|l@ Eurasian Journal of Educational Research, Issue 37, Fall 2009, 17-31

Reliability and Validity of the Trichotomous
Achievement Goal Model in an Elementary School
Physical Education Setting

Bulent Agbuga*

Suggested Citation:

Agbuga, B. (2009). Reliability and validity of the trichotomous achievement goal
model in an elementary school physical education setting. Egitim
Arastirmalari-Eurasian Journal of Educational Research, 37, 17-31.

Abstract

Problem Statement: The trichotomous model has been applied widely in
academic and university settings but little is known about its utilization in
physical education settings; therefore, it seems reasonable to study the
efficacy of the trichotomous achievement goal model in elementary school
physical education settings.

Purpose of Study: The purpose of this study is to examine whether the
trichotomous achievement goal model utilized with high school and
university undergraduate students might also be applied to elementary
students in physical education settings.

Methods: Participants included 158 students (68 boys and 90 girls) in grades
3-6 enrolled in a rural school district located in south-central Texas.
Participants came from a public elementary school within the district. Their
ages ranged from 8-12 years. Students’ mastery, performance-approach,
and performance-avoidance goals were assessed using a 15-item
questionnaire. The factorial validity of the models and internal consistency
reliability were tested with confirmatory factor analysis and tests of
internal consistency. Data were analyzed by AMOS 5.0 and SPSS 11.5.

Findings and Results: After some modifications, the results indicated that all
indices (y%/df = 1.09, CFI = .99, NNFI = .98, and RMSEA = .02) represented
an excellent fit between the three-factor model and the data, with factor
loadings ranging from .40 to .84. Cronbach’s alphas for the three scales
were .74, .85, and .71, respectively, indicating acceptable internal
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consistency. Reliability and validity analyses confirmed the existence of the
three-factor achievement goal model in elementary school physical
education, which is consistent with findings reported in the academic and
university settings and other physical education settings. Results of this
study revealed that the trichotomous achievement goal model fit the data
well and demonstrated satisfactory psychometric properties.

Conclusions and Recommendations: Given that reliability and validity
analyses produced valid scores, the trichotomous achievement goal model
is applicable to elementary school physical education settings. Future
researchers, however, might examine and assess other forms of reliability
and validity in different educational settings and with students from more
diverse backgrounds.

Keywords: Achievement goals, confirmatory factor analysis, elementary
school, physical education

Achievement goals are defined as the purposes students perceive for engaging in
achievement-related behaviors, and the meanings they ascribe to those behaviors
(Ames, 1992; Dweck, 1986; Maehr, 1983; Nicholls, 1989). They are also defined as a
cognitive-dynamic focus of competence-relevant behavior (Elliot, 1997). Elliot and
McGregor (2001) claim that competence may be defined according to whether one
has acquired understanding or mastered a task (an absolute standard), improved
one’s performance or fully developed one’s knowledge or skills (an intrapersonal
standard), and performed better than others (a normative standard). In other words,
achievement goals are concerned with how individuals approach, experience, and
perform in achievement settings as well as with the reasons people want to achieve
what they achieve.

Over the past two decades, achievement goals and their cognitive, affective,
motivational, and behavioral correlates among students have been examined
extensively in a variety of achievement settings, including classrooms and physical
education classes (Ames, 1992; Anderman & Maehr, 1994; Eren, 2009; Kaplan &
Maehr, 1999; Solmon, 1996; Xiang & Lee, 2002). Achievement goal research in the
domain of sports and physical education has primarily focused on two major goals
(i.e., the dichotomous model): mastery and performance (Ames 1992; Ames &
Archers, 1987, 1988). These two goals have been alternatively labeled task orientation
and ego orientation (e.g., Maehr & Nicholls, 1980; Nicholls, 1989), learning goals and
performance goals (e.g., Dweck, 1986; Elliot & Dweck, 1988), and mastery goals and
ability goals (e.g., Ames, 1984; Butler, 1992).

