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Applying regulatory focus theory (Higgins, 1997), we hypothesized that success-related approach motivation and increased
expectancies are more likely to occur when performers are in a promotion than a prevention focus and that failure-related avoidance
motivation and decreased expectancies are more likely to occur when performers are in a prevention than a promotion focus. Study
1 used arm flexion pressure as an on-line measure of approach strength and arm extension pressure as an on-line measure of avoidance
strength. Study 2 used a persistence measure of motivational strength. The “goal looms larger” effect of increased motivational strength
as one moves closer to a goal was greatest for approach when there was success feedback and promotion focus framing and was greates
for avoidance when there was failure feedback and prevention focus framing. Performance expectancies were increased more by
promotion than prevention success and were decreased more by prevention than promotion failure. These effects support the
hypotheses and were independent of one anoth&poo1 Academic Press

According to classic psychological theories of motiva-come expectancies, and approach/avoidance motivatit
tion, success feedback raises outcome expectancies ahdve received substantial empirical support. Our resear
induces or maintains approach motivation, whereas failuravas directed to the second-generation “When” and “How
feedback lowers outcome expectancies and induces @uestions—when are these relations most likely to occt
maintains avoidance motivation (Atkinson, 1964; Freud,and what self-regulatory principles underlie their occur-
1920/1950; Lewin, 1935; McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, & rence (see Zanna & Fazio, 1982). We addressed the “Whe
Lowell, 1953; Mowrer, 1960). Similar proposals are alsoand “How” questions from the perspective of regulatory
found in more recent models of self-regulation (see Banfocus theory (Higgins, 1997, 1998). Regulatory focus is :
dura, 1986; Carver & Scheier, 1990, 1998). As statementBrinciple of self-regulation that provides an understandin
reflecting the first-generation question, “Is there an effect?”0f whensuccess feedback is more likely to increase expec
these proposed relations among performance feedback, o@hcies and maintain (or induce) approach motivation an

