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1. INTRODUCTION
Knowing how to foster linguistic development is an important aspect of second language acquisition (SLA) research. Research has shown that there are many factors that affect SLA, such as motivation, cognition, personality, instruction, etc. One factor that has not been studied as extensively in SLA research is that of goals and goal setting. It seems intuitive that the goals learners set for themselves would have an impact on language learning, but it is unknown if there is a direct correlation between goal setting and linguistic development. It is important to note, though, that there are goals in the second language (L2) classroom, which are most commonly seen in course goals or objectives that the teacher or instructor sets; however, it is unknown how these relate to the goals that students set themselves. There are commonly understood ideas of what learner goals should be (i.e. classroom goals; learning objectives), but instructors and researchers alike do not know what students’ goals actually are, how students set these goals, or what implications goal setting has on linguistic development. Therefore, the purpose of this study is: (i) to investigate what types of goals L2 learners set; and (ii) to determine whether the type of goal that learners set and maintain has an effect on their linguistic development in an L2 course. If this relationship can be determined, L2 instructors can help foster the types of goals that lead towards L2 acquisition.
	There are two main theories that examine goals in the relevant context: Achievement Goal Theory (AGT) and Goal-Setting Theory (GST), each of which will be detailed in the following sections. In order to investigate the goals that students set in their L2 classroom, this study focuses primarily on AGT; however, further description of this theory will reveal how it does not account for goal maintenance, which is why key components from GST will be added. implemented. 
2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. 	Achievement Goal Theory
2.1.1.	Overview
Originating in the 1980s, Achievement Goal Theory (AGT) has been explored in a multitude of studies in different fields.[footnoteRef:1] The nature of this theory is to study the motivation behind achievement-seeking behavior. It investigates not the goal itself, but rather the purpose that drives an individual to achieve a desired outcome. For the purposes of this study, focus will be maintained on the academic environment, but in a specific context: the L2 language classroom. [1:  For pioneers of this line of research, see Ames (1992), Ames & Archer (1988), Diener & Dweck (1980), Dweck & Leggett (1988), Elliott & Dweck (1988), Leggett & Dweck (1986), Maehr (1984), Maehr & Midgley (1991) and Nicholls (1984).] 

Individuals can adopt a variety of goals to attain their desired goals. The tendency towards a certain type of achievement goal is known as goal orientation, which AGT divides into two main categories: mastery orientation and performance orientation. Both of these goal orientations also have sub-categories of approach and avoidance. I will detail these main categories as well as sub-categories in the following sub-sections, paying particular attention to how these goals pertain to the academic setting. Finally, I will relate AGT specifically to the L2 classroom, which will establish a foundation for my research that investigates the goals a language learner sets in order to achieve certain outcomes in the L2 classroom.
2.1.2.	Performance Orientation and Performance Goals
Performance-oriented individuals will most often choose performance goals (sometimes referred to in the literature as ego-oriented goals), which are understood to be concrete and directly observable goals due to the fact that the focus is on an individual’s ability or accomplishments. The purpose of a performance goal is to demonstrate ability, which is judged in terms of performance and how that performance compares with others. In an academic setting, this ability then is typically, but not exclusively, tied to the student’s grade in the course. Demonstrating ability is what drives performance goal-oriented individuals, as through ability, an individual can demonstrate competence and a high performance or outcome by receiving a high grade on a specific task or in the course overall (Ames & Archer, 1988; Elliot & Church, 1997; Harackiewicz & Elliot, 1993; Kim, Kim, & Svinicki, 2012; Murayama, Elliot, & Yamagata, 2011; Skaalvik, 1997). As such, an individual who adopts this type of goal determines his or her self-worth as a perception of ability to perform. Because the focus is the end result, the learning process for these individuals is only regarded as a stepping-stone to reach the desired goal or success. 
Performance goals, which in general are motivated by the fear of failure, can be divided into two categories: approach and avoidance. Those who adopt performance-approach goals specifically seek positive judgments of competence and try to outperform their peers. These individuals also have a high competence expectancy meaning that they believe that they possess the skills and knowledge to complete and surpass a certain task. An example of a performance-approach goal in an academic context is “One of my goals is to look smart in comparison with the other students in my class” (Gehlbach, 2006); or “My goal in this class is to get a better grade than most of the other students” (Elliot & McGregor, 2001). Research shows that these goals have a positive effect on performance; particularly, those with performance-approach goal orientation show high academic performance in terms of course grades (Darnon, Harackiewicz, Butera, Mugny, & Quiamzade, 2007; Elliot & Church, 1997; Harackiewicz, Barron, Carter, Lehto, & Elliot, 1997; Skaalvik, 1997) and are more likely to self-regulate to achieve high performance (Kozlowski & Bell, 2006). Because performance-approach goals lean towards a performance outcome, individuals with this type of goal orientation exhibit low task effort and a low use of complex learning strategies (Fisher & Ford, 1998).
