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Relationship Between Perfectionism and Academic Self-handicapping, Test Anxiety
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[Abstract] Objective: To explore the relationship between perfectionism and academic self-handicapping, test anxiety.

Methods: 546 college students were tested with General Perfectionism Scale for College Students, Academic Self-handi-

capping Scale and Test Anxiety Invetory. Results: Positive perfectionism was negatively correlated with academic self-

handicapping, but was not correlated with test anxiety; negative perfectionism were positively correlated with both academ-

ic self-handicapping and test anxiety. Academic self-handicapping partially mediated between negative perfectionism and

test anxiety. Positive perfectionism moderated the relationship between negative perfectionism and test anxiety, and aca-

demic self-handicapping and test anxiety. Conclusion: Perfectionism has significant effects on academic self—handicap-

ping and test anxiety.
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