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Abstract 
 
 

This study examined the achievement goal orientations and resource management 

strategies of adult and traditional learners. Based on Elliot and McGregor’s (2001) achievement 

goal theoretical framework and Pintrinch and colleagues’ (1991) self-regulated learning 

conceptual framework, this study examined the difference of achievement goal orientations and 

resource management strategies of these two student groups, and explored the relationship of 

these two sets of variables among the learners. It further investigated how the achievement goal 

orientations and the resource management strategies differ between adult and traditional learners.  

A quantitative research design was used to address five research questions. The 

Achievement Goal Questionnaire-Revised (AGQ-R) version (Elliot & Murayama, 2008) and 

Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & 

McKeachie, 1991) were used in this study. Participants were students enrolled at a large 

southeastern research institution in the U.S. during the Spring semester, 2016. Survey data was 

analyzed through one-way MANOVA, canonical correlation, and discriminant analysis. 

Results show that adult learners are more mastery approach-goal oriented than their 

traditional counterparts, whereas traditional learners are more performance goal-oriented. In 

terms of resource management strategies, adult learners prefer to use effort regulation strategies 

and manage their study time, while traditional learners often adopt peer learning and help 

seeking strategies. Moreover, the achievement goal orientations and resource management 

strategies have a moderate canonical correlation for both student groups. To be more specific, 
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adult learners who have a strong mastery approach-goal orientation are more likely to manage 

their study time and have high commitment of achieving their study goals. Meanwhile, 

traditional learners with both types of mastery goal orientations are more often to adopt study 

time management, effort regulation, and peer learning strategies during their learning process. 

Lastly, effort regulation, peer learning, performance avoidance-goal orientation, and mastery 

approach-goal orientation could differ between adult and traditional learners. In other words, 

those who have a high level of mastery approach-goal orientation and/or spend more time and 

effort in study are more likely to be adult learners, whereas those who have a high level of 

performance avoidance-goal orientation and/or often study with their peers are more likely to be 

traditional learners. This study finally suggested that faculty should assist students properly 

based on their different achievement goal-orientations and learning strategies, especially in a mix 

classroom. 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

Overview 

The number of adult learners returning to colleges and universities to further their 

education is rapidly growing across the United States (Hussar & Bailey, 2011), and they have 

become the majority population in postsecondary education (Compton Cox, & Laanan, 2006). In 

2012, around 8,526 adult learners, including 3,275 male and 5,251 female were enrolled in 

degree-granting postsecondary institutions (Snyder & Dillow, 2013). This student group have 

become the fastest growing population especially in North American, which comprises between 

30% and 50% of the student population during this past decade (Carney-Crompton & Tan, 2002; 

Graham & Donaldson, 1999; Kasworm, 2003; Sales Drolet, & Bonneau, 2001).  

Different than traditional learners, who are typically identified as aged 18-22 years old 

and younger following an unbroken linear path through the education system (Bye, Pushkar, & 

Conway, 2007; Carney-Crompton & Tan, 2002), adult learners are usually defined as 25 years of 

age and older, and they do not have an unbroken complete linear path through the education 

system (Bye, Pushkar, & Conway, 2007; Carney-Crompton & Tan, 2002; Ely, 1997; Kasworm, 

Polson, & Fishback, 2002). Additionally, adult learners have several unique characteristics, such 

as: 1) enrolled as part-time students due to their full-time employment, 2) financially 

independent of their parents, 3) have families including dependents and/or spouse, and 4) some 

adult students do not have a high school diploma (National Center for Education Statistics, 1997). 

These characteristics would influence adult learners’ motivations of seeking knowledge, their 
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study goals, and learning strategies, which may differentiate them from their traditional 

counterparts. 

Definitions of Adult Learners 

Malcolm Knowles (1973) described the adult learning theory in his book The Adult 

Learner: A Neglected Species as: “For over two decades I have been trying to formulate a theory 

of adult learning that takes into account what we know from experience and research about the 

unique characteristics of adult learners” (p. 40). Norman (1999) later on concluded several 

assumptions regarding Knowles’ theory: 

1. As an individual matures, his or her self-concept moves from one of total 

dependency to one of increasing self-directedness. 

2. As an individual matures, the individual accumulates an expanding reservoir of 

experience that causes him or her to become an increasingly rich resource for learning. 

3. As an individual matures, his or her readiness to learn is decreasingly the 

product of biological development and academic pressure and is increasingly the product 

of the developmental tasks required for the performance of evolving social roles. 

4. Children have been conditioned to have a subject-centered orientation to most 

learning, whereas adults tend to have a problem-centered orientation to learning (p. 886). 

Therefore, based on Knowles’ adult learning theory, adult learners are usually defined as 

“nontraditional learners” and “returning students” (Benshoff & Lewis, 1992). They are different 

than traditional learners who are often considered as younger and are likely to have followed an 

unbroken linear path through the education system. Adult learners usually return to school full- 

or part-time while maintaining responsibilities such as employment, family, and other duties of 

adult life (Cross, 1980). Dill and Henley (1998) noted that adult learners are often at least one-
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year away between high school and college, and they are usually 25 years of age and older 

(Kasworm, Polson, & Fishback, 2002; Klein, 1990; Krager, Wrenn, & Hirt, 1990; Padula, 1994; 

Roehl & Okun, 1984; Scott, Burns, & Cooney, 1996). Additionally, characteristics such as 

delaying postsecondary enrollment one year or more, enrolling part time, being employed full 

time, being financially independent of their parents, having dependents other than a spouse, 

being single parents, or not possessing a high school diploma were their unique features 

(National Center for Education Statistics, 1997).  

Early in 1997, 36% of college students are adult learners (National Center for Education 

Statistics, 1997), and in the fall 2012, 8,526 adult students were enrolled in degree-granting 

postsecondary institutions in the US. Today, adult learners have constituted approximately half 

of the college student population. They return to school and seek knowledge because of various 

motivational orientations (Houle, 1961). 

Motivational Orientations 

According to Cyril Houle’s (1961) typology, adult learners who seek knowledge are 

typically classified as being primarily goal-oriented, activity-oriented, or learning-oriented. The 

goal-oriented adult learners are those who use education as a mean for accomplishing a goal. In 

other words, adult learners who decide to continue education usually begins with the realization 

of a need or the identification of interests (Houle, 1961). These learners consider goals very 

important and they desire to make progress toward accomplishing some specific goals (Comings, 

2007; Kerka, 2005). Similarly, Compton and colleagues (2006) noted adult learners usually seek 

programs because they desire to obtain vocational certificates or degrees, and they have clear 

purposes for their education, such as to get or enhance job skills. Hardin (2008) also mentioned 
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that many adult learners return to higher education for the reason that they desire to change better 

careers or to strengthen their working skills.  

The second type are activity-oriented adult learners. These learners focus on social 

activities instead of learning itself (Houle, 1961), and they are influenced and responsive to their 

social environment (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). These learners continue their education for 

social or activity reasons, such as to make friends, to get rid of loneliness, to look for their future 

spouses, to escape from their personal or emotional problems, relationships, or to pursue the 

degrees in order to make them feel good. These adult learners consider education as a mean of 

transporting themselves from one place of life to another (Aslanian, 2001). Some adult learners 

may experience major life transitions (e.g., divorce, widowhood), which also result in their 

returning to campus (Compton et al., 2006). 

The last type of adult learners is learning-oriented who focus on learning and seeking for 

gaining knowledge (Houle, 1961). These adult learners have the desire to acquire knowledge or 

purely enjoy studying and learning, and they are seeking for self-growth and self-improvement 

(Clayton & Smith, 1987; Rifenbary, 1995). 

Lin and Wang’s (2015) study investigated motivational factors of adult learners’ 

returning to graduate school and revealed that goal- and learning-orientations are the primary 

two motivations encourage them to return and seek knowledge. On the contrary, traditional 

learners may study because of motivations such as social relations or parental expectations 

(Justice & Dornan, 2001). Meanwhile, adult learners may have diverse goals during the learning 

process compared to their traditional counterparts.  

Typically, goals fall in two major areas. The first type is called a mastery goal, which 

referred to as being mastery-oriented. Learners hold mastery goals when their goal is to truly 
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master an academic task. The second type is called a performance goal, which refers to being 

performance-oriented. Learners pursue a performance goal is to demonstrate their have a 

stronger ability in doing something compared to others. Later studies divided these two types of 

goals into four achievement goal-orientations: mastery-approach, mastery-avoidance, 

performance-approach, and performance-avoidance goal-orientations (Elliot & McGregor, 2001). 

Early studies showed that adult learners often adopt goals which drive them to learn new 

knowledge and skills, while traditional learners hold goals that stimulate them to compete with 

their peers (Beinart & Smith, 1998; Eppler & Harju, 1997; Sachs, 2001; Taylor, Morgan & 

Gibbs, 1981). Meanwhile, some researchers (Remedios & Richardson, 2013) argued that adult 

learners employ similar goal orientations as their younger counterparts. Specifically, adult 

learners also try to compete with others through learning new information and skills, while 

exploring knowledge also motivates traditional learners to study.  

Self-directed Learning 

Self-directed learning (SDL) is a central concept in the study and practice in adult 

education. Brockett and Donaghy (2005) indicated that Houle’s study contributes to self-directed 

learning (SDL), and the connection to SDL was further enhanced by one of his former students, 

Malcolm Knowles. According to Malcolm Knowles (1959), an adult has matured “from 

dependency toward autonomy to the point that at least he makes his own decisions and faces 

their consequences” (p. 9) and that adults “are more capable [than children] of taking 

responsibility for planning their own learning experiences and they have more resources from 

which to contribute to the learning process itself” (p. 10). Knowles also listed five assumptions 

to describe an adult learner as someone who:  

1) has an independent self-concept and who can direct his or her own learning, 
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2) has accumulated a reservoir of life experiences that is a rich resource for learning. 

3) has learning needs closely related to changing social roles, 

4) is problem-centered and interested in immediate application of knowledge, and  

5) is motivated to learn by internal rather than external factors (cited in Merriam, 2001, p. 

5).  

 Additionally, Garrison (1997) indicated that SDL is “an approach where learners are 

motivated to assume personal responsibility and collaborative control of the cognitive (self-

monitoring) and contextual (self-management) processes in constructing and confirming 

meaningful and worthwhile learning outcomes” (p. 18). Garrison (1997) further described the 

SDL model by including three overlapping dimensions: self-management (task control), self-

monitoring (cognitive responsibility), and motivation (entering and task). Among the three 

dimensions, self-management links to Knowles’ idea that adult learners better control their study 

and manage resources. According to Garrison’s (1997) concepts, self-management relates to task 

control issues and focuses on the social and behavioral implementation of learning intentions. In 

other words, self-management “concerns the enactment of learning goals and the management of 

learning resources and support” (p. 22), including managing material resources and keeping 

balance of the collaborative relationship between teachers and learners.  

 Although SDL started as a term in adult education, it is often used as self-regulated 

learning interchangeably in the literature (Loyens, Magda, & Rikers, 2008). Therefore, based on 

Pintrich and colleagues’ (1991), the SRL conceptual framework contains four types of resource 

management strategies which describe learners’ SRL focusing on management of learning 

resources and support: time and study environment, effort regulation, peer learning, and help 

seeking. Time and study environment refers to how learners’ manage, schedule, and plan their 
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study time; effort regulation refers to how learners’ commitment of accomplishing their study 

goals; peer learning refers to how learners are willing to collaborate with their peers; and help 

seeking refers to how learners are willing to seek help from their peers and instructors.  

Previous studies discovered that adult and traditional learners have different SRL 

strategies. Murray-Harvey’s (1993) research suggested adult learners use meaningful and deep 

approaches to learn, which lead to a positive influence on their academic performance, and in 

turn produce more academic achievements. Likewise, Richardson (1994, 1995) indicated that 

adult learners prefer to apply a deeper, comprehension-focused approach to learn, whereas 

traditional learners often apply a more surface-level and assessment-focused way to study. 

Additionally, adult learners have different learning strategies including help-seeking behaviors 

and acquisition and utilization of skills compared to traditional learners (Dweck, 1986; Flippo, 

2001). Different than their younger counterparts, adult learners often employ different techniques 

to make up for the constraints time of school activities, and they pay more attention to in-class 

learning experiences, and build better relationships with faculty.  

Researchers noted that student academic performance and outcomes are often influenced 

by their achievement goals, and their various goals may lead to different SRL strategies, which 

may also affect their academic performance (Coutinho, 2007; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; 

Wentzel, Wigfield, & Miele, 2009). Therefore, it is assumed that adult learners apply different 

achievement goal orientations and SRL strategies that manage both personal and environmental 

resources to achieve their academic goals compare to traditional learners. As a result, it is 

necessary to discover the relationship between goal orientations and SRL strategies of these two 

student groups in order to efficiently assist and support diverse learners during their learning 

process. 
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Problem Statement 

Previous studies investigated the relationship between achievement goal orientations and 

self-regulated learning strategies among college students. Although one study examined whether 

students’ SRL strategies predicted goal orientations (Ali, Hatala, Gašević, & Winne, 2014), 

research has rarely explored whether the various achievement goal orientations led to different 

SRL strategies. Furthermore, learners’ management of resources during their learning process 

have rarely been examined. However, the management of resource is a significant aspect during 

individuals’ learning process and would influence their academic performance. Some of the 

research explored goal-orientations and self-regulated strategies among adult learners; however, 

they have not compared adult and traditional learners. 

The purpose of this study was to examine achievement goal orientations and self-

regulated learning strategies, focusing on resource management strategies of adult and traditional 

learners. The difference between achievement goal orientations and resource management 

strategies of the two groups were addressed. Also, this research examined the relationship of 

these two sets of variables, and to further explore how achievement goals and resource 

management strategies differ between adult learners and traditional students.  

Research Questions 

This study investigated the following research questions: 

1) What are the differences of achievement goal orientations between adult and traditional 

learners?  

2) What are the differences of resource management strategies between adult and traditional 

learners? 
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3) What is the relationship of achievement goal orientations and resource management 

strategies of adult leaners?  

4) What is the relationship of achievement goal orientations and resource management 

strategies of traditional learners?  

5) What is the relationship of goal orientations and the resource management strategies 

between adult and traditional learners? 

Theoretical Frameworks 

Elliot and McGregor’s (2001) achievement goal theoretical framework and Pintrinch and 

colleagues’ (1991) self-regulated learning conceptual framework described below are provided 

as the theoretical frameworks for the current study. 

Achievement Goal Theoretical Framework 

 Goal orientation theory originated in the early 20th century, and has became a significant 

theory in academic motivation research after 1985. In general, goal orientation theory examines 

the reasons that motivate students to engage in their academic work. According to Dweck and 

Elliott (1983), goals fall in two major areas: mastery goals and performance goals. Students 

pursing mastery goals try to truly understand or master specific knowledge. These students are 

interested in self-improvement and intend to compare their current level of accomplishment to 

their previous achievement. However, students who are performance-oriented tend to 

demonstrate their ability compared to their classmates. Students pursing performance goals are 

interested in competition, demonstrating their competence, and outperforming others, and they 

use their peers as points of comparison rather than themselves. 

 Elliot and McGregor (2001) noted that mastery and performance goals are each divided 

into approach and avoid goals. Students pursing mastery approach goals are interested in truly 



	10 

mastering an academic task, while mastery avoidance-goal oriented students are trying to avoid 

misunderstanding the academic task. Meanwhile, students hold performance approach goals 

prefer to demonstrate that they are more competent than other students, while performance 

avoidance-goal oriented students are interested in avoiding to appear incompetent compared to 

their peers regarding mastering an academic task. 

Self-Regulated Learning Conceptual Framework 

 According to Zimmerman (2001), self-regulated learning refers to students’ self-

generated thoughts and behaviors that orient them systematically toward the achievement of their 

goals. Zimmerman (2001) noted that one feature of self-regulated learning theory is that it 

focuses on learners being proactive and exerting control on their learning processes and 

environments, and self-regulated learners often proactively develop their skills and strategies 

rather than passively taking in information. Schunk (2009) described that “self-regulated learning 

is a cyclical process in which learners set goals, implement strategies, monitor their learning 

progress, and modify their strategies if they believe they are not effective during the learning 

procures” (Theories of Self-Regulated Learning section, para 1). Another feature of self-

regulated learning is an emphasis on student motivation. In other words, students approach 

learning with goals, and they self-regulate their learning actions driven by motivational factors 

such as their commitment to their goals, their beliefs about the likely outcomes of their behaviors, 

and their self-efficacy of their capabilities to learn. Self-regulated learners apply resources, 

develop plans, and select potential strategies while conducting academic actions.  

