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a B s t R a c t

Personal investment theory presents a hierarchical and multidimensional 
model of motivational goals that influence important academic outcomes. 
The aim of this study was to examine the cross-cultural validity of this model 
in the Philippine setting using both within- and between-network approaches 
to construct validation. Filipino high school (N = 823) students participated 
in the study. Their mean age was 14.28 (SD = 0.97). Confirmatory factor 
analysis supported the construct validity of the model. The eight types of first 
order goals (task, effort, competition, social power, social affiliation, social 
concern, praise, and token goals) formed four second-order goals (mastery, 
performance, social, and extrinsic), which in turn formed a third-order factor 
called global motivation. It was found that mastery, performance, and extrin-
sic were positively related to academic achievement. Social and extrinsic goals 
were positively related to affect to school. In general, the results supported 
the cross-cultural validity of the hierarchical and multidimensional model 
of student motivation in a non-Western context. This study highlights the 
importance of testing the validity of Western-oriented theories of achieve-
ment motivation before they are applied in non-Western settings.
Key words authors
Personal investment theory, achievement goals, Philippines, cross-cultural 
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R e s u m e n

La teoría de investigación personal presenta un modelo jerárquico y multi-
dimensional de los objetivos motivacionales que influencian los resultados 
académicos importantes. El objetivo de este estudio fue examinar la validez 
intercultural de este modelo en el contexto Filipino usando una aproximación 
de tanto dentro y entre redes para la validación de constructo. Estudiantes 
de secundaria filipinos (N = 823) participaron en el estudio. La edad media 
fue 14.28 (DE = 0.97). El análisis factorial confirmatorio soportó la validez 
de constructo del modelo. Los ocho tipos de objetivos de primer orden (tarea, 
esfuerzo, competición, poder social, afiliación social, preocupación social, 
alabanza y objetivos simbólicos) formaron cuatro objetivos de segundo orden 
(dominio, desempeño, social y extrínseco), que a su vez formaron un factor de 
tercer orden denominado motivación global. Se encontró que los objetivos 
de dominio, desempeño y extrínseco estaban positivamente relacionados 
con afecto hacia la escuela. En general, los resultados apoyan la validez in-
tercultural del modelo jerárquico y multidimensional de la motivación de los 
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estudiantes en un contexto no-occidental. Este estudio resalta 
la importancia de evaluar la validez de teorías de orientación 
occidental acerca de la motivación de logro antes de que sean 
aplicadas en contextos no occidentales.
Palabras clave autores
Teorías de investigación personal, logro de objetivos, Filipinas, 
validación intercultural
Palabras clave adicionales
Investigación cuantitativa, validez, psicología educativa.

Introduction

Students have different goals in school. Some stu-
dents go to school with the purpose of developing 
their skills and competence, while others focus on 
competing with their peers. There are those whose 
main goal is to be with their friends, and there are 
also those who want to get external rewards for 
studying. Decades of research in goal theory have 
confirmed that students’ academic engagement 
in school is determined, to a large extent, by their 
goals (see for reviews, Covington, 2000; Elliot, 2005; 
Maehr & Zusho, 2009). This indicates the important 
role played by students’ goals, which are defined as 
the reasons for engagement or non-engagement in 
school-related tasks (Maehr, 1984; Pintrich, 2000). 

In his landmark review of motivation research 
in psychology, Pintrich (2003) posited the question, 
“What motivates students in school?” Achievement 
goal theory has attempted to answer this question 
by focusing on the role of mastery and performance 
goals in motivating students (Ames, 1992; Dweck 
& Leggett, 1988). However, some researchers have 
pointed out the limitations of achievement goal 
theory and proposed that there are other types of 
goals (e.g. extrinsic goals and social goals) that are 
relevant in the school setting (Boekaerts, 2006, 
2009; King & McInerney, 2012; King, McInerney, 
& Watkins, 2012b; King & Watkins, 2011, 2012a, 
2012b; Urdan & Maehr, 1995). This issue became 
especially relevant when educational psychologists 
started investigating students from different cul-
tural contexts, where they found that mastery and 
performance goals were unable to fully capture the 
complexity of students’ goals (King, McInerney, 
& Watkins, 2012b, 2013; King & Watkins, 2011; 
Tao, 2003; Tao & Hong, 2000;, Yu & Yang 1994). 
As Eccles, Wigfield, and Schiefele (1998) put it, 

“categorizing children’s goals as ego (performance) 
or task involved (mastery) over simplifies the com-
plexity of motivation” (p. 1032). 

