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The distinction between approach and avoidance motiv-
ation has a long and rich history in intellectual thought in 
general, and scientifi c psychology in particular. In accord 
with Lewin (1935), approach motivation may be defi ned 
as the energization of behavior by, or the direction of 
behavior toward, positive  stimuli (objects, events, possi-
bilities), whereas avoidance motiv ation may be defi ned as 
the energization of behavior by, or the direction of behav-
ior away from, negative stimuli (objects, events, possibili-
ties). Approach and avoidance concepts and constructs 
have been utilized across a diversity of scholarly disci-
plines, theoretical traditions, and empirical content areas.

Attention to the approach–avoidance motivational 
distinction has not been constant over the years, but may 
be seen as waxing and waning at different periods. At 
present, there appears to be substantial interest in 
approach and avoidance motivation, but it is also the 
case that motivationally relevant theories, models, 
 variables, and hypotheses continue to be espoused with 
little or no consideration of this fundamental distinction. 
In addition, when the approach–avoidance distinction is 
utilized in the contemporary literature it is rarely explic-
itly defi ned, and approach and avoidance motivation are 
often described and discussed using diverse terminology 

that tends to obfuscate links between fi ndings and 
frameworks.

Accordingly, the broad aims of the Handbook of 
Approach and Avoidance Motivation are threefold. First, 
the handbook is designed to illustrate the importance and 
broad utility of the approach–avoidance motivational dis-
tinction. Second, it is designed to provide a ready resource 
for scholars interested in theoretical and empirical work 
in this area. Third, it is designed to reveal conceptual and 
empirical links and convergences across disciplines, 
research traditions, and levels of analysis that will, it is 
hoped, facilitate cross talk and cross-fertilization among 
researchers and theorists.

In this introductory chapter, I begin by overviewing 
the history of the approach–avoidance distinction. I then 
proceed to explicate the fundamental role of approach 
and avoidance motivation in the functioning of organ-
isms across the phylogenetic spectrum. Next, I return to 
the defi nition of approach and avoidance motivation 
offered above, and elaborate on several conceptual con-
siderations inherent within this defi nition. I continue by 
discussing terminological issues pertaining to the 
approach–avoidance distinction, and then I close with a 

3

Introduction and Overview
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4 Handbook of Approach and Avoidance Motivation

brief overview of the various sections that comprise the 
contents of the handbook.

HISTORY

Distinguishing approach motivation from avoidance 
motivation may be considered one of the oldest ideas in 
the history of thought about the behavior of organisms. 
Scholars have made use of the approach–avoidance 
 distinction for well over 2000 years. It fi rst appeared in 
the writing of the ancient Greek philosopher Democritus 
of Abdera (460–370 B.C.E.). Democritus articulated an 
ethical hedonism in which the immediate pursuit of plea-
sure and avoidance of pain were prescribed as the guide for 
human action: “The best thing for man is to pass his life so 
to have as much joy and as little trouble as may be” (frag-
ment 189, see Copleston, 1946, p. 125; see also Aristippus 
[435–356 B.C.E.] and Epicurus [342–270 B.C.E.]). Plato 
(427–327 B.C.E.) had Socrates (470–399 B.C.E.) espouse 
various hedonic notions in Protagoras and Phaedo, 
although it is unclear whether such positions should be 
attributed to Socrates or Plato himself.

The eighteenth century British philosopher Jeremy 
Bentham was the fi rst to clearly postulate a psychological 
hedonism, in addition to an ethical hedonism; this form 
of hedonism moved beyond a prescription of how we 
ought to behave to a proto-scientifi c description of how 
we actually do behave. This principle is directly stated at 
the beginning of Bentham’s Introduction to the Principles 
and Morals of Legislation: “Nature has placed mankind 
under the governance of two sovereign masters, pain and 
pleasure. It is for them alone to point out what we ought 
to do, as well as to determine what we shall do” (Bentham, 
1779/1879, p. 1).

Within the fi eld of scientifi c psychology per se, the 
approach–avoidance distinction was attended to from the 
beginning. Wundt (1887), for example, in his  monumental 
Principles of Physiological Psychology (Vol. 3), concep-
tualized pleasure and pain as unique psychic elements 
brought into consciousness by sensation, emotion, and 
cognition (Marshall, 1889). In his classic Principles of 
Psychology (Vol. 2), James (1890) portrayed pleasure 
and pain as “springs of action,” noting that pleasure is a 
“tremendous reinforcer” of behavior and pain a “tremen-
dous inhibitor” of behavior (pp. 549–559). James even 
provided speculation on the neural mechanisms under-
lying “impulsive” and “inhibitory tendencies” (p. 550). 
Freud (1915) construed the procurement of pleasure and 
the avoidance of pain (i.e., unpleasure) as the basic moti-
vational impetus underlying psychodynamic activity, 
and divided the superego into two parts—the ego ideal, 

representing what the person should do, and the con-
science, representing what the person should not do 
(Freud, 1923). Thus, James and Freud moved beyond a 
general focus on pleasure and pain per se to a focus on the 
specifi c ways that approach and avoidance behavior are 
produced and regulated.

In addition to these early pioneers, many prominent 
psychological theorists over the years have made use of 
the approach–avoidance distinction in their work. 
Thorndike (1911), in his “law of effect,” described how 
responses followed by satisfaction are more likely to 
recur and responses followed by discomfort are less 
likely to recur. Jung (1921) posited that a fundamental 
difference between extroverts and introverts is that extro-
verts exhibit an interest in moving toward social objects, 
whereas introverts exhibit an interest in moving away 
from social objects. Tolman (1925) contended that a 
complete description of behavior must include reference 
to the end (i.e., goal) toward which or away from which 
the organism is moving. Pavlov (1927) identifi ed two 
types of refl exive responses to stimuli, an orienting 
response toward the stimulus and a defensive response 
away from the stimulus. Lewin (1935) posited that goal 
objects in the life space have positive valences that attract 
and negative valences that repel. Horney (1937)  discussed 
different strategies that individuals use to cope with their 
basic anxiety, including “moving toward” and “moving 
away.” Skinner (1938, 1953) distinguished between rein-
forcers that strengthen responses and punishing stimuli 
that weaken responses, and differentiated positive rein-
forcement (the provision of a positive) from negative 
reinforcement (the removal of a negative).

Murray (1938) distinguished between two types of 
psychological needs, “adient” (positive) needs that impel 
the organism toward other objects, and “abient” (nega-
tive) needs that impel the organism away from other 
objects. Hull (1943) proposed two classes of acquired 
drives, conditioned appetitive drives (e.g., involving food) 
and conditioned aversive drives (e.g., involving pain 
avoidance), and his mathematical theory of instrumental 
behavior included parameters representing the tendency 
to respond (reaction potential) and inhibit responding 
(inhibitory potential). Miller (1944) detailed various 
dynamic confl icts that can result from incompatible 
valences (e.g., being attracted to and repelled by the same 
goal object). Hebb (1949) posited that stimulation below 
a certain threshold leads to pleasure and approach behav-
ior, whereas stimulation above the threshold leads to pain 
and avoidance behavior. Sullivan (1953) introduced the 
notion of self-personifi cations, including the good me 
and the bad me. Rotter (1954) proposed that individuals’ 

RT6019X_C001.indd   4RT6019X_C001.indd   4 4/8/2008   6:09:11 PM4/8/2008   6:09:11 PM



D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

B
y:

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f M
ic

hi
ga

n 
A

t: 
20

:1
3 

01
 O

ct
 2

01
7;

 F
or

: 9
78

02
03

88
81

48
, c

ha
pt

er
1,

 1
0.