On the other hand, those who adopt performance-avoidance goals focus on avoiding both negative judgments of perception and on avoiding the demonstration of incompetence. Examples of a performance-avoidance goal in an academic setting include: “It’s very important to me that I don’t look stupid in my…class” (Middleton & Midgley, 1997); or “I just want to avoid doing poorly in this class” (Elliot & Church, 1997). These individuals may avoid or withdraw from challenges because of the possibility of failure (Elliot, 1999; Tercanlioglu, 2004; Wolters, 2004). Research shows that these individuals have less interest in the task (Wolters, 2004), low competence expectancies (Elliot & Church, 1997), and a heightened level of test anxiety (Shih, 2005; Skaalvik, 1997; Tanaka, Takehara, & Yamauchi, 2006). More generally, performance-avoidance goals have a negative effect on academic achievement (Skaalvik, 1997) and intrinsic motivation (Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot, 1999). In short, performance-avoidance-oriented individuals tend to back away from tasks or challenges so as not to demonstrate incompetence.
To sum up, while these two performance goals are closely linked, the distinction is that performance-approach individuals seek positive perceptions from others, whereas performance-avoidance individuals wish to avoid negative perceptions. This difference then has a divergent effect on academic success, with performance-approach goals aiding in that process and performance-avoidance deterring it.
2.1.3.	Mastery Orientation and Mastery Goals
Mastery-oriented individuals will most often choose what are called mastery goals, which are more abstract in nature as compared to performance goals, and as such, they are not directly observable. Instead, they are based on an individual’s own perception of knowledge or skill. Individuals who have a mastery goal orientation seek to use effective learning strategies for acquisition of knowledge and to master said material or a specific task (Ames & Archer, 1988) and focus on developing new skills and competence in order to do so. The focus is not on performing but on learning, wherein effort is seen as an important attribute of the learning process and as the ultimate success. In an academic context, this learning is not tied to an individual’s grade, but rather whether the individual perceives that they have improved their own knowledge or skills pertaining to the subject matter. These individuals are more apt to put forth a greater effort (Fisher & Ford, 1998; Wolters, 2004) and to not only seek out but also persist in challenging tasks even after difficulty (Ames & Archer, 1988; Wolters, 2004). Furthermore, these individuals are more likely to pursue help during difficult tasks because they recognize the benefits to the learning process (Ryan & Pintrich, 1997). Also, research shows that learners stay involved in the task due to interest, which yields mores adaptive patterns of learning (Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Harackiewicz et al., 1997; Harackiewicz & Elliot, 1993; Kim et al., 2012). The mastery goal orientation has shown positive effects on performance in terms of an academic grade or task outcome (Dishon-Berkovits, 2014; Gehlbach, 2006; Porter & Latham, 2013; Tanaka et al., 2006), but also through the use of complex learning strategies and cognitive strategies (Fisher & Ford, 1998; Middleton & Midgley, 1997; Shih, 2005; Wolters, 2004) and less frequent procrastination (Wolters, 2004). Overall, mastery goal-oriented individuals focus on the learning process and on effort as the ultimate achievement.
	Like performance goals, mastery goals can be divided into two subcategories: mastery-approach and mastery-avoidance. Unlike performance goals, however, there is less research on these two subcategories. Mastery-approach goals are focused on learning and understanding the material or a task. Examples in an academic setting are: “One of my goals in class is to learn as much as I can” (Midgley et al., 2000); or “Understanding psychology is important to me” (Harackiewicz et al., 1997). Individuals with mastery-approach goals tend to have high competency expectancies, and this type of goal has been shown to facilitate intrinsic motivation (Elliot & Church, 1997). Mastery-avoidance goals, on the other hand, are focused on avoiding the misunderstanding of material or avoiding failure of a task. Examples in an academic environment include: “I am striving to avoid an incomplete understanding of the course material” (Elliot & Murayama, 2008); or “I worry that I may not learn all that I possibly could in this class” (Elliot & McGregor, 2001). Individuals with this type of goal orientation exhibit a fear of failure, low self-determination and low competence valuations (Elliot & McGregor, 2001).
	Both types of mastery goals concentrate on learning and understanding, but the approach to learning and understanding is different. Mastery-approach individuals seek to acquire knowledge and/or master a task whereas mastery-avoidance individuals wish to avoid the misunderstanding of material or failure of a task.
It should be noted that thus far these goal orientations have been treated as distinct, non-intersecting categories. However, many researchers believe in a multiple goal perspective through which individuals can adopt a combination of the aforementioned goal orientations (Barron & Harackiewicz, 2001; Dishon-Berkovits, 2014; Elliot, 1999; Elliot & Church, 1997; Shih, 2005; Wolters, 2004). 
2.1.4.	Goals in the Foreign Language Classroom
While AGT has been studied in academia in general, there is little research that explores this theory in the L2 classroom. In fact, the author is aware of only one work. This study, conducted by Tercanlioglu (2004) with Turkish learners of English, briefly touched on a possible correlation between achievement scores, gender and goals, but it principally investigated goals and gender differences in the English language classroom. The study found that advanced foreign language learners primarily showed mastery orientation, but also could have tendencies of a multiple goal perspective. When examining gender differences, gender was not found as a main effect for differences in goal types; however, the data did show a significant relationship between males and avoidance goals.
Even though there is limited research on goals in the L2 classroom, AGT can be translated to this specific context with ease. This study looks at achievement goals in a 2 x 2 manner (mastery, performance x approach, avoidance). Also, a multiple goal perspective is adopted since these are often found in combination in the classroom, as previously mentioned. An important distinction that sets the foreign language classroom apart from other academic settings, though, is the diversity in how to define mastery. It is possible for students to have goals that pertain to understanding the language content (grammar, vocabulary, etc.) and/or understanding the cultural aspect of the course (history, traditions, cultural norms, daily routines, etc.). Thus, this study divides mastery goals not only into approach and avoidance, but also into: (i) mastery of the Spanish language, i.e. mastery language; (ii) mastery of Hispanic culture and knowledge about the Spanish-speaking world, i.e. mastery culture; and (iii) a combination of the two, i.e. mastery general. Therefore, although this study uses a 2 x 2 approach overall, the mastery category has a 2 x 3 subset approach (approach, avoid x language, culture, general). 
