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Abstract The current study used a prospective design

and the assessment of personal goals to examine the rela-

tion of self-critical and personal standards perfectionism to

affective variation across days of the week. University

students completed baseline measures of perfectionism and

subsequently reported their nightly affect for seven con-

secutive days. Participants also listed four important per-

sonal goals for the academic year and rated their

autonomous and controlled motivation for these goals. The

expected pattern of affect variation across the week was

obtained—highest positive affect on Saturday followed by

a drop on Monday which continued through Thursday. The

two forms of perfectionism were significantly related to

daily affect on Monday, but in opposite ways, and these

opposing patterns were mediated by differences in moti-

vation for academic goals. Self-critical perfectionists felt

highly controlled about their academic goals and responded

negatively to the resumption of school on Monday. Per-

sonal standard perfectionists felt highly autonomous about

their academic goals and responded positively to the return

to school on Monday. The two forms of perfectionism were

unrelated to affect experienced on Saturdays. The study

suggests that personality and motivational factors can be

used to understand affect variation from the weekend to the

start of the week.

Keywords Affect � Perfectionism � Self-criticism �
Volition � Weekend

Introduction

It is commonly believed that our mood varies across the

days of the week, improving on the weekend and then

falling back on Mondays (Stone et al. 2012). Empirical

research examining within-person variations in affect

across the days of week has generally provided evidence of

positive weekend effects and negative back-to-work effects

(Kennedy-Moore et al. 1992; Ryan et al. 2010). In the

largest study of affect across the days of the week, Stone

et al. (2012) used telephone questionnaire data from a

national survey of 340,000 Americans. Their results found

strong support for better mood on weekends compared to

other days of the week. Thus, there was greater positive

mood and less negative mood on the weekend relative to

other days of the week. Interestingly, the weekend effect

was shown to be significantly diminished (though still

evident) for retirees and older individuals. The authors

hypothesized that the weekend effect was likely due to the

pleasant nature of weekend activities, including greater

opportunities for socializing.

The role of activities on the weekend/weekday pattern of

affect was examined in an experience sampling study of 74

working adults over a three-week period (Ryan et al. 2010).

These authors hypothesized that the weekend mood effect

would be largely accounted for by whether people were

B. Harvey

McGill University, Montreal, Canada

e-mail: brendaharvey44@gmail.ca

B. Harvey � N. Hope � M. Saffran � R. Koestner (&)

Department of Psychology, McGill University, 1205 Dr.

Penfield, Montreal, QC H3A 1B1, Canada

e-mail: Richard.koestner@mcgill.ca

M. Milyavskaya

University of Toronto, Scarborough, Canada

T. A. Powers

University of Massachusetts at Dartmouth, Dartmouth, MA,

USA

123

Motiv Emot (2015) 39:521–530

DOI 10.1007/s11031-015-9480-3

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/s11031-015-9480-3&amp;domain=pdf
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/s11031-015-9480-3&amp;domain=pdf


working versus not working, and that this, in turn, would be

due to the fact that work activities are linked with a lower

sense of autonomy and relatedness than non-work ac-

tivities. Autonomy refers to self-endorsement in behavior

whereas relatedness refers to feeling connected to others

(Ryan and Deci 2000). The results supported the hy-

potheses, showing that weekend (and non-work) activities

were associated with more positive mood and that these

relations were mediated by experiences of autonomy and

relatedness.

If differences in affect across days of the week are

largely determined by whether people are working or not, it

follows that the two most distinct days of the week would

be Saturday, which represents the cessation of the norma-

tive work week, and Monday, which represents the re-

sumption of the work week. Previous studies consistently

indicate that reports of affect valence are significantly more

negative on Mondays than on Saturday, but that Monday

affect is not worse than Tuesdays, Wednesdays or Thurs-

days (Stone et al. 2012). A recent study which analyzed

millions of Google searches showed that searches con-

taining words representing dysphoric affect are most

common on Mondays and least common on Saturdays

(Stephens-Davidowitz 2013).

