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ABSTRACT
The current trends observed in 4-year college graduation and retention rates (ACT 2011;
2012; 2013; 2014; Tinto, 2006) demonstrate a need for improvement in student academic
achievement outcomes. Overwhelmingly, research finds that the first year in college is the time
of greatest risk for student academic failure and drop out. Challenges associated with academicoriented forms of stress and anxiety (Baillie & Fitzgerald, 2000; Bembenutty, 2008; Cassady,
2010; Collier & Morgan, 2008; Jean, 2010; Pike & Kuh, 2005; Soria & Stebleton, 2012; Turner
et al., 2012) coupled with limitations in effective coping strategies (Hofer et al., 1998; Kitsantas
et al., 2008; McInerney, 2011; Pintrich & Zusho, 2002; Robbins et al., 2004; Zimmerman &
Schunk, 2008) lie at the center of the difficulties these first-year students experience, which
ultimately play a significant role in persistence and achievement outcomes. This is particularly
true for students from at-risk populations (e.g., first-generation students, ethnic minorities;
Balemian & Feng, 2013; Borman & Overman, 2004; Choy, 2001; Engle, 2007; Jones et al.,
2010; Pascarella et al., 2004; Toldson, 2012). Postsecondary institutions continue to seek
answers through formal assessment and research investigations that may pave the way toward
improving the achievement outcomes of their student population.
The wide body of research confirms that no single factor reliably predicts college
academic success or failure, although institutions have traditionally relied upon indicators of
prior achievement (i.e., H.S. GPA and college entrance exams) for such inferences (Alarcon &
Edwards, 2013; DeBerard et al., 2004; Harackiewicz et al., 2002; Kowitlawakul et al., 2013;
Randsell, 2001; Zypher et al., 2007). Rather, it is the collective of factors from environmental,
behavioral and personal domains that interact and have the potential to positively or negatively
influence college student achievement (Bandura, 1986; 1997; 1999; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984;
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Snow et al., 1996). As such, the Transactional Stress and Coping model (Lazarus & Folkman,
1984) provides a comprehensive model through which the influence and interaction of multiple
factors associated with student stress-appraisals, coping responses, and eventual outcomes can be
examined within investigations of college academic achievement.
The main purpose of this study was to examine the degree of influence student
background characteristics, indicators of prior achievement, anxiety-laden cognitive belief states,
and self-regulated learning had on first-year college student achievement. Informed by the
Lazarus and Folkman (1984) framework, a proposed academic-oriented stress-appraisal and
coping model was tested for viability in predicting student achievement outcomes at the
conclusion of their first-year in college. This study investigated research questions specifically
associated with: 1) the influence of gender, ethnicity and first-generation status on first-year
achievement; 2) the influence of student prior achievement (i.e., H. S. GPA and SAT scores) on
first-year achievement; 3) the potential mediating influence of cognitive appraisals on first-year
achievement; and 4) the potential moderating role of self-regulated learning in first-year
achievement. For this archival study, all student demographic data, measures of prior
achievement, first-year college achievement (cumulative GPA) and self-report responses to the
LASSI-HS (Weinstein & Palmer, 1990) instrument were accessed from a large sample (N =
29,431) of first-time, first-year students enrolled at a mid-sized, Midwestern 4-year university
during years 2004-2012. Using an established model of stress-appraisal and coping (Lazarus &
Folkman, 1984) within an academic context, five models were tested using Structural Equation
Modeling (SEM) to answer the specific research questions and investigate the utility of the
models in predicting first-year college achievement.
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The results revealed that although all background factors (i.e., gender, ethnicity, firstgeneration status) were statistically significant predictors of first-year achievement (GPA), their
influence on first-year GPA was minimal. Additionally, prior achievement had a statistically
significant, but weak, influence on first-year GPA. Although the direct path relationships for all
pre-existing personal factors were statistically significant, the results also indicated anxious
cognitive appraisals served a mediating role between these factors and first-year GPA. Thus, a
partially mediated model best represented the relationships among these variables. The potential
moderating effects of motivational regulation and active coping strategies did not have any
meaningful impact in the two self-regulatory coping models tested. Although some statistically
significant relationships were observed and provided evidence that background factors, prior
achievement, anxious cognitive appraisals and self-regulated learning are associated, their
influence was minimal and offered little practical utility in explaining first-year college student
achievement.
Overall, the results of the study were unexpected given the strong theoretical and
empirical support for the measures utilized in the study and literature supporting meaningful and
rather robust relationships among the variables of interest. This atypical finding seemed to be
due primarily to the first-year student GPAs, and suggests attending to concerns related to the
evaluation of student performance and achievement in the first year of college. Exploration of
this pattern with additional performance and student typology data may guide institutional
decision making related to student selection, program rigor, or evaluation practices. The
implications of these results within the discussion of student success in higher education as well
as directions for future research are also provided.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Present trends in graduation and retention rates at traditional 4-year postsecondary
institutions remain relatively stagnant (American College Testing Program [ACT], 2011; 2012;
2013; 2014; Tinto, 2006). For full-time attendees at 4-year institutions, the five-year graduation
rate is 46% (ACT, 2014; National Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 2014). Retention of
first-year students poses a particular challenge for these institutions, with approximately 30% to
36% of students leaving after the first year (ACT, 2014). Despite widespread efforts to address
the issue, institutions still find that many students struggle in the first year to achieve their
academic goals. Investigations into potential predictors of student outcomes point to a myriad of
factors.
Effective Factors for Predicting Academic Achievement in Higher Education
Although measures of prior achievement continue to provide predictive value to
institutions regarding students’ potential for success in college (Alarcon & Edwards, 2013;
DeBerard, Spielmans, & Julka, 2004; Harackiewicz, Barron, Tauer, & Elliot, 2002;
Kowitlawakul, Brenkus, & Dugan, 2013; Randsell, 2001; Robbins et al., 2004; Zypher, Bradley,
Landis, & Thoreson, 2007), other factors also contribute to achievement outcomes. Research
finds that students who experience significant life stressors and stressful conditions during their
first year of college are at higher risk for academic failure (Budney & Paul, 2003; Dressler,
1991). Significant stressors for these students take a variety of forms but are primarily attributed
to difficulty adjusting to college life and the rigor of college work (Baillie & Fitzgerald, 2000;
Collier & Morgan, 2008; Jean, 2010; Lapsley, Rice, & Shadid, 1989; Pike & Kuh, 2005; Soria &
Stebleton, 2012; Turner, Thompson, Huber & Arif, 2012; Wei, Russell, & Zakalik, 2005) and
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anxiety associated with academic demands and the educational environment (Barrows, Dunn, &
Lloyd, 2013; Crede & Kuncel, 2008; Hsieh, Sullivan, Sass, & Guerra, 2012). Unfortunately,
first-generation students comprise a student population who experiences even greater difficulties
with stress and attaining their college educational goals (Balemian & Feng, 2013; Choy, 2001;
Engle, 2007; Pascarella, Pierson, Wolniak, & Terenzini, 2004), highlighting yet another at-risk
subgroup of students.
Students who employ more adaptive and effective coping strategies in response to
stressful conditions are able to navigate these challenges more effectively and achieve at higher
levels (Dysen & Renk, 2006; McNamara, 2000; Sasaki & Yamasaki, 2007). In light of the
connection between student functioning and coping strategies, the body of literature suggests that
understanding the relationships between academically stressful conditions experienced by
college freshmen and the strategies they use to cope is critical in identifying those with greatest
needs as well as developing interventions to facilitate better transitions into college and
continued success over the duration of their academic careers (Dysen & Renk, 2006; Sasaki &
Yamasaki, 2007).
Lazarus and Folkman (1984) provided the Transactional Stress and Coping model as a
useful theoretical framework to explain the relationship between how particular stress appraisals
and various selected coping strategies contribute to differing outcomes in individuals.
According to this model, personal characteristics interact with social environments and directly
influence individuals’ cognitive appraisals of events or situations. Cognitive appraisals, or
evaluative judgments, result in some form of positive or negative emotional response state and
determine whether the potential stressor poses a threat or benefit to the individual (Lazarus,
1993a; 1993b; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 1987). Based upon the cognitive appraisal,

4

individuals employ particular coping strategies in an effort to manage these stressors either by
adjusting their emotional disposition (i.e., emotion-focused coping) or employing active
strategies to alter the level of threat in the given situation (i.e., problem-focused coping). The
coping strategies enable individuals to adapt to the stressful conditions, with positively adaptive
strategies contributing to more favorable outcomes (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985; Folkman,
Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter, DeLongis, & Gruen, 1986; Lazarus, 1993a; Lazarus & Folkman,
1984).
Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) specific model has primarily been utilized as the guiding
theoretical framework investigating a myriad of research topics (i.e., physical trauma, mental
health), but not as widely referenced within the academic context. The majority of this research
has focused primarily on elementary and secondary student populations (Boekaerts, 1993;
Hunter & Boyle, 2004; Lay, Edwards, Parker, & Endler, 1989; Sowa & May, 1997). Of the
existing body of research informed by this framework examining the college population, studies
have primarily investigated non-U.S. postsecondary institutions (Akgun, 2004; Sinha & Watson,
2007), students experiencing psychological and adjustment issues (Britton, 2004; Chang, 1998;
Chang & Strunk, 1999; Park, Armeli, & Tennen, 2004; Sinha & Watson, 2007), and specific
populations of students who encounter particular stressors (e.g., student athletes; Giacobbi et al.,
2004). Only a select few have examined the role of academic-oriented coping strategies in
response to stressful conditions and demands found within academic contexts (Akgun, 2004;
Giacobbi et al., 2004; Ying, 2008); however, no studies have been identified that examined
student stress-appraisals associated with academic task demands and educational environments
with specific emphasis on self-regulatory coping strategies as contributors to achievement
outcomes. Although other proposed models derived largely from this theoretical framework
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show promise in explaining these specific relationships within the academic context (Cassady &
Boseck, 2008; Slavin, Rainer, McCreary & Gowda, 1991; Spielberger & Vagg, 1995; Zeidner &
Matthews, 2005), the Lazarus and Folkman framework (1984) offers a viable and parsimonious
explanation of the relationships among the variables of interest to this study.
A large body of research provides an expansive and complex view of why students
remain and succeed in college (Crede & Kuncel, 2008; Tinto, 2006); yet, traditionally
institutions and researchers placed emphasis on measures of prior academic achievement and
background factors to best predict performance and achievement in their student population.
However, evidence presented by Albert Bandura (1986; 1997; 1999) and Snow, Corno, and
Jackson (1996) supports the need for research investigations to consider the role of multiple
factors associated with behavioral responses, environmental variables, and person-oriented
variables comprised of conative, affective, and cognitive domains in such investigations. The
Lazarus and Folkman framework (1984; 1987; Lazarus, 1993a; 1993b) acknowledges these
contributions, recognizing that it is the collective of several personal, environmental and
psychosocial factors that interacts and ultimately influences performance outcomes.
Pre-Existing Personal Factors
Pre-existing personal factors play a significant role in college student academic
performance (Bean, 1990; Johnson et. al, 2004-2005; Scherer & Anson, 2014; Tinto, 2006).
Therefore, any comprehensive investigation of college student success necessitates attention to
these variables. Research widely substantiates the significant role high school grade point
average (H.S. GPA) and college admissions tests (i.e., SAT and ACT) provide in predicting
college student success (Alarcon & Edwards, 2013; DeBerard et al., 2004; Harackiewicz et al.,
2002; Kowitlawakul et al., 2013; Randsell, 2001; Robbins et al., 2004; Zypher et al., 2007).
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Gender, ethnicity and first-generation student status are other person factors that bear
considerable importance in investigations of university success. Gender effects are critical given
the commonly observed achievement differences between male and female college students;
males on average typically earn lower college GPA and experience higher drop-out rates
compared to females (Alon & Gelbgiser, 2011; Buchmann & Diprete, 2006; DeBerard & Julka,
2000; DeBerard et al., 2004; Goldin, Katz & Kuziemko, 2006; Harackiewicz, et al., 2002;
Kitsantas, Winsler, & Huie, 2008). Ethnicity has also been associated with postsecondary
achievement. Research investigating achievement outcomes between ethnic majority and
minority students consistently finds minority students demonstrate poorer persistence and degree
completion rates (American Council on Education [ACE], 2008; 2011; Borman & Overman,
2004; Gordon & Yowell, 1994; Harper, 2009; 2012; Harris & Herrington, 2006; Jones, Barlow,
& Villarejo, 2010; Kamee & Justiz, 1988; Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, Bridges, & Hayek, 2007;
Toldson, 2012).
Additionally, the impact of first-generation status cannot be ignored within investigations
of college student persistence and degree completion. First-generation college students
experience academic and non-academic challenges that significantly differ from that of non-firstgeneration students (Bui, 2002; Gibbons, Woodside, Hannon, Sweeney, & Davison, 2011; Inman
& Mayes, 1999; Orbe, 2008). The body of literature demonstrates first-generation students are
typically less academically prepared for college admission (Balemian & Feng, 2013; Choy,
2001; Engle, 2007; Pascarella et al., 2004; Riehl, 1994), lack awareness of knowledge facilitative
to college adjustment (Choy, 2001; Collier & Morgan, 2008; Jean, 2010; Pascarella et al., 2004;
Soria & Stebleton, 2012), report lower educational aspirations (Choy, 2001; Ishitani, 2006), and
have less parental emotional and financial support (Choy, 2001; Sparkman, Maulding, &
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Roberts, 2012). The residual consequences of these challenges are many, as first-generation
students struggle academically, resulting in lower GPA and higher drop-out rates compared to
non-first-generation students (Balemian & Feng, 2013; Choy, 2001; DeAngelo et al., 2011;
Engle, 2007; Ishitani, 2006; Pascarella et al., 2004; Riehl, 1994; Soria & Stebleton, 2012).
Affective Factors
Beyond the influence of prior ability and personal background factors, research also
indicates affective factors (i.e., academic anxiety, attitude toward learning) impact student
motivation, information processing, self-regulated learning abilities and ultimately learning and
achievement outcomes (Kitsantas, 2002; Kitsantas et al., 2008; Lucio, Hunt, & Bornovalova,
2012; Weinstein & Palmer, 1990; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008). Research demonstrates that
academic-related anxieties can be debilitating to student performance, serving as a barrier to
individuals achieving their optimal levels of performance in most academic settings (Barrows et
al., 2013; Beilock, 2008; Bembenutty, 2008; Cassady, 2010; Cassady & Johnson, 2002; Chapell
et al., 2005; Lynch, 2006; 2010; Seipp, 1991; Zeidner, 1990; Zeidner & Matthews, 2005). The
negative impact of academic anxiety is also found to be more pronounced for students who have
limited cognitive processing and learning or study skills (Bembenutty, 2008; Crede & Kuncel,
2008; Matthews, Zeidner, & Roberts, 2006; Tobias 1985; Zeidner & Matthews, 2005), which are
common characteristics observed within first-year and first-generation college students.
Attitudes toward learning and the college environment comprise another affective factor
attributed to college student performance (Albaili, 1997; Chang, Bodem, Sanna, & Fabian, 2011;
Chemers, Hu, & Garcia, 2001; Gerardi, 2006; Schiefele, 1991). Of the limited research available,
findings reveal that students who maintain a more pessimistic and negative attitude in the
learning environment generally experience greater difficulties and poorer achievement outcomes
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(Albaili, 1997; Chang et al., 2011; Chemers et al., 2001; Crede & Kuncel, 2008; Gerardi, 2006).
Furthermore, those students who report greater apathy toward their educational tasks and goals
experience similar adverse outcomes (Crede & Kuncel, 2008; Schiefele, 1991).
Academic anxieties and negative attitudes toward learning trigger emotional reactions
that negatively influence student appraisals of academic tasks, settings or contexts (Lazarus,
1993a; 1993b; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 1987). These negative cognitive appraisals may
become overwhelming and threatening in the educational environment, prompting students to
rely upon more maladaptive patterns of coping (Cassady & Boseck, 2008; Linnenbrink, 2006;
Schutz & Lanehart, 2002; Spielberger & Vagg, 1995; Zeidner & Matthews, 2005), further
jeopardizing successful achievement outcomes over time.
Coping and Self-Regulated Learning
Although negative cognitive appraisals pose a risk to student achievement via the
activation and use of maladaptive coping behaviors, other more adaptive forms of coping may
moderate these effects, serving as a protective buffer when achievement is threatened (Pascarella
et al., 2004; Phinney & Haas, 2003). Self-regulated learning (SRL) is considered to be an
adaptive form of coping for students in response to the academic-oriented demands and
situations they routinely encounter (McInerney, 2011; Pintrich & Zusho, 2002; Zimmerman,
2011). Those students characterized as self-regulated learners consistently demonstrate
motivation toward academic tasks and learning, maintain effective management of their
cognitive abilities and employ academic-oriented volitional strategies in meeting academic
demands and goals (Zimmerman, 1989; 2000; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008; 2011). Research
widely supports the vital role of SRL ability in academic performance and achievement,
indicating that the ability to self-regulate is a defining characteristic that separates high-achieving
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from low-achieving students (Hofer, Yu, & Pintrich, 1998; Kitsantas et al., 2008; Robbins et al.,
2004; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008). SRL is generally differentiated into two major
components: motivational regulation and self-regulated learning strategies.
Motivation is one key component in self-regulated learning (Bussey, 2011; Zimmerman,
1989; 2000; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008) and serves an important regulatory function for
learners (Pintrich & Zusho, 2002; Wolters, Benzon, & Arroyo-Giner, 2011; Zimmerman, 2011)
as it is the mechanism that drives and sustains effort toward students’ academic activities
(Schunk, Pintrich, & Meece, 2008; Zimmerman, 2011). Therefore this construct is also often
referred to as motivational regulation (Wolters, 2003; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008). Research
also consistently demonstrates that motivation enhances learning and performance, attributing
motivation to more effective study strategy use (Prat-Sala & Redford, 2010; Vansteenkiste,
Simons, Lens, Sheldon, & Deci, 2004; Wolters, 1998), persistence in academic activity (Bandura
1997; 2006; Bandura & Schunk, 1981) , and higher academic achievement (Allen, Robbins,
Casillas, & Oh, 2008; Crede & Kuncel, 2008; D’Lima, Winsler, & Kitsantas, 2014; Lei, 2010;
Robbins et al., 2004; Yip, 2007; 2009). Consequently, motivation has both indirect and direct
influences on students’ learning outcomes.
Beyond the integral role of motivational regulation, self-regulated learning strategies
consist of cognitive and behavioral strategies (Zimmerman, 1989; 2000; Zimmerman & Schunk,
2008; 2011) that profoundly influence academic achievement over the long-term (Nota, Soresi,
& Zimmerman, 2004; Robbins et al., 2004). Research provides substantial evidence highlighting
the role particular self-regulated learning skills play in academic performance. Active notetaking, organizing, elaborative rehearsal, visualization, time management, strategic assessment
preparation, resourcefulness, and academic discipline are all associated with better academic
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performance outcomes (Bembenutty, 2008; George, Dixon, Stansal, Gelb, & Pheri, 2008;
Kitsantas et al., 2008; Nota et al., 2004; Robbins et al., 2004; 2006), while distractibility and
procrastination hinder performance and achievement (Balkis, 2013; Dietz & Henrich, 2014;
Fernandez-Castillo & Gutierrez-Rojas, 2009; George et al., 2008; Grunschel, Patrzek, & Fries,
2013; Keogh, Bond, French, Richards, & Davis, 2004; McDonald, 2013; Zeidner & Matthews,
2005). Those learners more adept in self-regulated learning select strategies that adequately
address academic demands, monitor the efficacy of those strategies and adapt their approaches as
necessary for goal attainment (Zimmerman, 1989; 2000; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008; 2011).
By doing so, learners are able to enjoy significant gains in their performance and overall
achievement (Pintrich & Zusho, 2002); thus, self-regulated learning strategies function as
adaptive coping strategies for students (McInerney, 2011).
Overall, the Transactional Stress and Coping model (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) provides
a comprehensive conceptual framework that can be used to explain how individual students’
educational backgrounds, personal characteristics and affective predispositions lead to the
establishment of negative cognitive appraisals in the face of academic stressors. Negative
cognitive appraisals pose a significant and enduring threat to student success by prompting
selection of inefficient self-regulated learning and motivational beliefs and behaviors, leading to
poorer learning outcomes (e.g., lower grades, academic withdrawal). However, even when
negative cognitive appraisals persist, implementation of positive self-regulatory coping responses
may buffer the negative impact of these factors, ultimately yielding more favorable outcomes.
Formalized Institutional Assessment
Most postsecondary institutions employ formal assessment to examine their student
populations at the student-level, collecting student demographic information, measures of prior
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achievement and indices of learning strategies and attitudes (Peterson & Einarson, 2001).
Through these practices, institutions are better able to examine student learning and achievement
outcomes (Higher Learning Commission, 2014; Keup, 2004; Peterson & Einarson, 2001) and
identify student achievement potential or areas of intervention (Hoffman Beyer & Gillmore,
2007; Kameen & Justiz, 1988; Keup, 2004). Institutions are also able to demonstrate institutional
accountability to improving achievement outcomes (Astin & Lee, 2003; Flick, 2014; Keup,
2004; National Conference on State Legislatures [NCSL], 2012; Peterson & Einarson, 2001;
Tinto, 2006).
There is general consensus in favor of institutional assessment as a viable tool in
addressing challenges associated with student achievement and institutional effectiveness
(Ekman & Pelletier, 2008; Kameen & Justiz, 1988; Keup, 2004; Peterson & Einarson, 2001). To
more effectively support optimal student achievement at the institutional level, it is essential to
expand the dimensions of inquiry beyond measures of prior achievement or background factors–
assessing more dispositional characteristics such as affective tendencies and self-regulation
practices, with a high priority on the earliest phases of student activity (Ekman & Pelletier, 2008;
Kameen & Justiz, 1988; Keup, 2004; Peterson & Einarson, 2001). Furthermore, the results from
such investigations often fail to translate to guided interventions to support those students at risk
for academic failure (Tinto, 2006). Institutions gain the most from these investigations if they
implement practical, effective strategies that directly address the graduation and retention issue
through developing initiatives for student intervention and directing policy, curriculum and
program reform (Keup, 2004; Tinto, 2006).
A clear connection exists between student pre-existing factors, affective responses,
motivation, and self-regulated learning strategies in college student success (Alarcon & Edwards,
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2013; Astin & Lee, 2003; Cassady, 2010; Harackiewicz et al., 2002; Hoffman Beyer & Gillmore,
2007; Keup, 2004; Kitsantas, 2002; Kitsantas et al., 2008; Robbins et al., 2004; Tinto, 2006;
Trigwell, Ashwin, & Millan, 2013; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008; Zypher et al., 2008). However,
continued challenges in student retention, particularly during the first-year of college and with
first-generation students (Choy, 2001; Keup, 2004; Tinto, 2006), warrant further investigation.
Explanations for why students remain and succeed in college are quite complex, justifying the
need for a multi-factor approach within such research investigations (Bandura, 1986; 1997;
1999; Snow et al., 1996; Tinto, 2006). Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) Transactional Stress and
Coping framework provides one avenue to explain the potential impact of student academicrelated stress-appraisals and coping responses on later achievement outcomes through a multifactor approach. As postsecondary institutions attempt to make strides in meaningfully assessing
their student populations in order to promote educational success, this explanatory model may
support institutions in those efforts by simultaneously identifying relevant factors that threaten
success and specific strategies believed vital to overcoming those threats.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the current study is to examine the predictive value of student background
characteristics, prior achievement indicators and study and learning strategy patterns in
explaining first-year college student achievement. The findings from this study are then
anticipated to be instructive to guide future large-scale institutional assessment practices as well
as small-scale studies designed to support student success. Specifically, this study will
investigate the following research questions (see Figure 1.1 for conceptual model):
1. Do gender, ethnicity and first-generation status (i.e., personal background factors) predict
first-year college student achievement?
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2. After controlling for student background factors, does prior achievement predict firstyear college student achievement?
3. After controlling for student background factors and prior achievement, does negative
cognitive appraisal (NCA) predict first-year college student achievement?
4. Do self-regulated learning (SRL) strategies moderate the relationship between negative
cognitive appraisal (NCA) and first-year college student achievement?
5. Does motivational regulation moderate the relationship between negative cognitive
appraisal (NCA) and first-year college student achievement?

Figure 1.1. The conceptual model depicting the relations among variables of interest to study.
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Definitions of Key Terms
First-year college achievement. This is a measure of first-year college student
performance using the first-year cumulative grade point average (GPA) ranging from 0.0 to 4.0,
which includes all courses taken within the first 12 months of enrollment at the university.
First-generation student. This subgroup of college students is defined as students who
are from a family in which neither parent or guardian has earned a college degree (Choy, 2001;
Pike & Kuh, 2005; Soria & Stebleton, 2012).
Non-first-generation student. This subgroup of students is defined as students who are
from a family in which one parent or guardian has earned at least one baccalaureate degree; this
subgroup is also referred to as second-generation and continuing-education students (Choy,
2001; Pike & Kuh, 2005; Soria & Stebleton, 2012).
Ethnicity. For this study, the complicated representation of ethnicity is based on the
participating institution’s identification of student membership in either: 1) the ethnic majority
group for that university (i.e., White) or 2) the ethnic minority group for that university (i.e.,
American Indian or Alaskan Native, Asian, Black or African American, Bi-Racial, Foreign,
Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, Hispanic).
Prior achievement. This is a measure of student ability prior to entrance into a
postsecondary institution using a combination of high school grade point average (H.S. GPA)
and college admissions test scores (i.e., SAT Math and SAT Verbal scores).
Negative cognitive appraisal. This is defined as the students’ negative evaluative
judgments in response to academic demands, requirements and educational settings that are
influenced by their affective states (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 1987; Spielberger & Vagg,
1995).
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Academic-related anxiety. Academic anxiety is defined as tension and cognitive worry
experienced in response to academic demands and the academic environment (Cassady, 2010;
Weinstein & Palmer, 1990).
Attitude toward learning. This is defined as students’ general attitudes and interest in
education, school and performing the tasks related to school success (Weinstein & Palmer,
1990).
Self-regulated learning (SRL). This comprises the ability for students to self-direct their
learning through use of academic-oriented cognitive abilities, volitional strategies and motivation
toward meeting academic demands and goals (Zimmerman, 1989; 2000; Zimmerman & Schunk,
2008; 2011).
Motivational regulation. This is the ability for students to regulate their motivation
toward learning by actively initiating, directing, sustaining and maintaining behaviors in order to
attain a goal (Schunk, Pintrich, & Meece, 2008; Zimmerman, 2011; Zimmerman & Schunk,
2008).
Self-regulated learning strategies. This comprises the cognitive ability and active
behavioral strategy components of self-regulated learning (SRL) utilized to respond to academictask demands for goal attainment (Zimmerman, 1989; 2000; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008;
2011).
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Retention and graduation rates for students seeking a 4-year college degree pose concerns
for institutions of higher education. Present trends demonstrate that on average 46% of full-time
students who work toward a 4-year college degree graduate within five years (ACT, 2014;
NCES, 2014). Graduation rates have remained steady over the past several years (ACT, 2011;
2012; 2013; 2014; Tinto, 2006) and obviously provide a great opportunity for improvement.
Promoting college student achievement is not only a matter of supporting students’ interests;
institutions that fail to demonstrate successful achievement outcomes often face serious
economic consequences due to performance-based funding structures in higher education
(NCSL, 2012). According to Tinto (2006), student retention and graduation concerns have
become “big business” and pose an important issue to entrepreneurs, researchers, educators and
administrators. As a result, postsecondary institutions are devoting significant resources toward
investigating potential contributing factors to student outcome trends and resolving the
challenges associated with achievement in their student populations (Bean, 2005; Braxton, 2000;
Braxton, Hirschy, & McClendon, 2004; Seidman, 2005).
Considerable attention has been focused on explaining differences in student performance
across grade levels. Recently, the bulk of attention devoted to investigating retention and
graduation rates has been focused on the first year of college, which is the period of time with
the highest withdrawal rates (Tinto, 2006). Estimates of achievement outcomes at traditional 4year postsecondary institutions reveal that between 30% and 36% of students will not persist into
the second year (ACT, 2014). Beyond the first year, the percentage of withdrawals is less
pronounced with the majority of students remaining thereafter through degree attainment.
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Predicting Academic Achievement in Higher Education
It is a well-established maxim that prior achievement (i.e., high school grade point
average, college entrance exam scores) is one of the most durable and useful predictors for
success (Alarcon & Edwards, 2013; DeBerard et al., 2004; Harackiewicz et al., 2002;
Kowitlawakul et al., 2013; Randsell, 2001; Robbins et al., 2004; Zypher et al., 2007). However, a
more complete understanding of undergraduate student achievement necessitates reviewing
additional critical factors instrumental in determining success outcomes. In particular, personal
responses to stressful events, contextual and situational barriers, and individual implementation
of effective or effortful behaviors to promote success vary broadly among students and help
explain the variations in performance observed among students with similar incoming credentials
(Keup, 2004; Tinto, 2006).
Empirical studies examining first-year college retention illustrate the importance of
including a more holistic view of the individual learner when predicting student performance.
For instance, the research demonstrates that the experience of stressful conditions in students’
college environment influences their decisions on whether to remain or withdraw from an
institution (Bean, 2005). Unfortunately, the experience of stress is commonplace for new college
students (Budney & Paul, 2003; Dressler, 1991), and attention to students’ responses to stress is
increasing due to findings that today’s college students reported higher levels of stress than in
prior years (American College Health Association [ACHA], 2011; Higher Education Research
Institute [HERI], 2011).
Common stressors for first-year college students include a broad array of barriers for
optimal learning; for example, difficulty adjusting to university life (Lapsley, et al., 1989; Wei et
al., 2005), poor preparedness for college-level academic work (Baillie & Fitzgerald, 2000;
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Collier & Morgan 2008; Jean, 2010; Pike & Kuh, 2005; Soria & Stebleton, 2012; Turner et al.,
2012), academic-related anxieties (Barrows et al., 2013; Crede & Kuncel, 2008; Hsieh et al.,
2012), and academic adjustment issues (e.g., self-managing approach to homework; Budny &
Paul, 2003). Naturally, all first-year students are faced with stressors that have the potential to
threaten academic success. However, individual students’ interpretations, or appraisals, of these
multiple stressors vary significantly, resulting in a wide range of potential student responses. As
the degree of perceived threat imposed by the stressor increases (Lazarus, 1993a; 1993b; Lazarus
& Folkman, 1984; 1987), the higher the probability that the stressor will trigger anxiety
responses (Spielberger &Vagg, 1995) and ultimately hinder performance over the short and
long-term (Cassady, 2010).
However, once again learner differences exist regarding the responses to the threatappraisals in academic settings. The negative impact of stress in the first year of college is most
pronounced when students employ maladaptive, avoidant, or poorly developed coping strategies
in response to perceived stressors (Dyson & Renk, 2006; Turner et al., 2012). Alternatively,
individuals who engage in adaptive coping strategies are more likely to experience successful
outcomes when a challenge or stressor has been identified (McNamara, 2000; Struthers, Perry, &
Menec, 2000). Specifically, in academic settings, the adoption of coping strategies that promote
adapting to and effective stress management (e.g., self-regulated learning strategies) enables
more favorable achievement outcomes (Bembenutty & Zimmerman, 2003; Devonport & Lane,
2006; Schunk et al., 2008).
Research examining the predictability of student success in the first year of college has
clearly established that developing a reliable model for explaining student outcomes requires a
multifaceted perspective that acknowledges the influence of several key variables (including
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prior ability, threat appraisals, chosen coping strategies). The literature also suggests that
understanding the relationships among stressors experienced by first-year college students, their
interpretation of those stressors, and the strategies they typically utilize in the face of stressors
are critical to identifying student needs and developing interventions that support learner success
(Dyson & Renk, 2006; Sasaki & Yamasaki, 2007). One promising framework for examining the
relationships among these factors is Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) Transactional Stress and
Coping model, which has been utilized to explain how stress appraisals and selected coping
strategies contribute to differing outcomes for individuals in a wide variety of domains.
The Transactional Stress and Coping Model: Theoretical Overview
The Transactional Stress and Coping model (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) originated as an
integrative model to explain the relationship between stress and illness, identifying that both
stress appraisals and coping strategies were central to this understanding (see Figure 2.1). This
model has been effective in guiding diagnostic as well as prescriptive understanding of student
achievement as it recognizes that factors within individuals’ social environments interact with
their personal characteristics and lead to unique interpretations of events or situations. Similar to
Bandura (1986; 1997), Lazarus and Folkman postulated that environmental conditions and social
factors influence cognition and behaviors uniquely for each person and should not be overlooked
when exploring stress and coping. Ultimately it is the person-environment relationship that
determines the “condition” of the person (i.e., the appraisal) that dictates the relationship
between the potential stressor and eventual coping responses (Lazarus, 1993a; 1993b; Lazarus &
Folkman, 1984; 1987). Those situations or events appraised by individuals as threatening induce
an anxiety-laden stress response, promoting the chance for less effective coping and poorer
outcomes (Spielberger &Vagg, 1995).
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Figure 2.1. An illustration of the Transactional Stress and Coping Model (Lazarus & Folkman, 1987).