43
24

/9
78

02
03

88
81

48
.c

h1

Approach and Avoidance Motivation 5

expectancies and values are largely a function of their 
experiences with prior rewards and punishments.

Maslow (1955) asserted that human beings have two 
basic sets of needs, defi cit needs (e.g., safety) that involve 
striving to eliminate a negative-life situation and growth 
needs (i.e., self-actualization) that involve striving to 
attain a more positive-life situation. Cattell (1957) distin-
guished between the innate motives (ergs) of exploration 
(an appetitive motive) and escape to security (an aversive 
motive). Heider (1958) summarized the difference 
between “can” and “may” by stating that the former 
implies that if a person tries, he or she will succeed, 
whereas the latter implies that if a person tries he or she 
will not be punished. Mowrer (1960) differentiated 
between hoped for and feared states, and linked the 
 presence and absence of these states to distinct emotions. 
Rogers (1961) stated that personal goals may either repre-
sent moving toward something positive or moving away 
from something negative. Erickson (1963) distinguished 
between basic trust and mistrust in articulating the crisis 
of the fi rst psychosocial stage of development. Eysenck 
(1967) posited that introverts are “stimulus shy” due to 
high baseline levels of cortical arousal, whereas extra-
verts are “stimulus hungry” due to low baselines levels of 
cortical arousal. Bowlby (1969) proposed two distinct 
types of attachments, secure attachment that promotes 
challenge seeking and exploration, and insecure attach-
ment that leads to caution and a preoccupation with safety 
and protection.

The aforementioned is but a sampling of the promi-
nent psychological theorists who have implemented 
approach–avoidance concepts or constructs in their work. 
This listing emphatically documents the historical signi-
fi cance of the approach–avoidance distinction; it not only 
shows that the distinction has a long history, but also that 
it has a broad history. Indeed, the approach–avoidance 
distinction has been utilized in all of the major theoretical 
approaches that have been employed to scientifi cally 
explain behavior, regardless of how these approaches might 
be characterized: psychodynamic (e.g., Freud), behaviorist 
(e.g., Skinner), and humanistic (e.g., Maslow); disposi-
tional (e.g., Murray) and situational (e.g., Thorndike); 
 biological (e.g., Eysenck), affective (e.g., Mowrer), 
 cognitive (e.g., Heider), and social cognitive (e.g., Rotter).

During the 1970s through the 1980s, many cognitive 
and social-cognitive theorists pitted cognitive against 
affective and motivational accounts of behavior. In this 
context, the approach–avoidance distinction was still 
utilized in theorizing to some degree, but in a much 
more limited way than in years past. It was with the 
acknow ledgment in the 1990s that cognition, affect, and 

motivation are deeply intertwined, and need not be 
viewed as conceptual competitors, that motivational con-
siderations in general, and the approach–avoidance dis-
tinction  specifi cally, returned to prominence.

This return to prominence is noteworthy, because use 
of the approach–avoidance distinction in the contempo-
rary scene would appear to differ from prior use in two 
important ways. First, until recently, the approach–
 avoidance distinction had been widely utilized and 
applied without taking a step back to explicitly defi ne 
and articulate the nature of approach and avoidance 
 motivation. Thus, philosophers, theorists, and researchers 
over the years have incorporated the approach–avoidance 
distinction in many different ways in their work, but they 
have not clearly explicated the conceptual space 
 represented by approach and avoidance motivation per se. 
Recent work has directly attended to this issue (Elliot, 
1999, 2006; Elliot & Covington, 2001). Second, until 
recently, the approach–avoidance distinction has been 
used to address specifi c issues regarding motivation, 
without considering its broader potential as an explana-
tory tool. Prior work has focused on a diversity of specifi c 
issues—on hedonism as the ultimate energizer of activity; 
on the various appetitive and aversive mechanisms, needs, 
and motives that underlie observable action; on the 
 different valence-based variables that serve to guide and 
direct behavior, etc. However, there has been little consid-
eration of how the approach–avoidance distinction might 
be used to integrate various types and levels of analysis to 
construct a more detailed and sophisticated account of 
motivation. Recent work has moved in this direction 
(Cacioppo & Berntson, 1994; Carver & Scheier, 1998; 
Elliot & Church, 1997; Higgins, 1997; Lang, 1995).

FUNDAMENTAL ROLE OF APPROACH 
AND AVOIDANCE MOTIVATION

The widespread use of the approach–avoidance distinc-
tion over the years undoubtedly refl ects the fundamen-
tal role of approach and avoidance motivation in human 
functioning. Both approach and avoidance motivation 
are integral to successful adaptation; avoidance moti-
vation facilitates surviving, while approach motivation 
facilitates thriving. This is the case with respect to 
physical and psychological adaptation alike (Elliot, 
2006).

Approach and avoidance motivation not only plays 
a central role in the functioning of humans, but also in 
the functioning of organisms across the phylogenetic 
spectrum. Tooby and Cosmides (1990) have argued 
that the decision to approach or withdraw has been the 
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6 Handbook of Approach and Avoidance Motivation

 fundamental adaptive decision that organisms have had 
to make throughout their evolutionary past. To para-
phrase Schneirla (1959), the high road of evolution has 
been  littered with the remains of species that have failed 
to acquire one or more mechanisms for accurately 
 determining the benefi cial or harmful potential of environ-
mental stimuli. As such, all animate life, from the single-
cell amoeba upward, is equipped with at least some basic 
form of approach–avoidance mechanism that produces or 
regulates movement toward potentially  benefi cial stimuli 
and away from potentially harmful stimuli.

In the amoeba, approach and avoidance motivation is 
obviously extremely rudimentary, representing approach 
and withdrawal tendencies “energized directly by proto-
plasmic processes set off by the stimulus” (Schneirla, 
1959, p. 2). For example, a weak light will stimulate a 
local fl ow of protoplasm toward the light, often followed 
by a general movement in that direction, whereas an 
intense light will stimulate a local contraction of proto-
plasm, often followed by a general movement away from 
the light source. Schneirla (1959) argued that organisms 
at all levels of complexity possess approach-based mech-
anisms that evoke appetitive reactions and facilitate food-
getting, shelter-getting, and mating, and avoidance-based 
mechanisms that evoke withdrawal reactions and facili-
tate defense, huddling, fl ight, and protection, in general. 
He proposed that the sophistication of these mechanisms 
varies considerably across species, with those of protozoa 
and other invertebrates being rudimentary and rigid, and 
those of higher organisms being more advanced and 
fl exible.

