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ABSTRACT 

 

 

 

 The present study examined Reversal theory (RT), which explains the personality 

and motivations of individuals as they engage in activity or competition. RT is concerned 

with two metamotivational states, the telic state and the paratelic state. In a telic state, an 

individual is said to be serious-minded, non-playful, and adhering to less challenging 

activity while in a paratelic state individuals are playful in nature, spontaneous, and not 

serious-minded.  

Prior RT research has focused on an athlete�s preference for risky or safe sports 

based on their specific metamotivatinal dominance. The present research builds on past 

research by looking at one�s metamotivaitonal dominance, self-efficacy, motivation, and 

affect (i.e., arousal and pleasure) in relationship to two non-athletic tasks (i.e., circling 

vowels and completing puzzles). It was hypothesized that telic individuals would perform 

better and have higher self-efficacy, motivation, and affect in the task of circling vowels 

and that the paratelic individuals would perform better and have higher self-efficacy, 

motivation, and affect in the task of completing puzzles.  

Ninety-five participants completed the Sensation Seeking Scale-V (Zuckerman, 

1979), and based on the results a final sample of 32 participants who met telic and 

paratelic characteristics were asked to participate in the study. Participants completed two 

different tasks: circling vowels (i.e., a boring task) and completing puzzles (i.e., a 

challenging task). Each task lasted thirty minutes and after each five-minute time period 

(for a total of six time periods) participants completed the self-efficacy question, 

motivational questions, affect grid, and manipulation check question. Furthermore, 

participants� performance was scored by tabulating how many vowels they circled or how 

many puzzles they completed correctly after each five-minute time period. A RM-

ANOVA was performed in order to determine differences in the dependent variables (i.e., 
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performance, self-efficacy, motivation, and the manipulation check question) across time 

periods for the tasks of circling vowels and completing puzzles. 

In the task of circling vowels (i.e., the boring task), there were no statistically 

significant metamotivational dominance main effects or interaction effects between time 

period and metamotivational dominance among the dependent variables. Although the 

results failed to reveal statistically significant main effects or interaction effects, the 

hypotheses for performance and affect were in the expected hypothesized direction. The 

results indicated that the telic participants did circle more vowels than their paratelic 

counterparts and that they were more aroused and evidenced more pleasant feelings than 

their paratelic counterparts. On the contrary, the results indicated that the hypotheses for 

self-efficacy and motivation were not supported. The telic participants declined in self-

efficacy and motivation in opposition to the assumption that they would show an increase 

in self-efficacy and motivation. Moreover, results from the manipulation check question 

revealed that participants viewed the task of circling vowels as moderately to highly 

boring and non-challenging. 

The task of completing puzzles (i.e., the challenging task) evidenced a significant 

metamotivational dominance main effect for arousal level. However, there were no other 

statistically significant main effects or interaction effects between time period and 

metamotivational dominance for the other dependent variables. Similar to the task of 

circling vowels, the hypotheses for performance and affect were in the expected 

hypothesized direction. The results indicated that the paratelic participants did complete 

more puzzles/games than the telic participants and that they were more aroused and 

evidenced more pleasant feelings than the telic individuals. However, the hypotheses for 

self-efficacy and motivation were not supported. The manipulation check question 

indicated that the participants viewed the task as very challenging. 

Overall, the results failed to support RT because the dependent variables, i.e., 

performance, self-efficacy, motivation, arousal, and pleasantness, were non-significant 

statistically; consequently, the results cannot be generalized to the population. Although 

the results failed to achieve statistical significance, many of the hypotheses were in the 

expected hypothesized direction suggesting that one�s metamotivational dominance can 

affect his or her performance outcome. Furthermore, the results gave way to practical 
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significance because much of the telic and paratelic scores were >.20. It is essential for 

future research to explore the following: (1) It should examine differences between telic 

and paratelic individuals under conditions which vary in complexity, excitation, and 

challenge, and identify tasks that truly differentiate telic from paratelic individuals; (2) it 

should develop better measurement tools for eliciting more reliable measures of 

metamotivational dominance and hedonic tone; and (3) it should focus on tasks that are 

better categorized and specified. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

 

 It is common for the following two scenarios to occur: An individual may spend 

hours trying to learn material for a subject, or an adult learner may take hours to master a 

recipe in order to make a delectable dinner dish. The underlying assumption concerning 

these behaviors is that people have different motives for accomplishing tasks (Svebak & 

Murgatroyd, 1985). These behaviors have much similarity in that they are both concerned 

with achievement or task-accomplishment motivation, but the motivations for completing 

them are quite different (Svebak & Murgatroyd, 1985).   

Reversal theory (RT) (Apter, 1982) explains the personality and motivations of 

people as they engage in certain activities, adhere to them, or completely withdraw from 

them (Kerr, 1997). RT is concerned with metamotivational states and the reversal process 

that takes place between these states. Metamotivational states are �frames of mind to do 

with the way a person interprets his or her motives at any given time� (Kerr, p. 9). Kerr 

also comments that �metamotivational states are mental states which comprise the 

motivational framework for which subsequent actions originate� (Kerr, p. 401). The two 

states of mind (i.e., dominance) are the telic and paratelic states. In a telic state (from the 

Greek word �telos,� meaning �goal�) an individual is goal oriented, fairly serious, 

planned, quite purposeful in action, and focused. A person in this state has a preference 

for low arousal (Kerr, Yoshida, Hirata, Takai, & Yamazaki, 1997; Murgatroyd, Rushton, 

Apter, & Ray, 1978; Woodman & Hardy, 2001) because it enables him or her to feel 

pleasant while an individual experiencing high arousal feels anxiety in this state (Kerr, 

1990). 

The opposing state, termed paratelic state (from the Greek word �para,� meaning 

�alongside or beside�), defines an individual in the �here and now� or the present, and the 

future is not considered to be important. Achieving goals is not seen as essential, and the 
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person thrives on being spontaneous and suspends future planning. Individuals in this 

state prefer a high level of felt arousal, which is seen as a state of excitement (Svebak & 

Murgatroyd, 1985; Murgatroyd, Rushton, Apter, & Ray, 1978). It appears that a telic 

individual favors low felt arousal, perceived as relaxing, and associates high felt arousal 

as anxiety or discomfort. A paratelic individual favors high arousal as stimulating and 

considers low arousal boring. Thus, RT proposes that individuals perform optimally 

under different metamotivational states (i.e., a bi-stability), opposing the view that 

individuals are in one stable state (i.e., homeostatic). This notion of bi-stability 

contradicts the human systems conventional thinking that human systems are constantly 

in one homeostatic, stable state (Murgatroyd, Rushton, Apter, & Ray, 1978). Additional 

metamotivational states include negativism-conformity, autic-alloic, and mastery-

sympathy, yet for the purposes of this study the telic/paratelic continuum is employed 

because it has received the most attention in the sporting context (Woodman & Hardy, 

2001). 

According to RT, no one individual is in the same state at both times, yet people 

frequently change between the two states at any given time, an event known as a reversal 

(Kerr, Murgatroyd, & Apter, 1993). A metamotivational state can last a few seconds or 

much longer and shifts occur many times during the day. Thus, it becomes evident that 

human performance is affected by one�s emotional or metamotivational state. An 

individual�s state of mind has a direct effect on the respective level of performance. In 

terms of sports performance, athletes are usually not performing up to their potential, and 

this discrepancy can be directly affected by the emotional state that the athlete 

experiences at the moment (Kamata, Tenenbaum, & Hanin, 2002).   

  Metamotivational dominance is another way that individuals can display a bias 

towards one metamotivational state over the other (Walters, Apter, & Svebak, 1982).  For 

example, an individual may spend more time in a paratelic state than in a telic state; 

therefore, this person would be classified as paratelic dominant (Kerr, 1993). Although 

individuals may be telic or paratelic dominant, they still can reverse and experience 

another state (Kerr, 1997). Dominance, according to RT, does not fully equate with a 

personality trait because individuals may operate in another state, despite their preference 

to stay in their dominant state. The premise of RT, as it relates to sports performance, is 
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that athletes can change or reverse from one metamotivational state to another at any 

given time. If an athlete is telic dominant, he or she experiences a high level of arousal as 

anxiety in a competitive situation. The athlete can switch to a paratelic state and identify 

this high level of arousal as pleasant once he or she experiences success. RT identifies 

this level of arousal as one�s hedonic tone, which states that individuals can recognize 

arousal as pleasant or unpleasant (Woodman & Hardy, 2001).  

 Interestingly, RT has not considered self-efficacy as a mediating mechanism for 

telic/paratelic feelings of anxiety, excitement, relaxation and boredom, in accounting for 

mind states and reversal of minds in people. Notably, Bandura�s (1977, 1986, 1997) self-

efficacy theory is one of the foremost psychological theories in linking psychological 

states of mind to performance. Bandura�s (1977) self-efficacy theory was developed 

within the framework of social-cognitive theory and was originally used for the treatment 

of anxiety; however, it has been extended and applied to sport and motor performance 

(Feltz, 1988). An important facet of self-efficacy theory is perceived efficacy beliefs, 

which �refers to the beliefs in one�s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of 

action required to produce given attainments� (Bandura, 1997, p. 3). Consequently, 

individuals have incentive to take action if they believe their actions can produce desired 

effects.  

 The research conducted on athletes� self-efficacy beliefs has shown that their 

perceived performance significantly affects their motivations, emotions, and performance 

outcomes (Feltz, 1994). Weinberg, Gould, and Jackson (1979) argued that an athlete�s 

confidence in his or her abilities will lead to enhanced performance. Subsequently, 

performance will suffer if athletes are lacking in confidence. Prior research has shown 

that high confidence is positively correlated with increased performance outcomes and 

emotions (Schunk, 1995). Individuals with higher confidence or self-efficacy beliefs 

perform more optimally than do individuals with lower confidence or self-efficacy 

beliefs; however, self-efficacy research failed to link performance with the performers� 

metamotivational states (i.e., telic or paratelic). In essence, self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 

1997) failed to take into account an individual�s metamotivational dominance as 

juxtaposed with his or her perceived efficacy beliefs.      
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Apter�s (1982) RT and Bandura�s self-efficacy theory (1997) have been studied as 

separate entities in the sporting context. However, to date there has been no research 

consolidating Bandura�s self-efficacy theory and Apter�s RT. For instance, the effect of 

an individual�s telic/paratelic dominance, self-efficacy (i.e., perceived confidence), 

motivation, and related affective states/emotions (i.e., pleasure-displeasure and arousal-

sleepiness) in relation to designated tasks (i.e., boring and challenging) has not been 

studied.  

Consequently, the research will examine a better and more representative 

understanding of how people behave in situations/tasks that are either boring or 

challenging in nature to the individual. Therefore, the following research questions were 

derived for the study. 

 

Research questions 

1. What is the relationship between metamotivational dominance (i.e., 

telic/paratelic) and performance on different tasks (i.e., boring and challenging)? 

 

2. To what extent does self-efficacy and motivation mediate between tasks (i.e., 

boring and challenging) and metamotivational dominance (telic/paratelic)? 

 

3. To what extent does arousal level mediate between tasks (i.e., boring and 

challenging) and metamotivational dominance (telic/paratelic)? 

 

4. To what extent does pleasant feelings mediate between tasks (i.e., boring and 

challenging) and metamotivational dominance (telic/paratelic)? 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 

 

The following literature review examines the origins of reversal theory and the 

empirical research in sports and exercise, specifically metamotivational states (telic and 

paratelic), arousal, and performance. In addition, Bandura�s (1977, 1986, 1997) self-

efficacy theory as related to sport and exercise is also examined. This review provides the 

conceptual framework that guides the research questions and methodology for this study. 

 

Origins of reversal theory (RT)  

 RT has been studied in the field of psychology since 1975. It has been given very 

little attention from conventional psychology, yet through the years it has gained an 

abundance of theoretical support and recognition in attempts to become a sound theory 

(Apter, 2001). 

While working with children in the child guidance clinics in England, Apter 

(2001) noticed that the very same problems could arise in opposite ways and could 

represent very different kinds of meaning for different children. He concluded that 

children possess different motivations for doing certain activities, and recognized that 

some children read books for their own pleasure, whereas other children read because 

they were required to read and do not enjoy it. Furthermore, Apter noticed that the same 

behavioral consequences could be associated with different subjective experiences. Under 

different conditions children could change from telic to paratelic states or vice-versa.  

Apter later named his paradigm �Reversal theory� based on the notion of 

�reversals� or changes in the state of mind that can occur anytime among individuals. In 

general, RT proposes that individuals experience both the telic (goal oriented) and 

paratelic (spontaneous) states (Kerr, 1997).  One�s felt arousal, the degree to which 

individuals feel themselves to be worked up, coincides with RT. Table 1 illustrates the 
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emotions (i.e., hedonic tone) as a function of arousal level and metamotivational 

dominance. Individuals of telic dominance have a preference for low arousal, and they 

interpret high physiological arousal as unpleasant (anxiety). In contrast, individuals of 

paratelic dominance interpret low physiological arousal as unpleasant (boredom) and 

prefer high physiological arousal as it is seen as pleasant (excitement). 

 

 

 

Table 1. Relationship between telic and paratelic dominance, hedonic tone, and level of 

arousal (taken from Kerr, 1997, p. 17). 

         

 

 

 

Metamomotivational states (telic and paratelic), arousal, and performance   

Only a few studies have examined metamotivational states, arousal, and 

performance in the sporting context. Most of these studies were related to rugby, squash, 

canoeing, gymnastics, and archery. Kerr and van Schaik (1995) assessed the changes in 

metamotivational state and arousal level due to winning or losing rugby matches. Results 

indicated that after winning games players reported more arousal and less stress (paratelic 

state). Their experiences were more spontaneous, positive, and less serious than after 

losing games. It appears that winning induced the athletes into a less serious and more 

playful states of mind, i.e., the paratelic state.  

Similar studies by Kerr and Cox (1988, 1989, 1990) found an association between 

successful athletic performance and high positive arousal. Kerr and Cox (1988) assessed 

the hedonic tone of novice, skilled, and average squash players. Results indicated 

significant increases in the telic direction for all of the groups before and after the squash 

task. It seems that participating in the squash task induced all three of the groups towards 

a telic-oriented state because they generally registered scores reflecting higher levels of 

HEDONIC TONE/ 

AROUSAL LEVEL 

TELIC DOMINANCE PARATELIC DOMINANCE 

High arousal Unpleasant (anxiety) Pleasant (excitement) 

Low arousal Pleasant (relaxation) Unpleasant (boredom) 
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serious-mindedness and planning performance after partaking in the squash task. As 

expected, the higher skilled participants scored the highest on the squash task and were 

able to achieve a preferred level of felt arousal. The skilled group, as well as the other 

two groups, experienced high levels of arousal; however, the skilled group�s arousal level 

was accompanied by low levels of stress. The novice and average groups� experiences 

were of high arousal associated with high levels of stress. The average and novice 

groups� experiences were of high arousal, yet they experienced high levels of stress as 

well. The results appear to indicate that the players were fairly serious and less playful 

throughout the task, yet the more experienced players were able to maintain fewer 

unpleasant emotions than the other groups, suggesting that experience plays a crucial role 

in the establishment of hedonic tone.   

 Kerr and Cox (1989) also examined felt arousal levels of squash players in a 

tournament setting. �Winners� and �losers� were contrasted to each other by 

metamotivational states and arousal levels. Findings indicated that the �losers� were more 

paratelic than telic after the games. After the games, �losers� as compared to �winners� 

scored significantly higher towards the paratelic, non-serious, playful end. In contrast to 

the Kerr and Cox (1989) study, Kerr and Cox (1988) found that �winners� experienced a 

high level of arousal and perceived it as unstressful (i.e., a pleasant state). This suggests 

that the �winners�� experience was pleasant and was accompanied by high levels of 

arousal (in a paratelic state). Another study of squash players by Kerr and Cox (1990) 

generated similar findings. Athletes at three different ability levels (skilled club players, 

county players, and national under 19 players) played against others of similar ability 

levels. �Losers� were more neurotic than �winners� and maintained lower levels of 

arousal than did �winners.� �Winners� reported lower levels of stress after the game, 

suggesting that winning was seen as a pleasant experience. These studies indicate that the 

�winners� were able to have high levels of arousal but felt unstressed, suggesting that 

they were operating in the paratelic state (high levels of arousal perceived as pleasant). 

 In studying gymnasts, Kerr and Pos (1994) examined arousal and perceived stress 

as a function of skill level during training sessions and competition. The more advanced 

gymnasts experienced a similar level of felt arousal in training and competition, while the 

lower level gymnasts experienced higher levels of felt arousal before competition. The 
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lower level gymnasts also appeared to experience more stress as competition drew closer.  

These finding indicate that maintaining a positive hedonic tone is associated with skill-

level. 

 Kerr, Yoshida, Hirata, Takai, and Yamazaki (1997) examined four different 

combinations of metamotivational state (telic or paratelic) and felt arousal levels (high or 

low) on archery performance. The four conditions, telic with low and high arousal and 

paratelic with low and high arousal, were used to observe the effects of metamotivational 

state and arousal on performance. Under pleasant conditions (telic-low, paratelic-high), 

performance was enhanced.  