Based on a general cognitive view of motivation and learning strategies, Pintrich and 

colleagues (1991) developed a conceptual framework to assess college students’ motivational 

orientations and their use of different learning strategies for a college course. There were four 
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resource management strategies listed among the learning strategies provided by this framework: 

1) time and study environment, which refers to how learners manage, schedule, and plan their 

study time, 2) effort regulation, which refers to how learners’ commitment of accomplishing 

their study goals, 3) peer learning, which refers to how learners are willing to collaborate with 

their peers, and 4) help seeking, which refers to how learners are willing to seek help from their 

peers and instructors. 

Significance of the Study 

Learners learn using a variety of goals, which may lead to the adoption of different 

learning strategies during their learning process, and the adoption of goals and learning strategies 

varies from individual to individual. Studies reported adult and traditional learners often hold 

different goal orientations, and they usually adopt various learning strategies during their 

learning process (Dweck, 1986; Flippo, 2001). It is assumed that adult and traditional learners 

may have a different commitment of completing the study goals, manage study time differently, 

and apply distinct strategies regarding collaborating with peers and seeking help from classmates 

and instructors.  

Many postsecondary classrooms contain a mix of younger students and adult learners 

(Allen, Withey, Lawton, & Aquino, 2016). and the change of student population has brought a 

greater emphasis on the difference of particular needs, characteristics, lifestyles, motivations, 

enrollment patterns, and unique roles, as well as responsibilities between adult and traditional 

learners (Kilgore & Rice, 2003). As a consequence, this study aims to explore the differences of 

achievement goal orientations and resource management strategies between adult and traditional 

learners. Previous studies have focused on the relationship of goals and cognitive and 

metacognitive strategies. This study compared the achievement goals and resource management 
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strategies of adult learners and their younger counterparts. This study also provides suggestions 

for education professionals to better understand the differences of these two student groups, and 

to assist various learners efficiently based on their achievement goals and learning strategies. 

Lastly, this study contributes to the literature regarding adult learning, achievement goals, and 

self-regulated strategies. 

Limitations of the Study 

 First, this study involves the use of self-reported questionnaire. Students may not 

thoroughly understand their achievement goal orientations and resource management strategies, 

while some learners may adopt two or more goal orientations. Second, this study excluded 

participants who were younger than 25 years old and did not have an unbroken linear academic 

path, and those who were 25 or older and had an unbroken linear path in the education system. 

Third, information was collected from participants in a large southeastern research institution, 

which may not represent all adult and traditional learners in the U.S. Furthermore, the present 

study only considers student status as the independent variable, while learners’ gender and major 

may influence their adoption of achievement goal orientations and resource management 

strategies. Finally, since few studies have investigated whether achievement goals could predict 

resource management strategies, and how these variables differ between these two student 

groups, the current study is limited by available resources for relevant reference. 

Definition of Terms 

 Definitions of terms and theoretical considerations that are important in understanding 

this study are presented. 

Adult learners — students who are 25 years of age and older are typically considered as 

adult learners (Ely, 1997; Kasworm, Polson, & Fishback, 2002). The present study defined adult 
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learners as those who are 25 years of age or older, and did not follow an unbroken linear path 

through the education system (Bye et al., 2007; Crompton & Tan, 2002). 

Approach goals — goals that center on “achieving positive or desirable possibilities” 

(Morris & Kavussanu, 2009, p. 187). 

Avoidance goals — goals that focus on “avoiding negative or undesirable possibilities” 

(Morris & Kavussanu, 2009, p. 187). 

Effort Regulation — a commitment of completing one’s study goals (Pintrich et al., 

1991). 

Help Seeking — students’ abilities of managing supports from both peers and instructors 

(Pintrich et al., 1991).  

Mastery approach-goal orientation — students focus on learning and understanding the 

course materials (Coutinho, 2007; Elliot & McGregor, 2001). 

Mastery avoidance-goal orientation — students emphasize on not losing one’s skills or 

competence (Coutinho, 2007; Elliot & McGregor, 2001). 

Mastery goals — students focus on learning and mastery of content (Coutinho, 2007; 

Elliot & McGregor, 2001). 

Peer Learning — an individual’s willingness to collaborate with his or her peers 

(Pintrich et al., 1991). 

Performance approach-goal orientation — students focus on outperforming others 

(Coutinho, 2007; Elliot & McGregor, 2001). 

Performance avoidance-goal orientation — students are oriented toward not looking 

incompetent to others (Coutinho, 2007; Elliot & McGregor, 2001). 
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Performance goals — students focus on demonstrating their competence relative to 

other students (Coutinho, 2007; Elliot & McGregor, 2001). 

Self-Directed learning — “a process in which individuals take the initiative, with or 

without the help of others, in diagnosing their learning needs, formulating their learning goals, 

identifying human and material resources for learning, choosing and implementing appropriate 

learning strategies, and evaluating learning outcomes” (Knowles, 1975, p. 18). 

Self-Regulated Learning — a means of raising students’ achievement outcomes, and it 

results from learners’ self-generated thoughts and behaviors that are oriented systematically 

toward the attainment of their goals (Zimmerman, 2001) 

Time and Study Environment — scheduling, planning, and managing one’s study time 

(Pintrich et al., 1991). 

Traditional learners —students who are typically aged 18-22 years old and younger, 

and they usually follow an unbroken linear path through the education system (Bye et al., 2007; 

Crompton & Tan, 2002). The present study defined the traditional learners as those whose age 

ranges from 18-24 and follow an unbroken linear path through the education system. 

Organization of the Study 

This dissertation is divided into five chapters. Chapter I contains an introduction to the 

study, statement and purpose of the problem, theoretical frameworks, significance of the study, 

research questions, limitations of the study, definition of terms, and the organization of the study. 

Chapter II reviews related studies addressing the research questions. Chapter III describes the 

methods and data analysis of the study. Construction of the survey instruments, sample 

selections, administration of the instruments, and methods of data interpretation are also 

discussed in Chapter III. Chapter IV presents demographic information of participants and 
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survey results. The survey results addressed the achievement goal orientations and the resource 

management strategies of adult and traditional learners, as well as the relationship these two sets 

of variables of these two student groups. Furthermore, results illustrate how the achievement 

goal orientations and the resource management strategies differentiate adult and traditional 

learners. Finally, Chapter V provides implications for theory and practice, as well as suggestions 

for future studies.
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Overview 

The review of the literature provides two frameworks for the present study by discussing 

theories of achievement goals and self-regulated learning (SRL) during students’ learning 

process. The theoretical framework of achievement goals was first discussed, and the conceptual 

framework of self-regulated learning was then introduced, focusing on resource management 

strategies. Finally, the relationships between achievement goal orientations and resource 

management strategies were presented. 

Problem Statement 

Previous studies investigated the relationship between achievement goal orientations and 

self-regulated learning strategies among college students. Although one study examined whether 

students’ SRL strategies predicted goal orientations (Ali, Hatala, Gašević, & Winne, 2014), 

research has rarely explored whether the various achievement goal orientations led to different 

SRL strategies. Furthermore, learners’ management of resources during their learning process 

have rarely been examined. However, the management of resource is a significant aspect during 

individuals’ learning process and would influence their academic performance. Some of the 

research explored goal-orientations and self-regulated strategies among adult learners; however, 

they have not compared adult and traditional learners. 

The purpose of this study was to examine achievement goal orientations and self-

regulated learning strategies, focusing on resource management strategies of adult and traditional 
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learners. The difference between achievement goal orientations and resource management 

strategies of the two groups were addressed. Also, this research examined the relationship of 

these two sets of variables, and to further explore how achievement goals and resource 

management strategies differ between adult learners and traditional students. 

Research Questions 

This study investigated the following research questions: 

1) What are the differences of achievement goal orientations between adult and traditional 

learners?  

2) What are the differences of resource management strategies between adult and traditional 

learners? 

3) What is the relationship of achievement goal orientations and resource management 

strategies of adult leaners?  

4) What is the relationship of achievement goal orientations and resource management 

strategies of traditional learners?  

5) What is the relationship of goal orientations and the resource management strategies 

between adult and traditional learners? 

Goal Orientation Theory 

Goal orientation theory is a social-cognitive theory of the achievement motivation, and it 

examines the reasons why learners engage in their academic work (Anderman, 2015). According 

to this theory, it assumes that “goals are cognitive representations of what individuals are trying 

to accomplish and their purposes or reasons for doing that task” (Pintrich, 2000a, p. 94).  

Furthermore, goal constructs represent a combination of general goals or purposes, and 

certain criteria or targets by which performance will be judged (Pintrich, 2000a). Researchers 
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suggested that goal setting is a strategy to motivate task performance and it produces a positive 

influence on individuals’ intrinsic motivation for doing a task (Harackiewicz & Sansone, 1991; 

Locke & Latham, 1990; Pintrich, 2000a; Vallerand, Deci, & Ryan, 1985). In addition, setting 

goals is noted to affect positively on learners’ learning and their academic persistence (Curtis, 

2000; Fuchs, Fuchs, & Deno, 1985; Johnson, Graham & Harris, 1997; Tinto, 1993). 

Goal setting is usually predicted by goal orientations, which is a disposition towards 

developing or demonstrating ability in achievement situations (DeGeest & Brown, 2011; Dweck, 

1986). Dweck (1986) described that goal orientation refers to “ideas that achievement goals are 

not just simple target goals or more general goals, but represent a general orientation to the task 

that included a number of related beliefs about purposes, competence, success, ability, efforts, 

errors, and standards” (p. 94). Researchers have investigated ways of measuring goal orientations. 

For instance, Conley and Pintrich (2004) introduced a number of key issues in the measurement 

of goal orientations, and they focused on the fundamental nature of the achievement goal 

orientation construct.  

Table 1 provides the commonly used goal orientation inventories with sample items for 

each of the goal orientations being assessed (Kaplan & Maehr, 2007). 

Table 1 

Self-Report Measures of Goal Orientations 

Source/Reference Goal scales 
included 

Age of 
participants 

Goal orientation scales item 
samples 

Archer, 1994 

Mastery; 
performance 
(performance-
approach); 
alienation (work 
avoidance) 

College students 

“When did you feel most 
successful...” “When a lecture 
or tutorial made you think about 
things”;” When you got a higher 
mark than other students”; 
“when you did almost no work 
and got away with it.” 
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Button et al., 1996 
Learning 
(mastery); 
performance 

College students 
and working 
adults 

“I prefer to work on tasks that 
force me to learn new things”; 
“I feel smart when I do 
something without making any 
mistakes.” 

Elliot and Church, 
1997 

Mastery; 
performance-
approach; 
performance-
avoidance 

College students 

“It is important for me to 
understand the content of this 
course as thoroughly as 
possible”; “It is important to me 
to do better than the other 
students”; “My fear of 
performing poorly in this class 
is often what motivates me.” 

Midgley et al., 1998: 
Patterns of adaptive 
learning survey 
(PALS) 

Task, ability 
(performance)-
approach, ability 
(performance)-
avoid, extrinsic 

Elementary and 
middle school 
students 

"An important reason I do my 
work is because I like to learn 
new things”; “I want to do 
better than other students in my 
math class”; “One of my main 
goals in math is to avoid 
looking like I can’t do my 
work”; The main reason I do my 
work is because we get grades.” 

Miller et al., 1993: 
Attitude toward 
statistics 

Learning(mastery
), performance  College students 

“One of my primary goals in 
this course was to improve my 
knowledge”; “One of my 
primary goals in this course was 
to do better than others.” 

Nicholls et al., 1985 

Task (mastery), 
ego 
(performance)-
social, work-
avoidance 

Ninth and 12th 
grade high 
school students 

"I feel most successful if-: 
“Something I learned really 
makes sense”; “I show people 
I’m smart”/”I work with 
friends”/”the teacher likes my 
work”; “I get out of work.” 

Pintrich et al., 1993: 
Motivated Strategeis 
for learning 
questionnaire 
(MSLQ) 

Intrinsic 
(mastery), 
extrinsic 
(performance-
approach and 
extrinsic) 

College students 

“Even when I do poorly on an 
exam I try to learn from my 
mistakes”; “I like to work on 
difficult problems and tasks to 
show how smart I am” 

Roedelet al., 1994 
Learning 
(mastery), 
performance 

College students 
“I enjoy challenging school 
assignments”; “I like others to 
think I know a lot” 
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Skaalvik, 1997 

Mastery, self-
enhancing ego 
orientation 
(performance-
approach), self-
defeating ego 
orientation 
(performance-
avoidance), 
avoidance 
orientation (work 
avoidance) 

Middle school 
students 

“At school it is important for me 
to learn something new”; I 
always try to do better than 
other students in my class”; “At 
school it is important for me to 
avoid looking stupid”; At school 
I try to get away with doing as 
little as possible.” 

Treasure and 
Roberts, 1994: 
Perception of 
success 
questionnaire (in 
sport) 

Task (mastery); 
orientation; ego 
(performance) 
orientation 

Young 
adolescents 

"What is doing well in school: 
“Winning,” “Trying hard,” 
“Doing as well as or better than 
others,” “Showing personal 
improvement.” Why do you 
work hard at sport: “wanting to 
win,” “wanting to learn new 
skills.” 

Vandewalle, 1997: 
Work domain goal 
orientation 
instrument 

Learning goal 
orientation 
(mastery); prove 
orientation 
(performance-
approach); avoid 
orientation 
(performance-
avoidance) 

College students 
from various 
majors 

“I am willing to select a 
challenging work assignment 
that I can learn a lot from”; “I 
prefer to work on projects 
where I can prove my ability to 
others”; “I prefer to avoid 
situations at work where I might 
perform poorly.” 

 

Achievement Goal Orientation Framework 

The achievement goal orientation theoretical framework was developed within a social-

cognitive framework, and it has been widely used to investigate individuals’ academic 

achievement, adjustment, and well-being (Aspinwall, & Taylor, 1997; Midgley, Arunkumar, & 

Urdan, 1996; Nurmi, Salmela-Aro, & Ruotsalainen, 1994). The achievement goal orientation 

framework indicates that learners adopt specific purposes when they engage in the academic 

work, which results in motivation and achievement-related behaviors (Ames, 1988). Several 
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dimensions are comprised of achievement goal orientations (Anderman & Maehr, 1994), such as 

attributions, affect, beliefs about intelligence, effort, success and failure. However, researchers 

noted that goals are different from dimensions including attributions, theories of intelligence, 

success, failure, and affective reactions (Pintrich, Conley, & Kempler, 2003). Some researchers 

(Duda & Nicholls, 1992; Nicholls, Patashnick, & Nolen, 1985; Nolen & Haladyna, 1990) 

defined achievement goal orientations as the standards that individuals used to judge success, 

while other studies noted that the achievement goal orientations as the reasons that motivate 

students to engage in achievement-related behaviors.  

Goal Orientation Dichotomy: Mastery and Performance 

There are different models that have investigated achievement goal orientations (Ames, 

1992; Pintrich, 2000a). Some models assume that personal and individual characteristics can 

strongly affect achievement goals (Dweck & Leggett, 1988), some consider goals are more a 

function of contextual factors, such as classroom structures (Ames, 1992). Several models 

assume setting goals is an approach to success, as well as judgments of competence, ability, and 

effort flow from a certain goal (Nicholls, 1990), whereas others consider judgments of ability 

would motivate individuals to adopt certain goals (Dweck & Leggett, 1988). These models have 

similar constructs but use different labels and vary in their definition of goals or goal orientations 

(Pintrich, Conley, & Kempler, 2003). Researchers have different ideas toward the role of 

multiple goals and their role in motivating individuals (Pintrich, Conley, & Kempler, 2003).  

