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ABSTRACT.  
Background - Learning is a necessity for everyone, including 
employees. Many employees in Indonesia choose to continue 
their studies for self-development. This is inseparable from the 
learning strategy chosen. Aims - This study aims to investigate 
the relationship between the three models of achievement goals, 
learning strategies, and self-efficacy beliefs. Methods - 
Correlation analysis for testing the relationship between 
variables in accordance with the study hypothesis was carried 
out after the questionnaire was declared valid and reliable. A 
SEM with a two-step approach was used to test the relationship 
model simultaneously. Sample - The study was conducted with 
506 university working students participating in undergraduate 
programs in economics and business in Indonesia using a 
survey questionnaire. Results - The model that was found to be 
the most appropriate was self-efficacy beliefs, which mediated 
the relationship between achievement goals and learning 
strategies. The mastery approach was a dimension of 
achievement goals that consistently and positively influenced 
each other with deep learning strategies and self-efficacy beliefs. 
The beliefs also consistently and negatively influenced each 
other with surface learning strategies. Conclusions - The 
result indicated a consistent relationship and influence between 
mastery goals, deep learning strategies, as well as self-efficacy 
beliefs or between performance-avoidance goals, surface 
learning strategies, and self-efficacy beliefs. Implications - 
This study also strengthened the understanding that individuals 
with high self-efficacy beliefs have a goal to outperform their 
peers but are inconsistent in the selection of strategies. 

Keywords: mastery approach goals, performance approach goals, 
performance avoidance goals, deep learning strategies, surface 
learning strategies, self-efficacy beliefs  

JEL Classification: example D02, O17, P31 

DOI: 10.54933/jmbrp-2023-15-1-3 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Ariani, D.W. (2023). The Relationship among Goals, Learning Strategies, and Self-Efficacy 
Beliefs. Structural Equation Modeling Approach. Journal of Management and Business: 

Research and Practice, 15(2), 11-25. doi: 10.54933/jmbrp-2023-15-1-3 
 

mailto:ariani1338@gmail.com


                                                  JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT AND BUSINESS: RESEARCH AND PRACTICE                                        

2023 15(1)  ISSN 1339-9381 

Ariani, D.W.   2 

 

Introduction 

Contemporary studies repeatedly showed that non-cognitive factors such as motivation affect 
performance (Lee & Stankov, 2013). This is because it plays an important role in predicting attitudes, 
strategies, and efforts to set goals for achieving high performance (Jiang et al., 2014). Jiang et al. 
(2014) showed that the motivational construct with the strongest effect on performance was 
achievement goals. Meanwhile, some studies showed that there was a relationship between 
achievement goals, self-efficacy, and learning strategies (e.g., Kahraman & Sungur, 2013; Prat-Sala & 
Redford, 2010). Furthermore, these variables have a mutually influencing relationship and were also 
discovered to affect academic achievement (Herrmann et al., 2017; Soylu et al., 2017). 

Motivation has been considered for a long time as the most important concept in education 
(Herath, 2015). Research teams still pay a lot of attention to motivation in the learning context, 
especially in developing student motivation. They also conducted studies with university students as 
participants to understand their motivation in academic settings (e.g., Kahraman & Sungur, 2013; 
Linnenbrink-Garcia & Barger, 2014). Several views about the learning process are based on 
achievement goal theory (AGT), self-determination theory (SDT), and social cognitive theory (SCT) of 
motivation in various settings, including universities and workplaces (Mesmer-Magnus & 
Viswesvaran, 2010). AGT has been the most widely used motivation theory for more than three 
decades. Goal theory places mastery goals orientation (MGO) and performance goals orientation 
(PGO) in influencing various educational outcomes (e.g., Chen & Wong, 2015; Huang, 2012; Steinmayr 
et al., 2011). Studies conducted on this subject in Western countries and Asian contexts have provided 
much and varied empirical support for using the framework (King & Ganotice, 2013).  

In addition to achievement goals, self-efficacy beliefs (SEBs) are also motivational variables. It 
is the main construct in SCT which refers to beliefs and considerations related to their ability to 
complete tasks (Azar et al., 2010). SEBs are mainly used when individuals find tasks or jobs difficult 
(Bong et al., 2010), while achievement goals are adopted in certain situations (Jiang et al., 2014). The 
results showed that there was a relationship between learning strategies, SEBs, and learning outcomes 
(e.g., Herrmann et al., 2017; Richardson et al., 2012). 

Meanwhile, learning strategy is a determining factor in academic performance and knowledge 
acquisition besides motivation (Cano et al., 2018; Everaert et al., 2017; Garcia et al., 2016). It is also 
dynamic and used to achieve learning goals that can develop rapidly (Zlatovix et al., 2015). Student 
Approach to Learning (SAL) has proposed two different learning strategies, namely deep learning 
strategies (DLS) and surface learning strategies (SLS) (Fryer & Ginns, 2017; Richardson, 2015). The 
former prioritizes understanding the material, while the latter prioritizes memorizing or repeating 
material (Cano et al., 2018; Heikkila et al., 2012). 

The relationship between motivation, strategies in the learning process, and learning 
achievement has not been adequately examined since the existing study is limited to the western 
context (Cano & Berben, 2008). Empirical studies on this matter in the context of non-western culture 
are expected to provide added value that broadens understanding of the need for motivation and goals 
in student learning outcomes. This study aims to examine the relationship between achievement goals, 
learning strategies, and SEBs to understand how students achieve academic performance. The 
question that arises is whether the students' learning goals and strategies have an effect on estimating 
their academic performance or whether the strategy is chosen after the students know their academic 
performance. There are three models tested in this study. First, learning strategies mediate the 
relationship between achievement goals and SEBs as perceived performance. Second, SEBs mediate 
the relationship between achievement goals and two learning strategies. Meanwhile, the third model, 
achievement goals, mediates the relationship between SEBs and learning strategies. 

Theoretical background 

According to Hulleman et al. (2010), achievement goals orientation (AGO) is defined as future 
cognitive goals that direct competency-related behaviors in which individuals commit to approaching 
or avoiding the expected final state. It is also the core construct for motivation studies in achievement 
settings. The approach is conceptualized as cognitive-dynamic goals that focus on competence. 
Meanwhile, achievement experts define mastery goal orientation (MGO) as developing individual 
competencies and performance goal orientation (PGO) as showing individual competencies by 
outperforming their peers (Senko et al., 2011). Both goals are pursued by students during their 
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learning process because they are not being mutually exclusive and do not contradict (Martinez-
Monteagudo et al., 2018). Therefore, individuals may have two goal orientations and they can be 
characterized accordingly. They can provide principles that underlie strategies for learning. The 
multiple goals view states that students can simultaneously use multiple goals in school settings 
(Wormington & Linnenbrink-Garcia, 2017).  

There are two main dimensions of achievement goals, each of which has an approach and an 
avoidance dimension. AGO is divided into four dimensions, namely mastery-approach goal 
orientations (MApG), mastery-avoidance goal orientations (MAvG), performance-approach goal 
orientations (PApG), and performance-avoidance goal orientations (PAvG), they are independent but 
correlated with each other (e.g., Duchesne et al. 2017; Hackel et al., 2016). Several studies showed that 
approach and avoidance goals are associated with positive and negative outcomes, respectively (e.g., 
Linnenbrink-Garcia et al., 2012; Zhou & Wang, 2019). MApG (motivate to master the material and 
increase knowledge) consistently tends to be associated with positive outcomes (Pantziara & 
Philippou, 2014; Scherrer et al., 2020). Meanwhile, PAvG (avoid failure in front of others) is 
consistently associated with less adaptive outcomes (Hall et al., 2016; Turner et al., 2021). PApG 
studies reported inconsistent results (Senko et al., 2013). Some studies stated that PApG (shows 
relative competence to others) was associated with positive outcomes (Senko & Dowson, 2017; Zhou & 
Wang, 2019) while some disagreed Daniels et al., 2009).    

Furthermore, MAvG (avoid situations where the individual is unable to learn) is rarely used 
because it is difficult to conceptualize (Gore, 2014). Until now, it is still poorly understood how 
students interpret MAvG (Linnenbrink-Garcia & Barger, 2014). Usually, this goal orientation is 
associated with maladaptive outcomes (Bjornebekk et al., 2013). Senko and Freund (2015) stated that 
MAvG is not always detrimental. It is chosen when the material to be studied is difficult, not well 
understood, or students are still in the first semester of college (Turner et al., 2017). Previous studies 
suggested that adopting MAvG is not as important as adopting MApG (Baranik et al., 2010) or as 
important as PApG and PAvG (DeShon & Gillespie, 2005). Although it did not get much support from 
subsequent research teams, VanYperen (2006) discovered that it could improve achievement goals. 
Therefore, the MAvG dimension was not used in this study. It is not as prominent as the other 
achievement goals dimension because the construct and predictive validity of this dimension is 
relatively unknown (Baranik et al., 2010).  