whenfailure feedback is more likely to decrease expectar
cies and maintain (or induce) avoidance motivation.
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approachin a state ofeagernesqgsee Crowe & Higgins, is toward the self) has been shown to be more associat
1997; Higgins, Roney, Crowe, & Hymes, 1994). Individu- with consumption or approach, whereas arm extension (|
als’ self-regulation in relation to their duties and obligationswhich the direction of force is away from the self) is more
(oughts) involvesprevention focusoncerns. Success and associated with rejection or avoidance (see Cacioppt
failure are experienced as the absence of negative outcom®siester, & Berntson, 1993; Forster, 1998; Chen & Bargh
(a nonloss) and the presence of negative outcomes (a l0s9)999; Forster & Strack, 1997, 1998; Priester, Cacioppo, ¢
Because of this negative outcome focus, the strategic incliPetty, 1996; Solarz, 1960). Each participant solved two se
nation isavoidancein a state ofvigilance.These different of seven solvable anagrams. While solving one set, the
strategic motivations have been shown to be independemiressed on the flat surface of a machine on the bottom of
from performance expectancies (see Shah & Higgins, 1997able inducing arm flexion (i.e., approach) and while solving
Shah, Higgins, & Friedman, 1998). Recent studies havéhe other set they pressed the machine on top of the tak
found that momentary situations can also temporarily ininducing arm extension (i.e., avoidance). Promotion verst
duce the eagerness of a promotion focus and the vigilance g@irevention focus was either a chronic individual difference
a prevention focus (Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Friedman, (Study 1) or an experimental variable manipulated by fram
1999; Liberman, Idson, Camacho, & Higgins, 1999). ing (Study 2). Both studies found that the approach gradiel
Idson, Liberman, and Higgins (2000) proposed that thevas more positive for participants with a promotion than &
eagerness in attaining a promotion focus goal is maintainegdrevention focus and the avoidance gradient was mol
following success and is reduced following failure, whereagpositive for participants with a prevention than a promotior
vigilance in attaining a prevention focus goal is maintainedfocus. These effects were independent of participants’ e
following failure and is reduced following success. Idson etpectancies, and they were replicated in a third study th:
al. (2000, Study 3) found, as predicted, that the intensity ofised persistence rather than arm pressure as the measur
eagerness-related feelings (“happy”) following successfumotivational strength.
feedback was greater for participants with a promotion than The present studies used the “goal looms larger” effec
a prevention focus and the intensity of vigilance-relatedparadigm of Forster et al. (1998) but they addressed diffe
feelings (“tense”) following failure feedback was greater forent issues concerning the effects of success and failu
participants with a prevention than a promotion focus. Afeedback on motivational maintenance and expectancie
major purpose of the present studies was to extend thedeor the reasons discussed above, we made the followir
findings by examining more directly whether the approachpredictions regarding motivational maintenance: (1) Th
motivational system associated with success feedback Bpproach motivational system associated with success fee
maintained more for success in a promotion than a preverback will be maintained more for success in a promotior
tion focus and whether the avoidance motivational systenfocus than a prevention focus, as revealed in a more positi
associated with failure feedback is maintained more forapproach gradient following success feedback in a promc
failure in a prevention than a promotion focus. tion focus than a prevention focus; and (2) the avoidanc
There is evidence that regulatory focus, prior to feedbackmotivational system associated with failure feedback will be
influences motivational strength as reflected in the “goamaintained more for failure in a prevention focus than ¢
looms larger” effect (Férster, Higgins, & ldson, 1998). This promotion focus, as revealed in a more positive avoidanc
effect refers to the fact that motivation increases as thgradient following failure feedback in a prevention focus
distance to the goal decreases (see Brown, 1948; Hearshan a promotion focus.
1960, 1962; Lewin, 1935; Losco & Epstein, 1977; Miller,  As discussed above, Forster et al.’s (1998) interpretatic
1944, 1959; Miller & Murray, 1952). The value of each of the “goal looms larger” effect was in terms of each
successive step toward a goal increases as its contribution sniccessive step toward the goal having greater value |
final goal attainment increases because each successive stegucing more of the remaining discrepancy. An alternativ
reduces a higher proportion of the remaining discrepancynterpretation would be in terms of expectancies. It is pos
(Forster et al., 1998; see also Brendl & Higgins, 1995). Thesible that people’s expectancies of goal attainment increa:
strategic motivations, however, are different for promotionas the distance to the goal decreases and increasing expe
and prevention. As the “goal looms larger,” an increase imancies increase underlying motivations. Study 1 was de
strategic approach motivation (increasing eagerness) shoukigned to control for this possibility. It was experimentally
be more evident for people in a promotion than a preventiorcontrolled by telling the participants at three different point:
focus, whereas an increase in strategic avoidance motivaluring the first set of anagrams that their performance lev
tion (increasing vigilance) should be more evident for peo-was around the criterion of success. According to this inpu
ple in a prevention than a promotion focus. their chance of succeeding or failing did not vary as ¢
To test these hypotheses, Forster et al. (1998; Studiesflinction of goal distance. By obtaining the participants’
and 2) used arm pressure as an on-line measure of motivexpectancies at different stages, we could also statistical
tional strength. Arm flexion (in which the direction of force control for expectancies in the analyses.
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Upon completing the first set of anagrams, the partici-mately 70 cm in height. While pressing on the plate, the
pants were given either success or failure feedback. Thegarticipants sat on a chair approximately 46 cm in height.
then worked on a second set of anagrams. Their perfor-
mance expectancies for this second set of anagrams weR¥ocedure

also obtained. We predicted that how regulatory focus mod- Participants began by filling out a mood questionnair
erated feedback effects on approach and avoidance gra i"Right now. how do you feel?”, on a 10-point
ents woulq be independent of participants’ expectancies. ating—scale’from “1"(n—otat all) to “10” (e’xtremely)] for

was possible, however, that regulatory focus would als our positive (happy, content, calm, and relaxed), and fou

mdepeng?n_}ly n}odz:)atekthedclassmtrela_uon?”t])etween Srt: iegative emotions (discouraged, disappointed, tense, a
cess and tarlure feedback and expectancies. | ne research gy, \ja 4y They were then asked to find solutions for 1