Two orientations are generally identified within the achievement goal orientation 

framework: mastery and performance goals (Ames, 1992). An individual is usually motivated by 

these two orientations and it depends on whether their goals are to develop their abilities 

(mastery) or to demonstrate their abilities (performance). Additionally, these orientations “are 
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assumed to reflect an organized system, theory, or schema for approaching, engaging, and 

evaluating one’s performance in an achievement context” (Pintrich, 2000a, p. 94).  

The mastery goal orientation is “a desire to develop competence and increase knowledge 

and understanding through effortful learning” (Murphy & Alexander, 2000, p. 28). Mastery goal 

orientation is similar to the terms learning goal orientations (Dweck, 1986; Dweck & Leggett, 

1988) and task goal orientations (Nicholls, 1984). On the contrary, performance goal orientation 

is “a desire to gain favorable judgments…of one’s competence” (Murphy & Alexander, 2000, p, 

28). Performance goal orientation can be used interchangeably with terms such as self-enhancing 

goal orientation and ego-involved goal orientation (Nicholls, 1984; Skaalvik, 1997).  

Mastery goal orientation. Mastery goal orientation refers to the belief that success is the 

result of effort and use of appropriate strategies. Researchers consider mastery goal orientation 

correlates positively with learners’ performance, and those who use mastery-oriented goals often 

adopt a high level of intrinsic motivation during their learning process (Butler, 1987; Covington, 

1999). Individuals with mastery goal orientation are always trying to develop their understanding 

and competence regarding a task by exerting a high level of effort. Pintrich and colleagues 

defined mastery goal orientation as “a focus on developing competence, learning, and 

understanding the task and the use of self-referenced standards of improvement” (Pintrich, 

Conley, & Kempler, 2003, p. 321). Ames (1992) noted that students with mastery goal 

orientation prefer applying deep information processing strategies such as developing multiple 

examples of concepts, and they are considered to be self-regulated learners.  

Mastery goal orientation also promotes adaptive patterns of learning, which lead to a high 

level of academic achievement and adjustment (Pintrich, 2000a). Students who hold mastery 

goal orientation are often more intrinsically motivated to learn, use deeper cognitive strategies, 
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and persist on overcoming challenge and failure (DeShon, & Gillespie, 2005; Payne, Youngcourt, 

& Beaubien, 2007; VandeWalle, Cron, & Slocum, 2001). Similarly, studies demonstrated that 

learners with mastery goal orientation are often engaging in difficult and challenging tasks 

(Dweck, 1986; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Elliot & Dweck, 1988), and they would spend time on 

those tasks (Schunk ,1996). Meanwhile, these students usually hold positive attitudes toward 

classes, have a strong interest in class, put great effort in study, and apply strategies during their 

learning process (Archer, 1994; Church, Elliot, & Gable, 2001; Ames & Archer, 1988). 

Additionally, studies indicated that mastery goal orientation is a positive predictor of learners’ 

academic performance (Bouffard, Boisvert, Vezeau & Larouche, 1995; Church et al., 2001; 

Elliot & McGregor, 2001).  

Performance goal orientation. Performance goal orientation refers to the belief that 

success is the aftermath of superior ability and of surpassing one’s peers or to outperform others 

(Cellar, Stuhlmacher, Young, Fisher, Adair, Haynes, Twichell, Arnold, Royer, Denning, & 

Riester, 2011; Dweck, 1986; Nicholls, 1984). In other words, performance goal orientation is “an 

orientation to demonstrating competence, being superior to others, and the use of social 

comparative or normative standards” (Pintrich, Conley, & Kempler, 2003, p. 321).  

Performance goal orientation has been considered to relate negatively with learners’ 

academic performance. To be more specific, performance goal orientation has a negative 

influence and may lead to students’ avoidance of challenge and poor achievement outcomes 

(DeShon, & Gillespie, 2005; Payne, Youngcourt, & Beaubien, 2007; VandeWalle, Cron, & 

Slocum, 2001). Research found that learners with a strong performance goal orientation usually 

have a low level of cognitive engagement and would adopt behaviors such as gaining social 

recognition, pleasing the teacher, or avoiding work (Meece, Blumenfeld, & Hoyle 1988). These 
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students also attribute failures to fixed ability or task difficulty instead of evaluating the effort 

they put into a task (Ames, 1984). Different than mastery goal-oriented students, performance 

goal-oriented learners often hold a negative attitude toward classes (Ames & Archer, 1988). 

Mastery goal orientation motivates individuals to increase their competency and 

achieving mastery over the task, whereas performance goal orientation urges individuals to 

emphasis on gaining or maintaining favorable judgments of their competence, and to avoid 

negative judgments (Elliot & Dweck, 1988). Researchers concluded that a mastery goal 

orientation usually leads to adaptive responses when facing academic difficulties, while 

performance goal orientation causes maladaptive behaviors (e.g., challenge avoidance and 

learning helplessness), and individuals would be concerned about their competence evaluation 

instead of competence gaining (Roedel, Schraw & Plake, 1994). Campen (2010) concluded that 

“measuring an individual’s mastery and performance orientations/goals provides researchers 

with a measure of an individual’s ability to effectively adapt, or failure to adapt, to their situation 

and achieve their goals” (p. 21). 

 The two-factor model identify what it is was often applied and tested by researchers. 

However, results show that this model did not provide an acceptable fit (Jagacinski & Duda, 

2001), which leads to the creation of a three-factor model. 

Goal Orientation Trichotomy: Mastery, Performance-Approach, Performance-Avoidance 

Approach and avoidance are two dimensions that can be considered in a three-factor 

model. Several studies indicated that both approach and avoidance orientations would show 

effort, positive strategy utilization, and academic success (Ames & Archer, 1988; Bouffard et al., 

1995), but an approach-avoidance distinction had not been considered (Elliot & Harackiewicz, 

1996). In 1997, Elliot and other scholars suggested that performance goal orientation needs to be 
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divided into approach and avoidance performance goal orientations since these two types of 

performance goals may result in different outcomes (Elliot, 1997; Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot 

& Harackiewicz, 1996). Therefore, a trichotomous model of achievement goal orientations was 

needed. 

Performance approach-goal oriented students intend to gain positive judgments of their 

competence in relation to other people, while performance avoidance-goal oriented learners aim 

to avoid negative judgments of their competence (McCollum, 2004). For example, performance 

approach-goal oriented learners try to “get better grades than their peers did”, while performance 

avoidance-goal oriented students “aspired not to receive lower grades than classmates did” 

(McCollum & Kajs, 2007, p. 48). 

These two types of performance goal orientations have different implications for 

motivation, cognition, and achievement (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002). Individuals can be positively 

motivated to outperform other students and demonstrate their competence and superiority, while 

they can also be negatively motivated to attempt to avoid failure and showing that they lack the 

skills or knowledge of mastering an academic task compared to their peers (Elliot, 1997; Elliot & 

Church, 1997; Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996). Other researchers demonstrated similar distinction 

of approach and avoidance forms of performance goals (Midgley et al., 1996; Skaalvik, 1997; 

Wolters, Yu, & Pintrich, 1996).  

Performance approach-goal orientation. Midgley et al. (2000) indicated that 

performance approach-goal orientation motivates learners to demonstrate their competence with 

others, and they may strive to gain positive external evaluation or factorable judgments or public 

recognition to prove that they are better in mastering an academic task than their classmates 

(Elliot & Thrash 2001; Midgley et al., 2000). Performance approach-goal orientation shares 
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several similarities with the mastery goal orientation, such as cognition, affection, and behavioral 

consequences. Yet, performance approach-goal orientation aims to demonstrate their ability, gain 

public recognition, and obtain better grades than others. Furthermore, performance goal-

approach orientation is often linked with adaptive and maladaptive patterns of learning (Midgley 

Midgley, Maehr, Hruda, Anderman, Anderman, Gheen, Kaplan, Kumar, Middleton, Nelson, 

Roeser, & Urdan, 2000), and it has either a negative influence or no effect on positive thoughts 

(McGregor & Elliot, 2002), feelings (Harackiewicz et al., 2002), and behaviors (Wolters, 2003) 

when facing challenges and difficulties. Learners with performance approach-goal orientation 

often prefer to adopt deep processing learning strategies and they spend great effort in learning 

(Elliot, McGregor, & Gable, 1999).  

Performance avoidance-goal orientation. Performance avoidance-goal orientation 

refers to one’s intention of avoiding appearing incompetent or incapable (Meece et al., 1988). In 

other words, individuals with this orientation aim to avoid appearance of lacking the skill or 

knowledge to master a task compared to others. Instead of developing new knowledge, or 

outperforming their peers, learners with performance avoidance-goal orientation try to avoid 

negative external evaluation (Middleton & Midgley, 1997). Researchers noted that performance 

avoidance-goal orientation is associated with maladaptive patterns of learning (Midgley et al., 

2000). In other words, learners that hold this orientation often withdraw from difficult challenges 

but pick easier tasks, and they consider failures as an evidence of their incompetence. Utman 

(1997) found that performance avoidance-goal orientation often leads to negative performance 

and low levels of achievement on learners’ academic work. Meanwhile, these students have a 

feeling of incompetence and they are afraid of failure (Elliot, 1999; Elliot & Church, 1997). 

Performance avoidance-goal orientated learners lack intrinsic motivation (Elliot & Harackiewicz, 
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1996), and they usually spend little effort and persistence during their learning process (Elliot et 

al., 1999). Additionally, performance avoidance-goal oriented students often prefer to use 

surface processing learning strategies (Elliot McGregor, & Gable, 1999). 

According to studies using the goal orientation trichotomy, a low level of achievement 

was correlated with performance avoidance-goal orientation, while performance-approach goal 

orientations and mastery goal orientation were associated with academic success. This model 

was examined through path analysis and factor analysis (Button, et al., 1996; Jagacinski & Duda, 

2001; Midgley et al., 1996; Nicholls et al., 1985), and received great support (Elliot & Church, 

1997; Smith, Duda, Allen, & Hall, 2002; Middleton & Midgley, 1997). However, later studies 

developed a four-factor model of achievement orientations, which was demonstrated as the most 

reliable model to examine learners’ achievement goal orientations. 

Four-factor Model of Achievement Orientation 

A 2 x 2 model of achievement goal orientations was developed and has become widely 

used (Elliot, 1999; Elliot & McGregor, 2001). This conceptualization of achievement orientation 

has added an additional factor, which broke down the traditional mastery and performance 

orientations into four distinct approach and avoidance components: mastery-approach, mastery-

avoidance, performance-approach, and performance-avoidance (Button, Mathieu, & Zajac, 1996; 

Elliot & Church, 1997). Elliot and colleagues (Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot & Harackiewicz, 

1996) updated the dichotomous achievement goals model (i.e., mastery-performance dichotomy 

model) to a trichotomous model by differentiating the performance goal in to performance-

approach and performance-avoidance orientations, then proposed a four-factor model later on 

(i.e., mastery-approach goals vs. mastery-avoidance goals vs. performance-approach goals vs. 
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performance-avoidance goals), which fully incorporates the approach-avoidance distinction (see 

Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1 The 2 x 2 Achievement Goal Framework 

Mastery approach-goal orientation. Mastery approach-goal orientation refers to 

learners’ concentration of learning and understanding the course materials or mastering academic 

tasks (Coutinho, 2007; Elliot & McGregor, 2001). Mastery approach-goal orientation is 

conceptualized to share similar cognitive, affective, and behavioral consequences to mastery goal 

orientation. In other words, individuals with mastery approach-goal orientation are striving to 

develop their understanding and competence towards an academic task, and they focus on 

developing competence, learning, and understanding a specific task in order to improve 

themselves (Pintrich, Conley, & Kempler, 2003). Mastery approach-goal orientation motivates 
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students to master an academic task, while learners with mastery avoidance-goal orientation are 

more interested in avoiding misunderstanding an academic task. 

Mastery avoidance-goal orientation. Leaners who hold mastery avoidance-goal 

orientations emphasize avoiding losing their skills or competence in mastering an academic task 

(Coutinho, 2007; Elliot & McGregor, 2001). Studies indicated that individuals with this 

orientation strive to avoid misunderstanding or failing to learn course materials, and not to make 

any mistake or doing anything wrong or incorrectly (Flett, Hewitt, Blankstein, & Gray, 1998). 

Learners with this orientation do not compete with others, instead, they focus on not to perform 

worse than before, not stagnating, or not to lose their skills, abilities, or memories (Elliot & 

McGregor, 2001).   

 Learners who hold mastery approach goal-orientation focus on learning and 

understanding the course materials as much as possible, and they overcome challenges through 

hard work and to increase their competence at a task (Coutinho, 2007; Elliot & McGregor, 2001), 

while mastery avoidance-goal oriented learners are more interested in avoiding losing their 

competence or failing to learn as much as possible (Coutinho, 2007; Elliot & McGregor, 2001). 

Additionally, performance approach-goal orientated learners focus on demonstrating their 

abilities and outperforming others (Coutinho, 2007; Elliot & McGregor, 2001), while 

performance avoidance-goal orientated learners strive to avoid appearing they lack the skill or 

knowledge in mastering an academic task than their peers by cultivating an appearance of 

effortless achievement (Coutinho, 2007; Elliot, 1999; Elliot & McGregor, 2001).  

This model has been widely used and has been demonstrated to be a reliable and valid 

framework (Adesope, Gress, & Nesbit, 2008; Barron, Finney, Davis & Owens, 2003; Cury, 

Elliot, Da Fonseca & Moller, 2006; Harackiewicz, Barron, Pintrich, Elliot, & Thrash, 2002; 
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Midgley, Kaplan & Middleton, 2001). For example, Pastor, Barron, Miller, and Davis (2007) 

examined whether more complex models of goal orientations are better able to predict 

achievement-related outcomes. In order to achieve this purpose, Pastor et al. (2007) used latent 

profile analysis (LPA) with 2-, 3-, and 4-factor conceptualizations of goal orientations to test the 

purpose of their study. A total number of 4,158 college students participated in the study. All 

participants completed a modified version of Elliot and McGregor’s (2001) achievement goal 

questionnaire, which evaluates a 4-factor conceptualization of achievement goals. For 

comparison purposes, students were also required to complete other surveys that assess 2- and 3-

factor conceptualization of achievement goals. Their results supported the idea that more 

complex conceptualizations of goal orientations were necessary and needed to examine related 

research questions. Specifically, they concluded that “when the avoidance goal orientations were 

included in the 3- and 4-factor models as cluster indicators, greater distinction among the clusters 

in motive to avoid failure was obtained” (Pastor et al., 2007, p. 39).  

Achievement Goal Orientations and Learners 

Wolters (2004) investigated the relationship between achievement goal theory and 

students’ motivation, cognitive engagement, and achievement among 525 junior high school 

students. Several instruments were included in Wolters’ survey such as mastery structure, 

personal motivational beliefs (i.e., performance approach-goal orientation, performance 

avoidance-goal orientation), motivational engagement, and strategy use. The results of this study 

indicated that mastery structure and mastery orientation were associated with adaptive outcomes 

in all areas. Findings provided insight into the relations between goal structures and goal 

orientations, and shown evidence that goal structures and goal orientations can predict students’ 

motivational, cognitive, and achievement outcomes. 
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Achievement goals are also significant predictors of students’ success in college career. 

Harackiewicz, Barron, Tauer, and Elliot (2002) conducted a longitudinal study to investigate the 

role of achievement goals, combined with the ability and high school performance to predict 

academic success among students’ college careers. Harackiewicz et al. (2002) first explored 

which variables can predict students’ interest and performance in an introductory course that 

during their first semester in college. They examined students’ achievement goals for the class 

two to three weeks into the semester and students’ interests in psychology and enjoyment of the 

lectures near the end of the semester, as well as obtaining final grades in the course. Students’ 

SAT or ACT scores and high school achievement records were also included in the study. 

Harackiewicz and colleagues then followed students till they graduated in order to investigate 

continued interest in related subsequent classes, such as their subsequent course choice of 

academic major, and grades. A total number of 471 (152 male and 319 female) students were 

included in the survey. The Work and Family Orientation Questionnaire (Spence & Helmreich, 

1983) was applied as a measure of achievement motivation for all freshmen. Results showed that 

achievement goals, ability measures, and prior high school performance contributed unique 

variance in predicting initial and long-tem outcomes, and these three variables linked to diverse 

educational outcomes. Findings also revealed that mastery goal orientations predicted continued 

interest, while performance approach-goal orientation forecasted academic performance. The 

ability and prior high school performance also predicted their academic performance. In 

summary, this study suggested that “both mastery and performance-approach goals have positive 

and complementary consequences for motivation and performance in college courses over the 

course of students’ academic careers” (p. 574). 
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Furthermore, achievement goals have been examined within the classroom environment. 