The studies indicate that optimizing one�s state and arousal is crucial for optimal 

performance. The athletes who performed best were able to control their stress under 

higher arousal level, supporting the notion of hedonic tone. An athlete who is in a 

paratelic state and feels high arousal or in a telic state and feels low arousal appears to 

perform more optimally. These studies also indicate that performance can be affected by 

one�s level of arousal and metamotivational state (telic/paratelic). Successful athletes, 

when compared to less successful athletes, were able to maintain, and even adjust, their 

levels of arousal in order to perform at their best (Kerr, 1997). Superior athletes perceived 

their arousal as pleasant, non-stressful, and less anxiety-evoking than did players who 

failed to maintain their levels of arousal.   

 

The reversal process of telic and paratelic states 

 Reversal theory (RT) proposes that the reversal procedure between telic and 

paratelic states can be influenced in three different ways. Reversals may be influenced by 

contingent events, frustration, and satiation (Kerr, Murgatroyd, & Apter, 1993).  The   

following review presents the research associated with the three different ways reversals 

can be triggered.   

 Telic and paratelic reversals due to contingent events. Contingent events can 

bring about reversals from telic to paratelic states or vice-versa due to an event that is 

experienced as threatening or dangerous to the individual.  Certain settings, such as a 

football stadium, can induce contingent reversals as they are likely to bring about the 

paratelic (spontaneous, less serious) state. A police station can spur an individual into the 
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telic state (more serious, less playful behavior) (Apter, 2001). An internal or external 

stimulus can also trigger a reversal.  For example, an individual speeding in his or her car 

may be in the paratelic state while he or she is driving fast (experiencing excitement), yet 

upon noticing a police car this person may switch to the telic or serious state (Kerr, 

Murgatroyd & Apter, 1993). Foster (1993) also suggested that cultural rituals can induce 

a reversal of different states.   

 RT researchers have reported contingent reversals in real life settings (Apter, 

2001). Apter and Batler (1997) studied 61 members of parachuting clubs. They asked the 

participants to identify what they experienced as the moment of the greatest danger. 

Results indicate that the highest anxiety level occurred just before the parachute opened, 

and the highest excitement level occurred just after the parachute opened. It appears that 

a contingent reversal occurred when danger turned to safety, i.e., a telic to paratelic 

reversal occurred as high arousal was perceived as pleasant. A similar contingent reversal 

pattern occurred in a study by Kerr, Kawaguchi, Oiwa, Terayama, and Zukawa (2000) of 

modern dancers in anxious situations. It was observed that when �curtain up� was called 

and the dancers were to go on stage, they experienced the highest anxiety level. The 

dancers experienced excitement shortly after being on the stage.  Again, anxiety (�curtain 

up�) turned to safety after the dancers were on stage and became accustomed to the 

surroundings, signifying a telic to paratelic reversal. 

 Males (1999) studied the experience of slalom canoeing. He concluded that a 

reversal occurred among the athletes due to the changing challenges that occur on the 

course. For example, when the athlete was ready to go down the mountain, he was in the 

paratelic state, yet when he was just about to ski down the mountain he switched to the 

telic state. The findings support the notion that hedonic tone is reversed once the situation 

alters. A previous study by Males, Kerr and Gerkovich (1998) examined 

metamotivational states during a canoe slalom competition. Participants experienced 

frequent contingent reversals in response to events that were occurring, yet the best 

performances occurred in the paratelic autic mastery state. In looking at different settings, 

Tacon and Kerr (1999) and Kerr and Tacon (2000) noticed contingent reversal occurred 

at different locations. For example, the gym and the student union appeared to be 

paratelic locations while the library and a classroom were deemed to be telic locations. 
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 Telic and paratelic reversals due to frustration.  Reversals may also occur when 

one is frustrated or when an individual is not comfortable in his or her present state. If an 

individual is annoyed or frustrated in attaining satisfaction in the current state (e.g., 

achievement, satisfaction), then this feeling will eventually induce the opposite state 

where one fantasizes achievement, makes jokes concerning the current situation, or 

possibly looks for distractions (Apter, 2001).  

Hudson and Bates (2000) studied metamotivational reversal among 24 dart 

players. The participants performed a telic and paratelic version of a dart throwing task 

for approximately 10 minutes. Participants were free to change from one task version to 

another, yet justification as to why they changed was required. It was evident that 

reversals happened from telic to paratelic states as well as from paratelic to telic states. 

Results indicated that 22 reversals occurred, 13 in the paratelic-telic direction and 9 in the 

telic-paratelic direction. Reversals appeared to result from satiation (e.g., boredom or 

frustration) as participants were not achieving success in their current state (Hudson and 

Bates, 2000). In another study, Barr, McDermott, and Evans (1993) investigated 30 non-

psychology students� reactions to solving a very difficult puzzle. The researchers used a 

children�s puzzle because it was their belief that the puzzle could be experienced in the 

telic state as a task and in the paratelic state as a game. Participants completed the task at 

home and were allowed to spend as much time as they wanted in attempting to solve the 

puzzle. Results indicated that participants who started in the paratelic state reported 

significantly more boredom than frustration at the end of the task, while those 

participants who started in the telic state reported more frustration than boredom at the 

end.   

RT emphasizes preferred arousal as opposed to actual arousal, and predicts that 

telic-dominant individuals prefer low arousal and that paratelic-dominant individuals 

prefer high arousal. Barr, McDermott, and Evans (1993) investigated the pattern of 

preferred arousal in the two reversing groups. They found an arousal pattern in line with 

the theory prediction. Participants who started in the paratelic state had a higher mean 

arousal-seeking score than those who started in the telic state.  After the reversal, 

participants completed the task with a lower mean arousal-seeking score as compared to 

the other group of participants who, at the end, reversed to the paratelic state.  
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 Telic and paratelic reversals due to satiation. People who spend much time in one 

state are prone to reverse to another state. For example, an individual who wakes up early 

on a Sunday morning and relaxes, watching television, laughing, and joking (i.e., 

paratelic state) can suddenly becomes serious because he or she has not completed his or 

her work (i.e., telic state) (Kerr, Murgatroyd, & Apter, 1993). The reversal occurs in the 

absence of situational pressures (Apter, 2001).   

Lafreniere, Cowles, and Apter (1988) examined satiated induced or spontaneous 

reversals. Their study was composed of 36 Canadian psychology students divided by 

telic/paratelic dominance: telic dominant, paratelic dominant, and intermediate. They 

were observed in a room where they were told to evaluate different computer programs 

(e.g., video games and statistics teaching programs). They were allowed to voluntarily 

change video games but were asked to state the reason for this change. Results indicated 

that 29 of the 36 participants were in the telic state when engaged in the statistics 

teaching program and in the paratelic state when engaged in the video games.  

A similar study which showed satiation based reversals was conducted by Frey 

(1990). He observed 20 participants reading material over 2.5 hours. They were told that 

they could read materials that were more telic or paratelic in nature. The researchers 

found that the participants switched at times from a telic to a paratelic state while reading 

material. This finding is consistent with knowledge that reversals can occur due to 

individuals getting sick, bored, or developing other emotional and mental states. In some 

cases people do not have to be induced by contingent events or frustration in order to 

reverse from one hedonic tone to another. 

 

Metamotivation in sport 

Much research on reversals was devoted to athletes� telic/paratelic dominance. 

Kerr (1987) showed that professional soccer players and cyclists were more telic 

dominant than were serious amateurs and individuals who worked in recreational 

activities. The professionals were shown to be more seriously minded than the other 

athletes. This finding indicates that professionals who possess higher skills have more 

goal-oriented views than other athletes with lower skill level. The study also implied that 

professional athletes perceive their sport more seriously than non-professional athletes 
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and that the individual involved in the activity becomes more telic-minded. Kerr and van 

Lienden (1987) extended Kerr�s (1987) study with former elite swimmers. It was 

evidenced that recreational swimmers and serious amateurs were less telic dominant than 

were the master swimmers. The master�s level swimmers were similar to the professional 

performers in Kerr and van Lienden�s (1987) study. These results confirm that 

individuals of higher skill levels are more seriously minded, planning oriented, and less 

distracted than individuals of lower skills. 

 Sell (1991) confirmed these conclusions, finding that both amateur and 

professional triathletes scored higher on the telic measure of serious-mindedness and 

planning orientation than did the amateur athletes. Similar findings were presented by 

Kerr (1988) in a study of rugby players from four different countries. Metamotivational 

characteristics were similar among the players from different countries. In essence, 

culture failed to play a role in dominance characteristics; consequently, it is the nature of 

the game that is important in determining the dominance of the athlete. These studies� 

findings link telic/paratelic dominance to skill level in the practices of athletes.  

 Research also has focused on the dominance of the individuals in correspondence 

with the type of sports that they prefer (Apter, 2001). Telic dominant individuals 

generally preferred endurance sports rather than explosive sports. They also preferred 

planned, goal-oriented activities, while paratelic individuals preferred unplanned, 

spontaneous and impulsive activities (Apter, 2001). Svebak and Kerr (1989) compared 

tennis and field hockey to high level running (i.e., endurance sport). Results indicated 

that the tennis and field hockey players (explosive sports) were significantly less 

planning-oriented and arousal avoiding as compared to the high-level runners (endurance 

sport). Svebak and Kerr followed up on their study and examined individuals� 

preferences for certain sports.  Results indicated that telic dominant individuals tended to 

choose long distance running and rowing, while paratelic dominant individuals 

participated in baseball, cricket, touch football, and rowing. These results suggest that 

individuals may select and perform in certain sports based on their ability to satisfy telic 

or paratelic tendencies. 

Several studies have investigated preference for risk or safe sports with respect to 

telic/paratelic dominance. Kerr and Svebak (1989) extended the Svebak and Kerr (1989) 
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study by examining the types of individuals who took part in sports with strong physical 

risk versus safer sports. Participants were to list the first three winter and summer sports 

in which they enjoyed participating. Results indicated a significant difference on the 

arousal avoidance subscale of the TDS for athletes who participated in risk sports as 

compared to safe sports. Participants in risk sports were generally more paratelic.  Kerr 

and Svebak (1989) further compared individuals who participated in these sports in the 

summer and winter seasons. In both the winter and the summer, the participants in risk 

sports were characterized more as arousal seekers. Thus, risk sports entailed athletes who 

were paratelic dominant, while the safer sports entailed telic dominance. Similarly, 

Summers and Stewart (1993) concluded that skydivers (high risk sport) scored 

significantly lower on arousal than groups of rowers, semi-professional baseball players, 

and university baseball players (low risk sports). The higher risk group was more 

characterized as arousal seekers, indicative of a more paratelic lifestyle than the lower 

risk group.    

Kerr�s (1991) study also supports the notion that individuals who take more risks 

are more paratelic than telic in nature. He conducted three studies that assessed the 

participant�s paratelic tendencies of sensation-seeking. In the first study, sailboarders and 

surfers were found to be more paratelic dominant (high risk sport) than weight trainers 

(low risk sport). A second study looked at motorcycle racers and parachutists as 

compared to marathon runners. Motorcycle racers and parachutists (high risk sport) were 

more paratelic dominant than the marathon runners (safe sport participants). In the third 

study, male gliders were compared with non-sport male members of the British public. 

The male gliders (who represented a risk sport) were found to be more paratelic dominant 

than the non-sport members.  Therefore, competitors of risk sports appear to be more 

paratelic in nature and engage in arousal seeking activities.  

 

Sources of self-efficacy expectations 

 Another theory that has gained significant attention in sport and exercise is 

Bandura�s (1977, 1986, 1997) self-efficacy theory. Self-efficacy is the belief in an 

individual�s amount of confidence that he or she will perform a task effectively and 

achieve a certain result (Bandura, 1986). Within self-efficacy theory, it is thought that an 
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individual�s knowledge is constituted from self-efficacy beliefs, which are �not 

judgments about one�s skills�but rather are judgments about what one can accomplish 

with those skills� (Bandura, 1986, p. 340). Furthermore, beliefs about one�s self-efficacy 

are derived from four distinct sources of information:  performance accomplishments, 

vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological and psychological states.  

 Performance accomplishments are the most important source of efficacy 

information because they come from an individual�s mastery experience (Bandura, 1997). 

Consequently, if individuals view their experiences positively, then subsequently their 

self-efficacy beliefs will increase; however, if individuals view certain experiences as 

failures then their self-efficacy beliefs will decrease. Essentially, a successful 

performance generally increases one�s self-efficacy beliefs, and a detrimental 

performance will decrease one�s self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1997). 

 Vicarious experience is another way that individuals are able to measure their 

levels of self-efficacy. Through modeling or observing other behaviors individuals are 

believed to gain a sense of self-efficacy. Basically, individuals are able to measure how 

well they are performing in relationship to others. Ultimately, vicarious experiences will 

alter the self-efficacy beliefs of individuals through social comparison with others. For 

example, if an individual knows that he or she is performing better than somebody else 

on a task, then that individual will likely have a higher perceived self-efficacy (Bandura, 

1997).  

A third source of self-efficacy is verbal persuasion, which implies that individuals 

will sustain a higher sense of self-efficacy if they are given specific feedback on a task 

than if they are conveyed doubts in their abilities. For instance, verbal persuasion can 

bolster self change in individuals if it is within realistic bounds (Bandura, 1997).  

Finally, when individuals judge their capabilities, they rely heavily on somatic 

information expressed by physiological and emotional states. Individuals often read 

taxing or stressful situations as signs of vulnerability to dysfunction. Consequently, it is 

believed that high arousal can weaken performance because individuals are more prone to 

have successes when they are not subject to aversive arousal. Furthermore, mood states 

can also influence individual perceptions of efficacy because people are thought to 
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believe that aches, pains, and fatigue are a result of physical inefficiency (Bandura, 

1997). 

 

Self-efficacy research in sport 

 There has been an abundant amount of self-efficacy research in the sporting 

context in relationship to performance outcomes. Anxiety, positive and negative affective 

states, and goal orientation to win are some of the cognitive variables that are most 

closely linked to self-efficacy expectations and performance (Singer, Hausenblas, and 

Janelle, 2001). Research concerned with self-efficacy, anxiety, and performance as well 

as self-efficacy and its relation to stressful or risky situations are examined next.   

 

Self-efficacy, anxiety, and performance 

 George (1994) and Treasure, Monson, and Lox (1996) studied 70 high school 

wrestlers while examining the relationship between state anxiety (cognitive and somatic) 

and self-efficacy. The relationship between self-efficacy and cognitive anxiety was  

r= -.61 while the relationship between self-efficacy and somatic anxiety was r= -.62.  

Moreover, Treasure et al. (1996) found a negative correlation (r= -.55) between negative 

affect (i.e., being upset or nervous) and self-efficacy and a positive relationship (r= .62) 

between self-efficacy and positive affect (i.e., being determined or alert). The results of 

the study suggest that the higher the wrestler�s precompetition self-efficacy, the better the 

wrestler performed. In essence, anxiety and the wrestler�s performance were determined 

to be uncorrelated. A similar study by Feltz and Albrecht (1986) supports the notion that 

anxiety is not related to performance. The researchers studied divers and observed that 

efficacy beliefs and diving performance were not correlated to autonomic arousal. 

However, perceived autonomic arousal was related to efficacy beliefs; nevertheless, it did 

not predict performance.  Although it has been understood that anxiety arousal weakens 

one�s performance, there is little evidence to make this conjecture (Feltz & Albrecht, 

1986). In a similar line of research conducted by Martin and Gill (1991), the goal 

orientation to win was examined as the cognitive variable rather than anxiety. They 

examined self-efficacy beliefs of outcome and the performance time of 73 male high 

school middle- and long-distance runners. The results suggest that goal orientation was 
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positively correlated to finishing time and that win orientation was correlated to outcome. 

Interestingly, a stepwise multiple regression analysis indicated that goal orientation was a 

poor predictor of performance self-efficacy, only accounting for 6% of the variance, 

while outcome self-efficacy accounted for 52% of the variance in finishing time. In a 

second study conducted by Martin and Gill (1991), 86 high school distance runners were 

examined, and runners with a strong win orientation chose more outcome goals rather 

than goals based on finishing time. Consequently, these studies imply that outcome goals 

may be based on an athlete�s capabilities in comparison to the other competitors (i.e., 

vicarious experience).      

 In similar research, Leland (1983) studied the relationship between anxiety, self-

efficacy, and performance. Leland examined competitive trait anxiety and perceived self-

efficacy in predicting pre-competition anxiety in basketball players. Participants were 

evaluated on perceived aspects of the game such as free throw shooting, ball handling, 

guarding, and passing. A stepwise regression analysis showed that perceived self-efficacy 

accounted for 40% of the variance in pre-competition anxiety while competitive trait 

anxiety explained only 6% of the variance in anxiety before the contest. The findings 

suggest that human functioning is accounted for more by efficacy beliefs rather than a 

global personality trait (Leland, 1983).  

 To further support this thinking, a series of studies shows that anxiety and quality 

of performance are influenced by one�s self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1997). McAuley 

(1985) corroborated that self-efficacy beliefs influence performance and anxiety levels; 

however, anxiety does not alone add to performance outcomes. McAuley explored 

modeling techniques for improving performance and concluded that performance was 

largely determined by perceived self-efficacy and that anxiety was not related to 

performance. Similarly, LaGuardia and Labbe (1993) studied the perceived self-efficacy 

of runners and concluded that performance was again determined by perceived self-

efficacy, not by anxiety level. Their results indicate that runners with higher self-efficacy 

perceptions had faster times when compared to runners with lower self-efficacy beliefs.  

