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It certainly is gratifying and exciting for me, as coeditor of
the two previous editions of this Handbook (i.e., Singer,
Murphy, & Tennant, 1993; Singer, Hausenblas, & Janelle,
2001), to realize the impact this type of resource book has
had on the field of sport psychology in general, and on so
many individuals around the world. These include stu-
dents, educators, and psychologists, oriented primarily as
scholars or as practitioners. Because of this enormous suc-
cess, the Handbook is now being updated and published in
the third edition. The two previous editions were success-
ful, and no doubt the present edition will be of even greater
significance.

Such expectations can be attributed to a variety of fac-
tors. Editors Gershon Tenenbaum and Bob Eklund are very
experienced and well-known internationally among sport
psychologists for their scientific and professional contribu-
tions, and both are highly motivated and organized in their
work. They possess a comprehensive understanding of the
vast subject matter and recognize the variety of topics and
themes associated with the area. The magnitude of the cov-
erage of issues of topical interest in sport psychology, as
well as the reputations of the authors contributing to this
compendium, reflect the effort made by these editors to
produce an outstanding volume. A tremendous increase in
research and scholarly activities has been seen in recent
decades. Likewise, more students are studying sport psy-
chology to become counselors, clinicians, or sport scientists
who work directly with athletes to aid them in the learning
mastery of skills and performance enhancement. Then
there are also those who will become educators and teach
the subject matter of sport psychology. All of these obser-
vations generate a need to update the Handbook more fre-
quently. The Handbook serves not only as a timely overview

of recent developments, but also as a stimulus for further
scholarly productivity and improved teaching and clinical
applications. Better coaching and athletic performance
should also occur.

Previous editions of the Handbook have tended to con-
tinue certain topics, omit others, and include new ones.
Editors have a difficult role to play in the decision process
on this account. In my opinion, Tenenbaum and Eklund
have made wise decisions in their choices for inclusion in
this edition—and ones that, I believe, reflect their under-
standing of and sensitivity to trends in scholarly interests
in and impact on sport psychology. A very broad interpre-
tation of the dimensions of sport psychology could lead to
a gigantic book. Fortunately, the present editors have
shown restraint and good judgment while providing a
great variety of diversified contemporary topics. The
authors have done an outstanding job in their coverage of
assigned topics as well as presentation style. Much
research is synthesized, organized, and presented in an
excellent manner to challenge and inform and yet hold the
reader’s interest.

This book cannot be digested by merely scanning the
pages. It is meant for the person who is serious about
becoming more informed on many selected topics related
to sport psychology and who wants to be challenged and
stimulated by the scholarly and scientific nature of the
field. Every theme may not interest the reader, at least in a
first glance at the table of contents. Sometimes, however,
following up on themes of less initial interest can be trans-
formative in terms of expanded knowledge and apprecia-
tion of contributions in the area. In fact, further research
may, serendipitously, be the result of these forays. With all
my travels to other countries, I have been continually

Foreword

ROBERT SINGER



amazed to see copies of the previous Handbooks in the
offices of dedicated sport psychologists. No doubt, the
same will be true about this edition.

Finally, I appreciate the opportunity to write the Fore-
word for a book that means so much to me. The Handbook
of Sport Psychology has been, and will continue to be, a
gold standard resource book due to its intellectual content,
breadth of topics, excellence of contributors, timeliness of
topic coverage, and contributions to sport psychology and

xii Foreword

sport psychologists. I felt very challenged in attempting to
design the framework of the first two Handbooks. I am
very grateful to my coeditors and the many authors (good
friends of mine) who made those volumes a success. No
doubt, current editors Tenenbaum and Eklund feel equally
proud, and rightfully so, of being able to put everything
together in expert fashion to realize the production of a
very significant publication that will touch the profession-
al lives of many individuals in the future.
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PA RT  I

Motivation, Emotion,
and Psychophysiology





Understanding and enhancing motivation is one of the most
popular areas of research in psychology, as well as sport
and exercise psychology. In psychology and sport psychol-
ogy, this research has primarily addressed the role of moti-
vation in individual lives, especially when addressing
motivation in achievement contexts. Motivation has usual-
ly taken the form of managing the motivation of others,
which is often the concern of the parent, the teacher, or the
coach, or of managing one’s own motivation.

