research (Tansley, Jome, Haase, & Martens, 2007) has suggested
that as the classroom experience is positively influencing students, the more successful
they will be in their career decision making. Additionally, Lent, Brown and Larkin (1986)
found that a relationship exists between occupational aspirations and self-efficacy among
students. Lent, Brown, and Hackett (1994) suggest that one’s cognitive ability moderates
self-efficacy and career behaviors. Furthermore, it has been suggested that students who
are less academically minded may express less confidence in occupations other than
“hands-on” occupations (e.g., mechanic) (Tuel & Betz 1998). Thus, one can conclude
that students who exhibit higher levels of confidence will be more likely to seek career
opportunities with higher confidence. The present study will contribute to research by
examining predictors of career decision self-efficacy.
Self-Regulation
Research has shown that self-regulation is an important cognitive process in
students’ motivated learning (e.g., Radosevich et al., 2004, 2007). In particular,
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individuals who engage in more self-regulatory behavior achieve higher levels of
academic performance. Bandura (1991) suggests that setting challenging goals direct
self-regulated learners’ attainments and learning processes. The premise of goal setting is
based on situational factors; for example, an individual may want to remove him/herself
from a stagnant situation. Jagacinski, Madden, and Reider (2001) suggest that
dispositional goals interact with situational goals, therefore, individuals’ goal orientation
is likely to change based on their current situation. Furthermore, goal setting has been
linked with an increase in individual’s cognitive reaction in performance outcomes; this
is due in part because goal setting indicates attaining personal success (Bandura 1986).
Zimmerman, Bandura, and Martinez-Pons (1992), suggest that self-motivated
capabilities are among distinguishable attributes of academic self-regulated learners;
moreover, they are also distinguishable by their proactive orientation and performance.
According to Baumeister et al., (2006), individuals who engage in higher levels of self
regulation often seek to exert control over their thoughts, feelings, impulses, and task
performances. Additionally, self-regulation has been observed as a multifaceted process.
For example, Mischel (1996) explored cognitive strategies where people resisted
immediate temptations in order to pursue adaptive long-term goals, thereby
demonstrating that self-regulation is influenced by situational factors and should be
evaluated as such. In addition, Carver and Scheier (1981) suggest that when comparing
one’s current attainments against others, individuals often engage in a monitoring process
involving self-awareness and feedback.
Given the prominent role of self-regulatory processes, especially among students,
it may also play an important role in predicting career related decision making. Currently,
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there is no known research that explores the relationship between self-regulation and
CDSE. One of the primary goals of this study is to explore the predictive power of self
regulation with individuals’ self-efficacy in making career-related decisions. Thus, based
on the previously cited literature, the following hypothesis is formed:
Hypothesis 1: Self-regulation will be positively related to CDSE.
Four-Factor Model o f Goal Orientation
Despite the growing body of empirical research on goal orientation, there is no
known research to date that has explored goal orientation with CDSE. Currently goal
orientation is a developing construct that has been widely studied among personality and
motivational researchers. According to Dweck & Leggett (1988) goal orientation refers to
the goals individuals implicitly pursue while seeking performance outcomes. Prior
research suggests that goal orientation plays a key role in several processes related to the
self-regulation of performance (e.g., Breland & Donovan, 2005; Payne, Youngcourt, &
Beaubien, 2007). Goal orientation research began with studies based on school children
(Dweck, 1986; Eison, 1979; Nichols, 1975), but it has extended to other contexts due to
the fact that researchers realized the effectiveness of the constructs in predicting
performance in several different achievement settings such as training and sales situations
(e.g., Brown, 2001; Button, Mathieu, & Zajac, 1996; Elliot, McGregor, Holly, & Gable,
1999; Kozlowski et al., 2001; VandeWalle, Brown, Cron, & Slocum, 1999).
Elliot and McGregor (2001) recently proposed a conceptualization of goal
orientation that consists of achievement goals centered around two foci: competence
(mastery/performance) and valence of competence (approach/avoid). In terms of the
competence foci, mastery goals refer to an absolute, intrapersonal standard while
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performance goals center on a normative standard. A need for achievement is often
thought of as the classic definition of mastery/performance of goal orientation; hence
individuals want to do well in comparison to others as well as relative to the task
requirements (McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, & Lowell, 1953; Murray, 1938). Likewise,
the approach/avoid characteristic is common in quite a few motivational theories and
proposes individuals take on approach or avoid tendencies across situations, particularly
when related to competence (e.g., Atkinson, 1957; Bandura, 1986; Carver & Scheier,
1981; Higgins, 1996; Murray, 1938). The result of Elliot and McGregor’s (2001) 2 X 2
goal framework produces four independent goal orientations: mastery-avoid (MVGO),
mastery-approach (MPGO), and performance-avoid (PVGO), performance-approach
(PPGO).
The first factor is MVGO, which involves avoiding failure or making any
mistakes based on a mastery standard. Total competence is essential for success and any
level of incompetence is the focal point of self-regulation. For example individuals high
in MVGO may include a business person who attempts not to make an error on
transactions or a student who tries to steer clear of any type of misapprehension that