2.1.5.	Missing Components
	Previous research that adopts AGT looks at the type of goal that is set and then the final outcome in the course. In other words, the methodology of these studies is to give participants a goal orientation questionnaire near the beginning of the course and then examine their final course grades (Dishon-Berkovits, 2014; Gehlbach, 2006; Harackiewicz et al., 1997; Jõgi, Kikas, Lerkkanen, & Mägi, 2015; Luo, Lee, & Hua Koh, 2015; Meece, Blumenfield, Hoyle, 1988; Senko & Miles, 2007; Tercanlioglu, 2004). There is no knowledge of what occurs between the time the student goal orientations are determined and when they are completed (i.e., at the end of the course). Specifically, AGT does not factor in being aware of the goal throughout the course or the maintenance of the goal; thus, it crucially misses the explicitness of the goal. Therefore, to add factors of explicitness and maintenance that are needed in goal achievement, this study adds additional factors to AGT found in Goal Setting Theory. Importantly, the addition of these components does not alter the basis of AGT.
2.2.	Goal Setting Theory
2.2.1.	Overview
	Goal Setting Theory (GST), though not formally theorized until 1990 by Edwin Locke and Gary Latham, has precursors dating back to the early 1900s. GST has over a thousand published articles and reviews and has been cited in almost 8000 publications (Mitchell & Daniels, 2003). Most of these studies explore employee motivation in organizational psychology, and there is little research that studies GST in an academic setting and even less in the L2 classroom. 
	GST has many components that can affect task performance such as mediators, defined as “active organism[s that] intervene between stimulus and response” (Barron & Kenny, 1986, p. 1176). In GST, the mediators are choice, effort, persistence, and strategy. Other components that can affect task performance are moderators, which are defined as “variable[s] that affect the direction and/or strength of the relation between an independent variable…and a dependent…variable” (Barron & Kenny, 1986, pg. 1174). Moderators in GST are ability, goal commitment, which is enhanced by self-efficacy and the importance of the goal, feedback, task complexity and situational factors. Many of these factors have been explored in different fields, but the main contributors to this line of research are the mediators, goal commitment and feedback, as they naturally work together, each of which I will discuss in more detail. I also focus on these components of GST as they help flesh out the middle portion of the goal setting process, between the starting and ending points that are the basis of AGT.
	First, GST states that there is a “positive linear relationship between a specific, high goal and task performance” (Latham & Locke, 2007), and therefore, difficulty and directionality of goals affect task performance. Research shows that difficult and specific goals yield higher performance as compared to easy, “do your best,” or no goals (Brown & Latham, 2000; Gauggel & Fischer, 2001; Latham, Seijts, & Crim, 2008; Lerner & Locke, 1995; Wood, Atkins, & Bright, 1999; Wright & Kacmar, 1994). This can be explained by the fact that goals have an effect on the intensity of the actions taken to complete said goal. When a goal is high and difficult, more effort is exerted, which in turn affects persistence in reaching the goal. This leads to a higher level of goal commitment and task performance; however, there is a balance that needs to be obtained in order to reach a goal. If a goal is too easy, it will not yield an increase in performance; and, at the same time, if a goal is too difficult it will be seen as unattainable.
	Second, goal setting, in general, increases goal commitment. Goal commitment is necessary due to the fact that if a person is committed to a goal, they are more likely to increase their effort to reach the goal, which also increases performance. Research has shown that a higher goal commitment leads to a higher performance for both individuals (Brown & Latham, 2000; Martin & Manning, 1995; Morin & Latham, 2000) and teams (Knight, Durham, & Locke, 2001; Locke, Smith, Erez, Chah, & Schaffer, 1994). Furthermore, participants are less likely to change their goal if they have a higher goal commitment (Wright & Kacmar, 1994). Therefore, there is a significant, positive relationship between goal commitment and performance.
	Lastly, while progressing towards a goal, feedback is necessary as it provides a way to measure performance as compared to the desired outcome. It can determine if performance needs to be adjusted in order to improve, which can cause an individual to self-regulate. Research has shown that goal setting is more effective when feedback is given as compared to its absence (Locke & Latham, 1990; Terpstra & Rozell, 1994); the type of feedback also plays an important role in moderating goal setting. Research has shown that after receiving negative feedback, participants will adjust their goals downwardly, but after receiving positive feedback, participants will raise their goals (Ilies & Judge, 2005; West, Welch, & Thorn, 2001). 