It has been argued (e.g., Roberts, 2001) that the term
motivation is overused and vague. There are at least 32 the-
ories of motivation that have their own definition of the
construct (Ford, 1992), and there are almost as many defi-
nitions as there are theorists (Pinder, 1984). It is defined so
broadly by some as to incorporate the whole field of psy-
chology, and so narrowly by others as to be almost useless
as an organizing construct. The solution for most has been
to abandon the term and use descriptions of cognitive
processes, such as self-regulation and self-systems,
processes such as personal goals and goal setting, or emo-
tional processes. However, most contemporary theorists
agree on the important assumption that motivation is not an
entity, but a process (e.g., Maehr & Braskamp, 1986). To
understand motivation, we must make an attempt to under-
stand the process of motivation and the constructs that
drive the process.

UNDERSTANDING MOTIVATION AND
ACHIEVEMENT BEHAVIOR

Motivational processes can be defined by the psychologi-
cal constructs that energize, direct, and regulate achieve-
ment behavior. Motivation theories may be viewed as

3

being on a continuum ranging from deterministic to mech-
anistic to organismic to cognitive (for a more extensive
treatment of motivation theories, see Ford, 1992; Weiner,
1972). Deterministic and mechanistic theories view
humans as passive and driven by psychological needs or
drives. Organismic theories acknowledge innate needs but
also recognize that a dialectic occurs between the organ-
ism and the social context. Cognitive theories view
humans as active and initiating action through subjective
interpretation of the achievement context. Contemporary
theories tend to be organismic or social-cognitive and are
based on more dynamic and sophisticated conceptions that
assume the human is an active participant in decision mak-
ing and in planning achievement behavior (e.g., Bandura,
1986; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Kuhl,
1986; Maehr & Nicholls, 1980; Nicholls, 1989). Although
organismic approaches are experiencing a resurgence in
the literature (Hagger & Chatzisarantis, in press), the
majority of motivation research in physical activity con-
texts over the past 30 years has adopted a social-cognitive
approach (e.g., Duda, 1992, 2001; Duda & Hall, 2001;
Duda & Whitehead, 1998; Roberts, 1984, 1992, 2001;
Roberts, Treasure, & Kavussanu, 1997). Specifically, the
motivation theory that has emerged as the most popular in
sport and physical activity contexts is achievement goal
theory. In 1998, Duda and Whitehead identified 135
research studies reported in the 1990s, yet just 2 years
later Brunel (2000) identified 160 studies. As we go to
press, the number stands at over 200!

Accordingly, in this chapter we take a generally social-
cognitive perspective, where achievement may be defined
as the attainment of a personally or socially valued achieve-
ment goal that has meaning for the person in a physical

CHAPTER 1

Understanding the Dynamics of Motivation in
Sport and Physical Activity
An Achievement Goal Interpretation

GLYN C. ROBERTS, DARREN C. TREASURE, and DAVID E. CONROY



activity context (e.g., losing weight, improving a skill,
defeating an opponent). Achievement is subjectively
defined, and success or failure in obtaining the goal is a
subjective state based on the participant’s assessment of
the outcome of the achievement behavior (e.g., Maehr &
Nicholls, 1980; Spink & Roberts, 1981).

ACHIEVEMENT GOAL THEORY IN SPORT
AND PHYSICAL ACTIVITY

The history of achievement goal theory (in general and in
sport) has been reviewed in several other publications (e.g.,
Duda, 2005; Duda & Hall, 2001; Roberts, 2001; Roberts
et al., 1997), so the present chapter focuses on identifying
key constructs, tenets, and limitations of the theory,
reviewing empirical support, and presenting recent propos-
als for expanding or restructuring the approach.

Achievement goal theory assumes that the individual is
an intentional, goal-directed organism who operates in a
rational manner, and that achievement goals govern
achievement beliefs and guide subsequent decision mak-
ing and behavior in achievement contexts. It is argued that
to understand the motivation of individuals, the function
and meaning of the achievement behavior to the individual
must be taken into account and the goal of action under-
stood. Individuals give meaning to their achievement
behavior through the goals they adopt. It is these goals
that reflect the purposes of achievement striving. Once
adopted, the achievement goal determines the integrated
pattern of beliefs that undergird approach and avoidance
strategies, the differing engagement levels, and the differ-
ing responses to achievement outcomes. By so recognizing
the importance of the meaning of behavior, it becomes
clear that there may be multiple goals of action, not one
(Maehr & Braskamp, 1986). Thus, variation of achieve-
ment behavior may not be the manifestation of high or low
motivation per se, or the satisfaction of needs, but the
expression of different perceptions of appropriate goals
with their attendant constellation of cognitions. An indi-
vidual’s investment of personal resources, such as effort,
talent, and time, in an activity is dependent on the
achievement goal of the individual.