Idson et al. (2000) suggests that success feedback maima_igﬁagrams presented on a computer screen. They were a

eagermess but reduces vigilance and failur_e feedba_lck Malllsied to press slightly on a scale that was a new machine {
tains vigilance but reduces eagerness. This could 'nﬂuencr?leasuring motivation. Half of them began by pressing thei

postfeedback expectancies in a couple of ways. First, Ioel’r'lght palm upward against the table (arm flexion), wherea

formers - could mfe_r after promotion SUCCess that futurethe other half began by pressing their right palm downwar
success must be likely because | am feeling eager, th

. ) i ) i . l‘&gainst the table (arm extension). Beginning arm positio
increasing expectancies, and infer after prevention fa"ur%vas randomly assigned (order had no effects). The expe
that future failure must be likely because | am fee"ngmenter sat near them and was instructed to record tl
vigilant, thus decreasing expectancies (cf. Schwarz & Clore ressure from the display at the time that the announceme
1988). Second, the expectancies could serve a strateggq, the next anagram appeared on the screen. Order of t

function. Increasing expectancies after promotion Succesﬁnagram sets was randomly assigned (order had no effect
would continue the level of eagerness that fits a promotio he task instructions appeared on the screen, includir

focus, and decreasing expectancies after prevention fa”ur&ther a promotion or a prevention framing. Participants
would continue the level of vigilance that fits a prevention

o : ere asked to provide as many solutions as they could
focus (see Higgins, 2000). In either case, success feedbaéYéch anagram. The promotion instruction was “You will be

would chrefase expedc;al_":mesfm(()jrbe "?( a prI(;mdonon than aid $4 for each completed set of (12) anagrams. If yol
prevention Tocus, and tailure feeaback would decrease exq tqm at the 70% level or better, you will earn an extre

pectancies more in a prevention than a promotion focus. dollar, but if you do not perform at the 70% level or better,
you will not earn an extra dollar.” The prevention instruc-

STUDY 1 tion was: “You will be paid $5 for each completed set of
anagrams. If you perform below the 70% level, you will
Method lose a dollar, but if you do not perform below the 70% level,

you will not lose a dollar” (see Shah et al., 1998). It was
made clear that the 70% level referred to the 70th percenti

Eighty-one Columbia University undergraduates (43 fe-level of performance of other Columbia undergraduate pa
male and 38 male) participated in the study for $8 eachicipants. The participants were then asked “How likely dc

Participants

(gender had no effects). you think you are to perform above the 70% level?” on ¢
scale from 1 (not at all) to 10extremely).
The Anagram Task To prevent participants from experiencing success C

Participants had to solve two sets of 12 anagrams thz{?'lure throughout each set, after each subset of three ar

each had more than one solution (e.g., NELMO an rams (i.e., after anagram 3, 6, and 9), neutral input we

: « ; 0
ANETLM). Each anagram was presented for 90 s. During{qlven [e.g., .Yo_u are performln% around thg 7.0/0 level (the

. : : ik hreshold criterion of success)”]. In the original study by
this period, a sign appeared after 60 s, saying pleas

press slightly*+” for a duration of 6 s, reminding partic- Forster et al. (1998) it was not clear whether focus produce

; , . ; different experiences of success or failwkile solving the
ipants to continue pressing on a metal plate of a weight scalg L - .
. . . task. By giving participants neutral input throughout the
(see below) in front of them, measuring their arm pressure,
task, outcome expectancy was held constant. After ea
For each set of anagrams, before each anagram appeared on : e S .
. . . eutral input, participants were asked to indicate the likel
the screen a sign announced its number and remained on thée .
screen for 6 s ood that they would reach their goal.

After having finished all 12 anagrams, (false) feedbacl
was given—either success feedback (“You performe
above the 70% level”) or failure feedback (“You performed

A sophisticated looking weight scale was fixed with abelow the 70% level”). Then, participants filled out the
tape either on the bottom or on the top of a table approxisecond mood questionnaire. Then, another questionna

The Weight Scale
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TABLE 1 1) were computed separately for the negative and positiv

Mean Slope Coefficients for the First Set of Anagrams as aemotion scores. For negative emotions, promotion framin
Function of Focus Framing and Arm Position before Feedback ifed to more negative mood chandd & .32) than preven-
Study 1 tion framing (M = —.60), F(1, 77) = 5.10,p < .05. No
other effects were significant.