In addition to achievement goals which are motivational variables, learning strategy is a key 
factor influencing academic achievement (Chen et al., 2015). Studies on the relationship between 
learning strategies and achievement goals still need to be conducted. Achievement goals are sensitive 
to contextual influences on learning (Dinger & Dickhauser, 2013) and learning strategies (Paulick et 
al., 2013). The research team stated that the relationship between the two constructs was proven in 
empirical studies (e.g., Asikainen & Gijbels, 2017; Luftenegger et al., 2016; Martinez-Monteagudo et 
al., 2018). Each MGO and PGO has consequences. Individuals may pursue different achievement goals 
because they are driven by specific achievement motivations related to their culture (Abd-El-Fattah & 
Patrick, 2011). Individuals who adopt MGO generally have adaptive behaviors, such as having a large 
business and using deep or meaningful learning strategies (King & Ganotice, 2013).  

Students' learning strategies or approaches are divided into two general categories, namely low 
or surface-level strategies (SLS) and high or deep level strategies (DLS) (Kadioglu & Kondakci, 2014). 
They are both mutually exclusive strategies (Everaert et al., 2017). At DLS, students try to understand 
what is learned. This is carried out by involving thinking and integration between learning components 
and assignments. Furthermore, it includes deep motives, such as an interest in ideas or learning, while 
SLS includes motives for fear of failure and using rote learning strategies without using ideas (De la 
Fuente et al., 2017). DLS includes a rehearsal strategy, while the alternative includes elaboration and 
organization (Kadioglu & Kondaksi, 2014). It also requires a higher cognitive level and helps 
conceptual understanding, while SLS is used for simple tasks, such as remembering and repeating 
information until students remember (Luftenegger et al., 2016). 

Logically, both learning strategies can comprehensively improve attainment grades (Cano et 
al., 2018; Everaert et al., 2017). Fox et al. (2010) affirmed that successful students will adopt both by 
combining an understanding of the material and organizing studies or awareness of assessment 
requirements. Motivation and learning strategies are related to one another, therefore, they can 
explain academic performance (Garcia et al., 2016). MGO is associated with a set of positive and 
adaptive affective processes, such as adopting DLS, whereas PGO is considered maladaptive and is 
associated with negative motivation and cognition like the use of SLS (Martinez-Monteagudo et al., 
2018). Several studies indicated that there was a positive relationship between DLS and performance 
(e.g., Chen et al., 2015; Herrmann et al., 2017; Murayama et al., 2013; Shearer et al., 2015) or a 
negative relationship between SLS and performance (e.g., Baeten et al., 2010; Garcia et al., 2016; 
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Yaratan & Kasapoglu, 2012). Meanwhile, Elias (2005) discovered no significant effect of DLS on 
performance but confirmed the negative relationship between SLS and academic achievement. 
Students with DLS and those with SLS aim to understand and reproduce the material, respectively 
(Everaert et al., 2017).  

Furthermore, a relationship between achievement goals, learning strategies, and SEBs was 
also discovered (e.g., Mason et al., 2013; Pantziara & Philippou, 2014; Turner et al., 2021). SEBs are 
beliefs that they can do well in an academic setting, feel comfortable, never give up, and perform better 
(Bandura, 1997). It refers to individuals' thoughts that they can successfully achieve a certain 
performance level (Pantziara & Philippou, 2014). It was also stated that high and low SEBs were 
related to approach and avoidance goals, respectively (Lee & Mao, 2016). Meanwhile, some studies 
showed that the beliefs were antecedent achievement goals (Azar et al., 2010) however, some indicated 
that they were consequences of achievement goals Mentis-Koksoy & Aydiner-Uygun, 2018). SEBs are 
also influenced by DLS and SLS (Aydiner-Uygun, 2020; Cano et al., 2018). 

Some studies concentrated on the relationship between AGO and learning strategies or grades 
in the class (e.g., Geitz et al., 2015; Koopman et al., 2014). As motivation variables, AGO also arouses 
individuals to choose learning strategies or approaches (Chai et al., 2016; Rashid & Rana, 2019). 
Furthermore, culture influences the learning strategies used (McLaughin & Durrant, 2017). There is 
evidence that educational outcomes are related to learning strategies (e.g., Everaert et al., 2017; Senko 
et al., 2013; Wyn-Williams et al., 2016). In an educational concept, DLS relates to MGO, SLS to PGO 
(Aydiner-Uygun, 2020; Chen et al., 2015; Chotitham et al., 2014; Herrmann et al., 2017; Geitz et al., 
2015; Ohrstedt & Lindfors, 2019), while PApGO and PAvGO relate to SLS (Abd-El-Fatta, 2018; Ferla et 
al., 2010). High SEBs are associated with MGO and PApG, but usually, only individuals with MGO use 
DLS, while SLS is associated with low SEBs and PavG (Azar et al., 2010; Prat-Sala & Redfort, 2010). 

Based on previous studies, there are three models of the relationship that can be developed 
between these variables. The first model is learning strategies mediating the relationship between 
achievement goals and self-efficacy as perceived performance. In other words, achievement goals 
affect the selection of learning strategies used, while learning strategies affect SEBs. 

 

 
  

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. First Model: Learning Strategies Mediate the Effect of Achievement Goals on Self-

Efficacy Beliefs 
 

Zubkovic and Kolic-Vehovec (2014) stated that achievement goals are predictors of strategies 
used in learning. Students adopt learning strategies after setting achievement goals, hence, the right 
learning strategies can produce achievements. Empirical evidence showed that the goals pursued by 
students are related to the learning strategies used (e.g., Abd-El-Fatta, 2018; Everaert et al., 2017). 
Broadbent and Poon (2015) showed a relationship between motivation, strategy, and learning 
achievement. Learning strategies play a mediator role in the relationship between motivation and 
learning performance (Lin et al., 2017; Zhou & Wang, 2019). Lin et al. (2017) and Wang et al. (2013) 
explicitly stated that goal orientation affects performance through learning strategies. 

The second model, SEBs mediates the relationship between achievement goals and two 
learning strategies. Achievement goals have different effects on SEBs (Hiver & Al-Hoorie, 2016; Turner 
et al., 2021). Furthermore, learning strategies selection is carried out after the students can perceive 
their academic abilities. Individuals who perceive high abilities will choose a DLS, while those who 
perceive low abilities will adopt an SLS (Ohrstedt & Lindfors, 2016).   
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Figure 2. Second Model: Self-Efficacy Beliefs Mediate the Effect of Achievement Goals on 

Learning Strategies 
 

 The effect of goal orientation on academic achievement has been studied extensively (e.g., 
Huang, 2012; Zhou & Wang, 2019). Academic achievement is not only a grade point average (GPA) but 
can be a student's ability perception (self-efficacy) which involves the perception of personal abilities 
to achieve the expected results (Bong & Skaalvik, 2003). Goal orientation uniquely affects perceived 
performance or SEBs (Bipp & van Dam, 2014; Bjornehekk et al., 2013; Diseth & Kolbeltvedt, 2010; 
Scherrer et al., 2020). Generally, MApG and PAvG have positive and negative effects on SEBs, 
respectively (e.g., Mason et al., 2013; Mentis-Koksoy & Aydiner-Uygun, 2018; Senko et al., 2013). The 
effect of PApG on SEBs is inconsistent. Several studies showed that it had a positive effect (e.g., Chen 
& Wong, 2015; Honicke & Broadbent, 2016; Senko & Dowson, 2017). Students with MApG and PAvG 
usually use DLS and SLS, respectively (Shyr et al., 2017). In addition, individuals with high SEBs 
prefer DLS to SLS (Gargallo et al., 2015). 

The third model, achievement goals, mediates the relationship between SEBs and learning 
strategies. It shows that the achievement goals are based on students' perceptions of the goals to be 
achieved. Students will set goals to increase and deepen their knowledge or show ability beyond their 
peers when they believe in their abilities. Meanwhile, they will set goals to avoid appearing incapable 
when indeed, they feel that they are not capable. 