Church, Elliot, and Gable (2001) investigated the relationship between undergraduates’ 

perceptions of the classroom environment, adoption of achievement goals for the course, and 

their graded performance and intrinsic motivation. Several classroom environment variables 

were examined including lecture engagement, evaluation focus, and harsh evaluation. Two 

hundred and eighty-eight (199 men and 89 women) undergraduates participated in the study. The 

Perceived Classroom Environment (Ames & Archer, 1988; Frasier & Fisher, 1986; Winston, 

Vahala, Nichols, & Gillis, 1994) and achievement goals (Elliot & Church, 1997) were used as 

survey instruments. Findings indicated that mastery goals associated with the presence of lecture 

engagement and the absence of an evaluation focus and harsh evaluations. While performance 

approach-goal orientation was linked to the presence of evaluation focus, and performance 

avoidance-goal orientation was associated with the presence of evaluation focus and harsh 

evolution. Moreover, results suggested that the classroom environment influenced the adoption 

of achievement goals, and the adoption of achievement goals in return affected students’ graded 

performance and their intrinsic motivation. 

The majority of previous studies examined goal orientations of traditional college 

students, questions have raised regarding whether adult learners adopt different goal orientations 

compared to traditional learners. Based on Houle’s typology, Knowles provided several 

assumptions of adult learners’ orientation to learn compared to that of young learners. 

In contrast to pedagogy, which is often identified as the art and science of teaching 

children or young students, Knowles (1970) defined andragogy as the art and science of helping 

adult learners learn. Differ than teaching children or young students, who consider education as 

“a process of acquiring subject-matter content” (p. 44), Knowles compared the assumptions of 
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pedagogy and andragogy and indicated that adult learners’ orientation to seek knowledge is that 

they experience a need to learn and study the certain knowledge or skills. In addition, they desire 

to learn knowledge because they believe education is a process to achieve their full potential in 

life.  

Table 2  

A Comparison of the Assumptions of Pedagogy and Andragogy (Knowles, 1970) 

A Comparison of the Assumptions of Pedagogy and Andragogy 

Regarding: Pedagogy Andragogy 

Concept of the learner 

The role of the learner is, 
by definition, a dependent 
one. The teacher is 
expected by society to take 
full responsibility for 
determining what is to be 
learned, when it is to be 
learned, how it is to be 
learned, and if it has been 
learned. 

It is a normal aspect of the process of 
maturation for a person to move from 
dependency toward increasing self-
directedness, but at different rates for 
different people and in different 
dimensions of life. Teachers have a 
responsibility to encourage and 
nurture this movement. Adults have a 
deep psychological need to be 
generally self-directing, although 
they may be dependent in particular 
temporary situations 

Role of learners' experience 

The experience learners 
bring to a learning 
situation is of little worth. 
It may be used as a starting 
point, but the experience 
from which learners will 
gain the most is that of the 
teacher, the textbook 
writer, the audiovisual aid 
producer, and other 
experts. Accordingly, the 
primary techniques in 
education are transmittal 
techniques-lecture, 
assigned reading, AV 
presentations. 

As people grow and develop they 
accumulate an increasing reservoir of 
experience that becomes an 
increasingly rich resource for 
learning-for themselves and for 
others. Furthermore, people attach 
more meaning to learnings they gain 
from experiences than those they 
acquire passively. Accordingly, the 
primary techniques in education are 
experiential techniques-laboratory 
experiments, discussion, problem-
solving cases, simulation exercises, 
field experience, and the like . 
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Readiness to learn 

People are ready to learn 
whatever society 
(especially the school) 
says they ought to learn, 
provided the pressures on 
them (like fear of failure) 
are great enough. Most 
people of the same age are 
ready to learn the same 
things. Therefore, learning 
should be organized into a 
fairly standardized 
curriculum, with a uniform 
step-by-step progression 
for all learners . 

People become ready to learn 
something when they experience a 
need to learn it in order to cope more 
satisfyingly with real-life tasks or 
problems. The educator has a 
responsibility to create conditions 
and provide tools and procedures for 
helping learners discover their "needs 
to know." And learning programs 
should be organized around life-
application categories and sequenced 
according to the learners' readiness to 
learn . 

Orientation to learning 

Learners see education as 
a process of acquiring 
subject matter content, 
most of which they 
understand will be useful 
only at a later time in life. 
Accordingly, the 
curriculum should be 
organized into subject 
matter units (e.g., courses) 
which follow the logic of 
the subject (e.g., from 
ancient to modern history, 
from simple to complex 
mathematics or science). 
People are subject-
centered in their 
orientation to learning . 

Learners see education as a process 
of developing increased competence 
to achieve their full potential in life. 
They want to be able to apply 
whatever knowledge and skill they 
gain today to living more effectively 
tomorrow. Accordingly, learning 
experiences should be organized 
around competency-development 
categories. People are performance-
centered in their orientation to 
learning . 

  

Eppler and Harju (1997) investigated the relationship between achievement goals and 

academic performance among traditional and adult college learners, and results have shown that 

adult learners endorsed a learning goal orientation significantly more than traditional learners did. 

Additionally, the older the adult students were, the more frequently they adopted learning goals 

and were more committed to those goals compared to their younger counterparts. 
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 Morris, Brooks, and May (2003) investigated the achievement goal orientation between 

103 undergraduate traditional students and adult learners in a small northeastern liberal arts 

college. A questionnaire was distributed and results indicated that these two student groups 

adopted different achievement goal orientations. To be more specific, adult learners often 

endorsed an achievement goal orientation, utilized task-oriented coping strategies, and reported 

higher grade point averages. Morris et al. (2003) also concluded that students’ intentions of 

learning the knowledge for its own sake increased as they grew older. Similarly, Hoyert and 

O’Dell (2009) examined the relationship between goal orientations and grades among 369 

traditional students and 71 adult learners, and the study revealed that older students intended to 

obtain higher grades than younger peers. Meanwhile, results indicated that adult learners were 

mastery achievement goal-oriented than their traditional counterparts. 

Self-Regulated Learning Strategies 

Learning Strategies 

 Individuals are involved differently which influences their use of learning strategies. 

Cognitive learning theories define learners as active participants in the learning process rather 

than passive recipients. Individuals not only receive information from teachers, but they also 

process information using mental activities (Hosenfeld, 1976). Researchers noted that the 

purpose of applying strategies in learning is to “affect the learner’s motivational or affective state, 

or the way in which the learners selects, acquires, organizes, or integrates new knowledge” 

(Weinstein & Mayer, 1986, p. 315).  

Students manifest various approaches to learning during their learning process 

(Richardson, 1997). There is a deep-surface dichotomy in students’ learning strategies. To be 

specific, students adopt a deep approach to further learn the meaning of the materials 
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comprehensively, and they may adopt a surface approach when they meet an overload of 

coursework and methods of assessment that stress the superficial properties of the material that is 

to be learned (Beaty, Dall’Alba & Marton, 1997).  

Additionally, learning strategies often provide a systematic plan which assists learners to 

encode information and complete a task (Paris & Byrnes, 1989; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 

1992). Meanwhile, self-regulated learners involve the awareness and use of various learning 

strategies, and to increase their academic performance (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990) 

Self-Regulated Leaning Strategies 

Considerable research has been conducted on self-regulated learning (SRL). SRL refers 

to a means of raising students’ achievement outcomes, and it results from learners’ self-

generated thoughts and behaviors that are oriented systematically toward the attainment of their 

goals (Zimmerman, 2001). Several self-regulatory processes have been identified, such as 

attending to instruction, cognitively processing information, rehearsing and relating new learning 

to prior learning, believing that one is capable of learning, and establishing productive work and 

social environments. Zimmerman and Colleagues (1986) also defined several self-regulated 

learning strategies, such as organizing and transforming, keeping records and monitoring, self-

consequences, and reviewing records (see Figure 2). Studies additionally illustrated that the 

increasing in self-regulation will result in a high level of student learning and achievement 

(Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1986).  
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Figure 2 Self-regulated learning strategies (Zimmerman and Colleagues, 1986) 
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Theories of Self-Regulated Learning 

 The most popular theories of self-regulated learning theories are information processing 

(Winne & Hadwin, 1998), social constructivist (Vygotsky, 1962), and social cognitive theories 

(Bandura, 1986; Zimmerman, 2001). 

Information Processing Theory 

The information processing theory focuses on cognitive functions including attending to, 

perceiving, storing, and transforming information. Winne and Hadwin (1998) came out with four 

phases of self-regulated learning: the definition of a task, the setting of goals and plans, the use 

of tactics to learn, and the metacognitive processes used to adapt learning. To be specific, 

learners process information about the conditions to define a task. Sources of information 

comprised of task conditions (i.e., learners interpret based on the environment such as a teacher's 

directions) and cognitive condition (i.e., learners retrieve from long-term memory such as how 

they did on prior tasks and motivational information). In the next stage, learners set goals and 

make plans including identifying the learning strategies to attain the goals. Learners then use the 

learning strategies in the third phase, and to adapt their plans and strategies based on self-

evaluation of their success. 

Social Constructivist 

Vygotsky (1962) described individuals and their cultural environments from an 

interacting social system, such as using communications and actions to learn. By using these 

tools within the social system, individuals could develop high level cognitive functions (e.g., 

problem-solving, self-regulation). Vygotsky also noted that self-regulated learning contains the 

coordination of mental processes such as memory, planning, synthesis, and evaluation. He 
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suggested that individuals’ self-regulated learning processes reflect those that are valued and 

taught in the culture of the individual’s home and school. Additionally, students learn to self-

regulate through the control of their own actions.  

Cognitive Theory 

Cognitive theories of self-regulated learning differ in various ways but share common 

features (Zimmerman, 2001). One shared characteristic is an emphasis on students being 

proactive and exerting control on their learning processes and environment. In other words, self-

regulated learners do not passively take in information but rather proactively develop their skills 

and learning strategies. An emphasis on motivation is another common feature (Zimmerman, 

2001). Self-regulated learners approach learning with goals and they self-regulate their study 

based on factors including their commitment to their goals, their beliefs of the likely outcomes of 

their actions, and their self-efficacy, or beliefs about their capabilities to learn or perform actions 

at designated levels.  

Processes of Self-Regulated Learning 

Self-regulated learning process has been conducted by various researchers, psychologists, 

and scientists. Albert Bandura, a cognitive psychologist made significant contributions to the 

acquisition of behaviors, and his work brought behavioral and cognitive components together. 

Bandura (1991) concluded that self-regulated learning contained three processes: self-

observation, judgment, and self-response. He indicated that individuals were able to control their 

behavior through a process that known as self-regulation (Bandura, 1991). Self-observation 

refers to a process that an individual evaluates his or her thoughts and feelings in order to 

improve their goal setting or change behaviors. Judgment refers to the process that individuals 

compare their performance to their personal or created standards. Finally, self-response implies a 
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process that individuals reward or punish themselves for success or failure in meeting the 

standard. 

 Schunk and Zimmerman (Schunk & Zimmerman, 1994; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2001) 

expanded Bandura’s self-regulated learning process into self-observation, self-evaluation, self-

reaction, and self-efficacy. They concluded that self-observation could be changed differently 

based on individuals’ expectations of outcomes and efficacy, and self-evaluation refers to that 

individuals compare their current performance to a desired one (Zimmerman & Schunk, 2001). 

They also noted that self-evaluation can be divided into two types of standard: absolute and 

normative. For example, an absolute standard is the academic grading scale, whereas normative 

standard is the process that assesses one’s performance. Thirdly, self-reaction is the process in 

which individuals can be motivated or improved through reactions by others and it often links 

with self-efficacy in some ways. For instance, if a student receives numerous positive 

acknowledgement through others’ feedback, he or she may have a feeling of self-efficacy. 

Instead, if this student receives a negative acknowledgement, he or she may consider to work 

harder. In short, individuals are encouraged to re-evaluate their goals, combing with their 

attainments, through the self-reaction (Bandura, 1991). Finally, self-efficacy is the belief that 

one’s ability to succeed in specific situations or accomplish a certain task. An individual’s sense 

of self-efficacy plays a significant role in how he or she approaches goals, tasks, and challenges. 

Overview 

Self-regulated learning (SRL) refers to “the self-directive processes and self-beliefs that 

enable learners to transform their mental abilities, such as verbal aptitude, into an academic 

performance skill, such as writing” (Zimmerman, 2008, p. 166). Students often use SRL to 

acquire academic skills, such as “setting goals, selecting and deploying strategies, and self-
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monitoring one’s effectiveness” (p. 166). In short, self-regulation involves: 1) setting specific 

goals, 2) utilizing task strategies, 3) displaying high levels of self-efficacy and intrinsic interest, 

and 4) self-monitoring and self-reflecting on performance outcomes (Zimmerman & Schunk, 

2008). 

Self-regulated learners are usually active learners who manage their own learning 

experiences through different ways efficiently (Schunk & Zimmerman, 1994), and they have 

been considered as autonomous, reflective, and efficient learners who have will and motivation 

to understand, direct, and control their own learning (Pintrich, 1999; Schunk & Zimmerman, 

1994). This type of learner has adaptive learning goals, which encourage them to make efforts to 

reach their goals (Pintrich & Garcia, 1991; Schunk, 1994), and they modify their strategies in 

response to shifting task demands (Butler & Winne, 1995; Zimmerman, 1989).  

Self-regulated learners are motivated, independent, and metacognitive during their 

learning process (Zimmerman, 1990). Previous research indicated self-regulated learners often 

have a high level of intrinsic motivation (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990), and in turn high-achieving 

students more often use self-regulatory behaviors compared to low-achieving students 

(Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1986). Wolters (1998) in addition mentioned that “self-regulated 

learners actively manage other important aspects of their classroom learning” (p. 224), such as 

whether to engage in a class activity (Pintrich & Schrauben, 1992). Furthermore, self-regulated 

learners often control their resources and emotion during their learning process (Pintrich, 1999). 

A Self-Regulated Learning Model 

 Early studies, which investigated the impact of individual self-regulatory processes such 

as strategy use, goal setting, imagery, or self-instruction, discovered that these strategies were 

effective in producing superior learning (Pintrich, 1991, 1993, 2004). An early definition of SRL, 
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which refers to the degree that students are metacognitively, motivationally, and behaviorally 

active participants in their learning process was recognized as an inclusive definition of SRL 

(Zimmerman, 1986).  

According to previous studies, Pintrich (2004) concluded that traditional self-regulated 

learning models have four general assumptions. Learners are firstly regarded as active 

participants in the learning process, and they often alter their goals and strategies through their 

own and outside information. The second assumption is the “potential for control assumption”, 

which refers to learners’ ability to “potentially monitor, control, and regulate certain aspects of 

their own cognition, motivation, and behavior as well as some features of their environments” (p. 

387). The third assumption includes goal, criterion, or standard. In other words, learners often 

compare their performance with some types of goals, criterion, or standard in order to assess 

whether or not to change their learning process or strategies. The final assumption is the 

“mediators between personal and contextual characteristics and actual achievement or 

performance” (p. 388), as Pintrich (2004) described: 

…it is not just individuals’ cultural, demographic, or personality characteristics 

that influence achievement and learning directly, nor just the contextual 

characteristics of the classroom environment that shape achievement, but the 

individuals’ self-regulation of their cognition, motivation, and behavior that 

mediate the relations between the person, context, and eventual achievement. (p. 

388) 

  Students apply various strategies to regulate their cognition in university courses, and 

those strategies are assumed to be potentially under the control of individuals (Pintrich, 2004). 
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Pintrich and colleagues added the social context into the SRL model, and developed the 

well-known instrument Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) (Pintrich et al., 

1991, 1993). This model is a self-report instrument designed to assess college students’ 

motivational orientations and their use of various learning strategies for a college course. The 

motivation section aims to access students’ goals and value beliefs for a course, their beliefs 

about their skills to succeed in a course, and their anxiety about tests in a course. The second 

section evaluates students’ use of different cognitive and metacognitive strategies, as well as 

learners’ management of different resources during the learning process. Based on previous 

theories, this model has been tested and applied in research widely, and it is considered as a 

development of theoretical paradigms and methodologies (Boekaerts, Pintrich, & Zeidner, 2000; 

Zimmerman & Schunk, 1989, 2001).  