Mastery goals focus on learning, improving, and mastering skills, whereas
performance goals concentrate on social comparison and the demonstration of
competence relative to others. In performance goals, ability is judged by doing better
than others or achieving success with little effort because success is based on social
comparison. Research focusing on these two types of goals reveals two things.
Mastery goals are associated with adaptive motivational patterns such as showing
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intrinsic interest in learning, displaying positive attitudes toward school, and
believing that success is caused by effort. Performance goals are associated with less
adaptive motivational patterns such as avoidance of challenging tasks and
attributing success to ability. For a more in-depth review, see Chen (2001).

Previous research has also indicated that the achievement goal model has been
adapted and used successfully for elementary physical education, yielding reliable
and valid data (Xiang & Lee, 1998; Xiang, Lee, & Solmon, 1997). For example, guided
by both achievement goal theory and expectancy value theory, Xiang and associates
examined the relationships among achievement goal orientations, expectancy beliefs,
task values, and elementary school children’s motivation in physical education as a
general subject area (Xiang McBride, & Guan, 2004) and in running as a specific
activity (Xiang McBride, & Bruene, 2004). These research results suggest that
achievement goal research might profitably be extended downward to at least age 9.

Recently, Elliot and his colleagues (Elliot, 1997; Elliot, 1999; Elliot & Church, 1997;
Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996) have proposed a trichotomous, approach-avoidance
achievement goal model because a number of studies employing the dichotomous
model revealed some mixed findings regarding performance goals and student
motivational outcomes. Some researchers (e.g., Ames, 1992; Butler, 1992; Elliot &
Church, 1997; Elliot & Dweck, 1988) found that performance goals elicit negative or
maladaptive processes and outcomes, whereas other researchers (e.g., Elliot &
Harackiewicz, 1996) indicated that performance goals generate adaptive achievement
behavior (e.g., striving to do better than others). For example, Ames (1992) reported
that performance goals were related to maladaptive motivational patterns such as
low persistence in the face of difficulty and the use of less effective or superficial
learning strategies. However, Harackiewicz, Barron, Carter, Lehto, and Elliot (1997)
found that performance goals were positively associated with academic performance
among college students. Given that performance goals are not able to fully account
for the mixed pattern of results from these studies, further differentiation among
performance goals may be essential (Guan, McBride, & Xiang, 2007).

Elliot and his colleagues (e.g., Elliot, 1999; Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot &
Harackiewicz, 1996) developed a three-factor model that includes the approach and
avoidance motivation theory mentioned earlier. In their trichotomous model, the
construct of mastery goals remains the same as in the dichotomous model. The
construct of performance goals, however, is divided into approach and avoidance
goals. Performance-approach goals are defined as focusing on the attainment of
favorable judgments of competence, while performance-avoidance goals focus on
avoiding unfavorable judgments of competence (Church, Elliot, & Gable, 2001). The
approach-avoidance distinction is a critical element to understanding the
relationship between achievement goals and related cognitive, affective, and
behavioral responses. Harackiewicz, Barron, Pintrich, Elliot, and Thrash (2002)
stated, “At a logical level, this distinction is a key premise of the multiple goal
perspective, and accepting this distinction implies the need to revise goal theory to
include both types of performance goals” (p.639). Because of the division of the
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performance goal construct, the trichotomous model is assumed to clarify the role
performance goals play in student motivational patterns.

Within the trichotomous model, Elliot and Church (1997) developed an 18-item
questionnaire to assess mastery goals (e.g., “I want to learn as much as possible from
my university classes”), performance-approach goals (e.g., “It is important for me to
do better than other students in my university classes”), and performance-avoidance
goals (e.g., “I wish my university classes were not graded”). The questionnaire uses a
7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all true of me) to 7 (very true of me). The
results from a principle components factor analysis indicated that three separate goal
orientations were distinguishable in an academic setting. Elliot and Church (1997)
also reported that reliability coefficients (Cronbach’s alphas) for the mastery,
performance-approach, and performance-avoidance subscales were .89, .91, and .77,
respectively. Later, Elliot (1999) revised the 18-item questionnaire by replacing a
performance-avoidance goal item (“I wish my university classes were not graded”)
with a new item (“My goal for this class is to avoid performing poorly.”) When
compared to the initial questionnaire, the revised questionnaire demonstrated
greater face value and more satisfactory psychometrics of the measures. Analysis of
test validity and internal consistency provides strong support for this modified
trichotomous model.