The overall goal of action in achievement goal theory,
thereby becoming the conceptual energizing force, is
assumed to be the desire to develop and demonstrate com-
petence and to avoid demonstrating incompetence. The
demonstration and development of competence is the ener-
gizing construct of the motivational processes of achieve-
ment goal theory. But competence has more than one
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meaning. One of Nicholls’s (1984) conceptual contribu-
tions was to argue that more than one conception of ability
exists, and that achievement goals and behavior may differ
depending on the conception of ability held by the person.
Nicholls argued that two conceptions of ability (at least)
are manifest in achievement contexts, namely, an undif fer-
entiated concept of ability, where ability and effort are not
differentiated by the individual, either because he or she is
not capable of differentiating, as is the case with young
children, or because the individual chooses not to differen-
tiate; and a dif ferentiated concept of ability, where ability
and effort are differentiated (Nicholls, 1984, 1989).

Nicholls (1976, 1978, 1980) argued that children origi-
nally possess an undifferentiated conception of ability in
which they are not able to differentiate the concepts of
luck, task difficulty, and effort from ability. From this
undifferentiated perspective, children associate ability
with learning through effort, so that the more effort one
puts forth, the more learning (and ability) one achieves.
Following a series of experiments, Nicholls (1978; Nicholls
& Miller, 1983, 1984a, 1984b) determined that by the age
of 12 children are able to differentiate luck, task difficul-
ty, and effort from ability, enabling a differentiated per-
spective. When utilizing this differentiated perspective,
children begin to see ability as capacity and that the
demonstration of competence involves outperforming oth-
ers. In terms of effort, high ability is inferred when out-
performing others while expending equal or less effort or
performing equal to others while expending less effort.

Individuals will approach a task or activity with certain
goals of action reflecting their personal perceptions and
beliefs about the particular achievement activity in which
they are engaged and the form of ability they wish to
demonstrate (Dennett, 1978; Nicholls, 1984, 1989). The
conception of ability they employ and the ways they inter-
pret their performance can be understood in terms of these
perceptions and beliefs. These perceptions and beliefs form
a personal theory of achievement at the activity (Nicholls,
1989; Roberts, 2001; Roberts et al., 1997), which reflects
the individual’s perception of how things work in achieve-
ment situations. The adopted personal theory of achieve-
ment affects one’s beliefs about how to achieve success and
avoid failure at the activity. Therefore, people will differ in
which of the conceptions of ability and criteria of success
and failure they use, and in how they use them, based on
their personal theory of achievement.

The two conceptions of ability thereby become the
source of the criteria by which individuals assess success
and failure. The goals of action are to meet the criteria by



which success and failure are assessed. Nicholls (1989)
identifies achievement behavior utilizing the undifferenti-
ated conception of ability as task involvement and achieve-
ment behavior utilizing the differentiated conception of
ability as ego involvement. When the individual is task-
involved, the goal of action is to develop mastery, improve-
ment, or learning, and the demonstration of ability is
self-referenced. Success is realized when mastery or
improvement has been attained. The goal of action for an
ego-involved individual, on the other hand, is to demon-
strate ability relative to others or to outperform others,
making ability other-referenced. Success is realized when
the performance of others is exceeded, especially when
expending less effort than others (Nicholls, 1984, 1989).