Given the evidence that work activities and experiences

of autonomy play an important role in the weekend/

weekday pattern of affect, it would seem important to ex-

plore whether personality factors that impact perceptions

and experiences of work would moderate the extent to

which individuals display the weekend/weekday pattern of

affect. Perhaps people who find their work interesting and

meaningful will show a mitigated Saturday/Monday pat-

tern of affect. By contrast, people who feel alienated and

controlled at work might show an exaggerated Saturday/

Monday contrast in mood. Indeed, there is some evidence

that individual differences in perfectionism may moderate

how people feel on days where they work versus not.

In a recent article, Flaxman et al. (2012) studied the

impact of self-critical perfectionism on the affective ex-

periences of university professors over a long holiday

weekend and the subsequent return to work. Self-critical

perfectionism reflects a maladaptive form of self-definition

characterized by negative cognitive appraisals of the self,

guilt, and fear of loss of approval for failing to live up to

standards (Blatt and Zuroff 1992; Dunkley et al. 2003;

Powers et al. 2004). This form of perfectionism orients

people toward harshly judging their performance in

achievement situations, and it has been consistently asso-

ciated with impaired adjustment (Dunkley et al. 2006;

Stoeber et al. 2009). Flaxman et al. found that self-critical

perfectionism did not appear to influence professors’ well-

being over the long weekend, but it did have an impact on

the post-weekend working week, i.e. the back-to-work

effect. Thus, the self-critical perfectionists reported sig-

nificantly higher levels of fatigue, emotional exhaustion,

and anxiety immediately following the long weekend when

compared to their non-perfectionist peers. The researchers

were further able to show that this effect was mediated by

the self-critical perfectionists’ tendency to worry and ru-

minate about work during the weekend itself.

The Flaxman et al. (2012) study represents a first at-

tempt to examine the moderating role of personality on

variation in affect across days of the week. Perfectionism

represents a personality disposition that might be sensitive

to work versus non-work settings, particularly in regards to

achievement cues and standards. Perfectionism was

originally conceived as a unidimensional personality style

characterized by excessively high standards for one’s per-

formance, striving for flawlessness, and being overly cri-

tical of one’s behaviour. More recently, researchers have

distinguished two fundamental dimensions of perfection-

ism, which have been referred to by various terms such as

positive strivings and maladaptive concerns, functional and

dysfunctional perfectionism, adaptive and maladaptive

perfectionism, positive and negative perfectionism, per-

fectionistic strivings and perfectionistic concerns, and

healthy and unhealthy perfectionism (Hamachek 1978;

Enns and Cox 1999; Dunkley et al. 2003; Powers et al.

2011; Slade and Owens 1998; Stoeber and Otto 2006). For

the current purposes, we adopt Dunkley et al.’s (2003)

distinction of (1) a potentially positive form (personal

standards perfectionism) and (2) a demonstrably negative

form (self-critical perfectionism).

Factor analytic studies have shown multiple measures

loading on each of these two dimension and various scales

have been used in the literature to represent these two aspects

of perfectionism (Enns and Cox 2002; Dunkley et al. 2003;

Powers et al. 2011, 2012; Stoeber and Otto 2006). A com-

monly used measure of the ‘‘personal standards’’ perfec-

tionism has been the self-oriented perfectionism scale of

Hewitt and Flett’s (1991) Multidimensional Perfectionism

Scale. This scale has been found to load highly on the per-

sonal standards factor. It has been argued elsewhere, and we

would agree, that the fundamental aspect of the ‘‘negative’’

form of perfectionism is self-criticism, and therefore the self-

criticism scale of the Blatt et al. (1976) Depressive Experi-

ences Questionnaire, which loads highly on the self-critical

perfectionism factor, has been used successfully to measure

this dimension (Dunkley et al. 2003; Powers et al. 2011,

2012).

Personal standards perfectionism, in contrast to self-

critical perfectionism, does not appear to involve the in-

ternalized harshly critical evaluation of the self or the hy-

persensitivity to external scrutiny (Dunkley et al. 2003;

Powers et al. 2004; Stoeber and Otto 2006). With a few

exceptions, personal standards perfectionism has been
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associated with various positive characteristics, such as

self-esteem, well-being, and lower levels of maladaptive

coping (Milyavskaya et al. 2014; Stoeber and Otto 2006).