 

 

 
  

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Third Model: Achievement Goals Mediate the Effect of Self-Efficacy Beliefs on 

Learning Strategies  
 
When students believe that they can achieve high performance, they will choose higher goal 

achievement or set goals for mastery of the material (Honick & Broadbent, 2016; Jiang et al., 2014). 
Also, students with high SEBs will adopt MApG and PApG, while those with low SEBs will adopt PAvG 
(Liem et al., 2008; Kizilgunes et al., 2009). Meanwhile, MApG positively influences DLS (Azar et al., 
2010), and in an educational context, MGO is associated with DLS and PGO with SLS (Shyr et al., 
2017). MGOs can predict learning strategies, while PGOs do not because they are negatively correlated 
with achievement (Pantziara & Philippou, 2014). Mastery-oriented students process learning 
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information at a deep level (e.g., Aydiner-Uygun, 2020; Koopman et al., 2014; Mason et al., 2013; Shyr 
et al., 2017; Soyer & Kirikkanat, 2018; Zubkovic & Kolic-Vehovec, 2014). Meanwhile, the PGO 
relationship is diverse and controversial (De la Fuente et al., 2017; Zhou &Wang, 2017). PApG relates 
to the use of SLS (e.g., Abd-El-Fatta, 2018; Hoffman et al., 2019; Koopman et al., 2014; Senko et al., 
2013, Shearer et al., 2015) and DLS (e.g., Abd-El-Fatta, 2018; Geitz et al., 2015). However, according 
to other research teams, there was no relationship between PApG and the two levels of learning 
strategies (Elliot, 1999). 

Methodology 

Participants 
This study was conducted on working students who were actively studying at a private 

university in Yogyakarta, Indonesia. The sample selection was carried out using a purposive sampling 
technique for six months. Moreover, the respondents were students who had been studying for at least 
two years and had worked for at least one year. This was because they are evaluated in the first two 
years for eligibility to be able to continue lecturing or not and also choose the field of specialization, 
and has status as a permanent employee. The specialization reflects the students' motivation and the 
strategies they choose to complete college. In this study, 506 students participated as respondents 
from 1000 students who were given questionnaires (response rate = 50.6%). The number was 
determined based on multivariate criteria, which required a minimum number of respondents equal to 
five times the number of question items used in this study. The questionnaires contained 30 items, 
therefore, the minimum sample was 150 people. In addition, confirmatory factor analysis was used as 
a tool to test the validity of the questionnaire. According to Hair et al. (2014), factor analysis requires a 
minimum of 300 respondents. Based on these considerations, 506 respondents were deemed 
sufficient to meet the requirements. 
 
Measurement Scale 

This study used a questionnaire adopted from Elliot and McGregor (2001) to measure the 
AGO dimensions and from Biggs et al. (2001) to measure two learning strategies. Meanwhile, a six-
item questionnaire used in measuring SEBs was adopted from Kaplan and Maehr (1999). 5 items of 
MApG questions (for example, It is important for me to understand this course material as 
completely as possible, α = 0.866), 5 items of PApG questions (for example, It is important for me to 
perform better than other students, α = 0.839), and 4 items of PAvG questions out of 5 items used (for 
example, I just want to avoid poor performance in class, α = 0.722) were valid and reliable. 
Meanwhile, for the learning strategy, 5 items of DLS questions (for example, I spent a lot of free time 
discovering more about interesting topics that have been discussed in class, α = 0.806), and 5 items 
of SLS questions (for example, I learned some things by repeatedly memorizing until I know it even 
though I don't understand it, α = 0.702) were valid and reliable. Finally, 6 SEBs items (for example, 
even though the coursework is difficult, I can do it, α = 0.838). 
 
Procedures 

This study used primary data through a questionnaire distributed to students who were still 
active for at least two college years. The questionnaire utilized a five Likert Scale ranging from very 
disagree to strongly agree. A content validity test was conducted by asking an organizational behavior 
expert to evaluate the question items. Some students were also asked to read the questionnaires before 
distributing them to the respondents.  

Furthermore, the construct validity was tested with confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and 
reliability with the internal consistency of the questionnaire after obtaining the questions. The validity 
test was carried out using CFA with a loading factor of more than 0.5 or practically significant (Hair et 
al., 2014). Meanwhile, reliability testing using Cronbach Alpha was at least 0.7, as suggested by Hair et 
al. (2014). Correlation analysis was conducted to test the relationship between the two variables used 
in this study. A two-step approach in Structural equation modeling (SEM) using AMOS was used to 
test the four dimensions effect of AGO on two dimensions of learning strategies. 
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Results 

Validity and Reliability Analysis 
After testing the construct validity by factor analysis with a loading factor of more than 0.5 and 

reliability testing with a Cronbach Alpha of at least 0.7, subsequently, 14 of 16 question items used for 
AGO testing were declared valid and reliable. The loading factor ranged between 0.529 and 0.859. The 
five-question items in MApG had a loading factor from 0.624 to 0.856 and a Cronbach Alpha of 0.866. 
The five-question items in PApG gave a loading factor from 0.569 to 0.845 and Cronbach Alpha 0.839. 
The four-question items in PAvG had a loading factor from 0.529 to 0.807 and Cronbach Alpha 0.722. 
Meanwhile, the 10 question items used to test the learning strategies showed that all the items were 
declared valid and reliable. The loading factor for the ten items in question ranged from 0.601 to 
0.805. The five-question items in DLS showed a loading factor from 0.615 to 0.805 and a Cronbach 
Alpha of 0.806. The five-question items in SLS gave a loading factor between 0.601 and 0.706 and 
Cronbach Alpha 0.702. Moreover, the six question items in self-efficacy beliefs showed a loading factor 
from 0.582 to 0.830 and a Cronbach Alpha of 0.818. 
 
Descriptive Statistics 

After the questionnaire was declared valid and reliable, correlation testing was conducted to 
examine the relationship between variables used and to test multi-collinearity between independent 
variables when the correlation between independent variables was more than 0.8. In addition, the 
mean was required to analyze the goals being pursued, the students' learning strategies, and the self-
efficacy beliefs. Standard deviation was also needed to analyze deviations that may arise when the 
calculation is repeated. Descriptive statistics and correlation results are presented in Table 1. 

 

Table 1. Mean, Standard Deviation, Reliability, Correlations between Variables 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 

PAvG (1) 1.000 0.312** 0.091* 0.053 0.426** 0.001 
PApG (2)  1.000 0.495** 0.346** 0.156** 0.347** 
MApG (3)   1.000 0.562** - 0.044 0.423** 
DLS (4)    1.000 - 0.067 0.503** 
SLS (5)     1.000 - 0.154** 
SEBs (6)      1.000 
Mean  3.4570 3.6379 4.0040 3.5621 3.3004 3.7289 
Std. Dev. 0.6638 0.6530 0.5960 0.5729 0.6021 0.6015 
Cronbach‘s α 0.722 0.839 0.866 0.806 0.702 0.838 
Notes: **p < 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
             *p < 0.05 level (2-tailed) 

 
Table 1 showed that there was no correlation between the two learning strategies used by 

students. DLS was significantly and positively related to MApG as well as PApG and was not 
significantly related to PAvG. Meanwhile, SLS was significantly and positively related to PAvG and 
PApG. There was no correlation between SLS and MApG. The three dimensions of AGO were 
positively correlated, except between MApG and PavG. Furthermore, SEBs were positively correlated 
with PApG, MApG, as well as DLS, and were negatively correlated with SLS. Meanwhile, PavG was not 
significantly correlated with SEBs. The average DLS and SEBs were high (more than 3.67), while the 
other four variables were moderate (between 2.34 to 3.66). Moreover, all the variables in this study 
had a high standard deviation (more than 0.50), which indicated that the respondents independently 
filled out the questionnaire. 
 
Simultaneous Model Testing Results 

Based on the testing results, the three relationship models proposed in this study are shown in 
Figures 4, 5, and 6. The first model was not modified, but not all effects were significant. Meanwhile, 
the second and third models were modified according to the existing theory or data, and there were 
some insignificant effects. 

Figure 4 shows the testing results of the first model, which indicated that DLS was positively 
affected by MApG and PApG, while SLS was positively affected by PAvG. This is consistent with 
previous studies (e.g., Diseth, 2011; Koopman et al., 2014; Zubkovic & Kolic-Vehovec, 2014). 
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Furthermore, DLS can increase SEBs, while SLS can reduce SEBs. This is consistent with previous 
studies (e.g., Garcia et al., 2016; McInerney et al., 2012; Ohrstedt & Lindfors, 2016). DLS that 
emphasizes understanding and experience, with an emphasis on critical thinking and knowledge, 
needs to be supported by the goals pursued by students, both the goal of mastering knowledge and 
demonstrating more abilities than others. Meanwhile, SLS is supported by the goal of students who do 
not want to appear less capable or less successful. This fear encourages students to use memorization 
strategies without understanding the material being studied. The first model test results were 
consistent with the previous studies that learning strategies mediate the relationship between 
motivation and perceived performance (e.g., Lin et al., 2017; Zhou & Wang, 2019). The positive effect 
of DLS and the negative effect of SLS on perceived performance also confirmed previous results (e.g., 
Chen et al., 2015; Everaert et al., 2017; Garcia et al., 2016; Murayama et al., 2013; Shearer et al., 2015; 
Zheng et al., 2018).  