Cognitive appraisals. A cognitive appraisal, or evaluative judgment regarding situations
or events, occurs as individuals interpret events or situations with consideration to their personal
well-being. Motivational, emotional and cognitive factors specific to the individual in their
particular environmental setting determine the appraisal process resulting in a “relational
meaning” of the event, situation or demand (Lazarus, 1993b). Appraisals are informed by
individuals’ general beliefs about themselves (i.e., ability, competence, perceived control, selfesteem, self-efficacy) and are highly situation or context-specific. The cognitive appraisal results
in some form of emotional response state, which consists of either a positive (i.e., happiness,
relief) or negative appraisal (i.e. fear, shame), and eventual judgment of whether the stressor
poses a potential benefit or threat (Lazarus, 1993a; 1993b; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 1987). It is
this cognitive appraisal, not the circumstances themselves, that primarily determines the degree
of stress reaction and activates the selection of coping strategies from individuals’ repertoire of
potential responses (Folkman et al., 1986; Folkman & Lazarus, 1985; Lazarus, 1993a; 1993b).
Coping reactions. In an attempt to adapt to the situation, overcome adversity, manage
stressful encounters, or seek to create more favorable circumstances, individuals engage in a
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variety of coping strategies. Lazarus (1993a) defines coping as an effortful cognitive and
behavioral process that involves managing psychological stress (Lazarus, 1993a). Coping
reactions may consist of behavioral responses toward the environment that attempt to manage
stressors (problem-focused coping) or away from the stressful environment or task as a means of
escape (avoidance-coping), or emotion-focused coping involving cognitive coping and emotional
regulation. Regardless of the method utilized, it is critical to examine employed coping
strategies to more accurately review the relationships among cognitive appraisals and outcomes –
as both the type and number of chosen coping strategies have been found critical (Duhachek &
Kelting, 2009; Folkman et al., 1986; Folkman & Lazarus, 1985; Lazarus, 1993a; Lazarus &
Folkman, 1984). Generally, problem-focused coping is believed to be the most adaptive form of
coping, resulting in more favorable outcomes as individuals engage in active strategies to
directly address the potentially threatening situation (Lazarus, 1993a; 1993b; Lazarus &
Folkman, 1984; 1987).
Taken as a whole, the Transactional Stress and Coping model asserts that each individual
is shaped by diverse environmental and situational circumstances, which results in unique
cognitive appraisals of similar events or demands. Motivational and cognitive variables
contribute to how individuals appraise such events or demands in either a more negative or
positive light. The cognitive appraisal then influences the selection of specific coping reactions
to manage the stressor, which ultimately leads to more or less favorable outcomes. The model is
recursive in that the outcomes that follow selected coping strategies in response to threat
appraisals shape the interpretations of future situations and the determination of the predicted
efficacy of selected strategies. Overall, this model provides a functional, integrative explanation
that may serve as an effective basis for examining the complex relationships among antecedent,
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mediating and outcome variables when attempting to predict and intervene on university
performance (Lazarus, 1993a; 1993b; Lazarus & Folkman, 1987).
Empirical Research Examining Transactional Stress and Coping
Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) model has been widely used to explain the diversity of
coping reactions and outcomes for individuals affected by a variety of stressors such as particular
physical or mental health challenges (Baldacchino, Borg, Muscat, & Sturgeon, 2012; Dysvik,
Natvig, Eikeland, & Lindstrom, 2005; Groomes & Leahy, 2002; Kennedy, Duff, Evans, &
Beedie, 2003; Marnocha & Marnocha, 2013; Sinha & Watson, 2007; Street et al., 2010; Tung,
Hunter, & Wei, 2008; Wanzer, Sparks, & Frymier, 2009); chemical substance use (Britton, 2004;
Park et al., 2004); trauma or loss (Carlson, 1997; Overlien & Hyden, 2009; Remillard & Lamb,
2005), experiences within certain vocational and recreational areas such as in nursing, social
work, military service, teaching (Baloglu, 2008; Ying, 2008) and in high-performance athletes
(Hammermeister & Burton, 2004; Nicholls & Polman, 2007).
Interventions to promote better outcomes through support focused on adapting cognitive
appraisals of potential stressors or developing more effective coping strategies have also been
promising (Kennedy et al., 2003; Carlson, 1997). For example, Kennedy et al. (2003) found that
individuals with spinal-cord injuries who participated in an intervention designed to help them
develop more positive cognitive appraisals of their condition and utilize adaptive coping
strategies reported reductions in feelings of depression and anxiety as well as increases in their
self-perceptions.
Overall, the central features and utility of the Lazarus and Folkman (1984) Transactional
Stress and Coping model have withstood the test of time in capturing the important relationships
among personal, cognitive, environmental and behavioral factors and explaining adaptive and
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maladaptive coping reactions in response to challenges and stressors. Just as environmental and
psychological factors are important in explaining stress and coping relationships associated with
physical, occupational, personal, and spiritual health and well-being, they are also significant
features in dictating academic well-being of students. Therefore, the Lazarus and Folkman
Transactional Stress and Coping model (1984) has proven useful in conceptualizing the
relationships among perceived stressors, appraisals of threat and opportunity, and coping
strategies that lead to adaptive or maladaptive outcomes within the academic context.
Transactional stress and coping in academics. Circumstances perceived as stressful
and threatening can have a negative impact on academic functioning (Carver & Scheier, 2005;
Cassady & Boseck, 2008; Spielberger & Vagg, 1995; Zeidner & Matthews, 2005). When
students are faced with potentially stressful situations, their appraisal of the situation is
profoundly influenced by their pervasive beliefs about themselves (i.e., perceptions of academic
ability, confidence) associated with academic-oriented tasks or the educational context. Highly
negative self-appraisals, such as those found in students with low self-efficacy (Bandura, 1993;
Bouffard-Bouchard, 1989; Bouffard-Bouchard, Parent, & Larivee, 1991; Prat-Sala & Redford,
2010), induce stress-appraisals of the situation and often result in decreased effort (Carver &
Scheier, 2005), or ineffective coping strategies (Barrows et al., 2013; Bembenutty, 2008; Lynch,
2006; 2010). Consequently, this increases the students’ vulnerability for academic failure
(Lazarus, 1993a; 1993b; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 1987). For example, in students who
experience higher levels of anxiety in response to academic demands or specific academic
requirements (i.e., new academic transitions, test-taking) academic performance is adversely
affected (Beilock, 2008; Bembenutty, 2008; Cassady, 2010; Cassady & Johnson, 2002; Chapell
et al., 2005; Lynch, 2006; 2010; Zeidner, 1990).
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Lower levels of achievement are the most likely consequence of these negative cognitive
appraisals, particularly when coping reactions are maladaptive and consist of task avoidance,
ineffective study strategies, poor self-regulation or negative emotional states (Carver & Scheier,
2005; Cassady, 2010). However, favorable outcomes are possible in the face of these negative
appraisal tendencies when students employ adaptive coping strategies that specifically target the
academic demands they routinely face or activate supportive resources in their educational
environment that help with either emotional or problem-based coping (Blair & Razza, 2007;
Cassady, 2010). Simultaneously, a large body of research on academic performance suggests that
students who demonstrate greater ability to effectively manage academic stress and task demands
through consistent use of appropriate self-regulation strategies (i.e., manage educational
environments, regulate study behaviors, motivational regulation) enjoy more positive
achievement outcomes over the long term (e.g., Park, Edmondson, & Lee, 2012; Williams et al.,
2008; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008).
Consistent with the Lazarus and Folkman model (1984), the principle factors in
understanding eventual academic success and failure lie in: a) how students perceive (appraise)
potentially stressful circumstances- either as potential threatening barriers or manageable
challenges and b) the approach (e.g., coping reactions or self-regulation strategies) selected to
address the academic-related demands. All college students encounter a variety of stressors and
obstacles as they navigate their educational paths, yet as the model suggests, there are wide
variations in the students’ perceptions of the level of threat inspired by these stressors, resulting
in varying levels of vulnerability to stress-related circumstances. This tends to be heightened for
students in their first year of college, where they tend to face significant distress, anxiety and a
number of adjustment challenges (Andrews & Wilding, 2004; Barrows et al., 2013; Budny &
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Paul, 2003; Crede & Kuncel, 2008; Dyson & Renk, 2006; Hsieh et al., 2012; Lapsley et al.,
1989; Sasaki & Yamasaki, 2007; Srivastava, Tamir, McGonigal, John, & Gross, 2009; Turner et
al., 2012; Wei et al., 2005). Although students may possess similar static characteristics (e.g.,
gender, ethnicity) as they enter postsecondary educational environments, differing degrees of
anxiety, motivation, self-efficacy and attitudes toward college may contribute to quite dissimilar
cognitive appraisals of academic-related tasks, events, experiences and expectations during the
first-year experience. Whether one views demands or expectations as overwhelming and
unmanageable or challenging and manageable will directly contribute to variations in the coping
responses, yielding more or less favorable academic achievement outcomes.
Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) model has not been widely utilized for large-scale studies
examining student achievement in higher education. Most institutional assessment research tends
to be limited due to the inaccessibility of data examining student appraisals and tendencies
toward self-regulation and coping. Conversely, studies that are specifically focused on student
appraisals or coping strategies often are unable to effectively capture student outcome measures
that are durable and reliable indicators of success. As such, the majority of research
incorporating the general tenets of the Lazarus and Folkman model within the academic context
has focused primarily on smaller and more manageable analyses of elementary and secondary
student populations (Boekaerts, 1993; Hunter & Boyle, 2004; Lay et al., 1989; Sowa & May,
1997). Research using this framework in college populations has also generally targeted students
attending non-U.S. institutions (Akgun, 2004; Sinha & Watson, 2007) or specific populations of
students who encounter particular stressors (e.g., student- athletes; Giacobbi et al., 2004).
However, these post-secondary investigations generally have been limited to examining only
subsets of the overall model due to the limitations they face in accessing information satisfying
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all dimensions of the model, in particular appraisals of stressful conditions and self-regulation
tendencies related to academic challenges (rather than affective adjustment to transitions to
university life; Britton, 2004; Chang 1998; Chang & Strunk, 1999; Park et al., 2004; Ying,
2008).
Using the Lazarus and Folkman (1984) model, Chang (1998) conducted a study
examining the influence of optimism and cognitive appraisal on student outcomes associated
with coping and adjustment in a sample of 726 U.S. college students. Results revealed there were
significant differences on stress-related appraisals and overall adjustment between students who
self-reported as optimists or pessimists. In response to a class event (i.e., exam for course),
students who self-reported as pessimists were more likely to appraise the event as stressful and
utilize more maladaptive coping responses (e.g., academic disengagement). Those individuals
who reported higher optimism reported greater use of engaging coping strategies (e.g., problemsolving) and less disengaged coping strategies (e.g., problem avoidance). The cognitive
appraisals accounted for a significant amount of the variance in student-selected coping
strategies. Additionally, cognitive appraisals and coping methods significantly predicted student
psychological and physical adjustment, with higher rates of stress-appraisals and maladaptive
coping responses contributing to heightened difficulties in adjustment over time. While this
study clearly established that differential appraisals (pessimist versus optimist) of the same
situational event (exam) led to differences in chosen strategies, the study was not able to follow
through with a direct examination of outcomes in academic achievement.
A more recent cross-cultural investigation informed by the Transactional Stress and
Coping model substantiated the role of stress-appraisals and coping in affective adjustment to
university life. In their study of 542 college-aged students sampled from two separate university
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populations, one located in India and the other in Canada, Sinha and Watson (2007) examined
the role of stress and coping strategies (i.e., escape-avoidance, problem solving) on
psychological symptoms (i.e., anxiety, depression). Results revealed that the Canadian students
(characteristic of Westernized culture) reported significantly higher levels of perceived stress
than the students from India. The Canadian students were also more likely to report escapism or
avoidance-coping tendencies that were subsequently strong predictors of later negative
psychological symptoms. Students who reported “confrontive” coping (e.g., problem-focused)
tendencies were less likely to identify with psychological symptoms. Collectively, the negative
cognitive appraisals and maladaptive coping strategies were predictive of low self-esteem,
depression, anxiety, hostility, and somatization. Results of this study underscore the connections
between appraisal, coping, and non-academic outcomes. The personal factors unique to student
background and contextual factors proved important to the establishment of the appraisals.
Additionally, the results provide evidence that concurrent self-report measures of student
appraisals and coping tendencies can serve as useful predictors of student outcomes.
Consistent with the Lazarus and Folkman model, findings from a study examining 379
U.S. undergraduate students by Chang and Strunk (1999) support the influential role of cognitive
appraisals and coping in adjustment outcomes in students who experienced dysphoria. Dysphoria
was significantly positively correlated with student reports of lower life satisfaction, physical
symptomotology, and disengaged coping activities and associated with greater threat appraisals.
While reported dysphoria alone was directly related to maladaptive adjustment, their study
demonstrated that these negative outcomes were magnified for students reporting threat-laden
cognitive appraisals who also utilized more disengaging coping activities. Research by Park et
al. (2004) found similar evidence highlighting the importance of examining both aspects of
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cognitive appraisals and coping strategies when identifying outcomes. In their study, students
who reported greater levels of negative affect and stress also reported higher alcohol
consumption levels - a common outcome when examining responses to stress for learners
(Cooper, Frone, Russell, & Mudar, 1995; Mohr et al., 2001). However, examination of chosen
stress coping strategies demonstrated that when students engaged in problem-focused coping,
reported alcohol consumption decreased, whereas emotion-focused coping was associated with
increases in alcohol consumption (Park et al., 2004).
Adaptive coping strategies such as those reported in the Park et al. (2004) study lead the
learner toward more proactive solutions to meeting the challenges imposed by stressors in the
academic environment. Akgun (2004) demonstrated that the use of these proactive coping
strategies was strongly related to student self-efficacy in a sample of 255 Australian
undergraduate college students. Results revealed students who reported higher self-efficacy had
more positive appraisals of the potentially stressful situation (i.e., lower perceived threat). These
students were also more likely to use adaptive forms of coping such as seeking social support,
engaging in planful problem solving, and confronting the perceived stressor through problemfocused coping. The results were consistent with the basic transactional model, but an additional
variable of interest was identified in this study. Akgun reported that use of positive coping
strategies was even more pronounced for students who reported higher levels of learned
resourcefulness, or their ability to exert control over their behaviors when faced with everyday
problems. Research highlights the positive link between this skill and outcomes. Individuals
more adept in learned resourcefulness experience higher self-efficacy, utilize self-regulatory
strategies to control their emotional responses and apply problem-solving strategies in response
to stressful conditions, minimizing potential negative effects of stress on their performance
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(Rosenbaum, 1990; Rosenbaum & Jaffe, 1983). Lower levels of learned resourcefulness
contributed to more escape-avoidance behaviors in response to the perceived stressful
examination event. Results from this study also highlighted a significant gender difference in
perceptions of potentially stressful events, finding that female students perceived examination
situations as more stressful than males. This is not surprising, given the wide body of research
demonstrating females report higher levels of academic anxiety in nearly all forms and contexts
(Bembenutty, 2008; Chapell et al., 2005; Kitsantas et al., 2008; Lynch, 2006; 2010), but
highlights the importance of examining the unique contributing features of personal
characteristics and contextual differences when examining the overall transactional stress and
coping models.
A qualitative study by Giacobbi et al. (2004) examined the sources of stress and coping
resources in first-year U.S. female college student-athletes over the course of their first academic
year. They utilized the Transactional Stress and Coping model (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) as
their theoretical framework to guide the research questions, line of inquiry and data
interpretation, finding it to provide an adequate explanation for conclusions drawn from this
study. The female athletes reported significant stressors during their first year, including
academics (i.e., transitioning to college-level demands, balancing sport and academics), training
intensity, high performance expectations, being away from home and interpersonal relationships
associated with coaching staff, teammates and others. Participants indicated engaging in a
number of coping strategies to address these stressors, however, the type of coping method
evolved over the year. During the earlier parts of the year, they engaged in more emotionfocused coping (i.e., venting to others, humor). Active cognitive coping strategies, although not
mentioned at the beginning of the academic year, were employed as the year progressed. It is this
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transition to more adaptive forms of coping that the researchers attribute to the greater levels of
satisfaction and adjustment observed by the end of the first year. Although this study is
qualitative in nature and lacks statistical investigation of the variables of interest, it does draw
attention to the potential to adjust the coping strategies employed by learners over the course of
an academic year – illustrating the potential to promote adaptive coping through intervention
efforts.
Ying (2008) examined the effectiveness of coping strategies for students in a graduatelevel social work program. Students were placed in the field and were involved in social work
activities. They were assessed regarding the challenges or stressors associated with their work as
well as emotional exhaustion, self-detachment and social support system. Using Lazarus and
Folkman’s framework (1984) in his research, Ying found that in the presence of challenges and
stressors, self-detachment and the use of an external social support system (i.e., engaged/adaptive
coping) served as positive coping strategies in students. Less use of self-detachment and social
support system coping strategies (i.e., maladaptive/disengaged coping) was predictive of higher
levels of emotional exhaustion. Here, self-detachment requires individuals to develop a level of
self-awareness that enables them to actively separate their own experiences, emotions and
cognitions from the influence of stressful situations encountered in the social work environment
(Neff, 2003; Ying, 2008). Consistent with Lazarus and Folkman’s model (1984), this coping
strategy assists students in changing the influence of environmental conditions on outcomes; by
reframing the initial negative cognitive appraisal of the stressor, self-detachment allows students
to perceive the conditions as less threatening and more manageable. According to Ying, more
adaptive coping strategies yield more favorable outcomes for persons facing stressful
circumstances in their academic work associated with their vocation of interest.
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Related models of stress and coping in academics. A wide body of research has
provided adaptations of the general framework proposed by Lazarus and Folkman (1984),
attempting to identify the importance of stress and coping in academic success (Cassady &
Boseck, 2008; Slavin et al., 1991; Spielberger & Vagg, 1995; Zeidner & Matthews, 2005). The
preponderance of those models attempts to explain the experience of academic anxiety and
coping responses that translate to more adaptive or maladaptive outcomes.
One of the most influential models was presented by Spielberger and Vagg (1995) and
incorporates the stress-outcome transactional process to explain the role of test anxiety in
performance. According to their conceptualization, examinations and other academicallydemanding situations represent stressful situations that are often appraised by students as
threatening and thus evoke an anxious emotional state in response. As a result, attention,
information processing and retrieval during the assessment event are adversely affected. Often
the coping reactions that follow include decreased motivation (e.g., performance avoidance goal
sets), task avoidance (e.g., procrastination), unsuccessful study strategies, or distraction in one’s
ability to focus and perform (Blair & Razza, 2007; Carver & Scheier, 2005; Zeidner, 1995;
Zeidner & Matthews, 2005). Ultimately, these maladaptive forms of coping contribute to
performance decrements for test-anxious students. Conversely, some individuals may interpret
and appraise potential threats quite differently (i.e., as a “challenge”) and respond more
adaptively by using the anxiety as a positive motivator toward performance or in developing
better strategies to compensate (Spielberger & Vagg, 1995).
Zeidner and Matthews (2005) articulated a similar model of coping in response to
academic-related anxieties that reframes coping in the broader self-regulation literature. This
approach adopts a more comprehensive examination of the motivational and cognitive
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dimensions of self-regulation by accounting for aspects such as fear of failure, established goal
sets, and self-monitoring during test preparation and performance. According to their model, the
degree and impact of evaluation anxiety (i.e., test anxiety) depend upon a variety of social and
situational factors (e.g., high stakes test) that interact with individual student characteristics (e.g.,
perceived low ability). Therefore, multiple cognitive, affective and behavioral factors associated
with the student and academic environment converge, resulting in a variety of consequences for
the anxious learner. For such students, Zeidner and Matthews suggest self-regulated learning
strategies are key in their ability to effectively cope, indicating that for those students who attend
to information and engage in the learning experience, functioning and performance outcomes
improve. For students who engage in distraction, procrastination and avoid engaging in tasks
necessary to accomplish their academic goals, performance suffers resulting in poorer learner
outcomes (Zeidner & Matthews, 2005).
Cassady and Boseck (2008) have more recently proposed an Emotional Information
Processing (EIP) Model which integrates the Lazarus and Folkman (1984) framework. In short,
this theoretical model attempts to explain how students encode information from their academic
environment when demands are placed upon them and interpret those situational cues through
their own personal lens. Responses are then selected based upon their cognitive appraisals,
personal goals associated with either avoiding or approaching the task and the students’
knowledge of potential responses. According to this model, those students who develop more
negative, threatening appraisals of the situation and have a limited number or ineffective
strategies available to them are at greater risk for poor performance and academic achievement
(Cassady & Boseck, 2008).
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The Multicultural Model of the Stress Process proposed by Slavin et al., (1991)
incorporates all the components of the Lazarus and Folkman model but more specifically
emphasizes the role cultural factors play in the stress-coping process. These authors point to the
influence cultural background brings as a relevant factor influential to each stage of the stresscoping process. This is particularly true, argue the authors, in situations or institutions where
other- and self-oriented beliefs associated with culture can significantly impact one’s
environmental conditions, cognitive appraisals and coping reactions, for example in academicoriented expectations (i.e., stereotype threat; Steele & Aronson, 1995; Steele, Spencer, &
Aronson, 2002). Although the original Lazarus and Folkman (1984) model recognizes that
person-specific factors contribute to the varying cognitive appraisals and coping responses
individuals will select, Slavin et al. (1991) advocate for specific inclusion of culture within the
model, highlighting the significance of cultural factors as an integral part to this process.
As suggested by the review of the literature, the Lazarus and Folkman (1984)
Transactional Stress and Coping model has primarily been utilized as the guiding theoretical
framework investigating a myriad of research topics, including college student populations.
However, the body of empirical research to date has largely failed to directly investigate
students’ stress-appraisals in response to academic task demands, educational environments and
the selection of particular academic-related coping strategies that contribute to achievement
outcomes. This limitation in the research is generally a matter of methodological limitations
driven by the inability to access all relevant factors in the model with a sample sufficiently large
to test the full model. Considering other extensions to the Transactional Stress and Coping
model, the Lazarus and Folkman framework will be utilized to inform the analyses proposed in

34

this research study as it provides a viable and parsimonious explanation of the relationships
among the variables of interest to this study.
Importance of Multifactor Investigations of Student Performance
In-depth review of the literature on predictors of college student achievement
demonstrates no single factor places any student more at risk over another. Measures of prior
academic achievement and background factors only provide so much information (e.g., Astin &
Lee, 2003; Hoffman Beyer & Gillmore, 2007; Keup, 2004; Tinto, 2006). Lazarus and Folkman’s
framework (1984; 1987; Lazarus, 1993a; 1993b) emphasizes the critical nature of including
multiple levels of factors for accurate prediction of student outcomes, recognizing personal
characteristics, environmental conditions, and psychosocial determinants of behavioral
outcomes. Obviously, this is not a novel perspective, as it is consistent with well-established
discussions of human functioning (e.g., Bandura, 1986; 1997; 1999; Snow et al., 1996). Brief
overview of the importance of these multiple-perspective orientations to understanding human
performance is warranted in a broad investigation of diverse student outcomes. Furthermore, an
overview of these metatheoretical perspectives allows a direct alignment with the Transactional
Stress and Coping model (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), identifying a bridge between the relatively
disconnected domains of research.
Albert Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) provides a widely-used triadic
psychosocial model that categorizes factors associated with student performance and
achievement outcomes into three interrelated components: personal factors (e.g., cognitive
abilities, affective states), behavioral responses (e.g., study strategies, self-regulation), and
environmental conditions (Bandura, 1986; 1997; 1999). Within this conceptual framework,
Bandura emphasizes the role of human agency as a key contributor to achievement outcomes

35

(1999; 2006). Individuals, as agentic beings, possess cognitive and behavioral abilities that
enable them to construct, select and regulate their actions in response to the environment (1999).
From the Social Cognitive perspective, person-centered variables such as cognitive
abilities, self-perceptions and motivation guide individuals’ behavioral response patterns.
Environmental conditions (i.e., events, social situations) also influence the person and behavioral
components. All three components interact in reciprocal fashion, with behavioral responses
potentially impacting environmental conditions for example. Ultimately, the bidirectional
interactions among these three components contribute to a variety of achievement outcomes.
Social Cognitive Theory highlights the importance of investigating the three interactive
components, with particular emphasis on self-efficacy and human agency, in cultivating an
understanding of factors predictive of college student achievement. Cognitive beliefs and
behavioral response patterns, along with motivational and affective states, are heavily influenced
by a person’s perceived self-efficacy, or the belief the person holds about what he is capable of
doing, learning and accomplishing (Bandura, 1977; 1999). These self-efficacy beliefs are also
shaped by environmental factors as much of what a person comes to believe about himself and
his abilities is often informed by prior social interactions, experiences within certain
environmental contexts, and observing others. Therefore, within the academic context,
environmental factors play a significant role in student achievement, influencing behavioral and
personal factors that contribute to achievement. A student’s degree of self-efficacy often dictates
his goal-setting activities, what tasks he should attempt to achieve, and how much effort he
should put forth, directing his learning strategy use and task performance (Prat-Sala & Redford,
2010). For that reason, self-efficacy is instrumental to a student’s sense of agency (Bandura,

36

1977; 1999) and has a profound influence on cognitive development and academic performance
(Bandura, 1993; Bouffard-Bouchard, 1989; Bouffard-Bouchard, Parent, & Larivee, 1991).
Academically-oriented behavioral responses then constitute the final piece among factors
that ultimately contribute to academic persistence and achievement outcomes (Robbins et al.,
2004; Trigwell et al., 2013). From the perspective of interpretation in the Transactional Model
(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), self-efficacy is instrumental in the cognitive appraisals individuals
form in the face of environmental stressors. In the face of academic stressors, students with high
self-efficacy are more likely to adopt a cognitive appraisal that has a lower degree of perceived
threat because they are confident in their abilities to meet the challenge imposed (Prat-Sala &
Redford, 2010; Zeidner & Matthews, 2005). Subsequently, the motivation and cognitive selfregulation (or coping) strategies consistently selected and employed by the learner in response to
these cognitive appraisals rely on the agentic role of the learner (Bandura, 1999; 2006). Those
who routinely adopt adaptive self-regulation strategies (e.g., mastery-oriented motivational sets,
active cognitive monitoring, effective resource management) enact behavioral response patterns
that help meet those challenges effectively. Alternatively, those who adopt less agentic
perspectives (e.g., avoidance-goal sets, procrastination, poor self-regulation activities) will have
a less effective outcome in performance.
Snow et al. (1996) further expound upon the person component described within
Bandura’s triadic framework, explaining how person-centered factors contribute to academic
performance and achievement. In their discussion, Snow and colleagues identify three distinct
domains of human functioning: cognitive, affective and conative. Cognitive variables include
abilities such as information processing skills and intelligence. Within the academic context,
cognitive ability is often measured by college entrance examinations and grade point average,
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two reliable predictors of academic success in college (Alarcon & Edwards, 2013; DeBerard et
al., 2004; Harackiewicz et al., 2002; Kowitlawakul et al., 2013; Randsell, 2001; Robbins et al.,
2004; Zypher, et al., 2007). Affective factors consist of emotions, personality traits, values and
attitudes. Attitudes toward education and academic-oriented anxiety are two academic-related
factors categorized within this domain. The conative variables are characterized by two distinct
states: mental processes and volition. Mental conative factors frequently referenced within the
educational milieu include motivation and self-efficacy, while volitional factors include timemanagement and self-regulatory skills (Snow et al., 1996).
Traditionally, institutions and researchers have primarily examined the contributions of
cognitive factors to student performance and achievement outcomes. Snow et al. (1996) assert
conative and affective factors are also worthy of investigation as all three processes illuminate
individual differences among the student population. In their review, they emphasize that
assessments examining educational outcomes should include multiple student variables from all
three domains for a more comprehensive and accurate understanding of student characteristics
and their relationships within academic contexts. Individual differences exist among students,
and it is those differences that often influence the diverse achievement outcomes observed in
learners (see Snow et al., 1996 for review). Research by Lazarus (1993b) supports this
framework, illustrating that person traits and characteristics contribute to unique cognitive
appraisals and behavioral response patterns as a result for each learner, and these individual
differences ultimately serve an influential role in student outcomes. Thus, conative and affective
factors are viewed as additional critical pieces to understanding academic achievement
outcomes.
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As a result of institutional assessment and other investigative efforts, a large body of
research provides an extensive and complex picture of why students remain in college and
succeed (Tinto, 2006). The following section reviews the broad body of literature attempting to
predict success in higher education which generally can be classified into (a) pre-existing
personal factors, (b) affective influences to performance, and (c) self-regulated learning factors.
Pre-Existing Personal Factors
As Keup (2004) notes, students enter postsecondary institutions with a host of
experiences and background variables that directly impact their academic performance over the
short and long-term. Students’ high school experiences and family contexts play a role in college
persistence, yet background information of this nature is often ignored (Tinto, 2006). Therefore,
to fully capture the key factors associated with academic achievement outcomes in higher
education, the demographic (e.g., gender, ethnicity) and background characteristics (e.g., SES,
parent education level, family context) students bring to college must be considered (Bean, 1990;
Johnson et al., 2004-2005; Scherer & Anson, 2014). Other influential pre-existing personl
factors include students’ prior high school experiences and abilities and are worthy of attention
(Tinto, 2006).
Prior academic achievement. In their attempt to gauge student retention and
achievement outcomes in college, postsecondary institutions rely upon high school grade point
average (GPA) and college admissions test scores (i.e., SAT and ACT) as measures of prior
academic achievement. This is with good reason as the preponderance of research indicates these
measures are consistently strong predictors of success in college over other variables (Alarcon &
Edwards, 2013; DeBerard et al., 2004; Harackiewicz et al., 2002; Kowitlawakul et al., 2013;
Randsell, 2001; Robbins et al., 2004; Zypher et al., 2007). Therefore in predicting student
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academic achievement, investigations must include tests of prior achievement as they provide
robust information to institutions about their entering student population (Ekman & Pelletier,
2008; Peterson & Einarson, 2001).
Harackiewicz et al. (2002) followed 471 college students enrolled in an introductory
psychology course from the first semester through graduation or withdrawal in their study
examining prior achievement factors (i.e., SAT/ACT scores, high school GPA) and college
performance. Results indicated that students higher in measures of prior achievement
demonstrated better psychology course performance and higher first-semester GPAs compared to
students exhibiting lower prior achievement. Significance of prior achievement was also evident
in cumulative GPAs at time of graduation, indicating prior achievement was a robust predictor of
college academic performance both in the short and long-term.
Zypher et al. (2007) found similar support for prior achievement measures as predictors
of academic performance, yet their results indicate prior achievement becomes less salient as
students progress into the later years of their college career. In a sample of 207 college seniors,
they investigated the role of prior achievement (i.e., SAT/ACT scores) and personality factors on
student performance across the students’ first seven semesters enrolled at the institution. Results
indicated that students with higher scores of prior achievement upon entry enjoyed higher
college GPA, especially over the first two semesters of college. Although prior achievement still
remained a predictive factor beyond the first year, the initial effects became less significant in
students’ performance across the remaining three years with personality factors better explaining
differences in student performance.
In their longitudinal study of 204 freshmen college students, DeBerard and colleagues
(2004) examined student demographics, prior ability and other psychosocial variables as
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potential predictors of academic achievement and retention. Correlational analyses revealed that
high school GPA and SAT total scores were positively associated with college cumulative GPA
(r = .67; r = .30 respectively). High school GPA was also significantly correlated to student
persistence from year one into year two (r = -.20); those students with higher GPAs were more
likely to remain at the institution. Regression analyses demonstrated that high school GPA and
SAT scores were strong predictors of first-year cumulative GPA, accounting for a greater
proportion of the variance explained compared to other variables (i.e., social support, coping)
investigated in the study.
Alarcon and Edwards (2013) also targeted the first year of college in their investigation
of prior ability, as indicated by ACT scores, and student retention. In a sample of 584 freshman
students, they measured student performance at four different intervals during the first year.
Regression analyses found that ACT scores were a significant predictor of retention at all four
time points. Students who scored one standard deviation below the mean on ACT scores were
.98 times more likely to withdraw from the institution.
Gender. Although gender status does not directly contribute to variations in college
student performance, gender has been found to play a significant role in accounting for
differences observed in postsecondary retention and achievement outcomes. Research finds that
females are at a significant advantage, typically outperforming males in college GPA and
completion (Alon & Gelbgiser, 2011; DeBerard & Julka, 2000; DeBerard et al., 2004;
Harackiewicz et al., 2002; Kitsantas et al., 2008) even when other variables (i.e., background,
prior ability) are controlled for (Buchmann & Diprete, 2006; Goldin et al., 2006).
In their study of 204 freshmen undergraduate students, Deberard et al. (2004) found that
female students earned higher cumulative GPAs than the male students, and gender was a
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significant predictor of year-one academic performance. In a prior, similar study, Deberard and
Julka (2000) found there was a statistical difference between females’ and males’ performance in
college with females demonstrating significantly higher GPAs. Gender was correlated with firstyear GPA (r = .25) wherein males earned lower GPAs compared to females and were more
likely to be placed on academic probation. Similarly, an investigation of 471 college participants
by Harackiewicz et al. (2002) revealed freshmen females earned significantly higher introductory
psychology course grades and demonstrated better performance in first-semester and cumulative
first-year GPAs than their male counterparts. Kitsantas and colleagues (2008) followed 198
undergraduate students across the first two years of college in their investigation of factors
hypothesized to predict college student achievement outcomes. The results echo other research,
finding females earned significantly higher cumulative GPAs than the male students by the end
of their sophomore year. Regression analyses predicting end of sophomore GPA revealed
gender as a significant predictor of performance, with gender continuing to significantly predict
achievement when other variables (i.e., prior ability, motivation) were also investigated.
Buchmann and DiPrete (2006) conducted an extensive study investigating potential
contributors to the perceived gender gap in college performance and achievement outcomes.
They utilized data from the National Education Longitudinal Study (NELS; years 1988-2000)
and General Social Survey (GSS; years 1972-2002). Not surprisingly, results from this largescaled study revealed that historically males entered and completed college at higher rates than
females. However, more recently a dramatic shift was observed; although females and males
enrolled in 4-year institutions at almost identical rates, they experienced significantly different
completion and performance outcomes. The work by Buchmann and DiPrete (2006)
demonstrated that the advantage females enjoyed emerged after high school once males and
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females began taking courses at a 4-year college. Controlling for prior achievement measures
and other variables, females still exhibited significantly higher grade point averages (a gap that
widened with each passing year in college) and completion rates than their male counterparts.
Ethnicity. An achievement gap continues to exist between ethnic majority and minority
students in postsecondary education. Researchers have associated students’ status as a member
of an ethnic or cultural minority group with increased risk for drop out and academic failure
(ACE, 2008; 2011; Borman & Overman, 2004; Gordon & Yowell, 1994; Harper, 2009; 2012;
Harris & Herrington, 2006; Jones et al., 2010; Kamee & Justiz, 1988; Kuh et al., 2007; Toldson,
2012). Research finds that minority students are at a significant disadvantage compared to their
ethnic majority peers as they are often placed in lower ability educational tracks during
elementary and secondary education (Cavazos, Cavazos, Hinojosa, & Silva, 2009; Herrera, 2003;
Ou & Reynolds, 2014; Valencia, 2002), and on average, less than one-third of minority high
school graduates have college-level reading skills (ACT, 2006). Furthermore, these individuals
often lack information helpful to transitioning into higher education (Immerwahr, 2003;
Zalsaquett, 2005) and experience greater difficulty integrating into the college culture (Odell,
Korgen, & Wang, 2005). These challenges then often translate into difficulty achieving their
postsecondary goals.
Although minority students are entering colleges at higher rates now more than ever, a
national report by the American Council on Education (ACE; 2011) presents a concerning
picture of achievement outcomes in this college student sub-population. The report indicates that
persistence rates of minority students continue to fall below that of non-Hispanic White and
Asian students. The drop-out rates for African American and Hispanic students in the first year
of enrollment (both 30%) are almost double that of their ethnic majority peers. Furthermore, of
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those students who enrolled, approximately 36% of the African American and 42% of the
Hispanic students graduate with a baccalaureate degree within five years compared to slightly
over 58% of non-Hispanic White students.
In a large-scale study (n = 6,834) comparing college students across various background
factors, Jones et al. (2010) found evidence of the achievement gap among students from diverse
ethnic groups. They found ethnicity to be strongly associated with baccalaureate degree
completion. After controlling for prior high school achievement and gender, African American
students were 30% less likely, Hispanic students were 40% less likely and Native American
students were two-thirds less likely to earn their college degree compared to White students.
However, in STEM-related degrees (i.e., Biology), Jones and colleagues (2010) found that prior
high school achievement was a strong, significant predictor of degree completion across all
ethnic groups. For this particular degree area, ethnicity was no longer a significant factor
predicting degree attainment.
Oh and Reynolds (2014) investigated childhood predictors of later college success or
failure in a cohort of inner-city, minority students. Results from their sample of 1,379 students
drawn from the Chicago Longitudinal Study indicated that ethnic minority status, low parent
educational attainment and low SES significantly predicted lower rates of college attendance and
degree completion. Beyond these background variables, classroom adjustment, parental
expectations toward education and reading ability were also significant predictors of college
achievement outcomes (i.e., attendance, degree completion). Although ethnic minority students
were less likely to succeed in college, those students who demonstrated more skilled reading
ability, reported high parental expectations for the child’s education and better adjustment to the
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classroom during their elementary education had a higher likelihood of attending college and
completing their degree once enrolled.
Additional research specifically focused on the facilitative factors on postsecondary
success for minority students has extended these trends. For example, Morales (2010) conducted
a study investigating high-risk students and factors that contributed to academic resilience in
minority, low SES, first-generation college students. The results identified two clusters of factors
that represented protective factors students reported were instrumental to their academic success
in college. Cluster 1 represented strong familial support and adequate preparedness in skills for
college success associated with positive high school experiences and relationships. Cluster 2
related to internal factors associated with high levels of student self-efficacy and self-esteem,
strong work ethic and high motivation toward education. Thus, in students whose background
factors identified them as high-risk for academic failure (ACE, 2006), they instead attained more
positive outcomes and attributed their success to a number of factors that extended beyond
demographic variables. Beyond Morales’ (2010) findings, a wide body of research indicates that
the minority students who enjoy greater levels of academic success are those who demonstrate
better adjustment to stressful conditions, report more familial support and a high value of
education (Cavazos et al., 2010; Ceballo, 2004; Morales, 2008; 2010; Zalaquett, 2005).
Additionally, minority students who exhibit higher levels of intrinsic motivation, academic selfefficacy and engage more frequently in problem-focused coping toward academic demands
experience more successful achievement outcomes (Bridges, 2010; Cavazos et al., 2010; Harper,
2009; 2012; Moore, Madison-Colomore, & Smith, 2003; Morales, 2010; Phinney & Haas, 2003).
First-generation status. First-generation college students are typically defined as
students who are from a family in which neither parent or guardian has earned a college degree
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(Choy, 2001; Pike & Kuh, 2005; Soria & Stebleton, 2012). There is a wide body of literature
demonstrating that first-generation students experience depressed achievement outcomes; they
earn lower grades and have higher drop-out rates than non-first-generation students (Balemian &
Feng, 2013; Choy, 2001; DeAngelo et al., 2011; Engle, 2007; Ishitani, 2006; Pascarella et al.,
2004; Riehl, 1994; Soria & Stebleton, 2012). Compared to non-first-generation students, firstgeneration college students differ in many ways and face a number of unique academic and nonacademic challenges that factor into their educational success (Bui, 2002; Gibbons et al., 2011;
Inman & Mayes, 1999; Orbe, 2008). Research by Pascarella et al. (2004) refers to the
psychological climate associated with being a first-generation student, finding that firstgeneration students are different and experience college quite differently from non-firstgeneration peers, which translates to the observed achievement differences among the two
student populations. According to Pascarella et al. (2004), first-generation students experience
greater difficulty participating in on-campus activities and interacting with peers and instructors
due to the majority of them live off campus, work more hours and take fewer course credits than
their non-first-generation peers. Given that the majority of first-generation college students come
from minority and low-income families (Bui, 2002; Horn, Nunez, & Bobbitt, 2000; Lohfink &
Paulsen, 2005; Scherer & Anson, 2014; Terenzini, Springer, Yaeger, Pascarella, & Nora, 1996),
the academic challenges experienced by these underrepresented populations often overlap.
In his analysis of three nationally-representative longitudinal studies – the National
Education Longitudinal Study, the Beginning Postsecondary Students Longitudinal Study and
the Baccalaureate and Beyond longitudinal study, Choy (2001) identified several factors he
determined were instrumental in driving the demonstrated deficits in college persistence and
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achievement outcomes of first-generation students. To summarize, Choy concluded firstgeneration students:


were less academically prepared for admission to a 4-year college;



were most likely to leave a 4-year institution before the second year and were
more likely to withdraw at each subsequent year;



reported lower educational aspirations;



reported receiving less parental support and assistance (i.e., financial) in reaching
educational goals; and



lacked sufficient knowledge about cost and financing education.
As Choy (2001) indicates, low achievement outcomes for first-generation students are