2.2.2.	Goal Setting Theory in the L2 Classroom
	There is a limited amount of research that studies GST in the L2 classroom. The research that does exist mostly examines the goals of L2 learners of English around the world. A common conclusion found in these studies is that students who set goals find them valuable in measuring their progress in the course and feel more motivated in the class (Chang, 2012; Haynes, 2011). One of these studies found that those who set high goals had less problems learning English (Srichanyachon, 2010); and, another study found that the power of choice, meaning that when students were able to choose and set their own goal, led to students choosing higher and more challenging goals (Vahidnia & Fatemi, 2015). To the author’s knowledge, the only study that discusses GST in the L2 Spanish classroom implemented LinguaFolio, a goal-based, evidence-collecting program, in a Spanish high school classroom and found a significant relationship between a student’s ability to set goals and subsequent achievement in the Spanish classroom (Moeller, Theiler, & Wu, 2012). Therefore, it can be seen that it is beneficial to add these components of GST to those found in AGT as it will promote positive effects on the goal setting process. [footnoteRef:2]  [2:  There are other studies that discuss goals in the L2, but they do not fall exclusively into either of these theories. (See: Koul, Roy, Kaewkuekool, & Ploisawaschai, 2009; Morisano, Hirsh, Peterson, Pihl, & Shore, 2010; Suzuki, 2009).] 

	As it has been seen so far, there is not a singular perspective when attempting to investigate the role that goals play in the classroom. Nonetheless, I would argue that some studies that examine goal setting do combine both these theories, if not explicitly, inadvertently. For example, mastery goals act as a buffer against negative feedback as they focus individuals on mastering a task instead of performance (Cianci, Klein, & Seijts, 2010). Furthermore, individuals with mastery goals have shown less intense affective reactions – such as tension, anxiety and frustration – to negative feedback (Cianci et al., 2010; Cianci, Schaubroeck, & McGill, 2010). Similarly, self-efficacy is positively related to performance (Lerner & Locke, 1995; Seijts & Latham, 2001), and mastery goals have been shown to yield an increase in self-efficacy (Gerhardt & Brown, 2006; Schunk, 1996; VandeWalle, Cron, & Slocum, 2001; Winters & Latham, 1996).
	From these studies, it can be seen that this particular combination is useful and practical for enhancing the effects of goals. AGT focuses on the purpose and perceptions of goals, and GST promotes the actual achievement of goals. Taking the best from both theories can yield a tighter connection between goal type and linguistic output. Therefore, this study combines goal orientation from AGT with mediators, feedback and goal commitment from GST in order to better investigate any possible effect that goals can have on L2 learners’ linguistic development. 
2.2.3.	Research Questions
	Based on the relevant literature discussed thus far, the present study seeks to answer the following research questions. The first research question investigates the types of goals that students have and set in the L2 classroom and specifically asks: 
	Research Question 1: What types of goals do students set in the Spanish L2 classroom? 
Based on previously mentioned research, it can be hypothesized that students will have a variety of achievement goals, and due to the nature of the language classroom, students may also distinguish between language goals and culture goals. Importantly, though, there is no evidence to suggest that one goal type will be predominant.
	The second research question compares the individuals who are identified as having an achievement goal and are informed of it to those that are not and asks: 
	Research Question 2: Does identifying, establishing and maintaining an achievement goal 
	have an impact on students’ academic achievement in the Spanish L2 classroom? 
According to previous research in academic settings, it can be hypothesized that setting and maintaining an achievement goal will positively influence students’ academic achievement.
	The third set of related research questions are an extension of the second research question and looks at the different types of achievement goals, asking: 
	Research Question 3: If identifying, establishing and maintaining an achievement goal has 
	an impact on students’ academic achievement in the Spanish L2 classroom, is there 
	variation according to goal type? 
There are three primary oppositions within the goal types, which means this research question is further divided into three sub-questions: 
	Research Question 3a: Is there a difference between mastery goals and performance goals 
	on students’ academic achievement in the Spanish L2 classroom?
	Research Question 3b: Is there a difference between approach goals and avoidance goals 
	on students’ academic achievement in the Spanish L2 classroom?
	Research Question 3c: Is there a difference between language goals and culture goals on 
	students’ academic achievement in the Spanish L2 classroom?
Previous research leads to the hypothesis that mastery goals, performance goals or a combination of both may lead to higher academic achievement (Ames & Archer, 1988; Dishon-Berkovits, 2014; Elliot & Church, 1997; Gehlbach, 2006; Harackiewicz & Elliot, 1993; Kim, Kim, & Svinicki, 2012; Murayama, Elliot, & Yamagata, 2011; Skaalvik, 1997; Tanaka et al., 2006). It also says that approach goals most often lead to higher academic achievement (Darnon, et al., 2007; Elliot & Church, 1997; Harackiewicz, et al., 1997; Skaalvik, 1997). Language and culture goals, however, have yet to be explored, and there is no evidence to suggest that one or the other would have more or less an impact on academic achievement.
3. METHODOLOGY
3.1. 	Participants
	The participants for this study were university students enrolled at a large, southeastern university in Spanish 201, an intermediate language course. Approximately 58 students participated in this research study. Since there were three different sections with two different instructors, students were randomly assigned to be in the control group (N = 24) or the experimental group (N = 34), as per the described methodology. The experimental group received surveys and forms related to goal setting while the control group received surveys and forms related to foreign language anxiety. 
3.2.	Instruments 
	Goal orientation survey. A goal orientation survey was adapted from previous AGT research (Barron & Harackiewicz, 2001; Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Elliot & Murayama, 2008; Gehlbach, 2006; Harackiewicz et al., 1997; Midgley et al., 2000; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990) in order to determine students’ natural goal orientation. As detailed earlier, possible goal orientations at the broadest level include mastery or performance goals, both of which have an approach or avoidance tendency. Mastery goals are also further divided into culture goals (i.e., knowledge of Hispanic culture and the Spanish-speaking world) or language goals (i.e., linguistic development). 