However, these findings primarily hold when controlling

for the overlap between self-critical and personal standards

perfectionism. Indeed, Stoeber and Otto (2006) reviewed

35 studies investigating the outcomes associated with

personal standards perfectionism and found that when they

controlled for perfectionistic concerns (self-critical per-

fectionism), 22 studies showed positive outcomes, no

studies showed negative outcomes, seven studies showed

mixed results, and six studies had null results.

Furthermore, a recent program of research by Powers

et al. (2011, 2012) has used prospective, longitudinal re-

search designs to examine the differential relations of

personal standards and self-critical perfectionism to goal

pursuits. Powers et al. (2011) conducted five different

prospective studies across a variety of domains with goal

progress assessed over periods ranging from 1 week to

6 months. Goal progress was assessed with self-reports,

peer reports, and objective outcomes (weight loss as

measured by experimenters). Across all studies, a consis-

tent pattern of negative association between self-critical

perfectionism and goal progress emerged, but a positive

association between personal standards perfectionism and

goal progress was evident when statistically controlling for

self-critical perfectionism. A subsequent study showed that

the differential goal progress results were mediated by

feelings of flow regarding goal-related activities (Powers

et al. 2012). That is, personal standards perfectionism was

associated with significantly greater flow related to goal

pursuits whereas self-critical perfectionism was linked with

significantly less flow. Flow refers to a subjective experi-

ence of volitional engagement in the pursuit of an activity,

and is thought to be associated with absorption and loss of

self-consciousness (Csikszentmihalyi and Rathunde 1993).

The present study

The present investigation used a prospective design and

personal goal methodology to examine the relation of the

two types of perfectionism (and academic goal motivation)

to variation in university students’ affect across days of the

week. While employees and students differ in important

ways, both groups have been shown to experience positive

weekend effects (Cranford et al. 2006; McFarlane et al.

1988; Rossi and Rossi 1977). The study by Flaxman et al.

(2012) suggests that self-critical perfectionism influences

professors’ response to returning back to academic work,

with self-critical perfectionists showing an especially poor

transition relative to non-perfectionists. We were curious to

determine if self-critical students would mirror the poor

back-to-work (or, back-to-school) effect observed by

Flaxman et al. (2012). Furthermore, we wanted to deter-

mine whether the more adaptive, personal standards form

of perfectionism would play a mitigating role in relation to

the usually negative back-to-work effects. Flaxman et al.

(2012) did not examine the adaptive form of perfectionism.

In addition to tracking students’ daily affect across a

calendar week, personal goal data were used to examine

whether self-critical and personal standards perfectionists

viewed academic activities differently. Participants were

thus asked to report their four most important yearly goals

and then indicate their reasons for wanting to pursue these

goals. The goals were later coded as academic versus non-

academic in nature. The reported reasons for selecting the

goal were used to measure the extent to which participants’

goal motivation was autonomous rather than controlled

(e.g., derived from personal interests and values rather than

reflecting something one feels compelled to do by external

or internal pressures). Personal standards perfectionists

were hypothesized to feel more autonomous about pursuing

academic goals relative to self-critical perfectionists.

Our general hypothesis was that self-critical and per-

sonal standards perfectionism would primarily impact

students’ mood on Mondays, the day that signalled the

formal resumption of school activities. In particular, we

hypothesized that because self-critics would feel alienated

from their academic goals they would react negatively to

the resumption of school. By contrast, personal standards

perfectionists were expected to view their academic goals

as interesting and personally meaningful, and they would

therefore respond positively to the resumption of the school

week. The two forms of perfectionism were not expected to

play a role in how students felt on Saturdays, because that

is the day that would be most free of a connection to school

activities.

Methods

Participants and procedure

One hundred and fifty-eight first-year university students

(73 % female) were recruited for a study of goal pursuit

and well-being. Participants were recruited in early

September via announcements in residences and class-

rooms located on campus. The participants were told that

the purpose of the study was to learn more about the per-

sonal goals and everyday experiences of first-year univer-

sity students. As remuneration for their involvement,

participants were paid $60 at the end of winter semester,

upon completion of the longitudinal study.