Arm flexion was rated less pleasaM (= 4.5) than arm

Promotion framing Prevention framing extension (M= 7.0), F(1, 77) = 10.31,p < .01. Arm
Arm position flexion was also rated as more effortfill (= 5.5) than arm

Flexion (Approach) 11 o1 extension (M= 3.6), F(1, 77) = 24.90,p < .0001. There

Extension (Avoidance) .08 .10 were no other significant effects.

Additional analyses. As discussed above, the partici-
pants received neutral performance input throughout th
) - . ) first set of anagrams to control for the interpretation of the
about their arm positions was given, measuring pleasantnesgoa| jooms larger” effect in terms of expectancies increas
of their arm positions, “How pleasant was the arm positionng with decreasing goal distance. The expectancy gradier
to you?” on a 9-point rating scale from “1Vgry unpleas-  gptained during the first anagram set clearly rule out thi
ant) to “9” (very pleasant), and the effort of their arm ,,sqipility because they generally decreased rather th:
positions, “How effortful was the arm position?” from “1” jncreased. (This decrease was probably due to the parti
(not very effortful) to “9” (very effortful). pants being overconfident at the beginning.) More impor
~ Participants then worked on a 15-min filler task thatiant the expectancy gradients of the four regulatory focus
involved filling out questionnaires unrelated to the study.;.m, position conditions did not differ significantly from one
Afterward, again, expectancies were measured and the thirghother, and thus they cannot account for the motivation:
mood questionnaire was given. Participants then receivegiterences obtained. Finally, the arm pressure gradient di
the same instructions for the next anagram set, except thgdrences remained significant when expectancy gradients,
they were asked to perform the task in a different armyg|| a5 mean expectancies, were included as covariates.
position presumably to find out the best arm position for T4 test whether feelings mediated the effect on the arr
measuring motivational strength. After completing the S€Cpressure gradients, several additional analyses were cc
ond anagram set, the participants filled out the fourth moody,cteq including as covariates: (a) positive mood change
guestionnaire and the second questionnaire about their arnp) negative mood changes, (c) pleasantness of the ar
positions. They were thanked and debriefed by the experiositions, and (d) effortfulness of the arm positions. Only
menter. When asked, all participants believed the covepegative mood changes slightly lowered the interactio
story and none of them reported any hypotheses relevant ¥ect, F(1, 76) = 3.57,p = .063. In sum, these analyses

Regulatory focus

the true purpose of the study. reveal that as predicted, and consistent with Férster et
(1998), the effects were independent of participants’ feel
Results and Discussion ings and expectancies.
Analyses before Success/Failure Feedback Analyses after Success/Failure Feedback

Steepness of the arm pressure gradienfswo separate  Steepness of the arm pressure gradientgain, two
curve analyses, one for approach pressure (arm flexion) angéparate curve analyses, one for approach pressure (a

one for avoidance pressure (arm extension), were conductgféxion) and one for avoidance pressure (arm extension
over the 12 recorded values for the anagram set, from the

first to the last anagram. Positive slope coefficient values
indicate increasing arm pressure and a rising gradient; neg- TABLE 2
ative values indicate descending arm pressure and a falling Mean Slope Coefficients for the Second Set of Anagrams as
gradient (see Table 1). Replicating Forster et al. (1998), &unction of Focus Framing and Arm Position after Feedback ir
2 X 2 ANOVA revealed a significant regulatory focus Study 1
framing by arm position interactior(1, 77) = 4.01,p <
.05, reflecting the fact that the approach gradient was
steeper for participants with a promotion focus than a pre- Promotion framing Prevention framing
vention focus, whereas the avoidance gradient was steeper, position
for participants with a prevention focus than a promotion
focus. There were no other significant effects. Feedback valence

Feelings. Mean differences between the first and the SUccess 12 01 —08 04

. . . . Failure —-.03 .04 -.01 .09

second mood questionnaires (mood rating 2Znood rating

Regulatory focus

Flexion Extension Flexion Extension
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TABLE 3 3.27,p < .10, which were both qualified by significant
Mean Expectancy Ratings for the Second Set of Anagrams as iateractions between Timing and Focus frami(g, 77) =
Function of Timing, Focus Framing, and Feedback Valence in11.27,p < .01 and between Timing and Feedback valence

Study 1 F(1, 77)= 9.37,p < .01. There were no other significant
Regulatory focus EﬁeCts'. . .