To date, the three-factor trichotomous achievement goal model has been widely
used in the academic domain. Research based on participants from the United States
(e.g., Elliot, 1999; Elliot & Church, 1997; Midgley et al., 1998), England (Smith, Duda,
Allen, & Hall, 2002), Israel (Levy, Kaplan, & Patrick, 2004), and Turkey (Agbuga &
Xiang, 2008; Akin & Cetin, 2007; Eren, 2009) all support the three-factor model in
academic and university settings. However, there is limited research in the domain of
sport and physical education, mostly done with French students (Cury, 2000; Cury,
Da Fonseca, Rufo, Peres, & Sarrazin, 2003; Cury, Elliot, Sarrazin, Da Fonseca, & Rufo,
2002). Cury (1999), for example, developed an approach and avoidance achievement
goal instrument adapted from Eliot (1997) and Elliot and Church (1997). The
instrument consists of 15 questionnaire items with responses on a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (Don’t agree at all) to 5 (Completely agree); it has been reported as
valid and reliable in sport and physical education settings. Recently, Guan et al.
(2007) adapted achievement goal instruments from Elliot (1997), Elliot and Church
(1997), and Elliot and McGregor (2001) to examine whether the trichotomous and 2*2
achievement goal models were appropriate in high school physical education
settings. Their results showed that the trichotomous achievement goal model
provided a poor fit to the data (CFI = .84, GFI = .82, NNFI = .81, and RMSEA = .09),
although Cronbach's alpha coefficients indicated acceptable reliability.

None of these studies explore the efficacy of the trichotomous achievement goal
model in elementary school physical education settings. It seems reasonable to do so.
This study, therefore, was designed to study whether the trichotomous achievement
goal model utilized with high school and university undergraduate students might
also be applied to elementary school students in physical education settings.
Particularly, the factorial validity and internal consistency reliability of the Elliot
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(1999) three-factor of achievement goals were tested to determine if this model is a
good fit to a sample of students in elementary physical education classes.

Method
Participants

Participants included 158 students (68 boys and 90 girls) in grades 3-6 enrolled in
a rural school district located in south-central Texas. Participants came from a public
elementary school within the district. Ages ranged from 8-12 years. Racial and ethnic
distribution for participants consisted of 76.6% African-American, 17.1% Hispanic-
American, 5.1% Caucasian, and 1.3% not reported. The student population of the
school district consisted of children from families of lower to middle socio-economic
status. Approximately 90% of the students in the school were eligible for free or
reduced lunch. Participation in the study was voluntary and permission from the
institution, parents, and children was obtained.

Instrumentation

Students completed 15 items adapted from Elliot and Church (1997). These items
were prefaced with the heading, “In my physical education classes...” They reflected
three achievement goals: mastery, performance-approach, and performance-
avoidance. Students rated each item on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Not at
all true) through 5 (Very true). Examples of the five items assessing mastery goals
are, “I try to learn as much as possible,” and “I learn something that is fun to do.”
Examples of the five items assessing performance-approach goals are, “I can do
better than my friends,” and “Others cannot do as well as me.” The five items
assessing performance-avoidance goals included, “I do not look like that I cannot do
activities,” and “Other children do not think that I am bad in activities.”

Several steps were taken to preserve the validity and reliability of these measures
with elementary school children. First, a panel of three professional pedagogues in
an American university evaluated all questionnaire items to make sure that
elementary children understand the items. Pedagogues found no inconsistencies.
Second, students were all pilot-tested for reading level and response scale prior to
data collection with a sample of 50 nonparticipating students from grades in their
physical education classes. Students raised no questions while completing the
questionnaires. Third, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted on items
measuring students’ achievement goals to test for the three distinct types of
achievement goals (mastery, performance-approach, and performance-avoidance)
proposed by the trichotomous model.

Procedures

After obtaining institutional and school district approval and informed consent
from the participants, all data were collected during the spring semester of 2006. The
questionnaire was administered by the researcher to students during regularly
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scheduled physical education classes. Each item was read aloud to the students. They
were encouraged to answer as truthfully as they could and to ask questions if they
had difficulty understanding instructions or items in the questionnaire. They were
also informed that their teachers would not have access to their responses. To ensure
the independence of their responses, the researcher had students spread out so that
they could not see one another’s responses. The questionnaire took approximately 30
minutes to administer.