	Goal choice survey. A goal choice survey was created that paired possible goals with goal orientations. Students with performance approach goal orientations were given a performance approach goal choice survey; mastery language approach goal oriented students received a mastery language approach goal choice survey, etc. Students were asked to choose a difficult, but realistic goal for their Spanish course as seen in previous research (Brown & Latham, 2000; Gauggel & Fischer, 2001: Locke & Latham, 1990; Winters & Latham, 1996; Wood et al., 1999; Wright & Kacmar, 1994). Students set a personal goal for the course, but they were guided in their options according to their goal orientation. 
	Feedback form. A feedback form was adapted based on previous research (Cianci et al., 2010; Colquitt, 1998; Duijnhouwer, et al., 2010; Ilies & Judge, 2005; VandeWalle, et al., 2001; West, et al., 2001)[footnoteRef:3] in order to provide students with relevant information about their progress towards their goal. Students received a true, current assessment of their progress in the course after each chapter quiz. Given the quiz schedule of the course, there was a total of four feedback forms given. The type of feedback that is given is based on individual goal orientation. [3:  As each feedback form is specific to the particular goal orientation, those with a mastery goal received a mastery feedback form, whereas those with a performance goal received a performance feedback form, etc.] 

	Goal commitment survey. Based on GST and in order to ensure that students were committed to their goal, a goal commitment survey was used to assess students’ commitment to their chosen goal (adapted from: Hollenbeck, 1989; Martin & Manning, 1995; Porter & Latham, 2013; Wright & Kacmar, 1994). This was administered after each feedback form. 
3.3.	Procedures
	Students enrolled in three Spanish 201 sections were asked to participate in this research study. Those who agreed to participate were then randomly assigned to be in the control group or the experimental group. By assigning participants into the control group randomly instead of by specific class, possible section differences and instructor differences were alleviated, as each course section had members from both the control and experimental groups. Students were informed that they were taking surveys as part of this study, which investigated ways students learn an L2.
	Students then received the goal orientation survey or the control equivalent[footnoteRef:4]. The results from this survey indicated to which goal orientation category a student belongs. In order to determine a student’s goal orientation category, each survey answer was converted to a number. For example, if a student selected “Strongly Agree” as their answer, this became a “5.”[footnoteRef:5] Scores were tabulated for each goal orientation category, and the category with the highest score indicated the student’s goal orientation. Based on these results, students then received a list of two or three goals that matched their goal orientation (or the control equivalent). Students were asked to choose one difficult, but realistic goal for their Spanish course.  [4:  All control forms and surveys ask about foreign language anxiety and are similar, in terms of length, to the experimental ones.]  [5:  Strongly Agree = 5; Agree = 4; Neither Agree nor Disagree = 3; Disagree = 2; Strongly Disagree = 1.] 

	After each quiz during the semester, students received a feedback form (or control equivalent), which gave them a true assessment of their progress in the course. In addition to the feedback form, a goal commitment survey was distributed to see if students were committed to their goal or if they were just going through the motions.
4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
	Research Question 1 investigated the types of goals students set in the Spanish L2 classroom. Figure 1 illustrates the specific goal orientations that were found from the goal orientation survey. Based on the data provided, it is evident that students adopt a variety of goals present in the Spanish L2 classroom. The majority of the goals fall under the mastery category with the most being Mastery Approach Language Goals followed by Mastery Approach General Goals, Mastery Approach Culture Goals and Mastery Avoid Language Goals. There were only four students who fell under the Performance Avoid category. These results suggest that students
at this level seem to be more concerned with learning the material rather than with the sole purpose of receiving a high grade. Results also show that students do seem to distinguish between language and culture goals. As previously mentioned, there is only one study, to the author’s knowledge, that examines AGT in the L2 classroom. These results are in line with this previous study in that the majority of goal orientations was found to be mastery goals (Tercanlioglu, 2004). 
	Research Question 2 examines the impact that goal setting has on students’ academic achievement. Figure 2 shows goal setting versus the absence of goal setting (control) and its impact on students’ academic achievement, indicated through their final course grade. As illustrated, the mean course grade for those who set goals is 88.58 (SD = 6.58), whereas the control group has a mean of 83.01 (SD = 10.36).  A t-test was run to compare the means of the two groups.  This study found that those students who set goals had statistically significantly higher course grades compared to those who did not set goals, t(36) = 2.3209, p = 0.013035. These results are in line with previous research and suggest that simply setting a goal yields to a higher grade achievement. 
Figure 1. Types of Goal Orientations Present in the Spanish 201 Classroom
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Figure 2. Goals Versus No Goals and Students’ Final Course Grade


	





	Since goal setting was found to have an impact on students’ academic achievement, variation in the type of goal set could be examined. Research Question 3 investigates goal variation, specifically the differences between mastery and performance goals, approach and avoidance goals, and language and culture goals, and what effect these differences had on students’ academic achievement. 