Over all, the research suggests that self-efficacy beliefs largely influence performance 

outcomes due to possible increased motivation and cognitive thought processes 

(LaGuardia & Labbe, 1993).  
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Self-efficacy and risk/stressful situations 

 Extensive research has been employed on self-efficacy and its relationship to 

risky or stressful situations. Research has shown that individuals who have high self-

efficacy are able to cope with stress in more adaptive ways than individuals with lower 

self-efficacy. Rock climbing, skiing, and sky diving entail the element of risk, and these 

activities are largely performed by sensation or thrill seekers. Slanger and Rudestam 

(1996) explored individual risk taking in four different sports: rock climbing, skiing, 

white water kayaking, and small plane racing. Their results indicate that extreme risk 

takers in comparison with high risk takers had higher perceived self-efficacy. 

Furthermore, the element of mastery rather than thrill seeking was determined to be the 

motivating force. Similarly, Bozoian, Rejeski, and AcAuley (1994) observed that higher 

self-efficacious female undergraduates maintained more of a sense of energy during 

exercise and felt more revitalized than their less self-efficacious counterparts. In this 

study, female undergraduates with high or low self-efficacy engaged in acute exercise, 

and their mood states were calculated before, during, and after the activity. Interestingly, 

the higher self-efficacious individuals were more revitalized than their less self-

efficacious counterparts. Likewise, Tenenbaum, Hall, Calcagnini, Lange, and Freeman 

(2001) focused on different levels of feedback (positive, negative, and variable) in dart 

performance. The authors concluded that the highly self-efficacious players scored more 

precisely in their dart throwing than did their less self-efficacious counterparts. The 

previous studies imply that individuals with higher self-efficacy are more revitalized and 

energetic and take more risks than their less self-efficacious counterparts.      

 

Limitations of previous research  

The studies on RT have confirmed that performance can be affected by one�s 

level of arousal and metamotivational dominance (i.e., telic/paratelic). Also, reversals 

between telic and paratelic states can be influenced in three different ways, and different 

sports (e.g., risk or safe) attract specific dominance (telic or paratelic). However, several 

limitations in the research were also noted. The first limitation is that there appears to be 

a lack of integration between Apter�s reversal theory (1982) and Bandura�s (1997) self-

efficacy theory. The major premise of RT is that individuals who experience different 
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levels of arousal (i.e., high or low) will perform more optimally. For example, an 

individual who is telic dominant who experiences low arousal will perform more 

optimally than his or her paratelic counterpart who experiences the same level of arousal. 

Therefore, a major limitation is that metamotivational dominance can largely affect one�s 

perceived self-efficacy. Prior research in self-efficacy theory posits that individuals with 

higher self-efficacy (i.e., greater confidence) will outperform their less self-efficacious 

counterparts. In essence, individuals who are telic dominant may perceive their self-

efficacy in a different way than individuals who are paratelic dominant, and subsequently 

performance may be different. Similarly, RT has failed to identify if different individual�s 

metamotivational dominance (telic or paratelic) differs in the way they each experience 

self-efficacy. For example, is a telic dominant individual more self-efficacious in certain 

tasks as compared to a paratelic dominant individual? Just as individuals reverse 

continuously from one metamotivational state to another, there may also be a change in 

one�s self-efficacy perceptions that are worthy of exploring. 

A second limitation is that previous research in the area of RT and self-efficacy 

has not induced significant reversals. A recent dissertation by Bindarwash (2003) focused 

on the relationship between metamotivational dominance, performance, metamotivational 

state, self-efficacy, and affect and failed to obtain reversals from telic to paratelic and 

vice-versa according to one�s dominance characteristics. Ultimately, it is imperative that 

an extensive amount of time elapse in order to see significant changes in self-efficacy, 

arousal, and pleasure. For instance, the study�s failure to induce unpleasant feelings in 

paratelic individuals could be due to the insufficient amount of time in each of the 

conditions. Moreover, having participants exposed to a treatment (e.g., a boring and 

challenging task) for longer periods of time may induce substantial differences in 

affective states. It appears that the above studies limitation in methodology (i.e., 

insufficient time elapsing in order to see reversals) aid in designing a more concise 

methodology for the present study evidencing increased task time.  

A final limitation is that previous research concerning RT has been predominately 

used with athletes; however, this research lacked specific focus with an athletic 

population. In essence, the research focused primarily on a non athletic population (i.e., 

do not necessarily engage in sports). Furthermore, RT and self-efficacy theory will be 
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applied to all individuals (i.e., athletes or non-athletes), in order to see how they behave 

in certain tasks (i.e., boring and challenging), not sport related.    

 

Purpose of the study 

 The purpose of the current study is to utilize RT as a means to investigate (a) an 

individual�s metamotivational dominance within various conditions, (b) the influence of 

telic/paratelic dominance and environmental task (e.g., boring and challenging) on an 

individual�s performance, (c) self-efficacy role (i.e., confidence level) and motivation as 

a mediating variable between telic dominance and performance, and (d) the telic/paratelic 

dominant individual�s affective states (i.e., pleasure-displeasure and arousal-sleepiness) 

as a result of completing different environmental tasks (e.g., boring vs. challenging).  

Dominance refers to individuals having the predisposition to spend more time in 

one state than the other (Kerr, Yoshida, Hirata, Takai, & Yamazaki, 1997). Therefore, it 

is expected that telic and paratelic dominant participants will perform differently when 

exposed to different tasks (e.g., boring and challenging). For instance, the study builds on 

the premise that telic dominant participants in a boring task will be excited, experience 

enjoyment, have increased perceived efficacy (i.e., confidence) and motivation, and 

experience pleasure and higher arousal than their paratelic counterparts. Ultimately, the 

telic dominant participants will outperform their paratelic counterparts in the boring task. 

It is also expected that the paratelic dominant individuals will have decreased perceived 

efficacy (i.e., confidence) and motivation and will be in an affective state of displeasure 

and lower arousal. Thus, their performance will be lower then their telic counterparts.  

The present study also explores whether telic dominant individuals in a 

challenging task will become anxious or have decreased efficacy, displeasure, lower 

arousal, and be outperformed by their paratelic counterparts. Ultimately, the telic 

dominant individuals will become anxious in the task, decrease in perceived self-efficacy 

(i.e., confidence level) and motivation, and have displeasure and a lower arousal level 

compared to their paratelic counterparts, in line with Kerr and Apter�s (1982, 1997, 2001) 

reversal theory.  
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Hypotheses 

The following four hypotheses were derived to guide the methodology of the 

present study:  

 

1. Over time engagement in the boring task, telic dominant participants will 

outperform their paratelic counterparts while over time engagement in the 

challenging task, the paratelic dominant participants will outperform their telic 

counterparts.  

 

2. Over time engagement in the boring task, telic dominant participants will 

experience increased self-efficacy (i.e., confidence) and motivation as compared 

to their telic counterparts, while over time engagement in the challenging task, 

paratelic dominant participants will sustain increased self-efficacy (i.e., 

confidence) and motivation as compared to their telic counterparts. 

 

3. Over time engagement in the boring task, telic dominant participants will 

evidence higher arousal feelings than their paratelic counterparts while over time 

engagement in the challenging task, paratelic dominant participants will evidence 

higher arousal feelings than their telic counterparts.  

 

4. Over time engagement in the boring task, telic dominant participants will report 

more pleasant feelings than their paratelic counterparts, while over time 

engagement in the challenging task, paratelic dominant participants will report 

more pleasant feelings than their telic dominant counterparts.  
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CHAPTER 3 

 

METHOD 

 

 

 

Participants 

 A sample of 95 participants from a large southeastern university were 

administered the Sensation Seeking Scale- Form V (SSS-V; Zuckerman, 1979) in order 

to determine their degree of bias towards a specific state, i.e., either telic or paratelic. The 

scores from the SSS were computed and the participants located a standard deviation of 

0.8 above the mean (T scores between 58.00 and 73.00) were classified as paratelic 

dominant while participants located a standard deviation of 1.3 below the mean (T scores 

between 18.00 and 37.00) were classified as telic dominant (See Figure 1). Therefore, 

participants who had T scores between 38.00 and 57.00 were excluded from participating 

in the study.  

 Consequently, after the T scores from the Sensation Seeking Scale were tabulated, 

a final sample of 32 individuals, (i.e., 16 paratelic dominant and 16 telic dominant) 

volunteered to participate in the study. The sample consisted of 26 males (M age = 20.96, 

SD = 1.34) and 6 females (M age = 21.16, SD = 1.60). Participants were given extra 

credit from their respective classes for participating in the study.  
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Figure 1. The distribution of T scores for participants who completed the Sensation 

Seeking Scale. 
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Instrumentation 

 Informed Consent Form (Appendix A).  Prior to participating in the study, 

participants were asked to read over the informed consent form, which outlined the 

objectives of the study as well as informed them of their right to leave the study at any 

time. Importantly, the form indicated that all results would be kept confidential and that 

no names would be disclosed if results were published. 

 Demographic Questionnaire (Appendix B). Demographic questions were asked in 

order to gain information about the participant�s background. The questionnaire consisted 

of questions regarding individuals gender, age, ethnicity, year in school and field of 

study.      

 Sensation Seeking Scale- V (SSS; Zuckerman, 1979; Appendix C). The SSS was 

created in order to measure optimal levels of arousal, stimulation and sensation seeking 

among individuals. The scale is composed of 40-items and participants are asked to 

answer either A or B for each question, representing a forced choice format. The 

sensation seeking scale (SSS) was used in this study to assess the degree of bias that an 

individual shows towards a particular state, i.e., telic or paratelic (Apter, 2001; Cook & 

Gerkovich, 1993). As previously mentioned, individuals who obtained T scores between 

18.00 to 37.00 on the SSS were classified as telic dominant while individuals located in 

the T score range between 58.00 to 73.00 were deemed paratelic dominant. Moreover, 

The SSS is used to evaluate if individuals possess any of the four identified subscales of 

sensation seeking, which are described below.  

 

1. Thrill and Adventure Seeking (TAS): Consists of 10-items which represent an 

individuals desire to engage in activities that carry risk or physical danger such as 

scuba diving, parachute jumping or mountain climbing. The following represents 

an example of a Thrill and Adventure Seeking item seen on the SSS: �I often wish 

I could be a mountain climber (response A)� �I can�t understand people who risk 

their necks climbing mountains (response B)�. 

 

2. Experience Seeking (ES): Consists of 10-items which express an individual�s 

desire to seek out new experiences through a nonconforming life style with 
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unconventional friends and by travel. The following represents an example of an 

Experience Seeking item seen on the SSS: �I like to explore a strange city or 

section of town by myself, even if it means getting lost (response A)� �I prefer a 

guide when I am in a place I don�t know well (response B).� 

 

3. Disinhibition (DIS): Consists of 10-items which characterize individuals who 

enjoy drinking, partying, and have a multitude of sexual partners. The following 

represents and example of a Disinhibition item seen on the SSS: �I like �wild� 

uninhibited parties (response A)� �I prefer quiet parties with a good conversation 

(response B).�   

 

4. Boredom Susceptibility (BS): Consists of 10-items signifying an individual�s 

dislike for recurring experience, routine work, and dull or predictable people. The 

following represents an example of a Boredom Susceptibility item seen on the 

SSS: �There are movies I enjoy seeing a second or even a third time (response A) 

�I can�t stand watching a movie that I have seen before (response B).� 

 

 Scoring for the Sensation Seeking Scale is accomplished by summing the four 

subscale scores, which was derived through factor analysis. Internal consistency for the 

total score (sum of the four subscales of the SSS) ranged from .83 to .86. Internal 

consistencies for each subscale score are as follows: TAS, .77-.82, ES, .61-.67, DIS, .74-

.78 and BS, .56-.65 (Zuckerman, 1994). In addition, four samples of British and 

American men and woman were used to determine factor reliability coefficients. The 

following represent factor reliabilities for the four subscales: TAS, .67-.90, ES, .51-.75, 

DIS, .60-.79, and BS, .01-.65. Additionally, the sensation seeking scale has been 

translated into numerous different languages such as Chinese, Arabic, Hebrew, French 

and German and there are reportedly over 600 studies that have used this instrument.  

 The Affect Grid (Russell, Weiss, & Mendelsohn, 1989; Appendix D). The Affect 

Grid, a 9x9 grid, is single-item scale that is designed as a quick way of assessing affect 

along the dimensions of pleasure-displeasure and arousal-sleepiness. Prior to completing 

the grid, Participants were given specific instructions such as, �Please rate how you are 
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feeling now,� or �Please rate your mood right now.� Following the instructions, 

participants were asked to place an X in the 9x9 grid, which reflected their feelings at that 

moment. The pleasure-displeasure score (P) is located along the horizontal dimension of 

the grid. The score ranges from 1-9, and increases from left to right. For instance, a score 

of 1 implies an individual is in extreme displeasure, while a score of 9 (farthest to the 

right on the horizontal dimension) suggests an individual is having highly pleasant 

feelings. The arousal-sleepiness score (A) is located along the vertical dimension of the 

grid. This score also ranges from 1-9 starting from the bottom of the grid and increasing 

along the vertical dimension of the grid. For example, a score of 1 implies an individual 

is bored while a score of 9 implies an individual is extremely excited.  Participants were 

given detailed instructions on how to fill out the grid.  

 The Affect Grid is a single-item scale, so assessment of internal consistency and 

item analysis are unfeasible. Therefore, the reliability of the Affect Grid was established 

indirectly by asking subjects in three studies to use the instrument and rate external 

stimuli. Strong discriminant, convergent, and construct validities were determined for the 

Affect grid. The Affect Grid had strong convergent validity with Mehrabian and 

Russell�s (1974) measure of pleasure and arousal. For instance, a correlation of r = .95 for 

pleasure between the two measures was reported, while a correlation, r = .96 was 

reported for the two measures of arousal. Similarly, Mehrabian and Russell�s measures of 

pleasure and arousal, and Russell et al.�s Affect Grid�s pleasure and arousal scores also 

attested to strong discriminant validity due to correlations near zero for arousal and 

pleasure. In addition, the construct validity of the Affect Grid was examined in previous 

studies. These studies used the Affect Grid to quantify one�s mood. For instance, Forth 

and Hare (1987) studied phobic and non-phobic individual�s moods as they viewed sixty 

scary slides. Results indicated that spider-phobic individuals were more aroused and 

showed less pleasure while viewing the slides while no difference seen by non-phobic 

individuals (Forth and Hare, 1987). Additional evidence of construct validity was 

provided by Snodragss, Russell and Ward (1988). In their study, participant�s mood was 

evaluated in a simulated espionage caper. Mood was assessed after the participants 

planned their strategy, and after the task was completed. Results indicated that both the 

level of pleasure and arousal had risen for the participants after the strategies were 
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completed as well as the task (Snodgrass, Russell and Ward, 1988).  Thus, the construct 

validity provided by these studies substantiates the use of the Affect Grid to evaluate the 

affective states of the participants in the current study.  

 Self-efficacy questions (Appendices E and F). Two task-specific measures of self-

efficacy for the �boring� and �challenging tasks� were developed for this study based on 

guidelines suggested by Bandura (1997) and Feltz and Chase (1998). In the �boring� 

task, participants were asked a question about their degree of confidence in circling as 

many vowels as they could. Initially, participants had the opportunity to practice circling 

as many vowels as they could for five minutes in order to familiarize themselves with the 

task. Importantly, each participant�s confidence value was determined for each five 

minute time period (i.e., six time segments).    

 In the �challenging� task, the questions assessed the degree of confidence 

participants had in completing correctly various puzzles/games. As the task progressed, 

the puzzles/games increased in difficulty. Two questions were presented to the 

participants in each of the six-time periods until the task completed at the thirty-minute 

mark (i.e., each time period lasted five minutes). For instance, participants were asked the 

following: �How confident are you in solving correctly the puzzles/games in the next five 

minutes?� and �How confident are you in solving the puzzles/games quickly during the 

next five minutes?� Analogous to the �boring� task, the questions consisted of a single-

item regarding the participant�s confidence level using an efficacy scale that ranged from 

0 to 100 points in 10 unit intervals, 0 (�no confidence at all�), 50 (�moderately 

confident�), and 100 (�very confident�). Therefore, in the �challenging� task, each 

participant�s self-efficacy (i.e., level of confidence) was determined six times during the 

task by their scores on the two questions.   

 Motivational questions (Appendix G). Three task-specific measures of motivation 

for both the �boring� and �challenging tasks� were developed for this study. Each 

measure included a single-item regarding the participant�s motivation level using a 

motivational scale that ranged from 0 (�no motivation at all�), 50 (�moderately 

motivated�) to 100 (�extremely motivated�) points in 10 unit intervals. To assess the 

degree of determination, commitment, and effort in the �boring� and �challenging� task, 

participants were asked the following questions: �How determined are you at continuing 
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the task?,� �How committed to the task are you?,� and �How much effort do you intend 

to put in the task?� These questions were based on guidelines suggested by Tenenbaum, 

Hall, Calcagnini, Lange, Freeman and Lloyd, (2001) who studied individual�s 

commitment, effort, and toleration to various types of feedback in a computer-simulated 

performance task. These variables accounted for between 12 � 23% of the variance of the 

computerized running performance.  

 Manipulation check question (Appendix H). Following the six time periods (i.e., 

each time period lasted five-minutes), participants were asked how �boring� or 

challenging the task is on a scale ranging from 1 (�not boring at all�) to 10 (�extremely 

boring�) and 1 (�not exciting�) to 10 (�extremely exciting�). 