largely due to academic challenges experienced prior to entering the postsecondary institution.
First-generation students have significantly lower high school GPAs, college entrance exam
scores, rates of attempting and passing advanced placement (AP) courses, and demonstrate lower
overall academic preparation in STEM and other core subject areas (Balemian & Feng, 2013;
Pascarella et al., 2004; Riehl, 1994) placing them at a disadvantage even before reaching the
postsecondary institution. Consequently, students with poor academic performance and
preparation during high school enter college with lower educational expectations and are less
likely to persist and complete a college degree (Choy, 2001; Engle, 2007; Ishitani, 2006;
Pascarella et al., 2004; Terenzini et al., 1996). This is not surprising given research by Ishitani
(2006) also indicated that low parental expectations were commonly reported by first-generation
students, and this factor was directly associated with student drop-out rates.
This lack of academic preparation is also illustrated by the documented need for the
majority of first-generation students to complete remedial coursework to become ready for the
academic rigor of 4-year institutions (Choy, 2001; Balemian & Feng, 2013; Engle, 2007).
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Students referred to these courses generally lack college-level reading, writing and mathematics
skills, which is associated with greater difficulty in handling a standard course load in college
(Lau, 2003), jeopardizing their retention and degree completion (Balemian & Feng, 2013).
Research by Fike and Fike (2008) also found that students who either failed or did not enroll in
their “prescribed” reading, writing, or mathematics developmental courses were more likely to
withdraw than those who passed.
It is evident that first-generation students enter postsecondary institutions already at a
disadvantage compared to their non-first-generation peers, which contributes to greater
difficulties transitioning to higher education. Understandably, the limiters to success persist once
they matriculate, with the greatest level of challenge generally encountered during the first year
(Choy, 2001; Ishitani, 2006) when first-generation students’ lower academic skills are
confronted by heightened academic rigor (Collier & Morgan 2008; Jean, 2010; Pike & Kuh,
2005; Soria & Stebleton, 2012).
Research by Jean (2010) indicated first-generation students perceived themselves as less
successful in adjusting to the academic demands of college compared to their non-firstgeneration peers. They perceived themselves as less prepared for college and less
knowledgeable and skilled on effective study strategies. A qualitative study by Collier and
Morgan (2008) investigating student and faculty course work expectations further substantiated
this. First-generation students reported experiencing more problems with time management,
devoting enough time to successful coursework completion, and in adequately understanding
expectations for a course. First-generation students also reported they utilized fewer outside
resources that could assist them with meeting course demands.
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First-generation students are also characterized as less academically and socially engaged
during their college careers (Engle & Tinto, 2008; Pike & Kuh, 2005; Soria & Stebleton, 2012),
which have been linked to academic performance outcomes (Engle & Tinto, 2008; Krause &
Coates, 2008). Research by Soria and Stebleton (2012) and Pike and Kuh (2005) found firstgeneration students reported significantly lower levels of academic and social engagement
during their first year of college. They contributed less to class discussion, asked fewer questions
in class, had fewer interactions with faculty (Soria & Stebleton, 2012) and made less progress in
learning and intellectual development over the first year (Pike & Kuh, 2005) compared to nonfirst-generation students.
Research also suggests there are psychosocial differences that separate first-generation
students from their non-first-generation peers, which play a role in achievement outcomes.
Research by Bui (2002) identified specific psychosocial struggles of first-generation students in
addition to their personal concerns over academic preparedness. Bui found that first-generation
college students feared failure more often and expressed more worry over financial issues
associated with attending college compared to non-first-generation students. The concerns
expressed by first-generation students may be traced to their low social and cultural capital
associated with postsecondary education, which significantly impairs their ability to be
successful in college (Collier & Morgan, 2008; Pascarella et al., 2004; Soria & Stebleton, 2012).
Students’ from families with a college background have greater familiarity with the academic
climate and expectations of higher education. This knowledge aids in better mastery of the
college student role (Pascarella et al., 2004; Soria & Stebleton, 2012). Collier and Morgan
(2008) found that compared to non-first-generation students, first-generation students reported
they lack basic knowledge of the culture of higher education, which can hinder them in having
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access to helpful resources and information that would assist them in an easier transition to
college (Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; Pascarella et al., 2004; Soria & Stebleton, 2012).
Unfortunately, students who come from families in the lowest income bracket with the
least educated parents report being the least knowledgeable about cost and financing education.
These students are also the least likely to receive assistance from their parents in pursuing a
college education (Choy, 2001; Sparkman, Maulding, & Roberts, 2012). Consequently, firstgeneration students often face significant hardships with little college-related knowledge and low
social support, significantly placing them at a disadvantage compared to their continuingeducation peers (Bandura, 1986; 1997; 1999). The review of the research indicates that firstgeneration students face a number of challenges that threaten their academic success at 4-year
institutions, with the first year as the time needing the greatest attention.
Affective Factors
Although a vast amount of research indicates academic success in college necessitates a
certain level of prior ability, other variables even beyond background characteristics further
differentiate students who persist and ultimately achieve from those who do not (Kitsantas, 2002;
Kitsantas et al., 2008; Lucio et al., 2012; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008). Affective factors in this
context correspond to emotions, values, and attitudes toward educational situations, events, and
tasks. Research demonstrates a clear influence of positive and negative affect on performance
outcomes. Positive affect and high interest toward academics and the educational environment
are associated with high motivation for learning (Bye, Pushkar, & Conway, 2007; Hidi, 2000)
and facilitate better information processing (Isen, Daubman & Gorgoglione, 1987) and selfregulated learning skills (Hidi & Ainley, 2008; Pekrun, 2009), all known to foster academic
success. Since emotional reactions associated with the academic context influence the appraisals
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students make about situations and tasks they face (Lazarus, 1993a; 1993b; Lazarus & Folkman,
1984; 1987), contributing to academic-oriented behavioral patterns and performance (Cassady &
Boseck, 2008; Linnenbrink, 2006; Schutz & Lanehart, 2002; Spielberger & Vagg, 1995; Zeidner
& Matthews, 2005), the following section reviews two affective factors integral to this
discussion: 1) academic-related anxieties; and 2) attitude and interest toward college and
learning.
Academic-related anxieties. Although research suggests low to moderate levels of
anxiety serve a facilitative function with academic performance by initiating motivational and
self-regulatory strategies to meet the stressor (Shipman & Shipman, 1985), research
demonstrates that academic-related anxieties can be debilitating, negatively impacting student
performance and achievement outcomes (Barrows et al., 2013; Beilock, 2008; Bembenutty,
2008; Cassady, 2010; Cassady & Johnson, 2002; Chapell et al., 2005; Lynch, 2006; 2010; Seipp,
1991; Zeidner, 1990; Zeidner & Matthews, 2005). Anxiety experienced within the academic
context can be domain specific (e.g., math or writing anxiety) or span across a broad range of
academic tasks and subjects (e.g., performance anxiety, school phobia; Cassady, 2010).
Although more recent research has investigated the negative influences of academic anxiety in
general (Cassady, 2010; Crede & Kuncel, 2008), test anxiety is most commonly targeted in
achievement literature as a pervasive issue among students profoundly affecting academic
achievement (Crede & Kuncel, 2008; Hembree, 1988; Seipp, 1991).
In his meta-analysis of 562 studies of American students from elementary through
college, Hembree (1988) concluded that test anxiety hindered academic performance at each
educational level. Another meta-analysis by Seipp (1991) reviewed 126 studies and found that
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students with higher levels of test anxiety scored approximately one-half a standard deviation
lower on measures of achievement than students with lower levels of test anxiety.
More recently, a study by Chapell et al. (2005) revealed similar results regarding the
relationship between test anxiety and student performance outcomes. In a large sample of 5,551
college students, Chapell examined relationships among test anxiety and cumulative GPA.
Results revealed a moderately significant negative relationship between test anxiety scores and
GPA. Students categorized as high test-anxious earned significantly lower GPAs than students
who were moderate and low test-anxious. This difference was observed among both male and
female undergraduate students, although females reported higher levels of test anxiety overall.
Lower test-anxious students in this study scored on average a third of a letter grade higher (in
GPA) than students reporting higher levels of test anxiety.
Although research presented above supports the longer-term consequences of test-anxiety
on college student achievement, a study by Barrows and colleagues (2013), demonstrated test
anxiety affects academic performance in the short-term as well. In their study investigating
relationships among college student levels of test anxiety, self-efficacy and exam performance,
they found a significant negative relationship between test anxiety and exam performance.
Regression analyses revealed that students with lower levels of self-efficacy and higher test
anxiety tended to perform the poorest on exams, compared to their less anxious, self-efficacious
peers. Overall, these findings provide further support for the urgency in recognizing test-anxious
learners, as it is evident test anxiety begins to impact the success of students early in their
academic studies. A more recent meta-analysis conducted by Crede and Kuncel (2008)
investigated the relationships of academic-specific anxiety and study skills to academic
performance. Their examination of 344 studies revealed that academic-specific anxiety was an
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important negative predictor of academic achievement. They further noted that motivation
toward academic studies and use of study skills demonstrated the strongest relationships to
college achievement and suggested that the impact of anxiety on academic performance may be
mitigated by study attitudes, habits and motivation consistent with the proposed Transactional
Stress and Coping framework (Folkman et al., 1986; Folkman & Lazarus, 1985; Lazarus, 1993a;
1993b; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 1987).
Research by Bembenutty (2008) also substantiated the powerful impact of test anxiety on
performance. Additionally, he found self-efficacy and self-regulation to also be important
predictors of student performance, a finding supported by Bandura’s classic research (1977;
1993; 1997). In a two-part study investigating a sample of 451 and 427 undergraduate students
respectively, Bembenutty (2008) found a significant main effect of test anxiety, where higher
levels of test anxiety were associated with lower levels of self-efficacy, less cognitive strategy
utilization and poorer course outcomes. Higher degrees of self-regulation were also found to
predict better achievement outcomes; however this relationship was independent of test anxiety.
Although the results did not support an interaction effect of self-regulation or self-efficacy with
test anxiety, they demonstrated marked differences between the academic study skills and selfefficacy beliefs of students reporting differing levels of test anxiety. These findings are
corroborated by other lines of research demonstrating that effective study habits, self-regulation,
self-efficacy and enhanced motivation can counter the effects of anxiety and lead to more
favorable outcomes (Hsieh et al., 2012; Schunk et al., 2008; Talib & Sansgiry, 2012). Greater
self-doubt and worry toward performance evaluations contribute to lower levels of self-efficacy
(Bandura, 1977; 1993; 1997), increasing the potential for negative cognitive appraisals that
induce perceived threat, raising anxiety in the learner (Carver & Scheier, 2005; Cassady &
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Boseck, 2008; Spielberger & Vagg, 1995; Zeidner & Matthews, 2005). However, confidence in
one’s abilities to perform tends to increase with greater use of effective cognitive and emotivecoping strategies (Bandura & Schunk, 1981), essentially modifying the original threat-appraisal
into perceiving the stressor as now manageable, which can drive down test anxiety (Cassady &
Boseck, 2008; Nelson & Knight, 2010; Zeidner & Matthews, 2005).
Research targeting specific subgroups of at-risk college students provides insight into the
profound influence of academic-related anxieties on academic performance outcomes. Ethnic
minority college students tend to experience greater levels of academic-related anxiety, which
uniquely contributes to lower academic performance (Cole, Matheson, & Anisman, 2007;
Flowers, Bridges, & Moore, 2011). The negative impact of academic anxieties on achievement
is also more pronounced in students with poor learning and cognitive skills (Bembenutty, 2008;
Crede & Kuncel, 2008; Matthews et al., 2006; Zeidner & Matthews, 2005; Tobias 1985).
Learners who are less prepared for managing the rigor of college-level academic work
experience higher levels of apprehension about academics (Complete College America, 2011;
Scherer & Anson, 2014) and performance suffers.
Despite investigations into these student characteristics and subgroups, research to date
has neglected to examine the relationship between academic-related anxieties and performance
outcomes in first-generation college students. Given the overlap in characteristics among these
student subgroups and the reality that first-generation college students experience heightened
risk for academic failure above other student populations (Balemian & Feng, 2013; Choy, 2001;
Engle, 2007; Pascarella et al., 2004), it is imperative research directs attention to investigating
academic-related anxiety as a contributing factor to poor outcomes within this particular
subgroup. For anxious learners, research provides mixed results in determining what factors may
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mitigate the negative effects of test anxiety on performance outcomes, which provides room for
future investigation. Regardless, it is evident that test anxiety has a profound effect in
achievement outcomes in combination with other person and behavioral factors.
Attitude and interest toward college and learning. A student’s general optimistic
attitude and interest toward the learning and college environment are other affective factors that
influence academic achievement outcomes (Albaili, 1997; Chang et al., 2011; Chemers et al.,
2001; Gerardi, 2006; Schiefele, 1991). Although research on these constructs is sparse, findings
substantiate their role in academic performance. Compared to students who report more positive,
optimistic college-oriented attitudes, research finds that students who maintain more negative,
pessimistic attitudes are likely to experience adjustment difficulties (Chang et al., 2011; Chemers
et al., 2001; Stewart et al., 1997), engage in fewer coping activities that support learning (Balkis,
2013; Stewart et al., 1997), demonstrate poorer achievement (Albaili, 1997; Chang et al., 2011;
Chemers et al., 2001; Crede & Kuncel, 2008; Gerardi, 2006), and exhibit higher drop-out rates
(Gerardi, 2006). Similar results are also observed in studies investigating indicators of student
interest in educational tasks and goals (Crede & Kuncel, 2008; Schiefele, 1991).
Research by Chang et al. (2011) investigated the academic-oriented optimism, adjustment
and performance outcomes of 338 undergraduate students. The results revealed that academicoriented optimism was an important predictor of cumulative GPA, explaining 11% of the
variance in GPA alone. In their meta-analysis, Crede and Kuncel (2008) also established that
favorable attitudes associated with academic study and environment were a strong predictor of
academic performance in combination with study habits and study skills.
Research by Gerardi (2006) demonstrated similar results, but found that attitude toward
college may be particularly important in underrepresented student populations. In a study
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comprised of minority, low-SES freshman undergraduate students, Gerardi investigated student
attitudes toward college and measures of college performance outcomes via cumulative GPA and
credits earned over their college career. Results indicated that positive attitude toward college
was an important indicator of student GPA and completion. Overall, for every one point
increase in student attitude (i.e., more positive), there was a one-sixth letter grade increase in
GPA. Those students who reported the least favorable attitudes earned lower GPAs, fewer
credits and were more likely to drop out of the institution. This may be one factor that explains
the poorer achievement outcomes observed in first-generation college students as this
underrepresented student population reports substantially lower college aspirations and
expectations (Choy, 2001; Engle, 2007; Ishitani, 2006; Pascarella et al., 2004; Terenzini et al.,
1996).
Other research indicates that the effects of positive attitude, optimism and interest on
student achievement outcomes appear to be mediated by the coping styles enacted by students
(Chemers et al., 2001). In their study of 373 first-year undergraduate students, Chemers and
colleagues investigated the role optimism played in student expectations and performance
outcomes. They found that levels of optimism and self-efficacy were moderately, positively
correlated. Optimism also was related to academic performance and student adjustment, through
its effects on student’s challenge versus threat evaluations. Students who reported they were
highly optimistic also demonstrated more adaptive coping strategies and positive academic
expectations, which contributed to better academic outcomes. This indicates that student
optimism assists in better adjustment to the college environment, contributing to more positive
achievement outcomes.
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Schiefele (1991) examined interest in learning and education within the college
population in a comprehensive investigation comprised of six separate studies. Results revealed
that high interest was positively associated with more use of effective learning strategies, finding
that high interest students engaged in deeper levels of processing and invested more time and
effort on tasks. Additionally, he found that degree of interest was more predictive of quality of
course experience above other factors (i.e., ability, achievement motivation). Beyond learning
strategy use, research by Bye et al. (2007) found that interest is also predictive of both positive
affect toward education and intrinsic motivation- a factor found to positively predict achievement
outcomes (D’Lima et al., 2014; Lynch, 2006; 2010; Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie,
1993; Prospero & Vohra-Gupta, 2007).
Research to this point has sporadically investigated the role of attitudes and interest
toward learning within the context of academic achievement. Although research suggests interest
and attitude toward learning influence academic achievement outcomes in college students from
vulnerable populations (e.g., low SES; Gerardi, 2006), to date these relationships have yet to be
investigated with specific attention given to the first-generation college student population.
Given that the majority of first-generation college students come from more vulnerable student
populations (e.g., ethnic minority, low SES; Bui, 2002; Horn et al., 2000; Lohfink & Paulsen,
2005; Scherer & Anson, 2014; Terenzini et al., 1996) and many enter postsecondary institutions
with low college expectations and aspirations (Choy, 2001), investigations of this nature are
necessary. It is plausible to conclude that attitude toward learning may be one factor that
explains the poorer achievement outcomes observed in first-generation students, thus this factor
warrants further investigation.
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Self-Regulated Learning
Self-regulated learning (SRL) has been conceptualized by a number of theoretical
frameworks to explain how individuals address task and environmental demands within the
academic context via a variety of academic-oriented strategies. Using a social-cognitive
conceptual framework presented by Zimmerman and Schunk (2008; 2011; Zimmerman, 1989;
2000), SRL refers to the cognitive abilities, academic-oriented volitional strategies and
motivation students direct toward meeting academic demands and goals. SRL is integral to
higher student achievement (Bussey, 2011) as academic success outcomes are largely attributed
to students’ self-regulation ability (Bembenutty, 2008; Bussey, 2011; Kitsantas, et al., 2008;
Robbins et al., 2004; Zimmerman, 2011; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008; 2011). Research
consistently demonstrates the differences observed between low-and high-achievers are
attributed to their ability to self-regulate, with students who are better self-regulators enjoying
greater academic success (Hofer, Yu, & Pintrich, 1998; Kitsantas, Winsler, & Huie, 2008;
Robbins et al., 2004; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008). Based upon the preponderance of research
demonstrating the integral role of SRL in achievement and its learner-driven, proactive,
responsive nature toward personal control of outcomes, SRL can be characterized as a collection
of adaptive student coping strategies in response to the demands and situations found in
academia (McInerney, 2011; Pintrich & Zusho, 2002; Zimmerman, 2011). Consistent with the
SRL model presented above, two primary factors of self-regulation are generally identified
(motivation and self-regulated learning strategies).
Motivation. Motivation is the process wherein a person initiates, directs, sustains and
maintains behavior in order to attain a goal (Schunk , 2008; Zimmerman, 2011; Zimmerman &
Schunk, 2008). According to Zimmerman and Schunk’s model of self-regulated learning (SRL),
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motivation is a key factor (Bussey, 2011; Zimmerman, 1989; 2000; Zimmerman & Schunk,
2008) and is believed to be the central agent behind SRL that promotes goal-directed academic
activity (Schunk et al., 2008), with higher levels of motivation linked to increases in student
attention, effort and persistence even in time-consuming and complex tasks (Zimmerman, 2011).
Motivation, according to this model, serves a regulatory function by providing the necessary
drive to initiate and engage in effective and effortful learning strategies that ultimately yield
more favorable outcomes (Pintrich & Zusho, 2002; see Wolters et al., 2011 and Zimmerman,
2011 for review). Motivation also is associated with effective study strategy selection and
persistence (Prat-Sala & Redford, 2010; Vansteenkiste et al., 2004; Wolters, 1998) and
consistently has been established as one of the key factors predictive of academic achievement
(Allen et al., 2008; Crede & Kuncel, 2008; D’Lima et al., 2014; Lei, 2010; Robbins et al., 2004;
Yip, 2007; 2009).
A meta-analysis by Crede and Kuncel (2008) of 344 studies investigated the role of study
habits, skills, motivation and attitudes on first-year college student GPA. Results revealed that
motivation, defined in this study as general motivation for succeeding in school and performing
tasks related to academic achievement, had the strongest relationship to GPA above all other
variables examined. Motivation had a moderate, positive relationship with overall GPA,
indicating those students who reported higher levels of motivation at the beginning of the year
also tended to demonstrate higher achievement outcomes at the end of the first year. Research
by Marrs, Sigler, and Hayes (2009) substantiated this finding in a sample of undergraduate
students examining motivation and academic performance. Their analyses showed moderate,
positive relationships between motivation and course grade (r = .33) and motivation and firstyear GPA (r = .51). Of all non-cognitive factors examined, motivation was the only significant
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factor in differentiating students who earned passing or failing grades in the course. In a study
comparing high and low-achieving undergraduate students, Yip (2009) also demonstrated that
high-academic achievers reported significantly higher levels of motivation compared to lowachieving students. Follow-up analyses revealed that motivation was an important, significant
discriminant factor in explaining the difference between low and high-achieving students.
Research on motivation has often delineated the construct into two specific types,
intrinsic and extrinsic. Intrinsic motivation refers to the desire to engage in learning tasks for
mere reward from working on the task or other reasons such as curiosity, challenge and mastery
of information without expectation of an external reward (Pintrich et al., 1991). Students are
characterized as intrinsically motivated when they self-initiate and independently engage in
academic tasks for inherent satisfaction and find these activities reinforcing for their own sake
(Brown, 2007). Conversely, extrinsic motivation within the academic context refers to engaging
in a behavior in order to obtain external rewards such as social approval, privileges or good
grades (Brown, 2007; Sansone & Smith, 2000) or to avoid some form of external punishment
(e.g., failing grade; Brown, 2007). Extrinsically-motivated students often necessitate the lure of
rewards or favorable outcomes to facilitate engagement in academic-oriented behaviors (Lei,
2010).
Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation have been investigated, with meaningful relationships
established between the type of motivation, academic persistence and achievement outcomes
(see Lei, 2010 for a review). Research investigating intrinsic motivation has demonstrated a
consistently positive relationship with effective study strategy use and academic success
(D’Lima et al., 2014; Lei, 2010; Lynch, 2006; 2010; Pintrich et al.,1993; Prat-Sala & Redford,
2010; Prospero & Vohra-Gupta, 2007; Vansteenkiste et al., 2004; Wolters, 1998). The research
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surrounding the impact of extrinsic motivation on academic performance provides a less clear
picture. Although a number of studies indicate extrinsic motivation negatively impacts the use of
study strategies and achievement (Prat-Sala & Redford, 2010; Prospero & Vohra-Gupta, 2007;
Wolters, 1998), others have demonstrated more positive outcomes (D’Lima et al., 2014; Lynch,
2006; Wolters, 1998).
Experimental studies have found that when students were placed within an intrinsicallymotivating condition, they demonstrated deeper levels of processing, earned higher grades and
persisted compared to students in the extrinsic condition (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004). Although
students may not necessarily be intrinsically motivated in the beginning of their academic
pursuits or task-related demands, research suggests improved performance outcomes can still be
realized if students are able to shift motivation toward a more intrinsic orientation.
Prat-Sala and Redford (2010) investigated motivation orientations and study strategies
(i.e., surface, deep processing) in first-year undergraduate students. They found that type of
motivation was correlated with the elected study strategies of the students. Intrinsicallymotivated students reported higher use of deeper levels of information processing, compared to
students who reported higher extrinsic motivation. Those higher in extrinsic motivation engaged
more frequently in surface-level information processing. In a study of undergraduate college
students, Wolters (1998) found that students who reported higher levels of intrinsic motivation
utilized more effective cognitive study strategies (i.e., organization, elaboration, critical thinking,
metacognitive strategies) compared to their more extrinsically-motivated peers. Intrinsic
motivation was a significant positive predictor of students’ cognitive strategy use and course
grade. Although extrinsic motivation was not predictive of effective cognitive study strategies,
Wolters found that it was also a significant predictor of final course grade. Results also supported
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significant but weak positive relationships between cognitive study strategies and grade
outcomes (elaboration, r = .17; critical thinking, r = .23; and metacognition, r = .24).
D’Lima et al. (2014) investigated group differences in their research on intrinsic and
extrinsic motivation and academic performance. In a sample of 591 undergraduate students, they
found that both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation were positively associated with academic
performance. Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation also differed between males and females; females
reported higher levels of extrinsic motivation. Similar performance outcomes were observed by
Lynch (2006) in his examination of 501 undergraduate students. Results revealed extrinsic
motivation along with self-efficacy were significant predictors of course grades for first-year
students; however, this relationship was not observed in the upper level students.
Research conducted by Prospero and Vohra-Gupta (2007) provides support for the
positive relationship of intrinsic motivation in first-generation students. In their study comparing
first-generation to non-first-generation undergraduate students, they found that intrinsic
motivation was a significant contributor to academic achievement in only the first-generation
students. Their results also revealed that extrinsic motivation and amotivation contributed
significantly to lower achievement outcomes among first-generation students but not for nonfirst-generation students. These findings suggest that motivation may be a more critical factor in
differing levels of academic achievement for first-generation college students than their nonfirst-generation peers.
As the research indicates, students who possess higher levels of extrinsic motivation tend
to utilize less effective or fewer study strategies toward academic work (Prat-Sala & Redford,
2010; Prospero & Vohra-Gupta, 2007; Wolters, 1998); yet, in some cases extrinsic motivation
corresponds to better performance outcomes, especially in first-year students (D’Lima et al.,
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2014; Lynch, 2006; Wolters, 1998). One plausible explanation for these differences may be that
extrinsically-motivated students engage in basic study strategies involving surface level
processing (Prat-Sala & Redford, 2010; Vansteenkiste et al., 2004) as a short-term solution to
satisfy course requirements and pass exams for a desired course grade. However, these
strategies become less effective over time particularly with more complex material (Lynch,
2006). Therefore, learning is impaired resulting in poorer performance long-term for
extrinsically-motivated individuals. It is those intrinsically-motivated students that demonstrate
higher interest and persistence toward their academic activities (Hidi, 2000; Sansone & Smith,
2000; Vallerand & Bissonnette, 1992) over the long term. Consequently, students with higher
levels of intrinsic motivation ultimately reap the long-term benefits academically from sustained
effective strategy use and interest in academic-related tasks.
Self-regulated learning strategies. Beyond the integral role of motivation, cognitive and
behavioral strategies are two other essential components of the social-cognitive SRL framework
(Zimmerman, 1989; 2000; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008; 2011) that profoundly influence
academic achievement over the long-term (Nota et al., 2004; Robbins et al., 2004). Students who
actively take notes in class, organize information, engage in deeper processing of the material,
effectively manage their study time, prepare for formal assessment events, demonstrate academic
discipline (i.e., on-task effort), and are resourceful in seeking help demonstrate high selfregulated learning skills that are associated with better academic performance outcomes
(Bembenutty, 2008; George et al., 2008; Kitsantas et al., 2008; Nota et al., 2004; Robbins et al.,
2004; 2006). More adept self-regulated learners also evaluate the efficacy of the cognitive
strategies they employ in response to academic-task demands and adapt their approaches as
necessary for goal attainment, resulting in performance and achievement gains (Pintrich &
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Zusho, 2002). Thus, these self-regulated learning strategies serve an adaptive function for
students (McInerney, 2011). Although the research has identified a myriad of self-regulatory
cognitive and behavioral strategies that are documented to support success in academics, the
following review of the literature addresses two broad domains of literature (i.e., cognitive
abilities, volitional strategies) that are instrumental to the current study.
Cognitive abilities. Information processing is comprised of the enduring and stable
cognitive resources students utilize to process information (Winne, 2001). Information
processing is believed to be involved in all cognitive activities such as comprehension,
reasoning, problem solving and self-regulation (Matlin, 2009). Therefore, changes in these key
components impact one’s ability to adequately process information and ultimately affect overall
intellectual functioning. Students who lack basic cognitive abilities and skills helpful to thinking
and processing information experience greater difficulty completing academic tasks and are
more likely to leave the postsecondary institution (Alarcon & Edwards, 2012). Therefore,
cognitive abilities can either enhance or detract from success on academic tasks (Finn et al.,
2014) and ultimately impact attainment of one’s educational goals. Students possess a variety of
self-regulatory cognitive abilities. Those self-regulatory cognitive abilities include: summarizing
information, meaningfully organizing information, applying the information, self-assessing, and
self-monitoring for understanding (Weinstein & Mayer, 1986). To remain concise, only those
abilities of interest to this study will be addressed in the following review of the literature:
concentration and comprehension monitoring.
Concentration. Attentional control is a cognitive process that involves selective or
sustained concentration on an environmental stimulus (Kyndt, Cascallar, & Dochy, 2012) and is
another self-regulation ability essential to effective information processing (Fougnie, 2008).
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When attention is directed toward information in one’s environment, processing of information
proceeds more efficiently (Sperling & Weichselgartner, 1995) allowing for better learner
performance. Research on attention reveals it is positively associated with academic
performance outcomes (Redick & Engle 2006; Riccio, Lee, Romine, Cash, & Davis, 2002;
Weinstein & Palmer, 1990). Consequently, for those individuals who experience difficulty
concentrating in the academic environment or on academic tasks, distractibility becomes a
hindrance to performance (Dietz & Henrich, 2014; Fernandez-Castillo & Gutierrez-Rojas, 2009;
Keogh et al., 2004; McDonald, 2013; Zeidner & Matthews, 2005) as their cognitive resources are
diverted away from information that may be pertinent to their learning.
Prior research has found evidence that worry and ruminating thoughts associated with
evaluations of student academic performance (e.g., test anxiety) distract students from their
ability to adequately concentrate on their performance tasks, interrupting processing efficiency
(Fernandez-Castillo & Gutierrez-Rojas, 2009; Zeidner & Matthews, 2005) and adversely
affecting achievement outcomes (Keogh et al., 2004). In one investigation of this relationship
with a college student population, Keogh et al. (2004) found that students who self-reported high
levels of worry regarding an impending examination (i.e., high test-anxious), also reported
higher threat-appraisals, negatively impacting their ability to concentrate. Consequently, both
their degree of distraction and worry significantly predicted academic performance, with
increased levels of distraction and worry corresponding to poorer exam performance.
More recent research on concentration and distractibility in students has centered around
student engagement in distracting activities during class or study sessions (Dietz & Henrich,
2014; McDonald, 2013). In one experimental study by McDonald (2013), college students were
assigned to three different texting-behavior conditions over the course of a semester. At the
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conclusion of the semester, frequency counts of texting during class were collected and
compared to final course grades. After controlling for measures of prior ability (ACT and high
school GPA) and attendance, frequency of texting was a significant predictor of final course
grade, with those students who reported more texting behaviors earning significantly lower
grades in the course. Another study by Dietz and Henrich (2014) yielded similar results finding
that students randomly assigned to a texting condition during a learning event performed
significantly worse on a follow-up quiz compared to those in the no-texting condition.
Over prolonged periods of time, students who become distracted from necessary
academic-oriented behaviors conducive to their learning experience poorer outcomes as well.
Robbins et al. (2006) conducted a large-scale study investigating 2-year and 4-year college
students on the effects of various psychosocial and background variables on student
achievement. When measures of prior achievement (i.e., ACT scores, high school GPA) and
background variables were accounted for, academic discipline (i.e., sustained effort toward
academic tasks) remained a consistent, significant positive contributor in explaining achievement
outcomes in first-semester and first-year GPA. Those students who reported high levels of
sustained effort toward their school work earned higher first- and second-semester GPAs.
Comprehension monitoring. Monitoring understanding to identify gaps in knowledge is
an important cognitive strategy vital to self-regulation (Weinstein, Meyer, Husman, Van Mater
Stone, & McKeachie, 2006). Comprehension monitoring (i.e., metacognitive monitoring) is an
effortful process that requires students to monitor their learning processes and knowledge of
presented information, and determine whether these are adequate in meeting their performance
goals (see Winne, 2011 for review). Research suggests that undergraduates tend to engage in
poor monitoring and cognitive control (Wiley, Griffin, & Thiede, 2005), often influenced by an
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impaired ability to utilize prior knowledge within new learning situations (e.g., Shapiro, 2008)
and activate appropriate strategies to enhance learning (e.g., Aleven et al., 2006; Aleven &
Koedinger, 2002). However, for those students who accurately evaluate their understanding of
material, they tend to effectively direct their future study activities toward more productive
means of comprehending information that is unlearned, solidifying knowledge (McKeachie &
Svinicki, 2006; Winne, 2011) and improving performance outcomes (Thiede, Anderson, &
Therriault, 2003).
In a sample of college students obtained from a university in Spain, Cano (2006)
investigated the relationship between comprehension monitoring and academic performance
within his factor analysis of the Learning and Study Strategies Inventory (LASSI; Weinstein,
Schulte, & Palmer, 1987). Results revealed that comprehension monitoring was significantly
positively associated with first-year and final-year academic performance outcomes (i.e.,
academic year cumulative GPA). However, results of regression analyses indicated that the
significant influence of comprehension monitoring became irrelevant when other variables were
included into the predictive model. According to Cano’s research, affective strategies (i.e.,
motivation, attitude) and goal-oriented strategies (i.e., test strategies) were more impactful to
student achievement than comprehension monitoring.
Research by Thiede and colleagues (2003) paints a different picture, suggesting
metacognitive monitoring positively influences self-regulation of study behaviors and test
performance in college students. In their experimental study, college students engaged in a textreading task of six different text passages via computer delivery, rated their level of
comprehension of the texts and then completed a post-test on each. The students were divided
into three conditions: 1) one group received instructions immediately after each text prompting
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them to generate keywords associated with the passage; 2) the second group received delayed
instructions to generate keywords after all six passages were reviewed; and 3) the third group
(control) received no prompts for keyword generation. Once the students completed the initial set
of post-tests, they received global feedback on the scores of their post-tests (not specific items),
were allowed to re-visit any text passages for rereading purposes, providing them the opportunity
for self-regulation of study. All students completed another post-test for each text passage.
Analyses revealed that performance on the first series of tests was similar across the three
groups. However, results indicated that of those students who demonstrated more strategic
selection of passages for re-study, performance dramatically increased. Performance outcomes
remained relatively unchanged for those students who selected few to no passages for re-study
purposes.
Volitional strategies. Another dimension of self-regulated learning strategies is broadly
identified as volitional (i.e., active study) strategies, where the learner is actively engaged in
developing better understanding of the academic material of interest through behavioral study
practices. These active study strategies have predictably been identified repeatedly to contribute
to higher academic achievement (Karpicke, Butler, & Roediger, 2009; Marrs et al., 2009; Plant,
Ericsson, Hill, & Asberg, 2005; Zimmerman, 2000; 2004). Although it is important that students
spend adequate time engaging in active study activities, research finds that study time is not
necessarily the key factor in determining performance outcomes. In Plant et al.’s (2005)
extensive review of the literature, they found that time spent studying was a relatively poor
predictor of college student success, instead they noted it is the utilization of effective study
strategies during that time that is most imperative to promoting greater achievement. The
following describes effective active study strategies supported by the literature.
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Marrs et al. (2009) investigated the relationship of student study strategies and course
performance in a sample of college students enrolled in an introductory psychology course.
Results from the study revealed that although motivation was the most important predictor of
student achievement, study strategies (i.e., self-testing, test preparation) accounted for 31% of
the variance in course grades after the effect of prior achievement (i.e., ACT and high school
GPA) was removed. Students who engaged in effective strategies associated with testing
personal knowledge of material, selecting key information from text, studying in preparation for
assessment, and managing study time earned significantly higher course grades.
More specifically, research also finds that when students are actively engaged in notetaking and analyzing and processing information, this aids in memory and learning (Heller &
Marchant, 2015; McKeachie & Svinicki, 2006; Peverly, Brobst, Graham, & Shaw, 2003).
Peverly et al. (2003) conducted an experimental study to examine performance on a test of
reading passage comprehension between students assigned to a no-note-taking and note-taking
condition. Students were given a passage and asked to study the material, allowing them as much
time as they wanted. Students in the note-taking condition were specifically instructed to take
notes on the provided text. When ready, students completed a test of recall and recognition on
the assigned passage. Students in the note-taking group scored significantly higher on both the
free recall and recognition portions of the test. In addition, both overall time spent studying and
total number of notes generated during study were found to positively influence performance
outcomes.
Active study strategies that challenge students to do more beyond re-reading their
textbooks and generating notes are also classified as effective strategies for enhanced learning
(Karpicke et al., 2009). One study by Heller and Marchant (2015) investigated the impact of a
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self-regulated learning study packet between two groups of college students in an introductory
psychology course. They found that students who followed a self-regulated learning protocol
requiring routine utilization of active study strategies (i.e., elaboration, self-testing, generation of
notes, personal application of material) over a semester earned higher exam and final course
grades than students with no self-regulated learning strategy prompts.
Elaborative rehearsal. Elaborative rehearsal is an active study strategy wherein students
engage in purposeful, deeper processing of material by expanding upon new information and
relating the information to something they already understand (Craik & Lockhart, 1972).
Research supports elaborative rehearsal as an active strategy that contributes to better
performance outcomes (Hall, 2001; Hall, Hladkyj, Perry, & Ruthig, 2004; Hamilton, 2004;
Harris & Dean-Qualls, 2000; Heller & Marchant, 2015; Hofer et al., 1998; Nückles, Hübner, &
Renkl, 2009; Simpson, Olejnik, Yu-Wen Tam, & Supattathum, 1994).
Harris and Dean-Qualls (2000) found evidence supporting the efficacy of elaborative
rehearsal in increased memory performance. In their experimental study comparing younger and
older adults segregated into maintenance and elaborative rehearsal conditions, no significant
differences were observed between the differing age groups in performance outcomes; however,
strategy-use was a significant factor. Results revealed those individuals who utilized elaborative
rehearsal as their memory strategy demonstrated superior performance on tests of working
memory and reading comprehension compared to those in the maintenance rehearsal condition.
In another experimental study, Simpson et al. (1994) investigated results on student
exams comparing students who were in either a maintenance or elaborative rehearsal condition.
Students were separated into two groups, one who engaged in rote rehearsal of information
presented in preparation for an exam, while the other students utilized an elaborative rehearsal
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strategy. Results revealed significantly better performance outcomes in students assigned to the
elaborative rehearsal condition. They also found that specific approaches employed within the
elaborative rehearsal condition also influenced performance, with those who better-organized
and created more complete rehearsals demonstrating better performance.
Nückles and colleagues (2009) conducted an experimental study examining the effects of
writing information associated with material and performance on a test of comprehension in
undergraduate students. Students watched a 30-minute video-taped lecture and were separated
into five different groups, each receiving differing cognitive prompts for writing about the
lecture material. One group served as the control group and received no direct instructions for
note-taking, the remaining four groups received detailed instructions to either a) organize the
information, b) organize and elaborate upon the information, c) organize, elaborate, and monitor
understanding of the information, or d) organize, elaborate, monitor and plan for how to improve
understanding if the student was experiencing difficulty comprehending the material. After the
30-minute note-generation period ended, all students were given a text-copy of the lecture to
revise their notes as necessary. All students then completed a post-test measuring recall and
comprehension. Results revealed that students who were in the organizing and elaboration
condition demonstrated better post-test performance than those in the control group and
organization-only condition. Not surprising, students in the more advanced writing conditions
also performed better (Nückles et al., 2009).
Results from a longitudinal study by Hall et al. (2004) provided evidence supporting the
long-term efficacy of elaborative learning strategies. In their study, Hall and colleagues
investigated the role of elaborative learning (i.e., deeper processing) and achievement outcomes.
Students watched a video lecture presenting information on attributional retraining and then
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completed an aptitude test and elaborative rehearsal measure. For comparison purposes,
researchers separated students into “high elaborator” and “low elaborator” groups using a median
split and followed the students’ academic performance over an eight-month period. Those
students originally categorized as “high elaborators” engaged in more written processing of the
attributional retraining video compared to “low elaborators”. Over the long-term “high
elaborators” also outperformed the “low elaborators”, earning significantly higher course grades
and end-of-year GPAs. Hall (2001) investigated the relationship between processing strategies
and ability measures (i.e., total SAT, cumulative college GPA) in a sample of 202 undergraduate
college students enrolled in introductory psychology courses. Students completed the Study
Process Questionnaire indicating by self-report the learning approaches (i.e., surface, deep,
achieving) they routinely utilized during study activities. Results revealed additional evidence
supporting deeper processing as a positive predictor of college student cumulative GPA along
with SAT scores.
Visualizations. Students who actively generate visual representations of presented text or
verbal information are utilizing another effective self-regulated learning strategy associated with
better understanding of material (Yen, Lee, & Chen, 2012; Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 2005) and
learning performance (Miller, 2011). These student-generated visual elements often include
drawings, sketches, charts, diagrams, or tables of the course material (Weinstein & Palmer,
1990). According to Miller (2011), visually-represented information adds to the “vividness” or
impact of the information on human memory, increasing the likelihood it will enhance retention
over the long-term.
Yen et al. (2012) conducted a study with college freshmen enrolled in a computer
network course. Students were randomly assigned to two curriculum conditions, one that
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required students to engage in concept-mapping using an image-based approach, while the
control group created text-based concept maps of presented material over a six-week period of
time. Although there were no significant differences observed in the learning outcomes (i.e.,
achievement test) of the two groups, results revealed that upon evaluation of the studentgenerated materials, those students who utilized the image-based concept-mapping strategy
demonstrated more in-depth and complex understanding of the material compared to those
tasked with creating text-only concept maps.
A mixed-methods study with a sample of eight-grade students in a science course yielded
similar results. Hsieh and Cifuentes (2006) assigned groups of students to three conditions, a
visual-generation group using paper and pencil, a visual-generation group using computers, and a
control group not engaged in visual-generation of material. All students attended a 100-minute
workshop where they watched four 25-minute science-related video lectures in their classroom.
Students were then allowed class time to answer essay questions associated with the material and
study for a post-test. Students assigned to the control group self-selected study strategies to
complete the essays and study for the exam. Students assigned to the paper-visualization group
were taught how to create visualizations to aid their understanding and were allowed adequate
time to construct their visualizations to complete the essays and study for the exam. The final
group completed the same task, however, engaged in computer-generated visualizations. All
notes generated were collected for further analysis of quality and depth of processing. Results
revealed that engaging in visualization activities contributed to greater performance regardless of
the method used, with both visualization groups scoring significantly higher on the post-test
measure than the control group but not differing from each other. Interviews following the
performance measure also revealed that students assigned to both visualization conditions