 
 

 
  

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

Figure 4. The First Model Testing Results: Learning Strategies Mediate the Effect of 

Achievement Goals on Academic Self-Efficacy Beliefs 
 

According to the second model testing, some modifications were supported by theory and 
matched the existing data. The second model discovered a direct effect of MApG on DLS and PAvG on 
SLS. The modification results are presented in Figure 5. 

 
 

 
  

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 5. The Second Model Testing Results: Self-Efficacy Beliefs Mediate the Effect of 

Achievement Goals on Learning Strategies 
  
Figure 5 shows that approach goals positively influenced SEBs, while avoidance goals had a negative 
effect. The testing results of this model were consistent with previous studies (e.g., Mason et al., 2013; 
Soylu et al., 2017; Turner et al., 2021; Zafarmand et al., 2014). High or low SEBs were influenced by 
the goals to be achieved. Generally, approach goals can increase confidence that is capable of obtaining 
certain achievements. Meanwhile, avoidance goals will reduce SEBs. SEBs positively influenced DLS 
and had a negative effect on SLS. High SEBs encourage individuals to choose learning strategies that 
prioritize material deepening, while individuals with low SEBs tend to memorize material without 
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understanding it properly (Geitz et al., 2016; Shen et al., 2016; Kulakow, 2020). Furthermore, MApG 
and PAvG affected DLS and SLS, respectively. The direct influence of achievement goals on this 
learning strategy was consistent with previous studies (e.g., Diseth, 2011; Koopman et al., 2014; Shyr 
et al., 2017; Zubkovic & Kolic-Vehovec, 2014).  

The third model required the most modifications because there was no match between the 
theory and existing data. This can be seen in the modified index and the difference between the 
goodness-of-fit index (GFI) and the adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI). The third model 
modification results are presented in Figure 6. 

 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6. Third Model Testing Results: Achievement Goals Mediate the Effect of Academic self-

Efficacy Beliefs on Learning Strategies  
 
 Figure 6 showed that SEBs only positively influenced approach goals and showed no effect on 
PAvG. Individuals with high SEBs will set higher goals, both to increase knowledge and to outperform 
their friends. This is consistent with previous studies by researchers (e.g., Azar, 2010; Bruning et al., 
2013; Lee & Mao, 2016). MApG and SEBs consistently influence DLS. Meanwhile, PAvG consistently 
had a positive effect on SLS. The existence of a relationship or influence between SEBs, motivation, 
and learning strategies was consistent with previous studies. Besides being influenced by PAvG, SLS 
was also influenced by SEBs. SEBs decreased the use of learning strategies by memorizing. In this 
third model, PApG influenced MApG. In other words, the superior desire compared to others 
encourages individuals to increase their knowledge. This is in line with previous studies which 
reported that the combination of mastery and performance goals could motivate individuals more 
(e.g., Pantziara & Philippou, 2014; Senko et al., 2011; Wormington & Linnenbrink-Garcia, 2017). 

Among the three relationship models based on the theory and previous studies, the model that 
most aligned with the theory and previous results or was most appropriate to the existing data was 
selected. As a comparison, various criteria were chosen. The comparison of the model's test results is 
presented in Table 2. 

 

Table 2. Model Fit Index 
 Chi-

Square/DF 
GFI AGFI CFI RMR RMSEA NFI IFI TLI 

Model 1 3.801 0.990 0.948 0.982 0.009 0.074 0.977 0.983 0.934 
Model 2 0.342 0.999 0.999 0.999 0.021 0.001 0.997 0.999 0.999 
Model 3 17.938 0.977 0.818 0.950  0.015 0.102 0.942 0.951 0.875 
CFI = Comparative Fit Index 
RMR = Root Mean-square Residual 
RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 
NFI = Normed Fit Index 
IFI = Incremental Fit Index 
TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index 
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The model testing results showed that the three models were in accordance with the theory 
and data based on absolute fit indices criteria (GFI > 0.95, AGFI > 0.95, RMR < 0.08, according to 
Hooper et al., 2008 suggestion). However, based on Chi-square/DF criteria as proposed by Hooper et 
al. (2008), the second model which had the smallest Chi-square/DF value, was the best. Likewise, with 
the criteria for RMSEA < 0.07, only the second model met the absolute suitability requirement 
(Steiger, 2007). However, based on the criteria for NFI > 0.95, comparative fit index or CFI > 0.95, 
and TLI > 0.95, as suggested by Hooper et al. (2008), the third model did not meet the NFI 
requirements. Therefore, the second model was the best as it met the requirements of conformity in 
SEM.  

Strategy is almost always associated with culture and structure. Learning strategies are 
influenced by learning culture, which is also related to how learning is done (learning structures). In 
the context of Hofstede's cultural dimensions, learning culture is related to future uncertainty 
avoidance and long term orientation (Hofstede, 2011). This is often seen in the presence of stress, 
fatigue, anxiety, health and subjective well-being. Therefore, it is necessary to develop learning 
objectives that can generate self-confidence that individuals are able to achieve goals through 
appropriate learning strategies. Related to the focus on the long term, learning strategies must be 
adapted to the environment. Success is due to the right strategy and failure is caused by mistakes in 
formulating strategies. 

Conclusion 

Although MGO and PGO are mutually exclusive dimensions, this study indicated that they 
were correlated, although not all of them. Some students can be high in one dimension and low in 
another, while there are students who are high in both. According to the results, MApG positively 
influenced DLS but consistently had a negative effect on SLS. Competency development combination, 
mastery of new material, demonstrating competence, and obtaining positive assessments from others 
influence students' efforts to understand what is learned, understand or work with learning concepts 
and ideas without memorizing learning material. MApG is an achievement goal orientation dimension 
that directly or indirectly influences DLS through SEBs. Likewise, PAvG consistently increased the use 
of SLS as it was chosen by individuals with low self-efficacy beliefs. 

Achievement goals, learning strategies, and self-efficacy are indeed three variables that 
influence each other. Each of them can be an antecedent and a consequence. However, the most 
appropriate relationship model with existing theory and data is that achievement goals affect the 
determination of learning strategies mediated by SEBs. Learning strategies which are performance 
predictors, were proven to be influenced by self-efficacy and achievement goals. Students' goals, SEBs, 
and learning strategies are three important factors that influence each other in improving 
performance.  

This study provided several contributions. By paying attention to MGO learning strategies, 
teachers can provide challenging assignments, help students discover new skills, control the learning 
process or make decisions about it. Moreover, they help students to develop MApG, support the use of 
higher-order strategies, and enhance their learning. Goals are most effective when consistent or in 
context. PGO becomes adaptive when applied to educational contexts. The influence of MGO and PGO 
varies depending on the context. Therefore, future studies need to include social relations factors as 
independent or moderating variables. 

This study had some limitations. Firstly, the data were obtained through self-report 
measurement at a time from several universities and grade levels, hence, there was a social desirability 
bias and a common method variance that can increase beta values. Furthermore, future studies need 
to separate the appraisers of independent and dependent variables from overcoming these problems. 
Secondly, this study could not make a causal explanation because it only looks at one moment for the 
variables. Therefore, a longitudinal study is needed to observe the causal relationship between the 
variables. 

Acknowledgement 

Special thanks to the respondents who participated in filling out my research questionnaire 
and thanks to the institutions that supported my research. 



                                                  JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT AND BUSINESS: RESEARCH AND PRACTICE                                        

2023 15(1)  ISSN 1339-9381 

Ariani, D.W.   11 

 

References 

Abd-El-Fatta, S.M. (2018). The effect of achievement goals profiles on learning approaches and 
academic achievement: A multiple-goals perspective. International Journal of School and 
Cognitive Psychology, 5(3), 1000214. https://doi.org/10.4172/2469-9837.1000214.    

Abd-El-Fattah, S & Patrick, R.R. (2011). The relationship among achievement motivation orientations, 
achievement goals, and academic achievement and interest: A multiple mediation analysis. 
Australian Journal of Educational & Developmental Psychology, 11, 91-110. 
www.newcastle.edu.au/journal/ajedp/.  

Aydiner-Uygun, M. (2020). Achievement goal orientations of students studying instrument education 
as predictors of their learning approaches. Music Education Research, 22(4), 1-15. 
https://doi.org/10.1080.146/3808.2020.1713735.  

Anderman, L.H. & Anderman, E.M. (1999). Social predictors of changes in students' achievement goal 
orientations. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 24(1), 21-37.  
https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1998.0978.    

Asikainen, H., and Gijbels, D. (2017). Do students develop towards more Deep approaches to learning 
during studies? A systematic review on the development of students' deep and surface 
approaches to learning in higher education. Educational Psychology Review, 29, 205–234. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-017-9406-6.  