The interaction between Timing and Feedback valenc

Promotion framing Prevention framing replicates the classic between-valence finding in the litere

Timing  Prefeedback Postfeedback Prefeedback Postfeedbackure that expectancies increase more after success th
failure feedback. Moreover, the absence of a three-wa

F k . T . T .
eedvt;?gnce interaction indicates that this basic finding did not vary by
Success 5.99 6.62 5.34 4.95 regulatory focus. Instead, regulatory focus moderated wh
Failure 5.76 5.45 5.89 4.86 happened within success feedback and within failure fee

o . . back. Within success feedback, expectancies increas
Note.Expectancies (“How likely do you think you are to perform above . . . . .
the 70% level?”) were measured on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 10More in promotion framing\l = 0.63) than in prevention
(extremely). framing (M= —0.39),t(39) = 2.95,p < .01. Within failure
feedback, expectancies decreased more in promotion frai
ing (M = —1.03) than in prevention framing/ = —0.31),
were conducted over the 12 recorded values for the anagrat(88) = 1.85,p < .08. Because of these two effects, the
set. As shown in Table 2, a® 2 X 2 ANOVA revealed a expectancies were higher in promotion than preventio
significant two-way interaction between regulatory focusmore after feedback than before (see Table 3), as reflect
framing and arm positiorf;(1, 73) = 7.53,p < .01, again in the significant interaction between Timing and Focus
replicating Forster et al. (1998). There was also a significanframing. This critical interaction remained significant when
interaction between regulatory focus framing and feedbackxtension and flexion arm pressure gradients, and extensi
valence F(1, 73) = 6.31,p < .05, which was qualified by and flexion mean arm pressure, were included as covariat
a significant three-way interactiofr(1, 73) = 4.48,p <  in the analysis. Thus, independent of the approach ar
.05, showing that, as predicted, the approach gradient wag,gigance motivation effects, regulatory focus moderate

most positive in promotion focus after success feedbackye classic effects of success feedback and failure feedba
whereas the avoidance gradient was most positive in presp, expectancies.

vention focus after failure feedback (s_ee Table 2). F.ur.ther Slope coefficients were also computed separately for e
analyses revealed that the only positive slope Coeﬁ'c'e”tﬁectancies in the first and the second phase. They we
that differed significantly from zero were in the promotion introduced in a 2 (Timing)< 2 (Feedback valencex 2

focus success arm flexion (approach) conditivh=f .12), (Focus framing) ANOVA, yielding only a main effect for

t(10) = 2.26,p < .05, and in the prevention focus failure . . . .
) . . ~ Timing, F(1, 77)= 4.58,p < .01, reflecting the fact that in
arm extension (avoidance) conditiadl & .09),t(9) = 3.68, {he first phase, expectancies decreased midre=(—.26)

< .01. [ i - .
p<.0l Thus, qon3|stent with the b-etvxlnlaen valen.c_e effec han in the second phaskl (= .07). All other effects were
reported in the literature, the only significant positive ap-