Researchers have not only documented the existence 
of approach and avoidance mechanisms across phyla, but 
have also shown individual differences in approach and 
avoidance motivation within a variety of different spe-
cies. Intraspecifi c differences in the tendency to approach 
or avoid novel stimuli have been documented in monkeys 
(Suomi, 1983), cats (Adamec, 1991), dogs (Goddard & 
Beilharz, 1985), wolves (MacDonald, 1983), cows 
(Fordyce, Goddard, & Seifert, 1982), goats (Lyons, Price, & 
Moberg, 1988), rats (Garcia-Sevilla, 1984), mice (Kagan, 
1998), birds (Verbeek, Drent, & Wiepkema, 1994), snakes 
(Herzog & Burghardt, 1988), fi sh (Wilson, Coleman, 
Clark, & Biederman, 1993), and even some crustaceans 
(Wilson, Clark, Coleman, & Dearstyne, 1994). Perhaps 
most provocatively, some researchers have conducted 
factor-analytic studies seeking to demonstrate the pres-
ence of basic dimensions of “personality” in nonhumans. 
For instance, Budaev (1997) used factor analysis to exam-
ine the patterns underlying exploratory, predatory inspec-
tion, and schooling behavior in male guppies. Results 

revealed two primary orthogonal factors that the investi-
gator interpreted in terms of approach and avoidance 
motivation: an approach system “governing exploration 
and social attraction” and a fear avoidance system “gov-
erning responses to aversive stimulation” (p. 399). 
Comparable results suggesting independent, approach- 
and avoidance-based dimensions of “personality” have 
been obtained in factor-analytic studies of behavior with 
octopuses (Mather & Anderson, 1993), yellow-bellied 
marmots (Armitage, 1986), small-eared bushbabys 
(Watson & Ward, 1996), rhesus monkeys (Stevenson-
Hinde, Stillwell-Barnes, & Zunz, 1980), and hooded rats 
(Maier, Vandenhoff, & Crowne, 1988).

It is not only just the organism’s ability to determine 
the adaptive signifi cance of stimuli that is central to sur-
vival, but also the speed at which these determinations 
are made (Berntson, Boysen, & Cacioppo, 1993; Orians & 
Heerwagen, 1992). As such, all (surviving) organisms 
are hard-wired or “pre-programmed” to make  immediate 
approach–avoidance responses to particular classes of 
stimuli (Zajonc, 1984, p. 122). Zajonc (1998) contends 
that “approach–avoidance discriminations” (p. 592) are 
the primary and most elemental reaction of organisms 
to environmental stimuli, the initial response on which 
all subsequent responses are based. This is nicely illus-
trated in the amoeba’s instantaneous, constitutionally 
ingrained approach or withdrawal response to light 
intensity, which is essentially a refl exive reaction to the 
light stimulus.

Humans, like protozoa, exhibit immediate, constitu-
tionally ingrained approach and avoidance responses to 
certain classes of stimuli. For example, humans possess 
many different unconditioned exteroceptive refl exes that 
are commonly classifi ed as orienting (e.g., the salivary 
refl ex) or defensive (e.g., pain withdrawal and startle; 
Graham, 1973; Pavlov, 1927; Sokolov, 1963) and that may 
be considered manifestations of approach and avoidance 
motivation, respectively (Dickinson & Dearing, 1979; 
Konorski, 1967). One such refl ex that has attracted signi-
fi cant research attention is the blink component of the 
startle refl ex. This blink refl ex is an involuntary response 
to an intense stimulus such as a loud noise, a bright light, 
or an electric shock, and occurs within 30–50 ms of stim-
ulus onset (Bradley & Vrana, 1993). It serves the defen-
sive function of protecting the eye from injury, and acts 
as a behavioral interrupt that clears processors to deal 
with potential threats in the environment (Lang, 1995; 
Öhman, 1997). The magnitude and latency of this primi-
tive refl ex has been shown to vary as a function of the 
motivationally relevant state of the individual prior to 
stimulus onset. That is, the blink refl ex is stronger and its 
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Approach and Avoidance Motivation 7

latency is shorter when the startle stimulus is presented to 
persons in a negative state (e.g., viewing unpleasant 
 materials) relative to a positive or neutral state (e.g., 
 viewing pleasant or neutral materials; Lang, Bradley, & 
Cuthbert, 1990).

An accumulating body of research indicates that 
people evaluate most if not all encountered stimuli on a 
good or bad dimension (Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 
1957), and that they do so immediately, and without 
intention or awareness (Bargh, 1997; Zajonc, 1998). For 
example, in a set of studies on the “automatic evaluation 
effect,” Bargh, Chaiken, Raymond, and Hymes (1996) 
used a subliminal presentation technique to prime partici-
pants with positively or negatively valenced words prior 
to a task in which they pronounced other positively or 
negatively valenced words as rapidly as possible. The 
subliminal presentation of any positively valenced word 
facilitated the speed of pronunciation of any other posi-
tively valenced word presented (and likewise for pairs of 
negatively valenced words), thereby demonstrating that 
participants processed the valence of the subliminally 
presented words even though there was no instrumental 
reason for doing so (Fazio, Sanbonmatsu, Powell, & 
Kardes, 1986). Although it is possible that immediate 
good or bad evaluations represent a form of automatic 
cognitive processing (Fiske, 1982), several theorists have 
suggested that such evaluations actually take place 
 independent of the transformation processes typically 
 implicated in cognition (Kuhl, 1986; LeDoux, 1987; 
Zajonc, 1980). Recent research has yielded supportive 
evidence, suggesting that the neural circuitry involved in 
the evaluative (good or bad) processing of stimuli is at 
least partially divergent from that involved in the percep-
tual (identifi cation and discrimination) processing of 
stimuli (Crites & Cacioppo, 1996; LeDoux, Sakaguchi, & 
Reis, 1984; Murphy & Zajonc, 1993; Shizgal, 1999). 
Thus, automatic good or bad evaluations may be a direct 
response to stimuli, unmediated by any higher order 
 cognitive processes.

Automatic evaluation is presumed to instantaneously 
evoke approach and withdrawal behavioral predisposi-
tions. Over the years, a number of theorists from the 
 emotion (Arnold, 1960; Frijda, 1986; Lang, 1984; 
Lazarus, 1991), motivation (Corwin, 1921; Lewin, 1935; 
Mowrer, 1960; Young, 1959), and attitude (Bogardus, 
1931; Doob, 1947; Osgood, 1953; Thurstone, 1931) liter-
atures have posited that the positive or negative evalua-
tion of a stimulus is inherently linked to a tendency to 
move toward or away from the stimulus, respectively. 
Empirical data support this proposition. In a set of reac-
tion time experiments, Chen and Bargh (1999) had 

 participants either pull a lever toward them (an approach-
based fl exor reaction) or push a lever away from them (an 
avoidance-based extensor reaction) as quickly as possible 
when a positively or negatively valenced stimulus word 
appeared. Results indicated that participants reacted 
more quickly for positive than negative words when they 
were instructed to pull the lever toward them (the approach 
response), and more quickly for negative than positive 
words when they were instructed to push the lever away 
from them (the avoidance response; Cacioppo, Priester, 
& Berntson, 1993; Förster, Higgins, & Idson, 1998; 
Solorz, 1960). These results were obtained even when no 
mention was made of the evaluative content of the stimuli 
and when participants were not instructed to evaluate the 
stimuli in any way, prompting Bargh and Chartrand 
(1999) to conclude that automatic evaluation results in a 
behavioral predisposition toward or away from the stimu-
lus “in a matter of milliseconds” (p. 475).

It is important to highlight that the action disposition 
associated with automatic evaluation is a predisposition, 
not an overt behavioral response per se. Positively and 
negatively evaluated stimuli produce a physiological and 
somatic preparedness for approaching and withdrawing 
(Arnold, 1960), but observable behavior may or may not 
correspond to this initial behavioral readiness (Lang, 
Bradley, & Cuthbert, 1997). Actually, in lower organ-
isms, and in constitutionally ingrained responses in 
humans, evaluation does lead directly and invariably to 
observable approach or withdrawal behaviors. In much 
human behavior, however, behavioral predispositions 
represent an initial input that may be overridden by other 
inputs generated by other approach- and avoidance-based 
mechanisms or processes prior to an actual behavioral 
response being enacted. For example, the sight of a tasty 
dessert stimulus may automatically evoke an approach 
tendency at the physiological and somatic levels, but a 
more deliberate consideration of one’s ever expanding 
waistline may lead to the overt act of pushing one’s chair 
away from the dinner table.