 Task performance (Appendix I). Task performance was determined by the number 

of vowels participants circled in the boring task, and number of puzzles/games the 

participants answered correctly in the challenging task. Following completion of the 

tasks, the researcher tabulated the results of the participants in order to determine if any 

errors were made. Two types of errors were considered; (a) omitting a vowel, and (b) 

inappropriately circling a vowel.  

 

Task manipulation 

To test the hypotheses of the study, two distinct tasks were implemented by 

participants completing a �boring and challenging� task. In the �boring� task, participants 

were given a story by the researcher or trained confederate, and asked to circle as many 

vowels as they could in 30 minutes. Participants were familiarized with the task for five 

minutes. The participants worked independently and were asked to work as quickly and 

concisely as they could. Within the thirty minutes, there were six time periods, i.e., after 

each five minutes. In the boring task, participants were given a French story and asked to 

circle as many vowels as they could in a thirty minute time limit. The following 

represents a portion of one of the paragraphs of the story with the vowels (i.e., a, e, i, o, 

u) in bold. A total of 64 vowels are shown in bold.   

�La situation ou un sujet livre un temiognagne riche et bien 

centre n�est pas non plus exempte d�ecarts au sein du discours, 

cette fois par rapport aux questions de recherche de 

Le�enqueteur.�  
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In the �challenging� task participants were asked to complete a series of 

puzzles/games increasing in difficulty as the puzzles/games progressed. Each participant 

was given a series of puzzles/games along with a multiplication table, and a list of prime 

numbers to aid in helping them solve the puzzles/games. In the �challenging� task, 

participants received instructions for each puzzle/game such as: �What number is missing 

in the puzzle?� and �Which number completes the puzzle?� Similar to the �boring task,� 

participants were given thirty minutes to complete as many puzzles/games as they could. 

The following represents a puzzle/game that the participants were asked to complete. The 

answer to the puzzle/game is 7.  

                       

 

 

   What number is missing? 

                   7          5          10 

 

         3 

  

                       ????           2           4   

 

 

 

Procedure 

 Prior to completing the study, a pilot study was conducted on 3 students (M = 

28.70, SD = 4.72) from Florida State University in order to determine if any parts of the 

procedure and tasks (i.e., boring and challenging) needed to be changed. Participant 

feedback as well as results of the pilot study indicated that aspects of the tasks needed 

revision. For instance, participants in the pilot study completed the boring task by circling 

vowels from an English story. Subsequently, feedback from the participants indicated 

that the study would benefit by using a non-English story (i.e., French). In essence, it was 

the participant�s belief that using a French story would ensure a greater probability that 

the story would become boring for paratelic individuals (i.e., sensation seekers, who like 
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challenging/exciting tasks) while the telic participants would stay serious in the task. 

Additionally, participant feedback indicated that in the boring task it was unnecessary for 

participants to have a goal (i.e., circle vowels in increments of 50, for example, circle 

400, 450, 500 vowels after each time period). It was suggested that if participants were 

given a goal (i.e., circling vowels in increments of 50) then there would be a higher 

likelihood that the task would become a challenge for both the telic and paratelic 

participants.   

A final edit from the pilot study concerned the manipulation check question. 

Essentially, the participants in the pilot study recommended that the manipulation check 

question read �In your opinion, to what degree is the task boring and challenging� rather 

than using how boring and exciting. The rationale for the change is because the 

puzzles/games are supposed to be challenging for the paratelic participants and boring for 

telic participants.    

Following the pilot study, a sample of 95 participants from undergraduate and 

graduate classes at Florida State University were asked to read over the informed consent 

form concerning the studies objectives and asked to sign it. Subsequently, they were 

administered the Sensation Seeking Scale (SSS; Zuckerman, 1979) in order to determine 

their degree of bias towards a particular state (i.e., telic (serious) or paratelic (sensation 

seeker)). Results from the SSS were tabulated and a final sample of 32 participants 

participated in the study. Subsequently, the participants arrived at the testing site (i.e., a 

university classroom), and were briefly introduced to the tasks (i.e., �boring� and 

�challenging� in nature) by the researcher. Furthermore, they were notified of how the 

two tasks (i.e., �boring� and �challenging�) will be scored as well as the procedures 

regarding the tasks.  

The participants were informed that they would be involved in two tasks lasting 

thirty minutes each. Within the tasks (i.e., �boring� and �challenging�) they learned that 

there would be six time periods, (i.e., each time period lasting five-minutes) as well as a 

five minute familiarization session at the beginning. Following each of the six time 

periods, participants filled out the affect grid, self-efficacy question, motivational 

questions and manipulation check question. The tasks were counterbalanced, i.e., half of 

the participants completed the �boring� task first, while the other half completed the 
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�challenging� task first. For instance, the participants performed the task individually in 

groups of 3 to 5 participants. The participants in the �boring� task were allowed five 

minutes to practice circling as many vowels as possible and then informed of how many 

vowels they circled. In the �challenging� task, participants completed a series of 

puzzles/games. Again, participants were allowed thirty minutes to complete as many 

puzzles/games they could increasing in difficulty as the task progressed during the six 

five minute time periods 

On a separate day, the participants who completed the �boring� task engaged in 

the �challenging� task, and the participants who completed the �challenging� task 

completed the �boring� task. The participants completed the task individually in groups 

of 3 to 5 participants. Upon completion of the task, participants were thoroughly 

debriefed concerning the objectives of the �boring� and �challenging� tasks, and asked 

any questions concerning the study.      

 

Statistical analysis 

 Descriptive statistics (i.e., means and SD�s) for telic and paratelic groups in the 

boring and challenging tasks were calculated for task performance, self-efficacy, 

motivation, pleasantness, and arousal to ensure that normality assumptions are met, and 

the data is free from outliers. Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance (RM-ANOVA) 

will be performed to estimate changes in arousal, pleasure, self-efficacy, motivation, and 

�boring� and �challenging� state throughout task involvement using metamotivational 

dominance as a between-subjects factor, and the 6 time periods as a repeated within-

subjects factor.    
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CHAPTER 4 

 

RESULTS 

 

 

 

 A manipulation check question was administered to participants in order to 

determine if the tasks (i.e., boring and challenging) were perceived as boring/challenging 

for the telic and paratelic participants. The scale ranged from 1 (not boring at all) to 10 

(extremely boring) and 1 (not exciting) to 10 (extremely exciting). Additionally, the 

means for participants in the boring and challenging task are represented in percentages. 

For example, if a participant has a mean score of 2.72 on the boring scale then this would 

translate to 27.2% (i.e., perception that the task is not boring at all), while a participant 

scoring a 9.23 on the scale would translate to a 92.3% (i.e., perception that the task is 

extremely boring). 

 

Manipulation check questions for the task of circling vowels  

 Table 2 presents the results of the manipulation check question for the boring 

task. Non-significant main or interaction effects were revealed for the participants� 

perception of boredom or challenge in the boring task. Figure 3 illustrates the non 

significant metamotivational dominance main effect (p < .83) corresponding to perceived 

boredom in the boring task. The telic participants (M = 56.4%, SD = 6.3) and paratelic 

participants (M = 58.2%, SD = 6.3) scored very similarly with a calculated difference of  

3.09%. The telic participants scored 4.75 - 6.06 throughout the six time periods while the 

paratelic participants scored from 5.50 - 6.12 throughout the six time periods. 
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Table 2.  Perceived Boredom and Challenge for the Task of Circling Vowels. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

   Perceived Boredom                        Perceived Challenge 

                               

 

  

   Effect                  Wilks λ       F         df           p         ή
 2
              Wilks λ         F        df          p         ή

2 
 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 Essentially, the results suggest that throughout the task, both the telic and 

paratelic participants perceived the task as moderately/high boring and non-challenging. 

Figure 3, illustrates the non-significant metamotivational dominance main effect (p < .94) 

corresponding to perceived challenge in the boring task. The telic participants (M = 

31.5%, SD = 5.5) and paratelic participants (M = 32.0%, SD = 5.5) observed the boring 

task as generally not challenging at all. The telic participants scored from 2.75 - 3.68 

throughout the six time periods while the paratelic participants scored from 2.68 - 3.50 

throughout the time periods. On average, the telic and paratelic participants had a mean 

score of 3.15 and 3.20, respectively.       

 

Time Period 
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5,26 

 

.13 

 

.26 

  

.71 

 

2.11 

 

5,26 

 

.09 

 

.28 

 

Metamotivational 

Dominance 

 

NA 

 

.043 

 

1,30 

 

.83 

 

.00 

  

NA 

 

.004 

 

1,30 

 

.94 

 

.00 

 

Time Period X 

Metamotivational 

Dominance 

 

.88 

 

.743 

 

5,26 

 

.59 

 

.12 

  

.79 

 

1.41 

 

5,26 

 

.25 

 

.21 
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Figure 3. Mean scores for telic and paratelic participants in responding to the question "to 

what degree was the task boring or challenging" for the vowel and puzzle tasks. 

 

 

 

Manipulation check questions for the task of completing puzzles  

 Table 3 presents the results of the manipulation check question for the challenging 

task. Non-significant main or interaction effects were obtained for the participants� 

perception of boredom or challenge for the challenging task. Figure 3 illustrates the non-

significant metamotivational dominance main effect (p < .68), which pertains to 

perceived boredom for the challenging task. Both the telic participants (M = 43.3%, SD = 

5.8) and paratelic participants (M = 40.0%, SD = 5.8) scored very similarly with a 

calculated difference of 3.30% in their perception that the task was not boring. The telic 

participants scored from 4.12 - 4.68 throughout the six time periods, while the paratelic 

participants scored from 3.81 - 4.31 throughout the time periods. A significant (p < .02) 

main effect for time period with respect to whether the challenging task was challenging 

in nature for the participants is illustrated in Figure 4.  
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Table 3. Perceived Boredom and Challenge for the Task of Completing Puzzles. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

    Perceived Boredom                        Perceived Challenge 

                               

 

 

   Effect                 Wilks λ      F         df         p          ή
 2
             Wilks λ     F          df          p         ή

2  

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

  

Participants believed that the challenging task was very challenging (81.4%) 

throughout the task. For instance, the participants� highest score was during time period 1 

(M = 84.0%, SD = 2.8) while their lowest score was during time period 3 (M = 79.0%, 

SD = 3.1), which still represents the perception that the task was very challenging. Figure 

3 illustrates the non-significant metamotivational dominance main effect (p < .45) 

corresponding to perceived challenge for the challenging task. Though non-significant, 

telic (M = 79.3%, M = 3.7) and paratelic participants (M = 83.4%, SD = 3.7) both 

perceived the task as very challenging. The calculated difference between the two groups 

was 4.91%. The telic participants scored from 7.62 - 8.37 throughout the six time periods, 

while the paratelic participants scored from 8.00 - 8.56 throughout the time periods.      

Time Period 

 

.95 .279 5,26 .92 .05  .62 3.21 5,26 .02 .38

Metamotivational 

Dominance 

NA .171 1,30 .68 .00  NA .582 1,30 .45 .01

 

Time Period X 

Metamotivational 

Dominance 
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.359 

 

5,26 

 

.87 
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Figure 4. Mean participant challenge scores of the puzzle test throughout the six time 

periods.  

 

 

 

Data observation  

 Prior to hypothesis testing, the data�s skewness was inspected in order to secure 

normality of distribution assumptions. The data indicated that the skewness ranged from -

1.15 to .682 for the boring task data and ranged from -1.92 to .781 for the challenging 

task. Because the data fell within the ± 2 skewness coefficient values, the data supported 

the normality of distribution assumptions. Data from all participants was used to 

determine mean and standard deviation for task performance, self-efficacy, motivation, 

arousal and pleasantness for telic and paratelic participants across the boring and 

challenging task and this is summarized in Table 4.  
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Task performance for the circling vowels task  

It was postulated that in the boring task the telic participants would outperform 

their paratelic counterparts by circling more vowels. The RM-ANOVA analysis (Table 5) 

revealed a significant main effect for time period (p <.00). The main effect for time 

period is graphically presented in Figure 5. The significant time period main effect 

illustrated that the participants� mean vowels circled substantially increased from time 

period 1 (M = 306.18, SD = 10.05) to time period 3 (M = 354.59, SD = 12.30) with a 

calculated increase of 13.7%. Additionally, from time period 4 (M = 354.50, SD = 11.51) 

to time period 6 (M = 358.21, SD = 10.30), the participants vowels circled remained 

relatively stable.  
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Figure 5. Mean vowels circled by all participants within the six time periods for the task 

of circling vowels. 
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Figure 6 illustrates the non-significant interaction between time period and 

metamotivational dominance (p < .49). Though telic dominant participants outperformed 

their paratelic counterparts, this trend was not verified by the statistical test. Telic 

participants (M = 353.34, SD = 19.68) performed better (i.e., circled more vowels) than 

their paratelic counterparts (M = 334.39, SD = 21.92) in the boring task with a calculated 

difference of 5.38%. Additionally, in each time period (i.e., 1 � 6), the telic participants 

circled more vowels than their paratelic counterparts; however all these differences were 

non-significant. For the telic participants, there was a sharp increase of vowels circled 

from time period 1 (M = 316.93, SD = 14.22) to time period 3 (M = 368.00, SD = 17.40) 

with a calculated increase of 14.1%. However, the telic participants circled slightly less 

vowels in time period 4 (M = 359.56, SD = 14.61) and time period 5 (M = 360.12, SD = 

16.28) than time period 3. Interestingly, the telic participants circled the most values in 

time period 6 (M = 369.43, SD = 14.57). 
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Figure 6.  Mean vowels circled in each time period for telic and paratelic participants in 

the task of circling vowels.
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Table 5. Summary of Repeated Measures ANOVA Results using Task Performance as a 

Dependent Variable Across the tasks of Circling Vowels and Completing Puzzles.  

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

         

                            

                                            Circling Vowels                                       Completing Puzzles      

                               

 

 

   Effect                 Wilks λ      F         df         p          ή
 2
             Wilks λ     F          df          p         ή

2  

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________________  

 

 

  

Although, as hypothesized, the paratelic participants were outperformed by the 

telic participants, they showed a gradual increase in vowels circled from time period 1  

(M = 295.43, SD = 14.22) to time period 5 (M = 351.56, SD = 16.28) with a calculated 

increase of 16.2%. However, in time period 6 (M = 347.00, SD = 14.75) the average 

number of vowels the paratelic participants circled slightly decreased compared to the 

previous time periods. Again, these descriptive findings were non-significant, and 

therefore our hypothesis could not be verified. 

 

Task performance for completing puzzles 

 It was hypothesized that in the challenging task the paratelic participants would 

complete correctly more puzzles/games than their telic counterparts. The RM-ANOVA 

analysis (Table 5) revealed a significant main effect for time period (p <.00) and a strong 
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tendency towards statistical significance for metamotivational dominance (p < .06). The 

main effect for time period is graphically presented in Figure 7.  
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Figure 7. Mean puzzles/games completed correctly by all participants within the six time 

periods in task of completing puzzles. 

 

 

 

 Figure 7 shows that the participants completed correctly the most puzzles/games 

in time period 2 (M = 2.56, SD = .25), however, the participants did not differ in the 

amount of puzzles/games they completed correctly in the other time periods, especially 

from time period 3 to time period 6. Figure 8 displays the strong tendency towards 

statistical significance for metamotivational dominance. Paratelic participants (M = 2.10, 

SD = .50) completed correctly more puzzles/games than the telic participants (M = 1.61, 

SD = .41) with a calculated difference of 23.3%.  
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Figure 8. Mean puzzles/games solved correctly for telic and paratelic participants in the 

task of completing puzzles.  

 

 

 

Figure 9 illustrates the non-significant time period by metamotivational dominance 

interaction effect (p < .71). Figure 9, but mainly Figure 8, illustrates the notion that 

paratelic dominant participants outperform their telic counterparts in solving correctly the 

puzzles/games. Figure 9 demonstrates how in all of the time periods (accept time period 

3) the paratelic participants solved correctly more puzzles/games than their telic 

counterparts. Although the paratelic participants solved more puzzles/games correctly 

than the telic participants, the paratelic participants were inconsistent in increasing the 

amount of puzzles/games correctly solved as the time periods progressed. Interestingly, 

the telic participants increased their output of correctly solved puzzles/games from time 

period 1 (M = 1.56, SD = .26) to time period 2 (M = 2.18, SD = .36) with a 
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Figure 9. Mean puzzles/games solved correctly for telic and paratelic participants across 

time periods in the task of completing puzzles. 