Resource Management Strategies 

Self-regulated learning is a self-initiated action which consists of goal setting and 

regulating one’s efforts to reach the goal, self-monitoring (metacognition), time management, 

and physical and social environment regulation (Zimmerman & Risemberg, 1997). According to 

the MSLQ model, learning strategies have been classified into several different categories: 1) 

cognitive strategies (i.e., rehearsal, elaboration, organization) refer to ways that learners 

manipulate information in response to task requirements; 2) metacognitive self-regulated 

strategies (i.e., planning, monitoring, regulating) refer to functions designed to assess and control 

the use of cognitive strategies; and 3) recourse management strategies (time management, effort 

regulation, peer learning, help seeking), which represent learners’ abilities of establishing 

conditions that facilitate learning (Pintrich,1986, 1989; Pintrich et al., 1991).  
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Regulation of behavior is an important part of self-regulated learning, such as time 

planning and management, which were included in the MSLQ model. The time management 

refers to how effectively learners regulate their study time and surrounding environment to 

achieve learning goals (Pintrich et al., 1993). Previous studies pointed out that the lack of time to 

complete all assignments is one popular complaints among many college students (García-Ros, 

Pérez-González, & Hinojosa, 2004). Meanwhile, those who have a better time management often 

have better academic outcomes, such as higher grade point average (GPA) (Britton & Tesser, 

1991; Tuckman, 2003). As a result, the time management strategy is a significate predictor of 

student academic achievement and retention (Britton & Tesser, 1991; Garavalia & Gredler, 2002; 

Goldfinch & Hughes, 2007; Nonis, Philhours, & Hudson, 2006). 

Studies revealed that good self-regulators know when, why, and from whom to seek help 

(Karabenick & Sharma, 1994; Newman, 1991; Ryan & Pintrich, 1997). Therefore, peer learning 

and help seeking are important aspects, which were included in the MSLQ model as the 

dimensions of social interaction. These aspects also reflect the significance of taking the social 

nature of learning into consideration. 

Time and Study Environment 

Time and study environment involves scheduling, planning, and managing one’s study 

time. Scholars noted that time planning and management training may help learners better self-

regulate their use of study time and improve their academic grade (Zimmerman, Greenberg, & 

Weinstein, 1994). Similarly, Britton and Tesser (1991) demonstrated that students with better 

time management had better academic GPA. Pintrich (1995) assumed that self-regulated learning 

may be particularly appropriate for college students since they have more control over their own 

time schedule and ways of studying and learning. Additionally, students’ management of their 
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time and study environment is important for learning at any age, it is especially true in the 

relatively unstructured college environment (Brackney & Karabenick, 1995). Besides time, Chen 

(2002) described that “management of study areas required locating a place that is quiet and 

relatively free of visual and auditory distractions so that one can concentrate” (p. 13). Similarly, 

Zimmerman and Martinez-Pons (1986) noted that self-regulated learners restructure their 

physical environment to meet their needs, and high achieving students reported greater use of 

environment management compared to lower achieving students. 

Effort Regulation 

Effort regulation is “the tendency to maintain focus and effort toward goals despite 

potential distractions” (Corno, 1994, p. 229), and it is “the ability to deal with failure and 

building resiliency to setbacks” (Chen, 2002, p. 14). Effort regulation builds one’s learning skills 

gradually and to help him or her handle different distractions in and outside of schools 

(Alderman, 1999). Doljanac (1994) and Lee (1997) indicated that effort regulation is a strong 

predictor of academic success. Furthermore, self-regulated learners are considered as holding the 

belief that effort leads to success, so that they are willing to make a high level of commitment to 

effort utilization and persistence in academic tasks (Ames 1992; Weiner, 1986; Wolters 2003; 

Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons 1990). 

Peer Learning 

 Peer learning refers to the use of a study group or friends to help with learning (Vrugt & 

Oort, 2008). Jones, Alexander, and Estell (2010) described peer learning as it involves use peers 

including friends and classmates to collaboratively understand course materials or information 

during learners’ learning process. O’Donnell and King (1999) also noted that peer learning is an 

educational practice in which students collaborate with their peers to attain educational goals.  
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Help Seeking 

Karabenick (1998) indicated that seeking help from others is a valuable self-regulating 

proactive learning strategy, which may provide the foundation for autonomous achievement. 

Several previous studies (Ames & Lau, 1982; Karabenick & Knapp, 1991) revealed that students 

who hold master-oriented approaches to learning are more likely to seek help from their peers 

and instructors. Similarly, many studies considered help seeking as a proactive and mastery-

oriented activity (Nelson-Le Gall, 1981, 1985, 1987; Nelson-Le Gall, Gumerman, & Scott-Jones, 

1983). Brackney and Karabenick’s (1995) study also noted that students with a higher level of 

motivation and engagement are more likely to seek help when necessary. 

Resource Management Strategies and Learners 

 Previous studies have conducted research regarding learners’ resource management 

strategies during their learning process. Karabenick and Knapp (1991) designed three studies to 

examine students’ help seeking in the college learning environment through which they aimed to 

investigate ways in which seeking help may relate to other learning activities. Their first study 

revealed that students’ help-seeking tendencies were directly related to their rated likelihood of 

engaging in instrumental achievement activities and persistent global self-esteem. However, they 

also found that most students consider seeking help from peers and instructors could be seen as 

threatening. The second study demonstrated that help seeking was directly related to the use of 

cognitive, metacognitive, and other resource management learning strategies. Their final study 

replicated the results of the second study and found that the correlations between help seeking 

and learning strategy use were unchanged when controlling for individual differences in the 

perceived threat to self-esteem posed by help seeking.    
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 Chen’s (2002) study aimed to identify the effective self-regulated learning strategies in a 

lecture and in a hands-on computer lab learning environment of an information system course. 

One hundred and ninety-seven students in a business information system course were enrolled in 

this research. Chen’s study revealed that only in a lecture type of learning environment does the 

effort regulation have a positive effect, while peer learning has a negative influence on learning 

computer concepts among students. 

 Nielsen (2004) investigated the specific learning and study strategies used by 130 first-

year advanced music students and the manner in which their self-efficacy beliefs related to the 

strategies that were used. Results demonstrated that first-year music students used a full range of 

cognitive, metacognitive, and resource management strategies during practice rather than one 

particular type. Additionally, students were more likely to use help seeking and peer learning 

strategies compared to other resource management activities. This result mirrors Ericsson’s 

(1997) research that music students would like to establish social networks with their teachers 

and peers in order to build a support and encouragement environment for further improvement. 

Findings also revealed that students considered strategies such as control of time and 

environment significant in planning instrumental practice.  

 The majority of previous research focuses on cognitive and metacognitive self-regulated 

strategies of college students, which presents a debate about whether resource management 

strategies have a positive or negative influence on students’ learning. However, most of the 

studies investigated traditional learners’ learning strategies, limited research investigated the 

resource management strategies of adult learners, which lacking an area awaited to be explored 

regarding this student group’s resource management strategies, as well as the differences of 

resource management activities between adult and traditional learners. 
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Achievement Goals Orientations and Resource Management Strategies 

There are a few number of studies conducted about the relationship between resource 

management strategies and the achievement goal orientations (Nelson- Le Gall, 1981, 1985, 

1987; Nelson-Le Gall, Gumerman, & Scott-Jones, 1983). Achievement goal orientations have 

had a significant relationship with students’ help seeking activities. Karabenick (2004) examined 

the relationship between college students’ help seeking and perceptions of their classes’ 

achievement goal structure through two studies. A total number of 883 college students in six 

chemistry classes were enrolled in the first study, while 852 students in 13 psychology classes 

participated in the second study. The aim of the first study was to examine the associations 

between students’ help seeking and 1) preferred sources of help, and 2) students’ personal 

achievement goals. Four achievement goal orientations were embedded in the motivation portion 

of the survey: mastery-approach, mastery-avoid, performance-approach, and performance-avoid. 

Help-seeking scales from MSLQ were embedded in the learning strategies portion of the survey. 

Results of the first study revealed that students’ help seeking can be described by different 

approach and avoidance patterns. Specifically, learners with the help-seeking approach patterns 

were more likely to hold mastery goal orientations, and the more that students seek help to 

understand the materials, the more likely that the help comes from their teachers rather than from 

their peers. The second study investigated whether college students’ help-seeking patterns were 

correlated with their perceptions of classes’ achievement goal structure. The same questionnaires 

were applied and included scales that measured students’ achievement goal orientations and 

perceived class goals. After controlling for students’ personal achievement goal orientations, 

findings indicated that mastery goal orientations positively predicted help-seeking approach 

activities, while those orientations negatively predicated help-seeking avoidance patterns. 
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Meanwhile, performance avoidance-goal orientation positively predicated help-seeking 

avoidance approach. This study concluded that students have greater emphasis on performance 

avoidance goal orientation usually have a higher level of help-seeking avoidance patterns.  

Suárez Reveiro and colleagues (2001) conducted a study to examine the relationship 

between achievement goal orientations and SRL strategies among 595 Spanish-speaking 

university students. This research revealed that students with a high-task orientation—

comparable with a mastery approach-goal orientation—were more likely to adopt cognitive and 

self-regulatory strategies. Meanwhile, learners who focused on learning were more likely to 

develop a positive self-regulation, and these students desired to avoid being judged negatively by 

others. To be more specific, their study revealed that a task orientation has a high positive 

correlation with metacognitive self-regulation and study environment, as well as a medium 

positive correlation with time and effort management. Finally, the results revealed that a work-

avoidance orientation—comparable with a performance avoidance-goal orientation—was 

negatively related with time and study management and effort management. 

Elliot and colleagues (1999) conducted two studies to investigate the relationship 

between achievement goal orientations and cognitive, metacognitive, as well as motivational 

study strategies. One hundred sixty-four undergraduate students were enrolled in the first study 

reporting their mastery and performance goal orientations for an exam. The influence of these 

goal orientations on students’ exam performance, deep processing, surface processing, 

disorganization, and study strategies on exam were examined. One hundred seventy-nine 

students were enrolled in the second study, which investigated the influence of achievement 

goals on performance, deep processing, surface processing, disorganization, and effort. Results 

of these studies discovered that disorganization was positively related to the pursuit of a 
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performance avoidance-goal orientation, and the weak adoption of a performance avoidance-goal 

orientation would be related to the strong use of time and study management.  

Some studies investigated the relationship between achievement goal orientations and 

resource management strategies without examining the four sections of RMS respectively. Vrugt 

and Oort (2008) developed a model of effective self-regulated learning, and this model 

comprised the four achievement goal orientations (mastery, performance-approach, and 

performance-avoidance goals), metacognitive, and study strategies (i.e., resource management 

strategies). They found that the performance approach-goal orientation positively influences the 

use of surface cognitive and resource management strategies.  

Similarly, Bergin, Reilly, and Traynor (2005) examined the relationship between self-

regulated learning and introductory programming performance among 35 undergraduate students 

who enrolled in a third level introductory programming module. Their study found that learners 

who performed well in programming used more metacognitive and resource management 

strategies than lower performing students. Additionally, learners with a high level of intrinsic 

motivation and task value performed better in programming and would adopt more 

metacognitive and resource management strategies than those with a low level of intrinsic 

motivation and task value.  

Researchers noted individuals in different periods may apply different learning strategies, 

as Chen (2002) described that self-regulation is “neither a measure of mental intelligence that is 

unchangeable after a certain point in life nor a personal characteristic that is genetically based or 

formed early in life” (p. 13). Therefore, it is assumed that students’ status (adult vs. traditional) 

may be an influential factor that differentiates diverse learners’ use of resource management 

strategies. However, many previous studies investigated the relationship between the 
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achievement goal orientations and cognitive or metacognitive strategies among traditional 

learners; however, there is limited research examining the link between the achievement goal 

orientations and resource management strategies of adult learners. As a result, the aim of the 

present study is to investigate the relationship between the four achievement goal orientations 

(mastery-approach, mastery-avoidance, performance-approach, performance-avoidance) and the 

four resource management strategies (time and study environment, effort regulation, peer 

learning, help seeking) among adult and traditional learners.  

Summary 

 This chapter briefly reviewed the goal orientation theory and several related achievement 

goal orientation models. Four achievement goal orientations were identified: mastery-approach, 

mastery-avoidance, performance-approach, and performance-avoidance. Meanwhile, the 

achievement goal model has been tested as a valid and reliable theoretical framework, which 

investigated the achievement goal orientations among learners. Furthermore, cognitive theory 

was mentioned to introduce self-regulated learning strategies, then focusing on resource 

management strategies. The MSLQ was noted as the most widely used conceptual framework to 

investigate college students’ learning strategies. Finally, the correlation between the achievement 

goal orientations and the resource management strategies was presented.  

According to previous studies, mastery goal orientations are often correlated positively 

with peer learning, time and study environment, and effort regulation among traditional college 

students. However, limited research has investigated the achievement goal orientations and the 

resource management strategies of adult learners, or comparisons of the differences of these 

variables between adult learners and their traditional counterparts. As a result, the purpose of the 

current study was to examine the relationship between the achievement goal orientations and the 
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resource management strategies among these two types of students. The following chapter 

describes the methods of the present study in details.  
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CHAPTER III: METHODS 

Overview 

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between the achievement goal 

orientations and the resource management strategies among adult and traditional learners. The 

present study included an analysis of data gathered from a self-report questionnaire, which was 

voluntarily completed by students who were studying at a large U.S. southeastern research 

institution during the Spring semester in 2016 in the U.S. The questionnaire chosen to collect 

data for this research was the 2x2 achievement goal model invented by Elliot and colleagues 

(2001, 2008), and the resource management strategies section from Motivated Strategies for 

Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) developed by Pintirch, Smith, Garcia, and McKeachie (1991). 

This chapter is comprised of the following sections: 1) research questions, 2) participants, 3) 

instruments, 4) data collection procedures, 5) validity and reliability, and 6) data analysis. 

Problem Statement 

Previous studies investigated the relationship between achievement goal orientations and 

self-regulated learning strategies among college students. Although one study examined whether 

students’ SRL strategies predicted goal orientations (Ali, Hatala, Gašević, & Winne, 2014), 

research has rarely explored whether the various achievement goal orientations led to different 

SRL strategies. Furthermore, learners’ management of resources during their learning process 

have rarely been examined. However, the management of resource is a significant aspect during 

individuals’ learning process and would influence their academic performance. Some of the 
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research explored goal-orientations and self-regulated strategies among adult learners; however, 

they have not compared adult and traditional learners. 

The purpose of this study was to examine achievement goal orientations and self-

regulated learning strategies, focusing on resource management strategies of adult and traditional 

learners. The difference between achievement goal orientations and resource management 

strategies of the two groups were addressed. Also, this research examined the relationship of 

these two sets of variables, and to further explore how achievement goals and resource 

management strategies differ between adult learners and traditional students.  

Research Questions 

This study investigated the following research questions: 

1) What are the differences of achievement goal orientations between adult and traditional 

learners?  

2) What are the differences of resource management strategies between adult and traditional 

learners? 

3) What is the relationship of achievement goal orientations and resource management 

strategies of adult leaners?  

4) What is the relationship of achievement goal orientations and resource management 

strategies of traditional learners?  

5) What is the relationship of goal orientations and the resource management strategies 

between adult and traditional learners? 

Participants 

The present study explored students’ achievement goal orientations and the resource 

management strategies during their learning process. The participants of the current study were 
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students who were enrolled and studying at a large southeastern research institution during the 

Spring semester in 2016. These students were selected as possible participants because they were 

enrolled as students in this university, and they were age 19 or older. 

Student populations were divided into two different categories: traditional learners and 

adult learners. Two criteria were applied to identify their student status: the age and the academic 

path. Students who were 25 years old or older and did not have an unbroken linear academic path 

were labeled as adult learners. Meanwhile, those who were younger than 25 years old and had an 

unbroken linear path through their education system were identified as traditional learners. Other 

participants were excluded from this study. 