Thus, in predicting observable behavior, particularly 
for complex organisms such as humans, with their fl exi-
ble and creative self-regulatory repertoire (e.g., delay of 
gratifi cation, impulse control, goal setting), one must 
consider the operation of multiple levels of approach and 
avoidance motivation (Cacioppo & Berntson, 1994), both 
at the same level of representation (Miller, 1944) and in 
hierarchical fashion (Elliot & Church, 1997). Indeed, 
in human behavior, approach and avoidance mechanisms 
and  processes are multifarious, operating across the 
 neuraxis from rudimentary refl exes to vaunted cortical 
processes (Berntson et al., 1993; Elliot & Thrash, 2002). 
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8 Handbook of Approach and Avoidance Motivation

This  prevalence of approach and avoidance mechanisms 
and processes bespeaks the central role of approach and 
avoidance motivation in survival and adaptation.

In sum, approach and avoidance motivation is mani-
fest in and fundamental to all organisms, from protozoa 
to human beings. The greater the complexity of the organ-
ism, the greater the number and complexity of the 
approach–avoidance mechanisms and processes involved 
in the production and regulation of behavior. Given the 
fundamental nature of approach and avoidance motiva-
tion, and its ubiquitous presence in biological and psy-
chological functioning, it seems reasonable to consider 
the approach–avoidance distinction an organizing princi-
ple in the study motivation (Berntson et al., 1993). That 
is, the approach–avoidance distinction may be seen as a 
unifying thread that can be applied to most, if not all, 
motivational concepts and constructs. As such, this dis-
tinction holds tremendous integrative, interpretive, and 
generative potential. The approach–avoidance distinction 
is certainly not suffi cient to account for motivation, but it 
is necessary, and its broad and deep application is likely 
to yield much theoretical fruit.

DEFINITION AND CONCEPTUALIZATION

At the beginning of this chapter, I offered the following 
defi nition of approach and avoidance motivation: 
Approach motivation may be defi ned as the energization 
of behavior by, or the direction of behavior toward, posi-
tive stimuli (objects, events, possibilities), whereas avoid-
ance motivation may be defi ned as the energization of 
behavior by, or the direction of behavior away from, neg-
ative stimuli (objects, events, possibilities). It may be 
helpful to elaborate on several aspects of this defi nition, 
given the fact that approach–avoidance motivation is 
rarely defi ned in explicit fashion.

First, being a motivational distinction, approach–avoid-
ance encompasses both the energization and direction of 
behavior. Energization refers to the initial activation, insti-
gation, or “spring to action” (James, 1890, p. 555) that 
orients the organism in a general way (Elliot, 1997). This 
energization may be very rudimentary, as in the amoeba’s 
evolutionarily engrained orienting away from bright light, 
or may be more complex, as in the human being’s disposi-
tional tendency to orient toward an achievement task as a 
function of past socialization in competence-relevant set-
tings. Importantly, this use of energization does not pre-
sume that the organism is passive until instigated to action; 
on the contrary, the organism is viewed as perpetually 
active, with instigation functionally representing a shift 
from one form of orienting to another (Atkinson & Birch, 

1970). Direction herein refers to the guiding or channeling 
of behavior in a precise way. This guiding and channeling 
is typically in the service of an activated desire or concern 
(Elliot & Thrash, 2001).

Second, inherent in the approach–avoidance distinc-
tion is the concept of physical or psychological move-
ment. Positively evaluated stimuli are associated with 
an approach orientation to bring or keep the stimulus 
close to the organism (literally or fi guratively), whereas 
 negatively evaluated stimuli are associated with an avoid-
ance orientation to push or keep the stimulus away from 
the organism (literally or fi guratively). As noted earlier, 
although positively and negatively evaluated stimuli 
 produce (at minimum) a physiological and somatic pre-
paredness for physical movement toward or away from 
the stimuli, respectively (Arnold, 1960; Corwin, 1921), 
this preparedness may or may not be translated directly 
into overt behavior. In advanced organisms, initial 
approach or avoidance inclinations may even be overrid-
den or channeled in the opposite direction of the initial 
inclination (Elliot & Church, 1997).

Third, implicit in the aforementioned point is the 
notion that movement toward a positive stimulus and 
movement away from a negative stimulus each has two 
distinguishable forms. “Movement toward” can represent 
getting something positive that is currently absent or it 
can represent keeping something positive that is currently 
present (functionally, continuing toward). Likewise, 
“movement away” can represent keeping away from 
something negative that is currently absent (functionally, 
continuing away from) or it can represent getting away 
from something negative that is currently present (for a 
conceptual parallel, Herzberg, 1966). Thus, approach 
motivation not only encompasses promoting new positive 
situations, but also maintaining and sustaining existing 
positive situations, and avoidance motivation not only 
encompasses preventing new negative situations, but also 
escaping from and rectifying existing negative situations.

Fourth, positive or negative valence is construed as the 
conceptual core of the approach–avoidance distinction. A 
stimulus is positively or negatively evaluated by the organ-
ism, and this produces inclinations and efforts to approach 
or avoid the stimulus. “Positive” and “negative” are pre-
sumed to take on somewhat different meanings in differ-
ent contexts, including benefi cial/harmful, liked/disliked, 
and desirable/undesirable. Research indicates that these 
dimensions are conceptually and empirically comparable 
to a high degree, although some empirical work suggests 
that they may be separable in certain instances (Berridge, 
1999). At present, given their substantial comparability, it 
seems best to construe benefi cial/harmful, liked/disliked, 
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Approach and Avoidance Motivation 9

and desirable/undesirable as functionally equivalent dimen-
sions that may be subsumed under the positive/negative 
rubric (i.e., in essence, the three dimensions are conceptu-
alized as indicators of a positive or negative latent vari-
able). Nevertheless, it is possible that subsequent research 
will establish a need to distinguish among these dimen-
sions in defi ning the approach–avoidance distinction.

Fifth, “stimuli” as used herein may represent concrete, 
observable objects/events/possibilities, or they may rep-
resent abstract, internally generated representations of 
objects/events/possibilities. Furthermore, stimuli are 
meant to connote an essentially limitless, idiographic 
array of focal objects/events/possibilities.

TERMINOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Many different terms and labels have been used over 
the years to cover the basic conceptual space that is 
 covered by the defi nition of approach and avoidance 
motivation offered herein. Each of the different 
 designations tends to be associated with a somewhat 
 different emphasis. Three of the most common of these 
designations are considered in the following, in addition 
to approach–avoidance.

Hedonism (i.e., pleasure–pain). Hedonism has been 
conceptualized in many different ways in the philosophi-
cal and psychological literatures. In philosophy, the 
ancient Greeks, such as the Epicureans, used the term 
quite broadly to refer to seeking the pleasures and avoid-
ing the pains of both the mind and the body, whereas the 
British empiricists used the term more narrowly to refer 
to the pleasures and pains of bodily sensation (Boring, 
1950; Cofer & Appley, 1964). In psychology, hedonism 
has typically been defi ned in a narrow sense in terms of 
bodily sensation and experienced affect (Franken, 1994; 
Young, 1961). Rozin (1999) has recently proposed a more 
inclusive view of hedonism, defi ning pleasure as “a posi-
tive experienced state that we seek and that we try to 
maintain or enhance” and pain as “a negative experienced 
state that we avoid and that we try to reduce or eliminate” 
(p. 112). This more inclusive view of hedonism is more 
akin to the conceptualization of approach–avoidance 
motivation herein than is the normative view of hedonism 
in the psychological literature. Rozin’s defi nition remains 
narrower than that presented herein, however, in that he 
uses the term “experienced” to refer to conscious experi-
ence, whereas nonconscious and even refl exive processes 
are included under the approach–avoidance rubric in the 
present defi nition.