would affect him/her from learning (Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Flett, Hewitt, Blankstein,
& Gray, 1998). According to Elliot and McGregor (2001) this “perfectionist” style may
depict individuals who focus on not losing their skills.
There is both an optimal (i.e., absolute intrapersonal standard) and non-optimal
(i.e., avoid any mistakes) component of MVGO and the lack of empirical research
examining MVGO results in difficulty forming hypotheses. This difficulty is due in part
to not knowing exactly how the two components (i.e., absolute, intrapersonal
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standard/avoid failure) join to put forth influence on various self-regulatory processes and
performance. Elliot and McGregor (2001) hypothesized that the correlation that MVGO
has with motivational variables would be more negative than MPGO, and more positive
than PVGO. Elliot and McGregor (2001) found that MVGO positively predicted
unsystematic studying, levels of worry, and emotionality among students. Regardless of
the ambiguity over the combined effects of the optimal and non-optimal components, the
present study contributes to the literature by forming and testing hypotheses involving
MVGO, self-regulatory processes, and performance.
Second, MPGO is distinguished by an absolute competence standard with
an inclination to approach success. MPGO involves enhancing one’s task competence by
creating new skills and is related to deeper processing of task-related information and
persistence. Individuals with high levels of MPGO value learning and are self-referential
as they try to develop task skills and knowledge relative to the task and one’s own past
performance. Learning is considered an end in itself, dependent upon effort utilization
and cognitive self-regulation for individuals with high levels of MPGO. Thus, individuals
with high levels of MPGO view exercising effort on demanding tasks as useful to the
improvement of personal competence. When confronted with negative performance
feedback, individuals with a high level of MPGO typically adjust response patterns by
increasing effort, revising task strategies, persisting, and reporting that they find a task to
be challenging (Elliot & Dweck, 1988; Dweck & Leggett, 1988). Prior research has
consistently demonstrated that MPGO is linked with particular response patterns, such as
higher self-efficacy, setting higher performance goals, and greater effort contributed in
goal pursuits (Phillips & Gully, 1997; Radosevich et al., 2004; VandeWalle et al., 1999).
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Third, PVGO involves avoiding failure with a normative competence standard.
Individuals with high levels of PVGO engage in tasks with the tactic of avoiding looking
incompetent relative to others (Elliot, 1997; Elliot & McGregor, 1999; Elliot & Thrash,
2001). Therefore, PVGO is considered an avoidance form of motivation as it acclimates
one to the negative outcomes of avoiding negative judgments and exhibits a lack of
ability (Elliot, 1997; Elliot et al., 1999). For example, self-protective processes are
elicited due to an avoidance form of regulation, which results in enhanced sensitivity to
failure or nervousness during task engagement (Elliot, 1997). Cognitive processes should
be negatively related to PVGO due to individuals adopting maladaptive strategies arising
from avoiding negative judgments relative to others. Prior research established that
PVGO was negatively related to deep processing in students (Radosevich et al., 2004).
Similarly, PVGO displayed positive relationships with worry, disorganization, and test
anxiety (Elliot & McGregor, 2001).
PPGO involves a standard for normative success with a desire to approach
success. It has both an adaptive component (i.e., approach success) and an aversive
component (i.e., normative performance) (McGregor & Elliot, 2002). Individuals with
high levels of PPGO are inherently interested in attaining positive judgments of ability.
Further, individuals with high levels of PPGO are anticipated to self-regulate like
individuals with high levels of MPGO due to the approach component, although to a
lesser degree. Small effects between goal orientation and theory of ability have been
found in a meta-analytic review (Payne et al., 2007). Since individuals with high levels of
PPGO deem that ability is not easy to develop, they exert more emphasis on impression
management instead of competency development (VandeWalle et al. 1999).
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Goal Orientation and Self-Regulation
Prior research has examined how motivational states (e.g., self-efficacy, self-set
goals) and other regulatory processes (e.g., strategy formulation, effort allocation)
influence the relationship between goal orientation and ensuing task performance (e.g.,
Breland & Donovan, 2005; Button et al., 1996; Chen et ah, 2000; Phillips & Gully,
1997). Phillips and Gully (1997) found that self-efficacy and self-set goals moderated the
connection of ability, goal orientation, and locus of control with learning performance.
Bandura’s (1986) social-cognitive framework suggests that self-regulatory processes
mediate the relationship between dispositional variables and achievement outcomes,
which has been supported by several goal orientation studies (Breland & Donovan, 2005;
Chen et ah, 2000; Phillips & Gully, 1997; Porath & Bateman, 2006). However, such
studies have not considered nor included the fourth goal orientation (i.e. PPGO)
dimension in such models.
Thus, in order to better understand how the four-factor model of goal orientation
relates to performance it is critical to incorporate it into a larger structure of individual
differences. The present study will assess the relationship that the four goal orientation
factors have on self-regulation. It is generally expected that this study will support the
principle that trait-like goal orientations will differentially predict state-like motivational
variables, which will in turn predict performance (i.e., traits -> self-regulation -> CDSE).
Thus, the following hypotheses are formed:
Hypothesis 2\ Mastery-avoid goal orientation will be negatively related to self-regulation.
Hypothesis 3: Mastery-approach goal orientation will be positively related to self
regulation.