Data Analysis

Using Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS) Version 5.0 (AMOS 5.0; Arbuckle,
2003), confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted on items measuring
achievement goals to examine factorial validity. CFA is a statistical technique used to
verify the factor structure of a set of observed variables. CFA allows the researcher to
test the hypothesis that a relationship between observed variables and their
underlying latent constructs exists. When using CFA, the chi-square statistics assess
the absolute fit of the model, but it is sensitive to sample size. As a result, a variety of
fit indexes is suggested to evaluate the fit of the specified model(s) (Joreskog &
Sorbom, 1993). They include comparative fit index (CFI), Bentler and Bonnett’s non-
normed fit index (NNFI), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and
ratio of chi-square to degrees of freedom. CFI and NNFI exceeding .90 are generally
considered to indicate a good fit; scores exceeding .95 are considered to indicate an
excellent fit (Hatcher, 1994; Hu & Bentler, 1995). Additionally, a RMSEA of less than
.10 is considered indicative of an adequate fit; less than .05 is considered to an
excellent fit (Browne & Gudeck, 1993). Finally, the chi-square to degrees of freedom
ratio should be less than 3.0 for an adequate fit (McIver & Carmines, 1981).

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were calculated to examine internal consistency of
test scores for each of the three achievement goal subscales. Many statisticians (e.g.,
Cronbach, 1951; DeVellis, 1991; Kline, 1998; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994) agree that
internal consistency reliability is acceptable if a Cronbach alpha value is greater than
.70. This guideline for the acceptable alpha value is employed in this study.

Results

The results of descriptive statistics are presented in Table 1. The mean scores of
the mastery, performance-approach and performance-avoidance goals were all above
the midpoint (i.e., 3) of the scales, suggesting that students in this study endorsed all
three achievement goals.
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Table 1
Descriptive Data for Achievement Goals
M SD Range
Achievement Goals
1. Mastery Goals 4.20 .78 1.00-5.00
2. Performance-Approach 3.05 1.15 1.00-5.00
3. Performance-Avoidance 3.40 .97 1.00-5.00

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to test for the three distinct
types of achievement goals (mastery, performance-approach, and performance-
avoidance) proposed by the trichotomous model. The results indicated that all
indices (y¥/df = 1.57, CFI = .92, NNFI = .90, and RMSEA = .06) represented an
acceptable fit between the three-factor model and the data (see Table 2). However, for
the fit to be excellent, the RMSEA should be less than .05 and CFI and NNFI should
be higher than .95. To improve the model fit, two steps were taken. First, an
examination of the factor loadings revealed that the item, “I do not look like that I
cannot do activities,” loaded weakly on the performance-avoidance goal with a
factor loading of .36. Factor loadings, however, should be equal or larger than .40
(Clark & Watson, 1995). Therefore, this item was removed.

Second, modification indices were examined. The examination of modification
indices provides a guide for path additions to the model (Kline, 1998). If a
modification index between two items is high in relation to other modification
indices, then the addition of a path will improve the overall fit of the model. Based
on the modification indices provided by AMOS, a path of covariance was added
between error terms for the items, “Others cannot do as well as me” and “I am the
only one who can do the play or activity.” Both items measure the performance-
approach goal and are characterized by social comparison. Another path of
covariance was added between error terms for the items, “I try to learn as much as
possible” and “I learn something that is fun to do.” The two items reflect an
emphasis on learning, which is the essence of the mastery goal. After these
modifications, the final model revealed an excellent fit (y2/df = 1.09, CFI = .99, NNFI =
.98, and RMSEA = .02) with factor loadings ranging from .40 to .84 (see Table 2).
Scales of mastery, performance-approach, and performance-avoidance goals were
then constructed by averaging the items on the scales. Cronbach’s alphas for the
three scales were .74, .85, and .71, respectively, indicating acceptable internal
consistency.
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Table 2
Fit Indices of the Trichotomous Achievement Goal Model (N = 158)

Trichotomous Model

Indexes Initial CFA Final Revised CFA
X2/ df 1.57 1.09

CFI .92 .99

NNFI .90 .98
RMSEA .06 .02

Conclusions and Recommendations

In this study, the trichotomous achievement goal model was tested to determine
whether the model might represent a good fit to elementary school physical
education settings. Cronbach alpha coefficients and confirmatory factor analysis
were used to assess internal consistency reliability and factorial validity of the scores
produced by the three-factor achievement goal model.