Azar, H.K., Lavasani, M.G., Malahmadi, E., & Amani, J. (2010). The role of self-efficacy, task value, 
and achievement goals in predicting learning approaches and mathematic achievement. 
Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 5, 942-947. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.07,214.  

Baeten, M., Kyndt, E., Struyven, K., & Dochy, F. (2010). Using student-centred learning environments 
to stimulate deep approaches to learning: Factors encouraging or discouraging their 
effectiveness. Educational Research Review, 5(3), 243-260. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2010.06.001.      

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. W H Freeman/Times Books/ Henry Holt & 
Co. 

Baranik, L.E., Stanley, L.J., Bynum, B.H. & Lance, C.E. (2010).Examining the Construct Validity of 
Mastery-Avoidance Achievement Goals: A Meta-Analysis. Human Performance, 23(3), 265-
282.  https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2010.488463.  

Biggs, J., Kember, D., & Leung, D.Y. (2001). The revised two-factor study process questionnaire: R-
SPQ-2F. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 71(1), 133-149.  
https://doi.org/10.1348/000709901158433.   

Bipp, T.A. & van Dam, K. (2014). Extending hierarchical achievement motivation models: The role of 
motivational needs for achievement goals and academic performance. Persoality and 
Individual Differences, 64(1), 157-162. https://doi.org/10.1016/jpaid.2014.02.039.  

Byrne, B. M. (2010). Structural Equation Modeling with AMOS: Basic Concepts, Applications, and 
Programming, 2nd edition. New York: Routledge, Francis &Taylor Group. 

Bjornebekk, G., Diseth, A., & Ulriksen, R. (2013). Achievement motives, self-efficacy, achievement 
goals, and academic achievement at multiple stages of education: A longitudinal analysis. 
Psychological Reports, 112(3), .  https://doi.org/10.2466/14.09.PR0.112.3.771-787.    

Bong, M. & Skaalvik, E.M. (2013). Academic self-concept and self-efficacy: How Different Are They 
Really? Educational Psychology Review, 15(1),1-40. 
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021302408382.    

Bong, M., Hwang, A., & Song, J. (2010). Teachers' comments and behaviors that influence students' 
self-efficacy and achievement goal formation. Korean Journal of Educational Methodology 
Studies, 22(1), 167–193. 

https://doi.org/10.4172/2469-9837.1000214
http://www.newcastle.edu.au/journal/ajedp/
https://doi.org/10.1080.146/3808.2020.1713735
https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1998.0978
https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1998.0978
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-017-9406-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.07,214
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2010.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2010.488463
https://doi.org/10.1348/000709901158433
https://doi.org/10.1348/000709901158433
https://doi.org/10.1016/jpaid.2014.02.039
https://doi.org/10.2466/14.09.PR0.112.3.771-787
https://www.researchgate.net/journal/Educational-Psychology-Review-1573-336X
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021302408382


                                                  JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT AND BUSINESS: RESEARCH AND PRACTICE                                        

2023 15(1)  ISSN 1339-9381 

Ariani, D.W.   12 

 

Borgonovi, F. & Pokropek, A. (2019). Seeing is believing: task-exposure specificity and the 
development of mathematics self-efficacy evaluations. Journal of Educational Psychology, 
111(2), 268-283. https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000280.  

Broadbent, J. & Poon, W.L. (2015). Self-regulated learning strategies and academic achievements: A 
systematic review. The Internet and Higher Education, 27(1), 1-13. 
https://doi.org/10.1016.j.iheduc.2015.04.007.  

Bruning, R., Dempsey, M., Kauffman, D.F., McKim, C., & Zumbrunn, (2013). Examining Dimensions 
of Self-Efficacy for Writing. Journal of Educational Psychology, 105(1):25-38. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0029692.    

Cano, F. & Berben, ABG (2008). University students' achievement goals and approaches to learning in 
mathematics. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 79(Pt 1):131-53. 
http://doi.org/10.1348/000709908x314928.        

Cano, F., Martin, A.J., Ginns, P., & Berben, A.B.G. (2018). Students' self-worth protection and 
approaches to learning in higher education: predictors and consequences. Higher Education, 
76, 163–181. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-017-0215-0.  

Chai, C. S., Wong, L. H., & King, R. B. (2016). Surveying and Modeling Students' Motivation and 
Learning Strategies for Mobile-Assisted Seamless Chinese Language Learning. Educational 
Technology & Society, 19 (3), 170–180. 

Chan, K.W., Wong, A.K.Y., & Lo, E.S.C. (2012). Relational analysis of intrinsic motivation, 
achievement goals, learning strategies and academic achievement for Hong Kong secondary 
students. The Asia Pacific Educational Researcher, 21(2), 236-243. 

Chen, B.H., Chiu, W.C., & Wang, C.C. (2015). The relationship among academic self-concept, learning 
strategies, and academic achievement: A case study of national vocational college students in 
Taiwan via SEM. Asia-Pacific Education Research, 24(2), 419–431. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-014-0194-1.  

Chen, W.W. & Wong, Y. (2015). The Relationship Between Goal Orientation and Academic 
Achievement in Hong Kong: The Role of Context. The Asia-Pacific Education Researcher 
24(1), 169–176. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-013-0169-7.   

Chotitham, S., Wongwanich, S., & Wiratchai, N. (2014). Deep learning and its effects on achievement. 
Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 116, 3313-3316. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/jsbspro.2014.01.754.   

Daniels, L.M., Stupnisky, R.H., Pekrun, R., Haynes, T.L., Perry, R.P., & Newall, NE (2009). A 
longitudinal analysis of achievement goals: From affective antecedents to emotional effects 
and achievement outcomes. Journal of Educational Psychology, 101(4), 948-963. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016096.  

De la Fuente, J., Fernandez-Cabezas, M., Cambil, M., Vera, M.M., Gonzalez-Torres, M.C. & Artuch-
Garde, R. (2017). Linier relationship between resilience, learning approaches, and coping 
strategies to predict achievement in undergraduate students. Frontiers Psychology, 8, 1039. 
https://doi.org/10.103389/fpsg,2017.01039.  

De Shon, R.P. & Gillespie, J.Z. (2005). A motivated action theory account of goal orientation. Journal 
of Applied Psychology, 90(6), 1096-1127.   https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.6.1096.   

Dinger, F.C. & Dickhauser, O. (2013). Does implicit theories of intelligence cause achievement goals? 
Evidence from an experimental study. International Journal of Educational Research, 61(1), 
38-47. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2013.03.008.  

Diseth, A. & Kobbeltvedt, T. (2010). A mediation analysis of achievement motives, goals, learning 
strategies, and academic achievement. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 80(4), 671-
687. https://doi.org/10.1348/006709910X492432.  

Diseth, A. (2011). Self-efficacy, goal orientations and learning strategies as mediators between 
preceding and subsequent academic achievement. Learning and Individual Differences, 21(2), 
191-195. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2011.01.003.  

Duchesne, S., Laroso, S., & Feng, B. (2019). Achievement goals and engagement with academic work in 
early high school: Does seeking help from teachers matter? Journal of Early Adolescence, 
39(2), 222-252. https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431617737626.  

Elias, R.Z. (2005). Students' approaches to study in introductory accounting courses. Journal of 
Education for Business, 80(4), 194-199.  https://doi.org/10.3200/joeb.80.4.194-199.  

Elliot, A. J. (1999). Approach and avoidance motivation and achievement goals. Educational 
Psychologist, 34(10), 169-189. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep34033.  

Elliot, A.J. & McGregor, H.A. (2001). A 2x2 achievement goal framework. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 80(3), 501-519. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.3.501.  

https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000280
https://doi.org/10.1016.j.iheduc.2015.04.007
https://www.researchgate.net/journal/Journal-of-Educational-Psychology-1939-2176
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0029692
https://www.researchgate.net/journal/British-Journal-of-Educational-Psychology-2044-8279
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/000709908X314928
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-017-0215-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-014-0194-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-013-0169-7
https://www.researchgate.net/journal/Procedia-Social-and-Behavioral-Sciences-1877-0428
https://doi.org/10.1016/jsbspro.2014.01.754
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016096
https://doi.org/10.103389/fpsg,2017.01039
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.6.1096
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2013.03.008
https://doi.org/10.1348/006709910X492432
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2011.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431617737626
https://doi.org/10.3200/joeb.80.4.194-199
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep34033
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.3.501


                                                  JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT AND BUSINESS: RESEARCH AND PRACTICE                                        

2023 15(1)  ISSN 1339-9381 

Ariani, D.W.   13 

 

Everaert, P., Opdecam, E., & Maussen, S. (2017). The relationship between motivation, learning 
approaches, academic performance, and time spent. Accounting Education, 26(1), 78-107. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09639284.2016.1274911.  