	Figure 3 shows the differences between the control group, the mastery goal oriented group and the performance goal oriented group. The control group has a final course mean of 83.01 (SD = 10.36) while the mastery group has a mean of 88.62 (SD = 6.79) and the performance group has a mean of 88.23 (SD = 5.54). There was no statistically significant difference between groups as determined by a one-way ANOVA (F(2,55) = 3.0738, p = 0.0543). This number is, however, approaching significance, and as such, significance may be reached with a higher number of participants. A Tukey post-hoc test revealed that there was a statistically significant difference between the control and mastery groups (p = 0.0473), but no statistically significant difference between the control and performance groups (p = 0.4893) or the mastery and performance groups (p = 0.9958). 
Figure 3. Control Versus Mastery Versus Performance Goals and Students’ Final Course Grade







	Figure 4 shows the differences between the control group, the approach oriented group and the avoidance oriented group. The control group has a final course mean of 83.01 (SD = 10.36) while the approach group has a mean of 88.70 (SD = 6.90) and the avoidance group has a mean of 87.86 (SD = 4.87). There was no statistically significant difference between groups as determined by a one-way ANOVA (F(2,55) = 3.0979, p = 0.0531). This number is, however, approaching significance, and as such, significance may be reached with a higher number of participants. A Tukey post-hoc test revealed that there was a statistically significant difference between the control and approach groups (p = 0.0454), but no statistically significant difference between the control and avoidance groups (p = 0.4747) or the approach and avoidance groups (p = 0.9769).
Figure 4. Control Versus Approach Versus Avoidance Goals and Students’ Final Course Grade









	
	Figure 5 shows the differences between the control group, the language goal group and the culture goal group. The control group has a final course mean of 83.01 (SD = 10.36) while the language group has a mean of 88.36 (± 7.08) and the culture group has a mean of 92.29 (SD = 1.76). There was no statistically significant difference between groups as determined by a one-way ANOVA (F(2,42) = 2.7212, p = 0.0774). This number is, however, approaching significance, and as such, significance may be reached with a higher number of participants. A Tukey post-hoc test revealed that there but no statistically significant differences between the control and language groups (p = 0.1434), the control and culture groups (p = 0.2161), or the language and culture groups (p = 0.7601).
Figure 5. Control Versus Language Versus Culture Goals and Students’ Final Course Grade

	








5. CONCLUSION
	In conclusion, according to these preliminary results, students do set different types of goals in the Spanish L2 classroom. Furthermore, the mastery oriented category can be divided into two additional sub-categories as students appear to make further distinctions: language and culture. And, finally, those students who simply set a goal had statistically significantly higher final course grades compared to those who did not set a goal. In future research, this study could be performed with more students in varying levels of Spanish and/or other L2 languages to better comprehend the effects of goal setting. Additionally, a pre- and post- test needs to be implemented to test for linguistic development, which will add a supplementary measurement to the final course grade.



6. REFERENCES
Ames, C. (1992). Classrooms: Goals, structures, and student motivation. Journal of Educational 
	Psychology, 84(3), 261-271.
Ames, C., & Archer, J. (1988). Achievement goals in the classroom: Students’ learning strategies 
	and motivation processes. Journal of Educational Psychology, 80(3), 260-267.
Barron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator-mediator variable distinction in social 
	psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations. Journal of 
	Personality and Social Psychology, 51(6), 1173-1182.
Barron, K. E., & Harackiewicz, J. M. (2001). Achievement goals and optimal motivation: 
	Testing multiple goal models. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 80(5), 706-
	722.
Brown, T. C., & Latham, G. P. (2000). The effects of goal setting and self-instruction training on 
	the performance of unionized employees. Relations Industrielles/Industrial Relations, 
	56(1), 80-95.
Cianci, A. M., Klein, H. J., & Seijts, G. H. (2010). The effect of negative feedback on tension 
	and subsequent performance: The main and interactive effects of goal content and 
	conscientiousness. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95(4), 618-630.
Cianci, A. M., Schaubroeck, J. M., & McGill, G. A. (2010). Achievement goals, feedback, and 
	task performance. Human Performance, 23(2), 131-154.
Chang, S. (2012). The effect of specific goals on EFL students’ self-efficacy and performance of 
	vocabulary learning. Journal of Humanities, 5, 53-74.
Colquitt, J. (1998). Conscientiousness, goal orientation, and motivation to learn during the 
	learning process: A longitudinal study. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83(4), 654-665.
Darnon, C. Harackiewicz, J. M., Butera, F., Mugny, G., & Quiamzade, A. (2007). Performance-
	approach and performance-avoidance goals: When uncertainty makes a difference. 
	Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 33(6), 813-827.
Diener, C. I., & Dweck, C. S. (1980). An analysis of learned helplessness: II. The processing of 
	success. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 39(5), 940-952.
Diplomas de español como lengua extranjera (DELE). (2002). Instituto Cervantes.
Dishon-Berkovits, M. (2014). A study of motivational influences on academic achievement. 
	Social Psychology of Education, 17(2), 327-342.
Duijnhouwer, H., Prins, F. J., & Stokking, K. M. (2010). Progress feedback effects on students’ 
	writing mastery goal, self-efficacy beliefs, and performance. Educational Research and 
	Evaluation, 16(1), 53-74.
Dweck, C. S., & Leggett, E. L. (1988). A social-cognitive approach to motivation and 
	personality. Psychological Review, 95(2), 256-273.
Elliot, A. J. (1999). Approach and avoidance motivation and achievement goals. Educational 
	Psychologist, 34(3), 169-189.