One theory of motivation that was specifically 
designed to be applicable in cross-cultural settings 
is Personal Investment (PI) theory (Maehr & McIn-
erney, 2004; McInerney & Ali, 2006; McInerney 
& Liem, 2009). This model is an extension of tra-
ditional achievement goal theory and proposes a 
wider range of goals assumed to be relevant across 
different cultural contexts. However, there is still a 
lack of studies examining the validity of this theo-
ry in different cultural contexts such as the Asian 
and Latin American settings. Therefore, the aim of 
this research is to further assess the cross-cultural 
validity of this multidimensional and hierarchical 
model of motivational goals proposed by PI Theory 
in the Philippine setting. 

Achievement Goal Theory

Achievement goals have been conceptualized as 
the purpose of task engagement (Maehr & Zusho, 
2009). The original conceptualization of achieve-
ment goals is grounded in a distinction between 
mastery goals (also labelled as learning or task-in-
volvement goals) and performance goals (also la-
belled as ego involvement or ability goals) (Ames, 
1992; Dweck & Leggett, 1988). Students who pur-
sue mastery goals are focused on the development 
of task mastery and competence, while those who 
pursue performance goals emphasize the demon-
stration of competence relative to others (Ames, 
1992). In recent years, the approach and avoidance 
components of mastery and performance goals have 
also been studied (for a historical review see, Elliot, 
2005); however, the focus remains to be mastery 
and performance goals.

Achievement goal theory has become a dom-
inant paradigm among educational psychologists 
leading to over 1,000 studies since its inception 
(Hulleman, Schrager, Bodmann, & Harackiewicz, 
2010). Pintrich (2003, p. 676) claimed that it was 
“one of the most active areas” in motivation research. 
Despite the popularity of achievement goal theory, a 
number of studies in cross-cultural psychology have 
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shown that Western-derived theories of achieve-
ment motivation might not be generalizable to more 
collectivistic contexts. This theme has become more 
pronounced with the publication of volumes such as 
Research on the Sociocultural Influences on Motivation 
and Learning (McInerney & Van Etten, 2004) and 
Research in Multicultural Education and International 
Perspectives (Salili & Hoosain, 2007). Achievement 
goal theory has been criticized of being based on an 
individualistic interpretation of achievement striv-
ings. Some cross-cultural researchers argue that in 
collectivist settings, there is a need to focus on more 
socially oriented types of goals (Dowson & McIn-
erney, 2001, 2003; King, McInerney, & Watkins, 
2012b, 2013; Tao, 2003; Urdan & Maehr, 1995; 
Yang & Yu, 1994). As such, achievement goal theo-
ry has been criticized because of its exclusive focus 
on individualistic types of goals. It fails to take into 
account social goals and other more extrinsic types 
of goals, which can also be powerful motivators of 
behaviour in collectivist cultures.

Personal Investment Theory 

PI theory attempts to address some of the limitations 
of traditional achievement goal theory. McInerney 

and his colleagues (Maehr & McInerney, 2004; 
McInerney & Ali, 2006; McInerney & Liem, 2009) 
proposed a hierarchical, multidimensional model of 
motivational goals designed to reflect a wider range 
of goals relevant for both Western and non-West-
ern students. At the base of the model there are 
eight specific goals (task, effort, competition, social 
power, social concern, social affiliation, praise, and 
token), which can be grouped into four more general 
achievement goals (mastery, performance, social, 
and extrinsic). At the top of the hierarchy is global 
motivation. Table 1 presents the different types of 
goals proposed in PI Theory together with sample 
items used to measure these goals. 