In this chapter, when we refer to the motivated state of
involvement of the individual, we use the terms ego involve-
ment and task involvement to be consistent with Nicholls’s
use of the terms. In addition, when we refer to individual
differences (e.g., self-schemas, personal theories of achieve-
ment, dispositions), we use the terms task orientation and
ego orientation. Other motivation theorists (e.g., Dweck,
1986; Dweck & Legget, 1988; Elliot, 1997; Maehr &
Braskamp, 1986) have used different terms to describe the
same phenomena. When we refer to the situational determi-
nants of motivation, the achievement cues inherent in the
context, and the schemas emerging from achievement situa-
tions, we are consistent with Ames (1984a, 1992a, 1992b,
1992c) and refer to the task-involving aspect of the context
as mastery criteria and the ego-involving aspect of the con-
text as performance criteria. Finally, when we refer to the
competence goals defined by Elliot (e.g., 1997) and col-
leagues, we use the terms mastery and performance goals.

Whether one is engaged in a state of ego or task involve-
ment is dependent on one’s dispositional orientation, as
well as the perception of achievement cues in the context
(Nicholls, 1989). Let us consider first two levels of indi-
vidual differences: the state of goal involvement and the
goal orientation.

States of Goal Involvement

Each of the theories of achievement goal motivation prof-
fered by the major theorists (e.g., Ames, 1984a, 1984b,
1992a, 1992b, 1992c; Dweck, 1986; Dweck & Leggett,
1988; Elliot, 1997; Maehr & Braskamp, 1986; Maehr &
Nicholls, 1980; Nicholls, 1984, 1989) hold that important
relationships exist between the states of goal involvement
and achievement striving. According to Nicholls, if the per-
son is task-involved, the conception of ability is undiffer-
entiated and perceived ability becomes less relevant, as the
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individual is trying to demonstrate or develop mastery at
the task rather than demonstrate normative ability. As the
individual is trying to demonstrate mastery or improve-
ment, the achievement behaviors will be adaptive in that
the individual is more likely to persist in the face of fail-
ure, to exert effort, to select challenging tasks, and to be
interested in the task (Dweck, 1986; Nicholls, 1984, 1989;
Roberts, 1984, 1992; Roberts et al., 1997). On the other
hand, if the individual is ego-involved, the conception of
ability is differentiated and perceived ability is relevant, as
the individual is trying to demonstrate normative ability, or
avoid demonstrating inability, and how his or her ability
fares with comparative others becomes important.

If the individual is ego-involved and perceives himself
or herself as high in ability, that person is likely to
approach the task and engage in adaptive achievement
behaviors. These are the people who seek competitive con-
tests and want to demonstrate superiority. When perceived
ability is high, demonstrating high normative ability is
likely; therefore the individual is motivated to persist and
demonstrate that competence to pertinent others. If one
can demonstrate ability with little effort, however, this is
evidence of even higher ability. Thus, the ego-involved per-
son is inclined to use the least amount of effort to realize
the goal of action (Nicholls, 1984, 1992; Roberts, 1984;
Roberts et al., 1997).

On the other hand, if the perception of ability is low, the
individual will realize that ability is not likely to be demon-
strated, and he or she is likely to manifest maladaptive
achievement behaviors (Nicholls, 1989). Maladaptive
behaviors are avoiding the task, avoiding challenge, reduc-
ing persistence in the face of difficulty, exerting little
effort, and, in sport, dropping out if achievement of desired
goals appears difficult. These are the people who avoid
competitive contests, as their lack of high normative abili-
ty is likely to be exposed. Although the participant may
view these avoidance behaviors as adaptive because they
disguise a lack of ability, they are considered maladaptive
in terms of achievement behavior.

It has been argued (e.g., Duda & Hall, 2001; Roberts,
2001; Treasure et al., 2001) that the states of involvement
are mutually exclusive (i.e., one is either ego- or task-
involved), even though this notion has been questioned in
light of parallel processing models of information process-
ing (Harwood & Hardy, 2001). Goal states are very
dynamic and can change from moment to moment as infor-
mation is processed (Gernigon, d’Arripe-Longueville,
Delignières, & Ninot, 2004). An athlete may begin a task
with strong task-involved motivation, but contextual events



may make the athlete wish to demonstrate superiority to
others, and so the athlete becomes ego-involved in the task.
Thus, goal states are dynamic and ebb and flow depending
on the perception of the athlete.