 

 

 

calculated increase of 28.4%, however, the telic participants in time period 3 (M = 1.50, 

SD = .22) decreased their output of correctly solving the puzzles/games correctly. Also, 

from time period 4 (M = 1.81, SD = .35) to time period 5 (M = 1.68, SD = .32), the telic 

participants slightly decreased in their amount of puzzles/games solved correctly. Finally, 

in time period 6 (M = 0.93, SD = .32), the telic participants solved on average their 

lowest number of puzzles/games correctly. Similar to the telic participants, the paratelic 

participants also increased their output of correctly solved puzzles/games from time 

period 1 (M = 2.18, SD = .26) to time period 2 (M = 2.93, SD = .36) with a calculated 

increase of 25.5%. Analogous to the telic participants, in time period 3 the paratelic 

participants solved less puzzles/games correctly (M = 1.56, SD = .22) than time period 1 

and time period 2. From time period 4 (M = 2.31, SD = .35) to time period 6 (M = 1.62, 

SD = .32), the paratelic participants decreased their output of correctly solved 

puzzles/games with a calculated difference of 29.8%. It should be emphasized that all of 

these changes were non-significant; therefore the hypothesis cannot be supported.  
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Self-efficacy for the task of circling vowels    

 It was hypothesized that in the boring task telic dominant participants would have 

increased self-efficacy (i.e., confidence) in circling vowels as compared to their paratelic 

counterparts. The RM-ANOVA analysis (Table 6) revealed a significant main effect for 

time period (p < .03). The time period effect is depicted in Figure 10. Essentially, Figure 

10 shows how the participants self-efficacy level (i.e., confidence level) decreased from 

time period 1 (M = 89.68, SD = 1.55) to time period 5 (M = 80.15, SD = 2.80) with a 

calculated decrease of 10.6%. Additionally, the participants evidenced a very minor 

increase in self-efficacy from time period 5 (M = 80.15, SD = 2.80) to time period 6 (M =  

81.87, SD = 2.56) with a calculated increase of 2.1%.  
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Figure 10. Mean self-efficacy level for participants within the six time periods in the task 

of circling vowels.  
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Table 6. Summary of Repeated Measures ANOVA Results using Self-Efficacy as a 

Dependent Variable Across the tasks of Circling Vowels and Completing Puzzles. 

____________________________________________________________________________________  

                             

                                               

 Circling Vowels                                            Completing Puzzles      

                               

 

Effect                   Wilks λ      F         df         p          ή
 2
                   Wilks λ     F        df        p         ή

2  

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 The non-significant time period by metamotivational dominance interaction effect 

(p < .35) is illustrated in Figure 11. Although the findings were non-significant, they were 

in the expected hypothesized direction where the telic dominant participants (M = 86.77, 

SD = 4.54) on average evidenced higher self-efficacy than their paratelic counterparts (M 

= 83.69, SD = 3.36) with a calculated difference of 3.5%, yet this cannot be generalized 

to the population. However, contrary to expectation, the telic dominant participants did 

not increase in self-efficacy over the time periods. For instance, Figure 11 demonstrates 

how the telic participants decreased in self-efficacy from time period 1 (M = 93.12, SD = 

2.19) to time period 5 (M = 80.31, SD = 3.97) with a calculated decrease in self efficacy 

of 13.7%. 

 Nevertheless, the telic participants slightly increased their self-efficacy level from 

time period 5 (M = 80.31, SD = 3.97) to time period 6 (M = 84.37, SD = 3.63) with a  

calculated increase of 4.8%. 
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Figure 11.  Mean self-efficacy level for telic and paratelic participants across time periods 

in the task of circling vowels. 

 

 

 

 Figure 11 also displays how the paratelic participants decreased their level of self-

efficacy from time period 2 (M = 87.81, SD = 2.17) to time period 6 (M = 79.37, SD = 

3.63) with a calculated decrease in self-efficacy of 9.61% that cannot be generalized to 

the population. 

 

Self-efficacy for the task of completing puzzles 

 It was hypothesized that in the challenging task the paratelic participants would 

sustain increased self-efficacy (i.e., higher self-efficacy) while solving the puzzles/games 

compared to their telic counterparts. The RM-ANOVA analysis (Table 6) revealed a 

significant main effect for time period (p <.00). The main effect for time period is 

graphically presented in Figure 12. Figure 12 exhibits how the participants slightly 

increased their self-efficacy level in their ability to solve the puzzles/games correctly 

from time period 1 (M = 34.31, SD = 3.58) to time period 5 (M = 48.43, SD = 4.35) with 

a calculated increase in self efficacy of 29.2%. However, there was a slight decrease in 

self-efficacy of the participants from time period 5 (M = 48.43, SD = 4.35) to time period 

6 (M = 45.46, SD = 4.74) with a calculated decrease in self-efficacy of 6.13%. It should 
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also be noted, that on average, participants� self-efficacy in completing puzzles was low 

to average. 
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Figure 12. Mean self-efficacy level of participants within the six time periods in the task 

of completing puzzles.  
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 Figure 13 illustrates the non-significant time period by metamotivational 

dominance interaction effect (p < .34).  
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Figure 13.  Mean self-efficacy level for telic and paratelic participants across time periods 

for the task of completing puzzles. 

 

 

 

Contrary to expectation, the telic dominant participants (M = 47.10, SD = 6.25) had a 

higher self-efficacy level than their paratelic counterparts (M = 39.94, SD = 4.52) across 

the time periods with a calculated difference of 15.2%. Furthermore, the telic participants 

had the same mean score for their level of self efficacy in time period 2 (M = 47.68, SD = 

6.16) and time period 3 (M = 47.68, SD = 6.03), and then increased to a similar self 

efficacy in time period 4 (M = 51.75, SD = 6.22) and time period 5 (M = 51.56, SD = 

6.41). Nonetheless, the telic participants showed a slight drop in self efficacy during time 

period 6 (M = 49.06, SD = 6.70). In comparison to the telic participants, the paratelic 

participants (Figure 13) started out with a lower sense of self-efficacy in their ability to 

solve correctly the puzzles/games. Nevertheless, the paratelic dominant participants 

increased in self-efficacy from time period 1 (M = 33.75, SD = 5.06) to time period 5 (M 

= 45.31, SD = 6.41) with a calculated increase of 25.5%. Though the figure demonstrates 

that the paratelic participants have increased self-efficacy in solving the puzzles/games, 
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this was not confirmed by the statistical test. Similar to the telic participants decline from 

time period 5 to time period 6, the paratelic participants showed a decline from time 

period 5 (M = 45.31, SD = 6.41) to time period 6 (M = 41.87, SD = 6.70) also with a 

calculated decrease in self-efficacy of 7.13%. Essentially, the telic and paratelic 

participants increased in self-efficacy similarly.     

 

Motivation level for the task of circling vowels  

 In the boring task, it was hypothesized that the telic participants would have 

increased motivation through the time periods as compared to their paratelic counterparts. 

The RM-ANOVA for the boring task displayed in Table 7 indicated a significant main 

effect for time period (p < .01). The significant time period main effect is illustrated in 

Figure 14.  
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Figure 14.  Mean motivation level for participants within the six time periods in the task 

of circling vowels. 

 

 

 

The figure demonstrates that the participants mean motivation level from time period 1 

(M = 80.25, SD = 2.72) to time period 6 (M = 66.84, SD = 4.97) decreased with a 

calculated difference of 16.7%. 
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Table 7. Summary of Repeated Measures ANOVA Results using Motivation Level as a 

Dependent Variable Across the Tasks of Circling Vowels and Completing Puzzles. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

                                              Circling Vowels                                             Completing Puzzles 

 

 

 

 

Effect                      Wilks λ      F         df         p          ή
 2
             Wilks λ     F          df         p         ή

 2 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

  

 

Figure 15 displays the non-significant interaction effect between time period and 

metamotivational dominance (p < .62). It illustrates that the telic dominant participants, 

contrary to expectation, failed to increase in motivation level as the time periods 

progressed. In fact, the telic dominant participants decreased in motivation from time 

period 1 (84.69, SD = 3.85) to time period 6 (M = 69.43, SD = 7.03) with a calculated 

decrease of 18.0%. Similarly, the paratelic dominant participants also decreased in 

motivation from time period 1 (M = 75.87, SD = 3.85) to time period 6 (M = 64.25, 

SD=7.03) with a calculated decrease of 15.3%. Although, the telic dominant participants 

(M = 75.82, SD = 5.95) decreased in their level of motivation, they still maintained a 

higher level of motivation as compared to their paratelic counterparts (M = 70.02, SD = 

4.44) with a calculated difference of 7.65%, however this cannot be generalized to the 

population due to the finding determined to be non-significant.     
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Figure 15.  Mean motivation level for telic and paratelic participants across time periods 

in the task of circling vowels. 

 

 

 

Motivation level for the task of completing puzzles   

 It was hypothesized that the paratelic participants would have increased 

motivation through the time periods as they engaged in the challenging task compared to 

their telic counterparts. The RM-ANOVA analysis shown in Table 7 indicated no 

significant main effects or interaction effects for the challenging task. Figure 16 shows 

the non-significant metamotivational dominance effect (p < .90). The figure demonstrates 

that the paratelic participants (M = 65.56, SD = 1.76) had a similar average motivational 

level as compared to their telic counterparts (M = 64.73, SD = 2.95) with a calculated 

difference of 1.66%. Figure 17 illustrates the non-significant time period by 

metamotivational dominance interaction (p < .67). Contrary to expectation, the paratelic 

dominant participants did not show an increase in motivational level as the time periods 

progressed. 
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Figure 16.  Mean motivational level for telic and paratelic participants in the task of 

completing puzzles. 

 

 

 

Figure 17 shows how the paratelic participants decreased, though not significantly, in 

their level of motivation from time period 1 (M = 68.43, SD = 5.97) to time period 6 (M 

= 63.50, SD = 5.52) with a calculated decrease of 7.20%. The figure also shows that the 

telic participants slightly increased their level of motivation from time period 1 (M = 

65.56, SD = 5.97) to time period 2 (M = 68.25, SD = 5.84) with a calculated increase of 

3.94%, however, from time period 2 (M = 66.50, SD = 5.84) to time period 6 (M = 63.50, 

SD = 5.52) their level of motivation decreased with a calculated difference of 4.51%. In 

essence, the motivational level of the telic participants did not vary significantly while the 

paratelic participants, contrary to expectation decreased their level of motivation from 

time period 1 to time period 6. However, all these changes were non-significant, thus 

cannot be generalized to the population.   
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Figure 17.  Mean motivational level for telic and paratelic participants across time 

periods in the task of completing puzzles. 

 

 

 

Arousal level for the task of circling vowels  

 It was hypothesized that the telic dominant participants would evidence higher 

arousal feelings than their paratelic dominant counterparts while performing the boring 

task. The RM-ANOVA analysis shown in Table 8 indicated a tendency towards 

significance for the time period main effect (p < .08) and the interaction effect of time 

period by metamotivational dominance (p < .07). Figure 18 illustrates the tendency 

towards significance for the time period main effect and displays how the participants 

mean arousal scores tended to fluctuate a little throughout the task. For instance, the 

participants arousal level slightly decreased from time period 1 (M = 5.43, SD = .36) to 

time period 3 (M = 4.81, SD = .33) with a calculated decrease of 11.4%. Again, the 

participant�s arousal level tended to fluctuate from time period 4 to time period 6. 
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Figure 18. Mean arousal level for participants within the six time periods in the task of 

circling vowels.  

 

 

Table 8. Summary of Repeated Measures ANOVA Results using Arousal Level as a 

Dependent Variable Across the Task of Circling Vowels and Completing Puzzles.   

___________________________________________________________________________________       
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 Figure 19 shows the strong tendency towards significance for the interaction 

effect of time period and metamotivational dominance. Although not significant, but in 

the hypothesized direction, the telic participants (M = 4.98, SD = .41) evidenced higher 

arousal feelings than their paratelic counterparts (M = 4.83, SD = .52) with a calculated 

difference of 3.21%. Moreover, Figure 19 demonstrates how both the telic and paratelic 

fluctuated in their arousal feelings within the six time periods. For example, telic  
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Figure 19.  Mean arousal level for telic and paratelic participants across time periods for 

the task of circling vowels. 

 

 

 

participants fluctuated in their level of arousal from time period 2 to time period 6 while 

their highest level of arousal was during time period 6 (M = 5.37, SD = .63). In addition, 

the paratelic participants fluctuated in their level of arousal from time period 2 to time 

period 6 and evidenced a steady drop in their level of arousal from time period 4 to time 

period 6. Again, in the hypothesized direction, the telic participants, did evidence on 

average a slightly higher arousal level than their paratelic counterparts, yet this cannot be 

substantiated due to the statistical findings being non-significant. 
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Arousal level for the task of completing puzzles 

 It was hypothesized that the paratelic participants would evidence higher arousal 

feelings than their telic counterparts while working on the challenging task. The RM-

ANOVA analysis in Table 8 revealed a significant main effect for metamotivational 

dominance (p < .00) however, no interaction effects were attained. The metamotivatinal 

dominance main effect is presented in Figure 20.  
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Figure 20. Mean arousal level for telic and paratelic participants in the task of completing 

puzzles. 

 

 

 

The figure illustrates that the paratelic participants (M = 6.50, SD =.13) evidenced higher 

arousal level than their telic counterparts (M = 5.19, SD = .56) with a calculated 

difference of 20.1%. Figure 21 shows the non-significant time periods by 

metamotivational dominance interaction effect (p <.50).  

 Figure 21 demonstrates that the hypothesis was in the expected direction, however 

cannot be supported due to the findings being non-significant. For instance, the the 

paratelic dominant participants sustained a higher arousal level than their telic 

counterparts throughout the entire thirty minutes of task engagement. Furthermore, the 

figure reveals the consistency in felt arousal of the paratelic participants throughout the 

six time periods. The paratelic participants� highest arousal level was at time period 6 
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(M = 6.68, SD = .39) while their lowest arousal level was at time period 3 (M = 6.31, SD 

= .36) with a calculated difference of 5.54%. Essentially, the paratelic participants 

obtained arousal level scores from 6.31 to 6.68 throughout the time periods.  

 

 

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1 2 3 4 5 6

Time Period

A
ro

u
sa

l

Telic

Paratelic

Figure 21.  Mean arousal level of telic and paratelic participants within time periods in 

the task of completing puzzles. 

 

 

 

 Alternatively, the telic participants maintained a lower arousal level as predicted. 

Throughout the time periods, the telic participants did not achieve an arousal score above 

5.93 and this level of arousal was obtained during the first time period. They tended to 

show slight fluctuation in their level of arousal; especially from time period 3 to time 

period 6. Moreover, the highest arousal level score for the telic participants was noted 

during time period 1 (M = 5.93, SD = .45), while their lowest arousal level score was 

during time period 5 (M = 4.56, SD = .40) with a calculated difference of 23.1%. The 

data followed the expected direction, yet the results should be viewed with caution due to 

the interaction effect being non-significant.  
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Pleasantness for the task of circling vowels  

 It was hypothesized that the telic dominant participants would report more 

pleasant feelings while engaged in the boring task compared to their paratelic 

counterparts. The RM-ANOVA analysis illustrated in Table 9 failed to indicate any 

significant main or interaction effects for the boring task. Although no main effects were 

present, Figure 22 illustrates the non-significant main effect for metamotivational 

dominance (p < .61). The figure demonstrates that the telic participants (M = 5.44, SD = 

.40), thought minor, evidenced higher pleasant feelings than their paratelic counterparts 

(M = 5.15, SD = .37) with a calculated difference of 5.50%. Additionally, Figure 23 

demonstrates the non-significant interaction effect of time period by metamotivational 

dominance (p < .59). Although the hypothesis was in the expected direction, i.e., telic 

participants would feel higher pleasant feelings than their paratelic counterparts, the 

results could not be supported due to the findings being non-significant. Furthermore, 

contrary to expectation, the telic participants declined in their pleasantness level as the as 

the task progressed. For instance, from time period 1 (M = 6.00, SD = .40) to time period 

4 (M = 5.00, SD = .48), the telic participants declined in pleasantness level with a 

calculated decline of 16.6%. There was a slight increase in pleasantness level from time 

period 5 (M = 5.00, SD = .50) to time period 6 (M = 5.56, SD = .53) with a calculated 

increase of 10.1%. 
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Table 9. Summary of Repeated Measures ANOVA Results using Pleasantness as a 

Dependent Variable Across the Task of Circling Vowels and Completing Puzzles. 

____________________________________________________________________________________   

         

     

                                            Circling Vowels                                    Completing Puzzles     

                               

 

 

Effect                 Wilks λ      F         df         p          ή
 2
             Wilks λ     F          df          p         ή

2  

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Similarly, the paratelic participants declined in performance from time period 1 (M = 

5.75, SD = .40) to time period 6 (M = 4.81, SD = .53) with a calculated decline of 16.3%. 

As expected, the paratelic participants did not evidence any increase in pleasantness 

throughout the task, as compared to the telic participants, however, it was expected that 

the telic participants would show a more substantial increase in performance than 

observed. It should be emphasized that all the changes were non-significant.  
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Figure 22. Pleasantness mean score for telic and paratelic participants in the task of 

circling vowels. 
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Figure 23. Pleasantness mean scores for telic and paratelic participants within time 

periods in the task of circling vowels. 
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Pleasantness for the task of completing puzzles 

 It was hypothesized that the paratelic participants would report more pleasant 

feelings while engaged in the challenging task than their telic counterparts. The RM-

ANOVA analysis in Table 9 revealed no main effects or interaction effects for the 

challenging task. The non significant main effect for metamotivational dominance (p < 

.72) is displayed in Figure 24.  
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Figure 24. Pleasantness mean scores for telic and paratelic participants in the task of 

completing puzzles. 