Approach–withdrawal. The approach–withdrawal 
distinction was introduced to the psychological literature 

by Schneirla (1959), a comparative psychologist. Schneirla 
argued that motivational analyses should be grounded in 
overt behavioral actions, so that they are applicable to 
lower as well as higher organisms. Thus, he concept-
ualized approach and withdrawal motivation in terms of 
observable behavior toward stimuli and away from stimuli, 
respectively (i.e., approach–withdrawal motivation and 
observable physical movement were considered isomor-
phic). Davidson and colleagues (Davidson, 1992; Sutton & 
Davidson, 1997; Tomarken, Davidson, Wheeler, & Doss, 
1992) currently utilize the approach–withdrawal distinc-
tion in broader fashion to refer to action tendencies as 
well as overt action per se. Approach and withdrawal ten-
dencies are presumed to be grounded in differential cor-
tical activation. Approach tendencies are linked to 
activation of the left prefrontal cortex, whereas with-
drawal tendencies are linked to activation of the right 
prefrontal cortex. These approach–withdrawal tenden-
cies are posited to be the foundational dimensions of 
emotional experience. The conceptualization of approach–
avoidance proffered herein is similar to Davidson and 
colleagues’ conceptualization of approach–withdrawal, 
in that approach–avoidance refers to action tendencies 
as well as overt action per se. However, their approach–
withdrawal distinction is narrower than the approach–
avoidance distinction espoused herein, in that 
approach–withdrawal focuses on the issue of energiz-
ation at the biological level, whereas approach–avoidance 
herein covers both energization and direction, and is 
applicable to biologically based and psychologically 
based processes across the neuraxis.

Appetite–aversion. The “appetite–aversion” distinc-
tion was coined by Craig (1918), who conceptualized 
appetites and aversions in terms of internal states of agi-
tation (i.e., energization) accompanied by a readiness to 
“consume” the “appeted” stimulus or “get rid of” the 
“disturbing” stimulus (pp. 93–94). Craig focused primarily 
on physiological instincts in his theorizing, and consid-
ered basic refl exive mechanisms to be outside the pur-
view of his appetite–aversion analysis (as did Tolman 
(1932) who explicitly embraced Craig’s distinction). In 
the contemporary literature, Lang and colleagues (Lang, 
1995; Lang, Bradley, & Cuthbert, 1997) utilize the appe-
tite–aversion distinction in their analysis of emotion and 
refl exive behavior. Emotion is characterized as a motiva-
tionally tuned state of action readiness, and two basic 
brain systems are posited to underlie emotion: appetitive 
(consummatory) and aversive (defensive). Refl exive 
 behaviors are also characterized in terms of the 
 appetitive–aversive distinction. In both instances, appeti-
tive is meant to connote consummatory and approach 
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10 Handbook of Approach and Avoidance Motivation

 oriented, whereas aversive is meant to connote defensive 
and avoidance oriented. More complex, “tactical” behav-
ior is also thought to be organized in terms of this appeti-
tive–aversive distinction, but little detail is offered in this 
regard (interestingly, approach–avoidance terminology 
per se is utilized when “tactical” behavior is [briefl y] dis-
cussed; Lang, 1995, p. 373). The conceptualization of 
approach– avoidance offered herein is similar to Lang 
and colleagues’ conceptualization of appetitive–aversive 
in that the approach–avoidance distinction is viewed as 
applicable to refl exive behavior. Indeed, given Lang and 
colleagues’ incorporation of “tactical” behavior under 
the appetitive–aversive rubric, the two distinctions under 
consideration primarily differ in terms of emphasis. 
Refl exive behavior has been the central focus of the appe-
titive–aversive distinction, whereas it is simply one of 
many levels under consideration in the approach–
 avoidance distinction).

Approach–avoidance. The approach–avoidance 
 distinction emerged from Kurt Lewin’s work on Field 
Theory, specifi cally his conceptualization of the forces 
that accompany positive and negative valences. Lewin 
(1935) posited that stimuli have positive or attracting 
properties, or negative or repelling properties (i.e., 
valences) that are linked directly to tendencies to approach 
or avoid the stimuli. These positive and negative valences 
usually emerge from the organism’s needs, meaning that 
approach and avoidance tendencies are typically acti-
vated in the service of need satisfaction. Working within 
a Lewinian framework, Miller (1944) helped popularize 
the approach–avoidance distinction with his systematic 
experimental research on approach–avoidance confl icts. 
In fact, it is not Lewin, but Miller (1937), as well as 
Hovland (1937) and Sears (1937), who fi rst used the term 
approach–avoidance in print (in the published proceed-
ings of an American Psychological Association sympo-
sium on confl ict chaired by Clark Hull). Although, in most 
of Miller’s experiments, approach and avoidance were 
operationalized in terms of movement toward or away 
from an object in physical space, Miller (1944), in accord 
with Lewin, explicitly stated that approach and avoidance 
are to be understood dynamically and functionally, not 
spatially (Dollard & Miller, 1950). That is, the experi-
mental work on “spatial approach or avoidance” behavior 
(Miller, 1944, p. 432) was designed to be a simple, 
 concrete analog of more complex, abstract motivational 
processes. McClelland and colleagues (McClelland, 
1951; McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, & Lowell, 1953) 
were also instrumental in establishing the approach–
avoidance distinction. These theorists focused primarily 
on approach and avoidance motives, characterized as 

 dispositional preferences for acquiring positive, hoped 
for experiences or states (e.g., the motive for success) or 
for avoiding negative, feared experiences or states (e.g., 
the motive to avoid failure). However, they also noted that 
the distinction between approach and avoidance motiva-
tion was applicable at the level of unlearned, refl exive 
mechanisms as well as motives (McClelland et al., 1953). 
Like Lewin (and Miller), McClelland and colleagues 
clearly conceptualized the approach–avoidance distinc-
tion in terms of underlying valence-based processes, 
rather than observable behavior per se.

In sum, it seems that the best way to cover the concep-
tual space under consideration is in broad fashion, and in 
terms of underlying motivational mechanisms and pro-
cesses rather than observable behavior per se. The term 
“hedonism” has tended to represent a rather narrow set of 
psychological phenomena (i.e., sensory or affective), and 
the approach–withdrawal designation has typically been 
linked to an emphasis on physical movement as a direct 
indicator of motivation. Both of these terminological 
options seem unnecessarily restrictive. The designations 
“appetitive–aversive” and “approach–avoidance” have 
been proffered and used in highly similar fashion in the 
literature. Both of these designations are broadly  applicable 
to all levels and degrees of complexity of valence-based 
mechanisms and processes, from the simple, constitution-
ally engrained instigation of fi xed behavior in the single-
celled amoeba to the highly complex, multiply determined, 
fl exible regulation of the human being. Thus, from a con-
ceptual standpoint, either of these options would suffi ce. 
Approach–avoidance has been selected herein because it 
is the more widely recognized of the two designations 
in the motivational literature, and because it is the easier 
of the two options to intuitively understand (particularly 
for the newcomer to the literature).