Goal Orientation and CDSE

15

Hypothesis 4: Performance-avoid goal orientation will be negatively related to self
regulation.
Hypothesis 5: Performance-approach goal orientation will be positively related to self-regulation.
Goal Orientation and CDSE
Prior research has shown that goal orientation, as a trait-like variable, is related to
cognitive processes such as self-regulation. Further, research has shown that goal
orientation influences outcome variables (e.g., performance) indirectly, as opposed to
directly, through cognitive processes such as self-regulation, self-efficacy, and self-set
goal level (Button et al., 1996; Radosevich et al., (2007). Given that there is not any
previous research that has linked goal orientation with CDSE, it is not known whether
goal orientation will have a direct effect or an indirect effect on CDSE. CDSE may
conceptually be considered a cognitive process (similar to self-regulation) or an outcome
of self-regulation. Based on the previous literature cited above, this study will assume
that CDSE is an outcome, and goal orientation will have an indirect effect with it through
self-regulation (see Figure 1). Thus, no formal hypotheses will be formed directly linking
goal orientation to CDSE. Rather, it is hypothesized that each of the four goal orientation
variables will have an indirect effect on CDSE through self-regulation. However, given
the newness of these research questions, this study will conduct exploratory analyses to
assess the direct relationships between these constructs.
Methods
Participants
Two-hundred and sixty three (124 women and 137 men) undergraduates and
graduate students enrolled at Montclair State University served as participants in this
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study. Participants of this study included Caucasians (57.1%), African Americans
(10.9%), Asians (8.5%), Pacific Islanders (0.7%), Latino (17%), and Mid-eastern (1.7%).
Procedure
Participants completed an online survey in an environment of their choice,
assessing their goal orientation, self-regulation, and CDSE. The participants were
informed that they were participating in a study examining personality factors.
Participation was voluntary and the participants were enrolled in graduate and
undergraduate courses in both psychology and business.
Measures
Goal orientation. Goal orientation was assessed with the 12-item Achievement
Goal Questionnaire (Elliot & McGregor, 2001) that included three items for each of the
four goal orientation constructs (cf., Elliot & McGregor, 2001). Coefficient alpha in this
study was .81 for mastery-approach, .85 for mastery-avoid, .85 for performanceapproach, and .81 for performance-avoid. Responses to all items in each scale were made
on a seven-point scale (1= strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree).
Self-regulation. Self-regulation was assessed with a nine item scale (Miller et al.,
1996) that was intended to measure the level of engagement utilized by students in their
academic activities. Miller et al., (1996) reported satisfactory internal consistency with
the scale (coefficient alpha was .841). In completing the self-regulation scale participants
responded to items using a seven-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly
agree).
Career Decision Self Efficacy Short Form (CDSE-SF). The CDSE-SF (Betz &
Klein, 1996) is a 25-item scale intended to measure the belief that an individual can
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effectively complete tasks necessary in making career decisions. The CDSE-SF consists
of five subscales, which all were used in this study (self-appraisal, occupational
information, goal selection, planning, and problem solving). Coefficient alpha for each of
the subscales was: self-appraisal (.78), occupational information (.72), goal selection
(.73), planning (.79), and problem solving (.78). In completing the CDSE-SF participants
responded to items using a five-point Likert scale (1 = no confidence at all, 2 = very little
confidence, 3 = moderate confidence, 4 = much confidence, and 5 = complete
confidence).
Results
Descriptive Statistics
Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations of all the variables are presented in
Table 1.

Table 1. Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations among Variables

Variable
1. MPGO
2. MVGO
3. PPGO
4. PVGO
5. Self-regulation
6 . CDSE: Self-Appraisal
7. CDSE: Occupational Info
8 . CDSE Goal Selection
9. CDSE: Planning
10. CDSE: Problem Solving
11. CDSE Total

M
6.09
3.33
5.16
4.25
5.67
3.98
4.08
3.86
4.03
3.90
3.97

SD
0.95
1.62
1.39
1.99
0 .8 6

0.61
0.60

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

-

.06
.09
-.2 1 **
.37**
1 7 **
.07

0 .6 6

.0 1

0.62
0.65
0.56

.15*
.18**
.15*

-

.04
.2 2 **
-.31**
_ 2 9 **
- 3 3 **
-.35**
- 3 4 **
_ 2 7 **

-

.13*
.24**
.03
.04
.08
.04
.06
.06

-

-.26**
-.23**
-.29**
- .2 1 **
-.32**
-.33**
_ 31 **

-

.32**
.30**
.31**
.31**
.42**
.38**

-

.63**
7 9 **
.72**
.76**
.8 8 **

-

.64**
7 7 **
71**
.84**

-

**
**
§9**

7 3

7 4

-

7 7 **
90**

Note. N = 263. * denotes a correlation that is significant at the .05 level. ** denotes a correlation that is significant at the .01 level.

—

90**

11
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Test o f Hypotheses: Self-Regulation and CDSE
Hypothesis 1 stated that self-regulation would be positively related to CDSE.
Examination of the correlations in Table 1 indicate that self-regulation was positively
related to CDSE total (r = .38,p < .01). Self-regulation was also related to each of the
five task domains of CDSE. In particular, self-regulation was positively correlated with
self-appraisal (r = .32, p < .01), occupational information (r = .30,p < .01), goal selection
(r = .31 ,p < .01), planning (r = .31, p < .01), and problem solving(r = .32, p < .01).
Test o f Hypotheses: Goal Orientation and Self-Regulation
Hypothesis 2 stated that MPGO would be positively related to self-regulation.
Examination of the correlations in Table 1 indicate that self-regulation was positively
related to MPGO (r = .37, p < .01). Hypothesis 3 predicted that self-regulation would be
negatively related to MVGO, which was found (r = -.11, p < .01). Hypothesis 4 predicted
that self-regulation would be positively related to PPGO, and the results supported that
hypothesis (r = .24,p < .01). Finally, consistent with Hypothesis 5, self-regulation was
negatively related to PVGO (r =-.26, p < .01).
A regression analysis was conducted to test if there was direct effect of goal
orientation on self-regulation. All four goal orientation factors were entered into step 1 of
the regression equation. The results reported in Table 2 revealed that MPGO (J5= .31 ,P<
.01), MVGO (/?= -.16, p < .01), PPGO (0= .24, p < .01), and PVGO (f= -.20,p < .01)
were significant predictors, accounting for 24.9% of the variance in self-regulation.
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Table 2. Regression Analyses Examining the Influence o f Goal Orientation on SelfRegulation

Self-Regulation
95% C /fo rB
Predictors
Step 1

R2

AR2

AF

.249

.249

21.33**

p

Constant

B

SE

Lower

Upper

3.81**

.37

3.09

4.53

Mastery Approach

.31**

.28**

.05

.18

.38

Mastery Avoid

-.16**

-.08**

.03

-.14

- .0 2

Performance Approach

.24**

.15**

.03

.08

.2 2

Performance Avoid

-.2 0 **

_ 08**

.03

-.13

-.04

Note. N = 263. R~ = the proportion of variance in the dependent variable accounted for by all predictors in
the regression equation. AR2 = the incremental variance accounted for by the predictor variables entered at
each step. AF - the F ratio to assess the significance of the incremental variance accounted for. f3 =
standardized regression coefficients. B = unstandardized regression coefficients. SE = standard error of B. *
denotes a statistic that is significant at the .05 level. ** denotes a statistic that is significant at the .01 level.