As shown in Table 1, PI theory takes into account 
mastery and performance goals, which are well re-
searched in the traditional achievement goal liter-
ature. However, it also includes social and extrinsic 
goals, which are not well investigated. In arguing for 
the importance of social goals, Dowson and McIner-
ney (2001, p. 40) claimed that “students’ social orien-
tations are not peripheral to…academic performance 
and achievement. Rather, these orientations may 
directly influence students’ psychological processes as 
they strive toward academic achievement.” Numer-
ous studies have shown how social goals are linked 

taBle 1 
Different Goals within the Personal Investment (PI) Framework

Second-order goal First-order goal Definition Sample items

1. Mastery goals 

Task Interest in the task “The more interesting the schoolwork 
the harder I try.”

Effort Willingness to expend effort for 
schoolwork

I always try hard to understand some-
thing new in my schoolwork.”

2. Performance goals 

Competition Competitiveness in learning “I like to compete with others in 
school.”

Social power Seeking status through group lead-
ership

“I like being in charge of a group.”

3. Social goals

Affiliation and belonging to a group when do-
ing schoolwork

“I can do my best work at school when 
I work with others.”

Concern Concern for other students “I like helping other students with their 
schoolwork.”

4. Extrinsic goals 

Token Seeking tangible rewards for 
schoolwork

“Getting a reward for my good school-
work is important to me.”

Praise Seeking social recognition for 
schoolwork 

“I work best when I am praised in 
school. 

Note. Sample items are taken from the Inventory of School Motivation. 
Source: Adapted from McInerney and Liem (2009).
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to academic outcomes although the studies done are 
much fewer when compared to those on mastery and 
performance goals (e.g., Dowson & McInerney, 2001, 
2003; King, McInerney, & Watkins, 2012b, 2013; 
Miller, Greene, Montalvo, Ravindran, & Nichols, 
1996; Ryan, Hicks, & Midgley, 1997). 

Aside from social goals, PI theory also takes 
extrinsic goals into account such as praise goals, 
which refers to seeking praise for schoolwork and to-
ken goals that refer to seeking for tangible rewards. 
Watkins, McInerney, and Lee (2002) found that to-
ken goals were positively related to surface learning 
strategies among students from Hong Kong, Nepal, 
South Africa, and Zambia. Research in self-deter-
mination theory has also shown that the pursuit of 
extrinsic types of goals may be detrimental to one’s 
academic outcomes (Deci & Ryan, 2000). There-
fore, it is also important to look at extrinsic goals. 
Merely focusing on mastery and performance goals 
seems inadequate in investigating the complex 
phenomenon of student motivation. 

Construct Validation: Within and 
between-Network Approaches

The applicability of PI theory has to be verified in 
different cultural contexts. In this study, we used a 
construct validation approach to test the hierarchical 
and multidimensional model of motivational goals 
in the Philippine setting. Studies that adopt this 
approach can be classified as within-network or be-
tween-network studies (e.g., Ganotice & King, 2013; 
King & Watkins, 2011). Within-network construct 
validation, also called internal construct validation, 
refers to the examination of the factor structure and 
the factor correlation matrix. It typically involves sta-
tistical techniques such as confirmatory factor analy-
sis (CFA) and reliability analysis. On the other hand, 
between-network or external construct validation 
approach involves examining patterns of relationships 
between the scales and other theoretically related 
constructs using statistical techniques such as correla-
tional or regression analysis. Few studies adopt this 
dual approach to validity, thereby providing relatively 
limited input into understanding the constructs being 
investigated. In this study, both approaches are used. 