Elliot, A. J., & Church, M. A. (1997). A hierarchical model of approach and avoidance 
	achievement motivation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 72(1), 218-232.
Elliot, A. J., & McGregor, H. A. (2001). A 2x2 achievement goal framework. Journal of 
	Personality and Social Psychology, 80(3), 501-519.
Elliot, A.J., & Murayama, K. (2008). On the measurement of achievement goals: Critique, 
	illustration and application. Journal of Educational Psychology, 100(3), 613.
Elliot, E.S., & Dweck, C. S. (1988). Goals: An approach to motivation and achievement. Journal 
	of Personality and Social Psychology, 54(1), 5-12.
Fisher, S. L., & Ford, J. K. (1998). Differential effects of learner effort and goal orientation on 
	two learning outcomes. Personnel Psychology, 51(2), 397-420.
Gauggel, S., & Fischer, S. (2001). The effect of goal setting on motor performance and motor 
	learning in brain-damaged patients. Neuropsychological Rehabilitation, 11(1), 33-44.
Gehlbach, H. (2006). How changes in students’ goal orientations relate to outcomes in social 
	studies. The Journal of Educational Research, 99(6), 358-370.
Gerhardt, M. W., & Brown, K. G. (2006). Individual differences in self-efficacy development: 
	The effects of goal orientation and affectivity. Learning and Individual Differences, 16(1), 
	43-59.
Harackiewicz, J. M., Barron, K. E., Carter, S. M., Lehto, A. T., & Elliot, A. J. (1997). Predictors 
	and consequences of achievement goals in the college classroom: Maintaining interest and 
	making the grade. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73(6), 1284-1295.
Harackiewicz, J. M., & Elliot, A. J. (1993). Achievement goals and intrinsic motivation. Journal 
	of Personality and Social Psychology, 65(5), 904-915.
Haynes, L. (2011). Goal-setting in EFL: Is it really useful?. Studies in Humanities and Culture, 
	15, 83-92.
Hollenbeck, J., Williams, C. & Klein, H. (1989). An empirical examination of the antecedents of 
	commitment to difficult goals. Journal of Applied Psychology, 74(1), 18-23.
Ilies, R., & Judge, T. A. (2005). Goal regulation across time: The effects of feedback and affect. 
	Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(3), 453-467.
Jõgi, A., Kikas, E., Lerkkanen, M., & Mägi, K. (2015). Cross-lagged relations between math-
	related interest, performance goals and skills in groups of children with different general 
	abilities. Learning and Individual Differences, 39, 105-113.
Kim, J. I., Kim, M. & Svinicki, M. D. (2012). Situating students’ motivation in cooperative 
	learning contexts: Proposing different levels of goal orientations. The Journal of 
	Experimental Education, 80(4), 352-285.
Knight, D., Durham, C. C., & Locke, E. A. (2001). The relationship of team goals, incentives, 
	and efficacy to strategic risk, tactical implementation, and performance. Academy of 
	Management Journal, 44(2), 326-338.
Koul, R., Roy, L., Kaewkuekool, S., & Ploisawaschai, S. (2009). Multiple goal orientations and 
	foreign language anxiety. System, 37(4), 676-688.
Kozlowski, S. W., & Bell, B. S. (2006). Disentangling achievement orientation and goal setting: 
	Effects on self-regulatory processes. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(4), 900-916.
Latham, G. P., & Locke, E. A. (2007). New developments in and directions for goal-setting 
	research. European Psychologist, 12(4), 290-300.
Latham, G. P., Seijts, G., & Crim, D. (2008). The effects of learning goal difficulty level and 
	cognitive ability on performance. Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science, 40(4), 220-
	229.
Lerner, B. S., & Locke, E. A. (1995). The effects of goal setting, self-efficacy, competition, and 
	personal traits on the performance of an endurance task. Journal of Sport and Exercise 
	Psychology, 17, 138-152.
Leggett, E., & Dweck, C. (1986). Individual differences in goals and inference rules: Sources of 
	causal judgments. Unpublished manuscript.
Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (1990). A theory of goal setting & task performance: Prentice-
	Hall, Inc.
Locke, E. A., Smith, K.G., Erez, M., Chah, D., & Schaffer, A. (1994). The effects of intra-
	individual goal conflict on performance. Journal of Management, 20(1), 67-91.
Luo, W., Lee, K., & Hua Koh, I. (2015). Do competitive performance goals and cooperative 
	social goals conflict? A latent interaction analysis. Learning and Individual Differences, 
	39, 186-192.
Maehr, M. L. (1984). Meaning and motivation: Toward a theory of personal investment. 
	Research on Motivation in Education, 1, 115-144.
Maehr, M. L., & Midgley, C. (1991). Enhancing student motivation: A schoolwide approach. 
	Educational Psychologist, 26(3-4), 399-427.
Martin, B. A., & Manning, D. J. (1995). Combined effects of normative information and task 
	difficulty on the goal commitment-performance relationship. Journal of Management, 
	21(1), 65-80.
Meece, J., Blumenfield, P., & Hoyle, R. (1988). Students’ goal orientations and cognitive 
	engagements in classroom activities. Journal of Educational Psychology, 80(4), 514-523.
Middleton, M. J., & Midgley, C. (1997). Avoiding the demonstration of lack of ability: An 
	underexplored aspect of goal theory. Journal of Educational Psychology, 89(4), 710-718.