Participants came into the lab at the start of the fall semester

to complete baseline measures (including goal, personality

and well-being measures). Three weeks later, participants
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completed a nightly diary protocol: For 7 days, participants

received a nightly signal at the end of the day (at 10 pm),

directing them to complete a short survey. One hundred and

thirty-four students completed at least some of the signals, for

a total of 955 nightly signals (90 % of all nightly signals sent).

The data included in the current manuscript is drawn

from a much larger longitudinal data set that also involved

a week of ecological momentary assessment. Three other

manuscripts have been prepared from this larger data set.

The first focused on the relation of self compassion to how

people cope with goal failures (Hope et al. 2014). The other

two used EMA data to examine how desires influence goal

strivings. The analyses described in the present manuscript

do not overlap with the previous ones.

Personality measures

Self-critical and personal standards perfectionism

As a representative measure of self-critical perfectionism,

12 items from the Depressive Experiences Questionnaire

(DEQ; Blatt et al. 1976) were used. These items were those

that loaded highest on the self-criticism factor for the DEQ;

a sample item included, ‘‘If I fail to live up to expectations,

I feel unworthy’’. It has been argued that the fundamental

aspect of this ‘‘neurotic’’ or ‘‘unhealthy’’ perfectionism

involves self-criticism, which includes hypersensitivity to

potential criticism and perceived external standards and a

self-denigrating component, and findings have supported

this assertion (Dunkley et al. 2003; Milyavskaya et al.

2014; Powers et al. 2004, 2011).

As a representative of personal standards perfectionism,

five items from the Self-oriented Perfectionism dimension

of the Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (MPS; Hewitt

and Flett 1991, 2004) were used. The 5-item version was

derived from factor analyses (Cox et al. 2002) and it has

been shown to have acceptable internal reliability (Cron-

bachs a = .82) and strong correlations with the complete

15-item scale, rs[ .90 (Powers et al. 2011). The five item

scale was balanced in terms of assessing striving for per-

fectionism and importance of being perfect (Campbell and

Di Paula 2002). It includes three perfectionistic striving

items, e.g., ‘‘I strive to be as perfect as I can be’’ and two

items concerning the importance of being perfect, e.g., ‘‘I

must always be successful at school or work’’.

This combination of items has previously been used

successfully to assess self critical and personal standards

perfectionism (Milyavskaya et al. 2014; Powers et al. 2011,

2012). Responses were made on a 7-point scale, ranging

from 1 (‘‘strongly disagree’’) to 7 (‘‘strongly agree’’);

higher scores reflect greater levels of perfectionism. Both

the scales were reliable, a = .86 for personal standards

perfectionism and a = .91 for self-critical perfectionism.

Academic goals

All participants were asked to indicate four personal goals

that they were pursuing for the semester. These goals were

coded as academic versus non-academic in nature. Two

raters coded all goals as academic or not. Agreement was

93 %. Examples of academic goals were: ‘‘get a 3.5 GPA’’,

‘‘get an A in biology’’, ‘‘don’t procrastinate with my pa-

pers’’. The total number of goals that were academic was

calculated for each participant.

Goal Motivation was assessed in terms of the reasons

that participants offered for why they were pursuing the

goal. For each goal, participants rated four reasons that

correspond to a continuum of self-determination ranging

from highly controlled to highly autonomous. Ratings

ranged from 1 to 7, with 1 representing not at all for this

reason and 7 representing completely because of this rea-

son. The four types of reasons for pursuing goals were

external (i.e., ‘‘because somebody else wants you to, or

because you’ll get something from somebody if you do’’),

introjected (i.e., ‘‘because you would feel ashamed, guilty,

or anxious if you didn’t—you feel that you ought to strive

for this’’), identified (i.e., ‘‘because you really believe that

it is an important goal to have—you endorse it freely and

value it whole-heartedly’’), and intrinsic (i.e., ‘‘because of

the fun and enjoyment which the goal will provide you—

the primary reason is simply your interest in the experience

itself’’). As in previous research, autonomous motivation

was calculated as the mean of intrinsic and identified mo-

tivation whereas controlled motivation was calculated as

the mean of extrinsic regulation and introjection (Sheldon

and Elliot 1998; Koestner et al. 2008).