The present study

The aim of this study was to assess the cross-cultural 
validity in the Philippine setting of the hierarchical 
and multidimensional model of motivational goals 
proposed in PI theory, using both within-network 
and between-network approaches to construct val-
idation. For the within-network study, we examined 
the factor structure of the Inventory of School Mo-
tivation (ISM) using standard confirmatory factor 
analysis techniques. We compared the proposed 
multidimensional and hierarchical model with a 
series of alternative models. We hypothesized that 
the structure of students’ goals could be described as 
hierarchical and multidimensional in line with the 
theorizing in PI Theory. The eight first order goals 
(task, effort, competition, social power, social affil-
iation, social concern, praise, and token) were hy-
pothesized to load onto their respective second order 
goals—mastery (task and effort), performance (com-
petition and social power), social (social affiliation 
and social concern), and extrinsic (praise and token) 
goals. These second order goals, in turn, would load 
onto a third-order global motivation factor. 

For the between-network study, we analyzed 
the relationship of the different goals to the-
oretically-relevant variables such as academic 
achievement and affect to school. We hypothe-
sized that mastery and performance goals would 
be positively related to academic achievement. 
This is in concordance with the results of a re-
cent meta-analysis conducted by Hulleman et 
al. (2010) which showed that both mastery and 
performance goals were positively related to per-
formance outcomes. 

No specific hypotheses were advanced with 
regard to social goals and extrinsic goals given the 
scarcity of research on these two types of goals. 

Methods

Participants 

Participants were 823 high school students from one 
public secondary school in Manila, Philippines. The 
average age of the students was 14.28 (SD = 0.97). 
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There were 361 males and 462 females. All students 
were in their third year when the study was con-
ducted. The secondary school - where students were 
recruited - was a large government-funded institu-
tion in the capital. It had over 4.000 students, from 
first year to fourth year. Note that in the Philippine 
educational system, there are six years of primary 
school and four years of high school before students 
proceed to tertiary education. Most of the students 
in this school came from low class and lower- middle 
class families. 

Instruments 

In this study, we used the Filipino-language ver-
sion (Ganotice, Bernardo, & King, 2012) of the 
Inventory of School Motivation (ISM). The ISM 
is a 43-item instrument designed to measure the 
different types of goals proposed in PI Theory. It 
is anchored on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly 
Disagree; 5 = Strongly Agree) with higher scores 
indicating a greater degree of endorsement for a 
certain goal. The ISM measures eight types of 
goals: task, effort, competition, social power, so-
cial affiliation, social concern, praise, and token 
which could be subsumed by four higher-order 
goals: mastery (task and effort), performance 
(competition and social power), social (social af-
filiation and social concern), and extrinsic (praise 
and token).

Previous studies have shown that this instru-
ment is valid in the Philippine setting (Ganotice, 
2010a; King, Ganotice, & Watkins, 2012; Wat-
kins, McInerney, & Boholst, 2003). For example, 
Ganotice, Bernardo, and King (2012b) reported 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of 0.76 for mastery, 
0.81 for performance, 0.72 for social, and 0.85 for 
extrinsic goals in the Philippines. 

Academic Achievement 

Students’ academic achievement was measured 
through an objective Chemistry achievement test. 
It contains 75 items using a multiple choice format 
which aims to measure the chemistry knowledge of 
students. Chemistry was chosen because all third 

year high school students in the Philippines are re-
quired to study chemistry as part of the curriculum, 
and all participants in this study were third year 
high school students. Items were formulated based 
on the minimum learning competencies established 
by the Department of Education of the Philippine 
government. Ganotice’s (2010b) study found this 
test to be a valid measure of Filipino high school 
students’ chemistry knowledge. 

Affect to school 

This construct was measured through the Affect 
to School subscale of the Facilitating Conditions 
Questionnaire ([FCQ]; Dowson, McInerney, & 
Yeung, 2005). The FCQ is a 55-item questionnaire 
that contains 11 subscales measuring different con-
structs (university intention, school valuing, parent 
support, teacher support, peer help, leave school, 
pride from others, negative parent influence, affect 
to school, negative peer influence, positive peer 
influence). However, in this study we only focus 
on the affect to school subscale which measures 
the degree to which students like school or not. 
The FCQ is also measured on a 5-point Likert 
scale (1 = Strongly Disagree; 5 = Strongly Agree) 
with higher scores indicating a greater degree of 
endorsement for a certain goal. A total of three 
items comprised the affect to school subscale. 