73

reported more positive attitudes when asked to reflect on the study process than those in the
control condition. Furthermore, data collected through review of students’ notes and study time
demonstrated that those engaged in the visualization tasks were more purposeful in their study
approach compared to the control group (Hsieh & Cifuentes, 2006).
Self-testing. Self-testing is another active study strategy that has been identified as an
effective self-regulation learning strategy important to support learning and performance. The
“testing-effect” is supported by a preponderance of evidence that demonstrates active and
frequent engagement in self-questioning promotes retrieval of information, and those students
who incorporate this practice while studying enjoy improved academic performance compared to
others who do not utilize this strategy (Heller & Marchant, 2015; Karpicke et al., 2009;
McDaniel, Agarwal, Huelser, McDermott, & Roediger, 2011; Roediger, Agarwal, McDaniel, &
McDermott, 2011; Roediger & Karpicke, 2006; Stewart, Panus, Hagemeier, Thigpen, & Brooks,
2014) According to McKeachie & Svinick (2006), these strategies prompt self-assessment over
material, provide students with feedback on their comprehension and help direct their study
efforts and promote further learning
Although research on the college student population is limited in this area, there is
evidence that self-testing among graduate-level students aids in enhanced performance. In a
study of pharmacy students, Stewart et al. (2014) provided online quizzes to students in a
pharmacy course with the opportunity to take them voluntarily and receive corrective feedback
following answer submission. Those students who utilized the online quizzing option as an
elective learning strategy earned significantly higher grades than students who did not. West and
Sadoski (2011) further substantiate the positive effect of self-testing in the academic
performance of first-year medical students. In their investigation, they found that study skills
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employed by students were better predictors of first-semester GPA than aptitude measures (i.e.,
MCAT). More specifically, along with time management, self-testing was a positive predictor of
first-semester performance.
Time and study management. Another self-regulated learning skill closely linked to study
strategies is effective time and study management. The relationship between student ability to
effectively manage study time and academic achievement has been well-documented by the
research (Bembenutty, 2008; George et al., 2008; Kitsantis et al., 2008; Schmitz & Wiese, 2006).
In their meta-analysis, Crede and Kuncel (2008) substantiate the importance of both time
management and study habits in college student achievement predictors. Of all variables
measured, both study habits and skills were found to be significant positive predictors of
academic performance. Students who reported at the beginning of their college career that they
consistently engage in activities associated with studying and effectively manage their study time
demonstrated higher first-year GPA; this effect was observed even when traditional achievement
predictors (i.e., high school GPA, college entrance exam scores) were accounted for.
Kitsantis et al. (2008) found a significant impact of time management on college student
outcomes in their investigation of self-regulation and ability predictors. Using a sample of 243
students, their study examined the predictive relationships among student ability measures (i.e.,
ACT/SAT, high school GPA), self-reported self-regulation strategies (i.e., time management),
motivational beliefs (i.e., self-efficacy), affective factors (i.e., test anxiety) and academic
performance. Regression analyses revealed that time and study management was a positive
predictor of first-year and second-year cumulative GPA. Student ability measures (i.e., high
school GPA, SAT scores), time management and self-efficacy were all significant positive
predictors, accounting for 47% of the variance in first-year college achievement. Time
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management alone explained 12% of the variance in first-year college achievement. However,
when all variables were introduced to the model to predict second-year achievement, time
management and student ability measures retained their predictive value, explaining 48% of the
variance, while self-efficacy was no longer a significant contributor. Collectively, Kitsantas and
colleagues (2008) found that student self-perceptions of ability (i.e., self-efficacy) play a
significant role in first-year student success, but become less salient over time in college.
Instead, student time management skills reported at the beginning of their college education
continue to be an important predictor of long-term academic achievement.
Consequently, for those students who report tendencies toward procrastination, the results
are not as favorable (Balkis, 2013; George et al., 2008; Grunschel et al., 2013). George et al.
(2008) investigated the relationships between time spent on activities and student success of 231
Canadian undergraduate students. In their study, students tracked their daily activities in a time
diary, recording time spent studying, sleeping and engagement in various active and passive
leisure activities. Students also responded to indicators of time management skills on a selfreport questionnaire. Results from the multiple regression analyses predicting performance
revealed effective time management, determined by total hours studying and self-report time
management skills, was a significant positive predictor of semester GPA and overall total
success (combined self-assessment and GPA values). Increases in both reported time
management skills and actual study time corresponded to higher personal evaluations of success
and higher GPA, while those who exhibited patterns consistent with procrastination
demonstrated poorer academic success.
In their study investigating 554 undergraduate students, Grunschel et al. (2013) extended
the analysis of procrastination by identifying that students could be grouped into different types
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of delayers based upon distinct differences in the underlying causes of their academic delay.
Some students were characterized as those who tended to delay academic tasks because they
experienced worry, anxiety or discontent associated with their academic studies. Other students
were characterized as those who were successful pressure-seeking types. High levels of
academic procrastination were found among those students who fell into the worry, anxious,
discontent type. These students also demonstrated poor self-regulatory skills, which coupled with
their high-procrastination tendencies, undermined their performance. Conversely, students
grouped into the other categories simultaneously demonstrated effective self-regulated learning
skills. Although these students delayed their academic work similar to the other delayers,
performance was not adversely impacted as self-regulatory skills served a compensatory
function.
Student variations in self-regulated learning (SRL). In spite of the vital role SRL plays
in college student achievement, research finds that most college students are either poor or
inconsistent self-regulators (Lee, Lim, & Grabowski, 2010; Peverly et al., 2003). As discussed,
self-regulated learning strategies are just one domain of academic engagement for which firstgeneration students show deficits compared to their peers. Investigations into the academicoriented activities of first-generation students reveal lower levels of engagement in academic
activities (Pike & Kuh, 2005; Soria & Stebleton, 2012) and difficulties with both time and
resource management (Collier & Morgan, 2008).
Research by Pascarella et al. (2004) confirmed self-regulation deficits were common
among first-generation students. However, their study also illustrated that students who became
more academically engaged over time reaped significant achievement benefits. That is, as growth
in academic and classroom engagement were observed in the first-generation students,
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corresponding gains were noted in performance measures. Pascarella et al. (2004) concluded that
these experiences act in a compensatory manner, contributing to achievement gains with time at
the university in first-generation students. These results also illustrate that self-regulation
strategies can be gradually learned or improved, despite prior experience and practices.
In spite of the challenges faced by underrepresented populations in higher education,
research suggests that academic-oriented cognitive and behavioral strategies serve as a primary
support to generate positive outcomes. In their qualitative study, Phinney and Haas (2003) noted
that for students from ethnic minority groups, the majority of whom were first-generation
students, the use of proactive self-regulation – or active coping- skills (i.e., problem solving,
planning, more time studying, using resources) in response to academic-related stress seemed to
play a mitigating role in these students’ lives. Conversely, in the same population, those who
reported less proactive coping strategies (i.e., procrastination) were more commonly used by
students who also reported unsuccessful adjustment to the university and lower achievement
outcomes.
Although research highlights the important contribution of SRL strategies to academic
achievement, no single variable provides the best explanation for variations in college student
performance. Rather as Plant et al. (2005) indicate, models designed to explain college
achievement outcomes must comprise of a combination of factors including previous
achievement, academic ability, self-regulation, and quality of strategies selected. Drawing from
key contributions of Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura, 1986; 1997; 1999; 2006), the framework
presented by Snow et al. (1996) recognizes the distinct yet interrelated nature of cognitive,
conative, and affective factors and provides an additional model through which student academic
achievement may be conceptualized. Invariably, both this view and Social Cognitive Theory
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provide a solid case for recognizing the impact of person-oriented and environmental variables
on student performance and supporting the need for a multivariate approach to assessment. As
both theories suggest, in order to more precisely explain the patterns of success for students in
academic settings over time and draw more accurate conclusions about predictors of academic
success and risk, future investigations must examine multiple factors associated with
background, personal, behavioral and environmental factors (Chamorro-Premuzic & Arteche,
2008; Lucio et al., 2012).
The landscape for investigating factors associated with college student achievement and
targeting solutions to the problem is quite complex, yet there have been significant gains over the
last 40 years in the research and resources devoted to the topic (Tinto, 2006). Institutions of
higher education have adopted this line of research to develop strategies for diagnostic
assessment as well as developing student typologies. Formalized institutional assessment allows
postsecondary institutions to collect a variety of data on their students and utilize it to estimate
the likelihood of academic success or failure, presumably to develop more effective intervention
strategies to support success (Fike & Fike, 2008).
Formalized Institutional Assessment
Postsecondary institutions employ formal assessment practices for a number of reasons
(see Peterson & Einarson, 2001 for review). First, these institutions must provide documentable
evidence they meet or exceed key criteria outlined by accrediting bodies. Institutional assessment
allows postsecondary institutions to examine student learning and achievement outcomes and
demonstrate they meet the standards of providing effective, high-quality learning environments;
all core components required for accreditation (Higher Learning Commission, 2014; Keup, 2004;
Peterson & Einarson, 2001). Second, a pervasive belief exists that institutions must be able to
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provide empirical, data-driven evidence to demonstrate their effectiveness in adequately meeting
students’ educational needs (Ekman & Pelletier, 2008) to the broader community and those
considering the institution for accomplishing their own educational goals. This further
substantiates the essential-nature of institutional assessment practices. Due to the role of
accountability in funding structures, institutional assessment also has become the answer for
calculating and demonstrating improvement in graduation and retention rates (Astin & Lee,
2003; Flick, 2014; Keup, 2004; NCSL, 2012; Peterson & Einarson, 2001; Tinto, 2006). Last,
formative assessment allows institutions to measure a variety of student variables, enabling them
to better predict student achievement potential and employ interventions as necessary (Hoffman
Beyer & Gillmore, 2007; Kameen & Justiz, 1988; Keup, 2004).
Purposes of Institutional Assessment
To gain a better understanding of student personal and social factors associated with
student achievement, two broad approaches tend to dominate formalized institutional assessment.
The first approach has been designed to identify subgroups within the community of learners,
essentially attempting to generate typologies of student populations. Within institutional
assessment, typology studies are utilized to classify students by subgroups based upon their
behaviors, values, interests and personality (Adelman, 2005; Bahr, 2010; Horowitz, 1987; Zhao,
Gonyea, & Kuh, 2003). This approach has long been used to examine and categorize college
students according to similarities and differences (Bahr, 2010) and is believed by some to assist
educators in understanding diverse subgroups of their student population and predict student
behaviors and outcomes (Kuh, 1990; Kuh, Hu, & Vesper, 2000). Although presumed adequate in
identifying specific subgroups of students (Bahr, 2010), debate still persists regarding the most
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appropriate methodological approaches for such investigations and their overall utility in
improving student outcomes (Bahr, 2010; Kuh, 1990; Kuh et al., 2000).
The second approach to institutional assessment is designed to provide information about
individual or groups of students to better describe the population of learners at an institution
using a dimensional-approach. For these investigations, surveys, inventories, demographic
variables and prior ability measures are utilized to examine their student population at the
individual and group level, identify factors predictive of student success and risk for failure, and
develop interventions to improve retention and graduation (Hoffman Beyer & Gillmore, 2007;
Kameen & Justiz, 1988; Keup, 2004; Tinto, 2006). Inventories widely used with the college
population include the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE; NSSE, 2014); College
Learning Assessment (CLA and CLA+; Council for Aid to Education, 2014); College Senior
Survey (CSS; HERI, 2014a); The Freshman Survey (TFS: HERI, 2014b); Motivated Strategies
for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ; Pintrich et al., 1991); and the Learning and Study Strategies
Inventories (LASSI and LASSI-HS; Weinstein & Palmer, 2002; 1990). These assessment tools
provide quantitative means to investigate important relationships among variables and college
performance, identify students’ strengths and challenge-areas, and predict individual
achievement outcomes (Tinto, 2006).
Utility of Institutional Assessment
There is debate over the value of using institutional assessment for the purpose of
assisting colleges in improving student achievement outcomes. As previously indicated, one of
the biggest perceived benefits of formalized institutional assessment includes gathering
graduation and retention data to provide institutions with empirical evidence of the success of
their student population. In their study surveying 1,393 postsecondary institutions, Peterson and
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Einarson (2001) found that institutions reported experiencing many benefits using institutional
assessment. Institutions reported that assessment information had been beneficial in prompting
administrator and faculty discussions regarding initiatives to improve student outcomes and were
influential in decision-making processes and improvements to student academic support services.
Institutions also indicated assessment was helpful in evaluating retention and graduation rates
and other indices of student performance outcomes (Peterson & Einarson, 2001). Furthermore,
institutional assessment serves as a valuable tool in identifying and addressing widespread
challenges associated with institutional effectiveness (Ekman & Pelletier, 2008; Kameen &
Justiz, 1988; Keup, 2004; Peterson & Einarson, 2001) as it can be utilized to direct policy,
curriculum and program reform (Ekman & Pelletier, 2008; Peterson & Einarson, 2001) which
ultimately enhances student outcomes.
Ekman and Pelletier (2008) illustrate the value of institutional assessment for
postsecondary institutions citing “key lessons learned” in their review. They emphasize the
importance of a multifactor approach to institutional assessment, arguing that institutions often
make the common mistake of using single-measure assessments (i.e., college admissions exams,
high school GPA) as their sole means for projecting student learning potential or risk for failure.
Instead, they assert that pairing those ability measures with other assessment inventories
associated with learning attitudes and study habits offer more robust data for drawing such
conclusions. Multiple institutions utilizing formalized assessment also found it to be useful in
directing modifications to admissions processes, degree programs, general education curriculums
and improving institutional quality overall (Ekman & Pelletier, 2008).
Institutional assessment has also been shown effective for making predictions about
individual student achievement outcomes, particularly in attempts to identify student abilities and
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deficiencies early-on in their college career (Crede & Kuncel, 2008; Kameen & Justiz, 1988;
Keup, 2004). Students arrive at college with prior high school experiences and pre-existing
background factors (i.e., family context) that directly impact their academic performance (Keup,
2004); yet institutions often fail to consider the significance of this information in explaining
college persistence and success outcomes (Tinto, 2006). Early assessment of an array of student
factors allows for appropriate intervention practices to be implemented with at-risk students such
as coursework placement, providing appropriate resource support, and individualized advising
(Kamee & Justiz, 1988). Therefore, faculty and academic advisors can utilize institutional
assessment results to direct their pedagogy and personal interactions with students to enhance
student learning (Ekman & Pelletier, 2008). Outcomes can improve if faculty members are privy
to assessment results and motivated to purposely use the information. Peterson & Einarson
(2001) found that although assessment results were widely available to faculty, faculty members
generally did not utilize the information. Of those who did, they reported this influenced their
teaching decisions, pedagogy and interactions with students, leading to more positive outcomes.
Overall, there is general consensus supporting the value of institutional assessment to the
extent that various domains of student functioning are measured early-on using a variety of
methods, and they directly examine the relationship between student performance and student’s
experiences at the institution (see Peterson & Einarson, 2001 for review). Keup (2004)
summarizes the benefits and importance of institutional assessment while emphasizing two key
points in garnering the most from these tools. First, it is critical that institutional assessment
target first-year students and be utilized early in the enrollment process to identify areas of
strength and need. Second, Keup stresses that institutions reap the most from the assessment
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results if they are used to improve institutional policies, help students make a better transition
into college and enhance institutional effectiveness.
Conclusion
Research examining the college student population clearly demonstrates the connections
among pre-existing personal factors, affective responses, motivation, self-regulated learning
strategies and academic achievement. A review of the literature indicates a need still exists for
further investigations into the interactions among these separate factors regarding their collective
influence on postsecondary success (Bandura, 1986; 1997; 1999; Snow et al., 1996; Tinto, 2006).
First-year, ethnic minority and first-generation students comprise student subgroups that
necessitate specific attention, since threats to academic achievement are even more pronounced.
In particular, these student populations experience heightened levels of stress associated with
adjusting to college life and rigorous academic demands (Balemian & Feng, 2013; Barrows et
al., 2013; Budney & Paul, 2003; Choy, 2001; Crede & Kuncel, 2008; Dressler, 1991; Engle,
2007; Pascarella et al., 2004) and often lack sufficient preparation in how to effectively cope
with these challenges (Balemian & Feng, 2013; Choy, 2001; Collier & Morgan, 2008; Engle,
2007; Jean, 2010; Pascarella et al., 2004; Riehl, 1994; Soria & Stebleton, 2012).
Investigating the multitude of predictive factors in isolation is of little value, as research
undoubtedly suggests explanatory frameworks predicting student achievement must take into
account a myriad of factors (Bandura, 1986; 1997; 1999; Snow et al., 1996; Tinto, 2006). The
Lazarus and Folkman Transactional Stress and Coping framework (1984; 1987; Lazarus, 1993a;
1993b) has demonstrated explanatory validity in stress-coping investigations of physical and
mental illness and specific challenges unique to particular populations. To date, scarce research
has utilized this model to explain stress-appraisals and coping in the academic context (e.g.,
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Giacobbi et al., 2004). This review of the literature provides substantial evidence supporting the
utility of the Lazarus and Folkman framework in recognizing the interrelated nature of personal
factors (i.e., gender, ethnicity, prior achievement, first-generation status), cognitive appraisals
(i.e., academic anxiety, attitude toward learning), motivation and self-regulated learning
strategies (i.e., active study strategies, time management) and how these collectively contribute
to observed variations in student achievement outcomes. Student characteristics interact with
social situations, prompting students to develop appraisals of academic events or situations. In
instances of perceived threat (i.e., academic anxiety), students often select maladaptive strategies
(i.e., procrastination) in an attempt to cope with the stressor, leading to less favorable outcomes
(Cassady & Boseck, 2008; Lazarus, 1993a; 1993b; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 1987;
Linnenbrink, 2006; Schutz & Lanehart, 2002; Spielberger & Vagg, 1995; Zeidner & Matthews,
2005). One unique feature incorporated into the Lazarus and Folkman framework for this
investigation is the integration of motivational regulation and self-regulated learning strategies as
adaptive coping responses (McInerney, 2011; Pintrich & Zusho, 2002; Zimmerman, 2011).
Consistent with the body of research, it is hypothesized these adaptive forms of coping serve as a
protective buffer, mitigating the potential negative influence of stress-appraisals and instead
contributing to improved academic achievement.
Fortunately, many postsecondary institutions possess the capability to examine their
student populations at the student-level, collecting measures of prior achievement, student
demographic information, and evidence of student tendencies in learning strategies and attitudes
through formal assessment approaches. However, too often investigations have focused on select
indicators of student performance or limited number of predictors without taking into
consideration the impact of other variables (Astin & Lee, 2003; Hoffman Beyer & Gillmore,
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2007; Keup, 2004; Peterson & Einarson, 2001; Tinto, 2006). The Transactional Stress and
Coping framework (1984) provides a means to explore the multitude of factors identified in the
research as important to college student achievement. Although this information is important to
individual students, it also serves a vital function for institutions as a diagnostic or prescriptive
tool in identifying student areas of strength or weakness and evaluating the efficacy of
interventions developed to improve academic achievement (Ekman & Pelletier, 2008; Kameen &
Justiz, 1988; Keup, 2004; Peterson & Einarson, 2001; Tinto, 2006). It is with that intention the
proposed study builds upon the body of literature and incorporates the Transactional Stress and
Coping model to explain the nature of relationships among student variables and first-year
academic achievement outcomes.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
As suggested by the review of the relevant literature, there exists a strong need for further
investigation of factors influential in first-year college achievement outcomes. The purpose of
this study was to examine the predictive value of student background characteristics, prior
achievement indicators, cognitive appraisals of academic stressors, and study and learning
strategy variables in explaining first-year college student achievement. A proposed academicoriented stress appraisal-coping framework guided the investigation of these relationships. The
following sections provide detailed explanations in how the participants were selected,
instrumentation, and what procedures were employed for data collection and analysis purposes.
Participants
The participants in the study consisted of full-time, first-time first-year undergraduate
students from a Midwestern 4-year public university. The sample population specifically
included students who enrolled at the institution during years 2004 through 2012. This particular
institution enrolls on average 16,000 undergraduate students per year, with 23% of the student
population comprised of first-time first-year students. Of this population, 99.5% attend full-time,
96% are considered traditional-aged students (ages 18-25) and 86% reside on-campus.
Achievement outcome indicators for this institution reveal an average fall-to-fall persistence rate
of 79% for first-time first-year students and a 5-year graduation rate of 56%, which are above
national averages compared to similar institutions (ACT, 2014; NCES, 2014).
The resulting number of participants in this study was N = 29,431, with a mean age of
19.1. Of these first-time first-year participants, approximately 58% were female, 7% selfreported as an ethnic minority and an estimated 34% were identified as meeting the criteria for
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first-generation students. For the purposes of this study, students were identified as firstgeneration if they were from a family in which neither parent or guardian earned a college
degree. These participants scored on average a 523 on the Math and 519 on the Verbal portions
of the SAT exam and earned an average high school GPA of 3.28. See Table 3.1 for
demographic and achievement information.
Table 3.1
Participant Demographics and Means for Achievement Indicators Included in Study
Year

N=

% Female

% Ethnic
Minority

% First
Generation

H. S.
GPA

SAT
Math/Verb

First Year
GPA

2004

3,108

58%

6%

38%

3.25

522/518

2.22

2005

3,090

57%

7%

38%

3.24

523/523

2.18

2006

3,378

56%

7%

36%

3.21

517/510

2.23

2007

3,335

58%

8%

36%

3.22

524/519

2.27

2008

3,487

58%

7%

33%

3.23

523/515

2.29

2009

3,483

58%

9%

32%

3.28

524/517

2.26

2010

3,244

60%

*

32%

3.33

533/527

2.22

2011

2,991

60%

*

31%

3.32

524/522

2.18

2012

3,315

60%

*

29%

3.36

523/519

2.81a

Total/Avg

29,431

58%

7%

34%

3.28

523/519

2.30

Note. *Data not available for this particular year at the individual student level.
a
value deviated significantly in this particular year from other years. Investigation into potential
underlying causes yielded no viable explanation.

Procedures and Measures
Building the dataset for this study required the merging of multiple archival institutional
data systems. The first data file contained student responses to the Learning and Study Strategies
Inventory-High School version (LASSI-HS; Weinstein & Palmer, 1990) gathered during their
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initial orientation to the university (occurring in the summer prior to courses beginning). These
data were merged with institutional data sources managed by the university’s Office of
Institutional Effectiveness (OIE) with additional cooperation from the Office of Financial Aid to
form the final data file utilized for all analyses. The OIE facilitates, collects, analyzes and
interprets all data associated with the institution and student population. The data used for this
study were routinely collected by the university during the course of the student’s academic
career. For merging of all data sources, the LASSI-HS data set collected during the freshman
orientation event was submitted to the Assistant Provost for the OIE. The LASSI-HS data set
included identifying information for each subject (name and student ID), which the OIE staff
utilized to link to the remaining data in the university data management system. The specific data
sources outlined below were acquired through multiple mediums, including students’
demographic information, university and high school academic records, student Free Application
for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) applications, and responses to attitude or satisfaction measures
completed while enrolled at the university.
College Achievement
In this study, the primary dependent variable in the investigated model was college
achievement. To determine success in college achievement and performance, first-year college
cumulative grade point averages (GPA) were used. First-year cumulative GPA, as reported by
official university records, included the calculated grade point average for all courses taken
within the first 12 months of student enrollment at the university. The university utilizes a GPA
range of 0 to 4.0. First-year GPA also included those students who withdrew from the institution
after the first semester enrolled. Approximately 11% of the study participants (all full-time at
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Fall semester enrollment) completed 15 or fewer credit hours at the completion of the first full
academic year, providing a rough estimation of the number of students who withdrew.
Pre-Existing Personal Factors
Background factors. Three personal background variables (i.e., gender, ethnicity, firstgeneration status) were incorporated in the analyses for this study. Gender has been found to be a
significant predictor in explaining college achievement outcomes (Alon & Gelbgiser, 2011;
DeBerard & Julka, 2000; DeBerard et al., 2004; Harackiewicz et al., 2002; Kitsantas et al., 2008)
with females generally outperforming males in postsecondary education. Therefore, students’
self-reported gender as identified in their official university record was included as a predictor
variable in the proposed model. Research also provides substantial evidence indicating ethnicity
is a significant predictor of college achievement outcomes, with lower retention and degree
completion rates for students from ethnic minority groups (ACE, 2008; 2011; Borman &
Overman, 2004; Gordon & Yowell, 1994; Harper, 2009; 2012; Harris & Herrington, 2006; Jones
et al., 2010; Kamee & Justiz, 1988; Kuh et al., 2007; Toldson, 2012). Consequently, students’
ethnic minority status as coded in their official university record was included as a predictor
variable in the proposed model.
Furthermore, research indicates first-generation students struggle academically in their
pursuit of a college degree (Balemian & Feng, 2013; Choy, 2001; DeAngelo et al., 2011; Engle,
2007; Ishitani, 2006; Pascarella et al., 2004; Riehl, 1994; Soria & Stebleton, 2012); therefore,
first-generation status as identified in each student’s FAFSA application was included as a
predictor variable in the proposed model. Research demonstrates the influence these background
variables have on college academic achievement outcomes, warranting investigation in this
study. Although family income is also associated with academic achievement, the majority of
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students who satisfy the first-generation criterion tend to also come from low-income families,
resulting in significant overlap (Bui, 2002; Horn et al., 2000; Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; Scherer
& Anson, 2014; Terenzini et al., 1996). As such, the primary analyses were conducted without
explicit inclusion of the separate variable of family income.
Prior achievement indicators. High-school grade point average (H. S. GPA) and college
entrance exam scores consistently serve as two of the best predictors of first-year college
achievement (Alarcon & Edwards, 2013; DeBerard et al., 2004; Harackiewicz et al., 2002;
Kowitlawakul et al., 2013; Randsell, 2001; Robbins et al., 2004; Zypher et al., 2007). For the
purposes of this study, a latent factor identified as prior achievement comprised of student H. S.
GPA and college entrance exam scores (i.e., SAT Math, SAT Verbal) was proposed for the
model. High-school GPA was reported on a scale ranging from 0 to 4.0, although some
participants graduated from high schools which allowed for GPA calculations greater than 4.0.
Of the participants in this study, 0.8 percent earned a H. S. GPA exceeding 4.0, with the
maximum value reaching 4.88. All original H. S. GPA values were retained in their original form
for the purposes of this study given they were the actual data entered into the data file by the
OIE. Of the participants in this study, 87.5% completed the SAT college entrance exam.
LASSI-HS
Students in the sample responded to Likert-type survey questions on the LASSI-HS
(Weinstein & Palmer, 1990) during an orientation session prior to beginning their first academic
semester. The LASSI-HS is a 76-item self-report assessment tool that targets student academic
behaviors and perceptions associated with learning and study strategies. The instrument
measures students’ academic-oriented cognitive (i.e., concentration), conative (i.e., motivation),
affective (i.e., academic-related anxiety) and behavioral (i.e., self-testing) factors believed to

91

contribute to academic performance. Students are asked to respond to each item using a 5-point
Likert-type scale with the extremes marked by "not at all like me" or "very much like me." The
full list of the LASSI-HS items is provided in Appendix A.
LASSI instruments (Weinstein & Palmer, 1990; 2002; Weinstein et al., 1987) are widely
used in institutional assessment to broadly capture the characteristics of students new to
postsecondary institutions, evaluate students for more individualized intervention, and measure
the impact of interventions employed with students. Utilized with incoming college students, the
LASSI-HS functions as a barometer, measuring the thoughts and skills of students who are
transitioning into postsecondary education. The obtained scores are then used for diagnostic and
prescriptive purposes (Weinstein & Palmer, 1990).
According to Weinstein and Palmer (1990), the LASSI-HS items form 10-subscales that
yield reliability coefficients ranging from .68 to .82 (see Table 3.2). The norms for the LASSIHS were developed from a diverse sample of 2,616 high school students.
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Table 3.2
LASSI-HS Subscales, Sample Items, Items Included in Subscales and Estimates of Reliability
(Weinstein & Palmer, 1990)
LASSI-HS Subscale

Sample Item and Items included in the Subscales

α

Anxiety

I worry that I will fail my classes.
Items: 1, 9, 25, 31, 35, 53, 56, 62

.82

Attitude to Learning

I would rather not be in school.
Items: 5, 14, 18, 29, 37, 44, 50, 68

.74

Concentration

I pay attention fully when studying.
Items: 6, 11, 38, 42, 45, 54, 60, 67

.82

Information Processing

I change the material I am studying into my own words.
Items: 12, 15, 23, 32, 39, 46, 66, 75

.80

Motivation

I am up-to-date in my class assignments.
Items: 10, 13, 16, 28, 33, 40, 48, 55

.78

Selecting Main Ideas

I try to identify the main ideas when I listen to my teacher teaching.
Items: 2, 8, 59, 71, 76

.71

Self-Testing

I look over my notes before the next class.
Items: 4, 17, 21, 26, 30, 36, 64, 69

.74

Study Aids

When they are available I go to study or review sessions.
Items: 7, 19, 24, 43, 49, 52, 61, 72

.68

Testing Strategies

I have trouble understanding just what a test question is asking.
(reverse coded) Items: 20, 27, 34, 51, 58, 63, 70, 74

.81

Time Management

I make good use of study hours after school.
Items: 3, 22, 41, 47, 57, 65, 73

.77

Weinstein and Palmer (1990; 2002) asserted these subscales merged into three broad
domains that represent student abilities: skill, will, and self-regulation. The authors determined
these domains based upon theoretical assumptions rather than empirical evidence. Subsequent
empirical research has investigated and challenged the originally-proposed structure of the 10subscales and broad domains, resulting in alternative factor structures that offer better statistical
representations of the domains and subscales. A number of studies have investigated the three-
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latent factor structure of the LASSI using the 10-subscales as indicators (Cano, 2006; Prevatt,
Petscher, Proctor, Hurst, & Adams, 2006; Stevens & Tallent-Runnels, 2004; Yip, 2012), finding
alternative models fit the data better than the original Weinstein and Palmer skill, will, and selfregulation domains. Although these results challenged the validity of the LASSI three-latent
factor structure, all of these attempts to explore the factor structure of the LASSI presumed the
original 10-subscales in the instrument were empirically sound. As such, those analyses were
conducted merely with subscale values, rather than exploring the underlying construct formation
for the separate subscales. Although the LASSI is a widely-used assessment, the authors of this
instrument have provided little empirical evidence demonstrating the validity of the 10-subscales
(Weinstein & Palmer, 1990; 2002; Weinstein et al., 1987). Subsequent research examining the
validity of the instrument has yielded mixed results.
In a study investigating students enrolled in college developmental courses, Nist, Mealey,
Simpson, and Kroc (1990) found the LASSI to be a good predictor of academic achievement in
the general population of college students but lacked predictive value in students who
participated in a developmental-studies program prior to admission. Similarly, a study conducted
by Deming, Valeri-Gold, and Idleman (1994) found the LASSI to be limited in its predictive
validity of achievement for developmental-level college students. However, more recently
Lawson (2009) found in his investigation of first-semester, at-risk college students the LASSI
was a significant predictor of first-semester and first-year college GPA.
Research has also revealed mixed results in the predictive validity of the specific LASSI
subscales over others. Cano (2006) investigated the LASSI factor structure and its predictive
value to college achievement with a sample of 527 college freshmen and 429 college seniors.
Results revealed an alternative three-factor solution of the 10-subscales (affective strategies, goal
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strategies, comprehension monitoring strategies) provided a better fit to the data than Weinstein
and Palmer’s (1990) skill, will and self-regulation solution. He found that affective strategies
(i.e., subscales Time Management, Motivation, Concentration, Attitude, Self-Testing) and goal
strategies (i.e., subscales Concentration, Attitude, Anxiety, Test Strategies, Selecting Main Ideas)
were statistically significant predictors of both freshman and senior college GPA.
Comprehension monitoring, comprised of subscales Information Processing, Self-Testing, Study
Aids and Selecting Main Ideas, was not a significant predictor. Other research examining the
college student population has found predictive validity in favor of the following subscales:
Anxiety and Test Strategies (Flowers et al., 2011); Time Management and Self-Testing (West &
Sadoski, 2009); and Motivation (Marrs et al., 2009). A recent meta-analysis by Crede and
Kuncel (2008) investigating learning and study strategy inventories across multiple samples of
college student populations concluded that the LASSI consistently demonstrated high
concurrent, construct and predictive validity. Their analyses supported the utility of the LASSI
in identifying study habits, skills, attitudes and specific factors predictive of college student
academic performance outcomes compared to other available assessment tools, particularly in
predicting first-year GPA.
More recent research has examined the latent factor structure of the ten LASSI-HS
subscales using the individual items as indicators (Finch, Cassady, & Jones, in press), finding
empirical support in favor of alternative item-sets representing 10-subscales that vary from those
of Weinstein and Palmer (1990). Finch et al. (in press) examined the factor structure of the
LASSI-HS at the item-level drawing from a sample of 18,102 first-time college students from
data obtained over a broad time frame (years 1996 through 2012). Using both exploratory factor
analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), they offered a 10-factor solution that

95

deviated from the originally-proposed Weinstein and Palmer (1990) solution that provided a
better fit to the data. Revised subscales and reliability estimates resulting from the Finch et al. (in
press) factor solution are provided in Table 3.3. The 10-factor structure proposed by Finch et al.
was utilized in this study. Examination of the model proposed for this study included all ten
factors, but several of those were proposed to compose latent factors central to this investigation.
Table 3.3
LASSI-HS Revised Subscales, Sample Items, Items Included in Subscales, and Estimates of
Reliability (Finch et al., in press)
Revised Subscale
Anxiety
Negative Attitude to
Learning
Concentration

Elaborative Rehearsal

Motivation
Comprehension
Monitoring
Self-Testing

Active Study Strategies

Visualizations

Time Management

Sample Item and Items included in the Subscales

α

I worry that I will fail my classes.
Items: 1, 9, 20, 25, 31, 35, 53, 56, 62

.85

I would rather not be in school.
Items: 18, 37, 50, 68

.71

I find it hard to pay attention during class. (reverse coded)
Items: 6, 38, 42, 45, 54, 67

.87

I change the material I am studying into my own words.
Items: 12, 15, 23, 32, 39, 46, 66, 75

.82

I am up-to-date in my class assignments.
Items: 5, 10, 11, 13, 16, 28, 33, 40, 44, 73

.83

When I take a test I realize that I studied the wrong material.
Items: 2, 27, 34, 51, 58, 59, 70, 71, 74, 76

.88

When studying for an exam, I think of questions that might be on
the test.; Items: 17, 21

.85

When they are available I go to study or review sessions.
Items: 4, 7, 19, 24, 26, 30, 36, 55, 57, 61, 64, 69, 72

.81

I make drawings or sketches to help me understand what I am
studying.; Items: 49, 52

.73

I make good use of study hours after school.
Items: 3, 22, 41, 47, 65

.79
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Negative cognitive appraisal. The proposed negative cognitive appraisal (NCA) latent
variable for the model was constructed using the Anxiety (9 items; α =.85) and Negative Attitude
to Learning (4 items; α =.71) subscale item indicators identified in the Finch et al. (in press)
factor solution. This latent variable was proposed to represent negative affective states that
influence students’ cognitive appraisals toward educational settings (e.g., academic work,
distaste for learning). Students who experience anxious or negative thoughts in response to
academic demands or specific academic requirements (i.e., test-taking), often become
overwhelmed, experience greater levels of stress and appraise situations as threatening
(Spielberger & Vagg, 1995). Consistent with the Transactional Stress and Coping model
(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 1987), these beliefs create a perceptual lens through which
situations, events and demands are appraised as stressful or threatening. These negative cognitive
appraisals of academic-related events or situations can create cognitive interference (Zeidner &
Matthews, 2005), prompt modifications in students’ goals, and influence coping reactions,
contributing to selection of maladaptive coping responses (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 1987).
Therefore, of those students who experience negative cognitive appraisals, academic
performance suffers because these students often do not engage in academic strategies conducive
to coping with academic demands and achieving learning goals (Balkis, 2013; Cassady &
Boseck, 2008; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 1987; Spielberger & Vagg, 1995; Stewart et al., 1997;
Zeidner & Matthews, 2005).
Self-regulated learning (SRL). The ability to self-direct academic learning plays a
crucial role in academic performance outcomes (Bembenutty, 2008; Bussey, 2011; Kitsantas et
al., 2008; Robbins et al., 2004; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008). Self-regulated learning
necessitates cognitive abilities, academic-oriented volitional strategies and motivational
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regulation toward meeting academic demands in order for students to attain more successful
outcomes (Bussey, 2011; Zimmerman, 1989; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008). Research
consistently suggests that the ability to self-regulate is what explains differences observed in
achievement outcomes, with poor self-regulators demonstrating lower performance than their
self-regulating peers (Hofer et al., 1998; Kitsantas et al., 2008; Robbins et al., 2004; Zimmerman
& Schunk, 2008). Utilizing the revised LASSI-HS subscales presented by Finch et al. (in press),
two latent variables representing self-regulated learning were tested in the model: 1) motivational
regulation; and 2) self-regulated learning (SRL) strategies.
Motivational regulation. Motivational regulation was a latent variable comprised of the
10-item indicators for the Motivation subscale (α =.83) for the LASSI-HS (Finch et al., in press).
Motivation has been identified as a key factor in SRL (Bussey, 2011) and is believed to be the
agent behind SRL that promotes goal-directed academic activity (Schunk et al., 2008).
Motivation also is associated with effective study strategy use (Prat-Sala & Redford, 2010;
Vansteenkiste et al., 2004; Wolters, 1998) and consistently has been found to predict academic
achievement (Allen et al., 2008; Crede & Kuncel, 2008; D’Lima et al., 2014; Lei, 2010; Robbins
et al., 2004; Yip, 2007; 2009). Considered to be a critical component of SRL that significantly
impacts achievement, motivational regulation was included in the proposed model acting as a
moderator that influences the effect of negative cognitive appraisals (NCA) on achievement
outcomes. Although student NCA may threaten achievement, those students reporting higher
levels of motivational regulation may still achieve more successful outcomes than those who are
less motivated.
Self-regulated learning (SRL) strategies. Cognitive abilities involving information
processing, comprehension, and problem solving impact overall intellectual functioning (Alarcon

98

& Edwards, 2012; Currie et al., 2012; Matlin, 2009). Students who mentally organize
information into a meaningful structure, apply the information, make it meaningful to them, selfquestion and monitor their understanding are utilizing important cognitive and metacognitive
self-regulated learning strategies (Zimmerman, 2000; 2004); as a result, they demonstrate better
achievement outcomes (Alarcon & Edwards, 2012; Finn et al., 2014; Weinstein & Mayer, 1986).
Active-study strategies (i.e., volitional strategies) employed by self-regulated learners also
directly contribute to higher academic achievement (Karpicke et al., 2009; Schmitt et al., 2007;
Zimmerman, 2000; 2004). Taking notes in class, elaborative rehearsal (i.e., deeper processing),
effective time management, preparation for formal assessment and utilizing available social
resources effectively exemplify high self-regulated learning and are associated with better
performance outcomes (Bembenutty, 2008; George et al., 2008; Kitsantas et al., 2008; Robbins
et al., 2004). Self-regulated learning strategies also serve an adaptive function as they represent
learning approaches utilized in response to challenges students may experience in academia
(McInerney, 2011).
Considered to be a significant contributor to achievement outcomes, self-regulated
learning (SRL) strategies was included in the proposed model acting as a moderator that
influences the effect of negative cognitive appraisals (NCA). Although student NCA may
directly threaten achievement, those who still employ positive self-regulated learning strategies
may ultimately achieve more successful outcomes compared to those who do not. Self-regulated
learning (SRL) strategies was proposed to be a latent variable comprised of the following
LASSI-HS subscales (Finch et al., in press): Elaborative Rehearsal (α = .83), Comprehension
Monitoring (α = .88), Active Study Strategies (α =. 82), Visualizations (α = .71), Self-Testing
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(α = .86), Concentration (α = .87), and Time Management (α = .79), which all identify positively
with SRL.
Plan of Analysis
The purpose of this study was to examine the predictive value of student background
characteristics, prior achievement, appraisals and study and learning strategy variables in
explaining first-year college student achievement guided by an academic-oriented stress
appraisal-coping framework. Using the Mplus statistical software package version 7.11 (Muthén
& Muthén, 2013), confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were first employed to evaluate fit of the
proposed latent variable measurement models included in the hypothesized academic-oriented
stress appraisal-coping model. Structural equation modeling (SEM) analyses were then utilized
to explore the nature of the relationships among the variables and test the utility of the proposed
model in predicting the outcome variable (see Figure 3.1 for depiction of the proposed
conceptual model). Using these approaches, this study investigated the following research
questions and hypotheses:
RQ1: Do gender, ethnicity and first-generation status (i.e., personal background factors) predict
first-year college student achievement?
H1:

Gender will predict first-year college student achievement, with females
outperforming males in first-year cumulative GPA.