Ferla, J., Valcke, M., & Schuyten, G. (2010). Judgements of self-perceived academic competence and 
their differential impact on students' achievement motivation, learning approach, and 
academic performance. European Journal of Psychological Education, 25, 519-536. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10212-010-0030-9.    

Fernandez-Rio,J., Cecchini, J.A., Mendez-Gimenez, A., Mendez-Alonso, D., & Prieto, J.A. (2017). Self-
regulation, cooperative learning, and academic self-efficacy: Interactions to prevent school 
failure. Frontiers in Psychology, 8, Article 22. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00022.  

Fox, A., Stevenson, L., Connelly, P.B., Duff, A. & Dunlop, A. (2010). Peer-mentoring undergraduate 
accounting students: The influence on approaches to learning and academic performance. 
Active Learning in Higher Education, 11(2), 145-156. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469787410365650.  

Fryer, L. K., & Ginns, P. (2017). A reciprocal test of perceptions of teaching quality and approaches to 
learning: a longitudinal examination of teaching learning connections. Educational 
Psychology, 38(8), 1032–1049. https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2017.1403568.   

García, T., Rodríguez, C., Betts, L., Areces, D., & González-Castro, P. (2016). How affective-
motivational variables and approaches to learning relate to mathematics achievement in upper 
elementary levels. Learning and Individual Differences, 49(1), 25- 31. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2016.05.021.   

Gargallo, B., Morera, I., & García, E. (2015). Innovative methodology at the university. Its effects on 
learning processes of university students. Anales de Psicología / Annals of Psychology, 31(3), 
901–915. https://doi.org/10.6018/analesps.31.3.179871.  

Geitz, G., Brinke, D.J., & Kirschner, P.A. (2015). Goal orientation, deep learning, and suitable feedback 
in higher business education. Journal of Teaching in International Business, 26, 273-292. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08975930.2015.1128375.        

Geitz, G., Brinke, D.J., & Kirschner, P.A. (2016). Changing learning behavior: Self-efficacy and goal 
orientation in PBL groups in higher education. International Journal of Educational 
Research, 75, 146-158. https://doi.org/10.1016./j.ijer.2015.11.001.  

Gonida, E.N., Voulala, K., & Kiosseoglou, G. (2008). Students' achievement goal orientations and their 
behavioural and emotional engagement: Co-examining the role of perceived school goal 
structures and parents goals during adolescence. Learning and Individual Differences, 19(1), 
53-60.  https://psynet.apa.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2008.04.002.   

Gore, T.J. (2014). Goal orientations and self-efficacy interactions on self-set goal level. Wright State 
University.Thesis.https://etd.ohiolink.edu/!etd.send_file?accession=wright1401715350&disp
osition=inline.  

Hackel, T.S., Jones, M.H., Carbonneau, K.J., & Mueller, C.E. (2016). Re-examining achievement goal 
instrumentations. Convergent validity of AGO and PALS. Contemporary Educational 
Psychology, 46(1), 73-80. https://doi.org/10.1016.j.cedpsych.2016.04.005.  

Hair, J.F., Black, W.C., Babin, B.J., & Anderson, R.E. (2014). Multivariate Data Analysis. 7th edition. 
New Jersey: Prentice-Hall International Inc. 

Hall, N.C., Sampasivam, L., Muis, K.R., & Ranellucci, J. (2016). Achievement goals and emotions: The 
meditational roles of perceived progress, control, and value. British Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 86(2), 313–330.  https://doi.org/10.111/bjep.12108.      

Heikkila, A., Lonka, K., Nieminen, J., & Niemivirta,  M. (2012) Relations between teacher students' 
approaches to learning, cognitive and attributional strategies, well-being, and study success. 
Higher Education, 64, 455–471. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-012-9504-9.  

Herath, T. (2015). Students learning and performance in information systems courses: The role of 
academic motivation. Decision Science Journal of Innovation Education, 13(4): 583-601. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/dsji.12080.  

Herrmann, K.J., Bager-Elsborg, A. & McCune, V. (2017). Investigating the relationships between 
approaches to learning, learner identities and academic achievement in higher education. 
Higher Education, 74, 385–400. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-016-9999-6.  

Hiver, P., & Al-Hoorie, A. H. (2016). A dynamic ensemble for second language research: Putting 
complexity theory into practice. Modern Language Journal, 100(4), 741–756. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/modl.12347.  

Hoffman, A.J., Kurtz-Costes, B., Loose, F., Dumas, F., Smeding, A., & Regner, I. (2019). Approach goal 
orientations in North African French adolescents: The longitudinalk effects of ethnic identity 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09639284.2016.1274911
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10212-010-0030-9
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00022
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469787410365650
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2017.1403568
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2016.05.021
https://doi.org/10.6018/analesps.31.3.179871
https://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08975930.2015.1128375
https://doi.org/10.1016./j.ijer.2015.11.001
https://psynet.apa.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2008.04.002
https://etd.ohiolink.edu/!etd.send_file?accession=wright1401715350&disposition=inline
https://etd.ohiolink.edu/!etd.send_file?accession=wright1401715350&disposition=inline
https://doi.org/10.1016.j.cedpsych.2016.04.005
https://doi.org/10.111/bjep.12108
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-012-9504-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/dsji.12080
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-016-9999-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/modl.12347


                                                  JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT AND BUSINESS: RESEARCH AND PRACTICE                                        

2023 15(1)  ISSN 1339-9381 

Ariani, D.W.   14 

 

and valuing of school. Journal of Educational Psychology,  111(8), 1498–1511. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000348.    

Hofstede, G. (2011). Dimensionalizing Cultures: he Hofstede Model in Context. Online Readings in 
Psychology and Culture, 2(1). htp://dx.doi.org/10.9707/2307-0919.1014.  

Honicke, T. & Broadbent, J. (2016). The relation of academic self-efficacy to university student 
academic performance: a systematic review. Educational Research Review, 17(1), 63-84. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2015.11.002.    

Hooper, D., Coughlan, J., & Mullen, M. (2008) Structural Equation Modelling: Guidelines for 
determining model fit. Electronic Journal of Business Research Methods, 6(1), 53-60. 
https://doi.org/10.21427/D7CF7R.  

Huang, C. (2012). Discriminant and criterion-related validity of achievement goals in predicting in 
predicting academic achievement: A meta-analysis. Journal of Educational Psychology, 
104(1), 48–73. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026223.  

Hulleman, C.S., Schrager, S.M., Bodmann, S.W., & Harackiewicz, J.M. (2010). A meta-analytic review 
of achievement goal measures: Different labels for the same constructs for different constructs 
with similar labels? Psychological Bulletin, 136(3), 422-449. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018947.  

Yaratan, H., & Kasapoğlu, L. (2012). Eighth grade students' attitude, anxiety, and achievement 
pertaining to mathematics lessons. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 46, 162–171. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.05.087.  

Jiang, Y., Song, J., Lee, M., & Bong, M. (2014). Self-efficacy and achievement goals as motivational 
links between perceived contexts and achievement. Educational Psychology, 34(1), 92–117. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2013.863831. 

Kadioglu, C. & Kondakci, E.U. (2014). Relationship between learning strategies and goal orientations: 
A multilevel analysis. Eurasian Journal of Educational Research, 56(1), 1-22. 
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1060454.pdf.  

Kahraman, N. & Sungur, S. (2013) Antecedents and consequences of middle school students' 
achievement goals in science. Asia-Pacific Education Research, 22(1), 45–60. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-012-0024-2.    

Kaplan, A. & Maehr, M.L. (1999). Achievement goals and student well-being. Contemporary 
Educational Psychology, 24(4), 330-358. https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1999.0993.   

King, R.B. & Ganotice Jr, FA (2013). What's happening to our boys? A personal investment analysis of 
gender differences in student motivation. The Asia-Pacific Education Researcher. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/S40299-013-0148-Z.   

King, R.B., Ganotice Jr., F.A., & Watkins, D.A. (2014). A cross-cultural analysis of achievement and 
social goals among Chinese and Filipino students. Social Psychology of Education, 17(3), 439-
455.  https://psynet.apa.org/10.1007/s11218-014-9251-0.   

Kizilgunes, B., Tekkaya, C., & Sungur, S. (2009). Modeling the ralations among student's 
epistemological beliefs, motivation, learning approaches, and achievement. The Journal of 
Educational Research, 102(2), 243-255. https://doi.org/10.3200/JOER.102.4.243-256.  

Koopman, M., Bakx, A.W.E.A., & Beijaard, D. (2014). Students goal orientations and learning 
strategies in a powerful learning environment: A case study. Studies in Educational 
Evaluation, 43, 186-196. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2014.07.003.  

Korpershoek, H., Kuyper, H., & Van der Werf, G. (2014). Differences in students' school motivation: A 
latent class modelling approach. Social Psychology of Education, 18(1), 137-163. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11218-014-9274-6.      