The FCQ has been found to be valid in a pre-
vious study among Filipino students (Ganotice et 
al., 2012a). For example, Ganotice et al. (2012a) 
obtained a mean Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 
0.86 for the different subscales in the FCQ, with 
Cronbach’s alphas ranging from 0.77 to 0.9. In par-
ticular, they found that the affect to school subscale 
had a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.77. 

Administration Procedures 

The second author administered the relevant 
questionnaires to participants in class groups with 
the assistance of teachers at each school. Teachers 
were instructed to not interpret any of the items 
for students, but to tell students to interpret the 
items as best as they could or leave it blank if they 



Ronnel BoRnasal King, FRaide agustin ganotice, JR.

690        Un i v e r s i ta s Ps yc h o l o g i c a       V.  12      No.  3       j U l io-s e P t i e m B r e       2013   

did not understand it. Participants were recruited 
through a convenience sampling of the third year 
high school classes. 

Statistical Analysis 

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conduct-
ed and maximum likelihood was the method of 
estimation used. The CFA procedure was used 
to assess the extent to which the observed data 
reflected or fit the proposed multidimensional 
and hierarchical structure of the 43-item ISM. 
Bagozzi and Heatherton (1994) suggested that it 
is quite likely that having more than five indica-
tors per factor in a large sample would lead to an 
unsatisfactory fit in the measurement model. To 

address this issue, we combined the items to form 
item “parcels” as indicators in the CFA (Little, 
Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002). A 
parcel is defined as an indicator comprised of the 
sum or average of two or more items, responses, 
or behaviors. To create the parcels, we randomly 
assigned each item in a factor to one parcel. A 
random assignment of two to four items to parcels 
should, on average, lead to parcels that contain 
roughly equal common factor variance (Little et 
al., 2002). Using parcels is believed to increase the 
reliabilities of the indicator variables, and reduces 
the likelihood that parameters will be affected by 
item-specific variance (Lance, Woehr, & Fisicaro, 
1991). Moreover, the distribution of the parcels 
are more likely to resemble a normal distribution. 

taBle 2 
Bivariate Correlations among the First-Order Goals 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Task goals --- 0.883*** 0.879*** 0.878*** 0.165*** 0.108** 0.536*** 0.56***

20. Effort goals --- 0.896*** 0.887*** 0.165** 0.135*** 0.509*** 0.558***

30. Competition goals --- 0.945*** 0.172*** 0.178*** 0.553*** 0.58***

40. Social power --- 0.153*** 0.138*** 0.514*** 0.553***

50. Social affiliation --- 0.436*** 0.262*** 0.234***

60. Social concern --- 0.192*** 0.203***

70. Praise goals --- 0.848***

8. Token goals ---
Mean 3.91 3.62 3.42 3.25 3.8 3.9 3.83 3.52
SD 1.02 1 1.28 1.34 0.69 0.62 1.02 0.95
Cronbach’s alpha 0.91 0.91 0.96 0.97 0.66 0.68 0.92 0.89

**p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.
Source: Own work.

taBle 3 
Bivariate Correlations among the Second-Order Goals

Mastery Performance Social Extrinsic
1. Mastery --- 0.92*** 0.169*** 0.579***

2. Performance --- 0.19*** 0.578***

3. Social --- 0.264***

4. Extrinsic ---
Mean 3.73 3.34 3.87 3.65
SD 0.98 1.29 0.55 0.94
Cronbach’s alpha 0.95 0.98 0.75 0.94

***p < 0.001.
Source: Own work.
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The results based on parcels are more likely to be 
stable (i.e. generalizable) across samples (West, 
Finch, & Curran, 1995). Twenty-four parcels 
were created from the 43 items of the Inventory 
of School Motivation. There were two to three 
randomly assigned items for each parcel, with the 
average of the items being used as the parcel score. 