H2:

Ethnicity will not uniquely add to the explanation of first-year cumulative GPA
due to the high correlation with first-generation status.

H3:

First-generation status will predict first-year college student achievement, with
first-generation students demonstrating lower first-year cumulative GPA
compared to non-first-generation students.
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RQ2: After controlling for student background factors, does prior achievement predict firstyear college student achievement?
H4:

After controlling for student background factors, prior achievement will be a
strong positive predictor of first-year cumulative GPA.

RQ3: After controlling for student background factors and prior achievement, does negative
cognitive appraisal (NCA) predict first-year college student achievement?
H5:

After controlling for student background factors and prior achievement, NCA will
predict first-year cumulative GPA, with increases in NCA predicting lower firstyear achievement.

RQ4: Do self-regulated learning (SRL) strategies moderate the relationship between negative
cognitive appraisal (NCA) and first-year college student achievement?
H6:

Self-regulated learning (SRL) strategies will moderate the effect of NCA and
first-year college student achievement, buffering the negative influence of NCA
on first-year cumulative GPA.

RQ5: Does motivational regulation moderate the relationship between negative cognitive
appraisal (NCA) and first-year college student achievement?
H7:

Motivational regulation will moderate the effect of NCA and first-year college
student achievement, buffering the negative influence of NCA on first-year
cumulative GPA.
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Figure 3.1. The proposed conceptual model depicting the research questions.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
The purpose of this study was to examine the predictive value of student background
characteristics, prior achievement and study and learning strategy variables in explaining firstyear college student achievement. Using an established model of stress-appraisal and coping
within an academic context, the final hypothesized model tested direct, indirect and moderated
influences across nine years. Preliminary analyses were conducted to obtain descriptive
statistics, correlations among the variables and estimates of reliability on the LASSI-HS
subscales. A series of confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were utilized to assess the fit of the
latent variables included in the measurement model for this study (i.e., prior achievement,
negative cognitive appraisal, motivational regulation, self-regulated learning strategies). Where
appropriate, exploratory factor analyses (EFA) were employed to investigate the nature of the
proposed latent factor structures if the CFA results yielded poor measurement model fit. Lastly,
structural equation modeling (SEM) was utilized to investigate the relationships among the study
variables and their relative influences on first-year college achievement in an attempt to assess
the viability of the hypothesized model and answer the research questions.
Preliminary Analyses
Missing Data Analysis
An initial review of the full data file was necessarily focused on examining the data to
determine the nature of any missing data. Review of missing values within the variables
suggested the data to be missing at random (MAR; Graham, 2009; Schlomer, Bauman, & Card,
2010). Percentages of missing data for the majority of variables included in this study were
within a reasonable range, from no missing data for gender identification (0% missing) to 12.5%
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for SAT scores (which was anticipated due to the use of ACT as an alternative entrance
examination). Ethnicity was the only variable with an elevated level of missing data, with 35%
of the sample missing this information. Exploration of this variable revealed that the high rate of
missing data was due to the absence of ethnicity data for all students entering the university in
years 2010 through 2012. As the university diversity rates did not adjust significantly during the
time frame for this study, those missing data were considered missing completely at random
relative to the effect on the analyses in this study. I am confident the data did not satisfy the
expectations for missing not at random (MNAR) as there was no identifiable pattern where
missingness was related to the variable itself (e.g., ethnicity data was missing by year and not
believed to be influenced by a participant’s particular race; Graham, 2009; Schlomer et al.,
2010).
Upon this determination that data were MAR, the remaining analyses were conducted
employing the full-information maximum likelihood for structural equation modeling (FIML
SEM) method. This specific solution estimates parameters and implied values for missing data
based upon the available complete data and is the preferred method in handling missing data in
research investigations that utilize structural equation modeling (SEM) analyses (Graham, 2009;
Schlomer et al., 2010). Given the large sample size (N = 29,431) in this research study with a
large number of complete cases to draw from (n =12,108), this solution provided the best
performance compared to other missing value methods (Graham, 2009; Schlomer et al., 2010).
Descriptive Statistics for Variables in Study
Descriptive statistics for all variables of interest to this study are provided in Table 4.1
along with correlations among the variables and the reliability coefficients calculated for each
LASSI-HS subscale. Results of the correlation analyses revealed nearly all relationships reached
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statistical significance. This was not surprising due to the large sample size in this study; even
very weak relationships observed among variables are likely to be statistically significant within
studies including large sample sizes (Cohen, 1988). Therefore, although significance testing is an
essential component of interpretation, examination of the strength of observed relationships (i.e.,
effect size) and the practical utility of the relationships proves more useful in evaluating their
relative importance (Wilkinson & APA Task Force on Statistical Inference, 1999). For this
purpose, guidelines provided by Cohen (1988) were utilized to determine if the relationships
among the variables were considered weak (r < .30), moderate (r < .50), or strong (r ≥ .50).
Background factors. Of the participants in the study, 58% were female, 7% selfreported membership to an ethnic minority group, and approximately 34% were first-generation
students (see Table 3.1 for review of participant demographics). As reported in Table 4.1, of
these background factors, gender and first-generation status had the strongest relationships with
first-year college GPA, although these significant relationships were considered weak. Gender
was positively correlated with first-year college GPA (r = .07, p < .001). Females earned on
average higher first-year GPAs (M = 2.35, SD = .83) compared to males (M = 2.22, SD = .85)
although the observed difference was weak, F(1,29318) = 151.65, p < .001, η2 = .01. Non-firstgeneration student status was also associated with higher first-year GPA (r = -.07, p < .001;
M=2.34, SD= .82), while first-generation student status corresponded with lower first-year GPA
(M=2.21, SD= .87). Although the difference between the two groups on first-year GPA was
statistically significant, the effect was quite small, F(1,26610) = 141.22 , p < .001, η2 = .01.
Although analyses indicated a statistically significant correlation existed between ethnicity and
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Table 4.1
Descriptive Statistics, Correlations, and Reliability Estimates Among Variables
Variable
1

First -Year College GPA

2

Gender

3

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

1
.07

1

Ethnicity

-.04

.00

4

First-Generation Status

-.07

.02

.03

1

5

H.S. GPA

.20

.19

-.08

-.05

1

6

SAT Math

.04

-.21

-.10

-.10

.41

1

7

SAT Verbal

.02

-.04

-.09

-.12

.35

.53

1

8

Anxiety

9

Negative Attitude to Learning

10

Motivation

11

Concentration

12

Comprehension Monitoring

13

1

.03

.19

.00

.02

-.18

-.35

-.35

1

-.03

-.18

-.03

-.02

-.14

-.01

-.08

.22

1

.15

.23

.01

.01

.38

.06

.05

-.24

-.54

1

.06

.04

.03

.02

.23

.06

.09

-.40

-.50

.59

1

-.01

-.07

-.01

-.02

.19

.22

.35

-.66

-.37

.41

.57

1

Active Study Strategies

.08

.25

.04

-.01

.17

-.08

-.01

-.04

-.42

.53

.48

.30

1

14

Elaborative Rehearsal

.01

-.01

.01

-.03

.07

.10

.19

-.18

-.28

.25

.25

.33

.50

1

15

Visualizations

.04

.17

-.01

-.02

.08

.03

.01

.02

-.13

.11

.13

.06

.37

.33

1

16

Self-Testing

.04

.06

.00

.02

.11

.03

.03

-.10

-.22

.34

.25

.26

.49

.41

.19

1

17

Time Management

.09

.14

.03

.01

.19

-.06

-.07

-.19

-.40

.56

.66

.36

.58

.23

.21

.26

1

2.30

3.28

523.2

518.5

2.52

2.01

4.08

3.28

3.64

3.23

3.40

2.61

3.65

2.93

.84

.44

76.1

75.6

.75

.69

.58

.80

.69

.59

.67

1.08

.97

.80

-.58

-.02

.32

.45

.34

.93

-.97

-.33

-.50

-.03

-.07

.35

-.47

.00

.29

-.69

-.01

.17

-.28

1.09

1.81

-.27

.12

-.01

-.18

-.62

-.32

-.42

.85

.71

.83

.87

.88

.82

.83

.71

.86

.79

Mean
Standard Deviation
Skew
Kurtosis
Reliability Est. (Cronbach’s α)

Note. Background variables were dummy-coded for analysis purposes. For Gender, females = 1 and males = 0; for Ethnicity, ethnic minority = 1 and ethnic
majority = 0; for First-Generation Status, first-generation student = 1 and non-first-generation student = 0. First-Year College and High School GPA are
reported on a 0.00-4.00 scale. SAT scores ranged from 200-800. All LASSI-HS subscale means ranged from 1.00-5.00. Given the power of the study, p value
estimates have been removed.
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first-year college GPA, the relationship was negligible (r = -.04, p < .001). Results indicated that
ethnic minority membership was associated with lower first-year college GPA (M = 2.12,
SD=.81) compared to ethnic majority membership (M = 2.25, SD = .82), F(1,19138) = 31.41,
p<.001, η2 = .00.
Prior achievement. Regarding measures of prior achievement, results revealed that
students entered the institution with an average SAT Math score of 523 (SD =76.1), SAT Verbal
score of 519 (SD =75.6), and average H. S. GPA of 3.28 (SD = .44). As expected and supported
by the literature (Crede & Kuncel, 2008; Kobrin & Patterson, 2011; Robbins et al., 2004), both
SAT Math (r =.41, p < .001) and SAT Verbal (r =.35, p < .001) scores shared moderate positive
correlations with H. S. GPA. Results of the correlation analyses indicated there was a positive,
but weak, correlation between H. S. GPA and first-year college GPA (r =.20, p < .001). It was
anticipated that the strength of the correlation would have been greater; however, analyses also
revealed negligible correlations among SAT Verbal and SAT Math scores and first-year college
GPA (see Table 4.1)
LASSI-HS subscales. The ten subscales identified from the LASSI-HS in recent research
(Finch et al., in press) were examined for internal consistency, group trends, relationships among
each other, and with first-year college GPA. All ten subscales met basic conventions for internal
consistency, with only Negative Attitudes to Learning (NAL, α =.71) and Visualizations (α =.71)
falling below an internal consistency value of .79 (see Table 4.1). Correlations among the ten
subscales ranged from weak to moderate, confirming the basic expectations of the function of the
scale. To illustrate overall student population trends in the LASSI-HS variables, simple
descriptive review of the subscale averages (set to common scale) illustrates that students fell in
a primarily average range for each subscale, with lower values for Anxiety and Negative
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Attitudes to Learning and higher values for Motivation characterizing the current sample (see
Figure 4.1). Finally, review of the relationships among the LASSI-HS subscales and first-year
college GPA revealed weak to negligible relationships (see Table 4.1).

LASSI-HS Subscales
5
4.5
4
3.5
3
2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5
0

4.08
3.28
2.51

3.64

3.23

3.65

3.4
2.61

2.93

2.01

Figure 4.1. Illustration of LASSI-HS subscale means.
Lastly, relationships among the LASSI-HS subscales were investigated to identify any
potential multicollinearity issues. Although some strong, significant relationships existed among
certain subscales (e.g., Concentration with Time Management, r = .66, p < .001; Concentration
with Motivation, r = .59, p < .001; Time Management with Active Study Strategies, r = .58,
p<.001) no correlations exceeded .70, minimizing concern over potential multicollinearity
among variables included in this study.
Assessing Measurement Model Fit
Overview of the analyses. Prior to testing the hypothesized structural equation model,
confirmatory factory analyses (CFA) were conducted using the Mplus statistical software
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package version 7.11 (Muthén & Muthén, 2013) and with the full information maximum
likelihood (FIML) estimation method to investigate whether the data fit the factor structures of
the four theoretically-proposed latent variables in this study. Guidelines provided by Kline
(2011) were utilized to determine model fit. A model was considered to have adequate modelto-data fit if it met the following criterion: Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA)
≤.08, Comparative Fit Index (CFI) ≥ .90, Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) ≥ .90, and Standardized
Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) ≤ .08. Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA) ≤ .05, Comparative Fit Index (CFI) ≥ .95, Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) ≥ .95, and
Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) ≤ .08 were the criterion used to determine if
the model had good model fit. Due to the large sample size in this study, the chi-square
goodness-of-fit test was not considered in determining model fit. The chi-square test is highly
sensitive to sample size (N ≥ 5,000), leading to test failure or model rejection when large samples
are used (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1996; Kline, 2011). Although model-fit guidelines provide
definitive values to assess model-to-data fit, a certain degree of researcher judgment is necessary
when considering all available fit statistics. According to Kline (2011), there is no statistical
“gold standard” in model-fit analysis that automatically leads to an objective decision regarding
model fit. Therefore those values outlined above were considered rules of thumb in guiding
assessment of model fit.
For measurement models that did not meet adequate or good model-fit criteria, additional
analyses were required to determine if the primary model could be employed for testing the
study hypotheses. Specifically, an iterative process of exploratory factor analyses (EFA)
followed by CFA was employed to identify if another factor solution provided a better statistical
representation of the proposed constructs in the hypothesized structural equation model in this
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study. To accomplish this, three samples were drawn from the dataset to first investigate then
cross-validate the factor structure of the proposed constructs. The data file was initially split in
two, with one group of cases utilized for the EFA and the other utilized for follow-up CFA
analyses. Two randomly-assigned, equal-sized samples from one group of cases were utilized to
conduct parallel EFAs to identify those indicators that best represented the construct of interest
and ensure stability of the EFA results (Horn, 1965). Assuming both EFAs yielded similar
results, a CFA was employed with the other group of cases using the EFA-supported solution as
a necessary follow-up to cross-validate the fit of the newly-identified model structure (Brown,
2006; Byrne, 2012). Once confirmed by the CFA, the new factor structure was substituted into
the hypothesized model.
Prior achievement. Confirmatory factor analysis was utilized to determine whether the
data fit the latent variable Prior Achievement comprised of student H. S. GPA, SAT Math, and
SAT Verbal scores (see Figure 4.2). Standardized values (z-scores) for each indicator were
calculated and used in the CFA. Results of the CFA indicated the tested measurement model was
a saturated model: χ2(0) = 0.00, χ2/df = 0.00, p < .001; RMSEA =.00; CFI = 1.00; TLI=1.00;
SRMR=.00; AIC=207063.75; BIC=207138.35. Model saturation occurs when there are as many
estimated parameters as there are data points (UCLA, 2014). In such a case, indices assessing
goodness-of-fit are not applicable since the model is considered to have perfect fit (UCLA,
2014). Although there is no solution to address this issue, saturated models have been found to
not pose a problem for later assessment of the structural equation model fit (Muthén & Muthén,
2013; UCLA, 2014); therefore, Prior Achievement was retained for use in the proposed model.
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Figure 4.2. Confirmatory factor analysis for Prior Achievement latent variable.
Negative cognitive appraisal (NCA). Confirmatory factor analysis was employed
initially to assess whether the data fit the proposed measurement model for Negative Cognitive
Appraisal (NCA) comprised of the Anxiety (ANX; 9 items) and Negative Attitude to Learning
(NAL; 4 items) LASSI-HS subscale item indicators (Finch et al., in press). The model did not fit
well: χ2(65) =25151.78, χ2/df = 386.95, p < .001; RMSEA =.12; CFI = .79; TLI=.75;
SRMR=.09; AIC=1023036.30; BIC=1023359.59.
Due to poor model fit for NCA, exploratory factor analyses (EFA) were utilized on two
samples of the dataset as follow-up measures investigating the nature of the NCA factor
structure. The EFA employed the nine Anxiety and four Negative Attitude to Learning items
proposed in the CFA, using an oblique geomin rotation (Browne, 1972; 2001; Yates, 1987).
Geomin rotation is the default method in Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 2013) and is considered
superior to other methods when the potential for cross-loadings (adding to factor complexity)
may exist (Browne, 1972; 2001; Yates, 1987). Results of the two EFAs were nearly identical
across all fit statistics and factor loadings, supporting stability of the results (Horn, 1965). As
such, the results from one EFA are provided in Table 4.2. According to the EFA, a two-factor
solution for the 13 items provided a better fit to the data than the proposed single-factor NCA
solution: χ2(53) = 491.33, χ2/df = 9.27, p < .001; RMSEA =.04; CFI = .98; TLI=.97;
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SRMR=.02; AIC=167784.45; BIC=168115.26. Using guidelines provided by Tabachnick and
Fidell (2013), a factor loading greater than or equal to .30 was determined to be associated with
the particular factor and was used to interpret the identified factor solution. The results indicated
the individual items from the Anxiety and Negative Attitude to Learning subscales clearly loaded
on two distinct factors (see Table 4.2).
Table 4.2.
Geomin Rotated Factor Loadings from EFA Investigating NCA Factor Structure
Item

Factor 1

Factor 2

NAL I1

.636

-.040

NAL I2

.497

.048

NAL I3

.647

.079

NAL I4

.709

-.004

ANX I1

.078

.398

ANX I2

-.054

.379

ANX I3

.219

.484

ANX I4

-.091

.510

ANX I5

-.003

.746

ANX I6

.095

.577

ANX I7

.001

.803

ANX I8

-.158

.817

ANX I9

.043

.776

Note. Reported values represent Geomin rotated
factor loadings. Only those loadings ≥ .30 were
determined to load on the factor and are
identified here in bold.

The nature of the factor structure for NCA is not surprising given Finch et al. (in press)
identified Anxiety and Negative Attitude to Learning as measuring two separate constructs by
the LASSI-HS. However, there existed good theoretical rationale based upon the review of the
literature for proposing one latent factor (NCA) as an adequate representation of the data within
the hypothesized structural equation model. As discussed in the review of the literature, these
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two constructs are associated with negative affective states that are believed to function similarly
in their influence on student threat appraisals (Lazarus, 1993a; 1993b; Lazarus & Folkman,
1984; 1987), prompting maladaptive forms of coping and impeding student success outcomes
(Cassady & Boseck, 2008; Chang et al., 2011; Chemers et al., 2001; Crede & Kuncel, 2008;
Gerardi, 2006; Kitsantas, 2002; Kitsantas et al., 2008; Linnenbrink, 2006; Lucio et al., 2012;
Schutz & Lanehart, 2002; Weinstein & Palmer, 1990; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008). Therefore,
it was presumed they may represent similar cognitive states wherein students perceive their
learning tasks and educational environments through an unfavorable and threatening lens
(Cassady & Boseck, 2008; Linnenbrink, 2006; Schutz & Lanehart, 2002; Spielberger & Vagg,
1995; Zeidner & Matthews, 2005). Results from the initial CFA and follow-up EFA indicated
this was not the case, finding the subscales represented quite different constructs in this sample
population.
Upon investigation of the individual items associated with each subscale, the original
plan of analysis to include both subscales was abandoned. The items for each subscale diverged
greatly. For example, an item utilized for the Anxiety subscale identifies a cognitive appraisal
(i.e., “I worry that I will fail my classes”). Items measuring Negative Attitudes toward Learning
reflect general attitudes or preferences (i.e., “I would rather not be in school”), which are quite
different. It was determined that the measurement model for NCA would require revision and
only include the nine Anxiety subscale item indicators. For the purposes of this study, the role
academic-related anxieties play as mechanisms affecting student cognitive appraisals and their
relative influence on student achievement were of greater interest to the researcher. Additionally,
the Lazarus and Folkman theoretical framework (1984) along with other similar models provide
research supporting the substantial influence of academic-related anxieties on student cognitive
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appraisals, coping responses and achievement outcomes (Cassady & Boseck, 2008; Lazarus,
1993a; 1993b; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 1987; Spielberger & Vagg, 1995; Zeidner &
Matthews, 2005) whereas research on the influence of negative attitudes toward the learning
environment provides a less clear picture. Consequently, the latent variable NCA was renamed
to Anxious Appraisal to more accurately reflect the nature of the new measurement model.
A follow-up CFA was conducted for cross-validation purposes (Brown, 2006; Byrne,
2012) on a subset of the sample population to determine if the Anxiety item indicators provided
good measurement fit and supported this conclusion. The model for Anxious Appraisal had good
model-data fit: χ2(27) = 2251.28, χ2/df = 83.38, p < .001; RMSEA =.06; CFI = .97; TLI=.96;
SRMR=.03; AIC=475585.38; BIC=475798.61. As such, the newly-defined Anxious Appraisal
latent factor using the nine Anxiety item indicators (see Figure 4.3) was substituted into the
proposed structural equation model.

Figure 4.3. Confirmatory factor analysis for Anxious Appraisal latent variable.
Motivational regulation. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to
examine whether the data fit the proposed Motivational Regulation latent variable comprised of
the nine Motivation subscale item indicators from the LASSI-HS (Finch et al., in press). Results
from the CFA indicated the model achieved adequate fit: χ2(35) = 6479.44, χ2/df = 185.13,
p<.001; RMSEA =.08; CFI = .92; TLI=.89; SRMR=.04; AIC=705375.57; BIC=705624.26.
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As such, the Motivational Regulation latent factor (see Figure 4.4) was retained for use in the
proposed model.

Figure 4.4. Confirmatory factor analysis for Motivational Regulation latent variable.
Self-regulated learning (SRL) strategies. A confirmatory factor analysis was initially
conducted to assess whether the data fit the theoretically-proposed measurement model for SelfRegulated Learning (SRL) Strategies comprised of the following seven LASSI-HS subscales as
indicators (Finch et al., in press): Elaborative Rehearsal, Active Study Strategies, Visualizations,
Self-Testing, Comprehension Monitoring, Concentration, and Time Management. The model
did not fit well: χ2(14) =18067.96, χ2/df = 1290.57, p <.001; RMSEA =.21; CFI = .73; TLI=.60;
SRMR=.09; AIC=431430.54; BIC=431604.63.
Given the model did not achieve adequate fit, exploratory factor analyses (EFA) using an
oblique geomin rotation (Browne, 1972; 2001; Muthén & Muthén, 2013; Yates, 1987) were
employed on two samples of the dataset as follow-up measures investigating the potential
factorial structure of the seven subscales. Results of the two EFAs were nearly identical across
all fit statistics and factor loadings, supporting stability of the results (Horn, 1965). As such, the
results from one EFA are provided in Table 4.3. According to the EFA, two potential factor
solutions emerged. Although a two-factor solution was investigated, model-fit statistics indicated
the two-factor solution did not achieve adequate fit: χ2(8) = 675.94, χ2/df = 84.49, p < .001;
RMSEA =.13; CFI = .94; TLI=.84; SRMR=.04; AIC=69880.08; BIC=70055.21. However, the
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three-factor solution for SRL Strategies achieved good model fit and provided the best statistical
representation of the data compared to the proposed single-factor SRL Strategies solution: χ2(3) =
83.35, χ2/df = 27.78, p < .001; RMSEA =.07; CFI = .99; TLI=.95; SRMR=.01; AIC=69297.49;
BIC=69505.06.
Table 4.3.
Geomin Rotated Factor Loadings from EFA Investigating SRL Strategies Factor Structure
Subscale

Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

(Volitional/Active)

(Cognitive)

(Time Mgmt)

Visualizations (VIS)

.432

-.179

.065

Elaborative Rehearsal (ER)

.761

.010

-.182

Self-Testing (ST)

.606

.003

-.017

Active Study Strategies (ACT)

.624*

-.005

.368

Comprehension Monitoring (CM)

.205

.760

.001

-.004

.611

.532

.005

.330

.785*

Concentration (CON)
Time Management (TM)

Note. Reported values represent Geomin rotated factor loadings. Only those loadings ≥ .30 were
determined to load on the factor and are identified in bold.
*Indicates subscale was determined to be associated with factor due to relatively strong factor
loading (>.60) compared to other factor loadings (<.40; Henson & Roberts, 2006).

Using guidelines provided by Tabachnick and Fidell (2013), a factor loading greater than
or equal to .30 was determined to be associated with the particular factor and was used to
interpret the identified factor solution. As indicated in Table 4.3, three subscales had factor
loadings greater than .30 across multiple factors. In this case a certain degree of judgment is
advised for determining how the loadings should be interpreted (Matsunaga, 2010). A variety of
approaches can be utilized (Matsunaga, 2010), however, the decisions for this study were guided
by Henson and Roberts’ (2006) recommendations for employing a .6 /.4 criterion. According to
this criterion, if the loading on one factor exceeded .6 and fell below .4 on other factors, then the
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factor with the higher loading was considered primary to that factor. Using this guideline, the
results indicated the seven subscales (except for Concentration) distinctly loaded on three
separate factors (see Table 4.3).
Since this was a theoretically-derived construct based upon Zimmerman and Schunk’s
social-cognitive model of Self-Regulated Learning (SRL; 2008; 2011; Zimmerman, 1989; 2000),
it was hypothesized these items would meaningfully group together in measuring student selfregulatory abilities via one construct. Although SRL has been characterized as a collective of
adaptive coping strategies all positively contributing to academic success outcomes
(Bembenutty, 2008; Bussey, 2011; Kitsantas et al., 2008; McInerney, 2011; Robbins et al., 2004;
Zimmerman, 2011; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008; 2011), specific components of SRL identified
in the literature include motivational regulation (already distinct in this study), cognitive abilities,
and volitional (i.e., active behavioral) strategies (Zimmerman, 1989; 2000; Zimmerman &
Schunk, 2008; 2011).
Review of the items underlying the subscales used in these factor analyses at the item
level provided insight into the factorial differentiation that made the single-factor solution for
self-regulated learning strategies unviable. It appears that the subscales were measuring three
distinct groups of self-regulation abilities: a) cognitive processes associated with self-regulated
learning (i.e., comprehension monitoring, concentration); b) volitional or active study and
learning behavioral practices (i.e., visualizations, elaborative rehearsal, self-testing, active study
strategies); and c) timing of study engagement and management of study time-on-task (i.e., time
management). As indicated by the review of the literature, cognitive processing abilities function
independently from active study and learning behavioral practices (Zimmerman, 1989; 2000;
Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008; 2011). While monitoring one’s knowledge of material over time
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and directing one’s focused attention toward material are important SRL skills, they often serve
as driving forces behind the behavioral strategies activated for performance and goal attainment
(Pintrich & Zusho, 2002). A student’s cognitive abilities facilitate information processing during
active study (Alarcon & Edwards, 2012; Snyder, 2000) and can enhance or detract from effective
study strategy use (Finn et al., 2014).
The second dimension of self-regulated learning strategies corresponds to volitional
strategies, or the learner’s active engagement in behaviors that enhance understanding of the
academic material and completing academic tasks. Therefore, these specific strategies are
considered a form of problem-focused, adaptive coping (Lazarus, 1993a; 1993b; Lazarus &
Folkman, 1984; 1987) since individuals engage in active strategies to directly address task
demands placed upon them in the academic context.
The final component distinct from the prior two also makes sense as time management
has been argued to be a different form of self-regulatory ability from active study and learning
behavioral strategies. According to Plant et al. (2005), a student’s determination of when and
how long to study (i.e., time management) differs from deliberate engagement in particular
active study behaviors, with distinct influences on achievement outcomes observed. Specifically,
effective time management does not necessarily indicate appropriate utilization of effective study
strategies by the learner (Plant et al., 2005). Thus, the two components of effective time and
study management and effective study strategy use can be viewed as distinct skill-sets.
Although good theoretical rationale existed for proposing one latent factor (SRL
Strategies) as an adequate representation of these subscales, the nature of the 3-factor structure
for SRL Strategies makes sense when considering the key components of Zimmerman and
Schunk’s SRL framework (Zimmerman, 1989; 2000; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008; 2011).
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Given the results of the EFA and the goals of the current research study to explore the predictive
value of adaptive, problem-focused academic-oriented forms of coping, the original plan of
analysis to include all seven subscales was abandoned. Of particular interest to this study were
student-initiated active behavioral strategies directed toward meeting the academic-oriented
challenges (i.e., test anxiety, task demands) present in the educational environment, facilitating
academic success. It was determined those indicators which directly capture student active study
and learning behaviors (see Factor 1 in Table 4.3; i.e., Visualizations, Elaborative Rehearsal,
Self-Testing, Active Study Strategies) would be the only subscales included. For the purposes of
this study, the role of academic-related active coping strategies were of greater interest as the
literature supports these adaptive forms of problem-focused coping as substantial contributors to
higher academic achievement (Karpicke et al., 2009; Marrs et al., 2009; Plant et al., 2005;
Zimmerman, 2000; 2004). Furthermore, this conceptualization maintained consistency with the
Lazarus and Folkman identification of problem-focused coping as key to more favorable
outcomes, where active behavioral strategies are employed in response to perceived threat
(Lazarus, 1993a; 1993b; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 1987). Consequently, the latent variable
SRL Strategies was renamed Active Coping Strategies to more accurately reflect the nature of the
new measurement model.
A follow-up CFA was conducted for cross-validation purposes (Brown, 2006; Byrne,
2012) on a subset of the sample population to determine if the four subscale indicators had good
measurement fit for Active Coping Strategies and supported this conclusion. The model for
Active Coping Strategies had adequate model-data fit: χ2(2) = 489.66, χ2/df = 244.83, p < .001;
RMSEA =.11; CFI = .97; TLI=.91; SRMR=.03; AIC=172355.09; BIC=172449.85. As such, the
newly-defined Active Coping Strategies latent factor using the four subscale indicators (i.e.,
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Visualizations, Elaborative Rehearsal, Self-Testing, Active Study Strategies; see Figure 4.5) was
substituted into the structural equation model for the primary analyses.

Figure 4.5. Confirmatory factor analysis for Active Coping Strategies latent variable.

Primary Analyses Using Structural Equation Modeling
Overview of the Analyses
Once all preliminary analyses were completed and revisions were made to initiallyproposed latent variables, structural equation modeling (SEM) analyses using the Mplus
statistical software package version 7.11 (Muthén & Muthén, 2013) with the full-information
maximum likelihood for structural equation modeling (FIML SEM) method were utilized to
answer the research questions. Specifically, this study explored the nature of the relationships
among the variables and tested the utility of these variables in predicting first-year college GPA.
Structural equation modeling (SEM) is the preferred statistical approach to analysis when
hypothesized relationships among observed and latent variables are believed to be complex
(Bollen, 1989). To best serve the purpose of the current study, a series of SEM analyses were
conducted in order to address each research question, corresponding hypotheses and ultimately
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test the utility of the proposed model in predicting first-year college student achievement. To
determine model fit, the model-fit indices and guidelines described by Kline (2011) were
utilized. Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) and Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) values
were also evaluated for model-fit comparisons, wherein smaller AIC and BIC values are
considered more desirable (Kline, 2011). To further examine the strength of relationships (i.e.,
weak, moderate, strong) between the variables, the guidelines provided by Cohen (1988) were
utilized. The following sections describe results of these analyses in answering the main research
questions of interest to this study.
Pre-Existing Personal Factors and Academic Achievement
Research questions 1 and 2 sought to identify the predictive influence of student
background factors (i.e., gender, ethnicity, first-generation status) and prior achievement
indicators on first-year college student achievement outcomes. As depicted in Figure 4.6, Model
A represented the direct path model investigating the direct effects of student background and
prior achievement on first-year college cumulative GPA. Results from the SEM fit statistics for
Model A indicated the model did not have good fit: χ2(9) = 4187.17, χ2/df = 465.24, p < .001;
RMSEA =.13; CFI = .78; TLI=.55; SRMR=.06; AIC=359494.29; BIC=359709.82 (see Table 4.4
for summary of model fit statistics).
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Figure 4.6. Model A. Direct path model illustrating the relationships between student background factors,
prior achievement and first-year college student achievement. All categorical variables were dummy
coded for analyses purposes. For Gender, females = 1 and males = 0; for Ethnicity, ethnic minority = 1
and ethnic majority = 0; for First-Generation Status, first-generation student = 1 and non-first-generation
student = 0. All reported standardized coefficients and R2values were significant at p < .001.

Although the model did not fit to the data, the influence of particular variables on firstyear college GPA was also of particular interest in this study. According to the results of the
direct path model (see Figure 4.5), all parameters were significant at p < .001. Student
background factors and prior achievement accounted for 2% of the variance explained in firstyear college student GPA (R2 = .02, p < .001). It was hypothesized (H1) that gender would
predict first-year college achievement, with females outperforming males in first-year
cumulative GPA. Based upon the results, although the value was weak, hypothesis 1 was
supported. Gender was a statistically significant predictor of first-year college GPA (β = .08) as
female status was associated with higher achievement outcomes, although the influence of
gender on achievement was considered weak. Hypothesis 2 proposed that ethnicity would not
uniquely add to the explanation of first-year cumulative GPA due to the high correlation with
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first-generation status. According to the results, ethnicity did uniquely explain first-year
cumulative GPA (β = -.03) with ethnic minority status related to lower first-year GPA outcomes,
although this relationship was considered weak. Furthermore, the relationship between ethnicity
and first-generation status was quite weak (r = .03, p < .001). It was also hypothesized that firstgeneration status would predict first-year college achievement, with first-generation students
demonstrating lower first-year cumulative GPA compared to non-first-generation students.
Based upon the results, Hypothesis 3 was supported. First-generation status was a statistically
significant predictor of first-year college GPA (β = -.06) as first-generation status was associated
with lower GPA, although the influence of this factor on achievement outcomes was weak.
In response to research question 2, it was hypothesized (H4) that prior achievement
would be a strong positive predictor of first-year cumulative GPA once the influence of
background factors was removed. Although prior achievement was a statistically significant
predictor of first-year student GPA (β = .08), the relationship was not as strong as expected. The
results indicated the relationship was weak; therefore, hypothesis 4 was not supported.
Overall, the SEM results for Model A indicated that the model did not achieve adequate
fit in predicting first-year college student GPA. Although all model parameters and variance
explained in first-year GPA reached statistical significance, the relationships were all considered
weak. Therefore, although pre-existing personal factors (i.e., gender, ethnicity, first-generation
status, prior achievement) were statistically significant predictors of first-year college GPA, their
relative influence on the outcome variable was minimal and provided little practical utility.
Anxious Appraisal and Academic Achievement
Research question 3 sought to identify the predictive influence of anxious appraisal on
first-year college student achievement outcomes when the effects of all pre-existing personal
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factors were removed. To answer this question, an initial SEM investigated the direct predictive
relationship between first-year GPA and anxious appraisal. As depicted in Figure 4.7, the results
from the SEM fit statistics indicated the model achieved good fit: χ2(35) = 3425.71, χ2/df =
97.88, p < .001; RMSEA =.06; CFI = .97; TLI=.96; SRMR=.03; AIC=781281.49;
BIC=781530.18. Additionally, the results confirmed that anxious appraisal was a statistically
significant, although weak, predictor of first-year college GPA.

Figure 4.7. Model illustrating direct path between anxious appraisal and first-year college achievement.
Reported standardized coefficient was significant at p < .001; R2 value was significant at p = .01.