OVERVIEW OF THE HANDBOOK OF 
APPROACH AND AVOIDANCE MOTIVATION

The present volume is designed as a broad overview of 
research and theory on approach and avoidance motiva-
tion. Given the breadth of applicability of the approach–
avoidance distinction, the breadth of the coverage in the 
handbook is substantial, encompassing a multitude of dif-
ferent constructs, levels of analysis, and disciplines. This 
breadth of coverage bears testimony to the foundational 
and pervasive importance of the approach–avoidance 
 distinction in motivational accounts of behavior.

The scholars who have provided chapters to the hand-
book are widely recognized as outstanding contributors 
in their area of expertise. This is truly a stellar lineup, 
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Approach and Avoidance Motivation 11

and they have, without exception, written excellent, 
 cutting edge, insightful chapters that individually and 
corporately do justice to the topic of approach–avoidance 
motivation.

The fi rst part of the Handbook is comprised of a single 
introductory chapter that provides an overview of the 
approach–avoidance motivational distinction. The second 
part grounds approach–avoidance in neurophysiology 
and neurobiology, covering a broad range of topics that 
include brain systems and mechanisms, cortical asym-
metry, cortex-refl ex connections, subcortical processes, 
neurotransmitters, hormones, and olfaction. Part three 
shifts to a variety of topics relevant to different types and 
levels of analysis, including basic personality dispositions 
(including traits and temperaments) in both human and 
nonhuman animals, the genetic basis of basic disposi-
tions, domain-specifi c (i.e., achievement and social) 
motives and goals, and situation-specifi c motivational 
states. Part four focuses on the evaluative processes that 
make approach and avoidance such an integral aspect of 
motivated behavior; topics include the evolutionary basis 
of evaluation, the immediacy and automaticity of evalua-
tion, the structure of evaluation, and asymmetries in 
 evaluative processes.

The fi fth part of the Handbook covers emotion and well-
being, including the structure of emotions, the function of 
emotions, distinct emotional experience, the specifi c emo-
tion of anger, and the general concept of psychological 
well-being. The sixth part focuses on cognition, specifi -
cally the topics of challenge and threat appraisal, mental 
control, orienting and attentional processes, and the fram-
ing of information. Part seven encompasses various topics 
relevant to the self, specifi cally, self-regulation, self-
esteem and the self-concept, self-knowledge, and access 
to the self. The eighth and fi nal part of the handbook covers 
the area of social context, including culture, stereotyping, 
social comparison, social exclusion, and last but certainly 
not least, sexual behavior.

Clearly much ground is covered in the handbook; this 
breadth of coverage nicely illustrates the widespread 
infl uence of the simple but powerful approach–avoidance 
distinction. Those new to this area will undoubtedly be 
astounded by how a seemingly simple distinction can 
be so enduring and generative. I believe that those who 
are seasoned veterans working in this area will also fi nd 
much to learn in the pages herein.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Preparation of this chapter was facilitated by a grant from 
the William T. Grant Foundation (Grant #2565).

REFERENCES

Adamec, R. (1991). Anxious personality in the cat. In 
B. Carroll, & J. Barrett (Eds.), Psychopathology and the 
brain (pp. 153–168). New York: Raven Press.

Armitage, K. (1986). Individuality, social behavior, and repro-
ductive success in yellow-bellied marmots. Ecology, 67, 
1186–1193.

Arnold, M. (1960). Emotion and personality. New York: 
Columbia University Press.

Atkinson, J. W., & Birch, D. (1970). The dynamics of action. 
New York: Wiley.

Bargh, J. A. (1997). The automaticity of everyday life. Advances 
in Social Cognition, 10, 1–61.

Bargh, J., & Chartrand, T. (1999). The unbearable automaticity 
of being. American Psychologist, 54, 462–479.

Bargh, J., Chaiken, S., Raymond, P., & Hymes, C. (1996). The 
automatic evaluation effect: Unconditional automatic 
attitude activation with a pronunciation task. Journal of 
Experimental Social Psychology, 32, 104–128.

Bentham, J. (1779/1879). Introduction to the principles of 
 morals and legislation. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Berntson, G., Boysen, S., & Cacioppo, J. (1993). Neurobehav-
ioral organization and the cardinal principle of evaluative 
bivalence. Annals New York Academy of Science, 702, 
75–102.

Berridge, K. (1999). Pleasure, pain, desire, and dread: Hidden 
core processes of emotion. In D. Kahneman, E. Diener, & 
N. Schwarz (Eds.), Wellbeing: The foundations of hedonic 
psychology (pp. 525–557). New York: Russell Sage 
Foundation.

Bogardus, E. (1931). Fundamentals of social psychology 
(2nd ed.). New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts.

Boring, E. G. (1950). A historical of experimental psychology. 
New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts.

Bowlby, J. (1969). Attachment. New York: Basic Books.
Bradley, M., & Vrana, S. (1993). The startle probe in the study 

of emotion and emotional disorders. In N. Birbaumer, & 
A. Ohman (Eds.), The structure of emotion (pp. 270–287). 
Seattle: Hogrefe & Huber.

Budaev, S. (1997). “Personality” in the guppy (Poecilia  reticulata). 
Journal of Comparative Psychology, 111, 399–411.

Cacioppo, J., & Berntson, G. (1994). Relationship between 
 attitudes and evaluative space: A critical review, with 
emphasis on the separability of positive and negative 
 substrates. Psychological Bulletin, 115, 401–422.

Cacioppo, J., Priester, J., & Berntson, G. (1993). Rudimentary 
determinants of attitudes, II: Arm fl exion and extension 
have differential effects on attitudes. Journal of Personal-
ity and Social Psychology, 65, 5–16.

Carver, C., & Scheier, M. (1998). On the self-regulation of 
behavior. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Cattell, R. (1957). Personality and motivation: Structure and 
measurement. Yonkers, New York: World Book.

Chen, M., & Bargh, J. (1999). Consequences of automatic eval-
uation: Immediate behavioral predispositions to approach 
or avoid the stimulus. Personality and Social Psychology 
Bulletin, 25, 215–223.

RT6019X_C001.indd   11RT6019X_C001.indd   11 4/8/2008   6:09:13 PM4/8/2008   6:09:13 PM



D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

B
y:

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f M
ic

hi
ga

n 
A

t: 
20

:1
3 

01
 O

ct
 2

01
7;

 F
or

: 9
78

02
03

88
81

48
, c

ha
pt

er
1,

 1
0.

43
24

/9
78

02
03

88
81

48
.c

h1

12 Handbook of Approach and Avoidance Motivation

Cofer, C. N., & Appley, M. H. (1964). Motivation: Theory and 
research. New York: Wiley.

Copleston, F. (1946). A history of philosophy, Vol. 1. London: 
Burns, Oats, & Washbourne, Ltd.

Corwin, G. (1921). Minor studies from the psychological labo-
ratory of Cornell University. American Journal of Psy-
chology, 32, 563–570.

Craig, W. (1918). Appetites and aversions as constituents of 
instincts. Biological Bulletin, 34, 91–107.

Crites, S., & Cacioppo, J. (1996). Electrocortical differentiation 
of evaluative and nonevaluative categorizations. Psycho-
logical Science, 7, 318–321.

Davidson, R. (1992). Prolegomenon to the structure of emotion: 
Gleanings from neuropsychology. Cognition and Emo-
tion, 6, 245–268.

Dickinson, A., & Dearing, M. (1979). Appetitive–aversive 
interactions and inhibitory processes. In A. Dickinson, & 
R. Boakes (Eds.), Mechanisms of learning and moti-
vation (pp. 203–231). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 
Associates.

Dollard, J., & Miller, N. (1950). Personality and psychotherapy. 
New York: McGraw-Hill.