Several goodness-of-fit indices were used to de-
termine the model fit based on the understanding 
that multiple indices provided a comprehensive 
evaluation of model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1995, 1999). 
The following fit indices used were: root mean 
square error approximation (RMSEA), goodness 
of fit index (GFI), comparative fit index (CFI), 
normed fit index (NFI), incremental fit index (IFI), 
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), and the comparative fit 
index (CFI). The criterion values were set based 

on the prescriptions summarized by Byrne (2010). 
For the RMSEA, values less than 0.08 indicate an 
acceptable fit. GFI, NFI, IFI, TLI, and CFI values 
higher than 0.9 shows acceptable fit. 

Results

Descriptive statistics and Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities 
are presented in Table 2 together with the correlations 
among the first-order goals. Most of the Cronbach’s al-
phas were in the 0.7 to 0.9s range. Social affiliation and 
social concern goals had somewhat lower reliabilities, 
although they can still be considered acceptable (Nun-
ally & Bernstein, 1994). Table 3 depicts the bivariate 
correlations among the second-order goals. Scores for 
the second order goals were derived by getting the mean 
of the first order goals that comprise it. 

taBle 4 
Fit Indices for the Different CFA Models 

Model c2 df c2/df p RMSEA GFI NFI TLI CFI
Change 

in c2
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4738.614 252 18.804 < 0.001 0.147 0.569 0.756 0.744 0.766
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653.265 224 2.916 < 0.001 0.048 0.938 0.966 0.972 0.978 4085.349 28 <0.001

3.
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699.658 238 2.94 < 0.001 0.049 0.934 0.964 0.972 0.976 46.393 14 < 0.001

4.
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730.714 241 3.032 < 0.001 0.05 0.931 0.962 0.971 0.974 77.449 17 < 0.001

Source: Own work.
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Within-Network Study

To test the within-network construct validity, a 
series of CFA models were tested. Model 1 was a 
one dimensional model where all the items were 
presumed to load only onto one general factor. 
Model 2 proposed that there were eight types of 
motivational goals but had no second or third 
order factors. Model 3 included four second-order 
factors that could subsume the eight first-order 
factors. It M proposed that there were eight types 
of motivational goals that could be subsumed into 
four second-order goals, which in turn could be 
subsumed by a global motivation third-order factor. 
Model 4 proposed a third-order factor called global 
motivation that could subsume the second-order 
factors of mastery, performance, social, and extrin-
sic goals, which in turn was underpinned by eight 
first-order factors. Table 4 shows the fit indices for 
the different CFA models. 

The results indicated that the unidimensional 
model did not fit the data well. However, Model 
2, Model 3, and Model 4, all fit the data well with 
RMSEA’s all less than the cutoff of 0.08 and CFI, 
NFI, and TLI all higher than 0.9. We did chi-square 

difference tests between Models 1 and 2, 2 and 3, 
and 3 and 4. We found that there were significant 
differences among these models as shown in the 
significant chi-square difference tests. 

Given that PI theory proposes Model 4 (third-or-
der, one factor model) and that this model is the 
most parsimonious of all the possible models, we 
decided to adopt this model. All the loadings in 
this model were significant at the p < 0.001 level. 
It should be noted that Models 2 and 3 also fit the 
data well and are equally valid from a purely sta-
tistical perspective. However, from a theoretical 
perspective, Model 4 is more meaningful given that 
this is in line with findings of PI theory.

Between-Network Study

For the between-network study, we assessed the 
relationship of the different motivational goals to 
academic achievement and affect to school which 
is shown in Table 5 

An interesting pattern was the positive correla-
tion of both mastery and performance goals with 
academic achievement. This is in line with our hy-
pothesis, as well as with the results of the meta-anal-

taBle 5 
Zero-Order Correlations between Goals in the ISM and Between-Network Measures 

First-order goal Achievement Test Affect to school
1 Task goals 0.31*** 0.032
2 Effort goals 0.3*** 0.006
3 Competition goals 0.278*** 0.014
4 Social power goals 0.301** 0
5 Affiliation goals 0.004 0.155***
6 Concern goals 0.031 0.14***
7 Praise goals 0.102** 0.112***
8 Token goals 0.117*** 0.085*

