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Background. The strategies students adopt in their study are influenced by a

number of social-cognitive factors and impact upon their academic performance.

Aims. The present study examined the interrelationships between motivation
orientation {intrinsic and extrinsic), self-efficacy (in reading academic texts and essay
writing), and approaches to studying (deep, strategic, and surface). The study also
examined changes in approaches to studying over time.

Sample. A total of 163 first-year undergraduate students in psychology at a UK
university took part in the study.

Methods. Participants completed the Work Preference Inventory motivation
questionnaire, self-efficacy in reading and writing questionnaires and the short version
of the Revised Approaches to Study Inventory.

Results. The results showed that both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation orientations
v/ere correlated with approaches to studying. The results also showed that students
classified as high in self-efficacy (reading and writing) were more likely to adopt a deep
or strategic approach to studying, while students classified as low in self-efficacy
(reading and writing) were more likely to adopt a surface approach. More importantly,
changes in students' approaches to studying over time were related to their self-efficacy
beliefs, where students with low levels of self-efficacy decreased in their deep approach
and increased their surface approach across time. Students with high levels of self efficacy
(both reading and writing) demonstrated no such change in approaches

to studying.

Conclusions. Our results demonstrate the important role of self-efficacy in
understanding both motivation and learning approaches in undergraduate students.
Furthermore, given that reading academic text and writing essays are essential aspects
of many undergraduate degrees, our results provide some indication that focusing

on self-efficacy beliefs amongst students may be beneficial to improving their
approaches to study.

B3aumocss3s MmoTuBaimu, camod(PGHEeKTUBHOCTH U MOJXO0/I0B K
00yYEeHHIO.
Mepce IIpar-Caina u [Ton Peadopa

Bpuranckuii xxypHan ncuxonoruu oopasosanus, Ne 80 (2010) ctp. 283-305

Hcnonkzyembie CTyIeHTaMU B KX OOYYEHUHU CTPATETHH MOABEPIKEHBI BIMSHUIO PSJia COUATBHO
—KOTHUTUBHBIX ()aKTOPOB U, B CBOIO OYEpE/lb, BIUAIOT HA aKaJeMUYECKYIO YCIIEBAEMOCTb.
Hean. J[anHoe ucciaea0BaHUE MOCBSIICHO U3YYEHUIO B3aUMOCBSI3U MEKIy MOTHBALIMOHHON
OpUEHTAaIMEH( BHYTPEHHEH M BHEIIHEH ), caM0d(PPEeKTUBHOCTHIO (B YTCHUH aKaJEMHUIECKUX
TEKCTOB M HAIMCAHUU 3CCE) U MOAX0AaMHU K 00ydeHuto (TIIyOOKUi, CTpaTeTHueCKuil U
NOBEpXHOCTHBIN). KTOME Toro, paccmaTpuBaroTcs U3MEHEHUS MTOAXO0/I0B C TEYEHHUEM BPEMEHHU.
Bei0opka. B uccnenoBanuu npuHsiu ydactue 163 cTyaeHTa —icuxosiora, 00ydaromuxcs B
yHHUBepcuTeTax BenukoOputanuu.

Mertoapl. VcnbiTyeMble 3amoHWIM MOTHBaIMOHHBIN onpocauk Work Preference Inventory,
OIPOCHUKHU caM03(p(HEKTUBHOCTH B UTCHUH U MIHChME U KOPOTKYIO BepcHio onpocHuka Revised
Approaches to Study



BoiBoabl. Hamu pe3ynbpTaThl IeMOHCTPUPYIOT BXHYIO POJIIb CaMO3(DEKTUBHOCTH B IOHUMAaHUHU
KaK MOTHBAIIUH, TaK | ITOJIX0JI0B K 00YUEHHUIO CTY/IeHTOB. bosiee Toro, mpuHUMasi BO BHUMaHHE
BA)KHOCTH YTEHMS aKaJeMUUECKHX TEKCTOB U HAIIMCAHKE 3CCE BO MHOTMX OOJIACTIX BBICIIETO
o0pa3oBaHus, MOJTYICHHBIC PE3YJIBTATHI CAYXKAT HHIUKATOPOM TOTO, 4TO JOKYCHPOBKA
BHHUMaHUs Ha caM0d(D(HEKTUBHOCTHU CTYACHTOB MOKET OBITh MOJIC3HOW IS YIIYYIICHUS UX
MOAXOI0B K OOYYEHHIO.