Exploratory Analyses: Goal Orientation and CDSE Total
It was assumed that goal orientation would have an indirect effect on overall
CDSE through self-regulation. This mediation model was tested following guidelines of
Baron and Kenny (1986). The first precondition is that the independent variable (goal
orientation) must be related to the potential mediator. This was satisfied for self
regulation as a mediator, as the correlation between goal orientation and self-regulation
(see Table 1) was significant. The second condition is that the independent variable (goal
orientation) must be related to the dependent variable (CDSE). This was partially
satisfied as MPGO (r = A5,p < .01), MVGO (r = -.35,p < .01), and PVGO (r = -.32,p <
.01) were significantly correlated (see Table 1) with overall CDSE. However, PPGO was
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not statistically significant. Finally, the last condition is that the dependent variable
(CDSE) must be regressed on both the independent variable (goal orientation) and the
potential mediator (self-regulation). If the contribution made by goal orientation after
self-regulation has been included is less than the contribution made by goal orientation
alone, mediation is supported. A hierarchical regression analysis (see Table 3) was
conducted where CDSE was regressed on self-regulation Step 2 and the four goal
orientation factors at Step 1. The results revealed that MPGO (/?= .1 \ , p < .001), PVGO
(ft= -.33, p < .001), and PVGO (J3=~.2?>,p < .001) were significant predictors,
accounting for 21.6% of the variance in CDSE at Step 1. Self-regulation (J3= .26, p <
.001) was a significant predictor, accounting for 5.1% of the variance in CDSE at Step 2.
Goal orientation was partially significant before self-regulation was entered. However,
after self-regulation was entered goal orientation maintained partial significance. These
findings did not support the hypothesis that goal orientation would have an indirect
relationship with CDSE through self-regulation.
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Table 3. Regression Analyses Examining the Influence o f Goal Orientation and SelfRegulation on Total Career Decision-Self-Efficacy
CDSE: Total
95% Cl for B
Predictors
Step 1

R2

AR2

AF

.216

.216

17.80**

B

SE

Lower

Upper

4.03**

.24

3.55

4.50

.1 1 *

.06*

.03

.0 0

.13

-.33**

.0 2 **

-.33

-.15

-.08

.09

.04

.0 2

- .0 1

.08

_ 2 3 **

-.06**

.0 2

- .1 0

-.03

3.38**

.28

2.83

3.93

ß

Constant
Mastery Approach
Mastery Avoid
Performance Approach
Performance Avoid
Step 2

.268

.051

17.99**

Constant
Mastery Approach

.03

.0 2

.03

-.05

.09

_ 2 9 **

-. 1 0 **

.0 2

-.14

-.06

.03

.0 1

.0 2

-.03

.06

Performance Avoid

-.18**

-.05**

.0 2

-.08

- .0 2

Self-Regulation

.26**

.04

.09

.25

Mastery Avoid
Performance Approach

Note. N = 263. R~ = the proportion of variance in the dependent variable accounted for by all predictors in
the regression equation. AR" = the incremental variance accounted for by the predictor variables entered at
each step. AF = the F ratio to assess the significance of the incremental variance accounted for. J3 =
standardized regression coefficients. B = unstandardized regression coefficients. SE = standard error of B. *
denotes a statistic that is significant at the .05 level. ** denotes a statistic that is significant at the .01 level.

Exploratory Analyses: Goal Orientation and CDSE: Self-Appraisal
Given that the mediation model did not support the indirect relationship of goal
orientation on the CDSE, exploratory regression analyses were conducted to assess if
goal orientation would predict each of the five individual task domains of CDSE. First, a
hierarchical regression analysis was conducted where self-appraisal was regressed on
self-regulation at Step 2 and the four goal orientation factors at Step 1 (see Table 4). The
results revealed that MPGO (J3= .15,/? < .05), MVGO (J3= -.29, p < .01), PVGO (J3=-
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•14, p < .05) significant predictors of self-appraisal at Step 1. Self-regulation (/?—.22,p <
.01) was a significant predictor, accounting for 4% of the variance in self-appraisal at
Step 2. In sum, there was support for the influence of both goal orientation and selfregulation on self-appraisal.

Table 4. Regression Analyses Examining the Influence o f Goal Orientation and SelfRegulation on CDSE: Self-Appraisal____________________________________________
CDSE: Self-Appraisal
95% C /fo rB
B

SE

Lower

Upper

3.82**

.28

3.28

4.37

.15*

.1 0 *

.04

.0 2

.17

_ 2 9 **

_ 11 **

.0 2

-.15

-.07

.05

.0 2

.03

-.03

.07

-.14*

-.04*

.0 2

-.08

-.0 1

3.22**

.32

2.59

3.86

.08

.05

.04

-.03

.13

_ 26**

_ oi**

.0 2

-.14

-.05

Performance Approach

- .0 0

- .0 0

.03

-.05

.05

Performance Avoid

- .1 0

-.03

.0 2

-.07

.0 1

.2 2 **

.16**

.05

.07

.25

Predictors

R2

AR 2

AF

Step 1

.15

.15

11.28**

P

Constant
Mastery Approach
Mastery Avoid
Performance Approach
Performance Avoid
.19

Step 2

.04

11.75**

Constant
Mastery Approach
Mastery Avoid

Self-Regulation

Note. N = 263. R~ = the proportion of variance in the dependent variable accounted for by all predictors in
the regression equation. AR~ = the incremental variance accounted for by the predictor variables entered at
each step. AF = the F ratio to assess the significance of the incremental variance accounted for. J3 =
standardized regression coefficients. B = unstandardized regression coefficients. SE = standard error of B. *
denotes a statistic that is significant at the .05 level. ** denotes a statistic that is significant at the .01 level.