 

 

 

The figure shows that the paratelic participants (M = 5.05, SD = .23) evidenced higher 

arousal feelings than their telic counterparts (M = 4.87, SD = .36) with a minimal 

difference of 3.56%. Figure 25, shows the non-significant time period by 

metamotivational dominance interaction effect (p < .20). The figure demonstrates how 

the paratelic participants varied in their level of pleasantness. For instance, the paratelic 

participants increased their level of pleasure from time period 1 (M = 5.00, SD = .49) to 

time period 2 (M = 5.31, SD = .39) with a calculated increase of 5.84%. The paratelic 

participants� level of pleasantness was higher in time period 6 (M = 5.38, SD = .44) as 



                                                                                                     

 62

3

4

5

6

7

1 2 3 4 5 6

Time Period

P
le

as
an

te
n

es
s

Telic

Paratelic

 

Figure 25.  Pleasantness mean scores for telic and paratelic participants within time 

periods in the task of completing puzzles. 

 

 

 

compared to time periods 4 (M = 4.93, SD = .48) and 5 (M = 4.87, SD = .38). 

Correspondingly, the telic participants evidenced a very similar pattern compared to their 

paratelic counterparts. For example, the telic participants increased their level of 

pleasantness from time period 1 (M = 4.87, SD = .49) to time period 3 (M = 5.37, SD = 

.14), however, declined in their level of pleasantness from time period 4 (M = 4.93, SD = 

.47) to time period 6 (4.43, SD = .43). Essentially, both the telic and paratelic participants 

were consistent in their level of pleasantness throughout the task, except for the paratelic 

participants� increase in pleasantness in time period 6. Paratelic participants maintained a 

higher level of pleasure than their telic counterparts, but these finding was non-

significant.  
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DISCUSSION 

 

 

 

 The main purpose of the current study was to utilize reversal theory (RT) to 

examine the effect of an individual�s metamotivational dominance (i.e., telic/paratelic), 

self-efficacy, motivation, and affect (i.e., arousal and pleasantness) while engaging in a 

task of circling vowels (i.e., a boring task) and completing puzzles (i.e., a challenging 

task). Reversal theory (RT) is concerned with the personalities and motivations of 

individuals as they engage in activities. Notably, RT focuses on metamotivational states 

(i.e., telic/paratelic) that identify individuals� behaviors at specific time periods (Apter, 

1982, 2001). For instance, in a telic state, individuals tend to be serious and goal oriented 

while in the paratelic state individuals are classified as playful, spontaneous, and 

sensation seekers. Furthermore, individuals in a paratelic state typically prefer more 

challenging activities and see a lack of challenge or a sensation-seeking activity as 

boring, whereas telic individuals typically engage in serious activity and see challenging 

activity as anxiety provoking (Apter, 1982, 2001).  

 In line with previous reversal theory research (Kerr & Svebak, 1989; Kerr & van 

Schaik, 1995; Kerr, 1991) it was predicted that telic and paratelic individuals would 

behave differently with respect to their self-efficacy, affect, motivation, and performance 

in two different tasks (i.e., circling vowels and completing puzzles). Although there have 

been copious amounts of research using RT with athletes (Males, 1999; Kerr, 1987), 

there were serious limitations with previous research designs. For instance, prior research 

with RT has predominately focused on RT with athletes. Essentially, the research has 

been geared solely towards how metamotivational dominance affects athletes� 

preferences for certain sports, their arousal levels, and their levels of pleasure (Kerr, 

1987; Kerr & van Lienden, 1987). Prior research has concluded that telic dominant 

athletes generally prefer endurance sports rather than explosive or challenging sports 
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(Svebak & Kerr, 1989; Summers & Stewart, 1993; Kerr, 1991). Additionally, telic 

athletes prefer planned, goal-oriented activities, while paratelic individuals prefer 

unplanned, spontaneous, and challenging activities (Apter, 1982, 2001).  

Although there has been extensive research conducted with athletes in the RT 

literature, a major limitation involves the types of participants studied. Alternatively, the 

present research utilized primarily a non-athletic population that engaged in two non-

athletic tasks (i.e., circling vowels and completing puzzles). Moreover, it was believed 

that if paratelic individuals enjoyed more challenging tasks than did telic individuals, 

then they would also enjoy more the task of completing puzzles (i.e., a challenging 

activity non-athletic in nature).  Consequently, it was believed that telic participants 

would feel more secure in less challenging or risky activity (i.e., circling vowels) than 

paratelic participants.   Therefore, the current study was designed to employ RT as a 

means to examine (1) an individual�s metamotivational dominance within the tasks of 

circling vowels and completing puzzles, and (2) the influence of metamotivational 

dominance and environmental tasks on an individual�s self-efficacy, affect, motivation, 

and performance outcome. 

 The current research employed two different tasks: (1) a task composed of 

circling vowels (i.e., intended to be boring in nature), and (2) a task of completing 

puzzles (i.e., intended to be challenging in nature). During the first task, participants were 

asked to circle as many vowels as they could in thirty minutes. After each five minute 

time period (i.e., six time periods totaling thirty minutes) they were stopped and asked to 

complete a series of questions measuring their self-efficacy, motivational level, arousal, 

and pleasure for the five minute time segment. Additionally, their performance outcome 

(i.e., number of vowels circled in the five minute time segment) was tabulated. 

Alternatively, in the second task participants were asked to complete as many puzzles as 

they could in thirty minutes. As in the task of circling vowels, participants were stopped 

after each five minute time period and asked to complete a series of questions measuring 

their self-efficacy, motivational level, arousal, and pleasure for each of the five minute 

time segments (i.e., six time periods totaling thirty minutes). A participant�s performance 

outcome consisted of the number of puzzles completed correctly during each of the time 

segments. A repeated measures ANOVA was utilized for both of the tasks to estimate 



                                                                                                     

 65

changes in performance, self-efficacy, motivation, arousal, and pleasantness throughout 

the tasks. The major premise of the design is that individuals would respond differently to 

the tasks based on their metamotivational dominance.   

 In the task of circling vowels, it was hypothesized that the telic participants would 

outperform their paratelic counterparts by circling more vowels. This hypothesis was 

derived from Apter�s (1982, 2001) postulation that the absence of challenge (i.e., circling 

vowels) would result in boredom for paratelic individuals and subsequently performance 

deterioration compared to their telic counterparts (Apter, 1982, 2001). The results of the 

study failed to reveal a significant metamotivational dominance main effect or a time 

period by metamotivational dominance interaction effect. Moreover, the telic and 

paratelic participants were not statistically different from each other in the amount of 

vowels they circled. Although non-significant statistically, the results were in the 

expected hypothesized direction that the telic dominant participants would outperform 

their paratelic dominant counterparts in circling more vowels. Consistent with the 

principles of RT, the results showed that the telic participants saw the task of circling 

vowels as more exciting than did their paratelic counterparts and outperformed them 

during each time period. The results correspond to Tacon and Kerr (1999) and Kerr and 

Tacon�s (2000) findings where telic individuals generally excelled in more serious 

oriented activities such as working in a classroom or at the library compared to their 

paratelic counterparts. Essentially, the paratelic dominant individuals performed better 

under more challenging or playful situations such as at the gym. Notably, because the 

results were non-significant, the first hypothesis cannot be confirmed, and the results 

cannot be generalized to the population.  

 The non-statistically significant results can be attributed to the fact that both the 

telic and paratelic dominant individuals perceived the vowels-circling task as non-

challenging since both groups (i.e., telic and paratelic) increased in the amount of vowels 

circled as the task progressed contradicting the thesis that the performance of paratelic 

individuals would decline. Although the task of circling vowels was seen as 

moderately/highly boring and non-challenging, both groups continued to strive to do their 

best in the task. Interestingly, the result this produced contradicted the other 

measurements because both of the groups declined in their level of self-efficacy and 
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motivation as the task progressed. Although the participants increased their amount of 

vowels circled as the task progressed, it appears that the paratelic individuals saw the task 

as a challenge and continued to strive to do their best through task progression. It is 

believed that if the task of circling vowels was extended in length from thirty minutes to 

possibly over one hour, then the paratelic individuals would become bored with the task 

(lack of challenge) and decline in performance in comparison to the telic individuals. 

Therefore, it is postulated that future RT research should allow adequate time to pass in 

order to really determine if one�s metamotivational dominance truly affects performance 

levels.  

 Although non-significant statistically, Table 10 displays the effect sizes for 

performance, self-efficacy, motivation, arousal, and pleasantness. According to Cohen 

(1994), effect sizes from 0.1 � 0.2 are considered weak, 0.2 � 0.5 are moderate, and > .5 

are strong. In viewing the performance effect sizes for circling vowels, it was concluded 

that the effect sizes were weak to moderate. Telic participants exhibited consistently 0.10 

� 0.30 standardized advantage throughout the six time periods of the boring task. 

 Alternatively, it was hypothesized that in the task of completing puzzles the 

paratelic dominant participants would outperform their telic counterparts. Results failed 

to reveal a statistically significant metamotivational dominance main effect or a time 

period by metamotivational dominance interaction effect, but were in the expected 

hypothesized direction. Although non-significant statistically, the paratelic dominant 

participants completed more puzzles/games (i.e. challenging task) than did their telic 

counterparts. The result that the paratelic dominant individuals outperformed their telic 

counterparts corresponds to Males, Kerr and Gerkovich�s (1998) findings. Males et al. 

(1998) studied athletes during a canoe slalom competition and found that participants 

performed best under challenging circumstances in the paratelic mastery state as opposed 

to the telic state. Furthermore, Males (1999) reported that when individuals were in the 

paratelic state they were more willing to perform challenging tasks such as slalom 

canoeing. Additionally, Males (1999) observed that skiing down a mountain was viewed 

as a challenge for paratelic participants, and they performed better than telic participants. 

Moreover, the telic participants appeared to view the task as more anxiety provoking and 

preferred less challenging or sensation seeking activities. In line with RT, it was believed 
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Table 10. Effect sizes across time periods for performance, self-efficacy, motivation, 

arousal and pleasantness for participants in the task of circling vowels and completing 

puzzles. 
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that the telic participants would perceive the task of completing puzzles as unpleasant and 

that the paratelic participants would perceive the task of completing puzzles as 

challenging, and therefore a pleasant and arousing experience, and consequently would 

outperform their telic counterparts (Apter, 1982, 2001).              

 Notably, the paratelic participants showed inconsistency in the amount of 

puzzles/games completed correctly throughout the task. Because the task was novel for 

participants, this could have created fluctuation in their scores throughout the six time 
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periods. Also, the puzzles appeared to get harder as the task progressed, and this could be 

a viable explanation as to why their scores fluctuated. Moreover, the participants could 

have been nervous about their scores in prior time periods, thus affecting their ability to 

continue increasing their output in completing the puzzles correctly as the task 

progressed. In viewing the performance effect sizes for the task of completing puzzles, it 

was concluded that the effect sizes were weak to moderate. Paratelic participants 

exhibited consistently -0.04 � -0.41 standardized performance advantage throughout the 

six time periods of the challenging task. 

  In the task of circling vowels, it was hypothesized that the telic participants would 

have increased self-efficacy (i.e., confidence) in circling vowels as compared to their 

paratelic counterparts. Previous research has failed to integrate RT with Bandura�s self-

efficacy theory (1997). For instance, prior RT research (Summers & Stewart, 1993; Kerr, 

1991) observed that paratelic individuals preferred more sensation-seeking and 

challenging activity while telic participants preferred less challenging activity and saw 

paratelic activity as anxiety provoking. Therefore, it was postulated that paratelic 

individuals would have higher self-efficacy in activities such as solving puzzles/games 

that are more challenging in nature while telic individuals would have higher self-

efficacy while circling vowels (i.e., non-challenging and less stressful activity). Results 

indicated a non-significant statistically metamotivational dominance main effect and time 

period by metamotivational dominance interaction effect. Although non-significant, the 

hypothesis that telic participants would have increased self-efficacy in comparison to the 

paratelic participants was not supported. The results failed to corroborate the findings of 

Summers and Stewart, (1993), who found that paratelic individuals enjoyed more 

challenging activity (i.e., skydiving) compared to their telic counterparts who enjoyed 

safer or less challenging sports. Although self-efficacy was not measured, one can 

assume the paratelic individuals had a higher self-efficacy as compared to the telic 

individuals in the more challenging activity. Moreover, the results failed to support the 

results of Kerr, (1991) who found that paratelic individuals were more risk takers and 

enjoyed more risky activity as compared to their telic counterparts (Kerr, 1991).  

 The non-significant results can be attributed to the fact that the telic and paratelic 

individuals believed that the task was non-stimulating in nature. Consistent with the 
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manipulation check question for the task of circling vowels (i.e., boring task), both 

dominances viewed the task as moderately/highly boring and non-challenging, and 

consequently their lack of desire in the task could explain why the telic individuals 

declined in self-efficacy. Although telic individuals did not sustain increased 

performance in the task, they still maintained a higher average self-efficacy as compared 

to the paratelic individuals. Interestingly, consistent with the principles of RT, it was 

believed that the telic individuals would continue to sustain increased performance; 

however, the telic individuals appeared to decline more in self-efficacy than their 

paratelic counterparts. Again, the manipulation check question suggests that the task of 

circling vowels was non-challenging in nature and moderately to highly boring. RT 

research implies that telic participants enjoy less anxious activity that is non-challenging 

in nature. Consequently, if the task was increased in length then there is a possibility that 

the telic participants would show an increase in self-efficacy as the task progressed. The 

results also fail to link the telic individual�s performance results with his or her self-

efficacy. For instance, the telic participants increased in their performance throughout 

task progression; however, they failed to increase in their level of self-efficacy. This 

again can be attributed to the fact that they found the task of circling vowels as incredibly 

easy but still remained less confident in continuing to circle vowels as the task 

progressed. It is believed that if the self-efficacy question were asked in relationship to 

something else such as �How confident are you circling vowels compared to somebody a 

grade lower than you?� then their confidence might have seen improvement. Thus, it is 

believed that if the question were reframed then it would be more relevant to the task.    

 In viewing the self-efficacy effect sizes for circling vowels (Table 10), it was 

concluded that the effect sizes were weak to strong. Telic participants exhibited 

consistently 0.01 � 0.60 standardized advantage throughout the six time periods of the 

boring task. Alternatively, it was hypothesized that in the challenging task the paratelic 

participants would sustain increased self-efficacy (i.e., higher self-efficacy) while solving 

the puzzles/games compared to their telic counterparts. Results indicated a statistically 

non-significant metamotivational dominance main effect and time period by 

metamotivational dominance interaction effect. Although non-significant, the hypothesis 

that the paratelic dominant participants would sustain increased self-efficacy while 
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solving the puzzles/games compared to their telic counterparts was not supported. The 

results of the study failed to confirm the findings of Slanger and Rudestam (1996), who 

observed that challenging tasks (i.e., difficult tasks) typically are taken on by more self-

efficacious individuals and challenge seekers. For instance, they observed that high risk 

takers had a higher sense of self-efficacy than low risk takers. It is assumed that the 

paratelic individuals viewed the task of circling vowels as more challenging than the telic 

individuals and therefore had a higher sense of self-efficacy (Slanger & Rudestam, 1996). 

 Although the hypothesis that the paratelic participant would have increased self-

efficacy compared to the telic individuals was not supported, both groups did tend to 

increase in self-efficacy as the task progressed, suggesting that they were gaining more 

self-esteem as the task progressed. It can be construed that they believed that they were 

solving the puzzles correctly. Results from the manipulation check question suggest that 

the telic participants perceived the task of solving the puzzles/games as very challenging. 

This indicates that the telic participants may have reversed to a paratelic state during the 

task. Therefore, a better measure to separate telic from paratelic individuals appears to be 

needed. It is believed that if a more effective measure were used to separate telic from 

paratelic individuals then the paratelic individuals would have a higher self-efficacy on 

average than the telic individuals. Essentially, the instruments used in RT are not 

psychometrically sound; therefore, Zuckerman�s (1979) Sensation Seeking Scale was 

used, however, this measure focuses on an individual�s sensation-seeking nature as 

opposed to his/her specific telic/paratelic dominance.   

  In viewing the self-efficacy effect sizes for completing puzzles (Table 10), it was 

concluded that the effect sizes were weak to moderate. Telic participants exhibited 

consistently a 0.03 � 0.33 standardized advantage throughout the six time periods of the 

boring task, contradicting the notion that the paratelic individuals would have a higher 

self-efficacy on average.   

In the boring task, it was hypothesized that the telic participants would have 

increased motivation through the time periods as compared to their paratelic counterparts. 

RT research (Apter, 1982, 2001) suggests that telic individuals prefer more serious-

minded activity and less playful and challenging-oriented activity, while paratelic 

individuals typically enjoy more challenging and sensation-seeking activity. Therefore, it 
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was assumed that telic individuals in a task of circling vowels (i.e., less challenging) 

would be more motivated, committed, and determined compared to the paratelic 

individuals. Furthermore, it was believed that the absence of challenge in the task would 

lead paratelic minded individuals to become quite bored and less motivated within the 

task (Apter, 1982, 2001). The results revealed a statistically non-significant 

metamotivational dominance main effect and non-significant interaction effect between 

time period and metamotivational dominance; thus the hypothesis was not supported. In 

contrast, the telic participants decreased in performance as the task progressed, a result 

similar to that of their paratelic counterparts.  

Importantly, participants were given extra credit (i.e., an incentive) for their 

participation in the task.  Thus, it was believed that the telic participants, and even the 

paratelic participants, would have increased motivation in the task in order to do well. 