Goal progress

Goal progress for each goal was assessed at each of three

follow-ups using three items: ‘‘I have made a lot of pro-

gress toward my goal’’, ‘‘I feel like I am on track with my

goal plan’’, and ‘‘I feel like I have achieved my goal’’.

Ratings were made on a seven-point Likert scale, from 1

(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Goal progress

was computed as the mean rating on these three items for

each goal. This measure of goal progress has been used in

previous studies (Koestner et al. 2002; Sheldon and Kasser

1998). The three-item scale was reliable, a ranging from

.82 to .92 across the four goals and the three follow-ups.

Nightly affect measures

At the fixed evening signal at the end of each day, par-

ticipants rated their affect during the day using a nine-item

scale of affect (Emmons 1992) which included four posi-

tive (‘‘joyful’’, ‘‘enjoyment/fun’’, ‘‘pleased’’, ‘‘happy’’) and
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five negative (‘‘unhappy’’, ‘‘worried/anxious’’, ‘‘frustrat-

ed’’, ‘‘depressed’’, ‘‘angry/hostile’’) items. All items were

rated using a slider with a scale from 0 (not at all) to 6

(very much). Affect valence was calculated for each par-

ticipant on each night by subtracting their mean negative

affect from their mean positive affect.

Previous research on variation in affect across days of

the week has found that positive affect and negative affect

covary strongly but in opposite directions. That is, positive

affect tends to be highest on the weekends whereas nega-

tive affect is lowest. In our study, positive and negative

affect were significantly negatively correlated with each

other across all days. For presentational clarity, we use

affect valence in all of our results.

Affect valence reports across the days of the week

showed high correlations, ranging from .31 to .67, median

r = .48. Correlations were especially high between

neighboring days (e.g., Wed and Thurs r = .67; Mon and

Tues r = .62).

Results

Affect variation by days of the week

A repeated measures analysis of variance was performed

on nightly affect with day of week as a within-subject

factor. Because the analysis requires complete data across 7

nights, missing nightly data was replaced with the mean of

the two surrounding days (e.g., if Tuesday was missing the

mean of Monday and Wednesday was substituted). All

other analyses reported in the results were conducted by

dropping cases that were missing the dependent variable.

The ANOVA revealed a significant linear effect for day of

week, F (1,118) = 13.78, p\ .000, as well as a significant

quadratic effect, F (1,118) = 7.32, p = .008. The expected

pattern of affect across the days of the week was obtained

with affect decreasing from its high on Saturday to its low

on Thursday, at which point it rose again. The largest drop

in affect is from Sunday to Monday. Table 1 shows the

means and standard deviations for affect across the days of

the week. It should be noted that for this analysis and all

subsequent analyses we first tested for gender effects (and

interactions involving gender), but because none ap-

proached significance (p’s[ .10) we report results without

including this variable.

Perfectionism and academic goals

Hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted

to examine the relations of self-critical and personal stan-

dard perfectionism to students’ academic goals. One hun-

dred and twenty-six participants reported at least one

academic goal (80 %). If participants reported more than

one academic goal, the mean of their ratings across the two

or three academic goals was calculated. Four separate re-

gressions were conducted in which the two forms of per-

fectionism were entered together. The dependent variables

were total number of academic goals, progress on academic

goals, autonomous motivation for academic goals, and

controlled motivation for academic goals. All four regres-

sions were significant, p’s\ .01. The standardized re-

gression coefficients (betas), t tests, and significance tests

for the two forms of perfectionism on all dependent vari-

ables are provided in Table 2. It can be seen that self-

critical perfectionism was significantly negatively related

to the number of academic goals set, whereas personal

standards perfectionism was significantly positively related

to setting such goals. It can also be seen that self-critical

perfectionism was significantly negatively related to mak-

ing progress at academic goals, whereas personal standards

perfectionism was unrelated to progress.