Exploratory Analyses: Goal Orientation and CDSE: Occupational Information
A hierarchical regression analysis (see Table 5) was conducted where
occupational information was regressed on self-regulation at Step 2 and the four goal
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orientation factors at Step 1. The results revealed that mastery-avoid {fi= -.25,p < .01)
and performance-avoid (/? = -.24,p < .01) were significant predictors, accounting for
14.8% of the variance in occupational information at Step 1. Self-regulation {J3= .22, p <
.01) was a significant predictor, accounting for 3.7% of the variance in occupational
information at Step 2. In sum, there was support for the influence of two of the goal
orientation factors and self-regulation on occupational information.

Table 5. Regression Analyses Examining the Influence o f Goal Orientation and SelfRegulation on CDSE: Occupational Information
CDSE: Occupational Information
95% Cl for B
Predictors
Step 1

R2

AR2

AF

.148

.148

11.18**

B

SE

Lower

Upper

4.43**

.27

3.89

4.97

.0 2

.0 1

.04

-.06

.09

-.25**

_ 09**

.0 2

-.13

-.05

.08

.04
. 07**

.03

-.0 1

.09

.0 2

-.1 1

-.04

3.84**

.32

3.21

4.45

-.05

-.03

.04

- .1 1

.05

-.2 1 **

-.08**

.0 2

- .1 2

-.04

.03

.0 1

.03

-.04

.06

-.2 0 **

-.06**

.0 2

- .1 0

- .0 2

2 2 **

.16**

.05

.07

.25

p

Constant
Mastery Approach
Mastery Avoid
Performance Approach

-.24**

Performance Avoid
Step 2

.185

.037

11.76**

Constant
Mastery Approach
Mastery Avoid
Performance Approach
Performance Avoid
Self-Regulation

Note. N —263. R~ = the proportion of variance in the dependent variable accounted for by all predictors in
the regression equation. AR‘ = the incremental variance accounted for by the predictor variables entered at
each step. AF = the F ratio to assess the significance of the incremental variance accounted for. /? =
standardized regression coefficients. B = unstandardized regression coefficients. SE = standard error of B. *
denotes a statistic that is significant at the .05 level. ** denotes a statistic that is significant at the .01 level.
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Exploratory Analyses: Goal Orientation and CDSE: Goal Selection
A hierarchical regression analysis (see Table 6) was conducted where goal
selection was regressed on self-regulation at Step 2 and the four goal orientation factors
at Step 1. The results revealed that mastery-avoid (J3= -.31 ,P < . 01) and performanceavoid (J3= -A4,p < .05) were significant predictors, accounting for 15.1% of the variance
in goal selection at Step 1. Self-regulation (J3= .22,p < .01) was a significant predictor,
accounting for 3.8% of the variance in goal selection at Step 2. In sum, there was support
for the influence of two of the goal orientation factors and self-regulation on goal
selection.
Table 6. Regression Analyses Examining the Influence o f Goal Orientation and SelfRegulation on CDSE: Goal Selection
CDSE: Goal Selection

Predictors
Step 1

R2

AR2

AF

.151

.151

11.44**

B

SE

Lower

Upper

3.90**

.30

3.31

4.49

.05

.04

-.03

.14

13**

.0 2

-.17

-.08

.05

.03

- .0 0

.1 1

o
*

95% C /fo rB
P

.0 2

-.09

-.0 1

3.24**

.35

2.55

3.93

.0 1

.0 1

.04

-.08

.09

-.28**

_ 11 **

.0 2

-.16

-.07

.05

.03

.03

-.03

.08

- .1 0

-.03

.0 2

-.07

.0 1

.05

.07

.27

Constant
Mastery Approach

.08

Mastery Avoid

-.31**

Performance Approach

.1 1

Performance Avoid
Step 2

-.14*
.188

.038

11.94**

Constant
Mastery Approach
Mastery Avoid
Performance Approach
Performance Avoid
Self-Regulation

.2 2 **

Note. N = 263. R~ = the proportion of variance in the dependent variable accounted for by all predictors in
the regression equation. AR~ = the incremental variance accounted for by the predictor variables entered at
each step. AF = the F ratio to assess the significance of the incremental variance accounted for. ¡3 =
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standardized regression coefficients. B = unstandardized regression coefficients. SE - standard error of B. *
denotes a statistic that is significant at the .05 level. ** denotes a statistic that is significant at the .01 level.