Although the trichotomous achievement goal model has been widely used in
academic contexts (Akin & Cetin, 2007; Elliot, 1999; Elliot & Church, 1997; Eren, 2009;
Midgley et al., 1998; Smith, Duda, Allen, & Hall, 2002; Levy, Kaplan, & Patrick, 2004)
and all research supports the three-factor model in academic and university settings,
there are only a few studies in the sport and physical education setting. Cury (1999),
for example, provided evidence for the validity and reliability of the scores from the
instrument in sport and PE settings using French high school students (Cury 1999;
Cury, 2000; Cury et al., 2003; Cury et al., 2002).

Results of this study revealed that the trichotomous achievement goal model fit
the data well and demonstrated satisfactory psychometric properties. Remembering
that factor loadings should be equal or larger than .40 (Clark & Watson, 1995;
Raubenheimer, 2004), results of the current study indicated that all factor loadings
(ranging from .40 to .84) were acceptable.

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were used to examine the internal consistency of
test scores produced by the achievement goal model. The results showed that the
internal consistency was acceptable, with alpha coefficients of .74, .85, and .71 for the
mastery, performance-approach, and performance-avoidance goals, respectively.
Many statisticians (e.g., Cronbach, 1951; DeVellis, 1991; Kline, 1998; Nunnally &
Bernstein, 1994) conclude that the internal consistency is acceptable if a Cronbach
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alpha value is greater than .70. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the three
achievement goals exceeded the minimum recommended value of .70, which
indicates that the scores produced by the trichotomous achievement goal model had
acceptable internal consistency in this population of elementary school students.
Furthermore, all the fit indexes (y 2 /df, CFI, NNFI, and RMSEA) in the model, after
some modifications, were in the excellent range, suggesting that the trichotomous
achievement goal model produced valid scores.

Consistent with the findings reported in academic and university settings (Elliot,
1999; Elliot & Church, 1997; Midgley et al., 1998) and physical education settings
(Cury, 2000; Cury et al., 2003; Cury et al., 2002), reliability and validity analyses
confirmed the existence of the three-factor achievement goal model in elementary
school physical education. Results of this study revealed that the trichotomous
achievement goal model fit the data well and demonstrated satisfactory
psychometric properties. Given that reliability and validity analyses produced valid
scores, the trichotomous achievement goal model is applicable to elementary school
physical education settings. Future researchers, therefore, should integrate the
distinction between approach and avoidance into an achievement goal framework
when evaluating elementary students’ achievement goal orientations in physical
education settings.

The validation of the trichotomous achievement goal model makes an important
contribution to physical education research because it offers a theoretically sound
and methodologically valid and reliable test for assessing student achievement goals
in elementary school physical education settings. Previous achievement goal research
has mostly focused solely on academics. This study supports the appropriateness of
using the instrument in elementary school physical education settings.

Overall, the reliability and validity of the scores produced by the trichotomous
model were satisfactory with this sample of elementary school students in the
context of physical education settings. Future researchers, however, might examine
and assess other forms of reliability and validity in different educational settings and
with students from more diverse backgrounds.
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Uclii Bagar1 Hedefleri Modelinin Ilkégretim Beden Egitimi
Derslerindeki Gegerlilik ve Giivenirliligi

(Ozet)