The results regarding motivation for academic goals

offered a clear contrast between the two forms of perfec-

tionism. Table 2 shows that self-critical perfectionism was

significantly negatively related to autonomous motivation

for setting academic goals, whereas personal standards

perfectionism was significantly positively related au-

tonomous motivation. By contrast, self-critical perfection-

ism was significantly positively related to controlled

motivation for academic goals, whereas personal standard

perfectionism was unrelated. These results suggest that

self-critical perfectionists are alienated from their academic

goals, whereas personal standards perfectionists tend to

experience academic goals as self-concordant.

Daily affect by academic goal motivation

Autonomous and controlled motivation for academic goals

were entered together in seven separate regression analyses

with daily affect valence as the dependent variables. No

results approaching significance (p’s[ .10) emerged for

controlled motivation suggesting that it played no role in

Table 1 Nightly affect valence

Mean Standard deviation

Saturday 1.958 .444

Sunday 1.865 .424

Monday 1.574 .452

Tuesday 1.294 .447

Wednesday 1.258 .455

Thursday 1.184 .452

Friday 1.576 .449
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affect variation across days of the week. Autonomous

motivation was significantly positively related to affect on

Mondays, and marginally positively related to affect on

Tuesdays. The specific results for autonomous academic

goal motivation across all 7 days are reported in Table 3.

Separate attrition analyses indicated that participants’ level

of autonomous and controlled goal motivation was unre-

lated to whether they provided an affect report on Satur-

days, but a marginally significant relation (p = .06)

emerged for autonomous goal motivation and affect reports

on Mondays. Participants high in autonomous motivation

for their academic goals were somewhat less likely to

provide an affect report on Monday.

Daily affect by the two forms of perfectionism

Separate multiple regression analyses of nightly affect by

the two forms of perfectionism, were also performed.

Table 3 presents the standardized regression coefficients

(betas) for each day of the week. The most important days

of the week are Monday and Saturday because they signal,

respectively, the end and beginning of the school week. To

the extent that self-critical and personal standard perfec-

tionists have different experiences of their academic pur-

suits, one would expect distinct affective patterns on

Mondays, when school activities are formally resumed.

The regression analysis of Monday affect was highly sig-

nificant, F(2,79) = 8.76, p = .0001, multiple R = .43.

Personal standard perfectionism was significantly

positively related to affect valence on Monday whereas

self-critical perfectionism was significantly negatively re-

lated. Importantly, the regression analysis of Saturday af-

fect presented quite a different picture, F(2,81) = 1.90,

p = .156, multiple R = .21. Neither form of perfectionism

was associated with level of affect on Saturday. Separate

attrition analyses indicated that participants’ level of self-

critical and personal standards perfectionism was unrelated

to whether they provided an affect report on Mondays or

Saturdays.

Mediational analyses

Table 4 presents the correlations among the key vari-

ables, along with the number of participants available for

each analysis. Because the two types of perfectionism

were highly positively related, r = .56, we present the

correlations after the other form of perfectionism is

partialled. It can be seen that personal standards per-

fectionism was significantly positively related to au-

tonomous motivation for academic goals and to Monday

affect whereas self-critical perfectionism was sig-

nificantly negatively related to autonomous motivation

and Monday affect. Because autonomous motivation for

academic goals was significantly positively related to

Monday affect the pattern of results suggests that au-

tonomous motivation might mediate the relations of the

two forms of perfectionism to Monday affect. Self-cri-

tical perfectionism was also significantly positively re-

lated to controlled motivation, but this form of

Table 2 Academic Goal

Results by Forms of

Perfectionism

Self-critical perfectionism Personal standards perfectionism

b t test p b t test p

# Academic goals -.29** -3.08 .002 .21* 2.31 .022

Semester Progress -.34** -2.68 .009 .00 .01 ns

Autonomous Mot. -.34** -3.38 .001 .38** 3.78 .000

Controlled Mot. .40** 3.99 .000 -.12 -1.27 ns

Table 3 Affect by academic

motivation, self-critical

perfectionism and personal

standard perfectionism

* p\ .05; ** p\ .01
# p\ .10

Academic motivation

(autonomous)

Self-critical

perfectionism

Personal standard

perfectionism

Saturday affect -.15 -.18 -.05

Sunday affect .03 -.33** .09

Monday affect .31* -.52** .30*

Tuesday affect .21# -.36** .19#

Wednesday affect .13 -.36** .16

Thursday affect .02 -.32* .02

Friday .08 -.27* .21
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motivation was unrelated to Monday affect. Saturday

affect was unassociated with the personality and moti-

vation variables.