Instruments 

 The survey used in this study was comprised of a demographic information section, the 

Achievement Goal Questionnaire–Revised (AGQ-R), and the resource management strategies 

section from the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) (see Appendix A).   

 The demographic information was developed based on characteristics of adult learners 

(Kasworm, Polson, & Fishback, 2002). It was designed to elicit students’ demographic 

information such as gender, age, race, educational background, major, and student status (adult 

or traditional learners). This section was designed to provide additional information about the 

participants and help contextualize the results of the achievement goal orientations and self-

regulated learning strategies questionnaires. Focusing on the research questions, only student 

status was used in the data analysis. 

 In terms of the questionnaire MSLQ, only the resource management strategies section of 

the questionnaire was used in this study. This section was Time and Study Environment, Effort 

Regulation, Peer Learning, and Help Seeking.  
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Achievement Goal Questionnaire–Revised (AGQ-R)  

 The Achievement Goal Questionnaire was originally developed by Elliot and McGregor 

in 2001. The purpose of the questionnaire was to evaluate achievement goal orientations as 

conceptualized in a 2x2 achievement goal framework (Elliot & McGregor, 2001). In 2008, Elliot 

and Murayama revised and improved the original survey through the development of the 

Achievement Goal Questionnaire-Revised version (Elliot & Murayama, 2008). The updated 

framework is a hierarchical model comprised of approach-avoidance achievement motivation 

(Elliot, 1997, 2006). The four achievement goal orientations are: mastery approach-goal 

orientation, mastery avoidance-goal orientation, performance approach-goal orientation, and 

performance avoidance-goal orientation. 

Learners who hold mastery goal orientations intend to learn and develop their 

competence, while those who hold performance goal orientations tend to demonstrate their 

competence by outperforming others (Dweck, 1986; Nicholls, 1984). In short, mastery approach-

goal orientation represents a focus on learning and understand the course materials, while master 

avoidance-goal orientation refers to not losing one’s skills or competence. Performance 

approach-goal oriented learners intend to outperform their peers, whereas performance 

avoidance-goal oriented learners focus on not looking incompetent to others (Elliot & McGregor, 

2001; Pintrich, 2000b). 

AGQ-R is a 12-item 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 

agree). These items evaluate students’ achievement goals regarding their academic performance 

such as, “My aim is to completely master the material presented in this class,” “I am striving to 

avoid an incomplete understanding of the course material,” “My goal is to perform better than 

the other students,” “My aim is to avoid doing worse than other students.” In order to keep 
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consistent with the MSLQ questionnaire, the present study modified the 5-point Likert scale to 7-

point Likert scale. The Cronbach's alpha of mastery approach-goal orientation, mastery 

avoidance-goal orientation, performance approach-goal orientation, and performance avoidance-

goal orientation are 0.84, 0.88, 0.92, and 0.94, respectively. Overall, results suggested that the 

AGQ-R is a reliable instrument. 

Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) 

  Among the many surveys that have been used to measure students’ self-regulated 

learning strategies, MSLQ is the most reliable and popular questionnaire and has been validated 

and used by many researchers for decades (García-Ros, Pérez-González, & Hinojosa, 2004). It 

was invented by Paul Pintrich and colleagues at the University of Michigan to evaluate the 

effectiveness of a “Learning to learn course” for undergraduates (Pintrich et al., 1991), which 

was developed based on a social-cognitive view of motivation (Pintrich, 2003). The MSLQ 

consists of 81 items, which aim to evaluate college students’ motivational orientations and self-

regulated learning for a specific course (Pintrich et al., 1991). 

 MSLQ has two sections: 1) The Motivation Scales and 2) The Learning Strategies Scales. 

The Motivation Scales consist of 31 items regarding students’ goals, beliefs about their success, 

and their anxiety about tests regarding a specific course. The Learning Strategies Scales 

comprise 31 items concerning students’ use of different cognitive and metacognitive strategies. 

Additionally, the second section includes 19 items regarding student management of diverse 

resources. Specifically, the 19 items were further divided into four sub-scales: Time and Study 

Environment, Effort Regulation, Peer Learning, and Help Seeking. Since this instrument is 

modular, which allows scholars to use scales together or individually, only the Learning 
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Strategies Scales in MSLQ was applied to measure students’ resources management strategies 

based on the needs of the present study.  

The items assessing participants’ resources management strategies include, “I usually 

study in a place where I can concentrate on my course work,” “I often feel so lazy or bored when 

I study for this class that I quit before I finish what I planned to do,” “I try to work with other 

students from this class to complete the course assignments,” “I ask the instructor to clarify 

concepts I don’t understand well.” Students rated themselves on a 7-point Likert scale, from 1 

(not at all true of me) to 7 (very true of me). Scores for the individual scales are computed by 

taking the mean of the items that made up the scale. The Cronbach’s alpha of MSLQ ranges 

from .52 to .93. Specifically, the Cronbach’s alpha of the recourse management strategies 

was .76, .69, .76, and .52, respectively for time and study environment, effort regulation, peer 

learning, and help seeking. Except for the help seeking scale, others indicated that this section is 

reliable. As a result, the help seeking scale should be considered carefully during the discussions 

and implications. 

Data Collection Procedures 

 With the help from the Graduate School, the Multicultural Center, and several student 

organizations such as the International Student Organization at this university, 779 students 

participated in answering the survey in the Spring semester of 2016, and 549 respondents were 

usable, which was 70.5% response rate. 

 Emails were sent to the Graduate School, the Multicultural Center, and the student 

organizations for assistance in distributing the survey through group emails to the enrolled 

students at this institution. Invitation emails were then sent through those third parties every 
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week and last for one month to all the students in this university. This survey was approved by 

the Institutional Review Board (IRB) (See Appendix D).  

 At the beginning of the data collection process, participants were informed of the purpose 

of the research and the expected time to take the survey. It was also noted that their participation 

in this study was completely anonymous and voluntary. They were also informed that no 

foreseeable risks were associated with this study. Furthermore, participants were requested to 

answer in terms of how well the statement described themselves according to their experience 

honestly by recalling a course in their major they recently took or were taking, and they were 

noted that there were no right or wrong answer for each item. In addition, participants were 

informed that all of the personal information, answers, and responses collected from them will be 

kept confidential. 

Data Analysis Procedures 

Data was analyzed through the SPSS-MAC 23.0. The survey scales were examined for 

reliability, and descriptive and inferential statistics were used to analyze the data. Analysis 

methods were selected and employed based on each research question. A one-way MANOVA 

was used to explore the four achievement goal orientations and the four resource management 

strategies of adult and traditional learners, respectively. Canonical Correlation was applied to 

investigate the relationship between the achievement goal orientations set and the resource 

management strategies set for adult and traditional learners, respectively. Finally, discriminant 

analysis was conducted to investigate how the achievement goal orientations and the resource 

management strategies differ between these two student groups. 
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Summary 

 This chapter provided a review about the methods that were used to investigate learners’ 

achievement goal orientations and recourse management strategies regarding their different 

status (adult or traditional learners) during their learning process. The population used in this 

study were students enrolled in a large southeastern research institution during the Spring 

semester in 2016 in the US. The instrument used for data collection was a combination of AGQ-

R and the last part of MSLQ. One-way MANOVA, Canonical Correlation, and Discriminant 

Analysis were used to analyze the quantitative data. Findings and results were presented and 

addressed based on the different research questions in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER IV: FINDINGS 

Overview 

 In this chapter, demographic data, results, and findings from data analysis will be 

presented. The results and findings for each research question are described along with the 

multivariate analysis in tables and figures. 

Problem Statement 

Previous studies investigated the relationship between achievement goal orientations and 

self-regulated learning strategies among college students. Although one study examined whether 

students’ SRL strategies predicted goal orientations (Ali, Hatala, Gašević, & Winne, 2014), 

research has rarely explored whether the various achievement goal orientations led to different 

SRL strategies. Furthermore, learners’ management of resources during their learning process 

have rarely been examined. However, the management of resource is a significant aspect during 

individuals’ learning process and would influence their academic performance. Some of the 

research explored goal-orientations and self-regulated strategies among adult learners; however, 

they have not compared adult and traditional learners. 

The purpose of this study was to examine achievement goal orientations and self-

regulated learning strategies, focusing on resource management strategies of adult and traditional 

learners. The difference between achievement goal orientations and resource management 

strategies of the two groups were addressed. Also, this research examined the relationship of 
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these two sets of variables, and to further explore how achievement goals and resource 

management strategies differ between adult learners and traditional students. 

Research Questions 

This study investigated the following research questions: 

1) What are the differences of achievement goal orientations between adult and traditional 

learners?  

2) What are the differences of resource management strategies between adult and traditional 

learners? 

3) What is the relationship of achievement goal orientations and resource management 

strategies of adult leaners?  

4) What is the relationship of achievement goal orientations and resource management 

strategies of traditional learners?  

5) What is the relationship of goal orientations and the resource management strategies 

between adult and traditional learners? 

Data Screening 

 Outliers were examined through Mahalanobis Distance, which indicated that values 

larger than 26.124 should be eliminated (df = 8, p = .001, 𝜒2 = 26.124). Hence, 26 outliers were 

eliminated from the data set (see Table 3). 

Table 3 

Mahalanobis Distance (df = 8, p = .001, χ2 = 26.124) 
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Case Number Value 
1 29.18547 
19 41.84496 
25 41.84496 
60 26.37271 
168 26.74463 
169 26.77711 
224 29.9943 
252 34.95658 
253 34.89969 
260 34.89969 
273 37.55311 
275 37.70846 
282 37.70846 
365 26.63444 
367 26.49235 
370 26.59115 
408 43.73505 
417 43.73505 
429 30.88257 
473 31.02834 
479 30.13215 
535 27.5137 
538 26.72756 
560 31.67852 
564 30.87731 
573 30.87731 

 

Demographic Results 

 A total number of 779 students participated in the study. Among the total replies, 549 

responses were usable (usable rate equals to 70.5%) and included in the analysis. Table 4 shows 

the frequency distribution of the 549 survey participants by each demographic group, while some 

participants did not identify their demographic information. 
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Among the valid respondents, 217 were male participants (39.3%) and 306 were female 

participants (55.4%). In terms of ethnicity, 59.6% of the participants identified themselves as 

White or Caucasian, 21.6% of them are Asian or Pacific Islander, 5.3% of them are identified as 

African American, 3.4% of the participants are Hispanic or Latino (3.2%), and 4.9% of them 

identified themselves as others. Additionally, 46.4% of the participants reported they majored 

STEM field (Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math), while 48.6% of them majored in 

non-STEM fields. In terms of student status, 286 (51.8%) participants identified themselves as 

traditional learners, whereas 238 (43.1%) participants reported they are adult learners. 

Table 4 

Demographic Characteristics of Participants 

Characteristics   f Percent 

Gender    
   Female  306 55.4% 
   Male  217 39.3% 

    
Ethnic    
   African American  29 5.3% 
   Asian or Pacific Islander 119 21.6% 
   Hispanic or Latino   19 3.4% 
   White/Caucasian  329 59.6% 
   Others  27 4.9% 

    
Major    
   STEM  256 46.4% 
   non-STEM  268 48.6% 

    
Student Status    
   Traditional Student  286 51.8% 
   Non-traditional student 238 43.1% 

N = 549 
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Reliability 

 Using the Cronbach Coefficient Alpha test, the results of the tests for the achievement 

goal orientations and the resource management strategies are presented in Table 5. A value of .70 

or higher was considered evidence of reliability, a value between 0.6 and 0.7 is acceptable, a 

value between 0.5 and 0.6 is considered a poor reliability, while a value that below 0.5 is 

unacceptable (Becker, 2000). The value of Cronbach’s Alpha for master approach-goal 

orientation (MAP), master avoidance-goal orientation (MAV), performance approach goal 

orientation (PAP), and performance avoidance-goal orientation (PAV) were .775, .705, .874, 

and .882, respectively. The value of Cronbach’s Alpha for time and environment (TE), effort 

regulation (Effort), peer learning (Peer), and help seeking (Help) were .749, .634, .754, and .605, 

respectively. The Cronbach’s Alpha values of Effort (.69) and Help (.52) were acceptable to low 

in the original reporting, but in this study tested usable and reliable (Pintrich, 1993, 2004). 

Therefore, the values of these two variables were considered as reliable in this study. 

Table 5 

Reliability of the Achievement Goal Orientations and Resource Management 
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Items 

 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Achievement Goal Orientations 
   

   MAP 3 
 

.775 

   MAV 3 
 

.705 

   PAP 3 
 

.874 

   PAV 3 
 

.882 

    
Resource Management Strategies 

  
   TE 8 

 
.749 

 
   Effort 4 

 
.634 

 
   Peer 3 

 
.754 

 
   Help 4   .605 

 
 

Discussion of Findings 

 A one-way MANOVA was used to examine the first two research questions, respectively. 

Canonical Correlation Analysis was applied to investigate the following two research questions, 

and Discriminant Analysis addressed the last research question. The p value of Box’s M was set 

as .005 based on Huberty and Petoskey’s (2000) guidelines. Alpha level was set at p equals 

to .05. 

Research Question 1: What are the differences of achievement goal orientations between 

adult and traditional learners? 

Box’s M test (F(10, 1208970.89) = 4.416, p < .001) indicated that covariance matrices of the 

dependent variables are not equal cross groups. Therefore, Pillai’s Trace statistic was used to 

assess the differences. According to Pillai’s Trace statistic (Pillai’s Trace = .047, F(4, 519) = 6.368, 

p < .001), students’ statues have a statistically significant influence on the achievement goal 

orientations but with a small effect size (partial η2= .047).  
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Univariate ANOVA was conducted to seek further information. Except MAV (Levene’s 

Test = .255), Levene’s test indicated that MAP, PAP, and PAV were not equal across groups. 

However, since an ANOVA is considered a robust test against the normality assumption, it 

tolerates violations to its normality assumption rather well. Therefore, according to the results, 

MAP (F(1, 524) = 8.656, p = .003, partial η2 = .016), PAP (F(1, 524) = 5.647, p = .018, partial η2 

= .011), and PAV (F(1, 524) = 8.788, p = .003, partial η2 = .017) are significant differences based 

on the distinct student status but with a small effect size, respectively. 

Table 6 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects of Achievement Goal Orientations 

Achievement Goals   F(1, 524) p-value Partial η2 

MAP 

 

8.656 .003 .016 

MAV 

 

.233 .63 0 

PAP 

 

5.647 .018 .011 

PAV   8.788 .003 .017 

 

Traditional learners have a higher PAP (M = 5.52, SD = 1.36) and PAV (M = 5.19, SD = 

1.54) than adult learners (PAP: M = 5.21, SD = 1.62; PAV: M = 4.75, SD = 1.82). However, 

adult learners have a higher MAP (M = 6.19, SD = .88) than that of their traditional counterparts 

(M = 5.94, SD = 1.04). 
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Table 7 

Descriptive Statistics of Achievement Goal Orientations 

  Student Types 

 Traditional Students 

 

Adult Learners 

Achievement Goal Orientations n M SD 

 

n M SD 

MAP 286 5.94 1.04 
 

238 6.19 0.88 

MAV 286 5.102 1.459 
 

238 5.04 1.58 

PAP 286 5.52 1.36 
 

238 5.21 1.62 

PAV 286 5.19 1.54   238 4.75 1.82 

 
Research Question 2: What are the differences of resource management strategies between 

adult and traditional learners? 

Box’s M test (F(10, 1208970.89) = 1.634, p = .090) indicated that covariance matrices of the 

dependent variables are equal cross groups. Therefore, a Wilks’ Lambda statistic was used to 

assess the differences. According to Wilks’ Lambda statistic (Wilks’ Lambda= .917, F(4, 519) = 

11.674, p < .001), the status of the learners has a statistically significant influence on the resource 

management strategies but with a moderate effect size (partial η2= .083).  