Second-order goals 
1. Mastery goals 0.312*** 0.016
2. Performance goals 0.294*** 0.007
3. Social goals 0.024 0.17***
4. Extrinsic goals 0.114*** 0.1**
Third-order goal
Global motivation 0.263*** 0.07*

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.
Source: Own work.
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ysis conducted by Hulleman et al. (2010). However, 
they were not significantly correlated with positive 
affect in school. Social goals, on the other hand, 
were positively correlated with affect to school but 
not with academic achievement. Extrinsic goals 
and global motivation (the third order factor) were 
positively correlated with both academic achieve-
ment and positive affect to school. 

Discussion

This study showed the cross-cultural applicability 
of the hierarchical and multidimensional model of 
student motivation posited in PI Theory within the 
Philippine context. This model depicts eight types 
of first-order goals that could be subsumed by four 
second-order goals. These second-order goals, in 
turn, could be subsumed by a more general global 
motivation factor.

This study extends previous findings on the 
validity of the PI framework which has been tested 
among Australian, American, Chinese, African, 
Aboriginal Australian, and Native American stu-
dents (McInerney & Ali, 2006). Although studies 
assessing the different goals measured in the ISM 
have been previously conducted in various set-
tings, these earlier studies have mostly confined 
themselves to using exploratory factor analysis or 
first-order CFA (e.g., Ganotice et al., 2012; King 
et al., 2012; Watkins et al., 2003). This study con-
tributes to the literature by specifically testing the 
hierarchical and multidimensional nature of moti-
vational goals. 

A hierarchical and multidimensional conceptu-
alization of motivational goals has several distinct 
advantages compared to alternative models wherein 
goals are just assumed to be distinct first-order con-
structs. First, a hierarchical model is more parsimo-
nious compared to a model wherein all the different 
types of goals are just posited to be related to one 
another without any organizing structure. Parsi-
mony has always been valued in scientific research 
given that such models can explain a complex phe-
nomenon in simpler terms. Second, a hierarchical 
structure would allow researchers to conduct anal-
ysis at different levels of specificity, depending on 

the specific interest. For example, in intervention 
programs designed to facilitate certain specific 
types of goals, it might be more useful to look at 
how the intervention relates to the first-order goals. 
An example that comes to mind would be cooper-
ative and collaborative forms of learning wherein 
social goals, such as affiliation and concern, would 
be more likely to improve. Intervention programs 
that aim to decrease interpersonal competitiveness 
in classroom settings could also use the ISM in or-
der to check whether performance-oriented goals, 
such as competition and social power goals, really 
declined. However, when the focus is on getting a 
more general picture of student motivation, it might 
be sufficient to just look at the second-order factors. 
Policy makers who are just concerned with getting 
an idea of whether students are motivated or not, 
might focus more on the third-order global motiva-
tion construct. They can get an overall idea of how 
engaged students are in schools without needing to 
burden themselves with the details. 

In terms of the within-network study, the CFA 
showed that the hierarchical and multidimensional 
model had good fit indices. Most of the scales had 
adequate reliabilities except for the two types of 
social goals—affiliation and concern—which had 
reliabilities that were lower than ideal. A possible 
problem with slightly lower reliabilities of these 
scales would be the difficulty in conceptualizing 
and operationalizing them. As Urdan and Maehr 
(1995) noted in their landmark review, social goals 
are still fuzzy constructs in the literature (for re-
views see also King & McInerney, 2012; King & 
Watkins, 2012). Future research could look into 
possible ways of operationalizing social goals in a 
more precise manner (for an example see King & 
Watkins, 2012).