The results suggest that the task of circling vowels was boring for all of the participants, 

and consequently the sensation-seeking scale may not have been a true indicator to 

distinguish telic from paratelic individuals. Moreover, it is speculated that if a more 

representative measure were used to separate telic from paratelic individuals then their 

level of motivation may have been different.  

Similarly, in the task of completing puzzles, it was hypothesized that the paratelic 

individuals would have increased motivation through the time periods compared to the 

telic individuals. Again, results failed to indicate a significant metamotivational 

dominance main effect or a time period by metamotivational dominance interaction 

effect. Consistent with the principles of RT (Apter, 1982, 2001), the task of completing 

puzzles was supposed to be more engaging to paratelic individuals, and therefore their 

levels of motivation were predicted to increase.  However, the results failed to 

corroborate the finding of Kerr and Sveback (1989), who found that individuals who 

were paratelic in nature tended to prefer more challenging activities and thus increased in 

their level of motivation when compared to telic individuals. The results of this study 

indicated that the paratelic individuals declined in motivation as the task progressed. As 

stated previously, it is important that more accurate measures be introduced to decipher 

telic from paratelic individuals. Again, it is believed that the sensation seeking scale did 

not accurately distinguish telic from paratelic individuals. For instance, the study may 
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have been composed of telic individuals as opposed to paratelic individuals and therefore 

the results could have been swayed. 

    In viewing the motivation effect sizes for circling vowels, it was concluded that 

the effect sizes were weak to moderate. Telic participants exhibited consistently 0.10 � 

0.40 standardized advantage throughout the six time periods of the boring task. 

Alternatively, the paratelic individuals exhibited consistently -0.02 � -0.08 standardized 

advantage throughout the six time periods of the challenging task while the telic 

individuals were more motivated in time periods two and three, all in line with the 

study�s hypotheses.  

  In the task of circling vowels, it was hypothesized that the telic dominant 

participants would evidence higher arousal feelings than the paratelic individuals. This 

hypothesis was derived from Apter�s (1982, 2001) postulation that telic dominant 

individuals attribute high physiological arousal as unpleasant or anxiety provoking while 

individuals of paratelic dominance attribute high physiological arousal as pleasant and 

are typically arousal seeking. Therefore, in accordance with the previous RT research 

(Kerr & van Schaik, 1995; Kerr, 1997; Kerr & Cox, 1988), telic individuals tend to keep 

away from challenging or complex situations due to feeling overwhelmed and anxious, 

while paratelic individuals tend to feel more aroused in stressful and challenging 

situations.  

 The results of the study failed to reveal a significant metamotivational dominance 

main effect or time period by metamotivational dominance interaction effect. Though 

non-significant statistically, the results were in the expected hypothesized direction in 

that the telic dominant participants evidenced higher arousal levels than did their paratelic 

dominant counterparts. The results correspond to the findings of Kerr and van Shaik 

(1995) where telic dominant individuals felt less stressed and more aroused under non-

stressful and challenging circumstances after winning rugby matches. Additionally, the 

results that the telic individuals would evidence higher arousal feelings compared to the 

paratelic individuals in the task of circling vowels are in line with Apter�s (1982, 2001) 

findings where paratelic individuals often feel bored and less aroused in less challenging 

activity. Therefore, continuously circling vowels (i.e., a repetitive task) may have created 

boredom in the paratelic individuals.  
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 Although the results suggest that the telic dominant individuals reported more 

pleasant feelings in the task of circling vowels when compared to the paratelic 

individuals, the results were statistically non-significant. Moreover, the results illustrated 

that both the telic and paratelic individuals fluctuated in their levels of arousal throughout 

the task. These results could be due to the observation that both types of participants 

tended to get bored with the task because of the short task duration. It is thought that if 

the task were increased in length then the paratelic individuals would become less 

aroused with the task because it would not become a challenge anymore. For example, 

increasing the task in length from six time periods to twelve time periods could have 

produced different results.  

 In viewing the arousal level effect sizes for circling vowels (Table 10), it was 

concluded that the effect sizes were weak to moderate. For instance, telic participants 

exhibited consistently higher effect sizes (0.04 � 0.34) than paratelic participants on the 

circling vowels task while paratelic individuals exhibited higher (-0.02 � -0.18  

standardized averages throughout the six time periods of the boring task.  In essence, in 

the task of circling vowels, the telic and paratelic individuals were similarily aroused 

except for the last period where the telic individuals evidenced much more arousal. The 

effect sizes show that in some time periods the telic individuals showed higher arousal 

feelings as compared to the paratelic individuals while in other time periods the paratelic 

individuals showed higher arousal feelings. 

 Alternatively, it was hypothesized that the paratelic participants would evidence 

higher arousal feelings than their telic counterparts while completing the puzzles/games. 

In line with Apter (1982, 2001) it was believed that because telic individuals tend to feel 

more aroused in more challenging and risky situation as compared to the telic individuals, 

then they would feel more aroused in a task of completing puzzles/games (i.e., 

challenging). Alternatively, in accordance with RT, telic individuals would feel less 

aroused and become threatened and overwhelmed in this task.  

 The results of the study revealed a statistically significant metamotivational 

dominance main effect; however, the study failed to reveal a statistically significant 

interaction effect between time period by metamotivational dominance. As expected, the 

paratelic dominant individuals did evidence higher arousal feelings compared the telic 
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ones throughout the entire task time period. Importantly, the hypothesis cannot be 

supported due to the results being non-significant. In viewing the arousal level effect 

sizes for completing puzzles (Table 10), it was concluded that the effect sizes were weak 

to strong. Paratelic participants exhibited -0.19 � -0.90 standardized advantage 

throughout the six time periods of the challenging task. In line with the hypothesis, the 

paratelic individuals were much more aroused throughout the task, especially during the 

last two time periods.  The results are in line with RT (Apter, 1982, 2001) where paratelic 

individuals are arousal seeking and telic individuals in challenging tasks are arousal 

avoiding. Although the results suggest that paratelic participants showed higher arousal 

feelings than their telic counterparts and that the metamotivational dominance main effect 

was significant, the results evidenced a non-significant interaction effect between 

metamotivational dominance by time period. The non-significant interaction resulted 

from consistent differences between the telic and paratelic arousal level throughout the 

challenging task (see Figure 21). Instead of increasing arousal level between the two 

groups throughout the task, differences were apparent from the outset. These differences, 

however, were in accordance with RT.  

 Similar to the arousal hypothesis, it was believed that telic and paratelic 

individuals would feel different levels of pleasantness while completing the tasks of 

circling vowels and completing puzzles/games; the telic dominant participants would 

report more pleasant feelings while engaged in circling vowels (i.e., boring task) 

compared to their paratelic counterparts. Similar to telic and paratelic feelings of arousal 

and consistent with RT (Apter, 1984, 2001), telic individuals tend to be serious oriented, 

less playful, and relaxation seeking while paratelic individuals tend to be more playful, 

and challenge seekers. Furthermore, research by Kerr and Sveback (1989) and Sveback 

and Kerr (1989) observed that paratelic individuals preferred more risky and challenging 

tasks compared to their telic counterparts and that the paratelic individuals experienced 

boredom (i.e., less pleasure) in non-stressful situations. Again, in line with RT (Apter, 

1982, 2001), telic individuals tend to feel overwhelmed and threatened in stressful or 

challenging situations (i.e., completing puzzles), while paratelic individuals will likely 

feel boredom in the form of displeasure in less challenging situations (i.e., circling 

vowels). The results of the study failed to reveal a statistically significant 
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metamotivational dominance main effect or a statistically significant interaction between 

time period and metamotivational dominance. Although non-significant statistically and 

therefore cannot be supported, the hypothesis that the telic participants would report more 

pleasant feelings than their paratelic counterparts while engaged in circling vowels (i.e., a 

boring task) was in the expected direction. In support of Apter�s RT (1982, 2001), the 

lack of challenge in circling vowels may have created feelings of boredom (i.e., non-

pleasant feelings) for paratelic individuals, while telic individuals could have perceived 

the task (i.e., circling vowels) as non-threatening or challenging, and therefore had more 

pleasant feelings than the paratelic individuals. 

 Although in the expected direction, the telic participants, unexpectedly, declined 

in their level of pleasantness as the task progressed. It is believed that since the task was 

novel then it may have produced feelings of anxiety for telic individuals and, therefore, 

their levels of pleasantness may have declined as the task progressed. Furthermore, more 

opportunities for participants to practice the task may have affected the individual�s 

feelings of pleasantness for the task. For instance, if the participants had significant time 

to practice, then it is speculated that the telic participants might have become more 

anxiety-avoidant as the task progressed and thus increased in their level of pleasure. In 

viewing the pleasantness level effect sizes for circling vowels (Table 10), it was 

concluded that the effect sizes for telic participants were weak as they consistently scored 

from 0.10 � 0.24 standardized averages throughout the six time periods of the boring 

task. On the other hand, there was one instance that the paratelic individuals had a higher 

level of pleasantness (-0.02) than did their telic counterparts. Again, the results imply 

practical significance although they are non-significant statistically.  

Alternatively, it was hypothesized that the paratelic participants would report 

more pleasant feelings while engaged in the challenging task than would their telic 

counterparts. The results failed to reveal a statistically significant metamotivational 

dominance main affect or interaction effect between time period and metamotivational 

dominance. Although no main or interaction effects were presented, the data were in the 

expected direction though non-significant. The results of the present study substantiate 

the findings of Kerr (1991), who found that individuals who take more risk are typically 

more paratelic in nature and exhibit more pleasant feelings on average than their telic 
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counterparts. Three studies were completed and all of the studies revealed that paratelic 

individuals tended to feel more pleasure and sensation-seeking in risk or challenging 

activities compared to telic individuals who typically preferred less challenging activities 

(Kerr, 1991). Again, in support of Apter�s RT (1982, 2001), the challenge of completing 

puzzles created pleasurable and exciting feelings for paratelic individuals while 

producing feelings of anxiety for telic individuals. 

  Again, the task of completing vowels could have been a novel task and thus 

created feelings of pleasantness and excitement for telic individuals. Furthermore, the 

task of completing vowels may not have been challenging enough for telic individuals to 

feel anxious. Future research should therefore make sure the tasks are truly representative 

of telic and paratelic tendencies. 

In viewing the level of pleasantness effect sizes for completing puzzles/games, it 

was revealed that the effect sizes were weak to moderate. Telic participants exhibited 

consistently 0.00 � 0.24 standardized advantage throughout the six time periods of the 

boring task. Alternatively, the paratelic participants exhibited consistently -0.04 � -0.37 

weak to moderate effect sizes in the paratelic direction throughout the six time periods in 

the challenging task. 

 

Summary and conclusion 

 Generally, the results of the study failed to support RT because the dependent 

measures, i.e., task performance, self-efficacy, motivation, arousal, and pleasantness, 

were non-significant statistically; However, in line with the theoretical conceptualization, 

task performance, arousal, and pleasantness during the task were in the hypothesized 

direction. Of interest are the results of the manipulation check questions. For instance, the 

telic and paratelic participants viewed the task of circling vowels as moderately to highly 

boring and non-challenging; however, contrary to expectation, the hypotheses regarding 

self-efficacy and motivation were not supported. Additionally, the task of completing 

puzzles was viewed as extremely challenging, suggesting that the paratelic participants 

would increase in self-efficacy and motivation consistent with RT. However, paratelic 

individuals declined in performance.  
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 Notably, fluctuations in the scores of the telic and paratelic participants across the 

measures were observed. For example, although in the expected direction in the task of 

circling vowels, it was revealed that contrary to expectations, telic participants declined 

throughout the progression of the task in their level of pleasantness. 

 Although most effects were statistically non-significant, the descriptive values 

supported the study�s hypotheses derived from RT. Importantly, the study indicates that 

paratelic minded individuals generally preferred more challenging and playful activities 

(e.g., completing puzzles/games), while the telic individuals liked the task of circling 

vowels more than paratelic counterparts. Consequently, results from the study imply that 

paratelic individuals behave differently in situations that are less serious and more 

challenging in nature, while telic individuals typically prefer more serious and less 

challenging activity. Notably, the results gave way to practical significance (Table 10) 

because many of the differences between telic and paratelic participants exceeded an 

effect size of .20.  

 

Limitations 

 Though this study sought to advance RT, it suffered several limitations, which 

may have resulted in unexpected research outcomes. One of the major limitations of the 

study pertains to the nature of the tasks selected in this study. Previous RT research 

conducted by Summers and Stewart (1993) observed that activities such as sky-diving or 

mountain climbing (i.e., extremely challenging) were taken on by paratelic individuals, 

while safer activities such as running or playing basketball characterized telic individuals 

(i.e., safer sports). Based on previous research, it was believed that the tasks of circling 

vowels and completing puzzles would elicit different responses from individuals with 

different metamotivational tendencies. The manipulation questions revealed that the task 

of circling vowels was seen as moderately to highly boring and non-challenging, as we 

expected. Thus, the task of circling vowels was expected to result in self-efficacy and 

motivation decline in paratelic individuals while the telic individuals were expected to 

increase in self-efficacy and motivation based on the task. Thus, the nature of the task has 

not been sound enough to elicit the expected increase in self-efficacy and motivation for 

telic individuals.  
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  Another limitation of the current study involves the use of the Sensation Seeking 

Scale-V (SSS-V; Zuckerman, 1979) as a measure to differentiate telic from paratelic 

individuals. Essentially, the SSS-V is limited theoretically and practically for use in RT 

research (Apter, 1982, 2001). For instance, the SSS-V is normally used to assess 

individual differences in levels of arousal and stimulation and has not been used in RT 

research. The SSS-V assesses individuals on their sensation seeking ability.  Items rated 

dichotomously such as �I get bored seeing the same old faces� or �I like the comfortable 

familiarity of everyday friends,� and �I prefer friends who are excitingly unpredictable� 

or �I prefer friends who are reliable and predictable,� are limited in eliciting 

metamotivational tendencies postulated by RT. Telic individuals are serious minded, non-

spontaneous, and not playful in nature, while paratelic individuals are challenge seekers 

and playful. Essentially, the SSS-V is limited in differentiating telic from paratelic 

individuals because it consists of items not pertained to one�s metamotivational 

characteristics.  

 A final limitation pertains to the duration of the tasks. For instance, there were six 

timed segments that lasted a total of thirty minutes. It is speculated that if the tasks were 

longer (i.e., 1 -2 hours) more revealing results would be obtained. Self-efficacy and 

motivation may have altered and/or reversed the results into the expected direction.   

 

Future directions 

  Based on the current study�s findings, as well as its limitations, there are several 

future research directions for incorporating RT. One research direction must explore the 

differences between telic and paratelic individuals undergoing different tasks and their 

performance under conditions which vary on the dimensions of excitation, complexity, 

and challenge. For instance, prior RT research (Males, Kerr, & Gerkovich, 1998; Hudson 

& Bates, 2000; and Frey, 1990) noticed frequent reversals from telic to paratelic states of 

mind and vice-versa due to frustration, contingent events, and satiation. The potential for 

reversals needs to be further assessed in future RT research that incorporates self-

efficacy, motivation, and affect, and includes the variables of state of mind and 

performance. Furthermore, previous RT research (Kerr & Pos, 1994; Kerr & VanSchaik, 

1995) that focused on metamotivational state, arousal level, and perceived stress failed to 
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measure these variables simultaneously. Perceived stress, determination, and effort can 

affect one�s hedonic tone. Consequently, the framework of future research needs to 

extend the scope of variables to better account for mood changes during performance 

endeavors. For example, the present study assessed individual levels of self-efficacy, 

motivation, and affect, yet it would be important to study additional variables deemed 

relevant to reversals in hedonic tone. 

 Additionally, future research needs to better understand the telic and paratelic 

tendencies of its subjects.  Prior RT research (Kerr & Cox, 1988, 1989, 1990) explored 

athletes� metamotivational states as athletes participated in a variety of different sports 

(Kerr & vanSchaik, 1995; Kerr & Cox, 1988; Kerr & Pos, 1994; and Males, 1999). 

However, the selection of athletes was limited to several sports such as squash, 

gymnastics, slalom canoeing, and rugby. Changes in hedonic tone (i.e., state of mind) 

must be studied in individuals who enjoy risky sports such as skydiving, racecar driving, 

or parachuting � individuals who truly enjoy the risk and the challenge of overcoming 

life-threatening experiences. On the other hand, a sample of telic athletes must be very 

serious and non-spontaneous in nature, such as runners or sprinters. Essentially, by 

distinguishing true paratelic from true telic athletes researchers would be able to identify 

the differences between these two metamotivational dominance entities. Future research 

should also explore non-athletic populations. Most of the RT research has predominately 

utilized athletic samples, while more emphasis is needed to study state of mind reversal 

in samples that vary on the telic-paratelic continuum.  

 It is imperative that future research develops better measurement tools for 

eliciting more reliable measures of metamotivational dominance and hedonic tone. 

Though RT related measures such as the Telic State Measure (Sveback & Murgatroyd, 

1985) and Paratelic Dominance Scale (Cook & Gerkovich, 1993) have been used in 

previous studies, they lack appropriate reliability and validity characteristics. In this 

study, the Sensation Seeking Scale (Zuckerman, 1979) was used; however, it is solely 

used to measure individual�s arousal and stimulation, and it was not developed within the 

RT conceptualization. Therefore, measurement concerns within the RT theory remain an 

important challenge for future research. 
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 In accordance with RT (Apter, 1982, 2001), it was expected that the telic 

participants would increase in self-efficacy and motivation due to the nature of the task 

since the task was non-challenging.  Because the task was a non-challenge, it can be 

speculated that the telic participants may have reversed to a paratelic state in which 

challenging activity is pleasurable. Therefore, it is imperative that future research use 

scales to determine whether reversals occur from telic to paratelic and vice versa.  