We tested whether the differential relations of self-

critical and personal standard perfectionism to affect

valence on Mondays was accounted for by differences in

students’ level of autonomous motivation for academic

goals. Controlled motivation was not tested as a mediator

because it was unrelated to Monday affect. Using the

Hayes (2013) PROCESS macro for SPSS, we estimated

95 % confidence intervals (CIs) of the indirect effect

using bootstrapping re-sampling (k = 5000) procedures.

We first tested the link between self-critical perfection-

ism and Monday affect, mediated by the level of au-

tonomous motivation for academic goals, and controlling

for personal standards perfectionism. The total indirect

effect was -.11, and the bootstrapped 95 % CI estimates

did not include zero (-.371; -.002) showing that the

total indirect effect was different from zero at p\ .05.

The direct effect from self-critical perfectionism to

Monday affect (total effect, minus the indirect effect via

autonomous motivation) remained significant, at B =

-.92 (SE = .25), t = -3.68, p\ .001, indicating that

not all of the effect between self-critical perfectionism

and Monday affect can be accounted for by autonomous

motivation for academic goals. We next repeated these

analyses using personal standards perfectionism as the

independent variable and controlling for self-critical

perfectionism. The total indirect effect was .15, and the

bootstrapped 95 % CI estimates did not include zero

(.02; .39) showing that the total indirect effect was dif-

ferent from zero at p\ .05. In this model, the direct

effect between personal standards perfectionism and

Monday affect was reduced to insignificance [B = .44

(SE = .25), t = 1.71, p = .09], indicating that the effect

between personal standards perfectionism and Monday

affect can be accounted for by the mediator autonomous

motivation for academic goals. Figures 1 and 2 present

these results.

Discussion

The purpose of the present study was to examine the re-

lation of types of perfectionism to the back-to-school effect

in a sample of university freshmen. Our results revealed

that personal standards perfectionism and self-critical per-

fectionism were associated with distinct patterns of affect

on Mondays, which represent the formal resumption of

school activities. Indeed, self-critical and personal standard

perfectionism showed exactly opposite relations to affect

valence on Mondays. Thus, self-critical perfectionism

seemed to potentiate the negative back-to-school effect,

whereas personal standards perfectionism appeared to

mitigate this same effect. Students who were high in per-

sonal standard perfectionism reported that they experi-

enced particularly high levels of pleasant relative to

unpleasant emotions on Mondays, whereas the reverse was

true for students high in self-critical perfectionism. On

Saturday, which represents a pause in the school week,

neither self-critical nor personal standard perfectionism

was associated with daily affect.

We also explored a motivational explanation for the

findings described above. A supposition behind the week-

end and back-to-work effects is that people feel more vo-

litionally drawn towards leisure activities than they do

towards work. However, it is possible that for certain in-

dividuals, such as personal standards perfectionists, work

may not represent a demonstrably more unpleasant expe-

rience than leisure time, in fact it may represent something

positive and desirable. Indeed, Csikszentmihalyi and Le-

fevre (1989) used experience sampling methods to

demonstrate that adults frequently have more optimal ex-

periences while at work rather than during their leisure

time. We hypothesized that by examining the degree of

students’ volitional engagement in academic goals could

potentially explain the observed across-the-week affective

differences between the groups.