proach gradient occurred after success feedback (in prochJ"'-Ot 5|g_n|f|cant.
tion), and the only significant positive avoidance gradient Feelmg_s. Mood scores were computed as befor_e, fo
occurred after failure feedback (in prevention). This feed—mOOd rating 4— mogd ratmlg 3. For negative emopons,
back effect was moderated by regulatory focus, as reflectelfi€'® Was a two-way interaction between Focus framing ar
in the significant three-way interaction: for success feed€edback valencé(l, 73)=7.72,p < .01, indicating that
back the approach gradient (arm flexion) was Signiﬁcanﬂyparthpan'Fs’ negatlve emotions increased only in promotio
more positive in promotion than preventiag]9) = 3.12,  framing with failure feedbackM = .09).
p < .01; whereas for failure feedback the avoidance gradi- Adain, arm flexion was judged to be less pleasat=
ent (arm extension) was more positive in prevention thars-49) than arm extensiorM( = 5.35), Fmed (1, 73)=
promotion, although not significantl§(18) = 1.26,p < .23.  12.32,p < .001. There were no other significant effects.
Expectancies. Participant's mean expectancies wereArm flexion was also rated as more effortfM (= 6.27)
calculated twice: before (for ratings 14 divided by 4) andthan arm extension (M- 4.55),F(1, 73) = 9.28,p < .01.
after (for ratings 5-8 divided by 4) feedback. These areThere were no other significant effects.
shown in Table 3. A 2 (Timing: before vs after feedbask) The relation between feelings, expectancies, and ar
2 (Focus framing)x 2 (Feedback valence) ANOVA for pressure gradients. Feelings and expectancies were agair
mixed factorial designs was computed, which revealed antroduced separately as covariates in the analyses comp
significant main effect of Timing-(1, 77)= 4.49,p < .05, ing the arm pressure gradients. None of the covariate
and a marginal main effect of Focus framifgl, 77) = weakened the significance of the effects reported above.
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Finally, the relation between the slope coefficients wasent orders, although their color always alternated in th
examined. The overall correlation between the slope coefsame seemingly random pattern—an anagram appeared
ficient for arm pressure and the one for expectancies was naine of the first 10 in two of the orderings and one of the las
significant,r = .05, p > .50, indicating that there was no 10 in the other two orderings, and as a green anagram in tv
relation between the two measures. Thus, there is no way tof the orderings and a red anagram in the other two orde
explain this “goal looms larger” effect by differences in ings.
participants’ expectancies. Procedure. Participants were directed to separate com

puter terminals where they were first asked to rate on a sce
from 1 (not at all) to 9 éxtremely) how relaxed, tense,
STUDY 2 discouraged, and happy they felt. After entering the rating:

. ., tlparticipants were told that the task they would be perform
Study 1 demonstrated that the "goal looms larger” effect,, i, olved unscrambling a series of letters to form a

was greatest for approach motivation after success feedbagi,  \vords as possible using all the letters in the series ai

in a promotion focus, whereas it was greatest for avoidancg;nat they had as much time as they needed to complete ez

motivation after_ failure feedback in a prevention focus. A,anagram. They were also told that the anagrams had no, ol
second study with a more conventional measure of strategig. more solutions, and that if they thought that there were n

approach and avoidance was conducted to conceptuallyy| tions or no more solutions to an anagram they shou

replicate these results. A classic measure of mOtivationa;Broceed to the next one by pressing a specific key on tt
strength is persistence, defined as the amount of time aébmputer keyboard

individual chooses to work on a task (see Weiner, 1972). In After completing three practice anagrams, participant

Study 2, we used the time participants spent working onyere to/d that they had to solve 20 anagrams, 10 “red” an
each anagram (i.e., response duration) as the main depefyy «green” anagrams. They were told that, for each of th
dent measure 01_‘ motivational strength. !n ordgr to havegreen anagrams, they would gain a point if they found all o
separate strategic approach and strategic avoidance megg hossible solutions but that they would not gain a point i
sures, participants were given two kinds of anagrams tq,ey fajled to find all of the possible solutions. They were
solve (see Shah et al., 1998; Forster et al., 1998). For thgs,, 1o/ that, for each of the red anagrams, they would n¢
green” anagrams, participants “gained a point each time alf,s 5 yoint if they found all of the possible solutions bu

of the solutions for an anagram were found, and thus the, ¢ they would lose a point if they failed to find all of the
green anagrams involved strategic approach motivation fof,sqipje solutions. Participants were then randomly a:

goal attainment. For the ‘red” anagrams, participantSgigneq to one of the two focus framing conditions. The
avoided losing a point” each time all of the solutions for an fming instructions and manipulations were basically th
anagram were found, and thus the red anagrams mvolveéiame as those used in Study 1 (e.g., a 70th percent

straFeg|c avoidance motivation for goal attamment: success criterion). Ordering of the anagrams was random
Since both types of anagrams appeared early, middle, angkjoned (there were no order effects). After completing 1

late in the ta_sk, we cogld examine participants’ perSiStenC%nagrams (5 red and 5 green), participants received eith
on later relative to earlier anagrams separately for the gree alse) success or failure feedback regarding their perfo
anagrams subset and the red anagrams subset. We predic gnce

that the “goal looms larger” effect of greater persistence N pgicinants in the success feedback condition were tol

later than earlier green anagrams would be strongest aftgf ¢ their score based on their performance on the first 1
success feedback in a promotion focus, whereas the "gogl,qrams was at the 79th percentile, and those in the failu
looms larger” effect of greater persistence on later thanggqhack condition were told that their score was at the 61
earlier red anagrams would be strongest after failure feedse cenile. Following feedback, participants were asked t
back in a prevention focus. rate on a scale from 1 (not at all) to @xtremely) how
relaxed, happy, tense, and discouraged they felt. They th
Method went on to complete the remaining 10 anagrams. They we