As depicted below in Figure 4.8, Model B then represented a fully mediated model
specifically addressing research question 3. Results from the SEM fit statistics for Model B
indicated the model achieved adequate fit: χ2(98) = 11753.49, χ2/df = 119.93, p < .001; RMSEA
=.06; CFI = .91; TLI=.89; SRMR=.04; AIC=1063325.58; BIC=1063773.23 (see Table 4.4 for
summary of model fit statistics).
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Figure 4.8. Model B. Fully mediated model illustrating the relationship between anxious appraisal and
first-year college student achievement. All reported standardized coefficients were significant at p <
.001; R2 value was significant at p = .01.

Although the model provided an adequate fit to the data, investigating the impact of
anxious appraisal on first-year college GPA beyond the influence of pre-existing person
variables was also of specific interest in this study. According to the results of the fully mediated
model (see Figure 4.8), all parameters were significant at p < .001. When all pre-existing
personal variables were accounted for, anxious appraisal was a statistically significant positive
predictor of first-year college GPA (β = .03), indicating that heightened anxiety appraisals were
associated with increases in GPA. Due to the nature of this relationship, hypothesis 5 was not
supported as it was hypothesized that increased levels of anxiety appraisal would predict lower
first-year GPA. The four pre-existing personal factors accounted for 25% of the variance in
anxious appraisal. Of all pre-existing personal factors, prior achievement maintained the
strongest relationship with anxious appraisal (β = -.47) followed by gender (β = .16). Students
with higher scores on measures of prior achievement (i.e., H. S. GPA, SAT scores) tended to
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report lower levels of anxious appraisal, while females demonstrated higher levels of anxious
appraisal than males. Regardless of these findings, the overall impact of anxious appraisal on
first-year achievement was negligible. Anxious appraisal failed to hold any true predictive value
in the model due to accounting for virtually none of the variance in first-year college student
GPA (R2 = .001, p =.01).
For comparison purposes, a partially mediated model (Model C; see Figure 4.9) was
tested to fully investigate the direct and indirect effects of the variables and determine if this
model provided a better representation of the data. Results from the SEM fit statistics for Model
C indicated the model achieved adequate fit: χ2(94) = 11221.37, χ2/df = 119.38, p < .001;
RMSEA =.06; CFI = .91; TLI=.89; SRMR=.04; AIC=1062801.46; BIC=1063282.27 (see Table
4.4 for summary of model fit statistics).

Figure 4.9. Model C. Partially mediated model illustrating the relationship between pre-existing personal
factors, anxious appraisal and first-year college student achievement. All reported standardized
coefficients and R2 values were significant at p < .001.
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Table 4.4
Summary of Model Fit Statistics

df

χ2/df

RMSEA

CFI

TLI

SRMR

4187.17

9

465.24

.13

.78

.55

.06

359494.29

359709.82

.02

Model B: Fully Mediated Model

11753.49

98

119.93

.06

.91

.89

.04

1063325.58

1063773.23

.001

Model C: Partially Mediated Model

11221.37

94

119.38

.06

.91

.89

.04

1062801.46

1063282.27

.03

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

1319210.71

1319832.45

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

1764834.46

1765605.41

*

Models Investigated
Model A: Direct Path Model

Model D: Active Coping Strategies as moderator
Model E: Motivational Regulation as moderator

χ2

AIC

BIC

R2

Note. All models investigated in this study are included above. *Results derived from models testing moderator effects cannot yield all standard goodnessof-fit indicators or R2 values; only AIC and BIC values were available for Models D and F. Bold indicates the model that statistically provided the best
representation of the data based upon model-fit comparisons and AIC and BIC values.

According to the results of the partially mediated model (see Figure 4.9 and Table 4.5),
all identified paths, direct and indirect, were statistically significant at p < .001. There were also
statistically significant total effects observed for all paths (p < .001) when the direct paths were
incorporated. Therefore, all specified paths in Model C impacted first-year college student
achievement, although the degree of impact is quite weak with only 3% of the variance explained
in first-year GPA. Comparing both the fully mediated Model B to the partially mediated Model
C, the partially mediated model provided slightly better fit to the data due to the improved AIC
and BIC values found in Model C and accounted for slightly more of the variance in first-year
college student achievement (R2 = .03 compared to R2 = .001 in Model B). Model C also
provided better fit to the data compared to the direct path tested in Model A, given that Model A
failed to meet the criteria for all goodness-of-fit indices.
Overall, both Models B and C achieved adequate fit in predicting first-year college
student GPA with Model C providing the better representation of the data. Although all model
parameters and variance explained in first-year GPA reached statistical significance in the
partially mediated Model C, the relationships were all considered weak except for the
relationship between prior achievement and anxious appraisal. Therefore, although pre-existing
personal factors (i.e., gender, ethnicity, first-generation status, prior achievement) and anxious
appraisal had statistically significant direct and indirect effects on first-year college GPA, their
relative influence on the outcome variable was minimal and provided little practical utility.
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Table 4.5
Summary of Direct, Indirect and Total Effects Observed in Model C
Path/Effect

Unstandardized

SE

Standardized

.12

.01

.07

Ethnicity  First-year GPA

-.08

.01

-.03

First-Generation  First-year GPA

-.10

.01

-.06

Prior Achievement  First-year GPA

.14

.01

.13

Anxious Appraisal  First-year GPA

.14

.01

.08

Gender  Anxious Appraisal  First-year GPA

.02

.00

.01

Ethnicity  Anxious Appraisal  First-year GPA

-.02

.00

-.01

First-Generation  Anxious Appraisal  First-year GPA

-.01

.00

.00

Prior Achievement  Anxious Appraisal  First-year GPA

-.04

.00

-.04

Gender  First-year GPA

.14

.01

.08

Ethnicity  First-year GPA

-.10

.01

-.03

First-Generation  First-year GPA

-.11

.01

-.06

Prior Achievement  First-year GPA

.10

.01

.09

Direct Effects
Gender  First-year GPA

Indirect Effects

Total Effects

Note. Unstandardized and standardized estimates provided for direct, indirect and total effects. All values
were statistically significant at p < .001.

Self-Regulated Learning and Academic Achievement
An additional purpose of the study was to examine if two variables (i.e., motivational
regulation and active coping strategies) moderated the relationship between anxious appraisal
and first-year college student achievement outcomes. It was initially anticipated that motivational
regulation and active coping strategies would buffer the influence of anxious appraisal on firstyear GPA. Due to the complexity of testing these interactions within an SEM model, two
separate SEM analyses were conducted to investigate their potential individual moderating
effects. The traditional SEM fit statistics are not available via Mplus when interaction (i.e.,
moderator) effects are tested using specific estimation methods (Kline, 2011; Muthén & Muthén,
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2013). In such cases, AIC and BIC values are evaluated in comparing relative fit to alternative
models (Kline, 2011).
Active coping strategies as moderator. As depicted in Figure 4.10, Model D
represented the relationships among the variables of interest with particular inclusion of the
latent variable Active Coping Strategies to assess its viability as a moderator between anxious
appraisal and first-year college GPA. Results from the SEM analyses for Model D indicated the
model did not provide better fit than other models tested prior: AIC=1319210.71;
BIC=1319832.45 (see Table 4.4 for summary of model fit statistics). Upon closer examination
of the role of active coping strategies, active coping strategies did not buffer the influence of
anxious appraisal on first-year college achievement; therefore, hypothesis 6 was not supported.
This finding is not surprising given the weak influence anxious appraisal had on first-year
student GPA.

Figure 4.10. Model D. Full model testing moderation effect of active coping strategies. All path
coefficients reported are unstandardized. *p < .05; all other values significant at p < .001.
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Motivational regulation as moderator. As depicted in Figure 4.11, Model E
represented the relationships among the variables of interest with particular inclusion of the
latent variable Motivational Regulation to assess its viability as a moderator between anxious
appraisal and first-year college GPA. Upon closer examination of the role of motivational
regulation, it had a statistically significant moderating effect (p < .001). Motivational regulation
impacted the relationship between anxious appraisal and first-year college achievement;
therefore hypothesis 7 was supported. The results indicated that higher levels of motivational
regulation mitigated the influence of anxious appraisal on first-year GPA. Despite this finding,
results from the SEM analyses for Model E indicated the model did not provide better fit than
other models tested prior: AIC=1764834.46; BIC=1765605.41 (see Table 4.4 for summary of
model fit statistics). Therefore, Model E holds no power in explaining the overall influences of
these factors in predicting first-year student achievement.

Figure 4.11. Model E. Full model testing moderation effect of motivational regulation. All path
coefficients reported are unstandardized. *p < .05; all other values significant at p < .001.
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Overall, Models D and E did not provide any better representation of the data compared
to other simpler models tested prior. Although all parameters were statistically significant in
both models assessing moderator effects, the relationships were all considered weak except for
the association of prior achievement to anxious appraisal. While pre-existing personal factors
(i.e., gender, ethnicity, first-generation status, prior achievement), anxious appraisal, active
coping strategies and motivational regulation had statistically-significant effects on first-year
college GPA, their relative influence was minimal and provided little practical utility as
predictors of first-year college student achievement.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
A variety of factors influence college academic achievement, and research examining
these factors serves an important function for postsecondary institutions. As the research
suggests, postsecondary institutions can reap a number of benefits by implementing institutional
assessment practices that investigate their first-year student population across a number of
variables to develop a comprehensive understanding of the students’ areas of strength and
vulnerability (Crede & Kuncel, 2008; Keup 2004; Tinto, 2006). This information can prove
valuable in directing institutional policies and initiatives (Keup 2004; Tinto, 2006) designed to
help students better transition into college and improve achievement outcomes (Dysen & Renk,
2006; Sasaki & Yamasaki, 2007).
Challenges associated with academic-oriented forms of stress and anxiety (Baillie &
Fitzgerald, 2000; Bembenutty, 2008; Cassady, 2010; Collier & Morgan, 2008; Jean, 2010;
Lapsley et al., 1989; Pike & Kuh, 2005; Soria & Stebleton, 2012; Turner et al., 2012; Wei et al.,
2005) coupled with limitations in effective coping strategies (Hofer et al., 1998; Kitsantas et al.,
2008; McInerney, 2011; Pintrich & Zusho, 2002; Robbins et al., 2004; Zimmerman & Schunk,
2008) lie at the center of the difficulties many college students experience, which ultimately play
a role in student persistence and achievement outcomes. This is particularly true for students
from at-risk populations (e.g., first-generation, ethnic minorities; Balemian & Feng, 2013;
Borman & Overman, 2004; Choy, 2001; Engle, 2007; Jones et al., 2010; Pascarella et al., 2004;
Toldson, 2012). Postsecondary institutions continue to seek answers through formal assessment
and research investigations that may provide a better roadmap toward improving the rather
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stagnant graduation and retention rates observed in U.S. colleges (ACT, 2011; 2012; 2013; 2014;
Tinto, 2006).
In an attempt to contribute to these efforts and add to the body of literature, the current
study examined the degree of influence student background characteristics, indicators of prior
achievement, anxiety-laden cognitive belief states and study and learning strategy variables had
on first-year college student achievement. Informed by Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984)
Transactional Stress and Coping framework, a proposed academic-oriented stress appraisalcoping model was tested for viability in predicting student achievement outcomes at the
conclusion of their first-year in college.
Study Findings
To summarize the general findings of this study, the results demonstrated that although
all background factors (i.e., gender, ethnicity, first-generation status) were statistically significant
predictors of first-year GPA, their influence on achievement outcomes was minimal.
Additionally, prior achievement had a statistically significant, but weak, influence on first-year
GPA. Although the direct path relationships for all pre-existing personal factors were statistically
significant, the results also indicated anxious appraisal served a mediating role between these
factors and first-year GPA. Thus, a partially mediated model best represented the relationships
among these variables. The potential moderating effects of motivational regulation and active
coping strategies did not have any meaningful impact in the self-regulatory coping models tested.
Overall, the results of the study were unexpected given the strong theoretical and
empirical support for the measures utilized in the study and literature supporting meaningful and
rather robust relationships among the variables. Upon closer examination of the intercorrelations and path coefficients, first-year student GPA seemed to be the key contributor to this
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pattern in the results. Of all predictor variables examined in this study and tested within the
prediction model, H. S. GPA (contributing to the Prior Achievement latent factor) was the only
variable that reasonably correlated with first-year college GPA (r = .20); yet, this relationship
was still weak overall. Motivational regulation was next with only a .15 correlation with firstyear college GPA. All other correlations between the predictor variables and first-year college
GPA fell below .10, which is atypical in comparison to the body of literature examining college
student GPA (Alarcon & Edwards, 2013; Chapell et al., 2005; Choy, 2001; Crede & Kuncel,
2008; DeBerard et al., 2004; Harackiewicz et al., 2002; Jones et al., 2010; Kitsantas et al., 2008;
Kowitlawakul et al., 2013; Lynch, 2006; 2010; Randsell, 2001; Robbins et al., 2004; Wolters,
1998; Zypher et al., 2007). Naturally, the influence of these variables on first-year college
achievement, particularly within a complex model predicting this outcome, would undoubtedly
be minimal regardless of the utility of the hypothesized model. Detecting any potential
moderator effects within such a model is especially difficult since there is very little effect to be
moderated (Frazier, Tix, & Barron, 2004). Ultimately, the first-year GPA outcome variable did
not function as expected, thus posing problems in arriving at the results expected in this study.
Closer examination and inquiry into why first-year college GPA functioned quite
different than anticipated (Chapell et al., 2005; Choy, 2001; Crede & Kuncel, 2008;
Harackiewicz et al., 2002; Kitsantas et al., 2008; Kowitlawakul et al., 2013; Lynch, 2006; 2010;
Randsell, 2001; Robbins et al., 2004; Zypher et al., 2007) for this particular sample yielded no
evidence of a data-based source for the pattern difference. In essence, variations among student
performance levels at the end of the first-year of college were unrelated to traditional indicators,
suggesting greater randomness in performance than generally anticipated. One critique of higher
education that may prove valuable in explaining the odd pattern of results regarding first-year
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GPA may come from the proposal that limited learning is taking place on college campuses and
college students are left academically adrift (Arum & Roska, 2011). This research points to
trends observed in the demands placed upon college students and their achievement outcomes
(Arum & Roska, 2011; Arum, Roska, & Cho, 2011; Pascarella, Blaich, Martin, & Hanson,
2011). This avenue of research discovered that the majority of students reported spending less
time reading and preparing for their college courses, finding that on average the typical full-time
student spent 13-15 hours per week on his studies. Further, an estimated 40-51% had not written
what amounted to 20 or more pages of papers during the academic school year. Despite evidence
of diminished time and task-study engagement, grades remained relatively unaffected. Upon
closer investigation, the researchers found that these achievement numbers were not necessarily
associated with deficiencies in student study habits; instead, they were more closely related to
students facing less stringent or demanding requirements in their courses. Essentially, students
were able to adequately meet the demands of their courses with about half as much time devoted
to their studies compared to students attending college a decade prior (Arum & Roska, 2011;
Arum et al., 2011). Consequently, the odd characteristics demonstrated in the first-year GPA
may be related to a trend such as this. Specifically, what students are required to do, what they
actually do and how they feel about it are not necessarily brought to task in higher education
(Arum & Roska, 2011; Arum et al., 2011; Pascarella et al., 2011) - which may be exacerbated in
the first year of college when the majority of courses are core requirements (Smith & Wertlieb,
2005; Tinto, 2001). If students are not effectively challenged in these introductory-level courses,
the influence of prior achievement, appraisal of educational threat, and self-regulation strategies
may very well be masked because there is little perceived need to engage (Arum & Roska, 2011;
Arum et al., 2011; Pascarella et al., 2011).
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While the pattern of results did not follow typical convention, access to this large and
complex set of data representing students’ experiences over the course of one academic year still
provides useful information about the role of institutional assessments in supporting student
success. As such, the findings are discussed within the context of the proposed model, while also
reviewing areas of potential continued inquiry to isolate the prospective use of variables such as
those used in this study.
Pre-Existing Personal Factors and Academic Achievement
Of the three background factors (i.e., gender, ethnicity, first-generation status)
investigated in this study, gender status was the most reliable predictor. Female status was
associated with higher first-year college student achievement. This finding is consistent with
other research suggesting females demonstrate a significant performance advantage over males
in college (Alon & Gelbgiser, 2011; DeBerard & Julka, 2000; DeBerard et al., 2004;
Harackiewicz et al., 2002; Kitsantas et al., 2008). While this study found the influence of gender
on first-year college GPA was minimal regardless of the models tested, other research indicates
gender has greater impact on first-year academic achievement (Deberard & Julka, 2000) and
serves as a robust predictor of academic achievement across the first two years of postsecondary
education when the influence of other variables is removed (Kitsantas, Winsler & Huie, 2008).
The effect of ethnicity and first-generation status functioned as expected, with both ethnic
minority and first-generation status associated with lower first-year GPA. Again, the limited
degree of influence on first-year GPA was surprising given the extensive body of research
finding these student sub-groups are considered high-risk for academic failure compared to other
students (ACE, 2008; 2011; Balemian & Feng, 2013; Borman & Overman, 2004; Choy, 2001;
DeAngelo et al., 2011; Harper, 2009; 2012; Harris & Herrington, 2006; Jones et al., 2010; Kuh et
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al., 2007; Pascarella et al., 2004; Soria & Stebleton, 2012; Toldson, 2012). Large achievement
gaps associated with performance outcomes, retention and graduation rates between these groups
have been observed in postsecondary education. This is not surprising given these students often
enter college ill-prepared for the academic rigor in postsecondary education and experience
greater difficulty in transitioning to the college environment (Balemian & Feng, 2013; Choy,
2001; Collier & Morgan 2008; Engle, 2007; Ishitani, 2006; Jean, 2010; Pascarella et al., 2004;
Terenzini et al., 1996). However, some lines of research suggest that greater achievement
outcomes may be realized in students from at-risk populations who have an adequate support
system in place, have positive high school experiences, value education, report high self-efficacy
and motivation, and utilize effective learning and study strategies (Bridges, 2010; Cavazos et al.,
2010; Ceballo, 2004; Harper, 2009; 2012; Moore et al., 2003; Morales, 2008; 2010; Oh &
Reynolds, 2014; Phinney & Haas, 2003; Zalaquett, 2005). Therefore, the possibility exists that a
large number of those students from this sample representing at-risk populations entered the
institution with these abilities and support mechanisms, facilitating their academic success.
While an extensive body of research exists demonstrating the predictive value of
indicators of prior student achievement (i.e., H. S. GPA, SAT Math, SAT Verbal) in projecting
student success in postsecondary education (Alarcon & Edwards, 2013; DeBerard et al., 2004;
Harackiewicz et al., 2002; Kowitlawakul et al., 2013; Randsell, 2001; Robbins et al., 2004;
Zypher et al., 2007), the results from this study illustrate a different picture. As anticipated, H. S.
GPA, SAT Math and SAT Verbal values were all moderately positively correlated with one
another and served as good indicators of the latent factor prior achievement. However, the
overall influence of prior achievement on first-year student GPA was uncharacteristically weak.
Some lines of research have found the strong influence of H. S. GPA and college entrance exam
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scores on college student achievement dwindles over subsequent years in postsecondary
education (Zypher et al., 2007) in lieu of other important predictors (e.g., personality factors).
Although this pattern was observed in the research, it does not account for the minimal role of
prior achievement on first-year achievement.
Drawing from the proposed trend in higher education linked to academically adrift
students (Arum & Roska, 2011), a reasonable explanation for the atypical relationship among all
study variables and first-year GPA can be conceptualized. The body of research demonstrates
that ethnic minority and first-generation students struggle adjusting to the demands and rigor
believed to be present in the college educational environment (Balemian & Feng, 2013; Choy,
2001; Collier & Morgan 2008; Engle, 2007; Ishitani, 2006; Jean, 2010; Pascarella et al., 2004;
Terenzini et al., 1996). Research also finds that ethnic minority and first-generation students are
more likely to experience greater stress and challenges with completing their school work due to
high rates of living off campus and maintaining external employment in order to financially
support their education (Pascarella et al., 2004), impeding access to valuable campus resources.
Furthermore, students demonstrating challenges in cognitive abilities and lower academic
performance during their high school careers (as reflected by H. S. GPA and SAT values) are
found to experience lower levels of achievement in postsecondary education (Choy, 2001;
DeBerard et al., 2004; Engle, 2007; Fike & Fike, 2008; Harackiewicz et al., 2002; Ishitani, 2006;
Lau, 2003; Pascarella et al., 2004; Terenzini et al., 1996). Given these challenges, if few
demands and lower expectations are placed upon students in their course curricula, requiring less
time and effort to meet academic task demands (Arum & Roska, 2011; Arum et al., 2011;
Pascarella et al., 2011), the traditional gaps observed among at-risk students and traditionally
high-performing students may not be as evident. As the observed student performance levels
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were relatively low, this may also indicate students disengaged from the content and learning
environment (Bryson & Hand, 2007) or employed avoidance-based strategies instead (Akgun,
2004; Chang, 1998; Lazarus, 1993a; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Such responses to academic
requirements and the educational environment also hinder academic success (Akgun, 2004;
Balkis, 2013; Bryson & Hand, 2007; Carver & Scheier, 2005; Chang, 1998; George et al., 2008;
Grunschel et al., 2013; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Robbins et al., 2006; Tinto, 2006).
Anxious Appraisal and Academic Achievement
Research also supports the influence of academic anxiety and negative attitude toward
learning on student motivation, self-regulated learning and achievement outcomes (Kitsantas,
2002; Kitsantas et al., 2008; Lucio et al., 2012; Weinstein & Palmer, 1990; Zimmerman &
Schunk, 2008). Both negative emotional responses were anticipated to comprise a latent factor
addressing negative cognitive appraisals toward the academic environment (Spielberger & Vagg,
1995) and subsequently lead to impaired student performance (Balkis, 2013; Cassady & Boseck,
2008; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 1987; Spielberger & Vagg, 1995; Stewart et al., 1997; Zeidner
& Matthews, 2005). Results from the confirmatory factor analysis in this study revealed these
two affective factors did not converge to create the Negative Cognitive Appraisal construct as
expected. Review of the data illustrated that the best solution was to remove the negative
attitudes toward learning portion of the LASSI-HS (Finch et al., in press), and focus only on the
anxiety construct.
As expected, student background factors and prior achievement were related to students’
academic anxiety – accounting for 25 percent of the variance in anxious appraisals. Consistent
with the trends in this sample, research indicates that females consistently report higher levels of
both test and general forms of academic anxiety (Chapell et al., 2005; Gast, 2013; Heller &
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Cassady, 2015; Lynch, 2006; 2010; Ross-Gordon, 2003). Furthermore, these data confirmed
studies illustrating ethnic minority groups report heightened levels of academic-related anxiety
(Cole, Matheson, & Anisman, 2007; Flowers et al., 2011). While research has yet to effectively
examine the role of academic-related anxieties in first-generation students, the results of this
study are consistent with trends observed in at-risk students who face similar challenges in
adjusting to the college environment (Balemian & Feng, 2013; Choy, 2001; Engle, 2007;
Pascarella et al., 2004). For those students who enter college with deficits in learning and
cognitive ability, higher levels of academic anxiety are common (Bembenutty, 2008; Crede &
Kuncel, 2008; Matthews et al., 2006; Zeidner & Matthews, 2005; Tobias 1985). A moderate
relationship was also observed in the current study between prior achievement and anxious
appraisal where high levels of prior achievement were associated with a lower degree of anxious
appraisal (β = -.47).
Research investigations have observed student self-doubt and worry toward academic
performance evaluations often prompt negative, anxiety-appraisal states, impairing student
performance and overall achievement (Cassady, 2010; Cassady & Johnson, 2002; Zeidner, 1990;
Zeidner & Matthews, 2005). It is not surprising then that the large body of research on academicrelated anxieties demonstrates a reliable link to decrements in achievement outcomes (Barrows et
al., 2013; Beilock, 2008; Bembenutty, 2008; Cassady, 2010; Cassady & Johnson, 2002; Chapell
et al., 2005; Lynch, 2006; 2010; Seipp, 1991; Zeidner, 1990; Zeidner & Matthews, 2005). Given
the wealth of research in this area, the minimal and positive association between anxious
appraisal and first-year student academic achievement was not anticipated in this study. It is still
unclear why student anxious appraisals had such limited influence on first-year achievement;
however, two explanations may provide plausible rationale for such findings.
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Revisiting the concern over the weak relationships between the variables and first-year
student GPA values in this study, the recent research on low-demand/low-expectation college
learning environments (Arum & Roska, 2011; Arum et al., 2011; Pascarella et al., 2011)
provides one explanation for these findings. If demands and expectations within the academic
environment are relatively low, the anxious-appraisal ratings students provided prior to the start
of the first year may not match the actual learning environment that is leading to the first-year
GPA outcomes. That is, the students’ tendency toward anxious appraisal is informed by
experiences before entering the college setting – data collected after exposure to a semester or
more of the academic requirements may illustrate a different degree of anxiety, when their
expectancies have been reshaped (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 1987; Spielberger & Vagg, 1995).
Alternatively, when subjected to such a learning environment, the level of stress required to
activate coping resources may not have been achieved in this setting. According to the YerkesDodson law (1908), low levels of arousal or anxiety correspond to less effort expended in
addressing the task or situation. In most circumstances this should result in poorer performance
outcomes (Easterbrook, 1959; Yerkes & Dodson, 1908). This would be expected particularly in
academia where reduced effort is often penalized in the form of low scores and poorer grades.
However, for educational environments where consequences are not reliably associated with
student effort, performance outcomes may not necessarily suffer. In this regard, anxious
appraisal may have little to no influence in first-year achievement outcomes. Alternatively, if
students do experience a certain degree of anxiety, they may instead disengage from the learning
environment as a means to avoid or escape (Lazarus, 1993a; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) the
anxiety-provoking task or situation (Carver & Scheier, 2005; Cassady, 2010). Such avoidancereactions may reduce the internal experience of anxiety, however, at the cost of poorer
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achievement outcomes (Akgun, 2004; Balkis, 2013; Bryson & Hand, 2007; Carver & Scheier,
2005; Chang, 1998; George et al., 2008; Grunschel et al., 2013; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005;
Robbins et al., 2006; Tinto, 2006).
Secondly, some lines of research suggest that academic-related anxieties may serve a
facilitative function whereby certain levels of academic-related anxiety motivate students toward
adequate preparation and quality task completion, enhancing overall performance (Shipman &
Shipman, 1985). Additionally, other studies indicate that while college GPAs are negatively
influenced by high levels of test anxiety, moderate- to low-levels of test anxiety do not
significantly impact college GPA (Chapell et al., 2005). Supported by the Yerkes-Dodson law
(1908) and other research (Easterbrook, 1959), moderate levels of anxiety (i.e., arousal) facilitate
increased effort toward task demands, enhancing performance outcomes. It is those individuals
who experience low or high levels of anxiety where performance often suffers (Easterbrook,
1959; Yerkes & Dodson, 1908). Closer investigation of student reported levels of anxious
appraisal in this study revealed a mean score of 2.52 (on 1-5 scale), with 20% of the sample
reporting anxious appraisal ratings 3.0-3.9 and 4% of the sample reporting levels between 4.0
and 5.0. The results indicated that the majority of students reported moderate to low anxious
appraisal ratings, which is consistent with other findings (Putwain, 2008; Putwain & Daly,
2013). Taken as a whole, it is possible such appraisals had little to no impact on first-year
achievement outcomes, or potentially served a facilitative rather than debilitative function in
student’s first-year GPA. Therefore the possibility exists that a blend of facilitative and
debilitative forms of anxiety among the students in the sample may be confounding the results in
this study, limiting the detection of their relative influence (Campbell & Stanley, 1971) on firstyear achievement.
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Self-Regulated Learning and Academic Achievement
The influence of self-regulated learning (SRL) strategies on student academic
achievement is widely supported in the extant research (Bembenutty, 2008; Bussey, 2011;
Kitsantas et al., 2008; Robbins et al., 2004; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008). According to the
Zimmerman and Schunk model, SRL strategies necessitate both cognitive abilities and
academic-oriented volitional (i.e., behavioral) strategies to adequately meet the demands that
pervade postsecondary education (Bussey, 2011; Zimmerman, 1989; Zimmerman & Schunk,
2008). SRL strategies include a wide array of abilities within the areas of cognitive and
behavioral responses. Among the 10 LASSI-HS subscales (Finch et al., in press), seven were
proposed to correspond to one construct representing all self-regulated learning strategies
students may utilize. Results from the confirmatory factor analysis revealed those seven
subscales did not represent the construct Self-Regulated Learning Strategies as proposed.
Therefore, the decision was made to retain only indicators of student-directed behavioral
strategies employed in response to academic task demands (i.e., visualizations, elaborative
rehearsal, self-testing, active study strategies). Such strategies represent more active, adaptive
forms of problem-focused coping (Akgun, 2004; McInerney, 2011; Zimmerman & Schunk,
2008; 2011) and were the most appropriate fit for the proposed model.
Prior assessment and research investigations find the LASSI inventories have strong
predictive validity toward high school and college achievement outcomes (Cano, 2006; Crede &
Kuncel, 2008; Flowers et al., 2011; Lawson, 2009; Marrs et al., 2009; Nist et al., 1990; West &
Sadoski, 2009). The results from this study revealed the LASSI-HS indicators also lacked any
meaningful association with first-year college GPA in this sample population. Specifically,
active coping strategies (i.e., visualizations, self-testing, elaborative rehearsal, active study
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strategies) were relatively unrelated to first-year student GPA, and failed to moderate the impact
of anxious appraisal on first-year student achievement – contrary to the research (Karpicke et al.,
2009; Marrs et al., 2009; Phinney & Haas, 2003; Plant et al., 2005; Robbins et al., 2004; Schmitt
et al., 2007; Zimmerman, 2000; 2004). Research indicates that these active forms of coping serve
an adaptive function, utilized as needed in response to academic challenges and task demands
(McInerney, 2011). This is particularly true for at-risk students who use proactive self-regulatory
strategies – or active coping skills (i.e., problem-solving, using resources) – in response to
academic-related stress, mitigating the negative impact of academic-related stressors (Phinney &
Haas, 2003).
Motivational regulation (comprised of LASSI-HS Motivation subscale indicators) was
associated with first-year GPA, though the effect was minimal. Although statistically significant,
the results indicated motivational regulation had a weak moderating effect in the influence of
student anxious appraisals on first-year student achievement outcomes. Overall, motivational
regulation positively influenced this relationship. When motivational regulation was relatively
low, anxious appraisals negatively impacted first-year student GPA. However, with increasing
degrees of motivational regulation, this mitigated the influence of anxious appraisals on firstyear student GPA.
The positive influence of students’ motivational states on academic achievement has
consistently been confirmed by the body of research (Allen et al., 2008; Crede & Kuncel, 2008;
D’Lima et al., 2014; Lei, 2010; Marrs et al., 2009; Robbins et al., 2004; Yip, 2007; 2009), in
some cases suggesting motivation is a better predictor of achievement compared to indicators of
student study strategy and time management (Crede & Kuncel, 2008; Marrs et al., 2009). This
may explain the statistically significant mitigating impact of motivation regulation in the
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proposed model when such an effect was not observed testing the role of active coping strategies.
Motivational regulation is believed to be the driving force behind student academic activity
(Schunk et al., 2008) and effective study strategy use (Prat-Sala & Redford, 2010; Vansteenkiste
et al., 2004; Wolters, 1998). Therefore, motivational regulation may well serve as a meaningful
contributor to student outcomes by initiating and sustaining effort toward meeting achievement
goals (Schunk et al., 2008; Zimmerman, 2011; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2008) at which point
active coping strategies would become relevant (Lazarus, 1993a; 1993b; Lazarus & Folkman,
1984; 1987; Pintrich & Zusho, 2002; Prat-Sala & Redford, 2010; Vansteenkiste et al., 2004;
Wolters, 1998; Wolters et al., 2011; Zimmerman, 2011).
Implications and Contributions to the Research
The LASSI (Weinstein & Palmer, 1990; 2002; Weinstein et al., 1987) is a widely used
assessment tool in academia for evaluating student behavioral study patterns, cognitive abilities
and affective states. It also is often utilized in investigations attempting to predict student success
outcomes. A number of studies (Cano, 2006; Prevatt et al., 2006; Stevens & Tallent-Runnels,
2004; Yip, 2012) have challenged the theoretically-derived broad domains (skill, will, selfregulation) believed by the authors of the LASSI to describe specific student abilities (Weinstein
& Palmer, 1990; 2002; Weinstein et al., 1987). According to their conceptualization, selfregulation represents one latent factor comprised of student abilities in time management, selftesting, concentration and study aids, whereas the other subscales best represent the skill and will
domains. After factor analyses prompted modifications to select proposed latent variables, the
results from this study offer a new perspective that informs future lines of research in selfregulated learning (SRL). The findings indicate the factor solution for variables associated with
SRL do not clearly align with the Weinstein and Palmer (1990; 2002)-identified self-regulation
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domain. Instead, four distinct components appear to be relevant for SRL: motivational
regulation, cognitive abilities (i.e., comprehension monitoring, concentration), volitional abilities
(i.e., visualizations, self-testing, active study strategies, elaborative rehearsal) and time
management. This finding is consistent with the Zimmerman and Schunk conceptualization of
SRL (2008; 2011; Zimmerman, 1989; 2000) that is composed of a) cognitive abilities, b)
volitional strategies and c) motivational regulation. Their framework further suggests time
management skills are an additional distinct ability key to SRL whereby learners are selfdirecting and proactive in their study and learning efforts while utilizing their time efficiently to
best accomplish their learning tasks and goals (Zimmerman, 1989; 2000; 2002; Zimmerman &
Schunk, 2008; 2011). These results may provide insight to researchers intending to utilize the
LASSI-HS measure in future investigations of student SRL. It is imperative that caution is taken
in such investigations and researchers should examine the latent structure of the LASSI-HS to
ensure it adequately represents the sample population under study. The results presented here and
by other lines of research (Finch et al., in press) suggest researchers should investigate the
LASSI-HS subscales at both the item-level for subscale representation and the overall latent
structure to reap the most benefit in their analyses procedures and interpretation of results.
Although the results did not bear out in providing a meaningful comprehensive model to
predict first-year college achievement, the results do highlight that a collective of background
factors played an influential role in student anxious appraisals and are associated, albeit
minimally, with academic achievement. Consistent with assertions by Bandura (1986; 1997;
1999) and Snow et al. (1996), multi-factor investigations are necessary in pinpointing those
variables most salient to student success in college. Research widely supports the need to
recognize the influence of these factors on entering college students as background variables can
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influence student performance particularly for academically at-risk populations (Bean, 1990;
Johnson et al., 2004-2005; Keup, 2004; Scherer & Anson, 2014; Tinto, 2006).
This study highlights the reality that assumptions made about traditional college success
predictors (i.e., prior achievement) based upon even the most robust of research findings can be
futile in some cases, failing to yield similar results on comparable variables. A preponderance of
prior research suggested significant and robust relationships existed among a number of the
variables of interest to this study. Yet, the results from this study offer little evidence in support
of these relationships. Consequently, institutions of higher education should investigate the value
of chosen diagnostic indicators employed for predicting student success outcomes. Although the
absence of predictability in first-year student GPA in this study is surprising, it may illustrate a
significant issue in postsecondary education in general, or perhaps specifically at the institution
in the current study. Academic institutions may be plagued with the learning culture described
by Arum and Roska (2011), whereby even standard predictors of a student’s potential for success
in college may be futile in determining actual success while enrolled at the institution. Research
has illuminated (Arum & Roska, 2011; Arum et al., 2011) and confirmed (Pascarella et al., 2011)
recent trends indicating a low-demand and low-output learning culture exists wherein students
receive grades that do not accurately reflect student effort and cognitive skill. Students also may
become disengaged from their learning environment or employ task-avoidant behaviors (e.g.,
procrastination) instead (Akgun, 2004; Bryson & Hand, 2007; Chang, 1998; Lazarus, 1993a;
Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), which may not necessarily be reflected in the final grade outcomes
but is nonetheless detrimental to their learning (Arum & Roska, 2011; Arum et al., 2011;
Pascarella et al., 2011). If these problems persist, there are long-term consequences. As Arum &
Roksa (2011) found, many graduates from the academically adrift cohort entered the workforce
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and civic life ill-prepared for the demands of the reality which they find themselves in and
experienced difficulties adjusting.
Limitations of the Study and Directions for Future Research
A number of limitations in the current study are worth noting. First, this study took a
rather global approach in testing model fit including the affective and study and learning
variables across nine years of student enrollment. Doing so potentially masks intergroup
differences that may exist on self-regulatory and affective measures. It is possible unique
behavioral and affective patterns exist for particular groups of students. Research comparing
male and female first-generation students within diverse ethnic groups reveals significant
differences exist among the multitude of demographic variations (Kirkland, 2010). Other
research suggests that students from diverse demographic groups perceive potential challenges to
academic success uniquely and demonstrate differing degrees of self-regulated learning strategy
use (Heller & Cassady, 2015; Heller & Marchant, 2015). Future work may benefit by examining
additional group differences, such as declared major. Students entering the postsecondary
institution declaring particular majors (e.g., chemistry) may potentially engage in qualitatively
different courses or simply possess personal characteristics, levels of motivation and study habits
that distinguish them from students in other degree programs (e.g., general studies; Holland,
1997; Pike, Smart, & Ethington, 2012; Smart & Feldman, 1998).
Potential differences could also exist among students who entered the institution at
different time points, resulting in cohort effects (Campbell & Stanley, 1971). Although cohort
effects were minimized in this study via the broad inclusion of nine years worth of student data,
this approach may also confound possible differences among cohorts that differentiate them from
others in meaningful ways. Overall, the potential exists for influences at the subgroup level to
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play a significant role within any true comprehensive investigation of factors associated with
first-year college student achievement. Future research is warranted in this area to investigate
differences between particular subgroups of students to determine if different patterns exist that
may separate select student groups from others in meaningful ways. Additionally, examination of
each student cohort and comparison to specific institutional changes may prove valuable to the
institution in discovering the impact of particular interventions or implemented policies designed
to improve teacher effectiveness or student success rates.
The present study only targeted first-year student achievement. A few challenges arise
from such an approach. First, the use of first-year GPA may not provide enough of an
“achievement” picture for true relationships among achievement outcomes and learning and
study strategy variables to be revealed. Research has found that while they are statistically
significant predictors of first-year college achievement, affective states, and learning and study
strategies become more important in student performance and achievement after the first year
(Kitsantis et al., 2008). Arum and Roska (2011) also found that rather small differences initially
observed among diverse SES and ethnic groups in learning and study strategy use during the first
year of college widened significantly by the fourth year and contributed to the variations
observed in achievement outcomes. Other research indicates students can develop their selfregulatory skills over time with practice and instruction (Berthold et al., 2007; Heller &
Marchant, 2015; Nückles et al., 2009). The collection of the anxious appraisals, motivational
regulation, and active coping strategies only one time limits the potential for examining change
over time in these factors and their adjusting impact on college achievement outcomes.
Furthermore, the timing of the assessment (prior to beginning coursework) may not best reflect
the true nature of active coping strategies over the duration of the academic year measured in this
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study. Although research demonstrates students’ indications of behavioral study skills and
patterns maintain predictive validity in first-year achievement (Crede & Kuncel, 2008), research
also shows that certain students may not hold an accurate or realistic view toward college-level
work and expectations (Smith & Wertlieb, 2005; Tinto, 2001). Therefore, the potential exists for
reported levels on these subscales to not adequately represent their true behavior under normal
conditions over the first-year of college study. Therefore, future research would be bolstered
with follow-up assessment procedures to measure change over time and utilize results gathered
at the conclusion of the first year to examine adjustments in anxiety appraisals, motivational
regulation, and active coping strategies. It is possible that these data collected after significant
time in the new academic context may provide more direct impact on first-year GPA.
Longitudinal designs may prove fruitful in better explaining both the nature of these
relationships and the influence of these factors across the students’ complete academic career at
the institution.
The original research plan aimed to include all LASSI-HS subscales in the investigation;
however, it was necessary to abandon that plan. This constricted the potential for discovering
meaningful results associated with those particular subscales not included. Future investigations
should examine the role of these factors, most specifically Time Management and Negative
Attitude to Learning, two factors moderately related to other variables in the present study. Time
management comprises another element of self-regulated learning that has been welldocumented as an important factor contributing to student achievement (Bembenutty, 2008;
George et al., 2008; Kitsantis et al., 2008; Schmitz & Wiese, 2006), and in some cases is more
predictive of student GPA than traditional achievement predictors (i.e., H. S. GPA, SAT scores;
Crede & Kuncel, 2008; Kitsantis et al., 2008). Although research regarding negative attitudes
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toward the learning environment is sparse, this factor also appears to influence academic
achievement outcomes (Albaili, 1997; Chang et al., 2011; Chemers et al., 2001; Gerardi, 2006;
Schiefele, 1991). Thus, future research investigations should direct attention toward the potential
influence of these two particular variables on college student achievement outcomes.
Another possible avenue for future research into the impact of student behaviors should
investigate the role of overall student academic engagement, or the dynamic interaction between
the student and their learning environment (Bryson & Hand, 2007). Although students provided
self-report information regarding those specific academic behaviors they typically utilize in
meeting course demands, the frequency and effectiveness to which these are incorporated within
the learning environment are less understood. Research suggests students’ cognitive growth in
college and academic success is frequently dependent upon their degree and frequency of
academic engagement (Arum & Roska, 2011; Kraus, 2007; Kraus & Coates, 2008; Pascarella &
Terenzini, 2005). Yet, this particular construct was not assessed by the LASSI-HS. Some lines
of research speak to the importance of encouraging student engagement during the first-year in
college (Bovill, Bulley, & Morss, 2011; Tinto, 2006); therefore, future research investigations
seeking to understand the influence of student academic-oriented behaviors within the
educational environment should devote specific attention to degree of student engagement.
Lastly, the present study investigated the role of problem-focused coping strategies (i.e.,
active coping) in achievement outcomes. Although problem-focused coping is important in
explaining the relationship between responses and outcomes, this investigation neglected to
explore the potential influence of emotion-focused coping, also considered important to
explaining such relationships (Folkman et al., 1986; Folkman & Lazarus, 1985; Lazarus, 1993a;
Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Problem-focused coping was of particular interest to this study as it
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is believed to be the most adaptive form of active coping, facilitating more favorable outcomes
(Lazarus, 1993a; 1993b; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 1987). For this study, behavioral strategies
directed at effectively addressing demands present within the educational environment were key
to the research questions in this investigation. Furthermore, the LASSI-HS survey instrument
does not adequately assess constructs associated with emotion-focused coping abilities. As
research indicates emotional-coping responses to stress appraisals can influence outcomes as
well (Saklofske, Austin, Mastoras, Beaton, & Osborne, 2012), future research should examine
the role emotion-focused coping plays in first-year student achievement.
Conclusion
Institutional assessment offers several avenues to investigate the myriad of factors that
contribute to student success in postsecondary education. A wide body of research emphasizes
the critical nature of gathering information on those students applying and enrolling at the
institution as such data can direct student prevention and intervention measures intended to
increase successful achievement outcomes. Factors such as a student’s record of performance
(i.e., H. S. GPA, college entrance exam scores), demographic profile (i.e., gender, ethnicity, firstgeneration status) in addition to affective and study and learning patterns can provide valuable
insight into the types of individuals who will navigate their educational paths at the given
institution. Therefore, a comprehensive appreciation of student characteristics is needed for
better understanding of the student population and the relative influence these factors have in
student first-year achievement outcomes.
The current study attempted to provide a new model aimed at predicting first-year college
success through including a comprehensive examination of the relationships among student preexisting personal factors, stress-appraisals and coping responses. The findings from this study
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failed to support any meaningful model explaining the influences of these relationships and their
impact on first-year achievement. Although some statistically significant relationships were
observed and provided evidence that background factors, prior achievement, anxious appraisals
and self-regulated learning are associated, their influence was minimal and offered little practical
utility in explaining first-year student achievement. Contrary to the body of research, the results
found little influence of student background, prior achievement, affective states and selfregulated learning on first-year student achievement. This atypical finding seemed to be due
primarily to the first-year student GPAs, and suggests attending to concerns related to the
evaluation of student performance and achievement in the first year of college (at least at the
institution in question). Exploration of this pattern with additional performance and student
typology data may guide institutional decision making related to student selection, program
rigor, or evaluation practices.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