Doob, L. (1947). The behavior of attitudes. Psychological 
Review, 54, 135–156.

Elliot, A. J. (1997). Integrating “classic” and “contemporary” 
approaches to achievement motivation: A hierarchical 
model of approach and avoidance achievement moti-
vation. In P. Pintrich, & M. Maehr (Eds.), Advances in 
motivation and achievement (Vol. 10, pp. 143–179). 
Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Elliot, A. J. (1999). Approach and avoidance motivation and 
achievement goals. Educational Psychologist, 34, 149–169.

Elliot, A. J. (2006). Approach and avoidance motivation. Moti-
vation and Emotion, 30, 111–116.

Elliot, A. J., & Church, M. A. (1997). A hierarchical model of 
approach and avoidance achievement motivation. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology, 72, 218–232.

Elliot, A. J., & Covington, M. V. (2001). Approach and avoid-
ance motivation. Educational Psychology Review, 13, 
73–92.

Elliot, A. J., & Thrash, T. M. (2001). Achievement goals and 
the hierarchical model of achievement motivation. Edu-
cational Psychology Review, 12, 139–156.

Elliot, A. J., & Thrash, T. M. (2002). Approach–avoidance 
motivation in personality: Approach and avoidance tem-
peraments and goals. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 82, 804–818.

Erickson, E. (1963). Childhood and society (2nd ed.). 
New York: Norton.

Eysenck, H. (1967). The biological basis of personality. Spring-
fi eld, IL: Charles Thomas.

Fazio, R., Sanbonmatsu, D., Powell, M., & Kardes, F. (1986). 
On the automatic activation of attitudes. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 50, 229–238.

Fiske, S. (1982). Schema-triggered affect. In M. Clark, & 
S. Fiske (Eds.), Affect and cognition (pp. 55–78). 
 Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Fordyce, G., Goddard, M. E., & Seifert, G. W. (1982). The 
 measurement of temperament in cattle and effect of 

 experience and genotype. Proceedings of Australian 
 Animal Production, 14, 329–332.

Förster, J., Higgins, E., & Idson, L. (1998). Approach and avoid-
ance strength during goal attainment: Regulatory focus 
and the “goal looms larger” effect (1998). Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 75, 1115–1131.

Franken, R. (1994). Human motivation. Belmont, CA: Brooks/
Cole Publishing Company.

Freud, S. (1915). Repression. In the standard edition of Com-
plete psychological works of Sigmund Freud, Vol. XIV. 
London: Hogarth, 1957.

Freud, S. (1923). The ego and the id. In the standard edition 
of Complete psychological works of Sigmund Freud, Vol. 
XIX. London: Hogarth, 1947.

Frijda, N. (1986). The emotions. Cambridge: Cambridge 
 University Press.

Garcia-Sevilla, L. (1984). Extraversion and neuroticism in rats. 
Personality and Individual Differences, 5, 511–532.

Goddard, M., & Beilharz, R. (1985). A multivariate analysis of 
the fearfulness potential in potential guide dogs. Behav-
ioral Genetics, 15, 69–89.

Graham, F. (1973). Habituation and dishabituation of responses 
innervated by the autonomic nervous system. In H. Peeke, & 
M. Herz (Eds.), Habituation: Vol. 1. Behavioral studies 
(pp. 163–218). New York: Academic Press.

Hebb, D. O. (1949). The organization of behavior. New York: 
Wiley.

Heider, F. (1958). The psychology of interpersonal relations. 
New York: John Wiley & Sons.

Herzberg, F. (1966). Work and the nature of man. Cleveland, 
OH: Ward.

Herzog, H. A. Jr., & Burghardt, G. M. (1988). Development of 
antipredator responses in snakes. Ethology, 77, 250–258.

Higgins, E. T. (1997). Beyond pleasure and pain. American 
 Psychologist, 52, 1280–1300.

Horney, K. (1937). The neurotic personality of our time. 
New York: Norton.

Hovland, C. I. (1937). Differences in resolution of approach-
approach and avoidance–avoidance confl icts. Psychologi-
cal Bulletin, 34, 719.

Hull, C. (1943). Principles of behavior. New York: Appleton-
Century-Crofts.

James, W. (1890). The principles of psychology (Vol. 2). 
New York: Henry Holt & Co.

Jung, C. (1921). Psychological types. In Vol. 6 of The collected 
works of C. G. Jung. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 
Press.

Kagan, J. (1998). Biology and the child. In N. Eisenberg (Ed.), 
Handbook of child psychology (Vol. 3, pp. 177–235). New 
York: John Wiley & Sons.

Kahneman, D., Diener, E., & Schwarz, N. (1999). Preface. In 
D. Kahneman, E. Diener, & N. Schwarz (Eds.), Wellbeing: 
The foundations of hedonic psychology (pp. 9–12). New 
York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Konorski, J. (1967). Integrative activity of the brain: An inter-
disciplinary approach. Chicago: The University of 
Chicago Press.

Kuhl, J. (1986). Motivation and information processing. 
In R. Sorrentino & E. Higgins (Eds.), Handbook of 

RT6019X_C001.indd   12RT6019X_C001.indd   12 4/8/2008   6:09:13 PM4/8/2008   6:09:13 PM



D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

B
y:

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f M
ic

hi
ga

n 
A

t: 
20

:1
3 

01
 O

ct
 2

01
7;

 F
or

: 9
78

02
03

88
81

48
, c

ha
pt

er
1,

 1
0.

43
24

/9
78

02
03

88
81

48
.c

h1

Approach and Avoidance Motivation 13

 motivation and cognition, vol. 1 (pp. 404–434). New 
York: Guilford.

Lang, P. (1984). Cognition in emotion: Concept and action. In 
C. Izard, J. Kagan, & R. Zajonc (Eds.), Emotion, cogni-
tion, and behavior (pp. 196–226). New York: Cambridge 
University Press.

Lang, P. (1995). Studies of motivation and attention. American 
Psychologist, 50, 372–385.

Lang, P., Bradley, M., & Cuthbert, B. (1990). Emotion, atten-
tion, and the startle refl ex. Psychological Review, 97, 
377–395.

Lang, P., Bradley, M., & Cuthbert, B. (1997). Motivated attention: 
Affect, activation, and action. In P. Lang, R. Simmons, & 
M. Balaban (Eds.), Attention and orienting: sensory and 
motivational processes (pp. 87–135). Florida:  Lawrence 
Erlbaum Associates.

Lazarus, R. (1991). Emotion and adaption. New York: Oxford 
University Press.

LeDoux, J. (1987). Emotion. In F. Plum (Ed.), Handbook of 
physiology (Vol. 5, pp. 419–454). Bethesda, MD: Ameri-
can Physiological Society.

LeDoux, J., Sakaguchi, A., & Reis, H. (1984). Subcortical effer-
ent projections of the medial geniculate nucleus mediate 
emotional responses conditioned by acoustic stimuli. 
Journal of Neuroscience, 4, 683–698.

Lewin, K. (1935). A dynamic theory of personality. New York: 
McGraw-Hill.

Lyons, D., Price, E., & Moberg, G. (1988). Individual differ-
ences in temperament of domestic dairy goats: Constancy 
and change. Animal Behavior, 36, 1323–1333.

MacDonald, K. (1983). Stability and individual differences in 
behavior in a litter of wolf cubs (Canis lupus). Journal of 
Comparative Psychology, 97, 107–119.