Participants. One hundred nine Columbia University then fully debriefed and thanked for their participation.

undergraduates (50 males and 59 females) were paid $9 f?fesults

their participation. All participants indicated that English

was their native language. Participants were run on Macin- Since response durations can be influenced by extranec

tosh Power PC machines in separate soundproof chambeggeneral factors, we firgttransformed the raw response time

Gender did not moderate any of the significant effectgarticipants spent on each of the 10 postfeedback anagral

reported below. across participants. Then, individual slope coefficients wer
Materials. Twenty red and green anagrams were pre-calculated for response durations from early to late ane

sented. The anagrams were presented in one of four diffegrams, separately for the red anagrams and the green al
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grams. Table 3 reports the mean slope coefficients as a TABLE 4
function of promotion versus prevention framing and suc- Mean Slope Coefficients as a Function of Focus Framing, Re
cess versus failure feedback. (Strategic Avoidance) and Green (Strategic Approach) Anagram
A 2 (Focus framing)x 2 (Feedback valence¥ 2 (Type  and Feedback Valence in Study 2
of Anagram) repeated-measures ANOVA revealed a signif-
icant interaction between focus framing and type of ana-
gram,F(1, 105)= 3.76,p = .05, indicating that participants Promotion framing Prevention framing
in the promotion framing condition persisted longer on later  Anagram Green Red Green Red
than earlier green (approach) anagrams, whereas those -n
the prevention framing condition persisted longer on latefreedback valence
than earlier red (avoidance) anagrams, replicating Férster et SUcce5S 12 -7 —09 03
Failure —.03 —.02 .01 .07
al. (1998).
Further analyses revealed as in Study 1 that the only
significant positive approach gradient (green anagrams) oc-
curred after success feedback (in promotioh), € .12), and increased expectancies associated with success fe
t(26) = 2.42,p = .02, and the only significant positive back are more likely to occur when performers are in :
avoidance gradient (red anagrams) occurred after failureromotion than a prevention focus and that the avoidanc
feedback (in prevention)M = .07),t(26) = 2.00,p = .05.  Motivation and decreased expectancies associated with fe
In addition to this classic between-valence effect of feedure feedback are more likely to occur when performers ar
back on approach/avoidance motivation, there was also th& @ prevention than a promotion focus. We also found the
hypothesized within-valence effect of regulatory focus. Asthe moderating effects of regulatory focus on approact
reflected in a significant three-way interaction betweergvoidance motivations and on expectancies were indepe
framing, feedback valence, and type of anagrdr], dentfrom one another. Both the nature of these moderatir
105) = 3.80,p = .05, for success feedback the approacheffects and their independence from one another sugge

gradient (green anagrams) was significantly more positivéhat traditional assumptions concerning the relations amor
in promotion (M= .12) than prevention (M= —.09), F(1,  feedback, expectancies, and motivation need to be revise

52) = 7.24,p < .01, whereas for failure feedback the The notion that success feedback increases approach m
avoidance gradient (red anagrams) was significantly mordation because it increases expectancies and that failu
positive in prevention Nl = .07) than promotionNl = feedback increases avoidance motivation because it d
—.02), F(1, 53) = 4.37,p < .05! Meta-analyses revealed Ccreases expectancies is too simple. Not only do these rel
that these two planned contrasts between promotion anidons not always occur but there is greater independenc
prevention focus within success feedback for the approacBmong them than is captured in the classic model. Regul
gradient and within failure feedback for the avoidance gratory focus theory provides some initial answers to the sec
dient were significant across Study 1 and Study 2,3.95,  ond-generation “When” and “How” questions, but much
p < .001, andz = 2.28,p = .01, respectively. (Table 4). remains to explore.

Regulatory focus
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