The measurement of goal states is a particularly challeng-
ing task. It has been done in three ways. One has been to take
an existing goal orientation measure and reword the stem to
obtain a state measure (e.g., Hall & Kerr, 1997; Williams,
1998). A second has been to use single-item measures asking
participants to indicate whether they focus on achieving a
personal standard of performance (self-referenced) or beat-
ing others in an upcoming contest (other-referenced; e.g.,
Harwood & Swain, 1998). The third way is to ask partici-
pants to view video replays of the event and retrospectively
reflect on their goal involvement at any one point in the con-
test (e.g., J. Smith & Harwood, 2001). Although the first two
procedures may be more predictive of the initial state of
involvement than the orientation measures per se (Duda,
2001), Duda has argued that these procedures may not cap-
ture the essence of task and ego involvement. In addition, it
may be argued that because the states are so dynamic, even
if you are able to reflect the state of involvement at the out-
set of the competition, as the state of involvement ebbs and
flows as task and competitive information is processed, we
have no indication of the changes that may occur (Roberts,
2001). It is naive and conceptually inconsistent to assume
that the state of involvement will remain stable throughout
the contest.

The best way of estimating the state of involvement cur-
rently available is the procedure used by J. Smith and Har-
wood (2001). At least we obtain participants’ observations
of their goal involvement at different times of the contest.
This is a superior procedure to determine goal involvement
that takes into consideration its dynamic nature. However,
this procedure is very labor-intensive; it has to be done
with each participant over the course of the contest.

Clearly, the development of an assessment procedure for
the state of goal involvement is a major task, especially
when one recognizes that achievement goal theory is pred-
icated on one’s task or ego involvement in the achievement
task. As has been the case with measuring state anxiety,
obtaining repeated measures while an athlete is engaged in
competition is a practical nightmare. And we have to rec-
ognize that repetitive assessments of goal involvement dur-
ing a competitive encounter may have the effect of
changing an athlete’s goal involvement state (Duda, 2001)!
Certainly, forcing task-involved athletes to consider why
they are doing what they are doing may make them more
self-aware and ego-involved in the task. To reduce the like-
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lihood of this happening, the retrospective recall strategy
of J. Smith and Harwood (2001) is clearly the better pro-
cedure, despite its disadvantages.

GOAL ORIENTATIONS

It is assumed that individuals are predisposed (e.g., by their
personal theory of achievement) to act in an ego- or task-
involved manner; these predispositions are called achieve-
ment goal orientations. Individual differences in the
disposition to be ego- or task-involved may be the result of
socialization through task- or ego-involving contexts in the
home or experiences in significant achievement contexts
(e.g., classrooms, physical activities; Nicholls, 1989;
Roberts et al., 1997).

Goal orientations are not to be viewed as traits or based
on needs. Rather, they are cognitive schemas that are
dynamic and subject to change as information pertaining to
one’s performance on the task is processed. But the orien-
tations do have some stability over time (Duda & White-
head, 1998; Roberts, Treasure, & Balague, 1998). These
self-cognitions are assumed to be relatively enduring. As
examples, Dweck (1986) considers that one’s theory of
intelligence is relatively stable, and Nicholls (1984) con-
siders one’s conceptualization of ability to be stable as
well. Thus, being task- or ego-oriented refers to the incli-
nation of the individual to be task- or ego-involved.

To measure goal orientations, researchers have typically
created questionnaires that are assumed to assess ego and
task goal orientations (e.g., Nicholls, Patashnik, & Nolen,
1985). Although Dweck and her colleagues (e.g., Dweck &
Leggett, 1988) conceptualize and measure achievement
goals as dichotomous, it has been more usual for researchers
to assume that the two goals are conceptually orthogonal
and to measure them accordingly (Duda & Whitehead,
1998; Nicholls et al., 1985; Roberts et al., 1998).

Nicholls (1989) has argued that to assess personal
achievement goals, individuals should be asked about the
criteria that make them feel successful in a given situation,
rather than noting their definition of competence. In line
with this suggestion, Roberts and colleagues (Roberts &
Balague, 1989; Roberts et al., 1998; Treasure & Roberts,
1994b) have developed the Perception of Success Ques-
tionnaire (POSQ), and Duda and colleagues (Duda &
Nicholls, 1992; Duda & Whitehead, 1998) have developed
the Task and Ego Orientation in Sport Questionnaire
(TEOSQ). Both have demonstrated acceptable reliability
and construct validity (Duda & Whitehead, 1998; Marsh,
1994; Roberts et al., 1998). Although other scales exist, the