Problem Durumu: Basar1 hedefleri, 6grencilerin basari ile ilgili davranislar:
nasil gordiiklerini ve bu davramslarin  anlamimin ne oldugunun
agiklanmas seklinde tanimlanabilir. Basar1 hedefleri teorisi (Achievement
Goal Theory), ogrencilerin basarisini degerlendirmek i¢in onun temel
basar1 hedeflerinin belirlenmesinin 6nemini vurgular. Diger bir deyisle, bu
teori Kkisilerin basar1 durumlarma nasil yaklastiklarini, deneyimlerini ve
performanslarim tespit ettigi gibi ayn1 zamanda bu kisilerin neden basarih
olmak istediklerinin sebeplerini arar. Ge¢mis 20 yilda, 6zellikle okul
ortamlarmda dgrencilerin basar1 hedefleri ve bu hedeflerin motivasyonel
davramiglar1 arasindaki iligskileri oldukca genis incelenmistir. Bu
arastirmalar ozellikle iki temel hedef tizerinde odaklanmistir (ikili basari
modeli): Gorev yonelimli hedefler ve performans yonelimli hedefler. Gorev
yonelimli hedefler 6grenme, ilerleme ve becerilerde uzmanlasma tizerinde
odaklanirken, performans yonelimli hedefler daha ¢ok sosyal karsilastirma
ve bagkalarina karsi yeterliligin gosterilmesi tizerinde odaklanmustir.
Yapilan arastirmalar gorev yonelimli hedeflerin derse olan ilgi, dersi
ogrenme ve okula karst olumlu duygular besleme ile ilgili oldugunu,
performans yonelimli hedeflerin ise daha ¢ok basarinin yetenege dayal
oldugu ve ¢ok calismadan basari elde etme amaciyla iliskisini tespit
etmistir. Halbuki, yapilan arastrmalar bu ikili basar1 modelinin
ogrencilerin basarilarmi ve buna bagl davranislarimn yeterli olmadigin
gostermistir. Bunun {izerine, tglii basar1 hedef modeli bilim adamlar:
tarafindan ortaya atilmistir. Bu model iginde var olan gorev yaklasimh
hedefler ikili basar1 modelinde oldugu gibi ayni kalirken, performans
yonelimli hedefler iki kisma ayrilmistir: (a) Performans yaklasimli hedefler
ve (b) performans uzaklasimli hedefler. Performans yaklagimli hedeflere
sahip olan ogrenciler diger ogrencilerden daha basarili olma istekleri
tizerinde dururken, performans uzaklasimli hedeflere sahip olan 6grenciler
ise yetersizlik hissi karsisinda kaginmaya odaklanmustir. Bu yaklagimli-
uzaklagimli ayrmm, Ogrencilerin basari hedefleri ile onlarin bilissel,
motivasyonel ve davrarussal yanitlari arasindaki iligkileri de daha detayh
ve daha dogru anlamak icin son derece 6nemlidir. Bu bilindigi i¢in son on
yilda {ticlii bagart modeli tizerinde bir¢ok arastirma yapilmis ve yapilmaya
devam etmektedir. Ancak bu arastirmalarin ¢ogu tiniversite 6grencileri ve
teorik dersler tizerinde yogunlasmistir. Bu ytizden bu modelin beden
egitimi ve spor derslerinde kullanimi hakkinda daha ¢ok bilgiye ihtiyag
vardir. Sonugta, ilkogretim beden egitimi derslerini kullanarak tiglii basar1
hedefi modelinin gegerliligini ve giivenirliligi tizerinde yapilacak bu
arastirma bir ilk olacaktir.
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Biilent Agbuga

Calismamn Amacr: Bu calismanin amaci, lise ve iniversite diizeylerinde
kullanilan {tiglii basar1 hedefi modelinin gegerlilik ve giivenirliligini tespit
ederek ilkogretim seviyesinde de kullamiip kullamilamayacagim
incelemektir.

Yontem: Bu calismaya katilanlar, giiney-merkez Teksas, ABD’de yasayan
bir ilkogretim okulunun 3., 4., 5., ve 6. siruflarda okuyan 158 (68 erkek ve
90 kiz) ogrencidir. Ogrencilerin yaglar1 8 ve 12 arasinda degismektedir.
Ogrencilerin gorev, performans yaklagimli ve performans uzaklasmmli
hedefleri ticlii basar1 hedef modeli anketi ile degerlendirilmistir. Enstitii ve
okul onay1 alindiktan sonra biitiin katilimcilardan ve ailelerinden izin
belgesi almmustir. Biitiin veriler bahar 2006 egitim-6gretim yilinda elde
edilmistir. Uclii basar1 hedef modelinin faktoryel gegerliligi (factorial
validity), i¢ tutarlilik gtivenirliligi (internal consistency reliability),
dogrulayic1 faktor analizi (confirmatory factor analyses) ve igtutarlilik
deger testleri ile yapilmistir. Faktor analizi genellikle psikolojik 6l¢me aract
gelistirmek veya 6l¢gme aracmin temel aldig1 var sayilan yapiy test etmek
amactyla kullanilan bir analiz ttrtidir. Veriler AMOS 5.0 ve SPSS 11.5
istatik programlar1 kullanilarak analiz edilmistir.