Kulakow, S. (2020). How autonomy support mediates the relationship between self-efficacy and 
approaches to learning. The Journal of Educational Research, 113(1), 13-25. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2019.1709402.  

Lee, C.S., Hayes, K.N., Seitz, J., DiStefano, R., & O'Connor, D. (2016). Understanding motivational 
structures that differentially predict engagement and achievement in middle school science. 
International Journal of Science Education, 38(2), 1-24. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2015.1136452.    

https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000348
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2015.11.002
https://doi.org/10.21427/D7CF7R
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026223
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018947
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.05.087
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1080/01443410.2013.863831
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1060454.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-012-0024-2
https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1999.0993
https://doi.org/10.1007/S40299-013-0148-Z
https://psynet.apa.org/10.1007/s11218-014-9251-0
https://doi.org/10.3200/JOER.102.4.243-256
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2014.07.003
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11218-014-9274-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2019.1709402
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2015.1136452


                                                  JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT AND BUSINESS: RESEARCH AND PRACTICE                                        

2023 15(1)  ISSN 1339-9381 

Ariani, D.W.   15 

 

Lee, J. & Stankov, L. (2013). High order structure of noncognitive constructs and prediction of PISA 
2003 mathematics achievement. Learning and Individual Differences, 26, 119-130. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2013.05.004.     

Lee, P.C. & Mao, Z. (2016). The relation among self-efficacy, learning approaches, and academic 
performance: an exploratory study. Journal of Teaching in Travel & Tourism, 16(3), 178-194. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15313220.2015.1136581.  

Liem, A.D., Lau, S., & Nie, Y. (2008). The role of self-efficacy, task value, and achievement goals in 
predicting learning strategies, task disengagement, peer relationship, and achievement 
outcome. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 33(4), 486-512.   
https://psynet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2007.08.001.    

Lin, C.H., Zhang, Y., & Zheng, B. (2017). The roles of learning strategies and motivation in online 
language learning: A structural equation modeling analysis. Computers and Education, 113(1), 
75-85. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2017.05.014.  

Linnenbrink-Garcia, L & Barger, M.M. (2014). Achievement goals and emotions. In R. Pekrun & L. 
Linnenbrink-Garcia (Eds.), Educational psychology handbook series. International handbook 
of emotions in education (p. 142-161). Routledge/ Taylor & Francis Group. 

Linnenbrink-Garcia, L. & Patall, E.A. (2016). Motivation. In E. Anderman & L. Corno  (Eds.), 
Handbook of educational psychology (p. 91-103). New York, NY: Rutledge/ Taylor & Francis 
Group. 

Linnenbrink-Garcia, L., Middleton, M.J., Ciani, K.D., Easter, M.A., O’Keefe, P.A., & Zusho, A. (2012). 
The strength of the relation between performance-approach and performance-avoidance goal 
orientations: Theoretical, methodological, and instructional implications. Educational 
Psychologist, 47(4), 281-301. https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2012.722515.     

Linnenbrink-Garcia, L., Pugh, K.J., Koskey, K.L.K., & Stewart, V.C. (2012). Developing Conceptual 
Understanding of Natural Selection: The Role of Interest, Efficacy, and Basic Prior Knowledge. 
The Journal of Experimental Education, 80(1), 45-68. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220973.2011.559491.  

Litalien, D., Morin, A.J.S., Gagné, M., Vallerand, R.J., Losier, G.F., & Ryan, R.M. (2017). Evidence of a 
continuum structure of academic self-determination: A two-study test using a bifactor-ESEM 
representation of academic motivation. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 51, 67-82. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2017.06.010.  

Luftenegger, M. , Klug, J., Harrer, K., Langer, M. Spiel, C., & Schober, B. (2016).  Students' 
achievement goals, learning-related emotions and academic achievement, Frontiers in 
Psychology, 7, 603. http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00603.     

Maciejewski, W & Merchant, S. (2016). Mathematical task, study approaches, and course grades in 
undergraduate mathematics: A year-by-year analysis. International Journal of Mathematical 
Education in Science and Technology, 47(3), 373-387. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0620739X.2015.1072881.    

Martinez-Monteagudo, M.C., Delgado, B., Sanmartin, R., Ingles, C.J., & Garcia-fernandez, J.M. (2018). 
Academic goal profiles and learning strategies in adolescence. Frontiers in Psychology, 9, 1-
10. https://doi.org/10.3389/psyg.2018.01892.  

Mason, L., Boscolo, P., Tornatora, M.C., & Ronconi, L. (2013). Besides knowledge: a cross-sectional 
study on the relations between epistemic beliefs, achievement goals, self-beliefs, and 
achievement in science. Instructional Science, 41(1), 49-79.  https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-
012-9210-0.    

McInerney, D.M., Cheng, R.W., Mok, M.M.C., & Lam, A.K.H. (2012). Academic self-concept and 
learning strategies: Direction of effect on student academic achievement. Journal of Advanced 
Academic, 23(3), 249-269. https://doi.org/10.1177/1932202X12451020.  

McLaughlin, J., & Durrant, P. (2017). Student learning approaches in the UAE: the case for the 
achieving domain. Higher Education Research & Development, 36(1), 158-170. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2016.1176998.  

Mentis-Koksoy, A. & Aydiner-Uygun, M. (2018). Examining the acheievemnt goal orientation levels of 
Turkish pre-service music teachers. International Journal of Music Education, 36(3), 313-
333. https://doi.org/10.1177/0255761417734693.  

Mesmer-Magnus, J. & Viswesvaran, C. (2010). The role of pre-training interventions in learning: A 
meta-analysis and integrative review. Human Resource Management Review, 20(4), 261-282.  
https://psynet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/j.hrmr.2010.05.001.   

Murayama, K., Pekrun, R., Lichtenfeld, S., & vom Hofe, R. (2013). Predicting long-term growth in 
students' mathematics achievement: The unique contributions of motivation and cognitive 
strategies. Child Development, 84(4), 1475-1490. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12036.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2013.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/15313220.2015.1136581
https://psynet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2007.08.001
https://psynet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2007.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2017.05.014
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2012.722515
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220973.2011.559491
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220973.2011.559491
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2017.06.010
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Marko-Lueftenegger
https://www.researchgate.net/scientific-contributions/Marie-Langer-2108101279
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00603
https://doi.org/10.1080/0620739X.2015.1072881
https://doi.org/10.3389/psyg.2018.01892
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-012-9210-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-012-9210-0
https://doi.org/10.1177/1932202X12451020
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2016.1176998
https://doi.org/10.1177/0255761417734693
https://psynet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/j.hrmr.2010.05.001
https://psynet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/j.hrmr.2010.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12036


                                                  JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT AND BUSINESS: RESEARCH AND PRACTICE                                        

2023 15(1)  ISSN 1339-9381 

Ariani, D.W.   16 

 

Ohrstedt, M. & Lindfors, P. (2016). Students' adoption of course-specific approaches to learning in two 
parallel courses. European Journal of Psychology of Education, 31(2) 209–223. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10212-015-0256-7.    

Ohrstedt, M. & Lindfors, P. (2019). First-semester students' capacity to predict academic achievement 
as related to approaches to learning. Journal of Further and Higher Education, 43(10), 1420-
1432. https://doi.org/10.1080/0309877x.2018.1490950.  

Pantziara, M. & Philippou, G. (2014). Students' motivation in the Mathematics classroom: Revealing 
causes and consequences. International Journal of Science and Mathematics Education, 
13(2), s386-s411. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10763-013-9502-0.  

Paulick, I., Retelsdorf, J., & Moller, J. (2013). Motivation for choosing teacher education: Relations 
with teachers' achievement goals and instructional practices. International Journal of 
Educational research, 61(1), 60-70. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2013.04.001.  

Prat-Sala, M. & Redford, P (2010).The interplay between motivation, self-efficacy, and approaches to 
studying. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 80(Pt 2), 283-305 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/000709909x480563.      

Rashid, S. & Rana, R.A. (2019). Relationship between the Levels of Motivation and Learning Strategies 
of Prospective Teachers at Higher Education Level. Bulletin of Education and Research, 41(1), 
57-66. 

Ratelsdorf, J., Butler, R., Streblow, L., & Schiefele, U. (2010). Teachers' goal orientations for teaching. 
Associations with instructional practices, interest in teaching, and burnout. Learning and 
Instruction, 20(1), 30-46. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2009.01.001.      

Richardson, J. T. E. (2015). Approaches to learning or levels of processing: what did Marton and Säljö 
(1976a) really say? The legacy of the work of the Göteborg group in the 1970s. Interchange 46, 
239–269. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10780-015-9251-9.  