Midgley, C., Maehr, M. L., Hruda, L. Z., Anderman, E., Anderman, L., Freeman, K. E., & 
	Urdan, T. (2000). Manual for the patterns of adaptive learning scales. Ann Arbor, MI: 
	University of Michigan.
Mitchell, T., & Daniels, D. (2003). Observations and commentary on recent research in work 
	motivation. Motivation and Work Behavior, 7, 225-254.
Moeller, A. J., Theiler, J. M., & Wu, C. (2012). Goal setting and student achievement: A 
	longitudinal study. The Modern Language Journal, 96(2), 153-169.
Morin, L., & Latham, G. (2000). The effect of mental practice and goal setting as a transfer of 
	training intervention on supervisors’ self-efficacy and communication skills: An 
	exploratory study. Applied Psychology, 49(3), 566-578.
Morisano, D., Hirsh, J. B., Peterson, J.B., Phil, R. O., & Shore, B. M. (2010). Setting, 
	elaborating, and reflecting on personal goals improves academic performance. Journal of 
	Applied Psychology, 95(2), 255-264.
Murayama, K., Elliot, A. J., & Yamagata, S. (2011). Separation of performance-approach and 
	performance-avoidance achievement goals: A broader analysis. Journal of Educational 
	Psychology, 103(1), 238-256.
Nicholls, J. G. (1984). Achievement motivation: Conceptions of ability, subjective experience, 
	task choice, and performance. Psychological Review, 91(3), 328-346.
Pintrich, P. R., & De Groot, E.V. (1990). Motivational and self-regulated learning components of 
	classroom academic performance. Journal of Educational Psychology, 82(1), 33-40.
Porter, R. L., & Latham, G. P. (2013). The effect of employee learning goals and goal 
	commitment on departmental performance. Journal of Leadership & Organizational 
	Studies, 20(1), 62-68.
Schunk, D. H. (1996). Goal and self-evaluative influences during children’s cognitive skill 
	learning. American Educational Research Journal, 33(2), 359-382.
Sejits, G. H., & Latham, G. P. (2001). The effect of distal learning, outcome, and proximal goals 
	on a moderately complex task. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 22(3), 291-307.
Senko, C. & Miles, K. (2007). Pursuing their own learning agenda: How mastery-oriented 
	students jeopardize their class performance. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 33, 
	561-583.
Shih, S. (2005). Role of achievement goals in children’s learning in Taiwan. The Journal of 
	Educational Research, 98(5), 310-319.
Skaalvik, E. M. (1997). Self-enhancing and self-defeating ego orientation: Relations with task 
	and avoidance orientation, achievement, self-perceptions, and anxiety. Journal of 
	Educational Psychology, 89(1), 71-81.
Srichanyachon, N. (2010). Goal setting for learning English language of EFL students. 
	Proceedings from The VIII Worldwide Forum on Education and Culture. Rome, Italy.
Suzuki, M. (2009). Adult Foreign Language Learners’ Goals for a Writing Task. Proceedings 
	from North East Asian Region (NEAR) Language Education Conference. 
Tanaka, A., Takehara, T., & Yamauchi, H. (2006). Achievement goals in a presentation task: 
	Performance expectancy, achievement goals, state anxiety, and task performance. Learning 
	and Individual Differences, 16(2), 93-99.
Tercanlioglu, L. (2004). Achievement goal theory: A perspective on foreign-language-learners’ 
	motivation. TESL Canada Journal, 21(2), 34-49.
Terpstra, D. E., & Rozell, E. J. (1994). The relationship of goal setting to organizational 
	profitability. Group & Organization Management, 19(3), 285-293.
Vahidnia, F., & Fatemi, A. H. (2015). The advantage of power of goal-setting theory coupled 
	with the power of choice in Iranian EFL learners’ writing. Journal of Language Teaching 
	and Research, 6(4), 818-823.
VandeWalle, D., Cron, W. L., & Slocum, J. W. (2001). The role of goal orientation following 
	performance feedback. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(4), 629-640.
West, R. L., Welch, D. C., & Thorn, R. M. (2001). Effects of goal-setting and feedback on 
	memory performance and beliefs among older and younger adults. Psychology and Aging,
	16(2), 240-250.
Winters, D., & Latham, G. P. (1996). The effect of learning versus outcome goals on a simple 
	versus a complex task. Group & Organization Management, 21(2), 236-250.
Wolters, C. A. (2004). Advancing achievement goal theory: Using goal structures and goal orientations to predict students’ motivation, cognition, and achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 96(2), 236-250.
Wood, R. E., Atkins, P. W., & Bright, J. E. (1999). Bonuses, goals, and instrumentality effects. Journal of Applied Psychology, 84(5), 703-730.
Wright, P. M., & Kacmar, K. M. (1994). Goal specificity as a determinant of goal commitment and goal change. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 59(2), 242-260.



Goals	17
Mastery Approach Language	Mastery Approach General	Mastery Approach Culture	Performance Avoid	Mastery Avoid Language	Control	18.0	9.0	3.0	4.0	1.0	24.0	
Column1	88.58
Goal	No-goal (Control)	88.26	83.01	
Series 1	88.62
Control	Mastery	Performance	83.01	88.27	88.23	
Series 1	Control	Approach	Avoidance	83.01	88.7	87.86	
Series 1	Control	Language	Culture	83.01	88.36	92.29	
1



2