Exploratory Analyses: Goal Orientation and CDSE: Planning
A hierarchical regression analysis (see Table 7) was conducted where planning
was regressed on self-regulation Step 2 and the four goal orientation factors at Step 1.
The results revealed that mastery-avoid (/?=-.31 ,P< .01) and performance-approach (p
- -02, p < .01) were significant predictors, accounting for 20.5% of the variance in
planning at Step 1. Self-regulation (J3= .18,/? < .01) was a significant predictor,
accounting for 2.4% of the variance in planning at Step 2. In sum, there was support for
the influence of two of the goal orientation factors and self-regulation on planning.
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Table 7. Regression Analyses Examining the Influence o f Goal Orientation and SelfRegulation on CDSE: Planning
CDSE: Planning
95% Cl for B
B

SE

Lower

Upper

4.12**

.27

3.59

4.66

.1 1

.07

.04

- .0 0

.15

-.31**

_ 1 2 **

.0 2

-.16

-.08

.03

.04
_ 07**

.03

-.0 1

.08

.0 2

-.1 1

-.04

3.63**

.32

3.00

4.26

-.05

.04

.04

-.04

.1 1

-.28**

_ 11 **

.0 2

-.15

-.07

.04

.0 2

.03

-.04

.07

Performance Avoid

_ 2 0 **

-.06**

.0 2

- .1 0

-.03

Self-Regulation

.18**

.13**

.05

-.04

.2 2

Predictors
Step 1

R2

AR2

AF

.205

.205

16.67**

P

Constant
Mastery Approach
Mastery Avoid
Performance Approach

0 2 **

Performance Avoid
.229

Step 2

.024

7.92**

Constant
Mastery Approach
Mastery Avoid
Performance Approach

Note. N = 263. R~ = the proportion of variance in the dependent variable accounted for by all predictors in
the regression equation. AR2 = the incremental variance accounted for by the predictor variables entered at
each step. AF = the F ratio to assess the significance of the incremental variance accounted for. ¡3 =
standardized regression coefficients. B = unstandardized regression coefficients. SE = standard error of B. *
denotes a statistic that is significant at the .05 level. ** denotes a statistic that is significant at the .01 level.

Exploratory Analyses: Goal Orientation and CDSE: Problem Solving
A hierarchical regression analysis (see Table 8) was conducted where problem
solving was regressed on self-regulation at Step 2 and the four goal orientation factors at
Step 1. The results revealed that mastery-approach (/?= .14,/? < .05), mastery-avoid (J3 =
-.30, p < .01), and performance-avoid (/? = -25, p < .01) were significant predictors,
accounting for 21.6% of the variance in problem-solving at Step 1. Self-regulation (/? =
•30,/? < .01) was a significant predictor, accounting for 7% of the variance in problem-
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solving at Step 2. In sum, there was support for the influence of three goal orientation
factors and self-regulation on problem-solving.

Table 8. Regression Analyses Examining the Influence o f Goal Orientation and SelfRegulation on CDSE: Problem Solving____________________________________
CDSE: Problem Solving
95% C /fo rB
Predictors

R2

AR2

AF

Step 1

.216

.216

17.74**

B

SE

Lower

Upper

3.86**

.284

3.3

4.42

.14*

.09*

.04

.0 2

.17

-.30**

-. 1 2 **

.0 2

-.17

-.08

.09

.04

.03

- .0 1

.09

-.25**

-.08**

.0 2

- .1 2

-.04

2.98**

.32

2.34

3.62

.04

.03

.04

-.05

.1 1

-.26**

_ io * *

.0 2

-.14

-.06

Performance Approach

.0 2

.0 1

.03

-.04

.06

Performance Avoid

19**

-.06**

.0 2

- .1 0

-.03

.30**

2 3 **

.05

.14

.32

p

Constant
Mastery Approach
Mastery Avoid
Performance Approach
Performance Avoid
Step 2

.285

.070

24.99**

Constant
Mastery Approach
Mastery Avoid

Self-Regulation

--------------------- ---------------- ------------ ------- ------------------------------------------------------------------------Mj

Note. N = 263. R~ = the proportion of variance in the dependent variable accounted for by all predictors in
the regression equation. AR~ = the incremental variance accounted for by the predictor variables entered at
each step. AF = the F ratio to assess the significance of the incremental variance accounted for. (3 =
standardized regression coefficients. B = unstandardized regression coefficients. SE = standard error of B. *
denotes a statistic that is significant at the .05 level. ** denotes a statistic that is significant at the .01 level.

Discussion
The results of this study contribute to literature by demonstrating (a) the
usefulness of examining four separate goal orientation factors, which support Elliot and
McGregor’s (2001) model; (b) a relationship exists between self-regulation and goal
orientation; and (c) evidence that suggests students’ goal orientation is partially related to
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their efficacy to make career decisions. These findings are of interest given that there are
no other published studies that have examined the relationship between self-regulation,
CDSE, and goal orientation.
It should be noted most previous studies have not considered nor included the
fourth goal orientation factor, mastery-avoid, in their models. Thus, an important finding
was that mastery-avoid goal orientation demonstrated a negative, significant relationship
with self-regulation. Thus, individuals who have high levels of mastery-avoid are less
likely to engage on adaptive patterns of self-regulation. This finding suggests that
although individuals with high levels of mastery-avoid may be interested in attaining
mastery at an absolute level (optimal component), the desire to avoid any mistakes (nonoptimal component) results in maladaptive motivational patterns such as lower self
regulation. This finding is consistent with Radosevich et al. (2004; 2007) who found that
higher levels of mastery-avoid were associated with lower levels of self-set goals and
lower self-efficacy. In addition, this finding supports Elliot and McGregor’s (2001)
assertion that MVGO will have a more negative correlational relationship with
motivational or situational variables in comparison to MPGO. Future research should
continue examine the components of this new construct.
Mastery-approach goal orientation demonstrated a positive relationship with self
regulation and CDSE. This finding provides empirical evidence that mastery goals
influence self-regulatory methods. This finding suggests that individuals who are focused
on mastering competence and task development will engage in a deeper processing of
their planning strategies to help achieve their performance goals (Elliot &Church, 1997).
These finding add to existing literature (Radosevich et al., 2004; 2007), which has been