In terms of the between-network study, we 
found that the different types of motivational 
goals were positively correlated to two outcome 
measures—achievement and affect to school. It 
is interesting to note that the two types of social 
goals (social affiliation and social concern goals) 
were positively correlated with affect to school, 
although their relationship with achievement was 
non-significant. The opposite was the case for 
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mastery (task and effort goals) and performance 
goals (competition and social power goals), which 
were both positively related to achievement but not 
affect to school. Extrinsic goals (token and praise 
goals), on the other hand, were positively related 
to both achievement and affect. These divergent 
correlation patterns would suggest that different 
types of goals would lead to different outcomes. It 
seems possible that although social goals were not 
directly related to achievement, the pursuit of social 
goals helped students to feel more positive in school 
settings. These patterns would not be discovered, 
had we relied solely on measuring mastery and per-
formance goals.. Future research is needed to look 
into the nomological network associated with social 
goals (King & McInerney, 2012). 

The positive correlation of extrinsic goals to 
both achievement and affect to school might be 
related with the current cultural context where the 
study was conducted. The Philippines is considered 
a collectivist culture. Extrinsic motivation has been 
shown to be associated with positive outcomes in 
collectivist cultures, but in individualistic cultures 
extrinsic motivation has usually been associated 
with maladaptive outcomes (see, Deci & Ryan, 
2000). Researchers have hypothesized that this may 
be possibly due to the greater tendency of students 
from collectivist cultures to internalize extrinsic 
goals such that they can be pursued in a very au-
tonomous manner (Iyenggar & Lepper, 1999)

An interesting finding was the high correlation 
between mastery and performance goals in the Phil-
ippine setting. Previous studies in Western contexts 
have usually regarded them as distinct goals (Elliot, 
1999; Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot & Murayama, 
2008). However, research in Asian settings has al-
ways shown them to be strongly positively correlat-
ed. This was also the case with the current study. 
Tao and Hong (2000) proffered a meaning-system 
approach to the study of achievement goals. They 
found that both mastery and performance goals 
were positively correlated among collectivist stu-
dents. In collectivist cultures, wanting to achieve, 
because one likes the subject matter (mastery goals), 
is not incompatible with wanting to demonstrate 
that one is better than others (performance goals). 

This is a possible reason why the relationship be-
tween these two goals was quite high for the Fil-
ipino students. Similar positive correlations have 
been found in other collectivist settings such as 
those in China, Singapore, and Japan (Bernardo, 
2008; Bernardo & Ismail, 2010; dela Rosa, 2010; 
dela Rosa & Bernardo, 2013; Chan & Lai, 2006; 
Chan, Lai, Leung, & Moore, 2005; Chang & Wong, 
2008; Ho & Hau, 2008; Kim et al., 2010; Lau, Liem, 
& Nie, 2008; Shi et al., 2001; Tanaka, Okuno, & 
Yamauchi, 2002).

Limitations and Directions 
for Future Research

We would like to acknowledge that like any other 
research, this study has some limitations. Our study 
only involved secondary high school students from 
the Metro Manila area. Future studies could in-
clude participants from other districts which would 
make the sample more representative. Moreover, 
future studies could also include a wider range 
of between-network measures beyond academic 
achievement and affect to school. 

Conclusion

Students’ goals are considered important predic-
tors of engagement and achievement. The most 
dominant framework for investigating goals in the 
educational literature is achievement goal theory, 
which has been found to be limited – especially 
when applied to collectivist cultures— given the 
restricted range of goals that it examines. Thus, PI 
theory offers a better alternative in studying moti-
vational goals in diverse cultural settings. PI theory 
includes mastery and performance goals which 
have been the traditional focus of achievement 
goal theorists. Moreover, it also examines social 
and extrinsic goals which have been found to be 
salient in collectivist cultures. 

In this study, we tested the cross-cultural appli-
cability of the theoretical propositions of PI theory 
in the Philippine setting. Testing for applicability 
is important because previous research has shown 
that achievement motivation theories drawn from 
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Western literature are not always completely ap-
plicable to non-Western contexts (Elliot, Chirkov, 
Kim, & Sheldon, 2001; King, McInerney, & Wat-
kins, 2012a; Lockwood, Marshall, & Saddler, 2005; 
Yu & Yang, 1994). Overall, this study supported the 
cross-cultural validity of the PI framework. Future 
studies could be conducted to determine the ap-
plicability of this theory in other cultural contexts. 
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