Maier, S., Vandenhoff, P., & Crowne, D. (1988). Multivariate 
analysis of putative measures of activity, exploration, 
emotionality, and spatial behavior in the hooded rat (rat-
tus norvegicus). Journal of Comparative Psychology, 
102, 378–387.

Marshall, H. R. (1889). The classifi cation of pleasure and pain. 
Mind, 14, 511–536.

Maslow, A. (1955). Defi ciency motivation and growth motiva-
tion. In M. Jones (Ed.), Nebraska symposium on motiva-
tion (pp. 1–30). Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.

Mather, J., & Anderson, R. (1993). Personalities of octopuses 
(Octopus robescens). Journal of Comparative Psychol-
ogy, 107, 336–340.

McClelland, D. (1951). Personality. New York: The Dryden 
Press.

McClelland, D., Atkinson, J., Clark, R., & Lowell, E. (1953). 
The achievement motive. New York: Irvington Publishers.

Miller, N. E. (1937). Analysis of the form of confl ict reactions. 
Psychological Bulletin, 34, 720.

Miller, N. (1944). Experimental studies of confl ict. In J. McV. 
Hunt (Ed.), Personality and the behavioral disorders 
(Vol. 1, pp. 431–465). New York: Ronald Press.

Mowrer, O. (1960). Learning theory and behavior. New York: 
Wiley.

Murphy, S., & Zajonc, R. (1993). Affect, cognition, and aware-
ness: Affective priming with optimal and suboptimal 

stimulus exposures. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 64, 723–739.

Murray, H. (1938). Explorations in personality. New York: 
Oxford University Press.

Öhman, A. (1997). As fast as the blink of an eye: Evolution-
ary preparedness for preattentive processing of threat. 
In P. Lang, R. Simmons, & M. Balaban (Eds.), Atten-
tion and orienting: sensory and motivational processes 
(pp. 87–135). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 
Associates.

Orians, G., & Heerwagen, J. (1992). Evolved responses to land-
scapes. In J. Barkow, L. Cosmides, & J. Tooby (Eds.), The 
adapted mind (pp. 555–579). New York: Oxford Univer-
sity Press.

Osgood, C. E. (1953). Method and theory in experimental psy-
chology. New York: Oxford University Press.

Osgood, C. E., Suci, G., & Tannenbaum, P. (1957). The measure-
ment of meaning. Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press.

Pavlov, I. (1927). Conditioned refl exes: An investigation into 
the physiological activity of the cortex (Translated by 
G. Anrep), New York: Dover.

Rogers, C. (1961). On becoming a person: A therapist’s view of 
psychotherapy. Boston: Houghton Miffl in.

Rotter, J. (1954). Social learning and clinical psychology. 
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Rozin, P. (1999). Preadaptations and the puzzles and properties 
of pleasure. In D. Kahnaman, E. Diener, & N. Schwartz 
(Eds). Well-being: The foundations of hedonic psychology 
(pp. 109–133). New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Schneirla, T. (1959). An evolutionary and developmental theory 
of biphasic processes underlying approach and with-
drawal. In M. Jones (Ed.), Nebraska Symposium on Moti-
vation (pp. 1–42). Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.

Sears, R. R. (1937). Resolution of confl icts between app roach 
avoidance responses. Psychological Bulletin, 34, 719–720.

Shizgal, P. (1999). On the neural computation of utility: Impli-
cations from studies of brain stimulation and reward. In 
D. Kahneman, E. Diener, & N. Schwarz (Eds.), Well-being: 
The foundations of hedonic psychology (pp. 500–524). 
New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Skinner, B. F. (1938). The behavior of organisms: An experi-
mental analysis. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Skinner, B. F. (1953). Science and human behavior. New York: 
Macmillan.

Sokolov, E. (1963). Perception and the conditioned refl ex. 
Oxford: Pergamon.

Solorz, A. (1960). Latency of instrumental responses as a 
function of compatibility with the meaning of eliciting 
verbal signs. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 59, 
239–245.

Stevenson-Hinde, J., Stillwell-Barnes, R., & Zunz, M. (1980). 
Individual differences in young rhesus monkeys: Conti-
nuity and change. Primates, 21, 498–509.

Suomi, S. (1983). Social development in rhesus monkeys: 
 Consideration of individual differences. In A. Oliverio, &
M. Zappella (Eds.), The behavior of human infants 
(pp. 71–92). New York: Plenum Press.

Sullivan, H. S. (1953). The interpersonal theory of psychiatry. 
New York: W. W. Norton.

RT6019X_C001.indd   13RT6019X_C001.indd   13 4/8/2008   6:09:13 PM4/8/2008   6:09:13 PM



D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

B
y:

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f M
ic

hi
ga

n 
A

t: 
20

:1
3 

01
 O

ct
 2

01
7;

 F
or

: 9
78

02
03

88
81

48
, c

ha
pt

er
1,

 1
0.

43
24

/9
78

02
03

88
81

48
.c

h1

14 Handbook of Approach and Avoidance Motivation

Sutton, S. K., & Davidson, R. J. (1997). Prefrontal brain asymme-
try: A biological substrate of the behavioral approach and 
inhibition systems. Psychological Science, 8, 204–210.

Thorndike, E. (1911). Animal Intelligence. New York: 
Macmillan.

Thurstone, L. L. (1931). Measurement of social attitudes. Journal 
of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 26, 249–269.

Tomarken, A. J., Davidson, R. J., Wheeler, R. E., & Doss, R. C. 
(1992). Individual differences in anterior brain  asymmetry 
and fundamental dimensions of emotion. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 62, 676–687.

Tooby, J., & Cosmides, L. (1990). The past explains the present: 
Emotional adaptions and the structure of ancestral envi-
ronments. Ethology and sociobiology, 11, 375–424.

Tolman, E. (1925). Behaviorism and purpose. Journal of 
 Philosophy, 22, 35–41.

Tolman, E. (1932). Purposive behavior in animals and men. 
New York: The Century.

Verbeek, M., Drent, P., & Wiepkema, P. (1994). Consistent 
 individual differences in early exploratory behavior of 
male great tits. Animal Behavior, 48, 1113–1121.

Watson, S., & Ward, J. (1996). Temperament and prob-
lem  solving in the small-eared bushbaby (Otolemur 

garnettii). Journal of Comparative Psychology, 110, 
377–385.

Wilson, D., Clark, A., Coleman, K., & Dearstyne, T. (1994). 
Shyness and boldness in humans and other animals. 
Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 9, 442–446.

Wilson, D., Coleman, K., Clark, A., & Biederman, L. (1993). 
Shy-bold continuum in pumpkinseed sunfi sh (Lepomis 
gibbosus): An ecological study of a psychological trait. 
Journal of Comparative Psychology, 107, 250–260.

Wundt, W. (1887). Grundzüge der physiologishen psychologie, 
(3rd ed.), Leipzig: Engelmann.

Young, P. (1959). The role of affective processes in learning and 
motivation. Psychological Review, 66, 104–125.

Young, R. K. (1961). Motivation and emotion: A survey of the 
determinants of human and animal activity. New York: 
Wiley.

Zajonc, R. B. (1980). Feeling and thinking: Preferences need no 
inferences. American Psychologist, 35, 151–175.

Zajonc, R. B. (1984). On the primacy of affect. American 
 Psychologist, 39, 117–123.

Zajonc, R. B. (1998). Emotion. In D. Gilbert, S. Fiske, & 
G. Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook of social psychology, 
(4th ed., pp. 591–632). New York: McGraw-Hill.

RT6019X_C001.indd   14RT6019X_C001.indd   14 4/8/2008   6:09:13 PM4/8/2008   6:09:13 PM