 Finally, it is apparent that future research focus on tasks that are better categorized 

and specified. More specifically, research in RT needs to utilize a variety of motor and 

cognitive tasks that people encounter in everyday life, such as in their work, leisure, and 

at home duties. Essentially, motor tasks can be exploited in RT research when examining 

individuals on a boring and challenging task. However, it is imperative that the boring 

tasks are indeed boring (i.e., extremely monotonic and non-threatening) and that the 

challenging activities will induce a serious challenge (i.e., perhaps risky and/or life-

threatening). Alternatively, future research can use cognitive tasks in RT that differentiate 

telic from paratelic individuals on tasks involving memory or solving problems, while 

others may use simple or complex tasks that are deemed challenging. Importantly, tasks 

need to be better categorized or specified in order to obtain differences in telic and 

paratelic individuals. 

 Apter (2001) stated that there is much future work that needs to be conducted in 

exploring the differences between telic and paratelic individuals and the mechanisms 

underlying hedonic tone reversals in these individuals. Essentially, varying 

environmental conditions, a broader range of tasks, and better representative samples of 

telic and paratelic individuals are needed to advance RT research.   

 

Implications for practice 

 Reversal theory has not been used extensively in sport psychology literature. RT 

theory has been studied was applied in sporting contexts but deserves more attention in 

non-athletic populations. This study extended RT research by applying its tenets to a non-

athletic population. Consequently, it appears evident that RT has implications for 

counselors who work with clients in a mental health setting. For instance, it is important 

for therapists to take into account clients hedonic tone (i.e., mind state), arousal level, and 
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pleasantness when working with clients. Essentially, clients change affective states over 

time, and it is imperative that therapists will be able to work with clients who may be 

telic (i.e., very serious) or paratelic (i.e., spontaneous, sensations seeking). Additionally, a 

client�s metamotivational state can be measured in a clinical setting, and this may help 

the therapist with the selection of  treatment strategies when working with a specific 

client. For example, a telic client (i.e., very serious and goal-oriented) should not be 

directed to a sensation-seeking job by a career counselor, as this would be more geared 

towards a paratelic individual.  

 Importantly, there are many implications for practice for therapists working with 

clients in a mental health setting, especially for career counselors. The mind states of 

clients may help therapist to provide better treatment to their clients.  
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Informed Consent  

 
 I freely and without coercion, consent to participate in the research study entitled, �Changes In Affect, 

Self-Efficacy, Motivation and Performance Among Participants in a Boring and challenging task.� 
 

 This research is being conducted by Brett S. Shapiro, M.S., NEBCC; who is a Ph.D. candidate in the 
combined program in counseling and school psychology in the Department of Educational Psychology and 

Learning Systems at Florida State University. The purpose of the current study is to investigate individual�s 
mood states and self-efficacy (i.e., self-confidence) within various tasks (i.e., �boring� and �challenging� task). I 

understand I will be providing the researcher with information regarding: affective states (i.e., pleasure-
displeasure and arousal-sleepiness), self-efficacy (i.e., confidence levels), and motivational levels. In addition, 

my dominant mood characteristics (i.e., Am I more serious or more of a playful individual?) will also be 
determined through a questionnaire.  

 
I understand the research will involve me filling out four questionnaires. Initially, I will take the 

Sensation Seeking Scale which will help to determine if I am a more serious person or more playful in nature. I 
also will be filling out a self-efficacy question looking at my level of confidence in completing a task and a 

question regarding my level of motivation in the task. Furthermore, I will complete the affect-grid, which looks 
at my affective states (i.e., pleasure vs. displeasure and arousal vs. sleepiness within the task). The first task (i.e., 

boring task) involves me reading a short story in which I am to circle as many vowels as I can in thirty minutes. 
At each five-minute interval (i.e., six trials) I will take the affect grid, self-efficacy question and motivational 

questions. Furthermore, I will be asked how �boring� or challenging the task is on a scale ranging from 1 (�not 
boring at all�) to 10 (�extremely boring�) and 1 (�not exciting�) to 10 (�extremely exciting�).  The second task, 

or challenging task, will entail me completing a series of games/puzzles increasing in difficulty as the 
games/puzzles progress. Again, I will have thirty minutes to complete as many games/puzzles I can and after 

every five minutes (i.e., six trials) I will complete the affect grid, self-efficacy question and motivational 
questions and will be asked how �boring� or challenging the task is on a scale ranging from 1 (�not boring at 

all�) to 10 (�extremely boring�) and 1 (�not exciting�) to 10 (�extremely exciting�). 
 

I understand that there are no foreseeable physical or psychological risks due to my participation in this 

study.  I understand benefits of this study may include me learning awareness about my mood states as well as 
self-efficacy (i.e., confidence level) may change in different situations.  

 
I understand that the researcher will maintain confidentiality to the fullest extent of the law.  The 

researcher will do so by storing data in a locked cabinet, identifying participants by a code name, and destroying 
any lists that contain identifying materials.  I therefore understand that my name will not appear on any of the 

results.  No individual responses will be reported.  Only group findings will be reported.   
   

I understand that my consent and participation can be withdrawn from the study at any time without any 
prejudice or penalty.  I have been given the opportunity to ask and have any questions or concerns I may have 

concerning my participation in this study answered. 

I understand that I may contact Brett S. Shapiro at (850) 562-1897 or his supervisor in sport psychology 

in the Department of Educational Psychology and Learning Systems, Dr. Gershon Tenenbaum (850) 644-8791, if 
I have any concerns or further questions concerning this research.  If I have any questions about my rights or 

participation in this study, I can contact the chair of the Human Subjects Committee, Institutional Review Board 
at (850) 644-8633.  I also understand I may ask Brett for my results upon completion of this study,  

 
I have read and understand this consent form. 

 
 

___________________________________                 ______________________________              
Participant�s Signature                                    Please print your name   

 
___________________________________ 

Date 
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Demographic Questionnaire 

 

Instructions: Please answer the following demographic questions to the best of you 

knowledge. Thank you for taking the time out of your day to be a part of this study. 

 

1. Gender: Male/Female 

 

 

 

2. Age:  

 

 

 

3. What is your ethnicity? _______________________ 

 

 

 

4. What is your year in school? 

 

Undergraduate:     Freshman    Sophomore    Junior    Senior 

 

Graduate:             1
st
 year        2

nd
 year          3

rd
 year      >3

rd
 year 

 

 

     

       5.      What is your field of study? ________________________ 
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SENSATION SEEKING SCALE- V 

 

DIRECTIONS: Please circle either A or B for each question. 

 

1. A. I like �wild� uninhibited parties. 

    B. I prefer quite parties with good conversation 

 

2. A. There are some movies I enjoy seeing a second or even a third time. 

    B. I can�t stand watching a movie that I�ve seen before. 

 

3. A. I often wish I could be a mountain climber 

    B. I can�t understand people who risk their necks climbing mountains. 

 

4. A. I dislike all body odors. 

    B. I like some of the earthy body smells. 

 

5. A. I get bored seeing the same old faces. 

    B. I like the comfortable familiarity of everyday faces. 

 

6. A. I like to explore a strange city or section of town by myself, even if it means getting        

         lost. 

 B. I prefer a guide when I am in a place I don�t know well. 

 

7. A. I dislike people who do or say things just to shock or upset others. 

    B. When you can predict almost everything a person will do and say he or she must be   

      a bore. 

 

8. A. I usually don�t enjoy a movie or play where I can predict what will happen in     

     advance.  

    B. I don�t mind watching a movie or play where I can predict what will happen in        

     advance. 

 

9. A. I have tried marijuana or would like to. 

    B. I would never smoke marijuana. 

 

10. A. I would not like to try any drug which might produce strange and dangerous     

       effects on me.  

      B. I would like to try some of the new drugs that produce hallucinations.  

 

11. A. A sensible person avoids activities that are dangerous. 

      B. I sometimes like to do things that are a little frightening. 

 

12. A. I dislike �swingers.� 

      B. I enjoy the company of real �swingers.� 
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13. A. I find that stimulants make me uncomfortable. 

      B. I often like to get high (drinking liquor or smoking marijuana). 

 

14. A. I like to try new foods that I have never tasted before. 

      B. I order the dishes with which I am familiar, so as to avoid disappointment and    

       unpleasantness. 

 

15. A. I enjoy looking at home movies or travel slides. 

      B. Looking at someone�s home movies or travel slides bores me trememdously. 

 

16. A. I would like to take up the sport of water-skiing. 

      B. I would never like to take up water-skiing. 

 

17. A. I would like to try surf-board riding. 

      B. I would not like to try surf-board riding. 

 

18. A. I would like to take off on a trip with no pre-planned or definite routes, or      

       timetable. 

      B.When I go on a trip I like to plan my route and timetable fairly carefully. 

 

19. A. I prefer the �down-to-earth� kinds of people as friends. 

      B. I would like to make friends in some of the �far-out� groups like artists or     

       �hippies.�  

 

20. A. I would not like to learn to fly an airplane. 

      B. I would like to learn to fly an airplane. 

 

21. A. I prefer the surface of the water to depths. 

      B. I would like to go scuba diving. 

 

22. A. I would like to meet some persons who are homosexual (men or women). 

      B. I stay away from anyone I suspect of being �queer.� 

 

23. A. I would like to try parachute jumping. 

      B. I would never want to try jumping out of a plane with or without a parachute. 

 

24. A. I prefer friends who are excitingly unpredictable. 

      B. I prefer friends who are reliable and predictable. 

 

25. A. I am not interested in experience for its own sake. 

      B. I like to have new and exciting experiences and sensations even if they are a little  

       frightening, unconventional or illegal. 

 

26. A. The essence of good art is in its clarity, symmetry of form and harmony of colors. 

      B. I often find beauty in the �clashing� colors and irregular forms of modern painting. 
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27. A. I enjoy spending time in the familiar surroundings of home. 

      B. I get very restless if I have to stay around home for any length of time. 

 

28. A. I like to dive off the high board. 

      B. I don�t like the feeling I get standing on the high board (or I don�t go near it at all). 

 

29. A. I like to date members of the opposite sex who are physically exciting. 

      B. I like to date members of the opposite sex who share my values. 

 

30. A. Heavy drinking usually ruins a party because some people get loud and boisterous. 

      B. Keeping the drinks full is the key to a good party. 

 

31. A. The worst social sin is to be rude. 

      B. The worst social sin is to be a bore. 

 

32. A. A person should have considerable sexual experience before marriage. 

      B. It�s better if two married persons begin their sexual experience with each other. 

 

33. A. Even if I had the money I would not care to associate with flighty persons like  

       those in the �jet set.� 

      B. I could conceive of myself seeking pleasure around the world with the �jet set.� 

 

34. A. I like people who are sharp and witty even if they do sometimes insult others. 

      B. I dislike people who share their fun at the expense of hurting the feelings of others. 

 

35. A. There is altogether too much portrayal of sex in movies. 

      B. I enjoy watching many of the �sexy� scenes in movies. 

 

36. A. I feel best after taking a couple of drinks. 

      B. Something is wrong with people who need liquor to feel good. 

 

37. A. People should dress according to some standards of taste, neatness, and style. 

      B. People should dress in individual ways even if the effects are sometimes strange. 

 

38. A. Sailing long distances in small sailing crafts is foolhardy. 

      B. I would like to sail a long distance in a small but seaworthy sailing craft. 

 

39. A. I have no patience with dull or boring persons. 

      B. I find something interesting in almost every person I talk with. 

 

40. A. Skiing fast down a high mountain slope is a good way to end up on crutches. 

      B. I think I would enjoy the sensations of skiing very fast down a high mountain     

       slope. 

 



                                                                                                     

 90

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX D 

 

THE AFFECT GRID 



                                                                                                     

 91

Instructions: 

 

The �affect grid� is used to describe feelings. It is in the form of a square- a map of ones 

feeling. The center of the square (marked X in the grid below) represents a neutral, 

average, everyday feeling. It is neither positive or negative. 

 

The right half of the grid represent an individuals pleasant feelings. The farther to the 

right, the more pleasant while the left half of the grid represents unpleasant feelings. 

Therefore, the farther to the left, the more unpleasant. 

 

The vertical dimension of the grid represents an individuals degree of arousal. Arousal 

has to do with how wide awake, alert, or activated a person feels. The top half of the grid 

is for feelings that are above average in arousal while the lower half of the grid is for 

feelings below average for arousal. The bottom represents sleep and the higher you go up 

on the grid the more awake you feel. Therefore, the next step up from the bottom would 

be half awake/half asleep. The feeling that would define the top of the grid would be 

frantic excitement (maximum arousal). 

 

If the �frantic excitement� was positive then it would fall on the right half of the grid. The 

more positive, the farther to the right of the grid. If the �frantic excitement� was negative 

then it would fall to the left half of the grid. Thus, the more negative, the farther to the 

left of the grid. 

 

Other areas of the grid can be labeled as well. For example, up and to the right are 

feelings of ecstasy, excitement and joy. Opposite these, down to the left are feelings of 

depression, sadness, gloom, and melancholy. Up and to the left are feelings of stress and 

tension while opposite these (down and to the right) are feelings of calm, relaxation and 

serenity. 

 

    Extremely High Arousal 

Stress                           Excitement 

 

 

 

 

 

     Extremely  Extremely 

     Unpleasant  Pleasant 

     Feelings Feelings  

 

 

 

 

Extreme Sleepiness 

    Depression        Relaxation 

 

  

 

 

 

                                   

                                   X 
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Example: Suppose that your were just surprised. Suppose that the surprise was neither 

pleasant nor unpleasant. Probably you would feel more aroused than average. You might 

put your mark as shown. 

 

    Extremely High Arousal 
 

    Stress  Excitement 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Extreme Sleepiness 

 Depression       Relaxation 

 

   

 

 

Example: Suppose, instead, that you were only mildly surprised but that the surprise was 

a mildly pleasant one. You might put your mark below as 

 

 

 

 

   

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

            X 
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THEAFFECT GRID 

 

  

Stress                                             Excitement 

 

 

                              

 

 

 

          Extremely 

          Unpleasant  Extremely Pleasant 

          Feelings             Feelings 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Depression                  Extreme Sleepiness                  Relaxation 
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APPENDIX E 

 

SELF-EFFICACY QUESTION FOR THE TASK OF CIRCLING VOWELS 
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     How confident are you in circling as many vowels as you can? 
 

 |______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______| 

 0         10         20        30         40         50         60         70         80        90        100 
       (No confidence at all)                (Very confident) 
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APPENDIX F 

 

SELF-EFFICACY QUESTION FOR THE TASK OF COMPLETING PUZZLES 
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How confident are you in solving correctly the puzzles/games in the next        

five minutes? 

  

 

 

 |______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______| 

 0         10         20        30         40         50         60         70         80        90        100 
       (No confidence at all)                (Very confident) 
 

 

 

How confident are you in solving the puzzles/games quickly in the next          

five minutes? 

 

 |______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______| 

 0         10         20        30         40         50         60         70         80        90        100 
     (No confidence at all)               (Very confident 
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APPENDIX G 

 

MOTIVATIONAL QUESTIONS 
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How determined are you at continuing the task? 
 

 |______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______| 

 0         10         20        30         40         50         60         70         80        90        100 
      (No motivation at all)              (Extremely motivated) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

How committed to the task are you? 

 

 |______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______| 

 0         10         20        30         40         50         60         70         80        90        100 
      (No committment)             (Extremely committed) 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

How much effort due you intend to put in the task? 

 

 |______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______| 

 0         10         20        30         40         50         60         70         80        90        100 
      (No effort)            (Extreme effort) 
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APPENDIX H 

 

MANIPULATION CHECK QUESTION 
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In your opinion, to what degree was the task: 
 

 

 Boring: 

    

 |______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______| 

 0          1           2           3          4           5           6           7           8           9         10 
(Not boring at all)                   (Extremely boring) 

 

 

           Challenging: 

    

 |______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______|______| 

 0          1           2           3          4           5           6           7           8           9         10  
(Not challenging at all)           (Extremely challenging) 
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APPENDIX I 

 

TASK PERFORMANCE 
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TASK PERFORMANCE 

 

 

 

 

 

CIRCLING VOWELS (BORING TASK) 

 

1. How many vowels circled in time period 1? ____________ 

 

2. How many vowels circled in time period 2? ____________ 

 

3. How many vowels circled in time period 3? ____________ 

 

4. How many vowels circled in time period 4? ____________ 

 

5. How many vowels circled in time period 5? ____________ 

 

6. How many vowels circled in time period 6? ____________ 

 

 

 

 

COMPLETING PUZZLES/GAMES (CHALLENGING TASK) 

 

1. How many puzzles/games completed correctly in time period 1? ____________ 

 

2. How many puzzles/games completed correctly in time period 2? ____________ 

 

3. How many puzzles/games completed correctly in time period 3? ____________ 

 

4. How many puzzles/games completed correctly in time period 4? ____________ 

 

5. How many puzzles/games completed correctly in time period 5? ____________ 

 

6. How many puzzles/games completed correctly in time period 6? ____________ 
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