Goal Orientation and CDSE

29

successful in demonstrating that adaptive patterns in self-regulatory behaviors are utilized
by individuals with high mastery-approach goals. Essentially, individuals with higher
levels of MPGO reported high levels of confidence in making career-related decisions
while utilizing more adaptive self-regulatory processes.
The results for performance-approach demonstrated a significant positive
relationship with self-regulation, but there was no observable significance with CDSE.
Elliot and Church (1997) refer to performance-approach as the self-regulation of potential
positive outcomes, which is consistent with the findings in this study. Meanwhile,
VandeWalle et al. (1999) assert that individuals with higher levels of performanceapproach experience difficulty in developing their abilities, thus relative to others, it
seems that individuals’ perception of how confident they are in making career-related
decisions poses no threat to the development of their abilities. Perhaps if this study
measured actual decision making processes (rather than just self-efficacy about making
decisions) there may be an observable significant relationship between the CDSE and
performance approach. Furthermore, according to Radosevich et al. (2004), in
environments where an emphasis on performance outcomes relative to others is
emphasized, the benefits of performance-approach goal orientation may be greater. Thus,
future research should examine the influence of performance-approach in those
environments.
Finally, performance-avoid demonstrated a relatively negative influence on both
self-regulation and CDSE. Radosevich et al. (2004) found that individuals whose focus
was on avoiding looking incompetent relative to others exhibited lower levels of self
regulation. In addition, this negative relationship demonstrates that people who are highly
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confident and highly self-regulated are less likely to exhibit a heightened sensitivity to
failure (Elliot, 1997). The results from the current study are consistent with the literature
in that performance-avoid leads to maladaptive motivational patterns.
Overall career decision self efficacy was evaluated as well as the five task
domains (self-appraisal, occupational information, goal selection, planning, problem
solving). Although it was hypothesized that goal orientation would have an indirect
relationship through self-regulation on CDSE, this study was unable to support that
hypothesis. A possible explanation for the null finding is that goal orientation, along with
self-regulation, is a direct predictor of CDSE. The general notion that goal orientation has
indirect effects on outcomes may not hold if CDSE is considered more of a state-like
cognitive process rather than an outcome like performance.
Given that self-regulation had a statistically significant relationship with the
CDSE, yet did not did not play a mediating role between goal orientation and CDSE,
further exploratory analyses were conducted to examine the influence of goal orientation
and self-regulatory processes on the five tasks domains of the CDSE. The present study is
unique in that it is the first to examine the relationship between these particular variables.
CDSE self-appraisal was positively related to mastery-approach goal orientation.
Individuals who are high in mastery-approach (absolute, intrapersonal standard) are
likely to have higher self-appraisal. Conversely, the findings of this study indicate a
negative relationship exists with mastery-avoid and self-appraisal. Individuals who have
higher levels of mastery-avoid are likely to have lower levels of self-efficacy regarding
self-appraisal. Lastly, self-regulation was found to have a positive relationship with self
appraisal. Based on this finding, individuals with higher self-regulation are likely to
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engage in higher self-appraisal. When assessing the hierarchical regression analyses, after
entering self-regulation into the equation, it seems that mastery approach goal orientation
no longer has a significant relationship with self-appraisal. This finding suggests that the
inclusion of self-regulation has a meaningful impact on the variance accounted for in
self-appraisal. Given the exploratory nature of these analyses, it would be useful for
future researchers to examine the impact of goal orientation and self-regulation on CDSE
task domains.
CDSE occupational information was observed to have a negative relationship
with MVGO. Thus, individuals who adopt mastery-avoid goals are less likely to have
confidence in their ability to engage in greater amounts gathering occupational
information. PVGO was also found to have a negative relationship with gathering
occupational information. Individuals who adopt performance avoid goals are likely to
exhibit self-protection processes (i.e. anxiety and sensitivity). Lastly, self-regulation was
found to have a positive relationship with one’s self-efficacy to gather occupational
information. Based on these findings, as an individual engages in self-regulation they are
likely to have greater confidence in their ability to engage in gathering occupational
information. Career counselors, teachers, or parents may be able to assist students in their
career search behaviors by encouraging them to engage in a deeper cognitive processing
of information.
CDSE goal selection was found to have a negative relationship with MVGO.
Individuals with high levels mastery-avoid goal orientation are less more likely to have
lower levels of goal selection. PVGO was also found to have a negative relationship with
goal selection. This finding suggests that individuals with high levels of performance-
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avoid goal orientation are likely to have lower levels of self-efficacy regarding goal
selection. Lastly, self-regulation was found to have a positive relationship with goal
selection. As an individual engages in self-regulation they are likely to have higher levels
of self-efficacy regarding goal selection.
CDSE planning was positively related MPGO. Demonstrating that individuals
with high levels of mastery (absolute, intrapersonal standard) orientation have higher
confidence in their ability to plan. A significant negative relationship was observed in
planning and MVGO. This finding suggests that individuals with higher levels of MVGO
have lower confidence in their ability to engage in career planning. PVGO was found to
have a negative relationship with career planning. This negative relationship indicates
that individuals who have high levels of PVGO will have lower levels of confidence in
their ability to plan. Lastly, self-regulation demonstrated a positive relationship with
planning. Individuals with higher self-regulation are likely to engage higher in career
planning.
CDSE problem-solving was positively related MPGO. Individuals with high
levels of mastery approach (absolute, intrapersonal standard) orientation have higher
confidence in their ability to problem-solve. MVGO was negatively related to problem
solving. This finding suggests that individuals with higher levels of MVGO have lower
confidence in their ability to problem solve relative to others. Problem-solving was
negatively related to PVGO. Thus, individuals who have high levels of PVGO will have
lower levels of confidence in their ability to problem solve. Finally, self-regulation
demonstrated a positive relationship with problem solving. Individuals with higher self
regulation are likely to engage higher in problem-solving. Overall, it would be helpful for
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future research to continue exploring more formal hypotheses to determine if goal
orientation theory can be useful in predicting career decision self-efficacy.
A general trend observed in this study involved the finding that the avoidance
goal orientations (mastery and performance) seemed to have a significant negative
relationship with all of the CDSE tasks domains. The CDSE measures one’s confidence
in their ability to make career-related decisions. Given that both mastery and performance
avoid orientations have the non-optimal component (avoid failure), it may be the case the
individuals’ have lower self-efficacy to make career-related decisions because of the
associated anxiety with a perfectionistic style. Radosevich et al. (2007) reported that
individuals with higher levels of either mastery-avoid or performance-avoid had lower
levels of self-efficacy and self-set goals along with higher levels of anxiety. Thus,
heightened anxiety around making any mistake may be associated with lower confidence
in one’s ability to make decisions.
Though this study has added to literature, there are some limitations that should
be mentioned. Future research should examine the operationalization of self-regulation.
Researchers may consider multiple measures of self-regulation to strengthen the current
findings. Another concern involves range restriction and small variance on some of the
variables (e.g., mastery-approach). It is also important to note that this study did not
measure actual career decision making process given that the participants did not really
engage in a decision-making task. Therefore, there was no immediate threat against
individual’s true ability in performing these task domains. If this study measured
someone’s ability to actually perform these tasks rather than asking them how well they
think they would be able to do perform these tasks, a different finding may be observed
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for the performance goal orientations (normative component). Examining actual career
decision making processes would further assist in understanding the relationship of goal
orientation and self-regulation on career decision making processes.
Several theoretical and applied implications result from this study. First,
researchers should examine how career decision making process could be integrated in
studies to provide a global understanding of the relationship among the constructs.
Second, other individual difference variables (e.g., Big Five and anxiety) should be
observed as potential mediators of goal orientation and self-regulation on career decision
self-efficacy. Career-development counselors could incorporate the findings into their
practice by emphasizing the importance of adaptive self-regulatory processes (e.g.,
thorough planning, persistence) and also encouraging students to adopt more beneficial
goal orientations (e.g., mastery-approach).
In sum, this study makes a unique contribution to the literature by offering one of
the first attempts to establish the nomological network of CDSE. In particular, this study
supported the relationships between trait-like goal orientation and state-like cognitive
processes (self-regulation and CDSE).
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Figure 1. A Conceptual Model of Goal Orientation, Self Regulation, and Career Decision
Self-Efficacy
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Appendix A: Goal Orientation
1.