Table |. Values of coefficient alpha for individual subscales

Subscales Number of items Alpha Time | Alpha Time 2
Motivation Intrinsic 15 723 817
Extrinsic I5 707 705
Enjoyment 8 695 766
Challenge 7 697 740
Outwards 10 720 765
Compensation 5 649 656
Approaches to studying Deep 6 815 795
Strategic 6 91 789
Surface 6 725 745
Self-efficacy Writing 12 898 918
Reading 12 897 88l

Table 2. Correlation coefficients between subscales of motivation and approaches to studying

Enjoyment Challenge OQutward Compensation
Time |
Deep A52F* 4887+ 037 41
Strategic .185* e 001 70
Surface 020 A0 |+ UG 128
Time 2
Deep A496%* 2457 216" 284%%*
Strategic ¥ i 402+ -.029 M9
Surface 049 — 380" B0 7 oo 7

¥ < .05; #xp < 0I; ¥ep < 001.



Table 3. Regression analyses of approaches to studying at each testing time

Criterion Predictor Adj. R? B t p

Time |

Deep Challenge 233 0.376 543 0001
Enjoyment 320 0.321 4.64 0001

Strategic Compensation 32 0.323 4.62 0001
Challenge 224 0314 448 0001

Surface Challenge 156 - 0.340 ~4.80 0001
Qutward 216 0.294 4.08 0001
Compensation 230 —0.145 ~20I 046

Time 2

Deep Challenge 272 0.262 3.38 001
Enjoyment 353 0.361 5.17 0001
Compensation 372 0.190 288 004
Qutward 389 —0.156 — 253 020

Strategic Compensation 238 0410 599 0001
Challenge 307 0.281 4.1 0001

Surface Challenge 139 - 0.503 = Q3¢ 0001
Enjoyment 194 0.275 348 001

Table 4. Correlations coefficients between self-efficacy and approaches to studying at Time 2

Self-efficacy in writing Self-efficacy in reading
Deep 330%k A5 Tk
Strategic B A3
Surface AR - A5are

wetp < 001,

Table 5. Mean scores for students classified as high and low self-efficacy across approaches to studying
and time

Deep Strategic Surface

Time | Time 2 Time | Time 2 Time | Time 2

Self-efficacy in reading
Low (N=8l) 448 (091)° 4.19(0.80) 4.55(0.89) 4.23(089) 394(088) 4.19(0.96)
High (N =82) 4.88 (0.75) 4.92(081) 502 (0.87) 491 (0.94) 3.50(1.00) 3.44(0.91)
Self-efficacy in writing
Low (N=86)" 455 (0.86) 428 (0.83) 449 (0.93) 4.25(0.89) 3.93(099) 421 (0.97)
High (N=77) 483(082) 487(084) 5.11(0.77) 493(094) 3.50(088) 3.37(0.85)

*SD in parenthesis.
® Due to the participants scores a 50/50 split was not possible. These figures represent a 52.8%/47.2% split.
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Figure |. (a) Changes in learning approaches between Times | and 2 by students classified as low self-
efficacy in reading. (b) Changes in learning approaches between Times | and 2 by students classified as
high self-efficacy in reading.
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Figure 2. (a) Changes in learning approaches between Times | and 2 by students classified as low
self-efficacy in writing. (b) Changes in learning approaches between Times | and 2 by students classified
as high self-efficacy in writing.