Univariate ANOVA was used to further explore the differences of RMS among these two 

student groups. Except Time (Levene’s Test = .987) and Effort (Levene’s Test = .714), Levene’s 

test indicated that Peer (Levene’s Test = .041) and Help (Levene’s Test = .001) were not equal 

across groups. However, because an ANOVA is considered a robust test against the normality 

assumption, it tolerates violations to its normality assumption rather well. Thus, results revealed 

that all factors are significant different based on distinct student status but with small effect size: 
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Time (F(1, 524) = 6.054, p = .014, partial η2 = .011), Effort (F(1, 524) = 26.439, p < .001, partial η2 

= .048), Peer (F(1, 524) = 22.446, p < .001, partial η2 = .041), and Help (F(1, 524) = 7.337, p = .007, 

partial η2 = .014). 

Table 8 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects of Resource Management Strategies 

RMS   F(1, 524) p-value Partial η2 

Time 
 

6.054 0.014 0.011 

Effort 
 

26.439 <.001 0.048 

Peer 
 

22.446 <.001 0.041 

Help   7.337 0.007 0.014 

 

Data presented that traditional learners (M = 4.43, SD = 1.47) may often collaborate with 

their classmates during their learning process compared to adult learners (M = 3.79, SD = 1.63). 

Moreover, these students (M = 4.53, SD = 1.08) may seek help from their peers or instructors 

more often than their adult counterparts (M = 4.25, SD = 1.29). Whereas, adult learners (M = 

5.31, SD = .945) are better managing and regulating their time and study environment compared 

to their traditional peers (M = 5.11, SD = .947). Additionally, they control their effort and 

attention (M = 5.65, SD = 1.05) in the face of distractions and uninteresting tasks better than 

those of younger learners (M = 5.17, SD = 1.06). 
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Table 9 

Descriptive Statistics of Resource Management Strategies 

  Student Types 

 Traditional Students 

 

Adult Learners 

RMS n M SD 

 

n M SD 

Time 286 5.11 .947 
 

238 5.31 .945 

Effort 286 5.17 1.06 
 

238 5.65 1.05 

Peer 286 4.43 1.47 
 

238 3.79 1.63 

Help 286 4.53 1.08   238 4.25 1.29 

 

Research Question 3: What is the relationship of achievement goal orientations and 

resource management strategies of adult leaners? 

 Table 10 shows the bivariate correlations for the achievement goal orientations and the 

resource management strategies of adult learners. The results of the Pearson Correlation 

suggested that the assumptions of Canonical Correlation Analysis are satisfied. 

Table 10 

Pearson Correlation of AGO and RMS of Adult Learners 
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  MAP MAV PAP PAV Time Effort Peer 

MAP 

       
MAV .35** 

      
PAP .291** .26** 

     
PAV .293** .518 .784** 

    
Time .337** .05 .124 .036 

   
Effort .324** -.019 .058 -.055 .676** 

  
Peer .085 .081 .124 .12 -.069 -.069 

 
Help .09 .101 .091 .033 -.009 .019 .645** 

*p < .05 

       **p < .01 

        

Three canonical functions were generated, but only the first canonical function was 

significant (Wilks’ Lambda = 0.779, F = 3.75, p < .001), which with a moderate Canonical 

Correlation equals to 0.42. 
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Figure 3 Canonical Correlation of RMS and AGO of Adult Learners 

Table 11 

Standardized canonical coefficients, structure coefficients, and squared structure coefficients for 

canonical functions I 
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Variable 
  

Canonical Function 

  
Coefficient rs rs

2 

Achievement Goal Orientations      

MAP            .94  .89        .79 

MAV            -.009  .1        .01 

PAP            .59  .29        .08 

PAV            -.72  .01        .0001 

Adequacy            .22   

Redundancy            .07   

Resource Management Strategies    

Time           .48  .86      .74 

Effort           .57  .90      .80 

Peer           .1  .15      .02 

Help           .2  .27      .07 

Adequacy           .41   

Redundancy            .04     

N= 238. rs=structure coefficient; rs
2=squared structure coefficient 

 

A cutoff structure coefficient of 0.30 was applied to identify the relationship of 

Achievement Goal Orientations (AGO) and Resource Management Strategies (RMS). Figure 3 

and Table 11 show that MAP (.89) was the only variable in the AGO set that was correlated with 

the AGO variables. In terms of the RMS set, only Time (.86) and Effort (.90) were variables that 

were correlated with the RMS variables. Mastery approach-goal orientation (MAP) was 79% 
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useful in explaining the variance in the AGO set, whereas Time was 74% useful and Effort was 

80% useful in explaining the variance in the RMS set. Therefore, the pair of canonical variables 

that comprise the canonical function suggests that adult learners with a strong MAP are more 

likely to use Time and Effort strategies. 

Research Question 4: What is the relationship of achievement goal orientations and 

resource management strategies of traditional learners? 

Table 12 shows the bivariate correlations for the AGO set and the RMS set. The results 

of the Pearson Correlation suggested that the assumptions of Canonical Correlation Analysis are 

satisfied. 

Table 12 

Pearson Correlation of AGO and RMS of Traditional Learners 

  MAP MAV PAP PAV Time Effort Peer 

MAP 

       
MAV .498** 

      
PAP .408** .308** 

     
PAV .288** .422** .81** 

    
Time .422** .186** .049 -.04 

   
Effort .417** .225** .09 .024 .703** 

  
Peer .213** .139* .185** .137* .059 -.086 

 
Help .115 .073 .122* .131* .066 .062 .58** 

*p < .05 

       **p < .01 
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Three canonical functions were generated. Similarly, only the first canonical function 

was significant (Wilks Lambda = 0.694, F = 6.74, p < .001), and it has a moderate canonical 

function equals to 0.52. 

 
Figure 4. Canonical Correlation of RMS and AGO of Traditional Learners 

Table 13 

Standardized Canonical Coefficients, Structure Coefficients, and squared structure coefficients 

for canonical functions I 
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Variable   Canonical Function 

  

Coefficient rs rs
2 

Achievement Goal      

MAP      .94 .97 .94 

MAV      .15 .51 .26 

PAP      .15 .27 .07 

PAV      -.37 .17 .03 

Adequacy      .33   

Redundancy      .11   

Resource Management Strategies     

Time      .43 .85 .72 

Effort      .58 .82 .67 

Peer      .51 .38 .14 

Help      -.19 .17 .03 

Adequacy      .39   

Redundancy       .09     

N= 286. rs=structure coefficient; rs
2=squared structure coefficient 

 

A cutoff structure coefficient of 0.30 was used to identify the relationship of AGO and 

RMS. MAP (.97) and Mastery avoidance-approach goal orientation (MAV) (.51) were the only 

variables in the AGO set that were correlated with the AGO variables. In the RMS set, Time 

(.85), Effort (.82), and Peer (.38) were variables that were correlated with the RMS variables. 

MAP was 94% useful and MAV was 26% useful in explaining the variance in the AGO set, 
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whereas Time was 72% useful, Effort was 67% useful, and Peer was 14% useful in explaining 

the variance in the RMS set. Therefore, the pair of canonical variables that comprise the 

canonical function suggests that traditional learners with both strong MAP and MAV are more 

likely to use Time, Effort, and Peer strategies during their learning process. 

Research Question 5: What is the relationship of goal orientations and the resource 

management strategies between adult and traditional learners? 

Discriminant Function Analysis was conducted to investigate the final research question. 

Test of Equality of Group Means indicated that except MAV, all other factors were significant. 

Table 14 

Tests of Equality of Group Means 

Variables Wilks' Lambda F Sig. 

MAP .984 8.66 .003 

MAV 1 .233 .63 

PAP .989 5.65 .018 

PAV .983 8.79 .003 

Time .989 6.05 .014 

Effort .952 26.44 <.001 

Peer .959 22.45 <.001 

Help .986 7.34 .007 

 

Box’s M test indicated that the equal population covariance was not violated (F(10, 

1208970,892) = 2.288, p = .011). Stepwise statistics was conducted and indicated that four factors 
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were entered into the model: Effort, Peer, PAV, and MAP. Wilks’ lambda for each step shown 

that the model is a good fit for the data with one predictor, two predictors, three predictors, or 

four predictors. 

Table 15 

Variables Entered/Removed 

Wilks' Lambda 

   

Exact F 

Step Entered Number of Variables Statistic Statistic Sig. 

1      Effort 1 .952 26.44     <.001 

2      Peer 2 .92 22.65     <.001 

3      PAV 3 .911 16.91     <.001 

4      MAP 4 .899 14.64     <.001 

Note. At each step, the variable that minimizes the overall Wilks’ Lambda is entered. 

 One discriminant function was generated with a moderate effect size (Wilks’ Lambda 

= .899, 𝜒2 = 55.577, p <.001, η2 = .10). 

Table 16 

Wilks’ Lambda and Eigenvalues of Function I 

  Wilks' Lambda Eigenvalues 

Test of 

Function 

Wilks' 

Lambda 

Chi-

square 

d

f sig. 

Eigenvalue

s 

Canonical 

Correlation 

1 0.899 55.56 4 

<.00

1 0.113 0.318 
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Based on the results of Standardized Coefficients, the discriminant function is 

demonstrated as the following equation (1). Along with the Structure Matrix and Standardized 

Coefficients (see Table 17), it suggested that Peer and Effort have the highest relationship with 

this function, which indicated that these two variables have the strongest influence in 

differentiating adult and traditional learners.  

 

𝐷𝐹 = −0.425 ∙ 𝑀𝐴𝑃 + 0.425 ∙ 𝑃𝐴𝑉 + −0.457 ∙ 𝐸𝑓𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑡 + 0.593 ∙ 𝑃𝑒𝑒𝑟     (1) 

 

Table 17 

Structure Matrix and Standardized Coefficients of Function I 

  

Standardized Canonical 

Discriminant Function 

Coefficients 

 

Structure Matrix 

  Function 1 

 

Function1 

MAP -0.425 
 

-0.383 

PAV 0.425 
 

0.386 

Effort -0.457 
 

-0.67 

Peer 0.593 
 

0.617 

Timea 
  

-0.482 

Helpa 
  

0.335 

PAPa 
  

0.247 

MAVa     0.032 
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Note. Pooled within-groups correlations between discriminating variables and standardized 

canonical discriminant functions Variables ordered by absolute size of correlation within 

function.  

a. This variable not used in the analysis. 

 
 Functions at Group Centroids (see Table 18) indicated that individuals with discriminant 

function scores that close to .306 belong to the traditional learner group, while those with 

discriminant function scores close to -.367 belong to the adult learner group. Combined with the 

discriminant function, it is suggested that traditional learners may have a lower level of MAP, 

and they may spend less Effort during their learning process. Whereas, they have a higher level 

of PAV and they often study with their classmates. Meanwhile, adult learners have a higher level 

of MAP, and they may also have a high commitment of accomplishing their study goals, while 

they have a lower level of PAV, and they do not usually work with their peers during their 

learning process. 

Table 18 

Functions at Group Centroids 

  Functions at Group Centroids 

 
Function1 

Traditional Learners 0.306 
Adult Learners -0.367 
 

This group classification results revealed that original grouped cases were classified with 

63.4% overall accuracy. Accuracy by each group was 73.4% for the traditional learner group and 

51.3% for the adult learner group. The cross-validated results supported original accuracy levels 

with 62.6% correctly classified overall, 72.7% for traditional learner group, and 50.4% for adult 
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learner group. Results indicated that these variables are more accurately predicted traditional 

learners compared to adult learners. 

Table 19 

Classification Results 

      Predicted Group Membership Total 

      Traditional Learners Adult Learners 

 

 

Count Traditional Learners 210 76 

 

  

Adult Learners 116 122 

 Original 

 

Ungrouped Cases 19 9 28 

      

 

Percent(%) Traditional Learners 73.4 26.6 100 

  

Adult Learners 48.7 51.3 100 

  

Ungrouped Cases 67.9 32.1 100 

      Cross-validated Count Traditional Learners 208 78 286 

  

Adult Learners 118 120 238 

      

 

Percent(%) Traditional Learners 72.7 27.3 100 

  

Adult Learners 49.6 50.4 100 

Note. a. 63.4% of original grouped cases correctly classified.  

b. Cross validation was conducted only for those cases in the analysis. In cross validation, each 

case is classified by the functions derived from all cases other than that case.  
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c. 62.6% of cross-validated grouped cases correctly classified. 

Summary 

 The quantitative data addressed the five research questions of the present study: 1) What 

are the differences of achievement goal orientations between adult and traditional learners? 2) 

What are the differences of resource management strategies between adult and traditional 

learners? 3) What is the relationship of achievement goal orientations and resource management 

strategies of adult leaners? 4) What is the relationship of achievement goal orientations and 

resource management strategies of traditional learners? 5) What is the relationship of goal 

orientations and the resource management strategies between adult and traditional learners?

 For Research Question 1, results of one-way MANOVA indicated that adult learners had 

a higher score of MAP (mean = 6.19), while traditional learners had a higher score on PAP 

(mean = 5.52). One-way MANOVA also addressed Research Question 2 by demonstrating that 

traditional learners preferred to use Peers (mean = 3.79) and Help (mean = 4.53) learning 

strategies, while their adult counterparts were more likely to adopt Effort (mean = 5.65) and 

Time (mean = 5.31) strategies during the learning process. 

 To answer Research Question 3 and 4, Canonical Correlation Analysis illustrated that the 

achievement goal orientations and the resource management strategies had a moderate canonical 

correlation of both adult and traditional learners. To be more specific, adult learners who had a 

strong MAP were more likely to use Time and Effort strategies, whereas traditional learners with 

strong MAP and MAV were more likely to adopt Time, Effort, and Peer strategies during their 

learning process. 

 Discriminant function analysis was conducted to address the last research question. 

Results indicated that Effort, Peer, PAV, and MAP may differ between these two learner groups. 
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Additionally, data suggested that traditional learners may had a lower level of MAP, and they 

spent less Effort during their learning process, whereas they had a higher level of PAV and they 

may usually study with their classmates. Meanwhile, adult learners had a higher level of MAP, 

and these learners had a high commitment of completing their study goals, but they may have a 

lower level of PAV, and they did not often collaborate with their peers during the learning 

process. Furthermore, Peer and Effort had the strongest effect in distinguishing group 

memberships. Finally, results implied that these variables were more accurately predicting 

traditional learner group rather than predicting adult learner group.  
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CHAPTER V: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, LIMITATIONS AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

Introduction 

 This chapter presents the study summary, conclusions based on the data analysis, 

implications of the findings, limitations and results. Recommendations for future research are 

also described. 

Problem Statement 

Previous studies investigated the relationship between achievement goal orientations and 

self-regulated learning strategies among college students. Although one study examined whether 

students’ SRL strategies predicted goal orientations (Ali, Hatala, Gašević, & Winne, 2014), 

research has rarely explored whether the various achievement goal orientations led to different 

SRL strategies. Furthermore, learners’ management of resources during their learning process 

have rarely been examined. However, the management of resource is a significant aspect during 

individuals’ learning process and would influence their academic performance. Some of the 

research explored goal-orientations and self-regulated strategies among adult learners; however, 

they have not compared adult and traditional learners. 

The purpose of this study was to examine achievement goal orientations and self-

regulated learning strategies, focusing on resource management strategies of adult and traditional 

learners. The difference between achievement goal orientations and resource management 

strategies of the two groups were addressed. Also, this research examined the relationship of 
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these two sets of variables, and to further explore how achievement goals and resource 

management strategies differ between adult learners and traditional students. 

Research Questions 

This study investigated the following research questions: 

1) What are the differences of achievement goal orientations between adult and traditional 

learners?  

2) What are the differences of resource management strategies between adult and traditional 

learners? 

3) What is the relationship of achievement goal orientations and resource management 

strategies of adult leaners?  

4) What is the relationship of achievement goal orientations and resource management 

strategies of traditional learners?  

5) What is the relationship of goal orientations and the resource management strategies 

between adult and traditional learners? 

Summary 

Study Overview 

 Learners often hold various achievement goal orientations when taking a course, and they 

manage resources differently during their learning process. Based on different student status’, 

adult and traditional learners may have distinct achievement goal orientations and they may 

adopt different resource management strategies when taking a course. For example, previous 

studies noted adult learners are more mastery goal-oriented than their traditional counterparts 

(Morris, Brooks, & May, 2003). In terms of learning strategies, studies have been debated 

regarding traditional college students’ use of resource management strategies. However, limited 
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studies investigated these strategies of adult learners. Moreover, it is assumed that various 

achievement goal orientations would lead to the different adoption of resource management 

strategies, which is a significant aspect during individuals’ learning process and would influence 

their academic performance. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to examine the 

achievement goal orientations and the resource management strategies of adult and traditional 

learners.  