Richardson, M., Abraham, C., & Band, R. (2012). Psychological correlates of university students' 
academic performance: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 138(2), 
353-387. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026838.  

Scherrer, V., Preckel, F., Schmidt, L., & Elliot, A.J. (2020). Development of achievement goals and 
their relation to academic interest and achievement in adolescence: A review of the literature 
and two longitudinal studies. Developmental Psychology, 56(4), 795-814. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000898.  

Senko, C. & Dowson, B. (2017). Performance-Approach Goal Effects Depend on How They Are 
Defined: Meta-Analytic Evidence From Multiple Educational Outcomes. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 109(4), 574–598. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/edu0000160.      

Senko, C. & Freund, A.M. (2015). Are mastery-avoidance achievement goals always detrimental? An 
adult development perspective. Motivation and Emotion, 39(4), 477-488. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-015-9474-1.  

Senko, C. & Tropiano, K.L. (2016). Comparing three models of achievement goals: Goal orientations, 
goal standards, and goal complexes. Journal of Educational Psychology, 108(8), 1178-1192. 
https://doi.org/1037/edu0000114.  

Senko, C., Hama, H., & Belmonte, K. (2013). Achievement goals, study strategies, and achievement: A 
test of the "learning agenda" framework. Learning and Individual Differences, 24(1), 1-10. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2012.11.003.    

Senko, C., Hulleman, C.S., & Harackiewicz, J,M. (2011). Achievement goal theory at the crossroads: 
Old controversies, currant challenges, and new directions. Educational Psychologist, 46(1), 
26-47.  https://psynet.apa.org/doi/10.1080/00461520.2011.538646.   

Shearer, R.L., Gregg, A., & Joo, K.P. (2015). Deep Learning in Distance Education: Are We Achieving 
the Goal? American Journal of Distance Education, 29(2), 126-134. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08923647.2015.1023637.  

Shen, K.M., Lee, M.H., Tsai, C.C., & Chang, C.Y. (2016). Undergraduate students' earth science 
learning: Relationships among conceptions, approaches, and learning self-efficacy in Taiwan. 
International Journal of Science Education, 38(9), 1527-1547. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2016.1198060.  

Shyr, W.J., Feng, H.Y., Zeng, L.W., Hsieh, Y.M., Shih, C.Y. (2017). The relationship between language 
learning strategies and achievement goal orientations from Taiwanese engineering students in 
EFL learning. Eurasia Journal of Mathematics, Science and Technology Education, 13, 6431–
6443. https://doi.org/10.12973/ejmste/76660.  

Soyer, M.K. & Kirikkanat, B. (2018). Undergraduates' Achievement Goal Orientations, Academic Self-
Efficacy and Hope as the Predictors of Their Learning Approaches. European Journal of 
Education Research, 8(1), 99-106. http:/www.eu-jer.com/. 

https://link.springer.com/journal/10212
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10212-015-0256-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/0309877x.2018.1490950
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10763-013-9502-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2013.04.001
https://www.researchgate.net/journal/British-Journal-of-Educational-Psychology-2044-8279
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/000709909x480563
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2009.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10780-015-9251-9
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026838
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000898
https://www.researchgate.net/journal/Journal-of-Educational-Psychology-1939-2176
https://www.researchgate.net/journal/Journal-of-Educational-Psychology-1939-2176
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/edu0000160
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-015-9474-1
https://doi.org/1037/edu0000114
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2012.11.003
https://psynet.apa.org/doi/10.1080/00461520.2011.538646
https://doi.org/10.1080/08923647.2015.1023637
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2016.1198060
https://doi.org/10.12973/ejmste/76660


                                                  JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT AND BUSINESS: RESEARCH AND PRACTICE                                        

2023 15(1)  ISSN 1339-9381 

Ariani, D.W.   17 

 

Soylu, M.Y., Zeleny, M.G., Zhao, R., Bruning, R.H., Dempsey, M.S., & Kauffman, D.F. (2017). 
Secondary students writing achievement goals: assessing the mediating effects of mastery and 
performance goals on writing effects of mastery and performance goals on writing self-efficacy, 
affect, and writing achievement. Frontiers in Psychology, 8, 1406. 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01406.  

Steiger, J.H. (2007), Understanding the limitations of global fit assessment in structural equation 
modeling. Personality and Individual Differences, 42(5), 893-98. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2006.09.017.    

Steinmayr, R., Bipp, T., & Spinath, B. (2011). Goal orientations predict academic performance beyond 
intelligence and personality. Learning and Individual Differences, 21(2),196-200. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2010.11.026.      

Trigwell, K., Ashwin, P., & Milan, E.S. (2013). Evoked prior learning experience and approach to 
learning as predictors of academic achievement. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 
83(3), 363-378. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8279.2012.02066.x.  

Tuominen-Soini, H., Salmela, A.K., & Niemivirta, M. (2011). Stability and change in achievement goal 
orientations: A person-centered approach. Contemporary Education Psychology, 36(2), 82-
100. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2010.08.002.  

Turner, J.E., Li, B., & Wei, M. (2021). Exploring effects of culture on students' achievement motives 
and goals, self-efficacy, and willingness for public performances: The case of Chinese students' 
speaking English in class. Learning and Individual Differences, 85, 101943. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2020.101943.  

Van Yperen, N.W. (2006). A novel approach to assessing achievement goals in the context of the 2 X 2 
framework: Identifying distinct profiles of individuals with different dominant achievement 
goals. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 32(11), 1432-1445. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167206292093.  

Wang, C.H., Shannon, D.M., & Ross, M.E. (2013). Students' characteristics, self-efficacy, and course 
outcomes in online learning. Distance Education, 34, 302-323. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/o158.7919.2013.835779.  

Winberg, T.M., Hofverberg, A., & Lindfors, M. (2019). Relationships between epistemic beliefs and 
achievement goals: Developmental trends over grades 5-11. European Journal Psychology of 
Education, 34, 295-315. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10212-018-0391-z.  

Wyn-Williams, K., Beatson, N., & Anderson, C. (2016). The impact of unstructured case studies of 
surface learners: A study of second-year-accounting students. Accounting Education, 25(3), 
272-286.   https://doi.org/10.1080/09639284.2016.1165125.   

Wormington, S. & Linnenbrink-Garcia, L. (2017). A new look at multiple goal pursuit: The promise of 
a person-centered approach. Educational Psychology Review, 29(3), 407-445. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s1-648-016-9358-2.  

Zafarmand, A., Ghanizadech, A., & Akbari, O. (2014). A structural goal orientation, metacognitive 
awareness, and self-efficacy. Advances in Language and Literary Studies, 5(6), 112-124. 
https://doi.org/10.7575/aiae.alls.v.55.6p.112.  

Zakariya, Y.F., Nilsen, H.K., Goodchild, S., & Bjorkestol, K. (2020). Self-efficacy and approaches to 
learning mathematics among engineering students: empirical evidence for potential causal 
relations, International Journal of Mathematical Education in Science and Technology, 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0020739X.2020.1783006.  

Zheng, L., Dong, Y., Huang, R., Chang, C.Y., & Bhagat, K.K. (2018). Investigating the interrelationships 
among conceptions of, approaches to, and self-efficacy in learning sciences, International 
Journal of Science Education, 40(2), 139-158. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2017.1402142.  

Zhou. Y. & Wang, J. (2019). Goal orientation, learning strategies, and academic performance in adult 
distance learning. Social Behavior and Personality, 47(7), e8195. 
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.8195.  

Zlatovix, M., Balaban, J., & Kermek, D. (2015). Using online assessment to stimulate learning 
strategies and achievement of learning goals. Computers and Education, 91(1), 32-45. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2015.09.012.  

Zubkovic, B.R. & Kolic-Vehovec, S. (2014). Perceptions of contextual achievement goals contribution 
to high-school students' achievement goal orientation, strategy use and academic achievement. 
Studia Psychologica, 56(2), 137-153.  

Zusho, A. & Clayton, K. (2011). Culturalizing achievement goal theory and research. Educational 
Psychologist, 46(6), 239-260.  https://psynet.apa.org/doi/10.1080/00461520.2011.614526.   

 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01406
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.PAID.2006.09.017
https://www.researchgate.net/journal/Learning-and-Individual-Differences-1041-6080
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2010.11.026
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8279.2012.02066.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2010.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2020.101943
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167206292093
https://doi.org/10.1080/o158.7919.2013.835779
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10212-018-0391-z
https://doi.org/10.1080/09639284.2016.1165125
https://doi.org/10.1007/s1-648-016-9358-2
https://doi.org/10.7575/aiae.alls.v.55.6p.112
https://doi.org/10.1080/0020739X.2020.1783006
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2017.1402142
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.8195
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2015.09.012
https://psynet.apa.org/doi/10.1080/00461520.2011.614526