Dogrulayici faktor analizini kullanirken yapilan ki-kare istatistigi modelin
kesin uyumunu degerlendirir. Ancak bu analiz katilimc sayisina karst
hassastir. Bu nedenle diger uyum indeksleri ele alimir. Bunlardan biri
Bentler'in karsilastirmali uyum indeksi (the Bentler's comparative index)
olarak da bilinen karsilastirmali uyum indeksi (comparative fit index- CFI),
0.00 ile 1.00 arasinda degisen degerler almaktadir. .90 ve tizeri degerler
modeli kabul edebilecegimiz degerlerdir. Indeksin .90 ve tizerinde ¢ikmasi
veri grubundaki %90 oranindaki kovaryans, Onerilen model ile
agiklanabilecegini ifade eder. Diger bir uyum indeksi de normlanmamis
uyum indeksi, (Non-normed fit index-NNFI). NNFI'da CFI'da oldugu gibi
0.00 ile 1.00 arasinda degisen degerler almaktadir. .90 ve tizeri degerler
modeli kabul edebilecegimiz degerlerdir. Bir diger uyum indeksi de
yaklastirmanin ortalama karekok degeridir (Root mean square of
approximation-RMSEA). RMSE'in .05 ve daha diistik degerler almasi iyi
uyumun gostergesidir.

Bulgular: Bu ¢alismanin sonunda biitiin istatiksel degerlerin (x2/df = 1.09,
CFI = .99, NNFI = .98, and RMSEA = .02) ticlii basar1 hedefi modelinin veri
ile uyumlu oldugu tespit edilmistir. Ug bagar1 hedefinin (gorev yonelimli,
performans yaklasimli ve performans uzaklasimli) Cronbach alfa degerleri
.74, .85 ve .71’dir. Bu istatististiki sonuglar, daha 6nce tiniversite ve teorik
derslerde yapilan arastirmalar ile paralellik gostermekte olup, ilkogretim
beden egitimi ve spor derslerinde de ti¢lii basari hedef modelinin
gecerliligini ve gtivenirliligini onaylamistir. Kisaca, bu ¢calismanin sonuglari
ticli basart modelinin alinan veri ile uyumlu oldugunu ve olumlu
psikometrik 6zellikler gostermistir.

Sonug ve Oneriler: Bu galisma {iglii basar1 hedef modelinin gegerliligini ve
guvenirliligini tespit etmis ve bu modelin ilkdgretim seviyesinde
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uygulanabilirligini kanitlamistir. Bu sonuglar daha tist simiflar kullanilarak
ve beden egitimi ve spor alan1 disinda yapilan arastirmalar ile paralellik
gostermektedir. Halbuki gelecekte yapilmasi diistintilen arastirmalar gerek
farkli sosyo-ekonomik seviyeden gerekse farkli kiiltiirel yapidan gelen
ogrencileri kullanarak tglti basar1 hedef modelinin gecerlilik ve
guvenirliligini tekrar tespit edebilirler. Ayrica farkli egitim kurumlarinin
(6zel ya da devlet okullar1 gibi) kullamilmasi da ti¢lii basart hedef
modelinin gegerlilik ve giivenirlilik seviyesini arttirabilecektir. Yapilan bu
calismada dgrencilerin cinsiyet ayrimma bakilmadi. Biliyoruz ki kiz ve
erkek ogrencilerin bagsar1 motivasyonlart ve/veya basariyr algilayislart
farkli olabilir. Bu farklihik egitim kurumlarinda o6gretmenlerin ders
planlarinda gerekli diizenleme yapmalarina neden olabilir. Bu yiizden
gelecekte yapilacak arastirmalar, kiz ve erkek ogrencilerin motivasyon
farkliliklarmni inceleyebilir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Basar1 hedefleri, dogrulayici faktér analizi, ilkogretim
okulu, beden egitimi,