 Elliott and McGregor’s (2001) achievement goal theoretical framework and Pintrinch and 

colleagues’ (1991) self-regulated learning conceptual framework were provided as the 

frameworks for this study. A quantitative research design was used to address five research 

questions. Students who were enrolled at a large southeastern public research institution during 

the Spring semester in 2016 were invited to participate in this study. 

 A survey containing the Achievement Goal Questionnaire–Revised (AGQ-R) (Elliot & 

Murayama, 2008), and resource management strategies from the Motivated Strategies for 

Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) (Pintrich et al., 1991) was used in this research. A total number 

of 779 students participated in this study, with 549 usable responses (usable rate equals to 

70.5%). Among the valid respondents, 286 (51.8%) participants identified themselves as 

traditional learners, whereas 238 (43.1%) reported they are adult learners. Additionally, there 

were more responses from female students (55.4%) than male students (39.3%), and 46.4% of 

the participants majored in STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math), while 48.6% 

of them reported they were studying in non-STEM fields. Data collected from this survey was 

analyzed through one-way MANOVA, Canonical Correlation, and Discriminant Function 

Analysis in order to examine the achievement goal orientations and the resource management 
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strategies of these two learner groups, the relationship of these two variables sets, and how these 

variables differ between adult and traditional learners. 

Findings of the Survey	 

Research Question 1 examined the differences of achievement goal orientations between 

adult and traditional learners. Adult and traditional learners had significant differences in 

adopting achievement goal orientations. Adult learners had a high level of mastery approach-

goal orientation, while traditional learners were more performance approach-goal oriented.  

 Research Question 2 explored the differences of the resource management strategies 

between adult and traditional learners. Data demonstrated that traditional learners used peer 

learning and help seeking strategies more often, while their adult counterparts were more likely 

to adopt effort regulation and time and study environment strategies during their learning process. 

 Research Question 3 investigated the relationship of the achievement goal orientation and 

the resource management strategies of adult leaners. Adult learners who had a strong mastery 

approach-goal orientation were more likely to have a high commitment of completing their study 

goals and manage their study time. 

 Research Question 4 investigated the relationship of the achievement goal orientation and 

the resource management strategies of traditional learners. Results indicated that traditional 

learners with a strong mastery approach-goal orientation and a mastery avoidance-goal 

orientation preferred to manage study time, had a high commitment to accomplish study goals, 

and collaborated with their peers during their learning process. 

 Research Question 5 examined the relationship of achievement goal orientations and the 

resource management strategies between adult and traditional learners. Results revealed that two 

strategies and two achievement goal orientations were different between these two learner groups: 
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effort regulation, peer learning, performance avoidance-goal orientation, and mastery approach-

goal orientation. Traditional learners had a lower level of mastery approach-goal orientation and 

they also had a lower commitment of completing their study goals. Whereas traditional learners 

had a higher level of performance avoidance-goal orientation and they often collaborated with 

their classmates. Meanwhile, adult learners had a higher level of mastery approach-goal 

orientation and they also had a high commitment of accomplishing their study goals, while they 

had a lower level of performance avoidance-goal orientations and they did not usually study with 

their peers during the learning process. Additionally, peer learning and effort regulation have the 

strongest effect in distinguishing adult and traditional learners. Finally, data indicated the four 

variables (MAP, MAV, Effort, Peer) were more accurately predicted traditional learners than to 

predict adult learners. 

Conclusions 

 Similar to previous studies (Morris, Brooks, & May, 2003), this study demonstrates that 

adult learners were more mastery goal-oriented, especially approach-goal oriented compared to 

their traditional counterparts. Meanwhile, traditional learners were found to be performance 

approach- and avoidance-goal orientated. In other words, adult learners usually have a desire to 

master an academic task or certain skills when they learn. In terms of traditional learners, some 

of them learn because they desire to show that they are more competent than their peers, while 

others try to avoid showing that they lack the skills or knowledge to master an academic task 

compared to their peers. 

 Conflicting with previous studies that indicated traditional college students have negative 

feelings towards peer learning and help seeking (Chen, 2000; Karabenick & Knapp, 1991), this 

study revealed that traditional leaners preferred to collaborate with their classmates and they 
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often sought help from their peers and instructors during the learning process. These results 

supported ideas of several previous studies (Ericsson, 1997; Nielsen, 2004). Furthermore, 

different than traditional learners, adult learners have a strong commitment of completing their 

study goals when they learn. In other words, adult learners may put great effort in mastering an 

academic task. Additionally, they often better manage and schedule their study time during their 

learning process.  

 In terms of the relationship between achievement goal orientations and the resource 

management strategies, results of this study concluded that traditional learners’ mastery goal-

orientations, both approach- and avoidance-goal orientations, have a positive correlation with 

their time and study environment, effort regulation, and peer learning strategies. Similarly, adult 

learners who have a strong mastery approach-goal orientation more often adopt time and study 

environment and effort regulation strategies. These findings indicated that the desire to obtain 

certain knowledge or skills motivates learners to spend more time and great effort in learning. 

Specifically, the desire to avoid misunderstanding of an academic task by traditional learners 

also affected their learning strategies. One significant difference between adult and traditional 

learners was that younger learners’ mastery goal orientations also led to their collaboration with 

peers during their learning process, while adult learners did not adopt this strategy when they 

study. These findings in some part mirror Suárez Reveiro and colleagues’ (2001) study that 

students with a mastery approach-goal orientation were more likely to adopt time and study 

environment strategy. However, no correlation was found between mastery or performance goal 

orientations with help seeking, which contradicted what had been found before in that goal 

orientations predicted help seeking strategies (Karabenick, 2004). Although Elliot and colleagues 
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(1999) noted that performance avoidance-goal orientation had a strong relationship to time and 

study environment strategies, no evidence was found in this study. 

 In addition, adult and traditional learners can be distinguished by mastery approach-goal 

orientation, performance avoidance-goal orientation, peer learning, and effort regulation 

strategies. Findings demonstrated that learners who had a strong mastery approach-goal 

orientation and would like to put more effort to reach their study goals were more likely to be 

adult learners, whereas those who had a strong performance avoidance-goal orientation and often 

studied with their peers during their learning process were more likely to be traditional learners. 

Furthermore, results indicated that peer learning and effort regulation were the most significant 

variables to differ between adult and traditional learners. In other words, without knowing 

learners’ achievement goal orientations, those who usually study with classmates have a high 

probability to be traditional learners, whereas those who put great effort during their learning 

process may usually be adult learners. 

Implications 

 Important educational implications for educational professionals are provided in order to 

address areas for development and improvement for diverse learners’ curriculum, instruction, 

and teaching methods. 

Assisting Adult Learners 

 Adult learners often consider education as “a process of developing increased 

competence to achieve their full potential in life”, and they desire to “be able to apply whatever 

knowledge and skill they gain today to living more effectively tomorrow” (Knowles, 1970, p. 

44). Based on their orientations, several suggestions for practice were provided by Knowles 

(1970). For instance, instructors should first involve adult learners in a process of self-diagnosis 
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of needs for learning, including letting them know the reason of learning certain knowledge. 

Second, instructors need to help adult learners in “objectively assessing the strengths and 

weaknesses of their performance” (p. 48). Finally, instructors need to help adult learners measure 

the gaps between their current competencies and the required performance, so that they are able 

to identify “the distance between where they are and where they would like to be, and so are able 

to identify specific directions of desirable growth” (p. 48). In addition, adult learners are self-

directed learners (Knowles, 1959), therefore, when facing these types of students, instructors 

may consider it a challenge. Instructors could “leave the learner largely alone to carry it out, 

intervening only when asked to help—and then not help meet the challenge, but instead help 

empower the learner to meet the challenge” (Grow, 1991, p.136). 

 Combining with Knowles’ suggestions and the findings of the present study, it is 

significant for faculty to provide extra learning materials for adult learners since they are 

interested in acquiring knowledge and mastering an academic task. Additionally, since these 

learners are willing to take responsibility for their learning, direction, and productivity, and they 

often plan their study time to accomplish their study goals, instructors should consider 

cultivating their ability to learn. For instance, faculty may consider to consult with adult learners 

to develop their learning materials and strategies such as written criteria, timetables, and 

management charts for any projects they develop. Furthermore, instructors could also arrange 

regular meetings with these learners to discuss their progress and problems during their learning 

process. It may also be important to assign adult learners with more advanced projects in order to 

satisfy their learning needs and to assist them in achieving their study goals.  
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Assisting Traditional Learners 

During their learning process, traditional learners prefer to study with their peers and they 

may often seek help from classmates and/or instructors. Therefore, faculty may consider using 

collaborative learning to assist these learners. Gokhale (1995) defined collaborative learning as a 

strategy to group and pair students for the purpose of achieving an academic goal. This 

instruction method encourages students at various performance levels to work together in small 

groups to complete a common goal, and they are responsible for not only their own learning but 

also that of others. Vygosky (1978) noted that students may perform at higher intellectual levels 

when they are asked to work in collaborative situations compared to working individually. 

Furthermore, studies demonstrated that collaborative learning could improve problem-solving 

strategies since students face different interpretations of the given situations, and the support 

from peers makes it possible for them to internalize both external knowledge and critical 

thinking skills (Bruner, 1985). Similarly, collaborative learning provides students with 

opportunities to analyze, synthesize, and evaluate ideas cooperatively, which help them learn 

from each others’ scholarship, skills, and experiences (Gokhale, 1995). Therefore, in order to 

help traditional learners, instructors should often apply collaborative learning such as assigning 

group activities or team work projects. In addition, it would be beneficial for faculty to arrange 

time for regular meetings with traditional learners to discuss problems or issues they encounter 

during their learning process since they may often seek help from their peers and/or instructors. 

Since traditional learners desire to show that they are more competent than their 

classmates or avoid appearing they lack the skills or knowledge in mastering an academic task, a 

proper use of competition in class may be effective in enhancing traditional learners’ interest in 

learning. Some scholars (Petten, n.d) considered competition in education could motivate 
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students to complete their school work and to get a good grade. In addition, competition in 

education may encourage students to know about their strengths and weaknesses, thus to 

improve themselves during the learning process. Competition in class could also encourage 

students to use their specific strengths and intelligences to stand out from their peers. Shindler 

(2009) noted that competition may increase the level of anxiety or threat for a performance, 

which may refine skills given a more demanding performance context. Second, competition 

could provide a dimension, which may reinforce group interdependence and or team skills. 

Lastly, competition may increase the level of fun and or drama in an activity. 

However, previous studies noted that competition may shift learners’ attention from the 

task itself to attention to the cost of their performance in the task (Johnson & Johnson, 2006; 

Reeve & Deci, 1996). Shindler (2009) described that when a competitive goal is presented, 

learners would focus more on the outcome of the effort but not on the process, and they will pay 

great attention to what it takes to win instead of learning for its own sake. As a result, Shindler 

(2009) provided several suggestions for creating a healthy competition environment for learners:  

1) the primary goal is fun 

2) the competitive goal is not valuable/real nor it is characterized that way 

3) the learning and/or growth goal is conspicuously characterized as valuable 

4) the competition has a short duration and is characterized by high energy 

5) there is no long-term effect from the episode 

6) all individuals or groups see a reasonable chance of winning 

7) the students all firmly understand these points 

Some other competition examples, such as trivia contests, short-term competitions for a solely 

symbolic reward can be lighthearted challenges between groups where there is no reward.  
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Collaborative learning is significant in assisting traditional learners during their learning 

process, which should be considered as an important instruction method. Meanwhile, applying 

competition in class may enhance these learners’ learning interest and motivation, but at the 

same time instructors must plan any competition activities carefully and properly. 

Adult and Traditional Learners 

 When teaching a course with both adult and traditional learners, instructors should 

consider ways of balancing the needs of both learners. For instance, instructors should provide a 

proper amount of extra readings or assignments in order to satisfy adult learners’ learning needs 

but without reducing traditional learners’ learning interest at the same time. Meanwhile, since 

adult learners do not often study with peers, instructors need to assign a proper amount of group 

activities to enhance traditional learners’ learning passion, and to provide a comfortable learning 

environment for adult learners simultaneously. 

Limitations 

 There are several limitations in this study. First, the present study involves the use of a 

self-reported questionnaire. Thus, students may not thoroughly understand their achievement 

goal orientations and resource management strategies, and some of them may also adopt two or 

more goal orientations. Second, two learner groups were excluded from the study: those who are 

younger than 25 years old but do not have an unbroken linear academic path, and those who are 

25 or older but with an unbroken linear path in education system. Third, information was 

collected from participants in a large southeastern research institution, which may not represent 

all adult and traditional learners in the U.S. In addition, the effect size was small, which indicated 

that the implications of the achievement goal orientations and the resource management 

strategies between adult and traditional learners needed to be evaluated carefully. Furthermore, 
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this study only involved student status (adult vs. traditional), while learners’ gender and major 

may influence their adoption of the achievement goal orientations and the resource management 

strategies. Lastly, limited studies have investigated the relationship between the achievement 

goal orientations and the resource management strategies, specifically whether the achievement 

goal orientations could predict the resource management strategies, as well as how those 

variables differed between these two learner groups.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

First, empirical and qualitative studies such as observation, focus group or interviews are 

needed to explore the achievement goal orientations and the resource management strategies 

during the learning process of adult and traditional learners. These studies could also serve as 

evidence or arguments to the findings of the present study.  

Second, factors such as gender and major should be included to further investigate 

diverse learners’ achievement goal orientations and their resource management strategies. It is 

also suggested to compare international students with native students regarding their 

achievement goal orientations and the learning strategies during their learning process. 

Thirdly, follow-up studies are needed to clarify why adult learners do not often study 

with their peers. Lin (2016) suggested that adult learners may confront a generation gap between 

their traditional counterparts, and their multiple roles as full-time employers and/or parents often 

prevent them from spending much time in campus, which then leads to their having few campus 

peers to whom they may discuss education topics with. Future studies are needed to further 

investigate why adult learners do not usually study with their peers. 

Finally, the various course formats should be considered for future studies. Today, many 

face-to-face courses have moved to the internet, or at least combined with some kinds of 
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education technology. This trend raises questions such as have adult learners’ goal orientations 

and their learning strategies changed in order to adapt to the new teaching and learning format? 

Do they apply resource management strategies differently in a face-to-face course format from 

an online class? As a result, future studies may be considered to explore related questions 

through comparing different course formats (face-to-face, hybrid, online) among adult and 

traditional learners regarding the goal orientations and their learning strategies.
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APPENDIX C 

The Invitation Email for the Online Survey
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Dear Students: 
  
You are invited to participate in a research study to understand your learning experiences at 
Auburn University. The study is being conducted by Chih-hsuan Wang, assistant professor in 
Educational Foundations, Leadership, and Technology, Jamie Harrison, and Victoria Cardullo, 
assistant professors in Curriculum and Teaching, at Auburn University. You are invited to 
participate because you are a student at Auburn University. 
  
Your participation is completely voluntary. If you decide to participate in this research study, 
you will be asked to complete an electronic anonymous survey hosted at Qualtrics.com. Your 
total time commitment will be approximately 30 to 40 minutes. In return for your participation, 
you will have the option to enter an instant random drawing to receive one of 6 Amazon Kindle 
Fire 7” as our gift of appreciation. 
  
The risk or discomforts associated with participating in this study are minimum. Your 
participation will contribute to the understanding of the differences in learning experiences 
between international and American students as well as between traditional and adult learners. 
  
If you change your mind about participation, you can withdraw at any time during the survey by 
closing the browser. If you have questions about this study, please contact Chih-hsuan Wang at 
wangchi@auburn.edu, Jamie Harrison at jlh0069@auburn.edu, or Victoria Cardullo at 
vmc0004@auburn.edu. 
  
You can complete the survey by click the following link: 
  
https://auburn.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_dcFLu3KvTgUrFfT 
  
Thank you very much. 
  
Sincerely, 
Chih-hsuan Wang, EFLT 
Jamie Harrison, C&T 
Victoria Cardullo, C&T 
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