154
References

Abreu-Ellis, C., Ellis, J., & Hayes, R. (2009). College preparedness and time of learning
disability identification. Journal of Developmental Education, 32(3), 28-38.
Adelman, C. (2005). Moving into town-and moving on: The community college in the lives of
traditional-age students. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.
Akgun, S. (2004). The effects of situation and learned resourcefulness on coping responses.
Social and Behavior and Personality, 32(5), 441-448.
Alarcon, G. M., & Edwards, J. M. (2013). Ability and motivation: Assessing individual factors
that contribute to university retention. Journal of Educational Psychology, 105(1),
129-137.
Albaili, M. A. (1997). Differences among low-, average-, and high-achieving college students on
learning and study strategies. Educational Psychology, 17(1, 2), 171-177.
Aleven, V. A., & Koedinger, K. R. (2002). An effective metacognitive strategy: Learning by
doing and explaining with a computer-based cognitive tutor. Cognitive Science, 26,
147-179.
Aleven, V., Pinkwart, N., Ashley, K., & Lynch, C. (2006). Supporting self-explanation of
argument transcripts: Specific v. generic prompts. Paper presented at the Conference on
Intelligent Tutoring Systems, Jhongli, Taiwan.
Allen, J., Robbins, S. B., Casillas, A., & Oh, S. (2008). Third-year college retention and transfer:
Effects of academic performance, motivation, and social connectedness. Research in
Higher Education 49, 647–664.
Alon, S., & Gelbgiser, D. (2011). The female advantage in college academic achievements and
horizontal sex segregation. Social Science Research, 40(1), 107-119.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

155

American College Health Association (ACHA). (2011). American college health associationnational college health assessment II: Reference group executive summary fall 2010.
Retrieved from American College Health Association website:
http://www.achancha.org/reports_ACHA-NCHAII.html
American College Testing Program (ACT). (2006). Reading between the lines: What the ACT
reveals about college readiness in reading. Retrieved from ACT Policy Publications
website: http://www.act.org/research/policymakers/pdf/reading_report.pdf
American College Testing Program (ACT). (2011). 2011 Retention/completion summary tables.
Retrieved from ACT Policy Publications website: http://www.act.org/research/
policymakers/pdf/retain_2011.pdf
American College Testing Program (ACT). (2012). 2012 Retention/completion summary tables.
Retrieved from ACT Policy Publications website: http://www.act.org/research/
policymakers/pdf/retain_2012.pdf
American College Testing Program (ACT). (2013). 2013 Retention/completion summary tables.
Retrieved from ACT Policy Publications website: http://www.act.org/research/
policymakers/pdf/retain_2013.pdf
American College Testing Program (ACT). (2014). 2014 Retention/completion summary tables.
Retrieved from ACT Policy Publications website: http://www.act.org/research/
policymakers/pdf/retain_2014.pdf
American Council on Education (ACE). (2008). Generational gains in postsecondary education
appear to have stalled, new ACE report finds. Retrieved from ACT website:
http://www.acenet.edu/AM/Template.cfm?TEMPLATE=%2FCM%2FContentDisplay.
cfm&CONTENTID=29515&Section=Press_Releases2

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

156

American Council on Education (ACE). (2011). Minorities in education: Twenty-fourth status
report, 2011 supplement. Retrieved from ACE website: http://www.acenet.edu/newsroom/Documents/ Minorities-in-Higher-Education-Twenty-Fourth-Status-Report-2011Supplement.pdf
Andrews, B., & Wilding, J. (2004). The relation of depression and anxiety to life-stress and
achievement in students. British Journal of Psychology, 95, 509–521.
Arum, R., & Roksa, J. (2011). Academically adrift: Limited learning on college campuses.
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
Arum, R., Roksa, J., & Cho, E. (2011). Improving undergraduate learning: Findings and policy
recommendations from the SSRC-CLA longitudinal project. Brooklyn, NY: Social
Science Research Council.
Astin, A. W., & Lee, J. J. (2003). How risky are one-shot cross-sectional assessments of
undergraduate students? Research in Higher Education, 44(6), 657-672.
Bahr, P. R. (2010). The bird’s eye view of community colleges: A behavioral typology of firsttime students based on cluster analytic classification. Research in Higher Education, 51,
724-749.
Baillie, C. & Fitzgerald, G. (2000). Motivation and attrition in engineering students. European
Journal of Civil Engineering Education, 25(2), 145–155.
Baldacchino, D. R., Borg, J., Muscat, C., Sturgeon, C. (2012). Psychology and theology meet:
Illness appraisal and spiritual coping. Western Journal of Nursing Research, 34(6),
818-847.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

157

Balemian, K., & Feng, J. (2013). First generation students: College aspirations, preparedness
and challenges. Paper presented at the College Board AP Annual Conference,
Las Vegas, NV.
Balkis, M. (2013). Academic procrastination, academic life satisfaction and academic
achievement: The mediation role of rational beliefs about studying. Journal of Cognitive
& Behavioral Psychotherapies, 13(1), 57-74.
Baloglu, N. (2008). The relationships between prospective teachers’ strategies for coping with
stress and their perceptions of student control. Social Behavior and Personality, 36(7),
903-910.
Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change.
Psychological Review, 84,191-215.
Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive theory.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.
Bandura, A. (1993). Perceived self-efficacy in cognitive development and functioning.
Educational Psychologist, 28(2), 117-148.
Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York, NY: Freeman.
Bandura, A. (1999). Social cognitive theory: An agentic perspective. Asian Journal of Social
Psychology, 2, 21-41.
Bandura, A. (2006). Toward a psychology of human agency. Perspectives on Psychological
Science, 1, 164-180.
Bandura, A., & Schunk, D. H. (1981). Cultivating competence, self-efficacy, and intrinsic
interest through proximal self-motivation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
41, 586-598.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

158

Barrows, J., Dunn, S., & Lloyd, C. A. (2013). Anxiety, self-efficacy, and college exam grades.
University Journal of Educational Research, 1(3), 204-208.
Bean, J. P. (1990). Why students leave: Insights from research. In D. Hossler, J. P. Bean, &
Associates (Eds.), The strategic management of college enrollments (pp. 170-185). San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Bean, J. (2005). Nine themes of college student retention. In A. Seidman (Ed.), College student
retention: Formula for student success (pp. 215–243). Westport, CT: Praeger.
Beilock, S. L. (2008). Math performance in stressful situations. Current Directions in
Psychological Science (Wiley-Blackwell), 17(5), 339-343.
Bembenutty, H. (2008). Self-regulation of learning and test anxiety. Psychology Journal, 5(3),
122-139.
Bembenutty, H., & Zimmerman, B. J. (2003). The relation of motivational beliefs and selfregulatory processes to homework completion and academic achievement. Paper
presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association,
Chicago, IL.
Berthold, K., Nückles, M., & Renkl, A. (2007). Do learning protocols support learning
strategies and outcomes? The role of cognitive and metacognitive prompts. Learning and
Instruction, 17(5), 564-577.
Blair, C., & Razza, R. P. (2007). Relating effortful control, executive function, and false belief
understanding to emerging math and literacy ability in kindergarten. Child Development,
78(2), 647-663.
Boekaerts, M. (1993). Being concerned with well-being and with learning. Educational
Psychologist, 28(2), 149-167.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

159

Bollen, K. A. (1989). Structural equations with latent variables. New York, NY: Wiley.
Borman, G. D. & Overman, L. T. (2004). Academic resilience in mathematics among poor and
minority students. The Elementary School Journal, 104(3), 177-195.
Bouffard-Bouchard, T. (1989). Influence of self-efficacy on performance in a cognitive task.
Journal of Social Psychology, 130, 353-363.
Bouffard-Bouchard, T., Parent, S., & Larivee, S. (1991). Influence of self-efficacy on selfregulation and performance among junior and senior high school age students.
International Journal of Behavioral Development, 14, 153-164.
Bovill, C., Bulley, C. J., & Morss, K. (2011). Engaging and empowering first-year students
through curriculum design: Perspectives from the literature. Teaching in Higher
Education, 16(2), 197-209.
Braxton, J. M. (Ed.). (2000). Reworking the departure puzzle: New theory and research on
college student retention. Nashville, TN: Vanderbilt University Press.
Braxton, J. M., Hirschy, A. S., & McClendon, S. A. (2004). Understanding and reducing
college student departure. (ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report, Vol. 30, No. 3). San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Bray, N. J., Braxton, J. M., & Sullivan, A. S. (1999). The influence of stress-related coping
strategies on college student departure decisions. Journal of College Student
Development, 40, 645–657.
Bridges, E. (2010). Racial identity development and psychological coping strategies of African
American males at a predominantly White university. Annals of the American
Psychotherapy Association, 13, 14-26.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

160

Britton, P. C. (2004). The relation of coping strategies to alcohol consumption and alcoholrelated consequences in a college sample. Addiction Research & Theory, 12(2), 103-114.
Brown, L. V. (2007). Psychology of motivation. New York, NY: Nova Publishers.
Brown, T. A. (2006). Confirmatory factor analysis for applied research. New York, NY:
Guilford Press.
Browne, M. W. (1972). Oblique rotation to a partially specified target. British Journal
of Mathematical and Statistical Psychology, 25, 207-212.
Browne, M. W. (2001). An overview of analytic rotation in exploratory factor analysis.
Multivariate Behavioral Research, 36(1), 111-150.
Bryson, C., & Hand, L. (2007). The role of engagement in inspiring teaching and learning.
Innovations in Education and Teaching International, 44, 349-362.
Buchmann, C., & DiPrete, T. A. (2006). The growing female advantage in college completion:
The role of parental resources and academic achievement. American Sociological Review,
71, 515–541.
Budny, D. D., & Paul, C. A. (2003).Working with students and parents to improve. Journal of
STEM Education, 4/3(4), 1-9.
Bui, K. V. T. (2002). First-generation college students at a four-year university: Background
characteristics, reasons for pursuing higher education, and first-year experiences. College
Student Journal, 36(1), 3-11.
Bussey, K. (2011). The influence of gender on students’ self-regulated learning and performance.
In B. J. Zimmerman & D. H. Schunk (Eds.), Handbook of self-regulation of learning
and performance (pp. 426-441). New York, NY: Routledge.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

161

Butler, D. J., Elaschuk, C. L., & Poole, S. (2000). Promoting strategic writing by postsecondary
students with learning disabilities: A report of three case studies. Learning Disabilities
Quarterly, 23, 196-213.
Bye, D., Pushkar, D., & Conway, M. (2007). Motivation, interest, and positive affect in
traditional and nontraditional undergraduate students. Adult Education Quarterly, 57(2),
141-158.
Byrne, B. M. (2012). Structural equation modeling with mplus: Basic concepts, applications,
and programming. New York, NY: Routledge.
Campbell, D. T., & Stanley, J. C. (1971). Experimental and quasi-experimental designs for
research. Chicago, IL: Rand McNally.
Cano, F. (2006). An in-depth analysis of the learning and study strategies inventory (LASSI).
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 66(6), 1023-1038.
Carlson, R. A. (1997). Experienced Cognition. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
Carver, C. S., & Scheier, M. F. (2005). Engagement, disengagement, coping and catastrophe. In
A. Elliot & C. Dweck (Eds.), Handbook of competence and motivation (pp. 527-547).
New York, NY: Guilford Publications.
Cassady, J. C. (2010). Test anxiety: Contemporary theories and implications for learning. In J. C.
Cassady (Ed.), Anxiety in schools: The causes, consequences, and solutions for academic
anxieties (pp. 5–26). New York, NY: Peter Lang Publishing.
Cassady, J. C., & Boseck, J. J. (2008). Educational psychology and emotional intelligence:
Toward a functional model for emotional information processing in schools. In J. C.
Cassady & M. A. Eissa (Eds.), Emotional intelligence: Perspectives of educational and
positive psychology. New York, NY: Peter Lang Publishing.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

162

Cassady, J. C. & Johnson, R. E. (2002). Cognitive test anxiety and academic performance.
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 27(2), 270-295.
Cavazos, J., Cavazos, A. G., Hinojosa, M. G., & Silva, M. (2009). Dispelling seven myths
concerning Latina/o students: A call to action for school counselors. Journal of School
Counseling, 7(8). Retrieved from Montana State University, Journal of School
Counseling website: http://www.jsc.montana.edu/articles/v7n8.pdf
Cavazos, Jr., J., Johnson, M. B., Fielding, C., Cavazos, A. G., Castro, V., & Vela, L. (2010). A
qualitative study of resilient Latina/o college students. Journal of Latinos and Education,
9(3), 172-188.
Ceballo, R. (2004). From the barrios to Yale: The role of parenting strategies in Latino families.
Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences, 26, 171–186.
Chamorro-Premuzic, T., & Arteche, A. (2008). Intellectual competence and academic
performance: Preliminary validation of a model. Intelligence, 36, 564-573.
Chang, E. C. (1998). Dispositional optimism and primary and secondary appraisal of a stressor:
Controlling for confounding influences and relations to coping and psychological and
physical adjustment. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74(4), 1109-1120.
Chang, E. C., Bodem, M. R., Sanna, L. J., & Fabian, C. G. (2011). Optimism-pessimism and
adjustment in college students: Is there support for the utility of a domain-specific
approach to studying outcome expectancies? The Journal of Positive Psychology, 6(5),
418-428.
Chang, E. C., & Strunk, D. R. (1999). Dysphoria: Relations to appraisals, coping, and
adjustment. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 46(1), 99-108.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

163

Chapell, M. S., Blanding, B., Silverstein, M. E., Takahashi, M., Newman, B., Gubi, A., et al.
(2005). Test anxiety and academic performance in undergraduate and graduate students.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 97(2), 268-274.
Chemers, M. M., Hu, L., & Garcia, B. F. (2001). Academic self-efficacy and first-year college
student performance and adjustment. Journal of Educational Psychology, 93(1), 55-64.
Choy, S. (2001). Students whose parents did not go to college: Postsecondary access,
persistence, and attainment. Washington, D.C.: National Center for Education Statistics.
Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. (2nd ed.). Hillsdale, NJ:
Lawrence Earlbaum Associates.
Cole, B., Matheson, K., & Anisman, H. (2007). The moderating role of ethnic identity and social
support on relations between well-being and academic performance. Journal of Applied
Social Psychology, 37(3), 592-615.
Collier, P. J. & Morgan, D. L. (2008). “Is this paper really due today?”: Differences in firstgeneration and traditional college students’ understandings of faculty expectations.
Higher Education, 55, 425-446.
Complete College America. (2011). Time is the enemy. Retrieved from Complete College
America website: http://www.completecollege.org/docs/Time_Is_the_Enemy_
Summary.pdf
Cooper, M. L., Frone, M. R., Russell, M., & Mudar, P. (1995). Drinking to regulate positive and
negative emotions: A motivational model of alcohol use. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 69, 990-1005.
Council for Aid to Education (CAE). (2014). CLA+ Overview. Retrieved from CAE
Performance Assessment website: http://cae.org/participating-institutions/cla-overview/

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

164

Craik, F. I. M., & Lockhart, R. S. (1972). Levels of processing: A framework for memory
research. Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 11, 671-684.
Crede, M. & Kuncel, N. R. (2008). Study habits, skills and attitudes: The third pillar supporting
collegiate academic performance. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 3(6), 425-453.
Currie, L. K., Pisarik, C. T., Ginter, E. J., Shanks Glauser, A., Hayes, C., & Smit, J. C. (2012).
Life-skills as a predictor of academic success: An exploratory study. Psychological
Reports: Sociocultural Issues in Psychology, 111(1), 157-164.
D’Lima, G. M., Winsler, A., & Kitsantas, A. (2014). Ethnic and gender differences in first-year
college students’ goal orientation, self-efficacy, and extrinsic and intrinsic motivation.
The Journal of Educational Research, 107(5), 341-356.
DeAngelo, L., Franke, R., Hurtado, S., Pryor, J. H., & Tran, S. (2011). Completing college:
Assessing graduation rates at four-year institutions. Los Angeles: Higher Education
Research Institute (HERI), UCLA. Retreived from UCLA, HERI website:
http://heri.ucla.edu/DARCU/CompletingCollege2011.pdf
DeBerard, M. S., & Julka, D. L. (2000). [Correlation of gender with 1st semester GPA and 1st
semester academic warning in college freshmen]. Unpublished raw data.
DeBerard, M. S., Spielmans, G. I., & Julka, D. C. (2004). Predictors of academic achievement
and retention among college freshmen: A longitudinal study. College Review Journal,
38(1), 66-80.
Deming, M., Valeri-Gold, M., & Idleman, L. (1994). The reliability and validity of the Learning
and Study Strategies Inventory (LASSI) with college developmental students. Reading
Research and Instruction, 33, 309-318.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

165

Devonport, T. J., & Lane, A. M. (2006). Relationships between self-efficacy, coping and student
retention. Social Behavior and Personality, 34, 127–138.
Dietz, S., & Henrich, C. (2014). Texting as a distraction to learning in college students.
Computers in Human Behavior, 36, 163-167.
Dinsmore, D. L., Loughlin, S. M., & Parkinson, M. M. (2009). The effects of persuasive
and expository text on metacognitive monitoring and control. Paper presented at the
annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, San Diego, CA.
Dressler, W. W. (1991). Stress and adaptation in the context of culture: Depression in a
southern black community. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press.
Duhachek, A., & Kelting, K. (2009). Coping repertoire: Integrating a new conceptualization of
coping with transactional theory. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 19(3), 473-485.
Duncan, T. G., & McKeachie, W. J. (2005). The making of the motivated strategies for
learning questionnaire. Educational Psychologist, 40, 117-128.
Dyson, R., & Renk, K. (2006). Freshmen adaptation to university life: Depressive symptoms,
stress, and coping. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 62, 1231–1244.
Dysvik, E., Natvig, G. K., Eikeland, O. J. & Lindstrøm, T. C. (2005). Coping with chronic pain.
International Journal of Nursing Studies, 42, 297-305.
Easterbrook, J. A. (1959). The effect of emotion on cue utilization and the organization of
behavior. Psychological Review, 66, 183-201.
Ekman, R., & Pelletier, S. (2008). Assessing student learning: A work in progress. Change,
40(4), 14-19.
Engle, J. (2007). Postsecondary access and success for first-generation college students.
American Academic, 3, 25-48.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

166

Engle, J., & Tinto, V. (2008). Moving beyond access: College for low-income, first-generation
students. Washington, DC: The Pell Institute. Retrieved from The Pell Institute website:
http://www.pellinstitute.org/downloads/publications-Moving_Beyond_Access_2008.pdf
Fernández-Castillo, A., & Gutiérrez-Rojas, M. (2009). Selective attention, anxiety, depressive
symptomatology and academic performance in adolescents. Electronic Journal of
Research in Educational Psychology, 7, 49–76.
Fike, D., & Fike, R. (2008). Predictors of first-year student retention in the community college.
Community College Review, 36(2), 68-88.
Finch, W. H., Cassady, J. C., & Jones, J. (in press). Investigation of the latent structure for the
learning and study strategies inventory. Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment.
Finn, A. S., Kraft, M. A., West, M. R., Leonard, J. A., Bish, C. E., Martin, R. E…Gabrieli,
C.F.O. (2014). Cognitive skills, student achievement tests, and schools. Psychological
Science, 25(3), 736-744.
Flick, A. (2014). Can assessment loops be closed? Assessment Update, 26(4), 1-15.
Flowers, L. A., Bridges, B. K., & Moore, III, J. L. (2011). Concurrent validity of the Learning
and Study Strategies Inventory (LASSI): A study of African American precollege
students. Journal of Black Studies, 43, 1-15.
Folkman,, S., & Lazarus, R. S. (1985). If it changes it must be a process: Study of emotion and
coping during three stages of a college examination. Journal of Personality Social
Psychology, 48, 150-170.
Folkman, S., Lazarus, R. S., Dunkel-Schetter, C., DeLongis, A., & Gruen, R. (1986). The
dynamics of a stressful encounter: Cognitive appraisal, coping, and encounter outcomes.
Journal of Personality Social Psychology, 50, 992-1003.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

167

Fougnie, D. (2008). The relationship between attention and working memory. In N. B. Johansen
(Ed.), New research on short-term memory (pp. 1-45). New York, NY: Nova Science
Publishers, Inc.
Frazier, P. A., Tix, A. P., & Barron, K. E. (2004). Testing moderator and mediator effects in
counseling psychology research. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 51(1), 115-134.
Gast, A. (2013). Current trends in adult degree programs: How public universities respond to the
needs of adult learners. New Directions for Adult and Continuing Education, (2013)140,
17-25.
George, D., Dixon, S., Stansal, E., Gelb, S. L., & Pheri, T. (2008). Time diary and questionnaire
assessment of factors associated with academic and personal success among university
undergraduates. Journal of American College Health, 56(6), 106-115.
Gerardi, S. (2006). Positive college attitudes among minority and low-income students as an
indicator of academic success. The Social Science Journal, 43, 185-190.
Giacobbi, Jr., P. R., Lynn, T. K., Wetherington, J. M., Jenkins, J., Bodendorf, M., & Langley, B.
(2004). Stress and coping during the transition to university for first-year female athletes.
The Sport Psychologist, 18, 1-20.
Gibbons, M. M., Woodside, M., Hannon, C., Sweeney, J. R., & Davison, J. (2011). The lived
experience of work and career: Women whose parents lack postsecondary education. The
Career Development Quarterly, 59(4), 315-329.
Goldin, C., Katz, L. F., & Kuziemko, I. (2006). The homecoming of American college women:
The reversal of the college gender gap. (NBER Working Papers 12139), National Bureau
of Economic Research Inc. Retrieved from The National Bureau of Economic Research
website: http://www.nber.org/papers/w12139.pdf

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

168

Gordon, E. W., & Yowell, C. (1994). Educational reforms for students at risk: Cultural dissonance as a risk factor in the development of students. In R. J. Rossi (Ed.), Educational reforms and students at risk (pp. 51-69). New York, NY: Teachers College Press.
Graham, J. W. (2009). Missing data analysis: Making it work in the real world. Annual Review of
Psychology, 60, 549-576.
Green, B. A., Miller, R. B., Crowson, H. M., Duke, B. L., & Akey, K. L. (2004). Predicting high
school students’ cognitive engagement and achievement: Contributions of classroom
perceptions and motivation. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 29, 462-482.
Greenwald, R. (2012). Think of first generation students as pioneers, not problems. The
Chronicle of Higher Education, 1-3. Retrieved from the Chronicle of Higher Education
website: http://chronicle.com/article/Think-of-First-Generation/135710/
Groomes, D. A. G., & Leahy, M. (2002). The relationship between the stress appraisal process,
coping disposition, and level of acceptance of disability. Rehabilitation Counseling
Bulletin, 46, 15-24.
Grunschel, C., Patrzek, J., & Fries, S. (2013). Exploring different types of academic delayers: A
latent profile analysis. Learning & Individual Differences, 23, 225-233.
Hall, C. W. (2001). A measure of executive processing skills in college students. College Student
Journal, 35(3). Retrieved from the FPO IP Research & Communities website:
http://www.freepatentsonline.com/article/College-Student-Journal/80744657.html
Hall, C. W., Smith, K., Chia, R. (2008). Cognitive and personality factors in relation to timely
completion of a college degree. College Student Journal, 42(4), 1087-1098.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

169

Hall, N. C., Hladkyj, S., Perry, R. P., & Ruthig, J. C. (2004). The role of attributional retraining
and elaborative learning in college students’ academic development. The Journal of
Social Psychology, 144(6), 591-612.
Hamilton, R. J. (2004). Material appropriate processing and elaboration: The impact of balanced
and complementary types of processing on learning concepts from text. British Journal of
Educational Psychology, 74, 221-237.
Hammermeister, J., & Burton, D. (2004). Gender differences in coping with endurance sports:
Are men from Mars and women from Venus? Journal of Sport Behavior, 27, 148-164.
Harackiewicz, J. M., Barron, K. E., Tauer, J. M., & Elliot, A. J. (2002). Predicting success in
college: A longitudinal study of achievement goals and ability measures as predictors of
interest and performance from freshman through graduation. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 94(3), 562–575.
Harper, S. R. (2009). Niggers no more: A critical race counternarrative on Black male student
achievement at predominantly White colleges and universities. International Journal of
Qualitative Studies in Education, 22, 697-712.
Harper, S. R. (2012). Black male student success in higher education: A report from the national
Black male college achievement study. Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania,
Center for the Study of Race and Equity in Education.
Harris, D. N., & Herrington, C. D. (2006). Accountability, standards, and the growing
achievement gap: Lessons from the past half century. American Journal of Education,
112, 209–238.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

170

Harris, J. L., & Dean-Qualls, C. (2000). The association of elaborative or maintenance rehearsal
with age, reading comprehension, and verbal working memory performance.
Asphasiology, 14(5-6), 515-526.
Heller, M. H., & Cassady, J. C. (2015). The impact of perceived barriers, academic anxiety, and
resource management strategies on achievement in first year community college students.
Manuscript submitted for publication.
Heller, M. H., & Marchant, G. J. (2015). Facilitating self-regulated learning skills and
achievement with a strategic content learning approach. Community College Journal of
Research and Practice. Advance online publication. doi: 10.1080/10668926.2014.908752
Hembree, R. (1988). Correlates, causes, effects, and treatment of test anxiety. Review of
Educational Research, 58, 47–77.
Henson, R. K., & Roberts, J. K. (2006). Use of exploratory factor analysis in published research:
Common errors and some comment on improved practice. Educational and
Psychological Measurement, 66, 393-416.
Herrera, R. (2003). Notes from a Latino graduate student at a predominantly White university. In
J. Castellanos & L. Jones (Eds.), The majority in the minority: Expanding the
representation of Latina/o faculty, administrators and students in higher education
(pp. 111–125). Sterling, VA: Stylus.
Hidi, S. (2000). An interest researcher’s perspective: The effects of extrinsic and intrinsic
factors on motivation. In C. Sansone & J. M. Harackiewicz (Eds.), Intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation: The search for optimal motivation and performance (pp. 373-404). San
Diego, CA: Academic Press.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

171

Hidi, S., & Ainley, M. (2008). Interest and self-regulation: Relationships between two variables
that influence learning. In D. H. Schunk & B. J. Zimmerman (Eds.), Motivation and selfregulated learning: Theory, research and applications (pp. 77-109). Mahwah, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Higher Education Research Institute (HERI). (2011). The American freshman: National norms
fall 2010. Research brief. Retrieved from Higher Education Research Institute website:
http://www.heri.ucla.edu/PDFs/pubs/briefs/HERI_ResearchBrief_Norms2010.pdf
Higher Education Research Institute (HERI). (2014a). College senior survey. Retrieved from
Higher Education Research Institute website: http://www.heri.ucla.edu/cssoverview.php
Higher Education Research Institute (HERI). (2014b). The freshman survey. Retrieved from
Higher Education Research Institute website: http://www.heri.ucla.edu/cirpoverview.php
Higher Learning Commission (HLC). (2014). The criteria for accreditation and core
components. Retrieved from Higher Learning Commission website:
https://www.ncahlc.org/Criteria-Eligibility-and-Candidacy/criteria-and-corecomponents.html
Hofer, B. K., Yu, S. L., & Pintrich, P. R. (1998). Teaching college students to be self-regulated
learners. In D. H. Schunk & B. J. Zimmerman (Eds.), Self-regulated learning: From
teaching to self-reflective practice (pp. 57-85). New York, NY: Guilford Press.
Hoffman Beyer, C., & Gillmore, G. M. (2007). Longitudinal assessment of student learning:
Simplistic measures aren’t enough. Change, 39(3), 43-47.
Holland, J. L. (1997). Making vocational choices: A theory of vocational personalities and work
environment (3rd ed.). Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment Resources.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

172

Horn, J. L. (1965). A rationale and test for the number of factors in factor analysis.
Psychometrika, 30, 179-185.
Horn, L., Nunez, A., & Bobbit, L. (2000). Mapping the road to college: First-generation
students’ math track, planning strategies, and context of support. Education
Statistics Quarterly, 2, 81-86.
Horowitz, H. L. (1987). Campus life: Undergraduate cultures from the end of the eighteenth
century to the present. New York, NY: Knopf.
Hsieh, P. H., Sullivan, J. R., Sass, D. A., & Guerra, N. S. (2012). Undergraduate engineering
students’ beliefs, coping strategies, and academic performance: An evaluation of
theoretical models. The Journal of Experimental Education, 80(2), 196-218.
Hsieh, Y. C., & Cifuentes, L. (2006). Student-generated visualization as a study strategy for
science concept learning. Educational Technology and Society, 9(3), 137-148.
Hulick, C., & Higginson, B. (1989). The use of learning and study strategies by college
freshmen. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Mid-South Educational Research
Association, Little Rock, AR.
Hunter, S. C., & Boyle, J. M. E. (2004). Appraisal and coping strategy use in victims of school
bullying. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 74, 83-107.
Immerwahr, J. (2003). With diploma in hand: Hispanic high school seniors talk about their
future (National Center Report No. 03-2). Retrieved from The National Center for Public
Policy and Higher Education website: http://www.highereducation.org/reports/
hispanic/hispanic.shtml
Inman, W. E., & Mayes, L. (1999). The importance of being first: Unique characteristics of first
generation community college students. Community College Review, 26(4), 3-19.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

173

Isen, A., Daubman, K. A., & Gorgoglione, J. M. (1987). The influence of positive affect on
cognitive organization: Implications for education. In R. E. Snow & M. J. Farr (Eds.),
Aptitude, learning and instruction (Vol. 3, pp. 143-162). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.
Ishitani, T. T. (2006). Studying attrition and degree completion behavior among first-generation
college students in the United States. Journal of Higher Education, 77, 861-885.
Jean, D. (2010). The academic and social adjustment of first-generation college students
(Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from Seton Hall University Dissertations and Theses,
eRepository @ Seton Hall. (Paper 1490).
Johnson, N., Earnest, K., Huntley, H., Hensen, K., Reason, R., Saunders, K., & Schuh, J. H.
(Eds.). (2004-2005). Retention and persistence issues of historically underrepresented
students. Special issue of Journal of College Student Retention: Research, Theory &
Practice, 6(1), 1-2.
Jones, M. T., Barlow, A. E. L., & Villarejo, M. (2010). Importance of undergraduate research for
minority persistence and achievement in biology. Journal of Higher Education, 81(1),
82-115.
Joo, S. H., Durband, D. B., & Grable, J. (2008/2009). The academic impact of financial stress on
college students. Journal of College Student Retention, 10, 287–305.
Jöreskog, K., & Sörbom, D. (1996). LISREL 8: User’s reference guide. Chicago, IL: Scientific
Software International Inc.
Kameen, M. C., & Justiz, M. J. (1988). Using assessment in higher education to improve success
for minority students. Peabody Journal of Education, 66(1), 46-57.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

174

Karpicke, J. D., Butler, A. C., & Roediger, III, H. L. (2009). Metacognitive strategies in student
learning: Do students practice retrieval when they study on their own? Memory, 17(4),
471-479.
Kendall, E., & Terry, D. J. (2008). Understanding adjustment following traumatic brain injury: Is
the goodness-of-fit coping hypothesis useful? Social Science and Medicine, (67), 12171224.
Kennedy, P., Duff, J., Evans, M., & Beedie, A. (2003). Coping effectiveness training reduces
depression and anxiety following traumatic spinal cord injuries. British Journal of
Clinical Psychology, 42(1), 41-52.
Keogh, E., Bond, F. W., French, C. C., Richards, A., & Davis, R. E. (2004). Test anxiety,
susceptibility to distraction and examination performance. Anxiety, Stress, and Coping,
17(3), 241-252.
Keup, J. R. (2004). The cooperative institutional research program freshman survey and your
first college year: Using longitudinal data to assess the first year of college. Assessment
Update, 16(2), 8-11.
Kitsantas, A. (2002). Test preparation and test performance: A self-regulatory analysis. Journal
of Experimental Education, 41, 231-240.
Kitsantas, A., Winsler, A., & Huie, F. (2008). Self-regulation and ability predictors of academic
success during college: A predictive validity study. Journal of Advanced Academics,
20(1), 42-68.
Kline, R. B. (2011). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling (3rd ed.). New York,
NY: Guilford.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