We used reports of personal goals to examine students’

motivation toward school activities. Our results showed

Table 4 Correlations for key variables

Pers. standards

perfectionism

Self-critical

perfectionism

Aut motivation

academic goals

Control Mot.

academic goals

Saturday

affect

Self-critical perfectionism .56*** (151)

Aut. goal motivation .36** (123) -.29* (123)

Cont. goal motivation -.13 (111) .38** (111) -.24** (111)

Saturday affect .00 (82) -.16 (82) -.15 (72) .03 (72)

Monday affect .27* (80) -.51** (81) -.31* (70) -.05 (70) .39** (116)

Numbers in parentheses indicates the n for each analysis

* p\ .05; ** p\ .01
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that personal standard perfectionists were more likely to

make academic goals whereas self-critical perfectionists

were less likely to do so. Results also showed that self-

critical perfectionism was significantly negatively related

to progress on academic goals whereas personal standard

perfectionism was unrelated. Most importantly, the moti-

vation ratings for academic goals revealed a clearly di-

vergent pattern for the two forms of perfectionism with

self-critics reporting controlled rather than autonomous

reasons for pursuing their goals whereas personal standard

perfectionists reported predominantly autonomous reasons.

Together, the goal analyses suggest that personal standards

perfectionists’ feel volitionally engaged in their school

goals while self-critics felt compelled to pursue their

school goals.

Importantly, supplemental analyses suggested that the

divergent patterns of affect associated with the two forms

of perfectionism on returning to school appeared to be

mediated by how autonomous students felt about their

academic goals. For self-critical perfectionists, who per-

ceive their school goals as burdensome and pressuring

rather than autonomous, the return to school on Monday

was associated with highly negative affect. By contrast, for

personal standard perfectionists who perceive their school

goals as interesting and meaningful, the return to school on

Monday was associated with highly positive affect. The

mediational analyses suggested that differences in the level

of autonomous motivation students felt toward academic

goals partially accounted for the divergent affective pat-

terns of self-critical and personal standard perfectionists.

It is important to acknowledge the shortcomings of our

research design. The study relied on self-report data and is

fundamentally correlational in nature. Therefore, while

there appears to be significant relations between the types

of perfectionism and back-to-school effects, and these ap-

pear to be explained by differences in motivational factors,

a causal link cannot be established. More complex longi-

tudinal and experimental designs would be required to

b =.41 (SE=.21)#b =-.28 (SE=.13 )*

Direct effect of IV on 
DV b =-.92 (SE=.25)**

Indirect effect of DV on 
IV b =-.113 *; 

95% CI [-.371;-.002]

Self-critical 
perfectionism

Monday Affect

Autonomous 
motivation for 
academic goals

Fig. 1 Controlling for personal standards perfectionism, the association between self-critical perfectionism and Monday affect is partially

mediated by autonomous motivation for academic goals. *p\ .05, **p\ .01

Personal 
standards 

perfectionism

Autonomous 
motivation for 
academic goals

Monday Affect

Direct effect of IV on 
DV b =.44 (SE=.25)ns

Indirect effect of DV on 
IV b =.152*; 

95% CI [.020; .389]

b =.41 (SE=.21)#

b =.37 (SE=.13 )*

Fig. 2 Controlling for self-critical perfectionism, the association between personal standards perfectionism and Monday affect is mediated by

autonomous motivation for academic goals. *p\ .05, **p\ .01
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establish such causal links. Questions can also be raised

about our measures of perfectionism. The measures have

been successfully used in other studies (e.g., Powers et al.

2011), but longer and more complex measures of various

dimensions of perfectionism could have been used, and

future research might fruitfully consider including such

measures. Finally, future research using the range of per-

fectionism measures needs to be conducted in other

populations and contexts in order to explore whether or not

the findings apply more generally.

The present study adds to the literature on back-to-work

effects by being the first to examine the effects of different types

of perfectionism on these phenomena. The study followed

Flaxman et al. (2012) in demonstrating that self-critics show a

markedly negative back-to-work decline in their emotional

state. Our results suggest that the self-critics emotional decline

on Mondays can be explained by their alienation regarding their

school activities. Most interestingly, this study showed that

personal standards perfectionists, unlike their peers, do not

experience a negative back-to-work effect and that their im-

munity appears to be due to their sense of volitional engage-

ment in academic activities. Our results highlight the need to

consider individual differences in the affective experience of

work and leisure that potentially underlie phenomena such as

the weekend and back-to-work effects, especially with respect

to different forms of perfectionism.
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