It is important for me to do better than the other students. (PPGO)

2.

It is important for me to do well compared to others in this course. (PPGO)

3.

My goal in this class is to get a better grade than most of the other students. (PPGO)

4.

I worry that I may not learn all that I possibly could in this class. (MVGO)

5.

Sometimes I’m afraid that I may not understand the content of this class as thoroughly as I’d
like. (MVGO)

6.

I am often concerned that I may not learn all that there is to learn in this class. (MVGO)

7.

I want to learn as much as possible from this class. (MPGO)

8.

It is important for me to understand the content of this course as thoroughly as possible.
(MPGO)

9.

I desire to completely master the material presented in this class. (MPGO)

10. I just want to avoid doing poorly in this class. (PVGO)
11. My goal in this class is to avoid performing poorly. (PVGO)
12. My fear of performing poorly in this class is often what motivates me. (PVGO)
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Appendix B: Self-Regulation
1.

Before a quiz or exam, I plan out how I will study the material.

2.

It is easy for me to establish goals for learning in my classes.

3.

When I study I take note of the material I have or have not mastered.

4.

I organize my study time well for my classes.

5.

I have a clear idea of what I am trying to accomplish in my classes.

6.

When I read a problem, I make sure I know what I am asked to do before I begin.

7.

When I finish working a problem, I check my answer to see if it is reasonable.

8.

I try to organize an approach in my mind before I actually start problems.

9.

When I finish working on practice problems, I check my work for errors.
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Appendix C: Career Decision Self Efficacy Short Form
1.

Use the internet to find information about occupations that interest you. (Occupational
Information)

2.

Select one major from a list of potential majors you are considering. (Goal Selection)

3.

Make a plan of your goals for the next five years. (Planning)

4.

Determine the steps to take if you are having academic trouble with an aspect of your
chosen major. (Problem Solving)

5.

Accurately assess your abilities. (Self-Appraisal)

6.

Select one occupation from a list of potential occupations you are considering. (Goal
Selection)

7.

Determine the steps you need to take to successfully complete your chosen major.
(Planning)

8.

Persistently work at your major or career goal even when you get frustrated. (Problem
Solving)

9.

Determine what your ideal job would be. (Self-Appraisal)

10. Find out the employment trends for an occupation over the next ten years. (Occupational
Information)
11. Choose a career that will fit your preferred lifestyle. (Goal Selection)
12. Prepare a good resume. (Planning)
13. Change majors if you did not like your first choice. (Problem Solving)
14. Decide what you value most in an occupation. (Self-Appraisal)
15. Find out about the average yearly earnings of people in an occupation. (Occupational
Information)
16. Make a career decision and then not worry whether it was right or wrong. (Goal Selection)
17. Change occupations if you are not satisfied with the one you enter. (Problem Solving)
18. Figure out what you are and are not ready to sacrifice to achieve your career goals. (SelfAppraisal)
19. Talk with a person already employed in a field you are interested in. (Occupational
Information)
20. Choose a major or career that will fit your interests. (Goal Selection)
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21. Identify employers, firms, and institutions relevant to your career possibilities. (Planning)
22. Define the type of lifestyle you would like to live. (Self-Appraisal)
23. Find information about graduate or professional schools. (Occupational Information)
24. Successfully manage the job interview process. (Planning)
25. Identify some reasonable major or career alternatives if you are unable to get your first
choice. (Problem Solving)