175

Kobrin, J. L., & Patterson, B. F. (2011). Contextual factors associated with the validity of SAT
scores and high school GPA for predicting first-year college grades. Educational
Assessment, 16, 207-226
Komarraju, M., Karau, S. J., Schmeck, R. R., & Avdic, A. (2011). The big five personality
traits, learning styles, and academic achievement. Personality and Individual Differences,
51, 472-477.
Kowitlawakul, Y., Brenkus, R., Dugan, N. (2013). Predictors for success for first semester,
second-degree bachelor of science in nursing students. International Journal of Nursing
Practice, 19(1), 38-43.
Kraus, K. (2007). New perspectives on engaging first year students in learning. Brisbane:
Griffith Institute for Higher Education. Retrieved from Griffith University website:
http://www.griffith.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/37490/FYEEngagemtGriffith2007
.pdf
Krause, K., & Coates, H. (2008). Student engagement at university. Assessment and Evaluation
in Higher Education, 33(5), 493-505.
Kuh, G. D. (1990). Assessing student culture. New Directions for Institutional Research, No. 68,
17(4), 47-60.
Kuh, G. D., Hu, S., & Vesper, N. (2000). They shall be known by what they do: An activitiesbased typology of college students. Journal of College Student Development, 41(2),
228-244.
Kuh, G. D., Kinzie, J., Buckley, J. A., Bridges, B. K., & Hayek, J. C. (2007). The foundation for
student success: Student background characteristics, precollege experiences, and
enrollment patterns. ASHE Higher Education Report, 32(5), 21-42.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

176

Kyndt, E., Cascallar, E., & Dochy, F. (2012). Individual differences in working memory capacity
and attention, and their relationship with students’ approaches to learning. Higher
Education, 64(3), 285-297.
Lapsley, D. K., Rice, K. G., & Shadid, G. E. (1989). Psychological separation and adjustment to
college. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 36, 286–294.
Lau, L. K. (2003). Institutional factors affecting student retention. Education, 124(1), 126-136.
Lawson, L. A. (2009). The learning and study strategies inventory as a predictive measure of 1st
semester academic performance of at-risk students. (Master’s Thesis). Retrieved from
The Florida State University DigiNole Commons. (Paper 3223).
Lay, C. H., Edwards, J. M., Parker, J. D. A., & Endler, N. S. (1989). An assessment of appraisal,
anxiety, coping and procrastination during an examination period. European Journal of
Personality, 3, 195-208.
Lazarus, R. S. (1993a). Coping theory and research: Past, present, and future. Psychosomatic
Medicine, 55, 237-247.
Lazarus, R. S. (1993b). From psychological stress to the emotions: A history of changing
outlooks. Annual Review of Psychology, 44, 1-21.
Lazarus, R. S., & Folkman, S. (1984). Stress, appraisal, and coping, New York, NY: Springer.
Lazarus, R. S., & Folkman, S. (1987). Transactional theory and research on emotions and
coping. European Journal of Personality, 1(3), 141-169.
Lee, H.W., Lim, K. Y., & Grabowski, B. L. (2010). Improving self-regulation, learning strategy
use and achievement with metacognitive feedback. Education Tech Research
Development, 58(6), 629-648.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

177

Lei, S. A. (2010). Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation: Evaluating benefits and drawbacks from
college instructors’ perspectives. Journal of Instructional Psychology, 37(2), 153-160.
Linnenbrink, E. A. (2006). Emotion research in education: Theoretical and methodological
perspectives on the integration of affect, motivation, and cognition. Educational
Psychology Review, 18, 307-314.
Little, R. J. A. (1988). A test of missing completely at random for multivariate data with missing
values. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 83(404), 1198-1202.
Lohfink, M. M., & Paulsen, M. B. (2005). Comparing the determinants of persistence for firstgeneration and continuing-generation students. Journal of College Student
Development,46(4), 409-428.
Lucio, R., Hunt, E., & Bornovalova, M. (2012). Indentifying the necessary and sufficient number
of risk factors for predicting academic failure. Developmental Psychology, 48(2),
422-428.
Lynch, D. J. (2006). Motivational factors, learning strategies and resource management as
predictors of course grades. College Student Journal, 40(2), 423-428.
Lynch, D. J. (2010). Motivational beliefs and learning strategies as predictors of academic
performance in college physics. College Student Journal, 44(4), 920-927.
Marnocha, S., & Marnocha, M. (2013). How older female spouses cope with partners’ coronary
artery bypass graft surgery. Nursing Research and Practice, 2013,1-7.
Marrs, H., Sigler, E., & Hayes, K. (2009). Study strategy predictors of performance in
introductory psychology. Journal of Instructional Psychology, 36(2), 125-133.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

178

Martin, A. J., & Marsh, H. W. (2009). Academic resilience and academic buoyancy:
Multidimensional and hierarchical conceptual framing of causes, correlates and cognate
constructs. Oxford Review of Education, 35(3), 353-370.
Matlin, M. W. (2009). Cognition (7th ed.). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.
Matsunaga, M. (2010). How to factor-analyze your data right: Do’s, don’ts, and how-to’s.
International Journal of Psychological Research, 3(1), 97-110.
Matthews, G., Zeidner, M., & Roberts, R. (2006). Models of personality and affect for education:
A review and synthesis. In P. A. Alexander & P. H. Winne (Eds.), Handbook of
educational psychology (2nd ed.) (pp. 163-186). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.
McDaniel, M. A., Agarwal, P. K., Huelser, B. J., McDermott, K. B., & Roediger III, H. L.
(2011). Test-enhanced learning in a middle school science classroom: The effects of quiz
frequency and placement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 103(2), 399-414.
McDonald, S. E. (2013). The effects and predictor value of in-class texting behavior on final
course grades. College Student Journal, 47(1), 34-40.
McInerney, D. (2011). Culture and self-regulation in educational contexts: Assessing the
relationship of cultural group to self-regulation. In B. J. Zimmerman & D. H. Schunk
(Eds.), Handbook of self-regulation of learning and performance (pp. 442-464). New
York, NY: Routledge.
McKeachie, W. J., & Svinicki, M. (2006). McKeachie’s teaching tips: Strategies, research, and
theory for college and university teachers. Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin.
McNamara, S. (2000). Stress in young people: What’s new and what can we do? New York, NY:
Continuum.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

179

McPherson, G. E., & McCormick, J. (2006). Self-efficacy and music performance. Psychology of
Music, 34, 322-336.
Miller, M. D. (2011). What college teachers should know about memory: A perspective from
cognitive psychology. College Teaching, 59, 117-122.
Mohr, C. D., Armeli, S., Tennen, H., Carney, M. A., Affleck, G., & Hromi, A. (2001). Daily
interpersonal experiences, context and alcohol consumption: Crying in your beer and
toasting good times. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 80, 489-500.
Moore, II, J. L., Madison-Colomore, O., & Smith, D. M. (2003). The prove-them wrong
syndrome: Voices from unheard African-American males in engineering disciplines. The
Journal of Men’s Studies, 12, 61-73.
Morales, E. E. (2000). A contextual understanding of the process of educational resilience: High
achieving Dominican American students and the “resilience cycle.” Innovative Higher
Education, 25(1), 7-22.
Morales, E. E. (2008). Academic resilience in retrospect: Following up a decade later. Journal of
Hispanic Higher Education, 7, 244–245.
Morales, E. E. (2010). Linking strengths: Identifying and exploring protective factor clusters in
academically resilient low-socioeconomic urban students of color. Roeper Review, 32,
164-175.
Murtaugh, P. A., Burns, L. D., & Schuster, J. (1999). Predicting the retention of university
students. Research in Higher Education, 40, 355-371.
Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (2013). Mplus user’s guide (7th ed.). Los Angeles, CA:
Muthén & Muthén.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

180

National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). (2005). First generation college students in
postsecondary education. National Center for Education Statistics, Statistical Analysis
Report 2005-171. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational
Research and Improvement.
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). (2014). Retention of first-time degree-seeking
undergraduates at degree-granting postsecondary institutions (2006-2012). National
Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
(IPEDS). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.
National Conference on State Legislatures (NCSL). (2012). Performance-based funding for
higher education. Retrieved from the National Conference of State Legislatures website:
http://www.ncsl.org/research/education/performance-funding.aspx
National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE). (2014). About NSSE. Retrieved from the
National Survey of Student Engagement website: http://nsse.iub.edu/
Neff, K. D. (2003). Self-compassion: An alternative conceptualization of a healthy attitude
toward oneself. Self and Identity, 2, 85-101.
Nelson, D. W., & Knight, A. E. (2010). The power of positive recollections: Reducing test
anxiety and enhancing college student efficacy and performance. Journal of Applied
Social Psychology, 40(3), 732-745.
Nicholls, A. R., & Polman, R. C. J. (2007). Coping in sport: A systematic review. Journal of
Sports Sciences, 25(1), 11-31.
Nielsen, S. G. (2004). Strategies and self-efficacy beliefs in instrumental and vocal individual
practice: A study of students in higher music education. Psychology of Music, 32,
418-431.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

181

Nist, S., Mealey, D., Simpson, M., & Kroc, R. (1990). Measuring the affective and cognitive
growth of regularly admitted and developmental studies students using the Learning and
Study Strategies Inventory (LASSI). Reading Research and Instruction, 30, 44-49.
Nota, L., Soresi, S., & Zimmerman, B. J. (2004). Self-regulation and academic achievement and
resilience: A longitudinal study. International Journal of Educational Research, 41(3),
198-215.
Nückles, M., Hübner, S., & Renkl, A. (2009). Enhancing self-regulated learning by writing
learning protocols. Learning and Instruction, 19(3), 259-271.
Odell, P., Korgen, K., & Wang, G. (2005). Cross-racial friendships and social distance between
racial groups on a college campus, Innovative Higher Education, 29(4), 291–305.
Oh, S-R., Reynolds, A. J. (2014). Early determinants of postsecondary education participation
and degree attainment: Findings from an inner-city minority cohort. Education and
Urban Society, 46(4), 474-504.
Orbe, M. P. (2008). Theorizing multidimensional identity negotiation: Reflections on the
lived experiences of first-generation college students. New Directions for Child
and Adolescent Development, 120, 81-95.
Overlien, C., & Hyden, M. (2009). Children's actions when experiencing domestic violence.
Childhood, 16, 479–497.
Pajares, F., & Usher, E. L. (2008). Self-efficacy, motivation, and achievement in school from the
perspective of reciprocal determinism. In M. Maehr, T. C. Urdan, & S. Karabenick
(Eds.), Advances in motivation and achievement. Vol. 15: Social psychological
perspectives (pp. 391-423). Bingley, UK: Emerald Group Publishing Limited.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

182

Pallas, A. M. (2011). Assessing the future of higher education. Society, 48(3), 213-215.
Park, C. L., Armeli, S., & Tennen, H. (2004). The daily stress and coping process and alcohol
use among college students. Journal of Studies on Alcohol, 65(1), 126-135.
Park, C. L., Edmondson, D., & Lee, J. (2012). Development of self-regulation abilities as
predictors of psychological adjustment across the first year of college. Journal of Adult
Development, 19(1), 40-49.
Pascarella, E., Blaich, C., Martin, G. L., & Hanson, J. M. (2011). How robust are the findings
of academically adrift? Change, 43(3), 20-24.
Pascarella, E., Pierson, C., Wolniak, G., Terenzini, P. (2004). First-generation college students:
Additional evidence on college experiences and outcomes. Journal of Higher Education,
75, 249-284.
Pascarella, E., & Terenzini, P. (2005). How college affects students (2nd ed.). San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass.
Pekrun, R. (2009). Emotions at school. In K. R. Wentzel & A. Wigfield (Eds.), Handbook of
motivation in school (pp. 575-604). New York, NY: Routledge.
Peterson, M. W., & Einarson, M. K. (2001). What are colleges doing about student assessment?
Does it make a difference? The Journal of Higher Education, 72(6), 629-669.
Peverly, S. T., Brobst, K. E., Graham, M., & Shaw, R. (2003). College students are not good at
self-regulation: A study on the relationship of self-regulation, note-taking, and test taking.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 95(2), 335-346.
Phinney, J. S., & Haas, K. (2003). The process of coping among ethnic minority first-generation
college freshmen: A narrative approach. The Journal of Social Psychology, 143(6),
707-726.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

183

Pike, G. R., & Kuh, G. D. (2005). First- and second-generation college students: A comparison
of their engagement and intellectual development. Journal of Higher Education, 76,
276-300.
Pike, G., Smart, J., & Ethington, C. (2012). The mediating effects of student engagement in the
relationships between academic disciplines and learning outcomes: An extension of
Holland’s theory. Research in Higher Education, 53(5), 550-575.
Pintrich, P. R. (1999). The role of motivation in promoting and sustaining self-regulated
learning. International Journal of Educational Research, 31, 459-470.
Pintrich, P. R. (2000). The role of goal orientation in self–regulated learning. In M. Boekaerts, P.
Pintrich, & M. Zeidner (Eds.), Handbook of self–regulation (pp. 451–502). San Diego,
CA: Academic Press.
Pintrich, P. R. (2004). A conceptual framework for assessing motivation and self–regulated
learning in college students. Educational Psychology Review, 16, 385–407.
Pintrich, P. R., Smith, D., Garcia, T., & McKeachie, W. J. (1991). A manual for the use of the
Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ). Ann Arbor, MI: National
Center for Research to Improve Secondary Teaching and Learning.
Pintrich, P. R., Smith, D. A. F., Garcia, T., & McKeachie, W. J. (1993). Reliability and
predictive validity of the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ).
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 53, 801-813.
Pintrich, P. R., & Zusho, A. (2002). The development of academic self-regulation: The role of
cognitive and motivational factors. In A. Wigfield & J. S. Eccles (Eds.), Development of
achievement motivation (pp.249–284). New York, NY: Academic.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

184

Plant, E. A., Ericsson, K. A., Hill, L., & Asberg, K. (2005). Why study time does not predict
grade point average across college students: Implications of deliberate practice for
academic performance. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 30(1), 96-116.
Prat-Sala, M., & Redford, P. (2010). The interplay between motivation, self-efficacy and
approaches to studying. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 80, 283-305.
Prevatt, F., Petscher, Y., Proctor, B. E., Hurst, A., & Adams, K. (2006). The revised learning and
study strategies inventory: An evaluation of competing models. Educational and
Psychological Measurement, 66(3), 448-458.
Pritchard, M. E., & Wilson, G. S. (2003). Using emotional and social factors to predict student
success. Journal of College Student Development, 44, 18–28.
Prospero, M., & Vohra-Gupta, S. (2007). First-generation college students: Motivation,
integration, and academic achievement. Community College Journal of Research &
Practice, 31(12), 963-975.
Pryor, J. H., Eagan, K., Palucki Blake, L., Hurtado, S., Berdan, J., & Case, M. H. (2012). The
American freshman: National norms fall 2012. Los Angeles: Higher Education Research
Institute (HERI), UCLA.
Putwain, D. W. (2008). Deconstructing test anxiety. Emotional and Behavioural Difficulties,
13(2), 141-155.
Putwain, D. W., & Daly, A. L. (2013). Do clusters of test anxiety and academic buoyancy
differentially predict academic performance? Learning and Individual Differences, 27,
157-162.
Ransdell, S. (2001). Predicting college success: The importance of ability and non-cognitive
variables. International Journal of Educational Research,35, 357–364.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

185

Redick, T. S., & Engle, R. W. (2006). Working memory capacity and attention network test
performance. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 20(5), 713-721.
Remillard, A. M., & Lamb, S. (2005). Adolescent girls’ coping with relational aggression. Sex
Roles, 53(3-4), 221-229.
Riccio, C. A., Lee, D., Romine, C., Cash, D., & Davis, B. (2002). Relation of memory and
attention to academic achievement in adults. Archives of Clinical Neuropsychology, 18,
755-756.
Riehl, R. J. (1994). The academic preparation, aspirations, and first-year performance of firstgeneration students. College and University, 70(1), 14-19.
Robbins, S., Allen, J., Casillas, A., Peterson, C., & Le, H. (2006). Unraveling the differential
effects of motivational and skills, social, and self-management measures from traditional
predictors of college outcomes. Journal of Educational Psychology, 98, 598-616.
Robbins, S., Lauver, K., Le, H., Davis, D., Langley, R., & Carlstrom, A. (2004). Do
psychosocial and study skill factors predict college outcomes? A meta-analysis.
Psychological Bulletin, 130(2), 261–288.
Roediger III, H. L., Agarwal, P. K., McDaniel, M. A., & McDermott, K. B. (2011). Testenhanced learning in the classroom: Long-term improvements from quizzing. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: Applied, 17(4), 382-395.
Roediger III, H. L., & Karpicke, J. D. (2006). Test enhanced learning: Taking memory tests
improves long-term retention. Psychological Science, 17, 249-255.
Rosenbaum, M. (1990). Introduction: From helplessness to resourcefulness. In M. Rosenbaum
(Ed.), Learned resourcefulness (pp. 25-35). New York, NY: Springer Publishing
Company.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

186

Rosenbaum, M., & Jaffe, Y. (1983). Learned helplessness: The role of individual differences in
learned resourcefulness. British Journal of Social Psychology, 22, 215-225.
Ross-Gordon, J. M. (2003). Adult learners in the classroom. New Directions for Student
Services, 102, 43-52.
Saenz, V. B., Hurtado, S., Barrera, D., Wolf, D., & Yeung, F. (2007). First in my family: A
profile of first-generation college students at four-year institutions since 1971. Los
Angeles: Higher Education Research Institute (HERI), UCLA.
Saklofske, D. H., Austin, E. J., Mastoras, S. M., Beaton, L., Osborne, S. E. (2012). Relationships
of personality, affect, emotional intelligence and coping with student stress and academic
success: Different patterns of association for stress and success. Learning and Individual
Differences, 22(2), 251-257.
Sansone, C., & Smith, J. L. (2000). Interest and self-regulation: The relation between having to
and wanting to. In C. Sansone & J. M. Harackiewicz (Eds.), Intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation: The search for optimal motivation and performance (pp. 341-372). San
Diego, CA: Academic Press.
Sasaki, M., & Yamasaki, K. (2007). Stress coping and the adjustment process among university
freshmen. Counseling Psychology Quarterly, 20, 51–67.
Schafer, J. L., & Graham, J. W. (2002). Missing data: Our view of the state of the art.
Psychological Methods, 7(2), 147-177.
Scherer, J. L. & Anson, M. L. (2014). Community colleges and the access effect. New York,
NY: Palgrave Macmillan.
Schiefele, U. (1991). Interest, learning, and motivation. Educational Psychologist, 26, 299-323.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

187

Schlomer, G. L., Bauman, S., & Card, N. A. (2010). Best practices for missing data management
in counseling psychology. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 57, 1–10.
Schmitt, N., Oswald, F. L., Kim, B. H., Imus, A., Merritt, S., Friede, A., & Shivpuri, S. (2007).
The use of background and ability profiles to predict college student outcomes. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 92(1), 165-179.
Schmitz, B., & Wiese, B. S. (2006). New perspectives for the evaluation of training sessions in
self-regulated learning: Time-series analyses of diary data. Contemporary Educational
Psychology, 31(1), 64-96.
Schunk, D. H. (2005). Self-regulated learning: The educational legacy of Paul R. Pintrich.
Educational Psychologist, 40, 85-94.
Schunk, D. H., & Pajares, F. (2009). Self-efficacy theory. In K. R. Wentzel & A. Wigfield
(Eds.), Handbook of motivation at school (pp. 35-53). New York, NY: Routledge.
Schunk, D. H., Pintrich, P. R., & Meece, J. L. (2008). Motivation in education: Theory, research
and application (3rd ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Merrill/Prentice Hall.
Schutz, P. A., & Lanehart, S. L. (2002). Emotion in education. Educational Psychologist, 3,
67-68.
Seidman, A. (Ed.). (2005). College student retention: Formula for student success. Westport,
CT: Praeger.
Seipp, B. (1991). Anxiety and academic performance: A meta-analysis of findings. Anxiety
Research, 4, 27-41.
Shapiro, A. M. (2008). Hypermedia design as learner scaffolding. Educational Technology
Research and Development, 56, 29-44.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

188

Shipman, S., & Shipman, V. C. (1985). Cognitive styles: Some conceptual, methodological, and
applied issues. In E. W. Gordon (Ed.), Review of research in education (Vol. 12).
Washington, DC: American Educational Research Association.
Simpson, M. L., Olejnik, S., Tam, A., Supattathum, S. (1994). Elaborative verbal
rehearsals and college students’ cognitive performance. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 86(2), 267-278.
Sinha, B. K., & Watson, D. C. (2007). Stress, coping and psychological illness: A cross-cultural
study. International Journal of Stress Management, 14(4), 386-397.
Slavin, L. A., Rainer, K. L., McCreary, M. L., & Gowda, K. K. (1991). Toward a multicultural
model of the stress process. Journal of Counseling & Development, 70, 156-163.
Smart, J. C., & Feldman, K. A. (1998). ‘‘Accentuation effects’’ of dissimilar academic
departments: An application and exploration of Holland’s theory. Research in Higher
Education, 39, 385–418.
Smith, J. S., & Wertlieb, E. C. (2005). Do first-year college students’ expectations align with
their first-year experiences? Journal of Student Affairs Research and Practice, 42(2),
299-320.
Snow, R. E., Corno, L., & Jackson III, D. N. (1996). Individual differences in affective and
conative functions. In D. C. Berliner & R. C. Calfee (Eds.), Handbook of educational
psychology (pp. 243-310). New York, NY: Macmillan.
Soria, K. M., & Stebleton, M. J. (2012). First-generation students’ academic engagement and
retention. Teaching in Higher Education, 17(6), 673-685.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

189

Sowa, C. J., & May, K. M. (1997). Expanding Lazarus and Folkman’s paradigm to the social and
emotional adjustment of gifted children and adolescents (SEAM). Gifted Child Quarterly,
41(2), 36-43.
Sparkman, L. A., Maulding, W. S., & Roberts, J. G. (2012). Non-cognitive predictors of student
success in college. College Student Journal, 46(3), 642-652.
Sperling, G., & Weichselgartner, E. (1995). Episodic theory of the dynamics of spatial attention.
Psychological Review, 102(3), 503-532.
Spielberger, C. D., & Vagg, P. R. (1995). Test anxiety: A transactional process model. In C. D.
Spielberger & P. R. Vagg (Eds.), Test anxiety: Theory, assessment and treatment
(pp. 3-14). Washington, D.C.: Taylor & Francis.
Srivastava, S., Tamir, M., McGonigal, K. M., John, O. P., & Gross, J. J. (2009). The social costs
of emotional suppression: A prospective study of the transition to college. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 96, 883–897.
Steele, C. M., & Aronson, J. (1995). Stereotype threat and the intellectual test performance of
African Americans. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69, 797–811.
Steele, C. M., Spencer, S. J., & Aronson, J. (2002). Contending with group image: The
psychology of stereotype and social identity threat. In M. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in
experimental social psychology (Vol. 34, pp.379–440). New York, NY: Academic Press.
Stevens, T. & Tallent-Runnels, M. K. (2004). The learning and study strategies inventory-high
school version: Issues of factorial invariance across gender and ethnicity. Educational
and Psychological Measurement, 64(2), 332-346.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

190

Stewart, D., Panus, P., Hagemeier, N., Thigpen, J., & Brooks, L. (2014). Pharmacy student selftesting as a predictor of examination performance. Journal of Pharmaceutical Education,
78(2), 1-6.
Stewart, S. M., Betson, C., Lam, T. H., Marshall, I. B., Lee, P. W., & Wong, C. M. (1997).
Predicting stress in first year medical students: A longitudinal study. Medical Education,
3, 163-168.
Street, A. F., Couper, J. W., Love, A. W., Bloch, S., Kissane, D. W., & Street, B. C. (2010).
Psychosocial adaptation in female partners of men with prostate cancer. European
Journal of Cancer Care, 19(2), 234-242.
Struthers, C. W., Perry, R. P., & Menec, V. H. (2000). An examination of the relationship among
academic stress, coping, motivation, and performance in college. Research in Higher
Education, 41, 581–592.
Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2013). Using multivariate statistics. Boston, MA: Pearson.
Talib, N., & Sansgiry, S. S. (2012). Determinants of academic performance of university
students. Pakistan Journal of Psychological Research, 27(2), 265-278.
Terenzini, P. T., Springer, L., Yaeger, P. M., Pascarella, E. T., & Nora, A. (1996). First
generation college students: Characteristics, experiences, and cognitive development.
Research in Higher Education, 37(1), 1-22.
Thiede, K. W., Anderson, M. C. M., & Therriault, D. (2003). Accuracy of metacognitive
monitoring affects learning of texts. Journal of Educational Psychology, 95(1), 66-73.
Tinto, V. (2001). Rethinking the first year of college. Higher Education Monograph Series,
Syracuse University.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

191

Tinto, V. (2006). Research and practice of student retention: What’s next? Journal of College
Student Retention, 8(1), 1-19.
Tobias, S. (1985). Test anxiety: Interference, defective skills, and cognitive capacity.
Educational Psychologist, 20(3), 135-142.
Toldson, I. A. (2012, July 19). Debunking education myths about Blacks. The Root. Retrieved
from The Root website: http://www.theroot.com/views/debunking-education myths
about-blacks
Trigwell, K., Ashwin, P., & Millan, E. S. (2013). Evoked prior learning experience and approach
to learning as predictors of academic achievement. British Journal of Educational
Psychology, 83, 363-378.
Tung, H.-H., Hunter, A., & Wei, J. (2008). Coping, anxiety and quality of life after coronary
artery bypass graft surgery. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 61(6), 651-663.
Turner, D. P., Thompson, M. E., Huber, L. R., & Arif, A. A. (2012). Depressive symptoms and
academic performance of North Carolina college students. North Carolina Medical
Journal, 75(3), 169-175.
UCLA Institute for Digital Research and Education. (2014). What are saturated and baseline
models in SEM? UCLA: Statistical Consulting Group. Retrieved from the UCLA IDRE
website: http://www.ats.ucla.edu / stat/stata/faq/sem_baseline.htm
Valencia, R. R. (2002). The plight of Chicano students: An overview of schooling conditions and
outcomes. In R. R. Valencia (Ed.), Chicano school failure and success: Past, present,
and future (pp. 3–52). New York, NY: Routledge Falmer.
Vallerand, R. J., & Bissonnette, R. (1992). Intrinsic, extrinsic and amotivational styles as
predictors of behavior: A prospective study. Journal of Personality, 60(3), 599-620.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

192

Vansteenkiste, M., Simons, J., Lens, W., Sheldon, K. M., & Deci, E. L. (2004). Motivating
learning, performance, and persistence: The synergistic effects of intrinsic goal contents
and autonomy-supportive contexts. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 87,
246-260.
Wanzer, M. B., Sparks, L., & Frymier, A. B. (2009). Humorous communication within the lives
of older adults: The relationships among humor, coping efficacy, age, and life
satisfaction. Health Communication, 24, 128-136.
Wei, M., Ku, T., & Liao, K. Y. (2011). Minority status stress and college persistence attitudes
among African American, Asian American, and Latino students: Perception of university
environment as a mediator. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 17,
195–203.
Wei, M., Russell, D., & Zakalik, R. (2005). Adult attachment, social self-efficacy, selfdisclosure, loneliness, and subsequent depression for freshman college students: A
longitudinal study. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 52, 602–614.
Weinstein, C. E., & Mayer, R. E. (1986). The teaching of learning strategies. In M.C. Wittrock
(Ed.), Handbook of research on teaching (3rd ed., pp. 315-327). New York, NY:
Macmillan.
Weinstein, C. E., Meyer, D. K., Husman, J., Van Mater Stone, G., & McKeachie, W. J. (2006).
Teaching students how to become more strategic and self-regulated learners. In W. J.
McKeachie & M. Svinicki (Eds.), McKeachie’s teaching tips: Strategies, research, and
theory for college and university teachers (pp. 300-317). Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin.
Weinstein, C. E., & Palmer, D. R. (1990). LASSI-HS user’s manual. Clearwater, FL: H&H
Publishing.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

193

Weinstein, C. E., & Palmer, D. R. (2002). Learning and Study Strategies Inventory (LASSI):
User’s manual (2nd ed.). Clearwater, FL: H&H Publishing.
Weinstein, C. E., Schulte, A. C., & Palmer, D. R. (1987). Learning and Study Strategies
Inventory (LASSI): User’s manual. Clearwater, FL: H&H Publishing.
West, C., & Sadoski, M. (2011). Do study strategies predict academic performance in medical
school? Medical Education, 45(7), 696-703.
Wiley, J., Griffin, T. D., & Thiede, K. W. (2005). Putting the comprehension in
metacomprehension. Journal of General Psychology, 132, 408-428.
Wilkinson, L., & APA Task Force on Statistical Inference. (1999). Statistical methods in
psychology journals: Guidelines and explanations. American Psychologist, 54, 594-604.
Williams, L., Gatt, J., Hatch, A., Palmer, D., Nagy, M., Rennie, C., ... Paul, R. H. (2008). The
INTEGRATE model of emotion, thinking and self regulation: An application to the
‘‘paradox of aging.’’ Journal of Integrative Neuroscience, 7(1), 367–404.
Winne, P. H. (2001). A cognitive and metacognitive analysis of self-regulated learning. In B. J.
Zimmerman & D. H. Schunk (Eds.), Self-regulated learning and academic achievement
(pp. 145-178). New York, NY: Routledge.
Winne, P. H. (2011). Self-regulated learning viewed from models of information-processing. In
B. J. Zimmerman & D. H. Schunk (Eds.), Handbook of self-regulation of learning and
performance (pp. 15-32). New York, NY: Routledge.
Wolters, C. A. (1998). Self-regulated learning and college students’ regulation of motivation.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 90(2), 224-235.
Wolters, C. A. (2003). Regulation of motivation: Evaluating an underemphasized aspect of self–
regulated learning. Educational Psychologist, 38, 189–205.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

194

Wolters, C. A., Benzon, M. B., & Arroyo-Giner, C. (2011). Assessing strategies for the selfregulation of motivation. In B. J. Zimmerman & D. H. Schunk (Eds.), Handbook of selfregulation of learning and performance (pp. 298-312). New York, NY: Routledge.
Yates, A. (1987). Multivariate exploratory data analysis: A perspective on exploratory
factor analysis. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press.
Yen, J.-C., Lee, C.-Y., & Chen, I.-J. (2012). The effects of image-based concept mapping on the
learning outcomes and cognitive processes of mobile learners. British Journal of
Educational Technology, 43(2), 307-320.
Yerkes, R. M., & Dodson, J. D. (1908). The relationship of strength of stimulus to rapidity of
habit formation. Journal of Comparative Neurology and Psychology, 18, 459-482.
Ying, Y.-W. (2008). The buffering effect of self-detachment against emotional exhaustion
among social work students. Journal of Religion & Spirituality in Social Work, 27(1-2),
127-146.
Yip, M. C. W. (2007). Differences in learning and study strategies between high and low
achieving university students: A Hong Kong study. Educational Psychology, 27,
597–606.
Yip, M. C. W. (2009). Differences between high and low academic achieving university students
in learning and study strategies: A further investigation. Educational Research and
Evaluation, 15(6), 561-570.
Yip, M. C. W. (2012). Learning strategies and self-efficacy as predictors of academic
performance: A preliminary study. Quality in Higher Education, 18(1), 23-34.
Zalaquett, C. P. (2005). Study of successful Latina/o students. Journal of Hispanic Higher
Education, 5, 35-47.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

195

Zeidner, M. (1990). Does test anxiety bias scholastic aptitude test performance by gender and
sociocultural group? Journal of Personality Assessment, 55, 145-160.
Zeidner, M. (1995). Adaptive coping with test situations: A review of the literature. Educational
Psychologist, 30(3), 123-133.
Zeidner, M., & Matthews, G. (2005). Evaluation anxiety: Current theory and research. In A.
Elliot & C. Dweck (Eds.), Handbook of competence and motivation (pp. 141-163). New
York, NY: Guilford Publications.
Zhao, C., Gonyea, R. M., & Kuh, G. D. (2003). The psychographic typology: Toward higher
resolution research on college students. Paper presented at the annual forum of the
Association for Institutional Research, Tampa, FL.
Zimmerman, B. J. (1989). A social cognitive view of self-regulated academic learning. Journal
of Educational Psychology, 81, 329–339.
Zimmerman, B. J. (2000). Attaining self-regulation: A social cognitive perspective. In M.
Boekaerts, P. R. Pintrich, & M. Zeidner (Eds.), Handbook of self-regulation: Theory,
research, and applications (pp.13-29). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.
Zimmerman, B. J. (2002). Becoming a self-regulated learner: An overview. Theory into Practice,
41, 64-71.
Zimmerman, B. J. (2004). Sociocultural influence and students’ development of academic selfregulation: A social-cognitive perspective. In D. M. McInerney & S. Van Etten (Eds.),
Big theories revisited. Research on sociocultural influences on motivation and learning
(Vol. 4, 139-164). Greenwich, CT: Information Age.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

196

Zimmerman, B. J. (2011). Motivation sources and outcomes of self-regulated learning and
performance. In B. J. Zimmerman & D. H. Schunk (Eds.), Handbook of self-regulation
of learning and performance (pp. 49-64). New York, NY: Routledge.
Zimmerman, B. J., & Cleary, T. J. (2009). Motives to self-regulate learning: A social cognitive
account. In K. R. Wentzel & A. Wigfield (Eds.), Handbook of motivation at school (pp.
247-264). New York, NY: Routledge.
Zimmerman, B. J., & Kitsantas, A. (2005). The hidden dimension of personal competence: Selfregulated learning and practice. In A. J. Elliot & C. S. Dweck (Eds.), Handbook of
competence and motivation (pp. 204-222). New York, NY: Guilford Press.
Zimmerman, B. J., & Schunk, D. H. (2008). Motivation: An essential dimension of selfregulated learning. In D. H. Schunk & B. J. Zimmerman (Eds.), Motivation and selfregulated learning: Theory, research and applications (pp. 1-30). Mahwah, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Zimmerman, B. J., & Schunk, D. H. (2011). Self-regulated learning and performance: An
introduction and an overview. In B. J. Zimmerman & D. H. Schunk (Eds.), Handbook of
self-regulation of learning and performance (pp. 1-12). New York, NY: Routledge.
Zyphur, M. J., Bradley, J. C., Landis, R. S., & Thoresen, C. J. (2007). The effects of cognitive
ability and conscientiousness on performance over time: A censored latent growth model.
Human Performance, 21, 1–27.

SELF-REGULATORY COPING MODEL

197

Appendix A
LASSI-HS items:
1. I worry that I will fail my classes
2. I can tell the difference between more important and less important information my teacher tells
me
3. I find it hard to stick to a study schedule
4. After a class, I look over my notes to help me understand the information
5. I don't care if I finish high school as long as I can get a job
6. I find that when my teacher is teaching I think of other things and don't really listen to what is
being said
7. I use special study helps, such as italics and headings, that are in my textbook
8. I try to identify the main ideas when I listen to my teacher teaching
9. I get discouraged because of low grades
10. I am up-to-date in my class assignments.
11. Problems outside of school--dating, conflict with parents, etc.--cause me not to do my homework.
12. I try to think through a topic and decide what I am supposed to learn from it rather than just read
it over when doing schoolwork.
13. Even when study materials are dull and not interesting I manage to keep working until I finish.
14. I feel confused and undecided as to what my educational goals should be.
15. I learn new words or ideas by imagining a situation in which they occur.
16. I come to class unprepared.
17. When studying for an exam, I think of questions that might be on the test.
18. I would rather not be in school.
19. The notes I take as I read my textbooks are helpful when I review textbook material.
20. I do poorly on tests because I find it hard to plan my work in a short period of time.
21. I try to think of possible test questions when studying my class material.
22. I only study when there is the pressure of a test.
23. I change the material I am studying into my own words.
24. I compare class notes with other students to make sure my notes are correct.
25. I am very tense when I study.
26. I look over my notes before the next class.
27. I have trouble summarizing what I have just heard in class or read in a textbook.
28. I work hard to get a good grade, even when I don't like the class.
29. I often feel like I have little control over what happens to me in school.
30. I stop often while reading and think over or review what has been said.
31. Even when I am very well prepared for a test, I feel very upset when taking it.
32. When I study a topic I try to make the ideas fit together and make sense.
33. I talk myself into believing some excuse for not doing a homework assignment.
34. When I study, I have trouble figuring out just what to do learn the material.
35. When I begin a test, I feel pretty sure that I will do well.
36. I check to see if I understand what my teacher is saying during a class period.
37. I do not want to learn a lot of different things in school. I just want to learn what I need to get a
good job.
38. I am sometimes unable to keep my mind on my schoolwork because I am restless or moody.
39. I try to find connections between what I am learning and what I already know.
40. I set high standards or goals for myself in school.
41. I end up 'cramming' for almost every test.
42. I find it hard to pay attention during class.
43. I key in on the first and last sentences of most paragraphs when reading my textbooks.
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45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
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I only study the subjects I like.
I am distracted from my studies very easily.
I try to find connections between what I am studying and my own experiences.
I make good use of study hours after school.
When work is difficult I either give up or study only the easy parts.
I make drawings or sketches to help me understand what I am studying.
I dislike most of the work in my classes.
I have trouble understanding just what a test question is asking.
I make simple charts, diagrams, or tables to pull together material in my classes.
While I am taking a test, worry about doing poorly gets in the way of keeping my mind on the
test.
I don't understand some class material because I do not listen carefully.
I read textbooks assigned for my classes.
I feel very panicky when I take an important test.
When I decide to do schoolwork, I set aside a certain amount of time and stick with it.
When I take a test I realize that I studied the wrong material.
It is hard for me to know what is important to remember in a textbook.
I pay attention fully when studying.
I use the chapter headings as a guide to find important ideas in my readings.
I get so nervous and confused when taking a test that I don't answer questions to the best of my
ability.
I memorize grammatical rules, technical terms, formulas, etc., without understanding them.
I test myself to be sure I know the material I have been studying.
I put off schoolwork more than I should.
I try to see how what I am studying would apply to my everyday living.
My mind wanders a lot when I do schoolwork.
In my opinion, what is taught in my classes is not worth learning.
I go over homework assignments when reviewing class materials.
I have a hard time knowing how to study for different types of subjects.
Often when doing schoolwork I seem to get lost in the details and can't remember the main ideas.
When they are available I go to study or review sessions.
I spend so much time with my friends that my schoolwork suffers.
In taking tests, writing themes, and other schoolwork, I find I have not understood what the
teacher wants and lose points because of it.
I try to make connections between various ideas in what I am studying.
I have a hard time finding the important ideas in my reading.

